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Compare  and  Contrast  the  Socialist  Political Theories  of  Karl  Marx  
and  Peter  Kropotkin 

 
 
Karl  Marx  and  Prince  Peter  Kropotkin  were  great  thinkers  and  very  
much  respected.  Marx  was  from  the  school  of  what  he  called  ‘scientific  
socialism’,  and  the  followers  of  his  theories  came  to  be  knowm  as  
Marxists  but  he  himself  never  referred  to  himself  as  such,  in  fact  he  
said  “All  I  know  is  that  I  am  not  a  Marxist”  (Jay,  2005:  p.262).  
Kropotkin  was  generally  an  anarchist,  but  specifically  referred  to  himself  
as  an  ‘anarcho-communist’  so  to  begin  with  the  thinkers  differed  in  their  
perceptions  of  their  work.  Socialism  is  different  to,  but  has  a  lot  in  
common  with,  both  Marx’s  and  Kropotkin’s  theories.  There  are  
numerous  features  of  socialism  mainly  concerned  with  eradicating  
injustice,  inequality  and  private  ownership,  and  establishing  an  
egalitarian  society  via  an  ideally  international  revolution.  These  features  
are  also  features  of  Kropotkin’s  and  Marx’s  leftist  theories,  although  
“Socialism,  Marxism  and  communism  are  not  synonymous.  To  treat  
them  as  such  is  to  ignore  their  theoretical  differences  and  the  disputes  
within  ‘the  left’”  (Goodwin,  2007:  p.101).  So,  with  this  in  mind,  first  we  
must  point  out  that  although  the  doctrines  are  similar  there  are  
differences  between  them,  for  example  anarchism  involves  the  complete  
abolition  of  the  state  whereas  Marxism  predicts  a  workers’  state  where  
all  control  is  in  the  hands  of  the  workers.  As  for  their  thoughts  on  
socialism,  Marx  thought  of  it  as  simply  a  stage  in  his  dialectic  between  
capitalism  and  communism (McLean  &  McMillan,  2009:  p.  492)  and  he  
dismissed  many  forms  of  socialism  as  ‘bourgeois’  or  ‘uptopian’.  And  
Kropotkin  merely  had  a  “sympathy  for  socialism”  (Cahm,  2002:  p.44). 
 
 
 
In  the  first  instance  of  comparing  the  socialist  theories  of  Karl  Marx  
and   Peter  Kropotkin,  is  their  own  approach  to  deriving  political  theories.  
Both  took  a  scientific  approach  by  observation  and  drawing  conclusions  
that  shaped  their  theories.  Kropotkin  applied  much  that  he  witnessed  in  
the  animal  world  to  his  political  theory  (Kropotkin  &  Avrich,  [1914]  
1972:  p.2).  Marx  used  scientific  methodology  to  determine  his  dialectical  
analysis  of  society,  by  seeing  the  patterns  in  history  that  could  point  to  
a  solution  to  the  problems  with  society,  and  thus  referring  to  himself  as  
a  ‘scientific  socialist’  (Williams,  1991:  p.133).        
 
 
 
An  important  feature  of  socialist  theory  is  the  class  analysis  of  society.  
For  Kropotkin,  progress  was  made  through  conflict  resolution  and  not,  
as  Marx  believed,  in  a  “dialectical  synthesis  of  opposing  forces”.  
However,  their  ideas  are  compatible  in  that  Kropotkin  did  see  history  as  
“nothing  but  the  struggle  between  the  rulers  and  ruled  and  in  the  
process  both  groups  have  been  corrupted  by  authority”  (Marshall,  2008:  
p.322)  and  Marx  too  saw  a  struggle  between  the  ruled  and  the  rulers  
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although  he  used  an  economic  context  of  the  struggle  between  the  
classes.  Obviously,  the  higher  the  social  class  the  more  financially  
wealthy  those  who  belong  to  that  class  are.  In  a  capitalist  society  this  
makes  for  a  massive  difference  between  the  quality  of  life  and  standard  
of  living  between  the  upper  classes  and  the  working  classes.  When  
Marx  was  writing  95%  of  the  wealth  was  owned  by  5%  of  the  
population,  and  unfortunately  this  has  not  changed  since  his  time  
(Goodwin,  2007:  p.103).  The  disproportionate  distribution  of  wealth  
sowed  the  seeds  for  exploitation  of  the  working  class  by  the  
bourgeoisie,  and  according  to  Marx  it  is  this  class  exploitation  that  has  
come  to  define  a  capitalist  economy  and  breed  the  problems.  Kropotkin  
also  saw  that  class  struggle  was  important  and  needed  to  be  removed;  
in  Mutual  Aid,  Kropotkin  urges  the  young  to  unite  in  the  struggle  
against  social  injustice  (Kropotkin  &  Avrich,  [1914]  1972:  p.2),  which  
shows  that  he  recognised  that  in  society  certain  groups  were  against  
others  and  that  was  the  cause  of  social  injustice,  but  he  did  not  
directly  assert  that  a  capitalist  political  economy  was  responsible  for  
class  struggle.  For  both  thinkers,  only  a  classless  society  was  desirable  
because  it  would  eradicate  class  exploitation,  which  is  a  communist  
society.     
 
