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THINGS OF TO-DAY.
A great statesman, a great soldier, a great scientist have 

Peace favoured the world in the course of the last month with their 
or opinions upon the prospects and conditions of our society ; 

War. and it is hard to decide whether Bismarck, Moltke, or Huxley 
bears off the palm for brutal frankness. Sincerity, however, 

is much. It is well that men on the topmost rung of the social ladder 
should shout their observations upon our civilisation to the listening 
crowd below. Let us listen to what they tell us.

Moltke says that the big States of Europe are founded upon sheer 
brute force, and maintained by sheer brute force. The modern State 
and all its institutions stand or fall with the army. Peace within 
and without is only preserved by strong governments. The enemies of 
this peace are the passions of the people, public opinion, and the writ­
ten and spoken word. Quite true, Count von Moltke ; these have been 
the foes of authority since first it cursed mankind, and they will never 
cease from troubling until they have destroyed it.

But the Chancellor of blood and iron, what has he to communicate 
to an admiring world 1 What but the gospel of patriotism, in the 
narrowest, bitterest, most inhuman sense of that much-abused word. 
Patriotism, based not on love of kindred, but on hatred of aliens. The 
patriotism which is the watchword of rulers when in the interests of 
personal ambition they incite their slaves to tear one another to pieces. 
Germany desires peace that she may develop her industry and trade. 
What to her, says her leading statesman, are the strivings and suffer­
ings of humanity—in Bulgaria and elsewhere ? And let France take 
heed how she rushes into war, for Germany will do unto her all and more 
also than France did to Germany eighty years ago; there is no such 
merciful conquerer upon earth as your Christian German. Bismarck’s 
amenities reminds one of the grin of a dog when he sights his favourite 
adversary upon the road; a precaution probably intended, Darwin tells 
us, to ward off attack. If so, it is a policy unsuccessful in affairs 
human and canine. Quite probably the Jewish gamblers who hold the 
strings of European politics, and employ Bismarck as their man of 
business, do not much care about an immediate outbreak of war. But 
Frankenstein cannot always control the movements of the monster he 
creates, and the capitalist system of competitive production shows a 
tendency to run away with the wire-pullers. There is no cure for con­
tinuous commercial depression like a great war. It clears off super­
fluous goods, superfluous capital, and superfluous workers, and gives 
rise to a brisk demand all round, a hey-day of profit to speculative pro­
ducers—vide the remarks of the Royal Commission upon the Depression 
of Trade as to the good times which succeeded 1871. So, on the whole, 
the capitalists of Europe have no particular objection to another 
Franco-German war. Especially as the above-mentioned superfluous 
workers are beginning to be troublesome, and may become dangerous if 
some of them are not killed out of the way.

Will the masses be deluded once more by all this high falluting 
patriotism and allow themselves to be led to the slaughter ? Probably ; 
and yet it is more than likely that the next great war will see action 
on the part of the workers but little in accord with the wishes of their 
masters. The last few years, and especially the last twelve months, 
have witnessed many indications that a healthy spirit of revolt, and a 
growing sense of a common interest and a common cause, is spreading 
amongst the Peoples. It may that Bismarck has pronounced the last 
dying speech and confession of Jingo patriotism.

Let us turn from threats of war to the blessings of peace as portrayed 
by Professor Huxley. In his speech on the foundation of an Imperial 
Institute, he tells us that we hear much from our evolutionary 
philosophers about the peaceful character of industrialism as opposed 
to militarism, but after all, modern industrialism is also war. It does 
not break heads or shed blood ; it starves its victims. Its weapon is 
competition, and in this warfare nation stands arrayed against nation, 
industry against industry, man against man. The English are getting 
worsted in the struggle because we have not yet learned to use our 
scientific knowledge to the uttermost in injuring our neighbours ; but 
to unite science with industrialism for this purpose would be a worthy 
and fitting memorial of Her Majesty’s reign 1 Has the most “ bloody 
revolutionist ” brought a sharper indictment than this against modern 
society ?

