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  Introduction


  This book presents writings that Tolstoy was never, in his lifetime, allowed to publish in his native Russia. He was a successful author by middle age; world famous for his novels War and Peace and Anna Karenina. But after a mid-life spiritual awakening, Tolstoy chose a different direction, and for the last 30 years of his life, produced material that offended both Church and State. His religious writings set him at odds with the Orthodox Church, and led eventually to his excommunication. His political and social writings set him in opposition to the government, and brought strict censorship and the threat of imprisonment.


  But though doors closed on him in Russia, doors opened for him elsewhere; for when Tolstoy’s secretary and friend Vladimir Chertkov was exiled by the government in 1897, he travelled to England. Tolstoy was at first distressed at his departure. He missed the devotion of his most intimate disciple; and also worried for him: ‘I’m very much afraid you’ll be corrupted in England,’ he wrote to Chertkov. ‘I’ve just received the Review of Reviews and read it, and I caught such a sense of that astonishing English self-satisfied dullness that I put myself in your place and tried to think how you would get on with them.’


  But Tolstoy need not have worried. It was said of Chertkov that he was even more Tolstoyan than Tolstoy, and his time in England was entirely spent in promoting his master’s cause. Chertkov put his money, energy and leadership skills into the remarkable Free Age Press, run by A. C. Fifield. Over the next few years, this small press produced 424 million pages of Tolstoy’s writing. Its propagating work was then carried on by the publisher C. W. Daniel, also a fan of Tolstoy, and who acquired the rights of the Free Age Press around 1906. (Daniel was to visit Tolstoy himself in 1909.)


  The mission statement of the Free Age Press reveals it to have been an organ for moral self-improvement; and built around the works of one man:


  The Free Age Press is an earnest effort to spread those deep convictions in which the noblest spirits of every age and race have believed – that mans true aim and happiness is “Unity in reason and love”; the realization of the brotherhood of all men: that we must all strive to eradicate, each from himself, those false ideas, false feelings, and false desires, – personal, social, religious, economic – which alienate us from one another and produce nine tenths of all human suffering.


  Of these truly Christian and universal religious aspirations, the writings of Leo Tolstoy are today perhaps the most definite expression, and it is to the production of very cheap editions of his most extant religious, social and ethical works, together with much unpublished matter and his new writings, to which we have special access (being in close touch with Tolstoy), that we are at present confining ourselves. We earnestly trust that all who sympathize will continue to assist us by every means in their power, and help to make publications more widely known. It is Tolstoy’s desire that his books shall not be copyrighted, and as we share this view all Free Age Press translations and editions (with one as yet unavoidable exception), are and will be issued free of copyright and maybe reprinted by anyone. We have already commenced to collect all Tolstoy’s essays into more permanent cloth bound volumes.


  This was signed by Chertkov as ‘editor’, but he was a good deal more than that. The company started in Purleigh, Essex, but Chertkov soon moved it to Tuckton House, in Bournemouth, on the south coast. This became the centre of operations, whilst a former water works nearby became the publishing house. A picture of Tolstoy hung on the wall at Tuckton, and Chertkov created a special strong room in which to preserve all the manuscripts and papers. And it was a strong room, lined with steel and fire proof bricks. Indeed, as A. N. Wilson records in his excellent biography of Tolstoy, when the room had to be demolished in 1965, it took two workmen a whole week to make a tiny hole in the wall of this Tolstoyan sanctuary. During his time there, no one but Chertkov was allowed access to the room.


  It was in Tuckton House that Chertkov both gathered and copied all the material that was eventually to become the 90-volume edition of Tolstoy’s works published in Russia; and it was in the publishing house down the road – in the Ilford water works in Southbourne – that numerous tracts by Tolstoy were produced by the Free Age Press; tracts banned in Russia at the time.


  Seven of these short works are presented here, each with their own introduction, in celebration of the 100th anniversary of Tolstoy’s death. He died on the railway station in Astapovo, in November, 1910. By then, however, thanks to the Free Age Press, his writings and message were spilling out way beyond the borders of his Russian homeland. The censors could only reach so far…


  


  


  God or Mammon – Introduction


  After ten years as a teetotaller, it was in 1895 that Tolstoy made a withering assault on alcohol, in his tract ‘God or Mammon?’


  In 1885, Tolstoy had both given up alcohol and become a vegetarian, in a bid to make his life simpler. It was a time of letting go, for he also gave up hunting and smoking in this year. Whether it improved his mood is hard to say. In one of his many rows with his wife Sofya, she actually complained of his non-stop tea drinking. But once he had decided to give up alcohol, the next step, in true Tolstoyan fashion, was to persuade everyone else that he was right.


  In this attack on the demon drink, Tolstoy leaves no moral stone unturned. Alcohol is held responsible for most robbery, theft and murder. It is also named as a significant cause of ill-health, and worst of all in Tolstoy’s eyes, it is seen to ‘darken the intelligence and conscience of men,’ making them more stupid, course and wicked. Alcohol is declared to be neither cheering nor warming; just a poison. And its tone is reminiscent of Hogarth’s famous picture Gin Lane, 1751, in which the effects of alcohol on society are gruesomely portrayed.


  Tolstoy uses story, statistics and anecdote to reinforce his message; and typically, as the title suggests, the issue is black and white. It’s one or the other, with no middle ground. So moderate drinkers who offered alcohol at festivals, christenings and weddings, are reckoned quite as bad as those more openly out of control through inebriation. There is certainly a contemporary feel to his comparison of those who cause public damage through drunken behaviour, and the middle-classes who buy wine to consume at home. For Tolstoy, of course, they are one and the same.


  And it wasn’t just society in general who suffered; the curse of alcohol affected those closer to home. As his disciple Chertkov wrote to Tolstoy in 1883: ‘I have had a lot to drink and have depraved thoughts.’ Two years later, Tolstoy gave it up. Twelve years later, in God or Mammon, he demanded that everyone else should follow him.
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  God or Mammon


  No servant can serve two masters: for either he will hate the one and love the other; or else he will hold to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and mammon. Luke xvi. 13


  Anyone who is not with me is against me; and they who do not gather with me, scatters. Matthew xii. 30


  ENORMOUS tracts of the very best lands, by which millions of now poverty-stricken families might be supported, are devoted to tobacco, vineyards, barley, hemp, and especially rye and potatoes; employed in the production of intoxicating beverages: wine, beer, and mainly brandy.


  Millions of labourers who might be making things useful for men, are instead occupied in the production of these things. In England it is estimated that one-tenth of all the labouring men are occupied in the manufacture of brandy and beer.


  What are the consequences of the manufacture and consumption of tobacco, wine, vodka, and beer?


  There is a terrible story about a monk who laid a wager with the devil that he would not admit him into his cell; if he let him in, he agreed to do whatever the devil should order him to do. The story tells how the devil took the form of a wounded raven with its bloody wing trailing, and hopped about pitifully at the door of the monk’s cell. The monk had compassion for the raven and took him into his cell; and then the devil, having obtained entrance, gave the monk a choice among three crimes: murder, fornication, or drunkenness. The monk chose drunkenness, thinking that if he got intoxicated he would harm only himself. But when the liquor had overcome him, he lost control of his reason. He went to the village and there, yielding to temptation of a woman, he committed adultery with her; and then murder, by defending himself from the husband, who returned and attacked him.


  Thus are pictured the consequences of drunkenness in the old story, and in no way different in real life are the consequences of the use of intoxicating beverages. It is an unusual burglar or murderer who perpetrates his crime while sober. According to the reports of courts it is seen that nine-tenths of misdemeanours are accomplished when people are tipsy. The most convincing proof that the large numbers of misdemeanours are traceable to liquor is afforded by the fact that in certain states of America, where wine and the manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquors are prohibited, crimes have almost ceased. There are no robberies, thefts or murders, and the jails are empty.


  Such is one consequence of the use of intoxicating drinks.


  Another consequence is the harmful influence produced by intoxicating beverages on the health of the people. Besides the fact that from the use of intoxicating drinks arise various painful illnesses peculiar to drunkards - many of whom die of them – it is also to be noted that men who drink recuperate from ordinary diseases with greater difficulty than others. Thus in life insurance, the insurance companies always prefer the risks on those that do not make use of intoxicating drinks.


  This is the second consequence of the use of intoxicating beverages.


  The third and most horrible consequence of intoxicating beverages is that liquor darkens the intellect and conscience of men; from the use of liquor, men grow coarser, stupider, and wickeder.


  What advantage is there from the use of intoxicating drinks?


  None!


  The advocates of vodka, wine and beer assure us in advance that these drinks enhance the health and strength; that they warm and cheer. But now it is indisputably proved that this is not true. Intoxicating beverages do not improve the health, because they contain a violent poison – alcohol – and the use of a poison cannot fail to be injurious.


  That wine does not increase a man’s strength has been proved many times, and by the fact that when the work of a drinking mechanic and that of a mechanic who does not drink are compared over the course of months and years, it is always proved that the non-drinking man does more work and better work than the drinker; and by the fact that in those companies of soldiers which on campaigns use vodka, there are always more incapacitated and more stragglers than in those where vodka is not used.


  In exactly the same way, it has been proved that liquor does not in fact warm, and that the heat felt after drinking liquor does not hold out long; and that the man, after the brief increase in temperature, soon grows colder than ever! Thus a drinking man always finds it much harder to endure prolonged cold than a non-drinker. People who freeze to death every year are frozen, for the most part, because they warm themselves with liquor.


  It is not necessary to prove also that the gaiety that comes from wine is not real and not a joyous gaiety. Every one knows what sort of thing this drunken gaiety is. All that it requires is to take a look at what is done in cities on holidays, at the drinking-places, and in the rural districts; at what is done on holidays or at weddings and christenings. This drunken gaiety always ends with insulting words, fights, injured members, all kinds of crimes, and the loss of human dignity.


  Wine promotes neither health, strength, warmth or gaiety; but only brings great injury to men. And therefore it would seem to be the wise course for every reasonable and decent man, not only to stop intoxicating drinks himself and not to set them before others, but also to try with all his might to stop the common use of this unprofitable and injurious poison.


  But unfortunately this is not at all the case. Men are so wedded to old habits and customs, and find it so difficult to do away with them, that there are in our day very many good, kind, and reasonable men who not only do not forswear the use of intoxicating beverages and the regalement of others with them, but even defend it with all their ability. “Wine,” they say, “is not to blame, but drunkenness is to be condemned. King David said, ‘Wine cheers the heart of man.’ Christ in Cana of Galilee sanctified wine. If it were not for the drinking habit government would be deprived of its chief revenue. It is impossible to celebrate a holiday, to hold a wedding, or a christening, without wine. One must drink something at the conclusion of a bargain or a sale, or at the meeting with a dear friend.”


  “In our poverty and in our labour we must drink,” says the poor labouring man.


  “If we drink only occasionally and temperately, we do no harm to anyone,” say well-to-do people.


  “The gaiety of Russia is in drinking,” said Prince Vladimir.


  “By our drinking we do no harm to any one but ourselves. And if we harm only ourselves, then that is our affair; we don’t want to teach anyone and we don’t want to be taught by any one; we did not begin this and it is not for us to put an end to it,” say frivolous people.


  Thus say drinking men of various conditions and ages, trying to justify themselves. But these justifications, which availed some decades ago, now avail no longer. It was well enough to say this when all men thought that the use of intoxicating drinks was a harmless pleasure; that intoxicating drinks enhanced a man’s health and strength; when they did not, as yet, know that wine contained a poison always injurious to the health of men; when men did not, as yet, realize the terrible consequences of drunkenness, which are now patent to all eyes.


  It was possible to say this when there were not, as yet, these hundreds and thousands of men prematurely dying in cruel torments, simply because they had learned to drink intoxicating beverages; and could not, as yet, abstain from the use of them. It was well to say that wine is a harmless pleasure before we had seen those hundreds and thousands of poor tormented women and children suffering because their husbands and fathers had learned to drink wine.


  It was well enough to say this before we had witnessed these hundreds and thousands of criminals filling the jails; the exiles, galley slaves and ruined women, who had fallen into this condition owing to wine.


  It was well enough to say this before we knew that hundreds of thousands of men, who might have lived their lives with delight to themselves and others, have ruined their energies and their intellects and their souls simply because intoxicating beverages existed and they were tempted by them.


  And therefore it is no longer possible, in our time, to say that the drinking or non-drinking of wine is a private affair; that we do not consider the moderate use of wine injurious to ourselves, and do not wish to teach any one or be taught by any one, that we did not begin it and it is not for us to end it. It is impossible to say this now; the use of wine or abstinence from it is, in our day, not a private matter, but a public matter.


  Now all men – it is all the same whether they wish it or do not wish it – are divided into two camps: those in the one camp are fighting against the employment of a useless poison, intoxicating drinks, both by word and deed, not using wine and not offering it to others. Those in the opposite camp uphold both by word and, more powerfully than all else, by force of example, the use of this poison, and this contest is going on at the present time in all nations, and for twenty years now with especial violence in Russia.


  “As long as you did not know you were without sin,” said Christ. But now we know what we are doing and whom we are serving when we use wine and offer it to others. Consequently, if we, who know the sin of using wine, go on drinking or offering it to others, then we have no justification.


  And let not anyone say that it is impossible to avoid drinking and offering wine on special occasions, on holidays and at weddings and similar occasions; that all do this, that our fathers and grandfathers did this, and that therefore it is impossible for us alone to stand out against all the rest.


  This is false; our fathers and grandfathers did away with those evil and harmful practices, the ill effects of which became obvious to them; in the same way, we also are bound to do away with the evil which has become manifest in our day. And the fact that wine has become a frightful evil in our day is beyond all question.


  How then, if I know that the use of intoxicating drinks is an evil, destroying hundreds of thousands of men, can I offer this evil to my friends who come to my house for a festival, a christening, or a wedding?


  Not always was everything as it is now, but everything has changed from worse to better; and the change has come about, not of itself, but by people fulfilling what has been demanded of them by reason and conscience. And now our reason and our conscience in the most actual manner demand of us that we cease drinking wine and offering it to others.


  As a general thing, men consider worthy of censure and scorn such drunkards as go to taverns and drinking-rooms, and get so full that they lose their reason, and become so addicted to wine that they cannot control themselves; and drink up all they have. While the men who buy wine for home use, drink every day and in moderation; and offer wine to their guests in circumstances when it is used – such men are considered good and honourable, and not doing any harm. And yet these very people are more worthy of censure than the drunkards! The drunkards have become drunkards simply because those that were not drunkards, those that did themselves no harm, taught them to drink wine, tempted them by their example.


  Drunkards never would have become drunkards if they had not seen honoured men, men respected by every one, drinking wine and offering it to others. A young man who has never taken wine, will know the taste and the effect of wine at festivals, at weddings, and at the houses of these honoured people who are not themselvesdrunkards, but who drink and set it before their guests on certain occasions.


  And so he who drinks wine, no matter how moderately; or offers it in whatever special circumstances, commits a great sin. He tempts those whom he is commanded not to tempt, of whom it is said, ‘Woe to him that tempts one of these little ones.’


  It is said, ‘We did not begin it, and it is not for us to end it.’


  But it is for us to end it, if we only understand that for every one of us, the drinking or non-drinking of wine is not a matter of indifference; that with every bottle of wine bought, every glass of wine imbibed, we are serving that terrible devilish deed whereby the best strength of humanity is wasted. By refraining from wine for ourselves, however, and by doing away with the senseless custom of using wine at festivals, weddings, and christenings, we are performing a work of the utmost importance – our soul’s work, God’s work. As soon as we have understood this, then will drunkenness be stopped by us.


  And therefore, my reader, whether you are a young man only just entering upon life, or a grown man who has already established your life; whether a master of a house or a mistress of a house, or an aged man, for whom now the time is near for accounting for the deeds you have done; whether you are rich or poor, famous or unknown, whoever you are, it is impossible for you to stand between these two camps; you must infallibly choose one of the two: oppose drunkenness or cooperate with it; serve God or mammon.


  If you are a young man who has never yet taken liquor, never as yet been poisoned by the poison of wine, treasure your innocence and freedom from temptation. If you taste, the temptation will be all the harder for you to overcome it. And do not believe that wine will increase your gaiety. At your time of life gaiety is natural; genuine, good gaiety; and wine only changes your true, innocent gaiety into a drunken, senseless, vicious gaiety.


  Above all beware of wine, because at your time of life it, will be harder for you to resist other temptations; wine weakens in you the force of reason, which is most needful at your age to help you resist temptations. After you have imbibed, you will do what you would not think of doing when sober. Why subject yourself to such a terrible risk? If you are a grown man who has already got into the habit of using intoxicating drinks, or one just beginning to form that habit, make haste while there is yet time to get out of this awful habit; or else before you look around, it will get control of you, and you may become like those that are irrevocably drunk; who have perished by reason of wine. All of them began just as you have. Even if you have the ability throughout your life to use intoxicating drinks in moderation, and may not yourself become a drunkard, yet if you continue to drink wine and serve it at your table – well, you may perhaps make your younger brother, your wife, your children, drunkards, for they may not have the strength as you have to confine themselves to a moderate use of wine.


  And above all, understand that on you as a man, who have reached the very prime of life, as the master of the house – as the controller of the destiny of others – rests the responsibility of guiding the lives of your household. And therefore if you know that wine brings no advantage, but causes great evil to men, then not only are you not obliged slavishly to do as your fathers and grandfathers used to do – to use wine, to buy it and serve it to others – but on the contrary, you are bound to avoid this habit and keep it from others.


  And be not afraid that the change in the custom of drinking wine at festivals, christenings, and weddings, will deeply humiliate or trouble people. In many places they have already begun to do this, substituting for the wine appetizing viands and temperance drinks; and only initially do people – and only the most stupid – question; but quickly they get used to it and approve.


  Perhaps you are an old man, at an age when you will very shortly be called upon to render your account to God; to explain how you have served Him. Instead of warning the young and inexperienced from wine, the terrible evil of which you must have seen in the course of your life, you have tempted your neighbour by your example, drinking wine and offering it to others; and in so doing, you have been committing a mighty sin.


  Woe to the world because of temptations! Temptations must come into the world, but woe to him through whom they come!


  Only let us understand that in the matter of using wine there is no half way. We either desire it or do not desire it, and we must choose between two courses: serving God or serving mammon. 1 According to the statistics published by the Imperial Bureau, the consumption of beer in Germany during the year 1897–1898 was 1,383,700,000 gallons, while it was 1,237,000,000 gallons in the United States, 1,192,000,000 gallons in Great Britain, 463,500,000 gallons in Austria-Hungary, 279,000,000 gallons in Belgium, 180,000,000 in France, and a little over 90,000,000 gallons in Russia. The consumption of beer per head of the population is estimated at 36 gallons in Belgium, 32 in Great Britain, 25 in Germany, 21 in Denmark, 12 in Switzerland, 10 in the United States, 9 in Austria-Hungary, 9 in Holland, 5 in France, 3 in Norway, 2 in Sweden, and 1 in Russia


  


  


  How to Read the Gospels – Introduction


  Tolstoy never imagined this short essay would be published in Russia, as it was offensive to both Church and State. Indeed, in the year it was written, such was the Church’s rage, the Head of the Orthodox Church advised the Tsar to imprison Tolstoy; though the advice fell on deaf ears. But with work like this, Tolstoy also incurred the hostility of his wife Sofya, ever-keen to live in favour with the powers-that-be. After all, the patronage of the powerful was helpful for writers; so what was the point of upsetting them? But upset them he did, and this piece, written in 1896, was first published by the Free Age Press in England in 1898.


  Tolstoy had two main problems with the way the church handled the Bible. First, he felt that declaring all 66 books in the Bible to be equally inspired by God, reduced them all to the same dead level; when clearly the gospels, and in particular, the words of Jesus, were the most important. Secondly, he was keenly aware of the imperfections in the gospels themselves. They did not appear magically from the sky, but were the result of messy human history, and not without many errors. In particular, he felt that the teaching of Jesus had been twisted to tie in with the Jewish scriptures of the Old Testament.


  And so here, Tolstoy aims to help the reader discover the essence of Jesus’ teaching; for nothing else really matters. The churches all disagree amongst themselves, he says; but the truth is there for ‘all who read the gospels with a sincere wish to know the truth, without prejudice and above all, without supposing the gospels contain some special sort of wisdom beyond human wisdom.’ The truth is plain enough for children, claims Tolstoy; but we do need to be discerning about books that were written centuries ago ‘by men who were not educated and were superstitious.’ Tolstoy remained the supreme rationalist; and hostile to all talk of the supernatural.


  To discover the essence of Jesus’ teaching, therefore, all we need is a sincere heart, the gospels in front of us and as he explains, a red crayon…
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  How to Read the Gospels


  THERE is so much that is strange, improbable, unintelligible and even contradictory in what professes to be Christ’s teaching, that people do not know how to understand it.


  It is differently understood by different people. Some say redemption is the all-important matter. Others say the all-important thing is grace, obtainable through the sacraments. Others, again, say that submission to the Church is what is really essential. But the Churches themselves disagree, and interpret the teaching variously. The Roman Catholic Church holds that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son; that the Pope is infallible, and that salvation is obtainable chiefly through works. The Lutheran Church does not accept this, and considers that faith is what is chiefly needed for salvation. The Orthodox Russo-Greek Church considers that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father only, and that both works and faith are necessary to salvation.


  And the Anglican and other Episcopalian churches – the Presbyterian, the Methodist, not to mention hundreds of other Churches – interpret Christ’s teaching each in its own way.


  Young men and men of the people – doubting the truth of the Church teaching in which they have been brought up – often come to me and ask what my teaching is, and how I understand Christ’s teaching? Such questions always grieve, and even shock me.


  Christ, who the Churches say was God, came on earth to reveal divine truth to men, for their guidance in life. A man – even a plain, stupid man – if he wants to give people guidance of importance to them, will manage to impart it so that they can make out what he means. So is it possible that God, having come to earth especially to save people, was not able to say what He wanted to say clearly enough to prevent people from misinterpreting His words, and from disagreeing with one another about them?


  This could not be so if Christ were God; nor even if Christ were not God, but merely a great teacher. Is it really possible that He failed to express Himself clearly? For a great teacher is great, just because he is able to express the truth so that it can neither be hidden nor obscured, but is as plain as daylight.


  In either case, therefore, the Gospels which transmit Christ’s teaching must contain truth. And, indeed, the truth is there for all who will read the Gospels with a sincere wish to know the truth, without prejudice; and, above all, without supposing that the Gospels contain some special sort of wisdom beyond human reason.


  That is how I read the Gospels, and I found in them truth plain enough for little children to understand; as, indeed, the Gospels themselves say. So that when I am asked what my teaching consists in, and how I understand Christ’s teaching, I reply: I have no teaching, but I understand Christ’s teaching as it is explained in the Gospels. If I have written books about Christ’s teaching, I have done so only to show the falseness of the interpretations given by the commentators on the Gospels.


  To understand Christ’s real teaching the chief thing is not to interpret the Gospels, but to understand them as they are written. And, therefore, to the question how Christ’s teaching should be understood, I reply: If you wish to understand it, read the Gospels. Read them putting aside all foregone conclusions; read with the sole desire to understand what is said there. But just because the Gospels are holy books, read them considerately, reasonably, and with discernment; and not haphazardly or mechanically, as if all the words were of equal weight.


  To understand any book one must choose out the parts that are quite clear, dividing them from what is obscure or confused. And from what is clear we must form our idea of the drift and spirit of the whole work. Then, on the basis of what we have understood, we may proceed to make out what is confused or not quite intelligible. That is how we read all kinds of books. And it is particularly necessary to read the Gospels in this way, which have passed through such a multiplicity of compilations, translations and transcriptions; and lest we forget, were composed, eighteen centuries ago, by men who were not highly educated and were superstitious.


  Therefore, in order to understand the Gospels, we must first of all separate what is quite simple and intelligible from what is confused and unintelligible; and afterward, read this clear and intelligible part several times over, trying fully to assimilate it. Then, helped by the comprehension of the general meaning, we can try to explain to ourselves the drift of the parts which seemed involved and obscure. That was how I read the Gospels, and the meaning of Christ’s teachings became so clear to me that it was impossible to have any doubts about it. And I advise every one who wishes to understand the true meaning of Christ’s teaching to follow the same plan.


  Let each man when reading the Gospels select all that seems to him quite plain, clear, and comprehensible, and let him score it on the margin, say with a blue pencil. Then, taking the marked passages first, let him separate Christ’s words from those of the Evangelists by marking Christ’s words a second time with, say, a red pencil. Then let him read over these doubly scored passages several times. Only after he has thoroughly assimilated these, let him again read the other words attributed to Christ – those which he did not understand when he first read them – and let him score in red, those that have become plain to him. Let him leave un-scored, such words of Christ as remain quite unintelligible, and also unintelligible words by the writers of the Gospels. The passages marked in red will supply the reader with the essence of Christ’s teaching. They will give what all men need, and what Christ therefore said, in a way which all can understand. The places marked only in blue will give what the authors of the Gospels said that is intelligible.


  Very likely, in selecting what is fully comprehensible from what is not, people will not all mark the same passages. What is clear to me may seem obscure to another. But all will certainly agree in what is most important, and there are things that will be found quite intelligible to everyone.


  It is that which is fully comprehensible to all men which comprises the essence of Christ’s teaching.


  Original footnotes


  The Gospels, as is known to all who have studied their origin, far from being infallible expressions of divine truth, are the work of innumerable minds and hands, and are full of errors. Therefore the Gospels can in no case be taken as a production of the Holy Ghost, as Churchmen assert. Were that so, God would have revealed the Gospel as he is said to have revealed the commandments on Mount Sinai; or he would have transmitted the complete book to men, as the Mormons declare was the case with their holy scriptures. But we know how these works were written and collected, and how they were corrected and translated; and therefore not only can we not accept them as infallible revelations, but we must, if we respect truth, correct errors that we find in them.


  


  


  Letter to a Hindu – Introduction


  Letter to a Hindu was written by Tolstoy on his country estate, Yasnaya Polyana, on December 14th, 1908. It was in reply to Tarak Nath Das, the radical young editor of the newspaper Free Hindustan, who had written to Tolstoy with a question: did the Indian people now have the right to use force and terrorism to throw off the yoke of British rule?


  In his reply, Tolstoy takes his well known arguments for non-violence onto a world stage, claiming that a constant throughout history and in all religions is a ‘spiritual element’ striving always for unity, and attaining its aims through love. It is this human instinct Tolstoy appeals to, when telling the Indian people that all attempts to restrain evil with violence are incompatible with love. Tolstoy asks how a commercial company – which is how the English started in India – could enslave a nation of two million souls? The answer lay in the Indian attitude: it is not the English who have enslaved Indians, he says, but the Indians themselves. ‘If they are enslaved by violence, it is only because they themselves live and have lived by violence, and do not recognize the eternal law of love.’


