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About the Author

Fr6d6ric Bastiat (1801-1850) was a French economxst, statesman, and
author. He was the leader of the free-trade movement m France from its

inception in 1840 untd his untimely death in 1850 The first 45 years of

his hfe were spent in preparation for five tremendously productive years
writing in favor of freedom. Bastlat was the founder of the weekly
newspaper Le Ltbre [_change, a contributor to numerous periodicals,
and the author of sundry pamphlets and speeches dealing with the
pressing issues of his day. Most of his writing was done m the years
directly before and after the Revolution of 1848 a time when France
was rapidly embracing socmhsm. As a deputy in the Legislative

Assembly, Bastiat fought valiantly for the private property order, but
unfortunately the majority of his colleagues chose to ignore him. Frdd6ric
Bastiat remains one of the great champions of freedom whose writings
retain their relevance today.





Preface to the English-Language
Edition

Frederic Bastiat has said that the Harmonies is a counterpart

to Economic Sophisms, and, while the latter pulls down, the
Harmonies builds up. Charles Gide and Charles Rist in a stand-
ard treatise, A History of Economic Doctrines, have referred to

"the beautiful unity of conception of the I-larmonies,'" and added,
"we are by no means certain that the Harmonies and the Pam-

phlets are not still the best books that a young student of political
economy can possibly read."

Unfortunately the Harmonies after chapter 10 are unfinished

fragments and therefore are filled with repetitions which Bastiat
would have corrected had he lived. It is also important to keep in
mind that parts of the Harmonies were first given as speeches.

This translation follows as faithfully as possible the original
French standard edition of the complete works of Bastiat. Cross
references have been included among the three volumes of 'the

present translation.
Three types of notes are included: Translator's notes are

directed at the general reader and are mainly about persons and
terms. Editor's notes refer to notes by the editor of the French

edition; Bastiat's notes stand without such notations. Only the

Translator's notes are at the bottom of the page; the Editor's
notes and Bastiat's notes are at the end of the volume. The latter

two are more important but were put in the back to avoid clutter-

ing the pages and to promote readability. Where the French editor

has indicated a cross reference to a chapter or passage in Economic
Sophisms or to any of the pamphlets or speeches included in

Selected Essays on Political Economy, the original reference to the
vii



viii Preface to English-Language Edition

French edition has been replaced by one directing the reader to

the English translation.
Although these three volumes of English translations of Bastiat

are published simultaneously, there is some repetition of the
Translator's notes and the editorial Prefaces. This is necessary

because some may obtain only one volume of this three-volume
series, and therefore each volume has been made as self-sufficient

as possible.
The Editor wishes to express his appreciation to W. Hayden

Boyers, to Dean Russell for writing the Introduction, to Arthur
Goddard, and to the William Volker Fund.

GrORCE B. DE HUSZAR
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Introduction

Fr4d6ric Bastiat, 1801-1850, is generally classified as an econ-
omist. But, as I showed in my book on his life, works, and influ-

ence, his real claim to fame properly belongs in the field of
government--both in its organization and in its philosophy.*
Even so, his contribution to the field of economics was consider-

able, especially in the area of free trade.

Bastiat was a contemporary of Richard Cobden, the man most
responsible for bringing free trade to Great Britain in 1846. The

two men became close friends when Bastiat attempted to do in
France what Cobden had accomplished in England. While Bastiat

was unsuccessful in bringing free trade to France during his life-
time, his disciple, Michel Chevalier, was the co-author with
Cobden of the Anglo-French Treaty of Commerce that finally

accomplished the objective in 1860.
Bastiat's interest in free trade, however, was still incidental to

his passion for freedom in general. As he wrote in one of his
numerous letters to Cobden, "Rather than the fact of free trade

alone, I desire for my country the general philosophy of free
trade. While free trade itself will bring more wealth to us, the
acceptance of the general philosophy that underlies free trade will
inspire all needed reforms."

Bastiat spelled out that philosophy in considerable detail in his

major work, Principles of Political Economy. In the Introduction
to that book, he made the statement, "It would be nonsense for

me to say that socialists have never advanced a truth, and that

economists [those who advocate a free market] have never sup-
ported an error." t As we shall see, one of Bastiat's major ideas

* FrdddricBastiat: Ideas and Influence (Foundation for EconomicEducation, 1963).
All translations in this Introduction are from the original French. Thus, my

selection of words will doubtless differ somewhat from those chosen by the
translator of the text. That, of course, is of no consequence.

xi



xii Introduction

in his Harrn.onies--his theory and definition of value, of which he

was especially proud--is now generally held to be somewhat
pointless. That fact, of course, does not deny the soundness of his

fundamental principle that the interests of mankind are essen-
tially harmonious and can best be realized in a free society where

government confines its actions merely to suppressing the robbers,
murderers, falsifiers, and others who wish to live at the expense
of their fellow men.

The first economic harmony that Bastiat illustrated was the
idea that, as the capital employed in a nation increases, the share

of the resulting production going to the workers tends to increase
both in percentage and in total amount. The share going to the

owners of the capital tends to increase in total amount but to
decrease percentagewise. Bastiat used hypothetical figures merely
to indicate the direction of this relationship that occurs when

capital accumulation increases, with its resulting increase in
production.

DISTRIBUTION OF SttARES OF INCREASED PRODUCTION

"ro OWNERS TO EMPLOYEES

Total Per I [ Per [
Units Cent Units Cent I Units

When total national product is 50 20 10 80 [ 40

When total national product is 75 15 12 85 I 63When total national product is 100 14 14 86 86

That theory was offered to refute the gloomy "iron law of wages"
advanced by Ricardo, as well as Malthus' equally horrible predic-

tion that an increasing population must necessarily face starva-
tion. Bastiat recognized the fact that, in this division of national

income, the amounts and percentages going to capital and labor
would, for a variety of reasons, vary widely from industry to
industry, from country to country, and from time to time. But

he was quite positive that the tendency would be in the direction
indicated by his figures for the nation that encourages the private

accumulation of capital.
This trend that Bastiat predicted in the division of the total

production of the nation is just what did happen under increased
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capital formation in the United States and other countries that

more or less follow the concepts of a market economy.
Bastiat arrived at his theory by observing that new tools and

new methods are more productive than older tools and former
methods, and that competition tends to cause most of the result-
ing benefits to be passed along in higher wages or lower prices, or

both. In either instance, real wages are thereby increased. Like
many of his predecessors, Bastiat also noted that interest on capi-

tal is likely to decline as capital becomes more plentiful. (History
does not record the first person who discovered this primary law
of supply and demand.) At any rate, the verdict of the Twentieth

Century to date refutes the gloomy predictions of Ricardo, who
argued that wages always tend toward the lowest level needed to

sustain the required working force at a minimum standard of
health. Bastiat's optimistic theory that real wages tend to rise
constantly in a free market is more in accord with reality.

Thus, according to Bastiat, the interests of capital and labor
are harmonious, not antagonistic. Each is dependent on the other.
Both gain by working harmoniously together to increase both

capital and production, even though the employees tend to get
the lion's share of the increased production. Government inter-

ference in the long run will injure the interests of both owners
and workers, but most especially the workers.

In his major work, Bastiat discussed the "harmony of capital"
in almost every chapter, and from various viewpoints. His treat-

ment of the subject is, by far, the most convincing part of his
book. While it is doubtless correct to observe that Bastiat con-

tributed nothing new to the actual theory of capital, it is perhaps
equally correct to suggest that his presentation and development
of several facets of the subject are superior to those of his prede-
cessors and teachers--Smith, Say, and others.

We have already noted one of his "harmonies of capital" above.
Here is another. If the market is free, said Bastiat, no one can

accumulate capital (excluding gifts) unless he renders a service to

someone else. The people who have the capital (including the

person who has only one dollar) won't part with it unless they are

offered a product or service that they value as highly as the capi-
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tal. In reality, said Bastiat, capital is always put at the service of
other people who do not own it, and it is always used to satisfy
a desire (good or bad) that other people want satisfied. In that
important sense, all capital is truly owned in common by the
entire community--and the greater the accumulation of capital,
the more its benefits are shared in common.

"Here is a worker whose daily wages is four francs. With two
of them, he can purchase a pair of stockings. If he alone had to
manufacture those stockings completely--from the growing of
the cotton to the transporting of it to the factory and to the spin-
ning of the threads into material of the proper quality and shape--
I suspect that he would never accomplish the task in a lifetime."
Bastiat offered several other similar stories and parables based on
that same idea of the benefits that come to all from the increasing
division of labor that automatically follows the accumulation of
capital.

Contrary to most of his classical predecessors, Bastiat was almost
totally concerned with the interests of the consumer. While he

wished to render justice to the producer (the capitalist and the
entrepreneur), he seemed concerned with him only in passing.
Perhaps that can be explained by the fact that the socialists of
Bastiat's day were in the ascendancy--and Bastiat desired to beat
them at their own game by showing that the workers and con-
sumers (rather than the owners of capital) are the chief benefi-
ciaries of private ownership, competition, free trade, interest,
profits, rent, capital accumulation, and so on.

The harmony that Bastiat found in all this was the same as
that demonstrated by Adam Smith and the physiocrats: In serving
his own selfish interests, the producer has no choice but to serve
first the interests of the consumer, if the market is free. Each

person may be working only to benefit himself but, doubtless
unknown to himself, he is really working primarily to satisfy the
needs and desires of others.

By both observation and reason, Bastiat was led to the conclu-
sion that man tends to satisfy his wants with the least possible
effort. That would seem self-evident, but Bastiat used that simple
axiom to show that a popular way to satisfy one's wants with
minimum effort is to vote for subsidies and protection. Bastiat
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pointed out the awkward fact that such a solution is contrary to

the wants and actions of the persons who must pay the resulting
higher taxes and higher prices. This government path to satisfy-

ing one's wants is antagonistic, rather than harmonious, and is
thus self-defeating in the long run. It will result in less than
maximum production by both those who must pay the subsidy

and those who receive it. When the government interferes, said
Bastiat, the natural harmony of the free and productive market

is destroyed, and the people waste their energies in attempting
to win political power in order to exploit each other. "Everybody

wishes to live at the expense of the state, but they forget that the
state lives at the expense of everybody." In another book, Bastiat

also stated that idea in this way: "The state is the great fiction by
which everybody tries to live at the expense of everybody else."

In his Harmonies, Bastiat felt that he had made a major con-
tribution to political economy by his definition of value. He felt

that his concept should reconcile the conflicting opinions of all
economists--including even the socialists and communistsl He

introduced the subject by making a sharp distinction between
utiht 7 and value. Under utility, he listed the sun, water, and
undeveloped land. According to him, none of the gifts of Nature

have any value--until human effort has been applied to them.
While he specifically rejected the labor theory of value, he may
well have endorsed it unknowingly under another name--service.

According to Bastiat, service is the source of all value, and any

exchange implies equal value. Water has no value in its native
state. But the building of a well and the hauling of the water to
the consumers (services) have value. And the purchaser pays for

it with equal services, even though it may be in the intermediate
form of money that facilitates the transferring of past, present,
and future services.

Bastiat felt compelled to defend the rightness and justice of

every voluntary exchange. Thus, he was most happy with his idea
that the service supplied by the man who accidentally discovers

a valuable diamond is worth a large price (other services) because
it saves the purchaser from the effort that is usually connected
with the securing of such a gem.

Bastiat just ignored the fact that the value to the purchaser
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would be the same, whether the seller had found the diamond,

inherited it, or worked for several years digging it out of the

ground. Thus, the value of an article is clearly not directly related

to the "service" supplied by the seller himself, and Bastiat's effort
to reconcile that fact with his general theory led him completely
astray in this area.

In his chapters oil "Exchange" and "Value," Bastiat quoted

two men who clearly (and perhaps first) saw the true relationship
between exchange and value--and he then scoffed at both of them.
The first was l_tienne Bonnot de Condillac, 1714-1780: "From

the very fact that an exchange is made, it follows that there must
be a profit for each of the contracting parties; otherwise the

exchange would not take place. Thus, each exchange represents
two gains for humanity."

The second quotation cited by Bastiat was by Heinrich Fried-
rich yon Storch, 1766-1835: "Our judgment enables us to dis-
cover the relation that exists between our wants and the utility

of things. The determination that our judgment forms upon the
utility of thin_ also determines their value."

These two statements combined are perhaps the basic concepts

of exchange and value later developed so brilliantly by the
Austrian school of economists. That is, the value of a product or
service is purely subjective on the part of the purchaser; neither

seller nor buyer will make the exchange unless each values what
he receives more than what he gives up; there is no automatic

relationship between value and the labor or capital that goes into
the product or service; no one can determine the value of any

product or service for another person.
Thus, Bastiat had full opportunity to make a vital contribu-

tion to economic thought by developing these two ideas, with
which he was obviously familiar. Most unfortunately, he missed

the opportunity.
Even so, perhaps Bastiat supplies the connecting link between

the English classicists, with their objective theory of value, and
the Austrians, with their subjective theory based on the universal
actions of men in real life. At least, the following series of quota-

tions extracted from various pages of his Harmonies indicates
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clearly that he had advanced far beyond the former and was

making excellent progress toward the latter.

"The subject of political economy is MAN .... [who is]
endowed with tile ability to compare, judge, choose, and act;
which implies that men may form right and wrong judgments,

and make good and bad choices ..... This faculty, given to men
and to men alone, to work for each other, to transmit their efforts,

and to exchange their services through time and space, with all
the infinite and varied combinations thereby involved, is pre-

cisely what constitutes economic science, identifies its origin, and
determines its limits ..... The objects of political economy [the

actions of men in the exchange of their goods and services] cannot
be weighed or measured ..... Exchange is necessary in order to

deterrnine value ..... Owing to ignorance, what one man values
may be despised by another ..... A man's happiness and well-being
are not measured by his efforts, but by his satisfactions, and this

also holds true for society at large ..... It may happen, and fre-

quently does, that the service we esteem highly is in reality harm-
ful to us; value depends on the judgment we form of it ..... In an

exchange society, man seeks to realize value irrespective of utility.
The commodity he produces is not intended to satisfy his own
wants, arid he has little interest in how useful it may be. It is for

the purchaser to judge that. What concerns the producer is that it
should have maximum value in the market ..... It is in vain that

we attempt to separate choice and responsibility."

In addition to the ideas expressed above, Bastiat also developed
in great detail the theory that competition will cause all of the
gifts of Nature to become widespread--including, of course, land
and all other natural resources.

Like almost all economists of his time, Bastiat was obsessed

with this problem of rent on land. If it could not be justified and
harmonized, he said, then the question asked by the socialist
Proudhon was correct: "Who is entitled to the rent on land? Why,
of course, the one who made the land. Then who made it? God.

In that case, would-be owner, get off."

Bastiat's defense of rent covers many pages, but it adds up to

this: Land rent is justified because the owners of the land (current
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and past) have rendered a valuable service. They have cleared tiae
land, drained it, and made it suitable for planting. They have
paid taxes to have roads built to it. If the amount of labor and

capital that has been expended on the agricultural lands of
France were capitalized, Bastiat contended, the current return in
the form of rent would be considered a most unattractive invest-

ment today. Therefore, the owners of land do not enjoy an un-
earned income---or, at least, they would not if the market were
free. Bastiat argued that any "unearned" rent was, like protected

prices for manufactured products, the result of government inter-
ference with domestic and foreign trade. On the subject of rent,

Bastiat was a physiocrat, pure and simple. He also used this
same idea to defend the necessity and justice of a return on capi-

tal in general; all current capital, he said, merely represents past
labor that has been saved and is rendering a service today.

While Bastiat's arguments on land rent are most persuasive--
and were doubtless true in the context presented--they were too

carefully selected to prove any over-all principle. For it is unde-
niably true that land (like other products and services) can and
does vary widely in price for a variety of reasons, and that the

owner of the land can reap a profit (or suffer a loss) even though
he has done no work at all on it. But, once again, it does not

follow that Bastiat was wrong in imagining that harmony can be
found in the private ownership of land and the charging of a
]ree-market rent for its use.

Bastiat was particularly anxious to refute the gloomy theories
of Ricardo and Malthus in regard to wages, rent, population, and

starvation. He felt that his theory that labor receives an increasing
share from additional capital accumulation was an answer to
Ricardo on wages and to Malthus on starvation. He answered

Ricardo directly on the subject of land and rent. Finally, he of-

fered the opinion that if man were freemtruly freemwith God's
help he would discover harmonious ways to keep the population
from increasing beyond the ability of science to discover new
ways to feed it,

Bastiat has no great standing among leading economists as an

innovator or an original thinker in the field of economic theory.
That verdict may be justified. But his development of his central
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idea of a universal harmony in all areas of human relationships

led Gide and Rist to write, "The fundamental doctrines of [the
liberal or optimistic school] were definitely formulated about the
same time, though in very different fashion of course, in the

Principles of Stuart Mill in England and the Harmonies of Bas-
tiat in France."

DuN RUSSELL





To the Youth of France

Eagerness to learn, the need to believe in something, minds

still immune to age-old prejudices, hearts untouched by hatred,
zeal for worthy causes, ardent affections, unselfishness, loyalty,
good faith, enthusiasm for all that is good, beautiful, sincere,

great, wholesome, and spiritual--such are the priceless gifts of
youth. That is why I dedicate this book to the youth of France.
The seed that I now propose to sow must be sterile indeed if it

fails to quicken into life upon soil as propitious as this.

My young friends, I had intended to present you with a finished
painting; I give you instead only a rough sketch. Forgive me.

For who in these times can complete a work of any great scope?
Here is the outline. Seeing it, may some one of you exclaim, like

the great artist: Anch'io son pittore,* and, taking up the brush,
impart to my unfinished canvas color and flesh, light and shade,
feeling and life.

You will think that the title of this work, Economic Harmonies,

is very ambitious. Have I been presumptuous enough to propose
to reveal the providential plan within the social order and the
mechanism of all the forces with which Providence has endowed

humanity to assure its progress?

Certainly not; but I have proposed to put you on the road to
this truth: All men's impulses, when motivated by legitimate self-

interest, fall into a harmonious social pattern. This is the central

idea of this work, and its importance cannot be overemphasized.
It was fashionable, at one time, to laugh at what is called

the social problem; and, it must be admitted, certain of the pro-
posed solutions were only too deserving of derision. But there is

surely nothing laughable about the problem itself; it haunts us
like Banquo's ghost at Macbeth's banquet, except that, far from

being silent, it cries aloud to terror.stricken society: Find a solu-
tion or diel

* ["I, too, am a painter," supposedly the young Correggio'swords when he first saw
gaphael's painting of Saint Cecilia.--Te.ANSLATOR.]

xxi
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Now the nature of this solution, as you readily understand, will
depend greatly upon whether men's interests are, in fact, har-
monious or antagonistic to one another.

If they are harmonious, the answer to our problem is to be
found in liberty; if they are antagonistic, in coercion. In the first
case, it is enough not to interfere; in the second, we must, inevit-
ably, interfere.

But liberty can assume only one form. When we are certain
that each one of the molecules composing a liquid has within it
everything that is needed to determine the general level, we
conclude that the simplest and surest way to obtain this level is
not to interfere with the molecules. All those who accept as their
starting point the thesis that men's interests are harmonious will
agree that the practical solution to the social problem is simply
not to thwart these interests or to try to redirect them.

Coercion, on the other hand, can assume countless forms in
response to countless points of view. Therefore, those schools of
thought that start with the assumption that men's interests are
antagonistic to one another have never yet done anything to solve
the problem except to eliminate liberty. They are still trying to
ascertain which, out of all the infinite forms that coercion can

assume, is the right one, or indeed if there is any right one. And,
if they ever do reach any agreement as to which form of coercion
they prefer, there will still remain the final difficulty of getting
all men everywhere to accept it freely.

But, if we accept the hypothesis that men's interests are by their
very nature inevitably bound to clash, that this conflict can be
averted only by the capricious invention of an artificial social
order, then the condition of mankind is indeed precarious, and
we must fearfully ask ourselves:

1. Shall we be able to find someone who has invented a satisfac-

tory form of coercion?
2. Will this man be able to win over to his plan the countless

schools of thought that have conceived of other forms?
3. Will mankind submit to this form, which, according to our

hypothesis, must run counter to every man's self-interest?
4. Assuming that humanity will consent to being trigged out

in this garment, what will happen if another inventor arrives
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with a better garment? Are men to preserve a bad social order,
knowing that it is bad; or are they to change their social order

every morning, according to the whims of fashion and the ingeni-
ousness of the inventors?

5. Will not all the inventors whose plans have been rejected
now unite against the accepted plan with all the better chance

of destroying it because, by its very nature and design, it runs
counter to every man's self-interest?

6. And, in the last analysis, is there any one human force

capable of overcoming the fundamental antagonism which is
assumed to be characteristic of all human forces?

I could go on indefinitely asking such questions and could,
for example, bring up this difficulty: If you consider individual

self-interest as antagonistic to the general interest, where do you
propose to establish the acting principle of coercion? Where will

you put its fulcrum? Will it be outside of humanity? It would
have to be, in order to escape the consequences of your law. For

if you entrust men with arbitrary power, you must first prove that
these men are molded of a different clay from the rest of us; that
they, unlike us, will never be moved by the inevitable principle

of self-interest; and that when they are placed in a situation
where there can be no possible restraint upon them or any resist-
ance to them, their minds will be exempt from error, their hands

from greed, and their hearts from covetousness.
What makes the various socialist schools (I mean here those

schools that look to an artificial social order for the solution of the

social problem) radically different from the economist* school is
not some minor detail in viewpoint or in preferred form of gov-
ernment; it is to be found in their respective points of departure,

in their answers to this primary and central question: Are men's
interests, when left to themselves, harmonious or antagonistic?
* [As the ensuing pages of this book make clear. Bastiat uses the words "politscal

economy" and the "'economists" to designate in a general way the "classical" school
of economists to which he himself gave allegtance. These include the eighteenth-

century "physiocrats": Quesnay (Tableau dconomtque, 1759), Mercier de la Rivit're,
Dupont de Nemours, Le Tr6sne, Mirabeau, Condorcet, and Turgot; the "Enghsh

School": Adam Smith, Malthus, John Stuart Mill, Senior, Scrope. and Rlcardo, and

his own French contemporaries: Jean-Baptiste Say, Pellegrino Rossi, Garnier, and
others less well known who held similar views on wealth and free exchange. See

also Bastiat's comments in chapter 9._TP.._NSL^TOR.]
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It is evident that the socialists set out in quest of an artifi-

cial social order only because they deemed the natural order to
be either bad or inadequate; and they deemed it bad or inade-
quate only because they felt that men's interests are fundamen-

tally antagonistic, for otherwise they would not have had recourse
to coercion. It is not necesary to force into harmony things that
are inherently harmonious.

Therefore they have found fundamental antagonisms every-
where:

Between the property owner and the worker.
Between capital and labor.

Between the common people and the bourgeoisie.
Between ag-riculture and industry.
Between the farmer and the city-dweller.

Between the native-born and the foreigner.
Between the producer and the consumer.
Between civilization and the social order.

And, to sum it all up in a single phrase:

Between personal liberty and a harmonious social order.
And this explains how it happens that, although they have a

kind of sentimental love for humanity in their hearts, hate flows

from their lips. Each of them reserves all his love for the society
that he has dreamed up; but the natural society in which it is our

lot to live cannot be destroyed soon enough to suit them, so that
from its ruins may rise the New Jerusalem.

I have already stated that the economist school, on the contrary,
starting from the assumption that there is a natural harmony

among men's interests, reaches a conclusion in favor of personal
liberty.

Still, I must admit, if economists, generally speaking, do advo-
cate personal liberty, it is not, unfortunately, equally true that

their principles firmly establish their initial premise that men's
interests are harmonious.

Before going further, and in order to forewarn you against
the conclusions that will inevitably be drawn from this admission,

I must say a word regarding the respective positions of the social-

ists and the political economists.
It would be senseless for me to say that the socialists have never
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discovered truth, and that the political economists have never
fallen into error.

What makes the great division between the two schools is the
difference in their methods. Socialism, like astrology and alchemy,

proceeds by way of the imagination; political economy, like
astronomy and chemistry, proceeds by way of observation.

Two astronomers observing the same phenomenon may not

reach the same conclusion. Despite this temporary disagreement
they feel the bond of a common method that sooner or later will

bring them together. They recognize that they belong to the same
communion. But between the astronomer who observes and the

astrologer who imagines, there stretches an unbridgeable gulf,

although at times some common understanding may perchance
be reached.

The same is true of political economy and socialism.
The economists observe man, the laws of his nature and the

social relations that derive from these laws. The socialists con-

jure up a society out of their imagination and then conceive of a
human heart to fit this society.

Now, if science cannot be wrong, scientists can be. I therefore

do not deny that the economists can make faulty observations,
and I shall even add that in the beginning they inevitably
did.

But note what happens. If men's interests are actually harmoni-
ous, it follows that any observation that would lead logically to

the opposite conclusion--namely, that they are antagonistic--has
been faulty. What then are the socialists' tactics? They collect a

few faulty observations from the economists' works, deduce all the
conclusions to be derived from them, and then prove that they

are disastrous. Up to this point they are within their rights.

Next, they raise their voices in protest against the observer--
Malthus * or Ricardo, t for example. They are still within their
rights. But they do not stop here. They turn against the science of

political economy itself; they accuse it of being heartless and of

* [Thomas Robert Malthus (1766-1834), English economist. Cf. chapter 16 for

Bastiat's discussion of his Essay on the P_znciple o] Populatmn.--TRANSLATOR.]

f [David Rlcardo (1772-1823), English economist of the classical school.--

TRANSLATOR.]
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desiring evil. In so doing, they go against reason and justice; for
science is not responsible for the scientist's faulty observations.

Finally, they go even farther yet. They even accuse society itself
and threaten to destroy it and remake it. And why? Because, they
say, science proves that our present society is on the road to dis-

aster. In this they outrage good sense; for, either science is not
mistaken--and in that case why attack it?--or else it is mistaken,
and in that case they had best leave society alone, since it is in no

danger.
But these tactics, however illogical, can nonetheless be most

harmful to the science of poltical economy, particularly should

those who espouse it give way to the understandable but unfor-
tunate impulse of blindly supporting the opinions of one another
and of their predecessors on all points. Science is a queen whose

court etiquette should be based on a free and easy give-and-take.
An atmosphere of bias and partisanship is fatal to it.

As I have already said, in political economy every erroneous

proposition unfailingly leads to the conclusion that there are
antagonistic elements in the social order. On the other hand, the

numerous writings of the economists, including even the most
eminent, cannot fail to contain a few false propositions. In the
interest of our science and of society it is our duty to point these
out and to correct them. To continue obstinately to defend them

for the sake of preserving the prestige of the whole school would
mean exposing not only ourselves, which is unimportant, but the
truth itself, which is of greater consequence, to the attacks of the
socialists.

To continue, then: I state that the political economists advocate

liberty. But for the idea of liberty to win men's minds and hearts,
it must be firmly based on the premise that men's interests, when
left to themselves, tend to form harmonious combinations and to

work together for progress and the general good.
Now, some of the economists, and among them some who carry

considerable authority, have advanced propositions that step by

step lead logically to the opposite conclusion, that absolute evil
exists, that injustice is inevitable, that inequality will necessarily
increase, that pauperism is unavoidable, etc.

For example, there are, to my knowledge, very few political
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economists who have not attributed value to natural resources, to

the gifts that God has lavished without cost on his creature, man.

The word "value" implies that we surrender the things possessing

it only in return for payment. Therefore, we see men, especially
the landowners, selling God's bounty in return for other men's
toil, and receiving payment for utilities, that is, for the means of

satisfying human wants, without contributing any of their own
labor in return--an obvious, but necessary, injustice, say these
writers.

Then there is the famous theory of Ricardo. It can be summa-

rized in this fashion: The price of foodstuffs is based on the
amount of labor required to produce them on the poorest soils

under cultivation. Now, as population increases, it is necessary
to turn to !ess and less fertile soils. Hence, all humanity (except

the landowner) is forced to exchange a constantly increasing

amount of labor for the same quantity of foodstuffs; or, what
comes to the same thing, to receive a constantly decreasing

quantity of foodstuffs for the same amount of labor; whereas the
owners of the soil see their income rising with each new acre of
inferior land that is put into cultivation. Conclusion: increasing

wealth for the leisure classes; increasing poverty for the laborers:
or, inevitable inequality.

Then there is the even more famous theory of Malthus. Popula-

tion tends to increase more rapidly than the means of subsistence,
and this trend is to be observed at any given moment in the

history of mankind. Now, men cannot live in peace and happiness
unless they have enough to eat. There are only two checks to this

constant threat of excess population: a decrease in the birth rate
or an increase in the mortality rate, with all its attendant horrors.
Moral restraint, in order to be effective, must be observed every-

where, which is more than can be expected. There remains,

then, only the positive check of vice, poverty, war, pestilence,
famine, and death; that is, inevitable pauperism.

I shall not mention other systems of less general import that

also lead to desperately discouraging conclusions. For example,

M. de Tocqueville * and many others like him declare that

• [Alexis Charles Henri Cl_rel de Tocqueville (1805-1859), statesman and author

of numerous significant books.--TlotNSL^'roR.]
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if we admit the right of primogeniture, we end with a very small
and rigid aristocracy; if we do not admit it, we end with the coun-

try divided into tiny, unproductive individual holdings.

And the remarkable thing is that these four melancholy theories
do not in any way come into direct conflict with one another.

If they did, we could find consolation in the fact that they are
mutually destructive. But such is not the case; they agree, they

fit into the same general theory, which, supported by numerous
and plausible facts, apparently explains the convulsive state of

modern society and, since it is endorsed by a number of eminent
authorities, presents itself to our discouraged and bewildered
minds with terrifying conviction.

It remains to be seen how the exponents of this gloomy theory

have at the same time been able to maintain the harmony of
men's interests as their premise and deduce personal liberty as

their conclusion. For certainly, if humanity is inevitably impelled

toward injustice by the laws of value, toward inequality by the laws
of rent, toward poverty by the laws of population, and toward steri-

lization by the laws of heredity, we cannot say that God's handi-
work is harmonious in the social order, as it is in the physical

universe; we must instead admit, with heads bowed in grief, that
He has seen fit to establish His social order on revolting and irre-
mediable discord.

You must not believe, my young friends, that the socialists
have refuted and rejected the theory that, in order to avoid

offending anyone, I shall call the theory of discord. On the con-
trary: despite their protests, they have accepted it as true: and, for

the very reason that they accept it as true, they propose to substi-
tute coercion for freedom, an artificial social order for the natural
social order, and a work of their own contrivance for the handi-

work of God. They say to their opponents (than whom, in this
respect, I am not sure that they are not more logical): If, as you
have declared, men's interests when left to themselves did tend

to combine harmoniously, we could only welcome and extol
freedom as you do. But you have proved irrefutably that these

interests, if allowed to develop freely, lead mankind toward
injustice, inequality, pauperism, and sterility. Therefore, we
react against your theory precisely because it is true. We wish

to destroy society as it now is precisely because it does obey the
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inevitable laws that you have described; we wish to try what we
can do, since God's power has failed.

Thus, there is agreement in regard to the premises. Only in
regard to the conclusion is there disagreement.

The economists to whom I have referred say: The great laws of

Providence are hastening society along the road to disaster; but
we must be careful not to interfere with their action, for they are

fortunately counteracted by other secondary laws that postpone

the final catastrophe, and any arbitrary interference on our part
would only weaken the dike without lowering the great tidal

wave that will eventually engulf us.
The socialists say: The great laws of Providence are hastening

society along the road to disaster; we must abolish them and

choose in their place other laws from our inexhaustible arsenal.

The Catholics say: The great laws of Providence are hastening
society along the road to disaster; we must escape them by

renouncing worldly desires, taking refuge in self-abnegation,
sacrifice, asceticism, and resignation.

And, amid the tumult, the cries of anguish and distress, the

appeals to revolt or to the resignation of despair, I raise my voice
to make men hear these words, which, if true, must silence all

protesting voices: It is not true that the great laws of Providence

are hastening society along the road to disaster.
Thus, while all schools stand divided on the conclusions they

draw from their common premise, I deny their premise. Is not

this the best means of ending the division and the controversy?
The central idea of this work, the harmony of men's interests,

is a simple one. And is not simplicity the touchstone of truth?

The laws governing light, sound, motion, seem to us all the more
true because they are simple. Why should the same thing not be
true of the law of men's interests?

It is conciliatory. For what can be more conciliatory than to

point out the ties that bind together industries, classes, nations,
and even doctrines?

It is reassuring, since it exposes what is false in those systems
that would have us believe that evil must spread and increase.

It is religious, for it tells us that it is not only the celestial but
also the social mechanism that reveals the wisdom and declares

the glory of God.
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It is practical, for certainly no maxim is easier to put into
practice than this: Let men labor, exchange, learn, band together,

act, and react upon one another, since in this way, according to
the laws of Providence, there can result from their free and intel-

ligent activity only order, harmony, progress, and all things that
are good, and increasingly good, and still better, and better yet,

to infinite degree.
Now there, you will say, is the optimism of the economists for

you! They are so completely the slaves of their own systems that
they shut their eyes to the facts for fear of seeing them. In the face

of all the poverty, injustice, and oppression that desolate the
human race, they go on imperturbably denying the existence of
evil. The smell of the gunpowder burned in insurrections does
not reach their indifferent senses; for them the barricades in the

streets are mute; and though society should crumble and fall,

they will continue to repeat: "All is for the best in the best of all

possible worlds."
Certainly not. We do not think that all is for the best.

I have complete faith in the wisdom of the laws of Providence,
and for that reason I have faith in liberty.

The question is whether or not we have liberty.
The question to determine is whether these laws act with full

force, or whether their action is not profoundly disrupted by the

contrary action of institutions of human origin.
Deny evil! Deny pain! Who could? We should have to forget

that we are talking about mankind. We should have to forget that
we ourselves are men. For the laws of Providence to be considered

as harmonious, it is not necessary that they exclude evil. It is

enough that evil have its explanation and purpose, that it be self-

limiting, and that every pain be the means of preventing greater

pain by eliminating whatever causes it.
Society is composed of men, and every man is a free agent.

Since man is free, he can choose; since he can choose, he can err;
since he can err, he can suffer.

I go further: He must err and he must suffer; for his starting

point is ignorance, and in his ignorance he sees before him an
infinite number of unknown roads, all of which save one lead to

error.

Now, all error breeds suffering. And this suffering either falls
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upon the one who has erred, in which case it sets in operation
the law of responsibility; or else it strikes innocent parties, in

which case it sets in motion the marvelous reagent that is the law
of solidarity.

The action of these laws, combined with the ability that has

been given us of seeing the connection between cause and effect,

must bring us back, by the very fact of suffering, to the path of
righteousness and truth.

Thus, we not only do not deny that evil exists; we recognize

that it has its purpose in the social order even as in the physical
universe.

But if evil is to fulfill this purpose, the law of solidarity must

not be made to encroach artificially upon the law of responsi-
bility; in other words, the freedom of the individual must be
respected.

Now, if man-made institutions intervene in these matters to

nullify divine law, evil nonetheless follows upon error, but it

falls upon the wrong person. It strikes him whom it should not
strike; it no longer serves as a warning or a lesson; it is no longer

self-limiting; it is no longer destroyed by its own action; it per-
sists, it grows worse, as would happen in the biological world if

the imprudent acts and excesses committed by the inhabitants of
one hemisphere took their toll only upon the inhabitants of the

other hemisphere.
Now, this is exactly the tendency not only of most of our

governmental institutions but also and to an even greater degree
of those institutions that are designed to serve as remedies for

the evils that afflict us. Under the philanthropic pretext of
fostering among men an artificial kind of solidarity, the indi-

vidual's sense of responsibility becomes more and more apathetic
and ineffectual. Through improper use of the public apparatus
of law enforcement, the relation between labor and wages is

impaired, the operation of the laws of industry and exchange is

disturbed, the natural development of education is distorted, capi-

tal and manpower are misdirected, minds are warped, absurd
demands are inflamed, wild hopes are dangled before men's eyes,

unheard of quantities of human energy are wasted, centers of

population are relocated, experience itself is made ineffective;
in brief, all interests are given artificial foundations, they clash,
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and the people cry: You see, all men's interests are antagonistic.
Personal liberty causes all the trouble. Let us execrate and stifle

personal liberty.
And so, since liberty is still a sacred word and still has the

power to stir men's hearts, her enemies would strip her of her
name and her prestige and, rechristening her competition, would

lead her forth to sacrifice while the applauding multitudes extend
their hands to receive their chains of slavery.

It is not enough, then, to set forth the natural laws of the social
order in all their majestic harmony; it is also necessary to show
the disturbing factors that nullify their action. That is the task I

have undertaken in the second part of this work.

I have tried to avoid controversy. In so doing, I have undoubt-
edly missed the opportunity of presenting my principles with the

comprehensiveness that comes from thorough discussion. But by
drawing the reader's attention to the many details of my digres-
sions, would I not have run the risk of confusing his view of the

whole? If I present the edifice as it actually is, what does it matter

how it has appeared to others, even to those who taught me how
to view it?

And now I confidently appeal to those men of all persuasions
who place justice, truth, and the general welfare above their
own particular systems.

Economists, my conclusion, like yours, is in favor of individual
liberty: and if I undermine some of the premises that have sad-

dened your generous hearts, yet you will perhaps discover in my
work additional reason for loving and serving our sacred cause.

Socialists,* you place your faith in association. I call upon you,

• ["Socialists," "egalitarians,'" "commumsts": In France, before the time of Karl

Marx, of course, these terms were used, as Bastiat uses them, to refer generally

to those political theorists advocating collectivism primarily as a means to advance

equaht'¢. Befme antt during the Revolution they included Morelly (Code de la
nature, 1755); Mably (Doute_ . . . sur I'ordre naturel et essentiel des soczdt_s

Dohtiques, 1768); Babeuf. founder of the society of "the Equals" (executed m 1797),
and his later followers: Philippe Buonarrott, Armand Barb6s, Martin Bernard, and

Louis Auguste Blanqui. Bastiat also includes as sharers of these ideas his con-

temporar} "planners of artificial social orders": Fourier, Lores Blanc, Conslddrant,
Cabet, Owen. anti Saint-Simon (Cf. notes on Fourier. Louis Blanc, Owen, and Cabet,

chapter 1, p. 11: on Proudhon, chapter 5, p. 128; on Consid6rant, p. 550.)
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after you have read this work, to say whether the present social
order, freed from its abuses and the obstacles that have been put

in its way---enjoying, in other words, the condition of freedom--
is not the most admirable, the most complete, the most lasting,

the most universal, and the most equitable of all associations.
Egalitarians,* you recognize only one principle, the reciprocity

o/ services. Let human transactions once be free, and I declare

that they are, or can be, nothing more nor less than a reciprocal

exchange of services, constantly decreasing in cost, or value,
constantly increasing in utility.

Communists, t you desire that men, as brothers, may enjoy
in common the benefits that Providence has lavished upon them

all. I propose to demonstrate that the present social order has only
to achieve freedom in order to realize and go beyond your fondest

hopes and prayers; for in this social order all things are common
to all, provided only that every man either himself go to the

trouble to gather in God's gifts (which is only natural), or else
that he render equivalent service to those who go to this trouble

for him (which is only just).
Christians of all communions, unless you alone of all mankind

doubt the divine wisdom as manifested in the most magnificent

of God's works that it is given us to know, you will not find one
word in this book that contravenes the strictest tenet of your

moral code or the most mystical of your dogmas.
Property owners, however vast may be your possessions, if I

prove that your rights, which people today so vehemently contest,
are confined, as are those of the simplest manual worker, to
receiving services in return for real services performed by you or

your forefathers, then these rights of yours will henceforth be
beyond challenge.

Workers, I promise to prove that you do enjoy the fruits of the
land that you do not own, and with less pain and effort on your

part than you could cultivate them by your own labor on land
given you in its original state, unimproved by other men's labor.

Capitalists and laborers, I believe that I can establish this law:

"In proportion as capital accumulates, the absolute share of

See preceding footnote.

{ See footnote supra on "socialists."
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capital in the total returns of production increases, and its rela-
tive share decreases; labor also finds that its relative share increases

and that its absolute share increases even more sharply. The
opposite effect is observed when capital is frittered away." I If

this law can be established, it is clear that we may conclude that
the interests of workers and employers are harmonious.

Disciples of Malthus, sincere but misjudged lovers of your
fellow man, you whose only fault is your desire to protect human-

ity against the fatal effects of a law that you consider inevitable,
I have a more reassuring law to offer you in its place: "Other

things being equal, increased population means increased effi-
ciency in the means of production." If such is the case, you will

certainly not be the ones to complain that the crown of thorns
has dropped from the brow of our beloved science.

Predatory men, you who, by force or fraud, in spite of the law

or through the agency of the law, grow fat on the people's sub-
stance; you who live by the errors you disseminate, by the igno-

rance you foster, by the wars you foment, by the restraints you
impose on trade; you who tax the labor you have made unpro-

ductive, making it lose even more than you snatch away; you who
charge _for the obstacles you set up, so as to charge again for those

you subsequently take down; you who are the living embodiment
of selfishness in its bad sense; parasitical excrescences of faulty

policies, prepare the corrosive ink of your critique: to you alone
I can make no appeal, for the purpose of this book is to eliminate
you, or rather to eliminate your unjust claims. However much we

may admire compromise, there are two principles between which
there can be no compromise: liberty and coercion.

If the laws of Providence are harmonious, they can be so only
when they operate under conditions of freedom, for otherwise

harmony is lacking. Therefore, when we perceive something
inharmonious in the world, it cannot fail to correspond to some

lack of freedom or justice. Oppressors, plunderers, you who hold
justice in contempt, you cannot take your place in the universal

harmony, for you are the ones who disrupt it.
Does this mean that the effect of this book would be to weaken

the power of government, endanger its stability, lessen its author-
ity? The goal I have in view is precisely the opposite. But let us
understand one another.
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The function of political science is to determine what should
and what should not fall under government control; and in mak-

ing this important distinction, we must not lose sight of the fact

that the state always acts through the instrumentality of force.
Both the services it renders us and those it makes us render in

return are imposed upon us in the form of taxes.
The question then amounts to this: What are the things that

men have the right to impose upon one another by force? Now,
I know of only one, and that is justice. I have no right to force
anyone to be religious, charitable, well educated, or industrious;

but I have the right to force him to be just: this is a case of legiti-
mate self-defense.

Now, there cannot exist for a group of individuals any new

rights over and above those that they already possessed as indi-
viduals. If, therefore, the use of force by the individual is justi-

fied solely on grounds of legitimate self-defense, we need only
recognize that government action always takes the form of force

to conclude that by its very nature it can be exerted solely for the
maintenance of order, security, and justice.

All government action beyond this limit is an encroachment

upon the individual's conscience, intelligence, and industry--in
a word, upon human liberty.

Accordingly, we must set ourselves unceasingly and relentlessly

to the task of freeing the whole domain of private activity from
the encroachments of government. Only on this condition shall
we succeed in winning our liberty or assuring the free play of

the harmonious laws that God has decreed for the development
and progress of the human race.

Will the power of government be weakened by these restric-
tions? Will it lose stability as it loses some of its vastness? Will it

have less authority because it will have fewer functions? Will it

be the object of less respect because it will be the object of fewer
grievances? Will it become more the puppet of special interests
when it has reduced the enormous budgets and the coveted

patronage that are the special interests' lure? Will it be exposed
to greater dangers when it has less responsibility?

On the contrary: it seems evident to me that to restrict the

public police force to its one and only rightful function, but a

function that is essential, unchallenged, constructive, desired
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and accepted by all, is the way to win it universal respect and
co-operation. Once this is accomplished, I cannot see from what

source could come all our present ills of systematic obstruction-
ism, parliamentary bickering, street insurrections, revolutions,

crises, factions, wild notions, demands advanced by all men to
govern under all possible forms, new systems, as dangerous as they

are absurd, which teach the people to look to the government for
everything. We should have an end also to compromising diplo-

macy, to the constant threat of war, and the armed peace that is
nearly as disastrous, to crushing and inevitably inequitable taxa-

tion, to the ever increasing and unnatural meddling of politics
in all things, and to that large-scale and wholly artificial redistri-
bution of capital and labor which is the source of needless irrita-

tion, of constant ups and downs, of economic crises and setbacks.
All these and a thousand other causes of disturbances, friction,

disaffection, envy, and disorder would no longer exist; and those
entrusted with the responsibility of governing would work

together for, and not against, the universal harmony. Harmony
does not exclude evil, but it reduces evil to the smaller and

smaller area left open to it by the ignorance and perversity of
our human frailty, which it is the function of harmony to prevent
or chastise.

Young men, in these times when a lamentable skepticism
appears to be the effect and the punishment of our intellectual

anarchy, I should deem myself happy if the reading of this book
would stir you to utter those reassuring words, so sweet to the

lips, which are not only a refuge from despair but a positive
force, strong enough, we are told, to remove mountains, those

words that begin the Christian's profession of faith: I believe. I
believe, not with blind and submissive faith, for we are not here

concerned with the mysteries of revelation; but with reasoned

scientific faith, as is proper in matters left to man's own inquiry
and investigation. I believe that He who designed the physical
world has not seen fit to remain a stranger to the social world. I

believe that His wisdom extends to human agents possessed of
free will, that He has been able to bring them together and cause
them to move in harmony, even as He has done with inert mole-

cules. I believe that His providence shines forth at least as clearly
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in the laws to which men's wills and men's interests are subject as
in the laws that He has decreed for mass or velocity. I believe that

everything in society, even that which inflicts pain, is a source of
improvement and progress. I believe that evil ends in good and
hastens its coming, whereas the good can never end in evil, and

therefore must eventually triumph. I believe that the inevitable

trend of society is toward a constantly rising physical, intellectual,
and moral level shared by all mankind. I believe, if only man
can win back his freedom of action and be allowed to follow his

natural bent without interference, that his gradual, peaceful
development is assured. I believe these things, not because I

desire them or because they satisfy the longings of my heart, but
because after mature reflection my intellect gives them its full
consent.

AhI if ever you utter these words, I believe, you will be eager

to carry them to others, and the social problem will soon be
solved, for despite all that is said, its solution is simple. Men's

interests are harmonious; therefore, the answer lies entirely in this
one word:/reedom.
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1

Natural and Artificial Social Order 1

Are we really certain that the mechanism of society, like the
mechanism of the heavenly bodies or the mechanism of the

human body, is subject to general laws? Are we really certain that
it is a harmoniously organized whole? Or is it not true that what

is most notable in society is the absence of all order? And is it not
true that a social order is the very thing that all men of good will
and concern for the future are searching for most avidly, the thing

most in the minds of all forward-looking commentators on public

affairs, and of all the pioneers of the intellectual world? Are we
not but a mere confused aggregation of individuals acting discon-

certedly in response to the caprices of our anarchical liberty? Are
our countless masses, now that they have painfully recovered their
liberties one by one, not expecting some great genius to come

and arrange them into a harmonious whole? Now that we have
torn down, must we not begin to build anew? *

If the import of these questions were simply whether society

can dispense with written laws, with regulations, with repressive
measures, whether each man can make unlimited use of his

faculties, even when he might infringe on another's liberties or

do damage to the community as a whole--whether, in a word,

[The reader is reminded that this introduction was written in the days im-

mediately following the Revolution of 1848, when the "bourgeois king," Louis

Philippe, had been overthrown and a Constitutional Convention (of which Bastiat

was a member) was engaged in drafting a constitution for the newly formed Second

Republic. Bastiat did not live to see the sorry aftermath--the coup d'dtat o[ 1852,
which turned the idealistic Second Republic into the Second Empire under

Napoleon III.--T_NSLA'roI_.]
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2 Economic Harmonies

we must see in the doctrine of laissez laire, laissez pa_ser,* the

absolute formula of political economy; the answer could be
doubtful to no one. Political economists do not say that a man

may kill, pillage, burn, that society has only to let him alone;
they say that society's resistance to such acts would manifest
itself in fact even if specific laws against them were lacking; that,

consequently, this resistance is a general law of humanity. They

say that civil or criminal laws must regularize, not contravene,
these general laws on which they are predicated. It is a far cry

from a social order founded on the general laws of humanity to
an artificial, contrived, and invented order that does not take
these laws into account or denies them or scorns them--an order,

in a word, such as some of our modern schools of thought would,

it seems, impose upon us.

For if there are general laws that act independently of written
laws, and whose action needs merely to be regularized by the

latter, we must study these general laws; they can be the object of
scientific investigation, and therefore there is such a thing as the

science of political economy. If, on the contrary, society is a
human invention, if men are only inert matter to which a great
genius, as Rousseau says, must impart feeling and will, movement

and life, then there is no such science as political economy: there
is only an indefinite number of possible and contingent arrange-

ments, and the fate of nations depends on the founding lather
to whom chance has entrusted their destiny.

I shall not indulge in lengthy dissertations to prove that society
is subject to general laws. I shall confine myself to pointing out

certain facts that, though somewhat commonplace, are nonethe-
less important.

Rousseau said, "It requires a great deal of scientific insight to
discern the facts that are close to us." t

* [Laissezpasser: "allow to pass," only slightly different from laissez]aire,which o!
course does not require translation. These phrases are associated with Quesnay
and the other physiocrats.--TRANsL,_roR.]

[This quotation, which so impressed Bastiat that he refers to it five times in the
course o! the Harmonies, is to he found in Part One of the Dzscourseon lnequahty.
The original passage reads as follows: "It is not to him (the savage) that we must
look for the scientific insight man needs in order to observe carefully even once
what he has seen every day."--T_^NSLATOR.]
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Such is the case with the social phenomena in the midst of
which we live and move. Habit has so familiarized us with these

phenomena that we never notice them until, so to speak, some-

thing sharply discordant and abnormal about them forces them
to our attention.

Let us take a man belonging to a modest class in society, a
village cabinetmaker, for example, and let us observe the services
he renders to society and receives in return. This man spends his

day planing boards, making tables and cabinets; he complains

of his status in society, and yet what, in fact, does he receive from
this society in exchange for his labor? The disproportion between
the two is tremendous.

Every day, when he gets up, he dresses; and he has not himself
made any of the numerous articles he puts on. Now, for all these

articles of clothing, simple as they are, to be available to him,
an enormous amount of labor, industry, transportation, and in-

genious invention has been necessary. Americans have had to
produce the cotton; Indians, the dye; Frenchmen, the wool and
the flax; Brazilians, the leather; and all these materials have had

to be shipped to various cities to be processed, spun, woven, dyed,
etc.

Next, he breakfasts. For his bread to arrive every morning, farm

lands have had to be cleared, fenced in, ploughed, fertilized,
planted; the crops have had to be protected from theft; a certain

degree of law and order has had to reign over a vast multitude of
people; wheat has had to be harvested, ground, kneaded, and

prepared; iron, steel, wood, stone have had to be converted by
industry into tools of production; certain men have had to

exploit the strength of animals, others the power of a waterfall,
etc.--all things of which each one by itself alone presupposes an

incalculable output of labor not only in space, but in time as
well.

In the course of the day this man consumes a little sugar and a
little olive oil, and uses a few utensils.

He sends his son to school to receive instruction, which,

though limited, still presupposes on the part of his teachers
research, previous study, and a store of knowledge that startles
one's imagination.
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He leaves his house: he finds his street paved and lighted.
His ownership of a piece of property is contested: he finds

lawyers to plead his rights, judges to reaffirm them, officers of the
law to execute the judgment. These men, too, have had to acquire
extensive and costly knowledge in order to defend and protect
him.

He goes to church: it is a prodigious monument, and the book
that he brings with him is perhaps an even more prodigious
monument of human intelligence. He is taught morals, his mind
is enlightened, his soul is elevated; and for all this to be done,

still another man has had to have professional training, to have
frequented libraries and seminaries, to have drawn knowledge
from all the sources of human tradition, and to have lived the

while without concerning himself directly with his bodily needs.
If our artisan takes a trip, he finds that, to save him time and

lessen his discomfort, other men have smoothed and leveled the

ground, filled in the valleys, lowered the mountains, spanned the

rivers, and, to reduce their friction, placed wheeled cars on blocks
of sandstone or iron rails, tamed horses or steam, etc.

It is impossible not to be struck by the disproportion, truly
incommensurable, that exists between the satisfactions this man

derives from society and the satisfactions that he could provide
for himself if he were reduced to his own resources. I make bold

to say that in one day he consumes more things than he could
produce himself in ten centuries.

What makes the phenomenon stranger still is that the same thing
holds true for all other men. Every one of the members of society

has consumed a million times more than he could have produced;

yet no one has robbed anyone else. If we examine matters closely,
we perceive that our cabinetmaker has paid in services for all
the services he has received. He has, in fact, received nothing that

he did not pay for out of his modest industry; all those ever em-
ployed in serving him, at any time or in any place, have received
or will receive their remuneration.

So ingenious, so powerful, then, is the social mechanism that

every man, even the humblest, obtains in one day more satisfac-
tions than he could produce for himself in several centuries.
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Nor is this all. This social mechanism will seem still more

ingenious if the reader will consider his own case.

I shall assume that he is simply a student. What is he doing in

Paris? How does he live? No one can deny that society puts at his
disposal food, clothing, lodging, amusements, books, instruction

--such a host of things, in a word, that it would take a long time
just to tell how they were produced, to say nothing of actually

producing them. And in return for all these things that have
demanded so much work, the sweat of so many brows, so much

painful toil, so much physical or mental effort, such prodigies of
transportation, so many inventions, transactions, what services

has our student rendered society? None; but he is getting ready
to render them. How, then, can these millions of men who are

engaged in positive, effective, and productive work turn over to
him the fruit of their labor? Here is the explanation: This stu-
dent's father, who was a doctor or a lawyer or a businessman, had

already rendered services---perhaps to Chinese society--and had
received in return, not immediate services, but certificates for

services due him on which he could demand payment at the time

and place and in the form that he saw fit. Today society is paying
for those distant and past services; and, amazingly, if we were to
follow in our minds the chain of endless transactions that had to

take place before the final result was reached, we should see that

each one was paid for his pains; that these certificates passed from
hand to hand, sometimes split up into fractions, sometimes com-

bined into larger sums, until by our student's consumption the
full account was balanced. Is not this indeed a most remarkable

phenomenon?
We should be shutting our eyes to the facts if we refused to

recognize that society cannot present such complicated combina-

tions in which civil and criminal law play so little part without
being subject to a prodigiously ingenious mechanism. This

mechanism is the object of study of political economy.
One other thing worthy of notice is that in this really incalcu-

lable number of transactions that have resulted in maintaining a
student for a day, not one millionth part, perhaps, was done

directly. The things he has enjoyed today, and they are in-
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numerable, are the work of men many of whom have long since

disappeared from the face of the earth. And yet they have been
paid as they intended to be, although the one who profits from
their work today did nothing for them. He did not know them;

he will never know them. The person who is reading this page,

at the very moment he reads it, has the power, though perhaps
he is unaware of it, to set in motion men of all lands, all races,

and, I could almost say, of all times, whites, blacks, redskins, men
of the yellow race; he makes generations dead and gone and

generations still unborn work for his present satisfactions; and
this extraordinary power he owes to the fact that his father once

rendered services to other men who apparently have nothing in
common with those whose labor is being performed today. Yet

such balance was effected in time and space that each was re-
munerated, and each received what he had calculated he should
receive.

In truth, could all this have happened, could such extraordinary
phenomena have occurred, unless there were in society a natural

and wise order that operates without our knowledge?

In our day people talk a great deal about inventing a new
order. Is it certain that any thinker, regardless of the genius we

grant him and the authority we give him, could invent and
operate successfully an order superior to the one whose results
I have just described?

What would it be in terms of its moving parts, its springs,
and its motive forces?

The moving parts are men, that is, beings capable of learning,
reflecting, reasoning, of making errors and of correcting them,

and consequently of making the mechanism itself better or worse.
They are capable of pain and pleasure, and in that respect they

are not only the wheels, but the springs of the machine. They
are also the motive forces, for the source of the power is in them.

They are more than that, for they are the ultimate object and
raison d'dtre of the mechanism, since in the last analysis the

problems of its operation must be solved in terms of their in-
dividual pain or pleasure.

Now, it has been observed, and, alas, the observation has not
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been a difficult one to make, that in the operation, the evolution,
and even the progress (by those who accept the idea that there

has been progress) of this powerful mechanism, many moving
parts were inevitably, family, crushed; that, for a great number

of human beings, the sum of unmerited sufferings far exceeded
the sum of enjoyments.

Faced with this fact, many sincere and generous-hearted men
have lost faith in the mechanism itself. They have repudiated it;

they have refused to study it; they have attacked, often violently,
those who have investigated and expounded its laws; they have

risen up against the nature of things; and, in a word, they have
proposed to organize society according to a new plan in which

injustice, suffering, and error could have no place.
Heaven forbid that I should raise my voice against intentions

so manifestly philanthropic and purel But I should be going
back on my own convictions, I should be turning a deaf ear to
the voice of my own conscience, if I did not say that, in my

opinion, they are on the wrong track.
In the first place, they are reduced by the very nature of their

propaganda to the unfortunate necessity of underestimating the
good that society has produced, of denying its progress, of im-

puting every evil to it, and of almost avidly seeking out evils
and exaggerating them beyond measure.

When a man feels that he has discovered a social order different

from the one that has come into being through the natural

tendencies of mankind, he must, perforce, in order to have his
invention accepted, paint in the most somber colors the results

of the order he seeks to abolish. Therefore, the political theorists
to whom I refer, while enthusiastically and perhaps exaggeratedly

proclaiming the perfectibility of mankind, fall into the strange

contradiction of saying that society is constantly deteriorating.
According to them, men are today a thousand times more
wretched than they were in ancient times, under the feudal

system and the yoke of slavery; the world has become a hell.

If it were possible to conjure up the Paris of the tenth century,

I confidently believe that such a thesis would prove untenable.

Secondly, they are led to condemn even the basic motive power
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of human actions---I mean selpinterestwsince it has brought
about such a state of affairs. Let us note that man is made in

such a way that he seeks pleasure and shuns pain. From this

source, I agree, come all the evils of society: war, slavery,
monopoly, privilege; but from this source also come all the good

things of life, since the satisfaction of wants and the avoidance
of suffering are the motives of human action. The question, then,
is to determine whether this motivating force which, though in-
dividual, is so universal that it becomes a social phenomenon, is

not in itself a basic principle of progress.

In any case, do not the social planners realize that this principle,
inherent in man's very nature, will follow them into their new
orders, and that, once there, it will wreak more serious havoc
than in our natural order, in which one individual's excessive

claims and self-interest are at least held in bounds by the re-

sistance of all the others? These writers always assume two in-

admissible premises: that society, as they conceive it, will be led
by infallible men completely immune to the motive of self-
interest; and that the masses will allow such men to lead them.

Finally, our social planners do not seem in the least concerned

about the implementation of their program. How will they gain
acceptance for their systems? How will they persuade all other men

simultaneously to give up the basic motive for all their actions:
the impulse to satisfy their wants and to avoid suffering? To do

so it would be necessary, as Rousseau said, to change the moral
and physical nature of man.

To induce all men, simultaneously, to cast off, like an ill-fitting

garment, the present social order in which mankind has evolved

since its beginning and adopt, instead, a contrived system, becom-
ing docile cogs in the new machine, only two means, it seems
to me, are available: force or universal consent.

Either the social planner must have at his disposal force capable

of crushing all resistance, so that human beings become mere
wax between his fingers to be molded and fashioned to his whim;
or he must gain by persuasion consent so complete, so exclusive,
so blind even, that the use of force is made unnecessary.
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I defy anyone to show me a third means of setting up and

putting into operation a phalanstery* or any other artificial social
order.

Now, if there are only two means, and we demonstrate that

they are both equally impracticable, we have proved by that
very fact that the social planners are wasting their time and
trouble.

Visionaries though they are, they have never dreamed of having
at their disposal the necessary material force to subjugate to their

bidding all the kings and all the peoples of the earth. King
Alfonso had the presumption to say, "If God had taken me into

His confidence, the solar system would have been better ar-
ranged." t But if he set his wisdom above the Creator's, he was

not mad enough to challenge God's power; and history does
not record that he tried to make the stars turn in accord with
the laws of his own invention. Descartes likewise was content to

construct a little world of dice and strings,+ + recognizing that
he was not strong enough to move the universe. We know of no

one but Xerxes who was so intoxicated with his power as to say
to the waves, "Thus far shall ye come, and no farther." The waves,
however, did not retreat from Xerxes, but Xerxes from the waves,

and, if not for this wise but humiliating precaution, he would
have been drowned.

The social planners, therefore, lack the force to subject human-
ity to their experiments. Even though they should win over
to their cause the Czar of Russia, the Shah of Persia, and the

Khan of the Tartars, and all the rulers who hold absolute power
over their subjects, they still would not have sufficient force to

* [Allusion to Le Phalanst_re ou la r_forme industrielle, the newspaper started

by Francois Marie Charles Fourier in 1832. Fourier proposed a division of society

into "phalanges" or large groups, each numbering about 1600 persons and
occupying a common building, or phalanstdre.--TRANSLArOR.]

J"[This observation, attributed to Alfonso X, "The Learned" (1221-1284), is better
known in English in the form given by Bartlett's Familiar Quotations: "Had I been

present at the Creation, I would have given some useful hints for the better
ordering of the universe."--TRANSLATOm]

_.fin Rule XIII of his Rules /or the Direction of the Mind (1629), Descartes sug-
gests such an experiment with strings and weights.--TRANSLAXOR.]



10 Economic Harmonies

distribute mankind into groups and categories * and abolish the
general laws of property, exchange, heredity and family, for even

in Russia, even in Persia and Tartary, men must to some extent
be taken into account. If the Czar of Russia took it into his head

to alter the moral and physical nature of his subjects, he probably
would soon have a successor, and the successor would not be

tempted to continue the experiment.
Since/orce is a means quite beyond the reach of our numerous

social planners, they have no other resource open to them than to
try to win universal consent.

This can be done in two ways: by persuasion or by imposture.
Persuasionl But not even two minds have ever been known to

reach perfect agreement on every point within even a single
field of knowledge. How, then, can all mankind, diverse in

language, race, customs, spread over the face of the whole earth,

for the most part illiterate, destined to die without ever hearing
the reformer's name, be expected to accept unanimously the new

universal science? What is involved? Changing the pattern of
work, trade, of domestic, civil, religious relations--in a word,

alteripg man's physical and moral nature; and people talk of
rallyi_ag all humanity to the cause by convictionl

Truly, the task appears an arduous one.
When a man comes and says to his fellow men:

"For five thousand years there has been a misunderstanding
between God and man. From Adam's time until now the human

race has been on the wrong road, and if it will but listen to me,
I shall put it back on the right track. God intended mankind to

take a different route; mankind refused, and that is why evil

entered the world. Let mankind hearken to my voice, and turn
about; let it proceed in the opposite direction; then will the light
of happiness shine upon all men."

When, I say, a man begins like this, he is doing well if he get_
five or six disciples to believe him; and from five or six
to a billion men is a far, far cry, so far in fact that the distance is
incalculablel

• [In the original French, groupes and sdries, a reference to Fourier's phalanges
and his proposeddivisions accordingto occupation.--TaANSL^'rOR.]
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And then, reflect that the number of social inventions is as

limitless as man's own imagination; that there is not a single

planner who, after a few hours alone in his study, cannot think
up a new scheme; that the inventions of Fourier, Saint-Simon,
Owen, Cabet, Blanc,* etc., bear no resemblance whatsoever to

one another; that not a day passes without still others burgeoning
forth; that, indeed, humanity has some reason for drawing back

and hesitating before rejecting the order God has given it in

favor of deciding definitely and irrevocably on one of the count-
less social inventions available. For what would happen if, after
one of these schemes had been selected, a better one should

present itself? Can the human race establish a new basis for

property, family, labor, and exchange every day in the year?
Can it risk changing the social order every morning?

"Thus," as Rousseau says, "since the lawgiver cannot use either
force or reason, he must have recourse to a different manner of

authority that can win support without violence and persuade
without convincing."

What is that authority? Imposture. Rousseau does not dare
utter the word; but, as is his invariable custom in such cases, he

puts it behind the transparent veil of a purple passage:
"This," he says, "is what, in all times, forced the founding

fathers of nations to have recourse to the intervention of Heaven

and to give credit to the gods for their own wisdom, so that the

people, submitting to the laws of the state as if to the laws of

• [Francois Marie Charles Fourier (1772-1837), French socialist and advocate of
experimental societies, of which the best known in America was the famous Brook
Farm. In addition to his newspaper, Le Phalanstbre on la rdIorme industrielle (cf.
p. 9), he wrote other works.

Claude Henri de Rouvroy. Comte de Saint-Simon (1760-1825).historic founder
of French socialism, advocate of an industrial state directed by modern science.
His works greatly influenced all socialist thought of his and the next generation.

Robert Owen (1771-1858), British reformer and socialist, active in efforts to
improve factory workers' conditions.

l_tienne Cabet (1788--1856),French socialist theorist and experimenter. He founded
associations in France, Texas, and Illinois.

Louis Blanc (1811-1882),French politician and historian, creator of the "social
workshop," which combined elements of the co-operative and the trade-union,
attributed the evils of society to the pressures of competition, proposing instead
"to each according to his needs, from each according to his abilities."mTaxNSLArOg.]
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Nature, and recognizing the selfsame power as the creator of men
and as the creator of their commonwealth, might obey with
liberty and bear docilely the yoke of their public felicity. The
decrees of sublime reason, which is above the reach of the common

herd, are imputed by the lawgiver to the immortal gods, so as
to win by divine authority the support of those whom human
wisdom could not move. But it is not for every man to make the
gods speak .... "

And so, lest anyone be deceived, he completes his thought in
the words of Machiavelli: Mai non fu alcuno ordinatore cli leggi
STRAORDINARIE in un popolo che non ricorresse a Dio.*

Why does Machiavelli recommend invoking God's authority,
and Rousseau the authority of the gods, and the immortals? I
leave the answer to the reader.

Certainly I do not accuse the modern founding fathers of
stooping to such unworthy subterfuge. Yet, considering the prob-
lem from their point of view, we readily appreciate how easily
they can be carried away by their desire for success. When a
sincere and philanthropic man is firmly convinced that he pos-
sesses a social secret by means of which his fellow men may
ep.joy boundless bliss in this world; when he clearly sees that he
cannot win acceptance of his idea either by force or by reason,
and that guile is his only recourse; his temptation is bound to be
great. We know that even the ministers of the religion that
professes the greatest horror of untruth have not recoiled from
the use of pious fraud; and we observe (witness the case of Rous-
seau, that austere writer who inscribed at the head of all his

works the motto: Fitam impendere veto)t that even proud
philosophy herself can be seduced by the enticements of a very
different motto: The end justifies the means. Why, then, be
surprised if the modern social planners should likewise think in
terms of "giving credit to the gods for their own wisdom, of
putting their own decrees in the mouths of the immortal gods,

* ["Never was there a promulgator of extraordinary laws in a nation who did not

invoke God's authority."--TRAr_SL^TOR.]

"?["Stake life on truth." The quotation comes from Juvenal, Satire IV, line 91

Rousseau used it as Bastiat indicates,--TttANSLaTO_.]
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of winning support without violence and persuading without
convincing"?

We know that, like Moses, Fourier had his Deuteronomy fol-

lowing his Genesis. Saint-Simon and his disciples had gone even

further in their apostolic nonsense. Others, more shrewd, lay
hold of religion in its broadest sense, modifying it to their views

under the name of neo-Christianity. No one can fail to be struck
by the tone of mystic affectation that nearly all the modern re-
formers put into their preachings.

But the efforts in this direction have proved only one thing,
which has, to be sure, its importance, namely, that in our day not

everyone who wills may become a prophet. In vain he proclaims
himself God; nobody believes him, not the public, not his peers,
not even he himself.

Since I have mentioned Rousseau,* I shall venture to make a

few observations about this social planner, particularly as they
will be helpful in showing in what respects artificial social orders
differ from the natural order. This digression, moreover, is not
inopportune, since for some time now the Social Contract has

been hailed as a miraculous prophecy of things to come.
Rousseau was convinced that isolation was man's natural state,

and, consequently, that society was a human invention. "The

social order," he says at the outset, "does not come from Nature;
it is therefore founded on convention."

Furthermore, our philosopher, though loving liberty passion-
ately, had a low opinion of men. He considered them completely
incapable of creating for themselves the institutions of good

government. The intervention of a lawgiver, a founding father,

was therefore indispensable.
"The people being subject to the law should be the authors of

the law," he says. "Only those who associate together have the

right to regulate the conditions of their association. But how
shall they regulate them? Shall it be by common agreement or by

* [While Bastiat was thoroughly familiar with all Rousseau's main political writings
(The Social Contract,Discourse on the Arts and Sciences,Discourse on the Origin oI
Inequality, Discourse on Political Economy). the quotations and paraphrases he
uses here come from the Social Contract: Book x, chap. iv; Book It, chaps, vi and
vii; and Book Ill, chap. Xv.--TRANSLATOR.]



14 Economic Harmonies

a sudden inspiration? How is a blind multitude of men, who

often do not know what they want, since they rarely know what
is good for them, to accomplish of themselves such a vast and

difficult enterprise as that of devising a system of legislation? ....
Individuals see the good and reject it; the public seeks the good

and cannot find it: both are equally in need of guides ..... Hence
the necessity of a lawgiver."

This lawgiver, as we have seen, "being unable to use either
force or reason, must of necessity have recourse to a different

manner of authority," namely, in plain words, to guile and
duplicity.

Nothing can adequately convey the idea of the dizzy heights
above other men on which Rousseau places his lawgiver:

"We should have gods to give laws to men ..... He who dares to
institute a society must feel himself capable, so to speak, of chang-

ing human nature itself .... of altering man's essential constitu-
tion, so that he may strengthen it ..... He must deprive man of

his own powers that he may give him others that are alien to him.
.... The lawgiver is, in every respect, an extraordinary man in the

state .... his function is a unique and superior one, which has
nothing in common with the ordinary human status ..... If it is

true that the great prince is a very special man, what should one
say of the great lawgiver? The former has only to follow the ideal,

whereas it is the latter's role to create it. The lawgiver is the
inventor of the machine; the prince, merely the operator."

And what, then, is mankind in all this? The mere raw material
out of which the machine is constructed.

Truly, what is this but arrogance raised to the point of mono-
mania? Men, then, are the raw materials of a machine that the

prince operates and the lawgiver designs; and the philosopher
rules the lawgiver, placing himself immeasurably above the
common herd, the prince, and the lawgiver himself; he soars
above the human race, stirs it to action, transforms it, molds it, or

rather teaches the founding fathers how to go about the task of

stirring, transforming, and molding it.
However, the founder of a nation must set a goal for himself.

He has human raw material to put to work, and he must shape it
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to a purpose. Since the people are without initiative and every-
thing depends on the lawgiver, he must decide whether his nation
is to be commercial or agricultural, or a society of barbarians and

fisheaters, etc.; but it is to be hoped that the lawgiver makes no
mistake and does not do too much violence to the nature of

things.

The people, by agreeing to form an association, or rather by
forming an association at the will of the lawgiver, have, then, a
very definite end and purpose. "Thus it is," says Rousseau, "that
the Hebrews and more recently the Arabs, had religion as their

principal object; the Athenians, letters; Carthage and Tyre, com-

merce; Rhodes, shipping; Sparta, war; and Rome, civic virtue."
What will be the national objective that will persuade us

French to abandon the isolation of the state of nature in order to

form a new society? Or rather (for we are only inert matter, the

raw material for the machine), toward what end shall our great
lawgiver direct us?

According to the ideas of Rousseau, it could hardly be toward
letters, commerce, or shipping. War is a nobler goal, and civic
virtue is nobler still. Yet there is one goal above all others, one

which "should be the end and purpose of all systems of legisla-

tion, and that is liberty and equality."
But we must know what Rousseau meant by liberty. To enjoy

liberty, according to him, is not to be free, but to cast our vote,

even in case we should be "swept along without violence and

persuaded without being convinced, for then we obey with liberty
and bear docilely the yoke of public felicity."

"Among the Greeks," he said, "all that the populace had to do

it did for itself; the people were constantly assembled in the
• market place, their climate was mild, they were not avaricious,

slaves did all their work, and their great concern was their
liberty."

_ "The English people," he says elsewhere, "believe that they
are free. They are very much mistaken. They are free only while

_' they are electing their members of parliament. Once they have
_. elected them, they are slaves, they are nothing."

_ The people, then, must do for themselves everything that
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relates to the public service if they are to be free, for it is in this
that liberty consists. They must be constantly carrying on elec-

tions, constantly in the market place. Woe to them if they think
of working for their livelihood! The instant a single citizen
decides to take care of his own affairs, that very instant (to use a

favorite phrase of Rousseau) everything is lost.
But surely this is no minor difficulty. What is to be done? For,

obviously, in order to practice virtue, even to enjoy the right to
liberty, we must first stay alive.

We have already noted the rhetorical verbiage that Rousseau

uses to conceal the word "imposture." Now we see him resort to
flights of oratory to gloss over the logical conclusion of his whole
work, which is slave_'y.

"Your harsh climate imposes special wants. For six months in
the year your market place cannot be frequented, your muted

tongues cannot make themselves heard in the open air, and you
fear slavery less than poverty.

"Truly you see that you cannot be free.
"WhatI Liberty can be preserved only if supported by slavery?

Perhaps."
]If Rousseau had ended with this horrible word, the reader

would have been revolted. Recourse to impressive declamation is
in order. Rousseau responds nobly.

"Everything that is unnatural [he is speaking of society] has
its inconveniences, and civil society even more than anything else.
There are unfortunate situations in which one man's liberty

can be preserved only at the expense of another's, and where the
citizen can be perfectly free only on condition that the slave be
abjectly a slave. You nations of the modern world have no slaves,

but you yourselves are slaves; you purchase their freedom at the
price of your own ..... I am unmoved by the noble motives you

attribute to your choice; I find you more cowardly than humane."

Does not this simply mean: Modern nations, you would do
better not to be slaves yourselves but, instead, to own slaves?

I beg the reader to forgive this long digression, which, I trust,
has not been without value. For some time we have had Rous-
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seau and his disciples of the Convention * held up to us as the
apostles of the doctrine of the brotherhood of man. Men as the

raw material, the prince as the operator of a machine, the found-

ing father as the designer, the philosopher high and mighty above
them all, fraud as the means, and slavery as the end--is this the

brotherhood of man that was promised?
It also seemed to me that this analysis of the Social Contract

was useful in showing what characterizes artificial social orders.

Start with the idea that society is contrary to Nature; devise
contrivances to which humanity can be subjected; lose sight of
the fact that humanity has its motive force within itself; consider

men as base raw materials; propose to impart to them movement
and will, feeling and life; set oneself up apart, immeasurably
above the human race--these are the common practices of the

social planners. The plans differ; the planners are all alike.
Among the new arrangements that poor weak mortals are

invited to consider, there is one that is presented in terms
worthy of our attention. Its formula is: progressive and voluntary
association.

But political economy is based on this very assumption, that
'. society is purely an association of the kind described in the fore-

going formula; a very imperfect association, to be sure, because

man is imperfect, but capable of improvement as man himself
improves; in other words, progressive. Is it a question of a closer
association among labor, capital, and talent, which should result

in more wealth for the human family and its better distribution?
Provided the association remains voluntary, that force and con-

straint do not intervene, that the parties to the association do not
propose to make others who refuse to enter foot the bill, in what

way are these associations contrary to the idea of political econ-
omy? Is not political economy, as a science, committed to the

examination of the various forms under which men see fit to join

• [The national assembly formed during the Revolution (1792) to frame a consti-
tution for France. It ruled the nation until October, 1795. The theories of Rousseau,

particularly on equality, civic virtue, and religion, influenced profoundly many of

the seven hundred eighty-two memhers.--TgANSLATOR.]

%



18 Economic Harmonies

their forces and to apportion their tasks, with a view to greater
and more widely diffused prosperity? Does not the business world
frequently furnish us with examples of two, three, four persons
forming such associations? It not the mdtayage, + for all its imper-
fections, a kind of association of capital and labor? Have we not
recently seen stock companies formed that permit even the small-
est investors to participate in the largest enterprises? Are there
not in our country some factories that have established profit-
sharing associations for their workers? Does political economy
condemn these efforts of men to receive a better return for their

labor? Does it declare anywhere that mankind has gone as far as
it can? Quite the contrary, for I am convinced that no science
proves more clearly that society is in its infancy.

But, whatever hopes we may entertain for the future, whatever
ideas we may have of the forms man may discover for the improve-
ment of his relations with his fellow man, for the more equitable
distribution of wealth, and for the dissemination of knowledge
and morality, we must nonetheless recognize that the social order
is composed of elements that are endowed with intelligence,
morality, free will, and perfectibility. If you deprive them of
liberty, you have nothing left but a crude and sorry piece of
machinery.

LibertyI Today, apparently, we are no longer interested. In
this land of ours, this France, where fashion reigns as queen,
liberty seems to have gone out of style. Yet, for myself, I say:
Whoever rejects liberty has no faith in mankind. Recently, it is
alleged, the distressing discovery has been made that liberty leads
inevitably to monopoly.2 No, this monstrous linking, this unnat-
ural joining together of freedom and monopoly is nonexistent;
it is a figment of the imagination that the clear light of political
economy quickly dissipates. Liberty begets monopolyt Oppression
is born of freedom! But, make no mistake about it, to affirm this

is to affirm that man's tendencies are inherently evil, evil in
their nature, evil in their essence; it is to affirm that his natural
bent is toward his deterioration and that his mind is attracted

* [The mdtayage: a system of share-cropping established in the South of France.

--TRANSLATOR,]
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irresistibly toward error. What good, then, are our schools, our

study, our research, our discussions, except to add momentum to
our descent down the fatal slope; since, for man, to learn to
choose is to learn to commit suicide? And if man's tendencies are

perverse, where will the social planners seek to place their ful-
crum? According to their premises, it will have to be outside of
humanity. Will they seek it within themselves, in their own

intelligence, in their own hearts? But they are not yet gods: they

too are men and hence, along with all humanity, careening down
toward the fatal abyss. Will they call upon the state to intervene?
But the state is composed of men; and we should have to prove

that the men who form the state constitute a class apart, to whom
the general laws of society are not applicable, since they are

called upon to make the laws. Unless this be proved, the facing

of the dilemma is not even postponed.
Let us not thus condemn mankind until we have studied its

laws, forces, energies, and tendencies. Newton, after he had dis-

covered the law of gravity, never spoke the name of God without
uncovering his head. As far as intellect is above matter, so far is

_" the social world above the physical universe that Newton revered;

for the celestial mechanism is unaware of the laws it obeys. How
much more reason, then, do we have to bow before the Eternal

Wisdom as we contemplate the mechanism of the social world in
which the universal mind of God also resides (mens agitat
molem),* but with the difference that the social world presents

an additional and stupendous phenomenon: its every atom is an
animate, thinking being endowed with that marvelous energy,

that source of all morality, of all dignity, of all progress, that
exclusive attribute of man--lreedom!

• ["Mind moves matter" (Virgil, Aeneid, VI, 727).--TRm_statTOIt.]
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Wants, Efforts, Satisfactions

What a profoundly appalling spectacle France presentsl It
would be difficult to say whether anarchy has passed from a theory
to a fact or from a fact to a theory, but it is certain that it has
spread everywhere.

The poor have risen against the rich; the proletariat against the
capitalists; agriculture against industry; the country against the
city; the provinces against the capital; the native-born against the
foreigners.

And now the theorists who seek to build a system out of all this
division and conflict step forward. "It is the inevitable result,"
they say, "of the nature of things, that is, of freedom. Man is
possessed of selplove, and this is the cause of all the evil; for, since
he is possessed of self-love, he strives for his own well-being and
can find it only at the expense of his brothers' misfortune. Let us,
then, prevent him from following his impulses; let us stifle
liberty; let us change the human heart; let us find another moti-
vating force to replace the one that God gave him; let us invent an
artificial society and direct it as it should goI"

When the theorist reaches this point, he sees an endless vista
arising to challenge his logic or his imagination. If his mind runs
to dialectics and his temperament to melancholy, he devotes
himself wholly to the analysis of evil; he dissects it, he puts it in
the test tube, he probes it, he goes back to its very beginnings, he
follows it forward to its ultimate consequences; and since, in

20
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view of our innate imperfection, there is nothing in which evil

is not present, there is nothing at which he fails to carp bitterly.

He presents only one side of the question when he examines
property, the family, capital, industry, competition, freedom, self-
interest--the damaging and destructive side. He reduces human

biology, so to speak, to a clinical post-mortem. He defies God to
reconcile what has been said of His infinite goodness with the

existence of evil. He defiles everything, he makes everything dis-
tasteful, he denies everything; nevertheless, he does succeed in

winning a certain sullen and dangerous following among those
classes whose suffering has made them only too vulnerable to

despair.

: If, on the other hand, our theorist has a heart open to benevo-
lence and a mind that delights in illusions, he takes off for the

happy land of dreams. He dreams of Oceanas, Atlantises, Salentes,

Spensones, Icarias, Utopias, and Phalansteries;* he peoples them
with docile, loving, devoted beings who would never impede the

dreamer's flights of fancy. He complacently sets himself up in his
role of Providence. He arranges, he disposes, he creates men to his

own taste. Nothing stops him; no disappointment overtakes him.
He is like the Roman preacher who, pretending that his square

cap was Rousseau, refuted vigorously the Social Contract and
then triumphantly declared that he had reduced his adversary to

i silence. In just this way the reformer dangles before the eyes of
people in misery a seductive picture of ideal bliss well fitted to
make them lose their taste for the harsh necessities of real life.

But the utopian is rarely content to stop at these innocent
dreams. As soon as he tries to win mankind over to them, he

discovers that people do not readily lend themselves to transform-

ation. Men resist; they grow bitter. In order to win them over, he
_ speaks not merely of the good things that they are rejecting; he

* [Reference to various utopias, classic and contemporary: Oceana, by James Har-
rington (1656); The New Atlantis (unfinished), by Francis Bacon; Salente (or

_' Salentum), the imaginary site of an imaginary government in T_ldmaque (1699), by
F_nelon (see note to chap. 3, p. 37); Spensone, the Millennium or Happy World, by

Thomas Spense (1750-1814); Voyage to lcaria, by ¢-tienne Cabet; Phalanstdre (or
phalanstery, housing), the model society of Fourier (see note to chap. 1, p. 9).

--TRANSLATOR.]
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speaks especially of the evils from which he proposes to deliver
them. He cannot paint these too strikingly. He grows accustomed
to increasing the intensity of the colors on his palette. He seeks out
the evil in present-day society as passionately as another would
seek out the good. He sees only suffering, rags, emaciated bodies,
starvation, pain, oppression. He is amazed, he is exasperated, by
the fact that society is not sufficiently aware of all its misery.
He neglects nothing as he tries to make it shake off its apathy,
and, after beginning with benevolence, he, too, ends with
misanthropy. 2

God forbid that I should question any man's sincerityl But I
really cannot understand how those political theorists who see a
fundamental antagonism at the foundation of the natural order
of society can enjoy a moment's calm and repose. It seems to me
that discouragement and despair must be their unhappy lot. For
if nature erred in making selpinterest the mainspring of human
society (and her error is evident as soon as we admit that men's
interests are inherently antagonistic), how can they fail to see
that the evil is beyond repair? Not being able to go beyond men,
for we are men ourselves, where shall we find a fulcrum for our
lever with which to change human tendencies? Shall we call upon
law and order, the magistrates, the state, the legislator? But to do
so is to appeal to men, that is, to beings subject to the common
infirmity. Shall we resort to universal suffrage? But this is only
giving the freest rein of all to the universal tendency.

Only one recourse, then, remains open to these social planners.
They must pass themselves off as the possessors of a special revela-
tion, as prophets, molded from a different clay, drawing their
inspiration from a different source from that of the rest of man-
kind; and this is doubtless the reason that we often see them

enveloping their systems and their admonitions in mystical
phraseology. But if they are sent from God, let them prove their
high calling. In the last analysis, what they desire is supreme
authority, the most absolute, despotic power that ever existed.
They not only desire to control our actions; they even go so far
as to propose to alter the very nature of our feelings. The least
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that can be asked is that they show their credentials. Do they
expect that humanity will take them at their word, especially

when they can come to no agreement among themselves?
But, before we examine their blueprints for artificial societies,

is there not something we should make sure of, namely: Are they
not on the wrong track from the very outset? Is it, indeed, certain

that men's interests are inherently antagonistic, that inequality
develops inevitably and irremediably in the natural order of

human society, under the influence of self-interest, and that God,
therefore, was obviously wrong when He told man to pursue his

own happiness?
This is what I propose to investigate.

Taking man as God saw fit to make him, capable of anticipating
the future and of learning from the past, hence perfectible, given
to self-love admittedly, but kindly disposed toward others and

invariably quick to respond to their kindly affections, I seek to
learn what social order necessarily results from the combination

of these elements if their free play is not interfered with.
If we find that the resulting order leads progressively toward

the general welfare, improvement and equality; toward the physi-
cal, intellectual, and moral leveling of all classes, and that this

level is constantly raised; then God's ways will be vindicated. We
shall learn to our joy that there are no gaps in the creation, and
that the social order, like all the others, bears witness to the
existence of the harmonious laws before which Newton bowed in

reverence, and which moved the psalmist to cry out: Coeli enar-

rant gloriam Dei.*
Rousseau said: "If I were a prince or a lawgiver, I should not

waste my time saying what must be done; I should do it, or hold
my tongue." t

I am not a prince, but the confidence of my fellow citizens in

me has made me a lawgiver. + Perhaps they will tell me that it
is time for me to act and not to write.

• ["The heavens declare the glory of God." Psalm XIX.--TRANSLATOR.]

t [The S_cial Contract, Preamble to Book I.--TRANSLATOR.]

$ [Bastiat had just been elected a Deputy to the National Assembly.mTttaSSLATOR. l
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I ask their pardon. Whether it is the truth itself that urges me
on, or whether I am the victim of an illusion, the fact remains that

I feel the need of putting together into a single volume ideas for
which, to date, I have failed to win acceptance because I have

presented them separately, as scattered fragments. It seems to me
that I perceive in the interplay of the natural laws of society sub-

time and reassuring harmonies. What I see, or think I see, must I
not try to show to others, in order to rally together around an ideal
of peace and brotherhood men whose minds have been misled,

whose hearts have become embittered? If, when our beloved ship

of state is tossed by the storm, I appear sometimes to withdraw, in
order to get my bearings, from the post to which I have been

called, the reason is that my feeble hands are unavailing at the
helm. And besides, am I betraying my trust when I reflect on the
causes of the storm and strive to act accordingly? And who knows

whether it would be granted to me to do tomorrow what I should
fail to do today?

I shall begin by setting down a few general ideas about eco-

nomics. Using the works of my predecessors, I shall try to sum
up the science of political economy in a single, simple, true, and
constructive principle, one that political economists from the very
beginning have been dimly aware of and have come closer and

closer to comprehending. Perhaps the time has now come to give

it expression in a definitive formula. Then, in the light of this
clear knowledge, I shall try to resolve a few of the problems still
controversial, such as competition, the role of the machine,

foreign trade, luxury, capital, income from investments, etc. I

shall point out some of the relationships, or rather, the harmonies,
that exist between political economy and the other moral and

social sciences, with a glance at the important topics designated
by the words "self-interest," "'property," "public ownership,"

"liberty," "equality," "responsibility," "solidarity," "brother-
hood," "unity." Finally, I shall call the reader's attention to the

artificial obstacles that beset the peaceful, orderly, and progres-
sive development of human society. From these two ideas--natu-

ral, harmonious laws, on the one hand, and artificial, disruptive
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elements on the other--will be deduced the solution of the social

problem.

It would be difficult to fail to see the pitfalls that threaten this

undertaking from two sides. In the midst of the hurricane that is
sweeping us along, if our book is too abstruse, it will not be read:

if it succeeds in winning readers, it will be because the questions
it poses have been touched upon only lightly. How can we
reconcile scientific integrity with the demands of the reader? To

satisfy all the requirements of form and content, we should have

to weigh each word and study its context. It is thus that the
crystal is formed drop by drop in silence and obscurity. Silence,
retirement, time, peace of mind I have none of these: and I am

: compelled to appeal to the good sense of the public and to beg
its indulgence.

_ The subject of political economy is man.

: But it does not embrace the whole man. Religious sentiment,
paternal and maternal affection, filial devotion, love, friendship,

patriotism, charity, politeness---these belong to the moral realm,
which embraces all the appealing regions of human sympathy,

leaving for the sister science of political economy only the cold
domain of self-interest. This fact is unfairly forgotten when we

reproach political economy with lacking the charm and grace of
moral philosophy. How could it be otherwise? Let us challenge
the right of political economy to exist as a science, but let us not
force it to pretend to be what it is not. If human transactions

whose object is wealth are vast enough and complicated enough

to constitute a special science, let us grant it its own special appeal,
and not reduce it to talking of self-interest in the language of

sentiment. I am personally convinced that recently we have done
it no service by demanding from it a tone of enthusiastic senti-

mentality that from its lips can sound only like hollow declama-
tion. What does it deal with? With transactions carried on

between people who do not know each other, who owe each other

nothing beyond simple justice, who are defending and seeking to
advance their own self-interest. It deals with claims that are
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restricted and limited by other claims, where self-sacrifice and
unselfish dedication have no place. Take up the poet's lyre, then,
to speak of these things. I would as soon see Lamartine * consult a
table of logarithms to sing his odes._

This is not to say that political economy does not have its own
special poetry. Whenever there is order and harmony, there is
poetry. But it is to be found in the results, not in the demonstra-
tions. It is revealed; it is not created by the demonstrator. Kepler
did not set himself up as a poet; yet certainly the laws he dis-
covered are the true poetry of the mind.

Thus, political economy regards man from one side only, and
our first concern must be to study him from this point of view.
For this reason we cannot avoid going back to the primary phe-
nomena of human sensation and activity. Let me reassure the
reader, however. Our stay in the cloudy regions of metaphysics
will not be a long one, and we shall borrow from this science
only a few simple, clear, and, if possible, incontestable ideas.

The soul (or, not to become involved in spiritual questions,
man) is endowed with the faculty of sense perception. Whether
sense perception resides in the body or in the soul, the fact
remains that as a passive being he experiences sensations that are
painful or pleasurable. As an active being he strives to banish the
former and multiply the latter. The result, which affects him
again as a passive being, can be called satisfaction.

From the general idea of sensation come the more definite ideas
of pain, wants, desires, tastes, appetites, on the one hand; and, on
the other, of pleasure, enjoyment, fulfillment, and well-being.

Between these extremes is interposed a mean, and from the
general idea of activity come the more definite ideas of pain,
effort, fatigue, labor, and production.

An analysis of sensation and acttvity shows one word common

• [Alphonse Marie Louis de Lamartine (1790-1869), one of the great poets of French

romanticism and subsequently a distinguished statesman. First elected Deputy in
1854, he knew his greatest glory at the time of the Revolution of 1848, when he was

a prime mover in the establishment of the Second Republic. By his eloquence he
calmed the Paris mobs which threatened to destroy it, and became the head of the

provisional government. More an idealist than practical politician, however, he soon

lost influence and retired to private life in 1851.--T_NsI_lXm.]
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to both domains, the word pain. It is pain/ul to experience
certain sensations, and we can stop them only by an effort that we
call taking pains. Thus, we are apprised that here below we have
little else than the choice of two evils.

Everything in this complex of phenomena is on the personal
level, the sensation that precedes the effort as well as the satisfac-
tion that follows it.

We cannot doubt that sell.interest is the mainspring of human
nature. It must be clearly understood that this word is used here to
designate a universal, incontestable fact, resulting from the nature
of man, and not an adverse judgment, as would be the word
selfishness. The moral sciences would be impossible if we per-
verted at the outset the terms that the subject demands.

Human effort does not always and inevitably intervene between
sensation and satisfaction. Sometimes satisfaction is obtained by
itself. More often effort is exerted on material objects, through
the agency of/orces that Nature has without cost placed at man's
disposal.

If we give the name of utility to everything that effects the
satisfaction of wants, then there are two kinds of utility. One
kind is given us by Providence without cost to ourselves; the
other kind insists, so to speak, on being purchased through
effort.

Thus, the complete cycle embraces, or can embrace, these four
ideas:

Want f GratuitOUSonerousUtiiityUtilityt Satisfaction

Man is endowed with a faculty for improvement. He compares,
he looks ahead, he learns, he profits by experience. If want is a
pain, and effort too entails pains, there is no reason for him not
to seek to reduce the pains of the effort if he can do so without
impairing the satisfaction that is its goal. This is what he accom-
plishes when he succeeds in replacing onerous utility by gratuitous
utility, which is the constant object of his search.



28 Economic Harmonies

Our self-interest is such that we constantly seek to increase the
sum of our satisfactions in relation to our efforts; and our intelli-

gence is such--in the cases where our attempt is successfulJthat
we reach our goal through increasing the amount of gratuitous
utility in relation to onerous utility.

Every time progress of this type is achieved, a part of our efforts

is freed to be placed on the available list, so to speak; and we have
the option either of enjoying more rest or of working for the
satisfaction of new desires if these are keen enough to stir us to
action.

Such is the source of all progress in the economic order. It is
also, as we easily comprehend, the source of all miscalculations,
for progress and miscalculation both have their roots in that mar-

velous and special gift that God has bestowed upon man: free
wzll.

We are endowed with the faculty of comparing, of judging, of
choosing, and of acting accordingly. This implies that we can

arrive at a good or a bad judgment, make a good or a bad choice--

a fact that it is never idle to remind men of when we speak to
them of liberty.

We are not, to be sure, mistaken about our own sensations, and

we discern with an infallible instinct whether they are painful
or pleasurable. But how many different forms our errors of judg-

ment can take! We can mistake the cause and pursue eagerly, as
something sure to give us pleasure, what can give us only pain; or
we can fail to see the relation of cause and effect and be unaware

that an immediate pleasure wilt be followed ultimately by greater
pain; or again, we can be mistaken as to the relative importance
of our wants and our desires.

We can give a wrong direction to our efforts not only through
ignorance, but also through the perversity of our will. "Man,"

said de Bonald,* is an intellect served by bodily organs." Indeed!
Do we have nothing else? Do we not have passions?

When we speak, then, of harmony, we do not mean that the
natural arrangement of the social world is such that error and

* [Louis Gabriel Ambroise, Vicomte de Bonald (1754-1840), French rnoraliste and

political reactionary, author of various treatises on religious, social, and philo-
sophical q uestions.--TRaNSLATOR.]
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vice have been excluded. To advance such a thesis in the face of

the facts would be carrying the love of system to the point of
madness. For this harmony to be without any discordant note,
man would have to be without free will, or else infallible. We

say only this: Man's principal social tendencies are harmonious
in that, as every error leads to disillusionment and every vice

to punishment, the discords tend constantly to disappear.

A first and vague notion of the nature of property can be
deduced from these premises. Since it is the individual who
experiences the sensation, the desire, the want; since it is the
individual who exerts the effort; the satisfactions also must have

their end in him, for otherwise the effort would be meaningless.

The same holds true of inheritance. No theory, no flights of
oratory can succeed in keeping fathers from loving their children.

The people who delight in setting up imaginary societies may
consider this regrettable, but it is a fact. A father will expend as
much effort, perhaps more, for his children's satisfactions as for

his own. If, then, a new law contrary to Nature should forbid the

bequest of private property, it would not only in itself do violence
to the rights of private property, but it would also prevent the

creation of new private property by paralyzing a full half of
human effort.

Self-interest, private property, inheritance--we shall have oc-

casion to come back to these topics. Let us first, however, try to
establish the limits of the science with which we are concerned.

I am not one of those who believe that a science has inherently
its own natural and immutable boundaries. In the realm of ideas,

as in the realm of material objects, everything is linked together,

everything is connected; all truths merge into one another, and
every science, to be complete, must embrace all others. It has

been well said that for an infinite intelligence there would be
only one single truth. It is only our human frailty, therefore, that

reduces us to study a certain order of phenomena as though iso-
lated, and the resulting classifications cannot avoid a certain
arbitrariness.

The true merit consists in the exact exposition of the facts,
their causes and their effects. There is also merit, but a purely
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minor and relative one, in determining, not rigorously, which is
impossible, but rationally, the type of facts to be considered.

! say this so that it may not be supposed that I wish to criticize
my predecessors if ! happen to give to political economy some-
what different limits from those that they have assigned to it.

In recent years economists have frequently been reproached for
too great a preoccupation with the question of wealth. It has been
felt that they should have included as part of political economy
everything that contributes, directly or indirectly, to human
happiness or suffering; and it has even been alleged that they
denied the existence of everything that they did not discuss, for
example, the manifestations of altruism, as natural to the heart of
man as self-interest. This is like accusing the mineralogist of
denying the existence of the animal kingdom. Is not wealth--i.e.,
the laws of its production, distribution, and consumptionmsufti-
ciently vast and important a subject to constitute a special field of
science? If the conclusions of the economist were in contradiction

to those in the fields of government or ethics, I could understand
the accusation. We could say to him, "By limiting yourself, you
have lost your way, for it is not possible for two truths to be in
conflict." Perhaps one result of the work that I am submitting to
the public may be that the science of wealth will be seen to be
in perfect harmony with all the other sciences.

Of the three terms that encompass the human condition--sen-
sation, effort, satisfaction--the first and the last are always, and
inevitably, merged in the same individual. It is impossible to think
of them as separated. We can conceive of a sensation that is not
satisfied, a want that is not fulfilled, but never can we conceive

of a want felt by one man and its satisfaction experienced by
another.

If the same held true of the middle term, effort, man would be
a completely solitary creature. The economic phenomenon would
occur in its entirety within an isolated individual. There could

be a juxtaposition of persons; there could not be a society. There
could be a personal economy; there could not be a political
economy.

But such is not the case. It is quite possible, and indeed it
frequendy happens, that one person's want owes its satisfaction to
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another person's effort. The fact is that if we think of all the
satisfactions that come to us, we shall all recognize that we derive
most of them from efforts we have not made; and likewise, that

the labor that we perform, each in our own calling, almost always
goes to satisfy desires that are not ours.

Thus, we realize that it is not in wants or in satisfactions,
which are essentially personal and intransmissible phenomena,
but in the nature of the middle term, human effort, that we must

seek the social principle, the origin of political economy. It is, in
fact, precisely this faculty of working for one another, which is
given to mankind and only to mankind, this transfer of efforts,
this exchange of services, with all the infinitely complicated
combinations of which it is susceptible in time and space, that
constitutes the science of economics, demonstrates its origins, and
determines its limits.

I therefore say: Political economy has as its special field all
those efforts of men that are capable of satisfying, subject to serv-
ices in return, the wants of persons other than the one mal_ing
the effort, and, consequently, those wants and satisfactions that are
related to efforts of this kind.

Thus, to cite an example, the act of breathing, although con-
mining the three elements that make up the economic phenom-
enon, does not belong to the science of economics, and the
reason is apparent: we are concerned here with a set of facts in
which not only the two extremes---want and satisfaction--are
nontransferable (as they always are), but the middle element,
effort, as well. We ask no one's help in order to breathe; no giving
or receiving is involved. By its very nature it is an individual act
and a nonsocial one, which cannot be included in a science that,
as its very name implies, deals entirely with interrelations.

