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been made (a) when other spellings have become more or less
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where the persons involved spent most of their careers in the
West and themselves used a different spelling in the Latin script
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diminutive names (Fanya, Senya, Sanya).
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INTRODUCTION

Although the idea of a stateless society can be traced back to
ancient times, anarchism as an organized movement of social
protest is a comparatively recent phenomenon. Emerging in
Europe during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, it
was, like liberalism and socialism, primarily a response to the
quickening pace of political and economic centralization brought
on by the industrial revolution. The anarchists shared with the
liberals a common hostility to centralized government, and with
the socialists they shared a deep hatred of the capitalist system.
But they held no brief for the “reformism, parliamentarism, and
unrelieved doctrinairism” of their competitors; nothing less than
a clean sweep of “bourgeois civilization,” with its growing
regimentation and callous indifference to human suffering, could
satisfy their “thirst for the absolute.”* Focusing their attack on
the state and on capitalism as the chief institutions of domina-
tion and exploitation, the anarchists called for a social revolu-
tion that would abolish all political and economic authority
and usher in a decentralized society based on the voluntary co-
operation of free individuals.

In Russia at the turn of the century, as in Western Europe
several decades earlier, it was the arrival of the industrial rev-
olution and the social dislocation it produced that called a mili-
tant anarchist movement into being. It is not surprising, then,
that the Russian anarchists should have found themselves de-
bating many of the same questions that had long been pre-
occupying their comrades in the West, notably the relationship
between the anarchist movement and the newly emergent work-
ing class and the place of terrorism in the impending revolution.
Yet however much Russian anarchism owed its predecessors in
Western Europe, it was deeply rooted in a long tradition of
native radicalism stretching back to the peasant revolts of Stenka
Razin and Emelian Pugachev, a tradition which was shortly to
reach a climax in the Revolutions of 1905 and 1917. The social
creed propagated by the Russian anarchists was itself a curious

lsllgictor Serge, Mémoires d’'un révolutionnaire (Paris, 1951), pp.
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INTRODUCTION

blend of western and indigenous elements; originating in the
West with Godwin, Stirmer, and Proudhon, it subsequently
filtered through the prisms of Bakuninism, Kropotkinism, and
native Populism, thus acquiring a distinctive Russian hue. The
character of Russian anarchism, moreover, was shaped by the
repressive political environment into which it had been born.
Tsar Nicholas II, by thwarting all efforts by enlightened mem-
bers of Russian society to reform the autocracy and alleviate
social and economic distress, drove his opponents to seek re-
dress in a frenzy of terrorism and violence.

Anarchism in Russia flourished and waned with the fortunes
of the revolutionary movement as a whole. When rebellion
erupted in 1905, the anarchists jubilantly hailed it as the spon-
taneous mass upheaval forecast by Bakunin a generation before,
and they threw themselves into the fray with bombs and pistols
in hand. However, failing to build up a coherent organization or
to penetrate the expanding labor movement on any significant
scale, they remained a loose collection of obstreperous little
groups whose activities had a relatively minor impact on the
course of the uprising. The episodic character of the opening sec-
tion of this book is, in part at least, a reflection of the disarray
within the anarchist movement during its formative years. After
the 1905 revolt was suppressed, the movement fell dormant until
the First World War set the stage for a new uprising. Then, in
1917, the sudden collapse of the monarchy and the breakdown
of political and economic authority which followed convinced
the anarchists that the millennium had indeed arrived, and they
applied themselves to the task of sweeping away what remained
of the state and transferring the land and factories to the com-
mon people.

The Russian anarchists have long been ignored by those who
regard all history through the eyes of the victors. Political suc-
cess, however, is by no means the sole measure of the worth of a
movement; the belief that triumphant causes alone should in-
terest the historian leads, as James Joll recently observed, to the
neglect of much in the past that is valuable and curious, and
narrows our view of the world.? Thus if one is to appreciate the
true range and complexity of the Revolution of 1917 and the

2 James Joll, The Anarchists (London, 1964), p. 11.
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INTRODUCTION

events that followed in its wake, the role played by the anarchists
must be taken into account. In the turmoil of insurrection and
civil war, the anarchists attempted to carry out their program of
“direct action”—workers’ control of production, the creation of
free rural and urban communes, partisan warfare against the
enemies of a libertarian society. They acted as the gadfly of total
rebellion, brooking no compromise with the annihilation of gov-
ernment and private property, refusing to accept anything but
the Golden Age of full liberty and equality. In the end, however,
a new despotism arose upon the ruins of the old, and the anarch-
ist movement was stamped out. The few who survived, though
they suffered the melancholy of defeat, nevertheless clung to the
belief that ultimately their vision of a stateless utopia would
triumph. “Bolshevism is of the past,” Alexander Berkman could
write in 1925, when his Russian comrades were in prison or
exile. “The future belongs to man and his liberty.”?

8 Alexander Berkman, The “Anti-Climax”: The Concluding Chapter
of My Russian Diary “The Bolshevik Myth” (Berlin, 1925), p. 29.







1-THE STORMY PETREL

The time has come, an enormous thing is moving
down on wus dall, ¢ mighty, wholesome storm is
gathering; it is approaching, is already near, and
soon will cleanse from our society its indolence,
indifference, prejudice against work,
and foul ennui.

BARON TUZENBAKH, CHEKHOV’S
The Three Sisters

At the beginning of the twentieth century, the Russian Empire
was entering a time of troubles, a cataclysmic period of war and
revolution destined to leave the old order in ruins. Opponents of
the autocracy had long been forecasting the approach of a de-
structive tempest. Decades before Nicholas II ascended the
throne, Mikhail Bakunin had sensed that the atmosphere in Rus-
sia was growing heavy with storms of devastating power, and
Alexander Herzen more than once had thought he could hear
the moan and grumble of an impending debacle.* The reforms of
Alexander II cleared the air momentarily, but after the em-
peror’s assassination in 1881 the dark clouds of reaction en-
shrouded the country once more. By the turn of the century,
few could escape the conviction that the old regime was on the
eve of a great upheaval. The air seemed full of portents and fore-
bodings. In a poem that was on many lips, Maksim Gorky pre-
dicted that a stormy petrel would appear “like black light-
ning” in the heavens, the harbinger of an immense storm soon to
burst upon the Russian land.? The stormy petrel became a sym-
bol for Russians of all backgrounds—for some the symbol of
approaching calamity, for others of imminent salvation.

But Nicholas II firmly refused to heed the danger signals. He
remained unshakeable in his determination to preserve the au-

1 M. A. Bakunin, Sobranie sochinenii i pisem, 1828-1876, ed. Tu. M.
$teklov (4 vols., Moscow, 1934-1936), 111, 148; A. I. Herzen, “Kolokol”:
izbrannye stati A. 1. Gertsena, 1857-1869 (Geneva, 1887), p. 299.

2M. Gorky, “Pesnia o burevestnike,” Antologiia russkoi sovetskoi
poezii (2 vols., Moscow, 1957), 1, 9-10.
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tocracy as his father had done before him. Under the spell of his
reactionary advisor Konstantin Pobedonostsev, the Procurator of
the Holy Synod, the Tsar stifled every constitutional impulse of
the enlightened members of society. Dismissing as “senseless
dreams” their desperate petitions for a larger political role,
he placed his trust in an unwieldy bureaucracy, a large but ill-
equipped army, and a stultifying network of secret police.

The greatest threat to the ancien régime came from the peas-
antry. A catastrophic famine in 1891 had reawakened Russian
society to the misery that pervaded the countryside. Overpopu-
lation and stagnation in the villages persisted even after the
Emancipation. As the peasants multiplied (from fifty to eighty
millions in a single generation), the average size of their al-
ready inadequate family holdings steadily shrank, so that most
villagers could no longer support themselves without earning ad-
ditional income as hired hands in agriculture or in manufacture.
The peasants hungered for more land and struggled under the
crushing burden of taxes and redemption payments. They re-
mained paralyzed by the restrictions of communal tenure long
years after the Tsar had proclaimed them free men. In most
places, the widely scattered strips of farmland were still re-
distributed every few years, and antiquated methods of culti-
vation had not yet given way to modern agricultural techniques.
The muzhiks continued to live out their primitive lives in one-
room wooden huts with earthen floors, sharing them perhaps
with their pigs and goats, and subsisting on bread, cabbage
soup, and vodka.

The black-earth provinces of central Russia, once the bulwark
of serfdom, had changed but little since the great Emancipation
of February 1861. In this overcrowded region, where “beggarly
allotments” of land abounded, the impoverished peasants man-
aged to avoid starvation only by carrying on their long-estab-
lished cottage manufacture of nails, sacking, cutlery, and other
small items. By the close of the century, however, handicrafts
production had entered a steep decline, hard pressed by the
competition of efficient factories in the burgeoning industrial
towns to the north and west. The villagers, thrust into the dark-
ness of despair, took to casting sullen and baleful looks at their
former masters, whose land they now coveted more than ever
before. In 1901, a landowner of Voronezh province fancied he

10
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could see a bloody mist crawling over his estate, and noted that
breathing and living had lately become more difficult, “as before
a storm.”® In the autumn of that year, the central and southern
agricultural regions yielded disastrously meager harvests, and
the following spring the peasants of Poltava and Kharkov prov-
inces resorted once again to the ugly weapons of Stenka Razin
and Emelian Pugachev—axe, pitchfork, and torch—seizing
grain wherever any could be found, and plundering the manor
houses of their districts until government troops arrived to re-
store order.*

The wretched condition of the peasantry was matched by that
of the growing class of industrial workers. Serfs only yesterday,
the workers found themselves uprooted from their native villages
and crowded into the squalid factory dormitories of the big
towns. Victimized by callous foremen and factory directors, their
paltry wages habitually reduced for petty infractions of workshop
rules and without any legal means of communicating their griev-
ances, the workmen could adjust to their new mode of life only
with the greatest difficulty.®

Laborers in the factories, moreover, were afflicted with a
crisis of identity. Powerful magnets pulled them in two direc-
tions, one leading back to their traditional villages, the other
towards a strange new world beyond their comprehension. At
the beginning of the new century, a large majority of factory
workers—especially those in the textile mills of north-central
Russia—were still legally classified as peasants. As such, they
retained at least nominal possession of some allotment land and
were liable to certain regulations of the commune, such as the
issuance of work permits for factory employment. These worker-

3 Bertram D. Wolfe, Three Who Made a Revolution (New York,
1948), p. 265.

4 Krest'ianskoe dvizhenie 1902 goda (Moscow and Petrograd, 1923),
pp. 17-128; P. P. Maslov, Agrarnyi vopros v Rossii (2 vols., St. Peters-
burg, 1908), 1, 104-129,

8 K. A. Pazhitnov, Polozhenie rabochego klassa v Rossii (St. Peters-
burg, 1906), pp. 92-161; Theodore H. Von Laue, “Factory Inspection
under the Witte System, 1892-1903,” American Slavic and East European
Review, x1x (October 1960), 347-362; Von Laue, “Russian Peasants in
the Factory, 1892-1904,” Journal of Economic History, xx1 (March
1961), 76-80; Gaston V. Rimlinger, “The Management of Labor Protest
in Tsarist Russia, 1870-1905,” International Review of Social History, v
(1960), 226-248; Rimlinger, “Autocracy and the Factory Order in Early
Russian Industrialization,” Journal of Economic History, xx (March
1960), 67-92.
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peasants often left their wives and children in the village, re-
turning for the harvest season, or in times of sickness or old age.
Their peasant mentality was evidenced in their sporadic out-
bursts against the harassments of the factory, more akin to the
jacqueries of an earlier age than to the organized strikes of a
more mature proletariat.®

Yet, at the same time, the workers were loosening their ties
with the countryside. The heavy concentration of labor in Rus-
sian enterprises helped give the factory hands a sense of col-
lectivity that more and more replaced the old loyalties of the
village.” The odd form of social schizophrenia that plagued the
emerging working class was beginning to heal. The workingmen
were breaking with past traditions and beliefs and taking on a
single new identity as a social group distinct from the peasantry
from which they sprang.®

The turn of the century brought the embryonic Russian work-
ing class an economic jolt as severe as the crop failures that
shook the peasants in the central rural districts. In 1899, after a
prolonged period of industrial growth, the Empire of the Tsars
entered a depression from which it took nearly a decade to re-
cover. The depression first struck a glancing blow at the textile
industry of the northern and western provinces, then moved
rapidly southward, enveloping factories, mines, oil fields, and
ports, and bringing serious labor disturbances in its train. Dur-
ing the summer of 1903, the oil workers of Baku and Batum
engaged in bloody skirmishes with the police, and walkouts in
Odessa broadened into a general strike which swiftly spread to
all the centers of heavy industry in the Ukraine, striking with
particular force in Kiev, Kharkov, Nikolaev, and Ekaterinoslav.?

6 M. 1. Tugan-Baranovskii, Russkaia fabrika v proshlom i nastoiash-
chem (3 edn., St. Petersburg, 1907), pp. 446-447; Maslov, Agrarnyi vo-
pros v Rossii, 1, 376-377.

7 A. G. Rashin, Formirovanie promyshlennogo proletariata v Rossii
(Moscow, 1940), pp. 169-184.

8P, N. Liashchenko, Istoriia narodnogo khoziaistva SSSR (2 vols.,
Leningrad, 1947-1948), m, 168-171; Von Laue, Journal of Economic
History, xx1, 61-71; Maslov, Agrarnyi vopros v Rossii, 1, 378-382.

® Vseobshchaia stachka na iuge Rossii v 1903 godu: sbornik doku-
mentov (Moscow, 1938); D. Shlossberg, “Vseobshchaia stachka 1903 g.
na Ukraine,” Istoriia Proletariata SSSR, vii (1931), 52-85; D. Kol'tsov,
“Rabochie v 1890-1904 gg.,” in Obshchestvennoe dvizhenie v Rossii v
nachale XX-go veka, ed. L. Martov, P. Maslov, and A. N. Potresov (4
vols., St. Petersburg, 1909-1914), 1, 224-229,
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THE STORMY PETREL

A noteworthy characteristic of the turbulence in Russia was
the tendency of disaffected social elements to combine with one
another to form highly inflammable mixtures. Factory workers,
for example, acting as conduits for the radical ideas they ab-
sorbed in the cities, disrupted the isolation of their native vil-
lages. In a similar vein, a significant feature of the industrial
strikes in the south was the frequent appearance of university
students alongside the workmen in mass meetings, street dem-
onstrations, and clashes with the authorities.

The years of economic decline coincided with a period of
student unrest on an unprecedented scale in Russia’s history.
Many of the students felt as estranged from the existing social
order as the pauperized peasants and their semi-proletarianized
cousins in the factories. Quite commonly, university students
led impecunious lives in dreary lodgings, embittered by the in-
justice of the tsarist regime and disheartened by the inevitable
prospect of a minor post in the bureaucratic machinery. Even
those who came from the wealthier nobility found it difficult to
tolerate the highhanded policies of the government or the ob-
scurantism of the Tsar’s advisors, who obstinately refused to
make any concessions to constitutional principles. The students
deeply resented the university statute of 1884, which had dis-
solved their clubs and societies, banished liberal professors to
obscure locations in the provinces, and destroyed all semblance
of university autonomy and academic freedom.°

In February 1899, students at St. Petersburg University, in-
dignant because the authorities had cautioned them against
rowdy behavior during their annual college celebrations, created
a small disturbance, whereupon mounted policemen dispersed
them with whips. In reprisal, the furious students organized
strikes and obstructed the attendance of lectures. Sympathetic
demonstrations swept the other universities of European Rus-
sia, disrupting normal academic life for several months. The
situation was tantamount to a general strike in higher education,
to which the government responded by expelling hundreds of
insubordinate students and drafting many of them into the

10 Thomas Darlington, Education in Russia, volume 23 of Great
Britain, Board of Education, Special Reports on Educational Subjects

(London, 1909), pp. 134-136, 433-449; William H. E. Johnson, Russia’s
Educational Heritage (Pittsburgh, 1950), pp. 153-154,
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army.”* One of the expelled young men, Karpovich by name,
vented his outrage by assassinating the Minister of Education,
N. P. Bogolepov, whom he blamed for the government’s harsh
measures against the students. Recalling to everyone’s mind the
murder of Tsar Alexander II, carried out twenty years earlier
by the group of young Populists known as the People’s Will,
Bogolepov’s death touched off a rash of terrorist acts directed at
high state officials. In March 1901, a month after Bogolepov
was killed, a terrorist shot at Pobedonostsev, but missed his
quarry. The following year, a disgruntled student mortally
wounded the Minister of the Interior, D. S. Sipiagin, and a work-
man made an unsuccessful attempt on the life of the Governor of
Kharkov. In May 1903, another worker with truer aim shot and
killed the Governor of Ufa, who had ordered his troops to fire
on a group of unarmed strikers.

In the midst of this violence, Russia hovered between two
worlds, one dying and the other powerless to be born. The em-
bitterment of the' peasants, workers, and students could not be
assuaged peacefully, for there were no legitimate outlets for their
mounting frustrations, nor was the Tsar willing to introduce any
reforms from above. There was a growing tendency among the
insulted and injured to seek extreme solutions to their accumu-
lating difficulties, especially after the depression dealt its body
blow to the economy.

The signs of imminent upheaval were most noticeable in the
provinces located along the periphery of the Empire, where so-
cial disquiet was intensified by national and religious persecu-
tion.?* During four centuries of continuous expansion, Russia
had extended its dominion over Finns, Estonians, Latvians,
Lithuanians, Poles, Georgians, Armenians, Azerbaijanis, and
many other nationalities. Indeed, at the close of the century, non-
Russians constituted a majority of the total population of the
Empire. Living mostly in the border areas, they could plainly
hear the reverberations of nationalism in central Europe. Yet,

11 Darlington, Education in Russia, pp. 153-155; Johnson, Russia’s
Educational Heritage, pp. 176-179; N. Cherevanin, “Dvizhenie intelli-
gentsii,” in Obshchestvennoe dvizhenie v Rossii, 1, 273-283; Nicholas
Hans, History of Russian Educational Policy, 1701-1917 (London, 1931),
pp. 169-174.

12 7, Lenskii, “Natsional’'noe dvizhenie,” in Obshchestvennoe dvizhenie
v Ross:ii, 1, 349-371.
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paradoxically, national consciousness among the minority peoples
received an even stronger stimulus from the Russian government
itself. Inspired by Pobedonostsev, whose political philosophy
pervaded the era of the last Romanovs, Alexander III and his
son Nicholas embarked upon a program of Russification, an at-
tempt to force the restless inhabitants of the frontier provinces
to suppress their own national traditions and recognize the
supremacy of Russian culture. Intended somehow to curb na-
tional and social discontent, Russification only aggravated such
problems in a multinational empire. The ethnic question played
an important part in the strikes among the Transcaucasian oil
workers in 1902 and 1903; and in 1904, after Nicholas II ex-
tended Russification to loyal Finland, which had been enjoying
constitutional privileges since 1809, the son of a Finnish senator
murdered the Russian Governor-General, N. 1. Bobrikov.

No national or religious minority suffered more from the
harsh policies of the government than the Jews. At the opening
of the twentieth century, five million Jews resided in the Empire,
mainly in the Pale of Settlement, which extended along the west-
ern borderlands from the Baltic to the Black Sea. They had fared
comparatively well during the moderate reign of Alexander II.
In his program of reforms, the Tsar had permitted prosperous
Jewish merchants, skilled craftsmen, former soldiers, and holders
of university diplomas to live and work outside the Pale. But
Alexander’s violent death in March 1881 abruptly ended this
period of calm and relative prosperity for the Jews. Easter
time marked the outbreak of an ugly rash of pogroms, which
spread through more than one hundred districts in the south-
western provinces. Although the least show of force was suffi-
cient to stop a pogrom at once, the local authorities as a rule
looked the other way before the rapine and plunder, and in some
cases even encouraged the pogromists.’* On top of these dep-
redations by the local populace, the government issued a series
of obnoxious decrees affecting every vital aspect of Jewish life.
“Temporary regulations” prohibited the Jews from settling in
rural communities, even within the Pale, and although these
rules applied only to new settlers, many old residents were ex-
pelled from the villages of their birth and forced to live in the

13§, M. Dubnow, History of the Jews in Russia and Poland (3 vols.,
Philadelphia, 1916-1920), 1, 247-258.
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larger towns. Movement from village to village was restricted
and searches were conducted for Jews residing illegally outside
the borders of the Pale, which was reduced somewhat in size.
The Ministry of Education introduced quotas limiting the num-
ber of Jewish students in secondary schools and universities to
10 per cent of the student body inside the Pale and 5 per cent
outside, except in St. Petersburg and Moscow, where the figure
was fixed at 3 per cent. Jewish doctors could no longer find
public employment, and their service in the army medical corps
was curtailed. Admission to the bar for “non-Christians” was
made subject to the approval of the Minister of Justice, who
rarely granted entry to Jewish candidates. Jews could no longer
participate in the zemstva (rural assemblies) or in the city
councils. Furthermore, in 1891, the authorities evicted twenty
thousand Jewish merchants and artisans from Moscow, where
Alexander II had allowed them to settle in 1865, and three years
later the introduction of a state monopoly on alcohol deprived
many Jewish innkeepers of a livelihood.**

These pernicious regulations remained in force with little mod-
ification throughout the reign of Nicholas II. The plight of the
Jews grew desperate. Crowded into ghettos, subjected to re-
ligious persecution, largely barred from higher education and
professional careers, their traditional occupations increasingly
circumscribed, the Jews faced the total collapse of their eco-
nomic and social structure. After the depression struck in 1899,
the vast majority were compelled to live on the margin of pau-
perism. Lacking modern equipment and cheap credit, the small
entrepreneurs characteristic of the Pale were threatened with
ruin by rising competition from large-scale industry. Artisans,
abandoning forever their cherished dream of becoming inde-
pendent manufacturers, joined the ranks of the factory wage
earners or, if less fortunate, the swelling army of luftmenshn—
men without any employment, who lived precariously “off the
air.”

Matters were brought to a head soon after Viacheslav Pleve
succeeded the slain Sipiagin as Minister of the Interior in 1902.
A former director of the security police and an ardent agent
of Russification, Pleve was an inveterate Jew-baiter and a re-

_14 {bid., n, 309-312, 336-357, 399-413; Louis Greenberg, The Jews in
Russia (2 vols., New Haven, 1944-1951), m, 19-54.
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actionary bureaucrat of the worst stamp. It was Pleve who, in
1904, was to advocate saving the autocracy by instigating a
“small victorious war” against the Japanese. The same motive
now led him to divert popular discontent against the Jews. By
stigmatizing the revolutionary movement as “the work of Jewish
hands,” he hoped to drown the revolution in Jewish blood.**

Pleve’s strategy gave encouragement to P. A. Krushevan, the
publisher of an anti-Semitic newspaper in Kishinev, the capital
of Bessarabia. Launching a campaign of invective against the
Jews, Krushevan accused them of revolutionary plots and ritual
murders and called upon the Christian population to take re-
venge on their Jewish exploiters. On Easter Day of 1903, the
horrible Kishinev pogrom erupted. For two days the police stood
aside as hoodlums massacred scores of Jews, injured hundreds
more, and ransacked their shops and dwellings. Many Jewish
families were left homeless and destitute, utterly ruined by the
attack, which ceased the moment the authorities intervened. A
few months later, a tide of pogroms swept through the Pale,
ravaging Rovno, Kiev, Mogilev, and Gomel.'¢

It was here in the borderlands of the west and the southwest,
and chiefly in the Jewish towns, that the Russian anarchist move-
ment was born. In these areas, economic distress combined with
intense national oppression to nourish a strong nihilist sentiment
among the workers, students, and peasants, driving many of
them to the outermost fringe of radicalism. Ever since the very
first years of reaction under Alexander III, artisans, intellectuals,
and factory workers of the frontier provinces had been forming
clandestine circles devoted mainly to self-education and radical
propaganda. The great famine of 1891 stimulated the growth of
such organizations, and throughout Russia they multiplied very
rapidly, becoming the nuclei around which the two major so-
cialist parties—the Marxian Social Democrats and the neo-Pop-
ulist Socialist Revolutionaries—took shape at the end of the
century. Yet by the spring of 1903, the year of the pogroms, a

15 Dubnow, History of the Jews, m, 69. Ci. S. Iu. Witte, Vospominaniia
(2 vols,, Berlin, 1922), 1, 193; and S. D. Urussov, Memoirs of a Russian
Governor (London, 1908), pp. 9, 15.

16 S, M. Dubnov (Dubnow) and G. Ia. Krasnyi-Admoni, eds., Ma-
terialy dlia istorii antievreiskikh pogromov v Rossii (2 vols., Petrograd,
1919-1923), 1, 130-295; Dubnow, History of the Jews, 11, 72-104; Green-
berg, The Jews in Russia, 11, 50-52.
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considerable number of young workers and students in Bialystok,
a center of the radical labor movement in the Pale, were already
finding serious shortcomings in the socialist parties and were
abandoning the Bund (the organization of Jewish Social Demo-
crats), the Socialist Revolutionaries, and the PPS (the Polish
Socialist party, whose socialist creed was wedded to a powerful
desire for national independence) for the more extreme doc-
trines of anarchism.!’