  This letter is also significant for bringing together two great men. Referring to himself as ‘a humble follower of the great teacher, whom I have long looked upon as one of my guides,’ Gandhi wrote to Tolstoy in 1909 – his first personal contact with the writer. Gandhi was seeking permission – duly given – to publish and distribute 20,000 copies of Tolstoy’s letter in South Africa, where he was then working. He had been greatly influenced by Tolstoy’s The Kingdom of God is Within You – a work which led Gandhi to believe the core of Christianity to be no different to that of Hinduism. As the correspondence between the two men developed, in the final year of Tolstoy’s life, the respect became mutual with Tolstoy referring to Gandhi as ‘a person very close to us, to me.’


  
    

  


  3


  Letter to a Hindu


  Introduction by M. K. Gandhi


  The letter printed below is a translation of Tolstoy’s letter written in Russian in reply to one from the Editor of Free Hindustan. After having passed from hand to hand, this letter at last came into my possession through a friend who asked me, as one much interested in Tolstoy’s writings, whether I thought it worth publishing. I at once replied in the affirmative, and told him I should translate it myself into Gujarati and induce others’ to translate and publish it in various Indian vernaculars.


  The letter as received by me was a type written copy. It was therefore referred to the author, who confirmed it as his and kindly granted me permission to print it.


  To me, as a humble follower of that great teacher whom I have long looked upon as one of my guides, it is a matter of honour to be connected with the publication of his letter; such especially as the one which is now being given to the world.


  It is a mere statement of fact to say that every Indian, whether he owns up to it or not, has national aspirations. But there are as many opinions as there are Indian nationalists as to the exact meaning of that aspiration; and more especially as to the methods to be used to attain the end.


  One of the accepted and ‘time-honoured’ methods to attain the end is that of violence. The assassination of Sir Curzon Wylie was an illustration of that method in its worst and most detestable form. Tolstoy’s life has been devoted to replacing the method of violence for removing tyranny or securing reform, by the method of non-resistance to evil. He would meet hatred expressed in violence by love expressed in self-suffering. He admits of no exception to whittle down this great and divine law of love. He applies it to all the problems that trouble mankind.


  When a man like Tolstoy, one of the clearest thinkers in the western world; one of the greatest writers – one who as a soldier has known what violence is and what it can do – condemns Japan for having blindly followed the law of modern science, falsely so-called, and fears for that country ‘the greatest calamities’, it is for us to pause and consider whether, in our impatience of English rule, we do not want to replace one evil by another and a worse. India, which is the nursery of the great faiths of the world, will cease to be nationalist India, whatever else she may become, when she goes through the process of civilization in the shape of reproduction on that sacred soil of gun factories and the hateful industrialism which has reduced the people of Europe to a state of slavery; and all but stifled among them the best instincts which are the heritage of the human family.


  If we do not want the English in India, we must pay the price. Tolstoy indicates it. ‘Do not resist evil, but also do not yourselves participate in evil – in the violent deeds of the administration of the law courts, the collection of taxes and, what is more important, of the soldiers; and no one in the world will enslave you’, passionately declares the sage of Yasnaya Polyana. Who can question the truth of what he says in the following: ‘A commercial company enslaved a nation comprising two hundred millions. Tell this to a man free from superstition and he will fail to grasp what these words mean. What does it mean that thirty thousand people, not athletes, but rather weak and ordinary people, have enslaved two hundred millions of vigorous, clever, capable, freedom-loving people? Do not the figures make it clear that not the English, but the Indians, have enslaved themselves?’


  One need not accept all that Tolstoy says – some of his facts are not accurately stated – to realize the central truth of his indictment of the present system, which is to understand and act upon the irresistible power of the soul over the body, of love, which is an attribute of the soul, over the brute or body force generated by the stirring in us of evil passions.


  There is no doubt that there is nothing new in what Tolstoy preaches. But his presentation of the old truth is refreshingly forceful. His logic is unassailable. And above all, he endeavours to practise what he preaches. He preaches to convince. He is sincere and in earnest. He commands attention.


  19th November, 1909 M. K. Gandhi


  
    Chapter I


    All that exists is One. People only call this One by different names. The Vedas


    God is love, and he that abides in love abides in God, and God abides in him. I John iv. 16.


    God is one whole; we are the parts. Exposition of the teaching of the Vedas by Vivekananda


    Do not seek quiet and rest in those earthly realms where delusions and desires are engendered; for if you do, you will be dragged through the rough wilderness of life, which is far from Me.


    When ever you feel that your feet are becoming entangled in the interlaced roots of life, know that you have strayed from the path to which I beckon you: for I have placed you in broad, smooth paths, which are strewn with flowers. I have put a light before you, which you can follow and thus run without stumbling. Krishna.


    I have received your letter and two numbers of your periodical, both of which interest me extremely. The oppression of a majority by a minority, and the demoralization inevitably resulting from it, is a phenomenon that has always occupied me, and has done so most particularly of late. I will try to explain to you what I think about that subject in general, and particularly about the cause from which the dreadful evils of which you write in your letter – and in the Hindu periodical you have sent me – have arisen and continue to arise.


    The reason for the astonishing fact that a majority of working people submit to a handful of idlers who control their labour and their very lives, is always and everywhere the same – whether the oppressors and oppressed are of one race; or whether, as in India and elsewhere, the oppressors are of a different nation.


    This phenomenon seems particularly strange in India. There, more than two hundred million people – highly gifted both physically and mentally – find themselves in the power of a small group of people quite alien to them in thought; and immeasurably inferior to them in religious morality.


    From your letter and the articles in Free Hindustan, as well as from the very interesting writings of the Hindu Swami Vivekananda and others, it appears that, as is the case in our time with the ills of all nations, the reason lies in the lack of a reasonable religious teaching. By explaining the meaning of life, such a thing would supply a supreme law for the guidance of conduct; and would replace the more than dubious precepts of pseudo-religion and pseudo-science, with all the immoral conclusions deduced from them, which are commonly called ‘civilization’.


    Your letter, as well as the articles in Free Hindustan and Indian political literature generally, shows that most of the leaders of public opinion among your people no longer attach any significance to the religious teachings that were and are professed by the peoples of India; and also recognize no possibility of freeing the people from the oppression they endure, except by adopting the irreligious and profoundly immoral social arrangements under which the English and other pseudo-Christian nations live today.


    And yet the chief, if not the sole, cause of the enslavement of the Indian peoples by the English, lies in this very absence of a religious consciousness; and of the guidance for conduct which should flow from it. This is a lack common in our day to all nations East and West, from Japan to England and America alike.


    Chapter II


    O you, who see perplexities over your heads, beneath your feet, and to the right and left of you! You will be an eternal enigma unto yourselves until you become humble and joyful as children. Then will you find Me, and having found Me in yourselves, you will rule over worlds, and looking out from the great world within to the little world without, you will bless everything that is, and find all is well with time and with you. Krishna


    To make my thoughts clear to you, I must go farther back. We do not, cannot, and I venture to say need not, know how men lived millions of years ago or even ten thousand years ago. But we do know positively that, as far back as we have any knowledge of mankind, it has always lived in special groups of families, tribes and nations in which the majority, in the conviction that it must be so, submissively and willingly bowed to the rule of one or more persons; that is, to a very small minority. Despite all varieties of circumstances and personalities, these relations manifested themselves among the various peoples of whose origin we have any knowledge; and the farther back we go, the more necessary did this arrangement appear, both to the rulers and the ruled, to make it possible for people to live peacefully together.


    So it was everywhere. But though this external form of life existed for centuries and still exists, very early – thousands of years before our time – amid this life based on coercion, one and the same thought constantly emerged among different nations. Namely, that in every individual, a spiritual element is manifested that gives life to all that exists; and that this spiritual element strives to unite with everything of a like nature to itself, and attains this aim through love. This thought appeared in most various forms at different times and places, with varying completeness and clarity. It found expression in Brahmanism, Judaism, Mazdaism (the teachings of Zoroaster), in Buddhism, Taoism, Confucianism, and in the writings of the Greek and Roman sages, as well as in Christianity and Mohammedanism. The mere fact that this thought has sprung up among different nations and at different times, indicates that it is inherent in human nature and contains the truth. But this truth was made known to people who considered that a community could only be kept together if some of them restrained others; and so it appeared quite irreconcilable with the existing order of society. Moreover, it was at first expressed only fragmentarily, and so obscurely that though people admitted its theoretic truth they could not entirely accept it as guidance for their conduct. Then, too, the dissemination of the truth in a society based on coercion, was always hindered in one and the same manner; namely, those in power, feeling that the recognition of this truth would undermine their position, consciously or sometimes unconsciously perverted it by explanations and additions quite foreign to it; and also opposed it by open violence. Thus the truth – that his life should be directed by the spiritual element which is its basis, which manifests itself as love, and which is so natural to man – this truth, in order to force a way into man’s consciousness, had to struggle not merely against the obscurity with which it was expressed and the intentional and unintentional distortions surrounding it; but also against deliberate violence – which by means of persecutions and punishments, sought to compel men to accept religious laws authorized by the rulers and conflicting with the truth. Such a hindrance and misrepresentation of the truth – which had not yet achieved complete clarity – occurred everywhere: in Confucianism and Taoism, in Buddhism and in Christianity, in Mohammedanism and in your Brahmanism.


    Chapter III


    My hand has sowed love everywhere, giving unto all that will receive. Blessings are offered unto all my children, but many times in their blindness they fail to see them. How few there are who gather the gifts which lie in profusion at their feet: how many there are, who, in wilful waywardness, turn their eyes away from them and complain with a wail that they have not that which I have given them; many of them defiantly repudiate not only my gifts, but me also; me, the source of all blessings and the author of their being. Krishna


    I tarry awhile from the turmoil and strife of the world. I will beautify and quicken your life with love and with joy, for the light of the soul is love. Where love is, there is contentment and peace; and where there is contentment and peace, there am I, also, in their midst. Krishna


    The aim of the sinless one consists in acting without causing sorrow to others, although he could attain to great power by ignoring their feelings.


    The aim of the sinless one lies in not doing evil unto those who have done evil unto him.


    If a man causes suffering even to those who hate him without any reason, he will ultimately have grief not to be overcome.


    The punishment of evil doers consists in making them feel ashamed of themselves by doing them a great kindness.


    Of what use is superior knowledge in the one, if he does not endeavour to relieve his neighbour’s want as much as his own?


    If, in the morning, a man wishes to do evil unto another, in the evening the evil will return to him.


    THE HINDU KURAL


    Thus it went on everywhere. The recognition that love represents the highest morality was nowhere denied or contradicted; but this truth was so interwoven everywhere with all kinds of falsehoods which distorted it, that finally nothing of it remained but words. It was taught that this highest morality was only applicable to private life – for home use, as it were – but that in public life all forms of violence, such as imprisonment, executions and wars, might be used for the protection of the majority against a minority of evil doers; even though such means were diametrically opposed to any vestige of love. And though common sense indicated that if some men claim to decide who is to be subjected to violence of all kinds for the benefit of others, these men – to whom violence is applied – may in turn arrive at a similar conclusion with regard to those who have employed violence to them. And though the great religious teachers of Brahmanism, Buddhism, and above all of Christianity, foreseeing such a perversion of the law of love, have constantly drawn attention to the one invariable condition of love – namely, the enduring of injuries, insults and violence of all kinds without resisting evil by evil – people continued in this manner. Regardless of all that leads man forward, they tried to unite the incompatibles: both the virtue of love and what is opposed to love; namely, the restraining of evil by violence. And such a teaching, despite its inner contradiction, was so firmly established that the very people who recognize love as a virtue, at the same time accept as lawful an order of life based on violence and on allowing men not merely to torture, but even to kill one another.


    For a long time people lived in this obvious contradiction without noticing it. But a time arrived when this contradiction became more and more evident to thinkers of various nations. And the old and simple truth that it is natural for men to help and to love one another, but not to torture and to kill one another, became ever clearer; so that fewer and fewer people were able to believe the sophistries by which the distortion of the truth had been made so plausible.


    In former times the chief method of justifying the use of violence and thereby infringing the law of love, was by claiming a divine right for the rulers: the Tsars, Sultans, Rajahs, Shahs, and other heads of states. But the longer humanity lived, the weaker grew the belief in this peculiar God-given right of the ruler. That belief withered in the same way and almost simultaneously in the Christian and the Brahman world, as well as in Buddhist and Confucian spheres; and in recent times it has so faded away as to prevail no longer against man’s reasonable understanding and the true religious feeling. People saw more and more clearly, and now the majority see quite clearly, the senselessness and immorality of subordinating their wills to those of other people just like themselves, when they are bidden to do what is contrary not only to their interests, but also to their moral sense.


    One might then suppose that having lost confidence in any religious authority or a belief in the divinity of potentates of various kinds, people would try to free themselves from subjection to it. But unfortunately, not only were the rulers, who were considered supernatural beings, benefiting by keeping the peoples in subjection; but as a result of the belief in these pseudo-divine beings, ever larger and larger circles of people grouped and established themselves around them; and under an appearance of governing took advantage of the people. And when the old deception of a supernatural and God-appointed authority had dwindled away, these men were only concerned to devise a new one, which like its predecessor, should make it possible to hold the people in bondage to a limited number of rulers.


    Chapter IV


    Children, do you want to know by what your hearts should be guided? Throw aside your longings and strivings after that which is null and void; get rid of your erroneous thoughts about happiness and wisdom, and your empty and insincere desires. Dispense with these and you will know love. Krishna


    Be not the destroyers of yourselves. Arise to your true Being, and then you will have nothing to fear. Krishna


    New justifications have now appeared in place of the antiquated, obsolete, religious ones. These new justifications are just as inadequate as the old ones, but as they are new, their futility cannot immediately be recognized by the majority of men. Besides this, those who enjoy power propagate these new sophistries and support them so skilfully that they seem irrefutable even to many of those who suffer from the oppression these theories seek to justify. These new justifications are termed ‘scientific’. But by the term ‘scientific’ is understood just what was formerly understood by the term ‘religious’. Just as formerly, everything called ‘religious’ was held to be unquestionable simply because it was called religious, so now all that is called ‘scientific’ is held to be unquestionable. In the present case, the obsolete religious justification of violence which consisted in the recognition of the supernatural personality of the God-ordained ruler (‘there is no power but of God’) has been superseded by the ‘scientific’ justification, which puts forward the assertion that because the coercion of man by man has existed in all ages, it follows that such coercion must continue to exist.


    This assertion that people should continue to live as they have done throughout past ages rather than as their reason and conscience indicate, is what ‘science’ calls ‘the historic law’. A further ‘scientific’ justification lies in the statement that as among plants and wild beasts there is a constant struggle for existence which always results in the survival of the fittest, a similar struggle should be carried on among human beings – beings, that is, who are gifted with intelligence and love; faculties lacking in the creatures subject to the struggle for existence and survival of the fittest. Such is the second ‘scientific’ justification.


    The third, most important, and unfortunately most widespread justification is, at bottom, the age-old religious one just a little altered: that in public life the suppression of some, for the protection of the majority, cannot be avoided – so that coercion is unavoidable, however desirable reliance on love alone might be in human intercourse. The only difference in this justification by pseudo-science consists in the fact that, to the question why such and such people and not others have the right to decide against whom violence may and must be used, pseudo-science now gives a different reply to that given by religion. Religion declared that the right to decide was valid because it was pronounced by persons possessed of divine power. ‘Science’ says that these decisions represent the will of the people, which under a constitutional form of government is supposed to find expression in all the decisions and actions of those who are at the helm at the moment.


    Such are the scientific justifications of the principle of coercion. They are not merely weak but absolutely invalid; yet they are so much needed by those who occupy privileged positions that they believe in them as blindly as they formerly believed in the immaculate conception; and propagate them just as confidently. And the unfortunate majority of men bound to toil is so dazzled by the pomp with which these ‘scientific truths’ are presented, that under this new influence it accepts these scientific stupidities for holy truth; just as it formerly accepted the pseudo-religious justifications. And so the majority continue to submit to the present holders of power who are just as hard-hearted but rather more numerous than before.


    Chapter V


    Who am I? I am that which you have searched for since your baby eyes gazed wonderingly upon the world, whose horizon hides this real life from thee. I am that which in thy heart you have prayed for, demanded as thy birthright; although you have not known what it was. I am that which has lain in your soul for hundreds and thousands of years. Sometimes I lay in you grieving because you did not recognize me; sometimes I raised my head, opened my eyes, and extended my arms calling you either tenderly and quietly, or strenuously, demanding that you should rebel against the iron chains which bound thee to the earth. Krishna


    So matters went on, and still go on, in the Christian world. But we might have hope that in the immense Brahman, Buddhist, and Confucian worlds this new scientific superstition would not establish itself, and that the Chinese, Japanese, and Hindus, once their eyes were opened to the religious fraud justifying violence, would advance directly to a recognition of the law of love inherent in humanity; and which had been so forcibly enunciated by the great Eastern teachers. But sadly, what has happened instead is that the scientific superstition replacing the religious one has been accepted and secured a stronger and stronger hold in the East.


    In your periodical you set out as the basic principle which should guide the actions of your people; the maxim that: ‘Resistance to aggression is not simply justifiable but imperative; non-resistance hurts both altruism and egotism.’


    Love is the only way to rescue humanity from all ills, and in it you too have the only method of saving your people from enslavement. In very ancient times, love was proclaimed with special strength and clearness among your people to be the religious basis of human life. Love and forceful resistance to evil doers, involve such a mutual contradiction as to destroy utterly the whole sense and meaning of the conception of love. And what follows? With a light heart and in the twentieth century you, an adherent of a religious people, deny their law, feeling convinced of your scientific enlightenment and your right to do so. And you then repeat (do not take this amiss) the amazing stupidity indoctrinated in you by the advocates of violence – the enemies of truth, the servants first of theology and then of science – your European teachers.


    You say that the English have enslaved your people and hold them in subjection because the latter have not resisted resolutely enough and have not met force by force.


    But the case is just the opposite. If the English have enslaved the people of India, it is merely because the latter recognized, and still recognize, force as the fundamental principle of the social order. In accord with that principle they submitted to their little rajahs, and on their behalf, struggled against one another, fought the Europeans, the English, and are now trying to fight with them again.


    A commercial company enslaved a nation comprising two hundred millions. Tell this to a man free from superstition and he will fail to grasp what these words mean. What does it mean that thirty thousand men, not athletes but rather weak and ordinary people, have subdued two hundred million vigorous, clever, capable, and freedom-loving people? Do not the figures make it clear that it is not the English who have enslaved the Indians, but the Indians who have enslaved themselves?


    When the Indians complain that the English have enslaved them, it is as if drunkards complained that the spirit-dealers who have settled among them have enslaved them. You tell them that they might give up drinking, but they reply that they are so accustomed to it that they cannot abstain, and that they must have alcohol to keep up their energy. Is it not the same thing with the millions of people who submit to thousands’ or even to hundreds, of others – of their own or other nations?


    If the people of India are enslaved by violence it is only because they themselves live and have lived by violence, and do not recognize the eternal law of love inherent in humanity.


    Pitiful and foolish is the man who seeks what he already has, and does not know that he has it. Yes, Pitiful and foolish is he who does not know the bliss of love which surrounds him and which I have given him. Krishna.


    As soon as men live entirely in accord with the law of love natural to their hearts and now revealed to them – which excludes all resistance by violence – and therefore hold aloof from all participation in violence; as soon as this happens, not only will hundreds be unable to enslave millions, but not even millions will be able to enslave a single individual. Do not resist the evil-doer and take no part in doing so, either in the violent deeds of the administration; in the law courts; the collection of taxes; or above all in soldiering; and no one in the world will be able to enslave you.


    Chapter VI


    O you who sit in bondage and continually seek and pant for freedom, seek only for love. Love is peace in itself and peace which gives complete satisfaction. I am the key that opens the portal to the rarely discovered land where contentment alone is found. Krishna


    What is now happening to the people of the East as of the West is like what happens to every individual when he passes from childhood to adolescence; and from youth to manhood. He loses what had hitherto guided his life and lives without direction, not having found a new standard suitable to his age. And so it is that he invents all sorts of occupations, cares, distractions, and stupefactions to divert his attention from the misery and senselessness of his life. Such a condition may last a long time.


    When an individual passes from one period of life to another, a time comes when he cannot go on in senseless activity and excitement as before; but has to understand that although he has outgrown what before used to direct him, this does not mean that he must live without any reasonable guidance, but rather that he must formulate for himself an understanding of life corresponding to his age, and having elucidated it, must be guided by it. And in the same way, a similar time must come in the growth and development of humanity. I believe that such a time has now arrived – not in the sense that it has come in the year 1910, but that the inherent contradiction of human life has now reached an extreme degree of tension. On the one side, there is the consciousness of the beneficence of the law of love; and on the other, the existing order of life, which has for centuries occasioned an empty, anxious, restless and troubled mode of life, conflicting as it does with the law of love and built on the use of violence. This contradiction must be faced, and the solution will evidently not be favourable to the outlived law of violence, but to the truth which has dwelt in the hearts of men from remote antiquity: the truth that the law of love is in accord with the nature of man.


    But men can only recognize this truth to its full extent when they have completely freed themselves from all religious and scientific superstitions; and from all the consequent misrepresentations and sophisticated distortions by which its recognition has been hindered for centuries.


    To save a sinking ship, it is necessary to throw overboard the ballast, which though it may once have been needed, would now cause the ship to sink. And so it is with the scientific superstition, which hides the truth of their welfare from mankind. In order that men should embrace the truth – not in the vague way they did in child hood, nor in the one-sided and perverted way presented to them by their religious and scientific teachers, but embrace it as their highest law – then the complete liberation of this truth from all and every superstition (both pseudo-religious and pseudo-scientific) by which it is still obscured is essential. I do not refer to a partial, timid attempt, reckoning with traditions sanctified by age and with the habits of the people – not such as was effected in the religious sphere by Guru-Nanak, the founder of the sect of the Sikhs, and in the Christian world by Luther, and by similar reformers in other religions – but rather, by a fundamental cleansing of religious consciousness from all ancient religious and modern scientific superstitions.


    If only people freed themselves from their beliefs in all kinds of Ormuzds, Brahmas, Sabbaoths, and their incarnation as Krishnas and Christs; from beliefs in Paradises and Hells, in reincarnations and resurrections; from belief in the interference of the Gods in the external affairs of the universe; and above all, if they freed themselves from belief in the infallibility of all the various Vedas, Bibles, Gospels, Tripitakas, Korans; and the like; and also freed themselves from blind belief in a variety of scientific teachings about infinitely small atoms and molecules and in all the infinitely great and infinitely remote worlds, their movements and origin, as well as from faith in the infallibility of the scientific law to which humanity is presently subjected: the historic law, the economic laws, the law of struggle and survival, and so on. If people only freed themselves from this terrible accumulation of futile exercises of our lower capacities of mind and memory called the ‘Sciences’, and from the innumerable divisions of all sorts of histories, anthropologies, homiletics, bacteriologics, jurisprudences, cosmographies, strategies – their names are legion – and freed themselves from all this harmful, stupefying ballast; then the simple law of love, natural to man, accessible to all and solving all questions and perplexities, would of itself become clear and obligatory.


    Chapter VII


    Children, look at the flowers at your feet; do not trample upon them. Look at the love in your midst and do not repudiate it. Krishna


    There is a higher reason which transcends all human minds. It is far and near. It permeates all the worlds and at the same time is infinitely higher than they.


    A man who sees that all things are contained in the higher spirit cannot treat any being with contempt.


    For him to whom all spiritual beings are equal to the highest there can be no room for deception or grief.


    Those who are ignorant and are devoted to the religious rites only, are in a deep gloom, but those who are given up to fruitless meditations are in a still greater darkness. Upanishads, From Vedas


    Yes, in our time all these things must be cleared away in order that mankind may escape from self-inflicted calamities that have reached such extreme intensity. Whether an Indian seeks liberation from subjection to the English, or anyone else struggles with an oppressor – either of his own nationality or of another. Or whether it be a Negro defending himself against the North Americans; or Persians, Russians, or Turks against the Persian, Russian or Turkish governments; or any man seeking the greatest welfare for himself and for everybody else – they do not need explanations and justifications of old religious superstitions, such as have been formulated by your Vivekanandas, Baba Bharatis, and others; or in the Christian world by a number of similar interpreters and exponents of things that nobody needs; nor the innumerable scientific theories about matters not only unnecessary, but for the most part, harmful. (In the spiritual realm nothing is indifferent; what is not useful is harmful.)


    What are wanted for the Indian as for the Englishman, the Frenchman, the German, and the Russian, are not Constitutions and Revolutions; nor all sorts of Conferences and Congresses; nor the many ingenious devices for submarine navigation and aerial navigation; nor powerful explosives, nor all sorts of conveniences to add to the enjoyment of the rich, ruling classes; nor do they need new schools and universities with innumerable faculties of science; nor an augmentation of papers and books; nor gramophones and cinematographs; nor those childish and for the most part corrupt stupidities termed art. Rather, one thing only is needful: the knowledge of the simple and clear truth which finds place in every soul that is not stupefied by religious and scientific superstitions; the truth that for our life one law is valid – the law of love, which brings the highest happiness to every individual as well as to all mankind. Free your minds from those overgrown, mountainous imbecilities which hinder your recognition of it, and at once the truth will emerge from amid the pseudo-religious nonsense that has been smothering it. This is the indubitable, eternal truth inherent in man, which is one and the same in all the great religions of the world. It will in due time emerge and make its way to general recognition, and the nonsense that has obscured it will disappear of itself; and with it will go the evil from which humanity now suffers.


    Children, look upwards with your clouded eyes, and a world full of joy and love will disclose itself to you; a rational world made by my wisdom, the only real world. Then you will know what love has done with you; what love has bestowed upon you; what love demands from you. Krishna


    YASNAYA POLYANA


    14th December, 1908

  


  


  


  The Significance of Science and Art – Introduction


  The life of Tolstoy was an endless search for moral justification, both in himself and society. Nothing had a right to exist in itself; it was justified only if it was serving its true purpose. In this piece, written in 1887, Tolstoy attacks the confluence of moral and intellectual error which he believed to have permeated European science and art by the turn of the 20th century. It was no longer serving its true purpose.


  Tolstoy is in both aggressive and nostalgic mood. He decries modernization, and pines instead for the days when science and art were useful and intelligible to people; pursuits which enriched the life and understanding of common folk. Whether such golden days ever existed is an open question. But Tolstoy is convinced that both disciplines have lost touch with their spiritual roots; opting rather for self-aggrandizement through fantastical theories, which pretend substance, but have none.


  The division of labour in society becomes a major theme as the argument develops. Appealing as always to reason and conscience, Tolstoy asks why anyone should be economically supported by others, if they do nothing for them in return. Painters, teachers, composers, writers, doctors and men of science – these people should stay humble and stay useful; live amongst the people and work for the people. Instead, powerful delusions in society – based on pride, coercion and violence – subvert reason and conscience, and separate art and science from the people.


