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|. Two fundamental tendencies in Society: the popar
and the governmental. — The Kinship of Anarchism ad
the Popular-creative tendency.

Anarchism, like Socialism in general, and like gvether social movement, has
not, of course, developed out of science or osoofe philosophical school. The
social sciences are still very far removed from tiee when they shall be as
exact as are physics and chemistry. Even in mdtagyrave cannot yet predict
the weather a month, or even one week, in advdhesuld be unreasonable,
therefore, to expect of the young social sciengdsch are concerned with
phenomena much more complex than winds and ra#,thiey should foretell

social events with any approach to certainty. Besidt must not be forgotten
that men of science, too, are but human, and tloat of them either belong by
descent to the possessing classes, and are siegpedprejudices of their class,
or else are in the actual service of the governngat out of the universities,

therefore, does Anarchism come.

As Socialism in general, Anarchism was bamong the peopjeand it will
continue to be full of life and creative power oalylong as it remains a thing of
the people.

At all times two tendencies were continually at wahuman society. On the one
hand, the masses were developing, in the form afoows, a number of
institutions which were necessary to make sodaldt all possible — to insure
peace amongst men, to settle any disputes thattraigge, and to help one
another in everything requiring cooperative effditte savage clan at its earliest
stage, the village community, the hunters’, antérlan, the industrial guilds, the
free town-republics of the middle ages, the begigsiof international law which
were worked out in those early periods, and mamgroinstitutions, — were
elaborated, not by legislators, but by the cregtimeer of the people.

And at all times, too, there appeared sorcerexphats, priests, and heads of
military organizations, who endeavored to estabbstd to strengthen their

authority over the people. They supported one ampttoncluded alliances, in

order that they might reign over the people, hbkht in subjection, and compel
them to work for the masters.

Anarchism is obviously the representative of thst fiendency — that is, of the
creative, constructive power of the people theneslvwhich aimed at
developing institutions of common law in order totpct them from the power-
seeking minority. By means of the same populartoreg@ower and constructive
activity, based upon modern science and technicarghism tries now as well to
develop institutions which would insure a free etioin of society. In this sense,
therefore, Anarchists and Governmentalists havetexi through all historic
times.
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Then, again, it always happened also that ingtitgt— even the most excellent
so far as their original purpose was concerned gatablished originally with the
object of securing equality, peace and mutual aith-the course of time became
petrified, lost their original meaning, came undke control of the ruling
minority, and became in the end a constraint uperirtdividual in his endeavors
for further development. Then men would rise agathsse institutions. But,
while some of these discontented endeavored tavtlofd the yoke of the old
institutions — of caste, commune or guild — onlyoirder that they themselves
might rise over the rest and enrich themselvebleit €xpense; others aimed at a
modification of the institutions in the interest alf, and especially in order to
shake off the authority which had fixed its holdonpsociety. All reformers —
political, religious, and economic — have belongedhis class. And among
them there always appeared persons who, withodtregthe time when all their
fellow-countrymen, or even a majority of them, slrelve become imbued with
the same views, moved onward in the struggle agapmression, in mass where
it was possible, and single-handed where it coolidbe done otherwise. These
were the revolutionists, and them, too, we meatldimes.

But the revolutionists themselves generally appkareler two different aspects.
Some of them, in rising against the establishedhaaity, endeavored, not to

abolish it, but to take it in their own hands. llage of the authority which had

become oppressive, these reformers sought to cieate one, promising that if

they exercised it they would have the interestthefpeople dearly at heart, and
would ever represent the people themselves. Inwthis however, the authority

of the Caesars was established in Imperial Romepdter of the Church rose in

the first centuries after the fall of the Roman Empand the tyranny of dictators
grew up in the mediaeval communes at the time eir thecay. Of the same

tendency, too, the kings and the tsars availed $bbms to constitute their power
at the end of the feudal period. The belief in guar emperor, that is,

Caesarism, has not died out even yet.

But all the while another tendency was ever manifsisall times beginning with

Ancient Greece, there were persons and popular menes that aimed, not at
the substitution of one government for another, diuthe abolition of authority

altogether. They proclaimed the supreme rightdiefindividual and the people,
and endeavored to free popular institutions fronede which were foreign and
harmful to them, in order that the unhampered treajenius of the people
might remould these institutions in accordance Wit new requirements. In the
history of the ancient Greek republics, and esfigcia that of the mediseval

commonwealths, we find numerous examples of thisggte (Florence and

Pskov are especially interesting in this connegtidn this sense, therefore,
Jacobinists and Anarchists have existed at all girmaenong reformers and
revolutionists.

In past ages there were even great popular movenaérhis latter (Anarchist)
character. Many thousands of people then rose stgairthority — its tools, its



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Modern Science and Anarchism Pé&tr Kropotkin Halaman 5

courts and its laws — and proclaimed the supregiggiof man. Discarding all
written laws, the promoters of these movements arated to establish a new
society based on equality and labor and on thergawent of each by his own
conscience. In the Christian movement against Rda&nRoman government,
and Roman morality (or, rather, Roman immoralityhjch began in Judea in the
reign of Augustus, there undoubtedly existed mubht twas essentially
Anarchistic. Only by degrees it degenerated intoeaalesiastical movement,
modeled upon the ancient Hebrew church and upomeriadpRome itself, which
killed the Anarchistic germ, assumed Roman govematéorms, and became in
time the chief bulwark of government authority v&ley, and oppression.

Likewise, in the Anabaptist movement (which red#lid the foundation for the
Reformation) there was a considerable element afréfism. But, stifled as it
was by those of the reformers who, under Luthexdglérship, joined the princes
against the revolting peasants, it died out aftéiolesale massacres of the
peasants had been carried out in Holland and Gernidmereupon the moderate
reformers degenerated by degrees into those congemrbetween conscience
and government who exist to-day under the nameaiéBtants.

Anarchism, consequently, owes its origin to thestattive, creative activity of
the people, by which all institutions of commurigd lvere developed in the past,
and to a protest — a revolt against the exterrmakfavhich had thrust itself upon
these institutions; the aim of this protest beingjitve new scope to the creative
activity of the people, in order that it might wookit the necessary institutions
with fresh vigor.

In our own time Anarchism arose from the sameaaitand revolutionary protest
that called forth Socialism in general. Only thatme of the socialists, having
reached the negation of Capital and of our sodigamization based upon the
exploitation of labor, went no further. They didtndenounce what, in our
opinion, constitutes the chief bulwark of Capitahmely, Government and its
chief supports: centralization, law (always writtgna minority in the interest of
that minority), and Courts of justice (establish@ainly for the defence of
Authority and Capital).

Anarchism does not exclude these institutions fitsrcriticism. It attacks not
only Capital, but also the main sources of the paf€apitalism.
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ll. The Intellectual movement of the XVIII century: its
fundamental traits: the investigation of all phenonena by
the scientific method. — The Stagnation of Thoughat the

Beginning of the XIX century. — The Awakening of
Socialism: its influence upon the development of &mnce.
— The Fifties.

But, though Anarchism, like all other revolutionangvements, was born among
the people — in the struggles of real life, and inahe philosopher’s studio, —
it is none the less important to know what placecitupies among the various
scientific and philosophic streams of thought naevplent: what is its relation
to them; upon which of them principally does ittraghat method it employs in
its researches — in other words, to which schoghifosophy of law it belongs,
and to which of the now existing tendencies inrsogeit has the greatest affinity.

We have heard of late so much about economic mgsagghthat this question
naturally presents a certain interest; and | sivadleavor to answer it as plainly as
possible, avoiding difficult phraseology whereveran be avoided.

* * %

The intellectual movement of our own times origathin the writings of the

Scotch and the French philosophers of the middkk emd of the eighteenth
century. The universal awakening of thought whiehdn at that time stimulated
these thinkers to desire to embadyhuman knowledge ionegeneral system.
Casting aside mediaeval scholasticism and metagyslicthen supreme, they
decided to look upothe wholeof Nature — the world of the stars, the life of th
solar system and of our planet, the developmerthefanimal world and of
human societies — as upon phenomena open to $cemvestigation and

constituting so many branches of natural science.

Freely availing themselves of the trdgientfi¢ inductive-deductive method they
approached the study of every group of phenomenahether of the starry
realm, of the animal world, or of the world of humbeliefs and institutions —
just as the naturalist approaches the study of pimysical problem. They
carefully investigated the phenomena, and attaittedr generalizations by
means of induction. Deduction helped them in framiertain hypotheses; but
these they considered as no more final than, fstairce Darwin regarded his
hypothesis concerning the origin of new speciesrtaans of the struggle for
existence, or Mendeléeff his “periodic law.” Thegws in these hypotheses
suppositions that were very convenient for the sifesition of facts and their
further study, but which were subject to verificatiby inductive means, and
which would become laws — that is, verified geneedions — only after they
have stood this test, and after an explanatiomo$e and effect had been given.

* k%
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When the centre of the philosophic movement hafteshifrom Scotland and
England to France, the French philosophers, witlr thatural sense of harmony,
betook themselves to a systematic rebuilding otrel human sciences — the
natural and the humanitarian sciences — on the ganimeiples. From this
resulted their attempt to construct a generalipatib all knowledge, that is, a
philosophy of the whole world and all its life. Tlis they endeavored to give a
harmonious, scientific form. discarding all metagibgl constructions and
explaining all phenomena by the action of the samaehanical forces which had
proved adequate to the explanation of the origid #re development of the
earth.

It is said that, in answer to Napoleon’s remark aplace that in his “System of
the World” God was nowhere mentioned, Laplace eepltl had no need of this
hypothesis.” But Laplace not only succeeded inimgithis work without this
supposition: he nowhere in this work resorted tdamieysical entities; to words
which conceal a very vague understanding of phenanand the inability to
represent them in concrete material forms — in seaihmeasurable quantities.
He constructed this system without metaphysics. @tttbugh in his “System of
the World” there are no mathematical calculati@mg] it is written in so simple a
style as to be accessible to every intelligent eeagkt the mathematicians were
able subsequently to express every separate thotigtis book in the form of an
exact mathematical equation — in terms, that isinehsurable quantities. So
rigorously did Laplace reason and so lucidly dicekpress himself.

The French eighteenth-century philosophers didthx#te same with regard to
the phenomena of the spiritual world. In their imds one never meets with such
metaphysical statements as are found, say, in Kéabt, as is well known,
explained the moral sense of man by a “categomgpérative” which might at
the same time be considered desirable as a univarg& But in this dictum
every word (“imperative,” “categorical,” “law,” “umersal”) is a vague verbal
substitute for the material fact which is to be lexged. The French
encyclopaedists, on the contrary, endeavored toaiExpjust as their English
predecessors had done, whence came the ideasafgdcevil to man, without
substituting “a word for the missing conceptions”@oethe put it. They took the
living man as he is. They studied him and foundjidsHutcheson (in 1725) and,
after him, Adam Smith in his best work, “The TheofyMoral Sentiments,” —
that the moral sentiments have developed in mam ftbe feeling of pity
(sympathy), through his ability to put himself inadher’s place; from the fact
that we almost feel pain and grow indignant whechdd is beaten in our
presence. From simple observations of common fdeshese, they gradually
attained to the broadest generalizations. In trasmar they actually did explain
the complex moral sense by facts more simple, éhahat substitute for moral
facts well known to and understood by us, obscarmg like “the categorical
imperative,” or “universal law,” which do not explaanything. The merit of
such a treatment is self-evident. Instead of timsgiration from above “ and a
superhuman, miraculous origin of the moral sersgy tealt with the feeling of

" ou " ow
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pity, of sympathy — derived by man through experemnd inheritance, and
subsequently perfected by further observation oiddife.

