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Understanding the relationship between science and anarchy may seem
counter intuitive. What links can there be between scientific research, its
specific requirements, the relative autonomy of its field, its procedures for
verifying and administering evidence, and a political doctrine of emancipa-
tion which has not hesitated, in its history, to challenge attempts to shape
intellectual and social orders, without excluding recourse to violent action?
The philosophical, intellectual, and ethical field between anarchy and sci-
ence turns out to be more overlapping than expected. Considered from an
emancipatory political perspective, anarchism comprises a set of values cov-
ered by and – coherent within – the scientific ethos: free association, the
free circulation of ideas, and the community of critics. They are, to take
only a few examples, shared by scholarly activity and anarchistic commit-
ment. It would be showing limited ambition, however, to stick only to this
consanguinity of principles.

This collection by Zilsel, therefore aims to identify the concrete junc-
tions between scientific and anarchist practices. The use of the history and
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sociology of science allows us to explore the multitude of pairings and con-
nections between a radical emancipatory political expectation, and the ra-
tional ways of knowing and understanding the world, as proposed by scien-
tific inquiry. Two complementary approaches to the links between science
and anarchy are explored. On the one hand, there is a long history of anar-
chist commitments by scholars: it is then a question of specifying the main
lines and revealing the most salient features. On the other hand, an increas-
ingly abundant reflexive historiography has developed on the relationship
between science and anarchism, studying the incorporation of libertarian
stakes or imperatives into the very ordinariness of science: the goal, from
these perspectives, is to grasp the contours of these proclaimed epistemic po-
sitions. In this introduction, we will propose to demarcate these two plans
of analysis, which the studies brought together in this collection illustrate
and document.

1 Anarchist scholars

Until its condensation or convergence into an emancipatory political move-
ment in the 19ᵗʰ century, anarchism above all aroused the fear of widespread
or universal chaos. In the Encyclopedia (Encyclopédie, ou dictionnaire rai-
sonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers), the term refers to “a disorder in a
State, which consists in the fact that no one has enough authority to com-
mand & enforce the laws, & that consequently the people behave as they
wish, without subordination & without police.” (Diderot and D’Alembert
1751, p. 407) Little by little, by the end of the 18ᵗʰ century, anarchy ceased
to mean only a general disintegration of modes of government or a politi-
cal regime of violence. From Jacques Roux (1752–1794), the so-called “red
priest”, to the Englishman William Godwin (1756–1836), criticisms of the
authoritarian tendencies that can arise at the very heart of the revolution-
ary momentum develop, assigning a new meaning to the idea of anarchism.
Throughout the 19ᵗʰ century, anarchism became an epistemological resource.
And because of this transformation, much more than any other position on
the political spectrum, anarchist commitment has been the subject of a con-
scious and professed integration into the very principles of learned and eru-
dite activity.

From the formation of the international anarchist, within the Interna-
tional Workingman’s Association (IWA), in particular, the relationship be-
tween anarchism and scientific practice took the form of an essential ten-
sion which confronted, on the one hand, a critical approach to scientific
disciplines—promoting a kind of “indiscipline” (Dacheux 2013) against dis-
ciplinary boundaries—and, on the other hand, specific anchorages in scien-
tific disciplines. Thus from the second half of the 19ᵗʰ century, the natural
sciences and geography constituted the privileged fulcrum, or gathering of
forces, of an anarchist scholarly practice, conceived and envisaged as such.
The intellectual trajectories of Élisée Reclus and his Russian counterpart
Pyotr A. Kropotkin illustrate, on this point, the conjunction between the
rational exploration of the world and anarchistic political commitment. The