  Amidst the contemporary flux and rush of new knowledge – particularly Darwinian – Tolstoy looks for the guiding thread which gives sense to all else. This for him is the true science; that which helps people discern what is useful to know, and what is not. He believes the true scientists are the spiritual masters of the past; and that the fabric of social and intellectual life should be formed by them. Presently, they are disregarded, as countless new theories and ways jostle for eminence and applause; while the common people cry out for spiritual food.


  
    

  


  4


  The Significance of Science and Art


  Chapter I


  The justification of all persons who have freed themselves from toil is now founded on experimental, positive science. The scientific theory is as follows:-


  “For the study of the laws of life of human societies, there exists but one indubitable method – the positive, experimental, critical method.


  “Only sociology, founded on biology, founded on all the positive sciences, can give us the laws of humanity. Humanity, or human communities, are the organisms already prepared – or still in process of formation – and which are subservient to all the laws of the evolution of organisms.


  “One of the chief of these laws is the variation of destination among the portions of the organs. Some people command, others obey. If some have in superabundance, and others in want, this arises not from the will of God; nor does it arise because the empire is a form of manifestation of personality, but because in societies, as in organisms, division of labour becomes indispensable for life as a whole. Some people perform the muscular labour in societies; others, the mental labour.”


  Upon this doctrine is founded the prevailing justification of our time.


  Not long ago, there reigned in the learned, cultivated world, a moral philosophy, according to which it appeared that every thing which exists is reasonable; that there is no such thing as evil or good; and that it is unnecessary for man to war against evil. Rather, it is only necessary for him to display intelligence – one man in the military service, another in the judicial, another on the violin. There have been many and varied expressions of human wisdom, and these phenomena were known to the men of the nineteenth century. The wisdom of Rousseau and of Lessing, and Spinoza and Bruno, and all the wisdom of antiquity; but no one man’s wisdom overrode the crowd. It was impossible to say even this – that Hegel’s success was the result of the symmetry of this theory. There were other equally symmetrical theories – those of Descartes, Leibnitz, Fichte and Schopenhauer, for instance. There was but one reason why this doctrine won for itself, for a season, the belief of the whole world; and this reason was, that the deductions of that philosophy winked at people’s weaknesses. These deductions were summed up like this – that everything was reasonable, every thing good; and that no one was to blame.


  When I began my career, Hegelianism was the foundation of every thing. It was floating in the air; it was expressed in newspaper and periodical articles, in historical and judicial lectures, in novels, treatises, art, sermons and in conversation. The man who was not acquainted with Hegel had no right to speak! Anyone who desired to understand the truth studied Hegel. Everything rested on him. And all at once the forties passed, and there was nothing left of him. There was not even a hint of him, any more than if he had never existed. And the most amazing thing of all was, that Hegelianism did not fall because some one overthrew it or destroyed it. No! It was the same then as now. But all at once it appeared that it was of no use whatever to the learned and cultivated world.


  There was a time when the Hegelian wise men triumphantly instructed the masses; and the crowd, understanding nothing, blindly believed in every thing, finding confirmation in the fact that it was on hand; and they believed that what seemed to them muddy and contradictory there on the heights of philosophy, was all as clear as the day. But that time has gone by. That theory is worn out; and a new theory has presented itself in its stead. The old one has become useless; and the crowd has looked into the secret sanctuaries of the high priests, and has seen that there is nothing there, and that there never has been there, save very obscure and senseless words. This has taken place within my memory.


  “But this arises,” people of the present science will say, “from the fact that all that was the mere raving of the theological and metaphysical period; but now there exists positive, critical science, which does not deceive, since it is all founded on induction and experiment. Now our constructions are not shaky, as they formerly were; and only in our path lies the solution of all the problems of humanity.”


  But the old teachers said precisely the same, and they were no fools; and we know that there were people of great intelligence among them. And precisely thus, within my memory, and with no less confidence, with no less recognition on the part of the crowd of so-called cultivated people, spoke the Hegelians. And neither were our Herzens, our Stankevitches or our Byelinskys fools. But whence arose that marvellous manifestation – that sensible people should preach with the greatest assurance, and that the crowd should accept with devotion, such unfounded and unsupportable teachings? There is but one reason – that the teachings thus inculcated justified people in their evil life.


  A very poor English writer, whose works are all forgotten and recognized as the most insignificant of the insignificant – writes a treatise on population. In this, he devises a fictitious law concerning the increase of population disproportionate to the means of subsistence. This fictitious law, this writer encompasses with mathematical formulae founded on nothing whatever; and then he launches it on the world. From the frivolity and the stupidity of this hypothesis, one would suppose that it would not attract the attention of anyone, and sink into oblivion like all the works of the same author which followed it. But it turned out quite otherwise. The hack-writer who penned this treatise instantly becomes a scientific authority; and maintains himself upon that height for nearly half a century! Yes, Malthus! The Malthusian theory – the law of the increase of the population in geometrical proportion; and of the means of subsistence in arithmetical proportion, and of the wise and natural means of restricting the population – all these have become scientific, indubitable truths; truths which have not been confirmed, but which have been employed as axioms, for the erection of false theories.


  In this manner have learned and cultivated people proceeded; and among the herd of idle persons, there sprung up a pious trust in the great laws expounded by Malthus. How did this come to pass? It would seem as though they were scientific deductions, which had nothing in common with the instincts of the masses. But this can only appear so for the man who believes that science, like the Church, is something self-contained, liable to no errors; rather than the imaginings of weak and erring folk, who merely substitute the imposing word “science,” in place of the thoughts and words of the people, for the sake of impressiveness.


  All that was necessary was to make practical deductions from the theory of Malthus, in order to perceive that this theory was of the most human sort, with the best defined of objects. The deductions directly arising from this theory were the following: The wretched condition of the labouring classes was such in accordance with an unalterable law, which does not depend upon men; and, if anyone is to blame in this matter, it is the hungry labouring classes themselves. Why are they such fools as to give birth to children, when they know that there will be nothing for the children to eat? And so this deduction, which is valuable for the herd of idle people, has had this result: that all learned men overlooked the incorrectness, the utter arbitrariness of these deductions, and their insusceptibility to proof; and the throng of cultivated, i.e., of idle people, knowing instinctively to what these deductions lead, saluted this theory with enthusiasm; and conferred upon it the stamp of truth, that is, the stamp of science, and dragged it about with them for half a century!


  Is not this same thing the cause of the confidence of men in positive critical-experimental science; and of the devout attitude of the crowd towards that which it preaches? At first it seems strange, that the theory of evolution can in any manner justify people in their evil ways; and it seems as though the scientific theory of evolution has to deal only with facts; and that it does nothing else but observe facts.


  But this only appears to be the case.


  Exactly the same thing appeared to be the case with the Hegelian doctrine, in a greater degree; and also in the special instance of the Malthusian doctrine. Hegelianism was, apparently, occupied only with its logical constructions, and bore no relation to the life of mankind. Precisely this seemed to be the case with the Malthusian theory. It appeared to be busy itself only with statistical data. But this was only in appearance.


  Contemporary science is also occupied with facts alone; it investigates facts. But what facts? And why precisely these facts, and no others?


  The men of contemporary science are very fond of saying, triumphantly and confidently, “We investigate only facts,” imagining that these words contain some meaning. It is impossible to investigate facts alone, because the facts which are subject to our investigation are innumerable, in the definite sense of that word. Before we proceed to investigate facts, we must have a theory on the foundation of which these or those facts can be inquired into; that is, selected from the incalculable quantity.


  And this theory exists, and is even very definitely expressed, although many of the workers in contemporary science do not know it, or often pretend that they do not know it. Exactly thus has it always been with all prevailing and guiding doctrines. The foundations of every doctrine are always stated in a theory, and the so-called learned men merely invent further deductions from the foundations once stated. Thus contemporary science is selecting its facts on the foundation of a very definite theory, which it sometimes knows, sometimes refuses to know, and sometimes really does not know; but the theory exists.


  The theory is as follows: All mankind is an undying organism; men are the particles of that organism, and each one of them has his own special task for the service of others. In the same manner, the cells united in an organism share among them the labour of fight for existence of the whole organism; they magnify the power of one capacity, and weaken another, and unite in one organ, in order the better to supply the requirements of the whole organism. And exactly in the same manner as with gregarious animals – ants or bees – the separate individuals divide the labour among them. The queen lays the egg, the drone fructifies it; the bee works his whole life long. And precisely this thing takes place in mankind and in human societies. And therefore, in order to find the law of life for man, it is necessary to study the laws of the life and the development of organisms.


  In the life and development of organisms, we find the following laws: the law of differentiation and integration; the law that every phenomenon is accompanied not by direct consequences alone; another law regarding the instability of type, and so on. All this seems very innocent; but it is only necessary to draw the deductions from all these laws, in order immediately to perceive that these laws incline in the same direction as the law of Malthus. These laws all point to one thing; namely, to the recognition of that division of labour which exists in human communities, is organic; that is to say, indispensable. And therefore, the unjust position in which we, the people who have freed ourselves from labour, find ourselves, must be regarded not from the point of view of common-sense and justice; but merely as an undoubted fact, confirming the universal law.


  Moral philosophy also justified every sort of cruelty and harshness; but this resulted in a philosophical manner, and therefore wrongly. But with science, all this results scientifically, and therefore in a manner not to be doubted.


  How can we fail to accept so very beautiful a theory? It is merely necessary to look upon human society as an object of contemplation; and I can console myself with the thought that my activity, whatever may be its nature, is a functional activity of the organism of humanity; and that therefore there cannot arise any question as to whether it is just that I, in employing the labour of others, am doing only that which is agreeable to me; just as there can arise no question as to the division of labour between the brain cells and the muscular cells. How is it possible not to admit so very beautiful a theory, in order that one may be able, ever after, to pocket one’s conscience, and have a perfectly unbridled animal existence, feeling beneath one’s self that support of science which is not to be shaken nowadays!


  And it is on this new doctrine that the justification for men’s idleness and cruelty is now founded.


  Chapter II


  This doctrine had its rise only fifty years ago. Its principal founder was the French savant Comte. There occurred to Comte – a systematist, and a religious man to boot – under the influence of the then novel physiological investigations of Biche, the old idea already set forth by Menenius Agrippa. This was the idea that human society, all humanity even, might be regarded as one whole, as an organism; and men as living parts of the separate organs, having each his own definite appointment to serve the entire organism.


  This idea so pleased Comte, that upon it he began to erect a philosophical theory; and this theory so carried him away, that he utterly forgot that the point of departure for his theory was nothing more than a very pretty comparison, which was suitable for a fable, but which could by no means serve as the foundation for science. He, as frequently happens, mistook his pet hypothesis for an axiom, and imagined that his whole theory was erected on the very firmest of foundations. According to his theory, it seemed that since humanity is an organism, the knowledge of what man is, and of what should be his relations to the world, was possible only through a knowledge of the features of this organism. For the knowledge of these qualities, man is enabled to take observations on other and lower organisms, and to draw conclusions from their life. Therefore, in the first place, the true and only method, according to Comte, is the inductive; and all science is only such when it has experiment as its basis. In the second place, the goal and crown of sciences is formed by that new science dealing with the imaginary organism of humanity, or the super-organic being – humanity – and this newly devised science is called sociology.


  From this view of science, it appears that all previous knowledge was deceitful, and that the whole story of humanity, in the sense of self-knowledge, has been divided into three – actually into two – periods: first, the theological and metaphysical period, extending from the beginning of the world to Comte; and second, the present period, that of the only true science, positive science, beginning with Comte.


  All this was very well. There was but one error, however, and it was this – that the whole edifice was erected on the sand; on the arbitrary and false assertion that humanity is an organism. This assertion was arbitrary, because we have just as much right to admit the existence of a human organism, not subject to observation, as we have to admit the existence of any other invisible, fantastic being. This assertion was erroneous, because for the understanding of humanity; that is, of men, the definition of an organism was incorrectly constructed; while in humanity itself all actual signs of organism – the centre of feeling or consciousness – are lacking.


  But, in spite of the arbitrariness and incorrectness of the fundamental assumption of positive philosophy, it was accepted by the so-called cultivated world with the greatest sympathy. In this connection, one thing is worthy of note: that out of the works of Comte, consisting of two parts, of positive philosophy and of positive politics, only the first was adopted by the learned world – that part which justifies, on new promises, the existent evil of human societies. The second part, however, on the moral obligations of altruism, from the recognition of mankind as an organism – well, this was regarded as not only of no importance, but as trivial and unscientific. It was a repetition of the same thing that had happened in the case of Kant’s works. The Critique of Pure Reason was adopted by the scientific crowd; but the Critique of Applied Reason, – that part which contains the gist of moral doctrine – was duly repudiated. In Kant’s doctrine, only that which served existing evil was accepted as scientific. But the positive philosophy, which was accepted by the crowd, was founded on an arbitrary and erroneous basis; and was in itself too unfounded, and therefore unsteady, and could not support itself alone.


  And so, amid all the multitude of the idle plays of thought of the men professing the so-called science, there presents itself an assertion equally devoid of novelty, and equally arbitrary and erroneous, to the effect that living beings – that is, organisms – have had their rise in each other – not only one organism from another, but one from many; meaning, that in a very long interval of time (in a million of years, for instance), not only could a duck and a fish proceed from one ancestor, but that one animal might result from a whole hive of bees. And this arbitrary and erroneous assumption was accepted by the learned world with still greater and more universal sympathy. This assumption was arbitrary, because no one has ever seen how one organism is made from another, and therefore the hypothesis as to the origin of species will always remain an hypothesis, and not an experimental fact. And this hypothesis was also erroneous, because the decision of the question as to the origin of species – that they have originated, in consequence of the law of heredity and fitness, in the course of an interminably long time – is no solution at all, but merely a re-statement of the problem in a new form.


  According to Moses’ solution of the question (in the dispute with whom the entire significance of this theory lies), it appears that the diversity of the species of living creatures proceeded according to the will of God, and according to His almighty power. But according to the theory of evolution, it appears that the difference between living creatures arose by chance, and on account of varying conditions of heredity and surroundings, through an endless period of time. The theory of evolution, to speak in simple language, merely asserts, that by chance, in an incalculably long period of time, out of anything you like, anything else that you like may develop.


  This is no answer to the problem. And the same problem is differently expressed: instead of will, chance is offered, and the co-efficient of the eternal is transposed from the power to the time. But this fresh assertion strengthened Comte’s assertion. And, moreover, according to the ingenuous confession of the founder of Darwin’s theory himself, his idea was aroused in him by the law of Malthus; and he therefore propounded the theory of the struggle of living creatures and people for existence, as the fundamental law of every living thing. And lo! Only this was needed by the throng of idle people for their justification.


  And so it was that two insecure theories, incapable of sustaining themselves on their feet, upheld each other, and acquired the semblance of stability. Both theories bore with them that idea which is precious to the crowd, that in the existent evil of human societies, men are not to blame; and that the existing order of things is that which should prevail. No wonder the new theory was adopted by the throng with entire faith and unheard-of enthusiasm. And behold, on the strength of these two arbitrary and erroneous hypotheses, accepted as dogmas of belief, the new scientific doctrine was ratified.


  Spencer, for example, in one of his first works, expresses this doctrine thus:-


  “Societies and organisms,” he says, “are alike in the following points:


  
    	In that, beginning as tiny aggregates, they imperceptibly grow in mass, so that some of them attain to the size of ten thousand times their original bulk.


    	In that while they were, in the beginning, of such simple structure, that they can be regarded as destitute of all structure, they acquire during the period of their growth a constantly increasing complication of structure.


    	In that although in their early, undeveloped period, there exists between them hardly any interdependence of parts, their parts gradually acquire an interdependence, which eventually becomes so strong, that the life and activity of each part becomes possible only on condition of the life and activity of the remaining parts.


    	In that life and the development of society are independent, and more protracted than the life and development of any one of the units constituting it, which are born, grow, act, reproduce themselves, and die separately; while the political body formed from them, continues to live generation after generation, developing in mass in perfection and functional activity.”

  


  The points of difference between organisms and society go farther; and it is proved that these differences are merely apparent, but that organisms and societies are absolutely similar.


  For the uninitiated man, the question immediately presents itself: “What are you talking about? Why is mankind an organism, or similar to an organism?”


  You say that societies resemble organisms in these four features; but it is nothing of the sort. You only take a few features of the organism, and beneath them you range human communities. You bring forward four features of resemblance, then you take four features of dissimilarity, which are, however, only apparent (according to you); and you thence conclude that human societies can be regarded as organisms. But surely, this is an empty game of dialectics, and nothing more. On the same foundation, under the features of an organism, you may range whatever you please. I will take the first thing that comes into my head. Let us suppose it to be a forest – and the manner in which it sows itself in the plain, and spreads abroad.


  
    	Beginning with a small aggregate, it increases imperceptibly in mass, and so forth. Exactly the same thing takes place in the fields, when they gradually seed themselves down, and bring forth a forest.


    	In the beginning, the structure is simple; afterwards it increases in complication, and so forth. Exactly the same thing happens with the forest. Initially, there were only birch trees; then came brush-wood and hazel-bushes; at first all grow erect; and then they interlace their branches.


    	The interdependence of the parts is so augmented, that the life of each part depends on the life and activity of the remaining parts. It is precisely so with the forest. The hazel-bush warms the tree-boles; (cut it down, and the other trees will freeze); the hazel-bush protects from the wind; the seed-bearing trees carry on reproduction; the tall and leafy trees afford shade, and the life of one tree depends on the life of another.


    	The separate parts may die, but the whole lives; exactly the case with the forest. The forest does not mourn one tree.

  


  Having proved that, in accordance with this theory, you may regard the forest as an organism; you now fancy that you have proved to the disciples of the organic doctrine the error of their definition. Nothing of the sort! The definition which they give to the organism is so inaccurate and so elastic that under this definition they may include what they will. “Yes,” they say; “and the forest may also be regarded as an organism. The forest is mutual reaction of individuals, which do not annihilate each other; an aggregate. Its parts may also enter into a more intimate union, as the hive of bees constitutes itself an organism.” Then you will say, “If that is so, then the birds and the insects and the grass of this forest, which re-act upon each other, and do not destroy each other, may also be regarded as one organism, in company with the trees.” And to this also they will agree. Every collection of living individuals, which react upon each other, and do not destroy each other, may be regarded as organisms, according to their theory. You may affirm a connection and interaction between whatever you choose, and, according to evolution, you may affirm, that, out of whatever you please, any other thing that you please may proceed, in a very long period of time.


  And the most remarkable thing of all is this: that this same identical positive science recognizes the scientific method as the sign of true knowledge; and has itself defined what it designates as the scientific method.


  By the scientific method it means common sense. And yet common sense convicts it at every step! As soon as the Popes felt that nothing holy remained in them, they called themselves most holy!


  As soon as science felt that no common sense was left in her she called herself sensible; that is to say, scientific science.


  Chapter III


  Division of labour is the law of all existing things, and, therefore, it should be present in human societies. It is very possible that this is so; but still the question remains, of what nature is that division of labour, which I behold, in my human society? Is it that division of labour which should exist? And if people regard a certain division of labour as unreasonable and unjust, then no science whatever can convince men that that should exist, which they regard as unreasonable and unjust.


  Division of labour is the condition of existence of organisms, and of human societies; but what, in these human societies, is to be regarded as an organic division of labour? And, to whatever extent science may have investigated the division of labour in the cells of worms, all these observations do not compel a man to acknowledge that division of labour to be correct, which his own sense and conscience do not recognize as correct. No matter how convincing may be the proofs of the division of labour of the cells in the organisms studied, man, if he has not parted with his judgment, will say nevertheless, that a man should not weave calico all his life; and that this is not division of labour, but persecution of the people. Spencer and others say that there is a whole community of weavers, and that the profession of weaving is an organic division of labour. There are weavers; so, of course, there is such a division of labour. It would be well enough to speak thus if the colony of weavers had arisen by the free will of its members; but we know that it is not thus formed of their initiative, but that we make it. Hence it is necessary to find out whether we have made these weavers in accordance with an organic law, or with some other.


  Men live. They support themselves by agriculture, as is natural to all men. One man has set up a blacksmith’s forge, and repaired his plough; his neighbour comes to him, and asks him to mend his also, and promises him in return either work or money. A third comes, and a fourth; and in the community formed by these men, there arises the following division of labour – a blacksmith is created. Another man has instructed his children well; his neighbour brings his children to him, and requests him to teach them also, and a teacher is created. But both blacksmith and teacher have been created, and continue to be such, merely because they have been asked; and they remain such as long as they are requested to be blacksmith and teacher. If it should come to pass that many blacksmiths and teachers should set themselves up, or that their work is not requited, they will immediately, as commonsense demands – and as always happens when there is no occasion for disturbing the regular course of division of labour – abandon their trade, and betake themselves once more to agriculture.


  Men who behave thus are guided by their sense, their conscience; and hence we, the men endowed with sense and conscience, all assert that such a division of labour is right. But if it should chance that the blacksmiths were able to compel other people to work for them, and should continue to make horse-shoes when they were not wanted; and if the teachers should go on teaching when there was no one to teach – then it is obvious to every sane man, as a man, i.e., as a being endowed with reason and conscience – that this would not be division, but appropriation, of labour. And yet precisely that sort of activity is what is called division of labour by scientific science. People do that which others do not think of requiring, and demand that they shall be supported for so doing, and say that this is just because it is division of labour.


  That which constitutes the cause of the economical poverty of our age is what the English call over-production. This means that a mass of things are made which are of no use to anybody; and with which nothing can be done.


  It would be odd to see a shoemaker, who considered that people were bound to feed him because he incessantly made boots, which had been of no use to any one for a long time! But what shall we say of those men who make nothing – who not only produce nothing that is visible, but nothing that is of use for people at large? People for whose wares there are no customers, and who yet demand, with the same boldness, on the ground of division of labour, that they shall be supplied with fine food and drink; and that they shall be dressed well? There may be, and there are, sorcerers for whose services a demand makes itself felt; and for this purpose there are brought to them pancakes and flasks. But it is difficult to imagine the existence of sorcerers whose spells are useless to every one, and who boldly demand that they shall be luxuriously supported because they exercise sorcery. It is the same in our world, and all this comes about on the basis of that false conception of the division of labour, which is defined not by reason and conscience, but by observation; which men of science avow with such unanimity.


  Division of labour has, in reality, always existed, and still exists; but it is right only when man decides with his reason and his conscience that it should be so, and not when he merely investigates it. And reason and conscience decide the question for all men very simply, unanimously, and in a manner not to be doubted. They always decide it thus: that division of labour is right only when a special branch of man’s activity is so needful to men; that they, entreating him to serve them, voluntarily propose to support him in requital for that which he shall do for them. But, when a man can live from infancy to the age of thirty years on the necks of others, promising to do, when he shall have been taught, something extremely useful, for which no one asks him; and when, from the age of thirty until his death, he can live in the same manner, still merely on the promise to do something, for which there has been no request, this will not be division of labour – and, as a matter of fact, there is no such thing in our society – but it will be what it already is: merely the appropriation, by force, of the toil of others. This is the same appropriation by force of the toil of others which the philosophers formerly designated by various names – as indispensable forms of life, for instance – but which scientific science now calls the organic division of labour.


  The whole significance of scientific science lies in this alone. It has now become a distributor of diplomas for idleness; for it alone, in its sanctuaries, selects and determines what is parasitical; and what is organic activity, in the social organism. As if every man could not find this out for himself much more accurately and more speedily, by taking counsel of his reason and his conscience! It seems to men of scientific science, that there can be no doubt of this; and that their activity is also indubitably organic; they, the scientific and artistic workers, are the brain cells, apparently; and the most precious cells in the whole organism.


  Ever since men as reasoning beings have existed, they have distinguished good from evil, and have profited by the fact that men have made this distinction before them. They have warred against evil; have sought the good and have slowly but uninterruptedly advanced in that path. Many and varied delusions have always stood before men, hemming in this path, with the single aim of demonstrating that it was not necessary to do this; and that it was not necessary to live as they were living. With fearful conflict and difficulty, men have freed themselves from many delusions. And behold, a new and a still more evil delusion has sprung up in the path of mankind – the scientific delusion.


  This new delusion is precisely the same in nature as the old ones; its gist lies in secretly leading astray the activity of our reason and conscience, and of those who have lived before us, by something external. In scientific science, this external thing is investigation.


  The cunning of this science consists in this – that, after pointing out to men the coarsest false interpretations of the activity of the reason and conscience of man, it destroys in them faith in their own reason and conscience. Instead, it assures them that every thing which their reason and conscience say to them; and that all that these have previously said to the loftiest representatives of man, ever since the world has existed – that all this is conventional and subjective. “All this must be abandoned,” they say; “it is impossible to understand the truth by the reason, for we may be mistaken. But there exists another unerring and almost mechanical path; it is necessary to investigate facts.”


  But facts must be investigated on the foundation of scientific science, i.e., of the two hypotheses of positivism and evolution, which are not borne out by any thing, and which yet give themselves out as undoubted truths. And the reigning science announces, with delusive solemnity, that the solution of all problems of life is possible only through the study of facts, of nature, and, in particular, of organisms. The credulous mass of young people, overwhelmed by the novelty of this authority, which has not yet been overthrown or even touched by criticism, flings itself into the study of natural sciences; into that sole path, which, according to the assertion of the reigning science, can lead to the elucidation of the problems of life.


  But the farther the disciples proceed in this study, the farther and farther does not only the possibility, but even the very idea of the solution of the problems of life, withdraw from them. And the more and more they become accustomed, not so much to investigate, as to believe in the assertions of other investigators (to believe in cells, in protoplasm, in the fourth condition of bodies, and so forth); then the more and more does the form veil the contents from them; and the more and more do they lose the consciousness of good and evil, and the capacity of understanding those expressions and definitions of good and evil which have been elaborated through the whole foregoing life of mankind. And as time goes by, the more and more do they appropriate to themselves the special scientific jargon of conventional expressions, which possesses no universally human significance; and the deeper and deeper do they plunge into the debris of utterly unilluminated investigations; the more and more do they lose the power, not only of independent thought, but even of understanding the fresh human thought of others, which lies beyond the bounds of their Talmud.


  But the principal thing is this: that they pass their best years in getting disused to life; they grow accustomed to consider their position as justifiable; and they convert themselves physically into utterly useless parasites; those who mentally dislocate their brains and become mental eunuchs. And in precisely the same manner, according to the measure of their folly, do they acquire self-conceit, which deprives them forever of all possibility of return to a simple life of toil; to a simple, clear, and universally human train of reasoning.


  Division of labour always has existed in human communities, and will probably always exist; but the question for us lies not in the fact that it has existed, and that it will exist, but in this: how are we to govern ourselves so that this division shall be right? But if we take investigation as our rule of action, we by this very act repudiate all rules. In that case, we shall regard as right every division of labour which we shall find among men, and which appears to us to be right; to which conclusion the prevailing scientific science also leads.


  Division of labour!


  Some are busied in mental or moral labour; others in muscular or physical labour. With what confidence people enunciate this! They wish to think so, and it seems to them that, in point of fact, a perfectly regular and genuine exchange of services does take place.