Ferocious war, its horrors intensified by the perfection of murderous 
invention, or the equally ferocious peace, which also is war, “ and that 
of a kind the viler as underhand, not openly bearing the sword,” these 
are the alternatives, each founded upon sheer brute force, with which 
the high priests of our civilisation greet the New Year. This is the

pass to which our blind submission to the authority and exploitation of 
certain of our fellow men has brought us. Is it not time we met 
force with force and shook off these chains of misery and degradation, 
that we may try what chances equal freedom brings ?

The final report of the Royal Commission of Enquiry 
Mene, Mens. into the Depression of Trade might well have been 

Tekely compiled for the express purpose of illustrating and
Upharsxn. confirming the doctrines of Socialism, and announcing 

the downfall of our present society. This handful of 
reactionary professors, politicians, and philantropists are condemned 
for their sins to show up one by one the false deductions of the pseudo­
science wherein they trusted for the justification of the capitalist system. 

First of all, they are forced to ignore the bogie of Malthusianism, and 
to confess that in spite of the severe and universal and almost uninter­
rupted commercial depression of the last twelve years, the increase in 
the amount of wealth produced has kept well ahead of the increase in 
population. The workers will know now from the lips of their masters 
how to reply to emigration agents who assure them that we are too 
thick on the ground here in England, the country cannot support us. 
On the contrary, we are suffering, it seems, from an over-supply of 
wealth and an over-accumulation of capital. There is too much food, 
there are too many clothes, and too many houses in England. What 
do you think of it, starving men and women, who cannot get decent 
food or clothes or lodging for yourselves or your children ? And you, 
who are weary with tramping the streets, seeking in vain to be allowed 
to work, what do you think about the over-accumulation of the instru­
ments of labour 1 On the face of it, is there not something radically 
wrong in such a state of society ?

But all this wealth is produced, you know, not to satisfy any one’s 
needs, but on the chance that it may sell at a profit. Not a profit to 
the men who created it, of course ; they, poor devils, have had their 
share in their more or less miserable wages; but a profit to the man 
whose concern in the matter is that somehow or other he manages to 
get the rest of the world to recognise him as the proprietor of the 
capital used in production. If he cannot get as much profit as he 
wants, he will not let any one have what he calls his goods, nor will he 
let workers use his capital any longer. They may go the workhouse or 
where they like, that is not his business.

The ears of the Commission have been defeaned with the groaning of 
unhappy capitalists bemoaning the “ bad times”; profits and interests 
are so low. For a hundred years and more these gentry have been 
vieing with one another who could get goods made for him at the least 
cost and sell them to the best advantage, and now that other countries 
are surpassing England in the strife, the English industrialists have 
nearly drained one another dry and the only chance of making a big 
haul is by speculation. In fact capital is more and supplied by limited 
liability companies, started merely to pay their promoters, regardless 
of any real demand, and often wound up as soon as floated. A subject 
for legislation, remark the wiseacres of the Commission.

And the English workers? Well, they must just make up their 
minds that they have much to be thankful for. They work shorter 
hours than foreigners; their average wages are higher ; indeed their 
whole condition during the last twenty years has “immensely improved,” 
the wealth lost to capital has been gained by them ; but this tendency 
to equalisation in the distribution of wealth cannot go beyond a certain 
point, and that point is “ very nearly if not quite attained already.” 
The capitalists’ system has borne its perfect fruit of happiness to the 
wage worker, therefore let him be content. No doubt he suffers much 
inconvenience from being perpetually driven from one place and one 
employment to seek another in consequence of the perpetual introduc­
tion of new machinery and of changes in methods of producing ; but 
then “ the demand for labour must necessarily be always fluctuating 
and uncertain,” and it is to be hoped the Board of Trade will help him 
by collecting some statistics.