 
 
Egalitarianism  was  the  ultimate  aim  for  Kropotkin  and  Marx  alike.  
Although  Kropotkin  knew  that  the  ideal  was  a  ‘free  society’  he  does  
not  outline  what  it  would  be  like,  but  puts  forward  a  few  ideas  about  
the  potential  for  such  a  society;  “a  network  of  voluntary  associations  of  
equal  individuals  who  are  consumers  and  producers”  and  communes  
will  be  the  standard  social  units  (Marshall,  2008:  p.326).  Egalitarianism  
cannot  work  without  social  justice,  which  is  core  to  Marx’s  justifications  
of  capitalism  as  absolutely  evil  and  the  cause  of  all  inequality  and  
injustice.  Those  who  had  benefited  from  capitalism  would  not  give  up  
their  power  and  possessions  without  resistance,  and  so  only  a  full  
revolution  would  solve  the  injustice  (Carver,  1995:  p.164). 
 
 
 
The  State,  government,  and  its  role  was  fiercely  disputed  between  the  
various  factions  of  the  left.  Kropotkin  distrusted  government  especially  
after  witnessing  Alexander  II’s  brutal  regime,  whilst  in  his  employment,  
of  the  crushing  of  the  1863  Polish  Rebellion  (Marshall,  2008:  p.310)  
and  even  came  into  conflict  with  the  Marx-controlled  general  council  
because  the  council  wished  to  direct  the  movement  and  take  part  in  
parliamentary  elections,  but  Kropotkin  believed  that  regardless  of  
democratic  election,  government  was  still  fundamentally evil  (Marshall,  
2008:  p.311).  A  big  question  is  that  as  Kropotkin  recognises  that  man  
is  naturally  good,  cooperative,  social  and  moral,  then  how  could  
something  created  by  man  be  seemingly  contrary  to  these  qualities?  He  
was  of  course  trying  to  decipher  the  reasons  behind  the  creation  of  
‘The  State’,  which  he  saw  as  inherently  evil.  In  his  essay  ‘The  State:  
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Its  Historic  Role’  (1897)  he  tried  to  find  why  it  exists  and  its  nature.  
He  states  that  new  relationships  between  members  of  society  which  
were  not  in  existence  previous  to  the  creation  of  the  State.  The  State  
includes  with  it  legislation  and  policing,  which  allows  for  the  domination  
of  the  many  by  the  few  (Marshall,  2008:  p.323).  The  State  exercises  
authority  over  the  masses  to  maintain  authority,  whereas  tribal  man  
used  custom  and  tradition  only  (Marshall,  2008:  p.323). According  to  
Kropotkin  the  State  came  into  being  because  dominant  minorities  
brought  together  the  military  power  of  the  professional  warriors,  and  the  
judicial  knowledge  of  customary  law.  Then,  one  man  had  these  two  
functions  and  gained  the  priest’s  support.  Next,  serfdom,  capitalism,  and  
the  State  came  into  being,  and  becoming  involved  with  its  subjects  
(Marshall,  2008:  p.324).  This  newly  formed  entity’s  main  concern  is  with  
preventing  free  association  between  men  and  to  diminish  their  liberties  
(Marshall,  2008:  324).  The  political  institution  then  affects  all  aspects  of  
society  including  the  economy;  “The  political  regime  to  which  human  
societies  are  submitted  is  always  the  expression  of  the  economic  
regime  which  exists  within  that  society”.  Although  this  is  similar  to  
Marx’s  ideas  about  political  economy,  it  differs  in  that  Kropotkin’s  theory  
does  not  recognise  the  relationship  between  the  two  to  be  that  the  
political  superstructure  is  determined  by  an  economic  base  (Marshall,  
2008:  p.324).  The  only  solution  would  be  to  abolish  the  State  so  that  it  
could  not  be  control  by  the  economically  powerful  (Marshall,  2008:  
p.325).  An  issue  with  Marx’s  “state”  is  how  much  power  the  state  
should  have,  how  much  the  state  should  own,  how  much  influence  the  
state  should  have  and  how  much  involvement  the  state  should  have  in  
the  economy.  And  it  was  this  that  led  to  the  interpretation  of  Marx’s  
work  as  total  state  control,  and  why  anarchists  have  criticised  what  
they  believe  to  be  socialism  as  totalitarian  (McLean  &  McMillan,  2009:  
p.493).  Both  Kropotkin  and  Marx  wished  for  the  State’s  role  to  be  
lessened,  but  Marx  believed  that  government  and  the  State  were  still  
necessary  but  would  wither  away,  and  Kropotkin  thought  there  should  
be  no  State  at  all  because  it  corrupts  human  nature  and  makes  man  
behave  contrary  to  his  nature  because  it  interferes  too  much  in  his  life  
in  all  respects.  Marx  believed  that  the  State  was  controlled  exclusively  
by  the  upper  classes  who  in  turn  control  the  working  class,  and  so  he  
advocated  a  workers’  State  be  created  to  replace  the  old  State.  
Therefore,  both  Marx  and  Kropotkin  recognised  the  injustice  and  
inequality  created  by  the  current  State  system,  but  Kropotkin  was  
opposed  to  the  concept  of  the  State  believing  that  it  would  always  
corrupt  man’s  natural  self,  whereas  Marx  just  wanted  to  changed  who  
governed  the  State. 
 