  But we, in our blindness, have so completely lost sight of the responsibility which we have assumed, that we have even forgotten in whose name our labour is prosecuted; while the very people whom we have undertaken to serve, have become the objects of our scientific and artistic activity. We study and depict them for our amusement and diversion. We have totally forgotten that what we need to do is not to study and depict them, but to serve them. To such a degree have we lost sight of this duty which we have taken upon us, that we have not even noticed that what we have undertaken to perform in the realm of science and art has been accomplished not by us, but by others; and that our place has turned out to be occupied.


  It proves that while we have been disputing – one about the spontaneous origin of organisms, another as to what else there is in protoplasm, and so on – the common people have been in need of spiritual food. And the unsuccessful and rejected of art and science, in obedience to the mandate of adventurers who have in view the sole aim of profit, have begun to furnish the people with this spiritual food, and still so furnish them. For the last forty years in Europe, and for the last ten years with us here in Russia, millions of books and pictures and song-books have been distributed, and stalls have been opened, and the people gaze and sing and receive spiritual nourishment. But it is not from us who have undertaken to provide it; while we, justifying our idleness by that spiritual food which we are supposed to furnish, sit by and wink at it.


  But it is impossible for us to wink at it, for our last justification is slipping from beneath our feet. We have become specialized. We have our particular functional activity. We are the brains of the people. They support us, and we have undertaken to teach them. It is only under this pretence that we have excused ourselves from work. But what have we taught them, and what are we now teaching them? They have waited for years; for tens, for hundreds of years. And we keep on diverting our minds with chatter, and we instruct each other, and we console ourselves, and we have utterly forgotten them. We have so entirely forgotten them, that others have undertaken to instruct them, and we have not even perceived it. We have spoken of the division of labour with such lack of seriousness that it is obvious that what we have said about the benefits which we have conferred on the people was simply a shameless evasion.


  Chapter IV


  Science and art have arrogated to themselves the right of idleness, and of the enjoyment of the labour of others, and have betrayed their calling. And their errors have arisen merely because their servants, having set forth a falsely conceived principle of the division of labour, have recognized their own right to make use of the labour of others, and have lost the significance of their vocation; having taken for their aim, not the profit of the people, but the mysterious profit of science and art, and delivered themselves over to idleness and vice – not so much of the senses as of the mind.


  They say, “Science and art have bestowed a great deal on mankind.”


  Science and art have bestowed a great deal on mankind, not because the men of art and science, under the pretext of a division of labour, live on other people; but in spite of this.


  The Roman Republic was powerful, not because her citizens had the power to live a vicious life; but because among their number there were heroic citizens. It is the same with art and science. Art and science have bestowed much on mankind, but not because their followers formerly possessed on rare occasions (and now possess on every occasion) the possibility of getting rid of labour; but because there have been men of genius, who, without making use of these rights, have led mankind forward.


  The class of learned men and artists, which has advanced, on the fictitious basis of a division of labour, its demands to the right of using the labour of others, cannot cooperate in the success of true science and true art, because a lie cannot bring forth the truth.


  We have become so accustomed to these, our tenderly reared or weakened representatives of mental labour, that it seems to us horrible that a man of science or an artist should plough or cart manure. It seems to us that every thing would go to destruction, and that all his wisdom would be rattled out of him in the cart, and that all those grand picturesque images which he bears about in his breast would be somehow soiled in the manure. But we have become so inured to this, that it does not strike us as strange that our servitor of science – that is to say, the servant and teacher of the truth – by making other people do for him that which he might do for himself, passes half his time in dainty eating, in smoking, in talking, in free and easy gossip, in reading the newspapers and romances, and in visiting the theatres! It is not strange to us to see our philosopher in the tavern, in the theatre, and at the ball. It is not strange in our eyes to learn that those artists who sweeten and ennoble our souls, have passed their lives in drunkenness, cards, and women – if not in something worse!


  Art and science are very beautiful things; but just because they are so beautiful, they should not be spoiled by the compulsory combination with them of vice. That is to say, a man should not get rid of his obligation to serve his own life and that of other people, by his own labour. Art and science have caused mankind to progress. Yes; but not because men of art and science, under the guise of division of labour, have rid themselves of the very first and most indisputable of human obligations – and that is to labour with their hands, in the universal struggle of mankind with nature.


  “But only the division of labour, the freedom of men of science and of art from the necessity of earning them living, has rendered possible that remarkable success of science which we behold in our day!’ This is their answer. “If all were forced to till the soil, those vast results would not have been attained, which have been attained in our day; there would have been none of those striking successes which have so greatly augmented man’s power over nature, were it not for these astronomical discoveries which are so astounding to the mind of man, and which have added to the security of navigation; there would be no steamers, no railways, none of those wonderful bridges, tunnels, steam-engines and telegraphs, photography, telephones, sewing-machines, phonographs, electricity, telescopes, spectroscopes, microscopes, chloroform, Lister’s bandages, and carbolic acid.”


  I will not enumerate every thing on which our age thus prides itself. This enumeration and pride of enthusiasm over ourselves and our exploits can be found in almost any newspaper and popular pamphlet. This enthusiasm over ourselves is often repeated to such a degree that none of us can sufficiently rejoice over ourselves; that we are seriously convinced that art and science have never made such progress as in our own time. And, as we are indebted for all this marvellous progress to the division of labour, why not acknowledge it?


  Let us admit that the progress made in our day is noteworthy, marvellous and unusual; let us admit that we are fortunate mortals to live in such a remarkable epoch. But let us endeavour also to appraise this progress, not on the basis of our self-satisfaction, but on that principle which defends itself with this progress – the division of labour. All this progress is very amazing; but by a peculiarly unlucky chance, admitted even by the men of science, this progress has not so far improved, but has rather rendered worse, the position of the majority; that is to say, of the workingman.


  If the workingman can travel on the railway, instead of walking, still that same railway has burned down his forest; has carried off his grain under his very nose; and has brought his condition very near to slavery to the capitalist. If, thanks to steam engines and machines, the workingman can purchase inferior calico at a cheap rate, on the other hand these engines and machines have deprived him of work at home, and have brought him into a state of abject slavery to the manufacturer. If there are telephones and telescopes, poems, romances, theatres, ballets, symphonies, operas, picture-galleries, and so forth; on the other hand the life of the workingman has not been bettered by all this; for all of them, by the same unlucky chance, are inaccessible to him.


  So that, on the whole (and even men of science admit this), up to the present time, all these remarkable discoveries and products of science and art have certainly not ameliorated the condition of the workingman; if, indeed, they have not made it worse. So that, if we set against the question as to the reality of the progress attained by the arts and sciences, not our own rapture, but that standard upon the basis of which the division of labour is defended – the good of the labouring man – we shall see that we have no firm foundations for that self-satisfaction in which we are so fond of indulging.


  The peasant travels on the railway, the woman buys calico, in the cottage there will be a lamp instead of a pine-knot; and the peasant will light his pipe with a match. This is all very convenient; but what right have I to say that the railway and the factory have proved advantageous to the people?


  If the peasant rides on the railway, and buys calico, a lamp and matches, it is only because it is impossible to forbid the peasants buying them. But surely we are all aware that the construction of railways and factories has never been carried out for the benefit of the lower classes. So why should a casual convenience which the workingman enjoys, lead to a proof of the utility of all these institutions for the people?


  There is something useful in every injurious thing. After a conflagration, one can warm one’s self and light one’s pipe with a firebrand. But why then declare that the conflagration is beneficial?


  Men of art and science might say that their pursuits are beneficial to the people, only when men of art and science have assigned to themselves the object of serving the people; as they now assign themselves the object of serving the authorities and the capitalists. We might say this, if men of art and science had taken as their aim the needs of the people; but there are none such. All scientists are busy with their priestly avocations, out of which proceed investigations into protoplasm, the spectral analyses of stars, and so on. But science has never once thought of what axe or what hatchet is the most profitable to chop with; what saw is the most handy; what is the best way to mix bread; from what flour, how to set it, how to build and heat an oven; what food and drink, and what utensils, are the most convenient and advantageous under certain conditions; what mushrooms may be eaten, how to propagate them, and how to prepare them in the most suitable manner? And yet all this is the province of science.


  I am aware, that, according to its own definition, science ought to be useless; that is, science for the sake of science. But surely this is an obvious evasion? The province of science is to serve the people. We have invented telegraphs, telephones, phonographs; but what advances have we effected in the life, in the labour, of the people? We have reckoned up two million beetles! And we have not tamed a single animal since biblical times, when all our animals were already domesticated. As for the reindeer, the stag, the partridge, the heath-cock – they all remain wild.


  Our botanists have discovered the cell; and in the cell protoplasm; and in that protoplasm still something more, and in that atom yet another thing. It is evident that these occupations will not end for a long time to come, because it is obvious that there can be no end to them, and therefore the scientist has no time to devote to those things which are necessary to the people. And therefore, again, from the time of Egyptian and Hebrew antiquity, when wheat and lentils had already been cultivated, down to our own times, not a single plant has been added to the food of the people, with the exception of the potato, and that was not obtained by science.


  Torpedoes have been invented, and apparatus for taxation, and so forth. But the spinning-whined, the woman’s weaving-loom, the plough, the hatchet, the chain, the rake, the bucket, the well-sweep, are exactly the same as they were in the days of Rurik; and if there has been any change, then that change has not been effected by scientific people.


  And it is the same with the arts. We have elevated a lot of people to the rank of great writers. We have picked these writers to pieces, and have written mountains of criticism, and criticism on the critics, and criticism on the critics of the critics. And we have collected picture-galleries, and have studied different schools of art in detail; and we have so many symphonies and orchestras and operas, that it is becoming difficult even for us to listen to them. But what have we added to the popular epic songs, legends and tales? What music, what pictures, have we given to the people?


  Only the Nikolskaya books are manufactured for the people, and harmonicas in Tula; and in neither have we taken any part. The falsity of the whole direction of our arts and sciences is more striking and more apparent in precisely those very branches; which, from their very nature, should be of use to the people, and which, in consequence of their false attitude, seem more injurious than useful. The technologist, the physician, the teacher, the artist, the author – they should, in virtue of their very callings, serve the people. Under the present regime, they can do nothing but harm to the people.


  The technologist or the mechanic has to work with capital. Without capital he is good for nothing. All his acquirements are such that for their display he requires capital. And the exploitation of the labouring-man on the largest scale – not mentioning the fact that he is trained to live, at the lowest, on from fifteen hundred to two thousand a year, and that, therefore, he cannot go to the country, where no one can give him such wages – he is, by virtue of his very occupation, unfitted for serving the people. He knows how to calculate the highest mathematical arch of a bridge; how to calculate the force and transfer of the motive power, and so on. But he is confounded by the simplest questions of a peasant: how to improve a plough or a cart, or how to make irrigating canals?


  All this is the condition of life in which the labouring man finds himself. Of this, he neither knows nor understands any thing; less, indeed, than the very stupidest peasant. Give him workshops, all sorts of workmen at his desire, an order for a machine from abroad, and he will get along. But how to devise means of lightening toil, under the conditions of labour of millions of men? This is what he does not and can not know; and because of his knowledge, his habits, and his demands on life, he is unfitted for this business.


  In a still worse predicament is the physician. His fancied science is all so arranged, that he only knows how to heal those persons who do nothing. He requires an incalculable quantity of expensive preparations, instruments, drugs and hygienic apparatus.


  He has studied with celebrities in the capitals, who only retain patients who can be cured in the hospital, or who, in the course of their cure, can purchase the appliances requisite for healing, and even go at once from the North to the South, to some baths or other. Science is of such a nature, that every rural doctor laments because there are no means of curing working-men, because he is so poor that he has not the means to place the sick man in the proper hygienic conditions; and at the same time this physician complains that there are no hospitals, and that he cannot get through with his work, and that he needs assistants, more doctors and practitioners.


  What is the inference? It is this: that the people’s principal lack – from which diseases arise, and spread abroad, and refuse to be healed – is the lack of means of subsistence. And here Science, under the banner of the division of labour, summons her warriors to the aid of the people. Science is entirely arranged for the wealthy classes, and it has adopted for its task the healing of the people who can obtain every thing for themselves; and it attempts to heal those who possess no superfluity, by the same means.


  But there are no means – and therefore it is necessary to take them from the people who are ailing, and pest-stricken, and who cannot recover for lack of means. And now the defenders of medicine for the people say that this matter has been, as yet, but little developed. Evidently it has been but little developed, because if (which God forbid!) it had been developed, and that through oppressing the people, instead of two doctors, midwives, and practitioners in a district, twenty would have settled down, since they desire this, then half the people would have died through the difficulty of supporting this medical staff; and soon there would be no one to heal!


  Scientific co-operation with the people, of which the defenders of science talk, must be something quite different. And this cooperation which should exist has not yet begun. It will begin when the man of science, technologist or physician, will not consider it legal to take from people – I will not say a hundred thousand, but even a modest ten thousand, or five hundred rubles for assisting them. But when instead, he will live among the toiling people, under the same conditions, and exactly as they do. Then he will be able to apply his knowledge to the questions of mechanics, techniques, hygiene, and the healing of the labouring people.


  But in the meantime, science, supporting itself at the expense of the working-people, has entirely forgotten the conditions of life among these people; ignores there conditions, and takes very grave offence because its fancied knowledge finds no adherents among the people.


  The domain of medicine, like the domain of technical science, still lies untouched. All questions as to how the time of labour is best divided; what is the best method of nourishment, with what, in what shape, and when it is best to clothe one’s self, to shoe one’s self, to counteract dampness and cold; how best to wash one’s self, to feed the children, to swaddle them, and so on; in other words, just those conditions in which the working-people find themselves – well, all these questions have yet to be dealt with.


  The same is the case with the activity of the teachers of science; pedagogical teachers. Exactly in the same manner science has so arranged this matter that only wealthy people are able to study science; and teachers, like technologists and physicians, cling to money.


  And this cannot be otherwise, because a school built on a model plan (as a general rule, the more scientifically built the school, the more costly it is), with pivot chains, and globes, and maps, and library, and petty text-books for teachers and scholars and pedagogues – is the sort of thing for which it would be necessary to double the taxes in every village. This is what science demands. The people need money for their work; and the more there is needed, the poorer they are.


  Defenders of science say: “Pedagogy is even now proving of advantage to the people, but give it a chance to develop, and then it will do still better.” Yes, if it does develop, and instead of twenty schools in a district there are a hundred, and all scientific, and if the people support these schools, they will grow poorer than ever, and they will more than ever need work for their children’s sake. “What is to be done?” they say to this. The government will build the schools, and will make education obligatory, as it is in Europe; but again, surely, the money is taken from the people just the same, and it will be harder to work, and they will have less leisure for work, and there will be no education even by compulsion. Again the sole salvation is this: that the teacher should live under the conditions of the working- men, and should teach for that compensation which they give him freely and voluntarily.


  Such is the false course of science, which deprives it of the power of fulfilling its obligation, which is, to serve the people.


  But in nothing is this false course of science so obviously apparent, as in the vocation of art, which, from its very significance, ought to be accessible to the people. Science may fall back on its stupid excuse, that science acts for science, and that when it turns out learned men it is labouring for the people. But art, if it is art, should be accessible to all the people; and in particular, to those in whose name it is executed. And our definition of art, in a striking manner, convicts those who busy themselves with art, of their lack of desire, knowledge and power to be useful to the people.


  The painter, for the production of his great works, must have a studio of at least such dimensions that a whole association of carpenters (forty in number) or shoemakers, now sickening or stifling in lairs, would be able to work in it. But this is not all! No, he must have a model, costumes, and travel. Millions are expended on the encouragement of art, and the products of this art are both incomprehensible and useless to the people. Musicians, in order to express their grand ideas, must assemble two hundred men in white neckties, or in costumes; and spend hundreds of thousands of roubles for the equipment of an opera. And the products of this art cannot evoke from the people – even if the latter could at any time enjoy it – any thing except amazement and ennui.


  Writers or authors, it appears, do not require surroundings, studios, models, orchestras, and actors. But it then appears that the author needs (not to mention comfort in his quarters) all the dainties of life for the preparation of his great works – travels, palaces, cabinets, libraries, the pleasures of art, visits to theatres, concerts, the baths, and so on. If he does not earn a fortune for himself, he is granted a pension, in order that he may compose the better. And again, these compositions, so prized by us, remain useless lumber for the people, and utterly unserviceable to them.


  And if still more of these dealers in spiritual nourishment are developed further, as men of science desire, and a studio is erected in every village; if an orchestra is set up, and authors are supported in those conditions which artistic people regard as indispensable for themselves – then I imagine that the working-classes will sooner take an oath never to look at any pictures; never to listen to a symphony; and never to read poetry or novels, than to feed all these persons.


  And why, apparently, should art not be of service to the people? In every cottage there are images and pictures; every peasant man and woman sings; many own harmonicas; and all recite stories and verses, and many read. It is as if those two things which are made for each other – the lock and the key – have parted company. They have sprung so far apart, that not even the possibility of uniting them presents itself. Tell the artist that he should paint without a studio, model, or costumes, and that he should paint five-kopek pictures, and he will say that that is tantamount to abandoning his art, as he understands it. Tell the musician that he should play on the harmonica, and teach the women to sing songs; say to the poet, to the author, that he ought to cast aside his poems and romances, and compose song-books, tales, and stories, comprehensible to the uneducated people – they will say that you are mad.


  The service of the people by science and art will only be performed when people dwell in the midst of the common folk; and like the common folk themselves, put forward no demands, claim no rights, but rather offer to the common folk their scientific and artistic services; the acceptance or rejection of which shall depend wholly on the will of the common folk.


  It is said that the activity of science and art has aided the forward march of mankind. This is the same as saying that an unskilled banging of oars on a vessel that is floating with the tide, which merely hinders the progress of the vessel, is assisting the movement of the ship. It only retards it. The so-called division of labour, which has become in our day the condition of activity of men of science and art, was, and has remained, the chief cause of the tardy forward movement of mankind.


  The proofs of this lie in that confession of all men of science, that the gains of science and art are inaccessible to the labouring masses, as a result of the faulty distribution of riches. The irregularity of this distribution does not decrease in proportion to the progress of science and art; but only increases. Men of art and science assume an air of deep pity for this unfortunate circumstance, which does not depend upon them. But this unfortunate circumstance is produced by themselves; for this irregular distribution of wealth flows solely from the theory of the division of labour.


  Science maintains the division of labour as an unalterable law. It sees that the distribution of wealth, founded on the division of labour, is wrong and ruinous; and it affirms that its activity, which recognizes the division of labour, will lead people to bliss. The result is, that some people make use of the labour of others; but that, if they shall make use of the labour of others for a very long period of time, and in still larger measure, then this is wrongful distribution of wealth; meaning, the use of the labour of others, will come to an end.


  Men stand beside a constantly swelling spring of water, and are occupied with the problem of diverting it to one side, away from the thirsty people; and they assert they are producing this water, and that soon enough will be collected for all. But this water which has flowed, and which still flows unceasingly, and nourishes all mankind, not only is not the result of the activity of the men who, standing at its source, turn it aside, but this water flows and gushes out, in spite of the efforts of these men to obstruct its flow.


  There has always existed a true science, and a true art; but true science and art are not such because they called themselves by that name. It always seems to those who claim at any given period to be the representatives of science and art, that they have performed, and are performing, and, most of all, that they will presently perform, the most amazing marvels; and that beside them, there never has been and there is not, any science or any art. Thus it seemed to the sophists, the scholastics, the alchemists, the cabalists, the talmudists; and thus it seems to our own scientific science, and to our art for the sake of art.


  Chapter V


  “But art and science – you repudiate art and science! That is, you repudiate that by which mankind lives!” People are constantly saying this – it is not a reply – to me; and they employ this mode of reception in order to reject my deductions without examining into them. “He repudiates science and art; he wants to send people back again into a savage state; so what is the use of listening to him and of talking to him?” But this is unjust. I not only do not repudiate art and science; but, in the name of that which is true art and true science, I say that which I do say, merely in order that mankind may emerge from that savage state into which it will speedily fall, thanks to the erroneous teaching of our time. It is only for this purpose that I speak out.


  Art and science are as indispensable as food and drink and clothing; more indispensable even. But they become so, not because we decide that what we designate as art and science are indispensable; but simply because they really are indispensable to people.


  Surely, if hay is prepared for the bodily nourishment of men, the fact that we are convinced that hay is the proper food for man will not make hay the food of man. Surely I cannot say, “Why do you not eat hay, when it is the indispensable food?” Food is indispensable, but it may happen that that which I offer is not food at all. This same thing has occurred with our art and science. It seems to us, that if we add to a Greek word, the word “logy,” and call that a science, it will be a science; and, if we call any abominable thing – like the dancing of nude females – by a Greek word, ‘choreography’, then that is art, and will be art.


  But no matter how much we may say this, the business with which we occupy ourselves when we count beetles, and investigate the chemical constituents of the stars in the Milky Way; when we paint nymphs and compose novels and symphonies – our business will not become either art or science until such time as it is accepted by those people for whom it is done.


  If it were decided that only certain people should produce food, and if all the rest were forbidden to do this; or if they were rendered incapable of producing food – then I suppose that the quality of food would be lowered. If the people who enjoyed the monopoly of producing food were Russian peasants, there would be no other food than black bread and cabbage-soup, and so on, and kvas – nothing except what they like, and what is agreeable to them. The same thing would happen in the case of that loftiest human pursuit, of arts and sciences, if one caste were to arrogate to itself a monopoly of them, but with this sole difference: that in the matter of bodily food, there can be no great departure from nature; and bread and cabbage-soup, although not very savoury viands, are undoubtedly fit for consumption. But in spiritual food, there may exist the very greatest departures from nature, and some people may feed themselves for a long time on poisonous spiritual nourishment, which is directly unsuitable for, or injurious to, them. They may slowly kill themselves with spiritual opium or liquors; and they may offer this same food to the masses.


  It is this very thing that is going on among us. And it has come about because the position of men of science and art is a privileged one; because art and science in our day, and in our world, are not at all a rational occupation of all mankind without exception, exerting their best powers for the service of art and science; but rather an occupation of a restricted circle of people holding a monopoly of these industries, and entitling themselves men of art and science; and who have, therefore, perverted the very idea of art and science, and have lost all the meaning of their vocation, and who are only concerned in amusing and rescuing from crushing ennui their tiny circle of idle mouths.


  Ever since men have existed, they have always had science and art in the simplest and broadest sense of the term. Science, in the sense of the whole of knowledge acquired by mankind, exists and always has existed, and life without it is not conceivable; and there is no possibility of either attacking or defending science, taken in this sense.


  But the point lies here – that the scope of the knowledge of all mankind as a whole is so multifarious, ranging from the knowledge of how to extract iron to the knowledge of the movements of the planets, that man loses himself in this multitude of existing knowledge – knowledge capable of endless possibilities, if he have no guiding thread, by the aid of which he can classify this knowledge, and arrange the branches according to the degrees of their significance and importance.


  Before a man undertakes to learn any thing whatever, he must make up his mind that that branch of knowledge is of weight to him; and of more weight and importance than the countless other objects of study with which he is surrounded. Before undertaking the study of any thing, a man decides for what purpose he is studying this subject, and not the others. But to study every thing, as the men of scientific science in our day preach, without any idea of what is to come out of such study, is downright impossible, because the number of subjects of study is endless; and hence, no matter how many branches we may acquire, their acquisition can possess no significance or reason.


  And, therefore, in ancient times, down to even a very recent date, until the appearance of scientific science, man’s highest wisdom consisted in finding that guiding thread, according to which the knowledge of men should be classified as being of primary or of secondary importance. And this knowledge, which forms the guide to all other branches of knowledge, men have always called science in the strictest acceptation of the word. And such science there has always been, even down to our own day, in all human communities which have emerged from their primal state of savagery.


  Ever since mankind has existed, teachers have always arisen among peoples, who have enunciated science in this restricted sense; that is, the science of what it is most useful for man to know. This science has always had for its object the knowledge of what is the true ground of the well-being of each individual man, and of all men, and why. Such was the science of Confucius, of Buddha, of Socrates, of Mahomet, and of others; such is this science as they understood it, and as all men – with the exception of our little circle of so-called cultured people – understand it. This science has not only always occupied the highest place, but has been the only and sole science, from which the standing of the rest has been determined.


  And this was the case, not in the least because, as the so-called scientific people of our day think, cunning priestly teachers of this science attribute to it such significance. But in reality, as every one knows, both by personal experience and by reflection, there can be no science except the science of that in which the destiny and welfare of man consist. For the objects of science are incalculable in number, and without the knowledge of that in which the destiny and welfare of all men consist, there is no possibility of making a choice amid this interminable multitude of subjects. Therefore, without this knowledge, all other arts and branches of learning will become, as they have become among us, an idle and hurtful diversion.


  Mankind has existed and existed; and never has it existed without the science of that in which the destiny and the welfare of men consist. It is true that the science of the welfare of men appears different on superficial observation, among the Buddhists, the Brahmins, the Hebrews, the Confucians and the Taoists. But nevertheless, wherever we hear of men who have emerged from a state of savagery, we find this science. Yet all of a sudden, it appears that the men of our day have decided that this same science, which has hitherto served as the guiding thread of all human knowledge, is the very thing which hinders every thing. Men erect buildings; and one architect has made one estimate of cost, a second has made another, and a third yet another. The estimates differ somewhat; but they are correct, so that any one can see, that, if the whole is carried out in accordance with the calculations, the building will be erected. Then along come other people, who assert that the chief point lies in having no estimates, and that it should be built thus, by the eye. And this “thus,” men call the most accurate of scientific science. Men repudiate every science, the very substance of science – the definition of the destiny and the welfare of men – and this repudiation they designate as science.


  Ever since men have existed, great minds have been born into their midst, which in the conflict with reason and conscience, have put to themselves questions: what constitutes the destiny and welfare, not of myself alone, but of every man? What does that power which has created me and which leads me, now demand of me and of every man? And what is it necessary for me to do, in order to comply with the requirements imposed upon me by the demands of individual and universal welfare? They have asked themselves: I am a whole, and also a part of something infinite, eternal; what, then, are my relations to other parts similar to myself, to men and to the whole world?


  And from the voices of conscience and of reason; and from a comparison of what their contemporaries and men who had lived before them have said, these great teachers have deduced their doctrines, which were simple, clear and intelligible to all men; and always possible to fulfil. Such men have existed of the first, second, third, and lowest ranks; the world is full of such men. Every living man propounds the question to himself, how to reconcile the demands of welfare, and of his personal existence, with conscience and reason; and from this universal labour, slowly but uninterruptedly, new forms of life, which are more in accord with the requirements of reason and of conscience, are worked out.