The new anarchist recruits defected from the Social Demo-
cratic Bund for a number of reasons, not the least of which was
the organization’s firm stricture against acts of terrorism; such
deeds, argued the Bund’s leaders, would only demoralize the
workers and lead to the degeneration of the labor movement.!®
Defying this ban on violence, small groups of young rank-and-
file Bundists formed a radical “opposition” within the movement
and proclaimed a program of “direct action” against the state
and private property. They obtained revolvers and dynamite,
attacked government officials, manufacturers, policemen, and
agents provocateurs, and carried out “expropriations” in banks,
post offices, stores, factory offices, and private homes.’* These
activities provoked a heavy barrage of criticism from the Bund
leadership, causing many of the young terrorists to abandon
Social Democracy for a brand of anarchism that favored violent
exploits of every sort.?°

The anarchists felt also that Marx’s disciples included too
many intellectuals who seemed bent on drowning the will to act
in a mighty torrent of words; ideological debates and struggles
for political leadership were exhausting their strength before the
battle with the Tsar had even commenced. In the summer of

17 In the Ukrainian provinces, the RUP (Revolutionary Ukrainian
Party) also lost some of its members to the anarchists.

18 Di Geshikhte fun Bund, ed. G. Aronson et al. (2 vols., New York,
1962), 11, 92; H. Frank, Natsionale un politishe bavegungen bay Yidn in
Bialystok (New York, 1951), p. 53; A. S. Hershberg, Pinkos Bialystok
(2 vols., New York, 1950), 1, 103.

19 M. Rafes, Ocherki po istorii “Bunda” (Moscow, 1923), pp. 81-89;
A. Litvak, Vos geven (Vilna, 1925), pp. 188-190; R. Abramovitch, in
tsvey revolutsies (2 vols.,, New York, 1944), 1, 202-203; N. A. Bukh-
binder, Istoriia evreiskogo rabochego dvizheniia v Rossii (Leningrad,
1925), pp. 253-264. )

20 H, Frank, “Di Bialystok tkufe fun der ruslendisher anarkhistisher
bavegung,” Geklibene shriftn (New York, 1954), pp. 388f.
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1903, a number of nascent anarchists from Bialystok attended
the second congress of the Social Democratic party, a disitlusion-
ing spectacle of organizational squabbles and theoretical hair-
splitting that ended in the schism of the Marxist movement into
two irreconcilable factions, Mensheviks and Bolsheviks. For all
their ideological armor, declared the anarchists, the Social Dem-
ocrats lacked “revolutionary scope” and intensity.?* Instead of
idle chatter, the enragés of Bialystok craved direct action to
eliminate the tyrannical state, which they regarded as the em-
bodiment of evil and the source of all the suffering in Russia.

Furthermore, the anarchists were determined to rid them-
selves of the state at once, while the followers of Marx insisted
that the intermediate stages of parliamentary democracy and
the “dictatorship of the proletariat” were necessary predecessors
of the stateless society. This convinced the impatient anarchists
that the socialist intellectuals meant to defer the attainment of
a workers’ paradise indefinitely, in order to satisfy their own
political ambitions. According to the anarchists, moreover, the
Social Democrats relied too exclusively on the organized forces
of skilled labor to emancipate Russia, and neglected the masses
of peasants as well as the unskilled and unemployed castaways of
society.

The anarchists found equally serious drawbacks in the pro-
grams of the SR party and the PPS. Although they admired the SR
campaign of terror against government officials, the anarchists
wished to wage “economic terror” as well, to extend violent
activities to their employers and to property owners in general.
In addition, they objected to the preoccupation of the SR’s with
the agrarian question; nor did they share the nationalist ob-
jectives of the PPS or, for that matter, the belief of all socialists
in the necessity of some form of government.

{ In short, the anarchists accused all the socialist groups of
- temporizing with the existing social system. The old order was
rotten, they argued; salvation could be achieved only by destroy-
ing it root and branch. Gradualism or reformism in any shape
was utterly futile. Impatient for the immediate realization of
their stateless utopia, the youthful anarchists had only withering
contempt for intermediate historical stages, partial achievements,

2t AUmanakh: sbornik po istorii anarkhicheskogo dvizheniia v Rossii
(Paris, 1909), p. 6.

19




1905

and palliatives or compromises of any sort. They turned away
from the Marxists and SR’s and looked instead to Bakunin and
Kropotkin for new inspiration. If the stormy petrel was soon to
appear in Russia, they were convinced it was coming as the
herald of the anarchist millennium.??

The young anarchists found the personality of Mikhail Alek-
sandrovich Bakunin as electric as his creed. Born into the landed
gentry and trained as an army officer, Bakunin abandoned his
noble heritage for a career as a professional revolutionist; in
1840, at the age of twenty-six, he left Russia and dedicated his
life to a relentless struggle against tyranny in all its forms. Not
one to sit in libraries, studying and writing about predetermined
revolutions, Bakunin threw himself into the uprisings of 1848
with irrepressible exuberance, a Promethean figure moving with
the tide of revolt from Paris to the barricades of Austria and
Germany. Arrested during the Dresden insurrection of 1849,
he spent the next eight years in prison, six of them in the darkest
dungeons of Tsarist Russia, the fortresses of Peter-Paul and
Schliisselburg. His sentence was commuted to a lifetime of Si-
berian exile, but Bakunin escaped his warders and embarked on
a sensational odyssey that encircled the globe and made his
name a legend and an object of worship in radical groups all
over Europe.*

Bakunin’s broad magnanimity and childlike enthusiasm, his
burning passion for liberty and equality, and his volcanic on-

22 On the origins of the anarchist movement in the border provinces,
see also Khleb i Volia, No. 11, September 1904, pp. 3-4; No. 12-13,
October-November 1904, p. 8; Chernoe Znamia, No. 1, December 1905,
pp. 6-8; Burevestnik, No. 8, November 1907, pp. 9-12; “Di anarkhistishe
bevegung in Rusland,” Der Arbayter Fraynd, 27 October, 3 November,
and 10 November 1905; B. Y. Gorev, Anarkhizm v Rossii (Moscow,
1930), pp. 58-69; L. Kulczycki, Anarkhizm v Rossii (St. Petersburg,
1907), pp. 74fF; V. Zalezhskii, Anarkhisty v Rossii (Moscow, 1930), pp.
20-22; and Peter Kropotkin, Der Anarchismus in Russland (Berlin,
1905).

28 For accounts of Bakunin's life, see Edward Hallett Carr, Michael
Bakunin (London, 1937); H.-E. Kaminski, Michel Bakounine: la vie
d'un révolutionnaire (Paris, 1938); Tu. M. Steklov, Mikhail Aleksandro-
vich Bakunin: ego zhizn’ i deiatePnost’ (4 vols., Moscow and Leningrad,

1926-1927); and Max Nettlau, “Michael Bakunin: eine Biographie”
(manuscript, 3 vols., London, 1896-1900).
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slaughts against privilege and injustice, all gave him enormous
human appeal in libertarian circles. “What struck me most,”
wrote Peter Kropotkin in his memoirs, “was that Bakunin’s in-
fluence was felt much less as the influence of an intellectual
authority than as the influence of a moral personality.”** As an
active force in history, Bakunin exerted a personal attraction that
Marx never could rival. He won a unique place among the
adventurers and martyrs of the revolutionary tradition.

Yet it was not Bakunin’s personal magnetism alone that drew
the raw youths of Bialystok away from Marxism and into the
anarchist camp. There were also fundamental doctrinal differ-
ences between Bakunin and Marx, foreshadowing the disputes
that were to arise in Russia a generation later between the an-
archists and the Social Democrats. These differences centered
around the nature of the approaching revolution and the form of
society that would arise from its wake. In Marx’s philosophy
of dialectical materialism, revolutions were predetermined by
historical laws; they were the inevitable product of ripened
economic forces. Bakunin, on the other hand, considered him-
self a revolutionist of the deed, “not a philosopher and not an
inventor of systems, like Marx.”?* He adamantly refused to rec-
ognize the existence of any “a priori ideas or preordained, pre-
conceived laws.”2® Bakunin rejected the view that social change
depended on the gradual maturation of “objective” historical
conditions. On the contrary, he believed that men shaped their
own destinies, that their lives could not be squeezed into a Pro-
crustean bed of abstract sociological formulas, “No theory, no
ready-made system, no book that has ever been written will save
the world,” Bakunin declared. “I cleave to no system, I am a
true seeker.”*” Mankind was not compelled to wait patiently as
the fabric of history unfolded in the fullness of time. By teaching
the working masses theories, Marx would only succeed in stifling
the revolutionary ardor every man already possessed—*“the im-
pulse to liberty, the passion for equality, the holy instinct of

24 Peter Kropotkin, Memoirs of a Revolutionist (Boston, 1899), p. 288.

25 Steklov, Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin, 1m, 112.

26 Michel Bakounine (Bakunin), Oeuvres (6 vols., Paris, 1895-1913),

1, 91.
27 Carr, Michael Bakunin, p. 167.
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revolt.”?® Unlike Marx’s “scientific” socialism, his own socialism,
Bakunin asserted, was “purely instinctive.”?

In sharp contrast with Marx, who had a rationalist’s scorn for
the more primitive elements of society, Bakunin never depre-
cated the revolutionary capacities of nonworkers. He accepted
the notion of a class struggle, it is true, but one that would not
confine itself to the proletariat and bourgeoisie, since the in-
stinct of rebellion was the common property of all the oppressed
classes of the population. Bakunin shared the Populist faith in
the latent forces of violence in the Russian countryside, with its
long tradition of blind and pitiless uprisings. His vision was of an
“all-embracing” revolution, a great rising both in town and coun-
try, a true revolt of the downtrodden masses, including, besides
the working class, the darkest elements of society—the primi-
tive peasantry, the Lumpenproletariat of the urban slums, the
unemployed, the vagrants and outlaws—all pitted against those
who thrived on the misery and enslavement of their fellow
creatures.?¢

Bakunin’s conception of an all-encompassing class war made
room for still another unorganized and fragmented element of
society for which Marx had only disdain. Bakunin assigned a
major role to the disaffected students and intellectuals, alienated
from the existing social order and from the uneducated masses
as well. In Marx’s view, these intellectuals did not comprise a
class of their own, nor were they an integral component of the
bourgeoisie; they were merely “the dregs” of the middle class,
“a bunch of déclassés”—lawyers without clients, doctors without
patients, petty journalists, impecunious students, and their ilk
—with no vital role to play in the historical process of class
conflict.?* For Bakunin, on the other hand, the intellectuals were

28 Bakunin, Oeuvres, 1, 399.

29 Steklov, Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin, 1, 189.

30 M. A. Bakunin, Izbrannye sochineniia (5 vols., Petrograd and
Moscow, 1919-1922), v, 202; Gesammelte Werke (3 vols., Berlin, 1921-
1924), m, 52; Pis’ma M. A. Bakunin k A. 1. Gertsenu i N. P. Ogarevu,
ed. M. P. Dragomanov (Geneva, 1896), pp. 497-498.

81 Friedrich Engels, Paul Lafargue, and Karl Marx, L’'Alliance de la
Démocratie Socialiste et I'Association Internationale des Travailleurs

(London, 1873), chapter 5; quoted in Max Nomad, Apostles of Revolu-
tion (Boston, 1939), p. 127.
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a valuable revolutionary force, “fervent, energetic youths, totally
déclassé, with no career or way out.”*2 In the bitter struggle be-
tween Marx and Bakunin for supremacy in the European revo-
lutionary movement, the déclassé intellectuals, as Bakunin saw
it, were bound to join his side, for they had no stake whatever in
things as they were and saw no prospect for improvement except
through an immediate revolution that would demolish the present
system. The part the intellectuals were to play in the overthrow
of the old order was crucial: they would ignite the dormant re-
belliousness of the people into a bonfire of destruction.

Such a philosophy of immediate revolution inevitably at-
tracted its largest following in the relatively backward regions of
Europe, in those countries still groping towards modern indus-
trialism, countries where the hopes of the déclassés were dim,
where the peasantry remained large and impoverished, and where
the workers were unskilled and unorganized. In such circum-
stances, the abject and illiterate populace could scarcely respond
to the “gradualism” or to the theoretical intricacies of Marxism.
Whereas Marx foresaw the revolt of a mature proletariat in the
. most advanced industrial nations, Bakunin insisted that the rev-
olutionary impulse was strongest where the people truly had
nothing to lose but their chains. This meant that the universal
upheaval would start in the south of Europe, rather than in more
disciplined and prosperous countries like Germany.** Conse-
quently, in the feverish contest for mastery in the International
Working Men’s Association (the First International), the Ba-
kuninists succeeded in creating vigorous branches in Italy and
Spain, lands in which the Marxists never managed to secure a
significant following.

While entrusting the intellectuals with a critical role in the
forthcoming revolution, Bakunin at the same time cautioned
them against attempting to seize political power on their own,
in the manner of the Jacobins or their eager disciple Auguste
Blanqui.** On this point Bakunin was most emphatic. The very
idea that a tiny band of conspirators could execute a coup d’état
for the benefit of the people was, in his derisive words, a “heresy

3z Bakunin, Gesammelte Werke, m, 120-121.

38 Bakunin, Oeuvres, 1v, 381.
8¢ Bakunin, Izbrannye sochineniia, v, 175; Gesammelte Werke, m, 87.
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against common sense and historical experience.”?® These stric-
tures were aimed as much at Marx as at Blanqui. For both Marx
and Bakunin, the ultimate goal of the revolution was a stateless
society of men liberated from the bonds of oppression, a new
world in which the free development of each was the condition
for the free development of all. But where Marx envisioned an
intérvening proletarian dictatorship that would eliminate the last
vestiges of the bourgeois order, Bakunin was bent on abolishing
the state outright. The cardinal error committed by all revolu-
tions of the past, in Bakunin’s judgment, was that one govern-
ment was turned out only to be replaced by another. The true
revolution, then, would not capture political power; it would be
a social revolution, ridding the world of the state itself.

Bakunin perceived the authoritarianism inherent in a so-called
dictatorship of the proletariat. The state, he insisted, however
popular in form, would always serve as a weapon of exploitation
and enslavement.?® He predicted the inevitable formation of a
new “privileged minority” of savants and experts, whose superior
knowledge would enable them to use the state as an instrument
to rule over the uneducated manual laborers in the ficlds and
factories. The citizens of the new people’s state would be rudely
awakened from their self-delusion to discover that they had be-
come “the slaves, the playthings, and the victims of a new group
of ambitious men.”*” The only way the common people could
escape this lamentable fate was to make the revolution them-
selves, total and universal, ruthless and chaotic, elemental and
unrestrained. “It is necessary to abolish completely in principle
and in practice, everything that may be called political power,”
Bakunin concluded, “for as long as political power exists, there
will always be rulers and ruled, masters and slaves, exploiters
and exploited.”*® And yet, for all his vehement assaults on rev-
olutionary oligarchies, Bakunin nevertheless was determined to
create his own “secret society” of conspirators, whose members
would be subjected to the “strictest discipline” and subordinated
to a small revolutionary directorate. This clandestine organiza-
tion, moreover, would remain intact even after the revolution had

85V. A. Polonskii, Materialy dlia biografii M. Bakunina (3 vols,,
Moscow and Leningrad, 1923-1933), m, 375.

8¢ Bakunin, Izbrannye sochineniia, v, 20.

87 Ibid., 1, 234; Oeuvres, 1v, 376.
88 Bakunin, Qeuvres, 0, 39.
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been accomplished, in order to forestall the establishment of any
«official dictatorship.”*®* Bakunin’s most famous successors,
above all Kropotkin, were to find this strange and contradictory
feature of their mentor’s revolutionary strategy untenable and, it
will be seen, would hasten to jettison it.

In Bakunin’s theoretical framework, the popular rebellion that
would erase all governments from the face of the earth did not
lack a constructive side. Indeed, the most famous sentence ever
to issue from his pen proclaimed that “the urge to destroy is also
a creative urge.”** But the constructive side was exceedingly
nebulous. Once the state was abolished, it was to be replaced by
“the organization of productive forces and economic services.”s
The tools of production were not to be nationalized by a workers’
state, as Marx desired, but were to be transferred instead to a
free federation of autonoraous producers’ associations, organized
on a worldwide basis “from the bottom up.”*? In the new
society, everyone except the aged or infirm would be expected to
perform manual work and each was to be rewarded in proportion
to his labor.** Beyond this extremely vague picture Bakunin was
not willing to venture. Contemptuous as he was of all rational
speculation, he refused to draw up a detailed blueprint of the
future,** preferring to rely on the creative powers the masses
would display once they had been freed from the shackles of
private property and the state.

At bottom, Bakunin’s philosophy of anarchism was an ardent
protest against all forms of centralized power, political and eco-
nomic alike. Bakunin was not only an enemy of capitalism, like
Marx, but an intransigent opponent of any concentration of in-
dustrial might, whether in private hands or public. Deeply
rooted in French “utopian” socialism and in the Russian Popu-
list tradition, Bakunin’s anarchist doctrines repudiated large
scale industry as artificial, unspontaneous, and corrosive of gen-
uinely human values. Through the creative spirit of ordinary
men and women, aided by certain critically thinking individuals,
the backward countries of eastern and southern Europe could
89 Bakunin, Gesammelte Werke, m, 35-38, 82.

40 Bakunin, Sobranie sochinenii i pisem, m, 148,

41 Bakunin, Oeuvres, 11, 39.

42 Ibid., v, 75. 43 Ibid., 1, 55.
44 Steklov, Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin, m, 454-455.
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avoid the “fate of capitalism”; these lands were not predestined
to suffer the agonies of exploitation from any centralized author-
ity, mor were their inhabitants foredoomed to undergo conversion
into a dehumanized army of robots. The decentralized, liber-
tarian society of the future, with its loose federation of workers’
cooperatives and agricultural communes (purged of their ancient
patriarchal authoritarianism), would accomplish a total recon-
struction of social values and a regeneration of humanity, To
Marx, whose ideology suited the temper of industrialism far
better than it did the mood of pre-industrial societies, these an-
archist images were romantic, unscientific, utopian, and alto-
gether removed from the unalterable path of modern history.
In Bakunin’s judgment, however, Marx may have known how to
construct rational systems, but he lacked the vital instinct of
human freedom. As a German and a Jew, Marx was “an au-
thoritarian from head to foot.”*®

Peter Kropotkin, Bakunin’s outstanding disciple, was, like his
predecessor, a scion of the landed nobility, reared in a nest of
gentlefolk even more illustrious than the estate in Tver province
where Bakunin spent his boyhood. Kropotkin’s ancestors had
been grand princes of Smolensk in medieval Russia, descended
from a branch of the Rurik clan, which had ruled in- Muscovy
before the advent of the Romanovs. Educated in the exclusive
Corps of Pages in St. Petersburg, Kropotkin served with great
devotion as a page de chambre of Emperor Alexander II and
later as an army officer in Siberia, attached to the Cossack regi-
ment of the Amur. Like Bakunin before him, Kropotkin re-
nounced his aristocratic heritage for a life spent largely in prisons
and in exile. He too was forced to flee from Tsarist Russia in
extremely dramatic circumstances, escaping in 1876—the year
of Bakunin’s death—from a prison hospital near the capital,
and then through Finland to the West, where he remained
until, at the age of seventy-five, the February Revolution enabled
him to return to his native country.*

Although Kropotkin embraced some of the principal tenets

45 [bid., 1, 192-193.

46 For the events of Kropotkin's life, see his Memoirs of a Revolution-

ist; George Woodcock and Ivan Avakumovic, The Anarchist Prince
(London, 1950); and N. K. Lebedev, P. 4. Kropotkin (Moscow, 1925).
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of the Bakuninist creed, from the moment he took up the torch
of anarchism, it burned with a gentler flame. Kropotkin’s nature
was singularly mild and benevolent. He lacked completely
Bakunin’s violent temperament, titanic urge to destroy, and ir-
repressible will to dominate; nor did he possess Bakunin’s anti-
Semitic streak or display the hints of derangement that sometimes
appeared in Bakunin’s words and actions. With his courtly
manner and high qualities of character and intellect, Kropotkin
was the very picture of reasonableness. His scientific training
and optimistic outlook gave to anarchist theory a constructive
aspect which stood in sharp contrast with the spirit of blind
negation that permeated Bakunin’s works.

For all his saintly qualities, however, Kropotkin by no means
offered blanket opposition to the use of violence. He upheld the
assassination of tyrants if the perpetrators were impelled by
noble motives, though his acceptance of bloodshed in such in-
stances was inspired by compassion for the oppressed rather than
by any personal hatred of the ruling despots. Kropotkin be-
lieved that acts of terror were among the very few means of
resistance available to the enchained masses; they were useful
as “propaganda by the deed,” calculated to supplement oral
and written propaganda in awakening the rebellious instincts
of the people. Nor did Kropotkin shrink from revolution itself,
for he hardly expected the propertied classes to give up their
privileges and possessions without a fight. Like Bakunin, he
anticipated an upheaval that would demolish capitalism and the
state for all time. Nevertheless, he earnestly hoped the rebellion
would be a tame one, with “the smallest number of victims, and
a minimum of embitterment.”*’” Kropotkin’s revolution was to
be speedy and humane—quite unlike Bakunin’s demonic visions
of fire and brimstone.*®

Again in contrast with Bakunin, Kropotkin deplored the use
of putschist methods in preparing the revolution. As a member
of the Chaikovskii circle in St. Petersburg during the early
1870’s, Kropotkin had been sharply critical of the shadowy

47 Kropotkin, Memoirs, pp. 290-291.

48 Bakunin, too, once expressed the wish that the revolution should
claim as few lives as possible, but added the ominous footnote that one
must not be greatly surprised if the people did kill many of their op-
pressors. Bakunin, Gesammelte Werke, 111, 86.
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intrigues surrounding the personage of Sergei Nechaev, Ba- |}
kunin’s fanatical young admirer, whose mania for secret organiza-
tions exceeded even that of his master. The Chaikovskii circle |
concentrated its efforts on spreading propaganda among the fac- |
tory workers of the capital, and denounced Nechaev, as Kropot-  {
kin put it, for resorting to “the ways of old conspirators, without
recoiling even before deceit when he wanted to force his associ-
ates to follow his lead.”** Kropotkin had little use for secret
associations of “professional revolutionists,” with their clandes- {
tine schemes, ruling committees, and iron discipline. The proper
function of the intellectuals was to disseminate propaganda |
among the plain folk in order to hasten the latter’s own spon-
taneous rising. All self-contained conspiratorial groups, divorced
from the people, carried the malignant germ of authoritarianism.
No less vehemently than Bakunin, Kropotkin insisted that the
revolution was not to be “a simple change of governors,” but a  j
“social” revolution—not the capture of political power by a tiny
group of Jacobins or Blanquists, but “the collective work of the
masses.”® And yet, while Kropotkin never explicitly directed  §
his animadversions at his teacher’s own secret society of revo- 1§
| lutionists, it was nonetheless clear that his rejection of every
d potential dictatorship was meant to include Bakunin’s “invisible”

one.

Kropotkin’s unyielding determination to protect the spontane-
ous and egalitarian nature of the revolution was reflected in his
conception of the new society that would emerge from the ruins
of the old. Although he accepted Bakunin’s vision of auton-
omous producers’ associations loosely united in a free federation,
he dissented on one fundamental point. Under Bakunin’s “an-
archist collectivism,” each member of the local workers’ co-
operative was obliged to perform manual work and was to re-
ceive payment in proportion to his “direct contribution of
labor.”®! In other words, the criterion of distribution, as under
the proletarian dictatorship of the Marxists, was performance
rather than need. Kropotkin, on the other hand, regarded any
system of rewards based on the individual’s capacity to produce

49 Kropotkin, Memoirs, p. 30S.

50 Peter Kropotkin, “Revolutionary Government,” in Kropotkin’s
Revolutionary Pamphlets, ed. Roger N, Baldwin (New York, 1927), pp.