When the thinkers of the eighteenth century turinech the realm of stars and
physical phenomena to the world of chemical changesfrom physics and
chemistry to the study of plants and animals, omflbbotany and zoology to the
development of economical and political forms otiablife and to religions
among men, — they never thought of changing theithod of investigation. To
all branches of knowledge they applied that sansudtive method. And
nowhere, not even in the domain of moral concetlits,they come upon any
point where this method proved inadequate. Evehdrsphere of moral concepts
they felt no need of resorting again either to mleyaical suppositions (“God,”
“immortal soul,” “vital force,” “a categorical impative” decreed from above,
and the like), or of exchanging the inductive meilior some other, scholastic
method. They thus endeavored to expthm whole world—all its
phenomena— in the same natural-scientific way. The encyeabolsts compiled
their monumental encyclopeedia, Laplace wrote hist&n of the World,” and
Holbach “The System of Nature;” Lavoisier brougbtward the theory of the
indestructibility of matter, and therefore alsoesfergy or motion (Lomondsoff
was at the same time outlining the mechanical thewfr heat); Lamarck
undertook to explain the formation of new spechesugh the accumulation of
variations due to environment; Diderot was furmsghian explanation of
morality, customs, and religions requiring no imapon from without; Rousseau
was attempting to explain the origin of politicatiitutions by means of a social
contract — that is, an act of man’s free will.n.dhort, there was no branch of
science which the thinkers of the eighteenth cgrtad not begun to treat on the
basis of material phenomena — and all by that sachective method.

Of course, some palpable blunders were made indaigg attempt. Where
knowledge was lacking, hypotheses — often very bbid sometimes entirely
erroneous — were put forth. But a new method wasgbapplied to the

development of all branches of science, and, thaoks, these very mistakes
were subsequently readily detected and pointed Adutl at the same time a
means of investigation was handed down to our eergh century which has
enabled us to build up our entire conception ofwioeld upon scientific bases,
having freed it alike from the superstitions bedhed to us and from the habit of
disposing of scientific questions by resorting terenverbiage.

* k%

However, after the defeat of the French Revolutiogeneral reaction set in — in
politics, in science and in philosophy. Of coutse fundamental principles of the
great Revolution did not die out. The emancipatioihthe peasants and
townspeople, from feudal servitude, equality befibre law, and representative
(constitutional) government, proclaimed by the Retron, slowly gained ground

in and out of France. After thiRevolution which had proclaimed the great
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principles of liberty, equality, and fraternity skbow evolutionbegan — that is, a
gradual reorganization which introduced into lifreddaw the principles marked
out, but only partly realized, by the Revolutio®kuth a realization through
evolution of principles proclaimed by the precedmyolution, may even be
regarded as a general law of social developmerthodgh the Church, the
State, and even Science trampled on the bannerwbpimh the Revolution had
inscribed the words “Liberty, Equality, and Frafgrh although to be reconciled
to the existing state of things became for a timmigersal watch-word; still the
principles of freedom were slowly entering — intee taffairs of life. It is true
that the feudal obligations abolished by the rejgabl armies of Italy and Spain
were again restored in these countries, and thett &ve inquisition itself was
revived. But a mortal blow had already been ddaht — and their doom was
sealed. The wave of emancipation from the feudkéyeached, first, Western,
and then Eastern Germany, and spread over the sudasn Slowly moving
eastward, it reached Prussia in 1848, Russia ii,1&6d the Balkans in 1878.
Slavery disappeared in America in 1863. At the sdime the ideas of the
equality of all citizens before the law, and of negentative government were
also spreading from west to east, and by the enttheofcentury Russia alone
remained under the yoke of autocracy, already nmghired.

* * %

On the other hand, on the threshold of the nin¢teeentury, the ideas of
economic emancipation had already been proclainedEngland, Godwin
published in 1793 his remarkable work, “An Enqguimyo Political Justice,” in
which he was the first to establish the theory@fi-governmental socialism, that
is, Anarchism; and Babeuf — especially influencasl,it seems, by Buonarotti
— came forward in 1796 as the first theorist oftcaized State-socialism.

Then, developing the principles already laid downthe eighteenth century,
Fourier, Saint-Simon, and Robert Owen came forveerdhe three founders of
modern socialism in its three chief schools; andthe forties Proudhon,
unacquainted with the work of Godwin, laid downarthe bases of Anarchism.

The scientific foundations of both governmental and-governmental socialism
were thus laid down at the beginning of the ninetfeecentury with a
thoroughness wholly unappreciated by our conterms.aOnly in two respects,
doubtless very important ones, has modern sociatsterially advanced. It has
become revolutionary, and has severed all conmeutith the Christian religion.
It realized that for the attainment of its idealSacial Revolution is necessary —
not in the sense in which people sometimes speak 6ihdustrial revolution” or
of “a revolution in science,” but in thheal, material sense of the word
“Revolution” — in the sense of rapidly changing fismdamental principles of
present society by means which, in the usual ruevehts, are considered illegal.
And it ceased to confuse its views with the optimeforming tendencies of the
Christian religion. But this latter step had alredeen taken by Godwin and R.
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Owen. As regards the admiration of centralized aritth and the preaching of
discipline, for which man is historically indebteHiefly to the mediaeval church
and to church rule generally-these survivals haaenlretained among the mass
of the State socialists, who have thus failed se rio the level of their two
English forerunners.

* * %

Of the influence which the reaction that set ireathe Great Revolution has had
upon the development of the sciences, it would ifigcualt to speak in this
essaySuffice it to say, that by far the greater parivbit modern science prides
itself on was already marked out, and more tharkethout — sometimes even
ex-pressed in a definite scientific form — at thel eof the eighteenth century.
The mechanical theory of heat and the indestrdityibiof motion (the
conservation of energy); the modification of spsciby the action of
environment; physiological psychology; the anthtogaal view of history,
religion, and legislation; the laws of developmenftthought — in short, the
whole mechanical conception of the world and a#l lements of a synthetic
philosophy (a philosophy which embraces all physid@emical living and social
phenomena), — were already outlined and partly @bated in the preceding
century.

But, owning to the reaction which set in, thesecol®gries were kept in the
background during a full half-century. Men of saensuppressed them or else
declared them “unscientific.” Under the pretext tftudying facts” and
“gathering scientific material,” even such exact aswwements as the
determination of the mechanical power necessaryltaining a given amount
of heat (the determination by Séguin and Jouléhefrhechanical equivalent of
heat) were set aside by the scientists. The EnBlasfal Society even declined to
publish the results of Joule’s investigations itfis subject on the ground that
they were “unscientific.” And the excellent work Gfrove upon the unity of
physical forces, written in 1843, remained up t&6.8n complete obscurity.
Only on consulting the history of the exact sciencan one fully understand the
forces of reaction which then swept over Europe.

The curtain was suddenly rent at the end of thae$if when that liberal,

intellectual movement began in Western Europe whéth in Russia to the
abolition of serfdom, and deposed Schelling andaHeg philosophy, while in

life it called forth the bold negation of intelleed slavery and submission to
habit and authority, which is known under the naihihilism.

It is interesting to note in this connection theteex to which the socialist
teachings of the thirties and forties, and alsoréwelution of 1848, have helped
science to throw off the fetters placed upon ithxy post-revolutionary reaction.
Without entering here into detall, it is sufficieiot say that the above-mentioned
Séguin and Augustin Thierry (the historian who ldid foundations for the study
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of the folkmote regime and of federalism) were $&8&iimonists, that Darwin’'s
fellow-worker, A. R. Wallace, was in his youngelydan enthusi-astic follower
of Robert Owen; that Auguste Comte was a Saint-8istoand Ricardo and
Bentham were Owenists; and that the materialistarl€® Vogt and George
Lewis, as well as Grove, Mill, Spencer, and marilyerd, had lived under the
influence of the radical socialistic movement of thirties and forties. It was to
this very influence that they owed their scientbmdness.

The simultaneous appearance of the works of Grdeele, Berthollet and
Helmholtz; of Darwin, Claude Bernard, Moleschotdaviogt; of Lyell, Bain,
Mill and Burnouf — all in the brief space of five eix years (1856-1862), —
radically changed the most fundamental views oérsm. Science suddenly
started upon a new path. Entirely new fields ofestigation were opened with
amazing rapidity. The science of life (Biology), dfuman institutions
(Anthropology), of reason, will and emotions (Psyldgy), of the history of
rights and religions, and so on — grew up under\vary eyes, staggering the
mind with the boldness of their generalizations ahd audacity of their
deductions. What in the preceding century was @myingenious guess, now
came forth proved by the scales and the microscogrdfjed by thousands of
applications. The very manner of writing changea] acience returned to the
clearness, the precision, and the beauty of exposithich are peculiar to the
inductive method and which characterized thosdefthinkers of the eighteenth
century who had broken away from metaphysics.

* * %

To predict what direction science will take in itarther development is,
evidently, impossible. As long as men of sciencpgedd upon the rich and the
governments, so long will they of necessity rensihject to influence from this
quarter; and this, of course, can again arrestafdime the development of
science. But one thing is certain: in the form th@ence is now assuming there
is no longer any need of the hypothesis which Lapleonsidered useless, or of
the metaphysical “words” which Goethe ridiculedeThook of nature, the book
of organic life, and that of human development, eéneady be read without
resorting to the power of a creator, a mysticatdivforce,” an immortal soul,
Hegel’s trilogy, or the endowment of abstract sylabwith real life. Mechanical
phenomena, in their ever-increasing complexityfisaiffor the explanation of
nature and the whole of organic and social life.

There is much, very much, in the world that id stilknown to us — much that
is dark and incomprehensible; and of such unexpthigaps new ones will
always be disclosed as soon as the old ones havefiied up. But we do not
know of, and do not see the possibility of discowggrany domain in which the
phenomena observed in the fall of a stone, oreénirtipact of two billiard balls,
or in a chemical reaction — that is, mechanical noimeena-should prove
inadequate to the necessary explanations.
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lll. Auguste Comte’s Attempt to build up a Synthetic
Philosophy. — The causes of his failure: the religus
explanation of the moral sense in man.

It was natural that, as soon as science had attgueh generalizations, the need
of a synthetic philosophshould be felt; a philosophy which, no longer
discussing “the essence of things,” first caustte”" aim of life,” and similar
symbolic expressions, and repudiating all sorts aothropomorphism (the
endowment of natural phenomena with human charatts), should be a digest
and unification of all our knowledge; a philosopluiich, proceeding from the
simple to the complex, would furnish a key to tmglerstanding of all nature, in
its entirety, and, through that, indicate to uslthes of further research and the
means of discovering new, yet unknown, correlatigascalled laws), while at
the same time it would inspire us with confidenoethe correctness of our
conclusions, however much they may differ from entrsuperstitions.

Such attempts at a constructive synthetic philogopbre made several times
during the nineteenth century, the chief of thermdpehose of Auguste Comte
and of Herbert Spencer. On these two we shall teadevell.

* k%

The need of such a philosophy as this was admébeghdy in the eighteenth
century-by the philosopher and economist Turgot, antsequently, even more
clearly by Saint-Simon. As has been stated abdwe, encyclopaedists, and
likewise Voltaire in his “Philosophical Dictionaty,had already begun to
construct it. In a more rigorous, scientific formhiesh would satisfy the

requirements of the exact sciences, it was nowntakkn by Auguste Comte.

It is well known that Comte acquitted himself vettyly of his task so far as the
exact sciences were concerned. He was quite nightiuding the science of life

(Biology) and that of human societies (Sociology) the circle of sciences

compassed by his positive philosophy; and his pbpby has had a great
influence upon all scientists and philosopherdefrtineteenth century.

But why was it that this great philosopher provedagak the moment he took
up, in his “Positive Politics,” the study of sociaktitutions, especially those of
modern times? This is the question which most aghsiof Comte have asked
themselves. How could such a broad and strong oontk to the religion which
Comte preached in the closing years of his lifafrd.iand Mill, it is well known,
refused even to recognize Comte’s “Politics” ast pdrhis philosophy; they
considered it the product of a weakened mind; whiiteers utterly failed in their
endeavors to discover a unity of method in the weoks™
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And yet the contradiction between the two part€omte’s philosophy is in the
highest degree characteristic and throws a bright bpon the problems of our
own time.