  Then all at once, a new caste of people makes its appearance, and they declare: all this is nonsense; all this must be abandoned! This is the deductive method of logical reasoning (though quite where the difference lies between the deductive and the inductive method, no one can understand); these are the dogmas of the technological and metaphysical period. Every thing that these men had discovered by inward experience, and which they communicated to one another, concerning their knowledge of the law of their existence (or their ‘functional activity’, according to the new jargon); every thing that the grandest minds of mankind have accomplished in this direction, since the beginning of the world - all this is declared to be nonsense, and has no weight whatever.


  According to this doctrine, you are cells; and that you, as a cell, have a very definite functional activity, which you not only fulfil, but which you infallibly feel within you. And that you are a thinking, talking, understanding cell, and that you, for this reason, can ask another similar talking cell whether it is just the same; and in this way, you can verify your own experience, and take advantage of the fact that speaking cells, which have lived before you, have written on the same subject; and that you have millions of cells which confirm your observations by their agreement with the cells which have written down their thoughts – well, all this signifies nothing, apparently; all this is now declared an evil and an erroneous method!


  The true scientific method is this: If you wish to know in what the destiny and the welfare of all mankind and of all the world consists, you must, first of all, cease to listen to the voices of your conscience and of your reason, which present themselves in you and in others like you; you must cease to believe all that the great teachers of mankind have said with regard to your conscience and reason, and you must consider all this as nonsense, and begin all over again. And, in order to understand every thing from the beginning, you must look through microscopes at the movements of amoebae; and at cells in worms; or, with still greater composure, believe in every thing that men with a diploma of infallibility shall say to you about them.


  And as you gaze at the movements of these cells, or read about what others have seen, you must attribute to these cells your own human sensations and calculations as to what they desire; whither they are directing themselves, how they compare and discuss, and to what they have become accustomed. And from these observations (in which there is not a word about an error of thought or of expression) you must deduce a conclusion by analogy as to what you are; what is your destiny, and wherein lies the welfare of yourself and of other cells like you. In order to understand yourself, you must study not only the worms which you see, but microscopic creatures which you can barely see; and transformations from one set of creatures into others, which no one has ever beheld, and which you, most assuredly, will never behold.


  And it is the same with art. Where there has been true science, art has always been its exponent. Ever since men have been in existence, they have been in the habit of deducing, from all pursuits, the expressions of various branches of learning concerning the destiny and the welfare of man; and the expression of this knowledge has been art in the strict sense of the word.


  Ever since men have existed, there have been those who were peculiarly sensitive and responsive to the doctrine regarding the destiny and welfare of man. They have given expression to their own and the popular conflict; to the delusions which lead them astray from their destinies; their sufferings in this conflict; their hopes in the triumph of good; their despair over the triumph of evil and their raptures in the consciousness of the approaching bliss of man; on viola and tabret; in images and words.


  Always, down to the most recent times, art has served science and life; only then was it that which has been so highly esteemed by men. But art, in its capacity as an important human activity, disappeared simultaneously with the substitution for the genuine science of destiny and welfare, with the science of any thing you choose to fancy. Art has existed among all peoples; and will exist only as long as that which among us is scornfully called religion, is considered to be considered the only science.


  In our European world, so long as there existed a Church as the doctrine of destiny and welfare; and so long as the Church was regarded as the only true science – art served the Church, and remained true art. But as soon as art abandoned the Church, and began to serve science – while science served whatever came to hand – art lost its significance. And notwithstanding the honour due to the many works of ancient heritage; and the clumsy assertion that ‘art serves art’ – which only proves the loss of its calling – it has now become a trade, providing men with something agreeable. And as such, it inevitably comes into the category of choreographic, culinary, hair-dressing and cosmetic arts, whose practitioners designate themselves as artists; with the same right as the poets, printers, and musicians of our day.


  Glance backward into the past, and you will see that in the course of thousands of years, out of millions of people, only half a score of Confucius’, Buddhas, Solomons, Socrates, Solons and Homers have been produced. Evidently, they are rarely met with among men; in spite of the fact that these men have not been selected from a single caste, but from mankind at large. Evidently, these true teachers and artists and learned men, the purveyors of spiritual nourishment, are rare. And it is not without reason that mankind has valued and still values them so highly.


  But it now appears that all these great benefactors in the science and art of the past are no longer of use to us. Nowadays, scientific and artistic authorities can, in accordance with the law of division of labour, be turned out by factory methods; and, in one decade, more great men have been manufactured in art and science, than have ever been born among all nations, since the foundation of the world! Nowadays there is a guild of learned men and artists, and they prepare, by perfected methods, all that spiritual food which man requires. And they have prepared so much of it, that it is no longer necessary to refer to the elder authorities, who have preceded them; not only to the ancients, but also to those much nearer to us. All that was the activity of the theological and metaphysical period, and all that must now be wiped out.


  The true and rational activity began, say, fifty years ago, and in the course of those fifty years we have made so many great men, that there are about ten great men to every branch of science. And there have come to be so many sciences, that, fortunately, it is easy to make them. All that is required is to add the Greek word “logy” to the name, and force them to conform to a set rubric, and the science is all complete! They have created so many sciences, that not only can no one man know them all, but not a single individual can remember all the titles of all the existing sciences; the titles alone form a thick lexicon, and new sciences are manufactured every day. They have been manufactured on the pattern of that Finnish teacher who taught the landed proprietor’s children Finnish instead of French. Everything has been excellently inculcated; but there is one objection – that no one except ourselves can understand anything of it.


  However, there is an explanation even for this. People do not appreciate the full value of scientific science, because they are still under the influence of the theological period – that profound period when all the people, both among the Hebrews, and the Chinese, and the Indians, and the Greeks, understood every thing that their great teachers said to them.


  But, from whatever cause this has come about, the fact remains that sciences and arts have always existed among mankind; and, when they really did exist, they were useful and intelligible to all the people. We, however, practise something which we call science and art, but which appears both unnecessary and unintelligible to man. And hence, however beautiful may be the things that we accomplish, we have no right to call them arts and sciences.


  


  


  The First Step – Introduction


  In 1892, Tolstoy wrote The First Step as a preface to the Russian publication of The Ethics of Diet by Howard Williams; a book which offers a series of historical witnesses to the efficacy of the vegetarian lifestyle from Buddha and Pythagoras to Schopenhauer and Rousseau.


  Tolstoy himself had supposedly been converted to the vegetarian cause by a single conversation with William Frey, one afternoon in 1885.Frey had spoken of the inevitability of vegetarianism and the naturalness of such a diet. Tolstoy had thought for a moment, and then declared: ‘Yes, my friend, you are quite right. Thanks, thanks for your wise and honest words! I will certainly follow your example and abandon flesh-meat.’


  The First Step is a piece of writing in search of the moral man, and tilts at many targets along the way. But the heart of the matter is a ‘sequence of qualities’ which a man must possess to live the good life. For Tolstoy, the first of these qualities is self-control; and the first form of self-control relates to food. Fasting is duly applauded, and then comes the famous description of the workings of the Tula slaughterhouse. It is explicit and disturbing in its description of animal killing; and effectively implicates the reader in the violence of the slaughter.


  ‘This is dreadful!’ he wrote. ‘Not the suffering and the death of the animals, but that people suppress in themselves, unnecessarily, the highest spiritual capacity – that of sympathy and pity towards fellow creatures like themselves – and by violating their own feelings, become cruel. And how deeply seated in the human heart is the injunction not to take life.’


  Tolstoy’s vegetarianism was part of his holistic sense of meaning in the world; for him, one moral discovery led to another, and bravely, he tried to follow each leading, wherever the path went. As one writer said, reflecting on his conversation with Frey: ‘His diet from then on left no creature miserable and his own soul closer to honesty.’


  
    

  


  5


  The First Step


  Chapter I


  If a man is not making a pretence of work, but is working in order to accomplish the matter he has in hand – then his actions will necessarily follow one another in a certain sequence, which is determined by the nature of the work. If he postpones to a later time what from the nature of the work should be done first; or if he altogether omits some essential part, then he is certainly not working seriously, but only pretending. And this rule holds unalterably true, whether the work be physical or not. One cannot seriously wish to bake bread, for instance, unless one first kneads the flour and then heats the brick-oven, sweeps out the ashes, and so on. In like manner, one cannot seriously wish to lead a good life without adopting a certain order of succession in the attainment of the necessary qualities.


  With reference to right living, this rule is especially important; for whereas in the case of physical work, such as making bread, it is easy to discover by the result whether a man is seriously engaged in work or is only pretending – with reference to goodness of life, no such verification is possible. If people, without kneading the dough or heating the oven, only pretend to make bread – as they do in the theatre – then from the result (the absence of bread), it becomes evident that they were only pretending. But when a man pretends to be leading a good life, we have no such direct indications that he is not striving seriously, but only pretending, for not only are the results of a good life not always evident and palpable to those around; but very often such results even appear to them harmful. Believe me – respect for a man’s activity; and the acknowledgment of its utility and pleasantness by his contemporaries, furnish no proof of the real goodness of his life.


  Therefore, to distinguish the reality from the mere appearance of a good life, the indication given by a regular order of succession in the acquirement of the essential qualities is especially valuable. And this indication is valuable, not so much to enable us to discover the seriousness of other men’s strivings after goodness, as to test this sincerity in ourselves; for in this respect, we are liable to deceive ourselves even more than we deceive others.


  A correct sequence in the attainment of virtues is an indispensable condition of advance towards a good life; and consequently, the teachers of mankind have always prescribed a certain invariable order for their attainment.


  All moral teachings set up that ladder which, as the Chinese wisdom has it, reaches from earth to heaven; and the ascent of which can only be accomplished by starting from the lowest step. As in the teaching of the Brahmins, Buddhists, Confucians, so also in the teaching of the Greek sages, steps were fixed, and a superior step could not be attained without the lower one having been previously taken. All the moral teachers of mankind, religious and non-religious alike, have admitted the necessity of a definite sequence in the attainment of the qualities essential to a righteous life. The necessity for this sequence lies in the very essence of things, and therefore, it would seem, ought to be recognized by everyone.


  But, strange to say, from the time Church-Christianity spread widely, the consciousness of this necessary order appears to have been more and more lost, and is now retained only among ascetics and monks. Among worldly Christians, it is taken for granted that the higher virtues may be attained not only in the absence of the lower ones, which are a necessary condition of the higher; but even in company with the greatest vices. Consequently, the very conception of what it is that constitutes a good life has reached, in the minds of the majority of worldly people to-day, a state of the greatest confusion.


  Chapter II


  In our times, people have quite lost awareness of the need for a sequence in the qualities a man must have to enable him to live a good life; and as a consequence, they have lost the very conception of what constitutes a good life. This, it seems to me, has come about in the following way.


  When Christianity replaced heathenism, it put forward moral demands superior to the heathen ones; and at the same time (as was also the case with heathen morality) it necessarily laid down an indispensable order for the attainment of virtues; certain steps to the attainment of a righteous life.


  Plato’s virtues, beginning with self-control, advanced then through courage and wisdom to justice; while the Christian virtues, commencing with self-renunciation, rise through devotion to the will of God, to love. Those who accepted Christianity seriously and strove to live righteous Christian lives, thus understood Christianity; and always began living rightly by renouncing their lusts; a renunciation included the self-control taught by the pagans.


  But let it not be supposed that Christianity in this matter was only echoing the teachings of paganism; let me not be accused of degrading Christianity from its lofty place to the level of heathenism. Such an accusation would be unjust, for I regard the Christian teaching as the highest the world has known, and as quite different from heathenism. Christian teaching replaced pagan teaching simply because the former was different from, and superior to, the latter. But both Christian and pagan teaching alike, lead men toward truth and goodness; and as these are always the same, the way to them must also be the same, and the first steps on this way must inevitably be the same for Christian as for heathen.


  The difference between the Christian and pagan teaching of goodness lies in this: that the heathen teaching is one of final perfection, while the Christian is one of infinite perfecting. Every heathen, non-Christian, teaching sets before men a model of final perfection; but the Christian teaching sets before them a model of infinite perfection. Plato, for instance, makes justice the model of perfection, whereas Christ’s model is the infinite perfection of love. Be perfect, even as your Father in heaven is perfect. In this lies the difference, and from this results the different relation of pagan and Christian teaching toward different grades of virtue. According to the former, the attainment of the highest virtue was possible, and each step toward this attainment had its comparative merit – the higher the step, the greater the merit; so that from the pagan point of view, men may be divided into moral and immoral, into more or less immoral; whereas, according to the Christian teaching, which sets up the ideal of infinite perfection, this division is impossible. There can be neither higher nor lower grades. In the Christian teaching, which shows the infinity of perfection, all steps are equal in relation to the infinite ideal.


  Among the heathens, the plane of virtue attained by a man constituted his merit; in Christianity merit consists only in the process of attaining, in the greater or lesser speed of attainment. From the heathen point of view, a man who possessed the virtue of reasonableness stood morally higher than one deficient in that virtue; a man who, in addition to reasonableness, possessed courage stood higher still; a man who to reasonableness and courage added justice stood yet higher. But one Christian cannot be regarded as morally either higher or lower than another. A man is more or less of a Christian only in proportion to the speed with which he advances towards infinite perfection, irrespective of the stage he may have reached at a given moment. Hence the stationary righteousness of the Pharisee was worth less than the progress of the repentant thief on the cross.


  Such is the difference between the Christian and the heathen teachings. Consequently the stages of virtue, as, for instance, self-control and courage, which in paganism constitute merit, constitute none whatever in Christianity. In this respect, the teachings differ. But with regard to the fact that there can be no advance toward virtue, toward perfection, except by mounting the lowest steps, paganism and Christianity are alike: here there can be no difference.


  The Christian, like the heathen, must commence the work of perfecting himself from the beginning; that is, at the step at which the heathen begins it, namely, self control; just as a man who wishes to ascend a flight of stairs cannot avoid beginning at the first step. The only difference is that for the pagan, self-control itself constitutes a virtue; whereas for the Christian, it is only part of that self-abnegation which is itself just an indispensable condition of all aspiration after perfection. Therefore the manifestation of true Christianity could not but follow the same path that had been indicated and followed by paganism.


  But not all men have understood Christianity as an aspiration towards the perfection of the heavenly Father. The majority of people have regarded it as a teaching about salvation; that is, deliverance from sin by grace transmitted through the Church, according to Catholics and Greek Orthodox; by faith in the Redemption, according to Protestants, the Reformed Church, and Calvinists; or, according to some, by means of the two combined.


  And it is precisely this teaching that has destroyed the sincerity and seriousness of men’s relation to the moral teaching of Christianity. However much the representatives of these faiths may preach that these means of salvation do not hinder man in his aspiration after a righteous life, but on the contrary contribute toward it – still, from certain assertions, certain deductions necessarily follow; and no arguments can prevent men from making these deductions, when once they have accepted the assertions from which they flow. If a man believes that he can be saved through grace transmitted by the Church, or through the sacrifice of the Redemption, it is natural for him to think that efforts of his own to live a right life are unnecessary – and all the more so when he is told that even the hope that his efforts will make him better, is a sin! Consequently a man who believes that there are means other than personal effort by which he may escape sin or its results, cannot strive with the same energy and seriousness, as the man who knows no other means. And not striving with perfect seriousness, and knowing of other means besides personal effort, a man will inevitably neglect the unalterable sequence for the attainment of the good qualities necessary to a good life. And this has happened with the majority of those who profess Christianity.


  Chapter III


  The doctrine that personal effort is not necessary for the attainment of spiritual perfection by man, but that there are other means for its acquirement, caused a relaxation of efforts to live a good life; and a neglect of the consecutiveness indispensable for such a life.


  The great mass of those who accepted Christianity, accepting it only externally, took advantage of the substitution of Christianity for paganism to rid themselves of the demands of the heathen virtues – no longer necessary for a Christian – and to free themselves from all conflict with their animal nature.


  The same thing happens with those who cease to believe in the teaching of the Church. They are like the before-mentioned believers, only they put forward –instead of grace, bestowed by the Church or through Redemption – some imaginary good work, approved of by the majority of men, such as the service of science, art, or humanity. And in the name of this imaginary good work, they liberate themselves from the consecutive attainment of the qualities necessary for a good life; and are satisfied, like men on the stage, with pretending to live a good life.


  Those who fell away from paganism without embracing Christianity in its true significance, began to preach love for God and man apart from self-renunciation; and justice without self-control. That is to say, they preached the higher virtues while omitting the lower ones; that is, not the virtues themselves, but the semblance of them. Some preach love to God and man without self-renunciation; and others humaneness, the service of humanity, without self-control. And as this teaching, while pretending to introduce man into higher moral regions, actually encourages his animal nature, by liberating him from the most elementary demands of morality—long ago acknowledged by the heathens, and not rejected but strengthened by true Christianity – it was eagerly accepted both by believers and unbelievers.


  Only the other day, the Pope’s Encyclical on Socialism was published, in which, after a pretended refutation of the Socialist view of the wrongfulness of private property, it was plainly said: ‘No one is commanded to distribute to others that which is required for his own necessities and those of his household; nor even to give away what is reasonably required to keep up becomingly his condition in life; for no one ought to live unbecomingly.’ (This is from St. Thomas Aquinas, who says, Nullus enim inconvenienter vivere debet.) ‘But when necessity has been fairly supplied, and one’s position fairly considered, it is a duty to give to the needy out of that which is over. From that which remains, give alms.’


  Thus now preaches the head of the most widespread Church. And thus have preached all the Church teachers, who considered salvation by works as insufficient. And together with this teaching of selfishness, which prescribes that you shall give to your neighbours only what you do not want yourself, they preach love; and recall with pathos the celebrated words of Paul in the thirteenth chapter of the First Epistle to the Corinthians, about love.


  Notwithstanding that the Gospels overflow with demands for self-renunciation, with indications that self-renunciation is the first condition of Christian perfection; notwithstanding such dear expressions as: ‘whoever will not take up his cross.’ ‘Whoever has not forsaken father and mother’ and ‘Whoever shall lose his life’ – people assure themselves and others that it is possible to love men without renouncing that to which one is accustomed; or even what one ceases to consider ‘becoming’ for one’s self.


  So speak the Church people; and those who reject not only the Church but also the Christian teaching (Freethinkers) think, speak, write, and act, in just the same way. These men assure themselves and others that without in the least diminishing their needs, without overcoming their lusts, they can serve mankind; that is, lead a good life.


  Men have thrown aside the heathen sequence of virtues; but, not assimilating the Christian teaching in its true significance, they have not accepted the Christian sequence, and are left quite without guidance.


  Chapter IV


  In olden times, when there was no Christian teaching, all the teachers of life, beginning with Socrates, regarded self-control as the first virtue of life, and it was understood that every virtue must begin with and pass through this one. It was clear that a man who had no self-control, who had developed an immense number of desires and had yielded himself up to them, could not lead a good life. It was evident that before a man could even think of disinterestedness, justice – to say nothing of generosity or love – he must learn to exercise control over himself. According to our ideas now, nothing of the sort is necessary. We are convinced that a man who has developed his desires to the climax reached in our society – a man who cannot live without satisfying the hundred unnecessary habits that enslave him – can yet lead an altogether moral and good life. Looked at from any point of view: the lowest utilitarian; the higher pagan, which demands justice; but especially from the highest. Christian, which demands love – it should surely he clear to every one that a man who uses for his own pleasure (which he might easily forego) the labour, – often the painful labour – of others, behaves wrongly; and that this is the very first wrong he must cease to commit if he wishes to live a good life.


  From the utilitarian point of view such conduct is bad, because as long as he forces others to work for him, a man is always in an unstable position; he accustoms himself to the satisfaction of his desires and becomes enslaved by them, while those who work for him do so with hatred and envy, and only await an opportunity to free themselves from the necessity of so working. Consequently such a man is always in danger of being left with deeply rooted habits which create demands he cannot satisfy.


  From the point of view of justice, such conduct is bad, because it is not well to employ for one’s own pleasure the labour of other men who themselves cannot afford a hundredth part of the pleasures enjoyed by him for whom they labour.


  From the point of view of Christian love, it can hardly be necessary to prove that a man who loves others will give them his own labour rather than take from them, for his own pleasure, the fruit of their labour.


  But these demands of utility, justice and love, are altogether ignored by our modern society. With us the effort to limit one’s desires is regarded as neither the first, nor even the last; but as an altogether unnecessary condition of a good life.


  On the contrary, according to the prevailing and most widely spread teaching of life to-day, the augmentation of one’s wants is regarded as a desirable condition; as a sign of development, civilization, culture and perfection. So-called educated people regard habits of comfort – that is, of effeminacy – as not only harmless, but even good, indicating a certain moral elevation; as almost a virtue!


  It is thought that the more the wants, and the more refined these wants, the better.


  Nothing shows this more clearly than the descriptive poetry, and especially the novels, of the last two centuries.


  How are the heroes and heroines who represent the ideals of virtue portrayed?


  In most cases the men who are meant to represent something noble and lofty – from Childe Harold down to the latest heroes of Feuillet, Trollope, or Maupassant – are simply depraved sluggards, consuming in luxury the labour of thousands; and themselves doing nothing useful for anybody; The heroines are the mistresses, who in one way or another afford more or less delight to these men, are as idle as they; and are equally ready to consume the labour of others by their luxury.


  I do not refer to the representations of really abstemious and industrious people one occasionally meets with in literature. I am speaking of the usual type that serves as an ideal to the masses; of the character that the majority of men and women are trying to resemble. I remember the difficulty (inexplicable to me at the time) that I experienced when I wrote novels, a difficulty with which I contended and with which I know all novelists now contend who have even the dimmest conception of what constitutes real moral beauty. It was the difficulty of portraying a type taken from the upper classes as ideally good and kind; yet at the same time true to life. To be true to life, a description of a man or woman of the upper, educated classes must show him in his usual surroundings – that is, in luxury, physical idleness, and demanding much.


  From a moral point of view such a person is undoubtedly objectionable. But it is necessary to represent this person in such a way that he may appear attractive. And novelists try so to represent him. I also tried. And strange to say, such a creation, making an immoral fornicator and murderer (duellist or soldier) – in other words, an utterly useless, idly drifting, fashionable buffoon – making such a man appear attractive, does not require much art or effort. The readers of novels are, for the most part, exactly such men, and therefore readily believe that these Childe Harolds, Onegins, Monsieurs de Camors, etc., are very excellent people.


  Chapter V


  There is clear proof that the men of our time really do not admit pagan self-control and Christian self-renunciation to be good and desirable qualities; but, on the contrary, regard the augmentation of wants as good and elevated. Such proof is to be found in the education given to the vast majority of children in our society. Not only are they not trained to self-control, as among the pagans; or to the self-renunciation proper to Christians; but they are deliberately inoculated with habits of effeminacy, physical idleness and luxury.


  I have long wished to write a fairy-tale of this kind: A woman, wishing to revenge herself on one who has injured her, carries off her enemy’s child, and, going to a sorcerer, asks him to teach her how she can most cruelly wreak her vengeance on the stolen infant, the only child of her enemy. The sorcerer bids her carry the child to a place he indicates, and assures her that a most terrible vengeance will result. The wicked woman follows his advice; but keeping an eye upon the child is astonished to see that it is found and adopted by a wealthy, childless man. She goes to the sorcerer and reproaches him, but he bids her wait. The child grows up in luxury and effeminacy. The woman is perplexed, but again the sorcerer bids her wait. And at length the time comes when the wicked woman is not only satisfied, but has even to pity her victim. He grows up in the effeminacy and dissoluteness of wealth; and owing to this, his good nature is ruined. Then begins a sequence of physical sufferings, poverty, and humiliation, to which he is especially sensitive and against which he knows not how to contend. Aspirations toward a moral life – and the weakness of his effeminate body accustomed to luxury and idleness; vain struggles ensue; lower and still lower decline; drunkenness to drown thought, then finally crime and insanity or suicide.


  And, indeed, one cannot regard without terror the education of the children of the wealthy class in our day. Only the cruellest foe could, one would think, inoculate a child with those defects and vices which are now instilled into him by his parents; especially by mothers. One is awestruck at the sight, and still more at the results of this, if only one knows how to discern what is taking place in the souls of the best of these children, so carefully ruined by their parents. Habits of effeminacy are instilled into them at a time when they do not yet understand their moral significance. Not only is the habit of temperance and self-control neglected, but, contrary to the educational practice of Sparta and of the ancient world in general, this quality is altogether atrophied. Not only is man not trained to work, and kept as a stranger to all the qualities essential to fruitful labour – concentration of mind, strenuousness, endurance, enthusiasm for work, ability to repair what is spoiled, familiarity with fatigue and joy in attainment; but he is habituated to idleness, and to contempt for all the products of labour. He is taught to spoil, throw away, and again procure for money anything he fancies, without a thought of how things are made. Man is deprived of the power of acquiring the primary virtue of reasonableness, indispensable for the attainment of all the others; and is let loose in a world where people preach and praise the lofty virtues of justice, the service of man and love.


  It is considered well if the youth be endowed with a morally feeble and obtuse nature, which does not detect the difference between make-believe and genuine goodness of life; and is satisfied with the prevailing mutual deception. If this be the case, all goes apparently well, and such a man will sometimes quietly live on with his moral consciousness unawakened till death.


  But it is not always thus, especially of late, now that the consciousness of the immorality of such life fills the air, and penetrates the heart unsought. Frequently, and ever more frequently, it happens that there awakens a demand for real, unfeigned morality; and then begins a painful inner struggle and suffering which ends but rarely in the triumph of the moral sentiment.


  A man feels that his life is so bad, that he must reform it from the very roots, and he tries to do so; but he is then attacked on all sides by those who have passed through a similar struggle and have been vanquished. They endeavour by every means to convince him that this reform is quite unnecessary; that goodness does not at all depend upon self-control and self-renunciation; that it is possible, while addicting himself to gluttony, personal adornment, physical idleness and even fornication, to be a perfectly good and useful man. And the struggle, in most cases, terminates lamentably. The man, overcome by his weakness, yields to the general opinion, stifles the voice of conscience and distorts his reason to justify himself. He then continues to lead the old dissipated life, assuring himself that it is redeemed by faith in the Redemption or the sacraments; or by service to science, to the State, or to art; or else he struggles, suffers, and finally becomes insane or shoots himself.


  It seldom happens, amid all the temptations that surround him, that a man of our society understands what was thousands of years ago, and still is, an elementary truth for all reasonable people: namely, that for the attainment of a good life it is necessary, first of all, to cease to live an evil life; and that for the attainment of the higher virtues it is needful, first of all, to acquire the virtue of abstinence or self-control, as the pagans called it; or of self-renunciation, as Christianity has it. And therefore it seldom happens that, by gradual efforts, he succeeds in attaining this primary virtue.


  Chapter VI


  I have just been reading the letters of one of our highly educated and advanced men of the ‘forties, the exile Ogaryóf, to another yet more highly educated and gifted man, Herzen. In these letters Ogaryóf gives expression to his sincere thoughts and highest aspirations, and one cannot fail to see that – as was natural to a young man – he rather shows off before his friend. He talks of self-perfecting; of sacred friendship, love, the service of science, of humanity and the like. And at the same time, he calmly writes that he often irritates the companion of his life by, as he expresses it, ‘returning home in an unsober state, or disappearing for many hours with a fallen, but dear creature.’