246-248; Modern Science and Anarchism (New York, 1908), p. 86.
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as just another form of wage slavery. By drawing a distinction
between superior and inferior labor, and between what is mine
and what is yours, a collectivist economy rendered itself incom-
patible with the ideals of pure anarchism. Collectivism, more-
over, necessitated some authority within the workers’ association
tc measure individual performance and to supervise the dis-
tribution of goods and services accordingly. Consequently, like
the conspiratorial organizations that Kropotkin eschewed, a col-
lectivist order contained the seeds of inequality and domination.
It was impossible to evaluate each person’s part in the pro-
duction of social wealth, declared Kropotkin in The Conquest of
Bread, for millions of human beings had toiled to create the
present riches of the world.5? Every acre of soil had been watered
with the sweat of generations, and every mile of railroad had re-
ceived its share of human blood. Indeed, there was not even a
thought or an invention that was not the common inheritance
of all mankind. “Each discovery, each advance, each increase in
the sum of human riches owes its being to the physical and
mental travail of the past and present,” Kropotkin continued.
“By what right then can anyone whatever appropriate the least
morsel of this immense whole and say—This is mine, not
yours?’%8 '

Kropotkin considered his own theory of “anarchist commu-
nism” the very antithesis of the wage system in all its forms.5*
No center of authority would compel any individual to work,
though everyone would willingly labor “to the full extent of his
capacities.”® For the principle of wages, Kropotkin substituted
the principle of needs: each person would be the judge of his
own requirements, taking from the common storehouse whatever
he deemed necessary, whether or not he contributed a share of the
labor. Kropotkin’s benign optimism led him to assume that once
political power and economic exploitation had been eliminated,
all men would work of their own free will, without any com-
pulsion whatsoever, and take from the communal warehouse no
more than they required for a comfortable existence. Anarchist

52 P, Kropotkin, La Conquéte du pain (Paris, 1892), p. 14,

53 Ibid., pp. 5-9.

54 Ibid., pp. 33-34, 74.

65 Kropotkin, “Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and Principles,” in
Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamphlets, p. 59.
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communism would put an end, at long last, to every manner of
coercion and privilege, ushering in a Golden Age of liberty,
equality, and brotherhood among men.

An eminent geographer and naturalist, Kropotkin believed—
no less than Marx—that his own social theories rested on a
scientific basis. During his five years of government service in
Siberia, Kropotkin came to reject the emphasis which Darwin’s
followers (T. H. Huxley, in particular) placed on competition
and struggle in the evolution of biological species. His study of
animal life in the eastern regions of Siberia®® led him to question
the widely accepted picture of the natural world as a savage
jungle, red in tooth and claw, in which the fittest members of
each species are the ultimate survivors. His own observations
indicated that, in the process of natural selection, spontaneous
cooperation among animals was far more important than fero-
cious competition, and that “those animals which acquire habits
of mutual aid are undoubtedly the fittest” to survive.” By no
means did Kropotkin deny the existence of struggle within the
animal kingdom,*® but he was confident that mutual dependence
played a much larger role—indeed, mutual aid was “the chief
factor of progressive evolution.”®

Kropotkin saw no reason why the principle of mutual aid
should not apply with the same validity to Homo sapiens as to
the other species of the animal world. In his boyhood, he had
come to believe heart and soul in the fraternal spirit of the Rus-
sian peasantry.®® Some years later, while serving in the Siberian
wilderness, the successful cooperation he observed among the
Dukhobor colonies and the native tribes was a flood of light that
illuminated his later thinking. It was during his Siberian sojourn
that Kropotkin shed all hope that the state could act as a vehicle
of social reform. His gaze turned instead to the spontaneous
creativity of small anarchist communities.®* His favorable im-
pressions of uncorrupted communal life were reinforced in 1872,
when he visited the watchmaking communities of the Jura Moun-
tains in Switzerland. He was drawn at once to their voluntary

86 Peter Kropotkin, Mutual Aid: a Factor of Evolution (London,
1902), pp. 46-49.

57 Ibid., p. 6. 58 Ibid., p. 57.

89 Kropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, p. 44.

60 Kropotkin, Memoirs, pp. 105-106.
61 Ibid., pp. 216-217.
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associations of mutual aid and to the absence among them of
political ambitions or of any distinction between leaders and
subordinates. Their mixture of manual and mental labor as well
as the integration in their mountain villages of domestic manu-
facture and agricultural work likewise won his warm admiration.

Kropotkin found what he considered scientific confirmation of
these pleasant observations in his scrutiny of the annals of hu-
man history. Throughout the past, he maintained, men had dis-
played a marked propensity to work together in a spirit of
solidarity and brotherhood. Mutual aid among human beings
had been far more potent a force than the egoistic will to domi-
nate others. Mankind, in fact, owed its very survival to mutual
aid.®? The theories of Hegel, Marx, and Darwin notwithstand-
ing, Kropotkin held that cooperation rather than conflict lay at
the root of the historical process. Furthermore, he refuted
Hobbes’ conception of man’s natural condition as a war of each
against all.*®® In every period of history, he declared, mutual aid
associations of diverse kinds had appeared, reaching a high point
in the guilds and communes of medieval Europe.** Kropotkin
considered the rise of the centralized state from the sixteenth
through the nineteenth centuries merely a transitory aberration
from the normal pattern of western civilization. In spite of the
state’s appearance, voluntary associations had continued to play
a key role in human affairs, he believed, and the spirit of mutual
aid was reasserting itself “even in our modern society, and claims
its right to be, as it has always been, the chief leader towards
further progress.”®® The predominant trends of modern history
were pointing back towards decentralized, nonpolitical coopera-
tive societies, in which men could develop their creative faculties
freely, without the machinations of kings, priests, or soldiers.
Everywhere the artificial state was abdicating its “holy func-
tions” in favor of natural voluntary groups.®

Kropotkin’s study of human history, together with his first-

82 Kropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, p. 48.

®8 Ibid., p. 45; Mutual Aid, pp. 77-78.

84 Kropotkin, Mutual Aid, pp. 153-222. As a prisoner in the fortress of
Peter-Paul, Kropotkin relished perusing the chronicles of Pskov, the
republican city-state of medieval Russia. Memoirs, p. 351.

88 Kropotkin, Mutual Aid, p. 292.

86 Kropotkin, La Conquéte du pain, pp. 40, 188; “Anarchist Com-
munism,” Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamphlets, pp. 51-53, 59-61.
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hand experiences in Siberia and among the Jura watchmakers,
nourished his deeply rooted conviction that men were happiest
in communities small enough to permit the natural instincts of
solidarity and mutual aid to flourish. At the close of the century,
Kropotkin sketched a new society in which “industry [was] com-
bined with agriculture and brain work with manual work,” as
he succinctly described it in the subtitle of one of his best-known
books.®” Men and women in the localities, joined by the natural
bonds of cooperative effort, would rid themselves of the arti-
ficiality of centralized states and massive industrial complexes.
Not that Kropotkin had any aversion to modern technology in
itself. “I fully understand,” he remarked at one point in his
memoirs, “the pleasure that man can derive from the might of his
machine, the intelligent character of its work, the gracefulness of
its movements, and the correctness of what it is doing.”*® Placed
in small voluntary workshops, machinery would rescue human
beings from the drudgery and monotony of capitalist enterprise,
and the stamp of inferiority once borne by manual work would
disappear forever.®® Members of the community would work
from their twenties to their forties, four or five hours of labor a
day sufficing for a comfortable life. The division of labor, includ-
ing the invidious separation between mental and manuai tasks,
would yield to a variety of pleasant jobs, resulting in a rein-
tegrated, organic existence, such as prevailed in the medieval
city.™

In this serene portrait of the future, Kropotkin’s nostalgic
yearning for a simpler but fuller life led him to idealize the
autonomous social units of bygone years—the manor and guild,
the obshchina and artel’. In the face of the ever-growing con-
centration of economic and political power in nineteenth-century
Europe, he looked backward to a blissful world as yet undefiled
by the intrusion of capitalism and the modern state, and forward
to a similar world liberated from the straitjackets constricting
the natural impulses of humanity.

To the new anarchists of Bialystok, the theories of Bakunin

7 Peter Kropotkin, Fields, Factories, and Workshops (London, 1899).
88 Kropotkin, Memoirs, p. 119.

8¢ Kropotkin, La Conquéte du pain, pp. 194-195.

70 Kropotkin, Fields, Factories, and Workshops, pp. 184-212.
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and Kropotkin appeared singularly applicable to the highly cen-
tralized and oppressive Russian state. The appalling misery of
the peasants and workers, the alienation of the students and
intelligentsia from government and society, the recurring in-
stances of violence and terrorism, and the outrageous persecu-
tion of national and religious minorities—all compounded by
the economic depression—darkened the atmosphere with frus-
tration and despair. According to Bakunin’s teachings, Russia,
as a relatively backward country, should have been ripe for re-
volt. At the beginning of the twentieth century, Russia was in
great flux, having recently begun a fitful and jarring transition
from rural to urban life, a transition which tore at the vital roots
of tradition and stability. The Juggernaut of industrialism was
leaving by the wayside a mound of human debris—the Lum-
penproletariat and other shattered elements of society, bereft
of the least bit of security in a hostile and changing world. These
wretched outcasts might well have been expected to respond to
the anarchist appeal for the annihilation of the existing regime
and the subsequent inauguration of a Golden Age. And, indeed,
a good many of them did join the first anarchist circles in 1903
and 1904,

Yet, even in these troubled times, when the spirit of nihilism
was abroad in the land, comparatively few citizens of the Empire
entered the anarchist movement. The explanation lies partly in
the fact that the political consciousness of the masses was still
on a very low level—indeed, the membership rolls even of the
two major socialist parties which had emerged at the turn of the
century contained but a tiny fraction of the peasant and pro-
letarian populations. The few peasants who did have an interest
in political questions commonly joined the Socialist Revolution-
aries, whose programs were closely tailored to the aspirations of
the rural folk. As for the workingmen, the doctrines of anarchism
appealed most either to displaced artisans, who yearned with
Peter Kropotkin for a passing age of crafts manufacture, or to
the unskilled, unorganized, and unemployed castaways of the
urban slums. Many members of these two groups, however,
found an outlet for their violent propensities in the terrorist
wing of the SR’s or in the PPS. Between the artisans and the slum
proletariat stood a growing class of steadily employed factory
workers who were beginning to find a place in the evolving in-
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dustrial economy; they looked to the Social Democrats—if to
any political party at all—for the protection of their interests.

Still another reason for the failure of anarchism to attract a
larger following was the reluctance of most Russians, even those
in the lowest depths of despair, to accept either the ultra-fanati-
cism of Bakunin or the seemingly naive romanticism of Kropot-
kin as a plausible solution to their pressing difficulties. The
socialist parties of Russia, in contrast to those of Western Europe
with their strong reformist taint, were sufficiently militant to
accommodate all but the most passionate and idealistic young
students and craftsmen and the rootless drifters of the city under-
world. Finally, the very nature of the anarchist creed, with its
bitter hostility toward hierarchical organizations of any sort, im-
peded the growth of a formal movement. The Social Democrats,
by contrast, not only shared much of the revolutionary spirit of
anarchism, but were able to bolster it with an effective organiza-
tional underpinning,

For these reasons, throughout the quarter-century of their
existence the Russian anarchists were to remain a varied assort-
ment of independent groups, without a party program or a
measure of effective coordination. Nevertheless, events were to
show that anarchism, so closely attuned to the “maximalist”
mood of revolutionary Russia, would exert an influence in the
opening decades of the new century quite out of proportion to
the number of its adherents,
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We will set the world aflame,

Bitter woe to all bourzhooy,

With blood will set the world aflame—

Good lord, give us thy blessing.
ALEKSANDR BLOK

The anarchist movement which emerged in the Romanov Em-
pire at the beginning of the twentieth century had antecedents
in the Russian past. Over the centuries, the Russian border-
lands had been the scene of wild popular uprisings with strong
anarchic overtones. Although the rebellious peasants had re-
served their venom for the landlords and officials, and had con-
tinued to venerate the Tsar or some false pretender, this heritage
of mass revolts, from Bolotnikov and Stenka Razin to Bulavin
and Pugachev, was a rich source of inspiration to Bakunin,
Kropotkin, and their anarchist disciples.

The anarchistic religious sects which abounded in Russia also
made a deep impression on the leaders of the revolutionary an-
archist movement, despite the fact that the sectarians were de-
vout pacifists who placed their faith in a personal communion
with Christ rather than in violent social action. The sects
adamantly rejected all external coercion, whether religious or
secular. Their adherents spurned the official hierarchy of the
Russian Orthodox Church, and they often avoided paying taxes
and refused to take oaths or bear arms. “The children of God,”
proclaimed members of the Dukhobor sect imprisoned in 1791,
“have no need ejther of tsars or ruling powers or of any human
laws whatever.”*

This same Christian quietism was a basic tenet of Leo Tolstoy
and his followers, who began to form anarchistic groups during
the 1880’s in Tula, Orel, and Samara provinces, and in the city
of Moscow.? By the turn of the century, Tolstoyan missionaries
had spread the gospel of Christian anarchism with considerable
effect throughout the black-earth provinces and had founded

1 Quoted in Geroid T. Robinson, Rural Russia under the Old Regime
(New York, 1957), p. 46.

2 A. Dunin, “Graf L. N. Tolstoi i tolstovtsy v Samarskoi gubernii,”
Russkaia Mysl, 1912, No. 11, p. 159.
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colonies as far south as the Caucasus Mountains.* The Tol-
stoyans, while condemning the state as a wicked instrument of
oppression, shunned revolutionary activity as a breeder of hatred
and violence. Society, they believed, could never be improved
through bloodshed, but only when men had learned Christian
love. The revolutionary anarchists, of course, held no brief for
Toistoy’s doctrine of nonresistance to evil; however, they ad-
mired his castigation of state discipline and institutionalized
religion, his revulsion against patriotism and war, and his deep
compassion for the “unspoiled” peasantry.*

Another source of anarchist ideas, though an indirect one,
was the Petrashevskii circle in St. Petersburg, which transmitted
Fourier’s “utopian” socialism to Russia during the 1840’s. It was
in part from Fourier that Bakunin and Kropotkin and their
followers derived their faith in small voluntary communities, as
well as their romantic conviction that men could live in har-
mony once the artificial restraints imposed by governments had
been removed. Similar views were drawn from the Russian
Slavophiles of the mid-nineteenth century, particularly Konstan-
tin Aksakov, for whom the centralized, bureaucratic state was
“evil in principle.” Aksakov was thoroughly at home with the
writings of Proudhon and Stirner as well as Fourier, and his
idealized vision of the peasant commune strongly influenced
Bakunin and his successors.® Finally, the anarchists learned
much from the libertarian socialism of Alexander Herzen, a
progenitor of the Populist movement, who firmly refused to
sacrifice individual freedom to the tyranny of abstract theories,
whether advanced by parliamentary liberals or by authoritarian
socialists.®

8 A. S. Prugavin, O L've Tolstom i o tolstovtsakh (Moscow, 1911},
pp. 193-200.

+ The leading apostle of Tolstoyanism during the first years of the
twentieth century was Vladimir Grigorievich Chertkov, editor of the
periodical Svobodnoe Slovo (The Free Word) in Christchurch, England.
Besides this journal (published in 1901-1905), see V. G. Chertkov,
Protiv vlasti (Christchurch, 1905).

5 See N. N. Rusov, “Anarkhicheskie elementy v slavianofil'stve,” in
A. A. Borovoi, ed., Mikhailu Bakuninu, 1876-1926: ocherk istorii anar-
khicheskogo dvizheniia v Rossii (Moscow, 1926), pp. 37-43; and E.
Lampert, Studies in Rebellion (London, 1957), pp. 155-157.

6 See Isaiah Berlin, “Herzen and Bakunin on Individual Liberty,” in
Ernest J. Simmons, ed., Continuity and Change in Russian and Soviet
Thought (Cambridge, Mass., 1955), pp. 473-499; and Martin Malia,
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Notwithstanding this rich legacy left by the peasant revolts,
the religious sects and Tolstoyan groups, the Petrashevtsy and
Slavophiles, and Alexander Herzen, no revolutionary anarchist
movement arose in Russia before the twentieth century—not
even in the heyday of Bakunin during the late 1860’s and early
1870’s. It is true that Bakunin won over a handful of young
Russian émigrés, who collaborated with him in publishing two
short-lived journals in Geneva (Narodnoe Delo and Rabotnik)
and in organizing (in 1872) an ephemeral circle in Zurich known
as the Russian Brotherhood; and it is true, also, that he cast
his unique spell over many of the student Populists who “went
to the people” during the 1870’s, and that his influence was felt
within the clandestine groups of factory workers which began to
appear at that time in Petersburg, Moscow, Kiev, and Odessa.
Nevertheless, no genuine Bakuninist organization was founded
on Russian soil during his lifetime.’

Bakunin’s principal followers in Switzerland were N. 1. Zhu-
kovskii, M. P. Sazhin (“Armand Ross”), and a young rebel
of Rumanian descent named Z, K. Ralli. In 1873, Ralli helped
create a small group in Geneva called the Revolutionary Com-
mune of Russian Anarchists, which, like the Zurich Brother-
hood, disseminated Bakunin’s ideas among the radical exiles.®
Bakunin’s most dramatic disciple inside Russia, however, the
bizarre figure of Sergei Gennadievich Nechaev, was less a gen-
uine anarchist than an apostle of revolutionary dictatorship, far
more concerned with the means of conspiracy and terror than
with the lofty goal of a stateless society. The true revolutionist,
according to Nechaev, was a man who had broken completely
with the existing order, an implacable enemy of the contem-
porary world, ready to use even the most repugnant methods—
including the dagger, the rope, and every manner of deception

Alexander Herzen and the Birth of Russian Socialism, 1812-1855 (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1961), pp. 376-382.
467 Franco Venturi, Roots of Revolution (New York, 1960), pp. 429-

8.

8 See J. M. Meijer, Knowledge and Revolution: the Russian Colony
in Zuerich (1870-1873) (Assen, 1955); M. P. Sazhin, “Russkie v Tsiurikhe
(1870-1873),” Katorga i Ssylka, 1932, No. 10 (95), pp. 25-78; and
A. A. Karelin, “Russkie bakunisty za granitsei,” in Mikhailu Bakuninu,
Pp. 181-187.

37




1905
and perfidy—in the name of the “people’s vengeance.”® This
image of the ruthless underground conspirator was to grip the
imagination of more than a few anarchist youths during the
stormy months of both 1905 and 1917.

The quarter-century following Bakunin’s death in 1876 was |
a period of dark reaction in the Tsarist Empire. Only the prolific
pen of Peter Kropotkin, who was living in West European exile,
kept the dream of an anarchist movement alive. Then, in 1892,
probably stirred into action by the great famine that afflicted their
homeland, a group of Russian students in Geneva established
an anarchist propaganda circle, the first since Ralli’s Revolu-
tionary Commune of 1873. Led by Aleksandr Atabekian, a
young Armenian doctor and disciple of Kropotkin, the new
group, which called itself the Anarchist Library (Anarkhiche-
skaia Biblioteka), printed a few pamphlets by Bakunin and
Kropotkin, and by the noted Italian anarchists, Errico Mala-
testa and Saverio Merlino. Atabekian’s efforts to smuggle the
literature into Russia appear to have met with little success, but
the work of his Anarchist Library was taken up again towards
the end of the ’nineties by another propaganda circle, known
simply as the Geneva Group of Anarchists. On the press of a
sympathetic Swiss printer named Emile Held, the Geneva group
turned out more pamphlets by Kropotkin and works by such
celebrated West European anarchists as Jean Grave, Elisée
Reclus, and Johann Most. In 1902, a group of Kropotkin’s fol-
lowers in London issued a Russian translation of The Conquest
of Bread under the ringing title of Khleb i Volia (Bread and
Liberty), which immediately entered the armory of anarchist
slogans.

Not until 1903, when the rising ferment in Russia indicated
that a full-scale revolution might be in the offing, was a lasting
anarchist movement inaugurated both inside the Tsarist Em-
pire and in the émigré colonies of Western Europe. In the spring
of that year, the first anarchists appeared in Bialystok and or-
ganized the Bor’ba (Struggle) group, with about a dozen mem-

)
alll
i

8 On the strange history of Nechaev, see Carr, Michael Bakunin, ;
chapter 28; Venturi, Roots of Revolution, pp. 354-388; Nomad, Apostles
of Revolution, pp. 215-255; and Michael Prawdin, The Unmentionable
Nechaev: A Key to Bolshevism (London, 1961), pp. 13-107.
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bers.!® At the same time, a small circle of young Kropotkinites
in Geneva founded a monthly anarchist journal (printed by
Emile Held) which they christened Khleb i Volia, after their
mentor’s famous book. The leaders of the new Geneva group
were K. Orgeiani, a Georgian whose real name was G. Gogeliia,
his wife Lidiia, and a former student named Maria Korn (née
Goldsmit), whose mother had once been a follower of the emi-
nent Populist, Petr Lavrov, and whose father had published a
Positivist journal in St. Petersburg.l* Kropotkin, from his Lon-
don residence, gave Khileb i Volia his enthusiastic support, con-
tributing many of the articles and editorials. Bakunin’s famous
dictum, “The urge to destroy is also a creative urge,” was chosen
to adorn the masthead. The first issue, appearing in August
1903, contained the exultant proclamation that Russia was “on
the eve” of a great revolution.? Smuggled across the borders of
Poland and the Ukraine, Khleb i Volia was greeted with intense
excitement by the Bialystok anarchists, who passed the precious
copies among their fellow students and workmen until the paper
disintegrated.

The Khleb i Volia group was soon deluged with appeals for
more literature. In response, they issued additional pamphlets
by Bakunin and Kropotkin, and Russian translations of works
by Grave, Malatesta, and Elisée Reclus, among others. Varlaam
Nikolaevich Cherkezov, a Georgian of princely blood and Kro-
potkin’s best-known associate in London, contributed a critical
analysis of Marxist doctrine,'® and Orgeiani produced an ac-
count of the tragic Haymarket Square riot of 1886, which had
ended in the martyrdom of four Chicago anarchists.'* In addition

10 Frank, Geklibene shriftn, p. 390.

11 P, A. Kropotkin i ego uchenie: internatsional’'nyi sbornik posviash-
chennyi desiatoi godovshchine smerti P. A. Kropotkina, ed. G. P.
Maksimov (Chicago, 1931), pp. 328, 333; 1. Knizhnik, “Vospominaniia
o P. A. Kropotkine i ob odnoi anarkhistskoi emigrantskoi gruppe,”
Krasnaia Letopis’, 1922, No. 4, p. 32; “Pis’'ma P. A. Kropotkina k V. N.
Cherkezovu,” Katorga i Ssylka, 1926, No. 4 (25), p. 25; G. Maksimov,
in Delo Truda, No. 75, March-April 1933, pp. 6-11; Max Nettlau, “A
Memorial Tribute to Marie Goldsmith and Her Mother,” Freedom
(New York), 18 March 1933, p. 2.

12 Khleb i Volia, No. 1, August 1903, p. 3.

183V, N. Cherkezov, Doktriny marksizma: nauka-li eto? (Geneva,
1903). .

14 K. Iliashvili (pssudonym for Gogeliia-Orgeiani), Pamiati chikag-
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to these works in Russian, a few copies of the Yiddish periodicals
Der Arbayter Fraynd and Zsherminal, published by Jewish an-
archists in London’s East End,** managed to reach the ghettos
of the Pale.*® Before very long, the Bialystok circle was hecto-
graphing handwritten copies of articles from the anarchist jour-
nals in the West,'” and turning out its own leaflets, proclama-
tions, and manifestoes,*®* which were sent in large batches to
nearby communities, as well as to such distant points as Odessa
and Nezhin (in Chernigov province), where anarchist groups
arose toward the end of 1903.** A few copies of Khleb i Volia
even reached the industrial centers of the remote Ural Mountains,
and in 1904 a handful of anarchist propagandists were circulating
them in the ancient and dilapidated factories of Ekaterinburg.?

In 1905, the long-awaited storm burst upon Russia at last.
Popular discontent had been greatly exacerbated by the war with
Japan that had broken out in February 1904. Totally unprepared
for the conflict, the Russian colossus suffered a series of humiliat-
ing defeats, which the population naturally blamed on the blun-

skikh muchenikov (Geneva, 1905). On the Haymarket incident, see
Henry David, The History of the Haymarket Affair (New York, 1936).

18 The Federation of Jewish Anarchists, located in the Whitechapel and
Mile End districts of London, consisted largely of artisans who had
emigrated from Russia during the 1880’s and 1890’s. At the turn of the
century, their leader and the editor of their publications was Rudolf
Rocker, a remarkable German of Christian ancestry, who had mastered
the Yiddish language after joining the London group. Kropotkin and
Cherkezov frequently spoke at the Federation’s club on Jubilee Street.
See Rocker’s The London Years (London, 1956).

18 Still circulating within the Pale was an early piece of anarchist
literature which Der Arbayter Fraynd had published in 1886 in London
but labeled “Vilna” to deceive the tsarist police. In the form of a Pass-
over Hagadah, or prayerbook, the pamphlet set forth the traditional
“Four Questions,” which begin, “Wherefore is this night of Passover
different from all other nights in the year?” but gave them a radical
twist: “Wherefore are we different from Shmuel the factory owner,
Meier the banker, Zorekh the moneylender, and Reb Todres the rabbi?”
Hagadah shol Peysakh (Vilna [London], 1886), p. 6, Bund Archives.

17 For example, a handwritten leaflet in the Columbia Russian Archive,
“Nuzhen-li anarkhizm v Rossii?,” was copied from Khleb i Volia, No.
10, July 1904, pp. 1-3.