But let special circumstances arise that require men to help
one another to breathe, as when a workman goes down in a diving
bell, or a doctor operates a pulmotor, or the police take steps to
purify the air; then we have a want satisfied by a person other
than the one experiencing it, we have a service rendered, and
breathing itself, at least on the score of assistance and remunera-
tion, comes within the scope of political economy.

It is not necessary that the transaction be actually completed.
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Provided only a transaction is possible, the labor involved be-
comes economic in character. The farmer who raises wheat for

his own use performs an economic act in that the wheat is
exchangeable.

To make an effort in order to satisfy another person's want is

to perform a service for him. If a service is stipulated in return,
there is an exchange of services; and, since this is the most com-
mon situation, political economy may be defined as the theory of

exchange.
However keen may be the want of one of the contracting

parties, however great the effort of the other, if the exchange
is freely made, the two services are o_ equal value. Value, then,

consists in the comparative estimation of reciprocal services, and
political economy may also be defined as the theory of value.

I have just defined political economy and marked out the area
it covers, without mentioning one essential element: gratuitous

utility, or utihty without effort.
All authors have commented on the fact that we derive count-

less satisfactions from this source. They have termed these utili-

ties, _uch as air, water, sunlight, etc., natural wealth, in contrast
to social wealth, and then dismissed them; and, in fact, since they

lead to no effort, no exchange, no service, and, being without
value, figure in no inventory, it would seem that they should not

be included within the scope of political economy.
This exclusion would be logical if gratuitoths utility were a fixed,

invariable quantity always distinct from onerous utility, that is,

utility created by effort; but the two are constantly intermingled
and in inverse ratio. Man strives ceaselessly to substitute the one

for the other, that is, to obtain, with the help of natural and
gratuitous utilities, the same results with less effort. He makes

wind, gravity, heat, gas do for him what originally he accomplished
only by the strength of his own muscles.

Now, what happens? Although the result is the same, the effort

is less. Less effort implies less service, and less service implies less
value. All progress, therefore, destroys some degree of value, but

how? Not at all by impairing the usefulness of the result, but by
substituting gratuitous utility for onerous utility, natural wealth

for social wealth. From one point of view, the part of value thus
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destroyed no longer belongs in the field of political economy,
since it does not figure in our inventories; for it can no longer be
exchanged, i.e., bought or sold, and humanity enjoys it without

effort, almost without being aware of it. It can no longer be
counted as relative wealth; it takes its place among the blessings of

God. But, on the other hand, political economy would certainly be
in error in not taking account of it. To fail to do so would be to
lose sight of the essential, the main consideration of all: the final
outcome, the useful result; it would be to misunderstand the

strongest forces working for sharing in common and equality; it

would be to see everything in the social order except the existing
harmony. If this book is destined to advance political economy a

single step, it will be through keeping constantly before the read-
er's eyes that part of value which is successively destroyed and

then reclaimed in the form of gratuitous utility for all humanity.
I shall here make an observation that will prove how much the

various sciences overlap and how close they are to merging into
one.

I have just defined service. It is eOort on the part of one man,
whereas the want and the satis[action are another's. Sometimes

the service is rendered gratis, without payment, without any serv-

ice exacted in return. It springs from altruism rather than from
self-interest. It constitutes a gift and not an exchange. Conse-

quently, it seems to belong, not to political economy (which is the
theory of exchange), but to moral philosophy. In fact, acts of this
nature are, because of their motivation, moral rather than eco-

nomic phenomena. Nevertheless, we shall see that, by reason of
their results, they pertain to the science with which we are here
concerned. On the other hand, services rendered in return for

effort, requiring payment, and, for this reason, essentially eco-
nomic, do not on that account remain, in their results, outside the
realm of ethics.

Accordingly, these two fields of knowledge have countless

points in common: and, since two truths cannot be contradictory,
when the economist views with alarm a phenomenon that the
moralist hails as beneficial, we can be sure that one or the other is

wrong. Thus do the various sciences hold one another to the path
of truth.
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Man's Wants

It is perhaps impossible and, in any case, not very useful

to present a complete and methodical catalogue of all of man's
wants. Almost all those of real importance are included in the
following list:

Breathing (I keep this want here as marking the absolute limit
where the transfer of labor or the exchange of services begins),

food, clothing, housing, the preservation or recovery of health,
transportation, security, education, amusement, enjoyment of
the beautiful.

Wants exist. This is a fact. It would be childish to inquire
whether it would be better if they did not exist and why God has

made us subject to them.
It is certain that man suffers and even dies when he cannot sat-

isfy the wants that it is his nature as a human being to feel. It is
certain that he suffers and can die when he satisfies certain of
them overmuch.

We can satisfy most of our wants only by taking pains, which
can themselves be considered suffering. The same is true of the

act by which, exercising a noble restraint over our appetites, we
deprive ourselves of something.

Thus, suffering is unavoidable, and we have little more than a

choice of evils. Furthermore, suffering is the most personal, inti-

mate thing in the world; consequently, sell-interest, the impulse
that today is branded as selfish and individualistic, is indestruct-

34
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ible. Nature has placed Ieeling at the ends of our nerves, at all
the approaches to our hearts and our minds, like an outpost, to
warn us where there is a lack or an excess of satisfaction. Pain,
then, has a purpose, a mission. It has often been asked if the
existence of evil can be reconciled with the infinite goodness of
the Creator--an awesome problem that philosophy will always
grapple with and will probably never solve. As far as political
economy is concerned, man must be taken as he is, inasmuch as

it has not been vouchsafed to the imagination to picture--and
to reason even less to conceive of an animate and mortal being
exempt from pain. All our efforts to understand feeling without
pain or man without feeling would be vain.

Today, some sentimentalist schools reject as false any social
science that has not succeeded in devising a system by means of
which pain will disappear from the world. They pass a harsh
judgment on political economy because it recognizes what cannot
be denied: the existence of suffering. They go further; they hold
political economy responsible for it. This is like attributing the
frailty of our organs to the physiologist who studies them.

Of course, a man can make himself momentarily popular, can
attract to himself men who are suffering, and can arouse them
against the natural order of society by telling them that he has in
mind a plan for the artificial arrangement of society that will
exclude pain in any form. He can even say that he has stolen
God's secret and has interpreted His supposed will by banishing
evil from the face of the earth. And yet the sentimentalist schools
call irreverent the science that refuses to make such claims,

accusing it of misunderstanding or denying the foresight or omnip-
otence of the Author of all thmgsl

At the same time, these schools paint a frightening picture of
present-day society, and they do not perceive that, if it is irrever.
ent to predict suffering for the future, it is no less irreverent
to note its existence in the past or in the present. For the Infinite
admits of no limits; and if, since Creation, even one man has

suffered in this world, that is reason enough to admit, without
irreverence, that pain has entered into the plan of Providence.

It is certainly more scientific and more manly to recognize
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the existence of the great facts of Nature, which not only do exist,
but without which mankind could not be imagined.

Thus, man is subject to suffering, and, consequently, society is
also.

Suffering has a role to play in the life of the individual and,

consequently, in that of society as well.
The study of the natural laws of society will reveal that the

role of suffering is gradually to destroy its own causes, to restrict

itself to narrower and narrower limits, and, finally, to guarantee
us, by making us earn and deserve it, a preponderance of the good
and the beautiful over the evil.

The catalogue presented above puts material needs first.
We live in times that force me to warn the reader once again

against the sentimental affectation so very much in vogue.

There are people who hold very cheap what they disdainfully
call maternal needs, material satisfactions. They will doubtless
say to me, as B_lise says to Chrysale:

Is the body, this rag, of sufficient importance,
Of sufficient worth, that we should give it the

slightest heed? *

And these people, though generally well provided for in every

respect (on which I sincerely congratulate them), will blame me
for having listed/ood, for example, as coming first.

Certainly I recognize that moral improvement belongs to a
higher order of things than the preservation of the body. But,
after all, are we so beset by this mania for cant and affectation that
we are no longer permitted to say that in order to attain moral

improvement we must keep soul and body togethel? Let us avoid

these childish attitudes, which stand in the way of science. By
trying to pass ourselves off as philanthropic, we cease to be truth-

ful; for it is contrary to logic and to the facts that moral progress,
the concern for personal dignity, the cultivation of refined senti-

ments should have priority over the simple needs of preserving

[Quoted from Les Femmes savantes (The Learned Ladies) of Moli_re._
TP_NSLATOR.]
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the body. This type of prudery is quite recent. Rousseau, that
enthusiastic panegyrist of the state of nature, did not indulge in

it; and a man endowed with exquisite delicacy, with appealing
gentleness of heart, with a spirituality that led him to embrace
quietism, and withal a stoic in his own mode of life, F_nelon, said,

"In the final analysis, soundness of mind consists in seeking to
learn how those things are done that are the basis of human life.

All the matters of great importance turn upon them." *
Without professing, then, to classify human wants in a rigor-

ously methodical order, we may say that man cannot direct his
efforts toward the satisfaction of his highest and noblest moral

wants until he has provided for those that concern the preserva-
tion of his life. Hence, we can already conclude that any legisla-
tive measure that makes material life difficult is harmful to the

moral life of nations, a harmony that I call to the reader's atten-
tion in passing.

And, since the opportunity has arisen, I shall point out
another one.

Since the inexorable necessities of material life are an obstacle

to moral and intellectual development, it follows that more virtue
will be found in the more affluent nations and classes. Good

Heavensl What have I said, and what an uproar assails my ears!
Today there is a veritable mania for attributing to the poorer
classes a monopoly of all the devotion, all the self-sacrifice, all the

noble qualities that constitute an man moral grandeur and beauty;
and this mania has recently spread further under the influence of
a revolution t that, by bringing these classes to the surface of

society, has not failed to raise up about them a horde of adulators.

I do not deny that wealth, and especially opulence, particularly
when unjustly distributed, tends to develop certain special vices.
• [Francois de Salignac de La Mothe-F_nelon (1651-1715), Archbishop o[ Cambrai,

preceptor to the grandson of Louis XIV, author of a collection of Fables, tile Dia-

logues o] the Dead, and Tdldmaque.--T_NsLATOa.]

[The February Revolution, of 1848, which ousted the "bourgeois king," Louis

Philippe, and established the short-lived Second Republic, of which the poet-

statesman Lamartine was the provisional head. Bastiat served in the Legislative
Assembly and was a member of the Committee of Finance. This government, how-

ever, was subject to communist and socialist pressures, the object of Bastiat's

relentless criticism, and adopted many measures that he deplored.--TtOtNSLATOa.]
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But is it possible to admit as a general proposition that virtue
is the privilege of the poverty-stricken, and that vice is the un-
lovely and unfailing companion of the well-to-do? This would be
to affirm that moral and intellectual development, which is com-
patible only with a certain degree of leisure and comfort, works
to the detriment of intelligence and morality.

And I appeal to the honest judgment of the unfortunate classes
themselves. To what horrible discords would such a paradox not
lead?

We should therefore have to say that humanity is faced with
the terrible alternatives of either remaining eternally poverty-
stricken or of moving toward ever increasing immorality. In
accordance with this logic, all the forces that lead to wealth, such
as enterprise, thrift, orderliness, skill, honesty, are the seeds of
vice; whereas those that hold us back in poverty, like improvi-
dence, idleness, dissipation, negligence, are the precious buds of
virtue. Could a more discouraging discord be imagined in the
moral world? And if such were the case, who would dare speak to
the people or proffer any advice? You complain of yoar sufferings,
we should have to say, and you are anxious to see them end. You
g-roar, under the yoke of the most pressing material wants, and
ycu_long for the hour of deliverance; for you, too, desire a
measure of leisure to develop your intellectual and emotional
capacities. For this reason you seek to make your voice heard in the
political arena and to protect your interests. But learn the nature
of what you desire, and realize that the granting of your wishes
would be fatal to you. Solvency, easy circumstances, wealth
engender vice. Cling lovingly, then, to your poverty and your
virtue.

The flatterers of the people thus fall into an obvious contradic-
tion when they point to wealth as a vile cesspool of selfishness and
vice, and at the same time urge the people--and often, in their
haste, by the most illegal of means--toward that region which
they consider so abominable.

No, such d_scord is not to be found in the natural order of

society. It is not possible that all men should aspire to live in
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comfortable circumstances, that the natural way to attain it
should be through the exercise of the strictest virtue, and that on
reaching it, they should, nevertheless, fall again under the yoke
of vice. Such rantings are fit only to kindle and keep alive the
fires of class hatred. Were they true, they would give humanity
only the choice between dire poverty and immorality. Being false,
they make lies serve the cause of disorder, and, by their deceit,
set against each other classes that should mutually love and assist
each other.

Yes, unnatural inequality, inequality that the law creates by
disturbing the natural and orderly development of the various
classes of society, is, for all, a prolific source of resentments,
jealousies, and vices. For this reason we must make sure whether
or not this natural order leads to the progressive equalization
and improvement of all classes; and we should be stopped short
in this study by what is known in law as a peremptory exception
if this twofold material progress inevitably entailed a twofold
moral deterioration.

On the subject of human wants I have an observation to make
that is important, even fundamental, for political economy: they
are not a fixed, immutable quantity. By nature they are not static,
but progressive.

This characteristic is to be noted even in the most material of
our wants; it becomes more marked as we advance to those intel-

lectual tastes and yearnings that distinguish man from beast.
It would seem that, if there is any one thing in which men must

resemble one another, it is in their need for food; for, except
for abnormalities, all stomachs are about the same. Nevertheless,

foods that would have been a delicacy in one era have become
coarse fare for another, and the diet which suits a lazzarone would

cause a Dutchman anguish. Thus, this want, the most immediate,
the most elemental, and, consequently, the most uniform of all,
still varies according to age, sex, temperament, climate, and
habit.

The same is true of all other wants. Hardly has man got himself
a shelter when he wants a house; hardly has he clothed himself
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when he wants adornment; hardly has he satisfied the needs of his

body when study, knowledge, art open to his desires a new and
endless vista.

It is quite worth while to note the speed with which, through
continued satisfaction, what was only a vague desire becomes a

taste, and what was only a taste becomes a want and even a want
that will not be denied.

Take, for example, a rough and industrious artisan. Accus-
tomed to coarse fare, humble clothing, mediocre lodging, he
thinks that he would be the happiest of men, that he would want

nothing more, if he could mount to the rung of the ladder that he
sees immediately above him. He is amazed that those who have

got there are still tormenting themselves. Let the modest fortune
he has dreamed of come his way, and he is happy; happy--alas! for
a few days.

For soon he becomes familiar with his new position, and little
by little he ceases to be aware of his longed-for good fortune. He

dons with indifference the garment he had once coveted. He has
created a new environment for himself, he associates with differ-

ent people, from time to time he touches his lips to a different
goblet, he aspires to climb another rung; and, if he will but look
into his own heart, he will be well aware that, if his fortune has

changed, his soul has remained what it was, an inexhaustible well
of desires.

It would appear that Nature has given habit this peculiar
power in order that it should be in us what the ratchet wheel is

in mechanics, and that humanity, ever urged on toward higher
and higher regions, should never stop at any level of civilization.

The sense of one's own worth acts, perhaps, even more power-
fully in the same direction. The Stoic philosopher has often
blamed man for wanting to appear rather than to be. But, if he

take a broader view of things, is it quite certain that appearing is
not for mankind one of the forms of being?

When, through industry, orderliness, and thrift, a family rises
step by step toward those social regions where tastes are more and
more refined, relations more polite, sentiments more delicate,

minds more cultivated, who does not know the poignant grief
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that accompanies a reversal of fortune? In that case it is not the
body alone that suffers. The descent breaks habits that have

become, as we say, second nature; it impairs the sense of one's own
worth and with it all the faculties of the soul. Therefore, it is not

unusual, in such cases, to see the victim give way to despair and

fall at once into a state of brutish degradation. As with the air we
breathe, so with the social milieu. The mountaineer, accustomed

to his pure air, soon wastes away in the narrow streets of our cities.
I hear a voice crying: Economist, already you falter. You had

announced that your science was in harmony with ethics, and
here you are justifying sybarite luxury.

Philosopher, I shall say in my turn, divest yourself of those
garments you wear, which were never those of primitive man,
break your furniture, burn your books, feed yourself on the raw

meat of animals, and I shall reply to your objection. It is too
easy to challenge the force of habit while readily consenting to be

the living proof of what it can do.
It is possible to criticize this inclination that Nature has given

the organs of our body, but criticism will not prevent it from
being universal. We note its presence among all peoples, ancient

and modern, savage and civilized, in the antipodes as in France.
Without it, it is impossible to account for civilization. Now, when
an inclination of the human heart is universal and indestructible,

has social science the right not to take it into account?

Objection will be raised by the political theorists who claim
the honor of being disciples of Rousseau. But Rousseau never

denied the phenomenon of which I speak. He comments posi-
tively on the elasticity of our wants, on the force of habit, and

even on the role that I assign to it of preventing humanity from
taking any backward step. But what I admire, he deplores, and it

could not be otherwise. Rousseau conjectures that there was a
time when men had neither rights nor duties nor contacts with

other men nor affections nor language, and that was the time
when they were happy and perfect. He could not fail to abhor,
therefore, the complicated social machinery that is ceaselessly mov-

ing mankind away from its earlier perfection. Those who believe,
on the contrary, that perfection is to be found, not at the begin-
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ning, but at the end, of the evolutionary cycle, marvel at the driv-

ing force that impels us forward. But in regard to the existence of
this driving force and the way it works, we are in agreement.

"Men," he said, "enjoying much leisure, used it to procure for

themselves various types of commodities unknown to their fathers,
and this was the first yoke that they unconsciously placed about
their necks and the beginning of the woes that they prepared for
their descendants; for, in addition to the fact that they thus sof-
tened their bodies and their minds, these commodities having,

through habit, lost nearly all their charm, and having at the same
time degenerated into real wants, their loss became much more

cruel than their possession had been sweet, and men were miser-
able at losing them without ever being happy at possessing
them." *

Rousseau was convinced that God, nature, and man were

wrong. I know that this opinion still sways many minds, but mine
is not one of them.

After all, GOd forbid that I should attack man's noblest portion,

his fairest virtue, dominion over himself, control over his pas-
sions, moderation in his desires, scorn of ostentatious luxuryl I do

not say that he should let himself become the slave of any artificial
want. I do say that, generally speaking, his wants, such as both
his physical and his immaterial nature makes them, combined

with force of habit and his sense of his own worth, are capable of
being indefinitely multiplied, because they stem from an inex-

haustible source---desire. Who will censure a man merely because
he is wealthy, if he is sober, restrained in his dress, not given to
ostentation and soft living? But are there not loftier desires that

he is permitted to gratify? Are there any limits to his longing for

knowledge? Are his efforts to serve his country, to encourage the
arts, to disseminate valuable information, to aid his less fortunate

brethren, in any way incompatible with the proper use of wealth?
Furthermore, whether or not the philosopher approves, human

* [From Part Two of the Discourse on the Origin o] Inequality. Nearly all the
arguments that Bastlat attempts to refute in this chapter can be found either

in the Discourse on Inequality or in the Discourse on the drts and Sciences,_

T_Nst^a-oR.]
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wants are not a fixed and unchangeable quantity. This is a fact,
certain, not to be gainsaid, universal. In no category, whether
food, lodging, or education, were the wants of the fourteenth
century as great as ours, and we may well predict that ours do not
equal those to which our descendants will become accustomed.

This is an observation that holds good for all the elements that
have a place in political economy: wealth, labor, value, services,
etc., all of which share the extreme variability of their source,
man. Political economy does not have, like geometry or physics,
the advantage of speculating about objects that can be weighed
or measured; and this is one of its initial difficulties and, subse-
quently, a perpetual source of error; for, when the human mind
applies itself to a certain order of phenomena, it is naturally
disposed to seek a criterion, a common measure to which it may
refer everything, in order to give to the particular field of knowl-
edge the character of an exact science. Thus, we note that most

authors seek fixity, some in value, others in money, another in
grain, still another in labor, that is to say, in measures exhibiting
the very fluctuation they seek to avoid.

Many economic errors are due to the fact that human wants

are considered as a fixed quantity; and for that reason I have felt
obliged to enlarge on this subject. At the risk of anticipating what
I shall say later I shall now describe briefly this mode of reasoning.
All the chief satisfactions of the age in which one happens to live
are taken into account, and it is presumed that humanity admits
of no others. Then, if the bounty of Nature or the productivity of
machinery or habits of temperance and moderation result for a
time in rendering idle a certain part of human labor, this progress
is viewed with alarm, it is considered a disaster, and the theorists

take refuge behind absurd but plausible formulas, like: We are
suffering from overproduction; we are dying of a surleit; produc-
tion has outstripped consumer buying power, etc.

It is impossible to find a good solution to the problem of the
machine, Ioreign competition, and luxury, as long as wants are
considered as an invariable quantity, or their capacity for indefi-
nite multiplication is not taken into account.

But if man's wants are not fixed quantities, but progressive,
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capable of growth like the inexhaustible desires on which they
constantly feed, we must conclude, granting that a balance
between the means and the end is the first law of all harmony,

that Nature has placed in man and about him unlimited and con-
stantly increasing means of sat_sIactzon. This is what we shall
now examine.

I said, at the beginning of this work, that political economy has

for its subject man, considered from the point of view of his wants
and the means whereby he is able to satisfy them.

It is thus natural to have begun by studying man and his
nature.

But we have also seen that be is not a solitary being. If his
wants and his satisfactions--in virtue of the nature of his senses--

are inseparable from his being, the same is not true of his efforts,
which are part of his dynamic constitution. These are transfer-
able. In a word, men work for one another.

Now a very strange thing happens.
When we consider man from a general and, so to speak, abstract

point of view--his wants, his efforts, his satisfactions, his constitu-
tion, his inclinations, his tendencies--we arrive at a series of

observations that seem clear beyond all doubt and strikingly self-

evident, for each one of us finds their proof within himself. So

obvious and commonplace are these truths that the writer fears
the public's derision if he presents them. He feels, with some
reason, that he can see the angry reader throwing away the book

and crying out, "I will not waste my time learning anything so
trivial."

Nevertheless, these truths, held to be so incontestable--as long

as they are presented in a general way--that we can hardly bear to
be reminded of them, are no longer regarded as anything but
ridiculous errors, absurd theories, as soon as we view man in his

social surroundings. Who, contemplating man in his isolated

state, would ever think of saying: IVe have overproduction; con-
sumption cannot keep pace with production; luxury and artificial
tastes are the source o/ wealth; mechanical inventions destroy

labor; and other aphorisms of the same import, which, when
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applied to the mass of mankind, are nevertheless accepted as so
axiomatic that they are made the foundation of our industrial

and commercial laws? Exchange produces in this respect an illu-

sion capable of beguiling even the best minds, and I affirm that
political economy will have gained its objective and fulfilled its

mission when it has conclusively proved this fact: What holds
true for one man holds true Ior society. Man in a state of isolation
is at once producer and consumer, inventor and entrepreneur,

capitalist and worker; all the economic phenomena are performed
in him, and he is, as it were, a society in miniature. In the same

way, humanity, viewed in its totality, is like a single man, im-
mense, composite, many-sided, to whom are applicable exactly

the same truths observable in a single individual.
I felt the need to make this remark, which, I hope, will be

better justified later, before continuing my studies on man. Had

I not made it, I should have feared that the reader would reject
as superfluous the deductions, the veritable truisms, that are to
follow.

I have just spoken of man's wants, and, after an approximate

enumeration of them, I have observed that they are not static,
but progressive. This is true whether they are considered by

themselves alone or included altogether in the physical, intel-
lectual, or moral order. How could it be otherwise? There are

certain wants of our bodies that must be satisfied, or we die; and,

up to a certain point, we could maintain that these wants are
fixed quantities, though this statement is not strictly accurate.

For, however little we may desire to overlook an essential element
--the force of habit--and to condescend to subject ourselves to
honest self-examination, we are constrained to admit that our

wants, even the most elemental, like eating, are unquestionably
modified by habit. Anyone who would take exception to this
remark, as smacking of materialism or epicureanism, would be
most unhappy if we took him at his word and reduced him to the

black broth of the Spartans or to the pittance of an anchorite. But,
in any case, when these wants are satisfied once and for all, there

are others that spring from the most elastic of all our faculties--
desire. Can we imagine a moment in man's life when he is in-
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capable of new desires, even reasonable desires? Let us not forget
that a desire that is unreasonable at a certain point in civilization,
when all human resources are absorbed in the satisfaction of lesser

desires, ceases to be unreasonable when the improvement of these

resources has cleared the way. Thus, a desire to go thirty miles an
hour would have been unreasonable two centuries ago but is not

so today. To assert that the wants and desires of man are fixed
and static quantities is to misunderstand the nature of the soul,
to deny the facts, to make civilization inexplicable.

It would be still more inexplicable if the unlimited formation
of new wants were not accompanied by the potentially unlimited

development of new means to satisfy them. As far as progress is
concerned, what good would the indefinitely elastic nature of our

wants do us if, at a certain definite point, our faculties could ad-
vance no further, if they encountered an immovable barrier?
Therefore, unless Nature, Providence, or whatever may be the

power that rules our fate, has fallen into the most cruel and
shocking contradiction, we must presume, since our desires are

without limit, that our means of satisfying them are likewise
without limit.

I say "without limit," and not "infinite," for nothing that

relates to man is infinite. Because our desires and our faculties go
on developing endlessly, they have no assignable limits, although

they do have absolute limits. We can mention countless points
above and beyond humanity that humanity can never reach, yet

we cannot for that reason determine an exact instant when prog-
ress toward them will come to a halt. l

I do not mean that desire and the means of satisfying it keep
pace with one another. Desire runs ahead, while the means limps

along behind. The nature of our desire, so quick and adventur-
ous compared with the slowness of our faculties, reminds us that

at every step of civilization, on every rung of the ladder of

progress, a certain degree of suffering is and always will be man's
lot. But it teaches us also that suffering has a mission, since it

would be impossible to comprehend the role of desire as a goad

to our faculties if it lagged behind them, instead of rushing
along ahead, as it does. Yet let us not accuse Nature of cruelty



Man's Wants 47

for having built this mechanism, for it is to be noted that desire
does not become a real want, that is, a painful desire, unless habit
has turned it into a permanent satisfaction; in other words, unless
the means of gratifying it has been discovered and placed perma-
nently and irrevocably within our reach.2

We must now consider this question: What means are available
to us to satisfy our wants?

It seems clear to me that there are two: Nature and labor, the

gifts of God and the fruits of our efforts, or, if you will, the appli-
cation of our faculties to the things that Nature has placed at our
disposal.

No school of thought, as far as I know, has attributed to Nature
alone the satisfaction of our wants. Such an assertion is obviously
refuted by experience, and we do not have to study political
economy to perceive that the intervention of our faculties is
necessary.

But there are schools that have attributed this distinction to

labor alone. Their axiom is: All weath comes [Tom labor; labor is
wealth.

I cannot refrain from observing here that these formulas, taken
literally, have led to gross errors of principle and, consequently,
to deplorable legislative measures. I shall speak of this subject
elsewhere.

I confine myself here to maintaining that, in point of fact,
Nature and labor function together for the satisfaction of our
wants and our desires.

Let us look at the facts.

The first want, which we have placed at the head of our list, is
that of breathing. On this score we have already noted that, gen-
erally, Nature loots the whole bill, and that human labor inter-

venes only in certain exceptional cases as, for example, when it is
necessary to purify the air.

The want of quenching our thirst is satisfied by Nature, to a
greater or lesser degree, according to the availability and quality
of the water provided; and the role of labor is to compensate by
wells and cisterns for Nature's deficiencies.

Nature is no more uniformly liberal toward us in the matter of
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Iood; for who will say that the amount of labor we must perform

is always the same whether the land is fertile or barren, the forest
filled with game, the river with fish, or the contrary is the case?

As for lighting, there is certainly less for human labor to do in
places where the night is short than where it has pleased the sun
to run a briefer course.

1 dare not state this as an absolute rule, but it seems to me that

as we rise on the scale of our wants, Nature's co-operation dimin-
ishes, and more is left to our own faculties. The painter, the

sculptor, even the writer, are forced to use materials and instru-
ments that Nature alone furnishes; but we must admit that they

must draw upon their own genius for the qualities that make
for the charm, the merit, the usefulness, and the value of their

works. Learning is a want that is satisfied almost entirely by the
use of our intellectual faculties. Nevertheless, could we not say

that here too Nature aids us by offering to us, in different degrees,

objects for observation and comparison? For an equal amount
of work can an equal amount of progress in botany, geology, or
biology be made everywhere in the world?

It would be superfluous to cite other examples. We can already
sta_e as a fact that Nature gives us means of satisfaction that

have greater or lesser degrees of utility. (This word is used in its
etymological sense, i.e., the property of rendering a service.) In

many cases, in almost every case, something remains for labor to do
before this utility is complete; and we recognize that this contri-

bution by labor will be greater or less, in each individual case,
in accordance with the extent to which Nature herself has

furthered the operation.

We can therefore lay down these two formulas:

1. Utility is transmitted sometimes by Nature, sometimes by
labor alone, almost always by the conjunction of Nature and
labor.

2. To bring a thing to its complete state o] utility, the con-
tribution of labor is in znverse ratio to the contribution of Nature.

From these two propositions, combined with what we have said

about the indefinite elasticity of our wants, allow me to draw

a conclusion whose importance will be demonstrated later. If
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we imagine two men without means of mutual communication

placed in unequal situations, with Nature generous to one and
parsimonious to the other, the first one will obviously have less

work to do for each given satisfaction. Does it follow that that
part of his energies thus left, so to speak, available, will necessarily
be stricken with inertia, and that this man, because of Nature's

liberality, will be reduced to enforced idleness? No, what happens

is that he will be able, if he so desires, to employ his energies
to enlarge the circle of his enjoyments; that for an equal amount
of labor he will obtain two satisfactions instead of one; in a

word, progress will be easier for him.
Perhaps I am deluding myself, but it does not seem to me that

any science, not even geometry, presents, at its outset, truths more
unassailable. If, nevertheless, someone were to prove to me that

all these truths are so many errors, he would have destroyed in
me not only the confidence that they inspire, but the bases of

all certainty and all faith in evidence of any kind whatsoever, for
what logic could be more convincing than the logic that he would
thus have overturned? On the day when an axiom will be found

to contradict the axiom that a straight line is the shortest distance
between two points, the human mind will have no other refuge

than absolute skepticism, if that can be called a refuge.
Therefore, I feel a real embarrassment in insisting on primary

truths so clear that they seem childish. Nevertheless, I must say,

in the midst of the complications of human transactions, these

truths have been misunderstood; and, to justify myself in the eyes
of the reader for delaying him so long on what the English call
truisms, I shall point out the singular aberration that has misled

some very excellent minds. Setting aside, neglecting entirely,
the co-operation o[ Nature, in relation to the satisfaction of our

wants, they have laid down this absolute principle: All wealth
comes from labor. On this premise they have constructed the
following syllogism:

"All wealth comes from labor.

"Hence, wealth is in proportion to labor.

"But labor is in inverse ratio to the bounty of Nature.

"Hence, wealth is in inverse ratio to the bounty of Nature."
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And, whether we like it or not, many of our economic laws

have been inspired by this singular logic. These laws can be only
detrimental to the creation and distribution of wealth. For this

reason I am justified in setting down these apparently very trivial

truths as a preliminary step toward refuting the errors and
deplorable misconceptions under which present-day society is
laboring.

Let us now analyze this question of the contribution of Nature.
Nature puts two things at our disposal: materials and ]orces.

Most material objects that contribute to the satisfaction of our
wants and our desires are brought to the state of utility, which

adapts them to our use through the intervention of labor, by
the application of human faculties. But, in any case, the elements,

the atoms, if you wish, of which these objects are composed, are
gifts, and I add, gratuitous gifts, of Nature. This observation is
of the greatest importance, and, I am convinced, will shed a new

light on the theory of wealth.

I beg the reader to be good enough to remember that I am
studying here in a general way the physical and moral constitution
of man, his wants, his faculties, and his relations with Nature,

with _e exception of exchange, which I shall take up in the next
chapter; we shall then see in what areas and in what way social

transactions modify the phenomena.
It is obvious that if man in the state of isolation must, so

to speak, purchase most of his satisfactions by labor, by effort, it
is strictly accurate to say that before any labor, any effort, of
his has come into play, the materials he finds available are the

gratuitous gifts of Nature. After the first effort, however slight,

they cease to be gratuitous; and i[ the terminology of political
economy had always been exact, the name raw materials would

have been reserved for material objects in this state, prior to any
human activity.

I say again at this point that the gratuitousness of these gifts of

Nature, before the intervention of labor, is of the highest im-

portance. In fact, I said in the second chapter that political
economy was the theory of value. I add now, anticipating, that

things begin to have value only when labor gives it to them. I
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propose to demonstrate, later, that all that is gratis to man in the
state of isolation remains gratis to man in society, and that the
gratuitous gifts of Nature, however great their utility, have no
value. I say that a man receiving directly and without effort a
benefit from Nature cannot be considered as having rendered
himself an onerous service, and that, consequently, he cannot
render any service to another in regard to things that are common
to all. So, when there are no services rendered or received, there
is no value.

All that I say of materials applies also to the forces supplied
us by Nature. Gravitation, volatile gases, the power of the wind,
the laws of equilibrium, plant and animal life these are so
many forces that we learn to turn to our advantage. The pains,
the mental energy, we expend to accomplish this are subject to
payment, for we cannot be required to devote our efforts gratis
to another's advantage. But these natural forces, considered in
themselves alone, and without reference to any intellectual or
physical labor, are gratuitous gifts from Providence; and, as such,
remain without value through all the complications of human
transactions. Such is the central idea of this work.

This observation, I admit, would have little importance if
the co-operation of Nature were entirely uniform, if every man,
at all times, in all places, under all circumstances, invariably
received exactly the same assistance from Nature. In that case

science could be excused for not taking into account an element
that, remaining always and everywhere the same, would affect
the exchange of services to the same extent in all areas. Just as
in geometry the segments of lines common to two figures under
comparison are eliminated, so in political economy we could
disregard this ever-present co-operation and be content to say, as
has been said until now: Natural wealth does exist; political
economy notes the fact once and for all and is no longer con-
cerned with it.

But this is not the way things happen. The irresistible tendency
of the human intellect, stimulated by self-interest and aided by
previous discoveries, is to substitute the gratuitous contribution of
Nature for the onerous contribution of man; so that any given
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utility, although remaining the same in its result, in the .satisfac-
tion it gives, represents a continually decreasing amount of

labor. Certainly we cannot fail to see the tremendous influence

of this marvelous phenomenon on our idea of value. For what
is the result? In every product the tendency is for gratuitous utility
to replace onerous utility. Since utility is the result of two contri-

butions, one requiring payment in terms of effort, the other not,
value that is determined only by the former decreases for an
identical amount of utility from both sources in proportion as
Nature's share is made more effective. Thus, we can say that

humanity enjoys greater satis/actions, or wealth, in proportion

as value decreases. Now, since most authors have given a kind of
synonymous meaning to the three expressions--"utility," "wealth,"

"value"--they have formulated a theory that is not only incor-
rect, but the exact opposite of the truth. I sincerely believe that

a more exact description of this combination of natural and
human forces in the work of production or, putting it another

way, a more accurate definition of value, will put an end to
inextricable theoretical confusions and will reconcile schools

of thought now divergent: and if I anticipate here some of the
findings of this inquiry, I do so to justify myself to the reader
for dwelling on notions whose importance would otherwise be

difficult to appreciate.
After this digression I resume my study of man considered

solely from the economic point of view.
Another observation by Jean-Baptiste Say* which is obvious

enough, although too often neglected by other authors, is that
man creates neither the materials nor the forces of Nature, if we
understand the word "create" in its strict sense. These materials,

these forces, exist independently of man. Man can only combine

them, move them about for his own or others' advantage. If he
does so for his own advantage, he renders a service to himself;
if for the advantage of others, he renders a service to his Iellow

men, and it is his right to exact an equivalent service in return.

* [Jean-Baptiste Say (1767-1832). French professor of political economy, champion
of free trade. His views influenced Bastiat greatly. His son. Horace (1794--1860),

and his grandson, L6on (1826-1896), were also economists.--TRANSLATOR.]
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Hence, it follows also that value is in proportion to the service

rendered, and not at all in proportion to the absolute utility
of the thing. For this utility can be, in large part, the result of
a gratuitous act of Nature, in which case the human service, the

service involving labor and remuneration, is of little value. This
results from the axiom stated above: In bringing a thing to the

highest degree o[ utility, man's share in the action is in inverse
ratio to Nature's.

This observation overturns the doctrine that places value in

the rnaterlality of things. The contrary is true. Materiality is a

quality that is given by Nature and is, therefore, gratuitous, pos-
sessing no value, although of incontestable utility. Human action,

which can never succeed in creating matter, alone constitutes the
service that man in a state of isolation renders to himself or that

men in society render one another, and it is the free appraisal of

these services that is the basis of value. Value cannot be thought

of as residing only in matter, as Adam Smith would have put it;
rather, between matter and value there is no possible connection.

From this erroneous doctrine, rigorously adhered to, came the
conclusion that those classes alone are productive that work

directly with matter. Smith thus prepared the way for the error
of the modern socialists, who always represent as unproductive

parasites those whom they call the middlemen between the pro-
ducer and the consumer, such as the businessman, the merchant,

etc. Do they render services? Do they spare us pains by taking

pains for us? In that case, they create value, even though they do
not create matter. And, indeed, since nobody creates matter, since

we are all limited to rendering reciprocal services, it is altogether
accurate to say that all of us, including farmers and artisans, are
middlemen in our relations with one another.

For the moment, this is what I have to say about the contribu-

tion of Nature. Nature places at our disposal, in varying amounts
according to climate, seasons, and our own degree of enlighten-
ment, but always gratis, materials and forces. Therefore, these

materials and these forces do not have value; it would be very
strange if they did. In accordance with what criterion would we

estimate it? How can we understand Nature being paid, recom-
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pensed, remunerated? We shall see later that exchange is neces-
sary to determine value. We do not buy Nature's goods; we gather
them in, and if, to gather them in, an effort of some sort has to

be made, it is in this effort, not in the gift of Nature, that the
value consists.

Let us pass, now, to man's action, designated in a general way
under the name of labor.

The word "labor," like nearly all those used in political econ-
omy, is very vague; the breadth of its connotations varies from

author to author. Political economy has not had, like most sciences
-----chemistry for example--the advantage of being able to create

its own vocabulary. Dealing with things with which men have
been occupied since the beginning of the world, and which they

have made the habitual subject of their conversation, political
economists have found their terms ready-made and have been

forced to use them. The sense of the word "labor" is frequently
restricted to the muscular activity of men working with material

things. Thus, we speak of the "working classes" when we mean
those who carry out the mechanical part of production.

The reader will understand that I give this a broader sense. By
labor I mean the use of our faculties for the satisfaction of our

wants. Want, effort, satis/actionmthis is the orbit of political
economy. Effort can be physical, intellectual, or even moral, as we
shall see.

It is unnecessary to demonstrate here that all our powers, all

or nearly all our faculties, can and in fact do contribute to pro-
duction. Concentration, sagacity, intelligence, imagination have
their part to play in it.

M. Dunoyer, in his admirable book on The Freedom of
Labor,* has included, and with full scientific accuracy, our moral

faculties among the factors to which we owe our wealth. This is

a new idea and as stimulating as it is sound; it is destined to add
scope and luster to the field of political economy.

I shall dwell on this idea here only in so far as it gives me the

opportunity to shed a little light on the origin of a powerful

* [Barth_lemy Charles Pierre Joeeph Dunoyer (1786-1862), French economist and
administrator.--T_NsLAxOa.]
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agent of production about which I have not yet spoken: capital.
If we examine successively the material objects that serve to

satisfy our wants, we shall recognize that all or nearly all of them
require for their production more time, a greater part of our
lives, than we can expend without renewing our strength, that is
to say, without satisfying our wants. Hence, the men who pro-
duced such things were first required, presumably, to reserve, to
set aside, to accumulate, their means of livelihood during the
operation.

The same is true for satisfactions of a nonmaterial order. A

priest could not devote himself to his preaching, a professor to his
teaching, a magistrate to the maintenance of law and order, unless
by their own devices or with the help of others they had at their
disposal previously produced means of subsistence.

Let us go back and imagine a man in the state of isolation
reduced to earning a living by hunting. It is easy to see that if,
every evening, he ate all the game he had caught during the day,
he would never be able to undertake any other type of work, such
as building a hut or repairing his weapons; all progress would be
out of the question for him.

This is not the place to define the nature and function of
capital. My only purpose is to show how, even if we do not go
beyond mere considerations of wealth, certain moral virtues such
as orderliness, foresight, self-control, thrift, contribute directly
to the improvement of our way of life.

Foresight is one of man's noblest privileges, and it is hardly
necessary to say that, in almost all the circumstances of life, the
odds are all in favor of the man who best knows the consequences
of his decisions and his acts.

Restraint o[ one's appetites, control of one's passions, accept-
ance of present privation for the sake of future, though distant,
gain--these are the essential conditions for the building up of
capital; and capital, as we have seen, is itself the essential pre-
requisite for all undertakings that are at all complicated or
extensive. All the evidence suggests that if two men were placed
in completely identical situations, if we supposed them to possess
the same degree of intelligence and initiative, the one making the
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greater progress would be he who, by storing up his resources,
would be able to carry on long-range operations, improve his tools,
and thus enlist the forces of Nature in accomplishing his ends.

I shall not dwell on this. We need only look about us to realize
that all our strength, all our faculties, all our virtues, work

together for the advancement of man and society.
By the same token there is not one of our vices that does not

contribute directly or indirectly to poverty. Idleness paralyzes the
very sinews of production. Ignorance and error give it false direc-

tion. Lack of foresight opens the way to miscalculations. Yielding
to the appetites of the moment prevents the building up of capi-

tal. Vanity leads to dissipating our energies on illusory satisfac-
tions, at the expense of real ones. Violence, fraud, provoking
violence and fraud in return, force us to surround ourselves with

burdensome protective measures, to the great depletion of our
energies.

I shall end this preliminary study of man with an observation
that I have already made concerning ,,,ants. The factors enumer-

ated in this chapter that enter into the science of economics and
constitute it are essentially variable and diverse. Wants, desires,

materials and forces supplied by Nature, muscular strength,
bodily organs, intellectual faculties, moral qualities--all vary
according to the individual, the time, and the place. No two men

are alike in any one of these respects and even less alike in all of
them taken together. Furthermore, no man is exactly like himself
for two hours running. What one man knows, another does not;

what one man treasures, another despises; here Nature has been

lavish, there miserly; a virtue that is difficult to practice at one
degree of temperature becomes easy in a different climate. The
science of economics, therefore, does not have the advantage, as do

the so-called exact sciences, of possessing a measure, a yardstick,
enabling it to determine the precise intensity of desires, efforts,

and satisfactions. If we were called upon to work in sohtude, like
certain animals, our circumstances would differ to some degree,
and even if these outside circumstances were similar, and our

milieu identical, we should still differ in our desires, our wants,

our ideas, our judgment, our energy, our values, our foresight,
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our activity; so that a great and inevitable inequality would be
manifested among men. Certainly, absolute isolation, the absence
of all contacts among men, is only a flight of fancy born in the
imagination of Rousseau. But, supposing that this antisocial state,
the so-called state of nature, ever existed, I woulder how Rousseau

and his faithful followers ever managed to attribute equality to
it. We shall see later that equality, like wealth, like liberty, like
brotherhood, like unity, is an end, and not a point of departure.
It arises from the natural and orderly development of society.
Humanity does not move away from equality, but toward it. This
thought is more reassuring than what Rousseau would have us
believe, and far truer.

Having spoken of our wants and the means we possess to satisfy
them, I have a word to say about our satislactions. They are the
result of the whole mechanism. According to the degree of physi-
cal, moral, and intellectual satisfactions enjoyed by humanity,
we know whether the machine is functioning well or badly.
Hence, the word consommation (taken over in French by the
economists to mean consumption) would have profound mean-
ing, if, keeping its etymological sense, it were used as a synonym
of end, achievement. Unfortunately, in common usage and even
in the scientific language, it suggests to the mind a coarse and
material connotation, accurate undoubtedly for physical wants,
but not for wants of a higher order. The raising of wheat, the
spinning of wool are concluded by an act of consumption. Can
the word consumption be also applied to the works of the artist,
the songs of the poet, the deliberations of the jurist, the sermons
of the priest? Here again we encounter the difficulties of the basic
error that led Adam Smith to confine political economy to mate-
rial values; and the reader will pardon me if I often use the word
satisfaction to apply to all our wants and to all our desires, since

I think it better corresponds to the wider scope that I feel justified
in giving to political economy.

Economists have often been reproached for concerning them-
selves exclusively with the interests o] the consumer. "You forget
the producer," people say. But satisfaction being the goal, the
end of all efforts, and, as it were, the final consummation of
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economic phenomena, is it not evident that it is the touchstone

of all progress? A man's well-being is not measured by his efforts,
but by his satisfactions. This observation also holds true for men
taken collectively. This again is one of those truths accepted by

everybody when it is applied to the individual, but disputed end-
lessly when applied to society as a whole. The expression so much
attacked means only this: The value of every economic activity is

determined, not by the labor it entails, but by the positive effect

it produces, which in turn results in increasing or decreasing the
general welfare.

We have said, apropos of wants and desires, that no two men
are alike. The same is true of our satisfactions. They are not

equally esteemed by all; which is tantamount to the trite observa-

tion: tastes differ. But it is the intensity of our desires and the
variety of our tastes that determine the direction of our efforts.

Here the influence of morality on habits of work becomes clear.
We can imagine an individual man as a slave to idle, childish,
immoral tastes. In that case, it is obvious that his strength, which

is limited, will satisfy his depraved desires only at the expense of
more intelligent and reasonable desires. But when society as a

whcAe is considered, this obvious axiom appears erroneous. We
tend to believe that idle tastes, illusory satisfactions, which

we recognize as a cause of poverty for the individual, are neverthe-
less a source of national wealth because they create an outlet for
a multitude of industries. If such were the case, we should arrive

at a very distressing conclusion: Man in the social state has the

choice of poverty or immorality. Once again, it is political econ-
omy that can resolve these seeming contradictions in the most

satisfactory and conclusive way.
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Exchange

Exchange is political economy. It is society itself, for it is
impossible to conceive of society without exchange, or exchange
without society. Therefore, I do not expect to exhaust in this one
chapter so vast a subject. The whole book will hardly present
more than a rough outline of it.

If men, like snails, lived in complete isolation from one another,
if they did not exchange their work and their ideas, i[ they did
not engage in transactions with one another, there could be multi-
tudes, human units, juxtapositions of individuals, but there could
not be a society.

Indeed, there would not even be individuals. For man, isolation

means death. Now, if he cannot live outside society, it is strictly
logical to conclude that his natural state is the social state.

All sciences arrive at this same truth, so much misunderstood

in the eighteenth century, which founded its moral and political
systems on the contrary assumption. Men of that time, not content
with merely contrasting the state of nature with the social state,
gave the former marked superiority ove_ the latter. "Happy are
men," said Montaigne,* "when they live without ties, without
laws, without language, without religionr" We know that Rous-
seau's system, which once had, as it still has, so great an influence
over men's opinions and actions, rests entirely on the hypothesis
that one day men, to their undoing, agreed to abandon the inno-
cent state oI nature for the stormy state of society.
• [Michel de Montaigne (153S-1592), famous humanistic e-_ayist of the Renaissance.
--TRANSLATOR.]
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It is not the intent of this chapter to assemble all the refutations

that could be made against this fundamental error, the most
virulent that ever infected the social sciences; for, if society is

simply contrived and artificially agreed upon, it follows that every
man may invent a new social order, and such has been, since
Rousseau, the direction taken by many minds. I could easily

prove, I feel sure, that isolation precludes language, just as the
absence of language precludes thought. And certainly man with-

out thought, far from being man in the state of nature, is not even
man.

But an unanswerable refutation of the idea on which Rous-

seau's doctrine rests will come directly, without our seeking it,

from a few considerations on the subject of exchange.
Want, effort, satisfaction: such is man, from the point of view

of economics.

We have seen that the two extremes are essentially nontransfer-
able, for they occur in the realm of sensation; they are themselves

sensation, which is the most personal thing in the world: the want
that precedes the effort and calls it forth is a sensation, as is the
satisfaction that follows the effort and rewards it.

Effort, then, is the element that is exchanged; and it cannot be

otherwise, since exchange implies activity, and our activity dis-
plays itself only in terms of effort. We cannot suffer or enjoy for

one another, however sensitive we may be to others' pains and
pleasures. But we can help one another, work for one another,

render reciprocal services, put our faculties, or the product of
our faculties, at the service of others, subject to payment in return.
This is society. The causes, the effects, the laws of these exchanges

constitute political and social economy.
We not only can aid one another in all these ways, but we do

so of necessity. What I affirm is this: We are so constituted that

we are obliged to work for one another under penalty of imme-
diate death. If this is true, society is our natural state, since it is
the only state in which we can live at all.

There is one observation that I have to make concerning the

equilibrium between our wants and our productive capacities,
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an observation that has always filled me with admiration for the
providential plan that rules our destiny.

In the state of isolation, our wants exceed our productive
capacities.

In society, our productive capacities exceed our wants.
Hence, man in the state of isolation cannot survive; whereas,

with man in society, the most elemental wants give way to desires
of a higher order, and this process, tending always toward a more
perfect condition, goes on without interruption or assignable
limits.

This is not mere oratory, but a statement that can be fully
proved by reason and analogy, if not by experience. And why
not by experience, by direct observation? Simply because the
statement is true; simply because, since man cannot live in a state
of isolation, it is impossible to demonstrate the effects of absolute
solitude on living human nature. Our senses cannot grasp some-
thing that does not exist. You can prove to my mind that a triangle
never has four sides; you cannot, in support of your argument,
place before my eyes a tetragonal triangle. If you did, you would
destroy your assertion by your own evidence. Similarly, to ask
me for a proof based on experiment, to demand that I study the
effects of isolation on living human nature, would be to force
upon me a logical contradiction, since, isolation and life being
mutually incompatible for man, no one has ever seen, no one
will ever see, men without human contacts.

There may be animals, for all I know, destined by their bodily
structure to live out their span of life in absolute isolation; if so,
it is very clear that Nature must have established an exact balance
between their wants and their productive capacities. We could
also conceive of their productive capacities as superior to their
wants, in which case they would be perfectible and capable of
progress. Exact balance makes them static creatures, but a pre-
ponderance of wants cannot be conceived of: from their birth on,
from their first appearance on the scene of life, their productive
capacities would have to be fully adequate to satisfy the wants for
which they would have to provide, or, at least, the two would
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have to develop side by side at the same rate. Otherwise the
species would die at birth and would not be available for
observation.

Of all the species of living creatures about us, not one, certainly,
is subject to as many wants as man. In not one is the period of
immaturity so long and so helpless, maturity so loaded with re-
sponsibility, old age so feeble and ailing. And, as if his wants were
not enough for him, man also has tastes whose satisfaction taxes
his faculties quite as much as his wants. Hardly has he learned
to satisfy his hunger when he seeks to tickle his palate; to cover
his nakedness, when he seeks adornment; to shelter himself from

the elements, when he dreams of beautifying his dwelling. His
mind is as restless as his body is demanding. He seeks to penetrate
the mysteries of Nature, to tame the animals, to harness the ele-
ments, to delve into the bowels of the earth, to cross the boundless

oceans, to soar above the winds, to annihilate time and space; he
seeks to know the inner workings, the springs, the laws, of his
own will and heart, to rule over his passions, to achieve immortal-
ity, to merge his being in his Creator, to place everything under
his dominion--Nature, his fellows, himself; in a word, his desires

reach out endlessly toward the infinite.
Hence, in no other species are faculties to be found capable of

such great development as in man. He alone appears able to
compare and to judge; he alone reasons and speaks; he alone looks
ahead; he alone sacrifices the present for the future; he alone
transmits from one generation to another his works, his thoughts,
the treasures of his experience; he alone, in a word, is capable of
forging the countless links of a chain of progress seemingly
stretching beyond the limits of this earth.

Let us make a purely economic observation here. However
extensive our productive capacities may be, they cannot go so far
as to enable us to create. It is not given to man, in fact, to add to
or subtract from the existing number of molecules. His role is
confined to modifying or combining for his use the substances he
finds everywhere about him, (J. B. Say.)

To modify substances in such a way as to increase their utility
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for us is to produce, or rather it is one way of producing. I con-
clude that value, as we shall see later, can never reside in these
substances themselves, but in the effort which is exerted in order

to modify them and to which exchange gives a relative appraisal
based on other comparable efforts. For this reason, value is merely
the appraisal of the services exchanged, whether a material com-
modity is or is not involved in the transaction. As regards the
notion of value, it is a matter of complete indifference whether I
render my fellow man a direct service for example, by perform-
ing a surgical operation---or an indirect service by making him
some medicinal preparation; in the latter case the utility is in the
substance, but the value is in the service, in the intellectual and

material effort made by one man for the benefit of another. It is
pure metonymy to attribute value to the material commodity
itself, and in this case, as in so many others, the metaphor leads
science astray.

I return to the subject of the way man is constituted. If we
stopped at the notions we have already presented, man would be
different from other animals only in the greater range of his
wants and the superiority of his capacities. All are subject to the
former and endowed with the latter. Birds undertake long migra-
tions in search of the proper temperature; beavers cross streams
on dams that they have built; hawks attack their prey in full view;
cats stalk theirs patiently; spiders set up snares; all work in order
to live and increase.

But, while Nature has set up an exact balance between the
wants of animals and their productive capacities, she has treated
man more grandly and munificently. If, in order to force him to
be sociable, she has decreed that in the state of isolation his wants

should exceed his productive capacities, whereas in society his
productive capacities, superior to his wants, should open up
boundless vistas for his nobler enjoyments; we must also recognize
that, even as man in his relation to his Creator is raised above the

beasts by his religious feeling, in his dealings with his fellow
men by his sense of justice, in his dealings with himself by his
morality, so, in finding his means of survival and increase, he is
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distinguished from them by a remarkable phenomenon, namely,
exchange.

Shall I try to portray the state of poverty, barrenness, and igno-

rance in which, without the faculty of exchange, the human species
would have wallowed eternally, if indeed, it would not have
disappeared altogether from the face of the earth?

One of the most popular of philosophers, in a novel that has

had the good fortune to charm generation after generation of
children, shows us how a man can rise above the hardships of
absolute solitude by his energy, his initiative, and his intelligence.
Desiring to show all the resources possessed by this noble creature,

our author imagines him accidentally cut off, so to speak, from

civilization. It was, therefore, Daniel Defoe's original plan to cast
Robinson Crusoe ashore on the Isle of Despair alone, naked,

deprived of all that can be added to one man's strength by united
effort, specialized skills, exchange, and society.

Nevertheless, and despite the fact that the obstacles are purely
fictitious, Defoe would have deprived his novel of every trace of

verisimilitude if, overfaithful to the thought he wished to develop.
he had not made necessary social concessions by allowing his hero

ro save from the shipwreck a few indispensable objects, such as
provisions, gunpowder, a rifle, an ax, a knife, rope, boards, iron,

etc.---decisive evidence that society is man's necessary milieu,
since even a novelist cannot make him live outside it.

And note that Robinson Crusoe took with him into solitude

another social treasure worth a thousand times more, one that the

waves could not swallow up: I mean his ideas, his memories, his

experience, and especially his language, without which he could

not have communicated with himself or formed his thoughts.
We have the distressing and unreasonable habit of attributing

to society the suffering that we see about us. Up to a point we
are right, if we mean to compare society with itself, taken at two

different stages of its progress; but we are wrong, if we compare
the social state, even in its imperfection, with the state of isola.
tion. To be able to assert that even the most unfortunate of men

are worse off in society than out of it, we should have to
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begin by proving that the poorest of our fellow men has to bear,
in the social state, a heavier burden of privations and suffering
than would have been his lot in solitude. Now, consider the life

of the humblest day laborer. Consider, in all their detail, the

articles of his daily consumption. He wears a few coarse pieces
of clothing; he eats a little black bread; at night he has a roof over

his head and at the very worst some bare planks to sleep on. Now,
ask yourself whether this man in isolation, without the resources

of exchange, would have the remotest possibility of obtaining
this coarse clothing, this black bread, this crude cot, this humble
shelter. The most impassioned advocate of the state of nature,

Rousseau himself, admitted that this was completely impossible.

Men did without everything, he said; they went naked, they slept
in the open air. Thus, Rousseau himself, in order to present the

state of nature favorably, was obliged to make happiness consist
in privation. But I affirm that even this negative happiness is a

delusion, and that man in the state of isolation would surely die
in a very few hours. Perhaps Rousseau would have gone so far

as to say that that would be the true perfection. He would have
been consistent, for if happiness lies in privation, then perfection
lies in annihilation.

I trust that the reader will not conclude from the preceding

remarks that we are insensible to the social suffering of our fellow
men. Although the suffering is less in the present imperfect state
of our society than in the state of isolation, it does not follow

that we do not seek wholeheartedly for further progress to make
it less and less; but if the state of isolation is worse than the worst

in the social state, then I was right in saying that isolation makes
our wants, to mention only the most elemental of them, far

exceed our productive capacities.

How does exchange reverse this order to our advantage and
make our productive capacities exceed our wants?

First of all, this is proved by the very fact of civilization. If our

wants exceeded our productive capacities, we should be irremedi-

ably retrogressive creatures; if the two were in complete balance,
we should be irremediably static. However, we advance; hence,
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every period in the life of society, compared to a previous period,

frees for other purposes, in relation to a given number of satis-
factions, a certain part of our productive capacities.

Let us try to explain this marvelous phenomenon.
The explanation we owe to Condillac* seems to me entirely

insufficient and empirical, or rather it fails to explain anything
at all. "The very fact that an exchange takes place," he says, "is
proof that there must necessarily be profit in it for both the con-

tracting parties; otherwise it would not be made. Hence, every
exchange represents two gains for humanity."

Even granting that the proposition is true, we see in it only a
statement of fact, not an explanation. It was thus that the hypo-

chondriac explained the narcotic power of opium:

Quia est in eo
Virtus dormitiva

Quae facit dormire, t

The exchange represents two gains, you say. The question is:

Why and how? It results from the very fact that it takes place. But
why does it take place? What motives have induced the two men

to make it take place? Does the exchange have in it a mysterious
virtue, inherently beneficial and incapable of explanation?

Others attribute the benefit to the fact that we give from what
we have in excess to receive what we lack. Exchange, they say, is

the barter oI the surplus for the necessary. Aside from the fact that

this is contrary to what we see happening before our own eyes--
who would dare say that the peasant, who parts with the grain he

has grown and will never eat, is giving from his surplus?--I see
from it how two men happen to strike a bargain, but I do not see
any explanation of progress.

* [£tienne Bonnot de Condillac (1714-1780), philosopher of the French Enlighten-

ment. His main ideas on political economy are presented in Le Commerce et le

gouvernement.---TP.ANSLATOR.]

t ["Because there is in it a soporific virtue that induces sleep." Argan, the "imagi-
nary invalid," gives this answer in his doctor's examination, in Latin, at the end of

Moli_re's comedy, Le Malade imaginaire.--TR._sLATot.]



Exchange 67

Observation will give us a more satisfactory explanation of the
power of exchange.

Exchange produces two phenomena: the joining of men's forces
and the diversification of their occupations, or the division of
labor.

It is very clear that in many cases the combined force of several

men is superior to the sum of their individual separate forces. In
moving a heavy object, for example, a thousand men taking suc-
cessive turns would fail where four men by uniting their efforts

could succeed. Try to imagine the things that would never have
been done in the world without this kind of joint action.

And yet the co-operative use of muscle power for a common
goal is a mere nothing. Nature has given us highly varied physical,
moral, and intellectual faculties. There are inexhaustible combi-

nations in the co-operative union of these faculties. Do we need to

carry out a useful project, like building a road or defending our
country? One places his strength at the disposal of the community;

another, his agility; another, his daring; still another, his experi-
ence, his foresight, his imagination, even his renown. It is easy

to understand that the same men, working separately, could never

have accomplished, or even contemplated, such an undertaking.
Now, the joining of men's forces implies exchange. To gain

their co-operation, they must have good reason to anticipate
sharing in the satisfaction to be obtained. Each one by his efforts
benefits the others and in turn benefits by their efforts according

to the terms of the bargain, which is exchange.
We see how exchange, in this form, adds to our satisfactions.

By the mere fact of their union, efforts equal in intensity produce
superior results. Here there is no trace of the so-called barter of

the superfluous for the necessary, nor of the double and empirical
profit alleged by Condillac.

We may make the same observation concerning the division of
labor. Indeed, if we look closely at the matter, we see that the

diversification of occupations is only another, more permanent,
way of joining forces, of co-operating, of forming an oasociation;
and it is altogether accurate to say, as will be shown later, that the
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present social organization, provided the principle of free ex-
change is recognized, is the most beautiful, most stupendous of
associations--a marvelous association, but very different from the

associations dreamed up by the socialists, since in it, by an admir-
able arrangement, the principle of individual liberty is recog-

nized. All men, at all times, may join or leave it at their pleasure.
They contribute what they will; they receive in return a con-

stantly increasing degree of satisfaction, which is determined,

according to the laws of justice, by the nature of things, not by the
arbitrary will of a chief. But I should not anticipate what I shall

say later. All that I have to do at the moment is to explain how
the division of labor adds to our strength.

Without dwelling on this subject, one of the few that has not
provoked controversy, I do have something to say that is not with-

out value. Perhaps, indeed, its importance has been minimized.
To demonstrate the power of the division of labor, writers have

been content to point out the marvelous things it accomplishes

in certain industries, pin manufacture, for example. The question
can be given broader and more philosophical significance. More-

over, habit has the peculiar power of making us shut our eyes and
lose sight of the things around us. There is no truer word than

that of Rousseau: "It takes a great deal of scientific insight to ob-
serve what we see every day." * It is not superfluous, then, to call

to men's attention what they owe to exchange without being
aware of it.

How has the power of exchange raised humanity to its present
heights? By its influence on labor, on the harnessing of the [orces

o] Nature, on the capacities of man, and on capital.
Adam Smith has well shown this influence on labor.

"The increase in the quantity of labor that can be performed
by the same number of men as a result of the division of labor is

due to three factors," said the celebrated economist: "(1) the level

of skill acquired by each worker; (2) the saving of time normally
lost by moving from one occupation to another; (3) the increased

opportunity each man has of discovering easy and efficient ways

• [Alreadyquoted by Bastiat in chap. 1. (See p. 2.)----TtANSLATOa.]
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of attaining an object when his attention is centered on it, rather
than diverted to many other things." *

Those who, like Adam Smith, see in labor the sole source of

wealth, confine themselves to the question of how division im-

proves its efficiency. But we have seen in the preceding chapter
that labor is not the only agent for procuring our satisfactions.

Natural Iorces also contribute. This is not open to question.
Thus, in agriculture, the action of the sun and the rain, the

moisture in the soil, the gases in the atmosphere, are certainly
resources that co-operate with human labor in the growing of

vegetables.
Industry owes similar services to the chemical qualities of cer-

tain substances: to the power generated by waterfalls, to the

pressure of steam, to gravitation, to electricity.
Commerce has learned to turn to man's profit the strength and

instincts of certain animals, the power of the wind for sailing

boats, the laws of magnetism, which, acting on the compass, guide
ships over great oceans.

There are two great incontrovertible truths. The first is: The
better man exploits the forces o I Nature, the better he provides
himsel I with all that he needs.

It is self-evident that we get more wheat, for the same amount
of effort, from good, rich soil than from dry sand or barren rocks.

The second truth is: The resources oI Nature are unequally
distributed over the earth.

Who would dare maintain that all lands are equally favorable

• fin his third point Bastiat has taken certain liberties with the original text of

Adam Smith: "This great increase of the quantity of work, which, in consequence

of the division of labour, the same number of people are capable of performing, is

owing to three different circumstances: first, to the increase of dexterity in every

particular workman; secondly, to the saving of the time which is commonly lost
in passing from one species of work to another; and last, to the invention of a

great number of machines which facilitate and abridge labour, and enable one

man to do the work of many." (The Wealth of Nations, Oxford, I, 9.)

Bastiat substitutes for "the invention of a great number of machines, etc.," a

remark Smith makes subsequently on this subject: "Men are much more likely to

discover easier and readier methods of attaining any object, when the whole
attention of their minds is directed towards that single object, than when it is

dissipated among a great variety of things." (op. cit., p. 11.)----TtUtNSLATOIt.]
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for growing the same crops, all countries for producing the same
goods?

Now, if it is true that natural resources vary from one part of
the globe to another, and if, on the other hand, the more men use

them, the richer they are, it follows that the power of exchange

increases immeasurably the usefulness of these resources.
Here once again we encounter gratuitous utility and onerous

utility, the first replacing the second by virtue of exchange. Is it not

clear, in fact, that if, deprived of the power of exchange, men were
reduced to producing ice at the equator and sugar at the poles,

they would have to do with great effort what heat and cold today
do for them gratis, and that, as far as they were concerned, a great
percentage of natural resources would remain idle? Thanks to

exchange, these resources are put to use wherever they are found.

Wheat land is sown with wheat; land suitable for the production
of grapes is planted with vineyards; there are fishermen on the
sea coasts, and woodcutters in the mountains. Here water, there

wind, is directed against a wheel, replacing ten men. Nature
becomes a slave whom we neither have to clothe nor feed, whose

services require no payment, who costs neither our purse nor our

cons;ience anything._ The same sum of human efforts, that is to
say, the same service--the same value--produces a constantly

increasing sum of utility. For every project completed, only a part
of human activity is expended; the rest, through the instrumen-

tality of Nature, is made available and is turned to new problems,
satisfies new desires, creates new utilities.

The effects of exchange on our intellectual faculties are such

that even the most ingenious imagination would be unable to
gauge their extent.

"Our knowledge," says M. de Tracy * "is our most precious

possession, since it is knowledge, in proportion to its soundness

and breadth, which guides our efforts and makes them productive.
Now, no man is in a position to see everything, and it is much
easier to learn than to invent. But when several men are in com-

• [Antoine-Lores-Claude Destutt de Tracy (1754-1836), disciple of Condillac and

chief of the so-called "ideologue" school of philosophy.--TgANSL^XOg.]
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munication, what one observes is soon known by all, and only one
of them needs to be especially ingenious for all of them soon to
be in possession of valuable discoveries. The sum total of knowl-
edge, therefore, grows much more rapidly than in the state of
isolation, not to mention that it can be preserved and, therefore,
passed on from generation to generation."

If Nature has distributed unequally the resources she places at
man's disposal, she has been no more uniform in her distribution
of human endowments. We are not all blessed with the same

degree of strength, courage, intelligence, patience, or artistic,
literary, and industrial talents. If it were not for exchange, this
diversity, far from being turned to our well-being, would con-
tribute to our wretchedness, each one being more aware of the
talents he lacked than of the advantages of the talents he had.
Thanks to exchange, the strong man can, up to a point, do with-
out genius; the intelligent man, without brawn; for, by the
admirable pooling of gifts that exchange establishes among men,
each one shares in the distinctive talents of his fellows.

To satisfy our wants and our tastes, it is not enough to work, to
use our faculties on or through the resources of Nature. We also
need tools, instruments, machines, provisions--in a word, capital.
Let us imagine a tiny community of ten families, each one of
which, working solely for itself, is obliged to engage in ten dif-
ferent occupations. Each head of a family would need the equip-
ment for ten different industrial units. There would be, then,

in the community ten plows, ten teams of oxen, ten forges, ten
carpenter's shops, ten looms, etc.; with exchange a single plow, a
single team of oxen, a single forge, a single loom would suffice.
The capital savings due to exchange surpass one's imagination.

The reader can now well perceive the true power of exchange.
It does not imply, as Condillac says, two gains, because each of
the contracting parties sets more store by what he receives than
by what he gives. No more is it a matter of each giving from his
surplus to acquire what is necessary. It is simply that, when one
man says to another, "You do only this, and I will do only that,
and we'll share," there is better employment of labor, talents,
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natural resources, capital, and, consequently, there is more to
share. So much the better if three, ten, a hundred, a thousand, a

million men join the association.
The two propositions that I have advanced are therefore strictly

correct, namely:
In the state of isolation, our wants exceed our productive

capacities.
In society, our productive capacities exceed our wants.
The first is true because the entire area of France could not for

long keep alive a single man in the state of absolute isolation.
The second is true because, in fact, the population of this same

area is growing in numbers and prosperity.

Progress in Exchange

The primitive form of exchange is barter. Two persons, each
of whom feels a want and possesses the object that can satisfy the
other's want, either exchange objects or agree to work separately
at different things and share, to the extent stipulated, in the
finished product. This is barter, which is, as the socialists would
say, exchange, business, commerce in embryo. We note here two
wants as the motivating force, two efforts as the means, two satis-
factions as the result, or as the termination of the entire process,
and nothing in it differs essentially from the same process as
carried out in the state of isolation, except that only the wants
and satisfactions have remained nontransferable, as is their

nature, while the efforts have been exchanged; in other words,
two persons have worked for each other and have rendered recip-
rocal services.

It is at this point, therefore, that political economy really
begins, for it is here that we can first observe the appearance of
value. Barter occurs only after an agreement, a discussion. Each
of the contracting parties makes his decision after considering
his self-interest. Each one calculates in this fashion: "I shall barter

if the trade brings me the satisfaction of my want with less effort
on my part." It is certainly a striking phenomenon that exchange
makes it possible to give men's wants the same satisfaction at the
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cost of less effort, and it is explained by the considerations I

presented in the first paragraph of this chapter. When two prod-
ucts or two services are bartered, we may say that they are of

equal value. Later we shall have occasion to go more deeply into
the question of value. For the moment this vague definition will
suffice.

We can conceive of roundabout barter, involving three con-

tracting parties. Paul renders a service to Peter, who renders an
equivalent service to James, who in turn renders an equivalent

service to Paul, thereby completing the cycle. I need not say that
this rotation does not take place unless it satisfies all parties, and

it changes in no wise either the nature or the result of a simple
barter.

The fundamental character of barter would not in any way

be affected if the number of contracting parties should be further

increased. In my parish the winegrower uses his wine to pay for
the services of the blacksmith, the barber, the tailor, the beadle,

the vicar, the grocer. The blacksmith, the barber, the tailor, in

turn, deliver to the grocer the wine they receive from the wine-
grower as payment for the commodities they consume during the
year.

This roundabout barter, I cannot repeat too often, does not in
any way alter the original concepts set forth in the preceding

chapter. When the process is completed, each participant has pre-
sented this triple phenomenon: want, effort, satisIaction. Only

one thing has been added: the exchange of efforts, which means
the transfer of services and the division of labor. The results are

advantageous to all parties; for otherwise the bargain would not

have been agreed to, and each would have preferred his own iso-

lated, individual effort, which is always a possible alternative.
It is easy to understand that roundabout barter in kind cannot

be greatly expanded, and there is no need to dwell on the obstacles
that prevent its further development. If a man wished to barter
his house for the thousand and one items he would use in the

course of the year, how would he go about it? In any case, barter

cannot go beyond a small circle of persons acquainted with one

another. Humanity would soon have reached the limits of the



74 Economic Harmonies

division of labor, the limits of progress, if a means of facilitating
exchange had not been found.

That is why, since the beginnings of society, men have employed
in their transactions some intermediate article, such as grain,
wine, animals, and, almost always, metals. These articles perform
their function as a medium of exchange, some more, some less
satisfactorily; but all are acceptable, provided they represent effort
in terms of value, which is the thing to be transmitted.

When this type of intermediate commodity is resorted to, two
economic phenomena appear, which are called sale and purchase.
It is clear that the idea of sale and purchase is not included in
simple barter or even in roundabout barter. When one man gives
another something to drink in return for something to eat, we
have a simple act that cannot be further broken down into com-
ponent parts. Now, at the outset of our study of political econ-
omy, we must notice that the exchange that is transacted through
an intermediate commodity loses nothing of the nature, essence,
or character of barter; it is simply a form of indirect barter. As
Jean-Baptiste Say very wisely and profoundly observed, it is barter
with two factors added, one called sale, the other purchase, which
together are indispensable to complete a barter transaction.

In fact, the appearance in the world of a convenient medium
of barter does not change the nature of men or of things. There
remain for every man the want that prompts the eOort, and the
satisfaction that rewards it. Exchange is not complete until the
man who has made an eOort for another man receives in return

an equivalent service, that is, a satisfaction. For this purpose, he
sells his service for the intermediate commodity; then with it he
buys equivalent services, and thus the two factors reconstitute for
him a simple barter transaction.

Take the case of a doctor, for example. For some years he has
devoted his time and his faculties to the study of diseases and
their cure. He has called on his patients, he has given them medi-
cal care--in a word, he has rendered services. Instead of receiving
from his patients, in payment, direct services, which would have
constituted simple barter, he has received an intermediate com-

modity, pieces of metal, with which he has procured the satisfac-

[
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tions that were his objective. His patients have not supplied him
with bread, wine, or furniture, but they have supplied him with
value to that amount. They have been able to give him pieces of
money because they themselves had rendered services. There is,
therefore, a balance of services for them as well as for the doctor;

and, if it were possible to trace this circulation of money in our
imaginations to its very end, we should see that exchange through
the medium of money breaks down into a multitude of simple
acts of barter.

Under the system of simple barter, value is the appraisal of the
worth of the two services exchanged, arrived at through direct
comparison. Under the system of indirect exchange, the two serv-
ices are also appraised, but in comparison with the middle factor,
the intermediate commodity, which is called money. We shall see
elsewhere what difficulties, what errors, have arisen from this

complication. It is enough to observe here that the presence of
this intermediate commodity does not in any way alter the funda-
mental notion of value.

Once it is admitted that exchange is both the cause and the
effect of the division of labor, once it is admitted that the division

of labor multiplies satislactions in relation to ei_ort, for the rea-
sons presented at the beginning of this chapter, the reader will
readily understand the services money has rendered humanity by
the mere fact that it facilitates the act of making an exchange.
Thanks to money, exchange has truly been able to expand indefi-
nitely. Each one turns his services over to society, without know-
ing who will receive the satisfactions they are intended to give.
Likewise each one receives from society, not immediate services,
but pieces of money, with which he will buy particular services
where, when, and how he wills. In this way the ultimate transac-
tions are carried on across time and space between persons
unknown to one another, and no one knows, at least in most
instances, by whose egort his wants will be satisfied, or to whose
wants his own e17orts will bring satisfaction. Exchange, through
the intermediary of money, breaks down into countless acts of
barter between parties unacquainted with each other.

Yet exchange is so great a benefit to society (indeed, is it not
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society itself?) that society, to encourage and expand it, has done
more than introduce money. In logical order, after want and

satisfaction brought together in the same individual by isolated
effort, after direct barter, after indirect barter, in which the

exchange consists of purchase and sale, come other transactions,
extended over time and space by credit: mort_ages, bills of

exchange, bank notes, etc. Thanks to this marvelous device, which

is the result of civilization, which perfects civilization, and which
at the same time is perfected along with civilization, an effort
exerted in Paris today will cross the oceans and the centuries to

satisfy a person unknown; and the one making the effort never-

theless receives his remuneration now, through persons who
advance it and are willing to go to distant lands to ask for their
compensation, or to await it from the far-off future--an amazingly
intricate piece of machinery, which, when submitted to exact

analysis, shows us, after all, the soundness of the economic process,

want, effort, satisfaction, functioning for each individual in keep-
ing with the laws of justice.

Limits o_ Exchange

The general nature of exchange is to lessen the amount ol
eOort in relation to the satislaction. Between our wants and our

satisfactions there are interposed obstacles that we succeed in les-

sening by joining our forces or dividing our labor, that is, by
exchange. But exchange too encounters obstacles and demands

effort. Proof of this is to be found in the great mass of human
labor that exchange brings into play. Precious metals, roads,

canals, railways, coaches, ships--all these things absorb a consid-

erable part of human activity. And just think of how many men
are employed solely in expediting acts of exchange, how many

bankers, businessmen, shopkeepers, brokers, coachmen, sailorsl
This vast and costly assemblage of men and things proves better

than any argument the tremendous power in the faculty of
exchange; otherwise, why would humanity have consented to
burden itself with it?

Since it is in the nature of exchange both to save effort and to



Exchange 77

demand effort, it is easy to understand what its natural limita-
tions are. By virtue of that force within man that always impels
him to choose the lesser of two evils, exchange will expand indefi-

nitely as long as the effort it requires is less than the effort it
saves. And it will halt, naturally, when, in the aggregate, the sum

total of satisfactions obtained by the division of labor reaches the

point where it is less, by reason of the difficulties of exchange,
than the satisfactions that could be procured by direct, individual
action.

Consider a small community, for example. If it desires a certain
satisfaction, it will have to make the necessary effort. It can say

to another such community: "Make this effort for us, and we
shall make another one for you." The arrangement can satisfy

everybody, if, for example, the second community is able, through
its situation, to bring to bear on the task a larger proportion of
gratuitous natural resources than the first. In that case it will

accomplish what it wants with an effort equal to, say, eight, while
the first community could not do so for an effort of less than

twelve. Since only eight is required, there is a saving of four for
the first community. But then come the cost of transportation, the

remuneration of middlemen--in short, the effort required by the
machinery of the exchange. Evidently the figure of eight will

have to be added to. The exchange will continue in effect as long
as it itself does not cost four. Once that figure is reached, the ex-

change comes to a halt. It is not necessary to legislate on this
matter. For either the law intervenes before this level has been

reached, and then the law is harmful, since it thwarts the econo-

mizing of effort; or it comes afterwards, and then it is superfluous,

like a law forbidding the lighting of lamps at noonday.
When exchange thus comes to a halt because it ceases to be

advantageous, the least improvement in the commercial machin-

ery gives it a new impetus. A certain number of transactions are
carried on between Orleans and Angoul_me. These two towns

exchange whenever this procedure brings more satisfactions than

direct production could. They stop exchanging when production
by exchange, aggravated by the costs of the exchange itself, reaches

or exceeds the level of effort required by direct production. Under
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these circumstances, if the machinery of exchange is improved, if
the middlemen lower their costs, if a mountain is tunneled, if a

bridge is thrown over a river, if a road is paved, if obstacles are

reduced, exchange will increase, because the inhabitants wish to
avail themselves of all the advantages we have noted in exchange,

because they desire to obtain gratuitous utility. The improvement
of the commercial machinery, therefore, is equivalent to moving

the two towns closer together. Hence, it follows that bringing men
closer together is equivalent to improving the machinery of

exchange. And this is very important, for it is the solution of the
problem of population; here in this great problem is the element
that Malthus has neglected. Where Malthus saw discord, this

element will enable us to see harmony.
By means of exchange, men attain the same satisfaction with

less effort, because the mutual services they render one another
yield them a larger proportion of gratuitous utility.

Therefore, the fewer obstacles an exchange encounters, the less

effort it requires, the more readily men exchange.
And the closer men are together, the fewer the obstacles, the

smaller _he effort. A greater density of population is, therefore,

necessarily accompanied by a greater proportion of gratuitous

utility. It transmits greater power to the machinery of exchange;
it makes available a greater part of human effort; it is a source
of progress.

And now let us, if you please, leave off generalities and look
at the facts.

Does not a street of equal length render more service in Paris

than in a small town? Does not a railroad a kilometer long in the
Department of the Seine render more service than one in the
Department of Landes?* Cannot a merchant in London be

satisfied with a smaller profit per sale because of his volume? In

everything we shall see that two mechanisms of exchange, though

• [The Department of the Seine is an administrative district of France which

includes Paris and the rich countryside around It. The Department of Landes,

in southwestern France, along the Atlantic coast, is, on the contrary, sandy, marshy,
and relatively barren. Bastiat himself was from this department, and was elected

by it to the national Chamber of Deputies.---:rtmNSL,_TOtt.]
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identical, render very different services according to their loca-
tion, depending on whether they function in areas with a dense
or a sparse population.

Density of population enables us not only to get a better return
from the apparatus of exchange but also to enlarge and perfect
this apparatus itself. Certain improvements that are desirable in a
densely populated area, because they will save more effort than
they will cost, are not feasible in a sparsely populated area, because
they would require more effort than they would save.

When one leaves Paris for a short stay in a little town in the
provinces, one is astonished at the number of occasions when
certain little services can be secured only at excessive cost of time
and money and with great difficulty.

It is not only the physical side of the commercial mechanism
that is put to use and improved by the mere fact of the density
of the population, but the moral and cultural side as well. Men
living in close proximity are better able to divide their labor,
join forces, work together to found schools and museums, build
churches, provide for their security, establish banks and insurance
companies--in a word, to enjoy mutual advantages with the
expenditure of much less effort per person.

These considerations will again become apparent when we
reach the question of population. Let us confine ourselves here to
this observation: Exchange is a means given to men to enable
them to make better use of their productive capacities, to econ-
omize their capital, to exploit more effectively the gratuitous re-
sources of Nature, to increase the ratio of gratuitous utility to
onerous utility, to decrease, therefore, the ratio of effort to result,
to free more and more of their energy from the business of pro-
viding for their more urgent and elemental wants, in order to use
it instead for enjoyments of a higher and higher order.

If exchange saves effort, it also requires effort. It expands,
increases, multiplies to the point where the effort it requires
equals the effort it saves, and then it comes to a halt until, through
improvement in the commercial machinery, through the mere fact
of increased population, of more men living closer together, it
encounters the conditions necessary to resume its forward march.
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Consequently, laws that limit exchange are always either harmful
or unnecessary.

Governments, which are always disposed to believe that nothing
can be done without them, refuse to understand this law of

harmony.

Exchange develops naturally to the point where further devel-

opment would be more onerous than u, eIul , and stops of its own
accord at this limit.

Consequently, we see governments everywhere greatly preoccu-

pied either with giving exchange special favors or with restricting
it. To carry it beyond its natural limits, they seek after new outlets

and colonies. To hold it within these limits, they think up all
kinds of restrictions and checks.

This intervention of force in human transactions is always

accompanied by countless evils.

The very increase in its size is already a primary evil; for it is

very evident that a state cannot make conquests, place distant
countries under its domination, divert the natural flow of com-

merce by means of tariffs, without multiplying greatly the number
of its agents.

The .diverting of the agencies of law and order from their

natural function is an even greater evil than adding unduly to
their size. Their rational function was to protect all liberty and

all property, and instead we see them bent on doing violence to
the liberty and the property of the citizens. Thus, governments

seem to be dedicated to the task of removing from men's minds
all notions of equity and principle. As soon as it is admitted that

oppression and plunder are legitimate provided they are legal,
provided they are practiced on the people only through the
authority of the law and its powers of enforcement, we see each

class little by little demanding that all other classes be sacrificed
to it.

Whether this intervention of force in the process of exchange
creates exchanges that otherwise would not be made or prevents
others from being made, it cannot fail to result in the waste and

misuse of labor and capital, and consequently in the disturbance
of the natural distribution of population. Natural interests dis-
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appear at one point, artificial interests are created at another,

and men are compelled to follow the course of these interests.
Thus, great industries are established where they have no right to

be. France makes sugar; England spins cotton brought from the
plains of India. It took centuries of war, torrents of spilled blood,

the frittering away of immense treasure, to arrive at this result:
substituting in Europe precarious industries for vigorous ones,

and thus opening the door to panics, unemployment, instability,
and, in the last analysis, pauperism.

But I see that I am anticipating. We must first know the laws
of the free and natural development of human society. We may

then study the disturbances.

The Moral Force of Exchange

We must repeat, at the risk of distressing modern sentimen-

talists: Political economy is restricted to the area that we call
business, and business is under the influence of sell-interest. Let

the puritans of socialism cry out as much as they will: "This is
horrible; we shall change all this"; their rantings on this subject

constitute their own conclusive refutation. Try to buy a printed
copy of their publications on the Quai Voltaire,* using brotherly

love as payment!
It would be falling into another kind of empty oratory to attrib-

ute morality to acts determined and governed by self-interest.
But surely Nature, in her ingenuity, has been able so to arrange

the social order that these same acts, though they have no moral
motivation, nevertheless achieve moral results. Is this not true of

labor? So I say that exchange, whether in the form of direct barter

or grown into a vast industry, develops in society tendencies more
noble than its motives.

God forbid that I should try to attribute to but a single aspect

of human energy all the grandeur, glory, and charm of our exist-
ence. As there are two forces in the physical universe, centripetal

force and centrifugal force, so there are two principles in the

[The Quai Voltaire,an area along the Seine in Paris, where there are many book-
sellers'shops and stalIs.--TgANSLATOa.]
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social world: self-interest and altruism. Who is unfortunate

enough not to know the benefits and the joys that come from
altruistic impulses, manifested by love, filial devotion, parental
affection, charity, patriotism, religion, enthusiasm for the good
and the beautiful? There are those who say that altruism is only a
glorified form of self-love, and that, in reality, loving others is
only an intelligent way of loving oneself. This is not the place
to delve into the profundities of this question. Whether our two
motivating forces be distinct or merged, it is enough to know
that, far from clashing, as is so often said, they combine and work
together for the same common end: the general welfare.

I have established these two propositions:
In the state of isolation, our wants exceed our productive

capacities.
By virtue of exchange, our productive capacities exceed our

wan ts.

They explain the reason for the existence of society. Here are
two others that assure unlimited progress:

In the state o] isolation, one man's prosperity is inimical to that
oI all others.

By virtue o[ exchange, one man's prosperity is bene[icial to all
others.

Is there need to prove that, if Nature had destined men for a
solitary existence, the prosperity of one would be an obstacle to
the prosperity of another? The more numerous they were, the
less chance they would have of attaining well-being. In any case,
we can well see how their numbers could be harmful to them; we
cannot see how they could be beneficial. And then, I ask, under

what form would altruism manifest itself? What would bring it
into being? How could we even conceive of it?

But men exchange. Implicit in exchange, as we have seen, is
the division of labor. It gives rise to the professions and trades.
Each one applies himself to conquering one set of obstacles for
the benefit of the community. Each one devotes himself to render-
ing one kind of service. Now, a complete analysis of value demon-
strates that the worth of every service is dependent first on its
intrinsic utility, and then on the fact that it is offered for sale in a
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richer locality, that is, in a community more inclined to demand
it, more able to pay for it. Actual experience--which shows us
the artisan, the doctor, the lawyer, the businessman, the coach-
maker, the teacher, the scholar, receiving a better return for their
services in Paris, London, or New York, than in the moors of Gas-
cony, the mountains of Wales, or the prairies of the Far West--
confirms us in this truth:

The more prosperous the place in which he is situated, the bet-
ter tha chances a man has to prosper.

Of all the harmonies about which I have written, this one is

certainly the most important, the finest, the most decisive, the
most productive. It implies and sums up all the others. For this
reason I can give it here only a very incomplete demonstration. I
should consider it fortunate, indeed, if it emanates from the spirit
of this book and more fortunate still if it appears sufficiently
probable to induce the reader to proceed on his own from proba-
bility to certaintyl

For, beyond all shadow of doubt, this is the reason why we
must decide between the natural social order and all artificial
social orders; here, and here alone, is the solution to the social

problem. If the prosperity of all is requisite for the prosperity of
one, we may place our trust not only in the economic power of
free exchange, but also in its moral force. Once men know what
their true interests are, then all the restrictions, all the industrial

jealousies, the commercial wars, the monopolies, will fall before
the protest of public opinion; then they will ask, before demand-
ing the passage of any legislation, not: "What good will it do
me?" but: "What good will it do the community?" I admit that
we sometimes ask ourselves this second question at the prompting
of our altruism; but as the light of understanding comes to pre-
vail, we shall ask it also out of self-interest. Then, indeed, it will
be possible to say that the two motive forces of our nature work
together for the same result--the general good; and it will be
impossible to deny that in selLinterest, and likewise in the trans-
actions that stem from it, at least as far as their results are

concerned, there resides a source of moral power.
Whether we consider the relations of man to man, family to
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family, province to province, nation to nation, hemisphere to

hemisphere, capitalist to worker, or property owner to proletarian,
it is evident, I believe, that we cannot solve or even approach the

social problem from any of these points of view without first
choosing between these two maxims:

The profit of the one is the loss of the other.

The profit of the one is the profit ol the other.

For, if Nature has arranged things in such a way that antago-
nism is the law of free transactions, our only recourse is to conquer

Nature and to stifle liberty. If, on the contrary, these free transac-
tions are harmonious, that is, if they tend to improve and equalize

conditions, we must confine our efforts to allowing Nature to act
and to maintaining the rights of human liberty.

And that is why I urge the young men to whom this book is
dedicated to scrutinize carefully the doctrines it contains and to

analyze the inner nature and the results of exchange. Yes, I am
confident that there will be one among them who will finally

adduce a rigorously logical demonstration of this proposition:
The good of each is ]avorable to the good of all, even as the

good of all is favorable to the good of each; who will be able
to plant' this truth deeply in all minds, making it simple, crystal-
clear, irrefutable. This young man will have solved the social
problem; he will be the benefactor of the human race.

Let us, then, bear this in mind: According to the truth or falsity
of this axiom, the natural laws of society are harmonious or antag-

onistic; and according to their harmony or antagonism, it is to
our interest to conform to them or to deviate from them. If, then,

it were once clearly demonstrated that, under liberty, each man's
self-interest is in accord with that of every other, and those of all

are mutually favorable, all the efforts that we now see govern-
ments making to disrupt the action of these natural laws of society

would better be devoted to leaving to them their full power; or
rather no effort would be needed at all, except the effort it takes

not to interfere. In what does the interference by governments
consist? This can be deduced from the end they have in view.

What is that? To remedy the inequality that is thought to spring
from liberty. Now there is only one way to re-establish the bal-
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ance: to take ]rom some to give to others. Such is, in fact, the

mandate that governments have given themselves or have received,

and it is the logical deduction from the proposition: The profit
o I the one is the loss o] the other. This axiom being held as true,
force must indeed repair the damage done by liberty. Thus, gov-

ernments, which we thought were instituted to guarantee every
man his liberty and his property, have taken it upon themselves

to violate all liberty and all property rights, and with good reason,
if in liberty and property resides the very principle of evil. Thus,

everywhere we see them busy changing artificially the existing
distribution of labor, capital, and responsibility.

On the other hand, a truly incalculable amount of intellectual
energy is being wasted in the pursuit of contrived social organiza-

tions. To take from some to give to others, to violate both liberty
and property rights--this is a very simple objective; but the ways

of going about it can vary to infinity. Hence these multitudes of
systems, which throw all classes of workers into consternation,

since, by the very nature of their goal, they menace all existing
interests.

Therefore, arbitrary and complicated governments, the denial
of liberty and property rights, the antagonism of classes and

nations--all this is the logical outgrowth of the axiom: The pro[it
o I the one is the loss of the other. And, for the same reason, sim-

plicity in government administration, respect for individual dig-

nity, freedom of labor and exchange, peace among nations, pro-
tection of person and property--all this is the outgrowth of this

truth: All interests are harmonious, provided, however, only that
this truth be generally accepted.

Such is far from the case. Many persons, reading the above, are
prompted to say to me: You are breaking down an open door.

Who has ever thought seriously of challenging the superiority of

exchange over isolation? In what book, except perhaps Rousseau's,
have you encountered this strange paradox?

Those who stop me with this observation forget only two
things, two symptoms, or rather two aspects, of our modern
society: the doctrines with which the theorists flood us, and the

practices that governments foist upon us. No, it must indeed be
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that the harmony of interests is not universally recognized, since,

on the one hand, the force of government is constantly interven-
ing to disrupt their natural combinations; and, on the other, the

reproach is everywhere made that government does not intervene
enough.

This is the question: Is evil (it is clear that I here refer to evil
that is not the necessary consequence of our original infirmity)
traceable to the action of the natural laws of society or to our

penchant for disturbing this action?
Now, two facts are coexistent: evil, and the force of government

directed against the natural laws of society. Is the first of these

two facts the consequence of the second? Personally, I believe it
is; I will even say that I am sure of it. But at the same time I
attest to this: as evil spreads, governments seek the remedy in new
interferences with the action of these laws; and the theorists com-

plain that they still do not interfere enough. Am I not, then, justi-
fied in concluding that there is little confidence in the natural
laws of society?

Yes, without a doubt, if the question is posed as a choice between
isolation or exchange, there is agreement. But if the choice is

betweet_, free exchange and forced exchange, is there likewise
agreement? Is there nothing artificial, forced, restrained or con-

strained, in France, in the exchange of services relative to com-

merce, credit, transportation, arts, education, religion? Are
labor and capital naturally distributed between agriculture and
industry? When men are moved out of their normal channels,
are they still allowed to follow the natural direction of their

own self-interest? Do we not find obstructions everywhere? Are
there not a hundred vocations that are closed to most of us? Is the

Catholic not obliged to pay for the services of the Jewish rabbi,

and the Jew for the services of the Catholic priest? * Is there one
man in France who has had the education his parents would have
given him if they had been free? Are not our minds, our way of
life, our ideas, our industry, fashioned under the rule of the arbi-

trary or at least of the artificial? Now, I ask, is not such disturbing

• [Reference to the system established by Napoleon I providing government

subsidies for the leading religious denominations._TlotNsl.A'rolt.]
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of the free exchange of services a way of denying the harmony of
interests? On what pretext am I deprived of my liberty if not
that my liberty is judged to be harmful to others? It can hardly
be said to be harmful to me, for that would be adding but one

antagonism the more. And where on earth are we, in Heaven's
name, if Nature has placed in every man's heart a permanent,
indomitable drive that impels him to harm both others and
himself?

We have tried so many things; when shall we try the simplest
of all: freedom? Freedom in all .our acts that do not offend justice;
freedom to live, to develop, to improve; the free exercise of our
faculties; the free exchange of our services. What a fine and sol-
emn spectacle it would have been had the government brought to
power by the February Revolution * spoken thus to the citizens:

"You have invested me with the power of authority. I shall use
it only in cases where the intervention of force is permissible.
But there is only one such case, and that is for the cause of
justice. I shall require every man to remain within the limits set
by his rights. Every one of you may work in freedom by day and
sleep in peace at night. I take upon myself the safety of your
persons and property. That is my mandate; I shall fulfill it, but I
accept no other. Let there be no misunderstanding between us.
Henceforth you will pay only the slight assessment indispensable
for the maintenance of order and the enforcement of justice. But
also, please note, each one of you is responsible to himself for his
own subsistence and advancement. Turn your eyes toward me no
longer. Do not ask me to give you wealth, work, credit, education,
religion, morality. Do not forget that the motive power by which
you advance is within yourselves; that I myself can act only
through the instrumentality of force. All that I have, absolutely
all, comes from you; consequently, I cannot grant the slightest
advantage to one except at the expense of others. Cultivate your
fields, then, manufacture and export your products, conduct your
business affairs, make your credit arrangements, give and receive
your services freely, educate your children, find them a calling,
cultivate the arts, improve your minds, refine your sentiments,
• [C_,Lnote,chap.$, p. ST.---TIt_t_TO_.]
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strengthen your bonds with one another, establish industrial or

charitable associations, unite your efforts for your individual
good as well as for the general good; follow your inclinations,

fulfill your individual destinies according to your endowments,
your values, your foresight. Expect from me only two things:

freedom and security, and know that you cannot ask for a third
without losing these two."

Yes, I am convinced, if the February Revolution had pro-

claimed these principles, we should not have had another revolu-

tion. Can we imagine citizens, otherwise completely free, moving
to overthrow their government when its activity is limited to

satisfying the most vital, the most keenly felt of all social wants,
the need for justice?

But. unfortunately, it was impossible for the National Assembly
to follow this course or to speak these words. These utterances

were not in accord with the Assembly's thinking or with the
public's expectations. They would have spread as much conster-

nation throughout society, perhaps, as would the proclaiming of a
socialist state. Be responsible for ourselvesl they would have said.
Look to the state for nothing beyond law and orderl Count on it

for no wealth, no enlightenment! No more holding it responsible
for our faults, our negligence, our improvidencel Count only on

ourselves for our subsistence, our physical, intellectual, and moral

progressl Merciful heavens! What is going to become of us?
Won't society give way to poverty, ignorance, error, irreligion,
and perversity?

Such, you will agree, would have been the fears, voiced on all

sides, if the February Revolution had proclaimed liberty, that is,
the reign of the natural laws of society. Hence, either we do not

know these laws, or we do not trust them. We cannot help think-
ing that the motive forces that God implanted in man are essen-

tially perverse; that there is integrity only in the intentions and
designs of government; that the tendencies of mankind lead to

disorder, to anarchy; in a word, we believe in the inevitable
mutual antagonism of men's interests.

Therefore. French society during the February Revolution, far
from showing the slightest desire for a natural organization, never,
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perhaps, turned its thoughts and its hopes so ardently toward arti-
ficial contrivances. What were they? We know only too well. It

was proposed, according to the language of the time, to give it a
try: Faciarnus experimentum in corpore vili.* And the social

planners seemed to have such contempt for human personality, to
identify man so completely with inert matter, that they spoke of

conducting social experiments with mankind as one would speak
of making chemical experiments with alkalis or acids. An initial
experiment was begun at the Luxembourg, t we know with what

success. Soon the Constituent Assembly formed a Committee on
Labor which was deluged with a thousand social plans. A Fourier

spokesman, in all seriousness, asked for land and money (he un-
doubtedly would not have been slow to ask for men as well) to

implement his model society. Another spokesman, an egalitarian,

offered his recipe, which was rejected. The manufacturers, more
fortunate, succeeded in having theirs accepted. Finally, at this
juncture, the legislative assembly named a commission to set up

a public relief program.

What is surprising in all this is that those in power, simply to
stay in power, did not now and then protest: "You are leading
thirty-six million citizens to imagine that we are responsible for

everything, good or bad, that happens to them in this world. On
these terms, no government is possible."

In any case, however much these various proposals, glorified

as social planning, may differ from one another in their methods,
they are all predicated on the same proposition: Take from some

to give to others. Now, it is very clear that such a proposition
could meet with so sympathetic a response from the whole nation
only because of the general conviction that men's interests are

naturally antagonistic and human inclinations are essentially
perverse.

* ["Let us make the experiment on a worthless body." Quoted by Antoine Teissier,

l_loges des hommes sfavans (1585). Cf. Thomas Benfield Harbottle, Dictionary oi
Quotations (Classical) (London, 190_).--TRANSLATOR.]

j" [The Luxembourg Palace, the seat of the French Senate. The references in this

paragraph are to the government's efforts to end unemployment, which resulted

in the establishment of the relief measure known as the National Workshops.
--T_NSLATOR.]
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Take from some to give to othersl I know that this is the way
things have been going for a long time. But, before contriving, in

our effort to banish poverty, various means of putting this outland-
ish principle into effect, ought we not rather to ask ourselves whether
poverty is not due to the very fact that this principle has already

been put into effect in one way or another? Before seeking the

remedy in the further disturbance of the natural law of society.
ought we not first to make sure that these disturbances are

not themselves the very cause of the social ills that we wish to
cure?

