dess




=

Contents of No. 55 September 1965

John Hewetsbn 257
Richard DeHaan 271
John Marjoram 287

Mutual Aid and Social Evolution
Kropotkin, Marx and Dewey
I was one of the unattached

Cover by Rufus Segar

I

Other issues of ANARCHY :

VOLUME 1, 1961: 1. Sex-and-Violence, Galbraith*; 2. Worker’s controlf;
3. What does anarchism mean today?; 4. Deinstitutionalisation; 5. Spain 1936t;
6. Cinemat; 7. Adventure playgroundst; 8. Anthropology; 9. Prison; 10. Mac-
Innes, Industrial decentralisation.

VOLUME 2, 1962: 11. Paul Goodman, A. S. Neill ; 12. Who are the anarchists?
13. Direct action; *14. Disobedience; *15. The work of David Wills; 16. Ethics.

" of anarchism, Africa; 17. Towards a lumpenproletariat; 18. Comprehensive

schools; 19. Theatre: anger and anarchy; 20. Non-violence, Freud; 21.
Secondary modern; 22. Cranston’s dialogue on anarchy.

VOLUME 3, 1963: 23. Housing, squatters, do-it-yourself ; 24. Community of
Scholars ; 25, Technology, cybernetics ; 26. CND, Salesmanship, Thoreau; 27.
Youth ; 28, The future of anarchism; 29, The Spies for Peace Story; 30. The
community workshop; 31. Self-organising systems, Beatniks; the State; 32.
Crime; 33. Alex Comfort’s anarchismt; 34. Science fiction, Workless teens.
VOLUME 4, 1964: 35. House and home; 36. Arms of the law; 37. Why I won’t
vote; 38 Nottingham; 39. Homer Lane; 40. Unions and workers’ control; 41.
The land; 42. Indian anarchism; 43 Parents and teachers. 44. Transport.
45. Anarchism and Greek thought; 46. Anarchism and the historians.
VOLUME 5, 1965: 47. Towards freedom in work; 48. Lord of the flies; 49.
Automation; 50. The anarchist outlook; 51. Blues, R'n’b, Pop, Folk; 52. Limits
of pacifism; 53. After school; 54. Buber, Landauer, Muhsam; 55. Mutual aid
and social evolution; 56. A man’s world.

PLEASE NOTE: Issues 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, .13, 14, and 33 are out of print.

IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A SUBSCRIPTION

you are probably being supplied by one of our volunteer agents or an
enterprising newsagent. But there is a very small number of distributors
who fail to pay us for sales. So if your source of supply dries up, don’t
think we have expired. Keep our address and write for a subscription.

Subscribe to ANARCHY ;
Single copies 2s. (30c.). Annual Subscription (12 issues) 26s. ($3.50). By airmail
47s. ($7.00). Joint annual subscription with FREEDOM the anarchist weekly
(which readers of ANARcHY will find indispensable) 42s. ($6.00). Cheques, P.O.s
and Money Orders should be made out to FREEDOM PRESS, 17a Maxwell
Road, London, S.W.6, England. Tel.: RENown 3736.

Printed by Express Printers, London, E.l1.

ANARCHY 55 (Vol 5 No 9) SEPTEMBER 1965 257

Mutual Aid
and
Social Evolution

JOHN HEWETSON

WHEN KROPOTKIN RETURNED TO FRANCE after his first visit to England im
1883, he was immediately charged with belonging to the International
Working Men’s Association (the First International), and with being
concerned in the revolutionary demonstrations at Lyons. While he was
imprisoned at Clairvaux, a large number of the most eminent scientists
and men of letters in England signed a memorandum to the French:
Government in an endeavour to secure for him better prison conditions
and the right to see his wife. But by no means all Kropotkin’s col-
leagues in the world of science exhibited this sympathy. The most
eminent of Darwin’s followers, Thomas Henry Huxley, for example,
positively refused to sign this memorandum, and stated that in his
opinion, Kropotkin was too well off as he was. It is an open question
whether Kropotkin knew of Huxley’s attitude to him in this personal
matter; but in later years, when the two men crossed swords on the
question of mutual aid, he never showed the slightest trace of bitterness.
On the contrary, he always praised Huxley’s scientific eminence, and
especially as a defender of Darwinism against clerical attacks.® This
differing attitude in the two men has a certain significance when con-
sidered in the light of their social conceptions, for Huxley’s view of
the mechanism of evolution as being continuous mutual strife, was
quickly seized upon by the philosophers of capitalism.

At the outset, Darwin’s work dealt such a deadly blow to the
theological view of creation, and elicited such bitter hostility in Church
circles, that its more fundamental social implications were over-
shadowed. For the controversy which raged during the latter half of
the nineteenth century between the theory of evolution and the Church

JOHN HEWETSON's essay was first published as a Freedom Press
pamphlet in 1946 when it immediately sold out. In the middle nineteen-
fifties a new edition was prepared, but first the sheets were destroyed in a
fire and later the type-metal was stolen by lead-thieves. In order to
put the essay back into circulation at last we are reprinting it complete
in ANARCHY.
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ended many years ago in such a decisive victory for the scientists that
the “Darwinian question™ is often regarded as entirely settled. Yet the
conflict over the exact manner in which Darwin’s theory of Natural

Selection is to be interpreted is still fought over, though with rather less
heat, despite its ultimately more fundamental character. Darwin’s
theory of the mechanism of evolution has an important bearing on
sociological questions, and its social implications were immediately
recognised at the time.