 
 
Communal  ownership  of  property  and  the  means  of  production  is  core  
to  any  socialist  theory.  Kropotkin  assumed  that  ultimately  there  would  
be  no  private  ownership  what-so-ever  and  all  things  would  be  freely  
obtainable  to  he  who  needed  it  (Joll,  1979:  p.139).   In  ‘Must  We  
Occupy  Ourselves  With  an  Examination  of  the  Ideal  of  a  Future  
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System?’  Kropotkin  “calls  for  ownership  of  land  and  factories  by  the  
producers  themselves  in  village  communities”  (Marshall,  2008:  p.312).  
He  believed  prosperity  could  only  be  real  if  all  that  is  considered  
‘private  property’  such  as  cities,  houses,  fields,  factories,  means  of  
communication  and  education,  must  cease  to  be  thought  of  as  private  
and  instead  must  be  owned  publicly  (Joll, 1979:  pp.138-9).  He  obviously  
agreed  with  Marx  in  he  significance  of  the  workers  and  how  they  
should  be  responsible  for  their  own  production  and  own  the  means.  In  
the  ‘free  society’  the  means  of  production  would  be  owned  by  
communes  or  of  producers,  which  is  contrary  to  the  State’s  ownership  
of  this  commodity  in  true  communism  (Marshall,  2008:  p.327).  The  role  
of  private  property  as  an  institution,  and  the  basis  of  class  exploitation  
because  the  workers  rely  on  the  owners.  So,  like  Kropotkin,  Marx  
advocated  common  ownership  for  the  benefit  of  all,  under  the  control  of  
workers.  The  very  meaning  of  ‘communal  ownership’  was  passionately  
disputed  between  Marxist  thinkers  and  anarchist  socialists  in  the  First  
International  with  the  anarchist  socialists  believing  that  national  
institutions  would  be  established  to  manage  it,  and  so  the  State  would  
re-appear.  Others  like  Kropotkin  wished  to  see  the  ownership  of  land  
and  factories  by  the  village  or  commune  that  shared  the  same  land  
(Goodwin,  2007:  pp.103-104).  Therefore,  whereas  Marx  wanted  the  
means  of  production  to  be  owned  by  all  workers,  Kropotkin  wanted  
small  communes  or  village  communities  to  own  their  own  land  and  
factories.  
 