When Comte had finished his “Course of Positived3aiphy,” he undoubtedly
must have perceived that he had not yet touched thm most important point
— namely, the origin in man &fe moral principleand the influence of this
principle upon human life. He was bound to accoiant the origin of this
principle, to explain it by the same phenomena bictv he had explained life in
general, and to show why man feels the necessitpeying his moral sense, or,
at least, of reckoning with it. But for this he wasking in knowledge (at the
time he wrote this was quite natural) as well alsaliness. So, in lieu of the God
of all religions, whom man must worship and to whioenmust appeal in order to
be virtuous, he placddumanity writ large. To this new idol he ordered us to
pray that we might develop in ourselves the mooaicept. But once this step
had been taken — once it was found necessary tohpaage to something
standing outside of and higher than the individnabrder to retain man on the
moral path — all the rest followed naturally. Evére ritualism of Comte’s
religion moulded itself very naturally upon the rebdf all the preceding
positive religions.

Once Comte would not admit that everything thamnial in man grew out of
observation of nature and from the very conditiohsen living in societies, —
this step was necessary. He did not see that thal mentiment in man is as
deeply rooted as all the rest of his physical dangin inherited by him from his
slow evolution; that the moral concept in man haatlenits first appearance in
the animal societies which existed long before imach appeared upon earth; and
that, consequently, whatever may be the inclinatiwinseparate individuals, this
concept must persist in mankind as long as the hwspacies does not begin to
deteriorate, — the anti-moral activity of separateninevitablycalling forth a
counter-activity on the part of those who surrotineém, just as action causes
reaction in the physical world. Comte did not urstiend this, and therefore he
was compelled to invent a new idol — Humanity —adrder that it should
constantly recall man to the moral path.

Like Saint-Simon, Fourier, and almost all his othentemporaries, Comte thus
paid his tribute to the Christian education he teamtived. Without a struggle of
the evil principles with the good — in which theawhould be equally matched
— and without man’s application in prayer to thedgrinciple and its apostles
on earth for maintaining him in the virtuous pat@hristianty cannot be
conceived. And Comte, dominated from childhood bys tChristian idea,
reverted to it as soon as he found himself facéate with the question of
morality and the means of fortifying it in the hieaf man.
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IV. The flowering of the Exact Sciences in 1856—62-
The Development of the Mechanical World-Conception,
embracing the Development of Human Ideas and
Institutions. — A Theory of Evolution.

But it must not be forgotten that Comte wrote hasiBvist Philosophy long
before the years 1856-1862, which, as stated almgenly widened the
horizon of science and the world-concept of evelycated man.

The works which appeared in these five or six ybarge wrought so complete a
change in the views on nature, on life in geneaalld on the life of human

societies, that it has no parallel in the wholddnis of science for the past two
thousand years. That which had been but vaguelgrstabd — sometimes only
guessed at by the encyclopaedists, and that whichdhkt minds in the first half

of the nineteenth century had so much difficultyexplaining, appeared now in
the full armor ofscience and it presented itself so thoroughly investidate
through the inductive-deductive method that evettyeo method was at once
adjudged imperfect, false and — unnecessary.

Let us, then, dwell a little longer upon the reswalbtained in these years, that we
may better appreciate the next attempt at a syotpletiosophy, which was made
by Herbert Spencer.

Grove, Clausius, Helmholtz, joule, and a whole groof physicists and
astronomers, as also Kirchhoff, who discoveredgpectroscopic analysis and
gave us the means of determining the compositioth@fmost distant stars, —
these, in rapid succession at the end of the diffwoved the unity of nature
throughout the inorganic world To talk of certairysterious, imponderable
fluids — calorific, magnetic, electrical — at onbecame impossible. It was
shown that the mechanical motion of molecules whédtes place in the waves
of the sea or in the vibrations of a bell or a mgnfork, was adequate to the
explanation of all the phenomena of heat, lightceicity and magnetism; that
we can measure them and weigh their energy. Moaa this: that in the
heavenly bodies most remote from us the same idbraif molecules takes
place, with the same effects. Nay, the mass moveErr@nthe heavenly bodies
themselves, which run through space according ® ldws of universal
gravitation, represent, in all likelihood, nothietse than the resultants of these
vibrations of light and electricity, transmittedr fbillions and trillions of miles
through interstellar space.

The same calorific and electrical vibrations of emlles of matter proved also
adequate to explain all chemical phenomena. Andl, tie very life of plants and
animals, in its infinitely varied manifestationgshbeen found to be nothing else
than a continually going on exchange of molecuteshat wide range of very
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complex, and hence unstable and easily decompobkethical compounds from
which are built the tissues of every living being.

Then, already during those years it was understeahd for the past ten years it
has been still more firmly established — that tfe ¢f the cells of the nervous
system and their property of transmitting vibrasofiom one to the other,

afforded a mechanical explanation of the nervdiesdi animals. Owing to these
investigations, we can now understand, without iteathe domain of purely

physiological observations, how impressions andgesaare produced and
retained in the brain, how their mutual effectsuliesy the association of ideas
(every new impression awakening impressions preljostored up), and hence
also — in thought.

Of course, very much still remains to be done anlig discovered in this vast
domain; science, scarcely freed yet from the msatsipe which so long
hampered it, is only now beginning to explore thaewnfield of physical
psychology. But the start has already been made aasolid foundation is laid
for further labors. The old-fashioned classificatiof phenomena into two sets,
which the German philosopher Kant endeavored tabésh, — one concerned
with investigations “in time and space” (the wodtiphysical Phenomena) and
the other “in time only” (the world of spiritual phomena), — now falls of itself.
And to the question once asked by the Russian glogsst, Setchenov: “By
whom and how should psychology be studied?” scidras already given the
answer: “By physiologists, and by the physiologicathod.” And, indeed, the
recent labors of the physiologists have alreadyceseded in shedding
incomparably more light than all the intricate dissions of the metaphysicists,
upon themechanism of thoughthe awakening of impressions, their retention
and transmission.

In this, its chief stronghold, metaphysics was thwassted. The field in which it
considered itself invincible has now been takerspssion of by natural science
and materialist philosophy, and these two are ptimgothe growth of
knowledge in this direction faster than centuriésmetaphysical speculation
have done.

* * %

In these same years another important step was. madein’s book on “The
Origin of Species” appeared and eclipsed all the re

Already in the last century Buffon (apparently eveimneseus), and on the
threshold of the nineteenth century Lamarck, haatured to maintain that the
existing species of plants and animals are notfieems; that they are variable
and vary continually even now. The very fact of ilgnikeness which exists
between groups of forms — Lamarck pointed out —& @oof of their common
descent from a common ancestry. Thus, for exantpke,various forms of
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meadow buttercups, water buttercups, and all dibh&ercups which we see on
our meadows and swamps, must have been producedhéyaction of
environment upon descendants from one common ty@naestors. Likewise,
the present species of wolves, dogs, jackals axeksfdid not exist in a remote
past, but there was in their stead one kind of aliraut of which, under various
conditions, the wolves, the dogs, the jackals dmel foxes have gradually
evolved.

But in the eighteenth century such heresies a®thad to be uttered with great
circumspection. The Church was still very powethdn, and for such heretical
views the naturalist had to reckon with prisonfua, or the lunatic's asylum.

The “heretics” consequently were cautious in tleeijpressions. Now, however,
Darwin and A. R. Wallace could boldly maintain sea a heresy. Darwin even
ventured to declare that man, too, had originatedthe same way of slow

physiological evolution, from some lower forms gfedike animals; that his

“immortal spirit” and his “moral soul” are as muahproduct of evolution as the
mind and the moral habits of the ant or of the ¢d@nzee.

We know what storms then broke out upon Darwin asg@ecially, upon his bold
and gifted disciple, Huxley, who sharply emphasigexd those conclusions from
Darwin’s work which were most dreaded by the cleifgwas a fierce battle, but,
owing to the support of the masses of the puble victory was won,
nevertheless, by the Darwinians; and the result thats an entirely new and
extremely important science — Biology, the scienok life in all its
manifestations — has grown up under our very eyeing the last forty years.

At the same time Darwin’s work furnished a new keyhe understanding of all

sorts of phenomena — physical, vitals and sociabpened up a new road for
their investigation. The idea of a continuous depgient (evolution) and of a
continual adaptation to changing environment, foanghuch wider application

than the origin of species. It was applied to thes of all nature, as well as to
men and their social institutions, and it disclosedthese branches entirely
unknown horizons, giving explanations of facts vhiitherto had seemed quite
inexplicable.

Owing to the impulse given by Darwin’s work to akitural sciences, Biology
was created, which, in Herbert Spencer’'s handsy sxplained to us how the
countless forms of living beings inhabiting thetkanay have developed, and
enabled Haeckel to make the first attempt at foatmd) a genealogy of all
animals, man included. In the same way a soliddation for the history of the
development of man’s customs, manners, beliefsimstdutions was laid down
— a history the want of which was strongly felt bye eighteenth century
philosophers and by Auguste Comte. At the presiemt this history can be
written without resorting to either the formulee ldégelean metapysics or to
“innate ideas” and ‘“inspiration from without” — wibut any of those dead
formulae behind which, concealed bywords as by dpués always hidden the
same ancient ignorance and the same superstitigimgOon the one hand, to the
labors of the naturalists, and, on the other, wse¢hof Henry Maine and his
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followers, who applied the same inductive methodthte study of primitive
customs and laws that have grown out of them,dabree possible in recent years
to place the history of the origin and developn@nhtuman institutions upon as
firm a basis as that of the development of any foflants or animals.

It would, of course, be extremely unfair to forgleé enormous work that was
done earlier — already in the thirties — towards wWorking out of the history of

institutions by the school of Augustin Thierry imaRce, by that of Maurer and
the “Germanists” in Germany, and in Russia, soméwdtar, by Kostomarov,

Belydev and others. In fact, the principle of etiolu had been applied to the
study of manners and institutions, and also todaggs, from the time of the
encyclopaedists. But to obtain corresttientific deductionfrom all this mass of

work became possible only when the scientists ctmo# upon the established
facts in the same way as the naturalist regardsdhgnuous development of the
organs of a plant or of a new species.

The metaphysical formulee have helped, in their tin® make certain
approximate generalizations. Especially did theymdiate the slumbering
thought, disturbing it by their vague hints aste unity of life in nature. At a
time when the inductive generalizations of the etapeedists and their English
predecessors were almost forgotten (in the firtft dfathe nineteenth century),
and when it required some civic courage to speath@funity of physical and
spiritual nature — the obscure metaphysics stihealg the tendency toward
generalization. But those generalizations werebéisteed either by means of the
dialectic method or by means of a semi-consciodsdtion, and, therefore, were
always characterized by a hopeless indefinitenddse former kind of
generalizations was deduced by means of reallgdialis syllogisms — similar
to those by which in ancient times certain Greedaduto prove that the planets
must move in circles ecausehe circle is the most perfect curve;” and the
meagerness of the premises would then be concbkwlatsty words, and, worse
still, by an obscure and clumsy exposition. Ashte semi-conscious inductions
which were made here and there, they were based apery limited circle of
observations — similar to the broad but unwarrangeheralization of
Weissmann, which have recently created some sensdthen, as the induction
was unconscious the generalizations were put farthe shape of hard and fast
laws, while in reality they were but simple suppiosis — hypotheses, or
beginnings only of generalizations, which, far fram@ing “laws,” required yet
the very first verification by observation. Finallgll these broad deductions,
expressed as they were in most abstract forms —fea@stance, the Hegelean
“thesis, antithesis, and synthesis,” — left fulaylfor the individual to come to
the most varied and often opposite practical caiohs; so that they could give
birth, for instance, to Bakunin’s revolutionary lemsiasm and to the Dresden
Revolution, to the revolutionary Jacobinism of Mand to the recognition of the
“reasonableness of what exists,” which reconcilednzany Germans to the
reaction then existing — to say nothing of the ntosgaries of the so-called
Russian Marxists.
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V. The Possibility of a New Synthetic Philosophy. —
Herbert Spencer’s attempt: why it failed. — The Mehod
not sustained. — A False Conception of “The Strugglfor

Existence.”

Since Anthropology — the history of man’s physiaotag development and of
his religious, political ideals, and economic ihdtons — came to be
studiedexactly as all other natural sciences are studigdvas found possible,
not only to shed a new light upon this history, butdivest it for ever of the
metaphysics which had hindered this study in eyatlit same way as the
Biblical teachings had hindered the study of Geplog

It would seem, therefore, that when the constractib a synthetic philosophy
was undertaken by Herbert Spencer, he should hese &ble, armed as he was
with all the latest conquests of science, to bitildithout falling into the errors
made by Comte in his “Positive Politics.” And yefpeBcer's synthetic
philosophy, though it undoubtedly represents anrrenas step in advance
(complete as it is without religion and religiousges), still contains in its
sociological part mistakes as gross as are fouttakeifiormer work.