This then is the utterance of the assembled doctors and prophets of 
middle-classdom upon social conditions in which our misery increases in 
proportion to our wealth, in which the whole population is restless and 
discontented, and for “millions of men” “each scrap of life" is “but 
a fear, and the sum of it wretched and base.” This is the last word of 
the Government we are trained to submit to and revere as half divine, 
upon the economic system which it exists to maintain. Is not such an 
unblushing statement of shameful facts indeed the writing on the wall, 
the “ weighed in the balance and found wanting,” condemning to 
speedy destruction social arrangements so ill suited to the needs of men
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PARLIAMENTARY RULE.
One of the most mischievous prejudices wo have to get rid of in order 
to begin the now life of Socialism, is the belief in parliamentary rule. 
Parliament has in this country rendered so many services in tho
struffcrle against the rule of the Court, and the nation has been so oo o • * e e e
much accustomed to connect with Parliament its reminiscences of 
struggle for political liberties, that even among Socialists some vague 
belief in Parliament still lingers; a fancy that it may in future become
an instrument for ridding the nation of the rule of Capital.

Not that such a belief is always held consciously. Much has hap­
pened, on the contrary, during the last twenty years to weaken to 
some extent the old faith in Parliament. The intelligent workman 
already often asks himself whether Parliament, which has been so 
powerful an instrument in substituting the rule of the middle-classes 
for that of the aristocracy, can possibly be utilised as an instrument 
for demolishing the rule of those very classes? Nevertheless, many 
Socialists, directing their chief attention to the economic aspect of the 
Social Question, overlook its political aspects.

They do not ask themselves whether some new form of social organ­
isation must not be called into being in order to permit a new de­
parture in economics; and therefore they continue to act as if they 
were persuaded that parliamentary rule really is the kind of political 
organisation with which a society liberated from the yoke of Capital 
can set about such a new departure. What, in fact, has been advo­
cated by our Social-Democratic friends, in this country and on the 
Continent, beyond the ancient parliamentary rule, with occasional 
recourse to the referendum—i.e., popular vote by yes or no—which has 
already been in action for so many years in Switzerland ? What do 
they indicate as the goal of our endeavours beyond the parliamentary 
rule of a Democratic Republic; that is, the same sort of political insti­
tution which has so admirably favorised the growth of Capital-rule in 
the United States and Switzerland, and so admirably adapts itself to 
capitalist exploitation, capitalist wars, and capitalist oppression in France?

They argue, of course, that in a society where there will be no 
individual owners of land and capital, parliamentary rule will be no 
longer a failure; that it will not check the free development of a free 
society of workers without capitalists or middle-men. But in the 
meantime Life is taking another direction, and is already elaborating 
new forms of political organisation, which will be as different from 
parliamentary rule as parliamentary rule is different from Absolute 
Monarchy.

Throughout our history we may see that a new form of political 
organisation has corresponded to each new form of economic organisa­
tion. When the peasants were reduced to economic, if not to personal 
serfdom ; when the city workman was a factor of no importance; when 
the richest and most powerful class were the landed aristocracy,—then 
Absolute Monarchy was the corresponding form of government.

But as soon as trade and commerce began to enrich the middle­
classes, they refused to be ruled by a few courtiers taken from the 
aristocracy. They revolted—from the middle of the seventeenth cen­
tury to the beginning of the nineteenth in this country, in 1789-93 in 
France, in 1848 in Germany. And, by cunningly taking advantage 
of the support they found amongst the peasants and workmen, they 
reduced the monarch and his courtiers to obedience, and substituted 
the rule of parliament. More than that. Parliament was the instru­
ment with which they succeeded in accomplishing this revolution and 
rendering it permanent in its effects.

Further, if we revert to an earlier period we see that the cities when 
freeing themselves, in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, from the rule 
of their lay and ecclesiastical lords and of the Crown, also started a 
new form of political organisation, based on the independence of the 
city and the organisation of the guilds. These guilds were not like the 
trades’-unions of our time, but were independent corporations, having 
their own laws, their own forms for the administration of justice, their 
own arrangements for self-defence, etc.—in short, they were political 
organisations as well as trades’ organisations. The cities conquered 
their independence, and maintained it by producing a new kind of 
political organisation. A new phase of economic life brought about 
a new phase of political life. Without the latter, the former would 
have been impossible.