 
 
A  further  feature  of  every  socialist  theory  is  the  virtue  of  cooperation.  
Kropotkin’s  greatest  work,  Mutual  Aid,  is  an  inspired  work  based  on  his  
observations  of  animals  where  he  witnessed  the  life-or-death  importance  
of  cooperation,  and  which  he  went  on  to  apply  to  human  society.  He  
was  astonished  to  see  that  “I  failed  to  find…  that  bitter  struggle  for  the  
means  of  existence,  among  animals  belonging  to  the  same  species…,  
[was  not]  the  dominant  characteristic  of  struggle  for  life,  and  the  main  
factor  of  evolution”.  Instead,  wherever  he  witnessed  an  abundance  of  
animal  life,  he  saw  mutual  aid  and  mutual  support,  to  the  extent  that  
made  Kropotkin  believe  that  these  are  incredibly  significant  
characteristics  for  “the  maintenance  of  life,  the  preservation  of  each  
species  and  its  further  evolution”.  He  concluded  that  for  man,  the  
harshness  of  the  struggle  is  the  same  as  with  animals-  we  help  each  
other  when  we  see  struggle  because  it  promotes  successful  evolution  
for  the  species  and  this  is  more  crucial  than  competition  within  the  
species  for  the  means  of  existence,  and  can  be  shown  in  practice  by  
the  feeding  of  a  stranger  that  occurs  throughout  the  animal  world  
(Kropotkin  &  Avrich,  1972:  pp.17-20).  Kropotkin  believed  that  man  is  
better  working  together  with  other  men,  and  achieves  more  when  he  
cooperates  freely  and  equally.  There  is  no  need  for  leaders  because  
then  those  who  do  lead  are  relying  on  their  position  to  force  others  to  
do  his  bidding  (Joll,  1979:  p.135).  Marx  believed  that  man  has  no  
nature,  and  that  society  creates  his  nature,  he  saw  that  the  communist  
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society  would  make  ‘cooperative  man’,  who  was  entirely  different  from  
the  man  created  by  capitalist  society  (Carver,  1995:  p.85).  Kropotkin  
and  Marx  thus  differ  in  that  Kropotkin  believes  man  is  naturally  
cooperative  but  Marx  sees  him  as  his  environment  that  determines  him,  
and  so  communism  is  the  only  way  to  create  cooperative  individuals.  
The  main  difference  between  Kropotkin  and  Marx  was  that  the  latter  
did  not  believe  in  a  human  nature  different  to  what  is  created  by  
society  so  man  could  not  be  naturally  cooperative,  but  Kropotkin  did  
believe  that  man  was  a  naturally  cooperative  animal.  In  this  sense  it  
was  the  communist  society  that  would  create  cooperative  man  for  Marx,  
and  for  Kropotkin,  the  communist  society  would  allow  for  real  
cooperative  human  nature  to  emerge  in  all  individuals.   
 
 
 