18 Al'manakh, p. 6; Khleb i Volia, No. 10, pp. 3-4; Burevestnik, No. 8,
November 1907, p. 10.

19 APmanakh, p. 7; Burevestnik, No. 10-11, March-April 1908, p. 27.

20 Burevestnik, No. 13, October 1908, p. 18.
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dering policies of the government. By the beginning of 1905,
the situation in St. Petersburg was extremely tense. The dis-
missal of a few workmen from the huge Putilov metal works
touched off a chain of strikes in the capital, culminating on 9
January in the gruesome episode known as Bloody Sunday.*

That day, workers from the factory suburbs poured into the
center of the city and formed a mammoth procession that filled
several streets. Led by Georgii Gapon, a histrionic priest of the
Orthodox Church, the procession, bearing holy icons and por-
traits of the Tsar, and singing religious and patriotic hymns, con-
verged on the Winter Palace. The unarmed crowds of workmen
and their families carried a dramatic petition begging their sov-
ereign to put an end to the war, to summon a constituent as-
sembly, to grant the workers an eight-hour day and the right to
organize unions, to abolish the redemption payments of the
peasantry, and to endow all citizens with personal inviolability
and equality before the law. Government troops greeted the
marchers with point-blank fire, leaving hundreds lying dead or
wounded in the streets,

In an instant, the ancient bond between Tsar and people was
severed; from that day forward, in Father Gapon’s words, the
monarch and his subjects were separated by “a river of blood.”*
Revolution immediately flared up all over the country. Strikes,
especially violent in the non-Russian cities, broke out in every
major industrial center; nearly half a million workers left their
machines and went into the streets. Soon afterwards, the Baltic
provinces and the black-soil regions of central Russia were
ablaze with rebellion, the peasants burning and looting as in the
time of Pugachev. By mid-October, waves of strikes, emanating
from Moscow and St. Petersburg, had paralyzed the entire rail-
way network and had brought industrial production to a near
standstill. The rising number of peasant disturbances in the
countryside, the October general strike in the cities, and the
sudden appearance of a Soviet of Workers’ Deputies at the head
of the Petersburg strike movement frightened Nicholas into sign-
ing the Manifesto of 17 October, which guaranteed full civil

* All dates are given according to the Julian calendar (thirteen days
behind the western calendar in the twentieth century), which was used
in Russia until February 1918.

21 Quoted in V. L Lenin, Sochineniia (2nd edn., 31 vols., Moscow,
1930-1935), vi, 80.
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liberties to the population and pledged that no law would be-
come effective without the consent of the State Duma.?? Denied
any satisfaction of their economic demands, however, and carried
forward by the momentum of the revolution, the peasants and
workers continued to riot.

In December, the revolution reached a climax. In Moscow,
strikes and street demonstrations swelled into an armed insur-
rection, chiefly the work of the Bolsheviks, but in which anarch-
ists and other left-wing groups took an active part. Barricades
went up in the working-class quarter of Presnia. After more
than a week of fighting, the uprising was put down by govern-
ment troops, most of whom proved loyal to the Tsar despite
sporadic mutinies earlier in the year. Fierce battles also raged
for a short time in Odessa, Kharkov, and Ekaterinoslav, but the
army and police succeeded in suppressing the rebels.

The outbursts of popular indignation touched off by Bloody
Sunday gave a powerful boost to the inchoate radical move-
ments in Russia. During the Revolution of 1905, as ITuda Rosh-
chin, a leading participant in Bialystok recalled, anarchist groups
“sprang up like mushrooms after a rain.”?* Before 1905, there
had been a mere twelve or fifteen active anarchists in Bialystok,
but by the spring of that year five circles were in existence, com-
posed largely of former Bundists and Socialist Revolutionaries
and totaling about sixty members. In the month of May, accord-
ing to a reliable source, the entire “agitation section” of the
Bialystok SR’s went over to the anarchists.?* When the move-
ment reached its peak the following year, there were perhaps a
dozen circles united in a loose federation.?® Roshchin estimates
that the Bialystok anarchists, at their greatest strength, numbered
about 300,%¢ but that figure seems too generous; the total num-

22 For the text of the October Manifesto, see Bernard Pares, The Fall
of the Russian Monarchy (London, 1939), pp. 503-504; and Sidney
Harcave, First Blood: The Russian Revolution of 1905 (New York,
1964), pp. 195-196.

28 [, Grossman-Roshchin, “Dumy o bylom (iz istorii belostotskogo anar-
khicheskogo ‘chernoznamenskogo’ dvizheniia,” Byloe, 1924, No. 27-28,
p. 176.

24 Frank, Geklibene shriftn, p. 393.

25 Burevestnik, No. 9, February 1908, p. 11; Al'manakh, p. 9; Khleb
i Volia, No. 10, July 1904, p. 3; M. Ivanovich, “Anarkhizm v Rossii,”
Sotsialist-Revoliutsioner, 1911, No. 3, pp. 81-82.

26 Grossman-Roshchin, Byloe, 1924, No. 27-28, p. 177.
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ber of active anarchists probably did not exceed 200 (factory
workers, artisans, and intellectuals), though hundreds more reg-
ularly read their literature and sympathized with their views.

In the western provinces, the organization of anarchist groups
spread from Bialystok to Warsaw, Vilna, Minsk, Riga, and also
to such smaller cities as Grodno, Kovno, and Gomel. Eventually,
even the little shtetls (market towns) that dotted the Jewish Pale
had tiny anarchist groups containing from two to a dozen mem-
bers, who received literature from the larger towns and weapons
to use against the government and property owners.?” In the
south, anarchist groups sprouted first in Odessa and Ekaterino-
slav, branching out to Kiev and Kharkov in the Ukraine as
well as to the major cities of the Caucasus and the Crimean
Peninsula.?®

Everywhere the pattern was the same: a handful of dis-
affected Social Democrats or Socialist Revolutionaries formed a
small anarchist circle; literature was smuggled in from the
West or brought by envoys from Riga, Bialystok, Ekaterinoslav,
Odessa, or some other propaganda center, and distributed among
the workers and students in the area; other circles sprang up
and, before long, federations were organized which plunged into
radical activity of every sort—agitation, demonstrations, strikes,
robberies, and assassinations. As the revolution gathered mo-
mentum, the anarchist tide began to move centripetally, sweep-
ing into Moscow and St. Petersburg, the political centers of
imperial Russia, though the movement in the twin capitals as-
sumed a mild form in comparison with the violence in the
peripheries.?

27 Hershberg, Pinkos Bialystok, i, 103; A. Trus and J. Cohen, Breynsk
(New York, 1948), p. 125; Sefer Biale-Podlaske (Tel Aviv, 1961), pp.
222-223. The shtetl of Breynsk was located in Grodno province, and
Biala-Podlaska between Warsaw and Brest-Litovsk.

28 On the spread of anarchism in the outlying areas of the Empire
during 1905, see Khleb i Volia, No. 16, April 1905, p. 4; No. 21-22,
August-September 1905, p. 8; Buntar’, No. 1, 1 December 1906, p. 30;
Chernoe Znamia, No. 1, December 1905, pp. 6-7; Listki “Khleb i Volia,”
No. 1, 30 October 1906, pp. 9-12; No. 3, 28 November 1906, p. 4;
Burevestnik, No. 4, 30 October 1906, pp. 14-16; No. 6-7, September-
October 1907, pp. 4-16; No. 8, November 1907, p. 10; No. 9, February
1908, pp. 9-13; No. 15, March 1909, pp. 18-19; and Anarkhist, No. 1,
10 October 1907, pp. 28-31. Orgeiani has left a detailed account of the

movement in Georgia: A'manakh, pp. 82-111.
29 A'manakh, pp. 47-61; Burevestnik, No. 3, 30 September 1906, _
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The common object of the new anarchist organizations was
the total destruction of capitalism and the state, in order to clear
the way for the libertarian society of the future. There was little
agreement, however, as to how this was to be accomplished.
The most heated disputes centered on the place of terror in the
revolution. On one side stood two similar groups, Chernoe
Znamia and Beznachalie, which advocated a campaign of un-
mitigated terrorism against the world of the bourgeoisie.
Chernoe Znamia (The Black Banner—the anarchist emblem),
easily the largest body of anarchist terrorists in the Empire,
considered itself an Anarchist-Communist organization, that is,
one which espoused Kropotkin’s goal of a free communal so-
ciety in which each person would be rewarded according to his
needs. Its immediate tactics of conspiracy and violence, however,
were inspired by Bakunin. Chernoe Znamia attracted its greatest
following in the frontier provinces of the west and south, Stu-
dents, artisans, and factory workers predominated, but there
were also a few peasants from villages located near the larger
towns, as well as a sprinkling of unemployed laborers, vagabonds,
professional thieves, and self-styled Nietzschean supermen. Al-
though many of the members were of Polish, Ukrainian, and
Great Russian nationality, Jewish recruits were in the majority.
A striking feature of the Chernoe Znamia organization was the
extreme youth of its adherents, nineteen or twenty being the
typical age. Some of the most active Chernoznamentsy were
only fifteen or sixteen.

Nearly all the anarchists in Bialystok were members of Cher-
noe Znamia. The history of these youths was marked by reck-
less fanaticism and uninterrupted violence. Theirs was the first
anarchist group to inaugurate a deliberate policy of terror against
the established order. Gathering in their circles of ten or twelve
members, they plotted vengeance upon ruler and boss. Their
“Anarkhiia” (Anarchy) printing press poured forth a veritable
torrent of inflammatory proclamations and manifestoes express-
ing a violent hatred of existing society and calling for its immedi-
ate destruction. Typical of these was a leaflet addressed to “All

pp- 12-14; No. 10-11, March-April 1908, pp. 28-30; No. 13, October
1908, pp. 17-18; Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 17, 21 June 1907, p. 4;
Ivanovich, Sorsialist-Revoliutsioner, 1911, No. 3, pp. 87-88.

44




THE TERRORISTS

the Workers” of Bialystok, 2,000 copies of which were distrib-
uted in the factories during the summer of 1905, shortly before
the conclusion of peace with Japan. The air was filled with
anguish and despair, it began. Thousands of lives had been
wasted in the Far East, and thousands more were dying at home,
victims of the capitalist exploiters. The true enemies of the peo-
ple were not the Japanese, but the institutions of the state and
private property; the time had come to destroy them. The leafiet
warned the Bialystok workers not to be diverted from their
revolutionary mission by the alluring promises of parliamentary
reform put forward by many Social Democrats and SR’s. Par-
liamentary democracy was nothing but a shameless fraud, a
clever instrument which the middle class would use to dominate
the working masses. Do not be fooled, declared the leaflet, by
the “scientific smoke-screen” of the socialist intellectuals. Let
life alone be your leader and teacher. The sole path to freedom
is “a violent class struggle for anarchist communes, which will
have neither master nor ruler but true equality.” Workers, peas-
ants, and the unemployed must hold aloft the Black Banner of
anarchy and march forward in a true social revolution. “DowN
WITH PRIVATE PROPERTY AND THE STATE! DOWN WITH DEMOC-
RACY! LONG LIVE THE SOCIAL REVOLUTION! LONG LIVE
ANARCHY!”30

Although their usual meeting places were workshops or pri-
vate dwellings, the Chernoznamentsy of Bialystok often assem-
bled in cemeteries, under the pretense of mourning the dead,**
or in the woods on the outskirts of town, posting guards to warn
of approaching danger. During the summer of 1903, socialist
and anarchist workmen had held a series of forest meetings to
plan their strategy against the rising number of layoffs in the
textile mills. When one of these gatherings was dispersed with
needless brutality by a contingent of gendarmes, the anarchists,
in reprisal, shot and wounded the Bialystok chief of police. Thus
began a vendetta which was to continue without interruption for
the next four years.??

The situation in the factories continued to deteriorate. Finally,

80 “Ko vsem rabochim” (leaflet, Bialystok Group of Anarchist-Com-
munists, July 1905), Columbia Russian Archive.

81 Grossman-Roshchin, Byloe, 1924, No. 27-28, p. 177.

82 Frank, Geklibene shriftn, pp. 390-391.
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in the summer of 1904, the weavers went out on strike. The
owner of a large spinning mill, Avraam Kogan, retaliated by
bringing strikebreakers onto the scene, with bloody skirmishes
as the result. This provoked an eighteen-year-old Chernoznam-
enets named Nisan Farber to seek revenge on behalf of his fel-
low workers. On the Jewish Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur),
he attacked Kogan on the steps of the synagogue, gravely wound-
ing him with a dagger. A few days later, another forest meeting
was held to consider further action against the textile manufac-
turers. Several hundred workmen attended—anarchists, Bund-
ists, SR’s, and Zionists. They made bristling speeches and sang
revolutionary songs. As shouts of “Hail Anarchy!” and “Long
live Social Democracy!” pierced the air, the police descended on
the all too boisterous assembly, wounding and arresting dozens
of men. Once again Nisan Farber sought vengeance. After test-
ing his home-made “Macedonian” bombs in a local park, he
threw one of them through the entrance of police headquarters,
injuring a few officers inside. Farber himself was killed by the
explosion.®®

Nisan Farber’s name soon became a legend among the
Chernoznamentsy of the borderlands. After the outbreak of the
revolution in January 1905, they began to follow his example of
unbridled terrorism. To obtain weapons, bands of anarchists
raided gun shops, police stations, and arsenals; the Mausers
and Brownings thus acquired became their most cherished pos-
sessions. Once armed with pistols and with crude bombs pro-
duced in makeshift laboratories, the terrorist gangs proceeded
to carry out indiscriminate murders and “expropriations” of
money and valuables from banks, post offices, factories, stores,
and the private residences of the nobility and middle class.

Attacks on employers and their enterprises—acts of “eco-
nomic terror’—were daily occurrences throughout the revolu-
tionary period. In Bialystok, sticks of dynamite were tossed
into the factories and apartments of the most loathed manu-
facturers.* Anarchist agitators in one leather factory provoked

33 “Pokushenie v Belostoke” (Listok No. 5, Russian Anarchist-Com-
munists, 1904?), Bund Archives; Khleb i Volia, No. 23, October 1905,
pp. 7-8; Chernoe Znamia, No. 1, December 1905, pp. 8-9; Al'manakh,

pp. 179-181.
84 “Dj anarkhisten bay der arbayt,” Folk-Tsaytung (Vilna), 24 May
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the workers into attacking the boss, who jumped out of a window
to escape his assailants.®* In Warsaw, partisans of the Black
Banner robbed and dynamited factories and sabotaged bakeries
by blowing up ovens and pouring kerosene into the dough.? The
Chernoznamentsy of Vilna issued “an open declaration” in Yid-
dish to the factory workers, warning them against company spies
who had been planted among them to ferret out terrorists.
“Down with provocateurs and spies! Down with the bourgeoisie
and the tyrants! Long live terror against bourgeois society!
Long live the anarchist commune!”’3?

Incidents of violence were most numerous in the south. The
Chernoznamentsy of Ekaterinoslav, Odessa, Sevastopol, and
Baku organized “battle detachments” of terrorists, who set up
bomb laboratories, perpetrated countless murders and holdups,
bombed factories, and fought in gory engagements with the de-
tectives who raided their hideouts.?® On occasion, even mer-
chant vessels docked in the port of Odessa were targets of an-
archist “ex’s,” as the “expropriations” were called, and business-
men, doctors, and lawyers were forced to “contribute” money
to the anarchist cause under penalty of death.®

A case history of a typical terrorist was that of Pavel Golman,
a young worker in Ekaterinoslav. Son of a village policeman, he
was employed in the Ekaterinoslav Railroad Workshop. In 1905,
having passed through the ranks of the SR’s and Social Dem-
ocrats, he joined Chernoe Znamia. “It was not the orators who
won me over to anarchism,” he explained, “but life itself.”
Golman served on the strike committee in his factory and fought

1906, p. 5; 28 May, 1906, p. 6; Mikhailu Bakuninu, p. 292; Hershberg,
Pinkos Bialystok, 11, 104-108; Frank, Geklibene shriftn, pp. 398-400.

85 S. Dubnov-Erlikh, Garber-bund un bershter-bund (Warsaw, 1937),
pp. 114-115.

88 Burevestnik, No. 9, February 1908, pp. 16-17; B. I. Gorev, “Apoli-
ticheskie i antiparlamentskie gruppy (anarkhisty, maksimalisty, ma-
khaevtsy),” in Obshchestvennoe dvizhenie v Rossii, 11, 489.

87 “Ayn efentlikhe erklerung” (leaflet, Vilna Group of Anarchist-
Communists, 1905), Columbia Russian Archive.

38 Khleb i Volia, No. 24, November 1905, pp. 5-8; Chernoe Znamia,
No. 1, December 1905, pp. 6-7; Burevestnik, No. 6-7, September-October
1907, p. 6; S. Anisimov, “Sud i rasprava nad anarkhistami kommu-
nistami,” Katorga i Ssylka, 1932, No. 10 (95), pp. 129-142; P. A.
Arshinov, Dva pobega (iz vospominanii anarkhista 1906-9 gg.) (Paris,
1929); Mikhailu Bakuninu, pp. 307-313.

38 4Pmanakh, p. 151; Mikhailu Bakuninu, pp. 258-259, 268.
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behind the barricades during the October general strike. Soon
he was taking part in “ex’s” and sabotaging the railway system
in the vicinity of Ekaterinoslav. Wounded by ome of his own
bombs, he was captured and sent to a hospital under guard.
When his companions failed in a daring attempt to free him,
Golman shot himself to death. He was then twenty years old.*°

In the eyes of the Chernoznamentsy, every deed of violence,
however rash and senseless it might seem to the general public,
had the merit of stimulating the lust of the great unwashed for
vengeance against their tormentors. They needed no special
provocation to throw a bomb into a theater or restaurant; it was
enough to know that only prosperous citizens could congregate
in such places. A member of Chernoe Znamia in Odessa ex-
plained this concept of “motiveless” (bezmotivnyi) terror to
the judges officiating at his trial:

We recognize isolated expropriations only to acquire money
for our revolutionary deeds. If we get the money, we do not
kill the person we are expropriating. But this does not mean
that he, the property owner, has bought us off. No! We will
find him in the various cafés, restaurants, theaters, balls, con-
certs, and the like. Death to the bourgeois! Always, wherever
he may be, he will be overtaken by an anarchist’s bomb or
bullet.*?

A dissenting group within the Black Banner organization,
headed by Vladimir Striga (Lapidus), was convinced that random
forays against the bourgeoisie did not go far enough, and called
for a mass uprising to convert Bialystok into a “second Paris
Commune.”#? These kommunary (Communards), as they were
known to their fellow Chernoznamentsy, did not reject deeds of
violence, but simply wished to take the further step of mass
revolutionary action to inaugurate the stateless society without
delay. Their strategy, however, failed to win much support. At
a conference held in Kishinev in January 1906, the bezmotivniki,
who argued that isolated acts of terrorism constituted the most
effective weapon against the old order, easily prevailed over their

40 Burevestnik, No. 3, 30 September 1906, pp. 14-16.

41 Ibid., No. 5, 30 April 1907, p. 14.
42 Frank, Geklibene shriftn, p. 403.
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kommunary associates.*® For the bezmotivniki had just achieved
two dramatic successes: in November and December 1905, they
had exploded bombs in the Hotel Bristol in Warsaw and the
Café Libman in Odessa,** gaining considerable notoriety and
sending shudders through the respectable citizenry. Exhilarated
by these accomplishments, the bezmotivniki now laid even more
magnificent plans of destruction, unaware that their triumphant
moment of violence was soon to be succeeded by a much longer
interval of cruel retribution.

Just as fanatical as Chernoe Znamia was a smaller group of
militant anarchists centered in St. Petersburg called Beznachalie
(Without Authority). Operating largely outside the Pale of Set-
tlement (though small circles did exist in Warsaw, Minsk, and
Kiev), Beznachalie, unlike the Black Banner organization, con-
tained few Jewish members. The proportion of students in its
ranks was very high, even higher than in Chernoe Znamia, with
unskilled workers and unemployed drifters comprising only a
small fraction of the membership. Like the Chernoznamentsy,
the Beznachal’tsy claimed to be Anarchist-Communists, since
their ultimate goal was the establishment of a free federation of
territorial communes. Yet they had much in common with the
individualist anarchists, the epigoni of Max Stirner, Benjamin
Tucker, and Friedrich Nietzsche, who exalted the individual
ego over and above the claims of collective entities. And in their
passion for revolutionary conspiracy and their extreme hostility
towards intellectuals—despite the fact that, for the most part,
they were intellectuals themselves—the Beznachal’tsy bore the
stamp of Sergei Nechaev and his forerunners, the ultra-radical
Ishutin circle which had operated in St. Petersburg during the
1860%s.4

Like their cousins of the Black Banner association, the
Beznachalie rebels were ardent exponents of “motiveless” ter-
ror. Every blow dealt to government officials, policemen, or
property holders was considered a progressive action because

48 Buntar’, No. 1, 1 December 1906, pp. 20-24; A'manakh, p. 23.

44 See O. 1. Taratuta, “Kievskaia Luk'ianovskaia katorzhnaia tiur'ma,”
Volna, No. 57, September 1924, pp. 39-40. The author was a participant
in the Odessa bombing.

45 On the Ishutin circle, see Venturi, Roots of Revolution, pp. 331-
353.
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it sowed “class discord” between the submerged multitudes and
their privileged masters.*® “Death to the bourgeoisie!” was their
battle cry, for “the death of the bourgeoisie is the life of the

- workers.”+

The Beznachalie group was founded in 1905 by a young in-
tellectual who went by the name of Bidbei. His real name, by
an odd coincidence, was Nikolai Romanov, the same as the
Tsar’s. Born the son of a prosperous landowner, Romanov was
small and lithe, and possessed an impetuous nature and a sharp
wit. He enrolled as a student in the St. Petersburg Mining In-
stitute at the beginning of the century, but was dismissed for
participating in student demonstrations. When the director of
the Institute sent him a letter of expulsion, Romanov returned
it with the inscription, “Prochél s udovol’stviem (I read it with
pleasure”), Nikolai Romanov,” which the Emperor often wrote
on documents submitted for his approval.*®* His dismissal thus
sealed, young Romanov left for Paris, an underground man
with a new identity. In a startling pamphlet composed there on
the eve of the 1905 Revolution, Bidbei conjured up a demonic
image of the debacle just beyond the horizon: “A terrible night!
Terrible scenes. . . . Not the innocent pranks of ‘the revolu-
tionists.” But that Walpurgisnacht of revolution, when on Luci-
fer’s call the Spartacuses, the Razins, and the heroes of the
bloody boot will fly down to earth. The uprising of Lucifer
himself!”+®

Some weeks after the outbreak of the revolution, Bidbei
enlisted the help of two fellow exiles® in printing an ultra-
radical journal called the Listok gruppy Beznachalie (Leaflet
of the Beznachalie Group), which appeared twice during the
spring and summer of 1905. The first issue set forth the credo
of Beznachalie, a curious mixture of Bakunin’s faith in society’s

4 T, Rostovtsev, Nasha taktika (Geneva, 1907), pp. 7f.

47 Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 8, 15 February 1907, pp. 3-5; Buntar’,
No. 1, 1 December 1906, p. 29.

48 1. Genkin, “Anarkhisty: iz vospominanii politicheskogo katorzha-
nina,” Byloe, 1918, No. 9, pp. 168-169; Genkin, Po tiurmam i etapam

(Petrograd, 1922), pp. 283-284; Max Nomad, Dreamers, Dynamiters,
and Demagogues (New York, 1964), pp. 77-78.

4 A Bidbei, O Liutsifere, velikom dukhe vozmushcheniia, “nesozna- -

tel'nosti,” anarkhii i beznachaliia (n.p. [Paris?], 1904), p. 28.
s¢ Ekaterina Litvina and Mikhail Sushchinskii. See Probuzhdenie, No.
80-81, March-April 1937, p. 26.
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castaways, Nechaev’s demand for bloody vengeance against
the privileged classes, Marx’s concepts of class struggle and
permanent revolution, and Kropotkin’s vision of a free federa-
tion of communes. Bidbei and his confederates declared a “par-
tisan war” on contemporary society, in which terror of every
sort—individual terror, mass terror, economic terror—would be
sanctioned. Since the “bourgeois” world was corrupt to the
roots, parliamentary reforms were of no use. It was necessary
to wage a broad class struggle, an “armed uprising of the
people: peasants, workers, and every person in rags . . . open
street fighting of every possible type and in the fiercest possi-
ble form . . . a revolution en permanence, that is, a whole series
of popular uprisings until a decisive victory of the poor is
achieved.” In a Nechaevist spirit (Bidbei was fond of quoting
or paraphrasing Nechaev, whom he keenly admired), the
Beznachalie credo repudiated religion, the family, and bourgeois
morality in general, and encouraged the dispossessed to attack
and rob the businesses and homes of their exploiters. The rev-
olution must be made not only by the peasant and worker, de-
clared Bidbei, echoing Bakunin, but also by the so-called “base
rabble—the unemployed, vagabonds, hoboes, and all the outcast
elements and renegades of society, for they are all our brothers
and comrades.” Bidbei summoned them all “to a mighty and
ruthless, total and bloody, people’s vengeance” (Nechaev's
famous motto). “Hail the federation of free communes and
cities! Long live anarchy (beznachalie)!”5

Bidbei’s horrendous visions of the revolution were shared by
a small circle of Anarkhisty-Obshchinniki (Anarchist-Commu-
nists), who turned out a prodigious quantity of incendiary lit-
erature in St. Petersburg during' 1905. The outstanding mem-
ber of this group was “Tolstoy” Rostovtsev (the alias of
N. V. Divnogorskii), the son of a government official in the
Volga province of Saratov. About thirty years of age (Bidbei
was in his early twenties), Rostovtsev had a homely but in-
teresting face and an idealistic nature that was readily trans-
muted into revolutionary fanaticism. While attending Kharkov
University, he became a passionate disciple of Tolstoyan non-
violence (whence his peculiar nom de guerre), but soon

51 Listok gruppy Beznachalie, No. 1, April 1905, pp. 1-3.
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swung to the opposite pole of unmitigated terrorism.** By 1905,
Rostovtsev was writing instructions on the preparation of home-
made “Macedonian” bombs (complete with diagrams) and ad-
vising the peasantry on “how to set fire to the landlords’ hay-
stacks.”** On the cover of one of his pamphiets is a drawing of
bearded peasants, scythes and pitchforks in hand, burning the
church and manor house of their village. Their banner bears
the motto, “Za zemliu, za voliu, za anarkhicheskuiu doliv”
(“For land and liberty, for an anarchist future!”).’* Rostovtsev
summoned the Russian people to “take up the axe and bring
death to the tsarist family, the landlords, and the priests!”?