The fact is that, having reached in his analysis plsychology of societies,
Spencer did not remain true to his rigorously gdifienmethod, and failed to
accept all the conclusions to which it had led hithus, for example, Spencer
admits that the land ought not to become the ptppatindividuals, who, in
consequence of their right to raise rents, woulitdéi others from extracting
from the soil all that could be extracted from rder improved methods of
cultivation; or would even simply keep it out ofeusn the expectation that its
market price will be raised by the labor of othés.arrangement such as this he
considers inexpedient and full of dangers for dgcigut, while admitting this in
the case of land, he did not venture to extendatmlusion to all other forms of
accumulated wealth — for example, to mines, harkaord factories.

Or, again, while protesting against the interfeeen€ government in the life of
society, and giving to one of his books a title ethiis equivalent to a
revolutionary programme, “The Individual vs. Theat8t” he, little by little,
under the pretext of thdefensiveactivity of the State in its entirety, — such &s i
is to-day, only slightly limiting its attributes.

These and other inconsistencies are probably ateddar by the fact that the
sociological part of Spencer’s philosophy was fdated in his mind (under the
influence of the English radical movement) muchliearthan its natural-

scientific part — namely, before 1851, when théheopological investigation of
human institutions was still in its rudimentary gada In consequence of this,
Spencer, like Comte, did not take up the invesbgadf these institutionsy

themselveswithout preconceived conclusions. Moreover, amsas he came in
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his work to social philosophy — to Sociology — heghn to make use of a new
method, a most unreliable one — the method of giwdo— which he, of
course, never resorted to in the study of phygpbainomena. This new method
permitted him to justify a whole series of precdned theories. Consequently,
we do not possess as yet a philosophy construntéath its parts — natural
sciences and sociology — with the aid of the sacrengific method.

Then, Spencer, it must also be added, is the nmast ®iited for the study of
primitive institutions. In this respect he is digfiished even among the English,
who generally do not enter readily into foreign resaf life and thought. “We
are a people of Roman law, and the Irish are cordaerpeople: therefore we
do not understand each other,” a very intelligenglEhman once remarked to
me. The history of the Englishmen’s relations vilie “lower races” is full of
like misunderstandings. And we see them in Spesewitings at every step. He
is quite incapable of understanding the customswsags of thinking of the
savage, the “bloody revenge” of the Icelandic sagdhe stormy life, filled with
struggles, of the mediseval cities. The moral iddahese stages of civilization
are absolutely strange to him; and he sees in tdyn“savagery,” “despotism,”
and “cruelty.”

Finally — what is still more important — Spencekel Huxley and many others,
utterly misunderstood the meaning of “the struggleexistence.” He saw in it,
not only a struggle betwedlifferentspecies of animals (wolves devouring
rabbits, birds feeding on insects, etc.), but alstesperate struggle for food, for
living-room, among the different membevghin every species- a struggle
which, in reality, does not assume anything like pnoportions he imagined.

How far Darwin himself was to blame for this misenstanding of the real
meaning of the struggle for existence, we cannstudis here. But certain it is
that when, twelve years after “The Origin of SpegieDarwin published his
“Descent of Man” he already understood struggleliferin a different sense.
“Those communities,” he wrote in the latter worlyhich included the greatest
number of the most sympathetic members would fitutbest and rear the
greatest number of offspring.” The chapter devdigdDarwin to this subject
could have formed the basis of an entirely diffemamd most wholesome view of
nature and of the development of human societies gignificance of which
Goethe had already foreseen). But it passed umbt@nly in 1879 do we find,
in a lecture by the Russian zoologist Kesslergarclinderstanding of mutual aid
and the struggle for life. “For throgressivedevelopment of a species,” Kessler
pointed out, citing several exampleshe law of mutual aid of far greater
importance than the law of mutual struggle.” Sodterathis Louis Buchner
published his book “Love,” in which he showed thenportance
of sympathgmong animals for the development of moral conceptg in
introducing the idea of love and sympathy insteddsimple sociability, he
needlessly limited the sphere of his investigations

To prove and further to develop Kessler's excelieiea, extending it to man,
was an easy step. If we turn our minds to a clésemation of nature and to an
unprejudiced history of human institutions, we satiscover that Mutual Aid
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really appears, not only as the most powerful waapahe struggle for existence
against the hostile forces of nature and all ofr@mies, but also as the chief
factor ofprogressive evolutionTo the weakest animals it assures longevity (and
hence an accumulation of mental experience), thesipility of rearing its
progeny, and intellectual progress. And those ahispgcies among which
Mutual Aid is practiced most, not only succeed haggetting their livelihood,
but also stand at the head of their respectives ¢lafsinsects, birds, mammals) as
regards the superiority of their physical and mieté&elopment.

This fundamental fact of nature Spencer did notcgige. The struggle for
existence within every species, the “free fight't fevery morsel of food,
Tennyson’s “Nature, red in tooth and claw with rea/i— he accepted as a fact
requiring no proof, as an axiom. Only in recentrgadid he begin in some degree
to understand the meaning of mutual aid in the ahworld, and to collect notes
and make experiments in this direction. But eveentte still thought of
primitive man as of a beast who lived only by shitg, with tooth and claw, the
last morsel of food from the mouth of his fellowmen

Of course, having based the sociological part ef ghilosophy on so false a
premise, Spencer was no longer able to build upsti@ological part of his
synthetic philosophy without falling into a serfserrors.

VI. The Causes of this Mistake. — The Teaching ohe
Church: “the World is steeped in Sin.” — The
Government’s Inculcation of the same view of “Man’s
Radical Perversity.” — The Views of Modern
Anthropology upon this subject. — The Developmentfo
forms of life by the “Masses,” and the Law. — Its Tvo-
fold Character.

In these erroneous views, however, Spencer doestaot alone. Following
Hobbes, all the philosophy of the nineteenth centemtinues to look upon the
savages as upon bands of wild beasts which livets@ated life and fought
among themselves over food and wives, until someevwaent authority
appeared among them and forced them to keep tloe pEaen such a naturalist
as Huxley advocated the same views as Hobbes, vdiotamed that in the
beginning people lived in a state of war, fightiiegich against all till, at last,
owing to a few advanced persons of the time, thiet“6ociety” was created (see
his article “The Struggle for Existence — a Law Méture.”) Even Huxley,
therefore, failed to realize that it was not Marovdneated society, but that social
life existed among animals much earlier than theeatl of man. Such is the
power of deep-rooted prejudice.

Were we, however, to trace the history of thisymtagje, it would not be difficult
to convince ourselves that it originated chiefly rigligions and among their
representatives. The secret leagues of sorcemnsmakers, and so on, among
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primitive clans, and later on, the Babylonian, Agay, Egyptian, Indian, Hebrew
and other priesthoods, and later still the Chnistigiests, have always been
endeavoring to persuade men that they lay deepininasmd that only the
intercession of the shaman, the magician, and tiestpcan keep the evil spirit
from assuming control over man, or can prevail wéthevengeful God not to
visit upon man his retribution for sin. Primitivenstianity, it is true, faintly
attempted to break up this prejudice; but the @hansChurch, adhering to the
very language of the gospels concerning “etermal fand “the wrath of God,”
intensified it still more. The very conception okan of God who had come to
die for “the redemption of sin,” served as a béaisthis view. No wonder that
later on “the Holy Inquisition” subjected people ttee most cruel tortures and
burned them slowly at the stake in order to afftndm an opportunity of
repenting and of saving themselves thereby frormatdorment. And not the
Catholic Church alone, but all other Christian @mas vied with one another in
investing all kinds of tortures in order to befpeople “steeped in sin.” Up to the
present time, nine hundred and ninety-nine persoashousand still believe that
natural calamities — droughts, floods, earthquakad, epidemic diseases — are
sent by a Divine Being for the purpose of recallgigful mankind to the right
path. In this belief an enormous majority of ouilditen are being brought up to
this very day.

At the same time the State, in its schools andassittes, countenances the same
belief in the innate perversity of man. To prove tiecessity of some power that
stands above society and inculcates in it the momakiples (with the aid of
punishments inflicted for violations of “moral lawior which, by means of a
clever trick, the written law is easily substituted- to keep people in this belief
iIs a matter of life or death to the State. Becatise,moment people come to
doubt the necessity and possibility of such anutai®on of morality, they will
begin to doubt the higher mission of their rulessneell.

In this way everything — our religious, our histad, our legal, and our social
education — is imbued with the idea that man, tefthimself, would soon turn
into a beast. If it were not for the authority eised over them, people would
devour one another; nothing but brutality and whieach against all can be
expected from “the mob.” It would perish, if thelipeman, the sheriff and the
hangman — the chosen few, the salt of the earthid-ndt tower above it and
interpose to prevent the universal free-fight, doaate the people to respect the
sanctity of law and discipline, and with a wise thdead them onward to those
times when better ideas shall find a nesting piadbe “uncouth hearts of men”
and render the rod, the prison, and the gallows texessary than they are at
present.

We laugh at a certain king who, on going into exilel848, said: “My poor
subjects; now they will perish without me!” We seniét the English clerk who
believes that the English are the lost tribe odidgrappointed by God himself to
administer good government to “all other, lowerest But does not the great
majority of fairly educated people among all theiowas entertain the same
exalted opinion with regard to itself?
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* * %

And yet, a scientific study of the development ofrfan society and institutions
leads to an entirely different conclusion. It shdhat the habits and customs for
mutual aid, common defence, and the preservatiorpesce, which were
established since the very first stages of humarhstoric times — and which
alone made it possible for man, under very tryiatural conditions, to survive in
the struggle for existence, — that these socialentions have been worked out
precisely by this anonymous “mob.” As to the sdezhl'leaders” of humanity,
they have not contributed anything useful that wasdeveloped previously in
customary law; they may have emphasized (they nedways vitiated) some
useful existing customs, but they have not invertteem; while they always
strove, on their side, to turn to their own advgatthe common-law institutions
that had been worked out by the masses for thetuahprotection, or, failing in
this, endeavored to destroy them.

Even in the remotest antiquity, which is lost ie tharkness of the stone age, men
already lived in societies. In these societies a&hmeady developed a whole
network of customs and sacred, religiously-resgkchestitutions of the
communal regime or of the clan which rendered $diééapossible. And through
all the subsequent stages of development we fingéd exactly this constructive
force of the “uninformed mob” that worked out newndes of life and new
means for mutual support and the maintenance a@epea new conditions arose.

On the other hand, modern science has proved @ivelu that Law — whether

proclaimed as the voice of a divine being or prdogge from the wisdom of a

lawgiver — never did anything else than prescribbeaaly existing, useful habits
and customs, and thereby hardened them into unebhtey crystallized forms.

And in doing this it always added to the “usefusimums,” generally recognized
as such, a few new rules — in the interest of fieh, rwarlike and armed

minority. “Thou shalt not Kkill,” said the Mosaicvia “Thou shalt not steal,”

“Thou shalt not bear false witness,” and then iteatl to these excellent
injunctions: “Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’'sfey his slave, nor his ass,”
which injunction legalized slavery for all time apdt woman on the same level
as a slave and a beast of burden.