Next,  idealisation  of  work  as  unalienated  labour  is  an  important  feature  
because  in  the  new  society  everyone  will  work  but  will  enjoy  it.  
Kropotkin  believed  that  man  would  be  relieved  of  tedious  and  degrading  
tasks  by  mechanisation  (Joll,  1979:  p.132).  He  saw  that  the  
technological  advancement  of  work  using  machines  could  diminish  
tedious  work,  some  manual  labour  would  be  desirable  as  “work  has  a  
virtue  of  its  own”  especially  with  concern  to  the  writers  and  artists.  
Also,  nothing  would  be  asked  of  a  worker  extra  to  what  he  was  willing  
to  provide  (Joll,  1979:  p.141).  Kropotkin  saw  that  in  factories  the  
workers  found  enjoyment  in  the  use  of  machines  (Marshall,  2008:  
p.310).  Marx  emphasised  the  importance  of  alienation  in  an  industrial  
society  (McLean  &  McMillan,  2009:  p.334).  The  workplace  is  inherently  
political  for  the  individual  and  his  bosses   because  the  whole  process  
of  making  a  living-i.e.  production,  consumption,  exchange  and  
distribution-  is  the  structure  where  personal  and  national  politics  
manifest  and  the  economic  goings-on  are  clearly  political  in  their  
structure,  which  is  seen  in  history  as  changes  in  the  economy  
ultimately  alter  the  political  landscape  (Carver,  1995:  pp.159-160).  
“Labour  is  the  ultimate  source  of  all  value,  and  capital  is  merely  
accumulated”  (Goodwin,  2007:  p.73),  which  is  why  the  workers  are  the  
key  to  a  future  non-capitalist  society.  As  the  correct  relationship  
between  the  worker  and  what  he  produces  is  established,  the  workers  
see  their  labour  and  valuable  and  “socially  necessary”  (Goodwin,  2007:  
p.85).  Marx   saw  that  in  the  practises  of  the  work  environment  man  
has  had  something  taken  away  from  his  very  essence,  which  is  
something  he  should  have  absolute  control  of,  but  has  lost  through  
alienation.  He  has  therefore  been  “robbed  of  his  humanity”  (Williams,  
1991:  p.137).  They  agree  that  work  is  necessary  and  that  the  worker  
should  take  pride  in  his  work.  However,  they  disagree  in  that  Kropotkin  
believed  machines  would  relieve  workers  from  mindless  work,  whereas  
Marx  believed  that  the  machines  alienate  the  worker  from  his  product  
and  so  he  cannot  get  the  same  satisfaction  and  emotion  from  
mechanical  production  than  he  can  get  from  spending  time  creating  a  
product  by  hand.  Both  see  the  importance  of  the  happiness,  
contentment  and  freedom  of  the  workers  in  their  work. 
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Political  economy  is  a  further  feature  of  both  thinkers’  theories.  Marx  
put  forward  that  capitalism  is  not  just  a  way  of  conducting  the  
economy  but  is  also  a  political  theory,  which  shows  the  economy  as  
very  political,  and  how  the  economic  activity  directly  structures  politics  
(Carver,  1995:  p.159).  Kropotkin’s  new  economic  order  of  society  would  
exclusively  endorse  man’s  good  instincts  and  not  allow  for  any  negative  
ones,  meaning  that  politics  would  barely  exist  and  therefore  there  would  
not  be  no  corrupted  men.  According  to  Kropotkin,  evolutionary  theory  
does  not  give  reason  for  the  “inevitability  of  capitalist  competition  or  the  
need  for  a  strong  state  but  rather  point  to  the  possibility  of  anarchy”  
(Marshall,  2008:  p.320),  which  differs  from  Marx  as  he  believed  the  
opposite.  Another  distinction  between  Marx’s  and  Kroptokin’s  theories  is  
that  Kropotkin  believed  that  the  problems  with  a  capitalist  economy  are  
due  to  under-consumption-  i.e.  not  enough  people  are  consuming  the  
goods  produced-  as  opposed  to  Marx  believing  the  cause  is  over-
production  and  eventual  market  saturation.  Kropotkin’s  proposed  solution  
was  the  lowering  of  work  hours  to  5  hours  per  day  per  150  day  year,  
as  this  would  prevent  the  waste  of  human  energy  whilst  still  providing  
enough  food  et  cetera  to  ensure  the  well-being  of  all  (Marshall,  2008:  
p.327).  In  the  anarchist  society  there  would  be  no  place  for  capitalism  
because  it  goes  against  the  fundamental  principle  of  cooperation  
(Goodwin,  2007:  p.141).  Marx’s  solution  was  to  mobilise  the  workers  so  
that  they  come  to  the  same  conclusions  as  himself,  and  let  it  play  out  
so  that  the  conditions  for  revolution  come  about  and  play  out.  For  
Marx  capitalism  would  not  exist  because  history  would  have  moved  on  
to  its  next  stage,  which  differs  from  Kropotkin’s  reasons  for  no  
capitalism  in  the  post-revolutionary  society  for  the  reasons  explained  
above.  Both  recognised  the  existence  and  importance  of  capitalism  as  
the  political  economy,  but  only  Marx  dedicated  that  much  time  and  
effort  to  explaining  capitalism  as  a  political  theory.    
 
 
 