  Evidently it never even occurred to this remarkably kind-hearted, talented and well-educated man that there was anything at all objectionable in the fact that he, a married man, awaiting the confinement of his wife (in his next letter he writes that his wife has given birth to a child), returned home intoxicated, and disappeared with dissolute women. It did not enter his head that until he had commenced the struggle, and had, at least to some extent, conquered his inclination to drunkenness and fornication, he could not think of friendship and love, and still less of serving anyone or anything. But he not only did not struggle against these vices; he evidently thought there was something very wholesome about them, and that they did not in the least hinder the struggle for perfection. And so instead of hiding them from the friend in whose eyes he wishes to appear in a good light, he exhibits them!


  Thus it was half a century ago. I was contemporary with such men, I knew both Ogaryóf and Herzen, and others of that stamp – men educated in the same traditions. There was a remarkable absence of consistency in the lives of all these men. Together with a sincere and ardent wish for good, there was also an utter looseness of personal desire, which, they thought, could not hinder the living of a good life; or the performance of good, and even great, deeds. They put unkneaded loaves into a cold oven, and believed that bread would be baked. And then, when with advancing years they began to remark that the bread did not bake – meaning that no good came of their lives – they saw in this something peculiarly tragic.


  And the tragedy of such lives is indeed terrible. And this same tragedy apparent in the lives of Herzen, Ogaryóf and others of their time, exists today in the lives of very many so-called educated people who hold the same views. A man desires to lead a good life, but the sequence of virtue which is indispensable for this, is lost in the society in which he lives. As fifty years ago, Ogaryóf, Herzen and others; so also the majority of men of the present day are persuaded that to lead an effeminate life; to eat sweet and fat dishes; to delight themselves in every way and satisfy all their desires, does not hinder them from living a good life. But as it is evident that a good life in their case does not result, they give themselves up to pessimism, and say, ‘Such is the tragedy of human life.’


  What is also strange in the case, is that although these people know that the distribution of pleasures among men is unequal, and regard this inequality as an evil, and wish to correct it – yet they do not cease to strive to augment their own pleasures; that is, to increase the inequality in the distribution of pleasures. In acting thus, these people are like men who, being the first to enter an orchard, hasten to gather all the fruit they can lay their hands on – and yet wish to organize a more equal distribution of the fruit of the orchard, between themselves and late comers; while they continue to pluck all the fruit they can reach.


  Chapter VII


  The delusion that men, while addicting themselves to their desires and regarding this life of desire as good, can yet lead a good, useful, just and loving life, is so astonishing, that men of later generations will, I should think, simply fail to understand what the men of our time meant by the words ‘good life,’ when they said that the gluttons – the effeminate, lustful sluggards – of our wealthy classes led good lives. Indeed, one need only put aside for a moment the customary view of the life of our wealthy classes, and look at it – I do not say from the Christian point of view, but from the pagan standpoint; from the standpoint of the very lowest demands of justice – to be convinced that, violating the plainest laws of justice or fairness as we do, in a manner that even children in their games think wrong, we, men of the wealthy classes, have no right even to talk about a good life.


  Any man of our society who would – I do not say begin a good life, but even begin to make some little approach towards it – must first of all cease to lead a bad life; must begin to destroy those conditions of an evil life with which he finds himself surrounded.


  How often one hears, as an excuse for not reforming our lives, the argument that any act that is contrary to the usual mode of life would be unnatural or ludicrous; would look like a desire to show off, and would therefore not be a good action. This argument seems expressly framed to prevent people from ever changing their evil lives. If all our life was good, just and kind, then and only then would an action in conformity with the usual mode of life be good. If half our life were good and the other half bad, then there would be as much chance of an action not in conformity with the usual mode of life being good as of its being bad. But when life is altogether bad and wrong, as is the case in our upper classes, then a man cannot perform a single good action without disturbing the usual current of life. He can do a bad action without disturbing this current, but not a good one.


  A man accustomed to the life of our well-to-do classes cannot lead a righteous life without first coming out of those conditions of evil in which he is immersed; he cannot begin to do good until he has ceased to do evil. It is impossible for a man living in luxury to lead a righteous life. All his efforts after goodness will be in vain until he changes his life, until he performs that work which stands first in sequence before him. A good life according to the pagan view, and still more according to the Christian view, is, and can be, measured in no other way than by the mathematical relation between love for self and love for others. The less there is of love for self with all the ensuing care about self and the selfish demands made upon the labour of others, and the more there is of love for others, with the resultant care for and labour bestowed upon others, the better is the life.


  Thus has goodness of life been understood by all the sages of the world and by all true Christians; and in exactly the same way do all plain men understand it now. The more a man gives to others and the less he demands for himself, the better he is. The less he gives to others and the more he demands for himself, the worse he is.


  And not only does a man become morally better the more love he has for others and the less for himself; but the less he loves himself, the easier it becomes for him to be better, and contrariwise. The more a man loves himself, and, consequently, the more he demands labour from others, the less possibility is there for him to love and to work for others, and less not only in as many times as his love for himself has increased, but in some enormously greater degree less, as happens if we move the fulcrum of a lever from the long end to the short one. This will not only lengthen the long arm, but will also shorten the short one. So, also, if a man augments his love and care for himself, he will thereby diminish his power of loving and caring for others; not only in proportion to the love he has transferred to himself, but in a much greater degree. Instead of feeding others, a man eats too much himself; by so doing, he not only diminishes the possibility of giving away the surplus; but, by overeating, he deprives himself of power to help others.


  In order to love others in reality and not in word only, one must cease to love one’s self also in reality, and not merely in word. In most cases it happens thus: we think we love others, we assure ourselves and others that it is so, but we love them only in words; while ourselves we love in reality. Others we forget to feed and put to bed, ourselves—never. Therefore, in order really to love others in deed, we must learn not to love ourselves in deed; learn to forget to feed ourselves and put ourselves to bed, exactly as we forget to do these things for others.


  We say of a self-indulgent person accustomed to lead a luxurious life, that he is a ‘good man’ and ‘leads a good life.’ But such a person—whether man or woman—although he may possess the most amiable traits of character, such as meekness and good nature, cannot be good and lead a good life, any more than a knife of the very best workmanship and steel can be sharp and cut well, unless it is sharpened. To be good and lead a good life means to give to others more than one takes from them. But a self-indulgent man accustomed to a luxurious life cannot do this, first, because he himself is always in want of much (and this not on account of his selfishness, but because he is accustomed to luxury, and it is painful for him to be deprived of that to which he is accustomed); and secondly, because by consuming all that he receives from others, he weakens himself and renders himself unfit to labour, and therefore unfit to serve others. A self-indulgent man who sleeps long upon a soft bed; eats and drinks abundance of fat, sweet food; who is always dressed cleanly and suitably to the temperature; who has never accustomed himself to the effort of laborious work, can in fact do very little.


  We are so accustomed to our own lies and the lies of others; and it is so convenient for us not to see through the lies of others, that they may not see through ours, that we are not in the least astonished at, and do not doubt the truth of, the assertion of the virtuousness, sometimes even the sanctity, of people who are leading a perfectly unrestrained life.


  A person, man or woman, sleeps on a spring bed with two mattresses, and two smooth, clean sheets, and feather pillows in pillow cases. By the bedside is a rug, so that their feet don’t get cold on stepping out of bed; though slippers also lie near. Here also are the necessary utensils, so that he need not leave the house; whatever uncleanliness he may produce will be carried away and all made tidy. The windows are covered with curtains that the daylight may not awaken him, and he sleeps as long as he is inclined. Besides all this, measures are taken that the room may be warm in winter and cool in summer; and that he may not be disturbed by the noise of flies or other insects, while he sleeps; water, hot and cold, for his ablutions, sometimes baths and preparations for shaving, are provided. Tea and coffee are also prepared, stimulating drinks to be taken immediately upon rising. Boots, shoes, galoshes – several pairs dirtied the previous day – are already being cleaned and made to shine like glass freed from every speck of dust. Similarly are cleaned various garments, soiled on the preceding day, differing in texture to suit not only summer and winter, but also spring, autumn, rainy, damp, and warm weather. Clean linen, washed, starched, and ironed, is being made ready with studs, shirt buttons, and buttonholes, all carefully inspected by specially appointed people.


  If the person be active he rises early, at seven o’clock, though that is still a couple of hours later than those who are making all these preparations for him. Besides clothes for the day and covering for the night, there is also costume and foot-gear for the time of dressing: dressing-gown and slippers. And now he undertakes his washing, cleaning, brushing, for which several kinds of brushes are used, as well as soap and a great quantity of water. (Many English men and women, for some reason or other, are specially proud of using a great deal of soap and pouring a large quantity of water over themselves.) Then he dresses, brushes his hair before a special kind of looking-glass (different from those that hang in almost every room in the house), takes the things he needs, such as spectacles or eyeglasses, and then distributes in different pockets a clean pocket-handkerchief to blow his nose on; a watch with a chain, though in almost every room he goes to there will be a clock; money of various kinds, small change (often in a specially contrived case which saves him the trouble of looking for the required coin) and bank notes; also visiting cards on which his name is printed (saving him the trouble of saying or writing it); pocket-book and pencil. In the case of women, the toilet is still more complicated: corsets, arranging of long hair, adornments, laces, elastics, ribbons, ties, hairpins, pins, brooches.


  But at last all is complete and the day commences, generally with eating: tea and coffee are drunk with a great quantity of sugar; bread made of the finest white flour is eaten with large quantities of butter, and sometimes the flesh of pigs. The men for the most part smoke cigars or cigarettes meanwhile, and read fresh papers, which have just been brought. Then, leaving to others the task of setting right the soiled and disordered room, they go to their office or business; or drive in carriages produced specially to move such people about. Then comes a luncheon of slain beasts, birds, and fish, followed by a dinner consisting, if it be very modest, of three courses, dessert and coffee. They then play at cards and play music; or the theatre, reading, and conversation, in soft spring armchairs, by the intensified and shaded light of candles, gas or electricity. After this, again tea, again eating – supper – and again to bed, shaken up and prepared with clean linen; and with washed utensils to be again made foul.


  Thus pass the days of a man of modest life, of whom – if he is good-natured and does not possess any habits specially obnoxious to those about him – it is said that he leads a good and virtuous life.


  But a good life is the life of a man who does good to others; and can a man accustomed to live thus do good to others? Before he can do good to men he must cease to do evil. Reckon up all the harm such a man, often unconsciously, does to others, and you will see that he is far indeed from doing good. He would have to perform many acts of heroism to redeem the evil he commits. But he is too much enfeebled by his life full of desires to perform any such acts. He might sleep with more advantage, both physical and moral, lying on the floor wrapped in his cloak, as Marcus Aurelius did; and thus he might save all the labour and trouble involved in the manufacture of mattresses, springs, and pillows, as also the daily labour of the laundress—one of the weaker sex burdened by the bearing and nursing of children—who washes linen for this strong man. By going to bed earlier and getting up earlier he might save window-curtains and the evening lamp. He might sleep in the same shirt he wears during the day; might step barefooted upon the floor, and go out into the yard; he might wash at the pump—in a word, he might live like those who work for him, and might thus save all this work that is done for him. He might save all the labour expended upon his clothing, his refined food and his recreations. And he knows under what conditions all these labours are performed; how in performing them men perish, suffer, and often hate those who take advantage of their poverty to force them to do it.


  How, then, is such a man to do good to others and lead a righteous life, without first abandoning this self-indulgent, luxurious life?


  But we need not speak of how other people appear in our eyes; every one must see and feel this concerning himself.


  I cannot but repeat this same thing again and again, notwithstanding the cold and hostile silence with which my words are received. A moral man, living a life of comfort, a man even of the middle class (I will not speak of the upper classes, who daily consume to satisfy their caprices the results of hundreds of working days), cannot live quietly, knowing that all that he is using is produced by the labour and crushed lives of working people, who are dying without hope; ignorant, drunken, dissolute, half-savage creatures employed in mines, factories, and at agricultural labour, producing the articles that he uses.


  At the present moment I who am writing this and you who will read it, whoever you may he—both you and I have wholesome, sufficient, perhaps abundant and luxurious food; pure, warm air to breathe; winter and summer clothing; various recreations, and, most important of all, we have leisure by day and undisturbed repose at night. And here, by our side, live the working people, who have neither wholesome food, nor healthy lodgings, nor sufficient clothing, nor recreations, and who, above all, are deprived not only of leisure but even of rest: old men, children, women, worn out by labour, by sleepless nights, by disease, who spend their whole lives providing for us those articles of comfort and luxury which they do not possess; and which are for us not necessaries but superfluities. Therefore, a moral man – I do not say a Christian, but simply a man professing humane views or merely esteeming justice – cannot but wish to change his life and to cease to use articles of luxury produced under such conditions.


  If a man really pities those who manufacture tobacco, then the first thing he will naturally do will be to cease smoking, because by continuing to buy and smoke tobacco he encourages the preparation of tobacco, by which men’s health is destroyed. And so it is with every other article of luxury. If a man can still continue to eat bread, notwithstanding the hard work by which it is produced, this is because he cannot forego what is indispensable, while waiting for the present conditions of labour to be altered. But with regard to things which are not only unnecessary but are even superfluous, there can be no other conclusion than this: that if I pity men engaged in the manufacture of certain articles, then I must on no account accustom myself to require such articles.


  But nowadays men argue otherwise. They invent the most various and intricate arguments, but never say what naturally occurs to every plain man. According to them, it is not at all necessary to abstain from luxuries. One can sympathize with the condition of the working men, deliver speeches and write books on their behalf – and at the same time continue to profit by the labour that one sees to be ruinous to them.


  According to one argument, I may profit by labour that is harmful to the workers, because if I do not, another will; which is something like the argument that I must drink wine that is injurious to me, because it has been bought, and if I do not drink it others will do so.


  According to another argument, it is even beneficial to the workers to be allowed to produce luxuries, as in this way we provide them with money; that is, the means of subsistence. As if we could not provide them with the means of subsistence in any other way, than by making them produce articles injurious to them and superfluous to us.


  But according to a third argument, now most popular, it seems that, since there is such a thing as division of labour, any work upon which a man is engaged – whether he be a Government official, priest, landowner, manufacturer or merchant – is so useful, that it fully compensates for the labour of the working classes by which he profits. One serves the State, another the Church, a third science, a fourth art, and a fifth serves those who serve the State, science, and art; and all are firmly convinced that what they give to mankind certainly compensates for all they take. And it is astonishing how, while continually augmenting their luxurious requirements without increasing their activity, these people continue to be certain that their activity compensates for all they consume.


  Whereas, if you listen to these people’s judgment of one another, it appears that each individual is far from being worth what he consumes. Government officials say that the work of the landlords is not worth what they spend; landlords say the same about merchants, and merchants about Government officials, and so on. But this does not disconcert them, and they continue to assure people that they (each of them) profit by the labours of others exactly in proportion to the service they render to others. So that the payment is not determined by the work, but the value of the imaginary work is determined by the payment. Thus they assure one another, but they know perfectly well in the depth of their souls, that all their arguments do not justify them; that they are not necessary to the working men, and that they profit by the labour of these men, not on account of any division of labour, but simply because they have the power to do so; and because they are so spoiled that they cannot do without it.


  And all this arises from people imagining that it is possible to lead a good life without first acquiring the primary quality necessary for a good life. And this first quality is self-control.


  Chapter VIII


  There never has been, and cannot be, a good life without self-control. Apart from self-control, no good life is imaginable. The attainment of goodness must begin with that.


  There is a scale of virtues, and it is necessary, if one would mount the higher steps, to begin with the lowest; and the first virtue a man must acquire if he wishes to acquire the others, is that which the ancients called enkrateia; that is, self-control or moderation.


  If, in the Christian teaching, self-control was included in the conception of self-renunciation, still the order of succession remained the same; and the acquirement of no Christian virtue is possible without self-control. This is not because such a rule has been invented by any one; but because such is the essential nature of the case.


  But even self-control, the first step in every righteous life, is not attainable all at once; but only by degrees.


  Self-control is the liberation of man from desires; their subordination to moderation. But a man’s desires are many and various, and in order successfully to contend with them, he must begin with the fundamental ones – those upon which the more complex ones have grown up, as opposed to those complex lusts which have grown up upon the fundamental ones. There are complex lusts, like that of the adornment of the body, sports, amusements, idle talk, inquisitiveness, and many others; and there are also fundamental lusts like gluttony, idleness and sexual love. And one must begin to contend with these lusts from the beginning; not with the complex, but with the fundamental ones; and this all has a definite order. And this order is determined both by the nature of things, and by the tradition of human wisdom.


  A man who eats too much cannot strive against laziness; while a gluttonous and idle man will never he able to contend with sexual lust. Therefore, according to all moral teachings, the effort towards self-control commences with a struggle against the lust of gluttony; commences with fasting. In our time, however, every serious relation to the attainment of a good life has been so long and so completely lost, that not only is the very first virtue of self-control – without which the others are unattainable – regarded as superfluous, but the order of succession necessary for the attainment of this first virtue is also disregarded; and fasting is quite forgotten, or is looked upon as a silly superstition, and utterly unnecessary.


  And yet, just as the first condition of a good life is self-control, so the first condition of a life of self-control is fasting.


  One may wish to be good; one may dream of goodness, without fasting; but to be good without fasting is as impossible as it is to advance without getting up on to one’s feet.


  Fasting is an indispensable condition of a good life, whereas gluttony is, and always has been, the first sign of the opposite – a bad life; and, unfortunately, this vice is in the highest degree characteristic of the life of the majority of the men of our time.


  Look at the faces and figures of the men of our circle and day. On all those faces with pendent cheeks and chins; those corpulent limbs and prominent stomachs – there lies the indelible seal of a dissolute life. Nor can it be otherwise. Consider our life and the decisive motive of the majority of men in our society; and then ask yourself this: what is the chief interest of this majority? And, strange as it may appear to us who are accustomed to hide our real interests and to profess false and artificial ones, you will find that the chief interest of their life is the satisfaction of the palate, the pleasure of eating – gluttony.


  From the poorest to the richest, eating is, I think, the chief aim and the chief pleasure of our life. Poor working people form an exception, but only inasmuch as want prevents their addicting themselves to this passion. No sooner have they the time and the means, than, in imitation of the higher classes, they procure what is most tasty and sweet, and eat and drink as much as they can. The more they eat, the more do they deem themselves, not only happy, but also strong and healthy. And in this conviction they are encouraged by the upper classes, who regard food in precisely the same way. The educated classes (following the medical men who assure them that the most expensive food – flesh – is the most wholesome) imagine that happiness and health consist in tasty, nourishing and easily digested food, and in gorging; though they try to conceal this.


  Look at rich people’s lives, listen to their conversation. What lofty subjects seem to occupy them: philosophy, science, art, poetry, the distribution of wealth, the welfare of the people and the education of the young. But for the vast majority, this is all a sham; for all this occupies them only in the intervals of business, the real business; between lunch and dinner, while the stomach is full and it is impossible to eat more. The only real living interest of the majority both of men and women, especially after early youth, is eating: how to eat, what to eat, where and when to eat?


  No solemnity, no rejoicing, no consecration, no opening of anything, can dispense with eating.


  Watch people travelling. In their case the thing is especially evident. ‘Museums, libraries, Parliament – how very interesting! But where shall we dine? Where is one best fed?’ Look at people when they come together for dinner, dressed up, perfumed, around a table decorated with flowers—how joyfully they rub their hands and smile!


  If we could look into the hearts of the majority of people, what should we find they most desire? Appetite for breakfast and for dinner. What is the severest punishment from infancy upwards? To be put on bread and water. What artisans get the highest wages? Cooks. What is the chief interest of the mistress of the house? To what subject does the conversation of middle-class housewives generally tend? If the conversation of the members of the higher classes does not tend in the same direction, it is not because they are better educated or are occupied with higher interests, but simply because they have a house-keeper or a steward who relieves them of all anxiety about their dinner. But once deprive them of this convenience, and you will see what causes them most anxiety. It all comes round to the subject of eating: the price of grouse, the best way of making coffee, of baking sweet cakes, etc. People come together, whatever the occasion: a christening, a funeral, a wedding, the consecration of a church, the departure or arrival of a friend, the consecration of regimental colours, the celebration of a memorable day, the death or birth of a great scientist, philosopher, or teacher of morality. Men come together as if occupied by the most lofty interests, or so they say. But it is only a pretence; for they all know that there will be eating good tasty food and drinking, and it is chiefly this that brings them together.


  For several days before, to this end, animals have been slaughtered, baskets of provisions brought from gastronomic shops; cooks and their helpers, kitchen boys and maids, specially attired in clean, starched frocks and caps, have been at work. Chefs, receiving 50 roubles a month and more, have been occupied in giving directions. Cooks have been chopping, kneading, roasting, arranging and adorning. With like solemnity and importance, a master of the ceremonies has been working, calculating, pondering and adjusting with his eye, like an artist. A gardener has been employed upon the flowers. Scullery-maids have scurried; an army of men has been at work, swallowing up thousands of working days, and all this that people may come together to talk about some great teacher of science or morality, or to recall the memory of a deceased friend, or to greet a young couple just entering upon a new life.


  In the middle and lower classes, it is perfectly evident that every festivity, every funeral or wedding, means gluttony. There the matter is so understood. To such an extent is gluttony the motive of the assembly, that in Greek and in French the same word means both ‘wedding’ and ‘feast.’ But in the upper classes of the rich, especially among the refined, who have long possessed wealth, great skill is used to conceal this; and to make it appear that eating is a secondary matter, necessary only for appearance. And this pretence is easy, as in the majority of cases the guests are satiated in the true sense of the word; they are never hungry.


  They pretend that dinner and eating, is not necessary to them; is a burden even; but this is a lie. Try giving them something less refined than the refined dishes they expect – I do not say bread and water, but porridge or gruel or something of that kind – and see what a storm it will call forth! And how evident will become the real truth – namely, that the chief interest of the assembly is, not the ostensible one, but gluttony.


  Look at what men sell; go through a town and see what men buy: articles of adornment and things to devour. And indeed this must be so, it cannot be otherwise. It is only possible not to think about eating, to keep this lust under control, when a man does not eat except in obedience to necessity. But if a man ceases to eat only in obedience to necessity; that is, when the stomach is full, then the state of things cannot but be what it actually is. If men love the pleasure of eating; if they allow themselves to love this pleasure; if they find it good (as is the case with the vast majority of men in our time, and with educated men quite as much as with uneducated, although they pretend that it is not so), then there is no limit to the augmentation of this pleasure, no limit beyond which it may not grow. The satisfaction of a need has limits, but pleasure has none. For the satisfaction of our needs, it is necessary and sufficient to eat bread, porridge, or rice; for the augmentation of pleasure there is no end to the possible flavourings and seasonings.


  Bread is a necessary and sufficient food. This is proved by the millions of men who are strong, active, healthy and hard working on rye bread alone. But it is more pleasant to eat bread with some flavouring. It is well to soak the bread in water boiled with meat; better still to put into this water some vegetable or, better yet, several vegetables. It is well to eat flesh. And flesh is better not stewed, but roasted; and it is better still with butter, and underdone, and choosing out certain special parts of the meat. But add to this vegetables and mustard. Oh, and drink wine with it; red wine for preference. One does not need anymore, but one can yet eat some fish if it is well flavoured with sauces and swallowed down with white wine. It would seem as if one could get through nothing more, either rich or tasty, but a sweet dish can still be managed: in summer, ices; in the winter, perhaps stewed fruits or preserves. And thus we have a dinner, a modest dinner. The pleasure of such a dinner can be greatly augmented. And it is augmented, and there is no limit to this augmentation: stimulating snacks, hors-d’oeuvres before dinner, and entremets and desserts, and various combinations of tasty things; and flowers and decorations and music during dinner.


  And, strange to say, men who daily over-eat at such dinners – in comparison with which the feast of Belshazzar that evoked the prophetic warning was a small picnic – are naively persuaded that they may yet be leading a moral life.


  Chapter IX


  Fasting is an indispensable condition of a good life; but in fasting, as in self-control in general, the question arises: with what shall we begin? How do we fast; how often do we eat; what do we eat and what do we avoid eating? And as we can do no work seriously without regarding the necessary order of sequence, so also we cannot fast without knowing where to begin; with what to commence our self-control in food.


  Fasting? And even an analysis of how to fast, and where to begin? The notion seems ridiculous and wild to the majority of men.


  I remember how, with pride at his originality, an Evangelical preacher, who was attacking monastic asceticism, once said to me, ‘Ours is not a Christianity of fasting and privations – but of beefsteaks.’ Well I never: Christianity, or virtue in general – and beefsteaks!


  During a long period of darkness and lack of all guidance, whether Pagan or Christian, so many wild, immoral ideas have made their way into our life. This is especially so in that lower region of the first steps toward a good life – our relationship with food, to which no one paid any attention – to the extent that it is difficult for us even to understand the audacity and senselessness of nurturing our days, Christianity or virtue with beefsteaks.


  We are not horrified by this association, solely because a strange thing has befallen us. We look and see but do not listen and hear not. There is no bad odour, no sound, no monstrosity, to which man cannot become so accustomed that he ceases to notice what would certainly strike a man unaccustomed to it. It is precisely so in the moral region: Christianity and morality with beefsteaks!


  A few days ago I visited the slaughter-house in our town of Toúla. It is built on the new and improved system practised in large towns, with a view to causing the animals as little suffering as possible. It was on a Friday, two days before Trinity Sunday. There were many cattle there.


  Long before this, when reading that excellent book, The Ethics of Diet, I had wished to visit a slaughter-house, in order to see with my own eyes the reality of the question raised when vegetarianism is discussed. But at first I felt ashamed to do so; as one is always ashamed of going to look at suffering, which one knows is about to take place, but which one cannot avert; and so I kept putting off my visit.


  But a little while ago, I met on the road a butcher returning to Toúla after a visit to his home. He is not yet an experienced butcher, and his duty is to stab with a knife. I asked him whether he did not feel sorry for the animals that he killed. He gave me the usual answer: ‘Why should I feel sorry? It is necessary.’ But when I told him that eating flesh is not necessary, but is only a luxury, he agreed; and then he admitted that he was sorry for the animals. ‘But what can I do? I must earn my bread,’ he said. ‘At first I was afraid to kill. My father, he never even killed a chicken in all his life.’ The majority of Russians cannot kill; they feel pity, and express the feeling by the word ‘fear.’ This man had also been afraid, but he was so no longer. He told me that most of the work was done on Fridays, when it continues until the evening.


  Not long ago I also had a talk with a retired soldier, a butcher, and he too was surprised at my assertion that it was a pity to kill. He said the usual things about it being ordained; but afterwards he agreed with me: ‘Especially when they are quiet, tame cattle. They come, poor things! Trusting you. It is very pitiful.’