Take from some to give to others! Permit me to point out

the danger and the absurdity of the economic thinking in this
so-called social aspiration, which welled up in the hearts of the
masses and finally burst forth so violently during the February
Revolution.

When there are a number of strata in society, it is understand-

able that the uppermost one should enjoy privileges at the expense
of the others. This is hateful, but it is not illogical.

Then the second stratum from the top will not fail to batter
down these privileges; and, with the help of the masses, will

sooner or later stage a revolution. In that case, as power passes
into its hands, we can understand that it too creates privileges for
itself. This is always detestable, but it is not illogical; at least it is

not unfeasible, for privilege is possible so long as it has the great

mass of the people under it to support it. If the third and the
fourth strata also stage their revolutions, they too will arrange,

if they can, to exploit the masses through carefully contrived
privileges. But now the great masses of the people, downtrodden,

oppressed, exhausted, stage their revolution too. Why? What do

they propose to do? You think perhaps they are going to abolish
all privilege, inaugurate the reign of universal justice? Do you

think that they are going to say: "An end to restrictions; an end

to restraints; an end to monopoly; an end to government inter-
ference for the benefit of one class; an end to heavy taxation; an
end to diplomatic and political intrigue"? No, their aim is very

different. They become a pressure group; they too insist on

becoming privileged. They, the masses of the people, imitating
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the upper classes, cry in their turn for privileges. They demand
their right to employment, their fight to credit, their right to
education, their right to pensions. But at whose expense? That is
a question they never stop to ask. They know only that being
assured of employment, credit, education, security for their old
age, would be very pleasant indeed, and no one would deny it.
But is it possible? Alas, no, and at this point, I say, it is no longer
detestable, but illogical to the highest degree.

Privileges for the masses! People of the lower classes, think of
the vicious circle you are placing yourselves in. Privilege implies
someone to profit from it and someone to pay for it. We can con-
ceive of a privileged man or a privileged class; but can we conceive
of a whole nation of privileged people? Is there another social
stratum under you that you can make carry the load? Will you
never understand the weird hocus pocus of which you are the
dupes? Will you never understand that the state cannot give you
something with one hand without taking that something, and a
little more, away from you with the other? Do you not see that,
far from there being any possible increase of well-being in this
process for you, its end result is bound to be an arbitrary govern-
ment, more galling, more meddling, more extravagant, more
precarious, with heavier taxes, more frequent injustices, more
shocking cases of favoritism, less liberty, more lost effort, with
interests, labor, and capital all misdirected, greed stimulated, dis-
content fomented, and individual initiative stifled?

The upper classes become alarmed, and not without reason,
at this disturbing attitude on the part of the masses. They sense
in it the germ of constant revolution, for what government can
endure when it has had the misfortune to say: "I have the force,
and I shall use it to make everybody live at the expense of
everybody else. I take upon myself the responsibility for the
happiness of all"? But is not the consternation these classes feel
a just punishment? Have they themselves not set the baneful
example of the attitude of mind of which they now complain?
Have they not always had their eyes fixed on favors from the
state? Have they ever failed to bestow any privilege, great or
small, on industry, banking, mining, landed property, the arts,
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and even their means of relaxation and amusement, like dancing

and music---everything, indeed, except on the toil of the people
and the work of their hands? Have they not endlessly multiplied

public services in order to increase, at the people's expense, their
means of livelihood: and is there today the father of a family

among them who is not taking steps to assure his son a govern-
ment /oh? Have they ever voluntarily taken a single step to

correct the admitted inequalities of taxation? Have they not
for a long time even exploited their electoral privileges? And

now they are amazed and distressed that the people follow
in the same direction! But when the spirit of mendicancy has

prevailed for so long among the rich, how can we expect it not
to have penetrated to the less privileged classes?

However, a great revolution has taken place. Political power,
the law-making ability, the enforcement of the law, have all

passed, virtually, if not yet completely in fact, into the hands
of the people, along with universal suffrage.* Thus, the people,

who raise the problem, will be called upon to resolve it; and woe
to the nation if, following the example that has been given them,

they seek the solution in privilege, which is always the violation
of the rights of others! Certainly it will result in great disillusion-

ment, and also in a great lesson; for, though it is possible to
violate the rights of the many for the benefit of the few, how can
we violate the rights of all for the benefit of all? But at what

price will this lesson be bought? What should the upper classes

do to warn against this frightful danger? Two things: give up
their privileges of their own accord, and enlighten the masses; for

there are but two things that can save society: justice and en-
lightenment. They should examine carefully whether they are
not enjoying some monopoly--if so, let them renounce it;

whether they are not benefiting by some artificial inequities--if

so, let them eradicate them; whether pauperism is not due, in
part at least, to their disturbance of the natural law of society--

if so, let them make an end of it in order that they may show
their hands to the people and say: These hands are not empty,

• [Universalsuffragehad just been adopted by the SecondRepublic.--Tc,AnSLAToa.]



Exchange 93

but they are clean. Is this what they actually do? Unless I am
completely blind, they do the exact opposite. They begin by
keeping their monopolies and have even been seen to take ad-

vantage of the Revolution to increase them. After thus putting
themselves in the position where they cannot tell the truth and

cannot invoke any principles without appearing inconsistent,

they promise to treat the people as the people would treat them-
selves, and dangle before their eyes the lure of privilege. But

they feel that they are being very wily in that today they grant
the people only a small privilege--the right to pensions---in the

hope that they may avoid any request for a great privilege--the
right to employment. And they do not see that by extending and
systematizing more and more the axiom: Take from some to

give to others, they are encouraging the error that creates the

difficulties of the present and dangers for the future.

Let us not exaggerate, however. When the upper classes seek
in the extension of privilege the remedy for the ills that privilege
has caused, they act in good faith, and, I feel sure, more through

ignorance than from a desire to commit injustice. The fact that
successive governments in France have always blocked the teach-

ing of political economy has done irreparable harm. Even greater
is the harm done by our university system, which fills all our

heads with Roman prejudices, that is, with everything most in-

compatible with social truth. This is what leads the upper classes
astray. It is fashionable today to declaim against them. For my
part, I believe that their intentions have never been more

benevolent in any age. I believe that they earnestly desire to

solve the problems of society. I believe that they would go
further than give up their privileges and would willingly turn

over to charitable works a part of the property they have acquired,
if, by so doing, they felt that they could definitely end the hard-

ships of the working classes. People will say, doubtless, that they

are motivated by self-interest or fear, and that there is no great
generosity in giving up a part of one's goods in order to save the

rest. It is the commonplace prudence of a man who keeps a fire
within bounds. Let us not thus abuse human nature. Why
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refuse to admit any less selfish motive? Is it not quite natural
for the democratic attitudes that prevail in our country to make

men sensitive to the suffering of their fellows? But, whatever
may be the motive, what cannot be denied is that everything that

reveals public opinion--philosophy, literature, poetry, the drama,
the pulpit, parliamentary debate, the press---indicates in the

wealthy class more than a desire, an ardent longing, to solve

the great problem. Why, then, does nothing come from our
legislative assemblies? Because of their ignorance. Political econ-
omy offers them this solution: Legal justice, private charity. But

they are off on a wrong scent and, without realizing it, follow

the socialist influence; they want to incorporate charity into the
law, that is, to banish justice from the law, a course likely to

destroy private charity, which is always quick to give way before
legal charity.

Why do our legislators thus contravene all sound notions

of political economy? Why do they not leave things in their
proper place: altruism in its natural realm, which is liberty; and

justice in its, which is law? Why do they not use the law ex-

clusively to further justice? It is not that they do not love justice,
but that they have no confidence in it. Justice is liberty and

property. But they are socialists without knowing it; for achieving
the progressive reduction of poverty and the progressive increase

in wealth, they have no faith, whatever they may say, in liberty
or in property or, consequently, in justice. And that is why we

see them in all good faith seeking to achieve the good by the
constant violation of the right.

We can call the natural laws o[ society that body of phenomena,
considered from the standpoint of their motivations and their
results, which govern the free transactions of men.

Once this is postulated, the question is: Must we permit these

laws to function, or must we prevent them from functioning?
This question is tantamount to asking:

Must we recognize the right of every man to his property, his
freedom to work and to exchange on his own responsibility,

whether to his profit or his loss, invoking the law, which is force,
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only for the protection of his rights; or can we reach a higher
plane of social well-being by violating property rights and liberty,
regulating labor, disrupting exchange, and shifting responsibility
away from the individual?

In other words:

Must the law enforce strict justice, or be the instrument of
organized confiscation administered more or less intelligently?

It is quite evident that the answer to these questions is de-
pendent on the study and knowledge of the laws of society. We
cannot make any reasonable pronouncement until we know
whether property, liberty, the varied pattern of services freely
exchanged, lead men forward toward their improvement, as
economists assert, or backward toward their debasement, as the
socialists affirm. In the first case, the ills of society must be
attributed to interference with the operation of natural laws, to
the legalized violation of the right to liberty and property. It is
this interference and violation, then, that must be stopped, and
the political economists are right. In the second case, we do not
yet have enough government interference. Forced and artificial
patterns of exchange have not yet sufficiently replaced the free
and natural pattern; too much respect is still paid to justice,
property, and liberty. Our lawmakers have not yet attacked them
violently enough. We are not yet taking enough from some to
give to others. So far we have taken only from the many to give
to the few. Now we must take from all to give to all. In a word,
we must organize confiscation, and from socialism will come our
salvation. 2

Disastrous Fallacies Derived ]rorn Exchange

Exchange is society. Consequently economic truth is the
complete view, and economic error is the partial view, of exchange.

If man did not exchange, every part of the economic process
would take place in the individual, and it would be very easy for
us to set down from observation its good and bad effects.

But exchange has brought about a division of labor, or, to
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speak less learnedly, the establishment of professions and trades.

Every service (or every product) involves two persons, the one

who provides it, and the one who receives it.
Undoubtedly, at the end of the evolutionary process, man in

society, like man in isolation, is at once producer and con-

sumer. But the difference must be clearly noted. Man in isola-

tion is always the producer of what he consumes. This is
almost never true of man in society. It is an incontestable point

of fact that everyone can verify from his own experience. This is
so because society is simply an exchange of services.

We are all producers and consumers, not of the thing, but of
the value that we have produced. While we exchange things, we
always remain the owners of their value.

From this circumstance are derived all economic misconcep-

tions and fallacies. It is certainly not superfluous to indicate here
the course of men's thinking on this subject.

We can give the general name of obstacle to everything that,
coming between our wants and our satisfactions, calls forth our
efforts.

The interrelations of these four elements--want, obstacle,

effort, satisfaction--are perfectly evident and understandable in
the case of man in a state of isolation. Never, never in the world,

would it occur to us to say:
"It is too bad that Robinson Crusoe does not encounter more

obstacles; for, in that case, he would have more outlets for his
efforts; he would be richer.

"It is too bad that the sea has cast up on the shore of the Isle of
Despair useful articles, boards, provisions, arms, books; for it

deprives Robinson Crusoe of an outlet for his efforts; he is poorer.
"It is too bad that Robinson Crusoe has invented nets to catch

fish or game; for it lessens by that much the efforts he exerts for
a given result; he is less rich.

"It is too bad that Robinson Crusoe is not sick oftener. It

would give him the chance to practice medicine on himself, which
is a form of labor; and, since all wealth comes from labor, he
would be richer.
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"It is too bad that Robinson Crusoe succeeded in putting out
the fire that endangered his cabin. He has lost an invaluable
opportunity for labor; he is less rich.

"It is too bad that the land on the Isle of Despair is not more
barren, the spring not farther away, the sun not below the horizon
more of the time. Robinson Crusoe would have more trouble

providing himself with food, drink, light; he would be richer."
Never, I say, would people advance such absurd propositions

as oracles of truth. It would be too completely evident that wealth
does not consist in the amount of effort required for each satisfac-
tion obtained, but that the exact opposite is true. We should
understand that value does not consist in the want or the obstacle

or the effort, but in the satisfaction; and we should readily admit
that although Robinson Crusoe is both producer and consumer,
in order to gauge his progress, we must look, not at his labor, but
at its results. In brief, in stating the axiom that the paramount
interest is that of the consumer, we should feel that we were

simply stating a veritable truism.
How happy will nations be when they see clearly how and why

what we find false and what we find true of man in isolation

continue to be false or true of man in societyI
Yet it is certainly a fact that the five or six propositions that

appeared so absurd when we applied them to the Isle of Despair
seem so incontestably true when applied to France that they serve
as the basis of all our economic legislation. And, on the contrary,
the axiom that seemed truth itself when applied to the individual
is never mentioned without provoking a disdainful smile.

Could it be true, then, that exchange so alters us that what
makes for the poverty of the individual makes for the wealth of
society?

No, this is not true. But, it must be said, it is plausible, very
plausible indeed, since it is generally believed.

Society consists in the fact that we work for one another. We
receive more services either as we give more or as those we give
are assigned greater value, are more in demand, that is to say, are
better paid. On the other hand, the division of labor causes each
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one of us to apply his efforts to conquering obstacles that block
the satisfactions of others. The farmer attacks the obstacle called

hunger; the doctor, the obstacle called illness; the priest, the
obstacle called vice; the writer, the obstacle called ignorance; the
miner, the obstacle called cold; etc., etc.

And, since the more keenly all those about us are aware of the
obstacles that stand in their way, the more generously they are
inclined to remunerate our efforts, it follows that we are all dis-

posed, from this point of view, as producers, to dedicate ourselves
almost religiously to exaggerating the importance of the obstacles
that it is our business to combat. We consider ourselves richer if

these obstacles are increased, and we immediately conclude that
what is to our personal gain is for the general good)



5

On Value

A long discourse is always boring, and a long discourse on
value must be doubly so.

Therefore, naturally enough, every inexperienced writer, when
confronted with a problem in economics, tries to solve it without
involving himself in a definition of value.

But inevitably it does not take him long to discover how very
inadequate such a procedure is. The theory of value is to political
economy what a numerical system is to arithmetic. How hope-
lessly confusing Bezout * would have beceme if, to spare his
students tedium, he had tried to teach them the four fundamental

operations of arithmetic--addition, subtraction, multiplication,
and division--and the theory of proportions without first explain-
ing to them how the ten digits by their shape and position repre-
sent numerical valuesl

If only the reader could foresee the fascinating conclusions to
be deduced from the theory of value, he would accept the tire-
some explanation of the basic principles, just as he resigns himself
to the dull chore of learning the elementary principles of geom-
etry by keeping in mind the exciting prospect of things to come.

But in the field of political economy one does not intuitively
anticipate anything of this sort. The more pains I shall take to
make clear the distinctions between value and utility, and between
value and labor, in order to explain how natural it was for early
economic theory to have run aground on these treacherous shoals,

• [l_tienne Bezout (1730-1783), French naval inspector and mathematician.--
TRAN_.ATOIt.]
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the more surely the reader will find in my careful analysis mere

sterile and idle subtleties, of no possible interest to anyone, except
perhaps professionals in the field.

You are laboriously considering, he will say to me, whether
wealth resides in the utility of things or in their value or in their

scarcity. Is not this like the question asked by the Scholastics:
Does form reside in the substance or in the accident? Are you

not afraid of being parodied in a vaudeville skit by some would-
be Moli_re?

And yet I must say: From the viewpoint of political economy
society is exchange. The primary element of exchange is the

notion of value, and consequently the connotations that we give
to this word, whether true or erroneous, lead us to truth or error

in all our social thinking.
I have undertaken in this work to show the harmony of the

providential laws that govern human society. These laws are
harmonious rather than discordant because all the elements, all

the motive forces, all the springs of action, all the self-regarding

impulses within man, work together toward attaining a great final
result that he will never completely reach, because of his innate

imperfection, but which he will constantly approach because of
his indomitable capacity ]or improvement; and this result will be

the progressive merging of all classes at a higher and higher level
--in other words, the equalizing of all individuals in the general
enjoyment of a higher standard oJ living.

But, to succeed in my effort, I must explain two things, namely:
l) Utility--that is, the service a thing renders tends to cost less

and less, to become more generally available, as it gradually passes
outside the domain of individual ownership.

2) Value, on the contrary, which alone can be claimed as a

possession, which alone, in law and in fact, constitutes property,
tends to decrease in proportion to the amount of utility it repre-
sents.

Consequently, if I base my demonstration both on private
ownership, but exclusively on private ownership of value, and on

public ownership, but exclusively on public ownership of utility,
I should be able, provided my reasoning is valid, to satisfy and
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reconcile all schools, since I recognize that all have had a glim-

mering of the truth, but only of a part of the truth seen from
different points of view.

Economists, you defend private ownership. In the social order

no private ownership exists save the ownership of value, and it
cannot be called into question.

Socialists, you dream of public ownership. You have it. The
social order makes all utilities common to all, provided the

exchange of privately owned values remains free.
You are like architects arguing over a building of which each

one has seen only one side. They do not see poorly, but they do
not see all. To reach an agreement, they need only to walk around
the entire edifice.

But how can I reconstruct this social edifice and present it to

the public in all its beautiful harmony if I reject its twin
cornerstones--utility and value? How could I effect the much-to-
be-desired reconciliation of all schools of thought on the common

ground of truth if I should yield to my reluctance to analyze these

two ideas, whose confused interpretations have unfortunately
given rise to so much disagreement?

A preamble of this kind has been necessary to persuade the
reader, if possible, to arm himself for a short while with the

concentration and the patience to endure some degree of tire-
someness, and alasT of boredom. Unless I am much mistaken, the

beauty of the conclusions will richly compensate for the dullness

of the premises. If Newton had allowed himself, in the beginning,
to be deterred from the study of mathematics by his distaste for

its elementary principles, his heart would never have quickened
with admiration at the vision of the harmonies of the celestial

universe; and I insist that we have only to work our way manfully
through a few elementary notions of political economy to realize

that God has not been less lavish in bestowing touching goodness,

admirable simplicity, and magnificent splendor upon the social
universe.

In the first chapter we saw that man is both pazsive and active;
that wants and satislactions, being concerned exclusively with
sensation, are, by their nature, personal, intimate, and nontrans-
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ferable; that effort, on the contrary, the link between want and
satisfaction, the mean between the extremes of motive cause and

end result, stemming as it does from our activity, our impulse,
our will, can be transmitted by mutual agreement from one indi-
vidual to another. I know that this assertion could be challenged

on metaphysical grounds, and that it could be maintained that
effort also is personal and individual. I have no desire to become
involved in any such ideological debate, and I hope that my
thought will be accepted without controversy when expressed in
this nontechnical form: We cannot feel another persons' wants; we
cannot feel another person's satisfactions; but we can render
services to one another.

This transmission of effort, this exchange of services, forms the
subject matter of political economy; and since, on the other hand,
political economy can be summed up in the word value, which is
the thing it seeks to explain in all its detail, it follows that our
notion of value will be an imperfect one, an erroneous one, if,
neglecting the mean, we base it on the extremes, which are
phenomena of our sensations---wants and satisfactions, which are
intimate, nontransferable, not subject to measurement from one
individual to another--instead of founding it on our activity, our
effort_ our exchange of reciprocal services, since these are capable
of comparison, appraisal, evaluation, and can indeed be evalu-
ated for the very reason that they are exchanged.

In the same chapter we arrived at these conclusions:
Utility (the ability of certain acts or things to serve us), is com-

posite, one part of it being due to the action of Nature, the other
part to the action of man. The more Nature has done to effect a
given result, the less there is for human labor to do. Nature's
contribution is essentially gratuitous; man's contribution, whether
intellectual or physical, exchanged or not exchanged, collective or
individual, is essentially onerous, as is implied by the very word
"effort."

And since what is gratuitous cannot have value, the notion of
value implying acquisition through effort, it follows that value too
will be misunderstood if we extend its meaning to include, in
whole or in part, those things that are received as gifts from
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Nature, instead of restricting its meaning to the human contribu-
tion only.

Thus, from two points of view, from two different approaches,
we reach the conclusion that value must have reference to the

egorts made by men in order to secure the satisfaction of their
wants.

In chapter 3 we noted that man cannot live in the state of
isolation. But if, in our thinking, we conjure up this imaginary
case, this state contrary to nature, to which the eighteenth cen-
tury paid homage under the name of the state of nature, we real-
ize at once that, although it exhibits the active phenomenon that
we have named effort, it still does not reveal the notion of value.

The reason is simple: value implies comparison, a rating, an eval-
uation, a measure. For two things to be measured, they must be
commensurate; and to be commensurate, they must be of the
same kind. In the state of isolation, to what can effort be com-

pared? To wants? To satisfactions? This can lead us only to grant
to effort a greater or a lesser degree of timeliness, of appropriate-
ness. In the social state we compare the effort of one man with the
effort of another man (and from this comparison arises the idea
of value), two phenomena of the same kind, and hence
measurable.

Thus, the definition of the word "value," to be accurate, must

have reference not only to human efforts, but also to efforts that
are exchanged or exchangeable. Exchange does more than take
note of values or measure them; it creates them. I do not mean that

it creates the acts or the things that are exchanged, but it imparts
the idea of value to them.

So, when two men exchange their present effort, or the fruits of
their past effort, they are serving each other; they are rendering
each other mutual service,

I therefore say: Value is the relationship existing between two
services that have been exchanged.

The idea of value first entered the world when a man said to

his brother, "Do this for me, and I will do that for you," and the
brother agreed; for then, for the first time, men were able to say,
"Two services that are exchanged are equal to each other."
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It is curious to note that the true theory of value, which is to
be sought in vain in many a thick volume, is found in the delight-

ful little fable of Florian, the Blind Man and the Paralytic:

Aidons-nous mutuellement,

La charge des rnalheurs en sera plus l_gOre.
......... _ nous deux

Nous poss_dons le bien fi chacun n_cessaire.
]'ai des jambes, et vous des yeux.

Moi, ie vais vous porter; vous, vous serez mon guide:
Ainsi, sans que iamais notre arnitid d_cide
Qui de nous deux remplit le plus utile emploi,
le rnarcherai pour vous, vous y verrez pour rnoi.*

This is value identified and defined with rigorous economic
accuracy, except for the touching reference to friendship, which
takes us into another realm. We can well understand how two

handicapped persons can render each other mutual service with-

out undue concern as to which one performs the more useful
function. The special circumstances invented by the fabler pro-

duce a strong sense of sympathy that prevents the two men from
trying to assess the relative importance of the services they

exchange, although this assessment is indispensable in order to
bring completely into focus the notion of value in this transaction.

This idea would become fully apparent if all men, or most men,
were stricken with paralysis or blindness; for then the inexorable

law of supply and demand would take over, and, eliminating the

*[Jean-Pierre Claris de Florian (1755-1794), great-nephew of Voltaire, and
author of plays and tales of some merit, but better known for his fables, which

are generally recognized in France as second only to those of the great La
Fontaine.

Let us aid each other ....

The burden of our ills will be the lighter ....
Together we have all that fate to each denies.

I have legs, and you have eyes.

I shall carry you. and you will be my guide.

Thus, without our friendship ever having to decide
Which of us of greater use can be,

I shall walk for you, and you will see for me. TaaNSLATOk.]
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element of voluntary sacrifice on the part of the one performing
the more useful function, would re-establish the transaction on the

solid ground of justice.
We are all halt or blind in some respect; and we readily under-

stand that by mutual aid the burden o] our ills will be the lighter.
Hence exchange. We work to provide food, clothing, lodging,
light, health, defense, education for one another. Hence reciproc-
ity of services. These services we compare, we discuss, we evaluate.
Hence value.

A host of circumstances can increase the relative importance of
a service. We find it greater or less in proportion to its usefulness
to us; to the number of persons ready to perform it for us; to the
amount of labor, pains, skill, time, preparation it requires, to the
degree to which it relieves us of the necessity of providing these
same things for ourselves. Value depends not only on these cir-
cumstances but also on the estimate we make of them; for it can

happen, and often does, that we rate a given service very highly,
because we judge it to be very useful, whereas in reality it is detri-
mental. For this reason, vanity, ignorance, error play their part in
influencing this essentially elastic and fluctuating relationship that
we call "value"; and one could say that the evaluation of services
tends to come closer to absolute truth and justice as men progress
in knowledge and morality.

Up to now the principle of value has been sought in those cir-
cumstances that increase or lessen it, in material quality, wear,
usefulness, scarcity, labor, inaccessibility, subjective judgment, etc.
--things that from the very beginning have given the science of
political economy a wrong direction, for the accident that modi-
fies the phenomenon is not the phenomenon itself. Moreover,
every writer has set himself up as the godfather, so to speak, of the
particular one of these circumstances that he considered the most
significant--the inevitable outcome of the tendency to generalize;
for the whole universe is in everything, and there is nothing
that a word cannot be made to include if only its meaning is suffi-
ciently broadened. Thus, the principle of value for Adam Smith
is in material quality and wear (durability); for Say, in utility;
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for Ricardo, in labor; for Senior, in scarcity; for Storch, in sub-
jective judgment; etc.*

What happened, inevitably, was that these writers in all inno-
cence weakened the authority and dignity of the science of politi-
cal economy by giving the impression of contradicting one an-
other, whereas in reality each one was correct from his own point
of view. Furthermore, they enmeshed the primary notion of politi-
cal economy in a maze of inextricable difficulties, since the same
words did not connote for all of them the same meaning; and,
although one set of circumstances might be declared fundamental,
they also noted other factors at work that were too important to
be neglected, and thus their definitions became more and more
involved.

This book is not designed to add to the controversy, but to be
an exposition of principles. I point out what I see, not what
others have seen. I cannot, however, refrain from calling the
reader's attention to the circumstances on which the idea of value

has been based. But before proceeding with this topic, I shall turn
to a series of concrete illustrations of the nature of value, for it is

through different applications of it that we grasp the meaning of
a theory.

I strall show how every transaction can be reduced to a bartering
of services. But the reader must keep in mind what was said about
barter in the previous chapter. It is rarely a simple transaction;
sometimes it is accomplished through products or commodities
circulated among several contracting parties; more often it is
accomplished by means of money, in which case it can be broken
down into two factors, sale and purchase; but, since this compli-
cating feature does not in any way alter the nature of the transac-
tion, let me assume, for the sake of simplicity, an immediate and
direct barter between two parties. In this way we may avoid any
misconception as to the nature of value.

• [Nassau William Senior (1790-1864), English economist. First professor of political
economy at Oxford.

Heinrich Friedrich yon Storch (1766-1835), German economist, instructor to the

imperial children.--T_.NSLATo_.]
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We are all born with one overwhelming physical want, which

must be satisfied on pain of death: the need to breathe. On the

._ other hand, we are all placed in an environment that provides for
this want, generally speaking, without requiring any effort from

us. Air, then, has utility, but no value. It has no value, because,
since it occasions no effort, it calls for no service. Rendering a

service implies sparing someone pains; and when no pains are
required to achieve a satisfaction, there are none to be spared.

But if a man goes down to the bottom of a river in a diving
bell, a foreign body is introduced between the air and his lungs;

to re-establish connections, the pump must be set in motion; then
: there is effort to be exerted, pains to be taken; and certainly the

i man will be ready to co-operate, for his life is at stake, and no
service to him could be greater.

Instead of making this effort himself, he requests me to make it;
and, in order to induce me to do so, he promises in his turn to

take pains that will procure me satisfaction. We discuss the mat-
ter, and we come to an agreement. What do we have here? Two

wants, two satisfactions, that are not mutually exclusive; two

efforts that are the subject of a voluntary transaction; two services
that are exchanged--and value makes its appearance.

Now, it is said that utility is the basis of value; and as utility is
inherent in air, we are to assume that this is likewise true of

value. There is obvious confusion here. Air, by its composition,

has physical properties that are adapted to one of our bodily
organs, the lungs. What I take out of the atmosphere to fill the
diving bell is not changed in any way; it is still oxygen and nitro-

gen. There is no combining to form a new physical quality; no
reagent brings forth a new element called value. The fact is that

value comes only from the service that has been rendered.
When someone states the axiom that utility is the basis of value,

I have no quarrel with him if he means that service has value
because it is useful to the one who receives it and pays for it.

This is a truism that adds nothing new to the idea of the word
"service."

But we must not confuse utility of the type provided by the air
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with the utility of a service. These two are distinct, of different

orders and natures, and do not necessarily have any common
denominator or relationship. Under certain conditions, I can do

someone a service that is trifling, as far as the effort it costs me or

saves him is concerned, and yet, by so doing, I can place at his
disposal something of very great intrinsic utility.

Let us see how the two contracting parties would go about
evaluating the service that the one renders the other in sending

air down to him. There must be a common ground for compari-
son, and it can only be in the service that the diver has promised

to give in return. What they demand will depend on their respec-
tive situations, the urgency of their wants, the relative ease with

which one can get along without the other, and many other cir-
cumstances that demonstrate that value is in the service, since
both increase in the same ratio.

If the reader so desires, he can easily think up for himself other
examples of this kind that will convince him that value is not

necessarily commensurate with the amount of effort expended.
This is a remark that I throw out here in anticipation of later
discussion, for I expect to prove that value no more resides in
labor than it does in utility.

Nature has seeen fit to make me in such a way that I should
die if I did not quench my thirst from time to time; and the

spring to which I must go for water is two miles from my village.

Therefore, every morning I must take the trouble of going after

my little supply of water, for I find in water those useful qualities
that have the power to assuage that type of suffering known as
thirst. Want, effort, satisfaction--they are all there. I am familiar

with the utility I derive from this act; I do not yet know its
value.

However, suppose my neighbor also goes to the spring, and I
say to him, "Spare me the trouble of making this trip; do me the
service of bringing me some water. While you are so engaged, I

will do something for you; I will teach your child to spell." It

happens that this suits both of us. This is the exchange of two
services, and we can say that the one is equal to the other. Note
that what is compared here are the two efforts, not the two wants
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or the two satisfactions; for on what basis can we compare the

relative merits of having a drink of water and learning how to
spell?

Soon I say to my neighbor, "Teaching your child is becoming
a bore; I prefer to do something else for you. You will continue

to bring me water, and I will give you five sous." If the offer is
accepted, the economist may say without fear of error: The
service is worth five sous.

After a while my neighbor no longer waits for me to ask him.

He knows, by experience, that I need to drink every day. He
anticipates my want. And while he is at it, he provides water for

_. other villagers. In a word, he becomes a water-seller. Then we
begin to put it this way: Water is worth five sous.

But has the water really changed? Has the value, which so
recently was in the service, now become a material thing, a new
chemical element added to the water? Has a slight change that my

neighbor and I made in our arrangements been powerful enough

to upset the principle of value and alter its nature? I am not
so pedantic as to object to saying that water is worth five sous, any

more than to saying that the sun sets. But we must realize that
both are examples of metonymy; that metaphors do not alter
facts; that scientifically, since, after all, we are dealing with a
science, it is no more true that value is contained in water than
that the sun sets in the sea.

Let us therefore assign to things the qualities that are proper

to them: to water, to air, utility; to services, value. Let us say:
Water has utility because it has the property of quenching thirst;
the service is the thing that has value, because it is the subject of

the agreement. This truth is apparent when we reflect that what-

ever may be our distance from the spring, the utility of the water
remains constant, but its value varies. Why? Because the service

becomes greater or smaller. Value, then, is in the service, since
value changes as the service does and in the same degree.

The diamond plays an important role in the books written by

economists. They use it to elucidate the laws of value or to
indicate the so-called disturbances of these laws. It is a shining
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weapon that all schools use in their combat. The English school

says: "Value consists in labor." The French school produces a
diamond and says: "Here is a product that requires no labor and

is yet of immense value." Then, if the French school affirms that
value resides in utility, the English school cites the diamond,

along with air, light, and water, as proof to the contrary. "Air is
very useful and has no value; the diamond's utility is highly ques-

tionable, and yet it is worth more than the whole atmosphere."
And the reader can only say with Henry IV, "On my word, they're

both right." * Eventually they reach common agreement in the
following error, which is worse than the other two: We must
admit that the handiwork of GOd has value, and that value, then,
is material.

These anomalies disappear, it seems to me, on the basis of my
definition, which is corroborated rather than invalidated by the

example in question.
I take a stroll along the seashore. A stroke of good luck puts a

superb diamond into my hand. I have come into possession of a
considerable amount of value. Why? Am I going to contribute

something great to humanity? Have I toiled long and arduously?
Neither the one nor the other. Why, then, does the diamond

have such value? Because the person to whom I give it believes

that I am rendering him a great service, all the greater because
many rich people would like to have it, and I alone can render it.

Their judgment is open to question, granted. It is based on
vanity and love of display, granted again. But the judgment exists
in the mind of a man ready to act in accordance with it, and that

is enough.

We could say that this judgment is far from being based on a
reasonable evaluation of the diamond's utility; indeed, it is quite

the contrary. But making great sacrifices for the useless is the very

nature and purpose of ostentation.

• [A remark concerningProtestantsand Catholicsattributed to Henry when he be.
came King of France in 1589.Himself a Protestant,he became a Catholic in order
to win the crown. His Edict of Nantes, providing religious tolerance for the entire
nation, put an end to France'sbloody Warsof Religion.--TJotNsLAa'om-]
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_ Value, far from having any necessary relation to the labor per-
{ [ormed by the person rendering the service, is more likely to be
:_ proportionate, we may say, to the amount of labor spared the

person receiving the service; and this is the law of values. It is a
_ general law and universally accepted in practice, although, as far
i as I know, not taken into account by the theorists. We shall

describe later the admirable mechanism that tends to keep value
and labor in balance when the latter is free; but it is nonetheless

true that value is determined less by the effort expended by the
_, person serving than by the effort spared the person served.
-; The transaction relating to the diamond may be supposed to

give rise to a dialogue of this nature:
"Let me have your diamond, please."
"I am quite willing; give me your whole year's labor in

exchange."
_ "But, my dear sir, getting it didn't cost you a minute's time."

"Well, then, the way is open to you to find that kind of min-
_. ute."

"But, in all justice, we ought to exchange on terms of equal
labor."

"No, in all justice, you set a price on your services, and I set
one on mille. I am not forcing you; why should you force me?
Give me a whole year's labor, or go find your own diamond."

"But that would entail ten years of painful search, and probable
_ disappointment at the end. I find it wiser and more profitable to

spend ten years in some other way."
"And that is just why I feel that I am still doing you a service

_ when I ask only for one year. I am saving you nine years, and for
that reason I consider this service of great value. If I appear de-

,_ manding to you, it is because you consider only the labor I have
,_ performed; but consider also the labor that I save you, and you

will find that I am almost too easy."
"Nevertheless, you are making a profit from what is a work of

'_* Nature."

"And if I let you have my lucky find for nothing or next to
nothing, you would be the one to make the profit. Besides, if this

_f

2
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diamond has great value, it is not because Nature has been toiling

away on it since the beginning of time; Nature does as much for
a dewdrop."

"Yes, but if diamonds were as plentiful as dewdrops, you would
not be laying down the law to me."

"Certainly, because in that case you would not be appealing to
me, or you would not be disposed to pay me a high price for a

service that you could easily perform for yourself."
We see from this dialogue that value resides no more in the

diamond than it does in water or in air; it resides entirely in the

services performed and received in connection with these things
and is determined after free discussion by the contracting parties.

Go through what the economists have to say; read, compare
their definitions. If any one of them can account for air and the

diamond, two cases apparently so opposite, then throw this book
of mine into the fire. But if my definition, simple as it is, resolves

the difficulty, or rather, eliminates it, then, reader, in all good

conscience, you are bound to read me through to the end; for so
good an introduction to the science we are studying cannot fail
to hold promise for the rest.

I ask indulgence to cite other examples, in order both to clarify
my thought and to familiarize the reader with a new definition.

Besides, this attention to the principle of value, showing it in all
its aspects, will pave the way for my conclusions, which will prove

to be, I venture to predict, no less important than unexpected.
Among the wants to which we are subject because of our physi-

cal nature is the need for food; and one of the best commodities

for satisfying it is bread.

Naturally, since it is I who experience the need to eat, it is I

who should perform all the operations that will produce the

amount of bread I require. I cannot ask my fellow men to perform
this service for me gratis, since they too are subject to the same
want and are obliged to make the same effort.

If I were to make my own bread, I should have to perform a
series of tasks much like those involved in getting water from the

well, but much more complicated. The elements of which bread
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is composed exist, of course, everywhere in Nature. As Jean-Bap-
tiste Say so wisely observed, man has neither the need nor the

_ ability to create anything. Gases, minerals, electricity, plant life

all exist about me; I need only bring them together, help them
along, combine and transport them, with the aid of that great
laboratory which we call the earth, so full of mysterious things

= that science has barely begun to discover. Even though the sum

: total of all the operations I must go through in pursuit of my
objective is quite complicated, each individual operation is as

simple as drawing water from the spring where Nature has placed
it. Each one of my efforts, therefore, is merely a service that I per-

form for myself; and if, through an agreement freely arrived at,
other persons spare me some or all of these efforts, I have received

that amount of services. The sum of these services, in comparison
with those that I perform in return, constitutes and determines

"_ the value of my bread.

A convenient intermediate agent is introduced to facilitate this
-_ exchange of services and to measure their relative importance,

viz., money. But the fundamental nature of thin_ remains the

same, even as in mechanics power is transmitted in accordance

i with the same laws, whether it be through one or several
passed

sets of gears.

5_ We can see the truth of all this in the following illustration. If a

! good accountant were to analyze the elements entering into the
value of my loaf of bread costing, say, four sous, he would eventu-
ally identify, in the course of searching through many complicated
transactions, all the individuals whose services had contributed

to determining this value, all who had saved trouble for the per-

son who, in the last analysis, pays for the bread because he is the

consumer. First, there would be the baker, who keeps a twentieth
:_ part, and out of his twentieth pays the mason who built his oven,

i the woodcutter who prepared his firewood, etc.; then, there would

be the miller, who would receive not only enough to pay for his

own labor but also something for the quarryman who made his
millstone, the workman who built the banks for his millrace, etc.

Other parts of the total value would go to the thresher, the bar-



114 Economic Harmonies

rester, the cultivator, the planter, until the account was complete
to the last centime. But no part of it, none whatsoever, would go to
pay God or Nature. Such an assumption is absurd, on the face of
it, and yet logically it is implicit in the theories of those econo-
mists who attribute to matter or the forces of Nature any part of
the value of a product. No, once again, what has value here is not
the loaf of bread, but the series of services that made the bread
available to me.

It is quite true that, among the constituent parts of the loafs
value, our bookkeeper will find one part that he will have trouble
itemizing as a service, at least as a service requiring effort. He
will find that out of his twenty centimes, which make up his total
of four sous, one or two go to the owner of the land, to the pos-
sessor of the field of operations. This small part of the bread's
value constitutes what is called the land rent; and, confused by
the expression, by the metonymy that we again encounter here,
our accountant will perhaps be tempted to list this as the share
due the forces of Nature, due, that is, to the land itself.

I maintain, however, that if he is a good accountant, he will
realize that even this item is actually the cost of true services like
al_ the others. This fact will be conclusively demonstrated when
we study real property. For the moment, I shall simply remind
the reader that here I am dealing, not with property, but with
value. I am not inquiring whether all services are valid and legiti-
mate, or whether some men have succeeded in receiving payment
for services they did not render. After all, the world is full of
injustices of this sort, but rent should not be included among
them.

All that I am seeking to demonstrate here is that the so-called
value of things is, in fact, only the value of the services, real or
fancied, that are transmitted through the medium of things; that
value does not reside in the things themselves, and is no more to be
found in bread than in diamonds, in water, or in air; that Nature

receives no payment [or value; that the entire amount, paid by
the ultimate consumer, is distributed among men; and that the
consumer is willing to make them this payment only because they
have rendered him services, cases of fraud and violence excepted.
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Two men think that ice is a good thing in summer, and that

coal is a better thing in winter. The one cools us, and the other
_ warms us, both thus answering to two of our wants. I cannot

insist too much that the utility of these objects consists in certain

physical properties that are adapted to our physical organs. Let us
note that neither value nor anything like it is included among
these properties, which physics or chemistry could isolate. How,

i then, could anyone have reached the conclusion that value resides
,5

_ in matter and is itself material?
If these two men wish to satisfy their wants independently, each

5 one will have to labor at storing up his own supply of both ice and
:. coal. If they come to an understanding, one will go to the mines

to get enough coal for both of them, the other to the mountains
7 for enough ice for both. But in that case an agreement has to be

reached. The two services exchanged must be carefully evaluated
:i and compared. All the circumstances must be taken into account:

the difficulties to be overcome, the dangers to be faced, the time
to be lost, the pains to be taken, the skill required, the risks to be

i run, the possibility of satisfying the want in some other way, etc.,
etc. When the two men reach agreement, the economist will say
that the two services that are exchanged are equivalent; but the
common way of putting it, by metonymy, will be: So much coal is
worth so much ice, as though value has passed physically into
these objects. Though it is easy to realize that the common expres-
sion indicates the result well enough, only the scientific statement
gives a true idea of the cause.

_. Instead of two services and two persons, the agreement may
include a great number of services and persons, substituting in-

'_ direct or roundabout exchange for direct barter. In that case
money will be introduced to facilitate the act of exchange. Need

'_ I say that the principle of value will not be displaced or altered in
the process?

But I do need to add a comment about the coal. It might well
be that there is only one mine in the region, and that one man has
got possession of it. In that case, this man will make his own
terms, that is to say, he will set a high price on his services or his
so<alled services.

i



| 16 Economic Harmonies

We have not yet come to the question of law and justice, of
distinguishing between real services and fraudulent services. For

the moment, what concerns us is to elucidate the true theory of
value and rid it of the error from which the science of economics

has suffered. When we say, "What Nature has done, or given,

It has done, or given, gratis; consequently these things have no
value," people answer by giving us a cost analysis of coal or any

other natural product. They admit readily enough that the price,

in most cases, includes human services. One man has dug the
earth; another has drained off the water; this man has brought
the coal up from the mine; another one has delivered it; and the

sum total of all these actions constitutes, they say, almost all the

value of the coal. Yet there still remains a part of the value that
does not correspond to any labor, to any service. That is the price

of the coal lying underground, still untouched, as they say, by
human labor. This is the owner's share; and since this part of the

value is not created by man, it must indeed be created by Nature.
I reject this conclusion, and I warn the reader that if he accepts

it in any guise whatsoever, he will make no further progress in the
science of political economy. No, value is no more created by an

act of Nature than matter is created by the action of man. One of
two things must be true: either the owner has contributed to the

final result and has performed real services, in which case the part

of the value that he has set on the coal falls rightly within my
definition; or else he has entered the transaction as a parasite

and, in that case, has been sharp enough to receive payment for

services that he did not perform; the price of the coal is improp-
erly raised. This situation proves that injustice has crept in; but

it cannot upset the theory to the point of warranting the assertion
that that portion of value is material, that it has combined, like a

physical element, with the gratuitous gifts of Providence. And

here is the proof: Put an end to the injustice, if there is injustice,
and the corresponding amount of value will disappear. Such
would not be the case, certainly, if value were inherent in matter
and created by Nature.

Let us now pass to the second of our most elemental wants:
security.
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l A certain number of men land on an inhospitable shore. They
set to work. But not one of them ever knows at what moment he

i will have to stop his work to defend himself against savage beasts or
men more savage still. Beyond the time and effort spent directly in
defending themselves, more is required to provide arms and

munitions. They finally realize that the total loss in effort would
be infinitely less if some of them gave up their other work and
devoted themselves entirely to this service. They would assign to

it those with the most skill, courage, and strength. These latter
_. would perfect themselves in an art that would be their constant

occupation; and while they watched over the safety of the com-
:_ munity, the others would bring in from their labors more satis-

I ]actions for everybody than would have been possible if ten of
their number had not been removed from the general working

force. Consequently, the arrangement is carried out. What can
we see in this except more progress in the direction of the divi-

_. sion of labor, introducing and requiring an exchange of services?
Are the services of these troops, soldiers, militiamen, guards---

i call them what you will--productive? Undoubtedly, since thearrangement is made solely in order to increase the ratio of total
satisfactions to the general effort.

Do these services have value? They do indeed, since they are
appraised, assigned a price, evaluated, and, after all, paid for by

i other services against which they are compared._ The form under which the remuneration is stipulated, the man-
her of assessment, the procedure whereby the terms of the arrange-
ment are discussed and agreed upon, all this in no wise alters
the principle. Do some save the others effort? Do some procure
satisfactions for the others? If so, then there is exchange, compari-

i son, evaluation of services, and there is value.
o Services of this type, in a complex society, often lead to terrible

consequences. Since the very nature of the services demanded
from this class of workers requires that force be placed in their

: hands, and enough force to overcome all resistance, those to

whom it has been entrusted may abuse it and turn it against the
community itself. It can also happen, since they receive from the
community services that are proportionate to the community's
need for security, that they foment a sense of insecurity and,



118 Economic Harmonies

through overcunning diplomacy, involve their fellow citizens in
continual warfare.

All this has been known to happen and still happens. It results,

I admit, in upsetting frightfully the just balance of reciprocal
services. But it does not result in altering in any way the funda-

mental principle or the scientific theory of value.

One or two more examples. I beg the reader to believe that I

am just as aware as he is of the wearisomeness and dullness of this

series of hypothetical cases, all presenting the same proofs, all

reaching the same conclusions, all couched in the same terms. I
am sure that it will be realized that this procedure, if not the

most entertaining in the world, is the surest way to establish the

true theory of value and thus open the road that we must travel.
We are in Paris. This vast metropolis seethes with countless

desires; it also abounds with the means of satisfying them. A host

of men, wealthy or well-off, turn their energies to industry, the

arts, politics; and, when evening comes, they are eager for an
hour's diversion and relaxation. First among the pleasures so

avidly sought after is that of hearing Mme. Malibran _ sing Ros-
sini's beautiful music or Rachel interpret Racine's admirable

poetry, t Only two women in all the world can provide such

noble and exquisite pleasure; and, unless recourse could be had
to violence or torture, which probably would not succeed, they

will perform only on their own terms. Thus, the services re-

quested from Malibran and Rachel will have great value. This
explanation is prosaic enough, but nonetheless true.

Let a wealthy banker decide that, to gratify his vanity, he will

have one of these great artists appear at his home, and he will

discover, through personal experience, that my theory is correct
in all respects. He seeks a great satisfaction; he desires it keenly; a

single person in the world can provide it. The only means of

• [Maria-FeliciaGarcia Malibran (1808-1886),a most celebrated soprano-contralto
of her day, best known, as Bastiat indicates, for her interpretationsof Ro_ini's
operas.--T_s_Tot,]
t [Elisa Felix Rachel (1820-1858), whose tremendous popularity at the Paris
Theatre Fran_aisin leading roles of Racine's tragedieswas respomible for a revival
o[ these seventeenth-centuryclani_.---T_.ANs_.]



On Value 119

inducing the person to accept is by offering a very considerable

I remuneration.What are the extreme limits within which the transaction will

be conducted? The banker will go to the point of preferring to do
_ without the satisfaction rather than pay the price demanded for

-_ it: the diva, to the point of preferring the price offered to not

being paid at all. The point of balance between these two ex-
tremes will determine the value of this special service, as it does

all others. In many cases it happens that usage may have fixed this
delicate point. People in high society have too much good taste

to haggle over certain services. It may even happen that the

remuneration will be gallantly disguised to mitigate the crassness
of economic law. Yet economic law presides over this transaction

just as surely as it does over the most commonplace transactions,

i and the nature of value is not changed because the experience orurbanity of the contracting parties enables them to dispense with

certain details of the bargaining.

Thus are explained the vast fortunes earned by great artists of
exceptional talent. Another circumstance favors them. The nature

of their services is such that they can be rendered, for the same

effort, before a great multitude of persons. However large may be

the auditorium, provided Rachel's voice can fill it, every spectator
there receives the full impact of her inimitable rendition. This,

we can see, forms the basis of a new arrangement. Three or four

thousand persons sharing the same desire can settle upon a certain

i amount to be contributed by each one; and the sum total of their

combined services represented by this contribution, which is

offered as a tribute to the great tragic actress, exactly balances the
unique services that she renders simultaneoasly to all her listeners.

This is value.Just as a great number of auditors may reach an agreement to

listen, so a group of actors may reach an agreement to sing in an
opera or present a play. Agents may be called in to spare the

: contracting parties countless petty details of production. Value
:_ is multiplied, is made more complex, is ramified, is distributed

l more widely; but its nature does not change.

Let us end with what are called exceptional cases. They are
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the acid test of good theories. When a rule is correct, the exception
does not weaken it, but confirms it.

Here is an old priest walking along, pensive, a staff in his hand,

a breviary under his arm. How serene his featuresl How expres-
sive his countenance! How rapt his look! Where is he going? Do

you not see the church spire on the horizon? The young village
vicar does not yet trust his own prowess; he has called the old

missionary to his aid. But, before he could do so, a number of

arrangements had to be made. The elderly preacher will indeed
find bread and board at the rectory. But between one Lent and
another, one has to live; it is the common law. Therefore the

young vicar has taken up a collection, modest, but sufficient, from

the rich of the village; for the old pastor was not demanding,

and in response to the letter he had been written he replied: "My
daily bread, that is my necessary expense; a sou to give as alms to
the poor, that is my luxury."

Thus, the economic prerequisites are duly satisfied; for political
economy insists on slipping in everywhere and is involved in
everything, and I really believe that to it should be attributed the

quotation: Nil humani a me alienum puto.*
Let us pursue this illustration a little further, from the eco-

nomic point of view, naturally.
This is a true exchange of services. On the one hand, an old

man a_ees to devote his time, his energies, his talents, his health,
to bring some de_ee of enlightenment to the minds of a small
number of villagers, to raise their moral level. On the other hand,

bread for a few days, a superb bombazine cassock, and a new

broad-brimmed hat are guaranteed the man who preaches the
word of God.

But there is something else here. There is a veritable bombard-

ment of sacrifices. The old priest refuses everything that is not

absolutely indispensable to him. Of this poor pittance half is
taken care of by the vicar; and the other half is raised by the

Croesuses of the village, relieving the other villagers of the cost

* [" (I am a man); I consider none of the incidents that befall my fellow creatures

to be a matter of unconcern to me." Terence, The Sell-Tormentor, I, 1, 23.--
T_NSL^TOL]
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I of providing their share, who nevertheless will be edified by the

i sermons.
Do these sacrifices invalidate our definition of value? Not in the

_ least. Every man is free to render his services on his own terms. If

i terms are extremely easy, or gratis,
the indeed what is the result?

The service retains its utility, but loses its value. The old priest

is convinced that his efforts will receive their reward in another
world. He does not expect it here below. He knows, doubtless,

that he renders his auditors a service by speaking to them; but he
also thinks that they render him a service by listening to him. It

follows that the transaction is made on a basis advantageous to
one of the contracting parties, and with the consent of the other.

_ That is all. In general, exchanges of services are motivated and
evaluated by considerations of self-interest, but sometimes, thank

Heaven, by the promptings of altruism. In such cases either we

surrender to others satisfactions that we had the right to keep

for ourselves, or we exert for them efforts that we could have
devoted to ourselves. Generosity, loyalty, self-sacrifice are impulses

of our nature that, like many other factors, influence the current

_ value of a service contracted for, but do not change the general
3 law of value.

] In contrast to this reassuring example, I could introduce
another of a quite different character. For a service to have value

° in the economic sense of the word, that is, actual value, it is not

: obligatory that the service be real, conscientiously rendered, or

_ useful; all that is necessary is that it be accepted and paid for by
-_ a service in return. The world is full of people who foist upon

the public and receive from it payment for services of highly
questionable worth. Everything depends on the judgment passed

on the services, and for that reason morality will always be the
best auxiliary of political economy.

• Some rogues succeed in spreading a false belief. They are, they

say, the special emissaries of Heaven. They can open as they
choose the gates of Paradise or of Hell. When this belief has

taken root, they say, "Here are some little images to which we

have given such power that they can make those who wear them

happy through all eternity. Giving you one of these images is
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rendering you an immense service; give us, therefore, services in
return."

This is a created value. It is based on an erroneous appraisal,

you will say; that is true. The same can be said of many material
things whose value is indisputable, for they would find purchasers

if they were put up for auction. The science of economics would

be impossible if it recognized as values only those values that are
judiciously appraised. At every step it would be necessary to

repeat a course in physics or the moral sciences. In the state of
isolation, a man may, by reason of depraved desires or poor judg-

ment, pursue with great effort an unreal satisfaction, a delusion.
Similarly, in society, it happens, as a philosopher said, that some-

times we purchase our regrets at a very high price. If it is in the
nature of human intelligence to be more disposed to truth than
to error, all these frauds are destined to disappear, these false
services to be refused, to lose their value. Civilization in the long

run will put all things and all men in their proper place.

I must, however, terminate this overlengthy analysis. The wants

of breathing, drinking, eating; the wants of vanity, of the mind,
of" the heart, of public opinion, of well-founded or groundless

hopes---we have sought value in all of them, and we have discov-
ered it wherever services are exchanged. We have found it to be

everywhere of identical nature, based on a clear, simple, absolute

principle, although affected by a multitude of varying circum-
stances. If we had passed all our other wants in review--if we had
summoned the cabinetmaker, the mason, the manufacturer, the

tailor, the doctor, the doorman, the lawyer, the businessman, the

painter, the judge, the President of the Republic--we should have

discovered nothing more: sometimes material things, sometimes
forces furnished gratis by Nature, but always human services

exchanged for other human services, being measured, estimated,

appraised, evaluated by comparison with one another, and alone
evidencing the result of this evaluation, that is, value.

There is, nevertheless, one of our wants of a very special nature,

which binds our society together, which is both the cause and
the effect of all our transactions and the perennial problem of
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political economy. I wish to say a few words about it. I mean the
want o/exchanging.

In the preceding chapter we described the marvelous effects of
exchange. They are such that men are naturally disposed to facili-
tate exchange even at the price of great sacrifice. For that reason
there are highways, canals, railroads, wagons, ships, businessmen,

i merchants, bankers; and it is impossible to believe that humanity,
in order to facilitate exchange, would have subjected itself to

, such a tremendous levy on its energies if it had not found a large
measure of compensation in the act of exchange.

We have also seen that simple barter could make possible noth-

i ing more than very inconvenient and limited transactions.
i For this reason men thought of the idea of breaking up barter

into two factors, buying and selling, through the medium of an
intermediate commodity, easily divisible and, above all, posses-

_ sing value, so that it would in its own right commend itself to
the public's confidence. This commodity is money.

: What I wish to note here is that what we call, by ellipsis or

metonymy, the value of gold and silver, rests on the same prin-
ciple as the value of air, water, the diamond, the sermons of our

i old missionary, or the trills of Mme. Malibran; that is, on services
rendered or received.

Gold, which is widely distributed along the favored banks of
the Sacramento, does indeed derive from Nature many of its
desirable qualities: malleability, weight, beauty, brilliance, even
utility, if you wish. But one thing Nature did not give gold,
because Nature is not concerned with it, and that is value. A man

knows that gold corresponds to a much felt want, that it is greatly
desired. He goes to California to look for gold, just as my neigh-
bor a little while ago went to the well to get water. He exerts
strenuous efforts, he digs, he shovels, he washes away gravel, he
melts the ore, and then comes to me and says, "I will do you the
service of turning this gold over to you; what service will you
render me in return?"

We discuss the matter; each one ponders over the factors that
enter into the decision; at last we come to an agreement; and
there we have value made manifest and definite. Deceived by the
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abbreviated expression, "Gold has value," we might well believe
that gold contains value just as it does weight or malleability, and

that Nature took the pains to place it there. I trust that the reader
is now convinced that this is a misapprehension. He will become

convinced later that it is a deplorable misapprehension.
There is also another error involving gold, or rather money.

Since it is customarily the intermediate agent in all transactions,
the mean term between the two extremes in roundabout or

indirect barter, since its value is always the standard of compari-

son when two services are to be exchanged, it has become the
measure of value. Practically, it cannot be otherwise. But our
science should never lose sight of the fact that money, as far as

value is concerned, is subject to the same fluctuations as any other

product or service. Science does lose sight of this fact frequently,
and it is not surprising. Everything seems to conspire to cause
money to be considered the measure of value in the same sense

that the litre is a measure of capacity. It plays an analogous role
in transactions. We are not conscious of its fluctuations because

the franc, along with its larger and smaller components, always
retains the same denomination. And even arithmetical tables

conspire to encourage the confusion by listing the franc, like
a measure, alongside the metre, the litre, the are, the stere, the
gramme, etc.

I have defined value, at least as I conceive it. I have sub-

jected my definition to the test of various and sundry cases; no

one of them, it seems to me, has disproved it. Finally, the scien-
tific sense that I have given the word is in accord with common

usage, a fact that constitutes no negligible advantage or trifling
guarantee; for what is science except experience viewed in the

light of reason? What is theory except the methodical presenta-
tion of universal practice?

The reader must permit me now to glance rapidly at the systems
that have been accepted up to the present time. It is not in a
spirit of controversy, and even less of criticism, that I undertake

this survey, and I should gladly abandon it if I were not convinced

that it can cast new light on the central thought of this book.
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We have seen that writers on the subject have sought to locate

I the principle of value in one or more of the accidental phenom-ena that influence it greatly--physical composition (material-

i ity), durability, utility, scarcity, labor, etc.--as a physiologistmight seek to locate the principle of life in one or more of the

external phenomena that encourage its development: air, water,

sunlight, electricity, etc.

Physical Composition (Materiality) o[ Value

"Man," says M. de Bonald, "is an intellect served by bodily
organs." If the economists of the materialistic school had merely

tried to say that men can render one another services only through
a physical medium, in order to conclude that there is always a

material element in these services, and consequently in value, I
" should carry the matter no further, since I have always had a

," horror of those quibblings and subtleties in which our minds are
? only too prone to delight.

_' But this is not what they meant. They believed that value was
communicated to matter, either by men's labor or by the action

; of Nature. In a word, deceived by the elliptical expressions, "Gold
is worth so much," " wheat is worth so much," etc., they were led

to see in matter a quality called value, as the physicist finds in it
density and weight--and even these attributes have been

! questioned.

However that may be, I most positively question the attribution
of value to it.

At the outset we must admit that matter and value are rarely
separated. When we say to a man, "Deliver this letter," "Fetch me

some water," "Teach me this science or that technique," "Give

me advice on my illness or my lawsuit," "Guard my safety while

I work or sleep," what we ask for is a service, and in this service
we recognize, before the whole world, that there is value, since we

willingly pay for it with an equivalent service. It would be strange

if we should refuse to admit in theory what universal assent
admits in practice.

It is true that our transactions often involve material objects;
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but what does this prove? It proves that men, by exercising fore-
sight, often get ready to render services that they know will be
asked of them. Whether I buy a suit ready-made or bring in a
tailor to work at my house by the day, in what respect does this
change the principle of value, particularly to the extent of making
it reside at one time in the suit and at another time in the service?

Here we could ask a subtle question: Must we see the principle
of value in the material object, and therefore, by analogy, attribute
it to the service? I maintain that it is just the contrary; we must
recognize that it is in the services, and then attribute it, if you
will, by metonymy, to the material object.

Besides, the numerous examples that I have presented to the
reader relieve me of the necessity of carrying this discussion
further. But I cannot refrain from trying to justify myself for
having brought it up, by showing to what dangerous conclusions
we can be led by an error, or, if you prefer, by a half-truth, that
we encounter at the beginning of our scientific study.

The least of the drawbacks to the definition that I am assailing
is that it has mutilated and stunted political economy. If value
is attributed to matter, then, where there is no matter there is no

value. Thus, the physiocrats used the term "sterile" classes to des-
ignate three-fourths of the population, while Adam Smith softened
it to "unproductive" classes.

And yet, since in the last analysis facts are stronger than defini-
tions, these classes simply had to be brought back, by some route
or other, into the orbit of economic study. The materialists did
it by way of analogy; but their scientific language, created for
other data, was already so materialistic in tone that the analogies
they used resulted in a shocking extension of the meaning of their
terms. What do such phrases as these mean: To consume an im-
material product? Man is accumulated capital? Security is a
corn modity?

They not only made their language a materialistic jargon, but
they were also reduced to overloading it with subtle distinctions
in their attempt to reconcile ideas that they had erroneously sep-
arated. They invented value in use in contrast to value in
exchange.
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Finally, and this is a serious error indeed, the concepts of the

two great social phenomena, private property and the communal

domain, were so confused that the former could not be justified,

and the latter could not be discerned.
In point of fact, if value resides in matter, then it is mixed

with those other physical qualities of an object that constitute its

i usefulness to man. Now, these qualities are often placed in the

object by Nature. Therefore, Nature helps to create value, and
hence we must attribute value to those things that in essence are
free of charge and common to all. Where, then, is the basis of

be found? When the that I make to aproperty to payment acquire
material product, wheat, for example, is distributed to all the

i workers who, in its production, have rendered me services, who
i should receive the share corresponding to the amount of value that

is due to Nature and that man had nothing to do with? Should it
be paid to GOd? Nobody supports this idea, and God has never
been known to claim His wages. Should it be paid to a man? On

i what grounds, since, according to the hypothesis that value resides
in matter, he has done nothing to earn it?

Let no one think that I am exaggerating, that in the interest of
I my own definition I am trying to force the economists' definition

to its rigorously logical conclusions. On the contrary: they them-
selves very explicitly have drawn these conclusions under the pres-
sure of logic.

Thus, Senior has gone so far as to say: "Those who have appro-
priated the resources of Nature receive compensation in the form
of rent without having made any sacrifices. Their role consists
merely of holding out their hands for contributions from the rest
of the community." Scrope asserts: * "Ownership of land is an
artificial restriction placed on the enjoyment of the gifts that GOd
had intended to be used for the satisfaction of the wants of all

men." Say affirms: "It would seem that arable land should be
counted as natural wealth, since it is not of human creation but

is given gratis to man by Nature. But as this wealth is not fugitive

* [George Poulett Scrope (1797-1876), English economist and geologist, prolific

writer of pamphlets, particularly in refutation of the Malthusian theory.--

TRANSLATOit.]
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like air or water, since a field is a fixed and circumscribed area

that certain men have managed to appropriate to themselves,

excluding all other men who have given assent to the appropria-

tion, land, which was a gratuitous asset of Nature, has become
social wealth, which must be paid for if used."

Certainly, if this is true, Proudhon* was right in asking this

terrible question, to which he gives an answer more terrible yet:
"To whom should the rent of the land be paid? To the one

who produced the land, of course. Who made the land? God. In
that case, landowner, withdraw."

Yes, through a faulty definition, political economy has put
logic on the side of the socialists. It is a terrible weapon, but I

shall break it in their hands, or rather, they shall gladly surrender
it to me. Nothing will remain of their conclusions after I have

destroyed their original principle. And I propose to prove that,
while Nature combines with man's acts to produce wealth, yet

what Nature does remains free of charge and common to all by its

very essence, and only what man does represents services, value; it
alone requires payment; it alone is the foundation, the explana-

tion, and the justification of private property. In a word, I main-
tain that, in their relation to one another, men are owners only

o_ the value of things; and that, as they pass products from hand to
hand, what they bargain for is only value, that is, reciprocal
services, adding as a gratuitous gift, into the bargain, all the

qualities, properties, and utilities imparted to these products by
Nature.

If political economists, by misunderstanding this fundamental
consideration, have weakened the theoretical basis of the defense

of the right to private property, representing it as an unnatural

institution, necessary, but unjust, they have at the same time

neglected and left completely unnoticed another admirable phe-
nomenon, the most moving evidence of God's bountiful Provi-

* [Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865), French social theorist and experimenter, a

prolific writer on political and economic questions, for the most part radical or

anarchistic in viewpoint. Bastiat and he had a fiery controversy over his proposal

of loans without interest.--TRANSLATOR.]
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dence toward His creature, man, namely, the phenomenon of the

progressive trend toward more and more gratuitous and common
.. utility.

Wealth (taking this word in its generally accepted sense) stems
_, from the combination of two kinds of operations, those of Nature

and those of man. The former are free of charge and common to

, all, by divine gift, and never cease to be so. The latter alone

! possess value, and consequently they alone can be claimed as pri-
vate property. But in the course of the development of human

intelligence and the progress of civilization, the action of Nature
plays a larger and larger role in the creation of any given utility,

- and the action of man, a proportionately smaller one. Hence, it
follows that the area of g-ratuitous and common utility constantly

! increases among men at the expense of the area of value and

private property--a fruitful and reassuring observation that is
entirely lost sight of as long as political economists attribute any
value to the action of Nature.

In all religions God is thanked for His bounty. The father

blesses the bread that he breaks and gives to his children--a mov-
ing tradition that would not be justified if the blessings of Provi-

.: dence were not given gratis.

Durability of Value

Durability, that so-called sine qua non of value, is connected
with what I have just discussed. For value to exist, Adam Smith

believed, it must be fixed in some object that can be exchanged,

: accumulated, preserved---consequently in something material.
"There is one kind of labor," he says, "that increases _ the

value of the object on which it is expended. There is another kind
that does not have this effect."

"The labor that goes into manufactured goods," Smith adds,
"is fixed and takes concrete form in some salable article of mer-

chandise, which lasts at least ]or some time after the work is

completed. The work of servants, on the contrary [and the author
lists soldiers, magistrates, musicians, teachers, etc., under this
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heading] is not fixed in any salable merchandise. The services

disappear as rapidly as they are performed and leave no trace of
value behind them."

We see that it is implied here that value refers to the modifica-
tion of things rather than to men's satisfactions. This is a colossal

error; for if it is good that the form of things be modified, it is

solely in order to attain the satisfaction that is the goal, the end,
the consummation of all effort. If, then, we achieve the satisfaction

by immediate and direct effort, the result is the same; if, more-

over, the effort can be transferred, exchanged, evaluated, it con-

tains the principle of value.
As for the time interval between the effort and the satisfaction,

Smith gives it too much importance when he says that the

existence or nonexistence of value depends on it. "The value of

an article of salable merchandise," he says, "lasts at least for some
time."

Yes, indubitably, it lasts until the article has fulfilled its func-

tion, i.e., to satisfy a want, which is exactly the case with a service.

As long as this dish of strawberries stays on the side table, it will
retain its value. But why? Because it is the result of a service I
decided to render myself or that others rendered me in considera-

tion of payment, and a service of which I have not yet availed

myself. As soon as I avail myself of it, by eating the strawberries,

the value will disappear. The service will have vaniahed, leaving
no trace o] value behind it. Exactly the same thing holds true of a
personal service. The consumer causes the value to vanish, be-
cause it was created for this end. It makes little difference to the

notion of value whether the pains taken today satisfy a want
immediately or tomorrow or next year.

Suppose I am afflicted with a cataract. I call an oculist. The

instrument he uses has value, because it is durable, but not the

operation, although I pay for it, argue about the fee, and even

compare it with the fees of other oculistsl But such an assump-
tion is contrary to the most ordinary facts, the most widely

accepted notions; and what kind of theory is it that, when it can-
not explain universal practice, dismisses it as of no account?

I beg the reader to believe that I am not allowing myself to be
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¢ carried away by undue love of controversy. If I dwell on certain

elementary ideas, I do so in order to prepare the way for most
important conclusions that will be evident later. I do not know

whether or not I am violating the laws of method by anticipating
these conclusions, but in any case I permit myself this minor

_' infraction for fear of trying the reader's patience. For this reason
at an earlier point in my book I referred in an anticipatory way

to private property and common utility. For the same reason I shall
now say a word about capital.

Adam Smith, who made wealth an attribute of matter, could

conceive of capital only as an accumulation of material objects.
How, then, can value be assigned to services that cannot be ac-

: cumulated or turned into capital?
i Among those things called capital goods we place tools, ma-

chines, industrial equipment, at the head of the list. They serve

to apply the forces of Nature to the work of production, and since

- the power of creating value was attributed to these forces, econ-
omists were led to believe that these tools of production, in

themselves, possessed the same faculty, independently of any

human service. Thus, the spade, the plow, the steam engine, were
supposed to work together simultaneously with natural resources

and human forces in creating not only utility, but value as well.
But all value is paid for in exchange. Who, then, was to be paid

for that part of value which is independent of human service?

It is for this reason that Proudhon's school, after questioning
the legitimacy of land rent, is led to question interest on capital

as well--a broader concept, since it embraces the first. I maintain
that the Proudhon fallacy, from the scientific point of view, has

its origins in Smith's. I shall show that capital, like natural re-
sources, taken by itself and in reference to its own action, creates

utility, but never value. Value, in its essence, is the product of a
legitimate service. I shall show also that, in the social order, capital

is not an accumulation of material objects, dependent on the dura-
bility of matter, but an accumulation of values, that is, of services.

Hence, this recent attack on the idea of the productivity of capital

will be repulsed--virtually at least, by destroying its foundation
--and, moreover, in a way that should fully satisfy the very
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people who instigated it; for if I prove that the phenomenon of
exchange is nothing but a system o] mutual services, M. Proudhon
must own himself beaten by the very triumph of his own
principle.

Labor

Adam Smith and his disciples have ascribed value to labor
under the condition of materiality. This is contradictory to their
other theory that the forces of Nature have some share in the
production of value. I have no need here to refute the contradic-
tions that are evident in all their unfortunate conclusions when

these authors speak of land rent or of interest on capital.
However this may be, in finding the principle of value in labor,

they would be coming quite close to the truth if they did not
make reference to manual labor. I said, in fact, at the beginning
of this chapter that value must be related to effort, an expression
that I preferred to "labor," since it is more general and includes
the whole area of human activity. But I hastened to add that it
could have its source only in efforts that were exchanged, or
reciprocal services, because it is not something existing by itself,
but solely as an expression of a relationship.

There are, then, strictly speaking, two flaws in Smith's defini-
tion. The first is that it does not take exchange into account,
without which value can neither be created nor conceived of; the
second, that it uses a word, "labor," which is too narrow in its

meaning, unless that meaning is extended beyond its normal
limits to include not only the degree of intensity and the length
of time expended, but also the skill and sagacity of the worker,
and even the good or bad fortune he happens to encounter.

Note that the word "service," which I substitute in the defini-

tion, eliminates these two flaws. It necessarily implies the idea
of transmission, since a service cannot be rendered unless it is

received; and it also implies the idea of an effort without assuming
a corresponding amount of value.

Here is where the English economists' definition fails most

seriously. To say that value resides in labor is to suggest that
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the two are in a reciprocal relation, that there is a direct propor-
tion between them. In this respect, the definition is contrary to
the facts, and a definition contrary to the facts is a faulty one.

Very frequently a piece of work that is considered insignificant
in itself is accepted by the world as having tremendous value
(examples: the diamond, a prima donna's singing, a few strokes
of a banker's pen, a shipper's lucky speculation, the lines of a
Raphael's brush, a papal bull of indulgence, the easy duties of a
queen of England, etc.); even more frequently a slow, exhausting
task ends in disappointment, in a nonvalue. If such is the case,
how can we establish a correlation, a fixed ratio, between value
and labor?

My definition eliminates the difficulty. It is obvious that there
are circumstances under which one may render a great service
that does not require great pains; others under which, after taking
great pains, one finds that no service has been rendered to anyone,
and therefore it is more exact, from this point of view also, to say
that value resides in service rather than in labor, since it exists

in direct proportion to the former and not to the latter.
I go further. I maintain that value is appraised at least as much

in consideration of the labor it can spare the user as of the labor
it has cost the producer. I ask the reader to be good enough to
recall the dialogue between the two contracting parties in the
negotiations over the diamond. It was not prompted by excep-
tional circumstances, and I venture to say that in substance it is at
the heart of all transactions. It must not be forgotten that we are
assuming that the two contracting parties have complete freedom
to exercise their will and judgment. Each of them is induced to
agree to the exchange for various reasons, first among them, cer-
tainly, being the difficulty that the recipient of the diamond
would experience in obtaining directly the satisfaction that the
other offers him. This difficulty is taken into account by both
parties, making the one more or less conciliatory and the other
more or less exacting. The pains that the one offering the dia-
mond went to also influence the negotiation; it is one of the
elements, but not the only one. Therefore, it is not exactly correct

to say that value is determined by labor. Value is determined by
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a great many considerations, all included in the word "service."
It is very true that, under the influence of competition, values

tend to be related efforts, or the rewards to the deserts. This is
one of the beautiful harmonies of the social order. But, as far as

value is concerned, this leveling tendency exerted by competition
is entirely extraneous; and sound logic does not permit us to
confuse the influence exerted on a phenomenon by an extraneous
element with the phenomenon itself3

Utility

Jean-Baptiste Say, unless I am mistaken, was the first writer
to shake off the yoke of the concept of the materiality of value.
Very explicitly he made value a moral quality--an expression that
perhaps overshoots the mark, for value is neither physical nor
moral; it is simply a relationship.

But the great French economist had himself said, "It is not
granted to any man to arrive at the outermost limits of knowl-
edge. Scholars climb upon one another's shoulders to explore a
horizon that keeps on extending farther and farther." Perhaps
Say's glory (as far as the present question is concerned, for in
other respects his claims to fame are as numerous as they are
imperishable) is to have passed on to his successors a fruitful
insight into the subject.

Say's axiom was this: The basis of value is utility.
If it were a question here of utility as related to human services,

I should have no argument with him. At the very most I could
say that the axiom is so self-evident as to be superfluous. It is
quite clear that no one consents to pay for a service unless, rightly
or wrongly, he considers it useful. The word service is so com-
pletely included in the idea of utility that it is simply the transla-
tion, and even the literal carrying over, of the Latin word uti, to
se_oe.

But, unfortunately, this is not the way Say meant it. He found
the principle of value not only in human services rendered
through the medium of things, but also in the useIul qualities
that Nature imparts to things. By so doing, he again placed
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upon his neck the yoke of materiality, and, we must add, he did
nothing to tear away the harmful veil that the English economists

had thrown over the question of private property.
Before discussing Say's axiom on its own merits, I must indi-

cate what its logical implications are, so as to avoid the reproach
that I involved myself and the reader in a tedious dissertation.

There can be no doubt that the utility Say speaks of is the

utility that resides in material things. If wheat, wood, coal, cloth
have value, it is because these products have qualities that fit

them for our use, to satisfy our need to be fed, warmed, clothed.
This being the case, since Nature creates utility, it also creates

value--a most harmful confusion of ideas that the enemies of

private property have forged into a terrible weapon.
Suppose I buy a product--wheat, for example--at the market

for sixteen francs. A large part of the sixteen francs is distributed,
through countless ramifications, through all inestimable maze of

advances and repayments, among all the men, far and near, who

have helped to put the wheat at my disposal. There is something
for the man who plowed the field, the man who sowed the seed,

who reaped the crop, who threshed the grain, who carted it away,

as well as for the smith and the wagoner who made the equip-
ment. Up to this point there is no disagreement, whether one
is an economist or a communist.

But I percexve that four of my sixteen francs go to the owner
of the land, and I have every right to ask whether this man, like

all the others, has rendered me a service assuring him, like all
the others, an unquestioned right to compensation.

According to the doctrine that it is the purpose of this book

to establish, the answer is categorical. It is a very emphatic yes.
Yes, the owner has rendered me a service. What is it? It consists
in the fact that he or his ancestor has cleared the land and

fenced it off; he has cleared out the weeds and drained off the

stagnant water; he has fertilized the vegetable garden; he has

built a house, barns, and stables. All this represents long hours

of labor that he has performed himself or, what amounts to the
same thing, paid others to perform for him. These are certainly

services for which, by virtue of the just law of reciprocity, he



136 Economic Harmonies

should be reimbursed. Now, this owner has never been remu-

nerated, at least to the full extent. Nor could he be, since he could

not charge the whole amount to the first man who came along

and bought a bushel of wheat. What, then, is the arrangement
that has been worked out? Truly, the most ingenious, the most
legitimate, and the most equitable in the world. It is this: Who-

ever wishes to buy a sack of wheat will pay not only for the
services of the workers we have just enumerated but also for a

small part of the services rendered by the owner; in other words,
the value of the owner's services will be distributed over all the
sacks of wheat that come from this field.

Now, we may ask whether this remuneration, set here at four
francs, is too much or too little. I reply: This question does not

concern the science of political economy, which notes that the

value of the services of the owner of real property is governed
by exactly the same laws as all other services; and that is sufficient.

Some may object that this system of piecemeal reimbursement
would eventually result in the complete amortization of the

owner's outlay, and consequently should lead to the cancelation
of his property rights. Those who make this objection are not

aware that it is the nature of capital to produce perpetual income,
as We shall learn later.

For the moment, however, I must not stray longer from the

subject, and I shall observe (for this is the gist of the matter) that
out of my sixteen francs there is not a centime that is not used

to pay for human services, that there is not one that corresponds

to the so-called value that Nature is supposed to have imparted

to the wheat by giving it utility.
But, if, basing your argument on the axiom of Say and the

English economists, you assert, "Out of the sixteen francs, twelve

go to the plowmen, sowers, reapers, wagon-drivers, etc.; two to
pay for the owner's personal services; then two others represent

a value that has as its basis the utility created by God, by natural

resources, without any human co-operation"; do you not see that

you will at once be asked, "Who is to profit from this part of
value? Who has a right to this remuneration? God does not come

forward to claim it. Who will dare stand in His place?"
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The more Say tries to explain private property according to this

hypothesis, the more vulnerable his position becomes. First, quite

properly, he compares the land to a laboratory where chemical
experiments are conducted with results useful to mankind. "The

land," he adds, "is therefore the producer o I a utility, and when
it [the land] exacts payment in the form of a profit or a rent for

the owner, it has indeed given something to the consumer in
return for what the consumer gives it. It has given him a utility

that it has produced, and because it has produced this utility,

the land is just as productive as labor is."
Thus, the assertion is clear-cut. Here are two claimants who

come forward to divide the payment the consumer owes for the
wheat, namely, land and labor. They have identical rights, for

the land, says Say, is just as productive as labor is. Labor demands
payment for a service, the land for a utility; yet the land does

not request the payment for itself (under what form could it be

made?), but for ,ts owner.
Whereupon Proudhon summons the owner, who calls himself

the land's authorized agent, to produce his credentials.*

You tell me to pay you, in other words, to render you a
service, says Proudhon, for receiving utility produced by natural

resources, without assistance from man, who has already been paid
separately.

But I insist on asking: _Vho will profit from my payment, that
is, my services?

Will it be the producer of the utility, that is, the land? That

is absurd, and I can bide my time quite easily until the land
sends the bailiff after me.

Will it be a man? On what grounds? If it is for having rendered

me a service, well and good. But in that case you share my point
of view. Human service is the thing that has value, not Nature's;

that is the conclusion to which I wished to lead you.

However, that is contrary to your own hypothesis. You say
that the human services are paid fourteen francs, and that the

two francs that complete the payment for the wheat correspond

to the value created by Nature. In that case, I repeat my question:
• [Cf. chap. 9, p. 252.--TRANSLATOR.]
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By what right can any man lay claim to them? And is it not
unfortunately only too clear that, if you apply specifically the
name of landowner to the man who claims the two francs, you are
justifying that too-famous maxim: Property is theft?

And let no one think that this confusion between utility and
value is limited to undermining the foundations of real property.
After questioning the legitimacy of the idea of land rent, it leads
also to questioning interest on capital.

Machines, tools of production, are, in fact, like the land,
producers of utility. If this utility has value, it must be paid for;
for the word "value" implies a right to payment. But to whom
is it paid? To the owner of the machine, of course. Is it for a
personal service? Then simply say that the value is in the service.
But if you say that there must be first a payment for the service,
and then a second for the utility produced by the machine, in-
dependently of any human action already paid for, we ask you to
whom does this second payment go, and how can the man who
has already been paid for all his services have the right to demand
something more?

The truth is that the utility produced by Nature is free ol
charge, and therefore common to all, just like the utility produced
by the tools of production. It is free of charge and common to all
on one condition: that we take the pains, that we perform the
service, of helping ourselves to it; or, if we ask someone else to
take the pains or perform the service for us, that we render him
an equivalent service in return. The value resides in these com-
parative services, and not at all in the natural utility. The pains
can be great or small, a fact that changes the value, but not the
utility. When we are near a gushing spring, the water is free to all,
provided we are willing to stoop down to get it. If we commission
a neighbor to go to this trouble for us, then I see an agreement, a
bargain, a value, but the water remains free of charge, neverthe-
less. If we are an hour's distance from the spring, the terms of the
bargain will be different in degree, but not in principle. Value
will not on that account have passed into the water or into its
utility. The water will continue to be Iree oI charge on condition
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that we go and get it or pay those who, after free bargaining,
consent to spare us this trouble by assuming it themselves.

The same holds true for everything. Utilities are everywhere
about us, but we have to stoop to pick them up. This effort,
sometimes very simple, is often very complicated. Nothing is
easier, in most cases, than helping ourselves to water, whose
utility has been prepared by Nature. It is not so easy to gather
in wheat, whose utility has also been prepared by Nature. That
is why the value of these two efforts differs in degree, but not
in principle. The service is more or less exacting; consequently,
it is worth more or less. The utility is and always remains lree o[
charge.

Suppose a tool of production is introduced, what then is the
result? The utility is more easily made available. Therefore, the
service has less value. We certainly pay less for books since the
invention of printing. An admirable and misunderstood phe-
nomenonl You say that tools of production produce value. You
are wrong. You should rather say that it is utility, and gratuitous
utility, that they produce; as for value, far from producing any,
they progressively destroy it.

It is true that the maker of the machine has rendered a service.

He receives a remuneration that increases the value of the product.
It is for this reason that we are inclined to think that we pay for
the utility produced by the machine, but this is a delusion. We
pay for the services contributed by all those who had a part in
making it or operating it. So little value resides in the utility that
has been produced that, even after we have paid for the new
services, we obtain the utility on better terms than before.

Let us, then, learn to distinguish between utility and value.
An understanding of the science of economics comes only at this
price. I maintain, without fear of indulging in paradox, that
the ideas of utility and value, far from being identical or even
reconcilable, are opposites. Want, effort, satisfaction--this, we
have said, is man from the economic point of view. Utility is
related to want and satisfaction. Value is related to effort. Utility
is the good that terminates want with satisfaction. Value is the
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evil, for it is born of the obstacle that intervenes between want
and satisfaction. If it were not for obstacles, there would be no

efforts to be made or exchanged; utility would be infinite, un-

conditionally free of charge and common to all, and the notion of
value would never have been brought into the world. Because of

the presence of obstacles, utility is free of charge only on condi-

tion that there be an exchange of efforts, which, when compared
with one another, constitute value. The more obstacles are re-

duced by the bounty of Nature or the progress of science, the
nearer utility comes to being absolutely free of charge and com-

mon to all; for the cost in terms of effort and, consequently, the
value decrease along with the obstacles. I should consider myself

fortunate indeed if, through all these dissertations, which may
well appear unnecessarily subtle, which fill me with misgivings
because of their length and at the same time because of their

conciseness, I should succeed in gaining acceptance for this
reassuring truth: Private ownership of value is legitimate; and

this other comforting truth: Utility tends constantly to become the

gratuitous and common possession of all.
Still another observation: Everything that serves us is useful (uti,

"'to serve"). Accordingly, it is highly doubtful whether anything
exists in the universe, whether force or matter, that is not uselul
to man.

In any case, we can affirm, without fear of being mistaken, that

countless things are useful to us without our being aware of the
fact. If the moon were placed higher or lower in the heavens, it is

quite possible that the mineral kingdom, consequently the vege-
table kingdom, and consequently also the animal kingdom, would

be profoundly modified. If it were not for this star shining so
brightly in the sky as I write, perhaps the human race could not

exist. Nature has surrounded us with utilities. We recognize this
quality of being useful in many substances and phenomena;
science and experience reveal it to us in others every day; in still

others it exists, though completely and perhaps for all time
unknown to us.

When these substances and these phenomena exert their useful

action upon us, but without our agency, we have no interest in
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comparing the degree of utility they have for us, and, what is

more to the point, we hardly have the means of doing so. We
know that oxygen and nitrogen are useful to us, but we do not

try, and should probably try in vain, to determine in what pro-
portion. They do not furnish us with the elements necessary for

evaluation, for value. I could say the same thing for the salts, the
gases, the forces that abound throughout Nature. When all these

agents move and combine so as to produce utility for us, but
without our contributing to it, we enjoy this utility without

evaluating it. When our co-operation is introduced and, above all,
is exchanged, then and only then appraisal and value make their

appearance, but they are applied to our co-operation, not to the
utility of substances or phenomena of which we are frequently

ignorant.
That is why I say: Value is the appraisal of services exchanged.

These services may be very complex. They may have required
vast amounts and various types of labor in times remote or recent.

They may be transmitted from one hemisphere or generation to
another hemisphere or generation, involving numerous contract-

ing parties, necessitating credits, the advancing of funds, varied
arrangements, before the general balance is arrived at. Yet the

principle of value always resides in them, and not in the utility
of which they are the vehicle, a utility which is essentially free of

charge, which passes from hand to hand into the bargain, if I may
be permitted the expression.

After all, if anyone persists in attributing the basis of value

to utility, I have no quarrel with him; but let it be well under-
stood that we do not mean that utility which is in things and

phenomena by the gift of Providence or the power of science, but
the utility of human services compared and exchanged.

Scarcity

According to Senior, of all the circumstances that influence

value, scarcity is the most decisive. I have no objection to make to
this remark, unless it is that by its form it assumes that value is

inherent in things---an hypothesis that I will challenge if it is even
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hinted at. Fundamentally, the word "scarcity," as used in connec-

tion with the subject with which we are dealing, expresses in
abridged form this idea: Other things being equal, a service has

greater value according to the difficulty we should experience in
performing it for ourselves, and consequently, according to the

more exacting terms we encounter when we ask someone else to
do it for us. Scarcity is one of these difficulties. It is one more

obstacle to surmount. The greater it is, the more we pay those who
surmount it for us. Scarcity often occasions very high remunera-

tions; and that is why I refused to agree a little earlier in this work
with the English economists' position that value is in direct
proportion to labor. We must take into account Nature's miser-

liness toward us in certain respects. The word "service" embraces
all these meanings and shades of meaning.

Judgment

Storch attributes value to the judgment that enables us to
discern it. Of course, every time we are confronted with a ques-
tion of the relation between two things, we must compare and

judge. Nevertheless, the relation is one thing, and the judgment
we pass on it is another. When we compare the height of two

trees, their heights and the difference between their heights are
distinct from our evaluation of them.

But in determining value, what is the relation that we are to

judge? It is the relation between two services that are exchanged.

It is a question of knowing, when services are rendered and

received, what is the value of the one in respect to the other. It is
a question of knowing, when services, involving the transfer of
acts or the exchange of things, are rendered and received, what

the one is worth in respect to the other, keeping in mind all the
circumstances, rather than concerning ourselves with the amount

of intrinsic utility these acts or these things may contain; for this
utility may fall partially outside the realm of human activity and
therefore outside the realm of value.

Storch is not aware of the fundamental error that I am attack-

ing, when he says:
"Our judgment enables us to discern the relation that exists
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between our wants and the utility of things. The verdict that our

judgment pronounces on the utility o] things constitutes their
value."

And, further on:
"In order to create value, three circumstances must coincide:

(1) Man experiences, or conceives, a want. (2) Something exists
that is capable of satisfying the want. (3) His judgment pro-
nounces a favorable verdict on the utility of the thing. Hence,

the value of things is their relative utility.'"
During the daylight hours I experience the want of seeing

clearly. Something exists that is capable of satisfying the want,

sunlight. My judgment pronounces a favorable verdict on this
thing's utility, and .... it has no value. Why? Because I enjoy it
without having to ask a service from anyone.

At night I experience the same want. Something exists that is
capable of satisfying it very imperfectly, a candle. My judgment

pronounces a verdict on the utility, but on the relatively slight
utility of this thing, and it has value. Why? Because the person

who took the pains to make the candle is unwilling to render me
the service of letting me have it unless I render him an equivalent
service.

What we must compare and judge, to determine value, is not,
therefore, the relative utility of the things, but the relation
between the two services.

Expressed in these terms, I do not reject Storch's definition.

Let us summarize briefly to show that my definition includes
all that is true in my predecessors' definitions and corrects all that

is erroneous through their inclusion of too much or too little.
The principle of value, as I have said, resides in a human

service. It is derived from the appraisal and comparison of two
services. Value must be connected to effort. Service implies an

effort of some sort. It supposes a comparison of efforts that are
exchanged, or at least exchangeable. Service implies the term

giving and receiving.
In fact, however, it is not proportional to intensity of effort.

Service does not necessarily imply such a proportion.
Many outside circumstances influence value without becoming
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value themselves. The word "service" takes all these circum-

stances into account in their proper measure.

Materiality

When the service consists of the transfer of a material object,
there is no reason for not saying, by metonymy, that the object
has value. But we must not lose sight of the fact that this is a
mere trope, or figure of speech, by which we attribute to the
object the value arising from the services connected with it.

Durability

Whether having materiality or not, value lasts until the want
is satisfied, and no longer. Its nature is not changed by any time
gap, great or small, arising between the exerting of the effort and
the satisfying of the want, nor by the kind of service, whether
personal or including material commodities.

Accumulation

What can be accumulated by saving, in the social order, is
not things, but value, or servicesP

Utility

I agree with Say that utility is the basis of value, provided
that we mean the relative utility of services, not the utility that
resides in things.

Labor

I agree with Ricardo that labor is the basis of value, provided
first that we take the word "labor" in its most general sense, and,
second, that we do not give it a ratio to value out of keeping with
all the [acts; in other words, provided we substitute the word
"service" [or the word "labor."
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Scarcity

I agree with Senior that scarcity influences value. But why?
Because it makes service all the more valuable.

Judgment

I agree with Storch that value results from an act of judg-

ment, provided that we mean the judgment that we pass on the
utility of services, not on the utility of things.

Thus, economists of all persuasions should own themselves

satisfied. I say that all are right, because all have glimpsed one
side of the truth. Error, to be sure, lay on the other side. The
reader must decide whether my definition takes into account the

whole truth and rejects all the errors.
I must not conclude without saying a word about that eco-

nomic equivalent of the squaring of a circle: the measure of value;

and here I shall repeat, even more emphatically, the observation
that ends the preceding chapters.

I said that our wants, our desires, our tastes, have no limits or
exact measure.

I said that our means of satisfying them, the gifts of Nature,
our faculties, our activity, foresight, discernment, have no exact

measure. Each one of these elements is itself a variable quantity;
it differs from man to man, and within each individual it differs

from minute to minute, thus forming in its entirety what is the
very essence of variability.

If, now, we consider what the circumstances are that influence

value, such as utility, labor, scarcity, judgment, and if we realize
that there is not one of these that does not vary infinitely, how

can we stubbornly persist in seeking a fixed measure of value?
It would be strange indeed if we should find fixity in a mean

term composed of variable elements, in a mean term that is merely
a relation between two extremes more variable stilll

Economists who seek an absolute measure of value are there-
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fore pursuing a will-o'-the-wisp, and, not only that, something

entirely useless. By universal practice gold and silver have been
adopted as this measure, even though their variability has not

gone unrecognized. But of what importance is the variability
of the measure, if, since it affects in like manner the two objects

that are exchanged, it does not alter the fairness of the exchange?

It is a mean proportional, which can rise or fall, without on that

account failing in its purpose, which is to register exactly the
relation that exists between the two extremes.

The science of political economy does not, like exchange, have

as its goal the establishment of the current ratio between two
services, for in that case money would suffice. What it does seek
to establish is the ratio of et_ort to satisIaction; and, in this respect,
a measure of value, even if it existed, would tell us nothing; for

effort, in attaining its satisfaction, always employs a variable

amount of gratuitous utility that has no value. It is because this

element of social well-being has been lost sight of that writers have
deplored the absence of a measure of value. They have failed to
realize that the measure would in no wise answer the question

propounded: What is the relative wealth, or prosperity, of two

classes, two nations, two generations?
To solve this question, political economy needs a measure

capable of showing, not the relation between two services, which
can serve as the vehicle for transmitting greatly varying amounts
of gratuitous utility, but the relation between effort and satis]ac-

tion; and this measure could only be effort, or labor, itself.
But how can labor serve as a measure? Is it not itself one of

the most variable of elements? Is it not characterized by varying

degrees of skill, physical exertion, uncertainty, danger, distaste-
fulness? Does it not have to be complemented by certain intel-
lectual faculties and moral virtues? Does it not, by reason of all

these circumstances, lead to infinitely varied amounts of
remuneration?

There is one kind of labor that in all times, in all places, is
identical with itself, and this is the one that must serve as the

norm. It is the simplest, the crudest, the most primitive, the most



On Value 147

muscular, the one most lacking in help from Nature's resources,
the one every man can perform, which renders those services that

each can render to himself, which requires neither exceptional
strength nor skill nor apprenticeship---work of the kind per-
formed by the first members of the human race, that, in a word,

of the simple day laborer. This kind of work is always the most
plentiful, the least specialized, the most uniform, and the least

well paid. All wages are scaled and graded with this as a base;

when circumstances are favorable to day labor, the rate of other
wages increases also.

If, then, we wish to compare two societies, we must not turn to

a measure of value, for two most logical reasons: first, because

none exists; second, because if one did exist, it would give us only
a wrong answer to our question, an answer that would ignore an

important factor contributing to progress in human well-being:
gratuitous utility.

What we must do, on the contrary, is to forget value completely,
especially money, and ask: In a given country, at a given time,
how much special utility of every category is there, and how does

the sum total of all these utilities relate to a given amount of
unskilled labor? In other words: How much comfort and well-

being can the ordinary day laborer obtain in exchange for his
services?

We may say that the natural social order is perfectible and
harmonious if, on the one hand, the number of men engaged in

unskilled labor and receiving the lowest possible wages is contin-
ually decreasing, and if, on the other, these wages, measured,
not in value or in money, but in material satisfactions, are con-
tinually increasingA

The ancients well described all the possible combinations of

exchange: Do ut des (product exchanged for product), do ut [acias

(product for service), [acio ut des (service for product), facio ut
facias (service for service).*

* [These Latin phrases mean: "I give to you that you may give to me." "I give
to you that you may do for me." "I do for you that you may give to me." "1 do
for you that you may do for me."---T_nsLATOa.]
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Since products and services are interchanged, they must neces-

sarily have something in common, something against which they
can be compared and appraised, namely, value.

But value is always identical with itself. Whether in a product
or in a service, it has the same origin, the same cause.

This being the case, does value exist originally, essentially, in
the product, and is the notion that it exists also in the service an

extension, by analogy, of its meaning?
Or rather, on the contrary, does value reside in the service, and

is it incorporated in the product solely and precisely because the
service itself is incorporated in the product?

Some persons seem to think that this question is merely a

quibble. We shall see about that presently. For the time being I
shall say only that it would be strange if in political economy a

good or a bad definition of value were a matter of indifference.
It appears indubitable that originally political economists

believed that value resided in the product, and, more than that, in
the material of the product. The physiocrats attributed value

exclusively to the land and called all classes sterile that added
nothing to matter; so closely in their eyes were matter and value

linked together.
It would seem that Adam Smith should have refuted this

notion, since he derived value from labor. Do not nonmaterial

services require labor, and therefore do they not imply value?
Though so near the truth, Smith did not grasp it; for, in addition

to saying emphatically that, for labor to have value, it must be

applied to matter, something physically tangible and capable of
accumulation, we all know that, like the physiocrats, he puts on

the unproductive list all those classes of society whose activity is
limited to services.

Smith does, in fact, devote a great deal of attention to these
classes in his treatise on wealth (The Wealth of Nations). But does

this not merely prove that, after formulating his definition, he
found it cramping, and, that consequently, his definition was

wrong? Smith would not have won his great and just renown if he
had not written his magnificent chapters on education, the clergy,

public services, and if, in writing on wealth, he had confined him-
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self within the limits of his definition. Happily he escaped, by
being inconsistent, from the yoke of his own premises. This is the

way it always happens. A man of genius, when he starts from a
false premise, never escapes the charge of inconsistency; without

it, his views would become increasingly absurd, and, far from
being a man of genius, he would not even be a man of ordinary
intelligence.

Just as Smith went a step beyond the physiocrats, so Say went a

step farther than Smith. Little by little, Say came to recognize
that value resides in services, but only by analogy, by extension.

He attributed value in its true essence to products, and nothing
proves this better than the bizarre heading under which he listed
services: "nonmaterial products," two words that clash stridently

when put together. Say started from Smith's premises, as is proved
by the fact that the full theory of the master is found related in

the first ten lines of the works of the disciple. _ But he thought

deeply, and his thinking progressed during the next thirty years.
Thus, he came nearer the truth, but he never reached it.

Moreover, we could well believe that he fulfilled his mission

as an economist, enlarging, as he did, the notion of value so as
to include services as well as products, and tracing its transmission

through services to products, if the socialists' propaganda, which
was founded on his own deductions, had not come to reveal the

shortcomings and dangers of his fundamental hypothesis.

Suppose, then, that I were asked this question: Since certain
products have value, since certain services also have value, and

since value, being always identical wherever found, can have only
one origin, one cause, one identical explanation; is this origin,
this explanation, to be found in products or in services?

I declare confidently, the answer is not for an instant doubtful,

and for this irrefutable reason: for a product to have value, a
service is implied; whereas a service does not necessarily imply a
product.

This answer seems to me conclusive, as certain as a demonstra-
tion in mathematics.

Whether or not a service has material form, it has value, since
it is a service.
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If a material object renders a service for someone, it has value;
if it renders no service, it has no value.

Hence, value is not transmitted from the material object to the
service, but from the service to the material object.

Nor is this all. Nothing is more easily explained than this pre-
eminence, this priority, where value is concerned, of services over
products. We shall see that it is due to a circumstance which it was
easy to observe, but which was not observed, for the very reason
that it was so obvious. The circumstance is none other than man's

natural foresight, which disposes him not to stop at performing
the services that are asked of him, but to ready himself in advance
to perform the services that he anticipates will be asked of him.
Thus, while the Iacio ut lacias type of exchange remains the key
factor, the dominant factor, in any transaction, it tends to be
transformed into the do ut des type.

John says to Peter, "I want a mug. I should make it; but if you
are willing to make it for me, you will be doing me a service, and
I will do you an equivalent service in return."

Peter accepts. He goes in search of the proper kinds of clay, he
mixes them, he kneads them; in a word, he does what John would
have had to do.

It is quite evident here that it is the service that determines the
value. The key word in the transaction is Iacio. And if later value
is incorporated in the product, it is only because it is the outcome
of the service, which is the combination of the labor performed
by Peter and of the labor that John has been spared.

Now, it can happen that John often makes the same proposal
to Peter, and other persons may make it also, so that Peter may
foresee that he is certain to be asked to perform services of this
kind and may get ready to perform them. He can say to himself: I
have acquired a certain skill in making mugs. Experience tells me
that the mugs correspond to a want that craves satisfaction. I can
therefore manufacture them in advance.

Henceforth John will have to say to Peter, not ]acio ut Iacias,
but Iacio ut des. If he, likewise, has foreseen Peter's wants and

has worked at providing them in advance, he will say, do ut des.
But, I ask, in what respect does this progress, which stems from
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man's foresight, change the origin and nature of value? Does not
service still remain its cause and its measure? What difference

does it make, as far as the true idea of value is concerned, whether

Peter waits to be asked before he makes a mug, or whether he

makes it ahead of time, anticipating that he will be asked?