geographer Reclus is known for his encyclopedic work (the nineteen vol-
umes of his New Universal Geography, published between 1876 and 1894 as
well as the six volumes of The Earth and Its Inhabitants, published from 1905
to 1908; counting as well his numerous travel guides) as well as for his an-
archist commitment which led him to take part in the struggles of the Paris
Commune before going into exile. However, as noted by Richard Lafaille,
Reclus does not systematically articulate the connection between his scien-
tific practice as a geographer and his political commitments as an anarchist:
“[…] if there is indeed, in the New Universal Geography, an anarchist layer,
this stratum certainly not the most important and visible one of the texts’
and is quite far down.” (Lafaille 1989). It is only in The Earth and Its Inhab-
itants that, “Reclus’ anarchist convictions truly surface.” (Lafaille 1989). In
the preface to the first volume, the geographer gives a political cast to his
work: “The “class struggle”, the search for equilibrium, and the sovereign
decision of the individual, such are the three orders of facts revealed to us
by the study of social geography […]” (Reclus 1905, p. iv). Reclus pointedly
links the quest for a harmonious social order between individuals and with
nature with his labors exploring the world.

The geographer, geologist and anarchist theoretician Pyotr Kropotkin
went further. He not only conceptualized the relationship between science
and anarchy (Kropotkine 1913) but, above all, worked to unite anarchist val-
ues and the harmonization of Darwinism to Lamarckism (Garcia 2015; Girón
2003). This naturalistic vein has never ceased to animate research. Even to-
day, the links between the theory of human and/or animal evolution and
anarchism are the subject of extensive investigations (Bettinger 2015). The
article by historian Florian Mathieu, in this collection, “From celestial har-
mony to social harmony: astronomy in the service of the anarchist cause
(1880–1939)”, mines this fissure.

These first motions, aimed at making anarchist resources points of de-
parture for understanding and theorizing observed phenomena, were orga-
nized at a very specific moment in the history of science in the West: dur-
ing the 19ᵗʰ century, while calls to the autonomy of science are multiply-
ing, encouraging reflection on the concrete methods of preserving scholarly
spaces independent of all external constraints, whether political, economic
or cultural—in spite of the fact that this autonomy remains only a horizon
of expectation (Carnino 2015; Fages 2018; Chauveau 2014). It is precisely
within this setting that forms of anarchist practice and ethics have emerged
within scientific disciplines (Pelletier 2018; Ferretti 2017; Roslak 1991). More-
over, scientists engaged in more marginal and less academic subjects, some-
times without explicit connections to anarchist thought, also contributed to
the development of anarchist-type forms of organization, as was the case
with the mathematicians Émile Lemoine (Goldstein 2020) and Charles-Ange
Laisant (Lamandé 2011).

The diversity of anarchist practices as well as the political, editorial and
cultural vitality of anarchism between the end of the 19ᵗʰ century and the
beginning of the 20ᵗʰ century bring forth scholarly connotations that are
more popular than solely academic undertakings. The new field of the pop-



ularization of knowledge allows the blossoming of initiatives centered on
an anarchistic approach to knowledge: Frédéric Stackelberg, an amateur as-
tronomer and anarchist worked to promote an emancipated practice of sci-
ence (Mathieu 2020); Louise Michel labored as an astronomer—as Florian
Mathieu reminds us—then as a botanist during her Polynesian exile (Lamy
and Fages 2021); Ernest Girault interrogated, from the anarchist perspec-
tive, the links between science and nature in conferences open to the great-
est number… This effervescence is found in anarchist educational proposals
which, consistently between the end of the 19ᵗʰ century and the beginning of
the 20ᵗʰ century, attempt to promote an apprenticeship of academic eman-
cipation (Buttier 2021). Célestin Freinet and Paulo Freire both went on to
develop this educational imperative (De Cock and Pereira 2019).

Gradually, however, and in spite of the experience of Spanish anarchism,
anarchism as an emancipatory doctrine was contested by the communistic
ideals promoted by the USSR. The efforts of Soviet scholars to develop an
original scientific outlook then occluded those of anarchists. The different
varieties of Marxism largely occupied the intellectual arena: in 1931 at the
Second International Congress of the History of Science and Technology
in London it was the Marxist theses of Nikolai Bukharin, and the physicist
and historian of science Boris Hessen, that sparked interest (Hessen 2006);
similarly, as Canadian archaeologist Bill Angelbeck underscores in his con-
tribution to this collection, the preponderance of Marxist perspectives in
English-speaking archeology has long suspended any inquiry into alterna-
tive anarchist perspectives.