  This is dreadful! Not the suffering and death of the animals, but that man suppresses in himself, unnecessarily, the highest spiritual capacity – that of sympathy and pity toward living creatures like himself – and by violating his own feelings becomes cruel. And how deeply seated in the human heart is the injunction not to take life!


  Once, when walking; from Moscow, I was offered a lift by some carters who were going from Sérpouhof to a neighbouring, forest to fetch wood. It was the Thursday before Easter. I was seated in the first cart, with a strong, red, coarse car man, who evidently drank. On entering a village we saw a well-fed, naked, pink pig being dragged out of the first yard to be slaughtered. It squealed in a dreadful voice, resembling the shriek of a man. Just as we were passing, they began to kill it. A man gashed its throat with a knife. The pig squealed still more loudly and piercingly, broke away from the men, and ran off covered with blood. Being near-sighted, I did not see all the details. I saw only the human-looking pink body of the pig and heard its desperate squeal; but the carter saw all the details and watched closely. They caught the pig, knocked it down, and finished cutting its throat. When its squeals ceased the carter sighed heavily. ‘Do men really not have to answer for such things?’ he said.


  So strong is man’s aversion to all killing. But by example, by encouraging greediness, by the assertion that God has allowed it, and, above all, by habit, people entirely lose this natural feeling.


  On Friday I decided to go to Toúla, and, meeting a meek, kind acquaintance of mine, I invited him to accompany me.


  ‘Yes, I have heard that the arrangements are good, and have been wishing to go and see it; but if they are slaughtering I will not go in.’


  ‘Why not? That’s just what I want to see! If we eat flesh, it must be killed.’


  ‘No, no, I cannot!’


  It is worth remarking that this man is a sportsman and him self kills animals and birds.


  So we went to the slaughter-house. Even at the entrance one noticed the heavy, disgusting, fetid smell, as of carpenter’s glue, or paint on glue. The nearer we approached, the stronger became the smell. The building is of red brick, very large, with vaults and high chimneys. We entered the gates. To the right was a spacious enclosed yard, three-quarters of an acre in extent. Twice a week cattle are driven in here for sale, and adjoining this enclosure was the porter’s lodge. To the left were the chambers, as they are called; that is, rooms with arched entrances, sloping asphalt floors, and contrivances for moving and hanging up the carcasses. On a bench against the wall of the porter’s lodge were seated half a dozen butchers, in aprons covered with blood; their tucked-up sleeves disclosing their muscular arms also besmeared with blood. They had finished their work half an hour before, so that day we could only see the empty chambers. Though these chambers were open on both sides, there was an oppressive smell of warm blood; the floor was brown and shining, with congealed black blood in the cavities.


  One of the butchers described the process of slaughtering, and showed us the place where it was done. I did not quite understand him, and formed a wrong, but very horrible, idea of the way the animals are slaughtered; and I fancied that, as is often the case, the reality would very likely produce upon me a weaker impression than the imagination; but in this I was mistaken.


  The next time I visited the slaughter-house I went in good time. It was the Friday before Trinity; a warm day in June. The smell of glue and blood was even stronger and more penetrating than on my first visit. The work was at its height. The dusty yard was full of cattle, and animals had been driven into all the enclosures beside the chambers.


  In the street, before the entrance, stood carts to which oxen, calves, and cows were tied. Other carts drawn by good horses and filled with live calves, whose heads hung down and swayed about, drew up and were unloaded; and similar carts containing the carcasses of oxen, with heads and bright red lungs and brown livers, drove away from the slaughter-house. By the fence stood the cattle dealers’ horses. The dealers themselves, in their long coats, with their whips and knouts in their hands, were walking about the yard, either marking with tar cattle belonging to the same owner; or bargaining, or guiding oxen and bulls from the great yard into the enclosures which lead into the chambers. These men were evidently all preoccupied with money matters and calculations, and any thought as to whether it was right or wrong to kill these animals was as far from their minds as were questions about the chemical composition of the blood that covered the floor of the chambers.


  No butchers were to be seen in the yard; they were all in the chambers at work. That day about a hundred head of cattle were slaughtered. I was on the point of entering one of the chambers, but stopped short at the door. I stopped both because the chamber was crowded with carcasses which were being moved about; and also because blood was flowing on the floor and dripping from above. All the butchers present were besmeared with blood, and had I entered I, too, should certainly have been covered with it. One suspended carcass was being taken down, another was being moved toward the door, a third, a slaughtered ox, was lying with its white legs raised, while a butcher with strong hand was ripping up its tight-stretched hide.


  Through the door opposite, the one at which I was standing, a big, red, well-fed ox was led in. Two men were dragging it, and hardly had it entered when I saw a butcher raise a knife above its neck and stab it. The ox, as if all four legs had suddenly given way, fell heavily upon its belly, immediately turned over on one side, and began to work its legs and all its hindquarters. Another butcher at once threw himself upon the ox from the side opposite to the twitching legs, caught its horns and twisted its head down to the ground, while another butcher cut its throat with a knife. From beneath the head there flowed a stream of blackish-red blood, which a besmeared boy caught in a tin basin. All the time this was going on the ox kept incessantly twitching its head as if trying to get up, and waved its four legs in the air. The basin was quickly filling, but the ox still lived, and, its stomach heaving heavily, both hind and fore legs worked so violently that the butchers held aloof. When one basin was full, the boy carried it away on his head to the albumen factory, while another boy placed a fresh basin, which also soon began to till up. But still the ox heaved its body and worked its hind legs.


  When the blood ceased to flow the butcher raised the animal’s head and began to skin it. The ox continued to writhe. The head, stripped of its skin, showed red with white veins, and kept the position given it by the butcher; on both sides hung the skin. Still the animal did not cease to writhe. Then another butcher caught hold of one of the legs, broke it, and cut it off. In the remaining legs and the stomach the convulsions still continued. The other legs were cut off and thrown aside, together with those of other oxen belonging to the same owner. Then the carcass was dragged to the hoist and hung up, and the convulsions were over.


  Thus I looked on from the door at the second, third, fourth ox. It was the same with each: the same cutting off of the head with bitten tongue; and the same convulsed members. The only difference was that the butcher did not always strike at once so as to cause the animal’s fall. Sometimes he missed his aim, whereupon the ox leaped up, bellowed, and, covered with blood, tried to escape. But then his head was pulled under a bar, struck a second time, and he fell.


  I afterwards entered by the door at which the oxen were led in. Here I saw the same thing, only nearer, and therefore more plainly. But chiefly I saw here, what I had not seen before, how the oxen were forced to enter this door. Each time an ox was seized in the enclosure and pulled forward by a rope tied to its horns, the animal, smelling blood, refused to advance; and sometimes bellowed and drew back. It would have been beyond the strength of two men to drag it in by force, so one of the butchers went round each time, grasped the animal’s tail and twisted it so violently that the gristle crackled, and the ox advanced.


  When they had finished with the cattle of one owner, they brought in those of another. The first animal of this next lot was not an ox, but a bull; a fine, well-bred creature, black, with white spots on its legs, young, muscular, full of energy. He was dragged forward, but he lowered his head and resisted sturdily. Then the butcher who followed behind seized the tail, like an engine-driver grasping the handle of a whistle, twisted it, the gristle crackled, and the bull rushed forward, upsetting; the men who held the rope. Then it stopped, looking sideways with its black eyes, the whites of which had filled with blood. But again the tail crackled, and the bull sprang forward and reached the required spot. The striker approached, took aim, and struck. But the blow missed the mark. The bull leaped up, shook his head, bellowed, and, covered with blood, broke free and rushed back. The men at the doorway all sprang aside; but the experienced butchers, with the dash of men inured to danger, quickly caught the rope; again the tail operation was repeated, and again the bull was in the chamber, where he was dragged under the bar, from which he did not again escape. The striker quickly took aim at the spot where the hair divides like a star, and, notwithstanding the blood, found it, struck, and the fine animal, full of life, collapsed, its head and legs writhing while it was bled and the head skinned.


  ‘There, the cursed devil hasn’t even fallen the right way!’ grumbled the butcher as he cut the skin from the head.


  Five minutes later the head was stuck up, red instead of black, without skin; the eyes that had shone with such splendid colour five minutes before, fixed and glassy.


  Afterwards I went into the compartment where small animals are slaughtered; a very large chamber with asphalt floor, and tables with backs, on which sheep and calves are killed. Here the work was already finished; in the long room, impregnated with the smell of blood, were only two butchers. One was blowing into the leg of a dead lamb and patting the swollen stomach with his hand; the other, a young fellow in an apron besmeared with blood, was smoking a bent cigarette. There was no one else in the long, dark chamber, filled with a heavy smell. After me, there entered a man, apparently an ex-soldier, bringing in a young yearling ram, black with a white mark on its neck, and its legs tied. This animal he placed upon one of the tables, as if upon a bed. The old soldier greeted the butchers, with whom he was evidently acquainted, and began to ask when their master allowed them leave. The fellow with the cigarette approached with a knife, sharpened it on the edge of the table, and answered that they were free on holidays. The live ram was lying as quietly as the dead inflated one, except that it was briskly wagging its short little tail and its sides were heaving more quickly than usual. The soldier pressed down its uplifted head gently, without effort; the butcher, still continuing the conversation, grasped with his left hand the head of the ram and cut its throat. The ram quivered, and the little tail stiffened and ceased to wave. The fellow, while waiting for the blood to flow, began to relight his cigarette, which had gone out. The blood flowed and the ram began to writhe. The conversation continued without the slightest interruption. It was horribly revolting.


  And how about those hens and chickens which daily, in thousands of kitchens, with heads cut off and streaming with blood, comically, dreadfully, flop about, jerking their wings?


  And see, a kind, refined lady will devour the carcasses of these animals with full assurance that she is doing right; at the same time asserting two contradictory propositions:


  First, that she is, as her doctor assures her, so delicate that she cannot be sustained by vegetable food alone, and that for her, feeble organism flesh is indispensable; and, secondly, that she is so sensitive that she is unable, not only herself to inflict suffering on animals, but even to bear the sight of suffering.


  Whereas the poor lady is weak precisely because she has been taught to live upon food unnatural to man; and she cannot avoid causing suffering to animals; for she eats them.


  Chapter X


  We cannot pretend that we do not know this. We are not ostriches, and cannot believe that if we refuse to look at what we do not wish to see, it will not exist. This is especially the case when what we do not wish to see is what we wish to eat. If it were really indispensable; or, if not indispensable, at least in some way useful! But it is quite unnecessary, and only serves to develop animal feelings, to excite desire, and to promote fornication and drunkenness. And this is continually being confirmed by the fact that young, kind, undepraved people – especially women and girls – without knowing how it logically follows, feel that virtue is incompatible with beefsteaks; and, as soon as they wish to be good, give up eating flesh.


  What, then, do I wish to say? That in order to be moral people must cease to eat meat? Not at all.


  I only wish to say that for a good life, a certain order of good actions is indispensable; that if a man’s aspirations toward right living be serious they will inevitably follow one definite sequence; and that in this sequence the first virtue a man will strive after will be self-control; self-restraint. And in seeking for self-control, a man will inevitably follow one definite sequence, and in this sequence the first thing will be self-control in food; which starts with fasting. And in fasting, if he be really and seriously seeking to live a good life, the first thing from which he will abstain will always be the use of animal food; because, to say nothing of the excitation of the passions caused by such food, its use is simply immoral, as it involves the performance of an act which is contrary to the moral feeling; that is, killing; and is called forth only by greediness and the desire for tasty food.


  The precise reason why abstinence from animal food will be the first act of fasting and of a moral life is admirably explained in the book, The Ethics of Diet; and not by one man only, but by all mankind in the persons of its best representatives during all the conscious life of humanity.


  But why – if the wrongfulness, that is, the immorality, of animal food was known to humanity so long ago – have people not yet come to acknowledge this law? The answer to this question is that the moral progress of humanity – which is the foundation of every other kind of progress – is always slow; but that the sign of true, and not casual, progress is its uninterruptedness and its continual acceleration.


  And the progress of vegetarianism is of this kind. That progress is expressed both in the words of the writers cited in the above-mentioned book, and in the actual life of mankind, which from many causes is involuntarily moving on from carnivorous habits to vegetable food; and is also deliberately following the same path in a movement which shows evident strength, and which is growing larger and larger – vegetarianism. This movement has, during the last ten years, advanced more and more rapidly. More and more books and periodicals on this subject appear every year; one meets more and more people who have given up meat; and abroad, especially in Germany, England, and America, the number of vegetarian hotels and restaurants increases year by year.


  This movement should cause especial joy to those whose life lies in the effort to bring about the kingdom of God on earth. This is not because vegetarianism is in itself an important step towards that kingdom; all true steps are both important and unimportant. But rather, because it is a sign that the aspiration of mankind toward moral perfection is serious and sincere, for it has taken the one unalterable order of succession natural to it, beginning with the first step


  One cannot fail to rejoice at this, as people could not fail to rejoice who, after striving to reach the upper story of a house by trying vainly and at random to climb the walls from different points; should at last assemble at the first step of the staircase and crowd towards it, convinced that there can be no way up except by mounting this first step of the stairs.


  


  


  Thou Shalt Not Kill – Introduction


  This short essay, written in 1900, was one of numerous articles on non-violence penned by Tolstoy in the last fifteen years of his life. It draws on themes visited in his major work on non-violence, The Kingdom of God is Within You, composed in 1893.


  Tolstoy here declares that it is no surprise if rulers are assassinated. After all, they themselves have created the climate of killing, murdering tens of thousands in war, and through hangings and beheadings. Tolstoy attacks the system that endlessly creates and educates rulers who know only this violent way of proceeding.


  At the age of 24, Tolstoy had himself been a soldier. And even then he wrote that since war was unjust, those involved in war must stifle their consciences, in order to survive. Later in life, this anti-war attitude hardened; and for change to come, he believed things must be called by their right name: an army was an instrument of killing; and the enrolment and management of an army, nothing less than preparation for murder. In the meantime, he said, governments exercised a hypnotic influence on the people.


  When Thou Shalt Not Kill was prohibited in Russia, attempts were made to print a Russian edition in Germany. But the edition was seized, and after a court case in 1903, was declared insulting to the Kaiser, and destroyed. Meanwhile, in other writings, Tolstoy extended the reach of this essay. As he said: ‘‘Thou shalt not kill’ does not apply to murder of one’s own kind only, but to all living beings.’


  Tolstoy always said that the greatest change would be bought about not by armies or machines or revolutions, but by a change in public opinion; and it was public opinion at which Tolstoy always aimed. It was his mission to arouse people from their hypnosis; with essays like this.
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  Thou Shalt Not Kill


  You shall not kill. Exod. xx. 13


  No pupil is greater than his teacher; but every pupil, when he has completed his training, will be like his teacher. Luke vi. 40


  Do for others what you want them to do for you. Matt vii. 12.


  When Kings are executed after trial, as in the case of Charles I, Louis XVI, and Maximilian of Mexico; or when they are killed in Court conspiracies, like Peter III, Paul, and various Sultans, Shahs, and Khans – little is said about it. But when they are killed without a trial and without a Court conspiracy – as in the case of Henry IV of France, Alexander II, the Empress of Austria, the late Shah of Persia, and recently, Humbert – such murders excite the greatest surprise and indignation among Kings and Emperors and their adherents; just as if they themselves never took part in murders, nor profited by them, nor instigated them. But, in fact, the mildest of the murdered Kings – Alexander II or Humbert, for instance – not to speak of executions in their own countries, were instigators of, and accomplices and partakers in, the murder of tens of thousands of men who perished on the field of battle; while crueller Kings and Emperors have been guilty of hundreds of thousands, and even millions, of murders.


  The teaching of Christ repeals the law, ‘An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth’. But those who have always clung to that law, and still cling to it; and who apply it to a terrible degree – not only claiming ‘an eye for an eye,’ but without provocation decreeing the slaughter of thousands, as they do when they declare war – these people have no right to be indignant at the application of that same law to themselves in so small and insignificant a degree, that hardly one King or Emperor is killed for each hundred thousand, or perhaps even for each million, who are killed by the order and with the consent of, these same Kings and Emperors. Kings and Emperors not only should not be indignant at such murders as those of Alexander II and Humbert, but they should be surprised that such murders are so rare, considering the continual and universal example of murder that they give to mankind.


  The crowd are so hypnotized that they see what is going on before their eyes, but do not understand its meaning. They see what constant care Kings, Emperors, and Presidents devote to their disciplined armies; they see the reviews, parades, and manoeuvres the rulers hold, about which they boast to one another; and the people crowd to see their own brothers, brightly dressed up in fools’ clothes, turned into machines to the sound of drum and trumpet; all, at the shout of one man, making one and the same movement at one and the same moment – but they do not understand what it all means. Yet the meaning of this drilling is very clear and simple: it is nothing but a preparation for killing.


  It is stupefying men in order to make them fit instruments for murder. And those who do this, who chiefly direct this and are proud of it, are the Kings, Emperors and Presidents. And it is just these men – who are specially occupied in organizing murder and who have made murder their profession, who wear military uniforms and carry murderous weapons (swords) at their sides – that are horrified and indignant when one of themselves is murdered.


  The murder of Kings – the murder of Humbert – is terrible, but not on account of its cruelty. The things done by command of Kings and Emperors – not only past events such as the massacre of St. Bartholomew, religious butcheries, the terrible repressions of peasant’ rebellions and Paris coups d’état; but the present-day Government executions, the doing-to-death of prisoners in solitary confinement, the Disciplinary Battalions, the hangings, the beheadings, the shootings and slaughter in wars – these are incomparably more cruel than the murders committed by Anarchists. Nor are these murders terrible because undeserved. If Alexander II and Humbert did not deserve death; still less did the thousands of Russians who perished at Plevna, or the Italians who perished in Abyssinia. Such murders are terrible, not because they are cruel or unmerited, but because of the unreasonableness of those who commit them.


  If the regicides act under the influence of personal feelings of indignation evoked by the sufferings of an oppressed people, for which they hold Alexander or Carnot or Humbert responsible; or if they act from personal feelings of revenge, then – however immoral their conduct may be – it is at least intelligible. But how is it that a body of men (Anarchists, we are told) such as those by whom Bresci was sent, and who are now threatening another Emperor; how is that they cannot devise any better means of improving the condition of humanity than by killing people whose destruction can no more be of use than the decapitation of that mythical monster on whose neck a new head appeared as soon as one was cut off? Kings and Emperors have long ago arranged for themselves a system like that of a magazine-rifle: as soon as one bullet has been discharged another takes its place. Le roi est mort, vive le roi! So what is the use of killing them?


  Only on a most superficial view, can the killing of these men seem a means of saving the nations from oppression and wars so destructive of human life.


  One only need remember that similar oppression and similar war went on, no matter who was at the head of the Government – Nicholas or Alexander, Frederick or Wilhelm, Napoleon or Louis, Palmerston or Gladstone, McKinley or anyone else – in order to understand that it is not any particular person who causes these oppressions and wars from which the nations suffer. The misery of nations is caused not by particular persons, but by the particular order of society under which the people are so tied up together, that they find themselves all in the power of a few men; or more often in the power of one single man: a man so perverted by his unnatural position as arbiter of the fate and lives of millions, that he is always in an unhealthy state; and always suffers more or less from a mania of self-aggrandizement, which only his exceptional position conceals from general notice.


  Apart from the fact that such men are surrounded from earliest childhood to the grave by the most insensate luxury, and accompanied always by an atmosphere of falsehood and flattery – their whole education and all their occupations are centred on one object: learning about former murders, the best present-day ways of murdering, and the best preparations for future murder. From childhood, they learn about killing in all its possible forms. They always carry about with them murderous weapons – swords or sabres; they dress themselves in various uniforms; they attend parades, reviews and manoeuvres; they visit one another, presenting one another with Orders and nominating one another to the command of regiments.


  And not only does no one tell them plainly what they are doing or say that to busy one’s self with preparations for killing is revolting and criminal; but from all sides, they hear nothing but approval and enthusiasm for all this activity of theirs. Every time they go out, and at each parade and review, crowds of people flock to greet them with enthusiasm; and it seems to them as if the whole nation approves of their conduct. The only part of the Press that reaches them – and which seems to them the expression of the feelings of the whole people, or at least of its best representatives – is the part that most slavishly extols their every word and action; however silly or wicked they may be. Those around them, men and women, clergy and laity – all people who do not prize human dignity – vie with one another in refined flattery, agreeing with them about anything and deceiving them about everything, thus making it impossible for them to see life as it is.


  Such rulers might live a hundred years without ever seeing one single really independent man or ever hearing the truth spoken. One is sometimes appalled to hear of the words and deeds of these men; but one need only consider their position in order to understand that anyone in their place would act as they do. If a reasonable man found himself in their place, there is only one reasonable action he could perform; and that would be to get away from such a position. Any one remaining in it would behave as they do.


  What, indeed, must go on in the head of Wilhelm of Germany – a narrow-minded, ill-educated, vain man, with the ideals of a German Junker – when there is nothing he can say so stupid or so horrid that it will not be met by an enthusiastic ‘Hoch!’, and be commented on by the Press of the entire world as though it were something highly important? When he says that, at his word, soldiers should be ready to kill their own fathers, people shout ‘Hurrah!’ When he says that the Gospel must be introduced with an iron fist – ‘Hurrah!’ When he says the army is to take no prisoners in China, but to slaughter everybody, he is not put into a lunatic asylum, but people shout ‘Hurrah!’ and set sail for China to execute his commands.


  Or take Nicholas II; a man naturally modest, who begins his reign by announcing to venerable old men who had expressed a wish to be allowed to discuss their own affairs, that such ideas of self-government were ‘insensate dreams’. And what happens? The organs of the Press he sees and the people he meets, praise him for it. He proposes a childish, silly, and hypocritical project of universal peace, while at the same time ordering an increase in the army; and there are no limits to the praise for his wisdom and virtue. Without any need, he foolishly and mercilessly insults and oppresses a whole nation, the Finns; and again he hears nothing but praise. Finally, he arranges the Chinese slaughter – terrible in its injustice, cruelty and incompatibility with his peace projects; and from all sides, people applaud him, both as a victor and as a continuer of his father’s peace policy.


  What, indeed, must be going on in the heads and hearts of these men?


  So it is not the Alexanders and Humberts who are guilty of these sins; nor the Wilhelms, Nicholases and Chamberlains – though they decree these oppressions of the nations and these wars. It is not they who are really the most guilty, but rather those who both place and support them in the position of arbiters over the lives of their fellow-men. And, therefore, the thing to do is not to kill Alexanders, Nicholases, Wilhelms, and Humberts; but to cease to support the arrangement of society of which they are a result. And what supports the present order of society is the selfishness and stupefaction of the people, who sell their freedom and honour for insignificant material advantages.


  People who stand on the lowest rung of the ladder – partly as a result of being stupefied by a patriotic and pseudo-religious education, and partly for the sake of personal advantages – cede their freedom and sense of human dignity at the bidding of these who stand above them, and offer them material advantages.


  In the same way – in consequence of stupefaction, and chiefly for the sake of advantages – those who are a little higher up the ladder cede their freedom and manly dignity; and the same thing repeats itself with those standing yet higher, and so on to the to the uppermost rung – to those who, standing at the apex of the social cone, have nothing more to obtain: for whom the only motives of action are love of power and vanity, and who are generally so perverted and stupefied by the power of life and death which they hold over their fellow-men, and by the consequent servility and flattery of those who surround them, that, without ceasing to do evil, they feel quite assured that they are benefactors to the human race.


  It is the people who sacrifice their dignity as men for material profit, that produce these rulers who cannot act otherwise than as they do act; and with whom it is useless to be angry for their stupid and wicked actions. To kill such men is like whipping children whom one has first spoilt.


  To end the oppression of nations and these useless wars; and for men to cease being indignant with those who seem to cause these evils, and to end all thoughts of killing them – it seems that only a very small thing is necessary. It is necessary that men should understand things as they are; should call them by their right names, and should know that an army is an instrument for killing, and that the enrolment and management of an army – the very things which Kings, Emperors, and Presidents occupy themselves with so self-confidently – is a preparation for murder.


  If only each King, Emperor, and President understood that his work of directing armies is not an honourable and important duty, as his flatterers persuade him it is, but a bad and shameful act of preparation for murder. And if each private individual understood that the payment of taxes wherewith to hire and equip soldiers, and, above all, army-service itself, are not matters of indifference, but are bad and shameful actions by which he not only permits but participates in murder – then this power of Emperors, Kings, and Presidents, which now arouses our indignation, and which causes them to be murdered, would disappear of itself.


  So that the Alexanders, Carnots, Humberts and others should not be murdered, it should be explained to them that they are themselves murderers; and, chiefly, they should not be allowed to kill people. And men should refuse to murder at their command.


  If people do not yet act in this way, it is only because Governments, to maintain themselves, diligently exercise a hypnotic influence upon the people. And, therefore, we may help to prevent people killing either Kings or one another, not by killing – murder only increases the hypnotism – but by arousing people from their hypnotic condition.


  And it is this I have tried to do by these remarks.


  


  


  Thoughts on God – Introduction


  Tolstoy’s Thoughts on God was published by the Free Age Press in 1900. It is unusual, however, in not being a piece conceived and written by Tolstoy as a whole. Rather, it is a collection of his thoughts gathered round the theme by Chertkov, who is editor of this material. As he himself says: ‘The reader is requested to bear in mind that the thoughts here presented, not being originally intended by the author for publication, are not expressed as precisely and carefully as they would have been had he been preparing them for the general public.’ He goes on to explain that the ‘rough and ready form’ of the text did not always make the job of translation easy. For the reader to profit most fully, therefore, ‘it is desirable that he should endeavour to understand any verbal imperfections according to the spirit of the whole paper, and to fill up, in the sense most advantageous to the thought expressed, any omission he may remark.’


  That said, Thoughts on God opens a number of typically clear windows on God, as perceived by Tolstoy. He touches on consciousness, prayer, Christ, doubt, superstition and of course death – the fear of which drove him to God in the first place. He does not seek to understand God; indeed, he claims that any attempt by the imagination to draw closer to him, merely removes us farther from him. Yet some knowledge of the divine is clearly evident when Tolstoy writes: ‘To love God means to desire what he desires. And he desires universal welfare.’


  What emerges from this collection of thoughts is a God who is at once close and distant; knowable and quite beyond us. A God who sometimes greets us: ‘We entirely believe in God only when he discloses himself afresh to us,’ says Tolstoy; yet also a God who withdraws from us: ‘I do not comprehend him; yet at the same time I am always anxious when I am without him.’


  In this personal but absent God, on whom Tolstoy declares deep dependence, it is hard not to hear echoes of his relationship with his father.
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  Thoughts on God


  Chapter I


  God is for me what I strive for; but He is necessarily such that I cannot comprehend or name Him.


  If I understood Him, I should have reached Him, and there would be nothing to strive after, and there would be no life. But, and this seems a contradiction, though I cannot understand or name Him, yet at the same time I know Him and the direction toward Him; and of all my knowledge, this is the most certain.