Karl Marx, for example, when he published his Critique of Political
Economy in 1859, considered it an extremely lucky chance that The
Origin of Species should have appeared in the same year. ‘““This wonder-
ful work,” he wrote, “‘makes my own absolutely impregnable. Darwin
may not know it, but he belongs to the Social Revolution.” At the
same time, however, the liberal capitalists and their political philo-
sophers, the Manchester school of laissez-faire economists, acclaimed
it in support of their theories also. According to them, unlimited free
competition of each against all was the best method of securing
economic progress and prosperity, and it was this apparently ceaseless
competition which they stressed in Darwin’s work. As Kropotkin
pointed out later, Darwin himself took no such narrow view of the
“struggle for existence’, although it became the basis of his follower
Huxley’s interpretation of natural selection.

"™ The struggle of Religion versus Science threw the controversy
regarding the social implications of Darwin’s work into background.
But it also seems to have cast the mantle of ecclesiastical obscurantism
over the discussion, for we usually find that investigation of the facts
of the matter is neglected in favour of dogmatic assertion and blind
assumption. Capitalist and governmental prejudice have usurped the
place of clerical mythology in obscuring the problem. Kropotkin’s
great work Mutual Aid goes far towards settling the question once and
for all, and more recent investigations have only confirmed the position
he put forward. But before considering it, it will be of interest to con-
sider the historical background to the question at issue. We shall then
see that it is one that has been debated by sociologists since the time of
the French Revolution.

By a remarkable coincidence, both Darwin and Alfred Russell
Wallace, who reached the idea of evolution taking place through natural
selection almost simultaneously, started on this train of thought from
the same initial stimulus. In his Naturalist’s Voyage Round the World,
Darwin relates how the ideas of Malthus set him on the track of
Natural Selection.

. . . In October 1838, that is, fifteen months after I had begun
my systematic enquiry, I happened to read for amusement ‘Malthus
on Population’, and being well prepared to appreciate the struggle for
existence which everywhere goes on, from long continued observation
of the habits of plants and animals, it at once struck me that under
‘these circumstances favourable variations would tend to be preserved,
and unfavourable ones destroyed. The result of this would be the
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formation of new species.”

Similarly, Wallace describes how, when he was lying ill with fever
in February 1858, twenty years later than Darwin, he was thinking
about the ““positive checks”—war, famine and disease—described by
Malthus in his Essay on Population. Wallace felt that these ‘“‘positive
checks” must act even more powerfully on animals than upon men
because of their greater rate of multiplication. Thus both men began
to speculate about natural selection after reading Malthus’ book.

The Essay on Population became almost a textbook of capitalist
ideology. It was very convenient to think that poverty was due to an
“inevitable™ tendency for the population always to be greater than the
available food supply, so that the poor were merely those on whom the
“positive checks” were acting. Such a belief happily relieved the
economic and social system of any blame for the prevalent human
misery. But even in the latter half of the nineteenth century it was
becoming apparent that the possibilities of production far outstripped
the actual consumption of the working class who formed the vast
majority of the human population. It was not the limits of world
resources that made poverty inevitable, but the limitation of purchasing
power which the wages system imposed on the mass of mankind. The
history of the last twenty years have even more decisively cast Malthus’
ideas on the scrap heap, for we have been compelled to witness the
spectacle of the vast majority of human beings eking out a life of
miserable poverty in the midst of a world of plenty. For years, while
there has been widespread starvation, huge masses of foodstuffs have
been dumped in the sea, burned in locomotives, and spread as manure
on the fields. Food which is sorely needed to relieve famine has been
fed instead to animals because it has been cheaper, more “‘economical’
to do so. Such a spectacle makes nonsense of Malthus’ idea that the
world is always slightly overpopulated. with a resulting scarcity which
makes poverty and starvation inevitable, and at the same time limits
the growth of population. Yet apologists for the present system of
society still put forward his exploded views.

Now Malthus himself wrote his book in an attempt to refute the
ideas put forward by the anarchist, William Godwin, in 1793 in his
great book An Enquiry into the Nature of Political Justice. Thus the
whole controversy may be said to have originated in the work of the
“father of anarchism”.

Huxley developed Darwin’s views to the extreme point of repre-
senting “‘the war of each against all”” as a natural law, and thus carried
Malthus’ views to a logical conclusion. It was this conception which
Kropotkin attacked in Mutual Aid. He entered the lists as a powerful
supporter of the ideas advanced by Godwin almost a century before,
and the evidence he adduced is so convincing in its cumulative effect
that, for those who have read Mutual Aid and grasped its social impli-
cations, the controversy will appear settled.

We saw that Darwin’s theory was acclaimed by the political
economists of the Manchester School, and that these bourgeois econo-
















