Again, going still further back, we find, after the fall of the Roman 
Empire, the common possession of the soil going hand in hand with 
clan organisation, the gathering of all villagers for the discussion of 
the affairs of the village, and the federation of villages and clans for 
the discussion of business common to them all.

In short, throughout history we see that each change in the economic 
relations of a community is accompanied by a corresponding change in 
what may be called political organisation. These two are so closely 
connected with one another that they cannot be separated. The freed 
citizen, beginning a new life on a new basis, proclaims the free com­
mune, as the middle classes in similar circumstances convoke a parlia­
ment. The free city in one case, the parliament in the other, are 
instrumental in accomplishing the revolution. They render its results 
stable aud permanent, and afford scope for its further development.

Thus, too, it will be with Socialism. If it contemplates a new 
departure in economics it must be prepared for a new departure in 
what is called political organisation. And this new departure cannot 
be the parliamentary rule of a past era.

Many symptoms show that in Europe there is already a strong 
tendency in men’s minds towards the elaboration of this new Socialistic 
form of political organisation.

Nowhere is tho belief in parliamentary rule so strong as in this 
country. But even in this country tho old faith has of lato received 
many a severo blow. Those who know what parliamentary rule is, 
are agreed that some new departure must bo mado. “ Things can no 
longer go on as they have done,”—such is the growing opinion. In 
fact, as soon as the necessity of Home Rulo for Ireland was recog­
nised, the idea rapidly spread that Home Rule for Scotland, Home 
Rulo for Wales, and Home Rule for London are also necessary. But 
this movement is only a preliminary. It dates but from yesterday. 
Let it grow, and the necessity of something less parliamentary than a 
Scotch, or Welsh, or Cockney Parliament will soon be recognised.

On the Continent the anti-parliamentary movement is still more 
pronounced. In France, among those who reason instead of merely 
clinging to what exists, you will hardly find one man in a thousand 
who still believes in the National Parliament of tho Republic. As to 
the workmen, if they cherish any expectations for the future, it is 
from the Commune—the autonomous Commune federated with other 
autonomous Communes,—and not from any National Parliament or 
Convention. Nay, since the defeat of the Paris Commune, the Com- 
munalist idea has become the idea of modern France.

In Spain, the only political party of any consequence, besides the 
International Working-men Association, which is Anarchist and not 
political, is the “ Cantonalist ” party of Pi-y-Margal, the party of 
communal and cantonal autohomy. It is the only party besides the 
Anarchist International which the Republicans themselves consider 
worth speaking of.

In Italy, as soon as the Monarchy shall be overthrown and the 
central government be reduced to impotence (and that will shortly 
happen), each province, each ethnographical portion of a province, each 
city, will start upon its own independent career; each will try to find 
by its own endeavours a solution for the social question.

In Switzerland, where they have Home Rule for each small separate 
Republic (or canton), where they have thoroughly democratic institu­
tions, and, moreover, the use of the referendum, they are discussing 
at this moment how to modify their political organisation ; and it is a 
serious question with the democrats of Lausanne if it would not be 
better, even in the larger cities, to revert to the forum, still in use 
in smaller communes. All the institutions which inspired so much 
faith in 1848 are pronounced a failure.

Germany alone seems to be an exception to the rule. Its Radicals 
and Socialists seem still to see their ideal in Robespierre’s Jacobinism,
i.e., in a Republic strongly centralised. But this turn of mind is 
easily explained by the historical phase that Germany is now going 
through. The first shock will, however, loosen it to the foundations. 
Something towards the destruction of Capital Rule will certainly be 
done in Germany by the next revolution, but this something will not 
be accomplished by the prescriptions of a German Parliament. It will 
be done by the revolt of isolated centres, where Socialist life and 
thought are growing rapidly.