“Love your neighbor,” said Christianity later onytbstraightway added, in the
words of Paul the Apostle: “Slaves, be subjectdorymasters,” and “There is no
authority but from God,” — thereby emphasizing thigision of society into
slaves and masters and sanctifying the authoriti@Ecoundrels who reigned at
Rome. The Gospels, though teaching the sublime dde€@mo punishment for
offences,” which is, of course, the essence of Sfhnity — the token which
differentiates it and Buddhism from all other postreligions — speak at the
same time all the while about an avenging God vakes his revenge even upon
children, thus necessarily impressing upon mankihe opposite idea
of vengeance
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We see the same things in the laws of the so-caBadbarians,” that is, of the
Gauls, the Lombards, the Allemains, and the Saxwhen these people lived in
their communities, free from the Roman yoke. ThebBaan codes converted
into law an undoubtedly excellent custom which wasn in the process of
formation: the custom of paying a penalty for wosirahd Kkilling, instead of

practicing the law of retaliation (an eye for argeg tooth for a tooth, wound for
wound, and death for death). But at the same tiney falso legalized and
perpetuated the division of freemen into classes -division which only then

began to appear. They exacted from the offendeyingrcompensations,

according as the person killed or wounded was enfes, a military man, or a
king (the penalty in the last case being equivatenlife-long servitude). The

original idea of this scale of compensations tophal to the wronged family
according to its social position, was evidentlytth&ing’s family of an ordinary

freeman by being deprived of its head, was entitledreceive a greater
compensation. But the law, by restating the custegglized for all time the

division of people into classes — and so legalizetthat up to the present, a
thousand years since, we have not got rid of it.

And this happened with the legislation of every,atmvn to our own time. The
oppression of the preceding epoch was thus trateinily law from the old

society to the new, which grew upon the ruins ef dhd. The oppression of the
Persian empire passed on to Greece; the opprassiba Macedonian empire, to
Rome; the oppression and cruelty of the Roman emnp the mediseval

European States then just arising.

Every social safeguard, all forms of social lifete tribe, the commune, and the
early medaeval town-republics; all forms of intebat, and later on inter-
provincial, relations, out of which internationa was subsequently evolved;
all forms of mutual support and all institutiong the preservation of peace —
including the jury, — were developed by the creatjeniusof the anonymous
massesWhile all the laws of every age, down to our owfways consisted of
the same two elements: one which fixed and cryastallcertain forms of life that
were universally recognized as useful; the otheiclwvivas a superstructure —
sometimes even nothing but a cunning clause aglraitiuggled in in order to
establish and strengthen the growing power of ti#es, the king, and the priest
— to give it sanction.

So, at any rate, we are led to conclude by thensfieestudy of the development
of human society, upon which for the last thirtyagse not a few conscientious
men of science have labored. They themselves, fitus, seldom venture to
express such heretical conclusions as those stdiede. But the thoughtful
reader inevitably comes to them on reading theikaio
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VII. The Place of Anarchism in Science. — Its Endeavor to
Formulate a Synthetic Conception of the World. — Its
Object.

What position, then, does Anarchism occupy in treagintellectual movement
of the nineteenth century?

The answer to this question has already been partiyulated in the preceding
pages. Anarchism is a world-concept based uponchanécal explanation of all
phenomen&, embracing the whole of Nature — that is, includingt the life of
human societies and their economic, political, arwdal problems. Its method of
investigation is that of the exact natural sciend®s which every scientific
conclusion must be verified. Its aim is to condtrac synthetic philosophy
comprehending in one generalization all the phemamef Nature — and
therefore also the life of societies, — avoidingwever, the errors mentioned
above into which, for the reasons there given, @end Spencer had fallen.

It is therefore natural that to most of the quewsti@f modern life Anarchism
should give new answers, and hold with regard ¢ontla position differing from

those of all political and, to a certain extentatifsocialistic parties, which have
not yet freed themselves from the metaphysicabfist of old.

Of course, the elaboration of a complete mechamioald-conception has hardly
been begun in its sociological part — in that p#rat is, which deals with the
life and the evolution of societies. But the litteat has been done undoubtedly
bears a marked — though often not fully consciousharacter. In the domain
of philosophy of law, in the theory of morality, political economy, in history,
(both of nations and institutions), Anarchism haesay shown that it will not
content itself with metaphysical conclusions, butl week, in every case a
natural-scientific basis. It rejects the metaphyst Hegel, of Schelling, and of
Kant; it disowns the commentators of Roman and @draw, together with the
learned apologists of the State; it does not censimetaphysical political
economy a science; and it endeavors to gain a cleaprehension of every
question raised in these branches of knowledgéndpés investigations upon the
numerous researches that have been made duringshehirty or forty years
from a naturalist point of view.

In the same way as the metaphysical conceptiorss Whiversal Spirit, or of a

Creative Force in Nature, the Incarnation of theald\Nature’'s Goal, the Aim of

Existence, the Unknowable, Mankind (conceived awinga a separate

spiritualized existence), and so on — in the sarag as all these have been
brushed aside by the materialist philosophy of ag;dwhile the embryos of

generalizations concealed beneath these misty tarenbeing translated into the
concrete language of natural sciences, — so weeptbm dealing with the facts
of social life. Here also we try to sweep away ftietaphysical cobwebs, and to
see what embryos of generalizations — if any — rhaye been concealed
beneath all sorts of misty words.
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* * %

When the metaphysicians try to convince the nasirtéidat the mental and moral
life of man develops in accordance with certainrtlament (in-dwelling) Laws
of the Spirit,” the latter shrugs his shoulders aahtinues his physiological
study of the mental and moral phenomena of lifehwai view to showing that
they can all be resolved into chemical and phygit@nomena. He endeavors to
discover the natural laws on which they are bas®hilarly, when the
Anarchists are told, for instance, that — as Hegsls — every development
consists of a Thesis, an Antithesis, and a Syrghesithat “the object of Law is
the establishment of Justice, which representsréiadization of the Highest
Idea;” or, again, when they are asked, — Whathairtopinion, is “the Object of
Life?” they, too, simply shrug their shoulders amdnder how, at the present
state of development of natural science, old fagkdopeople can still be found
who believe in “words” like these and still exprésemselves in the language of
primitive anthromorphism (the conception of nataseof a thing governed by a
being endowed with human attributes). High-flownrdg do not scare the
Anarchists, because they know that these wordslgicgmceal ignorance — that
is, uncompleted investigation — or, what is muchrsgp mere superstition. They
therefore pass on and continue their study of padtpresent social ideas and
institutions according to the scientific methodrduction. And in doing so they
find, of course, that the development of a sodi® Is incomparably more
complicated — and incomparably more interestingpf@ctical purposes — than
it would appear from such formulee.

We have heard much of late about “the dialectic hogf which was
recommended for formulating the socialist idealctsa method we do not
recognize, neither would the modern natural sciehese anything to do with it.
“The dialectic method” reminds the modern natutabf something long since
passed — of something outlived and now happily ddem by science. The
discoveries of the nineteenth century in mechamghbgsics, chemistry, biology,
physical psychology, anthropology, psychology ofiares, etc., were made —
not by the dialectic method, but by the naturaéstific method, the method of
induction and deductiorAnd since man is part of nature, and since fieeoli his
“spirit” — personal as well as social — is justrasch a phenomenon of nature
as is the growth of a flower or the evolution otisb life amongst the ants and
the bees, — there is no cause for suddenly chamgingnethod of investigation
when we pass from the flower to man, or from alesgnt of beavers to a
human town.

The inductive-deductive method has proved its mesib well, in that the

nineteenth century, which has applied it, has chgs&nce to advance more in a
hundred years than it had advanced during the heosand years that went
before. And when, in the second half of this centtinis method began to be
applied to the investigation of human society, nmpwas ever reached where it
was found necessary to abandon it and again adegiteval scholasticism — as
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revised by Hegel. Besides, when, for example, gthiié naturalists, seemingly
basing their arguments on “Darwinism,” began t@hedCrush everyone weaker
than yourself; such is the law of nature,” it wasyefor us to prove by the same
scientific method that no such law exists: that life of animals teaches us
something entirely different, and that the conduasi of the philistines were
absolutely unscientific. They were just as unsdientas, for instance, the
assertion that the inequality of wealth is a lawnafure, or that capitalism is the
most convenient form of social life calculated tomote progress. Precisely this
natural-scientific method, applied to economic $aeinables us to prove that the
so-called “laws” of middle-class sociology, inclodi also their political
economy, are not laws at all, but simply guessesare assertions which have
never been verified at all. Moreover, every invgegiion only bears fruit when it
has a definite aim — when it is undertaken for fhepose of obtaining an
answer to a definite and clearly worded questiomd & is the more fruitful the
more clearly the observer sees the connect thatselzetween his problem and
his general concept of the universe — the placehwthie former occupies in the
latter. The better he understands the importancéeofproblem in the general
concept, the easier will the answer be. The questiwn, which Anarchism puts
to itself may be stated thus: “What forms of sotifal assure to a given society,
and then to mankind generally, the greatest amouhappiness, and hence also
of vitality?” “What forms of social life allow thimmount of happiness to grow
and to develop, quantitatively as well as qualiti, — that is, to become more
complete and more varied?” (from which, let us nioigpassing, a definition
of progressis derived). The desire to promote evolution ins tidirection
determines the scientific as well as the social anmtistic activity of the
Anarchist.

VIII. Its origin. — How Its Ideal is Developed by the
Natural-Scientific Method.

Anarchism originated, as has already been said) ttee demands of practical
life.

At the time of the great French Revolution of 17BB33, Godwin had the
opportunity of himself seeing how the governmeatathority created during the
revolution itself acted as a retarding force ugmnrevolutionary movement. And
he knew, too, what was then taking place in Englamtfler the cover of
Parliament (the confiscation of public lands, th@énkpping of poor workhouse
children by factory agents and their deportatiorwtavers’ mills, where they
perished wholesale, and so on). He understoodthbagovernment of the “One
and Undivided” Jacobinist Republic would not brimdpout the necessary
revolution; that the revolutionary government itsétom the very fact of its

being a guardian of the State, was an obstaclentmeipation; that to insure the
success of the revolution, people ought to parst ff all, with their belief in

Law, Authority, Uniformity, Order, Property, andhetr superstitions inherited by
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us from our servile past. And with this purposeviaw he wrote “Political
Justice. “

The theorist of Anarchism who followed Godwin, Ribon, had himself lived

through the Revolution of 1848 and had seen with dwn eyes the crime

perpetrated by the revolutionary republican govesmtnand the inapplicability

of the state socialism of Louis Blanc. Fresh fréma impressions of what he had
witnessed, Proudhon penned his admirable work<&feral Idea of the Social
Revolution” and “Confessions of a Revolutionisfy’which he boldly advocated
the abolition of the State and proclaimed Anarchy.

And finally, the idea of Anarchism reappeared agpaithe International Working
Men’s Association, after the revolution that wasmipted in the Paris Commune
of 1871. The complete failure of the Council of ®@mmune and its capacity to
act as a revolutionary body — although it consistied due proportion, of
representatives of every revolutionary faction bé ttime (Jacobinists, the
followers of Louis Blanc, and members of the In&gional Working Men’s
Association), and, on the other hand, the incapaaitthe London General
Council of the International and its ludicrous ageken harmful pretension to
direct the Paris insurrection by orders sent framgl&nd, — opened the eyes of
many. They forced many members of the Internatiomaluding Bakunin, to
reflect upon the harmfulness of all sorts of gowsent — even such as had been
freely elected in the Commune and in the IntermaioWorking Men’s
Association. A few months later, the resolution geas by the same general
Council of the Association, at a secret conferdredd in London in 1871 instead
of an annual congress, proved still more the ineaience of having a
government in the International. By this dire resioh they decided to turn the
entire labor movement into another channel and e&anv from an economic
revolutionary movement — into an elective parliatagyn and political
movement. This decision led to open revolt on thg pf the Italian, Spanish,
Swiss, and partly also of the Belgian, Federatiagainst the London General
Council, out of which movement modern Anarchismsagfuently developed.

Every time, then, the anarchist movement spranig upsponse to the lessons of
actual life and originated from the practical temcles of events. And, under the
impulse thus given it, Anarchism set to work osttiteoretic, scientific basis.

No struggle can be successful if it is an unconscimne, and if it does not render
itself a clear and concise account of its aim. Metdiction of the existing order
is possible, if at the time of the overthrow, ortbé struggle leading to the
overthrow, the idea of what is to take place of wisato be destroyed is not
always present in the mind. Even the theoretic#ticiam of the existing
conditions is impossible, unless the critic hasisimind a more or less distinct
picture of what he would have in place of the éxgptstate. Consciously or
unconsciouslythe idealof something better is forming in the mind of gvene
who criticizes social institutions.
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This is even more the case with a man of actiontellopeople, “First let us
abolish autocracy or capitalism, and then we witicdss what to put in its
place,” means simply to deceive oneself and othfeng.poweris never created
by deception. The very man who speaks thus suwesysbme idea of what will
take the place of the institutions destroyed. Amdingse who work for the
abolition — let us say, of autocracy — some inédlitathink of a constitution
like that of England or Germany, while others thofka republic, either placed
under the powerful dictatorship of their own paptymodeled after the French
empire-republic, or, again, of a federal repulike lthat of the United States or
Switzerland; while others again strive to achievetil greater limitation of
government authority; a still greater independeofcthe towns, the communes,
the working men'’s associations, and all other gsaugited among themselves by
free agreements.