Rostovtsev and his fellow Anarkhisty-Obshchinniki addressed
other leaflets to the factory workers of Petersburg, exhorting
them to smash their machines, dynamite the city’s power sta-
tions, throw bombs at the middle-class “hangmen,” rob banks
and shops, blow up the police stations, and throw open the
prisons. Bloody Sunday had taught the workers what to expect
from the Tsar and from the timid advocates of piecemeal re-
form. “Let a broad wave of mass and individual terror envelop
all of Russial” Inaugurate the stateless commune, in which
each would take freely from the common warehouse and work
only four hours a day to allow time for leisure and education—
time to live “like a human being.” Onward with “the SocCIAL
RevoLuTioN! HAIL THE ANARCHIST COMMUNE!”’%8

The Petersburg Anarkhisty-Obshchinniki and Bidbei’s Bez-
nachalie group in Paris clearly had a great deal in common.
Many leaflets of the Petersburg group, in fact, were reprinted in
Bidbei’s Listok. It was therefore not surprising that, when Bid-
bei returned to the Russian capital in December 1905, the

52 Genkin, Byloe, 1918, No. 9, pp. 172-173; Po tiur'mam i etapam,
pp. 288-289.

53 “Prigotovlenie bomb” (leaflet of the Anrarkhisty-Obshchinniki,
1905), Columbia Russian Archive; “Kak podzhigat’ pomeshch’i stoga,”
reprinted in Listok gruppy Beznachalie, No. 2-3, June-July 1905, pp. 9,
16. Though simply signed “Anarkhisty-Obshchinniki,” these leaflets are
very probably the work of Rostovisev. See Genkin, Byloe, No. 9, pp.
173-174. They are labeled “Moscow” rather than “St. Petersburg,” most
likely to mislead the police.

5¢ T, Rostovtsev, Za vsiu zemliu, za vsiu voliu (n.p., n.d. [19057]).

8% Listok gruppy Beznachalie, No. 2-3, June-July 1905, pp. 3-4.

56 “ Anarkhisty-Obshchinniki” and “K rabochim g. Peterburga” (leaflets,
St. Petersburg, March and April 1905), Columbia Russian Archive. The
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Anarkhisty-Obshchinniki at once accepted him as their leader
and changed their name to Beznachalie.

The ranks of Beznachalie included a female doctor, three
or four gimnaziia pupils, Rostovtsev’s wife, Marusia, and
several former university students (besides Bidbei and Rost-
ovtsev), most notably Boris Speranskii, a youth of nineteen
from the provinces, and Aleksandr Kolosov (Sokolov), about
twenty-six years old and the son of a priest in Tambov prov-
ince. Like so many others in the revolutionary movement,
Kolosov received his education in an Orthodox seminary, where
he excelled in mathematics and foreign languages. He was ad-
mitted to the Spiritual Academy, but cut short a promising
church career by joining an SR circle and plunging into revolu-
tionary agitation. He then spent brief periods in a succession of
Russian universities, only to return to his father's village, where
he distributed propaganda among the peasants. In 1905, Kolo-
sov came to St. Petersburg and joined Rostovtsev’s circle of
anarchists.?”

Aside from Bidbei (and possibly Rostovtsev), at least one
other Beznachalets was of noble birth. Vladimir Konstantino-
vich Ushakov, whose father was a government administrator
(zemskii nachal’nik) in the province of St. Petersburg, had been
brought up on the family estate near Pskov. After graduating
from the gimnaziia at Tsarskoe Selo, where the Tsar had his
summer palace, Ushakov entered St. Petersburg University, and
in 1901 became involved in the student movement. Like Bidbei,
he went abroad, but returned to St. Petersburg in time to wit-
ness the massacre of Bloody Sunday. Soon afterwards, he joined
the Anarkhisty-Obshchinniki, serving as an agitator among the
factory workers, to whom he was known as “the Admiral.”®®

Finally, one other member of Bidbei’s circle must be men-
tioned, a certain Dmitriev or Dmitrii Bogoliubov, who turned
out to be a police spy and brought about the group’s downfall
in January 1906. As the Beznachal'tsy were planning a major
“expropriation” (so far, they had perpetrated only two acts of
violence, a bombing and the shooting of a detective), the police
broke into their headquarters, arrested the plotters, and seized

57 Genkin, Byloe, 1918, No. 9, pp. 175-176; Po tiurmam i etapam,
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their printing press.®® Only Ushakov was lucky enough to
elude the authorities, escaping to the city of Lvov in Austrian
Galicia.

Chernoe Znamia and Beznachalie, though certainly the
most conspicuous, were by no means the only Anarchist-Com-
munist organizations to spring up in revolutionary Russia. Of
the rest, a few pursued the relatively moderate course of Kro-
potkin’s Khleb i Volia group, content to distribute propaganda
among the workers and peasants. The majority, however,
adopted the sanguinary creed of Bakunin and Nechaev and em-
barked upon the path of terrorism. One such ultra-radical so-
ciety, the International Group in the Baltic city of Riga, car-
ried out a series of “ex’s” and issued a stream of hectographed
leaflets reviling moderation and gradualism of any sort. The
Riga group scornfully dismissed the claim of the socialists that
the 1905 upheaval was merely a “democratic revolution” and
denounced them for advocating “peaceful cooperation in par-
liaments with all capitalist parties.” The slogan of “liberty,
equality, fraternity,” as the European revolutions of the eight-
eenth and nineteenth centuries had amply demonstrated, was
an empty promise of the middle class. Now “scientific” socialism
aimed at a similar deception. The Marxists, with their cen-
tralized party apparatus and elaborate talk of historical stages,
were no more “friends of the people” than Nicholas II. They
were, rather, present-day Jacobins who aimed to use the work-
ers to capture power for themselves. The true liberation of
mankind could be accomplished only by means of a social revo-
lution of the broad masses.®® This impatient brand of anarchism
took its most violent form in the south, where the “battle de-
tachments” of the large cities, in an effort to coordinate their
terrorist activities, joined together in a loose-knit South Russian
Battle Organization.

The anarchists of Kiev and Moscow, by contrast, placed
heavier emphasis on the dissemination of propaganda. The Kiev

59 Ibid., No. 3, 30 September 1906, pp. 12-13; “Nezavisimaia Sotsia-
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Group of Anarchist-Communists found a strong advocate of
this moderate course in a young Kropotkinite named German
Borisovich Sandomirskii.®* Moscow, however, was the more im-
portant propaganda center. Its first anarchist circle was founded
in 1905, but fell apart almost immediately when the police ar-
rested its leader, another young disciple of Kropotkin, Viadimir
Ivanovich Zabrezhnev (Fedorov)., The Svoboda (Freedom)
group, which succeeded it in December 1903, acted as an en-
trepdt of propaganda materials, obtaining literature from West-
ern Europe and from anarchist circles in the border provinces,
and passing it on to new cells in Moscow, Nizhnii Novgorod,
Tula, and other industrial towns of central Russia. During 1906,
four more groups appeared in Moscow: Svobodraia Kommuna
(The Free Commune), Solidarnost’ (Solidarity), and Bezvlastie
(Anarchy), which attracted their followings in the working-
class districts; and a circle of students who used the class-
rooms of Moscow University as revolutionary forums. Joint
meetings with the SR’s and Social Democrats, marked by angry
debates over the merits of parliamentary government, were oc-
casionally held in the Sparrow Hills and Sokolniki Woods on
the edge of town. “Down with the Duma!” the anarchists would
shout. “Down with parliamentarism' We want bread and liberty!
Long live the people’s revolution!®? Some of the Moscow
groups added a measure of terrorism to their propaganda ac-
tivities, manufacturing “Japanese” bombs and holding secret
conclaves in the Donskoi Monastery to plan “expropriations.”
One young woman of twenty-six lost her life when a bomb she
was testing exploded in her hands.* :

81 Tn 1907, Dmitrii Bogrov, who was to assassinate Prime Minister
Stolypin in Kiev four years later, was a member of the Kiev Group of
Anarchist-Communists while serving as an agent of the secret police.
His murder of Stolypin, however, seems to have been a personal act, not
directly related to his revolutionary or police associations. See George
Tokmakoff, “Stolypin’s Assassin,” Slavic Review, xxiv (June 1965),
314-321; G. Sandomirskii, “Po povodu starogo spora,” Katorga i Ssylka,
1926, No. 2, pp. 15ff.; I. Knizhnik, “Vospominaniia o0 Bogrove, ubiitse
Stolypina,” Krasnaia Letopis’, 1923, No. 5, p. 290; E. Lazarev, “Dmitrii
Bogrov i ubiistvo Stolypina,” Volia Rossii (Prague), 1926, No. 8-9,
P- 59; A. Mushin, Dmitrii Bogrov i ubiistvo Stolypina (Paris, 1914),
op. 106ff.; and V. Bogrov, Dmitrii Bogrov i ubiistvo Stolypina (Berlin,
1931), pp. 37-48.

82 Burevestnik, No. 3, 30 April 1906, pp. 13-14; Al'manakh, p. 56.

%3 4I'manakh, pp. 55-58.

55




1905

Apart from the numerous Anarchist-Communist groups
which appeared all over Russia during the Revolution of 1905, ;
a second, much smaller body of anarchists, the Anarcho-Syndi- }
calists (to be discussed later), sprang up in Odessa, and yet
another variety, the Anarchist-Individualists, emerged in Mos- §
cow, St. Petersburg, and Kiev.** The two leading exponents of §
individualist anarchism, both based in Moscow, were Aleksei ;
Alekseevich Borovoi and Lev Chernyi (Pavel Dmitrievich Tur-
chaninov). From Nietzsche, they inherited the desire for a com- |
plete overturn of all values accepted by bourgeois society— |
political, moral, and cultural. Furthermore, strongly influenced §
by Max Stirner and Benjamin Tucker, the German and Ameri- °
can theorists of individualist anarchism, they demanded the }
total liberation of the human personality from the fetters of }
organized society. In their view, even the voluntary communes 3
of Peter Kropotkin might limit the freedom of the individual.®® J
A number of Anarchist-Individualists found the ultimate ex- }
pression of their social alienation in violence and crime, others {
attached themselves to avant-garde literary and artistic circles,
but the majority remained “philosophical” anarchists who con- |
ducted animated parlor discussions and elaborated their indi~ §
vidualist theories in ponderous journals and books. ‘

While all three categories of Russian anarchism—Anarchist- |
Communism, Anarcho-Syndicalism, and Anarchist-Individual- |
ism—drew their adherents almost entirely from the intelligent- |}
sia and the working class, the Anarchist-Communist groups |}
made some effort to dispense their ideas among the soldiers 4
and peasants as well. As early as 1903, a “Group of Russian |
Anarchists” published a small pamphlet which called for the 3
“disorganization, dissolution, and annihilation,” of the Russian |
Army and its replacement by the armed masses of people.*® §
After the outbreak of the Russo-Japanese War, anarchist leaflets
strove to convince the soldiers that their real struggle was at 4

84 See V. Zabrezhnev, Ob individualisticheskom anarkhizme (London, j
1912); and Zabrezhnev, “Propovedniki individualisticheskogo anarkhizma
v Rossii,” Burevestnik, No. 10-11, March-April 1908, pp. 4-9. \

65 A, Borovoi, Obshchestvennye idealy sovremennogo obshchestva
(Moscow, 1906); L. Chernyi, Novoe napravlenie v anarkhizme: assot.vi-:

atsionnyi anarkhizm (Moscow, 1907).
66 Chto nam delat’ v armii? (n.p., 1903).
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home—against the government and private property.®” Anti-
militarist literature of this sort, however, was distributed in lim-
ited quantities, and it is doubtful that it made much impression
on the troops.

Propaganda in the peasant villages was conducted on a larger
scale, but appears to have yiclded only slightly better results.
In September 1903, the second number of Khleb i Volia en-
dorsed “agrarian terror” as an “outstanding form of the par-
tisan struggle” against the landlords and central government.®®
An illegal brochure published in St. Petersburg the same year
assured the peasants that they needed “neither tsar nor state”
but only “land and liberty.” The author conjured up the myth
of an idyllic age of freedom that existed in medieval Russia,
when authority rested with the local town assembly (veche) and
the village commune; to restore this libertarian society, the
narod was urged to wage an “unrelenting war of liberation.”
“Peasants and workers! Scorn all authority, every uniform and
priest’s cassock. Love only liberty, and introduce it now.”®®

The Revolution of 1905 lent powerful impetus to propaganda
of this type. “Down with the landlords, down with the wealthy,”
proclaimed Rostovtsev of the Beznachalie group, as he insti-
gated the peasants to set fire to their masters’ haylofts. “All the
land belongs to us, to the entire peasant narod.””® Anarchist-
Communists from the cities of Odessa, Ekaterinoslav, Kiev,
and Chernigov descended into the villages with “little books”
containing the message of revolt, just as their Populist forebears
had done thirty years earlier.”* Leaflets with such titles as “Pull
Your Plow from the Furrow” and “How the Peasants Succeed
Without Authority” passed through many hands in Riazan prov-
ince;" the latter portrayed a village commune which, having rid
itself of the government, lived in freedom and harmony. “And
bread, clothing, and other supplies everyone took from the com-

% For example, “Po povodu voiny” (Listok No. 4, Russian Commu-
nist-Anarchists, 1904), Bund Archives.

88 Khieb i Volia, No. 2, September 1903, p. 6.

88 Vol'naia Volia, 1903, No. 1.

0 Rostovtsev, Za vsiu zemliu, p. 3.

"1 Khleb i Volia, No. 6, January 1904, p. 8; Burevestnik, No. 8, No-
vember 1907, pp. 9-12; No. 13, October 1908, pp. 18-19; AI'manakh,
pp. 12-13, 76-81, 187-188.

"2 Burevestnik, No. 5, 30 April 1907, p. 15.
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mon storehouse according to his needs.””® In Tambov province,
the Beznachalets Kolosov sowed the seeds of anarchism in 1905,
which bore fruit three years later in the form of the Probuzh-
denie (Awakening) group of peasant anarchists.” Other an-
archist groups appeared in the rural districts between 1905 and
1908, but they were seldom a match for the Socialist Revolu-
tionaries, who maintained a near monopoly on peasant radxcal—
ism throughout the revolutionary period.

During the 1905 uprising, while the Chernoznamentsy and
Beznachal’tsy were waging their life-and-death struggle against
the government and the propertied classes of Russia, Kropotkin
and his coterie remained in the West, occupied with the less
flamboyant tasks of propaganda and organization. Both ex-
tremist groups found the comparative respectability of Kropot-
kin’s Khleb i Volia association exceedingly distasteful. The ter-
rorists, risking their lives in daily acts of violence, resented what
they conceived to be the passive attitude of the Kropotkinites
towards the heroic epic unfolding in Russia. Already uneasy
over Kropotkin’s description, in 1903, of the impending Rus-
sian revolution as merely “a prologue, or even the first act of the
local communalist revolution,””® the ultras grew more suspi-
cious in 1905, when Kropotkin compared the tempest in Russia
to the English and French revolutions,”® which in their view
had simply installed a new set of masters into power. For the
Beznachal’tsy and Chernoznamentsy, 1905 was not just a timid
step toward a compromising system of “liberal federalism,” but
the final and decisive battle, Armageddon itself.””

To a certain extent, perhaps, these zealots of the anarchist
movement misconstrued the observations Kropotkin made in
1905. In drawing his analogy between the Russian revolution
on the one side and the English and French revolutions on the
other, Kropotkin specifically stated that Russia was undergoing
more than just “a simple transition from autocracy to consti-

73 §, Zaiats, Kak muzhiki ostalis bez nachal'stva (Moscow, 1906),
P 7146.Burevestnik, No. 17, July 1909, p. 10.

75 Khleb i Volia, No. 1, August 1903, p. 5.

78 P, Kropotkin, Russkaia revoliutsiia (Geneva, 1905), p. 3; Khleb i

Volia, No. 15, February 1905, pp. 2-3; No. 16, April 1905, pp. 1-4.
77 Grossman-Roshchin, Byloe, 1924, No. 27-28, p. 173.
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tutionalism,” more than a mere political transfer in which the
aristocracy or the middle class would become the new rulers in
place of the king.”* What had impressed Kropotkin most in
his study of the earlier upheavals in Western Europe was their
all-encompassing scope and the profound changes they had
wrought in human relationships. The Revolution of 1905, he
believed, was Russia’s “great revolution,” comparable in breadth
and depth to the great English and French revolutions and
not just another transitory mutiny executed by a small body of
insurrectionists.”® It was “not a simple change of administra-
tion” that Russians were witnessing, but a social revolution that
would “radically alter the conditions of economic life” and for-
ever put an end to coercive government.®® Indeed, the Russian
revolution would prove even more sweeping than the prior re-
volts in the West, for it was a “people’s liberation, based on true
equality, true liberty, and genuine fraternity.”*

Yet Kropotkin’s continuous references to the revolutions in
England and France did seem to imply something short of the
immediate realization of stateless communism which the Cher-
noznamentsy and Beznachal’tsy so desperately craved. More-
over, in view of Kropotkin’s strong antipathy towards mutinies
and insurrections launched by small rebel bands, it is not sur-
prising that the terrorist circles should have frowned upon his
analysis of the 1905 uprising. Time and again, Kropotkin re-
iterated his opposition both to Blanquist coups and to cam-
paigns of terrorist violence waged by tightly-knit conspiratorial
bands in isolation from the bulk of the people.*? Random mur-
ders and holdups, he insisted, could effect no more change in
the existing social order than could the mere seizure of political
power; individual “ex’s” had no place in a full-scale revolt of
the masses, the aim of which was not the greedy transfer of
wealth from one group to another, but the total elimination of
private property itself.?* One of Kropotkin’s disciples, Vladimir
Zabrezhnev, likened the escapades of the Russian terrorists to
the “era of dynamite” in France—the early 1890’s, when the
audacious exploits of Ravachol, Auguste Vaillant, and Emile

78 Kropotkin, Russkaia revoliutsiia, p. 10.

0 Ipid., p. 9. 8 Ibid., p. 13. et Ibid., p. 15.

82 P, Kropotkin, ed., Russkaia revoliutsiia i anarkhizm (London, 1907),

pp. 8-9.
83 Ibid., pp. 5-7.
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Henry made statesmen and businessmen tremble for their lives.®*

_The endemic violence of those years, though prompted by so-

cial injustice, was little more than an outlet for personal “anger
and indignation,” said Zabrezhnev.®* “It stands to reason,” he
concluded, “that such acts as attacking the first bourgeois or
government agent one encounters, or arson or explosions in
cafés, theaters, etc., in no sense represent a logical conclusion
from the anarchist Weltanschauung; their explanation lies in
the psychology of those who perpetrate them.”®* In a similar
manner, Kropotkin’s Khlebovol'tsy denounced such robber
bands as Chernyi Voron (The Black Raven) and lastreb (The
Hawk) of Odessa for using the ideological cloak of anarchism to
conceal the predatory nature of their activities. These “bomb-
thrower-expropriators,” declared the Kropotkinites, were no bet-
ter than the bandits of southern Italy;*” and their program of
indiscriminate terror was a grotesque caricature of anarchist
doctrine, demoralizing the movement’s true adherents and dis-
crediting anarchism in the eyes of the public.

For all these harsh words, Kropotkin and his Khlebovol'tsy
nevertheless continued to sanction acts of violence impelled
by outraged conscience or compassion for the oppressed, as
well as “propaganda by the deed,” specifically designed to
awaken the revolutionary consciousness of the people. The
Khleb i Volia group also approved of “defensive terror” to re-
pulse the depredations of police units or of the Black Hundreds,
the squads of hoodlums who launched frightful attacks upon
Jews and intellectuals in 1905 and 1906.88 Thus a report from
Qdessa printed in Khleb i Volia during the tumultuous summer
of 1905 could declare, “Only the enemies of the people can
be enemies of terror!”s®

8¢V, Zabrezhnev, “O terrore,” in Russkaia revoliutsiia i anarkhizm,
pp. 44-47; Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 3, 28 November 1906, pp. 2-4;
No. 4, 13 December 1906, pp. 3-5. On the “era of dynamite,” see Jean
Maitron, Histoire du mouvement anarchiste en France (1880-1914)
(Paris, 1951), pp. 189-230.

88 Zabrezhnev, in Russkaia revoliutsiia i anarkhizm, p. 47.

88 Ibid., p. 54.

87 Burevestnik, No. 8, November 1907, p. 11; Anarkhist, No. 1, 10
October 1907, p. 31; A’manakh, p. 151; I. Genkin, “Sredi preemnikov
Bakunina,” Krasnaia Letopis’, 1927, No. 1, pp. 199-201.

88 Zabrezhnev, in Russkaia revoliutsiia i anarkhizm, p. 43.

88 Khleb i Volia, No. 19-20, July 1905, p. 11.
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Of the several schools of anarchism to make their appearance
in Russia during this period, the severest critics of terrorist
tactics were the Anarcho-Syndicalists. Not even the compara-
tively moderate Khlebovol'tsy were spared their censure. The
foremost Anarcho-Syndicalist leader inside Russia, who went
under the pseudonym of Daniil Novomirskii (“man of the
New World”—his real name was Iakov Kirillovskii), rebuked
Kropotkin and his associates for sanctioning propaganda by the
deed and other isolated forms of terrorism, which, he said, only
fostered a wasteful “spirit of insurgency” among the backward
and unprepared masses.®® As for the outright terrorists of
Beznachalie and Chernoe Znamia, Novomirskii compared them
to the People’s Will organization of the previous generation,
since each group mistakenly relied on small “rebel bands” to
bring about a fundamental transformation of the old order, a
task which could be performed only by the broad masses of
Russian people themselves.?*

Novomirskii happened to be in the crowd which gathered
outside the Café Libman after it was bombed in December
1905. The café was not a gathering place of the wealthy, he
observed, but a “second-class” restaurant which catered to the
petty bourgeoisie and intelligentsia. The bomb exploded in the
street, producing “nothing but noise.” Novomirskii noted the
reaction of a workman in the crowd: “Do the revolutionaries
really have nothing better to do than throw bombs into restau-
rants? One might think the tsarist government had already been
overthrown and bourgeois power eliminated! Undoubtedly the
bomb was thrown by the Black Hundreds in order to discredit
the revolutionaries.”®® Should the anarchists continue to pursue
these fruitless tactics and plunge into battle without readying
their battalions, Novomirskii warned, their fate would be as
tragic as that of the People’s Will, whose leaders ended on the
scaffold. The immediate mission of anarchism, he said, was to
spread propaganda in the factories and organize revolutionary
labor unions as vehicles of class warfare with the bourgeoisie. In

90 D. 1. Novomirskii, Iz programmy sindikal'noge anarkhizma (n.p.,
1907), pp. 16ff.

91 Ibid., pp. 19-20; Novyi Mir, No. 1, 15 October 1905, p. 10. Cf.
Bez Rulia, No. 1, September 1908, p. 6; and the anonymous pamphlet,

Anarkhizm i khuliganstvo (St. Petersburg, 1906).
92 Mjkhailu Bakuninu, p. 256.
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these modern times, he added, the only effective terror was “eco-
nomic terror”—strikes, boycotts, sabotage, assaults on factory
managers, and the expropriation of government funds.®® The
indiscriminate forays of marauding bands, instead of raising
the revolutionary consciousness of the proletariat, would only
“embitter the workers and nourish coarse and bloodthirsty
instincts,”®4

Ironically enough, Novomirskii’s own group of Odessa An-
archo-Syndicalists itself organized a “battle detachment,”
which carried out a series of daring “expropriations.” To fill
the group’s coffers, the “battle detachment” robbed a train out-
side Odessa, and, on another occasion, collaborated with a
band of SR’s in a bank holdup which netted the anarchists
25,000 rubles. (They used the money to purchase more weap-
ons and to set up a printing press, which published Novomir-
skii’s Anarcho-Syndicalist program and one number of a syn-
dicalist journal, Vol’nyi Rabochii—The Free Worker.) Novo-
mirskii’s group even had a bomb laboratory, run by a Polish
rebel who was nicknamed “Cake” because he and his wife
liked to dance the Cake-Walk in the laboratory with bombs
in hand.*> A second anarchist leader in Odessa, Lazar Gersh-
kovich, though he considered himself a disciple of Kropotkin,
concocted a similar mixture of syndicalism and terrorism. A
mechanical engineer, Gershkovich constructed his own bomb
laboratory and became known as the “Kibalchich” of the
Odessa movement, after the young engineer of the People’s Will
who had made the bombs that killed Alexander I1.°¢

Novomirskii tried to justify the seemingly hypocritical ma-
neuvers of his terrorist colleagues with the claim that they were
acting for the benefit of the movement “as a whole”—quite a
different matter from wanton bombthrowing or the “purely
vagabond conception of expropriation.”®” Novomirskii’s argu-
ments against “motiveless” terror were echoed in Western Eu-
rope by another prominent Russian syndicalist, Maksim Raev-

98 Novomirskii, Iz programmy sindikal’'nogo anarkhizma, p. 192,

8¢ Novomirskii, “Programma iuzhno-rossiiskoi gruppy Anarkhistov-
Sindikalistov,” Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No, 5, 28 December 1906, p. 9.