We are deeply persuaded that if anything is to be done in a Socialist 
sense in this country, it will be done in the same way. It will be 
accomplished outside Parliament, by the free initiative of British 
workmen, who will take possession for themselves of capital, land, 
houses, and instruments of labour, and then combine in order to start 
life on the new lines of local independence.

Parliamentary rule is Capital rule. It has served its time. No 
Parliament, however noisy, will help to accomplish the Social Revolu­
tion. And it is not to parliamentary rule that the revolted workmen 
will look for the economic and political re-organisation of the People.

NOTES.
The energetic action of our Norwich comrades in flinging food from • • * • i • o othe store in the shops to their famishing fellow-workmen, and breaking 
the windows of the rich burgesses who refused to attend to their griev­
ances, will do more to advance the cause of the Social Revolution than 
much talking. Before Mowbray’s nine months’ imprisonment are over 
Judge Grantham is likely to discover as much.

* * *
Note the effect of Norwich riots, Trafalgar Square meetings, Batter­

sea church parades, and the morning calls of the unemployed upon 
vestrymen and guardians upon the middle-class conscience. The 
wretchedness of the workers is no new thing, but when have the news­
papers swarmed as they do to-day with letters, and accounts of com­
mittees, meetings, royal commission reports, and proposals for fresh 
royal commissions? All to suggest some method of evading the Social 
Question, and pacifying the people without trenching on the privileges 
of the rich.

* * *
Indeed the Liberty and Property Defence League have some cause 

for alarm. English Socialism is becoming a distinctly national move­
ment, taking a definite national shape. It is localising itself and 
moving by spontaneous popular initiative. It is passing, with charac­
teristic English practicality, from propaganda by word to propaganda 
by action. Socialists are pressing into local public affairs and insisting 
on the claims of the people to the direct management of their own busi­
ness. And their business is not the maintenance of the status quo I

* * *
Mr. Harrington, M.P., exhorted the peasants of Glenbeigh to pray, 

not to fight, while the evictors were dragging a sick child from its 
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parents’ burning hut to die on the straw in a pig-sty. The young girl 
who dealt the ruffians some hearty blows with a spade was certainly 

■“ the better man of the two.”
* * *

Gentlemen who look forward to office in a Home Rule Parliament 
cannot, of course, afford to oncourage too much disrespect for authority. 

* * *
The manly contempt shown by our comrade Duval for the forms of 

law during the trial in Paris, which ended in his condemnation to 
death, has made a deep impression on his fellow workers. One man 
who has the pluck to act on his conviction makes such action easier for 
each one who follows him. A common-place truth, but we all forget 
it sometimes.

REMEDIAL MEASURES.
When the enemies of Socialism are speaking to Anarchists, they dwell 
upon the reasonable and humanitarian policy of Social Democracy, but 
no sooner are they brought face to face with the proposals of Social 
Democrats than they declare those proposals preposterous and imprac­
ticable—vide the Times for November 5th.

Well, it is true that there is very little moral difference between 
charity in money and charity in work, whilst from the economic point 
of view the former is preferable. Either there is work to be done in 
the community or there is not. In the first case, capitalists will not 
fail to lay hands upon it to make a profit for themselves by supplying 
the public need. In the second case, the central or local government 
cannot start superfluous works, or even anticipate work supposed 
requisite in some more or less distant future, without damaging the 
interests of the very classes which it seeks to relieve. For this reason, 
our present system of distribution of wealth (each for himself and the 
devil take the hindmost) determines the standard of requirements in 
each class of the community according to the position and fortune it has 
seized upon. There is a certain fixed ratio between desires and wealth, 
wants and the absence of wealth, which cannot be altered without a 
change in our whole system of distribution. Of course poor men 
really require better food, better clothes, better lodging, etc. But 
then they cannot pay for them, and no laws in the world can make 
the rich pay for even necessaries for the poor. No law can employ 
—we might say transform—the wealth of capitalists so as to satisfy 
the needs of working people. The only means to take wealth from 
those who possess it are exploitation, expropriation, and taxation. 
Exploitation can be exercised only on those who possess nothing but 
their energy and labour force. Expropriation means revolution. As 
for taxation, it falls—direct taxation indirectly, indirect taxation 
directly—npon the shoulders of the working class, or, what is the same 
thing, on the cost of necessities. When the price of commodities 
ceases to allow sufficient profit to capitalists, these patriots usually 
withdraw their investment from their own land, and thus the source of 
taxation is dried up.