2 A Feyerabendian Cul-de-Sac?

It was only by the graces of the protest movements of the 1960s and 1970s
that anarchism became once more a significant viewpoint informing scien-
tific practice. The publication in 1975 of Paul Feyerabend’s Against Method:
Outline of an Anarchistic Theory of Knowledge constituted a major advance
in the history of the relationship between science and anarchism.

Feyerabend’s anarchist position must be linked to the philosophical sub-
stratum on which he evolved from the 1950s to the 1970s, and especially
the defense of a rationalist approach ¹. Feyerabend remained, in many ways,
a student of Karl Popper. He showed both a certain distance towards the
master, and at the same time a rather clear criticism of his theses—in par-
ticular that of falsification, to which long developments of Against Method
(Feyerabend 1993, pp. 147-158) are devoted. In his memoirs, entitled Killing
Time, Feyarabend acknowledged that “Popper’s ideas were very seductive”
and that he had “fallen for them”; but he certainly did not want to confer on
“falsificationism” the character of a “sacrament” (Feyerabend 1995, p. 97). In
the 1960s, Feyerabend was in contact with another student of Popper, Joseph
Agassi. Having considered him as a “friend, in a way” (Feyerabend 1995,
p. 97), he maintained a philosophical relationship with him of strong criti-

¹We thank Christopher Donohue for prompting us to write this paragraph.



cal intensity. Agassi published a long and fierce review of Against Method,
which he began by asking, “Howdo you read a book that extols lies?” (Agassi
1976, p. 165).

However, the main motivation for Feyerabend to write Against Method
was his friendly but permanent opposition to the philosopher Imre Lakatos,
who died suddenly in 1974. The book opens with an exergue explaining their
desire to stage their debates:

This essay is the first part of a book on rationalism that was to
be written by Imre Lakatos and myself. I was to attack the ratio-
nalist position, while Imre was to defend it, making mincemeat
of me in the process. (Lakatos et al. 1999, p. 119.)

Feyerabend’s purportedly anarchist position must therefore be reinscribed
in this context of opposition to Popperian-inspired philosophy.

In Against Method, Feyerabend held that “Science is essentially an anar-
chic enterprise” (Feyerabend 1993, p. 5). What Feyerabend considers to be an
anarchist position consists in pointing out the impossibility of ascertaining
(lit. “fitting”) in advance the most efficient methods to obtain scientifically
valid results.

It is clear, then, that the idea of a fixed method, or of a fixed the-
ory of rationality, rests on too naive a view of man and his social
surroundings. To those who look at the rich material provided
by history, and who are not intent on impoverishing it in order
to please their lower instincts, their craving for intellectual se-
curity in the form of clarity, precision, “objectivity”, “truth”, it
will become clear that there is only one principle that can be
defended under all circumstances and in all stages of human de-
velopment. It is the principle: anything goes. (Feyerabend 1993,
pp. 18-19.)

Borrowing nothing (or almost nothing) from the emancipatory anarchist tra-
dition, Feyerabend recognizes that his anarchism is more of a “Dadaism”
which allows him to remain “utterly unimpressed by any serious enterprise”
(Lakatos et al. 1999, p. 294). The philosopher’s enterprise is less libertarian
than iconoclastic, in the sense that it aims to smash the most revered philo-
sophical references.

Over the past few decades, however, this book has played a central role in
popularizing anarchist perspectives within academia, far beyond only those
readers in the history and philosophy of science. However, it has equally
saturated and polarized the discussion of the connections between anar-
chism and scientific practices (van Strien 2020). The book has also had the
effect of framing the debate from an epistemological point of view, rather
than opening it up to sociological, political, educational, or practice-oriented
approaches. Feyerabend’s shifting, and often quite irreverent and jocular,
polemical positions contributed to this polarization. The book is now the
subject of a careful reading around very idea of epistemological anarchism.