Please bear this in mind: In the history of mankind, inexperi-

ence and improvidence precede experience and foresight. Only in
the course of time have men come to anticipate their mutual

wants fully enough to prepare for them. Logically, the facio ut
facias pattern had to precede the do ut des. The latter is both
the result and the outward sign of some growth of knowledge, of

a certain amount of experience, of political security, of faith in
the future--in a word, of some degree of civilization. This fore-

sight on the part of society, this faith in the demand that induces
men to prepare the supply, this kind of intuitive statistical sense,
to be found in all men, which establishes such a surprising bal-

ance between wants and the means of satisfying them, is one of

the most powerful stimulants to human progress. Thanks to
it, we have the division of labor, or at least as far as trades and

professions are concerned. Thanks to it, we have one of the

blessings men most ardently desire: fixed rewards for services, in

the form of wages for labor and interest on capital. Thanks to it,
we have credit, long-range financing, projects involving shared

risks, etc. It is surprising that Ioresight, that noble attribute of
man, has been so much neglected by the economists. It is due, as
Rousseau said, to the difficulty we have in observing the environ-
ment in which we are immersed and which forms our natural

habitat. Only unusual phenomena strike us, and we allow to pass
unnoticed those that, constantly at work around us, upon us, and

within us, modify us and our society so profoundly.
To return to our subject: It may be that man's foresight, in its

infinite ramifications, tends more and more to substitute the do

ut des for the facio ut Iacias; but let us, nevertheless, remember

that it is in the primitive and necessary form of exchange that the
notion of value is first found, that this form is that of reciprocal

service, and that, after all, from the point of view of exchange, a
product is only a service that has been anticipated.
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Having once established that value is not inherent in matter

and cannot be classified among its attributes, I am far from deny-
ing that value passes from the service into the product, or com-

modity, in such a way as to become incorporated, so to speak, in
it. I beg those who disagree with me to realize that I am not such

a pedant that I would exclude from our language such familiar
expressions as: "Gold has value," "Wheat has value," and "Land

has value." I believe only that I am within my rights in asking for
a scientific explanation; and if the answer is "Because gold, wheat,
land, have an intrinszc value," then I believe I have the right to

say: "You are wrong, and your error is dangerous. You are wrong,
because there is gold, and there is land, that is valueless--the gold

and the land that has not yet been the occasion of any human
service. Your error is dangerous because it leads to classifying as

a usurpation of God's gratuitous gifts to men what is actually
man's simple right to exchange his services with other men."

I am therefore ready to admit that products have value, pro-
vided others will admit with me that value has no necessary con-

nection with products, that, on the contrary, it is related to and
derived from services.

From this truth there follows a very important (in political
economy a fundamentally important) conclusion, which hereto-

fore has not been and could not be drawn, namely: When value
has passed lrom the service to the product, it still remains subject

to all the vicissitudes that can aOect the value of any service. It is
not fixed in the product, as would be the case if it were one of

the product's intrinsic elements; no, it is essentially variable. It
can keep rising indefinitely, or it can fall to zero, according to

the type of service from which it originated.
The man who makes a mug now to be sold a year from now

imparts value to it undoubtedly; and this value is determined by
the value of the service--not by the present value of the service,

but by the value it will have in a year. If, at the moment of sale,
this kind o[ service is more in demand, the mug will be worth
more; it will depreciate if the contrary is true.

That is why man is constantly stimulated to exercise foresight,

to put it to good advantage. He always expects, through the appre-
ciation or depreciation of his service, to be rewarded for what he
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has correctly anticipated and to be punished for his miscalcula-
tions. And note that his successes or his failures will coincide with

the general prosperity. If he has calculated properly, he is pre-

pared in advance to offer society services more sought after, more
highly thought of, more efficient, which satisfy more keenly felt

wants; he has contributed to reducing scarcity, to increasing the

supply of services of this type, to placing them within the reach
of a larger number of persons with less economic hardship. If, on
the contrary, he is mistaken in his estimate of the future, he

depresses still further the value of services for which the demand
is already weak; he makes, at some cost to himself, a merely nega-

tive contribution, that of warning the public that services of a
certain type do not at the present time require a great amount of

its activity, that effort directed into this channel will yield poor
returns.

This significant fact--that value incorporated in a product, if I
may so describe it, continues to be identical with the value of the

service to which it gives rise--is of the greatest importance, not

only because it confirms the theory that the principle of value
resides in the service, but also because it readily explains phenom-
ena that other systems classify as abnormal.

Is there a general human tendency to lower rather than to raise

the value of a product once it is placed on the world market? This
is another way of asking whether the type of services that has

created the particular value tends to receive better or poorer
remuneration. Both are equally possible, and the fact that this is
so offers limitless opportunities to men's foresight.

We may note, however, that for beings endowed with a capacity
for experimenting, learning, and improving, progress is the

general law. The probability is, therefore, that at a given moment
in history a given expenditure of time and effort will obtain bet-

ter results than at a previous moment in history; hence, we may
conclude that the prevailing trend is toward a decrease in the

value incorporated in a product. For example, if the mug that
I just used as a symbol for products was made several years ago,

it most probably has undergone depreciation. The fact is that
today, for the production of an identical mug, we have more skill,

more resources, better tools, more readily available capital, and
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more highly specialized labor. Therefore, the prospective pur-
chaser of the mug does not say to the seller, "Tell me what the
labor on this mug cost you in quantity and quality, and I will pay
accordingly." No. He says, "Today, thanks to the progress of this
art, I can make for myself or procure through exchange' a similar
mug for a certain amount of labor of a certain quality, and that
is the limit that I will agree to pay you."

The end result of this is that all value attached to a commodity,
that is to say, all accumulated labor, all capital, tends to depreci-
ate as it encounters services that are naturally perfectible and
increasingly productive; and that, in an exchange between cur-
rent labor and previous labor, the advantage is generally on the
side of current labor, as it should be, since it renders the greater
services.

And this shows how empty are the tirades we constantly hear
against the value of real property. This value is no different from
any other in its origin or in its nature or in its obedience to the

general law of slow depreciation. It represents services performed
a long time ago: drainage, clearing, stonework, grading, fencing,
additions to vegetable gardens, building, etc.; and its function is
to collect payment for them. But the amount to be collected is not
determined out of consideration for the work that went into them.

The real-estate owner does not say, "Give me in exchange for this
land as much labor as went into its development." (This is how
he would have expressed himself if value came from labor, as
Adam Smith theorized, and were proportional to it.) Even less
does he say, as Ricardo and a number of other economists suppose,
"Give me first as much labor as went into this ground, then a
certain additional amount as the equivalent of all its natural
resources." No, the owner of the property, speaking for all the
previous owners, as far back as the one who originally cleared it,
is reduced to this humble statement:

"We have prepared services, and we ask to exchange them for
equivalent services. In times past we worked hard; for in our day
your powerful modern devices were unknown: there were no
highways; we were compelled to do everything with the strength
of our own arms. Beneath these furrows lie buried the toil per-
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formed by the sweat of many brows, the effort of many human
lives. But we do not demand toil for toil; we should have no
means of obtaining such terms. We know that labor on the land
as it is performed today, whether in France or elsewhere, is much
more efficient and more productive. What we ask and what obvi-
ously cannot be denied us, is for our past labor to be exchanged
for present labor on a basis proportional, not to their duration
or their intensity, but to their results, so that we may receive the
same remuneration for the same service. By this arrangement we
are the losers from the point of view of our labor, since, to perform
the same service, it takes two or perhaps three times as much of
our labor as of yours. But it is an arrangement that perforce we
must accept; for we no more have the means of imposing other
terms than you do of refusing these."

And, in point of fact, this is the way things are done. If we
could make an exact accounting of the amount of incessant effort,
drudgery, toil, and sweat that were required to bring every acre of
the soil of France to its present level of productivity, we should
be thoroughly convinced that the purchaser does not pay at the
rate of equivalent amounts of labor--at least in ninety-nine cases
out of a hundred.

I add this reservation, for we must not lose sight of the fact that
a service incorporated in a commodity can acquire value as well as
lose it. And although the general trend is toward depreciation, yet
the contrary phenomenon does occur occasionally, in exceptional
circumstances, involving land as well as other things, without,
however, doing violence to the laws of justice or warranting any
hue and cry against monopoly.

In fact, services are always at hand to reveal the presence of
value. It can generally be assumed that past labor renders less
service than present labor; but this is not an absolute law. If past
labor renders less service, which is almost always the case, than
present labor, it takes more of the former than of the latter to

establish a balance, since, I repeat, equivalence is determined by
services. But, on the other hand, when it happens that it is the
past labor that renders the greater service, then a greater amount
of the present service will be required in payment.
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Wealth

Thus, in everything that is calculated to satisfy our wants and
desires, two things must be considered and differentiated: what
Nature has done and what man has done, what is free of charge

and what is acquired through effort, the gift of God and man's
service, utility and value. In the same object one of them can be
immense, and the other imperceptible. While utility may remain
constant, value can and does decrease steadily as ingenious new
devices enable us to achieve an identical result with less effort.

At this point, even as we begin the study of political economy,
we can foresee one of the greatest difficulties, one of the most
fertile sources of misunderstanding, controversy, and error.

What is wealth?

Are we rich in proportion to the utilities we have at our dis-
posal, that is, according to the wants and desires that we can sat-
isfy? "A man is rich or poor," wrote Adam Smith, "according to
the number of useful things he is able to enjoy."

Are we rich in proportion to the values we possess, that is, the
services we have at our disposal? "Wealth," said Jean-Baptiste
Say, "exists in direct proportion to value. Wealth is great if the
total value that it contains is considerable; it is small if the total
value is small."

Uninformed people give two meanings to the word "wealth."
Sometimes we hear them say: "The abundance of water in such
and such a country is a source of wealth to it," when they are
thinking only in terms of utility. But when someone of them tries

156
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to ascertain his own wealth, he prepares what is called an inven-
tory, in which he reckons value only.

With all due respect for the experts, I believe that, in this
instance, the uninformed are right. Wealth, in fact, can be either

real or relative. From the former point of view, it is reckoned
according to our satisfactions. Mankind's wealth is greater or less

according to its level of prosperity, whatever may be the value of
the objects that maintain it. But suppose we want to know each

man's individual share in the general prosperity, in other words,
his relative wealth? This is a simple ratio, which value alone
reveals, because value is itself a relative term.

Political economy is a science that concerns itself with men's

general prosperity and material comfort, with the ratio of their
efforts to their satisfactions, a ratio that is improved by the

increase in the amount of gratuitous utility available for the work
of production. In political economy, therefore, we cannot exclude

this factor from our idea of wealth. Scientifically speaking, real
wealth is not to be found in the sum total of values, but in the

sum of gratuitous utility or onerous utility contained in these
values. From the point of view of our satisfactions, that is, as far as
our real wealth is concerned, we are as much enriched by the

value that we have lost through progress in the means of produc-

tion as by the value that we still possess.
In the transactions of everyday life we no longer take utility

into account, in so far as, through the decrease in value, it becomes

free of charge. _Vhy? Because what is free of charge is common to

all. and what is a common possession has no effect on each person's
individual share of the total real wealth. No exchange is made of
what is held by all in common; and since, in business transactions,

we need to know only that proportion which is constituted by
value, that is all we concern ourselves with.

A debate arose between Ricardo and Jean-Baptiste Say on this
question. Ricardo used "wealth" in the sense of utility; Say, in the

sense of "value." Neither of them could possibly win a complete

victory, because the word has both meanings, depending on
whether one views wealth as real or relative.

But we must add a word of caution, all the more important
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because Say's authority is so great in such matters; for if we

identify wealth (meaning the real, effective level of our material
comforts) with value, if, in particular, we affirm that wealth and

value are in direct proportion to each other, we run the risk of
putting our economic thinking on the wrong track. The works

of second-rate economists and of the socialists prove this only too
well. This is an unfortunate starting point, since it loses sight of

what is, in fact, humanity's noblest heritage; for we must consider
as nonexistent that part of our material well-being which, through
progress, has been rendered common to all, and we expose our

minds to the greatest of all dangers--that of becoming involved
in a petitio principii, in which we assume as true what we are

trying to prove, of looking at political economy backwards and

constantly confusing the goal that we wish to reach with the
obstacle that blocks our way.

In fact, without these obstacles there would be no value. Value

is the sign, the symptom, the testimony, the proof of our natural

infirmity. It constantly reminds us of the sentence originally
pronounced upon us: "In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat
bread." For the Omnipotent the words el_ort, service, and, conse-

quentiy, value, do not exist. As for us, however, we are placed in

a world of utilities, of which many are free of charge, but others
are to be had only at the price of our toil. Obstacles stand between
these utilities and the wants that they can satisfy. We are con-

demned to doing without the utility or overcoming the obstacle
by our efforts. Sweat must indeed fall from our brows, or from the

brows of those who toil for our profit.
The more values a society possesses, therefore, the clearer the

evidence that it has surmounted obstacles, but the clearer the

evidence, also, that it had obstacles to surmount. Shall we go so
far as to say that these obstacles create wealth, since without them
the values would not exist?

We can imagine the case of two nations. One has more satisfac-
tions than the other, but it has fewer values, because Nature has

favored it and placed fewer obstacles in its way. Which nation is
the richer?

We can carry this further: Let us take the same nation at two

stages in its history. The obstacles to be overcome are the same.
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; But today it overcomes them with such ease, it has become so
efficient in its transportation, agriculture, textile production, for

i example, that the values of these things have been considerably
! reduced. It has, therefore, been able to choose one of these two

courses: either to be content with the same satisfactions as before,

} translating its improved methods into increased leisure (and in
that case shall we say that its wealth has declined because it has

-_ fewer values?); or else it can choose to apply the surplus efforts
newly made available to it to the task of increasing its satisfac-
tions, and should we be justified in concluding that because its
total values remain stationary, its wealth has also remained sta-
tionary? This is what comes of identifying value with wealth.

This is indeed a treacherous shoal for the political economist.
: Is wealth to be measured by the satisfactions achieved or by the

values created?
If there were no obstacles between utilities and wants, there

would be no efforts, services, values, any more than there are for
GOd; and, while measuring wealth in terms of satisfactions, man-
kind would be in possession of infinite wealth; yet in terms of
value, it would have no wealth at all. Thus, two economists,

: according to the definition they chose, might say: Mankind is
_ infinitely rich, or Mankind is infinitely poor.

The infinite, it is true, is in no respect an attribute of human-
.} ity. But mankind is never static; it always moves in some direc-

tion; it exerts efforts; it exhibits tendencies; it gravitates toward
_ steadily increasing wealth or steadily increasing poverty. Now,
_ how can political economists come to a common understanding,

:i if this successive reduction of effort in relation to satisfaction, of
pains to be taken or rewarded, that is, value, is considered by
some an advance toward wealth and by others a descent into

poverty?
Yet if the difficulty merely concerned economists, we could say:

Let them have their arguments. But legislators and governments
i are daily required to take measures that exercise a very real

i influence over human affairs. And what a plight we are in if thesemeasures are taken in ignorance so complete that wealth cannot

be distinguished from povertyl
So, I make this declaration: The theory that defines wealth in
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terms of value is, in the last analysis, a mere glorification of the
role of obstacles. It rests on the following syllogism: Wealth is

proportional to value, value to effort, effort to obstacles; there-

fore, wealth is proportional to obstacles.
I make this further declaration: Because of the division of

labor, which assigns every man to a trade or a profession, this
illusion is very difficult to destroy. We all live by the services that

we render in overcoming obstacles, satisfying wants, or removing
pain: the doctor by combatting disease; the farmer, hunger; the
textile manufacturer, cold; the carriage-maker, distance; the law-

yer, injustice; the soldier, danger to the country; and so complete
is the list that there is not a single obstacle whose elimination

would not seem most inopportune and most inconvenient to

someone, and even disastrous to society at large, since it would
appear that a source of services, value, and wealth was to be

destroyed. Very few economists have completely resisted this
false notion, and, if political economy ever succeeds in dispelling

it, on that score alone its practical mission in the world will have
been accomplished; for I now make this third declaration: Our

public policy is steeped in this notion, and whenever governments
feel obliged to make special concessions to some class, profession,

or industry, they follow no other procedure than to erect obstacles
designed to encourage the development of a certain type of efforts,

in order to increase artificially the number of services society will

be obliged to call for, and thus to increase value and, supposedly,
wealth.

And, in fact, it is very true that this procedure is useful for the

class receiving the special favor. We see the ensuing self-congratu-

lation and applause, and what happens? The same special conces-
sions are successively granted all other classes.

First identify utility with value, then value with wealth. What
could be more natural? Political economists have never been

taken more unawares. For what has happened? At every step
along the path of progress, they have reasoned thus: "The obstacle
is lessened; therefore, effort is reduced; therefore, value is low-

ered; therefore, utility is decreased; therefore, our wealth is dimin-
ished; therefore, we are the most unfortunate of men for ever
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having bethought ourselves of inventing and exchanging, for
I having five fingers instead of three, and two arms instead of one;

hence, we must set the government, which has force at its disposal,
at correcting these abuses."

_ This type of political economy in reverse supports a large num-

ber of newspapers and many sessions of our legislative assemblies.

It misled the honest and philanthropic Sismondi; * it is ex-
pounded very logically in M. de Saint-Chamans' book.-["

"A nation has two kinds of wealth," he says. "If we consider
only useful commodities from the point of view of their quantity,
their supply, we deal with wealth that procures society things that
it can consume, and this I shall therefore term consumers' wealth.

"If we consider commodities from the point of view of their
exchangeable value, or simply their value, we deal with wealth

that brings society value, and this I therefore term value wealth.
._ "Political economy deals primarily with value wealth; and it

is with it primarily that government may properly deal."

This being g-ranted, what can political economy and govern-
i ment do? Political economy can indicate the means of increasing

value wealth: and government can put these means into effect.

But value wealth is in proportion to efforts, and efforts are in
proportion to obstacles. Political economy must therefore show

_i the way, and government must employ all its resources to multiply
the obstacles. This is the logical conclusion, and M. de Saint-
Chamans faces it squarely.

:_ Does exchange make it easier for men to acquire more con-

sumers" wealth for less value wealth? Then we must restrain
_ exchange9

Is there any amount of ,gratuitous uti!ity that we can replace
with onerous utility--for example, by eliminating a tool or a

i machine? We must not neglect the opportunity, for it is obvious,

• [Jean Charles L_onard de Sismondi (1773-1842), Swiss historian and economist.

--TRANSLATOR. l

_ t [Auguste, Vicomte de Saint-Chamans (1777-1861), Deputy and Councillor of
-_ State under the Restoration, protectionist and upholder of the balance of trade,

l His celebrated stand on the "obstacle" here quoted by Bastmt comes from his

Nouvel essai sur la richesse des nations, 1824. This work was later (1852) incorporated

in his Traitd d'dconomie politique.--TgaNSeArOR.]
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he says, that if machines increase consumers" wealth, they decrease

value wealth. "Let us bless the obstacles that the high cost of fuel
in our country puts in the way of the multiplication of steam

engines." 2
Has Nature favored us in any way? It is our loss, for, by so

doing, she has deprived us of a chance to work. "I admit that it is

quite possible for me to desire to see done by hand, sweat and
toil, and forced effort, what can be produced spontaneously and

without pains." s 3
What a shame, therefore, that Nature has not obliged us to 4

manufacture drinking waterl It would have been a wonderful
opportunity to produce value wealth. Most fortunately, we even

the score with wine. "Find the secret of making wine flow as
abundantly as water from springs in the earth, and you will dis-

cover that this fine system of things will bankrupt one quarter of
France." 4

Within the gamut of ideas that our economist so naively runs,
there are innumerable means, all very simple, of reducing men

to the level where they may create value wealth.

The first is to take it away from them as rapidly as they acquire

it: "If _axes confiscate money from areas where it is plentiful, in

order to allocate it to areas where it is scarce, they serve a useful
purpose, and this action, far from representing a loss to the state,

represents a gain." 5 ._
The second is, after taking it, to throw it away. "Luxury and _

extravagance, so disastrous to the wealth of private individuals,
are advantageous to the wealth of the nation. 'That's a fine moral

doctrine you are preaching,' people will say to me. I make no

such claims. We are dealing with political economy, not morals.

We are seeking means of making nations richer, and I preach the _
gospel of luxury." 6

An even faster means is to destroy it by a few good wars. "If you

will admit with me that the extravagances of a spendthri[t are as
productive as any other expenditures; that government spending

is equally productive ..... you will not be surprised at England's x
wealth, after this very costly war of hers." _

But all these means of encouraging the creation of value wealth
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--taxes, luxury, war, etc.--must yield the palm to a much more
effective device: conflagration.

"Construction is a great source of wealth, because it brings
revenue to the sellers of builders' supplies, to workmen, and to
various classes of artisans and artists. Melon * quotes Sir William
Petty t who classes as national profit the work done for the
rebuilding of London after the famous fire that destroyed two-
thirds of the city, and he estimates it [this profit!] at a million
pounds sterling (1866 value) per year for four years without
injuring other businesses in any way. Without accepting this
exact figure as a completely accurate estimate of this profit,"
adds M. de Saint-Chamans, "we may be certain at least, that this
event did not have an adverse effect on England's wealth at this
period ..... Sir William Petty's estimate is not impossible, since
the need to rebuild London must have created vast sources of
new revenue." s

Economists who start from the premise that wealth is value
would inevitably arrive at the same conclusions as M. de Saint-
Chamans, if they were logical; but they are not logical, because
on the road to absurdity all of us stop short of the final destina-
tion, some a little sooner, some a little later, according to the rela-
tive reasonableness of our minds. M. de Saint-Chamans himself

seems to have drawn back just a shade from the full consequences
of his theory when he finds that they lead to praise of conflagra-
tion as a road to wealth. We see him hesitate and content himself

with perfunctory approval. Logically he should have carried his
reasoning to its ultimate conclusion and stated openly what he
clearly implies.

Of all economists, M. Sismondi is certainly the one who most
distressingly falls afoul of this difficulty. Like M. de Saint-Cha-
mans, he started with the idea that value is one of the com-

ponent elements of wealth; like him he erected on this foundation
a political economy in reverse, deploring everything that reduces

* [Jean Francois Melon (d. 1738), French lawyer and minor government official, and

political theorist.--TRANSLATOR,]

t [Sir William Petty (1623-1687), English economist. Author of numerous works

on trade and vital statistics.--TRAsSLATOR.]
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value. He too praises obstacles; bans machinery; anathematizes
exchange, competition, and freedom; glorifies luxury and taxes;
and finally reaches this conclusion, that the more abundantly men

have everything, the more completely they have nothing.
Yet M. de Sismondi seems, from beginning to end, to have a

subconscious feeling that he is mistaken, and that a veil that he

cannot lift may have interposed itself between his mind and the ._
truth. He does not quite dare to draw explicitly, like M. de Saint-
Chamans, the ultimate conclusions inherent in his theories; he is !

disturbed, he hesitates. He wonders sometimes if it is possible
for all men, since the beginning of the world, to have been in _

error and on the road to suicide, in seeking to decrease the ratio ._

of effort to satisfaction, that is, in seeking to decrease value. A
friend and yet an enemy of liberty, he fears it, since, by creating _

the abundance that reduces value, it leads to poverty; and, at -*
the same time, he does not know how to go about destroying this

fatal liberty. Thus, he reaches the outer limits of socialism and

artificial social orders; he suggests that government and the social i!
sciences must regulate and restrict everything; then he realizes
the danger of his advice, retracts, and finally gives way to despair,

saying: "Liberty leads to a bottomless pit; restraint is as impos- '_
.sible as it is ineffective; there is no way out." And there is none,
indeed, if value constitutes wealth, that is, if obstacles to our

well-being constitute our welt-being, that is, if adversity is

prosperity.

The latest writer, to my knowledge, to stir up this question is ._
M. Proudhon. It was a windfall for his book, Economic Contra-

dictions. Never was there a finer opportunity to seize an antin-
omy, a contradiction, by the hair and shout defiance at the science

of political economy. Never was there a finer opportunity to ask, '_

"Do you view increase in value as a good thing or as an evil?
Quidquid dixeris argumentabor.'" * I leave it to the reader to
imagine what a fine time he must have had! 9

"I call upon every responsible economist," he said, "to tell me,

other than by rewording or repeating my question, for what
reason value decreases as production increases, and vice versa.

# ["Whatever you say, I shall argue against it."--T_NSLATOR.]
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.... In technical terms, value in use and value in exchange,

although necessary to each other, exist in inverse ratio to each
other ..... Value in use and value in exchange always remain,

then, inextricably linked to each other, although by their nature
they always tend to be mutually exclusive.

"There is no assignable cause or possible explanation for this
contradiction inherent in the notion of value ..... If we grant that

man has need of a great variety of commodities that he must
obtain through labor, we are necessarily faced with a conflict

between value in use and value in exchange, and from this con-
flict a contradiction arises at the very outset of our study of

political economy. No intelligence, no will, either divine or
human, can prevent it. Thus, instead of seeking a useless explana-
tion, let us be content to note the fact that the contradiction is
inevitable."

We know that the great discovery with which we can credit M.
Proudhon is that everything is both true and false, good and bad,

legal and illegal; that there is no principle that is not self-contra-
dictory; and that the contradiction is not in erroneous theories,

but in the very essence of things and phenomena: "It is the
expression of pure necessity, the inner law of being, etc."; conse-
quently, it is inevitable, and it would be theoretically irremedi-

able, but for the series of contradictory elements, and practically

irremediable but for the banque du peuple.* God, a contradic-

tion; liberty, a contradiction; property, a contradiction; value,
credit, monopoly, common ownership, contradiction on contra-
diction! When M. Proudhon made this tremendous discovery,

his heart must surely have leaped for joy; for since contradiction
is in all things, there is always something to contradict, which for

* [Bastiat here refers ironically to Proudhon's famous declaration: "The series is

the antithesis of unity." Convinced that the various elements of society were

inherently opposites, like the positive and negative poles of an electric battery,

Proudhon advanced the theory that from their antithetical nature came the life

and movement of society. Therefore, it was neither possible nor desirable to look

for any unifying principle from which to formulate a synthesis of social phenomena.

The "'People's Bank" was Proudhon's ill-fated effort at establishing a co-operative

enterprise providing for the free exchange of goods and services, together with

interest-free loans. The bank failed in 1849.--Tva_NSLATOR.]
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him is the supreme happiness. He once said to me, "I'd be
perfectly willing to go to heaven, but I'm afraid that everybody _

agrees up there, and I couldn't find anyone to argue with." _
It must be admitted that the subject of value gave him an

excellent opportunity to indulge in contradiction to his heart's
content. But, begging his pardon, the contradictions and the :"

conflicts that this word "value" suggests stem from erroneous _

theories, and not at all, as he asserts, from the nature of the

phenomenon.
Theorists first began by confusing value with utility, that is,

by confusing the ills with the benefits (for utility is the means 3

to the end sought--the benefit--and value comes from the !

obstacle--the ill--that stands between the end and the desire). _
This was the initial error, and when they saw its consequences,
they thought that they could save the situation by thinking up a

distinction between value in use and value in exchange, a cum-

bersome tautology that involved the fallacy of applying the same
word, "value," to two opposite phenomena.

But if, setting aside these subtleties, we keep to the facts, what

do we see? Certainly, only something very natural and far from i
contradictory, k

Suppose that a man works exclusively for himself. If he
acquires skill, if his capacities and his intelligence develop, if
Nature becomes more generous, or he learns to utilize it better

for his needs, he has more comforts and well-being and goes to _

fewer pains. Where do you see any contradiction, and where do

you find anything to make such protests about?
Now, instead of being alone, this man has contacts with other

men. They exchange, and I repeat my observation: In proportion _
as they acquire skill, experience, capacity, intelligence, in propor- z

tion as Nature, becoming more generous, or being made more
amenable, co-operates more effectively, they have more com]orts ._

and well-being and go to fewer pains; there is a greater amount of

gratuitous utility at their disposal; in their transactions they offer
one another a larger proportion of usable results for a given
amount of labor. Where, then, is the contradiction? ,_

Ahl if you make the error, like Adam Smith and all his suc-

3
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cessors, of applying the same term "value" both to results obtained
and to trouble taken, then, the antinomy, or the contradiction,

appears. But, you may be sure, it lies entirely in your erroneous
explanation, and not at all in the facts.

M. Proudhon would, therefore, have had to formulate his

proposition in this way: Granted man's need for a great variety

of commodities and the necessity of providing them through his
labor and his precious gift of learning and improving, nothing
in the world is more natural than the steady increase of results

in relation to efforts, and it is not at all contradictory that a given
value transmits more in the way of available utilities.

For, once again, utility is, for man, the good side of the coin:

value, the bad side. Utility relates only to our satisfactions; value,
to the pains we take. Utility makes possible our satisfactions and

is in proportion to them; value indicates our innate infirmity, is
created by obstacles, and is in proportion to them.

By virtue of man's perfectibility, gratuitous utility tends more
and more to replace the onerous utility denoted by the word

"value." Such is the phenomenon, and it most certainly presents
nothing contradictory.

But there still remains the question of determining whether
the word "wealth" is to include both these utilities taken together

or the second only.
If we could set up, once and for all, two classes of utility, put

on one side all those that are gratuitous, and on the other all that
are onerous, we should thus establish two classes of wealth that we

should call, with M. Say, natural wealth and social wealth; or
else, with M. de Saint-Chamans, consumers" wealth and value

wealth. This done, we should, as these writers suggest, concern
ourselves no further with the first class.

"The blessings available to all," says M. Say, "which all may

enjoy as they will, without the necessity of procuring them, with-
out fear of exhausting them, such as air, water, sunlight, etc.,
having been given us gratis by Nature, may be called natural

wealth. Since they cannot be produced or distributed or con-

sumed, they do not Jall within the scope o[ political economy.

"That type of wealth which it is the function of political econ-
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omy to study is composed of those things that we possess having

a recognized value. We can call it social wealth, because it exists
among men living together in society."

"It is with value wealth," says M. de Saint-Chamans, "that

political economy is primarily concerned, and every time I shall _

speak in this book of wealth without specifying the type, it will -_
be to this type only that I refer."

Almost all economists have considered the matter in this light.

"The most striking distinction that we encounter at the outset," _,_
says Storch, "is that there are some values that are capable of
appropriation, and that there are others that are not) 0 Only values __

of the first type belong to the study of political economy, for
analysis of the others would furnish no results worthy of the
attention of a statesman."

For my own part, I believe that that portion of utility which,

as a result of progress, ceases to be onerous, ceases to have value,
but does not on that account cease to be utility, and falls eventu-

ally within the domain called common to all and free of charge,
is the very one that must constantly attract the attention of the

statesman and the economist. Otherwise, instead of viewing with

deep and sympathetic understanding the great results of this
process that so influence and elevate humanity: all that the politi-

cal economist will see in it is a mere contingent phenomenon,

unstable, tending to decrease, if not to disappear entirely, just a
simple relation, or, in a word, nothing but another case of value.
Without perceiving what is happening, he will permit himself to
be carried along, content merely to consider effects, obstacles, the

interests of the producer, and worse yet, to confuse those interests

with the public interest. This, in fact, amounts to choosing the

ills intsead of the benefits, and finally, under the leadership of
men like Saint-Chamans and Sismondi, ending with a socialist
utopia or in Proudhon's land of contradiction. _-

Furthermore, is not the line of demarcation between these two I
utilities entirely a fanciful, arbitrary, and impossible one? How
do you propose to dissolve the union of Nature and man, when

they are everywhere mingled, combined, fused, and, even more,
when one of them tends constantly to replace the other, and in so ._

f_
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doing becomes the source of all progress? If the science of eco-

nomics, so dry in some respects, can, in others, so inspire and
enchant our minds, it is precisely because it sets forth the laws

governing this association between man and Nature; because it
shows how gratuitous utility replaces onerous utility more and
more, how man's satisfactions increase as his toil and drudgery de-

crease, how obstacles are constantly reduced, along with value, how

the producer's losses are more than compensated by the con-

sumer's increasing prosperity, how natural wealth, that is, wealth
free of charge and common to all, takes the place of wealth that is
individual and privately owned. Would you, then, exclude from

political economy the very element that constitutes its divine
harmony?

Air, water, sunlight are free of charge, you say. That is true, and
if we made use of them only in their natural forms, if we did not

harness them to any labor of our own, we could exclude them

from the domain of political economy, just as we exclude the
utility that may, quite possibly, exist in comets. But consider
where man started and how far he has come. Originally he had a

most imperfect notion of how to make air, water, sunlight,
and other natural resources work for him. His every satisfaction

was bought at the cost of great personal effort, required a great
amount of labor for the result obtained, could be surrendered

to another only as a great service--represented, in a word, a great

amount of value. Little by little these resources, water, air, light,
and others, like gravitation, elasticity, thermodynamics, elec-

tricity, the energy of plant life, have emerged from their relative
inertia. They have become incorporated more and more into
our industry. They have been substituted more and more for

human labor. They have accomplished gratis what once cost

much in terms of human toil. Without impairing our satisfac-
tions, they have annihilated value. To express it in ordinary

terms, what used to cost ten days' work now requires one. All this
annihilated value has passed from the domain of private property
to the domain of what is free of charge and common to all. A
considerable amount of human effort has been freed and made

available for other enterprises. Thus, for equal pains, equal
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services, equal value, mankind has enlarged prodigiously its circle
of satisfactions, and you say that I should eliminate from political
economy the study of this gratuitous and _ommon utility, which
alone can explain progress in all its height and breadth, if I may

so express myself, in all it brings in prosperity and equalityl

Let us state as a conclusion, then, that we may give, and give
legitimately, two meanings to the word "wealth": _.

Effective Wealth, real wealth, which produces satisfactions, that
is, the sum of the utilities that human labor, with Nature's help,

puts at society's disposal.
Relative Wealth, that is, each individual's share in the general

wealth, which share is determined by value.
Here, then, is the harmonious law that can be expressed thus: ?

Through labor the action of man is combined with the action
of Nature.

From this co-operation utility results. _

Each individual takes from the general store of utility in

proportion to the services that he renders---in the last analysis,

then, in proportion to the utility he himself represents.::

The Morality o[ Wealth

We have just studied wealth from the economic point of

view. It may be useful also to say something about its moral '_
effects. ._

In all ages wealth, from the moral standpoint, has been a subject

of controversy. Certain philosophers, certain religions have de- !!
creed that it is to be despised; others have lauded moderation-- _

aurea mediocritas ("the golden mean"). Very few, if any, have

admitted that a burning ambition for the enjoyment of a large
fortune is a proper moral attitude.

Who is wrong? Who is right? It does not behoove political

economy to treat this subject of individual morality. I say only
this: I am always inclined to believe that in matters of common,

universal practice, the theorists, the scholars, the philosophers

are much more prone to be mistaken than is common practice

itself, especially when in this word "practice" we include not

J
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only the actions of the great majority of mankind, but their senti-
ments and their ideas as well.

Now, what does common practice show us? It shows us all men

struggling to emerge from poverty, which is their starting point;

all preferring the experience of satisfaction to that of want, wealth
to privation--all of them, I say, including, with few exceptions,

the very ones who declaim so eloquently to the contrary.
The desire for wealth is tremendous, constant, universal, over-

whelming. In almost all parts of the world it has triumphed over
our instinctive aversion to work. It takes the form, whatever one

may say, of even baser greed among savages and barbarians than

among civilized peoples. All the voyagers who left Europe imbued
with the idea that Rousseau had made popular in the eighteenth

century that in the antipodes they would encounter the natural
man, the unselfish, generous, hospitable man, were struck with

the rapacious avarice by which these primitive men were de-
voured. In our time, our soldiers have been able to testify as to

the opinion we should hold of the much vaunted unselfishness of
the Arab tribes.

On the other hand, all men, even those whose conduct is at

variance with it, agree in principle that we should honor unself-
ishness, generosity, self-control, and should castigate that exces-

sive love of wealth which leads us to stoop to any means to
secure it. And yet with the same unanimity all men lavish their

praise on the person who, whatever his walk of life, strives by
honest and persevering toil to better his lot and his family's posi-

tion in society. From this collection of facts, opinions, and atti-
tudes, we must, it seems to me, arrive at the judgment we should

pass on wealth as it affects individual morality.
First of all, we must recognize that the motivating force that

drives us toward wealth comes from Nature; it is the creation of

Providence and is therefore moral. It has its roots in that original
and common state of destitution which would be the lot of all of
us were it not for the desire that it creates in us to free ourselves

from the chains of want. We must recognize, secondly, that the

efforts that all men make to break these chains, provided they
remain within the bounds of justice, are respectable and com-

mendable, since they are everywhere commended and respected.
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Furthermore, no one will deny that there is a moral side to labor

itself. This is expressed in the proverb that belongs to all nations:
"Idleness is the mother of all vices." ("Satan still finds work for

idle hands to do.") And we should fall into shocking contradiction
if we said, on the one hand, that labor is indispensable to men's -_
morality, and, on the other, that men are immoral when they

work to gain wealth.
In the third place, we must recognize that the desire for wealth

becomes immoral when it goes beyond the bounds of justice and
equity, and that the greater the wealth of the greedy, the more

severely is greed itself censured. __,

Such is the judgment that is pronounced, not by a few philoso- ._

phers or sects, but by the vast majority of mankind, and I accept
it.

I must remark, however, that it is possible, without contradic- ,_

tion, for this judgment not to be the same today as it was in
antiquity. |

Both the Essenes and the Stoics lived in a society in which

wealth was obtained at the price of oppression, pillage, and

violence. It was immoral not only in itself, but, by virtue of the
immorality of the means by which it was acquired, it revealed the

immorahty of the men who enjoyed it. A reaction against it, even

an exaggerated one, was quite natural. Modern philosophers who
declaim against wealth without taking into account the difference
in the means of acquiring it liken themselves to Seneca or Christ.
They are mere parrots repeating words that they do not ,_
understand.

But the question that political economy raises is this: Does

wealth represent moral good or moral evil for mankind? Does _
the steady increase in wealth imply, from the point of view of
morality, progress or decadence?

The reader can anticipate my answer, and he realizes that I
have already had to say a few words about personal morality in

order to avoid the following contradictory, or rather impossible,
conclusion: What is immoral for the individual is moral for

society at large.
Without having recourse to statistics, without consulting prison

records, we may express our problem in these terms:
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Does man degenerate in proportion as he gains greater control

over material things and Nature, as he harnesses them to his
needs, as he uses them to create greater leisure for himself, and as,

freeing himself from the demands of his most pressing bodily
needs, he is able to rescue from the inertia where they lay dormant

moral and intellectual faculties that undoubtedly were not given
him with the intent that he should let them remain in eternal

lethargy?
Does man degenerate in proportion as he passes from the most

inorganic state, so to speak, and rises toward the most spiritual
state of which he is capable?

To pose the problem thus is to solve it.
I grant that when wealth is accumulated by immoral means, its

influence is immoral, as was the case with the Romans.

I also agree that when it is amassed and distributed with great

inequality, digging deeper and deeper chasms between the social

classes, it has an immoral influence and gives rise to subversive
passions.

But can the same thing be said for wealth that is the fruit of
honest labor and of free transactions, when it is distributed

in a uniform manner among all classes? Certainly such a position
is not tenable.

Nevertheless, the books of the socialists are full of denuncia-
tions of the rich.

I cannot really understand how these schools of thought, so

divergent in other respects, but so unanimous on this point, can
fail to see the contradiction into which they fall.

On the one hand, wealth, according to the leaders of these

schools, has a deleterious, demoralizing influence that withers
the soul, hardens the heart, and leaves only a taste for depraved

pleasures. The rich have all the vices. The poor have all the
virtues. They are just, sensible, generous; such is the line adopted.

And, on the other hand, all the socialists' powers of imagina-
tion, all the systems that they invent, all the laws that they try
to foist upon us, have the effect, if we are to believe them, of turn-

ing poverty into wealth .....

The morality of wealth is proved by this maxim: the profit of
one is the profit of the other ..... _2



2

7

Capital

Economic laws act in accordance with the same principle, ,i
whether they apply to great masses of men, to two individuals, or
even to a single individual condemned by circumstances to live in _,_
isolation.

An individual in isolation, provided he could survive for any
length of time, would be at once capitalist, entrepreneur, work-
man, producer, and consumer. The entire economic cycle would _
run its course in him: want, effort, satisfaction, gratuitous and
onerou_ utility. Observing each of these elements, he would have _
some notion of the workings of the whole mechanism, even
though it would be reduced to its simplest form.

Now, if there is anything in the world that is clear, it is that he
could never confuse what is gratis with what requires effort. That
would imply a contradiction in terms. He would know full well
when materials or forces were provided by Nature, without need _;
for labor on his part, even in those cases where their addition

made his own labor more productive.
An individual living in isolation would never dream of obtain- !

ing through his own labor something that he could get directly
from Nature. He would not walk two miles for water if he had a
spring beside his cabin. For the same reason, in every instance
where his own labor might be called upon, he would try to substi-
tute Nature's help as much as possible. _

That is why, if he were building a boat, he would utilize the _,
lightest wood in order to use to advantage the specific gravity of

174 i
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water. He would try to rig up a sail, so that the wind might spare
him the trouble of rowing, etc.

In order thus to harness the forces of Nature, he needs tools
and instruments.

At this point we perceive that our isolated man will have to do
some calculating. He will ask himself this question: At present I

obtain a certain satisfaction for a given amount of effort. When I
have the proper tool, will I obtain the same satisfaction for less
total effort, counting both the effort still to be exerted to obtain

the satisfaction and the effort required to make the tool?
No man is willing to waste his strength for the mere pleasure of

wasting it. Our Robinson Crusoe will not, therefore, set about
making the tool unless he can foresee, when the work is done, a

definite saving of his labor in relation to his satisfaction, or an
increase in satisfactions for the same amount of labor.

A circumstance that will greatly influence his calculations is

the number of products his tool will help him turn out and the
number of times he will be called on to use it during its lifespan.

Robinson Crusoe has a standard for his comparison, which is his
present effort, the effort he must go to if he tries to obtain the
satisfaction directly and without help of any kind. He estimates
that the tool will save him effort each time he uses it; but it takes

labor to make the tool, and he will mentally distribute this labor

over the total number of occasions on which he may use it. The
greater the number, the stronger will be his inclination to enlist
the aid of the natural resource. It is here, in this distribution of an

t_dvance outlay over the total number of products to be made,

that we find the principle and the basis of interest.
Once Robinson Crusoe has decided to make a tool, he discovers

that his inclination to make it and the uses he can put it to are
not enough. It takes tools to make tools; it takes iron to hammer

iron, and so on, as he moves from one difficulty to another, until
he reaches the first one, which seems to be insoluble. This cycle

makes us aware of the extremely slow process by which capital

must originally have been formed and of the tremendous amount
of human effort that was required for every satisfaction.

Nor is this all. Even if the tools needed to make tools are
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available, the materials of production are still required. Even ._

though they are furnished gratis by Nature, like stone, they still

have to be collected, which involves going to some trouble. But
nearly always the possession of these materials presupposes long

and complicated earlier labor, as for example, processing wool,
linen, iron, lead, etc.

And even this is not all. While a man is working thus for

the sole purpose of making his future work easier, he is doing

nothing for his present needs. Now, these belong to an order
of phenomena in which Nature brooks no interruption. Every
day he must feed, clothe, and house himself. Robinson Crusoe

will therefore perceive that he can do nothing about harnessing ,_
the forces of Nature until he has accumulated provisions. Every _,

day he is hunting he must redouble his efforts; he must lay aside _¢
part of his game; then he must impose privations on himself so
as to have time to make the tool he has in mind. Under these

circumstances, it is more likely that he will content himself

with making a very crude and imperfect tool, barely adequate for
its intended use.

With time, all his means and facilities will improve. Reflection

and experience will have taught our Robinson Crusoe, stranded
on his island, better working methods; the first tool itself will

furnish him with the means of making others and of gathering

his supplies more quickly.
Tools, materials, provisions, all constitute what he will doubtless

call his capital, and he will readily grant that the larger this
capital, the better the control he will have over the forces of
Nature, that the more he harnesses them to his labor, the greater,
in a word, will be his satisfactions in relation to his efforts.

Let us pass now to the social order. Here, too, capital will !

be composed of the tools and instruments of production, of the i

materials and provisions without which no long-range undertaking i
is possible either in isolation or in society. The possessors of this
capital have it only because they have created it either by their

efforts or their privations; and they have exerted their efforts [:!
(over and beyond their current wants), they have undergone

these privations, only for the sake of future advantage, in order, |_

W
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for example, to turn to their use a large number of natural
resources. To surrender this capital would mean for them to

give up the advantage they had sought to obtain. It would mean
surrendering this advantage to others; it would be rendering a

service. Consequently, we must either disregard the simplest
considerations of reason and justice, or we must admit that they

have a perfect right to turn over this capital only in exchange
for some other service freely bargained for and voluntarily agTeed
to. I do not believe that there is a man on earth who will contest

the equity of reciproczty of services, for reciprocity of services
means equity in other terms. Will it be said that the transaction
cannot possibly be [ree, because the one who has capital is in a

position to impose his own terms on the one who does not? But
how should the transaction be carried on? How can an equiva-

lence of services be determined except by an exchange voluntarily
agreed to? And is it not clear, moreover, that the borrower, being
free to consent or not to consent, will refuse, unless it is to his

advantage to accept, and unless the loan can improve his situation?
It is clear that this is the question he will ask himself: Will the

use of this capital afford me advantages that will more than com-
pensate for the terms that are stipulated? Or else: Is the effort

that I am now required to make for a given satisfaction greater
or less than the sum total of the efforts to which I shall be

obligated by the loan, first to render the services that are asked
of me, and then to realize the satisfaction with the aid of the

borrowed capital? If, all things considered, there is no advantage,
he will not borrow; he will be content with his present situation;

and in that case, how has he been wronged? He can be mistaken,
someone will say. True enough. We can be mistaken in every

imaginable transaction. Does this mean, then, that no transaction
can ever be free? Assuming for the moment that such is the case.

will someone kindly tell us what should be put in the place of
free will and free consent? Shall it be coercion? For, apart from

free will, I know of nothing but coercion. No, someone says, it

will be the judgment of a third party. I am perfectly willing, on
three conditions. First, that the decision of this person, whatever

name he be given, not be executed by force. Second, that he be
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infallible, for it is not worth the trouble to replace one fallible

person by another; and the fallible persons whom I distrust the
least are the interested parties themselves. Finally, the third con-

dition is that this person receive no pay; for it would be a strange
way of showing one's good will toward the borrower to deprive
him of his liberty and then place an added burden on his shoulders _

in compensation for this philanthropic service. But let us forget

legal questions and return to political economy.
Capital, whether composed of materials, provisions, or tools, _,

presents two aspects: utility and value. I have explained the theory
of value very badly if the reader has not comprehended that the
one who surrenders a certain amount of capital demands payment

for its value only, that is, for the service he put into producing

it, the pains he took, plus the effort saved the recipient. Capital,
indeed, is a commodity like any other. It receives its name only
from the fact that it is designed for future consumption. It is

a great error to believe that capital is in itself a distinct entity.
A sack of wheat is a sack of wheat, even though, depending on

the point of view, it is revenue for the seller and it is capital

for the buyer. Exchange works on this invariable principle: value
for value, service for service; and all the gratuitous utility that

goes into the transaction is given into the bargain, inasmuch as
what is gratis has no value, and transactions are concerned only

with value. In this respect, transactions involving capital are no
different from any others.

There are some remarkable implications for the social order in

all this, though I can refer to them only briefly here. Man in

isolation has capital only when he has collected materials, pro-
visions, and tools. Such is not the case with man in society. He

needs only to have rendered services in order to have the means
of receiving from society, through the mechanism of exchange,

equivalent services. What I mean by the mechanism of exchange : :
is money, promissory notes, bank notes, and even bankers them-
selves. Whoever has rendered a service and has not yet received

the corresponding satisfaction is the bearer of a token, which

either itself has value, like money, or is fiduciary, like bank notes.
This token entitles him to collect from society, when and where
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he wills, and in whatever form he wills, an equivalent service.
These circumstances do not in any way, in principle, in effect,
in point of legality, alter the great law that I seek to elucidate:
Services are exchanged ]or services. It is still barter in embryo--
developed, grown, and become complex, but without losing its
identity.

The bearer of the token may therefore collect from society,
at his pleasure, either an immediate satisfaction or an object
that, for him, has the character of capital. This is a matter with
which the one who surrenders the token has no concern what-

soever. All that matters in any way is that the services be equal.
Or, again, he may surrender his token to another person to use
it as he pleases, subject to the double condition that it be returned
to him along with a service, and at a given date. If we analyze
this transaction carefully, we find that in this case the one who
surrenders the token deprives himself, in favor of the borrower,
either of an immediate satisfaction that he will postpone for a
few years or of an instrument of production that would have in-
creased his own resources, harnessed the forces of Nature, and
improved the ratio of his efforts to his satisfactions. He deprives
himself of these advantages in order to bestow them upon another.
This is certainly rendering a service, and it is impossible to deny
that in all justice this service is entitled to something in return.
The mere return of the thing advanced, at the end of a year, can-
not be considered a payment for the special service. Those who
maintain such a view fail to understand that this transaction is not

a sale, in which, since delivery is immediate, the payment is also
immediate. Payment is deferred, and this deferment is itself a
special service, since it imposes a sacrifice on the part of the one
granting it, and bestows a favor on the one requesting it. There
are, therefore, grounds for remuneration; otherwise we should
have to negate this supreme law of society: Service for service.
This remuneration is called by different names according to
circumstances: hire, rent, installments, but its generic name is
interest2

Thus, thanks to the marvelous device of exchange, a remarkable
thing takes place, for every service is, or may become, capital. If
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workmen are to begin a railroad ten years hence, we cannot set i
aside now the actual wheat that will feed them, the textiles that

will clothe them, and the wheelbarrows that they will use during '_

this long-range operation. But we can set aside and deliver to them
the equivalent value of these things. To do so, we need only

at the present time render society services and receive in return
tokens or certificates, which ten years from now we can convert
into wheat or textiles. And we are not even forced to let these

tokens lie idle and unproductive during this period. There

are businessmen and bankers, there is the necessary machinery in

society, to render the service, in exchange for services in return,
of assuming these sacrifices in our place. _,

What is still more amazing is that we can reverse this procedure,

impossible as this may seem at first glance. We can turn into
tools, railroads, and houses, capital that has not yet been pro-

duced, utilizing for this purpose servzces that will not be rendered
until the next century. There are bankers who will make the

¢

necessary advances on the faith that workers and travelers of the ! ,_
third or fourth generation to come will provide the payment; and
these checks drawn on the future are passed from hand to hand

and never remain unproductive. I do not believe, frankly, that _
the inventors of artificial social orders, however numerous they _

may be, could ever imagine a system at once so simple and so f_

complex, so ingenious, and so just. Surely, they would give up i_
their dull and stupid utopias if they did but know the beautiful _'_

harmonies of the dynamic social mechanism instituted by God. !_
There was also once a king of Aragon who wondered what advice I

he would have given Providence on the running of the celestial _
mechanism if he had been called into consultation.* Such a pre-

sumptuous thought would not have occurred to Newton.

But, it must be emphasized, all transmission of services from
one point to another, in time or space, rests upon this assumption:

To grant a postponement oI payment is to render a service; in
other words, on the assumption that it is legitimate to charge
interest. The man t who, in our day, tried to suppress interest

* [Cf. chap. 1, p. 9, note {.--TRANSLATOR.]

t [The reference is obviously to Proudhon._T_ANSL^XOg.]
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did not understand that he was proposing to take exchange back

to its primitive, embryonic form of simple, direct barter with no
provision for time past or time to come. He did not realize that,

while considering himself the most forward-looking of men, he
was actually the most backward, since he wished to rebuild
society on the crudest and most primitive plan. He desired, so

he said, reciprocity of services. But he proposed to begin by

refusing to admit as services the very type of services that link,
bind together, and unite all times and all places. Of all the

socialists he is the one who, despite the boldness of his resounding
aphorisms, has best understood and most respected the present
social order. His reforms are limited to a single proposal, which

is negative. It consists of removing from society the most power-
ful and most remarkable of its moving parts.

! have explained elsewhere the legitimacy and the perpetuity
of interest. I shall limit myself here to reminding the reader that:

1) Tile legitimacy of interest is based on the fact that the
person who grants credit renders a service. Hence, interest is

legitimate, by virtue of the principle of service lor service.

2) The perpetuity of interest is based on the additional fact
that the person who borrows must repay in lull at the date ol

expiration. Now, if the object or the value is returned to its
owner, he can relend it. It will be returned a second time; he can

lend it a third time; and so on perpetually. What one of the
succeeding and voluntary borrowers can have any cause for com-

plaint? But, since the legitimacy of interest has so frequently
been contested in these times as to alarm capital and drive it away
or into hiding, let me show how senseless all this strange uproar is.

Now, first of all, would it not be quite as absurd as it would
be unjust if no interest were charged at all or if the interest pay-

ment were the same whether the terms agreed upon were for a

period of one year, two years, or ten years? If, under the influ-
ence of the so-called egalitarian doctrine, our civil code should,

unfortunately, so decree, it would mean the immediate suppres-
sion of an entire category of human transactions. There would
still be barter transactions and cash sales, but there would no

longer be installment buying or loans. The egalitarians would, in-
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deed, lift from the borrowers the burden of interest, but by deny-

ing them the loan. On this analogy we can also relieve men of the

painful necessity of paying for what they purchase. We have only
to forbid them to buy, or, what amounts to the same thing, make
the law declare that prices are illegal.

The egalitarian principle does indeed have an egalitarian ele.
ment in it. First, it would prevent the accumulation of capital;

for who would want to lay up savings from which no return
could be realized? Secondly, it would reduce wages to zero; for,

where there is no capital (tools, materials and provisions), there
can be no provision for future labor, and so, no wages. We

should therefore soon reach the state of perfect and absolute
equality: no one would have anything. :_

But can any man be so blind as not to see that deferment of
payment is in itself an onerous act, and, therefore, subject to

remuneration? But even aside from the question of loans, does
not everyone in all transactions try to shorten the delays he must

experience? It is, in fact, the object of our constant concern.
Every entrepreneur looks ahead to the time when the advances

he has made will bring a return. We sell at a higher or a lower
price with this in view. To be indifferent to this consideration,

we should have to be unaware of the fact that capital is a force; ,:i

for, if we do know it, we naturally desire to have it accomplish
as quickly as possible the task to which we have assigned it, so
that we may reassign it to still another.

They are poor economists indeed who believe that we pay

interest on capital only when we borrow. The general rule, and a

just one, is that he who enjoys the satisfaction must pay all that
it costs to produce it, the inconveniences o[ delay included,

whether he performs the service himself or has another perform
it for him. The man in isolation, who, of course, carries on no

transaction with anyone else, would consider as onerous any situ-
ation that would deprive him of his weapons for a year. Why,
therefore, would not a similar situation be considered onerous

in society? If one man voluntarily undergoes this privation for
the benefit of another man who voluntarily agrees to compensate

him, how can this compensation be considered illegitimate?

Nothing would be done in this world, no enterprise requiring
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advance outlays would be carried through to completion, men
would not plant, sow, or plow, if delays and postponements were
not in themselves considered as onerous, to be treated and paid

for as such. General agreement is so unanimous on this point that

there is no exchange in which it is not the guiding principle.
Extensions of time and postponements enter into the appraisal

of services, and, consequently, into the amount of value they
possess.

Thus, in their crusade against interest, the egalitarians trample
underfoot not only the most basic notions of justice, not only their

own principle of service for service, but also all human precedent

and universal practice. How dare they display, for all to see, such
inordinate egotism and presumption? And is it not a strange and
sorry sight to see these zealots implicitly and explicitly take as

their motto: Since the world began all men have been wrong,
except myself. Omnes, ego non.*

I ask the reader to forgive me for having so much insisted on
the legitimacy of interest, which is based on this axiom: Since

postponements cost something, they must be paid for, cost and

payment being correlative terms. The fault lies in the spirit of our
age. We must, in the face of the attacks made by a few fanatical

innovators, take our stand clearly on the side of those vital truths
that all humanity accepts. For the writer who seeks to demon-

strate the harmony of all economic phenomena, it is a most pain-
fu_ thing, believe me, to be compelled to stop at every step to

explain the most elementary concepts. Would Laplace j" have
been able to explain the solar system in all its fundamental sim-

plicity, if there had not been certain areas of common understand-
ing among his readers, if, in order to prove that the earth rotates,

he had first been obliged to teach them to count? Such is the cruel
dilemma of the economist in our day. If he does not stop to

present fully the rudiments of his subject, he is not understood;
and if he does explain them, the beauty and simplicity of the

whole is swallowed up in a torrent of details.

It is truly fortunate for mankind that interest is legitimate.

¢ ["All men, but not L"---TRANSLATOR.]

t[Pierre Simon, Marquis de Laplace (1749--1827), French mathematician and

astronomer._T_NgLATOa.]
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Otherwise man too would face a difficult dilemma: either, by

remaining just, to perish; or, through injustice, to prosper.
Every industry represents a union of efforts. But among these

efforts there is an essential distinction to be made. Some are

directed toward services that are to be performed immediately;
others, toward an indefinite series of services of a similar nature.

Let me explain.

The pains a watercarrier goes to in the course of a day must
be paid for by those who are benefited by them; but the pains he
took previously to make his cart and his waterbarrel must be

distributed, as regards payment, among an indefinite number of
users.

Similarly, weeding, plowing, harrowing, reaping, threshing

concern only the present harvest; but fences, clearings, drainage,
buildings and improvements concern and facilitate an indefinite
number of future harvests.

According to the general law of service for service, those who

receive the satisfaction must recompense the efforts exerted for
them. In regard to the first type of effort, there is no difficulty.

Bargaining and evaluating are carried on between the one who
exerts the effort and the one who benefits from it. But how can

services of the second type be evaluated? How can a fair propor-
tion of the permanent outlay, general expenses, fixed capital, as
the economists call it, be distributed over the entire series of

satisfactions that these thin_ are designed to effect? By what
method can their weight be made to fall evenly on the shoulders
of all those who use the water, until the cart is worn out; on those

who consume the wheat, as long as the field remains productive?
I do not know how they would solve this problem in Icaria

or in the phalanstery, but I am inclined to believe that the inven-

tors of societies, who are so prolific in their artificial arrange-

ments and so ready to have them foisted on the public by law--
which means, whether they admit it or not, by [orce--_ould not

imagine a more ingenious solution than the entirely natural pro-
cedure that men have discovered for themselves (how presumptu-

ous of them!) since time immemorial, the procedure that it is now
proposed to forbid them to use, namely, that derived from the law
of interest.
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Let us assume that a thousand francs have been spent in real

property improvements; let us assume also an interest rate of
five per cent and an average harvest of five thousand liters. By this

reckoning one franc is to be charged against each hundred liters
of wheat.

This franc is evidently the legitimate payment for an actual
service rendered by the landowner (who could also be called the

worker) just as much to the man who will receive a hundred
liters of grain ten years from now as to the man who buys it

today. Therefore, the law of strict justice is observed.
Suppose, now, that the property improvements or the cart or the

waterbarrel has a lifespan that can be determined only within
approximate limits; then, provision for a sinking fund is added
to the interest, so that the owner will not suffer a loss but may

continue to operate. This is still in accordance with justice.
We must not assume that this one-franc interest charged against

each hundred liters of wheat is an invariable amount. On the

contrary, it represents value and obeys the general law of value.
It increases or decreases according to the fluctuations of supply

and demand, that is, according to the particular pressures of the
moment and the general prosperity of society.

We are usually inclined to believe that this type of remunera-
tion tends to increase, if not for industrial improvements, at least

for agricultural improvements. Even admitting that this rent

was originally fair, it is said, it finally becomes exorbitant, for
the landowner thereafter stands by in idleness while his rent
continues to rise from year to year, simply because the population

is increasing, and therefore the demand for wheat also.
This tendency exists, I agree, but it is not confined to land

rent; it is common to all types of labor. The value of every kind
of labor increases with the density of the population, and the com-

mon day laborer earns more in Paris than in Brittany.
But we must also bear in mind that this tendency is counter-

balanced, as far as land rent is concerned, by an opposite trend,

which is that of progress. Improvements made today by better
methods, with less human labor, and at a time when the interest

rate has fallen, prevent too high a rent from being asked for

previous improvements. The landowner's fixed capital, like the
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manufacturer's, deteriorates in the long run as more and more
efficient labor-saving devices appear. This is a remarkable law,
which overturns Ricardo's gloomy theory; it will be analyzed
more completely when we discuss real property.

Note that the problem of the distribution of services to be
performed in payment for permanent improvements could not
be solved without the law of interest. The owner could not dis-

tribute his actual capital over an indefinite number of successive
users; for where would he stop, since the exact number cannot be
determined? The earlier ones would have paid for the later ones,
which is not just. Furthermore, a time would have come when the
owner would have been in possession of both his capital outlay
and his improvements, which is not just either. Let us acknowl-
edge, then, that the natural machinery devised by society is
ingenious enough so that we do not have to supplant it with any
artificial device.

I have presented the phenomenon in its simplest form in
order to give a clear idea of its nature. In practice things do not
occur in quite this way.

The landowner does not himself work out the distribution,

and he does not decide that a charge of one franc, more or less,
will be placed on each hundred liters of wheat. He finds that men
have already decided these matters, both the prevailing price of
wheat and the rate of interest. On this information he decides

how he will invest his capital. He will use it to improve his land
if he estimates that the price of wheat will permit him to real-
ize the normal rate of interest. If such is not the case, he will

invest it in an industry that promises a better return, and is,
fortunately for society, more likely to attract capital for that very
reason. This is the way the process really operates in reaching
the same result as sketched above, and it offers us still another
harmony of economic law.

The reader will understand that I have confined myself to one
particular case simply as a means of illustrating a general law
that applies to all professions and occupations.

A lawyer, for example, cannot make the first client who comes
his way reimburse him for all he has spent on his education, his
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probation, his law office--perhaps amounting to as much as
twenty thousand francs. This would not only be unjust; it would
be impossible. The first client would never put in his appearance,
and our budding Cujas • would be reduced to imitating the host
who, when he saw that no one had come to his first ball, declared:

"Next year I shall begin by putting on my second ball."
The same thing applies to the businessman, the doctor, the

shipowner, the artist. In every calling these two types of effort are
to be found; the second type must, without fail, be distributed
over an indeterminate number of consumers, and I defy anyone
to contrive a method of distribution other than the mechanism
of interest.

In recent times great pains have been taken to stir up public
resentment against that infamous, that diabolical thing, capital.
It is pictured to the masses as a ravenous and insatiable monster,
more deadly than cholera, more terrifying than riots, as a vampire
whose insatiable'appetite is fed by more and more of the life-
blood of the body politic. Vires acquirit eundo, t The tongue of
this blood-sucking monster is called "rent," "usury," "hire,"
"service charges," "interest." A writer whose great talents could
have made him famous had he not preferred to use them to coin
the paradoxes that have brought him notoriety has seen fit to cast
this paradox before a people already tormented by the fever of
revolution. I too have an apparent paradox to offer the reader,
and I beg him to decide whether it is not both a great and a reas-
suring truth.

But, before presenting it, I must say a word about the manner
in which M. Proudhon and his school explain what they call the
injustice of interest.

Capital goods are tools of production. Tools of production are
designed to harness the gratuitous forces of Nature. Through the
steam engine we utilize the pressure of volatile gases; through the
watch spring, the elasticity of steel; through weights or water-

s [Jacques Culas (1520-1590), a jurist from Toulouse.--TaAN_a.A'roa.]

f ["It gains momentum as it goes along." The description of slander in Virgil's
Aeneid, IV, 1, 175.--Ta_sSLATOa.]
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falls, gravitation, through Volta's battery, the speed of the electric
spark; through the soil, the chemical and physical combinations

that we call vegetation; etc., etc. Now, confusing utility with
value, they think of these natural resources as having an inherent

value o] their own, and consequently assume that those who
appropriate these resources receive payment for the privilege of

using them, for value implies payment. They assume that com-
mcxtities are charged with one item for man's services, which is

accepted as just, and with another item for Nature's services,
which is rejected as unjust. Why, they say, require payment for

gravitation, electricity, vegetation, elasticity, etc.?
The answer is found in the theory of value. That class of social-

ists who take the name of egalitarians confuse the legitimate value
of the tool of production, which is produced by human service,

with the useful result it accomplishes, which is in fact always gratis,
once this legitimate value, or the interest on it, has been deducted.

When I pay a farmer, a miller, a railroad company, I give noth-
ing, absolutely nothing, for the properties of vegetation, gravita-

tion, steam pressure. I pay for the human labor that has gone into
the tools that have harnessed these forces; or, what is more advan-

tageous for me, I pay the interest on this labor. I pay for service
with service, and thereby the useful action of these forces is turned

to my profit and without further cost. The whole transaction is
like an exchange, like a simple act of barter. The presence of capi-

tal does not alter this law, for capital is merely accumulated value,
or services whose special function is to enlist the co-operation of
Nature.

And now for my paradox:

Of all the elements that make up the total value of any product,
the one we should pay for most gladly is that very element called

interest on advance outlays or on capital.
And why is that? Because wherever this element makes us pay

once, it saves us from paying twice. Because, by its very presence,
it serves notice that the forces of Nature have contributed to the

final result and are not being paid for their contribution; because,
as a result, the same general amount of utility has been made avail-

able to us, but with this difference, that, fortunately for us, a
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certain proportion of gratuitous utility has replaced onerous
utility; and, in a word, because the price of the product has gone

down. We obtain it for a smaller proportion of our own labor, and
what happens to society as a whole is what would happen to a man

in isolation if he produced some ingenious invention.
Consider the case of a workingman in modest circumstances

who earns four francs per day. For two francs, that is, for a half-
day's labor, he buys a pair of cotton socks. If he tried to obtain

them directly and by his own labor, I truly believe that his whole
life would not be long enough for him to do so. How does it hap-

pen, then, that his half-day's labor pays for all the human services

that were rendered to him for this commodity? In keeping with
the law of service ]or service, why was he not required to con-
tribute several years of labor?

The reason is that in the making of this pair of socks the
proportion of human services has been enormously reduced,

thanks to capital, by the use of natural resources. Our workman,

nevertheless, pays not only for all the labor now required to
perform this task but also for the interest on the capital that
enlisted the co-operation of Nature; and we must note that had

this last item not been available, or had it been declared illegal,

capital would not have been employed in conjunction with

natural resources, the commodity would have been produced by
onerous utility only, that is, exclusively by human labor, and our
workman would still be just where he started, that is, with the

choice of either going without the socks or else of paying for them
with several years of toil.

If our workman has learned to analyze what he sees, he will
certainly make his peace with capital when he perceives how much

he owes it. Above all, he will be convinced that God's gratuitous
gifts to him are still gratuitous, that they have even been lavished

upon him with a generosity that is not due to his own merits, but
to the excellent operation of the natural social order. Capital is not

the vegetative force of Nature that makes the cotton germinate and
bloom, but the pains taken by the planter; capital is not the wind

that filled the sails of the ship, nor the magnetic force to which
the compass reacted, but the pains taken by the sailmaker and
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compass-maker; capital is not the compression of the steam that
turns the spindles of the mill, but the pains taken by the builder
of the mill. Germination, the power of the winds, magnetic
attraction, stream pressure--all these things are certainly free of
charge, and that is why the value of the socks is so low. As for the
combined pains taken by the planter, the sailmaker, the compass-
maker, the shipbuilder, the sailor, the manufacturer, the business-
man, they are distributed, or rather, in so far as capital is con-
cerned in the operation, the interest on them is distributed, over
countless purchasers of socks; and that is why the amount of labor
performed by each one of them in return for the socks is so small.

Truly, modern reformers, when I see you trying to replace this
admirable order by a contrivance of your own invention, there
are two things (or rather two aspects of the same thing) that utterly
confound me: your lack of faith in Providence and your great
faith in yourselves; your ignorance and your arrogance.

It is clear from the foregoing analysis that the progress of
humanity coincides with the rapid formation of capital; for,
when new capital is created, obstacles that once were surmounted
by labor, that is, onerously, are now overcome by Nature, without
effort; and this is done, be it noted, not to the profit of the
capitalists, but to the profit of the community.

This being the case, it is the paramount interest of all men
(from the economic point of view, of course) that the rapid forma-
tion of capital be encouraged. But capital increases of its own
accord, spontaneously, so to speak, under the triple influence of a
dynamic society, frugality, and security. We can hardly exert
direct action on the energy and frugality of our fellow men,
except through public opinion, through an intelligent expression
of our likes and our dislikes. But we can do a great deal for the
creation of security, without which capital, far from expanding,
goes into hiding, takes flight, or is destroyed; and consequently
we see how almost suicidal is the ardor for disturbing the public
peace that the working classes sometimes display. They must
learn that capital has from the beginning of time worked to free

men from the yoke of ignorance, want, and tyranny. To frighten
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away capital is to rivet a triple chain around the arms of the
human race.

The vires acquirit eundo parallel is completely applicable to
capital and the beneficial influence it exerts. The creation of new
capital always and necessarily releases both labor and the resources
for paying labor and makes them available for other enterprises.
Capital, therefore, contains within itself a strong progressive
tendency--something like the laws of momentum. And this is a
further argument that can be used against the very different kind
of progressive tendency that Malthus notes, although political
economists, to my knowledge, have neglected it until now. But
this is a harmony that cannot be developed here. We reserve it
for the chapter on population.

I must arm the reader in advance against a specious objection.
If the function of capital, it will be said, is to have Nature per-
form what was hitherto performed by human labor, regardless
of the good it brings to humanity as a whole, it must be harmful
to the working classes, especially those who live on wages; for
anything that adds to the number of employable workers in-
creases their competition for jobs, and this is doubtless the secret
reason for the proletarians' hostility to capitalists. If this objec-
uon were well founded, there would indeed be a discordant note

in the social harmony.
The misconception here involved consists in losing sight of

this truth: For every amount o/human egort that capital releases
as it extends its operations, it likewise makes available a corre-
sponding amount ol money for wages, so that these two elements
meet and complement each other. Labor is not made permanently
idle; when replaced in one special category by gratuitous energy, it
turns its attack against other obstacles on the main road to prog-
ress, all the more surely because its remuneration is already avail-
able within the community.

And therefore, returning to the illustration given above, we
can readily see that the price of socks (like the price of books,
transportation, and everything else) goes down, under the influ-
ence of capital, only by leaving a part of the former price in the
hands of the purchaser. This is so obvious that even to state it is
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almost childishly redundant; the worker who now pays two francs
for what used to cost six has, therefore, four francs left over. Now

this is the exact proportion of human labor that has been replaced
by the forces of Nature. These forces are, therefore, a pure and
simple gain, and the ratio between labor and available remunera-
tion has not been altered at all. I make bold to remind the reader

that the answer to this objection was already given 2 when, as we
were studying man in isolation, or else still dependent on the
primitive law of barter, I put the reader on his guard against the
widespread fallacy that I am now attempting to refute.

Let us, therefore, have no qualms about allowing capital to
form and increase in accord with its own tendencies and those of

the human heart. Let us not imagine that, when the rugged work-
man saves for his old age, when the father plans a career for his
son or a dowry for his daughter, by thus exercising man's noble
faculty of foresight they are jeopardizing the general welfare.
Such would be the case, private virtues would indeed be antago-
nistic to the public weal, if the interests of capital and labor were
incompatible.

We must realize that humanity is far from being subject to
this contradiction, rather, this impossibility (for how can we
conceive of the constant deterioration of the whole resulting from

the constant improvement of all its parts?); that, on the contrary,
Providence, in its justice and goodness, has assigned, along the
path of progress, a finer role to labor than to capital, more effec
tire incentives, more generous compensations to him who now
contributes the sweat of his brow, than to him who lives by the
sweat and toil of his fathers.

Therefore, having established that every increase in capital is
necessarily accompanied by an increase in the general welfare, I
venture to present as incontrovertible the following axiom relating
to the distribution of this prosperity:

As capital increases, the capitalists" absolute share in the total
production increases and their relative share decreases. On the
other hand, the workers' share increases both relatively and abso-
lutely.

I can express my thought more clearly with figures.
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Let us represent society's total production at successive periods
in its history by the numbers 1,000, 2,000, 3,000, 4,000, etc.

I state that capital's share will drop successively from 50% to
40%, to 35%, to 30%, and labor's share will consequently rise
from 50% to 60%, to 65%, to 70% ; but in such a way that capi-
tal's absolute share at each period will be larger, although its
relative share will be smaller.

Thus, the distribution will be made in the following manner:

DISTRIBUTION OF SHARES OF IncaF.AsED PKODuc'tm_

[TOTAL PRODUCTION cAI'I+IAL'S SHARE I LAsOR's SHA_

First perk_l .................. I 1,000 500 I 500

Secona period ................ I 2,000 800 [ 1,200Third period ............... $,000 !,050 1,950Fourth period ... 4,000 1,200 2,800

Such is the great, admirable, reassuring, necessary, and invari-
able law of capital. By proving it, it seems to me, we can utterly
discredit those rantings that have been dinned into our ears for so
long against the greed, the tyranny, of the most powerful instru-
ment for civilization and equality that has ever been conceived.

This proof is divided into two parts. First, we must prove that
capital's relative share does constantly decrease.

This will not take long, for it amounts to saying: The more
plenti/ul capital is, the lower its interest rate. Now, this point is
not open to question, nor has it been questioned. It not only can
be explained scientifically; it is self-evident. Even the most un-
orthodox schools of thought admit it; in fact, the school that has
specifically set itself up as the enemy of what it calls diabolical
capital makes this fact the basis of its theory; since, from the evi-
dent fact of the decline in the rate of interest, it concludes that
capital is inevitably doomed. For, this school says, since its extinc-
tion is inevitable, since it is sure to happen within a certain period
of time, since this day will usher in the reign of unalloyed bliss,
we must hasten and encourage its coming. This is not the place
to refute these theories and their implications. I call attention
only to the fact that all schools of thought--economists, socialists,
egalitarians, and others-admit that, in the natural order of soci-
ety, interest rates do indeed go down as capital increases. And even
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if they chose not to admit it, the fact would not be the less certain;
for it is supported by the authority of the whole of human experi-
ence, and the acquiescence, perhaps involuntary, of all the capi-
talists in the world. It is a fact that the interest rate is lower in

Spain than in Mexico, in France than in Spain, in England than
in France, and in Holland than in England. Now, when interest
goes down from 20% to 15%, then to 10%, to 8%, to 6%, to
4_%, to 4%, to 3_%, to 3%, what does this fact have to do
with the question before us? It means that capital, for its contri-
bution, through industry, to the general prosperity, is content
with, or if you prefer, is forced to be content with, a share that
becomes increasingly smaller as more capital is accumulated. Did
capital once receive a third of the value of wheat, homes, linen,
ships, canals? In other words, when these things were sold, did
one-third go to the capitalists and two-thirds to the workers?
Little by little the capitalists receive only a fourth, a fifth, a sixth;
their relative share is constantly decreasing; the workers' share is
rising proportionately, and thus the first part of my demonstration
is proved.

It remains for me to prove that capital's absolute share con-
stantly increases. It is true enough that interest rates tend to go
down. But when and why? When and because capital increases. It
is, therefore, entirely possible for the total accumulation of capi-
tal to increase, but for the percentage to decrease. A man has
more income with 200,000 francs at 4% than with 100,000 francs
at 5%, even though, in the first case, he charges less for the use
of his capital. The same thing holds true for a nation and for all
humanity. Now, I maintain that the percentage, in its tendency
to decline, cannot and must not be reduced so rapidly that the
sum total of interest paid is smaller when capital is plentiful than
when it is scarce. I readily admit that if the capital of mankind
is represented by 100 and the interest rate at 5, this rate will not
be more than 4 when capital reaches 200. Here we see that the
two effects are produced simultaneously: a smaller relative share,
a larger absolute share. But, on the same hypothesis, I refuse to
admit that the increase in capital farom 100 to 200 can cause the
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interest rate to fall from 5% to 2_o, for example. For, if such
were the case, the capitalist who had 5,000 francs of income on
100,000 francs of capital would now have only 4,000 francs of
income on 200,000 francs--a contradictory and impossible result,
a strange anomaly that would be corrected by the simplest and
least painful remedy imaginable; for in order to raise his income,
the capitalist would need only to waste half of his capital. Strange
and happy age when we could become rich by pauperizing
ourselvesl

We must, therefore, not lose sight of the fact that the combined
action of these two correlated phenomena--increase of capital,
lowering of the rate of interest--takes place necessarily in such a
way that the total product constantly rises.

And, it may be remarked in passing, this fact destroys utterly
and absolutely the fallacy of those who imagine that, because the
interest rate falls, it eventually will disappear entirely. The result
of this would be that the time would come when capital would be
accumulated in such quantities that it would yield no return to its
owners. Let us reassure ourselves; before that time comes, the

owners of capital will be quick to dissipate it in order to restore
their income.

This, then, is the great law of capital and labor, in so far as it
relates to their sharing of what they produce jointly. Each one has
a larger and larger absolute share, but capital's proportional share
constantly decreases as compared with that of labor.

Therefore, capitalists and workers, cease looking at one another
with envy and distrust. Shut your ears to those absurd tirades, as
vain as they are ignorant, which, under pretence of brotherly love
in the future, begin by sowing the seeds of discord in the present.
Recognize that your interests are common, identical; that, what-
ever may be said to the contrary, they merge, they work together
for the common good; that the toil and sweat of our generation
mingle with the toil and sweat of generations gone by. Recognize
too, that some amount of remuneration must indeed go to all
those who have participated in the task, and that the most intelli-
gent as well as the most equitable system of distribution is in
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operation among you, thanks to the wisdom of the laws of Provi-
dence, in a system of free and voluntary transactions. Let no

parasitical sentimentalists impose their decrees upon you to the
peril of your physical well-being, your liberty, your security, and

your sel]-respect.

Capital has its roots in three attributes of man: foresight, intel-

ligence, and thrift. For him to resolve to lay aside capital funds,
he must, in fact, anticipate the needs of the future, sacrifice the

present for them, exercise control over himself and his appetites,
resist not only the allurements of the pleasures of the moment,

but also the prickings of his vanity and the whims of public
opinion, which is always so indulgent toward the light-minded
and the extravagant. He must also link cause and effect in order

to know by what means and by what tools Nature will become

docile and will submit to the work of production. Above all, he
must be moved by a sense of family devotion, so that he will not

draw back before the sacrifices whose benefits will be enjoyed
by his loved ones when he is no more. To accumulate capital is to

provide for the subsistence, the protection, the shelter, the leisure,
the education, the independence, the dignity of generations to
come. None of this can be done without putting into practice all

our most social virtues, and, what is harder, without making them
our daily habit.

It is quite common, however, to attribute to capital a kind of
deadly efficiency that would implant selfishness, hardness, and

Machiavellian duplicity in the hearts of those who possess it or
aspire to possess it. But is this not confused thinking? There are

countries where labor is mainly fruitless. The little that is earned
must quickly go for taxes. In order to take from you the fruit of

your labor, what is called the state loads you with fetters of all
kinds. It interferes in all your activities; it meddles in all your

dealings; it tyrannizes over your understanding and your faith;
it deflects people from their natural pursuits and places them all

in precarious and unnatural positions; it paralyzes the activities
and the energies of the individual by taking upon itself the direc-
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tion of all things; it places responsibility for what is done upon

those who are not responsible, so that little by little the distinc-
tion between what is just and what is unjust becomes blurred; it

embroils the nation, through its diplomacy, in all the petty quar-
rels of the world, and then it brings in the army and the navy; as

much as it can, it perverts the intelligence of the masses on eco-
nomic questions, for it needs to make them believe that its extrava-

gances, its unjust aggressions, its conquests, its colonies, represent
a source of wealth for them. In these countries it is difficult for

capital to be accumulated in natural ways. Their aim, above all,
is by force and by guile to wrest capital from those who have

created it. The way to wealth there is through war, bureaucracy,
gambling, government contracts, speculation, fraudulent transac-

tions, risky enterprises, public sales, etc. The qualities needed to
snatch capital violently from the hands of the men who create it

are exactly the opposite of the qualities that are necessary for
its creation. It is not surprising, therefore, that in these countries
capital connotes ruthless sel_hness; and this connotation becomes

ineradicable if the moral judgments of the nation are derived

from the history of antiquity and the Middle Ages.
But when we turn our attention, not to the violent and fraudu-

lent seizure of capital, but to its creation by intelligence, foresight,
and thrift, we cannot fail to see that its acquisition by these means

is a benefit for society and an aid to morality.
No less beneficial, socially and morally, than the formation of

capital is its action. Its effect is to harness Nature; to spare man
all that is most physical, backbreaking, and brutish in the work of

production; to make mind master over matter; to provide more
and more, I do not say idleness, but leisure; to make our most

purely physical wants less imperious by rendering their satisfac-
tion easier; to replace them with pleasures of a higher order, more

delicate, more refined, more aesthetic, more spiritual.
Thus, no matter what our point of view, whether we consider

capital in its relation to our wants, which it ennobles; to our
satisfactions, which it refines; to Nature, which it tames for us; to

morality, which it makes habitual in us; to our social conscious-
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n_, which it develops; to equality, which it fosters; to liberty,
which is its life-blood; to justice, which it guarantees by the most
ingenious methods; we shall perceive always and everywhere (pro-
vided only that it be created and put to work in a social order that
has not been diverted from its natural course) that capital bears
that seal and hallmark of all the great laws of Providence:
harmony.
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Private Property
and Common Wealth

While freely granting to the land, to the forces of Nature,
and to the tools of production what is their just due--the power
of creating utility--I have taken pains to deprive them of what
has been attributed erroneously to them--the faculty of creating
value--since this faculty resides exclusively in the services that
men perform for one another through exchange.

This simple correction will at one and the same time strengthen
the role of property by redefining it according to its true char-
acter and will reveal to political economists a fact of the greatest
importance, which, if I am not mistaken, they still have not
noticed, namely, that of common ownership, constituting a real,
essential, and progressively increasing communal domain, which
develops providentially in any social order that is guided by the
principles of liberty. Its manifest destiny is to lead all men, as
brothers, from their state of original equality, the equality of
privation, want, and ignorance, toward ultimate equality in the
possession of prosperity and truth.

If this basic distinction between the utility of things and the
value of services is sound in principle as well as in the conse-
quences I have deduced from it, its significance cannot be mis-
understood; for it means that the promise of utopia falls within
the scope of political economy, and that all conflicting schools

of thought will be reconciled in a common faith, to the complete
satisfaction of all minds and of all hearts.

199
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Men of property and of leisure, however high on the social
scale your achievements, your honesty, your self-control, your
thrift, may have carried you, you are still strangely disturbed.
Why? Because the sweet-smelling but deadly perfume of utopia
threatens your way of life. There are men who say, who rant, that
the competency you have laid aside for the quiet of your old age,
for your daily bread, for the education and the future of your
children, has been acquired at the expense of your brethren. They
say that you have stood between God and His gifts to the poor;
that, like the greedy publicans of old, you have exacted a tribute
on these gifts in the name of property, of interest, of rent, and
hire. They call upon you to make restitution. To add to your
dismay, only too often your own advocates make this implicit
admission in coming to your defense: The usurpation is indeed
flagrant, but it is necessary.

But I say, no, you have not misappropriated the gifts of God.
You have received them gratis from the hand of Nature, it is
true; but you have also passed them on gratis to your fellow men
and have withheld nothing. They have acted similarly toward
you, and all that has passed between you has been compensation
for mental or physical effort, for sweat and toil expended, for
dangers faced, for skills contributed, for sacrifices made, for pains
taken, for services rendered and received. You thought only of
yourselves, perhaps, but even your own self-interest has become
in the hands of an infinitely wise and all-seeing Providence an
instrument for making greater abundance available to all men;
for, had it not been for your efforts, all the useful effects that
Nature at your command has transmitted without payment
among men would have remained eternally dormant. I say, with-
out payment; for the payment you received was only the simple
return to you of the efforts you had expended, and not at all a
price levied on the gifts of GOd. Live, then, in peace, without fear
and without qualms. You have no other property in the world
save your claim to services due you for services that you have
fairly rendered, and that your fellow men have voluntarily
accepted. This property of yours is legitimate, unassailable; no
utopia can prevail against it, for it is part and parcel of our very
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nature. No new ideology will ever shake its foundations or wither
its roots.

Men of toil and hardship, you can never shut your eyes to this
truth: that the starting point for the human race was a state of

complete community, a perfect equality of poverty, wahl and
ignorance. By the sweat of its brow humanity is regenerated and
directs its course toward another state of community, one in which

the gifts of God are obtained and shared at the cost of less and less

effort; toward equality of another kind, the equality of well-being,
of enlightenment, of moral dignity. To be sure, men's steps along
this road to a better and better life are not all of equal length,

and to the degree that the rapid strides of the advance guard

might impede your own, you would have just cause for complaint.
But the contrary is the case. No spark of knowledge illumines

another's mind without casting some small gleam of light upon
your own; no progress is achieved by others, prompted by the

desire for property, that does not contribute to your progress;
no wealth is created that does not work for your liberation, no
capital that does not increase your enjoyments and diminish your

toil, no property acquired that does not make it easier for you

to acquire property, no property created that is not destined to
increase the abundance shared by all men. The social order has

been so artfully designed by the Divine Artificer that those who
have moved farthest ahead along the road to progress extend a

helping hand, wittingly or unwittingly; for He has so contrived
that no man can honestly work for himself without at the same
time working for all. It is strictly accurate to say that any attack

upon this marvelous order would be on your part not only an act
of homicide, but of suicide as well. The whole of mankind consti-

tutes a remarkahle chain wherein, miraculously, motion imparted
to the first link is communicated with ever increasing speed right

up to the last.
Men of good will, lovers of equality, blind defenders and dan-

gerous friends of all who suffer, who lag behind on the road to
civilization, you who seek to establish the state of community in

this world, why do you begin by unsettling men's minds and natu-
ral interests? Why, in your pride, do you aspire to bend all wills
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to the yoke of your social inventions? Do you not see that this
community for which you yearn so ardently, and which is to
extend the kingdom of God over the whole world, has already
been conceived and provided for by God Himself; that He has
not awaited your coming to make it the heritage of His children;
that He does not need your inventions or your acts of violence;
that every day His admirable decrees make it more and more a
reality; that He has not turned for guidance to the uncertainties
of your childish makeshifts nor even to the increasing expression
of altruism manifested by acts of charity, but has entrusted the
accomplishment of His plans to the most active, the most per-
sonal, the most enduring of our energies, our own self-interest,
confident that it is ever alert? Study, therefore, the machinery of
society, as it came from the hands of the Great Artificer, and you
will be convinced that He evidences a concern for all men that

goes far beyond your dreams and fantasies. Then, perhaps,
instead of proposing to redo the divine handiwork, you will be
content to pay it homage.

This does not mean that there is no room in the world for

reforms or reformers. Nor does it mean that humanity must not
eagerly recruit and generously encourage devoted researchers and
scholars, loyal to the cause of democracy. They are still most
necessary, not to subvert the law of society, but, on the contrary,
to oppose the artificial obstacles that disturb and pervert its
natural action. Truly, it is difficult to understand how people can
continue to repeat such trite statements as this: "Political econ-
omy is very optimistic toward accomplished fact; it affirms that
whatever is, is right; whether confronted with evil or with good,
it is content to say laissez ]aire." Do they imply that we do not
know that humanity began in complete want and ignorance, and
under the rule of brute force, or that we are optimists concerning
accomplished ]acts such as these? Do they suggest that we do not
know that the motive force of human nature is aversion to all

pain, all drudgery; and that, since labor is drudgery, the first man-
ifestation of self-interest was the effort to pass this painful bur-
den along from one to another? Do they mean to say that the
words "cannibalism," "war," "slavery," "privilege," "monopoly,"
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"fraud," "plunder," "imposture," have never reached our ears,
or that we see in these abominations the inevitable rumblings of

the machine on the road to progress? But are not they themselves
to some extent willfully confusing the issue in order to accuse us
of confused thinking? When we admire the providential laws that
govern men's transactions, when we say that the self-interest o[
every man coincides with that of every other man, when we con-
clude that the natural direction of these coincident interests tends

to achieve relative equality and general progress; obviously it is
from the operation of these laws, not from interference with their
operation, that we anticipate harmony. When we say, laissez laire,
obviously we mean: Allow these laws to operate; and not: Allow
the operation o[ these laws to be interIered with. According as
these laws are conformed to or violated, good or evil is produced.
In other words, men's interests are harmonious, provided every
man remains within his rights, provided services are exchanged
freely, voluntarily, for services. But does this mean that we are
unaware of the perpetual struggle between the wrong and the
right? Does this mean that we do not see, or that we approve, the
efforts made in all past ages, and still made today, to upset, by
force or by fraud, the natural equivalence of services? These are
the very things that we reject as breaches of the social laws of
Providence, as attacks against the principle of property; for, in
our eyes, free exchange of services, justice, property, liberty,
security, are all merely different aspects of the same basic concept.
It is not the principle of property that must be attacked, but, on
the contrary, the principle hostile to it, the principle of spoliation
and phmder. Men of property of all ranks, reformers of all
schools, this is the mission that must reconcile us and unite us.

It is time, it is high time, that this crusade should begin. The
ideological war now being waged against property is neither the
most bitter nor the most dangerous that it has had to contend
with. Since the beginning of the world there has also been a real
war of violence and conspiracy waged against it that gives no
sign of abating. War, slavery, imposture, inequitable taxation,
monopoly, privilege, unethical practices, colonialism, the right
to employment, the right to credit, the right to education, the
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right to public aid, progressive taxation in direct or inverse ratio

to the ability to pay--all are so many battering-rams pounding
against the tottering column. Could anyone assure me whether

there are many men in France, even among those who consider
themselves conservatives, who do not, in one form or another,
lend a hand to this work of destruction?

There are people in whose eyes property appears only in the
form of a plot of land or a sack of coins. Provided only that the

land's sacrosanct boundaries are not moved and that pockets are
not literally picked, they are quite content. But is there not also
property in men's labor, in their faculties, in their ideas--in

a word, is there not property in services? When I throw a service
into the social scale, is it not my right that it remain there, sus-

pended, if I may so express myself, until, according to the laws of
its own natural equivalence, it can be met and counterbalanced

by another service that someone is willing to tender me in
exchange? By common consent we have instituted forces of law

and order to protect property, so understood. Where are we, then,

if these very forces take it upon themselves to upset this natural
balance, under the socialistic pretext that freedom begets monop-

oly, that laissez [aire is hateful and merciless? When things reach
such a pass, theft by an individual may be rare and severely dealt
with, but plunder is organized, legalized, and systematized.

Reformers, be of good cheer; your work is not yet done; only try
to understand what it really is.

But, before we proceed to the analysis of plunder, public
or private, legal or illegal, its role in the world, the extent to

which it is a social problem, we must, if possible, come to a clear

understanding of what the communal domain and private prop-

erty are; for as we shall see, private property is bounded on one
side by plunder even as it is bounded on the other by the com-
munal domain.

From what has been said in previous chapters, notably the
one on utility and value, we may deduce this formula:

Every man enjoys gratis all utilities [urnished or produced by
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Nature on condition that he take the pains to avail himsel] o[
them, or that he pay with an equivalent service those who render
him the service of taking pains ]or him.

In this formula two elements are combined and fused together,
although they are essentially distinct.

There are, first, the gifts of Nature: gratuitous raw materials
and gratuitous forces; these constitute the communal domain.

In addition, there are the human efforts that go into making
these materials available, into directing these forces--efforts that
are exchanged, evaluated, and paid for; these constitute the
domain of private property.

In other words, in our relations with one another, we are not
owners of the utility of things, but of their value, and value is the
appraisal made of reciprocal services.

Private property and the communal domain are two correlative
ideas founded, respectively, on those of effort and ]reedom Irom
egort.

What is ]ree of el_ort is held in common, for all men enjoy it and
are permitted to enjoy it unconditionally.

What is acquired by effort is private property, because taking
pains is prerequisite to its satisfaction, just as the satisfaction is
the reason for taking the pains.

If exchange intervenes, it is effected by the evaluation of two
sets of pains taken, or two services rendered.

This recourse to pains implies the idea of an obstacle. We may
then say that the result sought comes closer and closer to the
condition of being gratis and common to all in proportion as the
intervening obstacle is reduced, since, according to our premise,
the complete absence of obstacles would imply a condition of
being completely gratis and common to all.

Now, since human nature is dynamic in its drive toward prog-
ress and perfection, an obstacle can never be considered as a
fixed and absolute quantity. It is reduced. Hence, the pains it
entails are reduced along with it, and the service along with the
pains, and the value along with the service, and the property with
the value.
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But the utility remains constant. Hence, what is free of charge

and common to all is increased at the expense of what formerly

required effort and was private property.
To set man to work, a motive is necessary: and that motive is

the satisfaction aimed at, or utility. It cannot be denied that he

tends always and irresistibly to achieve the greatest possible satis-

faction with the least possible amount of work, that is, to make
the greatest amount of utility correspond with the least amount
of property; consequently, the function of property, or rather of

the spirit of property, is continually to enlarge the communal
domain.

Since the human race started from the point of greatest poverty,

that is, from the point where there were the most obstacles to be
overcome, it is clear that all that has been gained from one era to

the next has been due to the spirit of property.
This being the case, can anyone be found anywhere in the

world who is hostile to the idea of property? Does not everyone
see that it is impossible to imagine a force in society that is at once
more just and more democratic? The fundamental dogma of

Proudhon himself is mutuality o] services. On this point we are
in agreement. The point on which we differ is this: I call this

dogma property, not mutuality of services, because careful analy-
sis assures me that men, if they are free, do not and cannot have

any other property than the ownership of value, or their services.
Proudhon, on the contrary, like most economists, thinks that
certain natural resources have an intrinsic value o] their own, and

that they are consequently appropriated. But, as for the idea that
services constitute property, far from opposing it, he makes it his
main article of faith. Does anyone desire to go further yet? As

far as to say that a man should not be the owner of the pains he
himself takes, that, in exchange, it is not enough to turn over

gratis the help received from natural resources, that he must also
surrender gratis his own efforts? But let him take carel This would

mean glorifying slavery; for, to say that certain men must render
services that are not paid for means that other men must receive

services that they do not pay for, which is certainly slavery. Now,
if he says that this gratuitous gift must be reciprocal, he is merely
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quibbling; for, either the exchange will be made with a certain
degree of justice, in which case the services will be in some way or

other evaluated and paid for; or else they will not be evaluated
and paid for, and, in that case, some will give much and others

little, and we are back to slavery.

It is therefore impossible to argue against the idea that services
exchanged on the basis of value for value constitute legitimate

property. To explain that this property is legitimate, we do not
need to have recourse to philosophy or jurisprudence or meta-

physics. Socialists, economists, egalitarians, believers in brotherly
love, I defy you one and all to raise even the shadow of an objec-

tion against the legitimacy o] a voluntary exchange o] _ervices,
and consequently against property, as I have defined it, and as it
exists in the natural order of society.

Of course, I know that in practice the ideal principle of prop-

erty is far from having full sway. Against it are conflicting factors:
there are services that are not voluntary, whose remuneration is
not arrived at by free bargaining; there are services whose equiva-

lence is impaired by force or fraud; in a word, plunder exists.
The legitimacy of the principle of property is not thereby weak-

ened, but confirmed. The principle is violated; therefore, it exists.
We must cease believing in anything in this world, in facts, in

justice, in universal consent, in human language; or else we must

admit that these two words, "property" and "plunder," express
opposite, irreconcilable ideas that can no more be identified than
yes and no, light and dark, good and evil, harmony and discord.

Taken literally, the famous formula, property is theft,* is there-
fore absurdity raised to the nth degree. It would be no less out-

landish to say that their is property; that what is legal is illegal;
that what is, is not, etc. It is probable that the author of this

bizarre aphorism merely desired to catch people's attention with a
striking paradox, and that what he really meant to state was this:

Certain men succeed in getting paid not only for the work that

they do but also for the work that they do not do, appropriating to

" [This is the famous and controversial answer Proudhon gave to his own

question. What is Property? which is the title of his first published work (1840).
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themselves alone God's gifts, gratuitous utility, the common pos-
session of all. But in that case it would first be necessary to prove
the statement, and then to say: The]t is their.

To steal, in common usage, means to take by force or fraud
something of value to the detriment and without the consent of

the person who has created it. It is easy to understand how falla-
cious economic thinking was able to extend the meaning of this

melancholy word, "steal." First, utility was confused with value.

Then, since Nature plays a part in the creation of utility, it was
concluded that Nature also contributed to the creation of value,

and, it was said, since this part of value is the fruit of no one's
labor, it belongs to everyone. Finally, noting that value is never

surrendered without compensation, the economists added: Fie
._teals who exacts payment for value that has been created by

Nature, which is not in any way a product of human labor, which
is inherent in the nature o] things and is, by providential design,

one of the intrinsic qualities of material objects, like specific
gravity or density, form or color.

A careful analysis of value overturns this elaborate structure

of subtleties, from which economists sought to deduce a mon-

strous identification of plunder with private property.
God put raw materials and the forces of Nature at man's dis-

posal. To gain possession of them, either one has to take pains, or

one does not have to take pains. If no pains are required, no man
will willingly consent to buy from another man at the cost of

effort what he can pluck from the hands of Nature without effort.

In this case, no services, exchange, value, or property are pos-
sible. If pains must be taken, it is incumbent on the one who
would receive the satisfaction to take them; hence, the satisfac-

tion must go to the one who has taken the pains. This is the prin-
ciple of property. Accordingly, if a man takes pains for his own

benefit, he becomes the owner of all the combined utility created

by his pains and by Nature. If he takes the pains for the benefit of
others, he stipulates that he be given in return a utility represent-

ing equal pains, and the resulting transaction presents us with
two efforts, two utilities that have changed hands, and two satis-

factions. But we must not forget the important fact that the
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transaction is carried out by the comparison, by the evaluation,
not of two utilities (they cannot be evaluated), but of the two
services that have been exchanged. It is therefore accurate to say

that, from his own individual point of view, man by his labor
becomes the owner of the natural utility (this is the only reason

that he works), whatever may be the ratio (infinitely variable) of

his labor to the utility. But from the social point of view, in
regard to the relations of one man with another, men can never

be owners of anything except value, which is based, not on the
bounty of Nature, but on human services, pains taken, risks run,

resourcefulness displayed in availing oneself of that bounty; in a
word, as far as gratuitous and natural utility is concerned, the last

person to acquire it, the one who ultimately receives the satisfac-
tion, is placed, by way of exchange, in exactly the position of the

first worker. The latter happened to come upon the gratuitous
utility and went to the trouble of taking possession of it; the ulti-

mate consumer remunerates him by taking an equivalent amount
of pains for him in return and thus substitutes his right of posses-

sion for the original owner's; the utility becomes his under the
same terms, that is to say, gratis, provided he takes the necessary

pains. In all this there is neither in semblance nor in fact a usur-
pation of the gifts of God.