95 Mikhailu Bakuninu, pp. 263-271.

% Buntar’, No. 1, 1 December 1906, p. 31; A'manakh, pp. 150-151;

Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 12, 12 April 1907, p. 5. A
®7 Novomirskii, Iz programmy sindikal’nogo anarkhizma, p. 161.
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skii (L. Fishelev), who denounced the “Nechaevist tactics” of
such conspiratorial societies as Chernoe Znamia and Beznach-
alie, and derided their faith in the revolutionary capacity of
thieves, tramps, the Lumpenproletariat, and other dark elements
of Russian society. It was high time, Raevskii declared, to rec-
ognize that a successful social revolution required an organized
army of combatants, an army which only the labor movement
could provide.®® ‘

In the “maximalist” atmosphere of 1905, it was perhaps in-
evitable that the terrorist wing of the anarchist movement should
have gained the upper hand. The patient efforts of the Anarcho-
Syndicalists and Khlebovol'tsy to disseminate propaganda in the
factories and villages were eclipsed by the daring exploits of
their extremist comrades. Not a day went by without newspaper
accounts of sensational robberies, murders, and acts of sabotage
perpetrated by bands of anarchist desperadoes. They robbed
banks and shops, seized printing presses to turn out their litera-
ture, and shot down watchmen, police officers, and government
officials. Reckless and frustrated youths, they satisfied their
desire for excitement and self-affirmation by hurling bombs into
public buildings, factory offices, theaters, and restaurants.

Lawlessness reached a climax near the close of 1905, when
the bezmotivniki exploded their bombs in the Hotel Bristol in
Warsaw and the Café Libman in Odessa, and bands of “Forest
Brethren” made a Sherwood Forest of the northern woodlands
from Viatka to the Baltic provinces.?® After the suppression
of the Moscow uprising, there followed a momentary lull, dur-

98 Burevestnik, No. 8, November 1907, pp. 3-4. Similar criticisms of
anarchist banditry came from the socialist camp. The primitive battle
cry of the anarchists, according to one Social Democrat, was “Your
money or your life!” At the same time, he added, the anarchists tried to
win over the workers by “evoking in them golden dreams of the future
paradise of the anarchist system.” S. Ivanovich, Anarkhisty i anarkhizm
v Rossii (St. Petersburg, 1907), pp. 1, 8. Thirty years later, the Bolshevik
historian Emelian Iaroslavskii condemned the terrorist acts of the anarch-

ists as “sheer banditry.” E. Yaroslavsky, History of Anarchism in
Russia (New York, 1937), p. 37. In doing so, he chose to ignore the

“ex’s” carried out by his own party during and after 1905. See Wolfe,
Three Who Made a Revolution, chapter 22.
99 Al'manakh, pp. 66-75; Pares, The Fall of the Russian Monarchy,

p. 104.
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ing which many revolutionaries went into hiding. But terrorism
was resumed shortly afterwards. SR’s and anarchists claimed
more than 4,000 lives during 1906 and 1907, although they lost
a comparable number of their own members (mostly SR’s).
The tide, however, was turning against them. P. A. Stolypin,
the Tsar's new Prime Minister, initiated stern measures to
“pacify” the nation. In August 1906, Stolypin’s own summer
house was blown up by SR Maximalists (an ultra-radical off-
shoot of the Socialist Revolutionary party that demanded the
immediate socialization of agriculture and industry), wounding
his son and daughter and killing 32 people. By the end of the
year, the Prime Minister had placed most of the Empire under
a state of emergency. The gendarmes tracked the Chernoz-
namentsy and Beznachal'tsy to their lairs, seizing caches of
weapons and ammunition, recovering stolen presses, and
smashing bomb laboratories. Punishment was swift and ruth-
less. Field courts-martial were set up, in which preliminary in-
vestigation was waived, verdicts delivered within two days, and
sentences executed at once.°°

If the young rebels had to die, they were determined to go
in their own way, rather than fall victim to “Stolypin’s necktie”
—the hangman’s noose which was sending hundreds of revo-
lutionaries, real and suspected, to an early grave. Death did not
seem so terrible after a life spent in degradation and despair; as
Kolosov of Beznachalie observed after his arrest, death is “the
sister of liberty.”%* Thus, when cornered by the police, it was
not unusual for the terrorists to turn their pistols on themselves,
or if captured, to resort to the grim gesture of Russian fanatics
since the Old Believers of the seventeenth century—self-im-
molation.*? “Damn the masters, damn the slaves, and damn
me!”—Victor Serge’s characterization of the anarchist terrorists
in Paris on the eve of the First World War might well have
been said of these Russian youths. “It was like a collective
suicide.”108

The ranks of Chernoe Znamia were quickly decimated, scores

100 Vtoroi period revoliutsii, 1906-1907 gody (7 vols., Moscow, 1959-
1963), m, 73-84; V, 66-78.

101 Genkin, Byloe, 1918, No. 9, p. 183.

102 Jbid., p. 166; Genkin, Krasnaia Letopis’, 1927, No. 1, pp. 181-182;
Anarkhist, No. 5, March 1910, pp. 14.

103 Serge, Mémoires d’un révolutionnaire, pp. 41-42.
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of young men dying violent deaths. Boris Engelson, a founder
of the “Anarkhiia” printing press in Bialystok, was arrested in
Vilna in 1905, but escaped from prison and fled to Paris.
When he returned to Russia two years later, he was promptly
recaptured and sent to the gallows.'** In 1906, two of the most
notorious Bialystok terrorists, men who had followed in Nisan
Farber’s footsteps, perished during encounters with the authori-
ties. The first, Anton Nizhborskii, a member of the Polish So-
cialist party before entering the anarchist movement, killed him-
self to avoid capture after an unsuccessful “ex” in Ekaterino-
slav.%® His comrade-in-arms, Aron Elin (alias “Gelinker”), a
former SR who had established his reputation as a terrorist by
assassinating a Cossack officer and tossing a bomb into a group
of policemen, was shot down by soldiers while attending a work-
ers’ meeting in a Bialystok cemetery.**® Vladimir Striga, a third
Bialystok Chernoznamenets, the offspring of well-to-do Jewish
parents and an erstwhile student and Social Democrat, died in
Parisian exile the same year. “Would it make any difference
which bourgeois one throws the bomb at?” Striga asked in a
letter to his comrades just before his death. “It is all the same:
the shareholders will still lead their depraved lives in Paris. . . .
I proclaim ‘Death to the bourgeoisie,” and shall pay for it with
my own life.”2°" Striga met his end as he was walking in the Bois
de Vincennes on the outskirts of the French capital. He stum-
bled, setting off a bomb in his pocket, which blew him to
smithereens.18

The Revolution of 1905 and its aftermath saw the accumula-
tion of a “huge martyrology” of anarchists, as Nikolai Ignatie-
vich Rogdaev (Muzil), one of Kropotkin’s followers, noted in

104 Khleb i Volia, No. 23, October 1905, p. 4; Burevestnik, No. 9,
February 1908, p. 1; A'manakh, pp. 156-161.

105 Byntar’, No. 1, 1 December 1906, pp. 35-36; AFmanakh, pp. 29-32.

108 Byrevestnik, No. 1, 20 July 1906, p. 1; No. 8, November 1907,
pp. 23-24; APmanakh, pp. 33-36; Grossman-Roshchin, Byloe, 1924, No.
27-28, pp. 179-180.

107 Pis’'mo Vladimira Lapidusa (Strigi) (n.p., 1907), p. 7. The Labadie
Collection.

108 Buntar’, No. 1, pp. 32-34. Death by suicide or accidental explosion
was extraordinarily common. For a few interesting cases, see A'manakh,
pp. 55, 114-116, 161-162; Burevestnik, No. 3, 30 September 1906, pp.
14-16; and No. 9, February 1908, pp. 20-23. An incident in London’s
Greenwich Park in 1894, strikingly similar to Striga’s death, provided
Joseph Conrad with material for his novel, The Secret Agent.
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a report to an international congress of anarchists held in
1907.*® Stolypin’s military tribunals awaited those terrorists
who managed to survive the bullets of the police and their own
defective bombs. Hundreds of young men and women, many of
them still in their teens, were summarily brought to trial and
frequently sentenced to death or murdered by their jailers.!*°
At the trials, it was common for anarchist defendants to deliver
impassioned speeches upholding their cause. A Chernozname-
nets in Vilna, arrested for carrying explosives, endeavored to
convince his audience that anarchy was not, as its traducers
held, tantamount to sheer chaos: “Our enemies equate anarchy
with disorder. No! Anarchy is the highest order, the highest
harmony. It is life without authority. Once we have dealt with
the enemies with whom we are struggling, we shall have a com-
mune—life will be social, fraternal, and just.”'* In Kieyv,
another typical case was that of a Ukrainian peasant girl named
Matrena Prisiazhniuk, an Anarchist-Individualist convicted of
taking part in a raid on a sugar factory, and of murdering a
priest and attempting to kill a district police officer. After the
military court pronounced the death sentence, the condemned
girl was allowed to make her last remarks. “I am an Anarchist-
Individualist,” she began. “My ideal is the free development of
the individual personality in the broadest sense of the word, and
the overthrow of slavery in all its forms.” She told of the poverty
and hunger in her native village, “moans, suffering, and blood
all around.” Bourgeois morality, “official and cold—purely com-
mercial,” was the cause. Then, in a brief peroration, the girl
exalted her approaching death and the deaths of two fellow
anarchists convicted with her: “Proudly and bravely we shall
mount the scaffold, casting a look of defiance at you. Our death,
like a hot flame, will ignite many hearts. We are dying as vic-
tors. Forward, then! Our death is our triumph!”*!2 Prisiazhniuk’s

109 Burevestnik, No. 8, p. 11.

110 In 1906, for example, six members of the International Group in
Riga were tried and executed. All were teen-agers. Listki “Khleb i Volia,”
No. 3, 28 November 1906, p. 4.

111 Byrevestnik, No. 1, p. 8.

112 Rech’ Matreny Prisiazhniuka v Kievskom voenno-okruzhnom sude
19-go iiulia 1908 goda (New York, 1916); Golos Truda (New York),
1 March 1913, pp. 9-11. Also see Prisiazhniuk’s letters from Kiev prison,
in Golos Ssyl'nykh i Zakliuchennykh Russkikh Anarkhistov, No. 2,
October 1914, pp. 11-12.
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vision never came to pass, however, for she escaped her execu-
tioner by taking cyanide capsules smuggled into her cell after
the trial.*1®

Sometimes the defendants expressed their contempt for the
court by scornful silence or by loud and furious outbursts.
When Ignatii Muzil (Nikolai Rogdaev’s brother) was brought
to trial—he was seized in the woods near Nizhnii Novgorod
with anarchist literature in his possession—he refused to rec-
ognize the court or to stand up before his questioners.'¢ Simi-
larly, a doomed terrorist in Odessa named Lev Aleshker branded
his trial a “farce” and excoriated the judges who had con-
demned him. “You yourselves should be sitting on the bench
of the accused,” he exclaimed. “Down with all of you! Vil-
lainous hangmen! Long live anarchy!”'** While awaiting his
execution, Aleshker drafted an eloquent testament, which proph-
esied the coming of the anarchist Golden Age:

Slavery, poverty, weakness, and ignorance—the eternal fet-
ters of man—will be broken. Man will be at the center of
nature. The earth and its products will serve everyone duti-
fully. Weapons will cease to be a measure of strength and
gold a measure of wealth; the strong will be those who are
bold and daring in the conquest of nature, and riches will
be the things that are useful. Such a world is called “An-
archy.” It will have no castles, no place for masters and
slaves, Life will be open to all. Everyone will take what he
needs—this is the anarchist ideal. And when it comes about,
men will live wisely and well. The masses must take part in
the construction of this paradise on earth.*¢

The most spectacular of the anarchist trials involved the
Odessa bezmotivniki who bombed the Café Libman in Decem-
ber 1905, and the Beznachalie group of St. Petersburg, rounded

113 Edgar Khorn, the young Anarchist-Communist who delivered the
poison, was apprehended and brought to justice. Anarkhist, No. 4, Sep-
tember 1909, p. 29.

114 Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 4, 17 December 1906, p. 7; Burevest-
nik, No. 5, 30 April 1907, p. 15.

115 A'manakh, p. 134. Compare the courtroom scenes in Riga (Listki
“Khleb i Volia,” No. 3, p. 4); Nizhnii Novgorod (Burevestnik, No. 6-7,
pp. 30-31); Kiev (Anarkhist, No. 3, May 1909); and Moscow (Burevest-
nik, No. 13, pp. 21-22).

118 Mikhailu Bakuninu, p. 251.
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up by the police in 1906. Five young men and women were
taken to court in the Libman affair. (A sixth participant,
N. M. Erdelevskii, had been captured after wounding four
policemen, but succeeded in escaping to Switzerland, where he
helped found a Chernoe Znamia circle known as Buntar'—The
Mutineer. )" All five were convicted in short order, three of
them receiving the death penalty. Moisei Mets, twenty-one years
old and a joiner by trade, refused to acknowledge any criminal
guilt, though he readily admitted throwing a bomb into the café
“with the aim of killing the exploiters there.”*'® Mets told the
court that his group demanded nothing less than the complete
leveling of the existing social system. No partial reforms would
do, but only “the final annihilation of eternal slavery and ex-
ploitation.” The bourgeoisie, no doubt, would dance on his
grave, Mets went on, but the bezmotivniki were only the first
swallows of the approaching spring. There would be others, he
declared, who would take away “your privileges and idleness,
your luxuries and authority. Death and destruction to the whole
bourgeois order! Hail the revolutionary class struggle of the
oppressed! Long live anarchism and communism!”** Two
weeks after the trial, Mets went to the gallows, together with
two of his comrades, an eighteen-year-old boy and a girl of
twenty-two,12°

117 One issue of a journal entitled Buntar was published by the
Chernoe Znamia exiles in Paris in December 1906, and four numbers
appeared in Geneva in 1908-1909. A single number of another journal,
Chernoe Znamia, was printed in Geneva in December 1905.

118 Burevestnik, No. 5, p. 13.

119 Jpid., p. 14. The courtroom statements of the Russian terrorists
often resembled the famous trial speech of the French “propagandist by
the deed,” Emile Henry, which had been translated into Russian by the
Geneva Group of Anarchists and published by Emile Held in 1898:
Rech’ Emilia Anri pered sudom. A translation also appeared in Vol'naia
Volia, 1903, No. 2.

120 Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 3, p. 4; No. 4, p. 7. According to a
tabulation made by an anarchist prisoner in the Odessa jail, 167 anarch-
ists and anarchist “sympathizers” were tried in Odessa during 1906-
1907. This figure included 12 Anarcho-Syndicalists, 94 Chernoznamentsy,
51 anarchist sympathizers, 5 members of the SR Fighting Union, and 5
members of the Anarchist Red Cross, an organization that gave aid to
political prisoners and exiles. The list contains a fairly equal proportion
of Russian, Ukrainian, and Jewish names. The ages were mostly nineteen
to twenty-two. Of those tried, 28 were executed and 5 escaped from
jail (Olga Taratuta was among them). Burevestnik, No. 10-11, March-
April 1908, pp. 23-24. From the sketchy data available (the anarchists,
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The other two defendants received long jail terms. The oldest
of the group, Olga Taratuta, about thirty-five years of age, had
joined the Social Democratic party in Ekaterinoslav when it
was formed in 1898, then subsequently transferred her loyalty
to the anarchist camp. Sentenced to seventeen years in prison,
Taratuta broke out of the Odessa jail and fled to Geneva,
where she entered Erdelevskii’s Buntar’ association. But the
sedentary life of an émigrée proved uncongenial to Taratuta’s
dynamic temperament, and she soon returned to the active strug-
gle inside Russia. Taratuta became a member of the Anarchist-
Communist “battle detachment” .in her native Ekaterinoslav,
but was arrested in 1908 and sentenced to a long term of penal
servitude. This time she did not escape.*#

On 13 November 1906, the very day that the three Odessa
bezmotivniki were hanged, the Beznachalie group stood trial in
the capital. The defendants, charged with possessing explosives
and “belonging to a criminal society,” refused to answer any
questions put to them by the magistrates. Aleksandr Kolosov
declared that the court, since it obviously had made its decision
in advance of the proceedings, should simply pronounce sen-
tence so that he and his friends could thank the judges and
quietly depart. Bidbei, the group’s sardonic leader, would not
rise when the chief magistrate called his name, explaining that
he never talked to anyone “with whom he was not personally
acquainted.”*?? The accused were thereupon removed from the
courtroom. Bidbei was sentenced to 15 years in prison. Kolosov,
who received the same penalty, committed suicide 3 years later,
throwing himself down a well in a Siberian penal colony.!?®

of course, issued no “party cards” and generally shunned formal organi-
zational machinery), there appear to have been about 5,000 active anarch-
ists in the Russian Empire at the peak of the movement (1905-1907),
as well as thousands of sympathizers, who regularly read anarchist
literature and closely followed the movement's activities without taking
a direct part in them.

121 Anisimov, Katorga i Ssylka, 1932, No. 10, pp. 129-176; Anarkhist,
No. 5, March 1910, p. 24. The leaders of the Ekaterinoslav “battle de-
tachment,” Andrei Shtokman and Sergei Borisov, were hanged.

122 Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 4, 13 December 1906, p. 8; Genkin,
Byloe, 1918, No. 9, p. 179; Po tiurmam i etapam, p. 297; Nomad, Dream-
ers, Dynamiters, and Demagogues, p. 78. Romanov-Bidbei was tried
under another pseudonym, Ter-Aganesov.

128 Genkin, Byloe, 1918, No. 9, p. 183.
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Boris Speranskii received a lesser sentence of 10 years because
of his youth (he was then twenty). He made an unsuccessful
attempt to escape from the Schliisselburg fortress, and 10 more
years were added to his period of confinement. Clandestine re-
ports from Schliisselburg in 1908 stated that Speranskii was
beaten for insulting a jailer and, on another occasion, was shot
in both legs by a prison guard.!** Of his ultimate destiny,
nothing is known.

It remains to describe the fate of “Tolstoy” Rostovtsev and
Vladimir Ushakov. Feigning insanity while immured in the
Peter-Paul fortress, Rostovtsev was removed to a prison hospi-
tal, from which he escaped to safety in the West, just as
Kropotkin had done 30 years before. Unfortunately, Rostovtsev
had not left his terroristic proclivities behind in Russia. He
tried to hold up a bank in Montreux, but succeeded only in
killing several innocent bystanders, and had to be rescued from
a lynch mob by the Swiss police. Imprisoned in Lausanne, he
poured kerosene over his body and burned himself alive.12
Ushakov, it will be recalled, had evaded the police net in St.
Petersburg and had found temporary sanctuary in Lvov. Before
long, he returned to Russia, first joining the Ekaterinoslav “bat-
tle detachment,” then moving on to the Crimea. Captured dur-
ing the “expropriation” of a bank in Yalta, Ushakov was taken
to a prison in Sevastopol. He tried to escape, but as the police
closed in, he put a pistol to his head and blew out his brains,*2¢

During the period of “pacification” that followed the 1905
Revolution, many other well-known anarchists were sentenced
to long terms in prison or in forced labor camps. Among them
were Lazar Gershkovich and Daniil Novomirskii, the leaders of
the anarchist movement in Odessa,'?” and German Sandomir-
skii of the Kiev Anarchist-Communist organization.'*® Vladimir

124 Burevestnik, No, 13, October 1908, p. 22; No. 14, January 1909,
pp. 18-20.

125 “Nezavisimaia Sotsialisticheskaia Mysl’,” Fleshin Archive; Genkin,
Byloe, 1918, No. 9, pp. 182-183; Po tiurmam i etapam, pp. 300-301.

128 Burevestnik, No. 6-7, September-October 1907, pp. 29-30.

127 Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 12, 12 April 1907, p. 5; Buntar’, No. 1,
1 December 1906, p. 31. Eight policemen were Kkilled or seriously in-
jured when one of them lit a match during the raid on Gershkovich’s
bomb laboratory. Mikhailu Bakuninu, pp. 255-256.

128 Byrevestnik, No. 16, May 1909, p. 27; Anarkhist, No. 3, May 1909,
pp. 28-32.
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Zabrezhnev and Vladimir Barmash, key figures in the Moscow
movement, were arrested and imprisoned, but both managed to
escape.'?® Zabrezhnev eventually found his way to Kropotkin’s
circle in L.ondon, where a different sort of life awaited him, a
life without the dangers and derring-do of the Moscow under-
ground, but one which nevertheless demanded tireless effort and
great fortitude. It was by now apparent that 1905 had been just
a prelude after all, that it was necessary to lay the groundwork
for the true social revolution yet to come.

129 APmanakh, p. 48; Knizhnik, Krasnaia Letopis’, 1922, No. 4, pp.
34-35; Buntar’, No. 1, p. 29; Burevestnik, No. 13, pp. 21-22.
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Let every conscientious man ask himself this
question: Is he ready? Is he so clear in his mind
about the new organization towards which we
are moving, through the medium of those vague
general ideas of collective property and social
solidarity? Does he know the process—apart
from sheer destruction—which will accomplish
the transformation of old forms into new ones?
ALEXANDER HERZEN

A second issue, closely related to the vexed question of ter-
rorism, arose in 1905 and greatly accentuated the divisions
already discernible within the anarchist movement. A class of
industrial workers had been emerging in urban Russia ever
since the emancipation of the serfs. During the last decade of
the century alone, the number of factory workers had nearly
doubled, the figure surpassing three million by the outbreak of the
revolution. What attitude were the anarchists to adopt towards
the infant labor movement?

The Beznachalie and Chernoe Znamia groups, for their part,
were instinctively hostile to large-scale organizations of any sort
and showed little patience for the wearisome distribution of
pamphlets and manifestoes in the factories, except for propa-
ganda designed to incite the workers to violence against their
employers or to signal an immediate armed uprising. Rejecting
the incipient trade unions as reformist institutions which only
“prolonged the agony of the dying enemy” through “a series of
partial victories,”* they tended to rely on their own militant
bands as the instruments to wreck the tsarist regime. The
Khlebovol'tsy and Anarcho-Syndicalists, on the other hand, con-
demned the terrorists for dissipating their forces in hit-and-run
raids on the privileged classes; considering organized labor a
powerful engine of revolt, they became champions of the syn-
dicalist cause.

The doctrine of revolutionary syndicalism as it evolved in
France during the 1890’s was a curious blend of anarchism,

1 Mikhailu Bakuninu, pp. 327-328.
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Marxism, and trade unionism. From Proudhon and Bakunin,
the makers of the anarchist tradition, the French syndicalists
inherited an overpowering hatred of the centralized state, a sharp
distrust of politicians, and a rudimentary conception of
workers’ control in industry. As early as the 1860’s and 1870’s,
the followers of Proudhon and Bakunin in the First International
were proposing the formation of workers’ councils designed both
as the weapon of class struggle against the capitalists and as
the structural basis of the future libertarian society.> This idea
was further developed by Fernand Pelloutier, a high-minded
young intellectual with strong anarchist sympathies, who became
the outstanding figure in the French syndicalist movement dur-
ing its formative years. During the early nineties, the notorious
wave of bombthrowing in Paris created widespread disillusion-
ment with the tactics of terrorism, causing large numbers of
French anarchists to enter the workers’ unions. Thus imbued
with a strong anarchist flavor, the majority of unions, by the
end of the century, had come to regard the state with hostile
eyes and to reject the conquest of political power—whether by
revolutionary or parliamentary methods—as inimical to their
true interests. Instead, they looked forward to a social revolu-
tion which would destroy the capitalist system and inaugurate
a stateless society in which the economy would be managed by
a general confederation of labor unions.