Feyerabend articulated a radical epistemological relativism, which undoubt-
edly contributed to the elision of an anarchist perspective in science with the
refusal to mobilize rationality or objectivity, thus confounding Pyrrhonian
skepticism with anarchism. Paradoxically enough, Feyerabend’s approach
opposed the “classical” anarchist view in which skepticism towards author-
ity does not imply a rejection of science, even if criticism of contemporary
technoscience is a powerful agent of anarchist mobilization (Oblomoff 2009).
In this collection, the Canadian philosopher Jamie Shaw thus returns to the
political jumbling achieved by Feyerabend, between intense anarchistic ex-
pectancy and much more iconoclastic, if politically ambiguous, positions.

3 Anarchist reflexivities

In a way, the lack of rigor with which Feyerabend referred to anarchism ² left
the path open for a more reflexive analysis of the links between science and
anarchism. Since the end of the 1960s, anarchist programs have arisenwhich
are no longer content to affirm a general position of agreement or alignment
between scientific practices and anti-authoritarian and emancipatory prin-
ciples ³, but which aim to clarify the methods of proper investigation and
delineation of a specific field of research, that of anarchist studies.

Gérard Gilles proposed, at the end of the 1960s, in two articles for An-
archist Studies, an ambitious redefinition of the very object of anthropology:
the human being. He underscored that he defined “the individual as an ex-
istential structure of the relationship between the body and the world, a
structure that gives meaning and structure of structures […]” (Gilles 1967,
p. 15). The anarchist approach—which considers equally the effects of power
as much as emancipatory ambition—aims to “question the knowledge that
we have or do not have of the meaning of a situation for-itself, and try to
characterize that structure” (Gilles 1967, p. 15). The anthropological project
is based here on an anarchist reorganization of the object of inquiry. Other
perspectives have privileged research methods shaped by anarchist impera-
tives. This is particularly the case of the American historian and anarchist
Theodore Rozsak who, in 1974, contemplated a Gnostic approach to know-
ing:

In the broadest sense, gnosis is augmentative knowledge, in con-
trast to the reductive knowledge characteristic of the sciences.
It is a hospitality of the mind that allows the object of study to
expand itself and become as much as it might become, with no
attempt to restrict or delimit. (Roszak 1974, p. 23.)

²For a defense of epistemological anarchism see, Malolo Dissakè 2001.
³It should be noted, however, that some of the most individualistic versions of anar-

chism have sometimes given rise to reactionary approaches. For example, at the end of the
19ᵗʰ century and in the 20ᵗʰ century, certain anarchists supported eugenics (this was the
case of Paul Robin). Today, there are occasional convergences between the more advanced
forms of tech-savvy capitalism and anarchism. All supposedly anarchist positions in the
scientific field are not emancipatory-far from it!



The advocates of the integration of anarchist principles into scientific prac-
tices emphasize is the widening of possibility allowed by the contestation of
all forms of authority—in particular those found in texts. Nevertheless, the
a priori opposition between the administration of proof and the rejection of
authority is only apparent and a bit shaky. This is the case as first of all, the
authority of a scientific statement is not comparable to this “variety of power
which ensures the obedience of subordinates” (Mendel 2003, p. 26) since the
latter is reviewable and able to be questioned. Simon Schaffer has consis-
tently demonstrated that throughout the history of science, consensus was
the exception, and controversy the rule (Schaffer 2014, p. 10). This is even
more significant because the results obtained by experiments and scientific
observations can serve to challenge established, institutional powers: this
is especially the case for militant understanding that can take all of these
forms ⁴. Yet, dissolving the aphoria that denial of authority also applies to
the authority of scientific evidence, does not imply that scientific practices
are, in principle, aligned with anarchist demands—not by a long shot! As the
scientific field is shaped by competitive relationships and hierarchical influ-
ences (Bourdieu 1976, 2018), the institutions of science multiply the mani-
festations of power. If nothing, therefore, opposes in theory an anarchistic
approach to the ways of knowing, in practice, the authoritarian obstacles
are indeed numerous.