It follows that if extraordinary relief works be started for the 
unemployed, the wages and profits connected therewith must be paid 
either by reducing the wages of labourers already employed, or by 
drawing upon the proceeds of future labour.

Note this : wages, as well as profits (surplus value). Every fresh 
enterprise under our present economic system gives occasion for fresh 
exploitation of labour; takes from, instead of adding to, the workman’s 
means of subsistence.

The more the workers work, the worse they make their condition as 
a whole, the wider the gulf between them and the wealthy classes. 
They only seem to receive wages, in reality they pay tribute to their 
employers. Therefore to start new works to relieve the working class 
is like paying a debt bearing no interest by means of a loan upon which 
interest must be paid.

As an immediate measure of relief for the misery of the people, it 
would be more practical to diminish than increase production. If it 
were possible to put a stop for some time to all the production of a 
country and prevent any expatriation of capital, or importation of 
produce, no doubt the labour market would revive and wages rise. 
But, as a matter of fact, capital and capitalists are quite ready to 
abandon their own country and seek more favourable openings else­
where ; and it is as easy for capitalists to baffle any attempts at law- 
making to prevent this as it is difficult for workmen to escape the 
thraldom of the laws they are subjected to. Even when the possessors 
of the means of production cannot remove their property—as in the 
case of the soil—they can and do give up producing necessaries and 
devote their wealth to the production of luxuries, or, in the case of 
land, withdraw it from cultivation, and devote it to sporting purposes. 
Thus their enjoyment is secured at the cost of the misery of the 
workers.

The same objections apply to a compulsory reduction of the hours 
of labour. Without reduction of the profits of employers, the con­
dition of the working classes cannot permanently improve, either as 
regards the amount of wages or the continuity of employment. But 
if it were possible, either by reduction of hours of labour, or by taxa­
tion, or any other governmental expedient, to lower the rate of profit 
in a country, either prices would go up or capital would emigrate to 
foreign lands. To prevent the emigration of capital it would be neces­
sary to declare and enforce all the world over common rates of wages, 
hours of labour, prices of commodities, and taxation : rather a difficult 
achievement in face of private property, inequality of possessions, and 
commercial competition.

It is because we realise the utter impossibility of putting a check 
upon usury under existing social arrangements; it is because we do not 
feel confident as to the beneficial results of the remedial measures pro­
posed by Social Democrats in this and other countries, that we are 
Anarchists, and cry to the people, “ Put not your trust in any govern­
ment assistance. Help yourselves.” For Anarchism puts Revolution 
before renovation, whilst Social Democracy puts reform before Revolu­
tion—the end before the beginning.

[Note.—Many of our Social-Democratic friends are better than their professed 
creed, and only put forward remedial measures to entice hesitating quasi-Soeialists 
into the wholsome path of revolution.—Editor.)

SCIENTIFIC MUDDLES.
It is quite possible in our enlightened times to be scientific over much; 
and Anarchists will do well to beware of staking the validity and 
success of their doctrines of life and society upon the truth of 
mechanical and fatalistic theories of evolution which attempt to bridge 
over the gulf that at least appears to gape between physical science 
and social theory, between the facts of the inanimate and animal world 
and the facts of human existence. Our danger is that we shall level 
down, instead of up.

The reflections here presented on this subject have been suggested 
by a perusal of an article in the Contemporary Review for September 
last, by Leon Metchnikoff, entitled “ Evolution and Revolution.”