Hence, I confidently advance this proposition as incontrovert-
ible:

In their relation to one another, men are owners only of value,
and value represents only services that are compared and volun-

tarily rendered and received.
I have already shown that, on the one hand, this is the true

meaning of the word value; and that, on :he other, men never

are, never can be, owners of anything except value, a conclusion

to be drawn from logic as well as from experience. From logic:

for why should I buy from a man, using my pains as payment,
what I can obtain from Nature, either without pains or with
fewer pains? From universal experience, which is a weighty argu-

ment, since nothing can give more support to a theory than the
expressed and tacit consent of all men of all times and all places:

now, I affirm that universal agreement accepts and approves the
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meaning that I give here to the word "property." When a public
official makes an inventory following a death, or orders one to be
made; when a businessman, a manufacturer, a farmer, makes a
similar appraisal on his own initiative; or when the receivers in a
bankruptcy case are requested to make one; what is inscribed on
the stamped pages of the inventory as each item is presented? Is
it the item's utility, its intrinsic worth? No, it is its value; that is,
the equivalent amount of effort that any potential purchaser would
have to exert in order to obtain a similar item. Do the appraisers
concern themselves with deciding whether a given object is more
useful than another? Do they take into account the satisfactions
that these objects can give? Do they rate a hammer above a piece
of bric-a-brac because the hammer can admirably turn the law of
gravity to the advantage of its owner? Or do they rate a glass of
water above a diamond, because, objectively speaking, the water
can render more tangible service? Or a volume of Say above a
volume of Fourier, because Say gives more lasting pleasure and
solid instruction? No; they evaluate, they seek out the value, rigor-
ously following, please note, my definition. Or rather, my defini-
tion follows their practice. They take into account, not the natu-
ral advantages, or the gratuitous utility, contained in each item,
but the services that anyone acquiring it would have to perform
himself or have another perform for him in order to obtain it.
They do not appraise--please pardon the rather flip expression
--the trouble God went to, but the pains that the purchaser would
have to take to obtain it. And when the appraisal is finished, when
the public knows the total amount of value listed in the inventory,
all say with one voice: This is what the heir owna.

Since property includes only value, and since value indicates
only relationships, it follows that property is itself a relation.

When people, on comparing two inventories, declare one man
to be richer than another, they do not mean that this comparison
applies necessarily to the amounts of absolute wealth or material
well-being enjoyed by the two. In satisfactions, in absolute well-
being, there is an element of common utility that can greatly
affect this ratio. All men, in point of fact, are equal in their access
to the light of day, the air they breathe, the warmth of the sun;
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and any inequality between the two inventories---expressed by
the difference in property or value---can apply only to the amount
of onerous utility.

And so, as I have already said many times and shall doubtless
say many times more (for it is the greatest, the most admirable,
and perhaps the most misunderstood of all the social harmonies,
since it encompasses all the others), it is characteristic of progress
(and, indeed, this is what we mean by progress) to transform
onerous utility into gratuitous utility; to decrease value without
decreasing utility; and to enable all men, for fewer pains or at
smaller cost, to obtain the same satisfactions. Thus, the total

number of things owned in common is constantly increased; and
their enjoyment, distributed more uniformly to all, gradually
eliminates inequalities resulting from differences in the amount of
property owned.

Let us never weary of analyzing the result of this social
mechanism.

How many times, when considering the phenomena of the
social order, have I not had cause to appreciate how profoundly
right Rousseau was when he said, "It takes a great deal of scientific
insight to observe what we see every day"l Thus it is that habit,
that veil which is spread before the eyes of the ordinary man,
which even the attentive observer does not always succeed in
casting aside, prevents us from seeing the most marvelous of all
social phenomena: real wealth constantly passing from the domain
of private property into the communal domain.

Let us try, nevertheless, to establish the fact that this democratic
evolution does take place, and, if possible, to plot its course.

I have said elsewhere that, if we wished to compare two different
eras of a nation's history from the point of view of their actual
prosperity, we should have to resort to man-hours of unskilled
labor as our measure, asking ourselves this question: What is the
difference in the amount of satisfaction that could be obtained in

this society, at different stages of its progress, by a given amount,
say one day, of unskilled labor?
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This question implies two others:
What was, at the dawn of civilization, the ratio between satis-

factions and the simplest kind of labor?
What is this ratio today?
The difference in the two will measure the increase in gratuitous

utility in relation to the amount of onerous utility, i.e., the extent
of the communal domain in relation to that of private property.

I do not believe that a man interested in public affairs can
apply himself to any more interesting or instructive problem. I
ask the reader's indulgence if I seem to cite a tediously long list
of examples before reaching a satisfactory solution.

At the beginning of this book I made a kind of table of the
most general human wants: breathing, food, clothing, shelter,
transportation, education, amusement, etc.

Let us follow this list and see what satisfactions a common

laborer could obtain for a certain number of days' work at the
dawn of society and what he can obtain now.

Breathing

Here the satisfaction is gratis and common to all from the
very beginning. Nature, having taken care of everything, leaves
us nothing to do. No efforts, services, value, property, progress
are possible. From the point of view of utility, Diogenes is as rich
as Alexander; from the point of view of value, Alexander is as
poor as Diogenes.

Food

In the present state of things, the value of a hundred liters
of wheat is worth, in France, fifteen to twenty days of the most
unskilled kind of labor. This is a fact and, whether known or

not, is worth noting. We can state, therefore, that today humanity,
as represented by its most backward element, the day laborer,
obtains the satisfactions represented by a hundred liters of wheat
for fifteen days of the most unskilled kind of labor. It is estimated
that it takes three hundred liters of wheat to feed one man for a
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year. The unskilled laborer produces, therefore, if not his actual
subsistence, at least (what amounts to the same thing) the value
of his subsistence with forty-five to sixty days out of his year's
labor. If we represent by one the standard of value (which for us
is one day of unskilled labor), the value of a hundred liters of
wheat is represented by 15, 18, or 20, depending on the yearly
fluctuations. The ratio of these two values is one to fifteen.

In order to determine whether or not progress has been
achieved and, if so, to measure it, we must ask ourselves what this
same ratio was on the day that men first made their appearance. In
truth, I would not dare hazard a figure; but there is a way of
establishing the unknown x of this equation. When you hear
someone declaiming against the social order, against private
ownership of the land, against rent, against machines, take him to
a virgin forest or confront him with a fetid swamp. Say to him: I
wish to free you from the yoke that you complain of; I wish to
rescue you from the atrocious struggles of anarchistic competition,
from the conflicts of antagonistic interests, from the selfishness of
wealth, from the tyranny of property, from the crushing rivalry
of machines, from the stifling atmosphere of society. Here is land
like that encountered by the men who first cleared the forests
and drained the swamps. Take as much of it as you want by tens
or hundreds of acres. Cultivate it yourself. All that you make it
produce is yours. There is only one condition: you must have no
recourse to society, which, you say, has victimized you.

This man, please note, would find himself in the same position,
in respect to the land, as mankind itself was originally in. Now, I
declare without fear of contradiction that he would not raise

one hundred liters of wheat every two years. Therefore, the ratio
is fifteen to six hundred.

Thus, progress can be measured. As far as wheat is concerned,
and despite the fact that he is obliged to pay rent on his land,
interest on capital, and the cost of hiring his tools---or rather,
because he does pay for these things--a day laborer obtains for
fifteen days' work what he could hardly have secured in six
hundred days. The value of wheat, measured in terms of the most
unskilled labor, has therefore fallen from six hundred to fifteen,
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or from forty to one. A hundred liters of wheat has for man
exactly the same utility that it would have had the day after the
Flood; it contains the same amount of nourishment; it satisfies

the same want and to the same degree. It represents the same
absolute wealth; it does not represent the same relative wealth.
Its production has in large measure been turned over to Nature.
It is obtained for less expenditure of human effort; less service is
performed as it passes from hand to hand; it has less value; in a
word, it has become gratis, not completely, but in the ratio of forty
to one.

And it has not only become gratis, but common to all by the
same ratio. It is not to the profit of the producer that thirty-nine
fortieths of the total effort have been eliminated; but it is to the

consumer's profit, whatever may be his own line of work.

Clothing

The same phenomenon occurs in the case of clothing. An
ordinary day laborer goes into one of the Marais* warehouses
and gets a suit that corresponds to twenty days of his work,
assumed to be of the most unskilled variety. He could not make
the suit himself even if he spent his whole life at it. In the time
of Henry IV it would have cost him three or four hundred days'
work to buy a similar suit. What has happened to the materials in
these two suits to make such a difference in their value in terms of

man-hours of unskilled labor? It has been annihilated, because

gratuitous forces of Nature have taken over the job; and the anni-
hilation is to the advantage of all mankind.

For we must never lose sight of this fact: every man owes to his
fellows services equivalent to those that he receives. If the weaver's
art had made no progress, if his work were not now done in part
by gratuitous forces of Nature, it would take the weaver two or
three hundred days to weave the cloth, and our laborer would have
to contribute two or three hundred days of his own labor to obtain
it. And, since the weaver cannot, however much he might like to
do so, persuade society to pay him two or three hundred days'
* [An oldquarterof Pariswherelow-pricedgoodsare sold._Tt_NSLATO1L]
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labor for what is done for nothing by the forces of Nature, that is,
to pay him for the progress that mankind has made, it is quite
accurate to say that this progress has worked to the advantage
of the purchaser, of the consumer, and to the better satisfaction
of mankind as a whole.

Transportation

Before the time when any progress had been made, when the
human race was still reduced, like our hypothetical day laborer,
to primitive and unskilled labor, if a man wanted to have a hun-
dred-pound load transported from Paris to Bayonne, he would
have had only this choice: either to put it on his own shoulders
and carry it over hill and dale to its destination, which would

have taken over a year of slow plodding; or to get someone
else to do this hard chore for him. Since, given the conditions
we have outlined, the new carrier would have used the same

means and required the same time, he would have demanded a
year's labor in return. At this period in history, therefore, repre-
senting the value of unskilled labor as one, transportation was
worth three hundred per hundred-pound weight carried a distance
of four hundred fifty miles.

Things have certainly changed. In fact, there is no day laborer
in Paris who could not obtain the same result at a cost of two

days' labor. The choice is still the same. Either one must do the
job oneself or have it done by others and pay them for it. If our
laborer does it himself, it will still cost him a year of hard plod-
ding; but if he turns to professional haulers, he will find twenty,
any one of whom would be willing to do it for him for three
or four francs, that is, for the equivalent of two days' worth of
unskilled labor. Thus, the value of unskilled labor being repre-
sented as one, transportation that was worth three hundred is
now worth only two.

How has this amazing revolution come about? It took many a
century. Certain animals had to be tamed, mountains tunneled,
valleys filled in, rivers spanned. First sledges were used, then
wheels; obstacles that had represented labor, services, value, were
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lessened; in a word, man reached the point where he could do, for
pains equal to two, what originally he could do only for pains
equal to three hundred. All this progress was achieved by men
who were concerned only with their own self-interest. And yet
today who reaps the reward? Our poor day laborer and, along
with him, everyone else.

Let no one say that this is not an example of common owner-
ship. I maintain that this is common ownership in the strictest
sense of the word. Originally this particular satisfaction was bal-
anced on the scales of the general economy by three hundred days'
worth of unskilled labor or by a smaller, but proportional,
amount of more highly skilled labor. Now two hundred ninety-
eight out of three hundred parts of this effort have been taken
over by Nature, and humanity has been correspondingly relieved
of it. Now, obviously, all men are equal as regards those obstacles
that have been removed, the distance that has been annihilated,
the toil that has been eliminated, the value that has been

destroyed, since they all enjoy the result without paying for it.
They pay only for the quantity of human effort still required,
amounting to two, with unskilled labor as the measure. In other
words, for the man who is unskilled and has only his physical
strength to offer, two days of labor are still required to obtain the
satisfaction desired. All other men obtain it for less work than

that: a Paris lawyer, earning thirty thousand francs a year, for
one twenty-fifth part of a day, etc. By this reasoning, then, we see
that men are equal as regards the value that has been destroyed,
and that what inequality remains falls within the domain of the
surviving value, that is, within the domain of private property.

For political economy, proceeding by way of example can
mean walking on dangerous ground. The reader is always inclined
to believe that the general phenomenon that it is the author's
intention to describe holds true only in the particular case cited.
But it is clear that what has been said of wheat, clothing, trans-
portation, is true of everything else. When the author gener-
alizes, it is for the reader to make the concrete application; and
when the author performs the dull and uninspiring task of analy-
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sis, it is asking littl_ enough that the reader give himself the
pleasure of making the synthesis for himself.

Essentially, the basic law can be stated thus:
Value, which is social property, is created by effort and

obstacles.

As obstacles decrease, eI_ort and value, or the domain of private
property, decreases proportionally.

As satislactions are achieved, the domain of private property
constantly decreases and the communal domain steadily increases.

Must we conclude, as M. Proudhon does, that private property is
destined to disappear? Granted that for each specific result
obtained, each satisfaction achieved, its role grows less, as the
extent of the communal domain increases; does this mean that

private property will eventually be completely absorbed and
destroyed?

To draw such a conclusion is to misunderstand entirely the
very nature of man. We encounter here a fallacy similar to the
one that we have already refuted concerning interest on capital.
Interest rates tend to fall, it was said; hence, interest is ultimately
bound to disappear altogether. Value and the domain of private
property decrease, it is now said; therefore, they are ultimately
bound to be eliminated entirely.

The whole fallacy consists in overlooking the significance of
these three crucial words: for each specific result. Yes, it is quite
true that men obtain specific results with less effort. It is because
they have this faculty that they are perfectible and capable of
progress; and because of this faculty we can state that the relative
domain of private property grows smaller and smaller, if we con-
sider its role in achieving a given satisfaction.

But it is not true that the potential results that are still to be
obtained are ever exhausted, and therefore it is absurd to think

that the absolute domain of private property is impaired by the
laws of progress.

We have said many times and in every conceivable way: Every
effort, in time, can lead to a greater total amount of gratuitous
utility, without justifying us in concluding that men will ever
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stop making efforts. All that we have the right to conclude is that,
as their energies are freed, they will be turned against new ob-
stacles and will achieve, for the same effort, new and hitherto
unheard-of satisfactions.

I emphasize this idea the more, in that we must, in times like
the present, be permitted to leave no room for fallacious interpre-
tations when we use the terrible words, "private property" and
"the communal domain."

At any given moment in his life man in a state of isolation has
only a limited amount of effort at his disposal. This is true also
of society.

When man in a state of isolation achieves progress in some field
by making the forces of Nature co-operate with his own labor,
he reduces correspondingly the total amount of his efforts in
relation to the useful effect sought for. He would also reduce his
efforts in an absolute sense, if, content with his present lot, he
converted his progress into increased leisure, refusing to apply
his newly released energies toward procuring other satisfactions.
But this assumes that ambition, desire, aspirations, are strictly
limited forces, that the human heart is not infinitely capable of
experiencing new impulses. Such, of course, is not the case.
Hardly has Robinson Crusoe been able to make Nature do part
of his work for him when he turns to new projects. The total
amount of effort he expends remains the same; but he puts it to
better, more fruitful, more productive use, because he avails
himself of more of Nature's gratuitous collaboration; and the same
thing occurs in society.

Because the plow, the harrow, the hammer, the saw, oxen and
horses, the sail, water power, and steam have successively lib-
erated man from a tremendous amount of effort he once had to

expend, it does not necessarily follow that the energies thus made
available are allowed to atrophy. Let us recall what was said
about the indefinite elasticity of human wants and desires. Let us
look about us, and we shall not hesitate to admit that every time
man has succeeded in overcoming an obstacle by making use of
the forces of Nature, he has turned his own powers against new ob-
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stacles. We print more easily now than we used to, but we do
more printing. Every book represents less human effort, less value,
less property; but there are more books, and, in the total reckon-
ing, just as much effort and as much value and property. I could
say the same thing for clothing, housing, railroads---for all human
commodities. It is not a case of a decrease in the total value, but

of an increase in the total utility. The absolute domain of private
property has not shrunk, but the absolute domain of what is gratis
and common to all has grown larger. Progress has not paralyzed
labor; it has distributed prosperity more widely.

Things that are available without cost and are common to all
constitute the domain of the forces of Nature, and this domain

is steadily growing. This truth is supported by both reason and
experience.

Value and private property constitute the domain of human
efforts, of reciprocal services; and this domain is growing con-
stantly smaller in relation to any particular satisfaction obtained,
but not in relation to the sum total of all satisfactions, because the

number of potential satisfactions open to mankind is limitless.
It is as true, therefore, to say that relative property constantly

gives way before communal wealth as it is false to say that abso-
lute property tends to disappear entirely. Property, like a pioneer,
accomplishes its mission in one area, and then moves on to an-
other. For it to disappear entirely, it would be necessary that
there be no more obstacles to challenge human labor; that all
effort become vain; that men no longer have need to exchange,
to render one another services; that everything be produced
spontaneously; that desire be immediately followed by satisfac-
tion; that we all become the equals o[ the gods. Then, it is true,
everything would be gratis and common to all. Effort, service,
value, property--none of the things that bear witness to our in-
nate infirmity would have any reason for existence.

But however high man may rise, he is still as far as ever from
omnipotence. What does it matter what particular rung is his
perch on the ladder of infinity? What characterizes God, so far as
it is given us to understand Him, is that no barrier stands between
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His will and its accomplishment: Fiat lux, et lux [acta est.* And
even this is evidence of man's inability to understand God's om-
nipotence, for Moses could not avoid placing two words, which
had to be pronounced, as an obstacle between the divine will and
the coming of the light. But whatever progress is in store for man
because of his perfectibility, we can affirm that his progress will
never be so complete as to clear away every obstacle on the road to
infinite prosperity and to render completely useless the work of
his hands and his mind.

The reason is simple enough: as rapidly as certain obstacles are
overcome, new desires appear that encounter new obstacles
requiring new efforts. We shall always, then, have labor to per-
form, to exchange, to evaluate. Property will therefore exist until
the end of time, always growing in its total amount, as men
become more active and more numerous, although each effort,
each service, each value, each unit of property, will, in passing
from hand to hand, serve as the vehicle of an increasing pro-
portion of gratuitous and common utility.

The reader will note that we use the word "property" in a very
extended, but nonetheless exact, sense. Property is the right to
enioy for oneself the [ruits of one's own efforts or to surrender
them to another only on the condition of equivalent efforts in
return. The distinction between property owner and proletarian
is therefore fundamentally erroneous, unless we assert that there
is a class of men who perform no work or have no rights over their
own efforts or over the services that they render or over those that
they receive in exchange.

It is erroneous to restrict the term "property" to one of its
special forms, like capital or land, something that produces inter-
est or rent; and it is this erroneous definition that is used to

divide men into two hostile classes. Analysis shows that interest
and rent are the fruit of services rendered and have the same

origin, the same nature, and the same rights as manual labor.
The world is a vast workshop upon which Providence has

" ["And God said, Let there be light: and there was light." Genesis, I, $.--
TltANSLATOR.]



Private Property and Common Wealth 221

lavished raw materials and forces. Human labor applies itself to

these materials and forces. Past efforts, present efforts, and even

future efforts or promises of future efforts are exchanged. Their
relative worth, established by exchange and independently of raw

materials and the gratuitous forces of Nature, determines value;
and every man is the owner of the value he has produced.

It may be objected: What difference does it make that a man
is the owner, as you say, only of the value or of the acknowledged

worth of his service? Ownership of the value carries with it own-
ership of its concomitant utility. John has two sacks of wheat;

Peter, only one. John, you say, is twice as rich in value. Very well,
then/ He is also twice as rich in utility, and even in natural util-
ity. He can eat twice as much.

True enough, but has he not performed double the amount of
work?

But let us get at the roots of the objection.
Actual, absolute wealth, as we have already said, resides in

utility. This is what the word itself means. Only utility renders

service (uti, "to serve"). Only utility is related to our wants, and
man has only utility in mind when he works. At least this is his

specific goal; for things do not satisfy our hunger or our thirst
because they contain value, but because they contain utility.

But note how this works in society.

In isolation man seeks to obtain utility, with never a thought
for value, which, in fact, he could not even conceive of.

In society, on the other hand, man seeks to obtain value, with
never a thought for utility. The thing he produces is not intended

to satisfy his own wants. Hence, he has little concern with bow
useful it may be. The person desiring it must be the judge on

that score. As far as he, the producer, is concerned, all that counts
is that, when it is bargained for, as great a value as possible be

assigned to it, for he is sure that the more value he is credited
with contributing, the more utility he will receive in return.

The division of labor has brought about a situation in which

each one produces what he will not consume and consumes what

he has not produced. As producers we are concerned with value;
as consumers, with utility. Such is the universal experience. The
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person who polishes a diamond, embroiders lace, distills brandy,
or raises poppies, does not ask himself whether their consumption
is reasonable or unreasonable. He does his work, and, provided
his work brings him value in return, he is content.

And, we may note in passing, this state of affairs proves that
morality or immorality resides not in the work of the producer of
a commodity, but in the desire of the consumer; and that the
improvement of society, therefore, depends on the morality of the
consumer, not of the producer. How often have we cried out
against the English for raising opium in India with the express
purpose, it was said, of poisoning the Chinesel Such an accusation
reveals an ignorance of the nature and scope of morality. Never
shall we succeed in preventing the production of something that,
since it is in demand, has value. It behooves the person seeking a
satisfaction to reckon the effect it will have, and the attempt to
separate foresight from responsibility will always be a vain one.
Our winegrowers make wine and always will make it as long as
it has value, without bothering to find out whether or not it
makes people drunk in France or leads them to commit suicide
in America. It is the judgment that men pass on their wants and
their satisfactions that determines the direction of labor. This is

true even in isolation; and if a foolish vanity had spoken more
loudly to Robinson Crusoe than hunger, instead of spending his
time in hunting, he would have spent it arranging feathers in his
headdress. Similarly, a serious population encourages ,serious in-
dustries; and a frivolous population, frivolous industries, t

But, to return to our subject, I make this statement:
The man who works for himself has utility as his objective.
The man who works for others has value as his objective.
Now, property, as I have defined it, is based on value; and,

since value is only a relative term, property itself is only a rela-
tive term.

If there were only one man on earth, the idea of property would
never occur to him. Since he would be free to dispose as he wished
of all the utilities about him and would never be confronted with

others' rights limiting his own, how could it enter his mind to
say: This is mine? These words presuppose the correlative: This is
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not" mine, or This belongs to another. Mine and thine are insep-
arable; and the word "property," or "ownership," necessarily
implies a relationship, since it indicates with equal clarity both
that a thing is owned by one person, and that it is not owned by
another.*

"The first man, who, having put a fence around a piece of
land," said Rousseau, "took it into his head to say, 'This is mine,'
was the true founder of civil society." t

What does this fencing off express except an idea of exclusion
and consequently of a relation existing between the owner and
others? If its sole purpose were to protect the land from animals,
it would be a precaution, not a sign of property; a boundary
marker, on the other hand, is a sign of property, and not of
precaution.

Thus, men are in reality owners only in relation to one another;
and, once this is granted, of what are they owners? Of value,
as is clearly evidenced in the exchanges they make with one
another.

Let us give, as is our custom, a very simple illustration.
Nature has been at work, through all eternity perhaps, in put-

ting into spring water the qualities that enable it to quench our
thirst and, from our point of view, to give it utility. This is
certainly not my work, since the process has been completed
without my participation or knowledge. In this respect, I can
say that water, for me, is a gratuitous gift from God. What is my
own is the effort I exerted in order to provide myself with a day's
supply of water.

By this act of mine, of what have I become the owner?
In respect to myself, I am the owner, if I may use that term, of

all the utility that Nature has placed in this water. I can turn it
to my benefit in any way I see fit. It is, indeed, for no other reason
that I have gone to the trouble of going after it. To challenge
my right to it would be to say that, although men must drink to

fin the original French: propridtd . . . exprime . . . qu'une chose est propre d
une personne . . . qu'elle n'est propre d aucune autre."---T_NSL^TOR.]

t ['This famous statement is the opening sentence of the Second Part of the D/s-

course oct the Origin 01 the Inequality among Men..--TaAr4_'roa.]
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live, they do not have the right to drink the water they have
procured by their own labor. I do not believe that the commu-
nists, although they go very far, would go quite that far; and even
under the system proposed by Cabet, the lambs of Icaria will be
permitted, when they are thirsty, to drink from its streams of
pure water.

But in respect to other men, presumably free to do as I have
done, I am not, and cannot be, owner of anything more than
what, by metonymy, is called the value of the water, that is, the
value of the service I render by letting others have it. Since my
right to drink it is recognized, it is impossible to contest my right
to turn it over to someone else. And since his right to go to the
spring to get it, as I did, is recognized, it is impossible to contest
his right to accept the water that I fetched. If one man has the
right to offer and another to accept, for a price that has been
freely arrived at, the former is the owner, as far as the latter is
concerned. It is truly discouraging to be writing in an age
when it is impossible to take a step in the field of political
economy without having to stop for such childishly obvious
demonstrations.

But on what basis shall the arrangement be made? This is what,
above everything else, we must know if we are to evaluate fully
the social significance of this word "property," so distressing to
the partisans of pseudodemocratic sentimentality.

But to continue my illustration: It is clear, since both I and
the man who wishes to purchase the water I secured are free, that
we shall take into consideration the trouble I went to and the

trouble that he will be spared, as well as all other circumstances
that create value. We shall haggle over the terms; and, if the bar-
gain is concluded, it can be said without exaggeration or undue
subtlety that my neighbor will have acquired gratis, or, if you
will, as nearly gratis as I did, all the natural utility of the water.
Is any further proof required that human effort, and not intrinsic
utility, determines the degree to which the conditions of the
transaction are onerous? It will be granted that the utility of this
water remains constant, whether the spring be near at hand or
far away. It is the pains taken or to be taken that constitute the
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variable, depending on the distance, and since the remuneration
varies accordingly, it is in the pains, and not in the utility, that
we find the principle of relative value, i.e., of property.

It is therefore certain that, in relation to others, I am not and

cannot be owner of anything except my own efforts and my own
services. These have nothing in common with the mysterious and
unknown processes by which Nature has communicated utility to
the things that I use to render my services. In spite of all further

claims I might make, my property will never actually go beyond
this limit; for, if I demand more for my service than its value, my
neighbor will perform it for himself. This limit is absolute,
definite, and impassable. It explains and completely justifies
property, which is necessarily restricted to the very natural right
of demanding a service in exchange for a service. It makes it
evident that to speak of the enjoyment of natural utilities as
"property" is to use the word in a very loose and purely nominal
sense; that to use expressions like, "The property in an acre of
land, in a hundredweight of iron, in a hundred liters of wheat,
in a meter o[ cloth," is mere metonymy, like the "value" of
water, iron, etc.; that, in so far as Nature has placed these things
within men's reach, they are enjoyed gratis and by all; that, in a
word, the idea of a gratuitous communal domain can be har-
moniously reconciled with the idea of private property, since the
gifts of God fall into the first category, and human services alone
form the legitimate domain of the second.

Merely because I have chosen a very simple illustration to
show the line of demarcation between the communal domain and

that of private property, we should not hastily conclude that this
line is blurred or effaced in more complex transactions. On the
contrary; it remains clearly visible and is always to be observed in
any free transaction. Going to the spring for water is admittedly
a very simple act; but the act of growing wheat, if we consider it
carefully, is no more complex, except that it includes a whole
series of equally simple acts, in any one of which Nature's contri-
bution and man's are combined. Therefore, the example I chose
is completely typical. In the case of water, wheat, dry goods, books,
transportation, painting, dance, music, certain circumstances, as
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we have admitted, can give great value to certain services, but no
man can ever claim payment for anything else, and especially for
Nature's aid, as long as one of the contracting parties can say to
the other: If you ask me more than your service is worth, I shall
look elsewhere, or I shall perform it for myself.

Not content with justifying the idea of private property, I
should like to make it appealing even to the most rabid partisans
of public ownership. To that end what must we do? We must
describe its contribution to democracy, progress, and equality;
we must make clear, not only that it does not give a monopoly
on the gifts of God to a few individuals, but also that its special
function is to increase steadily the extent of the communal
domain. In this respect, it is far more ingenious than the plans
thought up by Plato, More,* F_nelon, or Cabet.

That there are certain things that men avail themselves of
gratis and on a footing of perfect equality, that there is in the
social order, underlying private property, a very real communal
domain, is a fact that no one disputes. Whether we are economists
or socialists, we have only to open our eyes to see that this is so. In
certain respects all of the children of God are treated alike. All
are equal before the law of gravitation, which holds them to the
earth, and in respect to the air they breathe, the light of day, the
rushing water of the torrent. This vast and immeasurable store
of common possessions, which has nothing to do with value or
property, is called natural wealth by Say, in contrast to social
wealth; by Proudhon, natural possessions, as against acquired
possessions; by Consid_rant, natural capital, as against created
capital; by Saint-Chamans, consumers' wealth, as against value
wealth; we ourselves have called it gratuitous utility, as against
onerous utility. Name it what you will, the important thing is
that it exists, that we are justified in saying that there exists among
men a common store of gratuitous and equal satisfactions.

* [Sir Thomas More (1478-1535), whose Utopia, published first in Latin in 1516 and
later in English is a satire on the government and society of his day, which are
compared with a fictitious island commonwealth, modeled on Platonic principles,
where goods are owned in common_TRXNSLAXOR.]
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And though social wealth, acquired wealth, created wealth,
onerous wealth, value wealth--in a word, property--may be

unevenly distributed, we cannot say that it is unjustly distributed,

since every man's share of it is proportional to his own services,
for it is based on them and receives its evaluation from them.

Furthermore, it is evident that this inequality is lessened by the
existence of the common store of gratuitous utility, in virtue of the

following law of mathematics: The relative difference between
two unequal numbers is lessened if the same number is added to
each. If, then, our inventories show that one man is twice as rich

as another, we cannot consider this proportion as accurate when

we take into account both men's share of the common gratuitous
utility; and even what inequality we do discover would steadily

grow less if the common store steadily increased.
The question, therefore, is whether this common store is a fixed

and invariable quantity, vouchsafed once and for all to man by
Providence at the beginning of time, on which is superimposed

a stratum of private property, in such a way that no connection
or interaction exists between the two phenomena.

Economists have concluded that the social order has no influ-
ence on this natural and common fund of wealth and for that

reason have excluded it from the study of political economy.
The socialists go further. They believe that the social order

tends to transfer to the domain of private property what is right-
fully part of the common store, that it sanctions the usurpation of

what belongs to all for the profit of the few; and for that reason
they attack political economists for being unaware of this dis-

astrous tendency, and society for passively submitting to it.
In fact, the socialists tax the economists with being inconsistent

on this point, and with some reason; for the economists, after

declaring that there was no connection between the communal

domain and that of private property, went on to weaken their
own assertion and open the way for the socialists' grievances when,
confusing value with utility, they declared that the forces of

Nature, that is, the gifts of God, had intrinsic value, value on
their own account, for value always and necessarily connotes
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private property. On the day the economists made this error they
lost the right and the means to justify logically the right to private
property.

What I now say, what I declare with conviction as an absolute
certainty in my own mind, is this: Yes, there is constant inter-
action between private property and the communal domain; and
in this respect the first assertion, that of the economists, is wrong.
But the second assertion, amplified and exploited by the social-
ists, is even more dangerously erroneous; for this interaction does
not cause any part of the communal domain to be appropriated
into the domain of private property, but, on the contrary, con-
stantly extends the former at the expense of the latter. Private
property, inherently just and legitimate, because it always is
proportional to services, tends to convert onerous utility into gra-
tuitous utility. It is the spur that impels the human intellect to
realize the latent potential of the forces of Nature. It attacks, to
its own profit admittedly, the obstacles that stand in the way of
gratuitous utility. And when the obstacle is surmounted to any
degree, we find that it results in corresponding benefit to all. Then,
tirelessly, property attacks new obstacles, and this process con-
tinues with never an interruption, steadily raising the standard of
living, bringing the great family of man nearer and nearer the
goals of community and equality.

In this consists the truly marvelous harmony of the natural
social order. Unfortunately, I cannot describe this harmony
without combatting old objections that are always cropping up or
without becoming tiresomely repetitious. No matter; I shall set
myself to the task, and I beg the reader also to exert himself to
some degree.

We must grasp fulIy this fundamental idea: When no obstacle
between desire and satisfaction exists for anyone (for example,
there is no obstacle between our eyes and the light of day), there
is no effort to be made, no service to be performed for oneself or
for others; no value, no property is possible. But when an obstacle
exists, the whole series is constituted. First, we find effort coming
into play; then, the voluntary exchange of efforts and services;
then, the comparative appraisal of services, or value; and finally,
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the right of each one to enjoy the utilities contained in these
values, or property.

If, in this struggle against equal obstacles, the contribution
made by Nature and by labor always remained in the same pro-
portion, private property and the communal domain would fol-
low parallel lines with no change in their relative proportions.

But such is not the case. The goal of all men, in all their
activities, is to reduce the amount of effort in relation to the end

desired and, in order to accomplish this end, to incorporate in
their labor a constantly increasing proportion of the forces of
Nature. This is the constant preoccupation of every farmer, man-
ufacturer, businessman, workman, shipowner, and artist on earth.
All their faculties are directed toward this end; for this reason they
invent tools or machines, they enlist the chemical and mechanical
forces of the elements, they divide their labors, and they unite their
efforts. How to do more with less, is the eternal question asked
in all times, in all places, in all situations, in all things. Certainly
they are motivated by self-interest; who can deny it? What other
stimulant would urge them forward with the same degree of
energy? Since every man here below bears the responsibility for
his own existence and progress, how could he possibly have
within him any lasting motive force except self-interest? You cry
out in protest; but bear with me until the end, and you will see
that, though each man thinks of himself alone, God is mindful
of all.

Our constant concern is, therefore, to decrease our effort in
relation to the end we seek. But when effort is diminished---

whether by the removal of the obstacle or by the use of machines,
the division of labor, joint activity, the harnessing of a force of
Nature, etc.--this decreased effort is assigned a proportionately
lower rating in relation to other services. We render a smaller
service when we perform it for someone else; it has less value, and
it is quite accurate to say that the domain of private property has
receded. Has the utility of the end result been lost on that
account? No, nor can it be by the very nature of our hypothesis.
What, then, has happened to the utility? It has passed into the
communal domain. As for that part of human effort which is no
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longer required, it does not on that account become sterile; it
is directed toward other conquests. Enough obstacles appear and

always will appear to thwart the satisfaction of our ever new and
increasing physical, intellectual, and moral wants, so that our

labor, when freed in one area, will always find something to chal-

lenge it in another. And so, since the domain of private property
always remains the same, the communal domain increases like a

circle whose radius is constantly lengthened.
Otherwise how could we explain progress and civilization, how-

ever imperfect the latter may be? Let us look upon ourselves and
consider our weakness; let us compare our strength and our

knowledge with the vigor and the knowledge that are presupposed
by the countless satisfactions we are privileged to derive from
society. Certainly we shall be convinced that, if we were reduced

to our own efforts, we should not enjoy one hundred thousandth

part of these satisfactions, even though each one of us had millions
of acres of uncultivated land at his disposal. It is therefore certain
that a given amount of human effort achieves immeasurably

greater results today than in the time of the Druids. If this were
true of only one individual, the natural inference would be that

he lives and prospers at others' expense. But since the same thing
happens for all members of the human family, we are led to the

comforting conclusion that something outside ourselves has come

to our aid; that the gratuitous co-operation of Nature has been
progressively added to our own efforts, and that, throughout all
our transactions, it has remained gratuitous; for if it were not

gratuitous, it would explain nothing.

From the preceding considerations we may deduce the follow-
ing propositions:

All property is value; all value is property.
What has no value is gratuitous; what is gratuitous is common

to all.

,4 decline in value implies a greater amount of gratuitous utility.
,4 greater amount of gratuitous utility implies a partial realiza-

tion of common ownership.
There are times in our history when we cannot utter certain
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words without running the risk of being misinterpreted. There
will be no dearth of people ready to cry out, in praise or in con-

demnation, according to their economic persuasion: The author
speaks of a communal domain; therefore he is a communist.

I anticipate it, and I am resigned to it. But though resigned, I
cannot refrain from seeking to avoid the imputation.

The reader must indeed have been inattentive (and it is for
this reason that the readers most to be feared are those who do

not read) if he has not discerned the great divide between the

communal domain and communism. These two ideas are sepa-

rated not only by the great expanse of private property but also
by that of law, liberty, justice, and even of human personality.

By the communal domain is meant those things that we enjoy
in common, by the design of Providence, without the need of any

effort to apply them to our use. They can therefore give rise to
no service, no transaction, no property. Property is based on our

right to render services to ourselves or to render them to others
for a remuneration. What the communist proposes to make com-

mon to all is not the gratuitous gifts of God, but human effort, or
service. He proposes that each one turn over the fruit of his toil

to the common fund and then make the authorities responsible
for this fund's equitable distribution.

Now, one of two things will be done: either the distribution
will be based on each man's contribution, or it will be made on
some other basis.

In the first case, the communist hopes, as far as the result is

concerned, to reproduce the existing order, contenting himself
with substituting the arbitrary decision of a single individual for
the free consent of all.

In the second case, on what basis will the distribution be made?

Communism answers: On the basis of equality. Whatl Equality
without reference to any difference in pains taken? We shall all

have an equal share, whether we have worked six hours or
twelve, mechanically or intellectuallyl But of all possible types of

inequality this is the most shocking; and furthermore, it means
the destruction of all initiative, liberty, dignity, and prudence.
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You propose to kill competition, but take care; you are only
redirecting it. Under present conditions we compete to see who
works most and best. Under your regime we shall compete to see
who works worst and least.

Communism fails to understand even man's nature. Effort is of

itself painful. What disposes us to exert it? It can only be a sensa-
tion more painful still, a want to be satisfied, a suffering to be
avoided, a good thing to be enjoyed. Our motive force is, there-
fore, self-interest. When we ask communism what it proposes as a
substitute, it answers in the words of Louis Blanc: honor, and in

the words of M. Cabet: brotherhood. In that case you must at
least make me feel other people's sensations, so that I may know
to what end I should direct my labor.

And then just what is this code of honor and this sense of
brotherhood that is to be put to work in all mankind at the
instigation and under the watchful eyes of Messrs. Louis Blanc and
Cabet? But it is not necessary for me to refute communism here.
All that I desire to state is that it is the exact opposite in every
particular of the system that I have sought to establish.

We recognize the right of every man to perform services for
himself or to serve others according to conditions arrived at
through free bargaining. Communism denies this right, since it
places all services in the hands of an arbitrary, central authority.

Our doctrine is based on private property. Communism is based
on systematic plunder, since it consists in handing over to one
man, without compensation, the labor of another. If it distributed
to each one according to his labor, it would, in fact, recognize
private property and would no longer be communism.

Our doctrine is based on liberty. In fact, private property and
liberty, in our eyes are one and the same; for man is made the

owner of his own services by his right and his ability to dispose of
them as he sees fit. Communism destroys liberty, for it permits no
one to dispose freely of his own labor.

Our doctrine is founded on justice; communism, on injustice.
This is the necessary conclusion from what we have just said.

There is, therefore, only one point of contact between the
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communists and ourselves: a certain similarity in the syllables
composing the words "communism" and the "communal" domain.

But I trust that this similarity will not lead the reader astray.
Whereas communism is the denial of private property, we see in
our doctrine of the communal domain the most explicit affirma-
tion and the most compelling demonstration that can be given in
support of private property.

For, if the legitimacy of private property has appeared doubtful
and inexplicable, even to those who were not communists, it
seemed so because they felt that it concentrated in the hands of
some, to the exclusion of others, the gifts of God originally
belonging to all. We believe that we have completely dispelled
this doubt by proving that what was, by decree of Providence,
common to all, remains common in the course of all human trans-

actions, since the domain of private property can never extend
beyond the limits of value, beyond the rights laboriously acquired
through services rendered.

And, when it is expressed in these terms, who can deny the
right to private property? Who but a fool could assert that men
have no rights over their own labor, that they may not rightfully
receive voluntary services from those to whom they have rendered
voluntary services?

There is another expression that requires explanation, for in
recent times it has been strangely misused, viz., "gratuitous util-
ity." Do I need to say that I mean by "gratuitous," not something
that does not cost one man anything because he has taken it from
another, but what does not cost anybody anything?

When Diogenes warmed himself in the sun, it could be said
that he warmed himself gratis, for he received from the divine
bounty a satisfaction that required no labor either from himself
or from any of his contemporaries. I may add that this warmth
from solar radiation remains gratuitous when a landowner uses it
to ripen his wheat and his grapes, since, of course, when he sells
his grapes and wheat, he is paid for his own services and not for
the sun's. This interpretation may perhaps be fallacious (and if it
is, there is nothing left to do but turn communist); but, in any
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case, such is the sense that the expression "gratuitous utility" ob-
viously has and the sense in which I use it.

Since the establishment of the Republic" people have been
talking a great deal about interest-free credit and education ]ree
o] charge. But it is clear that they include a terrible fallacy in this
word. Can the state make instruction shine down, like the light
of day, on every corner of the land without requiring any effort
from anybody? Can it cover France with schools and teachers who

do not require payment in any form? All that the state can do is
this: Instead of allowing each individual to seek out and pay for
services of this type that he wants, the state can, by taxation,
forcibly exact this remuneration from the citizens and then dis-
tribute the type of instruction it prefers without asking them for
a second payment. In this case those who do not learn pay for
those who do; those who learn little for those who learn much;

those who are preparing for trades for those who will enter the
professions. This is communism applied to one branch of human
activity. Under this regime, on which I do not propose to pass
judgment at this time, one may say, one must say: Education is
common to all; but it would be ridiculous to say: Education is
]ree of charge. Free of charge[ Yes, for some of those who receive
it, but not for those who pay out the money for it, if not to the
teacher, at least to the tax collector.

There is nothing that the state cannot give gratis if we follow
this line of reasoning; and if this word were not mere hocus-pocus,
gratuitous education would not be the only thing we should ask
of the state, but gratuitous food as well, and gratuitous clothing,
and gratuitous housing, etc. Let us beware. The great mass of our
citizens have almost reached this point; at least there is no dearth
of agitators demanding, in the name of the common people,
interest-free credit, gratuitous tools of production, etc., etc. De-
ceived by the meaning of a word, we have taken a step toward
communism; why should we not take a second, then a third, until
all liberty, all property, all justice have passed away? Will it be
alleged that education is so universally necessary that we are

• [The referencehereIi to the SecondRepublico[ 1848(of.chap. $, p. $7).-
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permitted for its sake to compromise with justice and our prin-
ciples? But is not food even more important. Primo vivere, deinde
philosophari,* the common people will say, and, in all truth, I
do not know what answer can be given them.

Who knows? Those inclined to accuse me of communistic lean-

ings because I have noted the providential community of God's
gifts will perhaps be the very ones to violate the right to learn
and to teach, that is, to violate in its essence the right to property.
These inconsistencies are more surprising than unusual.

• ["Let us concern ourselves first with gaining a living; afterwards we may
philosophize." A common adage of antiquity.---T_NsLArOa.]
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Landed Property

If the central thesis of this work is valid, we must conceive
of mankind, in its relation to the world about it, along the lines
that I shall now indicate.

God created the world. On the surface and in the bowels of

the earth, He placed a host of things that are useful to man in that
they are capable of satisfying his wants.

In addition, He imparted to matter various forces: gravitation,
elasticity, density, compressibility, heat, light, electricity, crystal-
lization, plant life.

He placed men in the midst of these raw materials and these
forces and bestowed them upon him gratis. To them men applied
their energies; and in so doing they performed services for them-
selves. They also worked for one another; and in so doing they
rendered reciprocal services. These services, when compared for
purposes of exchange, gave rise to the idea of value, and value to
the idea of property.

Every man, therefore, became, in proportion to his services, a
proprietor. But the forces and the raw materials, originally given
gratis to man by God, remained, still are, and always will be, gratis,
however much, in the course of human transactions, they may
pass from hand to hand; for, in the appraisals that their exchange
necessitates, it is human services, and not the gifts oI God, that
are evaluated.

From this it follows that there is not one among us who, pro-
vided only our transactions be carried out in freedom, ever
ceases to enjoy these gifts. A single condition is attached: we must

236
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ourselves perform the labor necessary to make them available to
us, or, if someone else takes this trouble for us, we must pay him
the equivalent in other pains that we take for him.

If what I assert is true, then certainly the right to property is
unassailable.

The universal instinct of mankind, which is more infallible

than the lucubrations of any one individual could ever be, had
been to adhere to this principle without analyzing it. Then the
theorists came along and set themselves to scrutinizing the con-
cepts underlying the idea of property.

Unfortunately, at the very beginning they made the error of
confusing utility with value. They attributed inherent value,
independent of any human service, to both raw materials and
the forces of Nature. Once this error was made, the right to

property could be neither understood nor justified.
For utility represents a relation between things and ourselves.

No efforts, transactions, or comparisons are necessarily implied;
it can be conceived of as an entity in itself and in relation to
man in isolation. Value, on the contrary, represents a relation
between one man and another; to exist at all it must exist in two-

fold form, since there is nothing with which an isolated thing can
be compared. Value implies that its possessor surrenders it only
for equal value in return. The theorists who confuse these two
ideas therefore make the assumption that in exchange a man
trades value supposedly created by Nature for value created by
other men, that is, utility requiring no labor, for utility that does
require labor--in other words, that he profits from the labor of
others without contributing labor of his own. The theorists first
characterized property so understood as a necessary monopoly,
then merely as a monopoly, then as iniustice, and finally as thelt.

Landed property received the first brunt of this attack. It was
inevitable. Not that all industry in its operation does not likewise
use the forces of Nature; but in the eyes of the multitude these
forces play a much more striking role in the phenomena of plant
and animal life, in the production of food and what are improp-
erly called raw materials, both of which are the special province
of agriculture.
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Moreover, if there is one monopoly more repugnant to human
conscience than any other, it is undoubtedly a monopoly on the
things most essential to human life.

This particular confusion--evidently quite scientifically plaus-
ible to begin with, since, so far as I know, no theorist avoided
falling into it--was rendered even more plausible by existing
conditions.

Quite frequently the landowner lived without working, and it
was easy to draw the conclusion that he must indeed have found a
means of being paid for something other than his labor. And what
could this something be except the fertility, the productivity, of
the land, the instrument that supplemented his own efforts?
Hence, land rent was assailed by various epithets, depending on
the times, such as "necessary monopoly," "privilege," "injustice,"
"theft."

And it must be admitted that the theorists were in part led
astray by the fact that few areas of Europe have escaped conquest
and all the abuses that conquest has brought with it. They under-
standably confused the phenomenon of landed property that had
been seized by violence with the phenomenon of property as it
would be formed naturally under normal conditions.

But we must not imagine that the erroneous definition of the
word "value" did no more than undermine landed property. The
power of logic is inexorable and indefatigable, whether it be based
on a true or a false premise. Just as the land has light, heat, elec.
tricity, plant life, etc., to aid it in producing value, does not
capital likewise call upon the wind, elasticity, gravitation to co-op-
erate with it in the work of production? There are, therefore,
other men, besides agriculturists, who receive payment for the
use of the forces of Nature. This payment comes to them in the
form of interest on capital, just as rent comes to the landowner.
Therefore, declare war on interest as well as on rent!

Thus, property has been attacked with ever increasing force
by economists and egalitarians alike, in the name of this principle,
which I maintain is false: The forces o] Nature possess or create
value. For all schools are agreed that it is true and differ only in
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the violence of their attack and in the relative timidity or bold-
ness of their conclusions.

The economists have stated: Landed property is a privilege, but
it is necessary; it must be maintained.

The socialists: Landed property is a privilege, but it is neces-
sary; it must be maintained, but required to make a reparation,
in the form of right-to-employment legislation.

The communists and the egalitarians: Property in general is a
privilege; it must be destroyed.

And I say, as emphatically as I know how: Property is not a
privilege. Your common premise is false; hence, your three con-
clusions, though conflicting, are also false. Property is not a privi-
lege; therefore, you cannot say that it must be tolerated, that it
must be required to provide a reparation, or that it must be
destroyed.

Let us review briefly the opinions voiced on this serious
problem by the various schools of thought.

We know that the English economists have advanced this
principle, with apparent unanimity: Value comes from labor.
They may quite possibly be in agreement with one another, but
can their agreement be called consistent with their own reason-
ing? Let the reader judge for himself whether or not they have
attained this greatly-to-be-desired consistency. He will note
whether or not they constantly and invariably confuse gratuitous
utility, which cannot be paid for, which contains no value, with
onerous utility, which comes only from labor, and which alone, as
they themselves say, possesses value.

Adam Smith: "In agriculture, too, Nature labours along with
man; and though her labour costs no expense, its produce has
nonetheless its value, as well as that of the most expensive
workmen." *

Here, then, we have Nature producing value. And he who

s [The Wealth of Nations (Rogers edition), I, 367. The italics are Bastiat's, not

Smith's. The phrase "nonetheless" (n'en a pas moing_ is added by Bastiat.--
"I'R_S_TOi.]
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would purchase wheat must pay for this value, although it has not

cost anybody anything, even in terms of labor. Who will dare
step forward to claim this so-called value? But for this word
"value" substitute "utility," and all becomes clear, and private

property is vindicated and justice satisfied.

This rent may be considered as the produce of those powers o]
Nature, the use of which the landlord lends to the farmer .....

It [the rentl] is the work oI Nature, which remains after deducting
or compensating everything that can be regarded as the work of man.
It is seldom less than a fourth and often more than a third of the

whole produce. No equal quantity of productive labour employed
in manufactures can ever occasion so great a reproduction. In them
Nature does nothing; man does all ..... *

Is it possible to assemble a greater number of dangerous errors
in fewer words? On this reckoning, a fourth or a third of the value

of food products must be attributed exclusively to the powers of

Nature. And yet the landowner charges the tenant, and the tenant
the proletarian, for this so-called value, which remains after pay-
ment is made for the work o] man. And it is on this basis that you

propose to justify the right to property! What, then, do you pro-
pose to do with the axiom: All value comes ]rom labor?

Furthermore, we have the assertion that Nature does nothing

in manufacturesl So gravitation, volatile gases, animals do not aid
the manufacturerl These forces do the same thing in the factories

that they do on the land; they produce gratis, not value, but

utility. Otherwise property in capital goods would be as much

exposed to communist attacks as landed property.
Buchanan,t in his comment, while accepting the theory of the

master on rent, is led by the logic of the facts to criticize him for

declaring it advantageous.

Smith, in regarding as advantageous to society that portion of the
soil's produce which represents profit on farm land [what languager]

• [Ibid., I, 388.--TP.anSLA'FO_.]
[David Buchanan, the younger (1779-1848), journalist, author on economic sub-

]ects, and editor of Adam Smith's works in 1814.--T_NSLATOR.]
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does not reflect that rent is only the effect of high price, and what
the landlord gains in this way he gains only at the expense of the
consumer. Society gains nothing by the reproduction of profit on land.
It is one class profiting at the expense of the others.*

Here we find the logical deduction: rent is injustice.
Ricardo: "Rent is that portion of the produce of the earth

which is paid to the landlord for possessing the right to exploit
the productive and indestructible powers oI the soil." t

And, in order that there be no mistake, the author adds:

Rent is often confounded with the interest and profit of capital .....
It is evident that a portion only of the money .... represents the
interest of the capital which had been employed in improving the
land, and in erecting such buildings as were necessary, etc.; the rest
is paid for the use of the original and indestructible powers of the
soil. In the future pages of this work, then, whenever I speak of the
rent of land, I wish to be understood as speaking of that compensation
which the farmer pays to the owner of the land for the use of the
original and indestructible powers of the soil.

McCulloch: _ "What is properly termed Rent is the sum paid

for the use o I the natural and inherent powers o] the soil. It is en-
tirely distinct from the sum paid for the use of buildings, enclo-

[The Wealth o] Nations (Buchanan edition), If, 55, note. Bastiat's translation,

which has been given literally above, differs from the original in the long para-

phrase used to render the English words "the reproduction of rent" as well as in

the addition of the parenthesis that it elicits. Buchanan actually says: "In

dwelling on the reproduction of rent as so great an advantage to society, Smith

does not reflect that rent is the effect of high price, and that what the landlord

gains in this way he gains at the expense of the community at large. There is no

absolute gain to society by the reproduction of rent. It is only one class profiting

at the expense of another class."--TgANSLA'rOR.]

{ [Political Works (McCulloch's edition), pp. 34, 35. Bastiat has again for the
sake of emphasis altered slightly the English text, which is as follows: "'Rent is that

portion of the produce of the earth which is paid to the landlord for the use

of the original and indestructible powers of the soiI."--TRANSLA'roR.]

t [John Ramsay McCulloch (1789-1864), British economist and statistician, author of

Principles o] Political Economy (1825)._TltANSLAlX3R.]
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sures, roads, or other improvements. Rent is, then, always a
monopoly."

Scrope: "The value of land and its power of yielding Rent are
due to two circumstances: first, the appropriation of its natural
powers; second, the labor applied to its improvement."

The conclusion is not long in coming:
"Under the first of these relations rent is a monopoly. It restricts

the usufruct of the gifts that God has given to men for the satis-
faction of their wants. This restriction is just only in so far as it
is necessary for the common good."

How great must be the perplexity of those good souls who
refuse to admit that anything can be necessary which is not justl

Scrope concludes with these words:
"When it goes beyond this point, it must be modified on the

same principle that caused it to be established."
The reader cannot fail to perceive that these authors have led

us to the denial of the right to property, and have done so very
logically by starting with this proposition: The landowner exacts
payment for the gifts of God. Hence, land rent is an injustice that
has been legalized under the pressure of necessity; it can be modi-
fied or abolished as other necessities dictate. This is what the

communists have always said.
Senior: "The instruments of production are labour and natural

agents. Natural agents having been appropriated, proprietors
charge [or their use under the form of Rent, which is the recom-
pense of no sacrifice whatever, and is received by those who have
neither laboured nor put by, but who merely hold out their hands
to accept the offerings of the rest of the community."

Having dealt property this heavy blow, Senior explains that a
portion of rent corresponds to interest on capital, and then adds:

The surplus is taken by the proprietor of the natural agent, and is
his reward, not for having laboured or abstained, hut simply for not
having withheld when he was able to withhold; for having permitted
the gifts of Nature to be accepted.

We see that this is still the same theory. The landowner is pre-
sumed to come between the hungry and the food God had in-
tended for them, provided they were willing to work. The owner,
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who had a share in its production, charges for this labor, as is
just, and then he charges a second time for Nature's labor, for the
productive forces, for the indestructible powers of the soil, which
is unjust.

We are sorry to find this theory, developed by John Stuart Mill,
Malthus, et al., also gaining acceptance on the Continent.

"When one franc's worth of seed," says Scialoja, "yields one
hundred franc's worth of wheat, this great increase in value is
due in large part to the land." *

This is confusing utility with value. One might as well say:
When water, which costs only a sou ten yards from the spring,
costs ten sous at a hundred yards, this increase in value is due in
large part to the help of Nature.

Florez Estrada: t "Rent is that part of the product of agricul-
ture which is left after all the costs of its production have been
met.'"

Hence, the landowner receives something for nothing.
All the English economists begin by asserting this principle:

Value comes from labor. They are therefore merely inconsistent
when they thereupon attribute value to forces contained in the
soil.

The French economists, for the most part, assign value to
utility; but, since they confuse gratuitous utility with onerous
utility, the harm they do property is equally great.

Jean-Baptiste Say:

The land is not the only natural agent that is productive; but it
is the only one, or almost the only one, that man has been able to
appropriate. The waters of the sea and of the rivers, in being able
to turn the wheels of our machines, to provide us with fish, to float
our ships, likewise have productive power. The wind and even the
sun's rays work for us; but, fortunately, no one has yet been able to
say: The wind and the sun belong to me, and I must be paid for the
service they render.

• [Antonio Scialoja (1817-1877), Italian economist and follower of the English

schooI._TRANSLATOR.]

t [Alvaro Florez Estrada (1765-1853), Spain's most distinguished economist of the

first half of the nineteenth century.---Tr.ASsLArol_.]
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Say apparently deplores the fact that anyone can say: The land
belongs to me, and I must be paid for its service. Fortunately, I

maintain, the landowner can no more charge for the services of
the land than for the wind's or the sun's.

The earth is a wondrous chemical workshop wherein many materials
and elements are mixed together and worked on, and finally come
forth as grain, fruit, flax, etc. Nature has presented this vast workshop
to man as a gratuitous gift, and has divided it into many compartments
suitable for many different kinds of production. But certain men
have come forth, have laid hands on these things, and have declared:
This compartment belongs to me; that one also; all that comes from
it will be my exclusive property. And, amazingly enough, this usurpa-
tion of privilege, far from being disastrous to society, has turned out
to be advantageous.

Of course, the arrangement has proved advantageous! And

why? Because it is neither privilege nor usurpation; because the
one who said, "This compartment is mine," could not add, "What
comes from it will be my exclusive property," but instead, "What

comes from it will be the exclusive property of anyone wishing to
buy it, paying me in return for the pains I take, or that I spare

him; what Nature did for me without charge will be without
charge to him also."

Say, I beg the reader to note, distinguishes in the value of

wheat the shares that belong, respectively, to property, to capital,
and to labor. With the best of intentions he goes to great pains
to justify this first portion of payment which goes to the land-

owner and which is not charged against any previous or present
labor. But he fails, for, like Scrope, he falls back on the weakest

and least satisfactory of all available arguments: necessity.

I[ it is impossible for production to be carried on not only without
land and capital, but also without these means of production becom-
ing property, can we not say that their owners perform a productive
function, since without it production could not be carried on? It is,
indeed, a convenient [unction, although in the present state of society
it requires an accumulation of capital goods from previous production
or savings, etc.

The confusion here is obvious. For the landowner to be a
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capitalist, there must be an accumulation of capital goods--a fact

that is neither questioned nor to the point. But what Say looks
on as "convenient" is the role of the landowner as such, as some-

one charging for the gifts of God. This is the role that must be

justified, and it entails neither accumulation nor savings.

If, therefore, property in land and in capital goods [why associate
things that are different?] is created by production, I can fittingly liken
property to a machine that works and produces while its owner stands
idly by, charging for its hire.

Still the same confusion. The man who has made a machine

owns capital goods, from which he derives legitimate payment,
because he charges, not for the work of the machine, but for the

labor he himself has performed in making it. But the soil, which
is landed property, is not the product oI human labor. On what
grounds is a charge made for what it does? The author has here

lumped together two different types of property in order to per-
suade us to exonerate the one for the same reasons that we exoner-

ate the other.

Blanqui: *

The farmer who plows, fertilizes, sows, and harvests his field, pro-
vides labor without which there would be nothing to reap. But the
action of the land in germinating the seed, and of the sun in ripening
the crop, are independent of this labor and co-operate with it to form
the value represented by the harvest ..... Smith and many other
economists have asserted that human labor is the only source of value.
This is certainly not the case. The farmer's industry is not the only
thing that creates the value in a sack of wheat or a bushel of potatoes.
His skill will never be so great as to produce germination, any more
than the alchemist's patience has discovered the secret of making
gold. This is obvious.

It is impossible to confuse more completely, first, utility with

value, and, secondly, gratuitous utility with onerous utility.

Joseph Garnier: t

• [J6r6me Adolphe Blanqui (1798-1854), French economist and head of the Paris

_.cole de Commerce. TRANSLATOR.]

t [Clement Joseph Gamier (1813-1881), commentator on Adam Smith and gen-
erally recognized as one of the ablest of the French economists. Professor in the

Paris l_cole sup_rieure de Commerce.- T_.ANSLATOR.]
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Rent paid to the landowner is fundamentally different from the
payments made to the workman for his labor or to the entrepreneur
as profit on the outlays made by him, in that these two types of
payment represent compensation, to the one for pains taken, to the
other for sacrifices or risks he has borne, whereas the landowner re-

ceives rent more gratuitously and merely by virtue of a legal con-
vention that guarantees to certain individuals the fight to landed
property, t

In other words, the workman and the entrepreneur are paid, in

the name of justice, for services that they render; the landowner
is paid, in the name of the law, for services that he does not
render.

The most daring innovators do nothing more than propose to
replace private ownership by collective ownership ..... They have
reason on their side, it seems to me, as regards human rights; but,
practically speaking, they are wrong until such time as they can
demonstrate the advantages of a better economic system ..... 2

But for a long time to come, even though admitting that property
is a privilege and a monopoly, we must add that it is a useful and
natural monopoly .....

In short, it is apparently admitted by political economists [alasl
yes, and herein lies the evil] that property does not stem from divine
rights, or rights of demesne, or from any other theoretical rights, but
simply from its practical advantages. It is merely a monopoly that is
tolerated _n the interest of all, etc.

This is the identical judgment passed by Scrope and repeated
by Say in milder terms.

I believe that I have sufficiently proved that the economists,

having started from the false assumption that the ]orces o] Nature

possess or create value, went on to the conclusion that private
property (in so far as it appropriates and charges for this value that

is independent of all human services) is a privilege, a monopoly, a
usurpation, but a necessary privilege that must be maintained.

It remains for me to show that the socialists start from the same

assumption but change their conclusion to this: Private property
is a necessary privilege; it must be maintained, but we must
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require the property owner to furnish compensation in the form
of a guarantee of employment for those who are without property.

After this, I shall summon the communists, who declare, still

arguing from the same premise: Private property is a privilege;
it must be abolished.

And finally, at the risk of repeating myself, I shall close by

refuting, if possible, the common premise from which all three

conclusions are derived: The Iorces ol Nature possess or create
value. If I succeed, if I demonstrate that the forces of Nature, even

when converted into property, do not create value, but utility,

which is passed on by the owner in its entirety, reaching the con-
sumer without charge, then economists, socialists, communists will

all have to agree to leave the world, in this respect, as it is.
M. Considdrant writes: s

In order to see how and under what conditions private property
can appear and develop legitimately, we must understand the Iunda-
mental Principle of Property rights: Every man owns L__GrrIMAa'zLYTHZ
THIr_Gwhich his labor, his intelligence, or, more generally, HISACTtvrrY
HAS CREATED.

This principle is incontestable, and it is well to note that implicitly
it recognizes the right of all men to the land. In fact, since the land
was not created by men, it ensues from the fundamental Principle of
Property that the land, the common fund presented to the species,
can in no wise be legitimately the absolute and exclusive property
of any particular individuals who have not created this value. Let us
then formulate the true Theory of Property, establishing it exclusively
on the unassailable principle which bases the Legitimacy of Property
on the fact of the CREATION Of a thing or of the value possessed by it.
In order to do this, let us consider the creation of Industry, that is,
the origin and development of agriculture, manufacture, the arts,
etc., in human society.

Let us imagine that on the land of a remote island, on the soil
of a nation, or over the whole earth (the area of the theater of
operations changes in no way the significance of the facts), one genera-
tion of mankind devotes itself for the first time to industry, that is,
for the first time it farms, manufactures, etc. Each generation, by its
labor, by its intelligence, by its own industry, creates commodities,
develops values, that did not previously exist on the unimproved land.
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Is it not perfectly evident that in this first industrial generation the
possession of Property will be in conformity with Justice, IF the
value and wealth produced by the indu._try o] all is distributed among
their producers IN PROPORTION TO THE CONTRIBUTION Of each one to

the creation of the general wealth? This is incontestable.
Now, the results of this labor fall into two categories that must be

carefully distinguished.
The first category includes those things coming from the soil that

belonged to the first generation by right of use: products increased,
refined, or manufactured by the labor and industry of this generation.
These products, finished or unfinished, consist either of consumers'
goods or of tools of production. It is clear that the products are
fully and legitimately the property of those who by their industry
have created them. Each one of these persons has, therefore, the
right either to consume them immediately or to pt/t them away to
be disposed of according to his subsequent convenience, whether it
be to use them, exchange them, or give them away or transfer them
to whomsoever desired, without need of authorization from anyone.
According to this hypothesis, this property is obviously legitimate,
respectable, sacred. It cannot be attacked without attacking Justice,
Right, and individual Liberty--in a word, without committing
an act of plunder.

Second category. But not all the things created by the industrial
activity of this first generation fall into the above category. Not only
has this generation created the products that we have just designated
(consumers' goods and tools of production), but it has also added
an additional value to the original value of the soil by cultivating
it, building upon it, and adding permanent improvements.

This additional value obviously constitutes a product, a value, due
to the first generation's industry. Now, if, by some means or other
(we are not concerned here with the question of means), the owner-
ship of this extra value is distributed equitably, that is, in proportion
to each one's labor in creating it, each one of these persons will
possess legitimately the portion that falls to him. He will therefore
be able to dispose of this legitimate private property as he sees fit,
exchanging it, giving it away, transferring it, without any of the
other individuals, in other words, society, ever having any right or
authority whatsoever over these values.

We can understand pertectly well, therefore, that, when the second
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generation comes along, it will find upon the land capital of two
different typ_s:

A. Original or Natural Capital, which has not been created by men
of the first generation--that is, the value of the unimproved land.

B. Capital Created by the first generation, including: first, the
products, goods, and implements that have not been consumed or
worn out by the first generation; second, the extra value that the
labor of the first generation may have added to the value o I the
unimproved land.

It is therefore evident, and the clear and necessary consequence of
the basic Principle of Property Rights, which has just been established,
that every individual of the second generation has equal rights to
the Original or Natural Capital, whereas he has no right to the other
capital, the Capital Created by the labor of the first generation. Every
individual member of this first generation can therefore dispose of his
share of the Created Capital in favor of any person or persons of the
second generation he chooses--children, friends, etc.--without any
individual or even the State itself, as we have just said, having any
claim (in the name of Property Rights) over such disposal made by
the donor or testator.

Let us note that, following our hypothesis, a member of the second
generation is already favored over a member of the first generation
because, in addition to rights to the Original Capital, which have been
preserved for him, he may be fortunate enough to receive a share
of the Created Capital, that is, value that has been produced not by
him, but by previous labor.

Let us assume that Society is so constituted:
1. That the Rights to Original Capital, that is, to the resources of

the land in its unimproved form, are preserved or that EQUZVA_T
motors are recognized for every person born into this world in any
age whatsoever.

2. That Created Capital is continually distributed among men as
rapidly as it is created, in proportion to each person's participation
in its creation.

If the machinery of the social order meets these two conditions,
PROPERTY,in such a regime, would be established under conditions of
ABSOLUTEJUSTmE. Fact and ideal would then be in complete accord.4

We note that our socialist author makes a distinction here
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between two kinds of value: created value, which can legitimately

be converted into property, and noncreated value, also called the
value o] unimproved land, original capital, natural capital, which
can become private property only by an act of usurpation. Now,
according to the theory that I advance, the ideas expressed by the
words "noncreated," "original," "natural," completely exclude
the ideas of value and capital. This is the error in the premise that
leads M. Consid&ant to the following melancholy conclusion:

Under the System by which Property is established in all civilized
nations, the common fund, to whose complete enjoyment all humanity
has full rights, has been raided: it is now taken over by a small
minority, to the exclusion of the great majority. And truly, if only
one man were in fact deprived of his rights to the enjoyment of the
common fund, this one exclusion would in itself be a sufficient
violation of Justice to brand the system of Property that sanctioned
it as unjust and illegitimate.

Yet M. Consid_rant acknowledges that the land cannot be
cultivated except under the system of private property. This is
necessary monopoly. How can all these things be reconciled, and
the rights of the proletariat to original, natural, noncreated capi-
tal, or the value of the unimproved land, be protected?

Very well, let an industrial Society, which has taken over the pos-
session of the Land and has deprived man of the faculty of exercising
freely and at will his four natural Rights; let such a Society, I say,
grant the individual as reparation for the Rights that it has taken
away, the RIGHT TO EMPLOYMENT.

If anything in the world is clear, it is that this theory, except
for the conclusion, is exactly the one held by the economists. The
person buying a farm product pays for three things: (1) current
labor (nothing more legitimate); (2) the additional value imparted
to the soil by previous labor (still completely legitimate); (3)
finally, original capital or natural or noncreated capital, the gra-
tuitous gift of God, called by Consid_rant the value o/the unim-
proved land; by Smith, the indestructible powers of the soil; by
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Ricardo, the productive and indestructible powers of the land; by
Say, natural agents. This is what has been usurped, according to
M. Consid_rant; this is what has been usurped, asserts Jean-
Baptiste Say. This is what constitutes injustice and plunder in the
eyes of the socialists; this is what constitutes monopoly and privi-
lege in the eyes of the economists. They are further agreed as to
the necessity, the usefulness, of this arrangement. Without it, the
land would not produce, say the disciples of Smith; without it, we
should return to the savage state, say the disciples of Fourier.

We see that in theory, at least as regards the great question of
equity, there is much more of an entente cordicle between the two
schools than might be imagined. They are divided only in regard
to the conclusions to be drawn from the fact on which they agree
and in regard to the legislative action to be taken. "Since property
is tainted with injustice, inasmuch as it assigns to the landowners
remuneration that is not their just due, and since, on the other
hand, it is necessary, let us respect it but exact reparations from it."

"No," say the economists, "although it is a monopoly, let us
respect it, since it is necessary, and leave it alone." Yet they offer
even this feeble defense very half-heartedly, for one of their most
recent spokesmen, M. Gamier, adds: "You are correct from the
point of view of human rights, but you are wrong from the practi-
cal standpoint, until you can show what could be done by a
better system."

To which the socialists do not fail to reply: "We have found it.
It is the right to employment. Let us try it."

At this juncture M. Proudhon arrives on the scene. Do you
imagine, perhaps, that this celebrated contradictor is going to
contradict the fundamental premise of the socialists and the
economists? Not at all. He has no need to do so in order to

demolish the principle of property. On the contrary: he seizes
hold of this premise; he embraces it; he presses it to his bosom,
and squeezes from it its most logical conclusion. "Aha," he says,
"you admit that the gifts of God have not only utility but value;
you admit that the landowners usurp them and sell them. There-
fore, property is theft. Therefore, it is not necessary to maintain
it or to exact reparations from it, but to abolish it."
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M. Proudhon has mustered many arguments against landed

property. The one that carries the most weight, the only one that

carries any weight, is the one furnished him by those authors who
have confused utility with value.

"Who has the right," he asks,

to charge for the use of the soil, for wealth that was not made by man?
To whom is due the rent on the land? To the producer of the land,
of course. Who made it? God. In that case, landlord, you may
withdraw.

.... But the Creator of the earth does not sell it. He gives it away

without charge; and He gives to all alike. How, then, is it that among
His children some are treated as eldest sons and others as bastards?

How does it happen, if originally man's right was equality of in-
heritance, that it has posthumously become inequality of status?

Replying to Jean-Baptiste Say, who has compared the land to a
tool of production, he says:

I agree that the land is a tool of production; but who wields it?
Is it the landowner? Is he the one who by the magic of property
rights imparts to it strength and fertility? His monopoly consists of
just this, that, though he has not made the implement, he charges
for the service it performs. Let its Maker appear and demand His rent,
and we will settle with Him; or else let the landowner, who claims

to have full title, produce his power of attorney from the Maker.

Evidently these three systems are in fact only one. Economists,
socialists, egalitarians, all direct the same reproach against landed

property, that of charging for something that it has no right to
charge for. Some call this abuse monopoly; others, in]ustlce; and

still others, theft. These are merely different degrees of guilt in
the same bill of complaint.

Now, I appeal to the attentive reader: Is this complaint well-

grounded? Have I not demonstrated that only one thing stands
between God's gifts and human hunger, viz., human service?

Economists, you declare: "Rent is what is paid to the landowner

for the use of the productive and indestructible powers of the
soil,"
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I answer: No. Rent is what is paid the water carrier for the
pains he took to make his cart and his wheels, and the water
would cost more if he carried it on his back. In the same manner,

wheat, flax, wool, wood, meat, fruit would cost us more if the

landowner had not improved the instrument that produces them.
Socialists, you say: "Originally the masses enjoyed their right

to the land subject to their labor. Now they are excluded and

robbed of their natural heritage."
I reply: No, they are not excluded or robbed; they do enjoy

gratis the utility that the land has produced, subject to their labor,
that is, on condition that they pay by their own labor those who
spare them labor.

Egalitarians, you say: "The monopoly of the landowner con-
sists in the fact that, while he did not make the means of produc-
tion, he charges for its service."

I answer: No, the land as a means of production, in so far as it

is the work of God, produces utility, and this utility is gratuitous;
it is not within the owner's power to charge for it. The land, as a

means of production, in so far as the landowner has prepared it,
worked on it, enclosed it, drained it, improved it, added other

necessary implements to it, produces value, which represents
human services made available, and this is the only thing he

charges for. Either you must recognize the justice of this demand,
or you must reject your own principle of reciprocal services.

In order to learn what the real elements are that constitute the

value of the land, let us observe how landed property is created,

not through violence or conquest, but according to the laws of
labor and exchange. Let us observe what conditions are like in

this respect in the United States.

Brother Jonathan, an industrious water carrier in New York,

left for the Far West, carrying in his wallet a thousand dollars,
the fruit of his labor and thrift.

He passed through many fertile areas in which the soil, the sun,

and the rain perform their miracles, yet, in the economic and
practical sense, impart no value to them.

As he was something of a philosopher, he kept saying as he went
along: "In spite of all that Smith and Ricardo say, value must be
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something else than the productive, natural, and indestructible
power of the _oil."

Finally, he reached the State of Arkansas and saw before him a
beautiful farm of about a hundred acres, which the government
had put up for sale at a dollar an acre.

"A dollar an acrel" he said to himself. "That's very little, so
little, in fact, that it's almost nothing. I'll buy this land, clear it,
sell my crops, and, instead of being a water carrier as I once was,
I too shall be a landownerl"

Brother Jonathan, who was a ruthlessly logical man, liked to
have a reason for everything. He said to himself: "But why is this
land worth even a dollar an acre? No one has ever laid a hand on

it. It is virgin territory. Could Smith, Ricardo, and all the rest of
the theorists down to Proudhon, possibly be right? Could it be
that the land does have value independently of any labor, service,
or other human intervention? Must it be admitted that the pro-
ductive and indestructible powers of the soil are worth some-
thing? Why, then, are they not valuable in the areas I have just
been through? And, besides, since these marvelous powers are so
far superior to man's capacity, which will never be able to dupli-
cate the phenomenon of growth, as M. Blanqui has so profoundly
observed, why, then, are they worth only a dollar?"

But he was not long in realizing that this value, like all values,
is an entirely human and social creation. The American Govern-
ment did indeed ask the price of a dollar an acre, but, on the
other hand, it guaranteed, at least to a certain degree, the safety
of the purchaser; it had constructed a road of sorts in the vicinity;
it had arranged for the delivery of letters and papers; etc.

"Service for service," said Jonathan. "The government charges
me a dollar, but it fully renders me the equivalent. Henceforth,
begging Ricardo's pardon, I shall explain the value of this land
in human terms, and its value would be even greater if the high-
way were nearer, the mail service more convenient, my safety
more assured."

While discoursing thus, Jonathan kept on working; for, in all
fairness to him, it must be said that he was a doer as well as a
thinker.
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After he had invested the rest of his dollars in buildings, fences,
clearings, trenchings, drainage, preparations, etc., after he had dug,
plowed, harrowed, sowed, and harvested, came the moment for
selling the crop. "Now at last I'll know," cried Jonathan, still
obsessed with the problem of value, "whether in becoming a
landowner I have turned into a monopolist, a privileged aristo-
crat, a despoiler of my fellow men, or a usurper of the divine
bounty."

So he took his grain to market and held converse with a Yankee:
"My friend," he said, "how much will you give me for this
corn?"

"The current price," said the other.
"The current price? But will that give me something beyond

the interest on my investment and the compensation for my
labor?"

"I'm a merchant," said the Yankee, "and I have to be satisfied

with payment for my past and present labor."
"And I was satisfied with that when I was a water carrier,"

replied Jonathan; "but now I'm an owner of landed property.
The English and French economists have assured me that in that

capacity, I should receive, in addition to payment for my past and
present labor, a profit from the productive and indestructible
powers o[ the soil. I should levy a special tribute on the gifts of
God."

"The gifts of God belong to everyone," said the merchant. "I
certainly use the productive power of the wind to sail my ships,
but I don't charge for it."

"And I propose that you pay me something for these powers,
so that Messrs. Senior, Consid6rant, and Proudhon will not for

naught have called me a monopolist and a usurper. If I am to bear
the shame, I should at least have the profit."

"In that case, my friend, I bid you farewell; I'll appeal to other
landowners for my corn, and if I find that they feel as you do, I'll
grow some for myself."

Thus, Jonathan learned that, under a system of liberty, not
everyone who will may become a monopolist. "As long as there is
land to be cleared in the Union," he said to himself, "I shall be
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only the one who puts these famous natural and indestructible
]orces to work. I shall be paid [or the pains I take and nothing
more, exactly as in the old days, when, as a water carrier, I was
paid for the pains I took and not for those that Nature took. I see
clearly that the one who enjoys the gifts of God is not the man
who raises the grain, but the one who consumes it."

After several years Jonathan became interested in another
venture and looked around for a tenant for his farm. The conver-

sation between the two parties was very interesting and would
shed much light on the question if I were to quote it in its
entirety.

But we must be content with the following excerpt:
Jonathan: Whatl You don't want to pay me as rent anything

more than the interest, at the current rate, on my capital outlay?
The tenant: Not a penny more.
Jonathan: And why, if you please?
The tenant: Because for that amount of capital I can put an-

other farm in exactly the same condition as yours.
Jonathan: That seems to be a conclusive argument. But

consider that, when you begin to farm my land, you will have
not only my capital but also the natural and indestructible powers
of the soil working for you. You will have at your disposal the
marvelous effects of the sun and the moon, of natural affinity and
electricity. Must I let you have all these for nothing?

The tenant: Why not, since you paid nothing for them, and
derive nothing from them, any more than I shall?

Jonathan: Derive nothing from them? Goodness gracious, what
do you mean? I derive everything from them. Without these
wonderful phenomena all my industry wouldn't raise a single
blade of grass.

The tenant: Of course. But remember the Yankee. He refused

to give you a penny for all this help of Nature, just as the New
York housewives refused to give you anything for the admirable
process by which Nature feeds the spring.

Jonathan: But Ricardo and Proudhon .....
The tenant: What do I care about Kicardo? Let us deal on
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the terms I have laid down, or else I shall go and clear some land
beside yours. The sun and the moon will work for me there
for nothing.

It was the same old argument, and Jonathan began to under-
stand that God has taken rather wise precautions so that His gifts
should not be easily intercepted.

Having somewhat lost his taste for being a landowner, Jonathan
decided to direct his energies elsewhere. He determined to put
his farm up for sale.

Needless to say, no one was willing to give him more than he
had himself paid. Despite his citation of Ricardo and his allusions
to the so-called value inherent in the indestructible powers of the
soil, everyone gave him the same answer: "There are other farms
besides yours." And these few words silenced his demands even as
they destroyed his illusions.

In this transaction there was, indeed, a fact of great economic
importance that has not been sufficiently noted.

Everyone realizes that if a manufacturer wished, after ten or

fifteen years, to sell his equipment, even if it were as good as new,
the probability is that he would be compelled to suffer a loss.
The reason is simple: Ten or fifteen years rarely go by without
bringing some mechanical progress. For that reason the person
who puts a fifteen-year-old piece of machinery up for sale can
hardly expect to be paid for all the work that went into it; because
now, thanks to progress, better machines can be obtained for
the same amount of labor--and this, let me say in passing, is
further proof that value is proportional, not to labor, but to
service.

Hence, we can conclude that it is in the nature of tools of pro-
duction to lose some of their value through the mere action of
time, independently of any wear and tear, and we may express this
fact in the following proposition: One of the effects of progress is
to decrease the value of existing tools of production.

It is clear, of course, that the more rapid the progress, the
greater the difficulty of existing implements in keeping pace
with new ones.
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I shall not stop here to point out the harmonies suggested by
this law. All that I wish to call attention to is the fact that landed

property is no exception to it.
Brother Jonathan made this discovery to his personal sorrow

and loss. He had this conversation with his prospective buyer:
"The permanent improvements I have put into this land

represent a thousand days of labor. I propose, first, that you pay
me the equivalent of these thousand days, and then something
additional for the inherent value of the soil, which is independent
of any human labor."

The buyer answered:
"In the first place, I shall give you nothing for the value of

the soil itself, since this is merely utility, which is as abundant
in the surrounding farms as in yours. So, as far as this inherent,
extrahuman utility goes, I can get it gratis, which proves that
it has no value.

"In the second place, for the thousand days' labor that your
accounts show you put into bringing your land to its present
condition, I will give you eight hundred, and my reason is that
today for eight hundred days' labor I can do on adjoining land
what you in the past did on yours in a thousand days. Please
bear in mind that in the past fifteen years progress has been
made in draining, clearing, building, digging wells, constructing
stables, and providing transportation. For every job less labor is
needed, and I have no desire to pay you ten for what I can get
for eight, especially since the price of grain has gone down pro-
portionately, which is not to your profit or mine, but to that of
all mankind."

Thus, Jonathan had no choice but to keep his land or sell
at a loss.

Of course, the value of land is not subject to any one single
circumstance. Other factors, like the construction of a canal or

the founding of a town, can cause a rise in its value. But the factor
that I have mentioned, progress, always works in the direction
of a fall in its value.

The conclusion to be drawn from the foregoing observations is
this: As long as there is in a country an abundance o[ land still
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to be cleared, the landowner, whether he farms it himself, rents

it, or sells it, enjoys no privilege, no monopoly, no exceptional
advantage, and, most notably, reaps no special windfall from
the bounty of Nature. How could he, assuming that men are
free? Does not everyone having any capital and the strength of
his hands possess the right to follow the calling of his choice--
agriculture, manufacturing, commerce, fishing, navigation, the
arts, or the professions? And would not men with capital and
capacity turn more eagerly toward the careers that offered ex-
ceptional returns? And would they not desert those likely to
entail losses? Is not this inevitable distribution of human energies
sufficient, granted our hypothesis, to maintain in equilibrium
the returns yielded in all branches of enterprise? in the United
States do we see farmers making their fortunes any more rapidly
than businessmen, shipowners, bankers, or doctors, as would
inevitably happen if they received both payment for their own
labor and also, over and beyond what others receive, a payment,
as has been alleged, for the incalculable labor of Nature?

Very well, then, do you really want to know how, even in the
United States, a landowner could set up a monopoly for himself?
I shall try to explain.

Let us imagine that Jonathan assembles all the landowners in
the Union and speaks to them thus:

"I have tried to sell my crops, and I haven't been able to find
anyone willing to give me a high enough price for them. I
have tried to rent my land, and no one will meet my terms.
I have tried to sell it and have met with the same disappointment.
My demands have uniformly been cut short with the same answer:
There is other land nearby. The result is, unfortunately, that my
services in the community are rated, like those of everyone else,
at what they are worth, despite all the sweet-sounding promises
of the theorists. I am allotted nothing, absolutely nothing, for
this productive and indestructible power of the soil, for those
forces of Nature, solar and lunar radiations, rain, wind, dew, frost,
which I believed were my property, but which, in reality, I own
in name only. Is it not an iniquitous thing that I am paid only
for my services, and even then only at the rate to which it has
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pleased my competitors to lower them? You all suffer from this
same oppression; you are all victims of anarchistic competition.
Things would not be in this state, as you can readily understand,
if we were to organize landed property, if we were to act con-
certedly to prevent anyone from hereafter clearing a square inch
of American soil. Then, when the population, because of its
growth, would be clamoring for the limited supply of food to be
had, we would be in a position to set our own prices and make
great fortunes, which, in turn, would be a great boon to the
other classes, for, being rich, we would provide them with
employment."

If, on hearing this discourse, the united landlords seized
control of the legislature and enacted a statute forbidding all
further clearing of the land, they undoubtedly would, for a time,
increase their profits. I say, for a time, because the natural laws
of society would be lacking in harmony if the punishment did
not spring from the crime itself. Out of respect for scientific
accuracy, I shall not say that the new statute would impart value
to the power of the soil or to the forces of Nature (if that were the
case, the statute would work to the harm of no one); but I shall
say: The balance of services would be violently upset; one class
would exploit the other classes; a system of slavery would be
introduced into the country.

Let us move on to another hypothesis, which, in fact, repre-
sents actual conditions in the civilized nations of Europe, where
the land has already become private property.

We must now consider whether, in this case too, the great
mass of consumers, or the community, continues to enjoy gratis
the productive power of the soil and the forces of Nature; whether
the holders of the land are owners of anything beyond its value,
that is, of their honest services evaluated according to the laws
of competition; and whether, when they charge for their services,
they are not forced, like everybody else, to include gratis the
giftsofGod.

Suppose, then, the whole territory of Arkansas has been sold
by the government, divided into private estates, and put under
cultivation. When Jonathan offers his grain or even his land
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for sale, does he vaunt the productive power of the soil and try
to include it as part of the land's value? He can no longer be
stopped short, as in the previous case, by the crushing retort:
"There are uncleared lands adjoining yours."

The new situation implies that the population has grown. It
is divided into two classes: (1) the class that supplies the com-
munity with agricultural services; (2) the class that supplies
industrial, intellectual, or other services.

What follows seems to me quite evident. Provided the workers
(other than the landowners) who wish to get grain are perfectly
free to appeal to Jonathan or to his neighbors or to landowners
in neighboring States or even to clear uncultivated land outside
of Arkansas, it is absolutely impossible for Jonathan to force an
unjust law upon them. The mere existence somewhere of land
without value is an insuperable barrier to privilege, and there-
fore this hypothetical case is the same as our preceding one:
Agricultural services are subject to the law of general competi-
tion, and it is utterly impossible to charge more for them than
they are worth. Let me add that they are worth no more (ceteris
paribus) than services of any other kind. Just as the manufacturer,
after charging for his time, his pains, his trouble, his risks, his
outlay, his skill (all of which constitute human service and are
represented by value), can charge nothing for the law of gravita.
tion or the expansibility of steam, of whose aid he has availed
himself; so Jonathan can reckon as the aggregate value of his
grain only the sum total of his services, past and present, and
can include nothing at all for the help he has received from the
laws of vegetation. The balance of services is not impaired as long
as they are freely exchanged on the market at a mutually agreeable
price, and the gifts of God that transmit these services are
exchanged gratis along with the services and stay in the com-
munal domain.

It will undoubtedly be pointed out that, as a matter of fact,
the value of the soil increases steadily. This is true. As the
population increases and becomes richer, as the means of trans-
portation improve, the landowner receives a better price for his
services. Is this a special law applicable only to him, or does it
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not rather apply to all producers? For an equal amount of labor
does not a doctor, a lawyer, a singer, a painter, or a day laborer
obtain more satisfactions in the nineteenth century than in the
fourth, in Paris than in Brittany, in France than in Morocco?
But this increase in satisfaction is not obtained at anyone's
expense. This much needs to be understood at least. Further
discussion must wait until we analyze this law of the value (used
here metonymically) of the soil in another part of this work when
we reach Ricardo's theory. _

For the present, it is enough to note that Jonathan, under the
conditions of this hypothesis, cannot oppress the industrial classes,
provided the exchange of services is free, and that labor may,
without any legal restraint, be distributed in Arkansas or else-
where among all types of production. This freedom stands in
the way of landowners who would divert to their profit the
gratuitous benefits of Nature.

This would no longer be the case, however, if Jonathan and
his colleagues took over the legislature and prohibited or ham-
pered the freedom of exchange--if, for example, they decreed
that not a kernel of foreign wheat could enter the territory of
Arkansas. In that case the value of the services exchanged between
landowners and nonlandowners would no longer be determined
by justice. The nonlandowners would have no protection against
the demands of the landowners. Such legislation would be as
iniquitous as the other measure we just referred to. The effect
would be precisely the same as if Jonathan, having offered for
sale a sack of wheat that would otherwise sell for fifteen francs,

drew a pistol from his pocket, pointed it at the buyer, and said,
"Give me three francs more, or I will blow your brains out."

This procedure (which we must call by its right name) is
extortion. Whether it be by the exercise of private force or by
law, it does not change in character. If by the exercise of private
force, as in the case of the pistol, it is an act against property.
If by law, as in the case of the ban, it is still an act against
property, and beyond that, a denial of the right to property. As
we have seen, one has property rights only over values, and value
is the estimation of two services that are freely exchanged.
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Hence, it is not possible to conceive of anything more antagonistic
to the fundamental right to property than an alteration, effected
in the name of the law, in the equivalence of exchanged services.

It is perhaps not idle to point out that laws of this nature are
iniquitous and disastrous, whatever may be the opinion of
either oppressed or oppressor toward them. In some countries
we see the working classes clamoring for such restraints because
they bring wealth to the landowners. They do not perceive that
it is at their expense, and, as I know by experience, it is not always
prudent to tell them so.

It is indeed strange. The common people listen eagerly to the
zealots who preach communism, which is slavery, since not to be
master of one's own services is slavery; and yet they disdain those
who on all occasions defend liberty, which is the common shar-
ing of God's bounty to man.

We now reach the third hypothetical case, wherein the entire
arable surface of the globe has become private property.

Here again we observe two classes: those who possess the soil
and those who do not. Will those of the first class be able to
oppress the members of the second? And will the second not be
forever reduced to offering more and more labor for the same
quantity of food?

If I answer this objection, it will be, obviously, for the sake of
scientific completeness, for we are still hundreds of centuries away
from the time when such a hypothesis could become a reality.

But the fact is that everything indicates that the time must
come when the landowners' claims cannot be kept within bounds
by the magic words: There is more land to be cleared.

I beg the reader to note that this hypothesis also implies that
at that time the population will have reached the extreme limit of
the earth's ability to provide sustenance.

This adds a new and important element to the question. It is
almost as if I were asked: What will happen when there is not
enough air left to fill all the extra lungs in the world?

Whatever theory we may hold on the problem of population, it
is at least certain that the population can increase, and even that
it tends to increase, since it does increase. The entire economic
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organization of society is such that it appears to anticipate this

trend, with which it is in complete harmony. The landowner
always hopes to charge for the use of the natural resources he has at

his command, but he is always disappointed in his foolish and
unjust demands by the great supply of similar natural resources
that do not pass through his hands. Nature's relatively infinite

prodigality with her forces keeps him from being anything more
than a mere custodian over some of them. Now, what will happen

when men will have reached the limits of this bounty? It will no

longer be possible for anything more to be hoped for in that direc-
tion. Inevitably the trend toward increased population will then

come to a halt. No economic system can prevent this from neces-
sarily happening. In the hypothetical case we are considering, any

increase in population would be checked by a corresponding rise
in the death rate. No proponent of human betterment, however
optimistic, can go so far as to assert that the number of human

beings can continue to rise when there is no possible chance for a
further increase in the supply of food.

Here, then, is a new order; and the laws of the social world

would not be harmonious if they had not provided for this con-
tingency, so different from the conditions under which we live

today.
The difficulty we foresee can be illustrated in this manner:

Imagine a ship in the middle of the ocean with a month to go

before reaching land and with only enough food for two weeks.
What must be done? Obviously each sailor's ration must be

reduced, This is not being hardhearted; it is merely being pru-
dent and just.

Similarly, when the population is extended to the extreme
limit of what the earth, with all possible land under cultivation,

can support, there will be nothing harsh or unjust about the law
that takes the gentlest and most effective means of preventing

further multiplication of the species. And once again the solution
can be found in the principle of the private ownership of the land.

The owner of landed property, under the spur of personal inter-
est, will make the soil produce the most food of which it is

capable. By the division of inheritances private ownership of land
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will make every family aware of the dangers of a rising birth rate.
It is very clear that under any other system--communism, for
example--there would be no equally strong incentive for greater
production nor so firm a brake on increasing population.

In the final analysis, it seems to me that the political economists
will have performed their task when they prove that the great and
just law of the reciprocity of services works harmoniously as long
as further progress is not ruled out for mankind. Is it not reassur-
ing to reflect that, until that time and so long as liberty prevails,
it is impossible for one class to oppress another? Are the econo-
mists obliged to answer this other question: Granted the tendency
of the race to multiply, what will happen when there is no more
room on the earth for new inhabitants? Is God holding back, for
that epoch, some cataclysm of creation, some marvelous manifesta-
tion of His infinite power? Or, in keeping with Christian dogma,
must we believe in the destruction of this world? Obviously these
are no longer economic problems, but are analogous to the diffi-
culties eventually reached by all sciences. The physicists are well
aware that every moving body on earth goes downward and never
rises again. Accordingly, the day must come when the mountains
will have filled the valleys, when rivers will be as high at their
mouth as at their source, when their waters will no longer flow,
etc., etc. What will happen then? Should the physical sciences
cease to observe and admire the harmony of the world as it now is,
because they cannot foresee by what other harmony God will
make provision for a state of things that is far in the future but
nonetheless inevitable? It seems to me that this is indeed a case

in which the economist, like the physicist, should respond by an
act of faith, not by an act of idle curiosity. He who has so marvel-
ously arranged the abode where we now dwell will surely be able
to prepare a different one for different circumstances.

We judge the soil's fertility and man's skill by the facts that we
observe. Is this a reasonable rule to follow? Then, adopting it, we
could say: Since it has required six thousand years for a tenth of
the surface of the globe to attain a sorry kind of agriculture, how
many hundreds of centuries will elapse before its entire surface is
turned into a great garden?
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Even in this evaluation, already quite reassuring, we are merely
making a supposition based on a scientific generalization, or
rather, on our present state of agricultural ignorance. But, I
repeat, is this an acceptable rule to follow; and does not analogy
suggest that the true potentialities of this art, which are perhaps
infinite, are beyond our present knowledge? The savage lives by
hunting, and he requires five square miles of land. How great
would be his surprise to learn that a pastoral people can support
more than ten times that number in the same spacel The nomadic
shepherd, in turn, would be amazed to learn that ordinary agricul-
ture would permit of a population ten times greater. Tell a
peasant accustomed to this method that another tenfold increase
would be possible by crop rotation, and he would not believe you.
And is the rotation of crops, which is the last word for us, also the
last word for the human race? Let us, therefore, stop worrying
about the fate of mankind. Thousands of centuries lie ahead of

it; and in any case, without asking political economists to settle
problems that are out of their field, let us confidently leave the
fate of future generations in the hands of Him who will call them
into existence.

Let us summarize the central ideas of this chapter.
The two phenomena, utility and value, the contribution of

Nature and the contribution of man, consequently communal
wealth and private property, are to be found in agricultural
enterprises as in all others.

In the production of the wheat that satisfies our hunger, some,
thing takes place that is quite analogous to the production of the
water that quenches our thirst. Does not the sea, which inspires
the poet, also stir us, the economists, to fruitful meditation? It is
a vast reservoir intended to give drink to all human creatures. Yet
they are so far removed from its cooling waters, which, worse still,
are filled with brinel But the marvelous resourcefulness of Nature
comes to the rescue. The sun warms and stirs this mass and sub-

jects it to slow evaporation. It turns to vapor, and, freed from its
salt, which rendered it unsuitable for use, rises to the upper
regions of the air. Winds, moving in from all directions, waft it
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toward the inhabited continents, where the cold congeals it and
attaches it in solid form to the mountainside. Soon the warmth of

springtime melts it. Its weight carries it down the slopes, and, as
it flows through beds of schist and gravel, it is filtered and puri-
fied; it spreads out in all directions, feeding the refreshing swings
in all parts of the world. This is certainly an immense and ingeni-
ous industrial project that Nature carries out for the benefit of
mankind. Conversion of materials from one form to another,

transportation from one place to another, creation of utility--all
the elements of industry are there. Yet where is value? It has not
yet been created, and if the so-called labor of God could be
charged for (and it would be charged for if it had value), who
could say what a single drop of water would be worth?

Yet all men do not have a spring of living water flowing at their
feet. To quench their thirst they must still go to some pains, make
some effort, practice foresight, employ their skill. It is this supple-
mentary human labor that gives rise to arrangements, transactions,
evaluations. In it, then, we find the origin and the basis of value.

With man, ignorance comes before knowledge. Originally,
therefore, he was reduced to going after the water he drank and to
doing, with a maximum of pains, such additional work as Nature
had left him to do. This was the period in the development of
exchange when water had its greatest value. Little by little he
invented the cart and the wheel, he trained horses, he devised
pipes, he discovered the laws of the siphon; in a word, he put part
of the burden of his labor on the gratuitous forces of Nature, and
proportionally the value of the water, but not its utility, decreased.

And, in this process, something takes place that must be care-
fully noted and understood if we are to avoid seeing discord where
there is actually harmony. The purchaser of the water obtains it
on better terms; that is, he exchanges a smaller amount of his
labor for any given amount of water at each step along the path
of progress, even though, in this case, he is obliged to pay for the
instrument by means of which Nature is put to work. Formerly
he paid for the labor of going after the water; now he pays for this
labor and also for the labor it took to construct the cart, the wheel,

and the pipe. And yet, everything included, he pays less. This
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illustration shows how unfortunate and erroneous is the bias of

those who believe that the compensation paid to capital represents
an added burden to the consumer. Will these people never realize
that capital, in any given case, eliminates more labor than it
demands as payment?

The process that has just been described applies equally well to
the production of wheat. In it too there exists, antedating human
industry, a tremendous, immeasurable industry of Nature, much
of which even yet is not understood by the most advanced scienti-
fic thinking. Gases and minerals are present in the soil and in the
atmosphere. Electricity, chemical forces, wind, rain, light, heat,
life are all successively busy, often without our knowledge, trans-
porting, transforming, collecting, dividing, combining these ele-
ments; and this wonderful industry, whose activity and utility
surpass our understanding and even our imagination, possesses no
value. The latter makes its appearance at the first intervention of
man, who, in this case, has more supplementary labor to perform
than in the other.

In order to direct these forces of Nature, to remove the obstacles

that hinder their action, man takes possession of an instrument,
which is the soil, and he does so without harming anyone, for
this instrument has no value. This is not a debatable matter,

but a simple fact. Show me, in any part of the world whatsoever,
a piece of land that has not directly or indirectly been the object
of man's activity, and I will show you a piece of land totally lack-
ing in value.

Yet the farmer, in order to produce wheat, with the help of
Nature, performs two very distinct types of labor. One type is
directly related to the yearly harvest, is related to it alone, and
must be paid for by it alone: things like planting, weeding,
harvesting, transplanting. The other, like constructing farm
buildings, providing drainage, clearing, fencing, etc., spans an
indefinite number of successive harvests; this cost must be distri-

buted over a series of years, a process that is carried out accurately
by the admirable device that we call the laws of interest and

amortization. The crops furnish the farmer's payment if he con-
sumes them himself. If he exchanges them, he receives in return
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services oE a different type, and the appraisal of the services so
exchanged constitutes their value.

Now, it is easy to understand that all this long-range labor that
the farmer performs on the soil represents a value that has not yet
been paid for, but that surely will be. He cannot be forced to
relinquish it and to allow another person to take over his right to
it without compensation. Value has been incorporated, implanted
in the soil; for that reason we may well say, by metonymy: The
soil has value. It has value, in fact, because no one may now
acquire it without offering in exchange the equivalent of this
labor. But I maintain that this land, to which Nature's produc-
tive power had not originally communicated any value, still does
not possess any value the more on that account. This power of
Nature, which was gratis, is still gratis, and always will be. We
may indeed say. This land has value; but what really has value is
the human labor that has improved it, the capital that has been
expended on it. Consequently, it is completely accurate to say that
its owner is, strictly speaking, owner only of the value that he has
created, of the services that he has rendered. And what ownership
could be more legitimate? It has not been created at anyone's
expense; it neither intercepts nor lays a tax on any gift of heaven.