It was with this precise goal of establishing a discipline around a co-
herent anarchist intellectual program, that David Graeber, who tragically
passed away in 2020, had proposed the possibility of an “anarchist anthro-
pology” ⁵. As the Australian anthropologists Holly High and Josh Reno point
out in this collection, it was a question of giving substance to an emancipa-
tory political questioning. According to Graeber, “What sort of social theory
would actually be of interest to those who are trying to help bring about a
world in which people are free to govern their own affairs?” (Graeber 2004,
p. 9). David Graeber assumed that an interpretation of the social world was
always formulated from a particular point of view, and that this point of view
could be that of anarchist emancipation. From then on, Graeber recut the
very objects of anthropological inquiry according to new contours: for exam-
ple, the analysis of “political entities that are not States” (Graeber 2004, p. 68),
or the study of the “ecology of voluntary associations” (Graeber 2004, p. 73)
or even the delineations of “possible dimensions of non-alienated experience
[…]” (Graeber 2004, p. 75). Even if the task was arduous—Graeber made no
secret of the difficulties to be confronted—the possibility of an anarchist re-
formulation of anthropology opened the way to a new understanding of
emerging social processes and phenomena, such as community experiences
and/or those of a sub-state, for example in Chiapas, Mexico. Graeber’s ambi-
tion extended beyond cultural anthropology, as Bill Angelbeck underscores
through reference to similar perspectives developed in archaeology.

Similarly, sociologist Sal Restivo has devised a research agenda for the

⁴We allow ourselves to refer to Lamy 2018.
⁵He followed in the footsteps of other English-speaking anthropologists, such as Harold

Barclay (Barclay 1982).



social sciences and STS that in some ways is quite close to the alternatives
developed by Graeber even if it tends more toward an anarcho-Marxism. In
his 2011 essay Red, Black, and Objective, Restivo argues that an emancipa-
tory epistemic renewal could only concern societies already engaged in an
anarchistic process:

An alternative progressive science or mode of inquiry can only
emerge as the mode of knowing and thinking of an alternative
progressive society. Marx offered us a brief and fuzzy view of
what such a science might look like when he used the term
human science in conjunction with his image of a future soci-
ety. Imagine, then, a social formation in which the person has
primacy, in which social relationships are diversified, cooper-
ative, egalitarian, non-authoritarian, participatory, expressive.
The mode of knowing and thinking in such a society would be
non-exploitative, non-sexist, non-authoritarian, and non-elitist.
The imperative for progressives, then, is to press forward with
their social change agendas. A nuova scienza (new science) will
follow their successes, just as it has the social changes that have
gone before, only rarely as a science of the people, and then only
in localized arenas. (Restivo 2011, pp. 199-200.)

Other attempts to integrate anarchist provisions into the scientific pro-
cess are more circumscribed, and aim less at constituting a general theory of
anarchistic science, than to remain attentive to the emancipatory evidence
that are offered to observation. Thus Holly High, in a piece that was pub-
lished prior her contribution to this collection, hasmade an effort to consider
anarchy as something “banal, mundane, ordinary and everyday” (High 2012,
p. 95). High argues for a sharpened perception of anarchist ways of being
that would blend with anthropologists’ ways of doing:

there is good prospecting to be had for anthropologists in the
intellectual tradition of anarchism, and vice versa, if only be-
cause both anarchism and anthropology are both engaged in
cultural critique. The questions of how people organize and
on what grounds, hierarchical and non-hierarchical social rela-
tions, and how state interventions are framed, legitimated and
resisted are enduring questions. It is because anarchy as a con-
cept and as an intellectual tradition relates to these enduring
questions directly and provocatively that it can prompt inter-
esting questions for anthropological empirical investigation and
reflection. Some anthropologists and some anarchists alike have
argued that the boundaries between state andwider sociality are
blurred because the state, too, is a social relationship. What re-
mains open for investigation is how both anarchic and state re-
lationships manifest in various ways in our field sites. My sense
is that we won’t find purely anarchic relations “out there” and
“back then”—in the hills and in the past as in Scott’s depiction,



or in the contemporary “outback ghettos” and ancient Aborigi-
nal past as Sutton would have it. And nor should we assume too
quickly that ‘the state’ explains all ways of being in the world in
those contexts where state relations are entrenched. Rather, my
sense is that when we start exploring state and anarchic forms
of social relationship together we will find both in uneven and
patchy dispersal wherever we look. This will call attention to
the manifestation, interaction, and alteration of these relation-
ships as we observe them, not out there and back then, but here
and now. (High 2012, pp. 104-105.)