Metchnikoff is a good, well-meaning Anarchist, but he is a little too 
much in love with the elaborate evolutionary science armour. He tries 
to put it on, rejecting several pieces which are obvious misfits; and in 
the end just succeeds in hobbling along, encumbered, embarrassed, and 
awkwardly brandishing the foreign weapons. It is on the whole a 
sad grotesque spectacle, and meaningless, except as a warning. First 
to be tried on is the system of Herbert Spencer. “Sociology is a 
physical science like others: its aim cannot be any other than the 
reduction of the specific laws of social life to the universal laws of 
motion ”! This is bridging the abyss, with a vengeance. And if it 
could really be, it would be a full vindication of over-ruling by brute­
force, and would ensure the immortal reign of the policeman, the prison, 
and all the tools of masterhood. But it is not likely to be accepted as 
truth, till Love is reduced to sound digestion, Hate to liver-complaint, 
and Sympathy is found to be the function of some organ in good work­
ing order. Then there are scientific muddles and puzzles about what 
is an individual ? where does the individual end and society begin ? for 
instance, is a man an individual or a society? Now this may be an 
interesting physiological curiosity, but upon things human and social 
it can have no bearing. For the politician or Socialist it is mere 
trifling. That a man is one and individual, because he feels and knows 
himself to be one and counts himself one, is both sound common-sense 
and philosophy, and enough for the theory of practice. We have not 
time to reckon how many angels can stand on the point of a needle. 
“ Men,” says our science-beglamoured friend, “ like other mammalia, 
are in fact associations of such colonies of cells.” But it is men as 
men, and not as mammalia, that interest us as Socialists. “ Our 
inveterate tendency to consider ourselves as an end and centre of the 
creation makes us prone to prejudge that our individuality is the only 
genuine one.” Quite true, and we are not merely prone, but compelled 
so to judge.. My own oneness and individuality is the only one im­
mediately known, all others are reflections or projections of that one 
unity. I make things in my own likeness. So, and only so, do I (and 
every other I) get a world of individual things and persons. Science 
is perforce anthropomorphic; more subtilely perhaps, but just as really 
and inevitably as the first makers of myth and fetish. But our scientific 
friend w’ould fain wriggle out of anthropomorphism and anthropocentric- 
ism. Yet, if we could cease to regard ourselves “ as an end and centre 
of the creation,” creation would soon make an end of us. But Metchni­
koff is so enamoured of science that has not reflected upon, criticised, 
and recognised its own grounds and methods, that with him anthropo­
morphic is synonymous with “anti-scientific.”

The next muddle encountered in the search after “science” is the 
piece of rhetoric so familiar now, that “a society is an organism.” It 
is only in Germany that this is taken for more than an analogy on 
three legs or very lame figure of speech. But there it has inspired 
a savant (Jaeger) to give a zoological account of human societies as a 
last chapter of a biological handbook 1 Schaeffle takes the same bestial 
line, and finds a Bismarckian state-socialism at the top of the zoological 
tree. But what else can come of seriously regarding a human com­
munity as a kind of banyan-tree or leviathan, and talking solemnly of 
its “ organs, tissues, cells, and inter-cellular substance ” !

Is society under the law of gravitation only, or under that and the 
Malthus-Darwinian law of struggle and starvation only; or is it, as 
conscious and endowed with reason and will and capable of setting 
before itself ideal ends, a law unto itself ? According to the answer 
given, it is either mountain, mouse, or man—organic or super-organic 
unity.

Metchnikoff finds this higher self-determined law of reasonable good­
will to be consent, co-operation, voluntary and conjoint aiming at an 
end not personal to any one or more only and exclusively, but personal 
to all equally. But in doing so he unconsciously disencumbers himself 
of all pseudo-scientific sociology, and affirms a principle and practice 
above nature, in the restricted scientific and evolutionary sense—a 
spirit and power that will use nature and not be swung about and used 
up by it. He is how entitled to assert that “ the end can be but one :
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