Nor is this all. The capital outlay and the interest on it, which
must be spread over successive harvests, far from increasing costs
and becoming an extra burden for the consumers, enables them

to obtain agricultural products on better and better terms in pro-
portion as the amount of capital increases, that is, as the value of
the soil is enhanced. I have no doubt that this assertion will be

taken for an overly optimistic paradox, so accustomed are people
to looking on the value of the soil as a calamity, if not an injustice.
Yet I declare that it is not enough to say that the value of the soil
has been created at no one's expense, or to say that it is harmful
to no one; it must be stated that, on the contrary, it is to the profit
of all. It is not merely legitimate; it is advantageous, even to those
who are not landowners.

So here again we have the same phenomenon we just witnessed
in regard to drinking water. As we said, as soon as the water carrier
invented the cart and the wheel, it is quite true that the consumer
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was forced to pay for two types of labor instead of one: (1) the
labor of making the cart or the wheel, or rather the interest and

amortization on this capital outlay; (2) the actual labor that the

water carrier was still required to perform. But it is equally true
that these two types of labor together do not equal the total

amount of labor of one type only that mankind was previously
required to perform. Why is this true? Because, thanks to the

invention of these mechanical aids, a part of the work has been
turned over to the gratuitous forces of Nature. Indeed, it was the

prospect of decreased toil that prompted the invention and
brought about its adoption.

Exactly the same phenomena are to be observed in the case

of land and wheat. Unquestionably, every time the landowner
invests capital in permanent improvements, the succeeding crops

must be charged with the interest on this capital. But it is equally
certain that the amount of labor belonging to the other category,

that of unskilled labor that must be performed annually, is also

reduced in far greater proportions; so that the landowner, and
hence the consumer, obtains each succeeding crop for less and less
effort, it being the special characteristic of capital to substitute the

gratuitous action of Nature for man's labor, which must be paid
for.

Consider the following example: To produce the best crops, a
field must be cleared of excessive moisture. Let us suppose that

labor for this has not progressed beyond the first, or unskilled,
category. Let us assume that the farmer must go out every morn-

ing with a pail to drain off water standing in spots where it would
do harm. It is evident that at the end of the year this act will not

have added any value to the soil, but the price of the crop will
have been tremendously increased. So will all the prices of all

succeeding crops, as long as the science of agriculture does not
advance beyond this primitive procedure. But if the farmer digs
a ditch, the soil immediately acquires value, for this work belongs

to the second category. Such work becomes a part of the soil; it
must be paid for by the crops of succeeding years, and no one can

expect to acquire the land without paying also for this operation.
But is it not true that it nevertheless tends to reduce the value of



Landed Property 271

the crops? Is it not true that, although it required, during the first
year, an unusual expenditure of effort, it saves in the long run
more than it occasions? Is it not true that henceforth the drainage

will be carried out more economically through the application of
the laws of hydraulics than it was previously by dint of physical
labor? Is it not true that the purchasers of the wheat will profit

from the operation? Will they not have reason to deem themselves
fortunate that the soil has acquired this new value? And, to gen-

eralize, is it not true, then, that the value given the soil is a sign
of progress, which is to the benefit not of the owner alone, but of
all mankind? How absurd, then, it would be of mankind, and

how hostile to its own best interests, to say: The amount added to
the price of the wheat for interest and amortization on this ditch,

or for what it represents in the total value of the soil, is a privilege,
a monopoly, a theftI Reasoning in this wise, the owner, in order

to be no longer a thief or a monopolist, would only have to fill in
his ditch and go back to the pail. Would you who do not own land
be any better off for that?

Enumerate all the permanent improvements that together

make up the value of the soil, and you can make the same observa-
tion for each one of them. After you destroy the ditch, destroy the

fences too, forcing the owner to go back to standing guard on his
field; destroy the well, the barn, the road, the plow, the grading,

the artificial mould; put back into it the stones, the weeds, the
tree roots, and then you will have achieved utopian equality. The

soil, and the human race along with it, will have returned to its
original state: it will no longer have value. The crops will no

longer be burdened with capital. Their price will be free of that
cursed element called interest. Everything, absolutely everything,
will be done by current labor, visible to the naked eye. Political

economy will be greatly simplified. France will support one man
for every five square miles of land. All the others will have starved

to death; but it can no longer be said: Property is a monopoly; it
is an injustice; it is theft.

Let us not, therefore, be insensible to those economic har-

monies that pass before our eyes as we analyze the concepts of

exchange, value, capital, interest, private property, public owner-
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ship. Need I present the entire cycle? But perhaps we have gone
far enough to realize that the social world, no less than the mate-

rial world, bears the impress of the divine hand, from which come
wisdom and loving-kindness, and toward which we should raise

our eyes in awe and gratitude.

I cannot refrain from returning to a remark of M. Consid6rant.
Taking as his premise the idea that the soil has value in itself,

independent of man's activity, that it is original and noncreated
capital, he concludes, logically from his premise, that to convert

it into private property is to usurp it. This supposed iniquity
moves him to declaim vehemently against modern society. On the

other hand, he agrees that permanent improvements add an extra
value to this original capital, as an additional element so com-

pletely fused with the rest as to be inseparable. What, then, is
to be done? For we are confronted with a total value composed

of two parts, one of which, having been produced by labor, is
legitimate property, and the other, being the creation of God, is

an iniquitous usurpation.

This is no small dilemma. M. Consid6rant solves it by the right
to employment.

Humanity's progress on Earth obviously demands that the land
not be left in a wild and uncultivated state. Our very Destiny, as
Human Beings, therefore, is opposed to the idea that man's Right
to the Earth should retain its rude and original FOgM.

In his forests and savannas the savage enjoys his four natural Rights
of Hunting, Fishing, Gathering wild fruits, and Grazing. Such is
the original form of his Rights.

In all civilized societies, the man of the common people, the Pro-
letarian, is purely and simply despoiled of these rights. We cannot,
therefore, say that his original Rights have changed form, since they
no longer exist. The form has disappeared along with the Substance.

Now, what would be the form under which his Rights could be
reconciled with the conditions of an industrial Society? The answer
is simple.

In the savage state man, to enjoy his Rights, is obliged to act. The
Labor of Fishing, Hunting, Gathering, and Grazing is the condition
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placed upon the exercise of his Rights. His original Rights, therefore,
are simply his Right to perform these labors.

Very well, then, since an industrial Society has taken possession of
the Earth, and prevents men from exercising on the soil freely and at
will their four natural Rights, let this Society grant to them, in
compensation for the Rights it takes away, the RI¢8T TO EMPLOYMENT:
then, if principle and practice are properly understood and carried
out, the individual will have no grounds for complaint.

The indispensable prerequisite for the Legality of Property is,
therefore, that Society recognize the Common Man's RIGHTTO gMPLOV-
MENT,and that it guarantee him for a given amount of his activity at
least as much in the way of subsistence as a similar amount of
activity would hate brought him in his original state of savagery.

I do not propose to argue the point in all its ramifications with
M. Considdrant, for I should become insufferably repetitious in

the process. If I proved to him that what he calls noncreated
capital is not capital at all; that what he terms the additional value
of the soil is not additional value, but total value; he would have

to admit that his whole argument breaks down, and with it all his

complaints against the manner in which humanity has seen fit to
organize itself and to live since the time of Adam. But this

controversy would oblige me to restate what I have already said
concerning the fact that the forces of Nature remain inherently

and unalterably gratuitous. I shall confine myself to observing that
if M. Consid6rant is the spokesman for the working classes, he does

them such a disservice that they may well consider that they have

been betrayed. He says that the landowners have usurped both the
land and all the miracles of vegetation that take place on it. They
have usurped the sun, the rain, the dew, oxygen, hydrogen, and

nitrogen--at least to the extent that these contribute to the raising
of agricultural products--and he asks them to assure the worker, as

compensation, at least as much in the way of subsistence for a
given amount of activity as a similar amount of activity would
have brought him in the original or savage state.

But do you not perceive, M. Consid_rant, that landed property

has not waited for you to issue your injunctions, that it has already
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been a million times more generous? For, after all, what does your
proposal actually come to?

In the original state of savagery, your four rights of fishing,
hunting, gathering wild fruits, and grazing supported----or rather,
allowed to eke out an existence in all the horrors of privation--
approximately one man per five square miles. The usurpation of
the land will therefore be deemed legitimate, according to your
theories, if the guilty parties support one man per five square miles,
with the further requirement that he exert himself as greatly as a
Huron or an Iroquois must. Please note that the area of France
is only thirty thousand square leagues; that, consequently, pro-
vided it support thirty thousand inhabitants in that state of mate-
rial well-being afforded by a life of savagery, you are content to
ask nothing more, on behalf of the workers, from the owners of
property. Now, this leaves thirty million Frenchmen who do not
have a square inch of land; and among that number there are
quite a few--the President of the Republic, cabinet ministers,
magistrates, bankers, businessmen, notaries, lawyers, doctors,
brokers, soldiers, sailors, teachers, journalists, etc.--who would
surely not be disposed to change their way of life for that of an
Iowa Indian. Landed property must, therefore, already do a great
deal more than you require. You demand from it a right to em-
ployment that, within certain fixed limits, and only in return for
a certain amount of effort, will provide the masses with a level of
subsistence equal to that which a state of savagery could offer
them. The system of landed property does much better than that.
It offers more than the right to employment; it offers actual em-
ployment, and if it did no more than meet the taxes it now pays,
that figure is still a hundred times more than you would demand.

Alas! I am sorry to say that I have not yet finished with landed
property and its value. I still have to state, and refute in as few
words as possible, a plausible and even significant objection.

People will say:
"The facts belie your theory. Undoubtedly, as long as there

exists in a country a large amount of uncultivated land, its mere
presence will prevent cultivated land from acquiring exorbitant
value. Undoubtedly, also, even when all the land has been con-
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vetted into private property, if adjoining nations have great tracts
yet to be tilled, the right of free bargaining will hold the value of

landed property within just limits. In these two cases land prices

would not seem to represent more than the capital outlay, and
rent more than the interest on it. From these facts one must con-

clude, as you do, that what is done by the soil itself and by the
forces of Nature, since it does not figure in the costs and cannot be

added to the price of crops, does remain gratis and therefore com-
mon to all. All this is plausible. We may well be at a loss to dis-

cover the flaw in this line of reasoning, and yet it is fallacious. To
be convinced that this is so, we have only to note the fact that in

France there is cultivated land ranging in price from a hundred to
six thousand francs an acre, an enormous difference, which is to be

explained more by reason of the variations in fertility than in
previous improvements. Do not deny, therefore, that fertility has

its own inherent value; every bill of sale attests to this fact. Any-

one buying a piece of land determines its quality and pays accord-
ingly. If two fields are placed side by side and have the same ad-
vantages of location, but differ in their soil, the one consisting of

rich loam and the other of barren sand, surely the first will be
worth more than the second, even though the same capital im-

provements have been made on both. And, in fact, this is a point
about which the buyer is not at all concerned. His eyes are turned

toward the future, not the past. He is interested, not in what the
land has cost, but in what it will yield, and he knows that its yield

will be in proportion to its fertility. Therefore, this fertility has its
own specific, intrinsic value, which is independent of any human

labor performed on it. To maintain the contrary is to attempt
to find the justification for private property in ingenious quib-

blings, or rather in a paradox."
Let us, therefore, investigate what really gives value to the

soil.

I ask the reader to remember that at the present time this ques-
tion is a most vital one. Previously it could be either dismissed or

treated superficially by economists, as a question of little more

than passing interest. The legitimacy of private property was not
then contested. Such is no longer the case. New theories, which
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have been only too successful, have cast doubt among even the
best minds regarding the right to property. And on what do the

authors of these theories base their complaint? On just the allega-
tion contained in the objection I have presented above. On just

this fact, which unfortunately has gained acceptance by all schools
of thought, that the soil derives from its fertility, from Nature,
an inherent value that has not been transmitted to it by any

human agency. Now, value is not transferred gratis. Its very name

excludes the idea that it is gratuitous. Therefore, we say to the
landowner: You demand from me a value that is the fruit of my

labor, and you offer me in exchange another value that is the fruit

neither of your labor nor of anyone's labor, but of Nature's
bounty.

And, make no mistake about it, this indictment would be a

terrible one if it were based on fact. It did not originate with
Messrs. Consid_rant and Proudhon. It is to be found in Smith, in

Ricardo, in Senior, in all the economists without exception, not

merely as a theory, but as an indictment. These authors have not
stopped at attributing an extrahuman value to the soil; they have

gone so far as to deduce clearly the consequences of this theory and
to brand landed property as a privilege, a monopoly, a usurpation.

To be sure, after thus blasting it, they have defended it in the
name of necessity. But is such a defense anything more than a flaw

in reasoning, which the logicians of communism have been quick
to set right?

It is, therefore, not for the sake of yielding to an unfortunate

proclivity for quibbling that I take up this delicate subject. I
should have preferred to spare the reader and myself the tedious-
ness that even now I feel is gathering over the final pages of this

chapter.

The answer to the objection that I have just presented is to be
found in my theory of value, which is set forth in chapter 5. There
I stated: Value does not necessarily imply labor; even less is it

necessarily proportional to labor. I showed that value is based less
on the pains taken by the one who surrenders what is exchanged

than on the pains spared the recipient, and for that reason I
attributed it to something that includes both elements: service.
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A great service can be rendered, I said, at the cost of very little
effort, and a very minor service can be rendered with great effort.

The only result, then, is that labor does not necessarily receive a
remuneration that is always proportional to its intensity, either in

the case of the man living in isolation or in that of the man living
in society.

Value is determined after bargaining between two contracting
parties. Each one brings to the bargaining his own point of view.

You offer me wheat. Of what importance to me are the time and
trouble it may have cost you? What I am concerned about is the
time and trouble it would cost me to obtain it elsewhere. The

knowledge you have of my situation may make you more or less

demanding; the knowledge I have of yours may make me more
or less ready to come to terms. Hence, there can be no necessary

measure of the payment you are to receive for your labor. That
depends on circumstances and the value they give to the two

services being exchanged. Soon we shall take up an external
factor, called competition, whose function it is to regularize values

and to make them correspond more and more closely to effort. Yet
this correspondence is not of the essence of value, since it is estab-

lished only under the pressure of a contingent fact.

Keeping this in mind, I can say that the value of the soil is

created, fluctuates, is set, like that of gold, iron, water, an attor-
ney's advice, a doctor's consultation, the performance of a singer

or of a dancer, or an artist's painting--like all values; that it obeys
no special laws; that it constitutes property that is of the same

origin, the same nature, and is as legitimate as any other property.
But it does not at all follow--this must be clear by now--that, of
two efforts applied to the soil, one may not be better remunerated
than the other.

Let us revert to that most simple of all industries, the one

best fitted to illustrate the tenuous dividing line between man's
onerous labor and Nature's gratuitous collaboration. I refer to the
humble labor of the water carrier.

A man fills a barrel with water and brings it home. Does he

own a value that necessarily is proportional to his labor? In that
case the value would be distinct from the service that the water



278 Economic Harmonies

can render. Furthermore, it could not fluctuate, for labor that has

once been performed is not susceptible of increase or diminution.
Very well, then, the very day after the water barrel has been

filled and delivered, it can lose all its value, if, for example, it
rains during the night. In that case, everybody has his supply of
water; the barrel of water can render no service; it is no longer
wanted. In the language of economics, there is no demand for it.

On the other hand, it can acquire considerable value if excep-
tional, unforeseen, and urgent demand arises.

The result is that man, working with the future in mind, can
never know in advance exactly what that future holds in store for
his labor. The value incorporated in a material object will be
greater or less according to the services it will render; or, rather,
human labor, the source of this value, will receive, according to
circumstances, a greater or a smaller remuneration. Such eventu-
alities fall within the domain of foresight, and foresight, too, is
entitled to its reward.

But, I ask, what do these fluctuations of value, the variations

in the price paid labor, have to do with Nature's marvelous
industrial achievement, with the wonderful laws of physics that,
without help from us, transport the waters we drink from the
ocean to the spring? Because the value of this barrel of water
varies according to circumstances, must we conclude that Nature
sometimes charges a great deal, sometimes very little, and some-
times not at all, for evaporation, for the transportation of clouds
from the sea to the mountains, for freezing, for melting, and all
the wonderful industrial activity that feeds the spring?

The same is true of agricultural products.
The value of the soil, or rather of the capital invested in the

soil, is composed not of one element, but of two elements. It de-
pends not only on the labor that has gone into the soil but also on
society's capacity to reward that labor, on demand as well as on
supply.

Take the case of a field. Not a year goes by in which some work
of a permanent nature is not done on it, and, by the same token,
its value is enhanced.

Furthermore, new roads are built, and others are improved;
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law enforcement becomes more efficient; new markets are opened

up; there are increases in population and in wealth; new careers
are opened to intelligence and skill; and these changes in the
physical environment and the general prosperity result in addi-
tional remuneration for labor past and present, and, concomi-
tantly, greater value for the field.

In all this there is neither injustice nor special privilege for the
landowner. Every line of work from banking to manual labor
presents the same phenomenon. Each one finds its own remunera-
tion enhanced through the mere fact of improvement in the sur-
roundings in which it is carried on. This action and reaction of
the prosperity of each one on the prosperity of all, and vice versa,
is the very law of value. How completely erroneous it is to con-
clude from this evidence that the soil or its productive forces have
a so-called value of their own can be seen from the fact that in

intellectual work, in the professions and occupations in which
material things and physical laws play no part, the same benefits
are enjoyed. This is not exceptional, but the universal experience.
The lawyer, the doctor, the teacher, the artist, the poet, are better
paid, for the work they do, in proportion as their city or nation
increases in prosperity, as the taste or the demand for their
services grows, as the general public is both willing and able to
remunerate them better. The simple sale of a doctor's or a lawyer's
practice or of the good will of a business concern is carried out on
this principle. Even the Basque Giant and Tom Thumb, who
make their living by the mere display of their abnormal stature,
exhibit themselves to their greater profit before the curious
throngs of well-to-do city dwellers than before a few poor vil-
lagers. In this case demand does not merely contribute to value;
it creates it entirely. Why should we feel that it is exceptional or
unjust for demand also to have an influence on the value of land
and of agricultural products?

Will it be alleged that the value of land can thereby rise
exorbitantly? Those who say so have certainly never considered
the enormous amount of labor that has gone into arable land. I
venture to state that there is not a field in France that is worth

as much as it cost, that can be exchanged for as great an amount
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of labor as has actually been expended on it to bring it to its
present state of productivity. If this statement is well founded, it
is conclusive. It does not permit of the least hint of injustice being
charged against the principle of landed property. Therefore, I
shall come back to this subject when I have occasion to consider
Ricardo's theory of rent. I shall show that we must apply also to
capital invested in land the general law that I have formulated in
these terms: In proportion as capital increases, what it produces
is distributed among the capitalists or landowners and the
workers in such a way that the former's relative share constantly
decreases, although their absolute share increases, while the lat-
ter's share increases in both respects.

The illusion that leads men to believe that productive forces
have a value ot their own because they have utility, has been
responsible for many miscalculations and catastrophes. It has
often involved them in premature efforts at colonization whose
history reads like a lamentable chronicle of martyrs. They rea-
soned thus: In our country, we can acquire value only through
labor; and when we work, we receive value only in proportion to
our labor. If we went to Guiana, to the banks of the Mississippi,
to Australia, or Africa, we could take possession of vast stretches
of land, uncultivated, to be sure, but fertile. Our reward would be
that we should become the owners both of the value that we
should create and of the intrinsic value that is to be found in this
land.

They set out, and harsh reality is not slow in confirming the
truth of my theory. They work; they clear the land; they drive
themselves to the point of exhaustion; they undergo hardship,
suffering, sickness; and then, after they have made their land fit
for production, they find, if they try to sell it, that they cannot
get back what it cost them, and they are forced to acknowledge
that value is of human creation, I defy anyone to cite an example
of colonization that at the beginning was not a disaster.

Upwards of a thousand labourers were sent out to the Swan River
Colony; but the extreme cheapness of the land [eighteen pence, or less
than two francs, an acre] and the extravagant rate of labour, afforded
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them such facilities and inducements to become landowners, that

capitalists could no longer get anyone to cultivate their lands. A
capital of £200,000 [five million francs] was lost in consequence, and
the colony became a scene of desolation. The labourers having left
their employers from the delusive desire to become landowners,
agricultural implements were allowed to rust, seeds rotted, and sheep,
cattle, and horses perished from want of attention. A frightful famine
cured the labourers of their infatuation, and they returned to ask

employment from the capitalists; but it was too late.6

The Australian Association, attributing the disaster to the

cheapness of the land, raised the price to twelve shillings. But,
adds Carey,* from whom I take this quotation, the real cause
was that the farm workers were convinced that the land had

intrinsic value, apart from any work done on it, and were eager

to appropriate this so-called value, which they assumed would vir-
tually assure them a yearly rent.

The sequel provides me with an even more conclusive argu-
ment.

In 1836, the landed estates of the colony of Swan River were to be

purchased from the original settlers at a shilling an acre. 7

Thus, this soil, for which the company had charged twelve

shillings--and on which the settlers had spent much time and
money--was now resold for one shillingl What had happened
to the value of the productive and indestructible powers o]
Nature? s

The vast and important subject of the value of land has not
been exhaustively treated, I realize, in this chapter, which was

written at intervals in the midst of constant interruptions: I shall
return to it, but I cannot close without submitting one observa-

tion to my readers and particularly to economists.
Those illustrious scholars who have contributed so much to the

* [Henry CharlesCarey (1793-1879),Principles of Political Economy (Philadelphia,
1837),Pt. I, pp. 49-50. Bastiatand Careyheld verysimilar views on value, although
they differed sharply on many other questions. Their lively discussions were
printed in the ]ournat des #conomiste5 in 1851, the year after Bastiat's death.--
T_,NS_TOR.]
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progress of political economy, whose lives and works breathe the
spirit of benevolence and philanthropy, who, at least in certain
respects and within the areas of their investigation, have discov-
ered for us the true solution to the problems of society, men like
Quesnay, Turgot, Smith, Malthus, Say, have not escaped, I do not
say refutation, which is always in order, but slander, defama-
tion, and the coarsest of insults. To attack their writings, and even
their motives, has almost become the fashion. It will be said, per-
haps, that in this chapter I myself furnish arms to their detractors,
and, indeed, this is hardly the moment for me to turn against those
whom, I most solemnly declare, I look upon as my first instructors,
my guides, and my masters. But, in the last analysis, must not my
highest allegiance be to truth, or to what I consider to be truth?
Where in the world is there a book into which no error has crept?
Now, in political economy, just one error, if we press it, if we
torture it, if we insist upon drawing all its logical implications
from it, will eventually be found to include all other errors; it
will lead us to chaos. No book exists, therefore, from which an

isolated proposition cannot be taken out of context and be de-
clared incomplete, false, and consequently as involving a world
of errors and confusions.

In all good conscience I believe that the definition that the
economists have given of the word value is an error of this kind.
We have just seen that this definition placed them in a position
where they themselves cast grave doubt upon the legitimacy of
landed property, and, by logical deduction, upon the whole sys-
tem of capital; and only by an illogical chain of reasoning did
they stop short of disaster along this road. Their inconsistency
saved them. They redirected their steps toward the way of truth,
and their error, if such it be, stands as the only blemish on their
works. The socialists came along and laid hold of this definition,
not to refute it, but to adopt it, to strengthen it, to make it the
starting point for their propaganda, and to expatiate on all its
implications. There has been in our time imminent danger to
society in all this, and for that reason I felt it my duty to speak
my mind completely, to trace this erroneous theory back to its
very beginnings. Now, if one wished to conclude from my
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remarks that I have parted company with my masters, Smith and
Say, with my friends Blanqui and Gamier, solely because they
failed to grasp the full significance of one line out of all the many
pages in their excellent and learned writings, and perhaps mis-
used, as I believe, the word "value"; if one should conclude on

that account that I no longer have faith in political economy and
the economists; I can only protest--and that I do, most emphati-
cally, as is evidenced by the very title of this book.



10

Competition

There is no word in all the vocabulary of political economy
that has so aroused the angry denunciations of the modern
reformers as the word "competition," to which, to add to the
insult, they unfailingly apply the epithet "anarchistic."

What does "anarchistic competition" mean? I do not know.
What can replace it? I do not know that either.

Of course, I hear the cries of "Organizationl Associationl" But
what does that mean? Once and for all we must come to an under-

standing. I really must know what kind of authority these authors
propose to exert over me and over all men living on this earth of
ours; for, in truth, the only authority I can grant them is the
authority of reason, provided they can enlist reason on their side.
Do they really propose to deprive me of the right to use my own
judgment in a matter where my very existence is at stake? Do they
hope to take from me my power to compare the services that I
render with those that I receive? Do they mean that I should act
under restraints that they will impose rather than according to
the dictates of my own intelligence? If they leave me my liberty,
competition also remains. If they wrest it from me, I become only
their slave. The association will be free and voluntary, they say.
Very welll But in that case every group with its associated mem-
bers will be pitted against every other group, just as individuals
are pitted against one another today, and we shall have competi-
tion. The association will be all-embracing, it is replied. This
ceases to be a joking matter. Do you mean to say that anarchistic

284



Competition 285

competition is wrecking our society right now, and to cure this
malady we shall have to wait until all mankind, the French, the

English, the Chinese, the Japanese, the Kafirs, the Hottentots, the
Lapps, the Cossacks, the Patagonians, persuaded by your argu-
ments, agree to unite for all time to come in one of the forms of

association that you have contrived? But beware! This is simply
to acknowledge that competition is indestructible; and do you

have the presumption to claim that an indestructible, and there-
fore providential, phenomenon of society can be mischievous?

After all, what is competition? Is it something that exists and
has a life of its own, like cholera? No. Competition is merely the

absence of oppression. In things that concern me, I want to make
my own choice, and I do not want another to make it for me

without regard for my wishes; that is all. And if someone pro-
poses to substitute his judgment for mine in matters that concern

me, I shall demand to substitute my judgment for his in matters
that concern him. What guarantee is there that this will make

things go any better? It is evident that competition is freedom. To
destroy freedom of action is to destroy the possibility, and conse-

quently the power, of choosing, of judging, of comparing; it
amounts to destroying reason, to destroying thought, to destroying
man himself. Whatever their starting point, this is the ultimate

conclusion our modern reformers always reach; for the sake of

improving society they begin by destroying the individual, on the
pretext that all evils come from him, as if all good things did not
likewise come from him.

We have seen that services are exchanged for services. In the
last analysis, each one of us comes into the world with the respon-

sibility of providing his own satisfactions through his own efforts.
Hence, if a man spares us pains, we are obligated to save him

pains in return. His effort brings us a satisfaction; we must do as
much for him.

But who is to make the comparison? For it is absolutely neces-
sary that these efforts, these pains, these services that are to be

exchanged, be compared so that an equivalence, a just rate, may
be arrived at, unless injustice, inequality, chance, is to be our

norm--which is another way of throwing the testimony of human
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reason out of court. There must be, therefore, one or more judges.
Who will it be? Is it not natural that, in every particular case,
wants should be judged by those who experience them, satisfac-
tions by those who seek them, efforts by those who exchange
them? Is it proposed in all seriousness to substitute for this eternal
vigilance by the interested parties a social authority (even if it
should be the reformer himself) charged with determining the
intricate conditions affecting countless acts of exchange in all
parts of the world? Is it not obvious that this would mean the
establishment of the most fallible, the most far-reaching, the most
arbitrary, the most inquisitorial, the most unbearable, the most
short-sighted, and, fortunately, let us add, the most impossible
of all despotisms ever conceived in the brain of an Oriental
potentate?

We need only know that competition is merely the absence of
any arbitrary authority set up as a judge over exchange, to realize
that it cannot be eliminated. Illegitimate coercion can indeed
restrain, counteract, impede the freedom of exchange, as it can
the freedom of walking; but it cannot eliminate either of them
without eliminating man himself. This being so, the only ques-
tion that remains is whether competition tends toward the happi-
ness or the misery of mankindwa question that amounts to this:
Is mankind naturally inclined toward progress or fatally marked
for decadence?

I do not hesitate to say that competition, which, indeed, we
could call freedom---despite the aversion it inspires and the
tirades directed against it--is essentially the law of democracy. It
is the most progressive, the most egalitarian, the most universally
leveling of all the laws to which Providence has entrusted the

progress of human society. It is this law of competition that brings
one by one within common reach the enjoyment of all those
advantages that Nature seemed to have bestowed gratis on certain
countries only. It is this law, also, that brings within common
reach all the conquests of Nature that men of genius in every
century pass on as a heritage to succeeding generations, leaving
still to be performed only supplementary labors, which they
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exchange without succeeding in being remunerated, as they would
like to be, for the co-operation of natural resources. And if, as al-
ways happens at the beginning, the value of this labor is not propor-
tional to its intensity, it is once again competition that, by its
imperceptible but constant action, restores a fairer and more
accurate balance than could be arrived at by the fallible wisdom
of any human officialdom. The accusation that competition tends
toward inequality is far from true. On the contrary, all artificial
inequality is due to the absence of competition; and if the
distance separating a Grand Lama from a pariah is greater than
that between the President and an artisan in the United States,

the reason is that competition (or liberty) is suppressed in Asia,
and not in America. Therefore, while the socialists find in

competition the source of all evil, it is actually the attacks upon
competition that are the disruptive elements working against all
that is good. Although this great law has been misunderstood by
the socialists and their partisans, although it is often harsh in its
operation, there is no law that is richer in social harmonies, more
beneficial in its general results; no law attests more strikingly to
the immeasurable superiority of God's plans over man's futile
contrivances.

I must at this point remind the reader of that curious but
indisputable effect of the social order to which I have already
called his attention, z for too frequently the force of habit causes
us to overlook it. It may be characterized thus: The total number
of satisfactions that each member o] society enjoys is far greater
than the number that h'e could secure by his own egorts. In other
words, there is an obvious disproportion between our consump-
tion and our labor. This phenomenon, which we can all easily
observe, if we merely look at our own situation for an instant,
should, it seems to me, inspire in us some sense of gratitude
toward the society to which we owe it.

We come into the world destitute in every way, tormented by
countless wants, and provided with only our faculties to satisfy
them. It would appear, a priori, that the most we could hope for
would be to obtain satisfactions equal to our labors. If we possess
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more, infinitely more, to what do we owe the excess? Precisely to
that natural order of society against which we are constantly rail-
ing, when we are not actually trying to destroy it.

The phenomenon, in itself, is truly extraordinary. It is quite
understandable that certain men should consume more than they
produce, if, in one way or another, they usurp the rights of others
and receive services without rendering any in return. But how
can this be true of all men simultaneously? How can it be that,
after exchanging their services without coercion or plunder, on
a footing of value for value, every man can truly say to himself: I
use up in one day more than I could produce in a hundred years?

The reader realizes that the additional element that solves the

problem is the increasingly effective participation of the forces of
Nature in the work of production; it is the fact of more and more
gratuitous utility coming within the common reach of all; it is the
work of heat, of cold, of light, of gravitation, of natural affinity, of
elasticity, progressively supplementing the labor of man and re-
ducing the value of his services by making them easier to perform.

Certainly I must have explained the theory of value very badly
indeed if the reader thinks that value declines immediately and

automatically through the mere act of harnessing the forces of
Nature and releasing the labor of man. No, such is not the case;
for then we could say, as the English economists do: Value is in
direct proportion to labor. The man who uses the help of a
gratuitous force of Nature performs his services more easily; but
he does not on that account voluntarily surrender any part what-
soever of what he has been accustomed to receive. To induce him

to do so, some pressure from without--heavy, but not unjust--is
necessary. This pressure is competition. As long as it does not in-
tervene, as long as the .man using a force of Nature remains master
of his secret, that force of Nature is gratuitous, undoubtedly, but
it is not yet common to all; the conquest of Nature has been
achieved, but to the profit of only one man or one class. It is not
yet of benefit to all mankind. Nothing has been changed in the
world, except that one type of services, although partially relieved
of its burden of pains, still brings the full price. We have, on the
one hand, a man who asks the same amount of labor as before
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from his fellow men, while he offers them a reduced amount of

his own labor; and, on the other, all mankind, still obliged to

make the same sacrifices in time and toil to obtain a commodity

that is now produced in part by Nature.
If things were to remain in this state, every new invention

would bring into the world a further source of ever spreading
inequality. Not only could we not say that value is proportional

to labor, but we could not even say that value tends to become
proportional to labor. All that we have said in earlier chapters

concerning gratuitous utility and the trend toward the enlarge-
ment o[ the communal domain would be illusory. It would not be

true that services are exchanged for services in such a way that
God's gifts are transmitted, free of charge, from person to person

until they reach the ultimate consumer. Everyone who had once
managed to exploit any part of the forces of Nature would for all

time to come charge for it along with the cost of his labor; in a
word, mankind would be organized on the principle of universal

monopoly, instead of the principle of an expanding domain of
gratuitous and common utilities.

But such is not the case. God has lavished on His creatures the

gifts of heat, light, gravitation, air, water, the soil, the marvels of

plant life, electricity, and many other blessings too numerous to
mention. And even as He has implanted in each man's heart a

feeling of self-interest, which, like a magnet draws all things to it;
so has He, in the social order, provided another mainspring
whose function it is to preserve His gifts as they were originally

intended to be: gratis and common to all. This mainspring is
competition.

Thus, self-interest is that indomitable individualistic force

within us that urges us on to progress and discovery, but at the

same time disposes us to monopolize our discoveries. Competi-
tion is that no less indomitable humanitarian force that wrests

progress, as fast as it is made, from the hands of the individual

and places it at the disposal of all mankind. These two forces,
which may well be deplored when considered individually, work

together to create our social harmony.
And, we may remark in passing, it is not surprising that indi-
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vidualism, as it finds expression in a man's self-interest when he
is a producer, has always revolted against the idea of competition,
has decried it, and sought to destroy it, calling to its aid force,
guile, privilege, sophistry, monopoly, restriction, government con-
trols, etc. The immorality of its means discloses clearly enough the
immorality of its end. But the amazing, and unfortunate, thing is
that political economy--that is, false political economy--propa-
gated with such ardor by the socialist schools, has, in the name of
love of humanity, equality, and fraternity, espoused the cause of
individualism in its narrowest form and has abandoned the cause

of humanity.
Let us now see how competition works.
Man, under the influence of self-interest, always and inevitably

seeks out the conditions that will give his services their greatest
value. He is quick to realize that there are three ways in which
he may use the gifts of God to his own special advantage:2

1. He may appropriate to his own exclusive use these gifts
themselves.

2. Or he alone may know the techniques by which they may
be put to use.

3. Or he may possess the only implement by which their co-
operation can be secured.

In every one of these cases he gives little of his own labor in
exchange for a great deal of others' labor. His services have great
relative value, and we tend to assume that the excess value resides
inherently in the natural resource. If this were so, this value could
not be diminished. What proves that value is, instead, created by
services is, as we shall see, the fact that competition simultane-
ously diminishes both value and services.

1. Natural resources, the gifts of GOd, are not uniformly dis-
tributed over the earth's surface. What an infinite range of plant
life extends from the land of the pine to the land of the palm
treel Here the soil is more fertile, there the warmth of the sun

more vivifying; stone is found in one place, lime in another; iron,
copper, oil in yet others. Water power is not to be found every-
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where; the action of the winds cannot everywhere be turned to
our profit. The mere fact of the distance that separates us from
things necessary to us can make an incalculable difference in the
obstacles our efforts encounter; even man's faculties vary, to a
certain extent, according to climate and race.

It is easy to see that, were it not for the law of competition, this
inequality in the distribution of God's gifts would result in a
corresponding difference in men's material prosperity.

Any person finding a natural advantage within reach would
turn it to his own profit, but not to that of his fellow men. They
would be allowed to share in what he possessed only as he dis-
tributed it and at an exorbitant price that he would set arbitrarily.
He could place any value he pleased on his services. We have
already seen that the two extremes between which value is set are
the pains taken by the one performing the service and the pains
spared the one receiving it. If it were not for competition, nothing
would prevent the setting of the value at the upper limit. For
example, the inhabitant of the tropics would say to the European:
"Thanks to my sun, I can obtain a given amount of sugar, coffee,
cocoa, or cotton for labor equal to ten, whereas you, who in your
cold part of the world are obliged to resort to greenhouses,
heaters, and storage barns, can produce them only for labor equal
to a hundred. You ask me for my sugar, my coffee, my cotton, and
you would not be at all disturbed if, in arriving at my price, I
considered only the pains I took. But I, on the other hand, am
particularly aware of the pains I save you, for I know they are
what determine how much you will be willing to pay, and I set
my demands accordingly. Since I can do for pains equal to ten
what you in your country do for pains equal to a hundred, it is
certain that you would refuse if I were to demand of you, in
return for my sugar, a product that would cost you pains equal to
a hundred and one; but I ask only for pains equal to ninety-
nine. You may very well be upset about it for a while, but you
will come around, for at that rate the exchange is still to your
advantage. You find these terms unfair; but after all, it is to me,
not you, that God has given a warm climate. I know that I am in
a position where I can exploit this boon of Providence by refus-
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ing it to you unless you are willing to pay me a surcharge, for I

have no competition. So, here are my sugar, my cocoa, my coffee,
my cotton. Take them on my terms, produce them yourself, or go
without them."

It is true that the European could in his turn speak in like

fashion to the inhabitant of the tropics: "Excavate your land,
dig mines, look for iron and coal, and count yourself fortunate if

you find them; for, if you don't, I am determined to raise my
demands to the limit. God has given us both of these precious

gifts. First, we take as much of them as we need; then, we forbid
others to take any unless they pay us a special levy on our
windfall."

Even if transactions were carried on in this manner, it still

would not be possible, from the strictly scientific point of view,
to attribute to natural resources the value that resides essentially in
services. But it would be understandable if this mistake were

made, for the result would be the same. Services would still be

exchanged for services, but would evidence no tendency to be
measured by effort, by labor. The gifts of God would be personal
privileges and not comm.on blessings, and we could perhaps

complain with some reason of having been treated by the Author

of all things in so hopelessly unfair a manner. Would we, then, be
brothers here below? Could we consider ourselves the children of

a common Father? The absence of competition, that is, of liberty,
would exclude any idea of fraternity. Nothing would be left of

the republican motto of "Liberty, Equality, Fraternity."
But let competition appear on the scene, and there will be no

more of these one-sided transactions, of these seizures of the gifts

of God, of this revolting exorbitance in the evaluation of services,

of these inequalities in the exchange of efforts.
And let us note, first of all, that competition must necessarily

intervene, called into being, as it is, by the very fact of these
inequalities. Labor instinctively moves in the direction that

promises it the best returns, and thus unfailingly brings to an end
the abnormal advantage it enjoyed; so that inequality is merely a
spur that, in spite of ourselves, drives us on toward equality. This

is one of the finest examples of teleology in the social machine.
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Infinite goodness, which has distributed its blessings over the
earth, has, it would seem, selected the greedy producer as its
agent for effecting their equitable distribution among all man-
kind, and it certainly is a wonderful sight to see self-interest con-
tinually bringing about the very thing it always tries to prevent.
Man, as a producer, is necessarily, irresistibly, attracted toward
the largest possible rewards for his services, and by that very fact
always brings them back into llne. He pursues his own interest,
and what does he promote, unwittingly, unwillingly, unintention-
ally? The general good.

Thus, to return to our example, the inhabitant of the tropics,
by the very fact that he realizes exorbitant profits from exploiting
the gifts of God, attracts competition. Human labor flocks there
with an eagerness that, if I may so express myself, is proportional
to the magnitude of the inequality, and is not content until the
inequality has been eliminated. Through the effect of competi-
tion we see tropical labor equal to ten successively exchanged
for European labor equal to eighty, then sixty, then fifty, then
forty, then twenty, and finally ten. There is no reason, under the
natural laws of society, why things should not reach this point,
that is, why services exchanged should not be measured in terms
of labor performed and pains taken, with the gifts of God being
thrown in gratis by both parties. So, when things do reach this
point, we must realize, with gratitude, how great a revolution has
taken place. First, the pains taken by both parties are now equal,
which should satisfy our desire for justice. Then, what has become
of the gift of God? This deserves the reader's full attention. No
one has been deprived of it. Let us not, in this matter, be taken in
by the clamor raised by the tropical producer. In so far as he is
himself a consumer of sugar, cotton, or coffee, the Brazilian still
profits from the heat of the sun; for this beneficent body has not
ceased to help him in the work of production. All that he has lost
is his unfair power to levy a surcharge on the consumption of the
inhabitants of Europe. The gift of Providence, because it was
Iree of charge, had to, and did, become common to all; for what is
[ree o[ charge and what is common to all are essentially one and
the same.
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God's gift has become---and I beg the reader not to forget that
I am using a particular case to illustrate a universal phenomenon
--common to all. This is not a flight of rhetoric, but the statement
of a mathematical truth. Why has this wonderful fact not been
understood? Because communal wealth is always achieved in the
form of value that has been eliminated, and our minds have great
difficulty in grasping what is expressed negatively. But, I ask,
when, in order to get a certain amount of sugar, coffee, or cotton,
I offer only a tenth of the pains I should have had to take in order
to produce them myself, and for the reason that in Brazil the
sun performs nine-tenths of the work, is it not true that I am
exchanging labor for labor? And do I not, in a positive sense,
receive, in addition to the Brazilian's labor, and into the bargain,
the help that the tropical climate has contributed? Can I not state
with complete accuracy that I, like all men, share in Nature's
bounty in producing these things on the same terms as an Indian
or a South American, that is, gratis?

England has an abundance of coal mines. This is, beyond
doubt, of great local advantage, particularly if we assume, as I
shall in order to simplify the illustration, that there is no coal on
the Continent. As long as no exchange takes place, the advantage
this gives to the English consists in the fact that they have more
fuel than other nations and have it for less pains, for less expendi-
ture of valuable time. As soon as exchange is introduced, taking
no account of competition, their exclusive possession of the mines
enables them to demand large sums in payment and thus to set a
high price on their pains. Not being able to go to these pains
ourselves, or to appeal elsewhere, we shall be obliged to submit.
English labor engaged in this type of work will be very highly
paid; in other words, coal will be expensive, and Nature's bounty
can be considered to be lavished on one nation, and not on all
mankind.

But this state of things cannot last; a great natural and social
law is opposed to it, viz., competition. Precisely because this type
of labor is highly paid in England, it wiU be in great demand
there, for men are always in quest of high wages. The number of
miners will increase, both through new recruits transferring from
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other industries and through the new generation of local miners'
sons entering their fathers' trade. They will offer their services for
less; they will be satisfied with a constantly decreasing rate, until
it reaches the normal amount generally paid for similar work in
the entire country. This means that the price of English coal will
go down in France; that a given amount of French labor will
obtain a greater and greater amount of English coal, or rather oE
English labor as it is represented in the coal; it means, in a word,
and this is what I wish to point out, that the gift that Nature
appeared to have conferred on England was in reality conferred
on all mankind. Coal from Newcastle is bestowed gratis on all
men. This is neither paradox nor exaggeration; the coal is
bestowed without cost, like water from a rushing stream, provided
only that men take the pains to get it or to compensate the pains
of those who get it for them. When we buy coal, it is not the coal
that we pay for, but the labor required to extract it and to trans-
port it. All that we do is to offer what we consider as an equal
amount of labor in wines or silks. So great has been Nature's
bounty toward France that the amount of labor we offer in return

is not more than we should have had to perform if the coal deposits
had been located in France. Competition has put both nations
on an equal footing as far as coal is concerned, except for the
slight and unavoidable differences due to distance and transporta-
tion costs.

I have offered two illustrations, and, in order to make the

phenomenon the more impressive by reason of its size, I have
chosen international operations on a very large scale. For that
reason I am afraid that I may have failed to make the reader

realize that the same phenomenon constantly takes place all about
us and in our most ordinary transactions. Let him, then, be good
enough to pick out the most humble objects, a glass, a nail, a slice
of bread, a piece of cloth, a book. I ask him to reflect a little on
these unpretentious articles. Let him ask himself what an incal-
culable amount of gratuitous utility would, were it not for com-
petition, have indeed remained free of charge for their producers,
but would never have become free of charge for humanity; that is,
would never have become common to all. He may well say to
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himself, as he buys his bread, that, thanks to competition, he pays

nothing for what is done by the sun, the rain, the frost, the laws of
vegetation, or even, despite all that is said, for what is done exclu.

sively by the soil. He pays nothing for the law of gravitation set to
work by the miller, nothing for the law of combustion set to work

by the baker, nothing for the strength of the horses set to work by
the deliveryman. Let him reflect that he pays only for services

rendered, pains taken by human agents; that, were it not for
competition, he would have had to pay an additional charge for

all that is done by these natural resources; that this charge would
have been limited only by the difficulty he would have experi-

enced in producing the bread with his own hands; that, conse-
quently, a whole lifetime of labor would not have been enough

to meet the price he would have been asked to pay. Let him real-

ize that there is not a single article he uses that might not give
rise to the same reflection, and that this holds true for every
person on the face of the earth; and then he will understand the

flaw in the socialist theories, which, viewing only the surface of

things, only society's outer shell, have so irresponsibly railed
against competition, that is to say, against human freedom. Then

he will understand that competition, which insures that the gifts
of Nature so inequitably distributed over the globe will retain

their double character of being free oE charge and common to
all, must be considered as the principle of a fair and natural

equalization; that it must be admired as the force that holds in
check selfish impulses, with which it combines so skillfully that

competition serves as both a restraint on greed and a spur to the
activity of selLinterest. It deserves to be blessed as the most strik-

ing manifestation of God's impartial concern for all His creatures.
From the preceding discussion it is possible to arrive at the

solution of one of the most controversial of questions: that of
free trade among nations. If it is true, as seems to me incontestable,

that the various nations of the world are led by competition to
exchange with one another nothing but their labor, their efforts,
which are gradually brought to a common level, and to include,

into the bargain, the natural advantages each one enjoys; how

blind and illogical, then, are those nations that by legislative
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action reject foreign goods on the grounds that they are cheap,
that they have little value in proportion to their total utility, that
is, for the very reason that they contain a high degree of gratuitous
utilityl

I have already said, and I repeat now, that a theory inspires me
with confidence when I see that it agrees with universal practice.
Now, it is certain that nations would carry on certain kinds of
exchange with one another if they were not Iorcibly forbidden to
do so. It takes the bayonet to prevent them; hence, it is wrong to
prevent them.

2. Another factor that puts certain men in an exceptionally
favorable position as regards remuneration is their exclusive
knowledge of the techniques for utilizing the ]orces ol Nature.
What we call an invention is a conquest over Nature won by
human genius. We must observe how these admirable and peace-
ful conquests, which originally are a source of wealth for those
who make them, soon become, under the influence of competition,
the gratuitous and common heritage of all mankind.

The forces of Nature do indeed belong to everyone. Gravitation,
for example, is common property; it surrounds us, permeates us,
rules over us. Nevertheless, if there were only one way to harness
it for a given practical result, and if some man knew this way, he
could set a very high price on his pains or refuse to take them at
all unless a considerable amount were given in return. His
demands in this respect would go as high as the point at which
they would impose on the consumers a greater sacrifice than the
old method would entail. He may have succeeded, for example,
in eliminating nine-tenths of the labor required for producing
article x. But at the present time x has a current market price
that has been established by the pains it takes to produce it in the
ordinary way. The inventor sells x at the market price; in other
words, he is paid ten times more for his pains than are his
competitors. This is the first phase of the invention.

Let us note, first of all, that this in no wise outrages justice. It
is just that the man who reveals a new and useful process to the
world should receive his reward: to each according to his ability.

Let us note further that up to this point mankind, the inventor
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excepted, has benefited only potentially, by anticipation so to
speak, since, in order to obtain article x, everyone but him is still
obliged to make the same sacrifices as before.

At this juncture, however, the invention enters its second phase,
the phase of imitation. Excessive compensations by their very
nature arouse covetousness. The new process spreads, the price of
x steadily drops, and the remuneration also declines, more and
more rapidly as the time interval between the invention and its
imitations lengthens, that is, as it becomes easier and easier, and
less and less risky, to copy the invention, and consequently less and
less worth while. Certainly there is nothing in all this that could
not be sanctioned by the most enlightened and impartial
legislation.

At last the invention reaches its third and final phase, the phase
of universal distribution, where it is common property, and free
of charge to all. Its full cycle has been run once competition has
brought the returns for the producers of article x into line with
the prevailing and normal rate for similar types of labor. Then
the nine-tenths of the pains that are eliminated by the hypotheti-
cal invention represent a conquest of Nature for the benefit of
all mankind. The utility of article x remains the same; but nine.
tenths of it have been supplied by gravitation, which was origi-
nally common to all in theory, and has now become common to all
in fact in this special application. This is proved by the fact that
all consumers on the face of the earth may now buy article x for
one-tenth of what it once cost them. The rest of the cost has been

eliminated by the new technique.
If the reader will stop to consider that every human invention

has run this cycle, that x is here the algebraic sign for wheat,
clothing, books, ships, for whose production an incalculable
quantity of pains, or value, has been eliminated by the plow, the
loom, the printing press, and the sail; that this observation applies
to the humblest tool as well as to the most complex machinery,
to the nail, the wedge, the lever, even as to the steam engine and
the telegraph; he will understand, I hope, how this problem is
solved within the human family, how a steadily greater and more
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equitably distributed amount of utility or cnioyment becomes the
return ]or a given amount ol human labor.

3. I have already shown how competition brings into the gra-
tuitous and common domain both the forces oI Nature and the
processes by which they are harnessed. It remains for me to show
that it performs the same function for the implements by means
of which these forces are put to work.

It is not enough that there should exist in Nature forces like
heat, light, gravitation, electricity; it is not enough that human
intelligence should be able to conceive of a way of utilizing them.
There is still need for implements to make these concepts of the
mind a reality and for provisions to support men while they are
occupied with this task.

Possession of capital is a third factor that, as respects remunera-
tion, is favorable to a man or a class of men. He who has at his

disposal the tool the worker needs, the raw materials on which the
labor is to be performed, and the means of subsistence during the
operation, is in a position to demand a remuneration; the prin-
ciple involved is certainly just, for capital merely represents pains
previously taken and not yet rewarded. The capitalist is in a good
position to lay down the law, true enough; yet let us note that,
even when he faces no competition, there is a limit beyond which
he may not press his claims. This limit is the point at which his
payment would eat up all the advantages that his service would
provide. Hence, there is no excuse for talking, as people often do,
about the tyranny ol capital, since never, even in the most
extreme cases, can its presence be more harmful to the worker's
lot than its absence. The capitalist, like the man from the tropics
who has at his disposal a certain degree of heat that Nature has
denied other men, like the inventor who possesses the secret of a
process unknown to his fellow men, can do no more than say:
"Do you desire the use of my labor? I set a given price on it. If you
find it too high, do as you have done heretofore: go without it."

But competition intervenes among the capitalists. Implements,
raw materials, and provisions can help to create utility only if they
are put to work; hence, there is rivalry among capitalists to find a
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use for their capital. Since the amount by which this rivalry
forces them to reduce their claims below the maximum limits that

I have just determined brings about a reduction in the price of
the product, this amount represents, therefore, a net profit, a
gratuitous gain for the consumer, that is, for mankindl

It is evident here that cost can never be completely eliminated;

since all capital represents some pains that have been taken, the

principle of remuneration is always implied.
Transactions involving capital are subject to the universal law

of all exchange, which is never carried out unless it is to the

mutual advantage of the two contracting parties. This advantage,

although it tends to be equal on both sides, may accidentally be
greater for one than for the other. The return on capital is sub-
ject to a limit beyond which no one will consent to borrow; this
limit is zero service for the borrower. Likewise, there is a limit
below which no one will consent to make a loan; this limit is
zero return for the lender. This is self-evident. If the demands of

either party are raised to the point of zero advantage for the other,
the loan becomes impossible. The return on capital fluctuates

between these two extremes, raised toward the upper limit by
competition among borrowers, brought back toward the lower

limit by competition among lenders; so that, through a necessity
that is in harmony with justice, it rises when capital is scarce and
falls when capital is abundant.

Many .economists believe that the number of borrowers

increases more rapidly than capital can be formed, and hence that
the natural trend of interest is upwards. The ]acts are conclusive

in favor of the contrary opinion, and we observe that the effect of
civilization everywhere is to lower the rate on the hire of capital.

This rate, it is said, was 30 or 40 per cent in Rome; it is still 20
per cent in Brazil, 10 per cent in Algiers, 8 per cent in Spain, 6

per cent in Italy, 5 per cent in Germany, 4 per cent in France,
3 per cent in England, and even less in Holland. Now, all this

amount by which, through progress, the interest on capital has
been reduced, though lost to the capitalist, is not lost to mankind.
If the rate of interest, starting at 40, falls to 2 per cent, it means

a drop of 38 out of 40 parts for this item in the cost of production
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of all commodities. They will reach the consumer freed from this

charge in the proportion of nineteen-twentieths; this force, then,
like the forces of Nature, like more efficient techniques, results in

abundance, equalization, and, ultimately, a general rise in the
standard of living for the human race.

I still have to say a few words about the competition that labor

creates for itself, a subject that has recently inspired so much
sentimental rhetoric. But is it really necessary? Has the subject

not been exhaustively treated, for the careful reader, by all that
has already been said? I have proved that, thanks to competition,

men cannot for long receive an abnormal return for the co-opera-
tion of the forces of Nature, for knowing special techniques, or for

possessing the instruments whereby these forces are put to work.
To do this is to prove that efforts tend to be exchanged on an equal

footing, or, in other words, that value tends to be proportional to
labor. This being so, I do not really understand what is meant by

competition among workers. I understand even less how it could
be harmful to their situation, since, in this respect workers are

also consumers; the laboring class includes everybody, and in fact
itself comprises the great community that in the last analysis reaps

the rewards of competition and the benefits accruing from the
steady elimination of value resulting from progress.

The course of development is as follows: Services are exchanged
for services, or value for value. When a man (or a group of men)

appropriates a natural resource or acquires a new technique, he
bases his charges, not on the pains he takes, but on those he spares

others. He raises his demands to the highest possible limit, without
ever being able thereby to injure the welfare of others. He assigns

the greatest possible value to his services. But gradually, through
the effect of competition, this value tends to correspond to the
pains he has taken; so that the full course has been run when his

pains are exchanged for equal pains, every one of which repre-

sents the means of transmitting a growing amount of gratuitous
utility, beneficial to the entire community. Such being the case,

it would be a glaring inconsistency to say that competition hurts
the workers.
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And yet this is constantly being said, and it is even widely
accepted. Why? Because this word "worker" is used to mean one
particular class, not the great community of all those who work.
This community is divided into two groups. On one side are
placed all those who have capital, who live entirely or in part on
previous labor or on intellectual labor or on the proceeds of taxa-
tion; on the other are placed those who have only their hands and
their wages, those who, to use the time-honored expression, form
the proletariat. The relations of these two classes with each other
are observed, and the question is asked whether, in view of the
nature of these relations, the competition carried on by the wage
earners among themselves is not harmful to their interests.

The situation of these men, it is said, is essentially precarious.
Since they receive their wages daily, they live from day to day.
During the bargaining that, in every free system, goes on before
terms are reached, they are unable to wait; they must, no matter
what, find work for the morrow or die. If this is not entirely true
of all of them, it is at least true of many of them, of enough of
them to depress the entire class; for the most hard-pressed, the
most wretchedly poor, are the ones who capitulate first, and they
set the general wage scale. In consequence, wages tend to be set
at the lowest rate compatible with bare subsistence; and in this
state of things the least bit of added competition among the
workers is a veritable calamity, since for them it is not a question
of a lower standard of living, but of not being able to live at all.

Certainly there is much truth, too much truth, in actual fact,
in this allegation. To deny the sufferings and the miserable condi-
tions prevailing among this class of men who perform the physical
labor of the work of production would be shutting our eyes to the
truth. The fact is that what we rightly term the social problem
is related to the deplorable state of a great number of our fellow
men, [or, although other classes of society are not immune to
many anxieties, many sufferings, economic reverses, crises, and
upheavals, it is, nevertheless, true that/reedom would be consid-
ered as the solution to the problem, if freedom did not appear
helpless in curing this running sore that we call pauperism.

And since it is with this question that the social problem is most
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concerned, the reader will understand that I cannot analyze it

here. Would to God that its solution might be the outcome of this
whole book of mine, but obviously it cannot come from a single

chapterl
I am now concerned with setting forth certain general laws

that I believe to be harmonious, and I am confident that the
reader also has become aware that these laws exist, that they tend

toward the common sharing of all things and consequently toward

equality. But I have not tried to deny that their action has been
greatly hindered by disturbing factors. If, then, at the present
moment we encounter any shocking fact of inequality, how can

we interpret it until we know both the normal laws of the social

order and the disturbing factors?
On the other hand, I have not sought to deny the existence of

evil or its mission. I have felt entitled to state that, since man has

been given [tee will, the term "harmony" need not be confined
to a total system from which evil would be excluded; for free will

implies error, at least as a possibility, and error is evil. Social
harmony, like everything else that involves man, is relative; evil

constitutes a necessary part of the machinery designed to conquer
error, ignorance, and injustice, by bringing into play two great

laws of our nature; responsibility and solidarity.

Since pauperism is an existing fact, must its existence be im-
puted to the natural laws that govern the social order or rather to
human institutions that perhaps work contrary to these laws or,

finally, to the victims themselves, who by their own errors and
mistakes must have called clown upon their heads so severe a

punishment?

In other words: Does pauperism exist by divine plan or, on the
contrary, because of some artificial element still remaining in our

political order or as individual retribution? Fate, injustice, indi-
vidual responsibility? To which of these three causes must this

frightful sore be attributed?
I do not hesitate to say that it cannot be the result of the natural

laws that have been the object of our study throughout this book,

since these laws all tend toward equality under improved condi-
tions, that is, toward bringing all men closer together in their



304 Economic Harmonies

enjoyment of a constantly rising standard of living. Hence, this
is not the place to delve into the problem of poverty.

For the moment, if we wish to consider separately that class
of workers who carry out the more physical part of the work of

production, and who, without sharing, generally speaking, in its

profits, live on fixed earnings that we call "wages," the question
that we must ask is this: Without taking into account either
the goodness or the badness of our economic institutions or the

woes that the members of the proletariat may have brought upon

themselves, what is, as far as they are concerned, the effect of
competition?

For this class of people, as for all others, the effect of competi-
tion is twofold. They are aware of it both as buyers and as sellers

of services. The error of all those who write on this subject is

that they never see more than one side of the question, like
physicists who, if they understood only the law of centrifugal force,
would believe and constantly predict that all is lost. Provide them

with incorrect data, and you will see with what flawless logic
they will lead you to their conclusions of doom. The same may
be said of the lamentations that the socialists base on their ex-

clusive preoccupation with the phenomenon of centrifugal compe-
tition, if I may use such an expression. They forget that there
is also centripetal competition, and that is enough to reduce

their theories to childish rantings. They forget that the worker,
when he goes to market with the wages he has earned, is the
center toward which countless industries are directed, and that

he then profits from the universal competition of which the

industries all complain in their turn.
It is true that the members of the proletariat, when they con-

sider themselves as producers, as suppliers of labor or services,

also complain of competition. Let us admit, then, that competi-
tion is to their advantage on the one hand, and to their disad-
vantage on the other; the question is to determine whether the
balance is favorable or unfavorable, or whether there are com-

pensating factors.

Unless I have expressed myself very badly, the reader now
realizes that in this wonderful mechanism the interplay of various
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aspects of competition, apparently so antagonistic, brings about,
as its singular and reassuring result, a balance that is favorable
to all simultaneously, because of the gratuitous utility that steadily
enlarges the circle of production and constantly falls within the
communal domain. Now, what becomes free of charge and
common to all is advantageous to all and harmful to none; we
can even add, and with mathematical certainty, that it is advan-
tageous to everyone in direct proportion to his previous state of
poverty. This part of gratuitous utility, which competition has
forced to become common to all, makes value tend to correspond
to labor, to the obvious benefit of the worker. This, too, provides
the basis for the solution of the social problem that I have tried
to keep constantly before the reader, and which only the veil of
misconceptions born of habit can prevent him from seeing,
namely, that for a given amount of labor each one receives a sum
of satisfactions whose tendency is to increase and to be distributed
equally.

Furthermore, the condition of the worker is the result, not of
one economic law, but of all of them. To understand his condi-
tion, to discover what is in store for him, what his future holds,

is the one and only function of political economy; for, from its
point of view, what else can there be in the world except workers?
I am wrong, for there are also plunderers. What gives services
their just value? Freedom. What deprives them of their just
value? Oppression. Such is the cycle that we have still to traverse.

As for the fate of the working class, which carries out the more
immediate work of production, we can evaluate it only when we
are in a position to know how the law of competition combines
with those of wages and of population and also the disrupting
effects of unjust taxation and monopoly.

I shall add only a few more words on competition. It is quite
clear that a decrease in the sum total of satisfactions distributed

among men is a result that would be foreign to the nature of
competition. Does it tend to make this distribution unequal?
Nothing on earth is clearer than that competition, after attaching,
so to speak, a greater proportion of utility to every service, to
every value, works unceasingly to level the services themselves,
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to make them proportional to efforts. Is competition not the spur
that turns men toward productive and away from unproductive
careers? Its natural action is, therefore, to assure greater equality
and at the same time a higher and higher social level.

Let us, however, understand what we mean by equality. It does
not imply identical rewards for all men, but rewards in keeping
with the quantity and quality of their efforts.

A host of circumstances contributes to making the remunera-
tion of labor unequal (I am speaking now of free labor subject to
the laws of competitiori). On close examination we discover that
this alleged inequality, nearly always just and necessary, is in
reality nothing else than actual equality.

All other things being equal, more profit can be had from
dangerous labor than from labor that is not; from trades that
require a long apprenticeship and outlays that remain unproduc-
tive for a long time, implying on the part of the family the long-
sustained exercise of certain virtues, than from those in which

physical strength alone is necessary; from the professions that
demand trained minds and refined tastes, than from trades where

nothing is needed beyond one's two hands. Is all this not just?
Now, competition necessarily establishes these distinctions; society
does not need Fourier or M. Louis Blanc to decide the matter.

Among these various factors the one most generally decisive is
inequality of training; and here, as everywhere else, we see
competition exerting its twofold influence, leveling classes and
raising the general standard of society.

If we think of society as being composed of two strata placed
one above the other, with intelligence predominant in the one,
and brute force predominant in the other, and if we study the
natural relations of these two strata with each other, we shall

readily notice that the first one possesses a power of attraction,
while in the second there is a force of aspiration, and these two
work together to form the two strata into one. The very inequality
of rewards inspires the lower stratum with a burning desire to
reach the higher regions of well-being and leisure, and this
desire is encouraged by gleams from the light that illuminates the
upper classes. Teaching methods are improved; books cost less;
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instruction is acquired more rapidly and cheaply; learning, which
had been monopolized by a single class or even caste, veiled in a
dead language or in hieroglyphics, is written and printed in the
vernacular, permeates the atmosphere, so to speak, and is breathed
in like the air.

Nor is this all. Even while more universal and more equal

education is working to bring the two social strata together, very
important economic factors that are connected with the great law
of competition accelerate their fusion. Progress in the knowledge
of the laws of mechanics constantly decreases the proportion of
brute labor in any operation. The division of labor, by simpli-
fying and isolating each one of the operations that contribute to
turning out the finished product, places within the reach of all
new industries that previously were open only to a few. Moreover,
a complex of various types of labor that originally required highly
diversified skills becomes, with the mere passing of time, simple
routine and is performed by the least skillful, as has happened
in agriculture. Agricultural techniques, which, in antiquity,
earned for their discoverers honors approaching deification, are
today so completely the heritage and almost the monopoly of the
most brutish sort of men, that this most important branch of
human industry has become almost taboo, so to speak, for the
well-bred. It is possible to draw false conclusions from all this and
to say: "We do indeed observe that competition lowers remunera-
tions in all countries, in all trades and professions, in all ranks
of society, that it levels them downwards; but this means that the
wages for unskilled labor, for mere physical exertion, will become
the norm, the standard for all remuneration."

The reader has misunderstood me if he does not perceive that
corn.petition, which tends to bring all excessive remunerations into
line with a more or less uniform average, necessarily raises this
average. This is galling, I admit, to men in their capacity as
producers; but it results in improving the general lot of the
human race in the only respects in which improvement may
reasonably be expected: in well-being, in financial security, in
increased leisure, in moral and intellectual development, and, in
a word, in respect to all that relates to consumption.
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Will the objection be made that mankind has not made the
progress that this theory would seem to imply?

I shall reply, in the first place, that competition in modern
society is far from playing its natural role. Our laws inhibit it at
least as much as they encourage it; and to answer the question
whether inequality is due to the presence or the absence of compe-
tition, we need only observe who the men are who occupy the
limelight and dazzle us with their scandalous fortunes, to assure
ourselves that inequality, in so far as it is artificial and unjust, is
based on conquest, monopolies, restrictions, privileged positions,
high government posts and influence, administrative deals, loans
from the public funds---with all of which competition has no
connection.

Secondly, I believe that we fail to appreciate the very real
progress that has been made since the very recent times from which
we must date the partial emancipation of labor. It has been said
with much truth that it takes a great deal of scientific insight to
observe the facts that are constantly before our eyes. The present
level of consumption enjoyed by an honest and industrious work-
ing-class family does not surprise us because habit has familiarized
us with this strange situation. If, however, we were to compare
the standard of living that this family has attained with the one
that would be its lot in a hypothetical social order from which
competition had been excluded; if statisticians could measure
with precision instruments, as with a dynamometer, its labor in
relation to its satisfactions at two different periods; we should
realize that freedom, despite all still-existing restrictions on it, has
wrought a miracle so enduring that for that very reason we fail to
be aware of it. The total proportion of human effort that has been
eliminated in achieving any given result is truly incalculable.
There was a time when the day's work of an artisan would not
have bought him the crudest sort of almanac. Today for five cen-
times, or the fiftieth part of his daily wage, he can buy a paper
containing enough printed matter for a volume. I could say the
same thing for clothing, transportation, shipping, illumination,
and a host of satisfactions. To what are these results due? To the

fact that a tremendous proportion of human labor, which must
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be paid for, has been replaced by the gratuitous forces of Nature.
This represents value that has been eliminated, that no longer
requires payment. It has been replaced, through the action of
competition, by gratuitous and common utility; and, let us note,
when, through progress, the cost of a given commodity happens to
drop, the labor required to pay for it that is saved the poor man
is always proportionately greater than that saved the wealthy man,
as can be demonstrated mathematically.

Finally, this constantly growing flood of utility, poured forth by
labor and pumped through all the veins of the social body by
competition, is not to be measured entirely in terms of present
material comforts. Much of it is absorbed into the rising tide of
ever increasing new generations; it is diffused over an increased
population, in accordance with the laws, closely related to our
present subject, which will be set forth in another chapter.

Let us pause a moment to look back over the road we have just
traveled.

Man has wants that know no limits; he experiences desires that
are insatiable. To satisfy them he has raw materials and forces
that are supplied him by Nature, faculties, implements--all the
things that his labor can put into operation. Labor is the resource
most widely distributed among all men. Every man seeks instinc-
tively, inevitably, to bring to his aid all the forces of Nature, all
the natural or acquired talent, all the capital that he can, in order
that all this co-operation may bring him more utility or, what
amounts to the same thing, more satisfactions. Thus, the more and
more active participation of natural resources, the constant devel-
opment of his intellectual faculties, the progressive increase of
capital, all give rise to this phenomenon, surprising, at first sight:
that a given amount of labor furnishes a constantly growing sum of
utility, and that everyone may, without taking away from anyone
else, enjoy a number of consumers' satisfactions far out of propor-
tion to the ability of his own efforts to produce them.

But this phenomenon, the result of the divine harmony that
Providence has implanted in the social structure, would have
turned against society itself, by introducing the seeds of constantly
increasing inequality, if it were not combined with another and
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no less admirable harmony, competition, which is one of the

branches of the great law of human solidarity.
In fact, if it were possible for the individual, family, class, or

nation that finds certain natural advantages within reach or makes

an important discovery in industry or acquires through thrift
instruments of production, to be permanently exempt from the

law of competition, it is obvious that this individual, family, or
nation would retain the monopoly of its exceptional remunera-
tion for all time to come, at the expense of mankind. Where

would we be if the inhabitants of the tropics, free from all compe-
tition among themselves, were able, in exchange for their sugar,

coffee, cotton, and spices, to demand from us, not amounts of

labor equal to theirs, but pains equal to those we ourselves
would have to take in order to raise these commodities in our

rugged climate? By what an immeasurable distance would the
various social strata of mankind be separated if only the race of

Gadmus t could read; if no one could handle a plow unless he
could prove that he was a direct descendant of Triptolemus; t if

only Gutenberg's descendants could print, Arkwright's sons could
operate a loom, Watt's progeny could set the funnel of a locomo-
tive to smoking? But Providence has not willed that these things

should be, for it has placed within the social machinery a spring as
amazingly powerful as it is simple. Thanks to its action every

productive force, every improved technique, every advantage, in a

word, other than one's own labor, slips through the hands of its
producer, remaining there only long enough to excite his zeal

with a brief taste of exceptional returns, and then moves on ulti-
mately to swell the gratuitous and common heritage of all man-

kind. All these discoveries and advantages are diffused into larger
and larger portions of individual satisfactions, which are more and
more equally distributed. Such is the action of competition. We

have already noted its economic effects; it remains for us to glance

• [Legendaryfounderof Thebes, supposedto havebrought the Phoenicianalphabet
to Greece. He is best known to mythology,of course, as the famous aower of the
dragon'steeth.--Tw.aNst_ToIt.]

[Legendaryking of Eleusis, supposed to have invented the plow and to have
taught agriculture to Attica.--T_.Ass_a.]
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at a few of its political and moral consequences. I shall confine my-
self to pointing out the most important.

Some superficial commentators have accused competition of
creating antagonisms among men. This is true and inevitable as
long as men are considered solely as producers; but consider them
as consumers, and you will see that competition binds individuals,
families, classes, nations, and races together in the bonds of
universal brotherhood.

Since the riches that originally appear to be the exclusive
possession of a few become, through the admirable decree of
divine bounty, the common patrimony of all; since the natural
advantages resulting from location, fertility, temperature, mineral
deposits, and even industrial aptitude, merely slip through the
hands of their producers because of the competition they engage
in with one another, and turn exclusively to the profit of the con-
sumer; it follows that there is no country that does not have a
selfish interest in the advancement of every other country. Every
step of progress that is made in the Orient represents potential
wealth for the Occident. Fuel discovered in the south of France
means warmer homes for the men of the north. Let Great Britain

make all the progress she can with her spinning mills. Her capital-
ists will not be the ones to reap the benefit, for the interest on
money will not rise; nor will it be her workers, for their wages will
remain the same; but, in the long run, the Russian, the French-
man, the Spaniard, all mankind, in a word, will obtain equal
satisfactions for less pains, or, what amounts to the same thing,
greater satisfactions for equal pains.

I have spoken only of the benefits; I could have said as much
for the ills that afflict certain peoples or certain regions. The
peculiar action of competition is to make general what was once
particular. It acts on exactly the same principle as insurance. If a
scourge of Nature ravages the farmers' lands, the consumers of
bread are the ones who suffer. If an unjust tax is levied on the
vineyards of France, it is translated into high wine prices for all
the wine-drinkers on earth. Thus, both advantages and disadvan-
tages of any degree of permanence merely slip through the hands
of individuals, classes, and peoples; their ultimate destiny, as or-
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dained by Providence, is to affect all humanity and to raise or
lower its standard of living. Hence, to envy any people whatsoever
the fertility of its soil or the beauty of its ports and its rivers or the
warmth of its sun is to fail to understand the benefis that we are
invited to share. It is to disdain the abundance that is offered us;

it is to deplore the toil that we are spared. Hence, national jeal-
ousies are not only perverse sentiments; they are absurd. To harm
others is to harm ourselves; to spread obstacles, tariffs, coalitions,
or wars along the path of others is to obstruct our own progress.
Consequently, evil passions have their punishment even as noble
sentiments have their reward. With all the moral authority that it
commands, the principle of complete justice for all speaks to our
self-interest, enlightens public opinion, proclaims and must
eventually make prevail among men this eternally true proposi-
tion: The useful is one of the aspects of justice; liberty is the
most beautiful of social harmonies; equity is the best policy.

Christianity gave to the world the great principle of the
brotherhood of man. It speaks to our hearts, to our sentiments, to
our noblest instincts. Political economy proclaims the same prin-
ciple in the name of cold reason, and, by showing the interrelation
of cause and effect, reconciles, in reassuring accord, the calcula-
tions of the most wary self-interest with the inspiration of the
most sublime morality.

A second conclusion to be derived from this doctrine is that

society is a true common association. Messrs. Owen and Cabet
may save themselves the trouble of seeking the solution to the
great communist problem; it has already been found. It is derived,
not from their despotic contrivances, but from the organization
that God has given to man and to society. The forces of Nature,
efficient techniques, tools of production--everything is available
in common tO all men or tends to become so, everything, I say,
except the individual's pains, labor, and effort. There is, there
can be, among men, only one inequality, which even the most
uncompromising communists admit: the inequality that comes
from that of men's efforts.

Efforts alone are exchanged for other efforts according to terms
discussed and agreed upon. All the utility imparted to commodi-
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ties by Nature, by the genius of past centuries, and by human
foresight are obtained gratis, into the bargain. The reciprocal
remunerations established are related only to respective efforts,
whether performed in the present under the name of labor or
prepared in the past under the name of capital. The system is
therefore a commonwealth in the most literal and rigorously accu-
rate sense of the word, unless one wishes to assert that each per-
son's share in the satisfactions should be equal, although his
participation in the labor is not, a situation that certainly would
produce the most unjust and monstrous of inequalities--and the
most disastrous, for it would not destroy competition, but would
merely reverse its direction: men would still compete, but they
would compete to excel in idleness, stupidity, and improvidence.

Finally, this doctrine that we have just elaborated, so simple,
and yet, as we believe, so true, lifts the great principle of human
per[ectibility out of the realm of mere oratory and establishes it
as a demonstrable fact. From this inner drive, which never rests

within man's heart and always prompts him to improve his lot, is
born progress in the arts, which is nothing more nor less than the
co-operation of forces that are by their very nature incompatible
with any remuneration. From competition comes the process that
transfers into the communal realm advantages originally held by
certain individuals only. The amount of effort once required
for a given result grows constantly less, to the benefit of the entire
human race, which thus finds that its circle of satisfactions and

leisure grows larger from generation to generation, and that its
physical, intellectual, and moral level rises. By virtue of this
arrangement, so deserving of our study and everlasting admira-
tion, we clearly discern mankind moving upward from the state
to which it had fallen.

Let no one misconstrue my words. I do not say that brother.
hood, community, and perfectibility are contained in their en-
tirety in the idea of competition. I do say that it is allied
and combined with these three great social dogmas, that it is
part of them, that it reveals them, and that it is one of the most
powerful agents for effecting their realization.

I have set myself the task of describing the general and, conse-
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quendy, beneficial effects of competition, for it would be sacrilege

to assume that any great law of Nature could be permanently
harmful in its effect, but I am far from denying that its action may

be accompanied by much hardship and suffering. It even seems

to me that the theory that I have just advanced explains both this
suffering and the inevitable complaints to which it gives rise. Since
the function of competition is to level, it must necessarily work

against anyone who raises his proud head above the level. We

understand how every producer, in order to set the highest price
on his labor, tries to hold on for as long as possible to the exclu-

sive use of a resource, a technique, or a tool of production.
Now, since competition quite properly has as its miSsion and

result the taking away from the individual of this exclusive enjoy-
ment and making it common property, it is inevitable that all

men, in so far as they are producers, should join in a chorus of
imprecations against competition. They can become reconciled to
it only when they take into account their interests as consumers,

when they look upon themselves, not as members of a special
group or corporation, but as men.

Political economy, it must be admitted, has not yet done

enough to dispel this disastrous fallacy, which has been the source
of so many hatreds, calamities, resentments, and wars. Instead, it

has expended its efforts, with little scientific justification, in
analyzing the phenomena of production. Even its terminology,

convenient as it is, is not in keeping with its object of study.
"Agriculture," "manufacture," "commerce," make excellent classi-

fications, perhaps, when the intention is to describe the techniques
followed in these arts; but this description, though ideally suited

for technology, hardly contributes to an understanding of social
economy. I may add that it is positively dangerous. When we
have classified men as farmers, manufacturers, and businessmen,

what can we talk to them about except their special class interests,

which are made antagonistic by competition and are in conflict
with the general welfare? Agriculture does not exist for the sake

of the farmers, manufacturing for the manufacturers, or trade for
the businessmen, but in order that all men may have at their dis-

posal the greatest possible number of commodities of all descrip-
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tions. The laws of consumption, what is good for it and makes it
equitable and moral--these are the really important matters from
the social and humanitarian point of view; these are the real
objects of the science of political economy; these are the questions
on which the clear light of its understanding needs to be focused,
for therein lies the bond between classes, nations, and races, the

principle and the explanation of the brotherhood of man. It is,
therefore, with regret that we see economists expending their
great talents and lavishing their wisdom on the problem of pro-
duction, while they reserve a little space at the end of their books,
in the supplementary chapters, for a few brief commonplaces on
the phenomena of consumption. Recently a justly celebrated
professor was known to have entirely suppressed this aspect of
our science, to have concerned himself with the means to the
exclusion of the ends, and to have banished from his course all
reference to the consumption o[ wealth, on the ground, he said,
that this was a subject that belonged to ethics and not to political
economyl Can we be surprised that the general public is more
concerned with the disadvantages of competition than with its
advantages, since the former affect the public from the particular
point of view of production, which is always being talked about,
and the latter only from the general point of view of consump-
tion, which is never mentioned?

As for the rest--I repeat--I do not deny, I recognize and
deplore as much as others, the suffering that competition has
inflicted on men; but is this a reason for shutting our eyes to the
good that it accomplishes? It is all the more reassuring to perceive
this good because I believe that competition, like the other great
laws of Nature, can never be eliminated. If it could be destroyed,
it undoubtedly would have succumbed in the face of the universal

opposition of all men who ever competed in the production of
any commodity since the beginning of the world, and particularly
under the impact of the ma_s uprising of all the modern reform-
ers. But if they have been mad enough to try to destroy it, they
have not been strong enough to do so.

And what element of progress is there in the world whose
beneficial action has not been marred, particularly at the begin-
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ning, by much suffering and hardship? Our great urban masses
of human beings stimulate bold flights of thought, but they often
deprive individuals in their private life of the corrective of public
opinion and serve to shelter debauchery and crime. Wealth com-
bined with leisure favors the cultivation of the mind, but it also

nurtures ostentation and snobbishness among the great and
resentment and envy among the lowly. Printing brings enlighten-
ment and truth to all strata of society, but it also brings nagging
doubt and subversive error. Political liberty has let loose enough
tempests and revolutions upon the earth and has sufficiently
modified the simple and naive customs of primitive peoples to
make serious thinkers wonder whether they would not prefer

tranquillity under the shadow of despotism. Christianity itself has
sown the great seed of love and charity upon ground soaked in
the blood of the martyrs.

Why has it entered into the plans of infinite Goodness and
Justice that the happiness of one region or one age should be
purchased by the sufferings of another age or another region?
What is the divine purpose hidden under this great and irrefu-
table law of solidarity, of which competition is merely one of the
mysterious aspects? Human wisdom does not know the answer, but
human wisdom does know that good is constantly spreading and
evil diminishing. Beginning with the social order as it had been
made by conquest, where there were only masters and slaves, and
where the inequality within society was extreme, the work of
competition in bringing ever closer together men of different
rank, fortune, and intelligence could not be accomplished without
inflicting individual hardships that, as the work has progressed,
have continually become less, like the vibrations of a sound or the
oscillations of a pendulum. Against the sufferings still in store for
it, humanity is daily learning how to oppose two powerful
remedies, foresight, born of experience and enlightenment, and
social co-operation, which is organized foresight.
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In the first part of this work--alas, all too hastily written!--
I have tried to fix the reader's attention on the line of demarca-

tion, always shifting, but always distinct, that separates the two
regions of the economic world: Nature's collaboration and man's
labor, the liberality of God and the handiwork of man, what is
gratuitous and what is onerous, what is paid for in exchange
and what is donated without charge, total utility and the partial
and supplementary utility that constitutes value, absolute wealth
and relative wealth, the contribution of chemical or mechanical

forces brought to the aid of production by the instruments that
render them serviceable and the just returns due the labor that
has created these instruments, common wealth and private
property.

It was not enough to point out these two orders of phenomena,
so fundamentally different in nature; it was also necessary to
describe their relations, and, if I may so express it, their harmoni-
ous evolution. I have tried to explain how it was the function of
private property to seize hold of utility for the human race, to
transfer it to the communal domain, and then to fly away to new
conquests, so that each given effort (and, consequently, the sum
total of all efforts) constantly renders available to mankind an
increasing number of satisfactions. Progress consists in the fact that
human services, when exchanged, while keeping their relative
value, act as a vehicle to convey a larger and larger proportion of
utility which is free of charge, and therefore common to all.
Thus, the possessors of value, of any kind whatsoever, far from
usurping and monopolizing God's gifts, actually multiply them,
but do not on that account make them any the less gratuitous
to all--which was the intent of Providence.

In proportion as satisfactions (for which progress makes Nature
317
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foot the bill) fall, by reason of that very fact, within the com-
munal domain, they become equal, since inequality can be con-
ceived only in the realm of men's services, which are compared,
appraised, and evaluated for exchange. Hence, it follows that
equality is necessarily progressive. It is also progressive in another
respect, for the inevitable result of competition is to equalize
services themselves and to make their rewards correspond more
and more closely with their true worth.

Let us now glance over the ground remaining for us to cover.
In the light of the theory that we have set forth in this volume,

we still have to examine more closely the following subjects:
Man's relations, both as producer and as consumer, with eco-

nomic phenomena.
The law of rent on landed property.
The law of wages.
The law of credit.

The law of taxation, which, introducing us to what is, strictly
speaking, the subject of government, will lead us to the compari-
son of private and voluntary services with public and compulsory
services.

The law of population.
We shall then be in a position to solve a number of practical

problems that are still subjects of controversy: free trade, automa-
tion, luxury, leisure, association, organization of labor, etc.

Anticipating our findings in this study, I do not hesitate to
my that they may be expressed in the following terms: A steady
approach by all men toward a continually rising standard of living
--in other words: improvement and equalization---in a single
word: HARMONY.

Such is the final result of the providential plan, of the great
laws of Nature, when they act without impediment, when we
consider them in themselves, apart from the disturbance to which
their action has been subjected by error and violence. At the
sight of this harmony the economist may well cry out, as does the
astronomer on beholding the movement of the planets, or the
physiologist when he contemplates the structure of our human
organs: Digitus Dei est hic! "
• ["The hand (literally, the finger) of Cod is here."---T_LN_L_xoit.]
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But man is a free agent, and consequently fallible. He is sub-
ject to ignorance and passion. His will, which can err, enters as
an element into the workings of economic laws; he can misunder-
stand them, he can nullify them, he can divert them from their
purpose. Just as the physiologist, after admiring the infinite wis-
dom that has gone into the creation and arrangement of each one
of our organs and vital parts, also studies them in their abnormal
state, when they are sickly and diseased; so we too shall have to
enter a new world, the world of social disturbances.

We shall introduce this new study with a few observations on
man himself. It would be impossible for us to evaluate the ills of
society, their origin, their effects, their function, the ever narrow.
ing limits within which their own action compresses them (a
phenomenon that constitutes what I would almost dare to call a
harmonious discord), if we did not examine the necessary conse-
quences of free will, the aberrations due to self-interest, which
always entail retribution, and the great laws of human responsi-
bility and solidarity.

We have seen that all the social harmonies are contained in

germ in these two principles: PROPERTYand LIBERTY.We shall see
that all the social discords are merely the extension of these two
contrary principles: PLUNDERand OPPRESSION.

And, indeed, the words "property" and "liberty" merely express
two aspects of the same fundamental notion. From the economic
point of view, liberty is connected with the act of production,
property with the thing produced. And, since value has its origin
in human activity, we can say that liberty implies and includes
property. The same holds true of oppresson as related to plunder.

Liberty1 Therein, in the last analysis, lies the source of har-
mony. Oppressionl Therein lies the source of discord. The
struggle between these two forces fills the annals of history.

And since oppression has as its aim the unjust seizure o[
property, since it is transformed into and merges its identity
with plunder, it is plunder that I shall show in action.

Man comes into this world bound to the yoke of want, which
is pain.

He can escape only by subjecting himself to the yoke of toil,
which is also pain.
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He has, then, only a choice between two kinds of pain, and he
hates pain.

For this reason he looks about him, and if he sees that his fellow

man has accumulated wealth, he conceives the idea of making it
his own. Hence, property unjustly acquired, or plunderl

Plunderl Here is a new element in the economy of society.
From the day when plunder first appeared on earth, until that

day, if it ever comes, when plunder will have completely disap-
peared, this element has had and will have a profound effect
on the .entire social mechanism; it will disturb, to the point of
making them unrecognizable, the operation of the harmonious
laws that we have worked to discover and describe.

Our task, then, will not be done until we have given a complete
account of plunder.

Perhaps it will be thought that it is only an accidental, abnor-
mal phenomenon, a sore that will soon heal, unworthy of scientific
investigation.

But let us beware. Plunder occupies, in the traditions of fami-
lies, in the history of nations, in the occupations of individuals,
in the physical and intellectual energies of all classes, in the ar-
rangements of society, in the precautions of governments, almost
as important a place as property itself.

No, plunder is not a passing scourge, accidentally affecting the
social mechanism, and the science of economics may not exclude
it from consideration.

In the beginning this sentence was pronounced on man: In the
sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread. Hence, it appears that
effort and satisfaction are indissolubly joined, and that the one can
never exist unless paid for by the other. Yet everywhere we see
man revolting against this law, and saying to his brother: Yours
be the toil; mine, the fruit of that toil.

Enter the hut of the savage hunter or the tent of the nomadic
shepherd. What sight meets your eyes? The wife, thin, disfigured,
terrified, faded before her time, bears all the burden of the
household chores, while the husband lolls in idleness. What idea

can we form here of family harmony? It has disappeared, because
force has laid upon the defenceless the burden of toil. And how
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many centuries of civilization will it take before woman will be
raised from this frightful degradation?

Plunder, in its most brutal form, brandishing torch and sword,
fills the annals of history. What are the names that make up his-
tory? Cyrus, Sesostris,* Alexander, Scipio, Caesar, Attila, Tamer-
lane, Mohammed, Pizarro, William the Conqueror--outright
plunder by means of conquest. To it go the laurel wreaths, the
monuments, the statues, the triumphal arches, the songs of the
poets, the heady admiration of womenl

Soon the conqueror thinks of a better way of dealing with the
conquered than to kill them, and slavery covers the earth. Almost
down to our own day, all over the world, it was the accepted way
of life, leaving in its wake hatred, resistance, civil strife, and revo-
lution. And what is slavery except organized oppression with
plunder as its object?

If plunder arms the strong against the weak, it no less lets loose
the intelligent upon the credulous. What industrious peoples are
there on earth who have escaped exploitation at the hand of sacer-
dotal theocracies, Egyptian priests, Greek oracles, Roman augurs,
Gallic druids, brahmins, muftis, ulemas, t bonzes, monks, minis-
ters, mountebanks, sorcerers, soothsayers, plunderers of all garbs
and denominations? It is the genius of plunderers of this ilk to
place their fulcrum in heaven and to glory in a sacrilegious com-
plicity with Godl They put in chains, not men's bodies alone,
but their minds as well. They put the brand of servitude as much
upon the conscience of a Seid _ as upon the brow of a Spartacus,
thus achieving what would seem to be impossible: the enslave-
ment of the mind.

Enslavement of the mindl What a frightful association of
wordsl O libertyl We have seen thee hunted from country to
country, crushed by conquest, nigh unto death in servitude,

* [Mythical king of Egypt, often confused with Rameses and other pharaohs of his
dynasty .--TRANSLATOR.]

[A body composed of the hierarchy of the Moslems. TRANSLATOR. l

[The slave of Mohammed, the first person to accept Mohammed's declaration
that he was the special Prophet of Allah. Voltaire uses Seid (Gallicized to Sdi'de)
as the symbol of blind fanatical devotion in his tragedy, Mahomet, ou le
fa_atisme_--T_st.nxoa.]
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jeered at in the courts of the mighty, driven from the schools,
mocked in the drawing room, misinterpreted in the studio,
anathematized in the temple. It would seem that in thought thou
shouldst find an inviolable refiage. But if thou shouldst surrender
in this last haven, what becomes of the hope of the ages and of the
dignity of man?

Yet in the long run (so man's forward-looking nature wills it)
plunder generates, in the very places where it holds sway, opposi-
tion that paralyzes its power, and knowledge that unmasks its
impostures. It does not yield on that account, however; it merely
becomes more cunning, and wrapping itself in forms of govern-
ment and alignments, playing one hction against another, turns
to political scheming, so long a fertile source of illicit power.
Then we see plunder usurping the citizens' liberty in order the
more readily to exploit their wealth, and draining off their sub-
stance the better to conquer their liberty. Private enterprise
becomes public enterprise. Everything is done by government
functionaries; a stupid and vexatious bureaucracy swarms over the
land. The public treasury becomes a vast reservoir into which
those who work pour their earnings, so that the henchmen of the
government may tap them as they will. Transactions are no longer
regulated by free bargaining, and nothing can establish or pre-
serve the principle of service for service.

In this state of things the true notion of property is effaced,
and every man appeals to the law to give his services an artificial
and arbitrary value.

Thus, we enter the era of privilege. Plunder, becoming more
and more subtle, establishes itself in monopolies and hides behind
restrictions; it diverts the natural course of exchange and forces
capital, and after it, labor and the whole population, into
artificial channels. It produces laboriously in the north what could
be produced easily in the south; it creates precarious industries
and livelihoods; it substitutes for the gratuitous forces of Nature
the onerous drudgery of human labor; it supports business con-
cerns that cannot survive against competition, and then invokes
the use of force against their competitors; it arouses international
jealousies, encourages nationalistic sentiments, and invents in-
genious theories that make allies of its own dupes; it always has
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impending industrial panics and bankruptcies; it undermines in
the minds of the citizens all confidence in the future, all faith in

liberty, and even their sense of justice. And then, when science
exposes these misdeeds, Plunder stirs up even its victims against
science, with the battle cry: Onward to utopias Indeed, it repudi-
ates not only the science that stands in its way, but even the idea
that science can be applied to these areas, declaring with crowning
cynicism: There are no absolute principlesl

Nevertheless, spurred on by their suffering, the working-class
masses revolt and topple over everything above them. Govern-
ment, taxation, legislation, everything is at their mercy, and you
believe perhaps that Plunder's reign is at an end; you believe that
the principle of service for service will be established on the only
foundation possible or imaginable, that of liberty. Undeceive
yourself. Alasl This pernicious idea has infiltrated the masses:
property has no origin, sanction, legitimacy, or justification other
than the law, and thereupon the masses institute legislation to
plunder one another. Suffering from the wounds inflicted upon
them, they undertake to heal everyone of their number by giving
to each the right to oppress his neighbor. This is called solidarity,
brotherhood: "You have produced; I have not; we are comrades;
let us share." "You own something; I own nothing; we are
brothers; let us share."

We must therefore examine the abuses perpetrated in recent
years in the name of "association," "organization of labor," "inter-
est-free credit," etc. We shall have to subject them to this acid test:
Are they in harmony with the principle of liberty or of oppression?
In other words: Are they in conformity with the great economic
laws, or do they constitute a disturbance of their operation? *

Plunder is too universal, too persistent, to be considered a
purely accidental phenomenon. In this case, as in so many others,
it is impossible to separate the study of natural laws from the
study of the things that disturb their operation.

" [Basfiathererefersto the ill-fatedprojectslikethe nationalworkshops,interest-
freecredit,and theunemploymentcompensationlawsset up by thesocialistsafter
the1848Revolution.Designedto aidtheindustrialworkers,their costsweremetby
increasedtaxation,whichfell heavilyupon the rest of the nation,particularly
thepeasants.mTltAmL^TOR.]
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But, it will be said, if plunder necessarily enters into the
workings of the social mechanism as a discord, how do you dare
affirm the harmony of economic laws?

I shall repeat here what I have said elsewhere: In everything
that concerns man, a being who is perfectible only because he is
imperfect, harmony does not consist in the complete absence of
evil, but in its gradual reduction. The social body, like the physi-
cal body, is possessed of a curative force, vis medicatrix, whose
laws and unfailing power cannot be studied without again elicit.
ing the words: Digitus Dei est hic. l



//

Producer and Consumer

If the standard of living of the human race is not constantly
on the rise, man is not perfectible.

If the tendency of society is not continually to raise all men to
this ever upward-moving standard of living, economic laws are
not harmonious.

Now, how can the standard of living rise unless a given amount
of labor yields increasing satisfactions, a phenomenon that can be
explained only by the transforming of onerous utility into gra-
tuitous utility?

And, on the other hand, how can this utility, when it has
become gratuitous, raise all men to a common standard unless it
at the same time becomes common wealth?

This, then is the essential law of social harmony.
I very much wish that the language of economics could supply

me with two words to indicate services rendered and received

other than the words "production" and "consumption," which
connote too much an exchange of materials. Obviously, there are
services, like those of the priest, the teacher, the soldier, the artist,
which promote morality, education, security, the enjoyment of
the beautiful, and yet have nothing in common with industry, in
the strict sense of the word, except in so far as their ultimate aim
is satisfaction.

The words are in accepted usage, and I have no desire to
indulge in neologisms. But at least let it be understood that by
"production" I mean that which imparts utility, and by "con-
sumption," I mean the enjoyments that utility imparts.

325
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Let the protectionist schoolwwhich is really a variety of com.
munismwbelieve me when I say that in using the words "pro-
ducer" and "consumer," I am not so illogical as to imagine, as I
have been accused of doing, that the human race is divided into
two distinct classes, the one concerned only with producing and
the other only with consuming. Just as the biologist may divide
the human race into whites and blacks, men and women, so the

economist may divide it into producers and consumers, because, as
our esteemed friends the protectionists observe with great pene-
tration, producer and consumer are one and the same person.

But precisely because they are one and same person, every man
must be considered by the science of political economy in this
double capacity. It is not a matter of dividing the human race into
two parts, but of studying two very different aspects of man. If
the protectionists were to forbid grammar to use thee and me on
the ground that each one of us is in turn the one speaking and
the one spoken to, we could remind them that, while it is perfectly
true that we cannot put all the tongues on one side and all the
ears on the other simply because we all have ears and a tongue,
yet it does not follow that, as each phrase of a conversation is
uttered, the tongue does not belong to one man and the ears to the
other. Similarly, as each service is performed, the one rendering
it is perfectly distinct from the one receiving it. Producer and
consumer confront each other from opposite sides, so opposed,
indeed, that they are constantly in dispute.

The same people who are unwilling for us to study man's self-
interest from the double point of view of consumer and producer
have no qualms about making this distinction when they speak
to the legislative assembly. Then we see them demanding mo-
nopoly or free trade, depending on whether they are selling or
buying the commodity in question.

Without, therefore, paying heed to the pleas of the protection-
ists that the case be thrown out of court, let us recognize that in
the social order the division of labor has created for every person
two roles so distinct from each other that their interplay merits
our careful study.

In general, we devote ourselves to a trade, a profession, or
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career from which we do not expect to receive our satisfactions
directly. We render and we receive services; we offer and we
demand value; we make purchases and sales; we work for others,
and others work for us; in a word, we are producers and
¢onsu?ner$.

When we go to the market place, we have different, even oppo-
site, points of view, depending on whether we go as consumers or
producers. In the case of wheat, for example, the same man does
not desire the same thing when he goes as a buyer as when he
goes as a seller. As a buyer he hopes for abundance; as a seller,
for scarcity. These hopes stem from the same source, self-interest;
but as buying or selling, giving or receiving, supplying or
demanding, are completely opposite actions, they cannot fail,
though they have the same motivation, to give rise to conflicting
desires.

Desires that clash cannot both simultaneously coincide with the
general welfare. In another work i I have tried to show that men's
desires as consumers are the ones that are in harmony with the
public interest, and it cannot be otherwise. Since satisfaction is
the end and purpose of labor, since the amount of labor depends
solely upon the obstacles it encounters, it is clear that labor is the
evil, and that everything should be done to lessen it, while satis-
faction is the boon, and that everything should be done to increase
it.

Here we encounter the great, eternal, and deplorable fallacy
that arises from the false definition of value and its confusion

with utility.
Since value is merely the expression of a relation, the greater

its importance for the individual, the less is its importance for all
men collectively.

For all men collectively only utility matters; and value in no
wise serves as its measure.

For the individual also, only utility matters. But value is its
measure; since for each determinate value he contributes, he can

obtain from society an equivalent measure of the utility of his
choice.

If we consider man in isolation, it becomes as clear as day that
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consumption is the essential thing, and not production; consump-
tion quite clearly implies labor, but labor does not imply
consumption.

The division of labor led certain economists to measure the

general welfare, not in terms of consumption, but in terms of
labor. And by following their example, we have come to this
strange reversal of principles, that we favor labor at the expense
of its results.

This is the reasoning that has been followed:
The more obstacles that are overcome, the more value for us.

Hence, let us multiply the obstacles that are in our way.
The flaw in this reasoning is very obvious.
Yes, undoubtedly, granted a given number of obstacles, it is a

good thing for a given quantity of labor to be able to surmount as
many of them as possible. But it is simply monstrous to decrease
the effectiveness of labor or to increase the difficulties in its way
in order to obtain more value.

The individual member of society wants to see his services,
even though retaining the same degree of utility, increase in
value. If his wishes are granted, it is easy to see what will happen.
He will enjoy a better living, but his fellows will have less, since
the total utility has not been increased.

We cannot, therefore, pass from the particular case to the gen-
eral rule and say: Let us take such measures as will satisfy the
desire of every individual for an increase in the value of his
services.

Since value is purely relative, we should have accomplished
nothing if the increase remained in every instance in proportion
to previous value; if it were set arbitrarily and unequally for
different services, we should do nothing but introduce injustice
into our distribution of utilities.

It is characteristic of every commercial transaction to give rise
to argument and discussion. Good heavensl What have I just said?
Have I not called down on my head the wrath of all the senti-
mentalist schools, which are so numerous these days? Argument
implies antagonism, they will say to me. You therefore admit that
antagonism is the natural state of society.

Once again I must stop to enter the lists against them. In our
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country the science of economics is so poorly understood that it
is impossible to say a word without raising up an opponent.

I have been reproached, with reason, for having written this
sentence: "Between buyer and seller there exists a fundamental

antagonism." The word "antagonism," especially reinforced by
the word "fundamental," goes far beyond my intention. It

appears to indicate a permanent hostility of interests, and conse-
quently an ineradicable social discord, whereas I was merely

referring to that short-lived argument, or discussion, which takes
place before any bargain is made, and which is inherent in the

very idea of a transaction.