Morality  is  a  concept  that  Marx  and  Kropotkin  disagreed  on.  In  fact  
they  do  not  appear  to  agree  even  on  what  morality  means.  During  his  
time  in  the  Peter  and  Paul  Fortress,  Kropotkin’s  idea  that  punishment  is  
not  an  appropriate  means  to  reform,  were  supported  by  his  experiences  
in  prison  (Marshall,  2008:  p.312).  Instead  he  thought  that  if  free  
association  was  the  norm,  and  the  full  extent  of  an  anarcho-communist  
society  was  embraced  then  no  one  would  feel  any  need  or  pressure  to  
hurt  another  for  fear  that  they  would  be  ostracised  from  their  commune.  
Kropotkin  assumed  that  prisoners  in  their  “universities  of  crime”  were  
embittered,  hated  the  idea  of  regular  work,  contempt  for  “rules  of  
morality”  (Marshall,  2008:  p.314).  In  ‘Ethics’  Kropotkin  sets  out  his  basis  
for  morality  insisting  that  it  should  be  noted  that  nature  is  the  primary  
ethical  teacher  of  man  and  thus  is  the  main  developer  of  morality  and  
humans  are  moral  by  nature  (Marshall,  2008:  p.320).  In  Marx’s  non-
alienated  society  there  would  be  no  morality  because  no  one  would  
want  for  anything,  and  so  there  would  be  no  need  for  decisions  based  
on  morality,  for  example  wanting  an  item  one  cannot  afford  and  
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deciding  whether  or  not  to  steal  it  based  on  morality,  but  in  this  
society,  removing  the  capital  and  its  status  would  mean  that  one  would  
not  want  the  item  anymore  and  so  there  would  be  no  moral  question  
(McLean  &  McMillan,  2009:  p97).  As  can  be  seen,  Kropotkin  believed  
that  morality  was  innate  and  natural  but  Marx  did  not  believe  that  man  
has  a  natural  self  and  so  natural  morality  could  not  exist.  In  fact,  it  
can  be  inferred  that  he  believed  morality  to  be  a  negative  thing  created  
by  the  capitalist  society  he  despised  so  much  as  it  is  society  that  he  
believed  shapes  human  nature.  Marx  does  not  believe  that  morality  is  
necessary  and  will  not  exist  in  the  new  society.  Kropotkin  could  not  
have  disagreed  more.  He  believed  that  morality  is  essential  and  the  
only  means  of  governance  and  law  in  the  free  society.  This  is  the  only  
topic  to  be  discussed  in  this  essay  that  Marx  and  Kropotkin  differ  
absolutely  on. 
 
 
 