The second source of syndicalist ideas, comparable in im-
portance to the anarchist tradition, was the legacy of Karl Marx,
in particular his doctrine of class struggle. Like Marx, the pro-
ponents of syndicalism pinned their hopes of eliminating capi-
talism on the working class, and placed class conflict at the
very center of social relationships. As they saw it, producers
were pitted against parasites in a relentless battle that would
ultimately end in the annihilation of the bourgeois world. The
class struggle lent purpose to the otherwise dismal lives of the
factory workers; it sharpened their awareness of being exploited
and cemented their revolutionary solidarity. Conceiving the
doctrine of class warfare to be the very essence of Marxism,
the syndicalists deplored the manner in which Marx’s revolu-

2 James Guillaume, L'Internationale: documents et souvenirs (1864-
1878) (4 vols., Paris, 1905-1910), 1, 205; Rudolf Rocker, Anarcho-
Syndicalism (London, 1938), pp. 71-72.
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tionary teachings were being compromised by the reformists
and revisionists of European socialism, who sought to alleviate
social antagonisms through the procedures of parliamentary
democracy.

Trade-unionism, the third wellspring of syndicalist concepts
and techniques, resembled Marxism in treating the individual
worker as a member of a class of producers, as an economic
rather than a political animal. Accordingly, the workman’s prin-
cipal source of strength lay in the organized solidarity of his
class. But where Marx urged the working class to unite for the
political purpose of seizing the state apparatus, the “pure” trade
unionists chose to concentrate on immediate economic objec-
tives. The workers were to rely on their own power as producers,
employing direct economic action to attain material benefits.
Direct action usually took the form of strikes, demonstrations,
boycotts, and sabotage. The last included “bad work for bad
pay,” loafing on the job, damaging machinery and equipment,
and the literal observance of petty rules and work specifica-
tions; however, violence against foremen, engineers, and direc-
tors was generally frowned upon.

Syndicalism—simply the French word for trade unionism—
assigned the labor unions (syndicats) a predominant role in the
lives of the workingmen. Through direct action against the em-
ployers, the unions would obtain higher pay, shorter hours, and
better working conditions. Legalized in France during the
1880’s, the syndicats grouped together all the workmen of a
city or district according to their trade. The local syndicats, in
turn, were linked together in national federations, and, finally,
the General Confederation of Labor (CGT), founded in 1895,
embraced all the syndicats and their federations. After 1902, the
CGT encompassed the bourses du travail as well. Organized
along geographic rather than industrial lines, the bourses were
local labor councils serving all the trade unions of a given area.
They acted as placement bureaus, social clubs, statistical centers
(gathering information on wages and employment), and cul-
tural centers, equipped with libraries and offering evening vo-
cational courses to train the workers for their future role as
managers and technicians.

Material improvements, however, scarcely represented the ul-
timate goal of the revolutionary syndicalist movement in France.
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Labor unions were not organized merely to achieve partial re-
forms or for the benevolent purpose of social reconciliation, but
to combat a class enemy. Convinced that the capitalist system
faced imminent collapse, the union leaders dismissed such evo-
lutionary tactics as collective bargaining or agitation for factory
legislation on the grounds that they implied the acceptance of
the existing order. The pure “economism” of the reformist
unions, which confined their efforts to extracting more and more
material benefits from the owners, would never succeed in doing
away with the entrenched system of exploitation. Such methods
only dulled the edge of the class struggle. The true value of
bread and butter demands, as far as the partisans of revolution-
ary syndicalism were concerned, lay in strengthening the posi-
tion of the workingmen at the expense of their masters. The
day-to-day economic struggle served to stimulate the spirit of
militancy in the workers and to train them for the final show-
down with capitalism and the state. Every local strike, every
boycott, and every act of sabotage helped prepare the working
class for the climax of direct action—the general strike.

The general strike was the supreme act of the class struggle,
the dramatic instrument for wrecking the capitalist system. Be-
yond the mere elevation of living standards, it was the mission
of the unions to become the vehicles of social revolution as
well as the basic cells of the ensuing stateless society. No armed
insurrection or political coup would be necessary. The entire
proletariat would simply lay down its tools and leave the fac-
tories, thereby bringing the economy to a halt and forcing the
bourgeoisie to capitulate. The spectacle of millions of workers
cooperating in a universal cessation of labor would paralyze the
industrialists’ will to resist. Thereupon, the unions would seize
the means of production and proceed to run the economy.

In the new society, the labor unions were to hold a prepon-
derant position, supplanting both the market economy and the
machinery of government. The tools of production were to be-
come the common property of all the people, insofar as any con-
cept of ownership could still be said to apply. In practice, the
various industries would fall under the direct control of the
appropriate labor unions. The CGT was to assume the respon-
sibility of coordinating economic matters on a national scale,
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as well as handling public affairs and generally smoothing the
operation of the entire federal system.®

Two of the original members of Kropotkin’s Khleb i Volia
group, Maria Korn and Gogeliia-Orgeiani, were among the ear-
liest Russian proponents of the syndicalist creed. As émigrés in
Geneva and Paris, they derived their ideas in great measure
from their observation of the French model. In 1903, the first
number of Khleb i Volia extolled the general strike as a “potent
weapon” in the hands of the working class;* the next issue hailed
the July disturbances in Baku as the first instance of a general
strike in Russian history.® At the height of the 1905 Revolution,
the journal explicitly endorsed “revolutionary syndicalism.”®
Maria Korn remarked that as recently as the beginning of the
century there had been no Russian word for “sabotage,” and
that a Russian who used the expression “general strike” would
have seemed to be speaking “in some strange, incomprehensible
language.”” But the great strikes in the south in 1903 and the
general strike of October 1905 had radically altered the situa-
tion. According to Korn, Russia was beginning to learn from
the revolutionary syndicats in France, which had been attract-
ing the “best, most energetic, youngest, and freshest forces” of
the anarchist camp.® Orgeiani also invoked the French example
as he proposed the establishment in Russia of workers’ unions,
bourses du travail (he aptly defined a bourse as “a union of
local unions”), and ultimately a general confederation of labor

3 For able discussions of French syndicalism, see Louis Levine, Syndi-
calism in France (2nd edn., New York, 1914); Val R. Lorwin, The
French Labor Movement (Cambridge, Mass., 1954), pp. 15-46; and Paul
Louis, Histoire du mouvement syndical en France (2 vols., Paris, 1947-
1948), 1, 129-212.

4 Khleb i Volia, No. 1, August 1903, p. 5.

5 Ibid., No. 2, September 1903, pp. 1-3. Cf. ibid., No. 7, February
1904, pp. 1-4.

¢ Ibid., No. 23, October 1905, pp. 1-3.

7 M. Korn, Revoliutsionnyi sindikalizm i anarkhizm; Bor’ba s kapitalom
i vlastiu (Petrograd and Moscow, 1920), pp. 10n, 116. Cf. M. Korn,
“Vseobshchaia stachka,” Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 7, 25 January 1907,
pp. 1-4; and Korn, Bor’ba s kapitalom i vlast'iu; Nashi spornye voprosy
(London, 1912).

8 M. Korn, “Na sovremennye temy,” Khleb i Volia (Paris), No. 1,
March 1909, p. 30. Cf. Korn, “Chto takoe nash sindikalizm?,” Rabochii
Mir, No. 1, February 1914, pp. 3-5; and Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 1,
30 October 1906, p. 8.
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organizations along the lines of the CGT.® Such a framework
for Russian labor, he believed, would not merely replace the
capitalist economy and the autocratic state, but would revolu-
tionize the psychological and moral world of the workers into
the bargain. The trade unions, he said, would provide a “milieu
libre in which, psychologically, a new world is born and which
creates the psychological conditions for a new life.”2®

D. 1. Novomirskii, until his arrest the leading syndicalist in-
side Russia, similarly placed the labor movement at the focus
of anarchist efforts. From his vantage point in Odessa, however,
he recognized that the French model would have to be adapted
to suit Russian conditions:

What is to be done [he asked in 1907] once capitalism and
the state are destroyed? When and how will the transition to
the future occur? What is to be done right now? Nothing con-
crete can be said, even if we attempt to apply in this con-
nection the idea of the general strike. Our literature is not
geared to specific Russian propaganda and to Russian con-

ditions, and it therefore proves to be too abstract for the
workers.*!

Nonetheless, Novomirskii’s own syndicalist theories adhered
very closely to the French prototype: the trade unions were
to carry on the daily economic struggle while preparing the
working class for the social revolution, after which the unions
would become “the cells of the future workers’ society.”1?2 No-

2 K. Orgeiani, “Organizatsionnyi printsip revoliutsionnogo sindikalizma
i anarkhizm,” Burevestnik, No. 14, January 1909, pp. 2-7.

10 K. Orgeiani, “O rabochikh soiuvzakh,” Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No.
14, 10 May 1907, pp. 2-4. This article was one of a series later collected
as a pamphlet with the same title, O rabochikh soiuzakh (London, 1907).
Also see Orgeiani’s small book, Kak i iz chego razvilsia Revoliutsionnyi
Sindikalizm (n.p. [London], 1909), which has an interesting preface by
Kropotkin,

11 D. N. (Novomirskii), “Pis’mo iz Rossii,” Listki “Khleb i Volia,”
No. 17, 21 June 1907, pp. 4-5. Novomirskii’s group in Odessa adopted
the name “Anarcho-Syndicalists” rather than the French term “revolu-
tionary syndicalists” partly to emphasize their distinctly Russian char-
acter, partly to indicate that their members were all anarchists (many
of the revolutionary syndicalists in France had Marxist, Blanquist, and
other radical affiliations), and partly to distinguish themselves from
the Anarchist-Communists, who were not as exclusively concerned with
the labor movement as they were.

12 Novomirskii, Iz programmy sindikal'nogo anarkhizma, p. 191.
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vomirskii also adopted from the French syndicalists the notion
that a conscious minority of farsighted workmen would be
needed to galvanize the inert masses into action. Filling the role
of the “revolutionary minority,” Novomirskii’s Anarcho-Syndi-
calists would not attempt to take command of their brother
workers, but would serve only as “pathfinders” in the revolu-
tionary struggle.!®* Their immediate task was to prevent the trade
unions from becoming subsidiary organs of the political parties.
It was essential for anarchist workers to establish clandestine
cells to combat socialist “opportunism” within the existing
unions. At the same time, in order to attract the unorganized
and uncommitted elements of the working class, the anarchists
were to form their own unions and federate them into a Revo-
lutionary All-Russian Union of Labor, Novomirskii’s version of
the CGT.*

Between 1905 and 1907, Novomirskii’s South Russian Group
of Anarcho-Syndicalists attracted a considerable number of
workers in the large cities of the Ukraine and New Russia, as
well as intellectuals from the Social Democrats, SR’s, and An-
archist-Communists. Though his claim of 5,000 adherents is
highly exaggerated,’> Novomirskii’s syndicalist followers in-
cluded, besides factory workers, a number of seamen and
stevedores of the Odessa port districts, and bakers and tailors
in Ekaterinoslav.’® His group forged links with anarchist cir-
cles in Moscow and elsewhere, set up an “organizational com-
mission” to coordinate the activities of the local units, and re-
cruited a “battle detachment” to obtain funds for the move-
ment. “I am convinced,” remarked Iuda Roshchin, “that God,
if he existed, must be a syndicalist—otherwise Novomirskii
would not have enjoyed such great success.”*?

Apart from the Anarcho-Syndicalists, who were concen-
trated largely in the south, the Anarchist-Communists of the
Khleb i Volia school also made headway in the blossoming Rus-
sian labor movement. In Moscow, anarchist agitators distrib-

18 Novyi Mir, No. 1, 15 October 1905, pp. 4, 10.

14 Novomirskii, Iz programmy sindikal'nogo anarkhizma, pp. 178-191;
Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 5, 28 December 1906, p. 9.

15 Mikhailu Bakuninu, p. 264.

18 Jbid., pp. 252ff; Gorev, Anarkhizm v Rossii, pp. 64-66; Obshche-

stvennoe dvizhenie v Rossii, 11, 477.
17 Mikhailu Bakuninu, p. 264.

78




THE SYNDICALISTS

uted leaflets in the factories of the Zamoskvorechie and Presnia
districts and in the mills of the nearby textile towns; anarchist
cells in such large enterprises as the Tsindel (Ziindel) Textile
Factory and the Electric Power Station organized a number
of strikes and demonstrations; and the Svobodnaia Kommuna
group, loosely associated with Novomirskii’'s movement despite
the fact that it was an Anarchist-Communist organization, drew
a substantial following within the metal workers’ union as well
as a lesser following among the typographers.:® In April 1907,
a Conference of Anarchist-Communist Groups in the Urals,
largely sympathetic to the Khleb i Volia position, called for
the creation of “illegal inter-party unions™ and, simultaneously,
for anarchist participation in the existing trade unions in order
to counteract the corrupting influence of the socialist “oppor-
tunists.””*® Meanwhile, in North America, thousands of emigrants
were being recruited by the Anarcho-Syndicalist Union of Rus-
sian Workers of the United States and Canada.

The Russian syndicalists both at home and in exile were
enormously impressed by the tendency of the industrial workers
towards self-organization, in spite of the government’s unbend-
ing opposition. Clandestine unions had already been leading a
precarious existence in Russia for some 30 years, in defiance of
the legal ban against them, and strike committees had appeared
during the great Petersburg textile strikes of 1896 and 1897.
In 1903, the government permitted the formation of councils
of elders (sovety starost) in industrial enterprises, and even
though the election of elders was subject to confirmation by the
employers, their mere existence constituted an important stage
in the evolution of Russian workers’ organizations. Many of
the councils, in fact, became true representatives of labor dur-
ing the heady days of 1905. The revolution also witnessed
the spontaneous formation of workers’ committees in the fac-
tories and workshops. These committees played a vital role in
the creation of the soviets of workers’ deputies, first in the
textile center of Ivanovo-Voznesensk and later in St. Petersburg
and other cities. The trade unions likewise made remarkable

18 Burevestnik, No. 10-11, March-April 1908, pp. 28-30; 4!'manakh,

pp. 47-59; Buntar’, No. 1, 1 December 1906, p. 29,
19 Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 18, July 1907, p. 6.
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progress in 1905, and were finally legalized in March of the
following year.2°

The revolutionary atmosphere in Russia fostered a radical
spirit in these workers’ organizations, more akin to the revolu-
tionary syndicalism of France or Italy than to the evolutionary
trade unionism prevalent in England or Germany. In 1905, the
Russian labor movement was still weak and undisciplined, riven
by factionalism and by mistrust between the manual workers
and the intellectuals. Without a tradition of parliamentary de-
mocracy or of legal unionism, the Russian workers expected
very little from either the state or the industrialists, and turned
to the devices of direct action exercised through local militant
committees. The heavy concentration of labor in large enter-
prises seems to have encouraged rather than hindered the growth
of small workers’ committees, since the bigger industrial con-
cerns were commonly divided into numerous workshops, which
proved fertile soil for radical action groups.

The events of 1905 confirmed the belief of many syndicalists
in the spontaneous generation of local cooperative institutions,
above all during times of acute crisis. There were those, no
doubt, who saw the soviets, trade unions, and factory committees
in a Kropotkinian light, as the modern expression of man’s
natural propensity towards mutual aid, traceable to the tribal
councils and village assemblies of a more primitive age. But
the partisans of syndicalism went beyond Kropotkin by reconcil-
ing the principle of mutual assistance with the Marxian doctrine
of class struggle. For the syndicalists, mutual aid did not em-
brace humanity as a whole, but existed only within the ranks
of a single class, the proletariat, enhancing its solidarity in the
battle with the manufacturers. The various workers’ organiza-
tions, they insisted, were combat units, not arbitration boards
designed to alleviate class conflict, as liberals and reformists be-
lieved. The syndicalists regarded the soviets, for instance, as
admirable versions of the bourses du travail, but with a revolu-

20 Peterburzhets, Ocherk peterburzhskogo rabochego dvizheniia 90-kh
godov (London, 1902), pp. 41-42, 61-62; A M. Pankratova, Fabzavkomy
v Rossii v bor'be za sotsialisticheskuiu fabriku (Moscow, 1923), pp. 94-
171; Fabzavkomy i profsoiuzy (Moscow, 1925), pp. 21-22; Ia, Fin,
Fabrichno-zavodskie komitety v Rossii (Moscow, 1925), p. 5; Oskar

Anweiler, Die Ritebewegung in Russland, 1905-1921 (Leiden, 1958),
pp. 27-28, 45-49.
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tionary function added to suit Russian conditions.?* Open to all
leftist workers regardless of specific political affiliation, the
soviets were to act as nonpartisan labor councils improvised
“from below” on the district and city levels with the aim of
bringing down the old regime. This syndicalist conception of
the soviets as nonpolitical and non-ideological battle stations of
the working class was anathema to the Russian Social Demo-
crats. Opposed to the ultra-extremism of the anti-syndicalists
in the anarchist camp, and fearful of the dangerous competition
of the pro-syndicalists, the socialists strove to exclude both
groups from the soviets, trade unions, and workers’ committees.
In November 1905, after the general strike had begun to sub-
side, the executive committee of the Petersburg Soviet voted to
bar all anarchists from entering its organization;?? this action
increased the determination of the Russian syndicalists to form
their own anarchist unions separate from the existing institutions
of labor, contrary to the nonparty and non-ideological beliefs of
the French syndicalists.

Compared with the enthusiasm of Korn and Orgeiani for the
syndicalist cause, Kropotkin’s attitude was at best lukewarm.
He was chary of the socialist-dominated soviets and recom-
mended anarchist participation in workers’ organizations only so
long as they remained nonparty vehicles of popular rebellion.
An Anarchist-Communist group in Kharkov, sympathetic to
Kropotkin’s point of view, declared that if the soviets were to
fall under the political control of the socialists, they would never
fulfill their true function as “battle organizations” rallying the
toilers for “the insurrectionary general strike.”?* Dominated by
phrasemongering intellectuals, the revolutionary soviets would
inevitably degenerate into parliamentary debating societies. As
for the workers’ unions, Kropotkin did not share the enchant-
ment of his young associates, but offered only qualified support.
He acknowledged that the unions were “natural organs for the
direct struggle with capitalism and for the composition of the
future order,” and also that the general strike was “a powerful

21 The pro-syndicalists of Khleb i Volia also likened the 1905 Peters-
burg Soviet—as a nonparty mass organization—to the central committee
of the Paris Commune of 1871. Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 2, 14 Novem-
ber 1906, p. 5.

22 Gorev, Anarkhizm v Rossii, p. 85.

23 Burevestnik, No. 4, 30 October 1906, p. 13.
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weapon of struggle.”?* At the same time, however, he criticized
the syndicalists, as he had been criticizing the Marxists, for
thinking solely in terms of the industrial proletariat to the neg-
lect of the peasantry and its needs. Still only a small minority
in predominantly rural Russia, the working class could not by
itself carry out the social revolution, nor could the trade unions
become the nuclei of the anarchist commonwealth.?® In Kropot-
kin’s estimation, the Anarchist-Communist vision of the future
was far broader than that of the Anarcho-Syndicalists, aiming
as it did at an integrated society in which all healthy aspects
of human life could flourish.

To a certain extent, Kropotkin might also have been troubled
by the syndicalist belief in a “conscious minority” whose func-
tion was to arouse the enthusiasm of the languid multitudes.
The idea of a revolutionary vanguard—even if composed ex-
clusively of manual laborers—had the odor of Jacobinism, Kro-
potkin’s béte noire, and bore too close a resemblance to the
élitist theory of Bolshevism that Lenin was elaborating at that
time. It was dangerous to rely too heavily on the workers’
unions for still another reason: they might seek an accommoda-
tion with the bourgeois world or, even worse, fall prey to the
ambitious socialist intellectuals. The wise course, therefore, was
to establish purely anarchist unions or to join only nonparty
unions, with the intention of winning them over to the anarchist
cause. At all events, the anarchists were adjured to keep out of
any union that already had adopted a socialist platform.?®

The acrimonious dispute over the relationship between an-
archism and syndicalism was by no means confined to Russia.
Indeed, it was threatening to split the anarchist movement
throughout Europe into two hostile camps. The issue came to
a head at an International Congress of Anarchists held in

24 Kropotkin, ed., Russkaia revoliutsiia i anarkhizm, pp. 12-13.

25 Ibid., p. 14.

26 Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 2, 14 November 1906, p. 5. The Khleb i
Volia group discussed the question of syndicalism at two meetings in
London (December 1904 and October 1906) and one in Paris (Septem-
ber 1905). For reports of these conferences, see Kropotkin, ed., Russkaia
revoliutsiia i anarkhizm; Korn, Revoliutsionnyi sindikalizm i anarkhizm;
Bor’ba s kapitalom i viast'iu; Korn, Revoliutsionnyi sindikalizm i sotsialis-
ticheskie partii (London, 1907); and Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No, 1, 30
October 1906, pp. 6-9.
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Amsterdam during the summer of 1907.2” The gathering heard
a lively debate between Pierre Monatte, a young French ex-
ponent of revolutionary syndicalism, and the dedicated Italian
Anarchist-Communist Errico Malatesta. Monatte presented an
extreme interpretation of labor’s place in human affairs. Echo-
ing the Charter of Amiens, a succinct statement of the syndi-
calist position adopted by the CGT the previous year,?® he
assigned the trade unions the task of transforming the bour-
geois order into a workers’ paradise; the unions, after waging
the struggle to overthrow capitalism and the state, were to be-
come the phalanxes of social reorganization in a world in-
herited by the industrial workers.?®

In an eloquent rebuttal, Malatesta hinted strongly that the
syndicalist preoccupation with the proletariat smacked of nar-
row Marxism. “The fundamental error of Monatte and of
all the revolutionary syndicalists,” he declared, “proceeds, in
my opinion, from a much too simplified conception of the
class struggle.”®® Malatesta reminded his audience that they
were anarchists first and foremost. As such, their goal was the
emancipation of all humanity, not of a single class alone. The
fight for liberation was the work of the abused millions from
every walk of life. It was folly, Malatesta continued, to regard
the general strike as a “panacea,” precluding the necessity of
an armed rebellion of all the underprivileged and oppressed.
The bourgeoisie had accumulated large stores of food and
other necessities, but the proletariat was compelled to rely
entirely on its labor for survival. How then could the workers,
merely by folding their arms, hope to bring the employers to
their knees? Malatesta admonished the delegates to shake off
their naive fascination with the labor movement, which was
leading them to attribute extraordinary powers to the working

27 Nikolai Rogdaev and Vladimir Zabrezhnev were among the five
Russian delegates to the Amsterdam Congress. Representing the Jewish
Anarchist Federation of London was Alexander Schapiro, who was later
to play a major part in the Russian anarchist movement.

28 The Charter of Amiens is in Louis, Histoire du mouvement syndical,
I, 262-263.

20 Congrés anarchiste tenu @ Amsterdam Aoft 1907 (Paris, 1908), pp.
62-71; N. Rogdaev, Internatsional’nyi kongress anarkhistov v Amster-

dame (n.p., 1907), pp. 20-21.
30 Congrés anarchiste, p. 81.
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class.®* He cautioned them against entering unions infested
with socialist politicians, lest they lose sight of the ultimate
goal of a classless society. Fearful that syndicalism would sink
into the morass of trade-unionist reformism and ‘“bureauc-
ratism,”*? Malatesta warned his anarchist comrades not to be-
come union officials. Should they ignore this advice, he said,
they would find themselves pursuing their own selfish interests,
and then “Goodbye anarchism!”’?* A year and a half later,
Malatesta’s sympathizers completely dismissed the notion that
the trade unions could act as the basic cells of the new society;
the unions, as “the offspring of the capitalist system,”** were
fated to be swept away by the social revolution.

Among the large number of Russians who shared Mala-
testa’s anti-syndicalist views, the most trenchant critic was
Abram Solomonovich Grossman, a Chernoznamenets known
in the anarchist movement as “Aleksandr.” A former Socialist
Revolutionary, Grossman had spent two years in prison be-
fore the outbreak of the 1905 Revolution. After his release,
he went to Paris, where he became a regular contributor to
the anarchist journal Burevestnik (The Stormy Petrel), using
the signature of “A—" (presumably for “Aleksandr”). In
1907, Grossman returned to Russia and became a leader of
the Anarchist-Communist “battle detachment” in Ekaterino-
slav. The following February he was cornered by the gen-
darmes in the Kiev railway station and shot to death while
resisting arrest.

In a series of articles published in Burevestnik in 1906 and
1907, Grossman made an unsparing assault upon the syn-
dicalist position. He charged that the Khlebovol'tsy had been
bewitched by the French labor movement and were falsely
equating syndicalism with anarchism. French syndicalism, he
maintained, was “the specific product of specific French con-

31 Ibid., pp. 82-83; Rogdaev, Internatsional’nyi kongress anarkhistov,

32 Rogdaev, Internatsional’nyi kongress anarkhistov, p. 18.
33 Congreés anarchiste, p. 82.
3¢ A. Liubomirov, “Neskol’ko slov o znachenii professional’nykh
soiuzov,” Trudovaia Respublika, No. 2, February 1909, p. 8-12.