Every party thus has its ideal of the future, wheghves it as a criterion in all
events of political and economic life, as well dsasgis for determining its proper
modes of action. Anarchism, too, has conceiveadvits ideal; and this very ideal
has led it to find its own immediate aims and itmanethods of action different
from those of the socialist parties, which haveiretd the old Roman and
ecclesiastic ideals of governmental organization.

IX. A Brief Summary of the Conclusions Reached by
Anarchism: Law. — Morality. — Economic ldeas. — The
Government.

This is not the place to enter into an expositibAmarchism. The present sketch
has its own definite aim — that of indicating tle¢ation of Anarchism to modern
science, — while the fundamental views of Anarchimay be found stated in a
number of other works. But two or three illustragowill help us to define the
exact relation of our views to modern science &edtodern social movement.

When, for instance, we are told that Law (writtarge) “is the objectification of
Truth;” or that “the principles underlying the désement of Law are the same
as those underlying the development of the humauit;smr that “Law and
Morality are identical and differ only formally;” ev/feel as little respect for these
assertions as does Mephistopheles in Goethe’s tFatie are aware that those
who make such seemingly profound statements ag thage expended much
thought upon these questions. But they have takeroag path; and hence we
see in these high-flown sentences mere attempisanscious generalization,
based upon inadequate foundations and confusedeowen, by words of
hypnotic power. In olden times they tried to gideaiv” a divine origin; later
they began to seek a metaphysical basis for it;, fmwever, we are able to
study its anthropological origin. And, availing ealves of the results obtained
by the anthropological school, we take up the stfdyocial customs, beginning
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with those of the primitive savages, and traceattigin and the development of
laws at different epochs.

In this way we come to the conclusion already esged on a preceding page —
namely, that all laws have a two-fold origin, ancthis very respect differ from
those institutions established by custom which gaeerally recognized as the
moral code of a given society. Law confirms andstaljizes these customs, but,
while doing so, it takes advantage of this facestablish (for the most part in a
disguised form) the germs of slavery and classndisbn, the authority of priest
and warrior, serfdom and various other institutjiansthe interest of the armed
and would be ruling minority. In this way a yokeshanperceptibly been placed
upon man, of which he could only rid himself by meaf subsequent bloody
revolutions. And this is the course of events déavthe present moment — even
in contemporary “labor legislation” which, along ttwi“protection of labor,”
covertly introduces the idea obmpulsoryState arbitration in the case of
strikes? acompulsoryeight-hour day for the workingman (no less thaghei
hours), military exploitation of the railroads chgistrikes, legal sanction for the
dispossession of peasants in Ireland, and so ahilfis will continue to be so as
long asoneportion of society goes on framing laws & society, and thereby
strengthens the power of the State, which formshief support of Capitalism.

It is plain, therefore, why Anarchism — which aggir toJustice(a term
synonymous with equality) more than any other laegiin the world — has
from the time of Godwin rejected all writtéaws

When, however, we are told that by rejecting Lawreject all morality — since
we deny the “categoric imperative” of Kant, — weswaer that the very wording
of this objection is to us strange and incomprebibhe® It is as strange and
incomprehensible to us as it would be to everynadigl engaged in the study of
the phenomena of morality. In answer to this argumee ask: “What do you
really mean? Can you not translate your stateniett€omprehensible language
— for instance, as Laplace translated the formuldeigher mathematics into a
language accessible to all, and as all great mestiehce did and do express
themselves?”

Now, what does a man who takes his stand on “usavdaw” or “the categorical
imperative” really mean? Does he mean thate isin all men the conception
that one ought not to do to another what he wooldhave done to himself —
that it would be better even to return good fol2ifi so, well and good. Let us,
then, study (as Adam Smith and Hutcheson havedrsaudied) the origin of
these moral ideas in man, and their course of dpuatnt. Let us extend our
studies to pre-human times (a thing Smith and Hegoh could not do). Then,
we may analyze the extent to which the idedusticeimplies that ofEquailty.

The question is an important one, because onlyethd® regardthersas their

equals can accept the rule, “Do not to others wbatwould not have done to
yourself.” The landlord and the slave-owner, whd dot look upon “the serf’



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Modern Science and Anarchism Pé&tr Kropotkin Halaman 30

and the negro as their equals, did not recognieedategorical imperative” and
the “universal law” as applicable to these unhappgymbers of the human
family. And then, if this observation of ours bereat, we shall wee whether it is
at all possible to inculcate morality while teaahthe doctrine of inequality.

We shall finally analyze, as Mark Guyau did, thet$eof self-sacrifice. And then
we shall consider what has promoted the developimemian of moral feelings
— first, of those which are intimately connectedhathe idea of equality, and
then of the others; and after this consideratiorshh@uld be able to deduce from
our study exactly what social conditions and wimatifutions promise the best
results for the future. Is this development prordoby religion, and to what
extent? Is it promoted by inequality — economic gulditical — and by a
division into classes? Is it promoted by law? Byighment? By prisons? By the
judge? The jailer? The hangman?

Let us study all this in detail, and then only mag speak again of Morality and
moralization by means of laws, law courts, jaileygies, and police. But we had
better give up using the sonorous words which aolyceal the superficiality of
our semi-learning. In their time the use of theseds was, perhaps, unavoidable
— their application could never have been useful; bow we are able to
approach the study of burning social questionxacty the same manner as the
gardener and the physiologist take up the studh@fonditions most favorable
for the growth of a plant — let us do so!

* * %

Likewise, when certain economists tell us that &dirperfectly free market the
price of commodities is measured by the amountlbbdi socially necessary for
their production,” we do not take this assertionfaith because it is made by
certain authorities or because it may seem to r@m&ndously socialistic.” It
may be so, we say. But do you not notice that by Hery statement you
maintain that value and the necessary laerproportional to each other just

as the speed of a falling body is proportionah® number of seconds it has been
falling? Thus you maintain guantitative relatiorbetween these two magnitudes;
whereas a quantitative relation can be proved bylguantitative measurements.
To confine yourself to the remark that the exchavgae of commodities
“generally” increases when a greater expenditudatwr is required, and then to
assert thathereforethe two quantities are proportional to each ottsetp make
as great a mistake as the man who would asserthitbaquantity of rainfall is
measured by the fall of the barometer below itsraye height. He who first
observed that, generally speaking, when the baemgfalling a greater amount
of rain falls than when it is rising; or, that thes a certain relation between the
speed of a falling stone and the height from wiiti¢bll — that man surely made
a scientific discovery. But the person who wouldnecafter him and assert that
the amount of rain fall imeasuredy the fall of the barometer below its average
height, or that the space through which a fallingdy has passed
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is proportionalto the time of fall and is measured by it, — thatson would not

only talk nonsense, but would prove by his very dgothat the method of
scientific research is absolutely strange to himf his work is unscientific, full

as it may be of scientific expressions. The absehcata is, clearly, no excuse.
Hundreds, if not thousands, of similar relationshgre known to science in
which we see the dependence of one magnitude upthex — for example, the
recoil of a cannon depending upon the quantityafger in the charge, or the
growth of a plant depending upon the amount of bedight received by it; but

no scientific man will presume to affirm the proponality of these magnitudes
without having investigated their relations quatiitely, and still less would he
represent this proportionality as a scientifiw. In most instances the
dependence is very complex — as it is, indeedhin theory of value. The
necessary amount of labor and value are by no m@apsrtional.

The same remark refers to almost every economitridedhat is current to-day
in certain circles and is being presented with veshd naivety as an invariable
law. We not only find most of these so-called lagr®ssly erroneous, but
maintain also that those who believe in them wiémhselves become convinced
of their error as soon as they come to see thesaigeof verifying their
quantitative deductions by quantitative investigati

Moreover, the whole of political economy appearsigan a different light from
that in which it is seen by modern economists dhtibe middle-class and the
social-democratic camps. The scientific method (tie¢hod of natural scientific
induction) being utterly unknown to them, they f&l give themselves any
definite account of what constitutes “a law of maflialthough they delight in
using the term. They do not know — or if they knthey continually forget —
that every law of nature hascanditionalcharacter. It is always expressed thus:
“If certain conditions in nature meet, certain thimgé happen.” ‘If one line
intersects another, forming right angles on batlesiof it, the consequences will
be these or thoself two bodies are acted upon by such movements enixist

in interstellar space, and there is no third bodthiw measurable distance of
them, then their centres of gravity will approaclsleother at a certain speed (the
law of gravitation).” And so on. In every case they an if” — a condition.

In consequence of this, all the so-called laws thiedries of political economy
are in reality no more than statements of the falg nature: “Granting that
there are always in a country a considerable nuimibyeeople who cannot subsist
a month, or even a fortnight, without accepting ¢beaditions of work imposed
upon them by the State, or offered to them by tdsem the State recognizes as
owners of land, factories, railways, etc., thenrmilts will be so and so.”

So far middle-class political economy has been @rlyenumeration of what
happens under the just-mentioned conditions — withdistinctly stating the
conditions themselves. And then, having descrthedfactswhich arise in our
society under these conditions, they represens tinesdactsas rigid,inevitable
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economic lawsAs to socialist political economy, although ittimises some of
these deductions, or explains others somewhatreliffly, — it has not yet been
original enough to find a path of its own. It sfdllows in the old grooves, and in
most cases repeats the very same mistakes.

And yet, in our opinion, political economy must baan entirely different
problem in view. It ought to occupy with respecthi@man societies a place in
science similar to that held by physiology in riglatto plants and animals. It
must becomehe physiology of societit. should aim astudying the needs of
society and the various means, both hitherto used available under the
present state of scientific knowledge, for theitisfaction It should try to
analyze how far the present means are expediensaigfactory, economic or
wasteful and then, since the ultimate end of egeignce (as Bacon had already
stated) is obviously its practical application ife,lit should concern itself with
the discovery of mearfer the satisfaction of these needs with the srsialle
possible waste of labor and with the greatest betefnankind in generalSuch
means would be, in fact, mere corollaries from tetative investigation
mentioned above, provided this last had been madeientific lines.

It will be clear, even from the hasty hints givéready, why it is that we come to
conclusions so different from those of the majoofyeconomists, both of the
middle class and the social-democratic schools; whydo not regard as “laws”
certain of the temporary relations pointed out bhgn; why we expound

socialism entirely differently; and why, after sying the tendencies and
developments in the economic life of different aati, we come to such radically
different conclusions as regards that which isrdes and possible; why we
come to Free Communism, while the majority of skstm arrive at State-

capitalism and Collectivism.

Perhaps we are wrong and they are right. But iera@ ascertain who is right, it
will not do either to quote this and that autharttyrefer to Hegel’s trilogy, or to
argue by the “dialectic method.” This question tensettled only by taking up
the study of economic relations as facts of natscence’

Pursuing the same method, Anarchism arrives als@sabwn conclusions
concerning the State. It could not rest contenthwitrrent metaphysical
assertions like the following:

“The State is the affirmation of the idea of thgHhust Justice in Society;” or
“The State is the instigation and the instrumenpgress;” or, “without the
State, Society is impossible.” Anarchism has apgred the study of the State
exactly in the manner the naturalist approachessthdy of social life among
bees and ants, or among the migratory birds whaichhtheir young on the
shores of sub-arctic lakes. It would be uselesgpeat here the conclusions to
which this study has brought us with referenceh listory of the different
political forms (and to their desirable or probakolution in the future); if |



Rows

Eﬂ"ﬂﬂﬂﬂn Modern Science and Anarchism Pé&tr Kropotkin Halaman 33

were to do so, | should have to repeat what has imeéten by Anarchists from
the time of Godwin, and what may be found, withn@tessary explanations, in a
whole series of books and pamphlets.

| will say only that the State is a form of sodi& which has developed in our
European civilization, under the influence of aieef cause¥! only since the
end of the sixteenth century. Before the sixteesthtury the State, in its Roman
form, did not exist — or, more exactly, it existedly in the minds of the
historians who trace the genealogy of Russian satgcto Rurik and that of
France to the Merovingian kings.