Revolution  is  the  means  by  which  Marx  and  Kropotkin  alike  believed  a  
new  communist  society  would  be  established.  Dispossessed  majorities  
would  rebel  against  the  established  order/the  State.  Marx  and  Kropotkin  
both  see  that  as  their  ideas  are  so  contrary  to  the  current  (or  when  
they  were  alive)  situation,  that  their  ideal  societies  could  only  come  to  
fruition  after  a  revolution  overhauling  the  previous  order.  Kropotkin  
defined  revolution  as  “periods  of  accelerated  rapid  evolution  and  rapid  
changes”  (Marshall,  2008:  p.317),  which  can  be  compared  to  Marx’s  
overall  historical  dialectic,  which  is  evolutionary.       
Opposed  to  violence  but  would  not  publicly  denounce  terrorist  action  by  
anarchists,  Kropotkin  understood  the  desperation  to  start  the  revolution  
could  lead  to  violent  action  (Marshall,  2008:  p.316).  However,  he  
thought  it  acceptable  as  part  of  the  revolution,  or  economic  terrorism  to  
induce  the  revolution  and  throwing  bombs  into  packed  cafés  was  not  
one  of  them  he  found  acceptable  (Marshall,  2008:  p.316).  His  logic  lies  
in  his  belief  that  through  his  observations  and  assumptions,  he  found  
that  man  is  not  naturally  aggressive.  Kropotkin  believed  that  the  most  
effective  method  to  inspire  a  revolution  was  the  printed  word,  mainly  in  
the  form  of  pamphlets  (Joll,  1979:  p.131).  However,  he  did  believe  that  
a  certain  amount  of  violence  was  justified  during  the  revolution  (Joll,  
1979:  p.133).  Through  what  he  witnessed  in  Russia  he  saw  that  
violence  was  often  necessary  to  orchestrate  severe  changes,  although  
he  was  not  entirely  comfortable  with  it  because  it  occurred  to  him  that  
“terrorism  is  always  a  method  of  government”  (Joll,  1979:  p.134).  Marx  
never  endorsed  the  use  of  violence  either  (Carver,  1995:  p.164).  He  
did  expect  that  there  would  need  to  be  violent  action  though  when  in  
the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat  stage  of  the  revolution,  in  order  to  
crush  the  bourgeois  counter-revolution.    
Kropotkin  spent  his  political  career  “preparing  the  people  for  the  coming  
revolution”  (Marshall,  2008:  p.313)  and  was  directly  involved  in  
spreading  the  word  in  pamphlets  and  other  published  works.  He  saw  
the  importance  of  strikes  to  begin  the  revolution  and  maintaining  
anarchist  ideas  especially  after  the  Paris  Commune  in  the  1870s  that  
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almost  destroyed  the  anarchist  movement  (Marshall,  2008:  p.313).  In  
‘Appeal  To  The  Young’,  a  pamphlet  published  in  1905,  Kropotkin  
advocated  the  participation  of  the  professional  and  working  classes  in  
the  revolution  (Marshall,  2008:  p.313).  For  Marx’s  revolution  he  relies  
on  the  participation  of  the  working  class,  and  because  of  this  he  made  
his  works  accessible  to  them  using  working  class  language  to  awaken  
their  conscience  and  maybe  inspire  them  to  revolt  (Carver,  1995:  
p.161).  Therefore  both  rely  on  having  a  large  number  of  participants  
but  Kropotkin  is  not  as  clear  as  Marx  in  recognising  who  particularly  
were  the  most  important  people  to  participate.     
The  inevitability  of  revolution  goes  through  Kropotkin’s  and  Marx’s  
works.  For  Kropotkin,  revolution  was  engrained  in  society  as  much  as  
evolution.  The  revolution  would  be  “inevitable,  proletarian  and  
international”  (Marshall,  2008:  p.317).  For  Marx,  revolution  was  inevitable  
due  to  historical  forces.  They  differ  in  why  they  believe  revolution  is  
inevitable  in  that  Kropotkin  determines  it  as  part  of  human  nature  to  
want  to  change  a  bad  situation,  whereas  Marx  believed  it  is  in  the  
history  of  society.     
The  theorised  end  result  of  the  revolution  would  be  communism  for  
both  thinkers.  However,  the  theorists  clash  in  their  perception  of  what  
the  communist  society  would  be.  Of  course  neither  had  detailed  
blueprints  of  the  ideal  society.  Kropotkin  saw  how  closely  tied  
anarchism  is  to  communism  stating  that  “Anarchy  leads  to  communism  
and  communism  leads  to  anarchy”  and  in  an  anarcho-communist  
society  there  will  be  economic  equality  and  political  liberty  (Marshall,  
2008:  p.327).  Kropotkin  rejects  the  need  for  political  parties  and  a  
parliamentary  system  in  the  ‘road  to  socialism’,  and  opposes  the  
creation  of  a  workers’  state  because  “it  is  impossible  to  use  an  
authoritarian  strategy  to  achieve  a  libertarian  goal”  (Marshall,  2008:  
p.640).  This  is  why  Kropotkin  criticised  Marxist  theory  because  of  its  
“authoritarian  and  centralizing  tendencies”,  instead  opting  for  a  society  
with  voluntarism,  mutual  aid  and  federalist  communitarianism  as  the  
foundations  (McLean  &  McMillan,  2009:  p.293).  For  Marx  the  revolution  
would  overthrow  communism,  but  for  Kropotkin  the  entirety  of  society  
would  be  removed.  They  did  both  want  a  communist  society,  but  they  
did  have  different  ideas  about  exactly  how  it  would  be  achieved  and  
the  new  society  that  would  emerge  afterwards.                 
 
 
 
To  conclude,  there  are  many  similarities  and  only  a  few  differences  in  
their  theories.  Prince  Peter  Kropotkin  and  Karl  Marx  wrote  around  the  
same  time,  which  could  explain  why  their  theories  have  many  core  
similarities.  There  specific  ideologies  were  different,  which  could  explain  
the  clashes  in  some  aspects  of  their  theories.  It  can  be  argued  that  
both  socialist  theories  have  been  and  are  misunderstood,  which  is  seen  
particularly  in  the  various  revolutions  proclaimed  as  “Marxist”  for  
example  in  Russia  and  the  proceeding  Soviet  years  of  the  Red  Terror,  
which  Marx  did  not  have  in  mind  been  as  many  of  those  who  suffered  
were  Jewish  and  Marx  himself  was  also  of  Jewish  decent.  It  is  
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important  to  remember  that  Marx  and  Kropotkin’s  theories  are  not  
actually  socialist  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word,  but  instead  share  
similar  features  that  make  them  compatible  in  some  respects  and  
contrasting  in  others. 
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