The renewal of the objects and the revision of the scope of the ambi-
tions of anarchism, as well as the more limited proposals of linkages be-
tween anarchism and research practices have fueled, since the 1990s, and in
the English-speaking world, a veritable “anarchist turn” (Blumenfeld et al.
2013). This turn has contributed to the development of “anarchist studies” as
a specific domain of research. In this respect, the creation of journals (such
as Anarchist Studies in 1993 or the Rivista storica dell’anarchismo (Historical
Journal of Anarchism) in 1994; Masini 1994), the foundation of dedicated in-
stitutions (such as the Institute for Anarchist Studies in 1996, which finances
publishing projects and which claim democratic mode of governance ⁶), and
the publication of textbooks (Amster et al. 2009) has shaped a community
of scholars and academics. More surprising cultural affinities have emerged,
since the 1990s, between punk musicians (some bands of this musical sub-
culture explicitly claiming to be anarchists) and scientific research. This is
the case of Greg Graffin, leader of Bad Religion, who defended a doctoral the-
sis in Zoology at Cornell University, and taught paleontology at the UCLA
(Graffin and Olson 2010, Graffin and Provine 2007). He has devoted a book
to defending the links between evolutionary theory and anarchism. Milo
Aukerman, lead singer of The Descendents, did doctoral work as well as a
post-doc in molecular biology (Aukerman 1992). Dexter Holland, founding
member of The Offspring, completed his Ph.D. in molecular biology and is a
virologist (Holland 2017). Finally, François Guillemot, former singer of the
French famous punk band Béruriers Noirs, is a research engineer at the CNRS
and a specialist on the history of Vietnam (Guillemot 2018). All these musi-
cians do not advocate an anarchist stance towards science; but Greg Graffin
has made it a reflexive element of his pedagogy as well as of his music.

This agitation has also led to more specific disciplinary configurations,
for example in anthropology (Gibson and Sillander 2011; Morris 2005), ar-
chaeology (Angelbeck et al. 2018; Gouletquer 2022; Rathbone 2017), geog-
raphy (Springer 2016), sociology (Williams and Shantz 2011) or ecology (as
shown by the work of Brian Morris (Morris 2015), not to mention the nowa-
days wider and avowedly political reception of Murray Bookchin’s texts
Bookchin 1982, 2007, 2019, 2020).

Such a process of disciplinary formation has not (as yet) occurred in the
French-speaking world. However, there is a long tradition of publications

⁶https://anarchiststudies.org/about-2.
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and university theses on various aspects of anarchism ⁷, archive and research
organizations ⁸, the anarchist components contained in major francophone
works (those, quite distinctive, of Jacques Ellul (Ellul 1988), or those of Pierre
Bourdieu, as the sociologist Maxime Quijoux shows in his contribution to
this collection) and, more generally, the elective affinities between the pub-
lic defense of rationalism (Laurens 2019) and the diffusion of anarchist ideas.
This has been illustrated for example by the program held by the Union ratio-
naliste (Rationalist Association) on Radio libertaire (“Radio Anarchy”) from
the 1980s until recently ⁹. Or, again, by the didactic activity carried out by
certain biologists such as Guillaume Lecointre (Lecointre 2018) today, fol-
lowing in the footsteps of André Langaney, of whom an interview completes
this collection in Zilsel.