35 Burevestnik, No. 10-11, March-April 1908, pp. 1-2; No. 19, Febru-
ary 1910, pp. 15-16; Knizhnik, Krasnaia Letopis’, 1922, No. 4, p. 39;
Anisimov, Katorga i Ssylka, 1932, No. 10, pp. 134-135.
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ditions,” and more often than not inapplicable to the revo-
lutionary situation in Russia.*® Instead of preparing for the
social revolution, Grossman wrote, the French union leaders
seemed far more interested in carrying on a struggle for partial
reforms; the unions had abandoned their revolutionary duties
and were becoming a conservative instrument for the ‘“mutual
accommodation of the proletarian and bourgeois worlds.”*?
“All reforms,” Grossman declared, “all partial improvements
carry a threat to the revolutionary spirit of the working
masses, carry the germ of political seduction.”*® What Russia
needed was not the respectable and law-abiding type of labor
movement found in the Western countries, he asserted, but
“a direct, illegal, revolutionary means of warfare.”*® The
French syndicalists talked endlessly about the general strike,
and yet “the essence of the revolution is not a strike, but mass
expropriation.”° The doctrine of syndicalism, Grossman went
on, was replete with “poetry” and “legends,” the most fanciful
of which portrayed the “glowing prospects” of the workers’
unions in the unenslaved realm of the future.** Obviously,
the syndicalists were forgetting that the anarchist holocaust
would annihilate the existing social structure with all its in-
stitutions, the trade unions not excepted. “The strength of
anarchism,” Grossman concluded, “lies in its total and radical
negation of all the foundations of the present system.”+?

After his brother’s untimely death, Iuda Solomonovich
Grossman (alias Roshchin) took up the anti-syndicalist ban-
ner. Writing in the Geneva journal Buntar’, of which he was
an editor, Roshchin charged that the Russian syndicalists in
West European exile had lost sight of the specific needs of the
Russian labor movement. Their demands for higher wages and
a shorter working day, he said, could benefit the organized

36 A , “Anarkhizm i revoliutsionnyi sindikalizm,” Burevestnik,
No. 6-7, September-October 1907, p. 2.

37 Ibid., p. 3.

88 A. , “Nash sindikalizm,” ibid., No. 4, 30 October 1906, p. 3.

29 Ibid., p. 4. 40 Ibid., No. 6-7, pp. 4-5.

41 Jbid., pp. 5-6.

42 Ibid., p. 3. Cf. A. Ivanov, “Zametka o revoliutsionnykh sindikatakh,”
ibid., No. 16, May 1909, pp. 6-10; and Pereval, Bezgosudarstvennyi kom-
munizm i sindikalizm (n.p., n.d. [1917]). Also see Maksim Raevskii's

reply to the anti-syndicalists, “Antisindikalisty v nashikh riadakh,” Bu-
revestnik, No. 8, November 1907, pp. 3-6.
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forces of skilled labor only, while callously neglecting the
plight of the Lumpenproletariat and vagrants, the unskilled
and unemployed. To ignore society’s outcasts was, in Rosh-
chin’s view, to destroy the solidarity of the downtrodden
majority.*?

The anti-syndicalists did not all go as far as the Grossman
brothers in criticizing their adversaries. A more temperate ap-
proach was taken by a young Anarchist-Communist named
German Karlovich Askarov (Iakobson)* in a series of articles
appearing between 1907 and 1909 in Anarkhist, a journal he
edited first in Geneva and then in Paris. Writing under the
pseudonym of Oskar Burrit, Askarov drew a sharp distinction
between the reformist trade unions (profsoiuzy) of England
and Germany and the revolutionary syndicats (sindikaty) of
France. While the former were “striving towards a reconcilia-
tion of labor and capital,” he said, the latter were carrying on
the radical tradition of the First International.*®* The syndicats
were not selfishly seeking only to improve the lot of their own
members, but were bent on the total destruction of the state
and private property, with the general strike as their principal
weapon.t® Nevertheless, said Askarov, the syndicats were fall-
ing into the same error that had earlier sealed the doom of the
First International. By opening their ranks to workingmen of
all political stripes rather than maintaining anarchist homo-
geneity, they were bound to succumb to the machinations of
politicians and the blandishments of union officials.#” In
Askarov’s judgment, trade unionism in any form contained the
seeds of authoritarian centralism. Therefore, he urged his fel-

43 “Neskol’ko slov o sindikalizme,” Buntar’, No. 2-3, June-July 1908,
pp. 12-14; Roshchin, “Pis’'mo k tovarishcham” (leaflet, Geneva, Novem-
ber 1908), Columbia Russian Archive. Cf. A. Kolosov, “Anarkhizm ili
sindikalizm?,” Anarkhist, No. 1, 10 October 1907, p. 11. The syndicats,
wrote Kolosov, ignored “the huge cadres of unemployed, vagrants, and
unskilled workers.” He added that the relatively peaceful evolution of
anarchism since the era of dynamite in France was “a minus, not a plus”
for the movement.

s His brother Nikolai, an anarchist in Kiev, was executed for terror-
ism in 1906. Listki “Khleb i Volia,” No. 3, 28 November 1906, p. 4;
Anarkhist, No. 1, 10 October 1907, p. 1.

45 O, Burrit, “Anarkhizm i rabochaia organizatsiia,” Anarkhist, No. 1,
10 October 1907, p. 5.

46 Ibid., p. 7.

47 O, Burrit, “Professionalizm, sindikalizm i Anarkhizm,” ibid., No. 2,
April 1908, pp. 6-7.
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low anarchists to shun the “eloquent orators” of the Marxist
parties and to depend solely on “the black force and power
from the life of the working class.” Organize underground an-
archist unions, he told them, and “declare an wunrelenting
war against authority, always and everywhere.”*®

Although the controversy between the syndicalists and anti-
syndicalists continued to brew for more than a decade, it was
clear that the heyday of the terrorists had passed. As govern-
ment reprisals against terrorism mounted, the need for organi-
zation and discipline became painfully evident. The aftermath
of the revolution saw a rapid shift from the romanticism of
terroristic deeds to a pragmatic strategy of mass action. More
and more anarchists turned to the quiet work of dispensing
propaganda in an attempt to consolidate the foothold they
had gained in the labor movement in 1905. During the years
between the suppression of the revolution and the outbreak
of the First World War, the majority of anarchists who had
fled to the West applied their energies to the practical matters
of organization. Of the members of Chernoe Znamia and
Beznachalie who survived the counterrevolution, the more
fanatical persisted in their opposition to trade unionism, re-
taining their faith in the Lumpenproletariat and the unem-
ployed, though there were a few, most notably Grossman-
Roshchin, who moderated their position considerably. Taking
a new stand which he called “critical” syndicalism, Roshchin
accepted the view of the Khlebovol’tsy that the labor unions,
if free from the manipulation of socialist politicians, consti-
tuted a valuable weapon in the revolutionary struggle. He even
agreed that the anarchists might take part in the unions, so
long as they endeavored to convert the other workers to
anarchism.4®

The schism in the anarchist camp caused by the thorny

48 Burrit, ibid., No. 1, p. 9. Cf. Burrit, “Printsipy trudovogo anarkhiche-
skogo soiuza,” ibid., No. 3, May 1909, pp. 8-12; and Burrit, “Po povodu
odnoi stat’i,” ibid., No. 4, September 1909, pp. 14-18.

48 On the debate over the question of syndicalism during the early war
vears, see the four numbers of Rabochee Znamia, an Anarchist-Com-
munist journal published in Lausanne in 1915, Of special interest are the
articles by Roshchin, Orgeiani, Aleksandr Ge, and “Rabochii Al'fa” (A,
Anikst). Also see M. Raevskii, Anarkho-sindikalizm i “kriticheskii” sin-
dikalizm (New York, 1919).
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issues of terrorism and syndicalism was in keeping with the
fissiparous tendencies displayed by every radical movement in
Russia since the Decembrist revolt of 1825. Indeed, the drift
from Anarchist-Communism towards Anarcho-Syndicalism re-
sembled the defection a generation before of Plekhanov and
his confederates from Populism to Marxism. Like the early
Russian Marxists, the Anarcho-Syndicalists considered the ris-
ing proletariat the revolutionary wave of the future. They too
placed class struggle at the center of all things, and yet—once
again like the early Marxists—eschewed terrorism in favor of
marshaling the workers for the approaching conflict with the
bosses and the government. For these reasons, their terrorist
antagonists branded the syndicalists as “legal” anarchists,®
analogous to the “legal Marxists” of the 1890’s. The label ac-
quired a measure of validity after the Tsar’s censors began
allowing the syndicalists to publish large quantities of books
and pamphlets, which were widely read by workers and intel-
lectuals both inside Russia and abroad.**

The anti-syndicalists deplored this legal activity. In their
judgment, the syndicalists were rapidly sinking into a quagmire

50 4manakh, p. 19.

51 Among the more important works to appear in St. Petersburg and
Moscow during the post-revolutionary period were the following: Fer-
nand Pelloutier, Istoriia birzh truda (Histoire des bourses du travail)
(St. Petersburg, 1906), and Zhizn’ rabochikh vo Frantsii (La Vie ouvriére
en France) (St. Petersburg, 1906); Arturo Labriola, Sindikalizm i re-
formizm (St. Petersburg, 1907); Hubert Lagardelle, Revoliutsionnyi
sindikalizm (St. Petersburg, 1906); P, Strel’skii, Novaia sekta v riadakh
sotsialistov (Moscow, 1907), containing chapters on Labriola, Lagardelle,
Paul Delesalle, and other theorists and practitioners of revolutionary
syndicalism; Svoboda i trud: anarkhizm-sindikalizm (St. Petersburg,
1907), a collection of articles by Labriola, Lagardelle, and others; N.
Kritskaia and N. Lebedev, Istoriia sindikal'nogo dvizheniia vo Frantsii,
1789-1907 (Moscow, 1908); A. Nedrov, Rabochii vopros (St. Peters-
burg, 1906); L. S. Kozlovskii, Ocherki sindikalizma vo Frantsii (Moscow,
1907), and Sotsial’noe dvizhenie v sovremennoi Frantsii (Moscow, 1908),
containing articles by Georges Sorel, Hubert Lagardelle, Edouard Berth,
Emile Pouget, and others; and a series of books by the former “legal
Marxist” V. A. Posse, published in St. Petersburg (1905-1906) under
the general title of Biblioteka rabochego. In addition to these works
printed inside Russia, numerous syndicalist books and pamphlets in the
Russian language appeared in Western countries. Furthermore, the pro-
syndicalist journals contained hundreds of passages and citations from
the literature of revolutionary syndicalism, and many general studies of
anarchism, appearing legally at this time, included sections on syn-
dicalism.
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of economic reform, bureaucratic organization, and quasi-
Marxist ideology. The Beznachaltsy and Chernoznamentsy
felt certain they could detect in their opponents the same dis-
dain for the simple peasantry and the unwashed Lumpen-
proletariat that Bakunin and the Populists had seen in their
Marxist rivals. They continued to oppose any organization of
labor on a large scale, even a loose federation of trade unions,
afraid that an organized body of skilled workers, together with
its “conscious minority” of leaders, might become a new ruling
aristocracy. As Bakunin had taught, the social revolution had
to be a true revolt of the masses, waged by all the oppressed
elements of society rather than by the trade unions alone; the
daily pressures of the syndicalists to ameliorate labor condi-
tions merely threw cold water on the revolutionary fires of
the dispossessed. According to the zealots, what was needed
was the immediate demolition of the old regime amidst terror
and fury of all sorts—"mere anarchy loosed upon the world.”
Nor would the final outcome be a society of massive industrial
complexes managed by trade unions. The anti-syndicalists dep-
recated the unions as being integral components of the capi-
talist system, outmoded institutions of a dying era, hardly suit-
able to become the fundamental units of the anarchist utopia.
They envisioned, rather, a free federation of territorial com-
munes, embracing all categories of the common people, in
which manufacture would be carried on in small workshops.
In the light of these beliefs, it is understandable that the arti-
sans and semiskilled workers of Bialystok, threatened as they
were by the rapid growth of modern enterprises, were more
likely to lean towards the Anarchist-Communist Chernoe
Znamia group than towards the Amnarcho-Syndicalists, who
made their best showing in Odessa, a major port and a center
of large-scale industry.

The Anarchist-Communists saw their image of the millen-
nium in a romantic mirror that reflected a pre-industrial Rus-
sia of agricultural communes and handicrafts cooperatives. On
the other hand, the Anarcho-Syndicalists (as well as their pro-
syndicalist cousins in the Khleb i Volia circle) seemed to be
looking simultaneously into time past and time future. The
prospect of a new world centered around industrial production
did not repel them in the least; indeed, at times they exhibited
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an almost futuristic devotion to the cult of the machine. Theirs
was the Westernizers’ admiration of technological progress, in
contrast to the Slavophile longing of the Anarchist-Commu-
nists for an irretrievable age that perhaps had never existed in
the first place.®® At the same time, however, the Anarcho-
Syndicalists did not yield to an uncritical worship of mass
production. Deeply influenced by Bakunin and Kropotkin,
they anticipated the danger that man might become trapped in
the gears and levers of a centralized industrial apparatus. They
too looked backward for a way out, to a decentralized society
of labor organizations in which the workers of the world could
truly be the masters of their own fate. But the Golden Age of
local self-determination was not destined to be realized. For
in the end, the centralized state and centralized industrialism,
the two most powerful forces of modern times, would crush
the anarchist dissenters in their path.

52 It is noteworthy that those syndicalists who remained inside Russia
(Novomirskii, for example) were more apt to decry the futility of blindly
imitating Western models than their comrades who spent long years
abroad.
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4+ ANARCHISM AND
ANTI-INTELLECTUALISM

Hereditary bondsmen! Know ye not
Who would be free themselves must strike the

blow?
LORD BYRON

Most Russian anarchists harbored a deep-seated distrust of
rational systems and of the intellectuals who constructed them.
While inheriting the Enlightenment’s belief in the inherent
goodness of man, they generally did not share the faith of the
philosophes in the powers of abstract reason.® Anti-intellec-
tualism existed in varying degrees throughout the movement.
Least evident in Kropotkin’s mild and bookish Khleb i Volia
group, it was particularly strong among the terrorists of
Beznachalie and Chernoe Znamia, who belittled book learning
and ratiocination and exalted instinct, will, and action as the
highest measures of man. “Im Anfang war die Tat” an
aphorism of Goethe’s, adorned the masthead of the journal
Chernoe Znamia in 1905—“In the beginning there was the
deed.”

The anarchists firmly rejected the notion that society is gov-
erned by rational laws. So-called scientific theories of history
and sociology, they maintained, were artificial contrivances
of the human brain, serving only to impede the natural and
spontaneous impulses of mankind. The doctrines of Karl Marx
bore the brunt of their criticism. Bidbei, the leader of the
Beznachalie group, assailed “all these ‘scientific’ sociological
systems concocted in the socialist or pseudo-anarchist kitchen,
which have nothing in common with the genuine scientific cre-
ations of Darwin, Newton, and Galileo.”?* In the same spirit,
Abram Grossman of the Chernoe Znamia group attacked the
impersonal rationalism of Hegel and his Marxist disciples:

1 Anarchism was an expression of the “pragmatic revolt” against po-
litical and social theory manifested in Europe around the turn of the
century. See W. Y. Elliott, The Pragmatic Revolt in Politics (New York,
1928); and H. Stuart Hughs, Consciousness and Society: the Recon-
struction of European Social Thought, 1890-1930 (New York, 1958).

2 Chernoe Znamia, No. 1, December 1905, p. 1.

8 Bidbei, O Liutsifere, p. 10.
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An idea must not be left to pure understanding, must not
be apprehended by reason alone, but must be converted into
feeling, must be soaked in “the nerves’ juices and the
heart’s blood.” Only feeling, passion, and desire have moved
and will move men to acts of heroism and self-sacrifice;
only in the realm of passionate life, the life of feeling, do
heroes and martyrs draw their strength. . . . We do not
belong to the worshipers of “all that is real is rational”; we
do not recognize the inevitability of social phenomena; we
regard with skepticism the scientific value of many so-
called laws of sociology.*

To gain an understanding of man and society, Grossman ad-
vised, one should ignore the a priori “laws” of the sociologists
and turn instead to the empirical data of psychology.

The anti-intellectualism of the Russian anarchists was rooted
in four radical traditions of the nineteenth century. The first,
of course, was anarchism itself, the doctrines of Godwin,
Stirner, and Proudhon, but most important by far for the
Russian anarchist movement, the doctrines of Bakunin; the
second (paradoxically, since the Marxists were the principal
target of the Russian anarchists) was a single strand of Marxist
thought; Russian Populism of the 1870’s was the third; and
the last, the syndicalist movement which emerged in France
towards the end of the century.

Mikhail Bakunin, it has been noted, rejected “a priori ideas
or preordained, preconceived laws” in favor of his own
“purely instinctive” doctrines.® In his view, it would have been
utter folly to work out rational projects for the future, since,
as he put it, “we consider purely theoretical reasoning fruit-
less.”® What mattered to ordinary men and women was not
words but deeds. “Teach the people?” he once asked. “That

would be stupid. . . . We must not teach the people, but incite
them to revolt.””

4 A , Burevestnik, No. 4, 30 October 1906, p. 3.
5 Bakunin, Oeuvres, 1, 91; Steklov, Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin,
1, 189.

8 Steklov, Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin, m, 455.
TPisma M. A. Bakunina, p. 471.
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Bakunin extended his distrust of abstract theories to the in-
tellectuals who spun them. He deprecated the “scientific” sys-
tem-builders—above all, the Marxists and Comteans—who
lived in an unreal world of musty books and thick journals and
thus understood nothing of human suffering. Their so-called
science of society was sacrificing real life on the altar of scho-
lastic abstractions.® Bakunin did not wish to shed the fictions
of religion and metaphysics merely to replace them with what
he considered the new fictions of pseudo-scientific sociology.
He therefore proclaimed a “revolt of life against science, or
rather, against the rule of science.”® The mission of science
was not to govern men but to rescue them from superstition,
drudgery, and disease. “In a word,” Bakunin declared, “sci-
ence is the guiding compass of life, but not life itself.”*°

Although Bakunin himself believed that the intellectuals
would play an important role in the revolutionary struggle, he
warned that all too many of them, in particular his Marxist
rivals, had an insatiable lust for power. In 1872, four years
before his death, Bakunin speculated on the shape the Marxist
“dictatorship of the proletariat” would assume if ever inau-
gurated: “That would be the rule of scientific intellect, the
most autocratic, the most despotic, the most arrogant, and
the most contemptuous of all regimes. There will be a new
class, a new hierarchy of genuine or sham savants, and the
world will be divided into a dominant minority in the name of
science, and an immense ignorant majority.”** In one of his
major works, Gosudarstvennost’ i anarkhiia (Statehood and
Anarchy), published the following year, Bakunin elaborated
upon this dire prophecy in a most striking passage:

According to the theory of Mr. Marx, the people not only
must not destroy [the state] but must strengthen it and place
it at the complete disposal of their benefactors, guardians,
and teachers—the leaders of the Communist party, namely
Mr. Marx and his friends, who will proceed to liberate
[mankind] in their own way. They will concentrate the
reins of government in a strong hand, because the ignorant
people require an exceedingly firm guardianship; they will

8 Bakunin, Oeuvres, 11, 92.
8 Ibid., 11, 95. 10 1bid., 11, 89. 1 1bid., v, 4717.

93



1905

establish a single state bank, concentrating in its hands all
commercial, industrial, agricultural, and even scientific pro-
duction, and then divide the masses into two armies—in-
dustrial and agricultural—under the direct command of
state engineers, who will constitute a new privileged sci-
entific-political estate.*?

According to Bakunin, the followers of Karl Marx and of
Auguste Comte as well were “priests of science,” ordained in
a new “privileged church of the mind and superior educa-
tion.”*® With great disdain, they informed the common man:
“You know nothing, you understand nothing, you are a block-
head, and a man of intelligence must put a saddle and bridle
on you and lead you.”**

Bakunin maintained that education was as great an instru-
ment of domination as private property. So long as learning
was preempted by a minority of the population, he wrote in
1869 in an essay called Integral Instruction, it could be effec-
tively used to exploit the majority. “The one who knows
more,” he wrote, “will naturally dominate the one who knows
less.” Even if the landlords and capitalists were eliminated,
there was a danger that the world “would be divided once
again into a mass of slaves and a small number of rulers, the
former working for the latter as they do today.”** Bakunin’s
answer was to wrest education from the monopolistic grasp of
the privileged classes and make it available equally to every-
one; like capital, education must cease to be “the patrimony
of one or of several classes” and become “the common prop-
erty of all.”*¢® An integrated education in science and handi-
crafts (but not in the hollow abstractions of religion, meta-
physics, and sociology) would enable all citizens to engage
in both manual and mental pursuits, thereby eliminating a

12 Bakunin, Izbrannye sochineniia, 1, 237.

13 Venturi, Roots of Revolution, pp. 432-433.

14 Eugene Pyziur, The Doctrine of Anarchism of Michael A. Bakunin
(Milwaukee, 1955), p. 141.

15 Bakunin, Qeuvres, v, 135.

18 Ibid., v, 144, On this point, Bakunin may well have been influenced
by Gracchus Babeuf, with whose work he was familiar. In his journal,
Le Tribun du Peuple, 30 November 1795, Babeuf wrote that “education
is a monstrosity when it is unequal, when it is the exclusive inheritance of
one group of society . . . it easily succeeds in strangling, deceiving,
stripping, and enslaving.”
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major source of inequality. “Everyone must work, and every-
one must be educated,” Bakunin averred, so that in the good
society of the future there would be “neither workers nor sci-
entists, but only men.”’

At the close of the century, Peter Kropotkin developed
Bakunin’s concept of the “whole” man in his book, Fields,
Factories, and Workshops. At some length, Kropotkin de-
scribed the “integrated” community in which everyone would
perform both mental and manual labor and live in blissful
harmony. Like Bakunin, Kropotkin distrusted those who
claimed to possess superior wisdom or who preached so-called
scientific dogmas.’®* The proper function of the intellectuals,
he believed, was not to order the people about, but to help
them prepare for the great task of emancipation; “and when
men’s minds are prepared and external circumstances are fa-
vorable,” Kropotkin declared, “the final rush is made, not by
the group that initiated the movement, but by the mass of
people. . . .1?

A second source of anti-intellectualism among the younger
generation of Russian anarchists was Marxist literature, an
ironical fact considering Bakunin’s and Kropotkin’s strong sus-
picions of the Social Democrats. Though the Marxists were
the very intellectuals whose political ambitions and “scientific”
theories aroused the deepest hostilities of the anarchists, the
latter found themselves in full accord with one basic idea that
appeared frequently in Marx’s writings, namely that the work-
ing class must liberate itself through its own efforts instead of
depending on some outside savior to do the job. In the Com-
munist Manifesto of 1848, Marx and Engels wrote that “all
previous movements were movements of minorities, or in the
interests of minorities,” whereas “the proletarian movement
is the self-conscious independent movement of the immense
majority.”?® Two years later, in 1850, Marx developed this
theme in an address to the central committee of the Commu-

17 Ibid., v, 145,

18 Kropotkin, Modern Science and Anarchism, p. 86.

19 Kropotkin, “Revolutionary Government,” in Kropotkin’s Revolu-
tionary Pampbhlets, p. 247.

20 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selected Works (2 vols., Moscow,
1962), 1, 44.
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nist League, when he called on the workingmen of Europe
to launch a “revolution in permanence,” in order to establish
their own proletarian government in the form of municipal
councils or workers’ committees.?* To more than a few Rus-
sian anarchists who read these bold words a half-century later,
it seemed (though with little justification) that Marx had de-
parted from his rigid scheme of historical stages for a radical
plan of revolt very close to their own, a plan which aimed to
achieve the stateless society all at once, and through the efforts
of the dispossessed masses themselves. Bidbei, for one, would
see fit to incorporate the watchword of “permanent revolu-
tion” into the credo of his Beznachalie group in 1905.2?

A Marxist slogan that had an even stronger impact on the
Russian anarchist movement was the famous sentence in
Marx’s preamble to the bylaws of the newly founded First
International in 1864: “The emancipation of the working class
must be accomplished by the working class itself.”?* The an-
archists interpreted this proclamation as an appeal for a social
revolt by the masses themselves, with the object of annihilating
rather than merely capturing the state. Marx’s ringing sentence
in the rules of 1864 was to appear again and again in Russian
anarchist literature, sometimes accompanied by a stanza from
the Internationale bearing an identical message:

Il n’est pas de sauveurs suprémes:

Ni dieu, ni césar, ni tribun.

Producteurs, sauvons-nous nous mémes,
Décrétons le salut commun!?+

That Marxists and anarchists should use these same slogans
reflected a common faith in a mass uprising—as against a
Bla