Furthermore, the State (State-Justice, State-Ch@tatte-Army) and Capitalism
are, in our opinion, inseparable concepts. In hystbese institutions developed
side by side, mutually supporting and reenforciagheother. They are bound
together, not by a mere coincidence of contempaandevelopment, but by the
bond of cause and effect, effect and cause. TiwesState appears to us as a
society for the mutual insurance of the landlohd warrior, the judge, and the
priest, constituted in order to enable every on¢hem to assert his respective
authority over the people and to exploit the pdar.contemplate the destruction
of Capitalism without the abolition of the State though the latter was created
solely for the purpose of fostering Capitalism &ag grown up alongside of it —
is just as absurd, in our opinion, as it is to htpet the emancipation of the
laborer will be accomplished through the actiontte Christian church or of
Caesarism. Many socialists of the thirties anddertand even the fifties, hoped
for this; but for us, who have entered upon thentie¢h century, it is ridiculous
to cherish such hopes as this!

X. Continuation: — Methods of Action. — The
Understanding of Revolutions and their Birth. — The
Creative Ingenuity of the People. — Conclusion.

It is obvious that, since Anarchism differs so viyden its method of
investigation and in its fundamental principlesikeal from the academical
sociologists and from its social-democratic fraitgrrit must of necessity differ
from them all in its means of action.

Understanding Law, Right, and the State as we @ocannot see any guarantee
of progress, still less of a social revolutionthie submission of the Individual to
the State. We are therefore no longer able toasayp the superficial interpreters
of social phenomena, that modern Capitalism hasecomto being through “the
anarchy of exploitation,” through “the theory ofmmterference,” which we are
told the States have carried out by practicingftheula of “let them do as they
like” (laissez faire, laissez pas¥eWe know that this is not true. While giving
the capitalist any degree of free scope to amaswéalth at the expense of the
helpless laborers, the government has NOWHERE &MBWR during the whole
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nineteenth century afforded the laborers the oppdxt “to do as they pleased.”
The terrible revolutionary, that is, Jacobinistneention legislated: “For strikes,
for forming a State within the State — death!” 181B people were hanged in
England for going out on strike, and in 1831 thegravdeported to Australia for
forming the Great Trades’ Union (Union of all Trajlef Robert Owen; in the
sixties people were still condemned to hard labomphrticipating in strikes, and
even now, in 1902, trade unions are prosecuteddorages amounting to half a
million dollars for picketing — for having dissuatiéaborers from working in
times of strike. What is one to say, then, of FeanBelgium, Switzerland
(remember the massacre at Airolo!), and espeaidlfgermany and Russia? It is
needless, also, to tell how, by means of taxes Stiage brings laborers to the
verge of poverty which puts them body and souhapower of the factory boss;
how the communal lands have been robbed from thplgpeand are still robbed
from them in England by means of the Enclosure ABts must we remind the
reader how, even at the present moment, all theesStavithout exception, are
creating directly (what is the use of talking dhétoriginal accumulation” when
it is continued at the present time!) all kinds mbnopolies — in railroads,
tramways, telephones, gasworks, waterworks, etestorks, schools, etc., etc. In
short, the system of non-interference — ldissez faire— has never been
applied for one single hour by any government. Bretefore, if it is permissible
for middle-class economists to affirm that the egystof “non-interference” is
practiced (since they endeavor to prove that pgvisrta law of nature), it is
simply shameful that socialists should speak tluushe workersFreedom to
oppose exploitation has so far never and nowheigezk Everywhere it had to
be taken by force, step by step, at the cost oftbess sacrifices. “Non-
interference,” and more than non- interference —redi support; help and
protection — existednlyin the interests of the exploitefdor could it be
overwise The mission of the Church has been to hold tlupleein intellectual
slavery; the mission of the State was to hold thkalf starved, in economic
slavery.

Knowing this, we cannot see a guarantee of progneasstill greater submission
of all to the State. We seek progress in the fubesancipation of the Individual
from the authority of the State; in the greatestvettgpment of individual
initiative and in the limitation of all the govermmtal functions, but surely not in
the extension thereof. The march forward in pditiostitutions appears to us to
consist in abolishing, in the first place, the Statithority which has fixed itself
upon society (especially since the sixteenth cghtiand which now tries to
extend its functions more and more; and, in thems@glace, in allowing the
broadest possible development for the principlefree agreement, and in
acknowledging the independence of all possibleaatons formed for definite
ends, embracing in their federations the whole agfiety. The life of society
itself we understand, not as something complete ragid, but as something
never perfect — something ever striving for newrfey and ever changing these
forms in accordance with the needs of the times Thwhatlife is in Nature.
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Such a conception of human progress and of whahiwk desirable in the future
(what, in our opinion, can increase the sum of heggs) leads us inevitably to
our own special tactics in the struggle. It inducssto strive for the greatest
possible development of personal initiative in gviedividual and group, and to
secure unity of action, not through discipline, bubugh the unity of aims and
the mutual confidence which never fail to developew a area number of
persons have consciously embraced some commonTiisatendency manifest;
itself in all the tactics and in all the interndiélof every Anarchist group, and so
far we have never had the opportunity of seeingehactics fail.

Then, we assert and endeavor to prove that it desalpon every new economic
form of social life to developis ownnew form of political relations. It has been
so in the past, and so it undoubtedly will be i@ thture. New forms are already
germinating all round.

Feudal right and autocracy, or, at least, the almobmited power of a tsar or a
king, have moved hand in hand in history. They depd on each other in this
development. Exactly in the same way the rule efdapitalists has evolved its
own characteristic political order — representatjezernment — both in strictly
centralized monarchies and in republics.

Socialism, whatever may be the form in which itlweippear, and in whatever
degree it may approach to its unavoidable goal -m@onism, — will also have
to chooseats ownform of political structure. Of the old form d¢annot make
use,no more than it could avail itself of the hierarcbf the Church or of
autocracy. The State bureaucracy and centralizatrenas irreconcilable with
Socialism as was autocracy with capitalist rulee@ray or another, Socialism
must becomenore populamore communalistic, and less dependent upon
indirect government through elected representatitesnust become morself-
governing.Besides, when we closely observe the modern fifErance, Spain
England, and the United States, we notice in thesatries the evident tendency
to form into groups of entirely independent comnsynowns and villages,
which would combine by means of free federation, drder to satisfy
innumerable needs and attain certain immediate . e@fiourse, neither the
Russian Minister Witte nor the German William Igrreven the Jacobinists who
to-day rule Switzerland, are making for this goall. these work upon the old
model for capitalist and governmental centralizatiothe hands of the State; but
the above-mentioned dismemberment of the Stath, tbaitorial and functional,
is undoubtedly aimed at by the progressive pawet European society and of
the American people. In actual life this tenden@nifests itself in thousands of
attempts at organization outside the State, fuljependent of it; as well as in
attempts to take hold of various functions whicld baen previously usurped by
the State and which,of course, it has never prggeetformed. And then, as a
great social phenomenon of universal import, teigdency found expression in
the Paris Commune of 1871 and in a whole seriesnaifar uprisings in France
and Spain; while in the domain of thought — of slespreading through society
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— this view has already acquired the force of almeexely important factor of
future history. The future revolutions in Francel am Spain will becommunalist
—not centralist.

On the strength of all this, we are convinced tbhatork in favor of a centralized
State-capitalism and to see in itdesideratummeans to workgainstthe
tendency of progress already manifest. We see d@h suwork as this a gross
misunderstanding of the historic mission of Sosmaliitself — a great historical
mistake, and we make war upon it. To assure theréab that they will be able to
establish Socialism, or even to take the first step the road to Socialism, by
retaining the entire government machinery, and gimgnonly the persons who
manage it; not to promote, but even to retard thg oh which the working
people’s minds shall be bent upon discovering toein, new forms of political
life, — this is in our eyes a colossal historickirtmler which borders upon crime.

Finally, since we represent a revolutionary pang, try to study the history of
the origin and development of past revolutions. &ddeavor, first of all, to free
the histories of revolutions written up till nowof the partisan, and for the most
part false, governmental coloring that has beerergithem. In the histories
hitherto written we do not yet séde peoplenor do we see how revolutions
began. The stereotyped phrases about the desperatiion of people previous
to revolutions, fail to explain whence, amid thissgeration, came the hope of
something better — whence came the revolutionaijt.spnd therefore, after
reading these histories, we put them aside, andgdack to first sources, try to
learn from them what caused the people to rise whdt was its part in
revolutions.

Thus, we understand the Great French Revolutioranall as it is pictured by
Louis Blanc, who presents it chiefly as a greaitjgal movement directed by the
Jacobin Club. We see in it, first of all, a chag@apularmovement, chiefly of
the peasant folk (“Every village had its Robespgigrias the Abbe Gregoire,
whoknewthe people’s revolt, remarked to the historian I@der). This
movement aimed chiefly at the destruction of ewarstige offeudal rightsand

of the redemptions that had been imposed for tloditen of some of them, as
well as at the recovery of t@ndswhich had been seized from the village
communes by vultures of various kinds. And in gali@ peasant movement was
successful. Then, upon this foundation of revohdiy tumult, of increased
pulsation of life, and of disorganization of aletpowers of the State, we find, on
the one hand, developing amongst the town labasetendency towards a
vaguely understood socialist equality; and, ondtier hand, the middle classes
working hard, and successfully, in order to estdibtheir own authority upon the
ruins of that of royalty and nobility. To this eride middle classes fought
stubbornly and desperately that they might creatgowerful, all inclusive,
centralized government, which would preserve amsdirasto them their right of
property (gained partly by plunder before and dytime Revolution) and afford
them the full opportunity of exploiting the poorthaut any legal restrictions.
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This power, this right to exploit, the middle classeally obtained; and in the
State centralization which was created by the tdiaary Jacobinists, Napoleon
found an excellent soil for establishing his empifgom this centralized

authority, which kills all local life, France is ffering even to this very day, and
the first attempt to throw off its yoke — an atteémadich opened a new era in
history — was made by the proletariat of Paris aml$871.

Without entering here upon an analysis of otheplgionary movements, it is
sufficient to say that we understand the comingas@evolution, not at all as a
Jacobinist dictatorship — not at all as a refornthef social institutions by means
of laws issued by a Convention or a Senate or gafoic Such revolutions have
never occurred, and a movement which should takefdhm would be doomed
to inevitable death. We understand the revolutisnaawidespread popular
movement, during which, in every town and villagéhim the region of the
revolt, the masses will have to take upon themselhe task of rebuilding
society — will have to take up themselthe work of construction upon
communistic basesyithout awaiting any orders and directions fronowdy that
is, first of all, they will have to organize, oneayor another, the means of
supplying food to everyone and of providing dwegkrfor all, and then produce
whatever will be found necessary for feeding, dlaghand sheltering everybody.

As to the representative government, whether sgibented or elected — be it
“the dictatorship of the proletariat,” as they saidhe forties in France and are
still saying in Germany, or an elected “temporagvernment,” or, again, a
Jacobinist “convention,” — we place in it no hopelsatever. Not because we
personally do not like it, but because nowhere agxkr in history do we find
that people, carried into government by a revohdrg wave, have proved equal
to the occasion; always and everywhere they hdienfelowthe revolutionary
requirements of the moment; always and everywherg became an obstacle to
the revolution. We place no hope in this repregemtebecause, in the work of
rebuiding society upon new communist principlepasate individuals, however
wise and devoted to the cause, are and must berleaaieThey can only find a
legal expression for such a destruction as is éyrdmeing accomplished — at
most they can but widen and extend that destrustioas tesuggestt to regions
which have not yet begun it. But that is all. Thestduction must be wrought
from below in every portion of the territory; otisgse it will not be done. To
impose it by law is impossible, as, indeed, thelteof the Vendée has proved.
As for any new bases of life which are only growasyyet, — no government
can ever find an expression for them before thegoime defined by the
constructive activity of the masses themselveyatsands of points at once.