As long as there remains, to the great chagrin of the sentimental
utopian, the least vestige of liberty in this world, the seller and

the buyer will argue for their interests, will haggle over their
prices, will bargain, as the saying goes, and the laws governing
the social order will not become the less harmonious on that

account. Can we imagine that the one supplying a service and the

one demanding it can come together without having momentarily
divergent views on its value? And do we think that this is any
world-shaking calamity? Either we must banish every transaction,

every exchange, every act of barter, every vestige of liberty, from

this earth, or we must recognize the right of each one of the
contracting parties to defend his position, to make the most of his

side of the argument. Indeed, this free debate, so often deplored,
is in fact the means of establishing an equivalence of services and

equity in transactions. How else will the social planners arrive
at that equity that they desire so much? Will they shackle with

their laws the freedom of one of the contracting parties? In that
case he will be at the mercy of the other. Will they strip both
parties of the power to determine their own interests on the

pretext that henceforth they must sell and buy on the principle of
brotherly love? But in that case I must say that what the socialists

are proposing is nonsense, for in some way or other the respective
interests of the parties to the transaction have to be determined.

Will the bargaining take place in reverse, with the buyer present-
ing the seller's case, and vice versa? Such transactions would be

highly entertaining, we must admit.

"Sir, pay me only ten francs for this piece of cloth."
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"What do you mean? I want to give you twenty francs."
"But, sir, it's worthless; it's out of style; in two weeks it will be

worn out," says the merchant.
"It's of the best quality and will last two winters," replies the

customer.

"Very well, sir, just to make you happy, I'll add five fiancs to
the price; that's the most brotherly love will let me do for you."

"It goes against my socialist principles to pay less than twenty
francs; but we all have to make sacrifices, and I accept."

Thus, the weird transaction will come out in exactly the ordi-
nary way, and the social planners will observe with regret that
accursed liberty still surviving, although moving in the wrong
direction and creating antagonisms in reverse.

"This is not what we want," say the social planners; "this
would be individualistic freedom."

"What do you want, then? For services still have to be ex-
changed and their conditions determined."

"We propose that their control be entrusted to us."
"I thought so."
Brotherhoodl Sacred tie that joins soul to soul, divine spark

come down from heaven into the hearts of men, how can thy
name be thus taken in vain? In thy name it is proposed to stifle all
freedom. In thy name it is proposed to erect a new despotism such
as the world has never seen; and we may well fear that after
serving as a protection for so many incompetents, as a cloak for
so many ambitious schemers, as a bauble for so many who haught-
ily scorn human dignity, it will at last, discredited and with sullied
name, lose its great and noble meaning.

Let us, therefore, not have the presumption to overthrow every-
thing, to regulate everything, to seek to exempt all, men and
things alike, from the operation of the laws to which they are
naturally subject. Let us be content to leave the world as God
made it. Let us not imagine that we, poor scribblers, are anything
but more or less accurate observers. Let us not make ourselves

ridiculous by proposing to change humanity, as if we stood apart
from it and from its errors and shortcomings. Let us permit
producer and consumer to have their respective interests, to
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discuss, debate, and settle their differences through fair and peace-
ful arrangements. Let us limit ourselves to observing their rela-
tions and the ensuing results. This is what I propose to do, and
always in keeping with what I proclaim is the great law of human
society: the gradual equalization of individuals and classes con-
comitant with general progress.

A line no more resembles a force or a velocity than it does a
value or a utility. Nevertheless, the mathematician finds lines and
diagrams helpful. Why should not the economist also?

There are values that are equal to each other; there are values
that have known ratios to each other of a half, a fourth, double,

triple. There is no reason for not representing these differences by
lines of varying lengths.

Such is not the case with utility. Utility, in general, as we have
seen, can be broken down into gratuitous utility and onerous
utility--into utility due to the action of Nature, and utility created
by human labor. The latter, since it can be assigned value and be
measured, may be represented by a line of fixed length; the former
cannot be measured or assigned any value. It is certain that
Nature contributes much toward the production of a hundred-
weight of wheat, a cask of wine, a side of beef, a pound of wool, a
ton of coal, a cord of wood. But we have no way of measuring
Nature's aid contributed by a great multitude of forces, most of
which are unknown and have been in operation since Creation.
Nor is there anything to be gained from so doing. Gratuitous
utility, then, must be represented by a dotted line of indetermi-
nate length.

Two products, then, the one worth twice the other, may be
represented by these lines:

I d B

I C D

IB, ID, represent the total product, general utility, the thing that
satisfies the want, absolute wealth.
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1.4, IC, represent the co-operation of Nature, gratuitous utility, the
part that is common wealth.

AB, CD, represent the human service, onerous utility, value, relative
wealth, the part that is private property.

I do not need to say that AB, in whose place you may put, in

your imagination, whatever you wish--a house, a piece of furni-

ture, a book, an aria sung by Jenny Lind, a horse, a piece of
cloth, a doctor's appointment, etc.--can be exchanged for twice

CD, and that the two parties to the transaction will give each
other, into the bargain, and without even realizing that they are
doing so, the one, 1.4, the other, twice IC.

Man is so constituted that his constant concern is to lessen the

ratio of effort to result, to substitute the action of Nature for his

own action--in a word, to do more with less. His skill, his intelli-

gence, his industry are always directed toward this end.
Let us suppose, then, that John, the producer of IB, discovers a

process whereby he can complete his task with half the labor it
previously took, everything included, even the cost of making
the implement used to harness the forces of Nature.

As long as he keeps his secret, there will be no change in the

figures given above. AB and CD will represent the same values,
the same ratios; for since John is the only one in the world who
knows the formula, he will turn it to his own exclusive

advantage. Either he will rest half the day, or else he will make

two IB's rather than one per day; his labor will be better paid.
The conquest over Nature will be to the benefit of mankind, but

mankind as represented, in this case, by one man.

The reader should note, in passing, how treacherous is the
axiom of the English economists: Value comes/rom labor, if its

intent is to assume that value and labor are proportional. In our
illustration we have a case in which labor has been reduced by

half, and yet there is no change in value, and this happens every
minute of the day. Why? Because the service is the same. The

person furnishing IB performs the same service before as after

the invention. This will no longer be the case when Peter, the
producer of ID, can say to John: "You ask me for two hours of
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my labor in exchange for one of yours; but I am familiar with
your process, and if you place such a high price on your service,
I shall do it for myself."

Now this day comes inevitably. When a new process is invented,
it does not remain a secret for long. Then the value of product
IB will fall by one-half, and we shall have these two figures:

I A A' B

"............................................................................... C D-

AA" represents value eliminated, relative wealth that has dis-
appeared, private property made public, utility previously oner-
ous, now gratuitous.

This has taken place because John, used here as the symbol of
the producer, is put back in his original position. He now can
make IB twice for the amount of effort that it used to take him

to make it once. In order to have two ID's, he must give two IB's,
whether IB represents furniture, books, houses, or anything else.

Who gains by all this? It is obviously Peter, the producer of ID,
used here as the symbol of all consumers, including John himself.
If, in fact, John wishes to use his own product, he will save him-
self the time represented by the elimination of AA.' As for Peter,
that is, all the consumers on earth, they can now purchase IB for
half the time, effort, labor, value, required before the natural
resource was introduced. Hence, this resource is free of charge and,
besides, common to all.

Since I have ventured to use geometric figures, let me employ
them once again in the hope that this method, admittedly a little
irregular in economics, will aid the reader in understanding the
phenomenon to be described.

Every man, as producer or as consumer, is a center from which
radiate the services he renders and to which are directed the

services he receives in exchange.
Let us then place at A (Fig. 1) a producer, for example, a copy-

ist, as the symbol of all producers or of production in general. He
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presents society with four manuscripts. If, at the moment at which
we are making our observation, the value of each of the manu-
scripts is fifteen, he is performing services equal to sixty, and he
receives an equal sum of value, variously distributed over many
services. For the sake of simplification ! show only the four points
BCDE along the circumference.

8 8

G C

E C

O E

Fzo.t. FIG.2.

Valueproduced___60 Valueproduced= 60
Valuereceived = 60 Valuereceived = 60
Utilityproduced-- 4 Utilityproduced= 6

Now suppose this copyist discovers the art of printing. He
thereafter does in forty hours what used to take him sixty. Let us
assume that competition has forced him to reduce the price of his
books in the same ratio; they are now worth only ten, instead of
fifteen. But it also happens that our worker can produce, not four,
but six books. On the other hand, the amount received as pay-
ment, starting from the circumference, which was sixty, has not
changed. There is, therefore, as much remuneration for six books,
worth ten each, as there was previously for four when each manu-
script was worth fifteen.

This, I may briefly remark, is what is always lost sight of in dis-
cussions concerning the question of machinery, free trade, and
progress in general. We observe that labor is laid off by more
elficient techniques, and we become alarmed. We fail to note that
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a corresponding proportion of the cost is likewise placed at our
disposal at the same time.

The new transactions, then, are represented by Fig. 2, where
we see radiating from center A a total value of sixty, spread over
six books instead of four manuscripts. The lines extending inward
from the circumference continue to represent a total value of
sixty, which is necessary now, as formerly, to balance the services
rendered.

Who, then, has gained by the change? From the point of view
of value, nobody. From the point of view of real wealth, actual
satisfactions, the countless number of consumers located on the

circumference. Each one of them can now purchase a book for a
third less labor. But the consumers are all mankind. For notice

that A himself, if he gains nothing as producer, if he is still
obliged, as formerly, to put in sixty hours of work to receive the
old pay, nevertheless gains, as a user of books, that is, on the same
basis as other men. Like all of them, if he desires to read, he

obtains this satisfaction at a saving of one-third of his labor.
What if, in his capacity as producer, he sees the profit from his

own discovery eventually slip through his hands because of compe-
tition? Where in that case, is there compensation for him?

First, it consists in the fact that, as long as he was able to keep
his secret, he continued to sell for fifteen what cost him only ten.

Second, his compensation consists in the fact that he obtains
books for his own use at less cost and thus shares in the advantages
he has contributed to society.

But third, his greatest compensation consists in this fact: even
as he was forced to benefit mankind by his progress, so he benefits
from the progress of mankind.

Just as the progress made by A was of profit to B, C, D, E, so
the progress realized by B, C, D, E, will be to the profit of A. A
finds himself alternately at the center and at the circumference of
world-wide industry, for he is alternately producer and consumer.
If B, for example, is a cotton spinner who substitutes the bobbin
for the spindle, the profit will go to A as well as to C and D. If C
is a sailor who replaces the oar with the sail, the saving will profit
B, A, E.
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In the final analysis, the whole system rests on this law:

ol

FIG.$.

Progress is of benefit to the producer, as such, only long enough
to reward him for his skill. It soon brings about a fall in value,

which gives the early imitators a fair, though smaller, recompense.
Finally, the value levels off in proportion to the reduction in

labor, and the entire saving accrues to mankind.

Thus, all profit from the progress of each, and each profits from
the progress of all. The one for all, andall [or one motto advanced

by the socialists and proclaimed to the world as something new to
be found in budding form in their social orders based on oppres-

sion and coercion has actually been provided by God Himself; and
He derived it from liberty.

God, I say, provided it; and He did not establish His law in a

model community under the direction of M. Consid(_rant, or in
a phalanstery of six hundred harmoniens, _ or in an experimental
Icaria, on condition that a few fanatics submit to the arbitrary

power of a monomaniac, and that the unbelievers pay for the

believers. No, God has provided it on a general, world-wide basis,

through a marvelous mechanism in which justice, liberty, utility,
and social consciousness are combined and reconciled to a degree

[The individual members of Fourier's phalanstery, or "harmonious" community,

were called harmoniens, a term that he him_lf invented.---Tl_mSLATOR.]
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that should dampen the ardor of the planners and builders of
artificial social orders.

Note that this great law--one for all, and all Ior one--is much
more universal than my description of it would suggest. Words

are cumbersome, and the pen is even more so. The writer is
reduced to showing successively, one after another, with discour-

aging slowness, phenomena that stir our admiration only when we
view them collectively.

Thus, I have just spoken of inventions. One might conclude

from what I have said that they represent the only case in which

progress, when once achieved, slips out of the producer's hands
i and finds its way into the common treasury of all mankind. This is

not so. It is a general law that any advantage whatsoever created
by special circumstances of location, climate, or any other liberal-

ity of Nature, quickly slips through the hands of the one who first
discovers it and lays hold of it, yet is not on that account lost, for

: it moves on to feed the immense reservoir from which flow the

satisfactions that men enjoy in common. Only one proviso is at-
tached to this result: labor and exchange must be free. To go

: against liberty is to go against the will of Providence; it amounts

to suspending the action of God's law, to restricting progress in
the two directions it takes.

What I have just said concerning the blessings of life is true
also of its evils. Nothing stops with the producer, whether advan-

tage or disadvantage. Both tend to be distributed over the whole
of society.

We have just seen with what eagerness the producer seeks out
whatever will make his task easier, and we have assured ourselves

that very shortly his profit will elude him. He appears to be, in
the hands of a superior intelligence, only the blind and docile

instrument of general progress.
With the same eagerness he avoids everything that would

impede his activity; and this is a fortunate thing for mankind,
since in the long run it is mankind that is harmed by these

impediments. Let us assume, for example, that A, a book pro-
ducer, has had a heavy tax levied upon him. He must add it to the

price of his books. It will become an integral part of the books'
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value, which means that B, C, D, E, will have to offer more of

their labor for the same satisfaction. What compensation they
receive for this loss will depend upon the use the government
makes of the tax. If it puts it to good use, they perhaps will not
lose; they may even gain by the arrangement. If it is used to
oppress them, their vexation will be doubly galling. But as far as
A is concerned, he is relieved of the burden of the tax, even

though he advances the money for it.
This does not mean that the producer does not often suffer

greatly from obstacles of all sorts, taxes included. Sometimes taxes

burden him to the breaking point, and it is precisely for this
reason that their incidence tends to be shifted so that they fall
ultimately on the masses.

Thus, wine in France was once the object of a multitude of
taxes and controls. Then a system was contrived for restricting
its sale outside the country. This case illustrates how the evils that
arise tend to ricochet from producer to consumer. As soon as the
tax and the restrictions are put into effect, the producer strives
to make up for his losses. But since both the consumer demand

and the supply of wine remain unchanged, he cannot increase his
price. At first his income is no more after the imposition of the
tax than it was before. And since, prior to the tax, he received
only a normal return, determined by the value of the services
freely exchanged, he discovers that he is out the amount of the
tax. In order for prices to be raised, there must be a decrease in
the amount of wine produced.2

The consumer, or the public, is, therefore, in relation to the
loss or gain that is first experienced by a given class of producers,
what the earth is to electricity: the great common reservoir. Every-
thing comes from it; and everything, after making more or less
lengthy detours, after producing more or less varied phenomena,
returns to it.

We have just noted that economic effects merely slip away from
the producer, so to speak, and ultimately come to rest at the con-

sumer's door, and, therefore, that all the great economic questions
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must be studied from the consumer's point of view if we wish to
grasp their general and lasting consequences.

This subordination of the producer's role to that of the con-
sumer, which we have deduced from our consideration of utility,
is fully confirmed by considerations of morality.

Now, the fact is that responsibility always rests where the initia-
tive is. And where is the initiative? In demand.

Demand (which implies the ability to pay) determines every-
thing: the allocation of capital and labor, the distribution of pop-
ulation, the morality of the various occupations, etc. It is demand
that cerresponds to wants, whereas supply corresponds to effort.
Wants are reasonable or unreasonable, moral or immoral. Effort,

which is merely an effect, is amoral or else has only a reflected
morality.

Demand, or consumption, says to the producer: "Do this for
me," and the producer obeys. This would be obvious in every
case if the producer always and everywhere followed the lead of
the consumer and waited for the demand.

But in reality things do not happen this way at all.
Whether exchange brought about the division of labor, or the

division of labor introduced exchange, is a subtle and idle ques-
tion. Let us say that men exchange because, being intelligent and
sociable creatures, they understand that exchange is a means of
improving the ratio of effort to result. What is brought about
solely by the division of labor and by foresight is that a man does
not wait for a formal order from others before he sets to work.

Experience teaches him that such an order is tacit in human
relations and that the demand exists.

He exerts the effort to satisfy it ill advance, and this gives rise
to the trades and professions. Hats and shoes are made in advance;
men prepare themselves to sing, to teach, to plead cases, to cure
diseases, etc. But in these cases does supply really precede demand
and create it?

No. Men prepare themselves because they are reasonably cer-
tain that these different services will be in demand, although they
may not always know by whom. And the proof that this is the case
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consists in the fact that the relations among these services are well

enough known, that their value has been well enough established,
so that one may with some confidence devote himself to making a
given article or embark on a given career.

The impetus of demand, then, comes first, since it has been

possible to estimate its range so accurately.

Therefore, when a man enters a trade or a profession, when he
becomes a producer, what is his first concern? Is it the utility of
the thing he produces, its good or bad, moral or immoral results?

Not at all; he thinks only of its value. It is the demander who

considers its utility. Its utility corresponds to his want, his desire,
his whim. Value, on the contrary, corresponds only to effort

expended, to service transmitted. Only when, through exchange,
the supplier becomes in his turn a demander, does he care about
utility. When I decide to make shoes rather than hats, it is not

because I have asked myself whether it is more to men's advantage

that their feet be warm than their heads. No, this question con-
cerns the demander and determines the demand. Demand, in

turn, determines value, or the regard in which the public holds
the service. Value, in a word, determines effort, or supply.

The moral results of this fact are quite noteworthy. Two
nations may be equally provided with values, that is, with relative

wealth,_ and yet be very unequal in their real utilities, that is,
their absolute wealth. This happens when one of the nations has
more unreasonable desires than the other, is concerned with arti-
ficial or immoral wants, while the other is mindful of its real
wan ts.

In the one country a taste for learning may predominate, in
the other a desire for good eating. In this case one renders a service

to the first country by teaching it something; in the second, by
tickling its palate.

Now, men reward services according to the importance they
attach to them. If they did not exchange, they would perform the

service for themselves; and what would be the determining factor
if not the nature and intensity of their desires? In one of these

nations, therefore, there will he many teachers; in the other, many
cooks.
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,_ In both countries the services exchanged may be equal in

I- amount and may therefore represent equal value, the same rela-
": tive wealth, but not the same absolute wealth. This means nothing

more nor less than that the one country puts its labor to good use,
" the other to bad.

And the result, as regards satisfactions, will be this: One of
the countries will have much learning; the other will eat well.
The ultimate consequences of this diversity of tastes will have a

great influence not only on real wealth but also on relative
wealth; for learning, for example, can develop new ways of per-

forming services, a thing that good meals cannot do.
We observe among the nations a prodigious diversity of tastes,

the result of their past traditions, their character, their beliefs,
their vanity, etc.

Undoubtedly, there are wants so immediate and so pressing,

for example drinking and eating, that they may almost be con-
sidered fixed quantities. Yet it is not unusual to see one man go

without eating as well as he would like in order to have clean
clothing, wh'.'le another man considers the cleanliness of his cloth-

_- ing only after he has satisfied his appetites. The same is true of
nations.

But once these pressing wants are met, everything else depends
much more on the will; it is a matter of taste, and in this area the

! role of morality and good sense is enormous.
The intensity of a nation's various desires always determines

_: the quantity of labor, out of the sum total of all its efforts, that it
sees fit to devote to the satisfaction of each particular desire. The

" Englishman wants above all else to be well fed. Therefore, he

_ devotes an enormous quantity of his labor to producing food-

_ stuffs; and if he produces other things, it is for the purpose of

exchanging them abroad for food. The total amount of wheat,
meat, butter, milk, sugar, etc., consumed in England reaches ter-

rifying proportions. The Frenchman wants to be amused. He
likes what catches the eye, and he enjoys change. The direction
taken by his labor is fully in accord with his desires. In France

there are many singers, comedians, milliners, coffeehouses, smart

I shops, etc. In China, the desire is to provide oneself with pleasur-
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able dreams through the use of opium. For this reason a great
amount of the national effort goes into obtaining this precious
narcotic, either directly through production or indirectly through
exchange. In Spain, where people are inclined toward the pomp
and ceremony of religious ritual, their efforts are directed toward
the decoration of churches, etc.

I will not go so far as to say that there is never any immorality
in effort that has as its goal the rendering of services related to
immoral or depraved desires. But it is evident that what is essen-
tially immoral in such cases is the desire itself.

There could be no possible doubt on this question if man lived
in a state of isolation, nor can there be any in regard to man in
society, for society is simply the individual enlarged.

Who would dream of blaming our workers in the south of
France for producing brandy? They respond to a demand. They
dig their vineyards, they dress their vines, they harvest and distill
the grapes, without concerning themselves about what will be
done with the product. It behooves the one who seeks the satisfac-
tion to determine whether it is respectable, moral, reasonable,
beneficial. The responsibility rests with him. Otherwise the busi-
ness of the world could not be carried on. Where would we be

if the tailor were to say to himself: "I will not make a suit in the
style that has been ordered, because it is much too elegant and
ostentatious, or because it hampers breathing, etc., etc.?"

And what concern of our poor winegrowers is it whether the
rich bons vivants of London get drunk on the wines of France?
And can the English seriously be accused of raising opium in
India with the deliberate intention of poisoning the Chinese?

No, a frivolous people always encourages frivolous industries,
just as a serious people creates serious industries. If mankind is
improving, this moral growth is due, not to the producer, but to
the consumer.

Religion understood this perfectly when it severely admonished
the rich man--the great consumer--in regard to his tremendous
responsibility. From a different point of view and in different
language political economy arrives at the same conclusion. It
affirms that we cannot prevent supplying what is demanded; that
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; the product for the producer is merely a value, a kind of currency,
: which no more represents evil than good, whereas in the mind of

the consumer it is utility, an enjoyment that is either moral or
immoral; that, therefore, it behooves the one who voices the

desire and makes the demand to accept the consequences, whether
beneficial or disastrous, and to answer before the justice of God,

as before the opinion of mankind, for the good or evil end to
which he has directed the labor of his fellow men.

Thus, from whatever point of view we consider it, we perceive
that consumption is the great end and purpose of political econ-
omy; that good and evil, morality and immorality, harmony and

discord, everything finds its meaning in the consumer, for he
represents mankind. 4



12

The Two Mottoes

Modern moralists who hold up the axiom: One for all, all r

for one, against the ancient proverb: Every man [or himself, every L
man by himself, have a very incomplete notion of society, and, for

that reason, a quite false one. I shall even add, to their surprise, r
a very gloomy one.

Let us first eliminate the superfluous elements from these two
famous mottoes. All ]or one is a redundancy, added for the
sake of antithesis, since its meaning is necessarily included in one

for all. Every man by himself is an idea that has no direct bearing
on the other three, but as it is very important for political econ-

omy, we shall examine its implications later.
There remains, then, the conflicting sense of these two frag-

ments of proverbs: One for all---every man for himself. The first l
one, it is said, expresses the principle of altruism; the second, the

principle of individualism. The one unites; the other divides.
If we refer solely to the motive that prompts any effort, the

conflict is undeniable. But I maintain that this is not the case if Ii
we consider the final outcome achieved by all human efforts taken I
collectively. Examine society as it actually is, obeying the individ- I_

ualistic impulse where remunerable services are concerned, and _!

you will be convinced that every man, while working for himself, i_"
is in fact working for all. This cannot, indeed, be contested. If the

reader of these lines follows a profession or a trade, I have only
to ask him to consider his own case. I ask him whether all his

labors do not have satisfactions for other persons as their object,
344
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whether, on hand, he does not owe all his own
and the other satis-

factions to the labor of others.

Obviously those who say that every man/or himsel/and one/or
all are mutually exclusive believe that individualism and associ-

_" ation are incompatible. They think that every man ]or himsel[
implies isolation or a tendency in that direction; that personal

interest divides men instead of uniting them, and results in a
situation in which every man is by himself, that is, the absence of
all social relations.

In this respect, I repeat, they have a quite false notion of

society, because it is an incomplete one. Men, even when moved
only by their own self-interest, seek to unite with others, to com-

bine their efforts, to join forces, to work and to perform for one
another, to be sociable, or to associate. It would not be correct to

say that they act in this way in spite of self-interest; on the
contrary, they act in this way because of self-interest. They are
sociable because they benefit from association. If they were to

lose by it, they would not associate. Individualism, then, accom-
plishes the task that the sentimentalists of our day would entrust

to brotherhood, to self-sacrifice, or to some other motive opposed
to selfilove. And this fact proves (this is the conclusion we are

always reaching) that Providence has known much better how to
take care of the organization of society than do its self-styled

prophets. For either society is harmful to individuality, or else
it is advantageous. If harmful, how and why in all good reason
are our socialist friends to introduce something that hurts every-

one? If, on the contrary, association is an advantage, it will be
achieved by virtue of self-interest, the strongest, the most lasting,
the most uniform, the most universal of all motives, whatever

may be said.

Let us take a concrete example. A squatter goes and clears some
land in the Far West. Not a day goes by that he does not realize

how many inconveniences isolation causes him. Soon a second
squatter also moves out to the wilderness. Where will he pitch his

tent? Does he spontaneously move away from the first squatter?
No. He spontaneously moves near him. Why? Because he is aware

of the advantages men enjoy, for equal efforts, from the mere
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fact of being near each other. He knows that in countless instances
they can lend and borrow tools, unite their action, overcome
obstacles that would be too much for them individually, make

exchanges, communicate their ideas and opinions, provide for
their common defense. A third, a fourth, a fifth squatter come

into the wilderness, and invariably they are attracted by the

presence of the firstcomers. Then others with more capital may
arrive on the scene, certain that they will find hands waiting to

be put to work. A colony is formed. They may vary the crops
somewhat; cut a road through to the main highway where the

stagecoach passes; begin to trade with the outside world; plan
construction of a church, a schoolhouse, etc. In a word, the settlers

become stronger, by the very fact of being together, infinitely

stronger than would be their total strength if each were living
alone. This is the reason that they were drawn together.

But, it will be said, every man for himself is a very gloomy and
cold-blooded maxim. All the arguments, all the paradoxes in the

world will not keep it from arousing our resentment, from reek-
ing with selfishness; and is not selfishness worse than an evil, is it

not the source of all the ills of society?
Let us understand one another, please.

If 'the motto every man for himself is understood in the sense
that it must direct all our thoughts, all our actions, all our rela-
tions, that it must underlie all our affections, as fathers, sons,

brothers, husbands, wives, friends, and citizens, or rather, that it

must stifle these affections, it is frightful, horrible, and I do not

believe that there is a single man on earth who, even if he did

make it the guiding rule of his life, would dare to proclaim it as
such.

But will the socialists always refuse to admit, despite the

evidence of the facts everywhere, that there are two kinds of
human relations: those springing from altruism, which we leave ,_

to the realm of morality; and those that are actuated by self- ,_:

interest, which exist among people who do not know one another, _i-_
who owe one another nothing but justice, and which are regulated
by agreements voluntarily arrived at after free debate? This is _

precisely the type of agreements that constitute the domain of I,_
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political economy. Now, it is no more possible to found transac-
tions of this nature on the principle of altruism than it would be

reasonable to base the ties of family and friendship upon self-
interest. I shall never cease telling the socialists: You wish to com-

bine two things that cannot be combined. If you are mad enough
to try, you will never be strong enough to succeed. The black-

smith, the carpenter, the farmer, who exhaust their strength in
rough toil, may be excellent fathers, admirable sons; they may

have a high moral sense and affectionate hearts. Nevertheless, you
will never persuade them to labor from dawn to dusk, to strain

and sweat, to impose upon themselves hard privations, in the name
of disinterested devotion to their fellow men. Your sentimental

sermonizing is and always will be unavailing. If, unfortunately, a
small number of workers should be led astray by your words,

they would be just so many dupes. Let a merchant begin to sell
his goods on the principle of brotherly love, and I do not give him

even a month before his children will be reduced to beggary.
Providence has therefore wisely given our predilection for social

relations quite other guarantees than these. Granted man's nature

as a being whose feelings are inseparable from his personality, it
is impossible to hope, to desire, to imagine that self-interest could
be universally eradicated. And yet nothing less than this would

be necessary to establish a just balance in human relations; for if
you eliminate this motive force only in the case of some superior

individuals, you will be creating two classes: the evil ones on the
alert for victims, and the virtuous, for whom the role of victim

is ready-made.
Since, in matters of labor and exchange, the principle of every

man ]or himself was the motive bound to prevail, what is admir-

able, what is marvelous is that the Author of all things has made
it work within the social order to achieve the ideal of brother-

hood expressed in the motto, one for all; that His deft hand has

made the obstacle the instrument of His will; that the general
interest has been entrusted to self-interest and is eternally safe-

guarded by the very fact that self-interest is indestructible. It
seems to me that, confronted with these facts, the communists and

other inventors of artificial social orders might well admit--and
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without too much sense of humiliation, after all--that when it

comes to organization, their divine rival is definitely their
superior.

And note well that in the natural order of society, the principle

of one ]or all, which developed from that of ever 7 man ]or himsel[,

is much more complete, much more absolute, much more per-
sonal, than would be the case under communism or socialism.

Not only do we work for all, but we cannot make any kind of

progress whatsoever without sharing its benefits with the entire
human community) Things are arranged in such a marvelous

way that when we have developed a technique or discovered a
gift of Nature, some new fertility in the soil, or some new appli-

cation of the laws of the physical universe, the profit goes to us
momentarily, fleetingly, as is our just recompense, useful to spur
us on to further efforts. Then our advantage slips through our

hands, despite our attempts to retain it; it ceases to be personal,

becomes social, and eventually comes to rest for all time within
the realm of what is free of charge and common to all. And, even

while we contribute to the enjoyment of mankind the progress
we have made, we ourselves enjoy the progress that other men have
made.

In the last analysis, by the application of the principle of every
man [or himsel/, all the efforts of the most intense individualism

act in the direction of a situation that could be characterized by

the expression, one for all, and everything that represents a step
on the road to progress is worth to society in gratuitous utility

millions of times more than the profits it brings its inventor.
On the principle of one for all, no one would act even ]or him-

sel L XVhat producer would consider doubling his labor in order
to receive one thirty-millionth more in wages?

Someone may, perhaps, ask me why I go to the trouble to refute 'i
this socialist axiom. What harm can it do? Undoubtedly, it will

not penetrate into the workshops, the countinghouses, the stores:
?

it will not establish the principle of self-sacrifice in the fairs and ,_
the markets. Either it will come to nothing, and you can let it _.

rest in peace; or else it will soften somewhat the unyielding prin- i i

!-
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ciple of self-interest, which, since it brooks no feeling of sympathy
for others, has no claim on ours.

What is false is always dangerous. It is always dangerous to rep-

resent as reprehensible and damnable a universal, eternal prin-

"_ ciple that God has clearly ordained for the preservation and

improvement of mankind, a principle, I admit, that as a motive
does not appeal to our hearts, but does, by its results, astonish
and satisfy our minds. It is a principle, furthermore, that leaves
the way completely open for the action of motives of a higher

order that God has also implanted in men's hearts.

But what happens is that the socialist public accepts only half
of their motto, the second half: All for one. People continue to

work, as before, every man for himself, but to demand in addition
that all also work for every man.

And this was inevitable. When the dreamers decided to change

the great mainspring of human activity in order to replace indi-
vidualism with brotherhood, what did they think up? A contra-

diction that is at the same time also pure hypocrisy. They began
to cry out to the masses: "Stifle self-interest in your hearts, and

follow us; and your reward shall be all the good things and all
the pleasures of this world." When people try thus to parody the

tone of the Gospel, they must conclude as the Gospel does. The
self-denial of brotherhood implies sacrifice and suffering. "Dedi-

cate yourselves," means: "Take the humblest place; be ye poor,
and gladly endure hardship." But, under the pretext of self-sacri-

rice, to promise enjoyment; to exhibit, behind the so-called renun-
ciation, material comforts and wealth; to combat the passion that

is scathingly called selfishness by appealing to the crassest materi-
alism-all this was not merely to testify to the indestructible

vitality of the very principle that they proposed to overthrow; it
meant exalting it to the highest possible point, even while

declaiming against it; reinforcing the enemy, instead of van-

quishing him; substituting unjust covetousness for legitimate
individualism; and, despite the sham of a vague mystic jargon,

actually stirring up the grossest kind of sensuality. Greed was
bound to respond to this appeal._
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And is not this the point that we have now reached? What is
the cry going up everywhere, from all ranks and classes? ,,Ill lor
one! When we say the word one, we think of ourselves, and what
we demand is to receive an unearned share in the fruits of the

labor of all. In other words, we are creating an organized system of
plunder. Unquestionably, simple out-and-out plunder is so clearly
unjust as to be repugnant to us; but, thanks to the motto, all ]or
one, we can allay our qualms of conscience. We impose on others
the duty of working for us. Then, we arrogate to ourselves the
right to enjoy the fruits of other men's labor. We call upon the
state, the law, to enforce our so-called duty, to protect our so-called
right, and we end in the fantastic situation of robbing one another
in the name of brotherhood. We live at other men's expense, and
then call ourselves heroically self-sacrificing for so doing. Oh, the
unaccountable folly of the human mindI Oh, the deviousness of
greedl It is not enough that each of us tries to increase our share
at the expense of others; it is not enough that we want to profit
from labor that we have not performed. We even convince our-
selves that in the process we are sublime examples of self-sacrifice;
we almost go so far as to call our unselfishness Christlike. We
have become so blind that we do not see that the sacrifices that

cause us to weep with admiration as we contemplate ourselves are
not made by us at all, but are exacted by us of others. 3

The manner in which this great hocus-pocus is carried out is
worth observing.

"Stealingl For shamel How baseI Besides, it can put you in
prison; it's against the law."

"But suppose the law prescribed it and sanctioned it; wouldn't
that be nice?"

"What a brilliant ideal"

Forthwith they ask the law for some trifling privilege, just a
small monopoly, and since, to give it proper authority will cost
somebody a few francs, they ask the state to take over the responsi-
bility. Then the state and the law connive to bring about the very
thing that it was their mandate to prevent or to punish. Little by
little the taste for monopoly spreads. There is no class that does
not demand its own special privilege. All Ior one, they cry. We !

:
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too want to show that we are philanthropic and understand what
solidarity is.

The result is that the classes granted the privileges steal from
one another and lose at least as much by the demands made on

them as they gain by the demands they make on others. Further-
more, the great masses of workers, to whom it has been impossible

to grant any privileges, suffer until they can endure it no longer.
They revolt, they cover the streets with barricades and bloodshed,

and now it is they who must be reckoned with.

What will they demand? An end to the abuses, privileges, mo-
nopolies, and restrictions by which they have been engulfed? Not

at all. The masses, too, have been imbued with the spirit of phi-
lanthropy. They have been told that the famous principle of all
/or one was the solution to the social problem; they have been

shown by countless examples that privilege (which is only theft)
is nevertheless highly moral if it has the sanction of the law.

Therefore, we see the people demand .... What? .... Privileges!

They, too, call upon the state to provide them with education,
employment, credit, assistance, at the people's expense. Oh, what

a strange illusion/ How long can it last? We can well understand
how all the upper classes, beginning with the highest, can come,

one after the other, to demand favors and privileges. Beneath
them are the great masses of the people for the burden to fall

upon. But how the people, once they have won their battle, can
imagine that they too can enter as a body into the ranks of the

privileged, create monopolies for themselves and over themselves,
extend abuses widely enough to provide for their livelihood; how

they can fail to see that there is nobody below them to support
these injustices, is one of the most amazing phenomena of this or

any age.
What has happened? Society had followed this course to general

shipwreck and quite properly grew alarmed. The people soon lost
their power, and now the old order of abuses has temporarily

regained its footing.*
Yet the lesson has not been entirely lost on the upper classes.

" [In this way Bastiat. of course, briefly summarizes the events of the Revolution

of 1848._TRANSLATOR.]
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They realize that the workers must be given justice. They are
eager to do so, not only because their own security depends upon
it, but also, it must be admitted, out of a sense of equity. Yes, I

state with great conviction that the wealthy classes ask nothing
better than to find the solution to this great problem. I am sure

that if they were asked to give up a considerable portion of their

wealth in order to assure the future happiness and contentment
of the common people, they would gladly make the sacrifice. They

therefore earnestly seek to come, to use the time-honored phrase,
to the aid ol the laboring classes. But to that end what do they

propose? Still a communistic system, the communism of privilege,
though mitigated and held, they trust, within the bounds of pru-

dence. That is all; they go no further .....
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, Rent

If, when there is an increase in the value of land, there were

a corresponding increase in the prices of agricultural products, I

could understand the objections raised against the theory pre-
sented in chapter 9 of this book. It could then be said: As civiliza-
tion advances, the worker's situation becomes less favorable in

relation to the landowner's: this is perhaps a necessary develop-

ment, but it is certainly not a law of harmony.
Fortunately, this is not the case. In general, the circumstances

that increase the value of land decrease at the same time the prices
of what is raised on it. Let me explain this by an illustration.

Let us suppose that there is a farm located twenty miles from
the city and worth one hundred francs. A highway is constructed

that runs close to this farm. It opens up a market for the crops,
and at once the value of the farm rises to one hundred and fifty

francs. The landowner, now having the means to make improve-
ments or to raise a greater variety of crops, improves his property,
and its value increases to two hundred _rancs.

Thus, the farm's value has been doubled. Let us examine this

additional value, first from the standpoint of justice, then from
the standpoint of the utility enjoyed, not by the proprietor, but by
the consumers in the city.

As for the increase in value coming from the improvements
made by the landowner at his own expense, there is no question.

This is a capital investment and follows the law of all capital
investments.

The same is true, I venture to say, for the highway. The opera-
353
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tion follows a more circuitous course, but the result is the same.

In fact, the owner, by reason of his farm, pays his share of the
public expense. For many years he contributed to the general util-

ity by doing work on outlying areas. Finally, a road has been
constructed that runs in a direction that is helpful to him. All

the taxes he has paid can be compared to stocks he might have
bought in government enterprises; and the yearly rent, which now
comes to him because of the new highway, may be regarded as
their dividend.

Will it be said that a landowner may pay taxes forever and never
receive anything in return for them? This case, then, is analogous

to the other; and the improvements, although effected through
the complicated and more or less questionable medium of the tax,

may be considered as having been carried out by the landowner
and at his expense in proportion to the partial advantage that he
realizes.

I spoke of a highway, but I could have cited any other example
of government intervention. Police protection, for example,

gives value to land as well as to capital and labor. But who pays

for police protection? The landowner, the capitalist, the worker.
If the state spends its revenue wisely, equivalent value must

in some form or other find its way back to the landowner, the

capitalist, and the worker. For the landowner it can only be in
the form of an increased price for his land. If the state spends its

revenue unwisely, it is unfortunate. The tax money is lost; the
taxpayers should have been more alert. In that case the land does

not rise in value, but certainly that is not the fault of the
landowner.

But, now that the land has thus increased in value through
government action and private initiative, do the crops raised on

it bring a higher price from the city dwellers? In other words, is
the interest on these hundred francs added as a surcharge on every

hundredweight of grain that comes from this land? If the grain
previously cost fifteen francs, does it now cost fifteen and a frac-

tion? This is a most interesting question, since justice and the

universal harmony of men's interests depend on its answer. !

I reply confidently: No. i_
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No doubt the landowner will now get a return of five francs

more (I am assuming a profit rate of five per cent), but he will
not get them at a cost to anyone. Quite the contrary; the buyer,

in his turn, will profit even more.
The fact is that the farm we have chosen as an illustration was

originally remote from any markets, and little was produced on
it. Because of transportation difficulties the products that reached

the market were expensive. Today production has been stepped
up; transportation is economical; a greater amount of grain
reaches the market, costs less to get there, and is sold at a better

price. So even though he yields the landowner a total profit of five
francs, the buyer profits even more.

In a word, an economy of effort has been effected. To whose
profit? To the profit of the two contracting parties. According to

what law is a gain of this kind shared? The law that we have often

cited in reference to capital, since this increase in value repre-
sents a capital gain.

When there is a capital gain, the landowner's (or capitalist's)
share increases in absolute value and diminishes in relative value;

the worker's (or consumer's) share rises in both absolute and
relative value.

Observe how this occurs. As civilization develops, the lands

nearest the centers of population increase in value. Inferior crops
give way to superior ones. First, pasture lands give way to cereal

crops; then, cereals are replaced by truck gardens. Foodstuffs come
from greater distances at less cost, so that--and this is an unques-

tionable fact--meat, bread, vegetables, even flowers, cost less than

in more backward countries, although labor is better paid than
elsewhere.

The Clos-Vougeot*

Services are exchanged for services. Often services prepared

in advance are exchanged for present or future services.
* [The famous Burgundy vineyard possessing a particular quality of soil enabling

it to produce correspondingly superior grapes (and wine). Bastiat uses it, along with
the diamond, as an illustration of a commodity having--apparently, but not

actually--value derived from "the gratuitous gifts of Nature."--TRANSLATOR.]
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Services have value, not according to the labor they demand or
have demanded, but according to the labor they save.

Now, it is a fact that human labor is becoming more efficient.
From these two premises is deduced a very important phenome-

non for social economy: In general, labor previously performed
loses value when exchanged for current labor3

Twenty years ago, let us say, I made something that cost me a
hundred days' work. I propose an exchange and say to my pros-

pective buyer: Give me something that costs you likewise a
hundred days. Probably he will be able to reply: In the last twenty

years great progress has been made. What cost you a hundred days
can now be made with seventy days' labor. Now, I measure your

service, not by the time it cost you, but by the service it renders
me. This service of yours is worth seventy days, since with that

amount of time I can perform it for myself or find someone to
perform it for me.

Consequently, the value of capital falls constantly, and capital,
or previous labor, is not in as favorable a position as superficial
economists believe.

There is no machine not completely new that has not lost some
of its value, exclusive of deterioration resulting from use, from

the very fact that better ones are made now.
This is true also of land. There are very few farms that have not

cost more labor to bring them to their present state of fertility
than it would cost today with the more efficient means we have at

our disposal.
Such is the general, but not inevitable, trend.

Labor performed in the past may render greater service today

than it did previously. This is rare, but it does happen. For
example, I have kept some wine that represents twenty days'
labor. If I had sold it immediately, my labor would have received

a certain remuneration. I have kept my wine; it has improved;
the next crop was a failure; in short, the price has gone up, and

my return is greater. Why? Because I render more service, because
the buyer would have to take more pains to get this wine than I ,

took, because I satisfy a want that has become greater, of higher
value, etc. _

i
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This is the question that must always be considered.
There are a thousand of us. We each have our acre of land,

which we clear. Time goes by, and we sell it. Now, it happens that
out of the thousand of us nine hundred and ninety-eight do not

receive, or never will receive, as many days of current labor for

our land as it has cost us; and that is because our past labor,
which was less skillful, performs relatively less service than cur-
rent labor. But there are two landowners whose labor has been

more intelligent or, if you will, more successful. When they offer

it for sale, it is found to represent inimitable services. Everyone
says: It would cost me much more to perform this service for
myself; hence, I shall pay a high price; and, provided I am not

coerced, I am still very sure that it will not cost me as much as if
I performed this service by any other means.

This is the story of the Clos-Vougeot. It is the same as the case
of the man who finds a diamond or who has a beautiful voice or a

figure to exhibit for five sous, etc.
In my native province there is much uncultivated land. The

stranger never fails to ask: Why do you not cultivate this land?
The answer is: Because the soil is poor. But, it may be objected,

right beside it is absolutely similar land, and it is cultivated. To

this objection the native finds no reply.
Is it because he was wrong to answer in the first place: The soil

is poor?

No, the reason why new land is not cleared is not that the soil
is poor; for some of it is excellent, and still it is not cleared. This

is the reason: to bring this uncultivated land to a state of fertility

equal to that of the adjacent cultivated land would cost more than
to buy the adjacent land itself.

Now, to any man capable of reflection this proves incontestably
that the land has no value in itself.

(Develop all the implications of this idea.) 3
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Wages

All men eagerly long for security. We do indeed find a few
restless, adventurous individuals in the world for whom the thrill

of the unknown is a kind of emotional necessity. Nevertheless, we
can aflSrm that men, taken as a whole, want to be free of fear for

their future, to know what to count on, to arrange their lives in
advance. To understand what store they set by security, we need
only to observe how eagerly they rush into government employ-
ment. Let no one say that they do so because of the prestige of
public service. There are certainly civil service positions in
which the work involved is far from being of a high order. It con-
sists, for example, in spying on one's fellow citizens, prying into
their affairs, annoying them. Yet such positions are nonetheless
sought after. Why? Because they represent security. Who has not
heard a father say of his son: "I'm trying to get him on the list
for a temporary appointment in such and such a government
bureau. Naturally, it's irritating that they require such a costly
education. It's also true that with that kind of education, he

might have gone into some more brilliant career. As a govern-
ment functionary he will never get rich, but he will be sure of his
living. He will always have enough to eat. In four or five years
he will be getting a salary of eight hundred francs; then he will
go up, step by step, to three or four thousand, After thirty years of
service, he can retire on his pension. His livelihood is therefore
assured. It's up to him to learn to live moderately and humbly,
etc."

361
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Security, then, has an all-powerful appeal.
And yet, when we consider the nature of man and of his

labors, security seems incompatible with it.
Anyone looking back in his mind's eye to the hazards faced by

human society at its inception will have difficulty in understand-
ing how a great multitude of men can possibly obtain from the
social order any fixed, assured, and constant means of existence.
That they do so is another of those phenomena that fail to impress
us as strikingly as they should for the very reason that our eyes
are accustomed to them. Here are functionaries who receive fixed

salaries, property owners who know in advance what income they
will have, investors who can exactly calculate their returns, work-
men who earn the same wages every day. If we exclude money,
which is introduced simply to facilitate evaluation and exchange,
we shall perceive that what remains stable is the quantity of the
means of existence, the value of the satisfactions received by these
various categories of workers. Now, I maintain that this stability,
which little by little is spreading to all mankind, to all kinds of
labor, is a miracle of civilization, a prodigious accomplishment
of the social order that is so foolishly denounced in our day.

Let us go back, then, to a primitive social order. Let us imagine
that we say to a hunting, fishing, pastoral, warrior, or agricultural
people: "As your society progresses, you will be able to tell further
and further in advance exactly what will be your total enjoyments
for every year."

These good people would not believe us. They would reply:
"That will always depend on something that eludes all calcula-
tion-the uncertainty of the seasons, for example, etc." They
would never be able to understand the ingenious efforts by which
men have succeeded in establishing a kind of insurance bridging
all times and all places.

Now, this mutual insurance against the vicissitudes of the
future is entirely dependent on a field of human knowledge that
I shall call experimental statistics. And since there is continual
progress in this field, based as it is on experience, it follows that
security also can be progressively extended. It is favored by two
permanent factors: first, men long for security; second, every day

.tl_eyacquire more means of attaining it,
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Before I demonstrate how security is established in those

human transactions in which at first sight it would not seem to be

an important concern, let us see how it is obtained in a transac-
tion in which, it is of special concern. The reader will thus under-

stand what I mean by experimental statistics.
Consider a group of men who are all homeowners. One house

happens to burn, and its owner is ruined. At once alarm spreads
among all the others. Each one says to himself: "The same thing

could happen to me." It is not surprising, therefore, that the
owners meet and make provision to share possible loss by forming

a mutual fire-insurance association. Their agreement is very
simple. It is expressed in these terms: If the house of one of us

burns, the rest of us will take up a collection to help him.

By this device each owner can be sure of two things; first, that
he will have a small share in all misfortunes of this type; second,

that he will never have to bear the full brunt of any one
misfortune.

In reality, if we extend the calculation over a great number of
years, we see that the homeowner makes, so to speak, an arrange-

ment with himself. He lays up savings with which to pay for the
disasters that may strike.

This is association. Indeed, the socialists give the name associ-

ation exclusively to arrangements of this kind. As soon as specula-
tion is introduced, they say, association disappears. I say that it
is improved, as we shall see.

The motive that prompted our homeowners to form an associ-

ation, to provide for mutual insurance, was a love of stability, of
security. They prefer known risks to unknown risks, a great num-

ber of possible small losses to one large one.

Nevertheless, their objective has not been completely accom-
plished, and there is still much uncertainty in their situation. Each

one of them may say: "Suppose disasters multiply. Will my
assessment not become exorbitant? In any case, I should like to

know in advance what it will be, and also to insure my household
goods, my merchandise, etc., in the same manner."

These difficulties appear to be in the nature of things and
beyond man's power to avoid. We are always tempted to believe,

after every advance, that everything possible has been done. How,
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indeed, can we eliminate this hazard contingent on misfortunes
still in a realm beyond our ken?

But mutual insurance has, through experience, gradually ac-
quired in society an important piece of statistical information,

namely, the ratio, in terms of yearly averages, between values
destroyed by disasters and values covered by insurance.

Armed with this information, an individual or a company,

having made all the necessary calculations, goes to the home-

owners and says: "By providing for mutual insurance, you have
tried to purchase your peace of mind. The price this precious
asset costs you is the indeterminate assessment you set aside annu-

ally to cover your losses. But you never know in advance what this

price will be; and, on the other hand, your peace of mind is never
complete. Well, I am here to propose a different procedure. In

consideration of a fixed annual premium that you will pay me,
I will assume the risk for all losses. I will insure all of you, and

here is the capital to guarantee my promises."

The homeowners are quick to accept, even though this premi-
um would cost a little more than the average assessment under

the mutual insurance agreement: for the most important thing
in their eyes is not the saving of a few francs, but the assurance

of complete peace of mind.
At this point the socialists contend that the association is

destroyed. I maintain that it is improved and on the way to still
further improvement.

But, say the socialists, now the insured no longer have any
common tie! They no longer see one another; they no longer have
to reach a common understanding. Parasitical middlemen have

intruded themselves among them, and the fact that the home-
owners now pay more than is necessary to cover their losses is

proof that the insurers are reaping outrageous profits.
It is easy to answer this criticism.
First of all, the association now exists under another form. The

premium contributed by the insured still provides the fund to

pay for the losses. The insured have found the means of remaining
in the association without the bother of running it. Obviously,

this is an advantage to every one of them, inasmuch as the end in
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view is nonetheless attained; and the opportunity of remaining

in the association and still retaining independence of movement
and the free use of one's faculties is precisely what characterizes

social prog-ress.
As for the middleman's profit, it is explainable and completely

justified. The insured remain members of the association for the

recovery of their losses. But a company has stepped in that offers
them the following advantages: first, it removes the element of

risk to which they were still exposed; second, it frees them from all
trouble or labor that their losses might entail. These are services.

Now, service for service. The fact that the proposal is willingly
accepted and paid for is proof that the company is performing a
service of definite value. The socialists are merely being ridicu-

lous when they rant against the middleman. Does he impose his
services by force? Has he other means at his disposal than to

say: "I shall cost you something in the way of pains, but I shall
save you more"? How, then, can he be called a parasite, or even
a middleman?

Therefore, I declare that the association thus transformed

is in a position to improve in every way.
In fact, the companies, in the hope of realizing profits propor-

tional to the extent of their business, try constantly for new

accounts. They have agents everywhere, they extend credit, they
invent countless new coverages in order to increase the number of

policyholders, that is, of associated parties. They insure many,
many risks that were not covered by the original mutual associa-
tion. In short, the association steadily increases so as to include

more people and more things. As this expansion continues, it

allows the companies to lower their rates; they are, in fact, forced
to do so by competition. And here again we encounter the great

law: the benefit soon slips through the hands of the producer and
ultimately comes to rest with the consumer.

Nor is this all. The companies take out insurance on one

another in the form of reinsurance; so that, as far as recovery of
losses is concerned, which is the heart of the matter, a thousand

different companies, operating in England, France, Germany,
and America, form a single great corporation. And what is the
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result? If a house happens to burn in Bordeaux, Paris, or any-
where else, homeowners from all over the world--Englishmen,

Belgians, Germans, Spaniards---have their assessment ready and

are prepared to make good the loss.
This is an example of the power, the scope, the perfection, that

a free and voluntary association can attain. But in order to do so,
it must be free to choose its own methods. Now, what happened

when the socialists, those great devotees of association, were in

power? They found nothing more urgent to do than to browbeat
associations of every description, and insurance associations in

particular. And why? For the very reason that in order to operate
on a world-wide basis, insurance companies follow the procedure

of allowing every one of their members to remain independent.
How little these poor socialists understand the social mechanisml

They want to take us back to the first uncertain steps taken by
society in its infancy, to the primitive and almost savage forms of

association. They would suppress all progress on the ground that
it has departed from these forms.

We shall see that, because of these same prejudices, this same
ignorance, they rail constantly against interest, or else against
wages, which are fixed forms, and therefore highly developed, for

the payment of what is due capital and labor.

The wage system particularly has been the object of the social-
ists' attack. They have almost gone so far as to present it as some-
thing hardly less cruel than slavery or serfdom. In any case, they

have viewed it as an oppressive and one-sided arrangement having
only the semblance of liberty, as exploitation of the weak by the

strong, as tyranny exercised by capital over labor.
Though everlastingly wrangling with one another over the new

institutions they would like to establish, they evince a striking
unanimity in their common hatred of existing institutions, and

the wage system most of all; for, if they cannot reach agreement on
the social order of their choice, we must at least give them their

due in that they always see eye to eye in abusing, deploring,
slandering, hating, and generating hatred for anything that
actually exists. I have stated elsewherp the reasons for this
attitude. _
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Unfortunately, all this did not remain a purely academic ques-

tion; for socialist propaganda, aided and abetted by a weak and
ignorant press, which, without admitting its socialist sympathies,
nevertheless sought to curry popular favor by its sensational

tirades, has succeeded in inspiring hatred for the wage system
even among the wage earners. The workers have become dissatis-

fied with this form of remuneration. It appears to them unjust,
humiliating, odious. They feel that it brands them with the mark

of servitude. They desire to share by other means in the distribu-
tion of wealth. From this point to becoming infatuated with the

most extravagant utopias is only a step, and this step has been
taken. In the February Revolution the great preoccupation of

the workers was to get rid of the wage system. For the means of
doing so they consulted their gods; but on the occasions when

the gods did not remain silent, their oracular utterances were,
as is customary, anything but clear, though the great word "as-

sociation" did predominate, as if association and wages were
mutually exclusive. Then the workers proposed to try all the

forms of this association that was supposed to bring them liberty,
and, to make it the more attractive, they invested it with all the

charms of "solidarity" and attributed to it all the merits of
"brotherhood." For the moment, one would have thought that

the human heart itself was about to undergo a great transforma-
tion and, shaking off the yoke of self-interest, would hence-

forth be guided by nothing less than the purest forms of
self-sacrifice. Strange contradictionT People hoped to receive,

by way of association, at once the glory of self-sacrifice and the
enjoyment of profits hitherto unknown. While they raced madly
after fortune, they demanded that they be awarded, or rather

they awarded themselves, the palm of martyrdom. Apparently
these misguided workers, on the verge of being swept along on

the path of injustice, felt the need of deluding themselves, of

glossing over with idealism the lessons in plunder that their
apostles had taught them, and of covering them with a veil
before offering them up in the sanctuary of a new revelation.

Perhaps never before had so many dangerous errors, such gross
contradictions, taken such a hold upon the human mind.
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Let us see, then, what wages are. Let us look at their origin,
their form, and their effects. Let us recognize why they were

created; let us determine whether in the development of humanity

they represent a step backward or forward. Let us ascertain
whether or not they are essentially humiliating, degrading, brutal-

izing; and whether it is possible to discern their alleged connec-
tion with slavery.

Services are exchanged for services. What is offered and

accepted in exchange is labor, effort, pains, trouble, natural or

acquired skills; what is transmitted are satisfactions; what deter-
mines the exchange is mutual advantage; and what measures

it is the free evaluation of reciprocal services. The various ar-
rangements to which human transactions have given rise have

necessitated a very large economic vocabulary, but the words
"profit," "interest," "wages," although they express different
shades of meaning, do not change the real nature of things. It
is always the do ut des, or rather the facio ut facias * which, as
far as the science of economics is concerned, forms the basis
of all human evolution.

Wage earners are no exception to this law. Consider carefully.

Do they perform services? Undoubtedly. Do they receive services?
They do indeed. Are these services exchanged freely, voluntarily?

Do we perceive fraud or violence in this type of transaction? It
is at this point, perhaps, that the complaints of the workers begin.

They do not go so far as to contend that they have been deprived
of their freedom, but they declare that this freedom is purely

nominal and even a mockery, for the person whose decisions are
determined by necessity is not free in fact. It remains to be seen
whether the lack of freedom thus understood is not the result
of the worker's situation rather than of the manner in which

he is paid.

When a man contributes the strength and skill of his hands
to another's service, his payment may consist of a share in the

thing produced or else in a fixed wage. In the one case as in

the other, he must bargain over this share--for it may be larger
or smaller--or for this wage--for it may be higher or lower.

[Seectlap. 5, p. 147.--TRANSLA'rOR.]
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And if the man is in absolute want, if he cannot wait, if he is

under the spur of urgent necessity, he will submit to its law; he

will not be able to resist the conditions laid down by the man for
whom he is to work. But it must be noted that it is not the form

of his payment that puts him in this state of dependency. Whether

he runs the risk of being paid according to the outcome of the
enterprise, or whether he contracts for a fixed wage, it is his

precarious situation that has put him at a disadvantage in the
bargaining. The innovators who have presented the workers with
the idea of association as an infallible cure have therefore deceived

them and themselves as well. They can convince themselves of
this fact by observing carefully situations in which the impov-

erished worker receives a share of the produce rather than a wage.
Certainly there are no men in France more wretchedly poor than

the fishermen and the vineyard workers in my native province of
Bearn, although they have the honor of enjoying all the benefits

of what the socialists exclusively term association.
But before inquiring into the influences that determine the

rate at which wages are set, I must define, or rather describe, the
nature of this transaction.

Men have a natural tendency--and consequently one that is
beneficial, moral, universal, and indestructible--to desire security

in regard to their means of existence, to seek stability, and to
avoid risk and uncertainty.

Nevertheless. in the earliest stages of society risk and uncer-
tainty held, so to speak, absolute sway; and I have often been
amazed that political economy has failed to point out the great

progress that has been achieved in constantly lessening their influ-
ence on human affairs.

For example, in a small community of hunters, in a nomadic

tribe, or a newly established colony, who can predict with certainty
what one's labor will be worth tomorrow? Does there not even

seem to be a fundamental conflict between these two ideas, for

could there be anything more uncertain than the results of labor
devoted to hunting, fishing, and agriculture?

Therefore, it would be difficult to find, in the early period of
any society, anything resembling salaries, retainers, stipends,
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wages, incomes, rents, interest payments, insurance premiums,
etc., all of which are things invented to give more stability to the
status of the individual, to remove from mankind as much as

possible that painful sense of uncertainty and anxiety in regard
to the means of existence.

The progress that has been made in this direction is truly
remarkable, even though custom has so familiarized us with the
fact that we fail to notice it. And yet, since the results obtained
by labor, and consequently the consumption of products by man-
kind, can be so profoundly modified by the course of events, by
unexpected circumstances, like Nature's whims, inclement
weather, and disasters of all kinds, how does it happen that so
many men find that, thanks to fixed wages, rents, salaries, pen-
sions, they are exempt, for a time, and some for life, from that
uncertainty which seems to form a part of our very nature?

The cause, the motive power, of this wonderful evolution by
mankind is to be found in the tendency of all men to strive
toward the attainment of their well-being, to which stability is so
essential. The means consists in the substitution of the /ixed
contractual payment covering calculable risks for the earlier form
of association wherein all members are liable for all risks of the

enterprise--in other words, the creation of a more efficient associa-
tion. It is curious, to say the least, that our great modern reformers
would have us believe that association is dissolved by the presence
of the very element that actually improves it.

For certain men to be willing to bind themselves by contract
to assume certain risks that naturally fall on others, some degree
of progress must have been made in a special field of knowledge
that I have called experimental statistics; for they must be able
through experience to appraise, at least approximately, these risks,
and consequently the value o/ the services they render those for
whom they take this responsibility. That is why the transactions
and associations of primitive and ignorant peoples do not permit
of provisions of this nature, and why, therefore, risk and uncer-
tainty, as I have said, hold full sway over them. If a savage who is
getting along in years and has a certain supply of game laid up
engages a young hunter to help him, he will pay him, not with
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fixed wages, but with a certain share in the kill. How, in fact,
could either of them draw inferences from the known to the

unknown? The lessons of the past are not sufficiently available

to them to permit them to insure themselves against the future
beforehand.

In an age of ignorance and barbarism men undoubtedly associ-
ate, enter into associations, since otherwise, as we have shown,

they cannot live; but association among them can assume only
that primitive, elementary form which the socialists represent as
the law and the salvation of the future.

Later on, in the case of two men who have long worked together
sharing common risks, there comes a time when it is possible for
them to calculate their risks in advance, and one of them may

assume all the risks in consideration of a stipulated payment.

This arrangement certainly represents progress. To be assured
of this, we need only to know that the arrangement is made freely,

by mutual consent, which would not happen unless it were to the
advantage of both parties, But it is easy to understand in what

respects it is to their advantage. One party, by assuming all the
risks of the undertaking, gains the advantage of having it com-

pletely under his control; the other gains that stability of position
so dear to men's hearts. And society in general cannot fail to gain,

because now an enterprise that was once subject to the conflicting

pressures of two minds and two wills enjoys a unified policy and
direction.

But, because the form of the association has been changed, can

we say that it has been dissolved, as long as the two men continue

to participate in it and nothing has been altered except the man-
ner of distributing what they produce? Above all, can we say that
the association has been vitiated as long as the new policy is freely

agreed to and it satisfies all parties?
In order to create new means of satisfaction, it is almost always

--I could say, always---necessary to have both current labor and
the fruits of previous labor available. At the outset capital and

labor, when they join forces in a common project, are each obliged
to share its risks. This stage continues until these risks can be

calculated experimentally. Then two tendencies, equally natural
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to the human heart, are to be observed: I mean the tendencies

toward uni[ied control and fixed responsibilities. Capital then

says to Labor: "Experience teaches us that your eventual profit
will amount to an average return of so much. If you are willing, I

will guarantee you this amount and will run the enterprise, assum-
ing, for better or for worse, all its risks."

Labor may perhaps reply: "This proposal suits me. Sometimes
in a year I receive only three hundred francs; at other times I
receive nine hundred. These fluctuations cause me great incon-

venience; they prevent me from regulating my expenses and those

of my family in a systematic way. It is an advantage for me to be
relieved of this continual uncertainty and to receive a fixed
return of six hundred francs."

When this reply is given, the terms of the contract will be

changed. They will indeed continue to unite their efforts, to
share the proceeds, and consequently the association will not be
dissolved; but its form will be altered in that one of the parties,

Capital, will take all the risks and all the extraordinary profits,
while the other party, Labor, will enjoy all the advantages of

stability. Such is the origin of wages.

Sometimes the procedure of reaching an agreement is reversed.
Often it is the entrepreneur who says to the capitalist: "We have
worked hitherto on the basis of a common sharing of the risks.

Now that we have a better knowledge of our expectations, I
propose that we draw up a contract. You have twenty thousand

francs invested in the enterprise, for which one year you received
five hundred francs, and another year fifteen hundred. If you are
willing, I will give you a thousand francs a year, or five per cent,

and will free you of all risk, on condition that I direct the enter-
prise as I wishY

Probably the capitalist will reply: "Since, with considerable
and vexatious ups and downs, I receive on the average no more

than a thousand francs per year, I prefer to be assured of this
sum regularly. Therefore, I shall continue the association by

keeping my capital invested in the business, but without assuming
any of the risks. My activity and my intelligence can now be more

freely turned in other directions."
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From the point of view of society as well as that of the indi-

vidual, this represents a gain.
Evidently there is in mankind a longing for stability that is

constantly working to restrict and circumscribe the role of chance

and uncertainty. When two persons share a risk, they cannot elim-
inate the risk itself, but there is a tendency for one of the two to

assume it on a contractual basis. If capital takes the responsibility,
then labor receives a fixed return, which is called wages. If labor

chooses to accept the risk, for better or for worse, then the return
on capital is set aside and fixed under the name of interest.

And since capital consists exclusively of human services, we
may say that capital and labor are two words that express the same

fundamental idea; consequently, the same may be said of interest

and wages. Hence, at this point, where false economic theory
never fails to find a conflict, true economic theory always finds
identity.

Thus, in their origin, nature, and form, wages are in no way
essentially degrading or humiliating, any more than interest is.

Both represent the returns due to current and to previous labor
as their respective shares of the results of a common enterprise.

But, in the long run, it nearly always happens that the two parties
provide for a fixed payment for one of these shares. If it is current

labor that wants a uniform return, it gives up its share in further
but risky profits for the sake of wages. If it is previous labor that

wants a uniform return, it sacrifices its hope of extra but uncer-
tain profits in return for znterest.

Personally, I am convinced that this new stipulation, represent-
ing a later addition to the original association, far from dissolving
it, actually improves it. I have no doubts on this score when I

reflect that the new arrangement arises from a keenly felt need,
from the natural desire of all men for stability, and that, besides,

it satisfies all parties without harming--indeed, on the contrary,
by improving--the general welfare.

The modern reformers who, alleging that they invented the
principle of association, would like to take us back to the days of

its most rudimentary forms, ought surely to tell us in what respect

contracts stipulating lixed payments contravene justice or equity,
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in what ways they retard progress, and by virtue of what principle
they propose to ban such arrangements. They should also tell us
how, if such stipulations are so barbarous, they reconcile the
increasing presence and influence of these contracts in modern
society with what the reformers themselves proclaim about the
perfectibility of mankind.

For my part, I am convinced that these stipulations are one of
the most marvelous signs of progress and one of the most potent
factors in the development of society. They are at once the fulfill-
ment and the reward of a past and very ancient civilization and
the promise of endless progress for the future. If society had been
content with that primitive form of association which makes all
parties subject to the risks of an enterprise, ninety-nine per cent
of human transactions could not have been carried on. The man

who today has a part in twenty enterprises would have been
bound for all time to a single one. All operations would have
lacked unity of policy and direction. In a word, man would never
have enjoyed stability, that precious asset which may well be
the source of genius.

The wage system, then, is derived from a natural and indestruc-
tible human tendency. Let us note, however, that this system is
but an imperfect answer to men's longings. It makes the workers'
pay more uniform and equal, more in line with an average figure;
but there is one thing that it cannot do, any more than a pooling
of risks could, and that is to guarantee them employment.

And at this point I cannot refrain from commenting on the
power of a feeling to which I have referred in the course of this
discussion, a feeling that the modern reformers do not appear to
be at all aware of: I mean man's aversion to uncertainty. It is
precisely this feeling that has so favored the socialist ranters in
their efforts to foster a hatred for the wage system in the minds of
the workers.

We can think of three stages in the progress of the worker's
status: the stage in which risk and uncertainty predominate; the
stage in which stability predominates; and an intermediate stage
in which risk and uncertainty, though partially eliminated, still
militate against complete stability.
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What the workers have not understood is that the kind of

association preached by the socialists represents the infancy of
society, the period of the first faltering steps, of sudden ups and

downs, of alternating plenty and want--in a word, the absolute
reign of risk and uncertainty. The wage system, on the contrary,

represents the intermediate stage that separates risk and uncer-
tainty from stability.

Now, the workers, not yet having attained---far from it--a
stable condition, placed their hopes, like all men suffering from
economic woes, in some kind of change in their status. That is

why the socialists found it very easy to dazzle them with the great
word "association." The workers felt that they were being carried

forward, whereas in reality they were being swept backward.

Yes, the unfortunate workers were being swept back toward the
first uncertain steps in the evolution of society; for was the kind
of association being preached to them anything other than the
system in which all members are held liable for all the risks? This

arrangement is inevitable in times of complete ignorance, since

contracts stipulating fixed payments presuppose at least a rudi-
mentary knowledge of experimental statistics. Is the socialists'

proposal anything more or less than a pure and simple return
to the reign of risk and uncertainty?

Therefore, the workers, who had been so enthusiastic for associ-

ation as long as it had remained a mere theory, changed their

minds as soon as the February Revolution made it appear a real
possibility.

At that time many employers, whether under the spell of the
universal enthusiasm for association, or out of fear, offered to

replace the payment of wages with a profit-sharing arrangement.

But the workers drew back from common sharing of this kind--
the sharing of the risks. They understood that in reality what they

were being offered, in case the enterprise should fail, was the
absence of any kind of payment whatsoever, which for them meant
death.

Then we observed a phenomenon that would reflect little honor

on our country's working class were it not that the blame should

be placed on the so-called reformers, in whom the working class,
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unfortunately, had placed its trust. The workers clamored for a
hybrid association providing for a retention of wages and at the

same time for their participation in the profits, without, however,
involving them in the risks.

It is very unlikely that the workers would ever on their own

have thought of putting forward such demands. There is in
human nature a fund of good sense and justice to which obvious

unfairness is repugnant. In order to deprave man's heart, it is
first necessary to corrupt his mind.

This is what the leaders of the socialist school did not fail to do,

and, in this regard, I have often wondered whether their motives

were not deliberately perverse. I have always been inclined to
respect men's motives as something inviolate, but in this case it is

difficult to find them above reproach.
After stirring up the working classes against their employers by

the persistent and unfair tirades with which socialist books are

filled; after convincing the workers that they were involved in a
war, and that in war all is fair against the enemy; the leaders of the

socialists then clothed the workers' ultimatum, in order to gain it
wider acceptance, in scientific subtleties and went so far as to give

it colorings of mysticism. They even personified society as an
abstract being owing to every individual a certain minimum,

r_amely, a guarantee of livelihood. "You have the right, then," they
told the workers, "to demand a fixed wage." Thus, they began by
satisfying man's natural inclination for stability. Then, they

proclaimed that, apart from wages, the worker was entitled to a
share in the profits; and, when asked if he should also have a share

in the losses, they replied that, by virtue of government interven-
tion and guarantees from the taxpayer, they had invented a system

of universal industry and full employment exempt from any pos-
sibility of loss. This was the means of allaying the last remaining

scruples of the unfortunate workers, who were therefore, as I have
said, quite disposed at the time of the February Revolution to

demand the adoption for their benefit of these three provisions:
1. Continuation of their wages.

2. A share in the profits.
3. Exemption from any share in the losses.
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It will be said, perhaps, that these demands are not as unfair or
as impossible as they appear, since they have been introduced and

maintained in many newspaper concerns, in the railroads, etc.
I say in reply that there is something very childish about deceiv-

ing oneself by giving high-sounding names to very trivial things.
If one will only be open-minded about the matter, one will doubt-

less be convinced that this type of profit-sharing, which a few con-
cerns make available to their wage earners, does not constitute

association or deserve to be so called, nor does it represent a great
revolution in the relations between two classes of society. It is an

ingenious bonus system, a useful incentive for the wage earners,
offered in a form that is not exactly new, despite the efforts to
present it as an endorsement of socialism. The employers who,

in adopting this practice, set aside a tenth or a twentieth or a

hundredth part of their profits, when they have any, may make a
great show of this act of generosity and proclaim themselves
noble regenerators of the social order; but the matter really does

not deserve our notice, and so I return to my subject.
The establishment of the wage system, then, marked a forward

step for society. Originally, past labor (capital) united with cur-
rent labor (the workers), in sharing the risk, to undertake joint

enterprises that, under such terms, must have had very limited
scope. If society had not discovered other systems, no large-scale

operation would ever have been carried out in this world. Man-
kind would still be back in the era of hunting and fishing, and a

few primitive attempts at agriculture.
Later, obeying tile double impulse that leads us both to seek

stability and to desire to be in charge of operations for which we
have to bear the risks, the two associates, without in any way
dissolving their association, established the system by which it

was agreed that one party would pay the other a fixed amount and

would himself assume all the risks along with the direction of the
enterprise. When this fixed sum goes to previously performed
labor, to capital, it is called interest; when it goes to current labor,

it is called wages.
But, as I have observed, wages are only partially successful in

obtaining, for a certain class of men, a state of stability, or security,
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as regards their means of livelihood. The wage system represents
a step--a very definite step, and one so difficult to make that at

first sight one might think it impossible--toward the attainment
of this wonderful goal; but it does not represent its complete
attainment.

In passing, it is perhaps not idle to state that security resembles

all the other great objectives that mankind pursues. They are all
constantly approached, but never perfectly attained. For the very

reason that security is so great a blessing, we shall always strive to
extend its benefits among us; but it is not within our power ever

to enjoy it completely. We can even go so far as to say that such a
state of things is not desirable, at least for man as he now is. An

absolute degree of any good thing whatsoever would mean the
extinction of all desire, all effort, all planning, all thought, all
foresight, all virtue; perfection excludes perfectibility.

The laboring classes, having risen with the passage of time, and
thanks to the progress of civilization, to the level represented

by the wage system, have not therefore ended their quest for
security.

Of course, wages can be counted upon at the end of a day's
work; but when circumstances, a crisis in industry, or simply ill-

ness have forced hands to stop working, wages likewise stop com-
ing in. Should the worker then turn to enforced idleness for his

daily bread and that of his family? His only recourse is to save up,
during his working days, against the time when he will be old or
ill.

But who can reckon in advance, for any individual, the number

of days when he can help himself, compared to the days when he
will need help?

What is impossible for one person becomes more feasible for
many by virtue of the law of large numbers. That is why this

assessment, paid in during periods of employment against periods
of unemployment, attains its goal much more efficiently, more
regularly, more surely, when it is centralized in the association

rather than left to the risks incurred by the individual.
Hence the various mutual-aid societies,* admirable institutions

* [These are the mutual insurance associations best exemplified in Bastiat's time
by the English Friendly Societies.--T_NSLATOa.]
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that came into being within society long before even the name of
socialism existed. It would be difficult to say to what impulse the

invention of such arrangements should be credited. I believe, in
truth, that they sprang from the very fact that the need was there,

from man's longing for stability, from that ever restless, ever
active instinct that prompts us to bridge the gaps that civiliza-

tion encounters in its progress toward security for all ranks of
society.

In any case, I saw mutual-aid societies spring up spontaneously
more than twenty years ago among the destitute day laborers and

artisans in the poorest villages in the Department of Landes.
The intention of these societies is obviously to secure a stable

level of satisfactions, to distribute over all periods of life the
wages earned during periods of employment. In all the localities

where the societies exist, they have done a great deal of good. The
members of the association feel sustained by a sense of security,

one of the most precious and comforting feelings that man can
experience in his journey through life. In addition, all members

feel their mutual dependence, their contribution to one another's
needs; they understand to how great an extent the individual's

good or bad fortune becomes the good or bad fortune of all; they
meet together to observe a few religious ceremonies that their

statutes provide for; in a word, they are called upon to cultivate
that alert concern for one another's activities so calculated to

inspire both self-respect and an appreciation of the dignity of
others, which is the first and most difficult step on the road to
any kind of civilization.

The secret of the success of these societies--a success that has

indeed come slowly, as does everything that involves the masses--

is liberty, and this is readily explicable.
The natural danger that threatens such associations consists in

the removal of the sense of responsibility. No individual can ever
be relieved of responsibility for his own actions without incurring

grave perils and difficulties for the future3 If the day should ever
come when all our citizens say, "We shall assess ourselves in order
to aid those who cannot work or cannot find work," there would
be reason to fear that man's natural inclination toward idleness
would assert itself, and that in short order the industrious would
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be made the dupes of the lazy. Mutual aid therefore implies

mutual supervision, without which the benefit funds would soon
be exhausted. This mutual supervision, which is for the associa-

tion a guarantee of continued existence, and for each individual
an assurance that he will not be victimized, is also the source of

the moral influence it, as an institution, exercises. Thanks to it,

drunkenness and debauchery are gradually disappearing, for by
what right could a man claim help from the common fund when

it could be proved that he had brought sickness and unemploy-
ment on himself through his own fault, by his own bad habits?

This supervision restores the sense of responsibility that associa-
tion, left to itself, would tend to relax.

Now, in order that such supervision may bear its full fruit, the
mutual-aid societies must be free, must have certain well-defined

prerogatives and be in complete control of their own funds. They

must be allowed sufficient flexibility to adapt their regulations to
fit local needs.

Suppose that the government interferes. It is easy to imagine
the role it will assign itself. Its first concern will be to take over all

funds on the pretext of centralizing them: and, in order to make
this measure more palatable, it will promsie to increase them out

of resources taken from the taxpayer. 3 "For," it will say, "is it not
entirely natural and just that the state should contribute to so

great, so generous, so philanthropic, so humanitarian a work as
this?" The first unjust act will be to force into the society, through
taxation, citizens who have no right to share in the benefits. The

second unjust act will be to propose, in the name of unity,
of solidarity (call it what you will), that all associations be merged

into one, subiect to uniform regulations.
But, I ask, what will happen to the morality of the institution

when its treasury is fed by taxes; when no one, except possibly
some bureaucrat, finds it to his interest to defend the common

fund; when every member, instead of making it his duty to pre-
vent abuses, delights in encouraging them; when all mutual super-

vision has stopped, and malingering becomes merely a good trick
played on the government? The government, to give it its just due,

will be disposed to defend itself; but, no longer being able to
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count on private action, will have to resort to official action. It
will appoint various agents, examiners, controllers, and inspec-

tors. It will set up countless formalities as barriers between the
workers' claims and his relief payments. In a word, an admirable
institution will, from its very inception, be turned into a branch

of the police force.
The state will perceive, first of all, the advantages to be gained

from adding to the vast throng of its appointees, from multiplying
the number of jobs at its disposal, from extending its patronage

and electoral influence. It will not realize that, in arrogating to
itself a new function, it has also placed upon itself a new, and,

indeed, a frightening responsibility. For what must the immediate
consequence be? The workers will no longer look upon their

common treasury as property to be administered and maintained
by themselves, with their own claims on it limited by the extent
of its resources. Little by little they will become accustomed to

considering unemployment benefits, not as something provided
by the limited funds that they have accumulated by their own

foresight, but as a debt that society owes them. They will never
admit that society cannot pay and will never be satisfied with the

benefits they receive. The state will constantly be obhged to ask
for new additions to the budget. At this point, encountering

opposition from the treasury officials, it will find itself in inextric-
able difficulties. Abuses will increase all the time. and the

government will shrink, as it always does, from rectifying them

until there comes the day of explosion. But when this happens,

the government will discover that it has to reckon with a popula-
tion that has lost the ability to act for itself, that looks to a cabinet
minister or an official for everything, even its hvelihood, a popula-

tion whose thinking has become so warped as to have lost any

notion of right, property, liberty, or justice.
These were some of the reasons for my alarm, I admit, when I

discovered that a commission of the legislatix e assembly had been

instructed to prepare a bill on mutual-aid societies. 1 felt that the
knell of doom had rung for them, and I was the more distressed
because I am convinced that a great future is in store for them

provided they continue to be allowed to breathe the bracing air
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of freedom. And, indeed, is it so difficult to permit men to experi-
ment, to feel their way, to choose, to make mistakes, to correct

them, to learn, to work together, to manage their own property
and their own interests, to act for themselves, at their own risk and

peril, on their own responsibility? Do we not see that this is what
makes them men? Must we always start with the fatal premise that

all those who govern are guardians and all the governed are
wards?

I maintain that, left to the care and supervision of those

concerned, the mutual-aid societies have a most promising future

before them, and I need no further proof of my statement than to
cite what is taking place across the Channel.

In England individual initiative has not waited for the government
to organize a powerful mutual-assistance association among the work-
ing classes. For a long time free and self-administered associations
have existed in the principal towns of Great Britain etc .....

The total number of these associations, for the United Kingdom,
amounts to 33,223, including no less than three million fifty-two
thousand individuals, which is half the adult population of Great
Britain .....

This great confederation of the laboring classes, this institution
which provides a practical and effective outlet for the impulse of
brotherly love, rests on the most solid foundations. The combined
revenue is five million pounds sterling, and the accumulated capital
amounts to eleven million two hundred thousand pounds.

Needy cases are paid out of this fund when employment declines
or stops. We are sometimes amazed at England's ability to withstand
the repercussions of the tremendous and far-reaching upheavals that
her gigantic industrial machine from time to time, and almost
periodically, experiences. This ability is to be explained, in large part,
by the fact that we have just mentioned.

Mr. Roebuck 4proposed that, in view of the vastness of the problem,
the government, acting paternalistically, and on its own initiative,
should take the responsibility for solving it ..... The Chancellor of
the Exchequer refused.

In cases where private individuals are capable of managing their
own affairs, the government, in England, deems it unnecessary to
interfere. It watches from above to make sure that there are no
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irregularities; but it permits every man to receive the reward of his
own efforts and to run his own business according to his own lights
and his own convenience. Certainly England owes a part of her great-
ness as a nation to this independence of her citizens. 5

The author could have added: It is also to this independence
that the citizens owe their experience and their personal worth. It

is to this independence that the government owes its relative

freedom from responsibility, and consequently its stability.
Among the institutions that can arise from the mutual-aid soci-

eties, once they have completed the evolution that they have now
barely begun, I give first place, because of its social importance, to
old-age pensions for the workers.

There are persons who call such an institution a flight of fancy.
These persons, no doubt, profess to know the farthermost limits

of security beyond which humanity may not go. I shall ask them
these simple questions: If they had never been familiar with any

social condition except that of primitive tribes that live by hunt-
ing or fishing, would they ever have foreseen, I do not go so far

as to say returns on landed property, government securities, or
fixed salaries, but even the wage system, that first step toward

stability in the condition of the poorest classes? And later, if they
had known only of the wage system such as it exists in countries

where the spirit of association has not yet appeared, would they
have ventured to predict the role that was destined to be played
by mutual-aid societies such as we have seen in operation in Eng-

land? Or do they have some good reason to believe that it was
easier for the laboring classes to progress first to a wage system,

and then to mutual-aid societies, than it is to go on to establishing
old-age pensions? Would this third step be more difficult than the
other two?

As for myself, I observe that humanity thirsts for security; I

see that, from age to age, it fills in the gaps where its achievements

have been incomplete, for the benefit of one class or another, by

marvelous methods that appear well beyond the inventive powers
of any one individual, and I certainly would not venture to

predict at what point it will cease its progress along this road.
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What is certain is that old-age pensions are universally, unani-

mously, eagerly, ardently longed for by all the workers, and quite
naturally so.

I have often questioned them, and I have always found that
the great torment of their lives is not the burden of their toil or

the smallness of their wages or even the resentment that the sight

of inequality could understandably kindle within them. No; the
cause of their concern, their discouragement, their anxiety, their

anguish, is the uncertainty of the future. Whatever profession we
may belong to, whether we be civil servants, capitalists, owners of

property, businessmen, doctors, lawyers, soldiers, magistrates,
we have reaped so many benefits, without realizing it and there-

fore without any sense of gratitude, from the progress that society
has made that we no longer understand this torture of uncertainty.

But let us put ourselves in the place of a worker or an artisan
who, on awakening every morning, is haunted by this thought: "I
am young and strong; I am working, and indeed, it seems to me

that I have less leisure and more heavy toil than most of my fellow

men. Yet I barely succeed in providing for my own needs and
those of my wife and children. But what will become of me, what

will become of them, when age or illness have sapped my strength?
I must exercise superhuman self-control and prudence if I am
to save out of my wages enough to meet these misfortunes. As for

illness, to be sure, there is always the chance that I may be lucky,
and, besides, there are the mutual-aid societies. But old age is not

something to be avoided by good luck; it is sure to come. Every
day I can feel it coming nearer; it is bound to catch up with me;

and then, after a blameless life of honest toil, what prospects do I
face? The poorhouse, the prison, or a hovel for myself; for my

wife, beggary; for my daughter, still worse. Oh, why isn't there
some social institution that could wrest from me, even by force,

during my younger days enough to provide for my old age?"
We must, indeed, bear in mind that this thought, which I have

just expressed so inadequately, is tormenting, even at the moment
that I am writing these words, and every day and every night, and

every hour of the day and night, the terrified imaginations of a
vast number of our brethren. And when mankind is faced with
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a problem in such terms as these, we can rest assured that it is not
insoluble.

If, in their efforts to gain greater security for themselves, the

workers have spread alarm among the other classes of society, it
is because they have turned their efforts in a wrong, unjust, and
dangerous direction. Their first thought--as is always the practice

in France--was to raid the public treasury, to finance their old-

age pensions through taxation, to appeal to the state or the law;
that is, to enjoy the profits of plunder without incurring either

the dangers or the public disapproval attached to it.
It is not from this quarter of the social horizon that the institu-

tion so ardently desired by the workers can come. Old-age pen-
sions, if they are to be useful, sound, praiseworthy, if the means of
obtaining them is to be in harmony with the end in view, must be

the fruit of the workers' own efforts, energy, wisdom, experience,
and foresight. They must be fed by their sacrifices, watered by the

sweat of their brows. They have no claims on the government
except for freedom of action and the suppression of fraud.

But has the time come when it is possible to set up old-age
pensions for the workers? I do not dare affirm it; indeed, I do not

believe it is so. In order to establish an institution that may
achieve a new degree of security for any class in society, it is neces-

sary that a certain amount of progress, a certain advance in civili-
zation, be achieved in the social milieu in which the institution

is to exist. An atmosphere congenial to its survival must be pre-
pared. If I am not mistaken, it must be the responsibility of the
mutual-aid societies, with the material resources they have built

up, with their spirit of association, experience, foresight, and the

sense of self-respect that they can instil in the working classes, to
set up the old-age pensions.

For if you will observe what has happened in England, you will
be convinced that such things are intricately interrelated, and for

progress to be made in one area, progress must first be made in
certain others.

In England all adults so desiring have over a period of time
joined the mutual-aid societzes of their own accord, and this is a
most important point to bear in mind when we are dealing with
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operations that must be carried out on a large scale if they are to

have any statistical validity.
These societies have tremendous capital funds and in addition

receive considerable annual income.

It can be assumed---otherwise we should have to deny the

progress of civilization--that a smaller and smaller percentage

of these prodigious funds will be required for sick and unemploy-
ment benefits.

Better public health is one of the contributions of civilization.

Hygiene and medical science are making progress; machines are
taking over the most backbreaking jobs; and longevity is increas-
ing. In all these areas the demands on the mutual-aid associations
tend to diminish.

Even more decisive and inevitable is the gradual elimination
of great industrial crises in England. They were caused sometimes

by those sudden enthusiasms that the English periodically experi-
ence for rash enterprises that dissipate vast amounts of capital,

and sometimes by the great increase in food costs resulting from
protective tariffs; for it is quite clear that when meat and bread

are very high, and it takes all the people's resources to procure
them, other commodities are not bought, and shut-downs in the
_actories become inevitable.

Public discussion and the lessons learned in the hard school of

experience are eliminating the first of these causes; and we can
already predict that this nation, which rushed with such sheeplike

credulity into American loans, Mexican mine speculations, and
railroad schemes, will be more wary than others of the California
gold mirage.

What shall I say of free trade? Its triumph is due to Cobden,* 6
not to Sir Robert Peel; _- for the apostle would always have found a
statesman, whereas the statesman could never have done without

the apostle. Here is a new force in the world and one that will, I

• [Richard Cobden (1804-1865), English manufacturer, member of Parliament, and

champion of free trade, known personally to Bastiat and much admired by him.--

TRANSLATOR.]

t [Sir Robert Peel (1788-1850), English statesman, member of the Conservative

Party, and Prime Minister in the 1840's.--TRAN._t,ATOR,]
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trust, deal heavy blows to the monster called unemployment.
Restriction of trade has the undeniable tendency and effect of

placing some of the country's industries, and consequently a
part of its population, in a precarious situation. Just as great
waves, which are momentarily held above the level of the sur-

rounding sea by some temporary force, constantly threaten to
break loose, so these artificially established industries, hemmed in

on all sides by successful competitors, are always on the point of
toppling down. What is needed to start their collapse? A mere
modification of an article in one of the world's innumerable tariff

laws. The change is made, and a panic results. Furthermore, the
narrower the circle of competition, the greater the variations in

the price of a given commodity. If a department of France, a dis-
trict, or a town had its own customs regulations, the fluctuations in

prices would be considerable. Liberty acts on the same principle as
insurance. In different parts of the world and in different years it

compensates the bad harvests by the good ones. It keeps prices
close to an average figure. It is therefore a leveling and balancing
force. It contributes to stability; hence, it combats instability, that

great cause of panics and unemployment. It is no exaggeration

to say that the first fruit of Cobden's work will be greatly to lessen
the dangers that in England led to the formation of the mutual-
aid societies.

Cobden has undertaken another task (and it will succeed, for

truth well served always triumphs), which will be no less impor-
tant for the security of the workers. I mean the abolition of war,
or rather (what amounts to the same thing), the fostering of the

spirit of peace in public opinion, which decides the question of
war or peace. War is always the greatest of the upheavals that a

people can suffer in its industry, the conduct of its business, the
investment of its capital, and even its tastes. Consequently, it is a

powerful factor in creating disruption and misery among the
classes who have the least control over the course their labor is to

take. The more remote the danger from this source, the less bur-
densome will be the responsibilities of the mutual-aid societies.

And, on the other hand, through the force of progress, with the

mere passing of time, their resources will become greater and
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greater. The day will then come when they can win a new and

decisive victory over the insecurity that is inherent in human
affairs by expanding their functions and setting up old-age

pensions; and this they will undoubtedly do, for such is the ardent
and unanimous desire of the workers.

It should be noted that even while material circumstances are

paving the way for such action, moral circumstances also are

favorable, thanks to the influence exerted by the societies them-

selves. These societies are developing among the workers habits,
qualities, virtues, whose possession and dissemination are a neces-
sary preliminary to old-age pensions. On close examination we

realize that this institution presupposes a very advanced type of
civilization, of which it is both the effect and the reward. How

would it be possible if men were not accustomed to meeting,

working together, and managing their common affairs, or, on the

contrary, if they were addicted to vices that aged them before
their time, or if they had come to think that anything is permis-

sible against the public, and that the common interest is fair game
for any kind of fraud?

If the establishment of old-age pension funds is not to be a
source of disturbance and discord, the workers must understand

that they are to depend on no one but themselves, that the com-

mon fund must be voluntarily created by those who expect to
share in it, that it is wholly unfair and antisocial to make the
classes that will not share in the disbursements contribute to the

fund by way of taxes, that is, by force. Now, we are far from

having reached that point, and the frequent appeals to the state
show only too clearly what the workers' hopes and demands are.

They feel that their retirement fund must be fed by state appro-
priations like those for government functionaries. Thus, one
abuse always gives rise to another.

But if we agree that old-age pension funds are to be main-

tained exclusively by those who have a personal stake in them,
can we not say that the system already exists, since life insurance

companies offer policies that permit every worker to make provi-
sion for the future through some sacrifice of the present?

I have written at considerable length about mutual-aid societies
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and old-age pensions, although these institutions are only indi-
rectly connected with the subject of this chapter. I have yielded

to my desire to show mankind gradually proceeding toward the
attainment of security, or rather (since security implies something
static), emerging victorious in its battle against risk and uncer-

tainty, that ever present threat to all the enjoyments of life, that

sword of Damocles that appears to hang unavoidably over human
destiny. The gradual elimination of this threat by its reduction to

the average level of the risks that all men at all times and in all
places must run is certainly one of the most admirable social har-
monies that the political economist can contemplate.

And we must not think that ultimate victory over risk and
uncertainty will depend upon the fate of these two institutions of

more or less accidental origin. On the contrary: even if experi-
ence should prove them unfeasible, mankind would still make its

way toward stability. The very fact that uncertainty is considered
an evil is sufficient guarantee that it will be continually and,

sooner or later, successfully attacked, for such is the law of our
nature.

If, as we have seen, the wage system represents, from the point
of view of security, an advance over previous forms of association

between capital and labor, it still leaves too much to chance and
uncertainty. Of course, the worker knows what to count on as

long as he has a job, but how long will he have a job, and how
long will he have the strength to do it? This is what he does not

know; this is the frightful question that hangs over his future.
The uncertainty that faces the capitalist is quite different. It is

not a question of life or death. His problem may be stated thus:
"I shall in any case get some interest on my principal, but will it
be more or less?" This is the question that is asked concerning

labor that has already been performed.
The philanthropic sentimentalists who see in this situation a

shocking case of inequality that they would like to destroy by arti-
ficial-and, I might add, unjust and violent--means do not stop
to consider that, after all, we cannot change the nature of things.

Labor already performed cannot fail to enjoy greater security than

labor still to be performed, because finished products cannot fail



390 Economic Harmonies

to be surer resources than products still to be made; because serv-
ices already rendered, received, and evaluated are on a sounder

footing than services that are still up for sale in the open market.
If you are not surprised that, of two fishermen, the one who,

having worked and saved for a long time, owns lines, nets, boats,
and a supply of fish, has less fear for the future than the one who

has absolutely nothing except a willingness to go fishing, why are
you surprised that, to a certain extent, the same differences are to

be seen in the social order? In order to justify the envy, jealousy,
and sheer spitefulness with which the worker regards the capital-
ist, the latter's security would have to be one of the causes of the

worker's insecurity. But the contrary is the case, and the very fact
that capital is available to one man means that the other man is

guaranteed his wages, however inadequate these wages may appear
to you to be. Certainly if it were not for capital, the worker's risk
and uncertainty would be much more imminent and ruthless.

And if the hardships of risk and uncertainty were made worse

so that they might be made equal and common to all, would the
worker in any way be better off?

Two men have run risks equal, for each one, to an amount that
we may represent as 40. One of them by his labor and foresight

succeeds in reducing his risks to 10. At the same time his com-
panion's risks, through the mysterious effects of association, have

gone down, not to 10, but to 20. What could be fairer than that
the one who has earned it should get the larger share of the

reward? What could be more surprising and gratifying than that
the other should profit from his brother's virtues? Now, this is

just what the philanthropists reject, on the ground that it is con-

trary to the ideal of equality.
The old fisherman said to his companion one day:

"You don't have a boat or nets or any other implement for

fishing except your two hands, and you run a great risk of having
a poor catch. Besides, you don't have any provisions, and yet you
can't work on an empty stomach. Come and join me; it's to your ':

interest as well as mine. It's to your interest, for I will give you a
part of our catch, and however much or little it may be, it will

still be better than what you could do on your own. It's also to 5
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my interest, for the additional amount that I will get with your
help will be more than what I shall have to give you. In a word,
your labor, my labor, and my capital combined will bring us a
surplus over what these would bring us separately, and the shar-
ing of this surplus explains how the association can be profitable
to both of us."

And thus the agreement was made. Later the younger fisherman
preferred to receive a fixed number of fish every day. Thus, his
variable and uncertain profit was turned into wages, but without
endangering the advantages of the association and most certainly
without dissolving it.

And it is in such circumstances that the socialists, in the name

of their so-called philanthropy, rant against the tyranny of boats
and nets, against the fact that the situation is naturally less pre-
carious for the man who owns boats and nets, because he has

made them for the very purpose of having some degree of cer-
taintyl It is in such circumstances that they try to persuade the
destitute fisherman that he is the victim of his voluntary arrange-
ment with the older fisherman, and that he should hasten to
return to his isolation!

Yes, the capitalist's future is less precarious than the worker's;
which is equivalent to saying that he who already owns something
is better off than he who does not yet own anything. Such is the
way things are, and such is the way things should be, and that is
why every man aspires to become an owner.

Men tend, therefore, to emerge from the status of wage earners
to become capitalists. This is a tendency that conforms to the
nature of the human heart. What worker does not desire to have

his own tools, his own working capital, his own store or workshop
or farm or house? What workman does not desire to become the

boss? Who is not happy to give orders after having long taken
them? It remains to be determined whether the great laws of the
economic world, whether the natural play of the social machinery,
encourage or militate against this tendency. This is the final
question we shall consider on the subject of wages.

And who can have any doubts on this score?
Let us recall how production always and inevitably develops:
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gratuitous utility constantly replacing onerous utility; human
efforts constantly becoming less in comparison with the results they
obtain, and, as they are freed from one task, embarking upon new

enterprises; every hour's labor corresponding to a steadily increas-

ing quantity of satisfactions. From these premises how can we fail
to deduce that there is a constant increase in usable goods and
services ready to be distributed, and, consequently, continual im-

provement in the workers' condition, and, consequently also, a
steady advance within the frame of their relative improvement?

For here, the effect having become a cause, we not only see
progress continuing, but accelerating as it gathers momentum. In

fact, from age to age saving becomes easier, since labor's compen-
sation becomes greater. Now, saving increases capital, stimulates
the demand for more hands, and raises wages. The rise in wages

in turn encourages saving and the transformation of the wage

earner into the capitalist. There is a constant action and reaction,
therefore, between wages and saving, and this is always favorable

to the working classes, always a factor in relieving them from the
yoke of pressing need.

It will be said, perhaps, that I present here everything that can
bring a gleam of hope to the workers' eyes and that I hide

everything that can plunge them into discouragement. If there
are tendencies toward equality, I may be told, there are also tend-

encies toward inequality. Why do you not analyze them all, in
order to explain the workers' true situation and thus bring the

science of political economy into accord with the melancholy facts
that it seemingly refuses to see? You show us gratuitous utility

taking the place of onerous utility, the gifts of God falling more
and more into the common domain, and, by that very token, man's

labor receiving a steadily increasing compensation. From this in-
creased compensation you conclude that saving becomes easier and

easier; and from the increased ease of saving you deduce a new in-
crease in compensation, bringing still further increases in savings,

and so on through all time to come. It may be that this order of
things is as logical as it is optimistic; it may be that we are not able

to refute it scientifically. But where are the actual facts to support
it? Where may we actually see the emancipation of the proletariat
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being carried out? In the great manufacturing centers? Among the

agricultural workers? And, if the predictions of your theory do
not prove true, are there not perhaps, in addition to those eco-

nomic laws that you cite, other laws, working in an opposite direc-
tion, that you fail to mention? For example, why do you say noth-
ing about the competition that takes place among laborers, forcing

them to accept lower wages; about the urgent need to gain a
livelihood, which exerts a constant pressure on the worker and

compels him to accept the capitalist's terms, so that the most desti-
tute, the hungriest, the most isolated worker, and consequently
the one least able to refuse any offer, sets the wage scale for all the

others? And if, despite all these obstacles, the status of our

unfortunate brothers does happen to improve, why do you not
show us how the law of population interposes its disastrous opera-
tion, multiplying the already teeming multitudes, intensifying

competition, increasing the supply of labor, winning the day for
capital, and constraining the worker to accept, for a twelve- or six-

teen-hour day, only the irreducible minimum (such is the classic
phrase) Ior subsistence?

If I have not taken up all these aspects of this problem, it is
because it is impossible to put everything into a single chapter. I

have already set forth the general law of competition, and we have
seen how far it is from giving any class, especially the least fortu-

nate one, serious reason for discouragement. Later, when I explain
the law of population, it will be evident, I hope, that, in its

general effects, it is not at all ruthless. It is not my fault that the
solution of every great problem--for example, the fate of a large

percentage of the human race--is to be found, not in the opera-
tion of a single, isolated economic law, and consequently, in a

single chapter of this book, but in the operation of the sum total
of all these laws, that is, in the entire book.

Then too--and I call the reader's attention to this distinction,

which most certainly is not a mere quibble--when we are con-
fronted with a certain phenomenon, we must be careful not to

attribute it to general and providential laws if on the contrary it
is produced by the violation of those laws.