The channels of diffusion of anarchist ideas are numerous, as well as the
forms of connection of anarchist principles to the practices of knowledge. It
is from this vantage point that we must understand the ever-greater atten-
tion paid today to anarchist educational proposals. The educational initia-
tives inspired by anarchist proposals have blossomed since the 19ᵗʰ century:
from the orphanage of Cempuis coordinated by Paul Robin (Brémand 1992),
including La Ruche (“the Hive”) of Sébastien Faure (Lewin 1992), Summerhill
school of Alexander Sutherland Neill (Neill 1960), the structures founded
by Célestin and Élise Freinet (Freinet 1963, 1968), to the self-managed high
schools (such as those in Saint-Nazaire and Paris, Papantoniou 2010) created
in the aftermath of May 1968. For several years, in the footsteps of Jacques
Rancière’s proposals based on the teachings of Joseph Jacotot (Rancière 1987),
historical and sociological studies have multiplied to understand the numer-
ous anarchist methods of transmitting knowledge. Thus, in a previous issue
of Zilsel, Jean-Charles Buttier addressed the question of anti-authoritarian
pedagogies at the beginning of the 20ᵗʰ century (Buttier 2021). Irene Peirera
has been interested in the educational proposals of Paulo Freire (Pereira
2018); and Laurence De Cock has re-evaluated the potentialities of a criti-
cal pedagogy (De Cock 2018; De Cock and Pereira 2019). In the Anglophone
world, Robert H. Haworth’s research focuses on a theoretical approach to an-
archist pedagogy (Haworth 2012). In all these inquiries, it is less the question
of the production of knowledge that is at stake, than the non-authoritarian
ways of transmitting and diffusing it.

In the editorial space, the work of the Agone publishing house in Mar-
seilles (with the publication of the works of Noam Chomsky, Chomsky 1998,
2010), Jacques Bouveresse, and the thematic issues of the reviewAgone ¹⁰), of
the Atelier de création libertaire in Lyon ¹¹, or of the Lux publishing house in
Montreal (with texts of Bertrand Russell, James Scott, David Graeber (Grae-

⁷In particular in anthropology, e.g. Clastres 1974, Traimond 1997.
⁸The CIRA – Centre international de recherches sur l’anarchisme (International Research

Center on Anarchism) in Lausanne, since 1957, and in Marseilles, since 1965; the Documen-
tations, Informations, Références et Archives library (DIRA) in Montreal, since 2003.

⁹Concerning Maurice Audebert, one of the hosts of this show, see Bruit 2012, pp. 3-5.
¹⁰“L’écriture raisonnée” (Agone 1990), “Neutralité et engagement du savoir” (Rosat 1998),

“Rationalité, vérité & démocratie” (Rosat 2010), etc.
¹¹A libertarian and anarchist publication collective [TN].



ber 2014, 2018, etc.) have maintained and prolonged these long-standing
affinities between science, rationalism, and anarchism. In recent years, there
has been a renewed interest in the subject in the French-speaking social sci-
ences (Hayat and Verhaeghe 2021), under the influence of English-language
anarchist studies and the recent translation of key works (Scott 2013), no-
tably in cultural anthropology (Accolas et al. 2018; Macdonald 2018) and
geography (Pelletier 2013) ¹².

Research on the emancipatory potential of science is these days lead-
ing to a growing interest in so-called “alternative epistemologies”. Feminist
and anarchist approaches share a common interest in a refoundation of the
principles of scientific truth and a critical and relativistic stance regarding
the objectivity/subjectivity dualism, as illustrated by the work of Sandra G.
Harding (Harding 1991, 2015) and Donna Haraway (Haraway 2007).

Based on these works, and considering this “anarchist turn”, the five arti-
cles and the interview with the biologist André Langaney, which constitute
this issue of Zilsel, are a contribution to the current debates on anarchism
and its applications in science. Taken over an extended period, the rela-
tionship between anarchism and science is reinscribed in the disciplinary
tensions that structure scholarly activities: this edited collection sheds light
on the ways in which the different scientific disciplines integrate both the
epistemic (knowledge, methods, etc.) and social (ethical norms, power re-
lations, collective organizations, etc.) aspects of anarchism and anarchistic
theory and practice. Far from being a danger for the imposition of reason
and rationality in science, it seems to us that anarchist and left-libertarian
philosophy constitutes an indispensable resource for thinking about the re-
lation of science and reason to authority, to emancipation, to freedom of
conscience and to the production of knowledge, which can serve in the in-
terest of the greatest number.
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