Looking upon the problems of the revolution in thght, Anarchism, obviously,
cannot take a sympathetic attitude toward the jprogre which aims at “the
conquest of power in present society” la-—conquéte des pouvoies it is
expressed in France. We know that by peacefuljgpaehtary means, in the
present State such a conquest as this is imposbibgbeoportion as the socialists
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become a power in the present bourgeois societyS#ate, their Socialism must
die out; otherwise the middle classes, which aretmmore powerful both
intellectually and numerically than is admitted the socialist press, will not
recognize them as their rulers. And we know alsw, tivere a revolution to give
France or England or Germany a socialist governmehé respective
government would be absolutely powerless withoet alctivity of the people
themselves, and that, necessarily, it would soapnbi act fatally as a bridle
upon the revolution.

Finally, our studies of the preparatory stageslofeavolutions bring us to the
conclusion that not a single revolution has oritgdain parliaments or in any
other representative assembWl. began with the peoplénd no revolution has
appeared in full armor — born, like Minerva outtbé head of Jupiter, in a day.
They all had their periods of incubation, duringieththe masses were very
slowly becoming imbued with the revolutionary spirigrew bolder,
commencedo hopeand step by step emerged from their former incéfiee and
resignation. And the awakening of the revolutionspyrit always took place in
such a manner that, at first, single individuatemly moved by the existing state
of things, protested against it, one by one. Maasisped — “uselessly,” the
arm-chair critic would say; but the indifference sufciety was shaken by these
progenitors. The dullest and most narrow-mindedpfgeavere compelled to
reflect, — Why should men, young, sincere, and dalstrength, sacrifice their
lives in this way? It was impossible to remain ffatient — it was necessary to
take a stand, for or against: thought was awakerihgn, little by little, small
groups came to be imbued with the same spirit wbltethey also rebelled —
sometimes in the hope of local success — in strdteism small revolts against
some official whom they disliked, or in order totdeod for their hungry
children, but frequently also without any hope aotaess: simply because the
conditions grew unbearable. Not one, or two, ostdsuthundredsof similar
revolts have precedethd must precedevery revolution. Without these no
revolution was ever wrought; not a single concessi@s ever made by the
ruling classes. Even the famous “peaceful” abdlitad serfdom in Russia, of
which Tolstoy often speaks as of a peaceful cortqueas forced upon the
government by a series of peasant uprisings, begjnwith the early fifties
(perpaps as an echo of the European revolutior848)] spreading from year to
year, and gaining in importance so as to attairpgnimns hitherto unknown,
until 1857. Alexander Herzen's words, “Better takdh serfdom from above
than to wait until the abolition comes from belows” repeated by Alexder Il
before the serf-owners of Moscow — were not meragds, but answered to the
real state of affairs. This was all the more tradathe eve of every revolution.
Hundreds of partial revolts preceded every ondeft And it maybe stated as a
general rule that the character of every revoluisodetermined by the character
and the aim of the uprisings by which it is preckde

To walit, therefore, for aocialrevolution to come as a birthday present, without
a whole series of protests on the part of the iddad conscience, and without
hundreds of preliminary revolts, by which the vewgture of the revolution is
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determined, is, to say the least, absurd. Butdaraghe working people that they
will gain all the benefits of a socialist revolutidy confining themselves to
electoral agitation, and to attack vehemently ewaetyof individual revolt and all
minor preliminary mass-revolts — even when they egppamong nations
historically far more revolutionary than the Germanr- means to become as
great an obstacle to the development of the reoolaty spirit and to all
progress as was and is the Christian Church.

Whithout entering into further discussion of thénpiples of Anarchism and the
Anarchist programme of action, enough has been k#iihk, to show the place
of Anarchism among the modern sociological sciences

Anarchism is an attempt to apply to the study @& thuman institutions the
generalizations gained by means of the naturahstiezinductive method; and

an attempt to foresee the future steps of mankinthe road to liberty, equality,

and fraternity, with a view to realizing the gredteum of happiness for every
unit of human society.

It is the inevitable result of that natural-sciéintiintellectual movement which

began at the close of the eighteenth century, \magpkred for half a century by
the reaction that set in throughout Europe afterRhench Revolution, and has
been appearing again in full vigor ever since the ef the fifties. Its roots lie in

the natural-scientific philosophy of the centuryntiened. Its complete scientific

basis, however, it could receive only after thatkening of naturalism which,

about forty years ago, brought into being the raseientific study of human

social institutions.

In Anarchism there is no room for those pseudortifie laws with which the
German metaphysicians of the twenties and thitiex$ to consent themselves.
Anarchism does not recognize any method other tthematural-scientific. This
method it applies to all the so-called humanitaseiences, and, availing itself of
this method as well as of all researches which mewently been called forth by
it, Anarchism endeavors to reconstruct all thersms dealing with man, and to
revise every current idea of right, justice, et the bases which have served for
the revision of all natural sciences. Its objedbisorm a scientific concept of the
universe embracing the whole of Nature and inclgditan.

This world-concept determines the position Ananchigs taken in practical life.
In the struggle between the Individual and the etatnarchism, like its

predecessors of the eighteenth century, takesdbeosthe Individual as against
the State, of Society as against the Authority Wioppresses it. And, availing
itself of the historical data collected by modeniesce, it has shown that the
State — whose sphere of authority there is nowndarcy among its admirers to
increase, and a tendency to limit in actual lifeis—in reality, a superstructure,
— as harmful as it is unnecessary, and, for us fi&ans, of a comparatively
recent origin; a superstructure in the interests Cafpitalism — agrarian,
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industrial, and financial — which in ancient histaraused the decay (relatively
speaking) of politically-free Rome and Greece, ahith caused the death of all
other despotic centers of civilization of the Eastl of Egypt. The power which
was created for the purpose of welding togetheiirttexests of the landlord, the
judge, the warrior, and the priest, and has begosiad throughout history to
every attempt of mankind to create for themselvemee assured and freer mode
of life, — this power cannot become an instrumemtdmancipation, any more
than Ceaesarism (Imperialism) or the Church can bectire instrument for a
social revolution.

In the economic field, Anarchism has come to thectgsion that the root of
modern evil lies, not in the fact that the cap#talippropriates the profits or the
surplus-value, but in the very possibility of thgm@fits, which accrue only
because millions of people have literally nothingstibsist upon without selling
their labor-power at a price which makes profitsl dhe creation of “surplus
values” possible. Anarchism understands, therefirat in political economy
attention must be directed first of all to so-cdlfeonsumption,” and that the
first concern of the revolution must be to reorganthat so as to provide food,
clothing and shelter for all. “Production,” on thther hand, must be so adapted
as to satisfy this primary, fundamental need ofietgc Therefore, Anarchism
cannot see in the next coming revolution a merdaxge of monetary symbols
for labor-checks, or an exchange of present Capitafor State-capitalism. It
sees in it the first step on the road to No-govamnCommunism.

Whether or not Anarchism is right in its conclugprwill be shown by a

scientific criticism of its bases and by the preatilife of the future. But in one

thing it is absolutely right: in that it has inckaithe study of social institutions in
the sphere of natural-scientific investigationss li@rever parted company with
metaphysics; and makes use of the method by whadem natural science and
modern material philosophy were developed. Owinghis, the very mistakes
which Anarchism may have made in its researchesbeadetected the more
readily. But its conclusions can be verified only the same natural-scientific,
inductive-deductive method by which every scienoe avery scientific concept
of the universe is created.

M Kant's version of the ethical maxim, “Do to othassyou would have them do to you,”
reads: “Act only on that maxim whereby thou carnstha same time will that it should
become a universal law.” Franslator.

[l Readers of Russian literature to whom Lomonésokiiown only by his literary work,

may be surprised as much as | was to find his nametioned in connection with the
theory of heat. On seeing the name in the originatomptly consulted the library — so
sure was | that | was confronted with a typograghierror. There was no mistake,
however. For, Mikhail Vassilievich Lomonésoff (1AR765), by far the most broadly
sifted Russian of his time, was — | have thus Hedrto discover — even more ardently
devoted to science than to the muses. His accomnpdéiats in the physical sciences
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alone, in which he experimented and upon which hetevand lectured extensively,
would have won for him lasting fame in the histofyRussian culture and first mention
among its devotees. Franslator.

Bl Something in this line is set forth in my lectti@n the Scientific Development in the
XIX Century.”

[ None that know the author’s fairness of mind Wil likely to accuse him of partiality
in the scathing criticism he here makes of the Alpasf Positivism. Lest any reader be
inclined to do so, however, it may not be amissit® on this point the opinion of a critic
unquestionably conservative and, presumably, inglart an opinion | came upon by
mere chance while engaged on this translation.tSeal through pages 560 to 563 of
Falckenberg’s “History of Modern Philosophy” (Henirdplt & Co., New York, 1893), |
find the following estimate of Comte and his uneveark: “The extraordinary character
of which [Comte’s philosophy] has given occasiorhts critics to make a complete di-
vision between the second, ‘subjective or sentialgrpperiod of his thinking, in which
the philosopher is said to be transformed intohigg priest of a new religion, and the
first, the positivistic period....Beneath the sagaf the most sober inquiry mystical and
dictatorial tendencies pulsate in Comte from theitm@ng....The historical influence
exercised by Comte through his later writings isemxely small in comparison with that
of his chief work....Comte’s school divided intodwgroups — the apostates, who reject
the subjective phase and hold fast to the eartietrthe, and the faithful.” —Franslator.

Bl Hobbes’ exact words are: “Bellum omnium contra esih (The war of everyone
against everybody). —Franslator

11t were more correct to say kmeticexplanation, but this word is not so commonly
known.

[ “Compulsory arbitration” — What a glaring contretion!
| am not quoting an imaginery example, but onetakom a correspondence which |
have recently carried on with a German doctor wf la

BT A few extracts from a letter written by a renownBdigian biologist and received
when these lines were in print, will help me to maky meaning clearer by a living
illustration. The letter was not intended for pahtion, and therefore | do not name its
author: “The further | read [such and such a werkhe writes — the surer | become that
nowadays only those are capable of studying ecanamil social questions who have
studied the natural sciences dra¥e become imbued with their spifithose who have
received only a so-called classical education aronger able to understand the present
intellectual movement and are equally incapablstodlying a mass of social questions...
. The idea of the integration of labor anddofision of labor in time onljthe idea that it
would be expedient for society to have every perdtivating the land and following
industrial and intellectual pursuits in turn, thuarying his labor and becoming a
variously-developed individual] will become in tinoee of the cornerstones of economic
science. A number of biological facts are in hargnavith the thought just underlined,
which shows that we are here dealing with a lawatfire [that in nature, in other words,
an economy of forces may frequently result in thigy]. If we examine the vital
functions of any living being at different periodskits life, and even at different times of
the year, and sometimes at different moments ofithe we find the application of the
division of labor in time, which is inseparably cmtted with the division of labor
among the different organs (the law of Adam Smith).
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“Scientific people unacquainted with the naturalesces,are frequently unable to
understand the true meaning eoflawof nature; the worthw blinds them, and they
imagine that laws, like that of Adam Smith, havdatalistic power from which it is
impossible to rid oneself. When they are shownréverseside of this last — the sad
results of individualism, from the point of view dévelopment and personal happiness,
— they answerthis is an inexorable lawwnd sometimes they give this answer so off-
handedly that they thereby betray their belief ikird of infallibility. The naturalist,
however, knows that science can paralyze the hérgdnsequences of law; that
frequently he who goes against nature wins thesgct

“The force of gravity compels bodiés fall, but it also compels the ballotm rise. To
usthis seems so clear; but the economists of thesiclal school appear to find it difficult
to understand the full meaning of this observation.

“The law of the division of labor in time will coter-balance the law of Adam Smith,
and will permit the integration of labor to be rhad by every individual.”

%1 An analysis of which may be found — say — in themphlet, “The State and its
Historic Role “(Freedompamphlets).

This text was taken from the book translated fromRussian original by David
A. Modell and published by The Social Science GQGitiIPhiladelphia in 1903.