  I do not comprehend Him, yet at the same time I am always anxious when I am without Him, and only when I am with Him am I not anxious. What is stranger still, is that to know Him more and better than I do at present is not my desire now in this present life; and neither is it necessary. I can draw nearer to Him, and I wish to do so; in that is my life. But such drawing nearer in no way increases, and cannot increase, my knowledge.


  Every endeavour of the imagination to know Him more definitely (for instance, as my Creator, or as a Merciful Being) removes me farther from Him, and prevents me drawing nearer to Him.


  Stranger still, I can love truly Him alone, more than myself or anything else. Only this love knows no check, no decrease (on the contrary, all is increase); no sensuality, no insincerity, no subserviency, no fear and no self-satisfaction. Only through this love does one love all that is good; so that one loves and lives only through Him and by Him.


  This is how I think, or rather feel. I have only to add that the pronoun ‘He’ somewhat destroys my idea of God; the word ‘He’ somewhat diminishes Him.


  To the definition of God, I find it necessary to add Matthew Arnold’s, which I have always kept in mind as expressing one aspect, and that the chief, in which God presents Himself to us. Matthew Arnold deduces his definition from the Old Testament prophets; and, indeed, for the time previous to Christ, it is sufficiently complete. According to Matthew Arnold, God is that eternal, infinite ‘not ourselves’ which ‘makes for righteousness.’ One may call it the law of human life, the will of God in relation to that part of men’s life which is in their power. I say that this definition was sufficient up to the time of Christ. But by Christ it has been revealed to us that the fulfilment of this law, besides its external obligation to human reason, has also another and simpler inner motive; one which penetrates all man’s being, namely, love. And this is love not of wife, or child, or country – but love of God. God is Love; love of love, and that very feeling of kindness, sympathy and joy of life which constitutes man’s natural, blissful and true life which knows no death.


  Chapter II


  I understand by the word ‘God’ the process whereby the knowledge of some higher righteousness – goodness; gentleness to another being and truth – came into my soul. Having realized this higher idea in my mind, I find in myself the life of God, and am satisfied with it. This higher idea is spirit. When my life is the movement and life of the spirit, then am I filled with something beautiful and joyous, and I do not seek the limits of my life; rather, I seek only union with that spirit which dwells as well in others as in me. Having realized in myself this higher spirit, I make it manifest surrounding me, I diffuse Him! When I find in myself the spirit to be the highest thing, then I thereby recognize God.


  By fulfilling God’s will, I realize God in myself, what He is. To behold Him, in other words to define Him completely and clearly to apprehend Him, is impossible for me. For me, He is the Father of what I call the highest in me. Of course He requires that my life should be the realization of what is highest in the flesh; of what He produces in me.


  Chapter III


  It may seem strange, but I must confess that I use the term ‘God’ in different ways, depending on whom I am talking with, and what I am talking about. This is so if I employ it consciously. It often falls from my lips unconsciously, for example in the commonly, used expressions: ‘Glory to God’, or ‘God bless’, and the like.


  In the first case, that is, when I use the term ‘God’ consciously, it seems to me I very rarely use it separately. In connection with other expressions, it appears in such phrases as ‘to live in a godly manner.’ When I say this, I really mean, ‘to live righteously, lovingly, reasonably.’ The most veritable will be: ‘God is God’, as it is self-defining. Additional concepts will depend on what side you approach him from. Their infinite number is like an endless number of radii to the same centre; or like a quantity of paths leading to one and the same mountain top. And all these radii or paths are subjective.


  Chapter IV


  Besides the activities peculiar to man as an animal, he is conscious in himself of a still higher law of life, which in the first place subjects to him the whole domain of animal inclinations and repulsions. Secondly, it gives a man the only joyous possibility of perceiving life and the indestructibility of this life; and thirdly, animates for him the whole world, even to the tiniest grain of sand. It spiritualizes this life; and all the work of the world is for him a movement toward this higher law of life. Here is the foundation of the gospel. The gospel teaching takes a trait, an atom of a man, torn by desire to live. It then leads him into the house of his parents and friends, and gives him the joy of nearness and union with his parents. The man then feels, ‘His own has come to his own.’


  This is something vital which a man is conscious of in himself; and this vitality gives him life; and the joy of life is the ‘Son of God’ in man. And the work of a man exalts this Son of God, lives by it; is united with it. The material for this work is the very native environment in which a man lives, including his own body. You cannot get rid of this work, and a hundred lives like yours would not suffice to accomplish it; but nevertheless work on, and know that this work is the only thing needful, immortal. And whatever you do, you will do all; if only you really do all that you can do.


  Chapter V


  You wish to know how I understand God. Well, here is my answer:


  I believe in Christ and I understand with perfect clearness what He says about the Father, and I acknowledge His Sonship to the Father. I know that you understand it the same way, and that you ask me about something else: that is, what significance has the Father to the whole world and not to man only? This is what I think: I know that God the Father is the beginning; spirit; consciousness; love thought; life; what is eternal; that which is for the whole universe – just as consciousness is for man. If there is a bond connecting me with the whole universe of animals and plants, then that is the reason why. And everything fulfils His will and receives a blessing. Man, when he does not fulfil His will, is conscious of it, and perishes in accordance with a law unalterable for the whole world; and knows this even while he perishes.


  This is all I can say hastily in regard to this. As one time I was thinking how painful it is that men do not live in accordance with God’s will, suddenly it became clear to me that however a man lives, he will always live so that the law will not be broken, and the loss will be man’s. He has not fulfilled the law as a man; he has fulfilled it as an animal; or lower still, as a mass of decomposing flesh. For me this became clear and consoling. In my mind, the ordinary mistake is also clear: it is often thought that God exists only for Nature and not for me; or that God exists for me and not for the whole universe at the same time. I clearly understand the unity, the universal cause, for if I do not know it, I cannot think otherwise. My consciousness is the consciousness of the whole universe; in other words, it is homogeneous.


  Chapter VI


  Life in me is consciousness. Consciousness is not mine, and does not depend on my will. Rather, it comes and goes as it wishes; but when it is in me, then I am not less than it. I am perfectly conscious of my consciousness. Consciousness is the most unquestionable of all things that exist. Consciousness has no time or space; it has nothing personal, and is not good or evil. I am alive while I am conscious, and when it is in me, I cannot be unconscious of it. This consciousness is also God. I cannot know what God is outside of me; just as I cannot know whence arises the consciousness in me. I know only when it is in me. I know at the same time that I and consciousness are not one, but two things; for consciousness may be for me a pain or a happiness, according to how I treat it.


  I remember the time when my consciousness poisoned my life. I remember how at that time I adapted myself to it. And now I know that it is the only thing that gives me happiness; and that outside of judgment, by it there is no true or inviolable happiness.


  What adapted this consciousness to me was reason. Reason is the light that shines upon me through consciousness (the abode of life in me). I put it to myself thus: the temporary abode of life in me is a tunnel. Consciousness is a light. Reason is a lamp adapted to the tunnel. When I have come out of the tunnel, I no longer need the lamp, but while I am in the tunnel, the lamp is precious; as the light adapted to the tunnel. The adaptation of consciousness to me is to love, to serve my fellow men; not to consider the mandates of consciousness, though they poison my comfort, as an unhappiness; but on the contrary, as a salvation in a word, this adaptation is also reason.


  When I live in accordance with reason, then I am well off; that is, I am happy; when I live without reason, then I am in an evil state, in other words, I suffer from want of reason and melancholy; from the contrariety of consciousness and my passions.


  In God, there is neither good nor evil; that is to say, in the consciousness outside of me, there is no good or evil. Good and evil exist only for me, and I can do either only for myself. Good is the service of consciousness, evil is the revolt against consciousness; but since consciousness is the life in me, so good is life and the service of life; while evil is the failure to comprehend life in oneself.


  God, that is consciousness, is no respecter of persons; consciousness does not love and does not hate. Love is my sustenance, so that consciousness might become my delight. Consciousness in me has neither past nor present, and for that reason is eternal, and will not die. There is nothing eternal in the past, as in the future, because there is no future and no past – they only are presentations. They are only forms of actual thoughts; there is only the present and that is endless.


  If a man rebels against consciousness, then for him, immediately and forever, the present perishes, and he is in death; in other words, he is deprived of consciousness, and this death is absolute, without the slightest relief, since this death from a quarrel with consciousness means deprivation of all life. If a man, however, serves consciousness with his reason, then he is in complete life, and for him there is no trace of death, nothing terrible and unknown. He is then endlessly alive, as alive as consciousness itself.


  Chapter VII


  One knows God, not so much through reason, nor even through the heart; but through one’s feeling of complete dependence on Him, akin to the feeling experienced by an unweaned child in the arms of its mother. It does not know who holds it, warms it or feeds it; but it knows that there is this someone; and more than merely knows it; the child loves that being.


  Formerly I witnessed the phenomena of life without thinking whence they came, or why I witnessed them.


  Subsequently I realized that all I see is the outcome of light, which is understanding. And I was so glad to have brought everything into harmony, that I was quite satisfied in acknowledging understanding alone to be the source of everything.


  But after that, I saw that understanding is a light which reaches me through a kind of dim glass. I see the light, but its source I do not know. Yet I know that the source exists.


  This same source of the light that enlightens me, is a source I do not know; but the existence of which I do know, is God.


  Chapter VIII


  Yes, love is God.


  Love him who has caused you pain, whom you have blamed or disliked; and then all that which had concealed his soul from you will disappear; and you will, as through clear water, see at the bottom of his soul, the divine essence of his love. And you will not have to – you will not be able to – pardon him; you will only have to pardon yourself for not having loved God in him; and for not having seen God, through the absence of your love.


  Love is the manifestation within oneself (the consciousness) of God, and therefore the propensity to get out of oneself, to liberate oneself, to live a godly life. And this propensity calls forth God, that is, love, in others.


  This is not expressed clearly.


  My chief idea is that love evokes love in others. God, having awakened in me, produces the awakening of the same God in others also.


  To love means to desire that which the one we love desires. But men desire opposite things; whereas that only can be loved, which desires one and the same thing. One and the same thing is desired only by God.


  To love God means to desire that which He desires. And He desires universal welfare.


  Brothers, let us love one another. He that loves is born of God and knows God, because although it is written in the gospels, ‘God is Love,’ we ought rather to say, ‘love is God’. But also God is love; that is, we know God only in the form of love; and love is God; that is, if we love, we are not God’s, but God.


  Chapter IX


  It is astonishing how I could formerly fail to see the indubitable truth, that behind this world and our life in it, is some one or something, that knows why this world exists, and why we in it, like bubbles in boiling water – rise, burst, and disappear.


  It is certain that something is being done in this world, and that by all living beings; being done by me, by my life. Otherwise, what reason for this sun, these seasons; and above all, what reason for this three-year-old child, frenzied with superabundance of life; or that old woman who has outlived her reason, or yonder lunatic? These separate beings, which in my eyes evidently have no meaning, and which are yet living so vigorously, are so tenacious of life, and in whom life is so firmly planted – those beings more than anything convince me that they are wanted for some purpose that is wise and good, and inaccessible to me.


  Chapter X


  Somehow, while praying to God, it became clear to me that God is indeed a real Being. Love is all which I touch, and which I experience in the form of love. And this love is not a feeling, not an abstraction, but a real being; and I have felt Him.


  All that I know, I know because there is a God, and because I know Him. Only upon this can one firmly base one’s relations with other men and with oneself, as well as with life outside space and time. Not only do I regard this as not mystical; but I hold the opposite view to be mystical, whereas this is the most intelligible and accessible reality.


  Chapter XI


  Why are you downcast? You are waiting, it seems to me, for God in thunder and storm, and not in stillness. The best of it is that, as you say, you cannot ‘get away anywhere.’ In this, the hand of God is most visible and palpable.


  You say that I do not seem to acknowledge God. This is a misunderstanding. I acknowledge nothing but God.


  I think I wrote and spoke to you about my definition of God, which I would now give in answer to the question, what is God? God is that All, that infinite All, of which I am conscious of being a part, and therefore all in me is encompassed by God; and I feel Him in everything.


  And this is not at all a play of words; it is that by which I live.


  What is God? Wherefore God?


  God is that unlimited all, which I know within myself in a limited form. I am limited, God is infinite; I am a being which has lived sixty-three years; God lives eternally; I am a being which reasons within the limits of its understanding; God reasons without limit; I am a being which loves sometimes a little; God loves always infinitely. I am a part, He is all. I cannot understand myself, otherwise than as a part of Him.


  When an unsolved question torments one, then one feels oneself to be a diseased member of some whole, healthy body; one feels oneself to be an unsound tooth in a sound body, and asks the whole body to help the one member.


  The whole body is God; the member is myself.


  Chapter XII


  One of the superstitions that most confuse our metaphysical conceptions, is the superstition that the world was created; that it arose out of nothing, and that there is a God-Creator.


  In reality, we have no ground for imagining a God-Creator, nor any necessity. The Chinese and Indians have no such conception; and moreover, a Creator, a Providence, is incompatible with the Christian God-Father, God-Spirit, the God who is Love – a particle of whom lives in me and constitutes my life; the manifestation and work of which particle constitutes the meaning of my life.


  God the Creator is indifferent, and allows suffering and evil. God the Spirit delivers from suffering and evil, and is always perfect welfare. A God-Creator there is not. There is myself acknowledging the universe, through the faculties given me, and inwardly recognizing my Father-God. He is the origin of my spiritual self; the external world is only my limit.


  People often speak of the evil which God causes to men; when, for instance, they are overcome with grief at the loss of one they love. And while so saying and thinking, they imagine that they believe in God, and they pray to Him.


  God does evil? But if God does evil, He is not good, not Love; and, if He is not good, then He does not exist!


  This all arises from people being so certain that what they do wrongly is not only good, but in fact excellent – as, for instance, when they affirm that to give all one’s love to one’s children is very good. So that when they experience the evil which is solely the result of their own mistakes, their own sins, they blame not themselves, but God. And they therefore, in the depth of their soul, acknowledge God to be evil; that is, deny Him. Therefore they do not receive consolation from Him.


  One should do as do the Spirit-Wrestlers: bow down to the ground before every man, remembering that in him is God. If to bow physically is impracticable, we should at least do so spiritually.


  Chapter XIII


  The consciousness or sensation of God, who is living in me and acting through me, cannot be felt always.


  There are activities to which one has got to give oneself up altogether, unlimitedly, without thinking of anything save that one thing. In these cases it is impossible to think of God; it would distract, and is unnecessary.


  One should live simply, without exertion, giving oneself up to one’s tendencies. But the moment there arises inward doubt, struggle, despondency, fear or ill-will – then immediately, recognizing in oneself one’s spiritual being, recognizing one’s connection with God – one should transport oneself from the material into the spiritual region; and that not in order to escape the work of life, but, on the contrary, to gather strength for its accomplishment, for the victory over, the mastering of, the obstacle. Like a bird, advance on one’s legs with folded wings. But the moment an obstacle is encountered, then unfold your wings and fly up! And one finds relief, and one’s burden disappears.


  This is what has happened to me. I began to think more and more abstractedly about the problems of life. I asked myself questions: In what does life consist? What is its aim? What is love? And I got farther and farther away, not only from the Old Testament conception of God the Creator, but also from the conception of Him as a Father, the righteous source of all life, and of my own being. The devil ensnared me, and it began to enter my mind that it is possible, and especially desirable, that in the cause of union with the Chinese Confucians, with the Buddhists, and our own atheists and agnostics, I should altogether avoid this conception. I thought it was possible to restrict oneself to the conception and acknowledgment of that God only which is in me; without acknowledging any God apart from that; without acknowledging the One who has implanted in me a particle of Himself. And, strange to say, I suddenly began to feel dull, depressed, and alarmed. I did not know the cause of this, but I felt that I had suddenly undergone a dreadful spiritual fall; had lost all spiritual joy and energy.


  And then only did I comprehend that this had happened because I had deserted God. And I began to think, and, strange to say, to guess whether there be a God or not; and I found Him, as it were, afresh. And I was filled with such joy, and such a firm assurance did I gain of Him. Here was the possibility and duty of communion with Him, and of His hearing me; and my joy grew so great that all these last days I have been experiencing the feeling that something very good has come to me, and I keep asking myself, ‘Why do I feel so happy? Yes! God! There is a God, and I need be neither anxious nor afraid, but can only rejoice.’


  I am afraid that this feeling will pass away, will grow dull; but for the present it is very joyous. It is as if I had been within a hair’s-breadth of losing; nay, thought that I had actually lost the Being dearest to me; and yet had not so lost Him, but had only realized His priceless worth. I hope, if it does pass away, that it will only be the ecstatic feeling, but that there will remain much of what I have newly gained.


  Perhaps this is what some call the ‘living God’; if that be so, then I did very wrong toward them in contradicting them, instead of agreeing with them.


  The chief thing in this feeling is a consciousness of entire security, a consciousness that He is; that He is good; that He knows me, and that I am entirely surrounded by Him, that I have come from Him, and am going to Him, form a part of Him, and am His child. All that seems bad, seems so only because I trust to myself and not in Him; and from this life, in which it is so easy to do His will (this will at the same time being mine), I cannot fall anywhere, except only into Him; and in Him is perfect joy and welfare.


  All that I might write would not express what I have felt. Whether I am suffering physical or moral pain, whether my son is dying, or that which I love is perishing and I cannot help it, or sufferings are awaiting me – suddenly the thought recurs to me: ‘And how about God?’ and all becomes good and joyous and clear.


  Chapter XIV


  There is not one believing man to whom moments of doubt do not come doubt in the existence of God. And these doubts are not harmful; on the contrary, they lead to a higher understanding of God.


  That God, whom one knew, has become familiar; and one no more believes in Him. We entirely believe in God only when He discloses Himself afresh to us.


  And he discloses Himself to us from a new side when we seek Him with all our soul.


  I have been thinking much about God and about the essence of my life, and in so doing, became doubtful as to both the one and the other; and I questioned the evidence of His existence. And then, not long ago, I simply felt the desire to lean myself upon faith in God, and in the imperishableness of my soul; and to my astonishment I felt such a firm, quiet assurance as I had never felt before. So that all the doubts and testings evidently not only did not weaken, but to an enormous extent confirmed, my faith.


  One should never go to God, as it were ‘on purpose.’ ‘Now let me just go to God. I will begin to live according to God. I have been living according to the devil; let me now try to live according to God; who knows, perhaps no harm will come of it.’


  There is harm in this, and great harm. Coming to God is something like getting married: one should do it only when one would be glad not to come to Him, or not to get married, but cannot help doing so. And therefore it is not that I would tell a man: ‘Go purposely into temptations;’ but to him who formulates the question thus; ‘Well, and is it certain that I will not lose by going to God instead of to the devil?’ I would cry out as loud as I can: ‘Go, go to the devil, by all means to the devil!’


  It is a hundred times better to get well scalded against the devil, than to continually stand at the cross roads, or insincerely go to God.


  Chapter XV


  I have read Herbert Spencer’s reply to Balfour, the profession of agnosticism, as they now call atheism.


  I mean that agnosticism – although it wishes to be something different from atheism, by setting up the supposed impossibility of knowing – is in reality the same as atheism, because their common root is the non-acceptance of a God.


  And so I read Herbert Spencer, who says that he does not desire to throw off belief in God, but that he is obliged to do so; self-deception is the only other alternative. ‘There is no pleasure,’ he says, ‘in the consciousness of being an infinitesimal bubble on a globe that is itself infinitesimal compared with the totality of things.’ (I should like to ask him what he understands by ‘the totality of things.’) Then he continues: ‘Those on whom the unpitying rush of changes inflicts sufferings which are often without remedy; find no consolation in the thought that they are at the mercy of blind forces, which cause, indifferently, now the destruction of a sun, and now the death of an animal. Contemplation of a universe which is without intelligible purpose yields no satisfaction. The desire to know what it all means is no less strong in the agnostic than in others, and raises sympathy with them. Failing utterly to find any interpretation himself, however, he feels a regretful inability to accept the interpretations they offer.’


  Someone else was saying exactly the same thing to me the other day. ‘A sort of circumrotation takes place; and in the centre of this vortex, endless in time and space, we appear, live, and disappear. This is certain. All the rest; that is, the conception of some intelligent being, from which I have proceeded, and for the attainment of whose object I exist in common with all that exists – well, such a conception is a self-deception.’


  There are two distinct and mutually contradictory theories of the universe, which may be represented thus:


  The agnostic says, ‘Myself, a being born of my parents, I observe in the same way as all other living beings which surround me, and which exist under certain conditions subject to my examination and study. And I study myself and other objects, both animate and inanimate, and the conditions in which they exist. And in accordance with this study, I order my life. Questions as to origin I investigate in the same way, both by observation and by experiment, and I attain a greater and greater knowledge of them. As to the question from whence this universe has proceeded; why it exists, and why I exist in it – I leave it unanswered, as I do not see the possibility of answering it as definitely, clearly and convincingly as I answer questions concerning the conditions of things in the universe. And therefore the answer to this question which says that there exists a supposed rational Being, a God, from whom I have proceeded; a Being, which for some reason known to itself, has determined the law of my life; well, this answer to the question I do not accept, as it does not contain the clearness and demonstrability possessed by the scientific answers to the questions concerning the causes and conditions of various natural phenomena.’


  So says the agnostic, and in not admitting the possibility of any other knowledge but what is acquired by observation and the analysis of observation, he is, if not right, at least quite logical and consequent.


  The Christian, on the other hand, acknowledging God, says, ‘I am conscious that I exist, only because I feel myself to be a rational being. And in feeling myself to be so, I cannot but recognize that my life and that of all that exists must be equally rational. And in order to be so, it must have an object. The object of my life must be outside myself, in that being for which both I, and all that exists, serve as instruments for the attainment of the object of life. This Being does exist, and I must, in my life, fulfil its law or will. Questions as to the nature of this Being which demands of me the fulfilment of its law, and as to when and how, in time and space, this rational life originated in me and originates in other beings; that is, questions like: ‘What is God?’ ‘Is He personal or impersonal?’ ‘Did He create the world, and how?’ When did a soul awake in me?’ ‘At what time, and how, did it originate in others?’ From whence has it come and whither will it go?’ ‘In what part of the body does it reside?’ – well, all these questions I must leave unanswered, because I know beforehand that in the region of their observation and analysis, I shall never come to a definite answer, as all will disappear into the infinitude of time and space. For this reason, I do not accept the answers given by science as to how the universe – the suns and worlds – has originated, how the soul originates, and in what part of the brain it is located.’


  In the first instance the agnostic, acknowledging himself to be a mere animal, and therefore admitting that he is subject only to external sensations, does not admit a spiritual origin, and resigns himself to that senselessness of existence which violates the demands of reason.


  In the second instance, the Christian, acknowledging himself to be only a rational being, and therefore accepting only that which corresponds to the demands of reason, does not acknowledge the adequacy of the data of external experience; and considers those data fantastic and erroneous.


  Both are equally right. But the difference between them, and an essential one, lies in the fact that, according to the former conception, everything in the universe is strictly scientific, logical and rational, except the meaning of the life itself of man and the whole universe. Life has no meaning, and consequently, from such a conception, there may proceed very many interesting and amusing considerations, but, notwithstanding all efforts to the contrary, nothing necessary for guidance in life. Whereas, according to the latter conception, the life of man and of the whole universe acquires a definite, rational meaning, which has the most direct, simple, and universally accessible adaptability to life; whilst at the same time not excluding the possibility of scientific investigations which, in this case, are put in their proper place.


  Chapter XVI


  Nothing better proves the existence of God than the attempts of the evolutionists to accept morality and deduce it from the struggle for existence.


  It is obvious that morality cannot emanate from struggle; and yet they feel that we cannot do without it, and endeavour to deduce it from their own propositions. To deduce morality from the theory of evolution is as strange and illogical (or even more so) as to deduce it from the ordinances given by the Hebrew God of Sinai. Their mistake, which consists in denying the consciousness of one’s spiritual self as a product of God, a particle of Him, without which there can be no rational view of life – this mistake forces them to admit an unjustifiable and even contradictory mystery. That is, to admit in the form of morality, that same God whom they have excluded from their view of life.


  Chapter XVII


  The other day a Frenchman asked me, ‘Would it not be sufficient to base morality upon righteousness and beauty?’ That is again, that same God whom they are afraid to name.


  Let us endeavour to express that which we know; that which is necessary to us, joyful and certain; and God (the same whom you think it necessary to evade) will help us. By naming Him, I acknowledge my incompleteness, I, His weak, small vessel, endeavour to open in myself that part of me which can receive Him, in order that He may enter into me, in so far as I am able and worthy to receive Him.


  Above all, He is necessary to me in order that I may express where I am going and to whom I go. In this monotonous earthly life I may not feel Him; and I may do without this form of thought and expression. But in relation to my passing from the past life into this one, and from this one into another, I cannot avoid expressing by Him that from whence I come and whither I am going, this being the form of expression nearest to the true character of the case; from God to God; that is from that which is outside of time and space to the same again.


  Chapter XVIII


  It is not that I altogether agree with what you say about the understanding and about God, but my thoughts are in general conformity with yours. I do not say that I agree, because in speaking about these matters, it is often difficult to express accurately what one thinks, and words may say too much or too little. It is therefore never possible to admit that a certain way of formulating completely corresponds to one’s conception. But I see that we think and feel in the same direction, and this gives me great pleasure. It is impossible not to think about these matters, but each of us involuntarily thinks in his own way. To formulate one’s thoughts in the way it has been done in various creeds, is not only useless, but may be dangerous. It is possible and necessary to formulate deductions which are applicable to life, as did Moses: ‘You shall not kill!’; or as Christ said: ‘Resist not evil!’ I repeat, however, that I think in the same direction, and quite agree with you that the understanding is attainable in proportion to one’s purity, humility, and love.


  Chapter XIX


  A prayer


  What am I here, abandoned in the midst of this world? To whom shall I turn? From whom shall I seek an answer? From men?


  They do not know; they laugh; they do not wish to know. They say, ‘That is nonsense. Do not think about it. Here is the world and its attractions live!’


  But they shall not deceive me. I know that they do not believe what they say. They too, like me, are tormented and suffer from the fear of death, of themselves, and of you, Lord, whom they do not wish to name.


  I too, for long did not name you; and I too did the same that they do. I know this deception, and how it oppresses the heart, and how terrible is the fire of despair which is concealed in the heart of him who does not name you. However much they strive to quench it, it will burn up their heart as it used to burn up mine.


  But, Lord, I named you, and my sufferings ceased. My despair has passed.


  I cursed my weakness, but I seek your way and do not despair. I feel your nearness, feel your help when I walk in your ways, and your pardon when I stray from you.


  Thy way is clear and plain. Your yoke is easy and your burden light, but I have long wandered outside your ways, long in the abominations of my youth have I proudly flung off every burden; freed myself from every yoke, and untaught myself to walk in your ways; and both your yoke and your burden have become heavy for me, though I know they are good and light.


  Lord, pardon the errors of my youth, and help me to bear your yoke as joyfully as I accept it.
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