I certainly do not deny the existence of the calamities of all
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possible types---drudgery, insufficient wages, insecurity, the sense
of inferiority--that assail those of our fellow men who have not

yet been able to rise, by the acquisition of property, to a more
comfortable condition. But we must recognize that insecurity,

want, and ignorance constituted the starting point for the entire
human race. That being the case, the question is, it seems to me,
whether: (1) the general laws of Providence do not tend to lighten

this triple yoke for all classes; (2) the achievements of the most
advanced classes do not ease the way for the more backward. If the

answer to these questions is in the affirmative, we may say that the
fact of social harmony is established, and that the ways of Provi-

dence are justified, if indeed Providence stands in need of

justification.
Furthermore, since man is endowed with initiative and free

will, it is certain that the beneficent laws of Providence are of

service to him only in so far as he conforms to them; and although
I affirm that be is perfectible by nature, I certainly do not mean
that he advances even when he misunderstands or violates them.

Thus, I say that transactions that are carried out among the

parties concerned freely, voluntarily, without fraud or violence,
promote progress for everyone. But this is far from saying that

progress is inevitable, and that it will be achieved through war,
monopoly, and fraud. I say that wages tend to rise, that this rise

encourages saving, and that saving, in turn, raises wages. But if the
wage earner, through habits of debauchery and dissipation, pre-

vents this progress from being initiated, I do not say that its results
will still be evident, for the contrary is implied by my statement.

In order to put the scientific theory to the test of actual fact we
must compare two different eras: for example, 1750 and 1850.

First, we must ascertain the proportion of proletarians to prop-
erty owners on the two dates. We should find, I expect, that

during the last century the number of those who have some work-
ing capital has grown greatly in comparison with those who have
none.

Next, it would be necessary to determine the exact status of

each of these two classes, which can be done only by observing the
satisfactions they enjoy. Most likely we shall find that in our times



'_ Wages 395

both classes derive far more real satisfactions, the one from its

accumulated labor, the other from the labor it is still performing,

than was possible in the days of the Regency.
If this two[old progress has not been respectively or relatively

all that could be desired, especially for the working class, we must
ask whether its course has not been more or less retarded by error,

injustice, violence, misunderstandings, passions--in a word, by
some fault on the part of man, by accidental causes that must not

be confused with what I call the great and constant laws of social
economy. For example, have there not been wars and revolutions
that could have been avoided? Have not these atrocities fi_st

drained off, then dissipated, incalculable amounts of capital,

thereby diminishing the funds available for wages and postponing
for many workers' families the hour of emancipation? Have they

not also diverted labor from its natural end, demanding of it, not
satisfactions, but destruction? Have we not had monopolies, privi-

leges, discriminatory taxation? Have there not been absurd
expenditures, ridiculous fashions, wasted efforts, which can be

attributed only to childish impulses and prejudices?

And what does all this prove? That there are general laws that
men may either obey or disobey.

It cannot be denied that the French in the last hundred years

have often run counter to the natural and orderly evolution of

society; nor can we fail to hold continual warfare, periodic revolu-
tions, injustice, privilege, dissipation, and all manner of folly,
responsible for a frightful waste of our energies, our capital, and
our labor.

Yet, on the other hand, despite all these facts that are only too

evident, we observe something else, namely, that during this same

hundred-year period the property-owning class has been recruited
from the proletariat, and that both classes now have respectively
available to them a greater number of satisfactions.

If we follow, then, a rigorously logical line of reasoning, we
arrive at this conclusion: The general laws o/ the social world are

harmonious, and they tend in all respects toward the improvement
oI mankind.

For, in the final analysis, if after a period of a hundred years
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during which these laws have been so frequently and so flagrantly
violated, mankind has moved ahead, we must conclude that their

action is beneficent enough to more than counterbalance the

effects of disturbing factors.
And how could it be otherwise? Is there not something equivo-

cal or, rather, redundant in the expression "beneficent general
laws"? How can they fail to be beneficent? When God implanted

in every man an irresistible impulse to achieve the good, and, in
order to enable him to discern it, an inner light capable of cor-
recting his errors, from that very moment He decreed that man-

kind was perfectible, and that, despite all gropings, errors, mis-

calculations, oppressions, and waverings, mankind would ever
advance toward the endless promise of a better world. This
advance, with the errors, miscalculations, and oppressions elimi-

nated, is what we mean by the general laws of the social order.

The errors and the oppressions are what I call the violations of
these laws and the disturbing factors that work against them.
Hence, the laws cannot fail to be beneficent, and the disturbing

factors to be baneful, unless we go so far as to question whether
the disturbing factors may not have more lasting effects than the
general laws. Now. this is contrary to our premise that our

intelligence, though fallible, is capable of correcting its errors.
It is clear that, the social world being constituted as it is, sooner

or later error is held in bounds by responsibility, and that op-

pression sooner or later is broken against the rock of solidarity;
hence, it follows that the disturbing factors are not permanent

by nature, and that only those phenomena whose action is dis-
turbed by them merit the name of general laws.

In order to conform our actions to general laws, we must know

what they are. Let me, therefore, dwell somewhat upon the rela-
tions, so poorly understood, that exist between capitalist and
worker.

Capital and Labor cannot get along without each other. In
constant mutual confrontation, they enter into arrangements that

are among the most important and interesting that the economist
can observe. And--make no mistake about it--observations on

this subject that are poorly made, if they become widely accepted,
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can give rise to inveterate animosities, bitter conflicts, crimes,
and bloodshed on a vast scale.

Now, 1 declare with the firmest conviction that for some years

the public mind has been saturated with the most completely
false theories on this subject. It has been alleged that free and

voluntary transactions between capital and labor must give rise,
not accidentally, but necessarily, to monopoly for the capitalist

and oppression for the worker. Consequently, it was boldly
concluded that freedom must everywhere be stifled; for, I repeat,
when such theorists accused freedom of creating monopoly, they

professed, not to be merely observing a fact. but rather to be

formulating a law. In support of this theory they cited the effect
of the machine and of competition. M. de Sismondi was, I believe,
the originator, and M. Buret * the propagator, of these gloomy

doctrines, although the latter is most timid in his conclusions, and
the former has not ventured to draw any conclusions at all. But

others have come along who were bolder. After stirring up hatred
for the words "capitalism" and "landlordism," after persuading
the masses of the absolute truth of the so-called discovery that

liberty leads tnevitably to monopoly, deliberately or not, they

stirred up the people to lay violent hands on this accursed
liberty. 7 After four days of bloody rioting, liberty was rescued
but is still not secure, for do we not see the state, in compliance

with popular prejudice, ready at every moment to interfere in the

relations of capital and labor?
The role of competition has already been deduced from our

theory of value. We shall do the same in showing the effects of

the machine. Here we must limit ourselves to setting forth a few

general ideas on the relations between capitalist and worker.
The fact that first forcibly strikes our gloomy reformers is that

the capitalists are richer than the workers. They obtain more

satisfactions: hence, they allot themselves a larger, and conse-

quently unfair, portion of the commodities produced by the joint
efforts of both. This is the conclusion suggested by the more or

• [Antoine Eug6ne Buret (1810-1842).brilliant and, as Bastiat imphes, pessimistic
precursor of French socialism. Author of De la rnisdre des classes laborieuses en
Angleterre et en France. 1840.--TRm_SLArOR.]
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less intelligently and impartially prepared statistics that present

the situation of the working classes.
These gentlemen forget that absolute poverty is the inevitable

starting point for all men, and it inevitably persists as long as they
have acquired nothing, or nobody has acquired anything for

them. To make the blanket observation that capitalists are better
off than simple day laborers is merely to note the fact that those
who have something have more than those who have nothing.

The questions for the worker to ask himself are not: Does my

labor bring me a great deal? Does it bring me very little? Does it
bring me as much as it brings another? Does it bring me what I
should hke?

Rather, he should ask: Does my labor bring me less because I

have put it at the service of the capitalist? Would it bring me
more if I performed it on my own, or if I joined my labor with
that of others as destitute as I am? My situation is bad. Would I

be better off if there were no capital on earth? If the share that I
receive as a result of my arrangement with capital is larger than

my share would be without it, what grounds do I have for com-
plaint? And then, if transactions are free and voluntary, what are

the laws determining whether there is to be a rise or a fall in the
amount of our respective shares? If the nature of these transac-

tions is such that, as the total to be distributed increases, my share
in the increase becomes steadily larger, 8 then, instead of vowing

eternal hatred against the capitalist, ought I not to look upon

him as a good brother? If it is well established that the presence
of capital is advantageous to me, and that its absence would mean

my death, am I very wise or prudent in abusing it, intimidating
it, requiring it to be frittered away or forcing it into hiding?

It is constantly alleged that, in the bargaining that precedes the
contract, the situations of the two parties are not equal, since
capital can wait while labor cannot. The needier party, it is said,

must always be the one to give in, with the result that the capital-
ist is able to dictate the wage rates.

Undoubtedly, if we look at things only superficially, the one

who has laid up provisions and, by reason of his foresight, can
bide his time has the advantage in the bargaining. If only an

¢,
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isolated transaction is considered, the one who says: Do ut [acias,
is not so hard pressed to reach a conclusion as the one who
responds: Facio ut des. For when one can say do, one owns some-
thing, and when one owns something, one can wait.

We must not, however, lose sight of the fact that the principle
of value is the same whether it is related to a service or to a

product. If one of the parties says do, instead of ]acio, it is for the
reason that he has had the foresight to perform the ]acio in antici-
pation of the want. Essentially, service is in both instances the
measure of value. Now, if every delay means suffering for current
labor, it means a loss for labor previously performed. We must
not think, therefore, that the one who says do, the capitalist, will
take any great delight in delaying the bargain, particularly if we
take into account all his other transactions as well. As a matter of

fact, do we see much capital lying idle for this reason? Are there
very many manufacturers who stop production, shipowners who
cancel their sailings, farmers who delay harvesting their crops,
solely to depress wages, by subjecting their workers to the pres-
sure of hunger?

But, without denying that in this respect the capitalist's posi-
tion is more advantageous than the worker's, do we not have some-
thing else to consider in regard to their arrangements? Is there not
an advantage for current labor in the fact that accumulated labor
loses value through the mere lapse of time? I have already referred
to this phenomenon. However, it is important in this connection
to call it again to the reader's attention, for it has a great influence
on the pay that current labor receives.

What, in my opinion, renders Smith's theory that value comes
from labor false, or at least incomplete, is the fact that it assigns
only one element to value; whereas value, being merely the ex-
pression of a relationship, necessarily has two elements. Besides,
if value came solely from labor and represented only it, value
would be proportional to labor, which is contrary to all the facts.

No, value comes from service rendered and received; and

service depends as much, if not more, upon the pains it spares the
one who receives it as upon the pains taken by the one who
performs it. The most commonplace facts confirm this reasoning.
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When I buy an article, I may well ask myself: "How long did it
take to make it?" And this is undoubtedly one of the factors that

figure in my evaluation; but also and above all else I ask: "How
long would it take me to make it? How long did it take me to

make the thing asked of me in exchange?" When I buy a service,
I ask not only how much it will cost the seller to perform it for

me, but also how much it will cost me to perform it for myself.

These personal questions and the answers they elicit are so
essential a part of the evaluation as to be usually the determining
factor in it.

Try to buy a diamond that someone has happened to find. You

will be asked to pay for little or no labor, but the price will be
high. Why will you consent? Because you will take into account

the labor you will be spared, the labor that otherwise you would
be obliged to perform, in order to satisfy your desire to own a
diamond.

When, therefore, previously performed labor and current labor
are exchanged, the amount of time or effort they require is not
considered, but rather what is considered is their value, that is,

their mutual service, the utility each offers the other. If the capital-

ist were to say, "Here is a product that cost me ten hours of
labor," and if the worker were in a position to reply, "I can make

the same product in five hours," the capitalist would be forced to
yield the difference. For, once again, it matters very little to the

present purchaser to know how much labor the product used to
cost; what he cares about is how much labor the service he antici-

pates from the product will save him today.
The capitalist, in a very general sense, is the man who, having

foreseen that a given service will be in demand, has prepared it
in advance and has incorporated its fluctuating value in a com-
modity.

When labor has thus been performed by way of anticipation,
with a view to future remuneration, there is nothing to assure us

that at a particular future date it will perform exactly the same

service, spare the same pains, and, consequently, retain a uniform
value. Such a situation would, indeed, be most unlikely. It may

be very much in demand, very difficult to replace by any other
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means; it may render services that are more highly or more widely
appreciated and acquire an increasing value with the passing
years; in other words, it may be exchanged for a steadily increas-

ing amount of current labor. Thus, it is not impossible that a

given product, like a diamond, a Stradivarius violin, a painting
by Raphael, a vineyard in Ch_teau-Lafite,* may be exchanged for

a thousand times more days' labor than it originally required.
This means nothing more nor less than that previous labor is

very well remunerated in this case because it renders great service.
The opposite is also possible. It can happen that what once

required four hours' labor is now sold for only three hours of
equally strenuous labor.

But--and this seems to me most important from the standpoint
and in the interest of the laboring classes, which so ardently and

understandably long to emerge from the present precarious situa-
tion that so fills them with dread--although both alternatives are

possible and do successively occur, although accumulated labor
may sometimes gain and sometimes lose value as compared with

current labor, yet the first case is rare enough so that it may be

considered as accidental and exceptional, whereas the second is
the result of a general law that has its origin in the very nature
of man.

There is no gainsaying the fact that man, with his capacity to

learn through reason and experience, is by nature capable of
progress, at least in industrial matters (for, from the moral point
of view, my assertion may be open to challenge from some

quarters). There is certainly no question that, thanks to new and
improved machinery, to increased use of the gratuitous forces of

Nature, most things are today accomplished with less labor than
they used to require; and we may confidently assert that in any

ten-year period, for example, a given amount of labor will, in

most cases, produce greater results than the same amount of labor
could produce in the previous decade.

And what is the conclusion to be drawn from this? That previ-

ously performed labor is constantly depreciating in relation to

* [Located in Pauillac, renowned for its vineyards producing Bordeaux wine._

TRANSLATOR.]
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current labor; that, in exchange, without any injustice and in
order to achieve parity of services, the former must offer more
hours than it receives in return. This is an inevitable result of

progress.

You say to me: "Here is a machine; it is ten years old, but it is
still new. It cost one thousand days of labor to make it. I will let

you have it for the same number of days' labor."
I answer: "In the last ten years new tools have been invented,

new techniques have been discovered, so that today I can make, or
have made (which amot/nts to the same thing), the same kind of
machine for six hundred days' labor; therefore, I will pay you
no more."

"But I shall be losing four hundred days' labor."
"No, for six days of today's labor are worth ten of yesterday's.

In any case what you offer me for one thousand I can get else-
where for six hundred."

Here the debate ends. If time has depressed the value of your

labor, why should I bear this loss?
You say to me: "Here is a piece of land. To bring it to its

present state of fertility, my ancestors and I spent one thousand
days' labor on it. In fact, my ancestors knew nothing of axes, saws,

or spades and did it all with their own bare hands. Nevertheless,
give me first one thousand of your days' labor to match the one

thousand I give you, then add three hundred for the productive

powers of the soil, and the land is yours."
I answer: "'I will not give you one thousand three hundred

days' labor for it or even one thousand, and here are my reasons:
There are on the surface of the earth an indefinite number of

productive powers that are valueless. And besides, today we do
know about spades, axes, saws, plows, and many other ways of

making labor easier and more productive; so that with six hun-
dred days' labor I can either put uncultivated land into the same
state as yours or else (which amounts to absolutely the same thing i

for me) obtain through exchange all the advantages you derive i
from your land. Hence, I will give you six hundred days and not 4

one hour more."

"In that case," you answer, "not only do I fail to benefit from _

¢
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the alleged value of the productive powers of this soil, but I do
not even get back the actual number of days of labor my ances-
tors and I devoted to its improvement. Is it not strange that I
should be accused by Ricardo of selling the productive powers
of Nature; by Senior of engrossing the gifts of God; by all the
economists of being a monopolist; by Proudhon of being a thief;
while in fact I am merely a dupe?"

"You are no more dupe than monopolist. You receive the equiv-
alent of what you give. Now, it is neither natural nor just nor
possible that hard labor done by hand centuries ago should be
exchanged on an equal day-for-day basis for the more intelligent
and productive labor done nowadays."

Thus, we see that, through the admirable working of the social
mechanism, when previous labor and current labor are brought
together for comparison, when it is a question of determining
their relative shares in the product of their joint efforts, the spe-
cific superiority of each is taken into account: they share in this
distribution according to the comparative services they render.
Now, it may well happen sometimes, under exceptional circum-
stances, that this superiority is on the side of previous labor. But
man's nature and the laws of progress cause it to fall, in the vast
majority of cases, on the side of current labor. Progress comes to
the aid of labor; capital deteriorates.

Aside from this result, which shows how empty and vain are
the rantings inspired in our modern reformers by the so-called
tyranny of capital, there is another consideration still more fitted
to extinguish in the workers' hearts that deplorable and unnatural
hatred against the other classes that people have tried with some
success to kindle.

The consideration I refer to is this:

Capital, no matter how high it sets its claims and whatever its
success in realizing them, can never put labor in a worse position
than would be its lot in isolation. In other words, the presence
of capital is always more favorable to labor than would be its
absence.

Let us recall the illustration I used a little while ago.
Two men are reduced to gaining their livelihood by fishing.
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One of them has some nets, a line, a boat, and a few provisions

to last him until he brings in his next catch. The other has only _
his two hands. It is to their mutual interest to associate2 "_Vhat-

ever may be the terms on which they agree to share the catch,

neither the richer nor the poorer man will find them detrimental

to his own situation; for the instant either one of them finds the
association less to his advantage than isolation, he may return to _
isolation.

In the life of the savage, as in the life of a pastoral, an agricub :(
tural, or an industrial society, the relations between capital and

labor always conform to this pattern.

Thus, doing without capital is always a final way out for labor.
If the demands of capital were to go so far as to make joint action

less profitable for labor than isolated action, labor would be free °_
to turn to isolation as a refuge, always available (except in slavery)

against a voluntary association that seems disadvantageous; for ii

labor can ahvays say to capital: "I prefer going it alone to the _',
terms you offer."

Someone objects that this refuge is an illusion and a mockery,
that, for the worker, going it alone is completely impossible, and :_i
that without equipment he would die.

This is true, but it confirms the truth of my statement to the !
effect that even if capital carries its demands to the most extreme _-

limits, it still is beneficial to labor by the very fact of their joint

association. Labor enters a condition worse than the worst joint
association only at the moment when the association terminates, _-

that is, when capital withdraws. Cease, then, apostles of doom, to :'_
cry out against the tyranny of capital, since you agree that its _
action is always--to a greater or lesser extent, no doubt, but

always--beneficial. A singular tyrant indeed, whose power is a

help to all who turn to it and is harmful only when withheld! _
But, the objector may insist, although this might have been _

true at the beginning when society was first formed, today capital

has invaded everything; it occupies all the positions; it has taken
possession of all the land. The worker no longer has air to breathe,
room or land on which to set foot, or a stone on which to lay his

head without the permission of capital. He is therefore subject _
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to the dictates of capital. You give him as a refuge only isolation,

which, as you admit, is deathI
This statement reveals complete ignorance of economic law and

deplorable confusion.
If, as is said, capital has taken over all the forces of Nature, all

the land, all the space on earth, I ask: For whose profit? For its
own profit, of course. But how is it, then, that a simple laborer,

with only his two hands, can procure in France, in England, in
Belgium, a thousand, a million times more satisfactions than he
could obtain in isolation--not on the social hypothesis that you

find so revolting, but on that other hypothesis, so dear to you, of

a society in which capital has not yet been guilty of any
usurpation?

I shall keep returning to this fact in our debate, until you,

with your new scientific theories, can find some other explanation
for it, for, as far as I am concerned, I feel that I have already
accounted for it. _0

Yes, take the first workingman that comes along in Paris.

Ascertain what he earns and what satisfactions he enjoys. When
you have both properly railed against the curse of capital, I shall

step in and address this workingman in the following terms:
"$Ve are going to destroy capital and all its works. I am going

to put you down in the middle of a hundred million acres of the

most fertile land, and I shall give you full and complete ownership

of everything in it both above and below ground. You will be
elbowed by no capitalist. You will enjoy unrestrictedly your four

natural rights of hunting, fishing, gathering fruits, and grazing.
It is true that you will have no capital; for, if you did, you would

be in exactly the same position that you criticize in the case of
others. But, after all, you will not have to complain of landlord-

ism, of capitalism, of individualism, of usurers, of speculators, of
bankers, of profiteers. The land will be entirely yours. Decide if
you wish to accept."

At first, the workingman will dream of a life as monarch of all

he surveys. Yet, as he reflects, he will probably say to himself:
"Let's see. Even when you have a hundred million acres of good
land, you still have to live. First, let's calculate the bread supply
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in the two situations. At present I earn three francs a day. With
wheat at fifteen francs I can have a hundredweight of it every five
days. That's the same as sowing and reaping it myself. When I
am the owner of a hundred million acres of land, the most I can

have, without capital, is a hundredweight of wheat in two years,
and in the meanwhile I can starve to death a hundred times.

Therefore, I'll settle for my wages."

The truth is, we do not pay enough attention to the progress
humanity has had to make even to assure the poor pittance our
workers now live on. H

Improvement in the workers' status is to be found in the wage
system itself and in the natural laws that govern wages.

1. The worker tends to rise to the rank of an entrepreneur
having capital resources.

2. Wages tend to rise.

Corollary: Moving from the status of wage earner to entrepre-
neur becomes increasingly less desirable and easier.
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Saving

Saving is not the accumulation of quarters of game, kernels

of wheat, or pieces of money. The storing up of materials and
consumers' goods of this kind, which is necessarily confined within
very narrow limits, represents saving only for man in isolation.

All that we have already said about value, services, and relative
wealth shows us that, socially speaking, saving, though of kindred

origin, follows a different course and assumes a different character.

Saving is voluntarily postponing until a later date our payment
from society, in the form of equivalent services, for services previ-
ously rendered it. For example, a man may every day, from the

:' time he is twenty until he is sixty, perform for his fellow men

business and professional services equal, let us say, to four, while
i asking in return services equal only to three. In that case he is in

the position of being able, in his old age, when he can no longer

work, to receive from society payment for one-fourth of all his

labor over the previous forty years.
The fact that his tokens of acknowledgment, which he has

received and accumulated through the years, take the form of bills

of exchange, promissory notes, bank notes, and specie, is an
entirely secondary and nonessential consideration. It has reference

only to the means of execution. It can change neither the nature

nor the consequences of saving. The illusion created by the fact
that money is involved is none the less an illusion, although nearly
all of us fall victim to it.

Indeed, it is very difficult for us to resist the error of believing
4O7
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that the saver takes values out of circulation and, consequently,
does a certain degree of harm to society.

In this matter we are confronted with one of those seeming
contradictions that run counter to logic, one of those barriers that

appear to be an insurmountable obstacle to progress, one of those

painful discords that lead us to doubt either the omnipotence or
the loving-kindness of the Author of all things.

On the one hand, we know that humanity cannot prosper,

improve, achieve for itself greater leisure and stability, and conse-
quently intellectual and moral progress, unless it constantly adds

g-reat amounts to its existing store of capital. On the rapid increase
in capital also depend the demand for labor, the raising of wage

rates, and consequently progress toward equality.
But, on the other hand, is not saving the opposite of spending,

and if he who spends encourages and stimulates labor, does not
he who saves do the contrary? If everybody began to economize

as much as possible, employment would fall off correspondingly
and would become completely nonexistent if one-hundred-per-

cent saving were possible.
What advice can we therefore give to mankind? And what valid

moral precepts can political economy offer, when apparently it
can conclude with nothing better than this contradictory and dis-

astrous alternative: If you do not save, new capital will not be
formed, and capital will be used up. There will be an increasing

supply of workers, but the fund out of which they are to be paid
will remain unchanged. The workers will enter into competition
with one another; they will offer their services at lower rates;

wages will be depressed; and mankind will suffer a decline in these

respects. There will be a decline in another respect as well, for if
you do not save, you will have no bread for your old age; you will

not be able to provide for a more rewarding career for your
son, a dowry for your daughter, or any expansion for your busi-

ness, etc. If you save, you reduce the funds available for wages,
you injure a great number of your fellow men, you deal a heavy
blow to labor, which is everywhere the source of human satisfac-

tions; consequently, you reduce mankind's standard of living.

These disturbing contradictions disappear when we view them
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in the light of the explanation that I have given of saving--an
explanation based on the theories to which our study of value has
led us.

Services are exchanged for services.
Value is the appraisal of two services compared with each other.

Accordingly, saving is permitting some period of time to inter-
vene between the rendering of a service and the receiving of an
equivalent service, or, in more general terms, interposing an
interval of time between the service rendered and the service

_ received.

Now, in what way does an individual harm society or injure

labor when he postpones demanding from society a service to
._ which he is entitled? I shall demand a year from now a value that

I could demand now. Thus, I give society an extra year in which

to pay. During that time labor can continue to be performed and
services to be exchanged just as if I did not exist. I have not

disrupted anything. On the contrary: I have added one more satis-
faction to those my fellow men enjoy, and for a year they enjoy it

gratis.

Gratis is not the word, for I must complete my description of
the phenomenon.

The time interval between the two services is itself the subject

of bargaining and exchange, for it possesses value. Herein lie the
origin and the explanation of interest.

For example, a man performs a service now, but he proposes
to receive the equivalent service ten years from now. This repre-

sents a value whose immediate enjoyment he forgoes. Now, it is
characteristic of value to be able to assume all possible forms. In

return for a given value, one may be sure of obtaining any
imaginable service, whether productive or unproductive, of equal

value. The person who defers for ten years his demand for the
payment of an account due him defers not only the enjoyment of

a satisfaction but the possibility of turning this value to produc.
tive use. For this reason he will find people in the world who are
interested in negotiating with him for this deferment. Someone

! will say to our thrifty friend: "You have the right to receive

immediate payment for a certain value, and it suits your con-
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venience not to collect it until ten years from now. Very well,
for these ten years transfer your claim to me; let me act in your
place and stead. I shall collect the value which is owed you; I
shall put it to productive use for ten years, and repay you when
the debt falls due. In this way you will be doing me a service, and
since a service has a value that is arrived at by comparing it with
another service, it remains only for us to appraise the service that
I seek from you and to set its value. Once this point has been
discussed and settled, I shall be required to return to you, when
the debt falls due, not only the value of the service owed you but
also the value of the service you are going to do me."

The value of this temporary transfer of values previously saved
is called interest.

For the same reason that a third party may desire that, in
return for a service, a given value previously saved be transferred
to him, so the original debtor may also request the same transfer.
In either case this is called oaking for credit. Granting credit is
allowing time for the repayment of a value; it is surrendering in
favor of another person one's own enjoyment of the value; it is
rendering a service; it is acquiring the right to an equivalent
service in return.

But to revert to the economic effects of saving: Now that we
know all the details of this phenomenon, it is very evident that it
in no wise harms industry in general or human labor. Even if the
person making the saving received cash in exchange for the
services he had rendered, and hoarded it, he would be doing
society no harm, since he was able to collect these values from it
only by contributing equal values to it. I must add that this kind
of hoarding is unlikely, exceptional, abnormal, for it is contrary
to the self-interest of those who indulge in it. Pieces of money in
a man's hand mean: He who possesses us has rendered services to
society and has not yet been paid for them. Society has placed us
in his hands as a token. We are at one and the same time an

acknowledgment, a promise, and a guarantee. On the day he
chooses, he may, by producing and surrendering us, receive from
society the services to which he is entitled.

Now, this man is not pressed by any urgent need. Does it
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follow that he will hoard his money? No, since, as we have seen,
the time interval between the two services exchanged is itself
negotiable. If our thrifty friend proposes to go for ten years with-
out claiming from society the services due him, it is to his interest
to name a substitute in order to increase the original value owed
him by the value of this special service. Saving, therefore, in no
way implies actual hoarding.

Let moralists no longer be dismayed by this consideration.



16

Population

I have been anxious to reach this chapter if only to vindicate

Malthus after the violent attacks that have been directed against

him. It is almost incredible that authors of no consequence, of
no standing, so uninformed that they display their ignorance on

every page they write, should have succeeded, by dint of echoing
one another's words, in discrediting in the public mind a serious,

conscientious, and philanthropic author and in representing as
absurd a carefully developed theory that, at the very least, is
worthy of close study and attention.

It may be that I do not entirely share Malthus' opinions. There

are two sides to every question, and I feel that Malthus kept his
attention fixed too much on the dark side. For my part, I admit, I
have so often in my study of economics had occasion to come to

the conclusion that what God does, He does well, that, when logic

leads me to a different view, I cannot help but mistrust my logic.
I know that this faith in a providential design can be intellectually

dangerous. The reader will subsequently be able to judge whether
or not my personal bias in this respect has led me astray. But it
will never prevent me from acknowledging that there is a great

deal of truth in Malthus' admirable work nor from paying hom-
age to the ardent love of mankind that inspired every line he
wrote.

Malthus, who had a profound and thorough understanding of

economics, clearly understood as well all the ingenious forces
with which Nature has provided mankind in order to assure its

412
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progress. At the same time, he believed that human progress could
be completely paralyzed by virtue of the operation of one law, the

law of population. As he contemplated the world, he said sadly
to himself: "God appears to have taken great care of the species,

but to have shown very little concern for the individual. In fact,
whatever species of animal we consider, we find its fecundity so

overwhelming, its power of reproduction so extraordinary, its
generative capacity so superabundant, as indeed to assure the sur-

vival of the species, but to leave the individual in a most precari-
ous position; for all the reproductive cells cannot be given life;

some must fail to be born or must die prematurely. Man is no
exception to this law. (And it is surprising that this shocks the

socialists, who are always declaring that the rights of the whole of
society must take precedence over the rights of the individual.)

God has certainly assured the continuation of the human race by
providing it with great powers of reproduction. The numbers of
mankind would then naturally come to exceed what the soil could

maintain, if foresight were not exercised. But man is endowed

with foresight, and hence his reason and his will are alone able
to halt this disastrous trend."

Starting from these premises, which Malthus held as incontest-
able, though others may challenge them if they will, he necessarily

had to place the greatest possible stress on the exercise of fore-
sight. For there was no middle course: either man must vohm-

tarily curb his excessive reproduction, or else, like all other
species, become subject to the operation of repressive checks.

Malthus, therefore, never felt that he could go too far in

exhorting men to exercise foresight; the greater his love for them,

the more he felt obliged to hold up to them the disastrous conse-

quences of unwise reproduction, so that they might the better
avoid them. He said: If you reproduce irresponsibly, you will

never be able to escape the punishment that awaits you. in various
and sundry, but always horrible, forms: famine, war, pestilence,

etc. Asceticism, charity, social and economic justice can never be
more than ineffectual remedies.

In his ardor Malthus allowed an expression to escape him that,

when separated from the context and spirit of his work, may
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seem harsh and unfeeling. It appeared in the first edition of his
book, which was then only in pamphlet form and not yet a work

in four volumes. It was pointed out to him that in the form in
which this passage was couched his thought could be misinter-

preted. He hastened to delete it, and it never reappeared in the
subsequent numerous editions of the Essay on Population.

But one of his opponents, Mr. Godwin,* had picked it up, and
M. de Sismondi (one of those men who, with the best intentions

in the world, do the most harm) reproduced the unfortunate
words. Immediately all the socialists seized upon it, and that was
all they needed to try, condemn, and execute Malthus on the spot.
Certainly they must thank Sismondi for his erudition; for they
themselves had never read either Malthus or Godwin.

Thus, they represented as the basis of his system the passage

that Malthus himself later deleted. They repeat it ad nauseam.
In a little 18mo volume M. Pierre Leroux "J-repeats it at least
forty times; it forms the stock in trade of all the second-rate
reformers' tirades.

One day, after he had written a chapter against Malthus, I was
talking with the most celebrated and articulate member of this

_chool. I quoted some of the opinions expressed in the Essay on
Population, and I received the impression that he had no knowl-
edge of the work. I said to him, "You have refuted Malthus, but

have you by any chance read him through from one end to the
other?"

"I have not read him at all," he replied. "His whole system is

set forth on one page and can be summed up in his famous arith-
metical and geometrical ratios. That's enough for me."

"Apparently," I said to him, "you care nothing for the public,

for Malthus, for the truth, for conscience, or for yourself."

* [William Godwin (175fi-1836),known as the author of The Adventures o/ Caleb
Williams as well as of the essaysin The Enquirer (1797),"Avarice and Profusion,"
"'Riches and Poverty," and "Beggars," which dealt with "the general question of
the future improvement of society." It was, of course, in answer to these that
Malthus was first prompted to write his Essay on Population the following year.
--TRANSLATOR.]

t [Pierre Leroux (1797-1871), French philosopher, publisher, and encyclopedist,
a disciple of Saint-Simon.Editor of Le Globe.--Tt, ANSLA_OR.]
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This is the way an opinion gains acceptance in France. Fifty
ignoramuses repeat in chorus some absurd libel that has been
thought up by an even bigger ignoramus; and, if only it happens
to coincide to some slight degree with prevailing attitudes and
passions, it becomes a self-evident truth.

We must recognize, however, that science cannot approach a
problem with the deliberate intention of arriving at an optimistic
conclusion. What would we think of a man who began his study
of physiology already committed to the proposition that God
could not have willed that men should be afflicted with disease?

If the physiologist advancing such a hypothesis were challenged
by another who pointed to the facts, he probably would become
angry and might even accuse his colleague of irreverence; but it
is difficult to imagine that he would go so far as to accuse him of
being the creator of disease.

Yet this is what has happened in Malthus' case. In a work well
supported with facts and figures, he set forth a law that runs
counter to the idea of many optimists. Men who refused to accept
this law have attacked Malthus spitefully and bitterly, with
flagrant bad faith, as if he himself had deliberately thrown in the
way of the human race obstacles that, according to him, stem from
the law of population. It would have been more scientific simply
to prove that Malthus was wrong, and that his so-called law is not
in fact a law at all.

Population, it must be emphasized, is one of those all too
numerous subjects that remind us that man often has little more
open to him than a choice between two evils. Whatever may have
been God's intent, suffering has entered into His plan. Let us
not seek for harmony in the absence of evil, but in the tendency
of evil to lead us back to the good and to become less and less
prevalent. God has given us free will. First we have to learn--
which is a long and difficult task; then we have to act in conform-
ity with what we have learned, which is hardly easier. In this way,
we shall gradually free ourselves from some of our suffering,
without ever altogether escaping from it; for even when we
succeed completely in avoiding punishment, we do so only by
increased exercise of the painful virtue of foresight. The more we
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succeed in securing ourselves from the repressive hand of retribu-
tion, the more we must incur the inconveniences of prevention.

i
It does no good to rebel against this situation; it is the human

condition: it is the atmosphere in which we live and breathe. If

we face the facts courageously, we shall see that a large area has
been left open for the exercise of our initiative. Here, as every-

where else, man can choose between two possibilities: either the
pain that he imposes upon himself--foresight, labor, virtue, the

effort of will needed to act in conformity with universal law,
deliberate co-operation with the will of God, an act of sacrifice

that becomes a joy, a struggle with himself that raises him above

his finite nature---or the pain that is imposed upon him, the
punishment he suffers, in a position of passivity in relation to
beings of a lower order, a lesson forced upon the intelligent

creature by inanimate or unconscious agents, a consciously felt
fall from his position of eminence that places him on the down-

ward path which leads to a degradation still more profound.
It is by accepting the inescapable condition of man, by never

losing sight of his wretchedness as well as of his sublimity, that
we shall approach, with Malthus, the problem of population. On

.'this gre_t question we shall first play the role, to some extent, of a

mere reporter; then, we shall present our own views. If the laws

of population can be reduced to a single concise formula, it will
certainly be fortunate for the advancement and dissemination of

the science of political economy. But if, by reason of the number

and complexity of the data relating to the problem, we discover
that these laws do not permit of brief and exact definition, we

shall have the wisdom to abandon the attempt. Accuracy,

even at the risk of being excessively long, is preferable to
oversimplification.

We have seen that progress consists in making the forces of
Nature serve more and more as means for the satisfaction of our

wants, so that in each successive age the same amount of utility

is obtained at the cost of less effort, leaving at the disposal of
society either increased leisure or a greater supply of labor for
providing new satisfactions.
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We have further shown how each advance over Nature, after

first rewarding the initiative of a few men, soon becomes, by the

operation of the law of competition, the gratuitous and common
heritage of all mankind.

From these premises, it would appear to be a likely conclusion
that human well-being would surely have increased and at the

same time would have rapidly become more equitably distributed.
But, in point of fact, such has not been the case. There are in

the world great multitudes of men who are in wretched circum-

stances, and their wretchedness is not of their own making. What
are the causes of this situation?

I believe that there are several. The first is called plunder, or,
if you will, injustice. Economists have referred to it only inci-

dentally and only in so far as it implies some error, some false
scientific notion. Since they were setting forth general laws, they
did not feel that it behooved them to concern themselves with

the effect of these laws when they were not in operation, when

they were being violated. But plunder has played, and continues
to play, too important a role in the world for us, even as econo-

mists, to be able to ignore it. It is not alone a question of hap-
hazard thefts, cases of petty larceny, isolated crimes. War, slavery,

pious frauds, privilege, monopoly, restrictions, tax abuses--these
are the most striking manifestations of phmder. We can realize, by

noting their presence or the deep imprints they have left, what a
great influence disturbing forces of such vast proportions must
have exerted or still do exert on social and economic inequality;

later we shall attempt to measure their scope and range.
But another factor that has delayed progress and, more particu-

larly, has stood in the way of its equitable distribution among all
men has been, according to certain authors, that of population.

Obviously, if, even as wealth increases, the number of men

among whom it must be distributed increases even more rapidly,
absolute wealth may become greater, and at the same time indi-

vidual wealth may become less.
If, in addition, there are certain types of services that can be

performed by anyone, like those that require only physical
strength, and if the class that performs these functions, which is
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the most poorly paid, is the very one that multiplies most rapidly,
then the workers will create a disastrous competition within their
own ranks. The lowest social stratum, if it multiplies more rapidly
than progress develops, will never share in its benefits.

We thus see how fundamentally important the law of
population is.

Malthus formulated it in these terms:

Population tends to remain on a level with the means of
subsistence.

In passing, let me observe that it is surprising that Malthus has
been assigned the honor, or the responsibility, of formulating
this law, whether it is true or false. There has not been a single
writer on such subjects, since the days of Aristotle, who has not
proclaimed it, and often in the same terms.

We need only glance at the whole of animate creation to per-
ceive--beyond the shadow of a doubt--that Nature is much more
concerned with the species than with the individual.

Her precautions for the survival of the species are tremendous,
and among these precautions the copious fecundity of the powers
of reproduction figures prominently. This superabundance
appears everywhere to exist in inverse ratio to the degree of
sensitivity, intelligence, and strength with which each species
resists destruction.

Thus, in the vegetable kingdom the means of reproduction, by
seeds, sprouts, etc., that can be supplied by a single individual
are incalculable. I should not be surprised if a single elm tree,
provided all its seeds sprouted, could produce a million trees a
year. Why does this not happen? Because not all these seeds find
the conditions necessary to life, namely, space and nourishment.
They are destroyed, and since p]ants do not have sensitivity,
Nature has spared neither the means of reproduction nor those
of destruction.

Animals that exist on barely more than the level of vegetable
life likewise reproduce in immense numbers, Who has not won-
dered how oysters can multiply rapidly enough to withstand the
amazing toll that is taken of them for human consumption?

As we move up the scale of animate creatures, we find that
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Nature becomes less lavish with the means of reproduction she
supplies.

Vertebrates cannot multiply as rapidly as the others, especially
among the larger species. After nine months of gestation, the cow
gives birth to only one calf and must suckle it for a considerable
time. Nevertheless, it is obvious that the reproductive powers of
the bovine species are more than sufficient. In rich countries, like
England, France, and Switzerland, cattle are on the increase,
despite the very heavy toll taken of them; and if we had unlimited
pasture lands, there is no doubt that we could attain both a higher
rate of consumption and more rapid reproduction. I suggest that,
if land and feed were ample, we could in a few years time have
ten times our present number of steers and cows and still eat ten
times our present amount of beef. The reproductive capabilities
of cattle are, therefore, far from having shown us the full measure
of their power, aside from any extraneous limitations arising from
lack of land or feed.

It is certain that man's reproductive capability is less powerful
than that of any other species, and inevitably so. Man was not
designed to be as exposed to annihilation as the animals, in view
of the superior capacity for feeling, intelligence, and sympathy
with which Nature has endowed him. But is he physically exempt
from that law by virtue of which all species are capable of multi-
plying more rapidly than space or food permit? It is impossible to
suppose so.

I say physically, for I am speaking here only of the physiological
law.

There is a fundamental difference between the physiological
capacity for reproduction and actual reproduction.

The one is the absolute organic potential, freed from every
obstacle and every external limitation. The other is what actually
remains after all the adverse factors that restrict and limit this

potential have run their course. Thus, the reproductive potential
of the poppy can well be one million per year, and yet in a given
poppy field the actual reproduction may remain stationary or
even decrease.

It is this physiological law that Malthus tried to formulate. He
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sought to determine in what period of time a certain number of

men could double i] their space and [ood were unlimited.
We can see at once that, since this hypothesis of complete satis- "!

faction of all wants is never realized, the theoretical period is

necessarily shorter than any observable period of actual doubling ,_
could ever be.

In fact, cases observed yield widely varying figures. According
to the studies made by M. Moreau de Jonn_s,* using current :._

population trends as his basis, the doubling would require: 555

years in Turkey, 227 in Switzerland, 138 in France, 106 in Spain,

100 in Holland, 76 in Germany, 43 in Russia and England, 25 in ._
the United States, deducting the numbers due to immigration.

Why these tremendous differences? We have no reason for _

believing that they stem from physiological causes. Swiss women _!

are as robust and as fertile as American women.
It must be that the absolute physiological potential of repro- ?

duction is held in bounds by external checks. And this is proved

beyond question as soon as some circumstance or other happens to ._
remove these checks. Thus, an improvement in agriculture, a

new industry, some new source of local wealth, is invariably
_azcompanied by a rise in the birth rate. In the same way, when a
scourge like a plague, a famine, or a war destroys a large part of

the population, immediately the rate of reproduction is _
accelerated.

When, then, the rate slows down or comes to a halt, it is because

land and food either are, or are likely to be, deficient; it is because

it encounters an obstacle, or, seeing an obstacle in its path, falls
back.

This phenomenon, the exposition of which raised such a

clamor against Malthus, seems to me to he really incontestable.

If we put a thousand mice in a cage with only enough food to
keep them alive from day to day, their number, despite their
well-known fertility, could never exceed a thousand; or if it did,

there would be privation and suffering, both of which would tend
to decrease the number. In this case, it would certainly be correct

* [AlexandreMoreaude Jonn_ (I778-1870),French statistician. Director of statistics '_
for the French government (1834--1852).--TRANSLAXOP.]
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to say that an external cause imposes a limit, not on their fertility,
but on the result of their fertility. There would certainly be a

conflict between the physiological tendency and the limiting

factor; hence, the population would remain constant. This is
easily proved, for if we were gradually to raise the daily ration
until we had doubled it, we should soon see two thousand mice

in the cage.
And how do his opponents try to answer Malthus? Against his

theory they cite the facts. They say to him: The proof that man's
reproductive capabilities are not without definite limits is to be
found in the fact that in certain countries the population is sta-

tionary. If the law of constant increase were true, if population
doubled every twenty-five years, France, which had thirty million

inhabitants in 1820, would today have more than sixty million.
Is this logical?
Of course notl

I first note that the population in France has increased only
one-fifth in twenty-five years, whereas elsewhere it has doubled. I
seek the reason. I find it in the lack of space and sustenance. I

perceive that, under the conditions existing today in agriculture,
population, and mode of life, it is difficult to create the means

of subsistence with sufficient rapidity for all potential births to
become actual births or, if they do, for those born to survive.
Now, I declare that the means of subsistence cannot double--or

at lease they do not double--in France every twenty-five years. It

is precisely the combined action of all these negative forces that,
in my opinion, holds in check the physiological potential; and to

argue against me, you cite the slowness of reproduction as proof
that the physiological potential does not existI Such a line of

reasoning cannot be advanced seriously.
Has the geometric progression indicated by Malthus been chal-

lenged on any more reasonable grounds? Malthus never advanced
the fatuous premise that "mankind, in actual fact, multiplies in

geometrical ratio." He says, on the contrary, that this is not in
fact the case, since he is investigating the obstacles that prevent
it from being so, and he offers this ratio merely as a formula to

show the physiological potential of reproduction.
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Seeking to discover in what period of time a given population
could double, assuming that all wants were satisfied and no
obstacles were encountered at any time, he set the figure at twenty-

five years. He arrived at this figure after direct observation of
the people that, though falling infinitely short of meeting the :_
conditions of his hypothesis, came nearest to them--the American

people. Once this period had been arrived at, and because the
matter under consideration was the potential rate of reproduction,
he declared that population tended to increase in geometrical

ratio.
This is denied, but, in all truth, to do so is to go against the

evidence. It may well be that the period necessary to double the _
population is not twenty-five, but thirty, or forty, or fifty years;
it may vary from race to race. All this is more or less debatable; _
but it most assuredly cannot be alleged that, on this hypothesis, the :_
progression would not be geometrical. If in fact one hundred
couples produced two hundred offspring in a given period, why ,_
would two hundred couples not produce four hundred in an
equal period? !

Because, it is said, their reproduction would be held in check.
,This is just what Malthus says. _
But by what will it be held in check?
Malthus assigns two general checks to man's unlimited increase: _

he calls them the preventive check and the positive check.*
L

Since population can be kept below its physiological tendencies
only by a decrease in births or an increase in deaths, there is no ,_
doubt that Malthus' classification is complete. -_

Besides, when conditions of space and sustenance are such that
population cannot go beyond a certain figure, there is no doubt
that the action of the positive check is more powerful in the l
same degree to which the action of the preventive check is less
powerful. To say that births can increase without an increase in I
deaths while the food supply remains stationary is to fall into an

obvious contradiction. }
It is no less evident, a priori, and apart from other extremely

• [Bastiatprefersto call Malthus'"positive"checkthe "repressive"check (l'obstacle
rdpressi]).Hispreferenceis respectedin the followingpagea.--T_Nta.a'roR,l

J
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grave economic considerations, that in this situation voluntary
self-restraint is preferable to restraints imposed from without.

Up to this point, then, Malthus' theory cannot be challenged in
any detail.

Perhaps Malthus was wrong in setting this twenty-five-year
period, which he had observed in the United States, as the limit of
human fertility. I know very well that he felt that by this means
he was avoiding any possible reproach of exaggerating or of being
too theoretical. How can anyone dare claim, he said to himself,
that I am allowing too much latitude for the possible when I am
basing my conclusions on the actual [acts? He was not aware that
in thus combining the possible with the actual, and in setting
up as the measure for the law ol reproduction, with no reference
to the law o[ limitation, a period arrived at through observation
o[ data subject to both these laws, he ran the risk of not being
understood. But this is precisely what happened. People laughed
at his geometrical and arithmetical ratios; they reproached him
for using the United States as the type for the rest of the world;
in a word, they used against him his failure to distinguish between
two very different laws and contested his findings by using each
of them to refute the other.

When we try to determine what is, theoretically, the reproduc-
tive power of the human race, we must forget for the moment all
physical or moral checks resulting from lack of space, food, or
creature comforts. But, once the question is couched in these
terms, it is really superfluous to find an exact answer. In the
human species, as in all living organisms, this power surpasses by
a tremendous margin all instances of rapid reproduction observ-
able in the past or to be observed in the future. In the case of
wheat, for example, assuming that every seed sprouts five stalks,
and each stalk produces twenty grains, each grain can then theo-
retically produce ten million grains in five years. Or take the
canine race. Calculating in the same way, with four puppies per
litter and six years of fecundity, we find that a pair of dogs can
in twelve years produce eight million offspring.

In the human race, setting puberty at sixteen and the end of
fertility at thirty, each couple could bring eight children into the
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world. We reduce this number by half to allow for premature

deaths, which would be a great deal since we are assuming the
satisfaction of all wants, a hypothesis that would greatly lower the

death rate, and we still find these figures for a twenty-five-year
period: 2 - 4 - 8 - 16 - 32 - 64 - 128 - 256 - 512; etc., or two
million in two centuries.

If we make the calculation on the basis adopted by Euler, the

period of doubling will be twelve years and a half; eight periods
will make just a century, and the increase in this period of time
will be as 512:2.

At no time, in no country, has the number of men ever been

known to increase with such frightening rapidity. According to
Genesis, the Hebrews entering Egypt numbered seventy couples;
in the Book of Numbers, two centuries later, we find that the

census taken by Moses listed six hundred thousand men twenty-

one years of age and over; hence, a total population of at least two
million. We may thus reckon that the population had doubled
every fourteen years. The statistical tables of the Bureau of Stand-

ards are hardly applicable to Biblical matters. Shall we say that

the figure of six hundred thousand men of military age implies a
total population in excess of two million, and shall we conclude

from this that the population doubled in a shorter period than

Euler calculated? We are free to challenge either Moses' census
or Euler's estimates; but we certainly will not contend that the

Hebrews muhiplied more rapidly than it is possible to multiply.
That is all I ask.

After this example, which appears to be the one in which actual

fecundity most nearly approximated potential fecundity, we have

that of the United States. Here we know that the doubling takes
place in less than twenty-five years.

It is unnecessary to carry these inquiries further; it is enough to

recognize that in our species, as in all species, the physiological
potential of reproduction is greater than the actual reproduction.

Furthermore, it would be a logical absurdity for the actual to be
greater than the potential.

Along with this absolute force, which we have no need to
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measure more accurately, and which we may quite well consider
as uniform, there exists, as we have said, another force, which, to

f a degree, limits, restrains, and arrests the action of the first and

places in its way certain obstacles that vary greatly according to
time and place, and according to the occupations, manners and

customs, laws, and religions of various peoples.
This second force I call the law of limitation, and it is clear

that the rise and fall of population, in every country, is the result
of the combined action of this law with the other.

But what is this law of limitation? We may say, in a very
general way, that the propagation of life is restricted or impeded

by the difficulty of sustaining life. This idea, which we have
already expressed in Malthus' formula, requires further develop-

ment. It constitutes the most essential part of our subject. _
Organisms endowed with life but not with feeling are strictly

passive in this struggle between the two forces. For plant life, it
is entirely accurate to say that in every species the existing num-

bers are kept within the limits imposed by the means of subsist-
ence. The reproductive power of their seeds is infinite, but their

resources in terms of land and its fertility are not. The seeds harm
and destroy one another; they fail to germinate; and, in the

last analysis, only as many grow as the soil can nourish. Animals
are sentient, but they appear, for the most part, to be lacking in

foresight; they propagate, they multiply rapidly, without any
concern for the fate of their posterity. Only death, a premature

death, can limit their reproduction and maintain the balance
between their number and their means of subsistence.

M. de Lamennais,* speaking to the people in his inimitable
style, declared: "There is room for all on earth, and God has

made the earth rich enough to provide abundantly for the wants
of all." And farther on: "The Author of the universe has not

caused man's condition to be worse than that of the animals; and

are they not all invited to Nature's rich feast? Is a single one of
them turned away?" And again: "The plants of the fields thrust

* [F_licit_ de Lamennais (1782-1854), French philosopher, Catholic priest, reformer,

and ardent champion of the working classes.--TP.ANSLATOR.]
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out their roots beside each other into the earth, and it feeds them

all, and all grow in peace; no one of them absorbs the other's life-
giving sap."

We may be permitted to take these utterances as mere hollow
declamations serving to encourage dangerous conclusions and may

well regret that such wonderful oratory has been expended on
the popularization of the most disastrous of errors.

It is certainly not true that one plant does not steal another's

sap, and that all thrust out their roots into the soil without doing
harm to one another. Millions of seeds fall each year upon the

ground, draw from it a beginning of life, then die, strangled by
stronger and hardier plants. It is not true that all the animals that
come into the world are invited to Nature's rich feast, and that

not one of them is turned away. Wild species destroy one another,
and among the domesticated species man cuts off an incalculable

number. Nothing serves better to prove the existence and the
interrelation of these two laws of reproduction and limitation.

Why are there so many cattle and sheep in France despite the toll
that is taken of them? Why are there so few wolves and bears,

although far fewer are killed, and they are designed by Nature
to multiply far faster? The reason is that man furnishes the first

with food and denies it to the other; he so applies the law of
limitation to them that he leaves more or less latitude for the

operation of the law of reproduction.

Thus, for both plants and animals, the limiting force seems to
take only one form, that of destruction. But man is endowed with

reason, with foresight; and this new factor alters the manner in
which this force affects him.

Undoubtedly, in so far as man has physical organs, in so far as.
to speak bluntly, he is an animal, the law oI limitation, in the

form of destruction, applies to him. It is impossible for the num-
ber of men on earth to exceed their means of subsistence: that

would be equivalent to saying that more men exist than can exist,

which is an absurdity. If, therefore, man's reason and foresight
become dormant, he falls to the level of plants or animals; he
becomes a mere brute. Then, inevitably he multiplies in accord-

ance with the great physiological law that governs all species; and
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it is also inevitable that he should be destroyed by reason of the
law of limitation, to whose action, in this case, he has remained
indifferent.

But, if he exercises foresight, this second law comes within
the orbit of his will. He alters it; he directs it; indeed, it is no

I longer the same law; it is no longer a blind force, but an intelli-
gent force; no longer merely a natural law, it becomes a social lawI
also. Man is the meeting point where these two principles, mind
and matter, merge and become one; he is not entirely under the

[ dominion of either the one or the other. Hence, the law o/limita-
tion is evidenced in the human race under two forms and main-

tains population at a necessary level through the double action of
foresight and destruction.

These two forces are not uniform in their operation. On the
contrary: the greater the action of the one, the less the action of

the other. There is one objective that must be realized--limita-
tion. It is attained by greater or lesser degrees of either repression

. or prevention, depending upon whether man is brutish or spirit-
ual, whether he is more mind or more matter, whether he lives

in the vegetable kingdom or in the moral sphere. The law oper-
ates in varying degrees from within or without, but one way or

the other it always operates.
We in France do not fully appreciate how great the domain of

foresight is, for Malthus' translator, by retaining the vague and
inadequate literal words "moral restraint," * has put into general

circulation a most imperfect idea of what the concept includes.
He further weakens Malthus' meaning by appending this defini-

tion: "Moral restraint is the virtue of not marrying when one
does not have the means to support a family, and yet living in

chastity." The obstacles that society wisely puts in the way of
mankind's possible increase in population take many other forms

than that of moral restraint as just defined. For example, why
the blessed ignorance of the earliest years, doubtless the only

ignorance that it would be criminal to dispel, which is respected
by all and guarded by the zealous mother like a treasure? Why is

the age of ignorance followed by that seemly and mysterious

• [In French, la contrainte morale.--T_Nst.XXOR.]
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modesty with which the maiden awes and enchants her lover,

lengthening and beautifying the days of innocent courtship? How

marvelous, and yet under any other circumstances how absurd,
are the veils that are drawn between ignorance and knowledge,

and, later, the obstacles that are placed between knowledge and

bliss. Why does public opinion, with all its power, impose such
strict laws upon the relations between the sexes, brand with shame
their least infraction, and pursue relentlessly those who succumb

to weakness and their unfortunate offspring, even unto the fourth
and fifth generation? And then the punctilious code of honor, the

rigid reserve, so universally admired even by those who do not

practice it, the standards, the exacting conventions, the precau-
tions of all kinds--what are all these except manifestations of the
law of limitation operating on the moral, intelligent, and preven-
tive level, the level, in a word, that is man's and man's alone?

Allow these bars to be let down, allow the human race, in
matters that relate to the union of the sexes, to lose its concern

for the conventions, for fortune, for the future, for public

opinion, for good conduct, let it descend to the plane of plant

or animal life; and can there be any doubt that man's power
of reproduction, like that of the plants and animals, will function
so overwhelmingly as soon to necessitate the intervention of the

law of limitation, operating this time on the physical, brutish,

and repressive level, that is, through the instrumentality of pov-
erty, disease, and death?

Can anyone deny that, but for foresight or moral considera-

tions, sexual impulses would be too strong to be resisted, in our
species as in all others, from the age of puberty on? If we set this

age at sixteen, and if the civil records show that, in a given
country, marriage is not contracted before the age of twenty-four,

this means that the moral and preventive aspects of the law of
limitation have subtracted eight years from the period that the

law of reproduction would otherwise be in operation; and if to
this figure we add those who practice complete celibacy, we shall

recognize that the Creator has not dealt with intelligent man as
He has with the unreasoning beasts, and that man has it within

his power to turn repressive limitation into preventive limitation.
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It is quite curious that in regard to this great question the
idealistic and the materialistic schools have, so to speak, exchanged

roles. The idealists thunder against the use of foresight, insisting
that brute instincts be obeyed; while the materialists exalt man's

moral nature and urge that reason curb passion and appetite.
._ The difficulty lies in a failure to see the problem in its true

light. Let the father of a family consult the most orthodox priest
concerning the guidance of his children, and he will surely get
from him, for the particular case, advice that is actually in

._ complete agreement with scientific principles; yet this same priest
rejects them when they are given the name of principles. "Protect

your daughter," the old priest will say; "expose her the least you
._ can to the temptations of the world. Cultivate like a precious

Ii flower the blessed ignorance and the heavenly modesty that are
) at once her charm and her defense. Wait until a fit and worthy
•_ suitor comes along. In the meanwhile, labor to provide a suitable

j_ future for her. Consider that in poverty marriage brings many
: hardships and even more dangers. Remember those old proverbs,

which embody the wisdom of nations, and which assure us that
financial security is the surest guarantee of marital peace and

: harmony. Why should you be hasty? Do you want your daughter

to be burdened at twenty-five with a family that she cannot raise
_' and educate in keeping with your own rank and station? Do you

want her husband, feeling the insufficiency of his income, to give

way to worry, to despair, and perhaps at last to demoralization?
The problem you face is the most serious of all those to which you

can turn your attention. Weigh it carefully. Think it over calmly.
Avoid undue haste, etc."

Suppose that the father answered in the words of M. de Lamen-

nais: "In the beginning God gave this commandment to all men:
'Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it.'

And yet you say to a girl: 'Give up hope of a family, the blame-
less delights of marriage, the holy joys of motherhood. Deprive

yourself: live alone. In what way can you be fruitful save in multi-
plying your woes?' " Do you think that the old priest would have

nothing to say in answer to this line of reasoning?
"God," he would say, "has not bidden men to be fruitful like

t
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the beasts of the field, without measure, without discernment,
without heed for the future. He has not endowed his chosen crea-

tures with reason only to forbid them to use it in meeting the most

crucial problems of their lives. He has indeed bidden man to be
fruitful; but, to be fruitful, man must live, and to live, he must

have the means of supporting life; and in God's commandment
that man multiply is implied the commandment that he provide

for his young ones the means of existence. Religion has not
classed virginity as a crime. Far from it: religion has made it a
virtue, has honored, sanctified, and glorified it. We must not,

therefore, feel that we are violating one of God's commandments
when we take steps to obey it with prudence, and with a view to

the prosperity, the happiness, and the dignity of our families."
Well, now, do we not hear reasoning of this kind, which is the

voice of experience, repeated daily, and do we not see it used by
every moral and enlightened family as a guide to conduct? And

what is it except the application of a general theory to a particu-
lar case? Or rather, what is this theory except a generalization

drawn from particular cases? The idealist who, on principle,
rejects recourse to preventive limitation is like a physicist who

would say to people: Always act in the particular case as if bodies
had mass, but do not admit in theory that mass exists.

Up to this point we have confined ourselves entirely to the

theory of Malthus; but it seems to me that there is one attribute
of man to which he, like most authors, has not attached the

importance it deserves. It plays a very great role in the phenom-
ena of population, it solves a number of the problems that this

great question raises, and it renews in the soul of him who loves
mankind the assurance and confidence that an incomplete under-

standing of political economy might have shaken. This attribute,
which, moreover, is included in our notions of reason and fore-

sight, is perfectibility. Man is perfectible. He is capable of im-
provement or degeneration. If, in a strict sense, he is capable of

remaining stationary, he is also capable of moving up or down the
endless ladder of civilization. This is true of individuals, of fami-
lies, of nations, and of races.

Malthus did not fully appreciate this capacity for progress and
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was consequently led to pessimistic conclusions, and these in
turn have aroused public opinion against him. And, indeed, since
he envisaged the preventive check in something of an ascetic form

and therefore, we must admit, one not likely to be widely ac-
cepted, he could not expect that it would have much effect. Hence,

it was his belief that the repressive (or, as he called it, the posi-
tive) check would be the decisive one; in other words, vice, pov-
erty, war, crime, etc.

In my opinion, there is a fallacy in this reasoning; for, as we

shall see, the action of the preventive force is not confined solely
to the practice of chastity, an act of self-denial, but also and above

all, it finds expression in a state of well-being, in an instinctive
tendency towards self-preservation and the protection of one's
family.

Population, it has been said, tends to keep at the level of the
means of subsistence. Let me note that for this term, the means o]

subsistence, once universally accepted, J. B. Say has substituted
another term that is much more accurate: the means o I existence.

At first glance it would appear that subsistence alone is involved
in this question. Such is not the case. Man does not live by bread

alone, and a study of the facts shows clearly that population
stops increasing or declines when the sum total of all the means

of existence, including clothing, housing, and the other things
that climate or even habit render necessary, becomes insufficient.

We must say, therefore: Population tends to keep at the level
of the means o I existence.

But are these means a fixed, absolute, uniform quantity? Cer-
tainly not. As civilization improves, man's wants become greater,

even for his mere subsistence. Considered from the point of view
of man as a perfectible being, the means of existence, among
which must be included the satisfaction of moral, intellectual,

and physical wants, permit of as many varying degrees as there are
in civilization itself, that is, an infinite number. Undoubtedly,

there is a lower limit: the satisfaction of hunger and a certain

amount of protecton against cold are basic necessities for the
maintenance of life; and we can observe life at this level among

the Indians in America and the poverty-stricken in Europe. But as

0
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for an upper limit, I know of none; there is none. Once natural
wants are satisfied, others arise that are artificial at the beginning,
if you will, but which in their turn become natural through the

force of habit, and, when they are satisfied, others arise, and still
others, with no discernible end.

Hence, with every step that man takes along the road of civili-
zation, his wants become more extensive, and his means of exist-

ence, which we may call the point at which the great laws oI

increase and limitation meet, keep pace with his wants. For,
although man is capable of degeneration as well as improvement,
he naturally turns away from the one and aspires toward the

other. His efforts tend to keep him from falling back from the
heights that he has already won and to raise him even higher; and
habit, which has so well been called second nature, acts like a

valve in our arteries to block any backward movement. It is

therefore quite natural that man's habitually progressive tendency
should manifest itself also in the control he exercises over his own

multiplication and impel him to apply to this problem his best
moral and intellectual efforts.

The consequences of man's being thus constituted are many;
we shall confine ourselves to mentioning just a few of them. First,
we readily admit with the economists that population and the

means of existence reach an equilibrium; but since the means of
existence are capable of infinite fluctuation and vary with the

civilization and the habits of life that produce them, we cannot
agree, as we compare different peoples and classes, that population

is proportional to production, as stated by J. B. Sayfl or to income,
as affirmed by M. de Sismondi. Furthermore, since every step up

the ladder of culture implies a higher degree of foresight, the
moral and preventive check must more and more neutralize the

action of the brutish and repressive check, according as progress
is achieved in society or in any of its segments. It follows that any
social progress contains within itself the seed of still further

progress. Vires acquirit eundo, since improved standards of living
and greater foresight engender one another in indefinite succes-

sion. Similarly, when, for whatever reason, mankind retrogresses,
want and improvidence exert a cause-and-effect action upon each
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other, and the decline would never be halted if society had not

been provided with that self-healing faculty, the vis medicatrix,

which Providence has implanted in all living organisms. We may
observe, in fact, that during every stage of a period of decline the
action of the law of limitation in )ts destructive form becomes

progressively more painful and more readily discernible. At first

there is merely a backward movement, a decline in the standard

of living; later come poverty, hunger, disorders, war, death--
painful but unfailing methods of instruction.

We should like to pause here long enough to demonstrate how
this theory explains the facts, and how, in turn, the facts support

the theory. When, in the case of a nation or a class, the means of

existence fall to that lower level at which they become one with

I the means of mere subsistence, as in China, in Ireland, and amongthe poorest classes in all countries, the least fluctuation in popula-
tion or food supply is recorded in the mortality rate. The facts in
this instance confirm the inferences of science. For a long time

now Europe has not experienced a famine, and the elimination

of this scourge has been attributed to a multitude of causes. A
number of them do exist, undoubtedly, but the one most generally
responsible is that the means of existence have risen, by reason of

social progress, far above the means of subsistence. When years
of scarcity come, many satisfactions can be sacrificed before any

curtailment of food is rendered necessary. Such is not the case in

China or in Ireland. When men have nothing except a little rice
or a few potatoes, with what will they buy other foods if the rice

or the potatoes happen to fail them?
And finally, there is a third consequence of man's perfectibility,

which we must point out here because it refutes the pessimistic
side of Malthus' theory. We have attributed to him the formula:

Population tends to keep at the level of the means of subsistence.
We should have said that he went far beyond this, and that his real
formula, the one from which he derived such distressing conclu-

sions, is this: Population tends to increase 1aster than the means of
subsistence. If Malthus had merely meant by this statement that

l_ in the human race the power to beget life is greater than the power
:_ to sustain it, there could have been no possible argument. But
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this is not what he meant. He declares that, taking into considera-
tion absolute fertility, on the one hand, and, on the other, the
means of limiting it in the form of either repression or prevention,
we find that the result is nonetheless a tendency for population to
increase faster than the means of subsistence) This is true of all

living species, except man. Man is an intelligent being and can
make unlimited use of the preventive check. He is perfectible; he
seeks to improve his situation; he finds decadence repugnant.
Progress is his normal state; progress implies an increasingly en-
lightened use of the preventive check; hence, the means of exist-
ence increase more rapidly than population. This result is not only
to be deduced from the theory of perfectibility, but is also con-
firmed by the ]acts, since everywhere we find the range of man's
satisfactions widening. If it were true, as Malthus says, that for
each increase in the means of existence there is a corresponding
and greater increase in population, the poverty of our race would
necessarily be constandy on the increase, and civilization would
stand at the beginning of time, and barbarism at the end. Just the
opposite takes place. Hence, it follows that the law of limitation
has been powerful enough to hold the rising tide of population
below the rate at which goods and services are produced.

We can see from the foregoing how vast and difficult the
question of population is. It is no doubt regrettable that a pre-
cisely formulated answer has not yet been given to it, and natur-
ally I regret even more that I myself cannot be the one to give it.
But do we not see how incompatible the subject is with the
narrow limitations of any dogmatic axiom? And is it not a vain
and idle thing to try to express in the form of a set equation the
relations of data that are essentially variable? Let us recall what
these data are.

1. The law of increase, i.e., the absolute, potential, physiologi-
cal capacity of the human race to propagate life, without reference
to the difficulties of sustaining life. This first datum, which alone
can be measured at all accurately, is the only one in which
accuracy is unnecessary; for of what importance is the theoretical
upper limit of population increase, if it can never be reached
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under the actual conditions of human existence, which require
man to live by the sweat of his brow?

2. There is, therefore, a limit to the law of increase. What is it?
The means of existence, it is said. But what are these means? An

indeterminate sum total of satisfactions. They are variable, and
therefore the limit we are seeking to determine varies with them
according to place, time, race, social rank, manners, public
opinion, and habit.

3. Finally, what is the force that holds population within these
constantly changing bounds? As far as man is concerned, it has
two components: the repressive check and the preventive check.
Now, the action of the first of these, to which, by its very nature,

i no exact measurement can be applied, is, furthermore, entirely

subordinate to the action of the second, which, in turn, is

dependent on the degree of civilization attained, habits, religious
and political traditions, property and labor relations, family
arrangements, etc., etc. It is therefore impossible to establish
between the law of increase and the law of limitation an equation
by which the actual population can be deduced. In algebra a
and b represent known quantities that are numbered, measured,
and of fixed proportions; but means o[ existence, sell-control, and
the mortality rate--three key data in the problem of population--
are themselves variable and are made even more so by the
amazing variability of the subject to whom they refer, man, that
creature who, according to Montaigne, is so marvelously incon-
stant and diverse. It is therefore not surprising that in seeking
to make of this equation something more exact than its nature
permits of, economists have managed to create more disagree-
ment than unity of opinion, for there is not one term in the
formulas they employ that is not open to a host of objections,
based both on theory and on fact.

Let us now proceed to consider a few practical applications,
for in practical application we find both the clearest explanation
of the theory and the true fruit of the tree of economic knowledge.

|_ Labor, we have said, is the sole article of exchange. In order to
t_ secure a utility (unless Nature gives it to us gratis), we must go to
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the pains of producing it or repay with equivalent pains the per-
sons who have taken the pains for us. Man creates absolutely
nothing. He can merely arrange, reorder, or transport for a useful

end things already existing. He performs none of these acts with-
out taking pains, and the fruit of his pains is his property. If he
surrenders it to another, he has the right to receive in return a

service judged to be equivalent after free bargaining. This is the
principle of value, of compensation, of exchange; and simple
though it is, it is nonetheless true. In what we call commodities

there exist varying degrees of natural utility and of man-made
utility. The latter, in which alone the idea of labor is implicit, is

the sole subject of human transactions; and, without in any way
taking exception to the famous and useful formula of J. B. Say:

"Products are exchanged for products," I accept the following as
being more scientifically accurate: Labor is exchanged [or labor,

or rather, services are exchanged Ior services.
This does not mean that a given amount of labor is exchanged

for another on the basis of the time or effort required to perform
it, or that he who offers an hour's pains or expends a quantity of
effort sufficient to register one hundred degrees on the dynamom-

eter can always demand that a like amount of effort be expended

for him in return. Time spent and elyort exerted are two of the
elements that have a bearing on the appraisal of labor, but they

are not the only ones. There are also the questions of how dis-
agreeable the work is, how dangerous, how difficult, how much it
requires in the way of intelligence and foresight, and even how

successfully it has been performed. Where free and voluntary

transactions are the rule, where property rights are completely
assured, every man has complete control over his own labor, and

is therefore free to exchange it at his own price. His willingness
to accept the demands of the other party to the transaction ends
at the point where it is more to his advantage to retain possession

of the product of his own labor. There is also a limit to his
demands. This is the point at which the other party to the trans-

action finds it to his interest not to make the exchange.
There are in society as many economic strata, so to speak, as

there are gradations in the established rates of compensation. The
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most poorly paid of all types of labor is that which least rises above

the purely mechanical, animal level. This is in accord with provi-
dential intent and is at once just, useful, and inevitable. The
unskilled laborer soon reaches that limit to his demands to which

I have just referred, for there is no one who cannot perform this

purely mechanical type of labor; and he himself is soon pushed to
the limit where he must accept others" demands, for he is inca-

pable of performing for himself the intelligent labor that his wants
require. The time spent and the muscular strength expended,

which are attributes of matter, are the only bases for determining
the remuneration due this kind of physical labor, and that is why

it is usually paid by the day. All industrial progress consists in
replacing, in every product, a certain amount of man-made, and

consequently onerous, utihty by the same amount of natural, and
consequently gratuitous, utility. It follows that, if there is any one

class in society whom free competition is more likely to benefit

than any other, it is the laboring class. What would be its lot if the
forces of Nature and the techniques and tools of production were

not constantly employed, thanks to competition, in making avail-
able to all gratis the results of their combined action? The mere

day laborer is not capable of putting heat, gravitation, and elastic-
ity to his own use. He does not invent the techniques, nor does
he possess the tools, by which these forces are exploited. When

these discoveries are first made, their inventors are very well paid
for their labor, which requires a high degree of intelligence. In

other words, this labor of theirs is rated as equal to a tremendous
amount of unskilled labor; that is, the thing they produce is

expensive. But competition intervenes; the price of the product
falls; the harnessing of the services of Nature benefits no longer

the producer, but the consumer; and the pay for the labor in-
volved approximates that of labor whose pay is reckoned in terms

of its duration. Thus, the common store of gratuitous utility
steadily increases. Products of all kinds tend to assume, and do in

fact assume, more and more every day, that form of gratuitous

,_ utility under which we enjoy water, air, and light. Thus, the

_ general standard of living tends to rise, and inequalities tend to
,_ diminish; therefore, apart from the action of the law of popula-

:i
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tion, the lowest class of society is the one that, potentially, should
improve most rapidly. But we have said, "apart from the action
of the law of population," and thus we return to our subject.

Let us imagine a basin into which an inlet, which keeps grow-
ing in size, pours an increasingly large stream of water. If no
other factors are involved, the level of water in the basin will

steadily rise; but if the sides of the basin are flexible, so that they
can expand or contract, it is obvious that the water level will
depend upon the combined action of these two factors. The level
will fall, no matter how much larger a volume of water the inlet
pours into the basin, if the basin's capacity increases even more
rapidly; it will rise if the circumference of this reservoir widens
at a relatively slower rate, and it will rise even more rapidly if the
sides of the reservoir remain the same, and still more if they
contract.

This illustration aptly depicts the stratum o[ society to which,
admittedly, the great mass of humanity belongs, and gives us an
indication of the probable fate in store for it. Its remuneration,
that is, the objects that can satisfy its wants and provide its suste-
nance, is represented by the water flowing through the variable
inlet. The flexible sides of the reservoir represent the increase
or decrease of population. It is certain 4 that the means of exist-
ence reach it in constantly increasing amount, but it is also certain
that its circumference can expand even more rapidly. Conse-
quently, the way of life which this class enjoys will be more or less
favorable, on a higher or a lower plane, in proportion as the law
of limitation, morally and intelligently applied as a preventive
check, holds within bounds the maximum physiologically poten-
tial reproduction. There is a limit beyond which the numbers of
the working class cannot rise: the point at which the sums avail-
able for their remuneration are not sufficient to support them.
But there is no limit to their possible progress, which depends
upon only two factors, and one of these, wealth, is steadily increas-
ing, while the other, population, can be controlled at wiU.

All that we have just said about the lowest stratum of society,
which performs the hardest and most unskilled type of labor,
applies as well to all the higher strata, whose relative status is in
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inverse ratio, so to speak, to the degree of physical and unskilled
labor that their work requires them to do. Considering each class

apart from the others, we find that the same general laws apply
to all. In every one of them there is the same conflict between the

physiological power of reproduction and the moral power of self-
restraint. The only variable from one class to another is the point

at which these two forces meet, the height at which the scale of

remuneration and the mores of each particular class fix that limit
on population which we call the means oI existence.

But if we consider the various social strata, no longer individu-
ally, but collectively and in their mutual relations, I believe that

we can discern that the two forces have precisely the opposite
tendency, and this is certainly the explanation of the actual situa-
tion of mankind. We have demonstrated how all economic phe-

nomena, and especially the law of competition, tend to level all
classes. Theoretically this seems to us incontestable. Since no special

advantage of Nature, no ingenious technique, none of the imple-

ments by which these techniques are put to use, can remain the
permanent monopoly of their producers as such; since the product

of their labor, by an inevitable dispensation of Providence, tends
to become the common, gratuitous, and consequently equal her-

itage of all mankind; it is clear that the most impoverished class is
"the one that derives the greatest relative advantage from the ad-

mirable operation of the laws of social economy. Just as the poor
man is treated as generously in regard to the air he breathes as the

rich man, so he becomes the rich man's equal in regard to all that
part of the value of commodities which is constantly being elimi-
nated by progress. There is, then, in mankind a basic tendency

toward equality. I do not mean here a tendency to desire equality,

but a tendency to achieve it. Nevertheless, equality has not been
achieved or else is being achieved so slowly that when we compare

two widely separated ages we can hardly discern that any forward
steps have been taken at all. They are, indeed, so little in evidence
that many observers refuse to admit their existence, although mis-

takenly, to be sure. What stands in the way of this intermingling

of classes at a common and steadily rising level?
I do not believe that we need look elsewhere for the answer
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than at the various degrees of foresight that each class of society
evidences in respect to the question of population. The law o[
limitation, as we have said, is available to all men in its moral and

preventive aspects. Man, as we have also said, is perfectible, and,

as he progresses, he makes more intelligent use of this law. It is
therefore natural that the more enlightened a class, the more

effective the measures it adopts, the more considerable the sacri-
fices it imposes upon itself, in order to maintain its own popula-

tion at a level in keeping with its means of existence.
If the science of statistics were sufficiently advanced, it would

probably turn this theoretical conjecture of mine into a certainty
by showing that early marriages are less frequent in the upper

than in the lower strata of society. Now, if such is the case, it is
easy to understand how, in the great market place of society where

all classes offer their respective services to the highest bidder,
where all types of labor are exchanged, unskilled labor is always in

greater supply than skilled, intelligent labor. And this explains

the persistence of that social inequality which so many other
powerful forces constantly tend to eliminate.

The theory that we have just expounded in this brief fashion
leads to this practical observation, namely, that the best forms of
philanthropy, the best social institutions, are those that, working

in accord with the providential plan as the social harmonies reveal
it to us----which is equahty along with constant progress--succeed

in distributing among all ranks of humanity, and especially the
lowest, the gifts of knowledge, reason, morality, and foresight.

We say "institutions," because the fact is that foresight springs
as much from the necessities of one's situation as from purely

intellectual considerations. There are certain systems of property
or, rather, of production, that encourage, more than others, the

acquisition of what the economists call a knowledge of the market,
and consequently of [oresight. It seems certain, for example, that

sharecropping,* much more than the system of renting land at a
fixed rate, 5 encourages the lower classes to apply the preventive

check to the rising tide of population. A family of sharecroppers

• [In French, le m_tayage, as distinguished from le ]errnage. CL chap. 1, p. 18.---

TRANSLATOR.]
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is in a far better position than a family of day laborers to

realize the inconveniences of early marriage and of excessive
reproduction.

We speak, too, of "forms of philanthropy." For indeed, charity,

while it can be of immediate and local benefit, can have only a
very limited effect, if not, in fact, a bad effect, upon the per-

manent well-being of the working class; for it does not develop,

may indeed paralyze, the very virtue most able to improve work-
ing-class conditions, namely, the virtue of foresight. The encour-
agement of wholesome attitudes, and above all of habits that

indicate a certain amount of self-respect, is the greatest and most
lasting service that can be rendered the lower classes.

The means of existence, we cannot repeat too often, are not a
fixed quantity; they depend upon one's way of life, on public

opinion, on habits. On every rung of the social ladder there is the
same repugnance to moving a step down from the position to
which one has become accustomed as can be felt by those on the

lowest rung. Perhaps, indeed, the anguish experienced by the

titled nobility at the sight of their scions' being lost among the
bourgeoisie is keener than that felt by the bourgeois whose sons
become manual laborers, or by the manual laborers whose chil-

dren are reduced to beggary. The habit of certain comforts, of a
certain dignity in one's way of life, is therefore one of the strong-

est of incentives for the exercise of foresight; and if the working
class once rises to a certain level of satisfactions, it will be un-

willing to descend, even though, in order to preserve its position
and to maintain a wage scale in keeping with its new habits, it

must resort to the infallible means of preventive limitation.
It is for this reason that I regard as one of the most admirable

examples of real philanthropy the decision apparently made by
many manufacturers and landowners in England to pull down

their mud and thatch cottages and to erect in their place brick
houses that are clean, spacious, well-lighted, well-ventilated, and
appropriately furnished. If this measure were to be generally

adopted, it would raise the tone of the working class and turn into
real wants what are now only items of relative luxury; it would
raise that limit which we call the means of existence, and, con-
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sequently, the wage scale at its lower level. Why not? The poorest
class in civilized countries is far above the poorest class among
savage peoples. It has risen so far; why should it not rise even
higher?

Yet we must entertain no illusions. Progress can be made only
slowly, for it must be, to some degree, general. We might imagine
that it could be achieved rapidly in one part of the world, if
different peoples did not influence one another. But such is not
the case. There exists [or the human race a great law of solidarity,
which applies to progress as well as to decline. If in England, for
example, the condition of the workers were to be noticeably
improved as a result of a general rise in wages, French industry
would have a better chance of outstripping its rival, and by its
success would slow down the trend toward improved conditions
on the other side of the Channel. It would seem that Providence

is unwilling that one people should rise beyond certain limits
above another. Thus, in the great whole of human society, as in
its most minute details, we always find that there are admirable
and unyielding forces that tend, in the last analysis, to turn over
to the masses what were once individual or group advantages, and
to bring all such special cases down to a common level, which, like
the ocean when the tide is running, is both everywhere even and
yet constantly rising.

In summary, given perfectibility, which is man's distinctive
characteristic, and the action of competition and the law of
limitation being known, the destiny o[ the human race, at least
here on earth, may, it seems to us, be predicted in these terms:
(1) a simultaneous rise in the level of all classes of society, or in
the general level of mankind; (2) a gradual elimination of all class
differences, as far as is consistent with absolute justice; (3) a reduc-
tion in the relative size of the highest and the lowest social strata,
and an increase in the middle classes. One might say that these
laws must bring about absolute equality. But they will not, any
more than an asymptote, infinitely extended, would ever meet
the curve which it constantly approaches ..... 6
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Private and Public Services

Services are exchanged for services.
The equivalence of services results from voluntary exchange

and the free bargaining that precedes it.
In other words, every service tendered society is worth as much

as any other service to which society attaches equal importance,
provided that all bids and all asking prices are made, compared,
and discussed in complete freedom.

There is no use in quibbling or making subtle distinctions. It
is impossible to conceive of the idea of value without associating
with it the idea of freedom.

When no violence, no coercion, no fraud is introduced to
impair the equivalence of services, it may be said that justice
prevails.

This does not mean that mankind will then have reached a

state of perfection, for freedom always leaves room for errors in
individual judgment. Man is often the dupe of his own opinions
and passions, nor does he always rank his desires in their most
reasonable order. We have seen that a service may be assigned
a value that has no reasonable relation to its utility; we need only
give certain desires priority over others. Only as our intelligence,
our good sense, and our standards improve, shall we strike the
ideal balance, putting every service in its proper moral place, if
I may so express myself. A worthless article, a childish show, an
immoral pleasure may command a high price in one country and
be scorned and frowned upon in another. The equivalence of

443
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services is therefore something other than a just appraisal of their
utility. Nevertheless, in this regard, it is freedom and a sense of
responsibility that correct and improve our tastes, our desires,
our satisfactions, and our judgment.

In every country in the world there is a class of services that,
in the manner in which they are performed, distributed, and
paid for, develop in a way quite different from that of private or
voluntary services. These are public services.

Wheri a want assumes a sufficiently general and widespread
character to be called a public want, it may appear fitting to all
those belonging to a given group (municipality, province, or
nation) to provide for the satisfaction of this want through joint
action or delegation of authority. In this case the citizens appoint
functionaries to perform and make available throughout the
community the particular service in question, and they provide
for its payment through an assessment that, at least in principle,
is commensurate with the means of each member.

Basically, the original elements of the social economy are not
necessarily altered by this particular form of exchange, especially
when the free consent of all parties is assumed. It is still an
exchange of efforts, of services. The functionaries labor to satisfy
the wants of the taxpayers; and the taxpayers labor to satisfy the
wants of the functionaries. The relative value of these reciprocal
services is determined by a procedure that we shall have occasion
to examine; but the essential elements of exchange, at least theo-
retically, remain intact.

Therefore, certain writers, whose opinion has been biased by
the sight of crushing and abusive taxation, have been wrong in
considering as lost all values allocated to public services. _ This
sweeping condemnation will not bear analysis. In so far as loss
or gain is concerned, public service does not in any way differ,
scientifically considered, from private service. Whether I guard
my land myself or pay a man to guard it or pay the state to have
it guarded for me, does not alter the fact that I make a sacrifice
for the sake of an advantage. One way or another, to be sure, I
give up something that has cost me effort, but I receive protection
in return. This is not a loss, but an exchange.
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Will someone object that I surrender a physical object and in
return receive nothing that has either body or form? This would

be falling back into the erroneous notion of value. As long as
value was attributed to matter, not to services, it was necessarily

believed that all public services were without value, that is, that
they represented an actual loss. Later, when political economists
wavered between true and false notions of value, they also neces-

sarily wavered between true and false notions of taxation.
If taxation does not necessarily constitute a loss, even less does

it necessarily constitute an act of plunder. 2 Ix_ modern societies
plunder by taxation is undoubtedly practiced on an exceedingly

large scale; and, as we shall see, it is one of the most active of all
the elements that upset the equivalence of services and disturb the
harmony of interests. But the best way to combat and destroy the

abuses of taxation is to avoid the extreme position that represents
it as being inherently spoliative and extortionate.

Thus, considered in themselves, in their own nature, in their

normal state, and apart from all abuses, public services are, like

private services, purely and simply acts of exchange.

But the procedures by which, in these two forms of exchange,
services are compared, bargained for, transmitted, balanced, and
evaluated are so different in themselves and in their effects that

the reader will permit me, I am sure, to treat this difficult snbject
in some detail, since it is one of the most interesting that can be

presented for the consideration of economists and statesmen.
Indeed, this is the connecting link between economics and govern-
ment. It is here that we find the origin and the import of that most

grievous error ever to infect the science of political economy, the

error of identifying society with government--society, the whole
that includes both private services and public services, and gov-
ernment, that mere fraction of the whole which includes only

public services.
When, unfortunately, following the teaching of Rousseau and

of all his faithful disciples, the French republicans, we use inter-

changeably the words "government" and "society," we are decid-
ing by implication, a priori, and without study of the facts, that

1he state can and must absorb all private activity, all individual
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liberty and responsibility; we are deciding that all private services
must be converted into public services, that the social order is a
mere convention that owes its existence to the law; we are declar-

ing ourselves in favor of the omnipotence of the lawgiver and the

downfall of humanity.

But what we actually observe is that public services or govern-
ment action increases or decreases according to time, place, or

circumstances, from the communism of Sparta or the Paraguay
missions to the individualism of the United States, with French

centralization as a midpoint along the way.

The first question to be asked, then, as we begin the study of
political science is this:

What are the services that should remain in the realm of private
activity? What are those that should fall within the domain of

public or collective activity?
That question amounts to this:

Within the great circle that we call "society," what should be

the circumference of the smaller circle we call "government"?
It is evident that this question is connected with political econ-

omy, since it requires the comparative study of two very different
forms of exchange.

Once this problem is solved, there still remains another: How

can public services best be organized? We shall not consider this

question, since it falls entirely within the field of government.
Let us examine the essential differences between private

services and public services, since this is a necessary preliminary
to determining what should be the logical line of demarcation
between them.

This entire book up to the present chapter has been devoted to
showing the evolution of private services. We have seen that it is,
implicitly or explicitly, based on this formula: You do this Jor me,

and I will do that ]or you; which implies a double and mutual
consent regarding what is given and what is received. The notions

of barter, exchange, appraisal, value, cannot, therefore, be con-

ceived of without freedom, nor freedom without responsibility.
Each party to an exchange consults, at his own risk and peril, his
wants, his needs, his tastes, his desires, his means, his attitudes, his
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convenience--all the elements of his situation; and nowhere have

we denied that in the exercise of free will there is the possibility of
error, the possibility of an unreasonable or a foolish choice. The
fault is imputable, not to the principle of exchange, but to the
imperfection of human nature; and the remedy is to be found
only in responsibility itself (that is, in freedom), since it is the
source of all experience. To introduce coercion into exchange, to
destroy free will on the pretext that men may make mistakes,
would not improve things, unless it can be proved that the agent
empowered to apply the coercion is exempt from the imperfection
of our nature, is not subject to passion or error, does not belong
to humanity. Is it not evident, on the contrary, that this would be
tantamount not only to putting responsibility in the wrong place,
but, even worse, to destroying it, at least in so far as its most
precious attribute is concerned, that is, as a rewarding, retributive,
experimental, corrective, and, consequently, progressive force? We
have also seen that free exchange, or services voluntarily received
and voluntarily rendered, constantly increases, thanks to the effect
of competition, the relative proportion of gratuitous utility to
onerous utility, the domain of common wealth in relation to the
domain of private property; and we have thus come to recognize
in freedom the power that in every way promotes equality, or
social harmony.

As for the forms of free exchange, there is no need to describe
them, for, if coercion assumes endless forms, freedom has only one.

Once again, the free and voluntary transfer of services from one
person to another can be defined in these simple words: Give me
this, and I will give you that. Do this for me, and I will do that for
you. Do ut des; ]acio ut ]acias.

This is not the way that public services are exchanged. In their
case, coercion is to some degree inevitable; and we must expect to
find infinite varieties, from the most complete despotism to the
most widespread and direct participation by all the citizens.

Although this political ideal has never been fully realized any-
where, and perhaps never will be except in imagination, we shall
nevertheless assume that it has been. For what do we seek to

discover? The modifications that services undergo when they enter
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the public domain; and, for scientific purposes, we must abstract
from all local and particular acts of injustice, in order to consider
public service in its essence and under the most legitimate condi-

tions. In a word, we must study the transformation it undergoes
by the very fact of becoming public, apart from the causes that

have made it public and the abuses that may enter into its
administration.

The procedure is as follows:

The citizens appoint representatives. These representatives

meet and decide by majority vote that a certain kind of want--
education, for example----can no longer be satisfied by the citizens'

own free efforts or free exchange, but is to be provided for by a
class of functionaries specially assigned to this task. This is the

procedure for rendering the service. As for the service received,
since the state has availed itself of the time and talents of a new

group of functionaries for the benefit of the citizens, it must also

take from the citizens what is needed to support the functionaries.

This is accomplished by means of a general tax or assessment.

In every civilized country this tax is paid in the form of money.
It is hardly necessary to remark that behind this money there is
labor. In the last analysis, it is a payment in kind. Ultimately, the
citizens work for the functionaries, and the functionaries for the

citizens, even as in their voluntary services the citizens work for
one another.

We make this observation to guard against a very commonly
accepted monetary fallacy. We often hear it said that the money

functionaries receive falls back, like a refreshing rain, on the
citizens, and the inference is drawn that this so-called rain is an

additional benefit accruing to the service. This reasoning has been
used to justify the most parasitical activities. Those who reason

thus do not realize that if the service had remained a private one,

the money, instead of going first to the state treasury and from
there to the functionaries, would have gone directly from those

receiving the service to those performing it voluntarily and from
them would likewise have fallen, like a gentle rain, upon the

entire community. The fallacy in this kind of reasoning becomes
evident when we look beyond the circulation of currency to the
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fundamental fact of labor exchanged for labor, of services ex-

changed for services. In the realm of government operation it may
happen that functionaries receive services from the citizens with-

out rendering services in return; in that case the taxpayer suffers
a loss, no matter what illusion the circulation of bank notes may
create.

In any case, let us return to our analysis.

This, then, is exchange under a new form. Exchange implies
ultimately two activities: giving and receiving. Let us see how the

change from private to public status affects the transaction from
the twofold point of view of services rendered and services
received.

In the first place, we note that always or nearly always public
service eliminates, in law or in fact, private services of the same
nature. When the state undertakes a service, it generally takes

pains to decree that no one except itself shall render it, especially
if it anticipates revenue from the venture. In France the postal

service, tobacco, playing cards, gunpowder, etc., etc., are cases in
point. But even if the state did not take this precaution, the end

result would be the same. What industry can undertake the ren-
dering of a service to the public that the state performs for

nothing? We rarely find anyone seeking a means of livelihood in
the private teaching of law or medicine, the construction of high-

ways, the breeding of thoroughbred horses, the founding of
schools for the arts and crafts, the clearing of Algerian land, the

establishment of museums, etc., etc. The reason is that the public
will not buy what the state offers it for nothing. As M. Cormenin*

said, the shoe industry would fail very quickly, even though the
first article of the Constitution declared it inviolate, if the govern-

ment were to decide to give everyone shoes free of charge.

The truth is, the word "gratuitous" as applied to public services
contains the grossest, and, I may add, the most childish of fallacies.

I marvel at the public's extreme gullibility in being taken in by
this word. People ask us, "Are you against gratuitous education?
Gratuitous stud farms?"

* [Louis Marie de la Haye, Vicomte de Cormenin (1788--1868),French jurist and
political pamphleteer.--T_NsL^xoR.]
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Quite the contraryl I'm for them and I would also be for
gratuitous food and gratuitous housing .... if these were possible.

But the only thing that is really gratuitous is what does not cost
anyone anything. Now, public services cost everybody something;
the reason they cost the receiver nothing is that everybody has paid
for them in advance. The person who has already paid his share of
the general assessment will certainly not pay again in order to have
the same service performed for him by private industry.

Thus, public service replaces private service. It adds nothing
to the nation's general industry nor to its wealth. It has function-
aries do what private industry would have done. It remains for us
to determine which of the two systems will involve the greater inci-
dental inconvenience. The purpose of this chapter is to answer
these questions.

When the satisfaction of a want becomes the object of a public
service, it is in large part removed from the sphere of individual
freedom and responsibility. The individual is no longer free to
buy what he wishes, when he wishes, to consult his means, his

convenience, his situation, his tastes, his moral standards, any
more than he can determine the relative order in which it seems

reasonable to him to provide for his wants. Willy-nilly, he must
accept from society, not the amount of service that he deems use-
ful, as he does with private services, but the amount that the
government has seen fit to prepare for him, whatever be its
quantity and quality. Perhaps he does not have enough bread to
satisfy his hunger, and yet the government takes from him a part
of this bread, which would be indispensable to him, in order to
give him instruction or public spectacles that he neither needs
nor desires. He ceases to exercise free control over the satisfac-

tion of his own wants, and, no longer having any responsibility
for satisfying them, he naturally ceases to concern himself with
doing so. Foresight becomes as useless to him as experience. He
becomes less his own master; he has lost, to some extent, his free
will; he has less initiative for self-improvement; he is less of a
man. Not only does he no longer judge for himself in a given case,
but he loses the habit of judging for himself. This moral torpor,
which takes possession of him, likewise takes possession of his
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fellow citizens, and we have seen entire nations fall in this way
into disastrous inertia, s

As long as a set of wants and corresponding satisfactions
remains in the realm of free choice, every man is a law unto
himself in this regard and does as he sees fit. This seems natural
and just, since no two men find themselves in identical circum-
stances, nor is there any one man whose circumstances do not vary
from day to day. As long as there is free choice, all the human
faculties-----comparison, judgment, foresight-----continue to be exer-
cised. As long as there is free choice, every good decision brings
its reward; every error, its punishment; and experience, that
harsh complement of foresight, fulfills its mission, so that society
cannot fail to improve.

But when the service becomes public, all individual rules of
conduct cease to exist and become merged and generalized in a
single written law, which is coercive, which is the same for every-
one, which makes no provision for special situations, and which
atrophies the noblest faculties of human nature.

If state intervention takes from us our control over ourselves

in respect to the services we receive, it does so even more com-
pletely in respect to the services we perform for the state in
return. This counterpart, this second element of exchange, is
likewise withdrawn from the domain of freedom and is, instead,

regulated without reference to particular cases by a law enacted
in advance, carried out by force, and from which no one is
exempt. In a word, as the services rendered us by the state are
imposed upon us, those it demands from us in return are also
imposed upon us, and, indeed, in all languages bear the name of
imposts.

At this point countless difficulties and inconveniences present
themselves in theory; for in practice the state surmounts all
obstacles by means of armed force, which is the inevitable corol-
lary of every law. But (to remain in the realm of theory) the con-
version of a private service into a public one raises the following
serious questions:

Will the state under all circumstances demand of every citizen

a tax equivalent to the services it renders? This would be justice,



452 Economic Harmonies

and this, very definitely, is the equivalence that almost unfailingly
manifests itself in free and voluntary transactions and in the price
arrived at in the bargaining that precedes them. If the state,

therefore, were desirous of achieving this kind of equivalence,

which is justice in the most exact sense, it would not be worth
while to remove any given type of services from the domain of

private enterprise. But the state does not care about this and
cannot care about it. One cannot haggle with functionaries. The

law follows a uniform pattern and cannot stipulate conditions
for each particular case. At the very most, that is, where it is

conceived in the spirit of justice, it seeks to establish a kind of
average and approximate equivalence between the two types of

services exchanged. Two principles of taxation, the one propor-
tional and the other progressive, have seemed, on different

grounds, to carry this approximation to its ultimate limits. But
the most superficial reflection will be enough to show that propor-

tional taxation cannot, any more than progressive taxation, bring
about a rigorously accurate equivalence of services exchanged.
Public services, therefore, not only doubly deprive the private

citizen of his freedom in regard to both services received and
services rendered, but also commit the wrong of distorting the
value of these services.

A far more than minor drawback to public services is that they
destroy the principle of responsibility or at the very least mis-

direct it. But, for man, responsibility is everything! It is his motive
force, his teacher, his rewarder and punisher. Without responsi-

bility man no longer has free will, he is no longer perfectible, he
is no longer a moral being, he learns nothing, he is nothing. He

falls into inertia and no longer counts except as a unit of the
herd.

If it is a misfortune when the sense of responsibility is extin-

guished in the individual, it is an even more serious misfortune
when the state develops an exaggerated sense of its own responsi-
bility. Man, however degraded, is always sufficiently enlightened

to perceive the source of the good and the evil that come to him;
and when the state takes charge of everything, it becomes respon-

sible for everything. When subjected to these artificial arrange-
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ments, a people in distress can only blame its government; and its
only remedy, its only political recourse, is to overthrow it. Hence
an inevitable succession of revolutions. I say "inevitable," for

under this regime the people necessarily must suffer; and the
reason is that the system of public services, over and beyond the
fact that it distorts values, which is an injustice, also brings about

an inevitable loss of wealth, which is ruination and injustice and

the cause of suffering and resentment--four disastrous incitements
of social disorder that, combined with loss of responsibility, can-

not fail to produce those political convulsions of which we have
been the unfortunate witnesses for more than fifty years.

I would prefer not to digress from my subject. Yet I cannot
refrain from observing that, when things are organized in this

way, when the government, by turning one free and voluntary
transaction after another into a public service, has come to assume

gigantic proportions, there is reason to fear that revolutions,
which are in themselves so great an evil, will cease even to have

the advantage of being a remedy, except by dint of repeated experi-

ence. The loss of responsibility has perverted public opinion. The
people, accustomed to calling upon the state for everything,

accuse the government, not of doing too much, but of not doing
enough. They overthrow it and replace it by another, to which
they do not say: Do less, but: Do more; and thus the abyss that

yawns before us becomes ever deeper.
Does the moment finally come when men's eyes are opened? Do

they feel that they must set about reducing the prerogatives and

responsibilities of the state? Then they are stopped by other diffi-
culties. On the one hand, ve_ted interests are aroused and unite;
and the citizens hesitate to disturb all those functionaries who

have been enjoying an artificial livelihood. On the other hand,

the citizens have lost their capacity for initiative. At the very
instant that they are about to regain the liberty that they have so

ardently pursued, they become frightened; they reject it. Do you
offer them the freedom to provide their own education? 4 They

fear that all learning will be lost. Do you offer them freedom of

worship? They fear that atheism will make inroads everywhere.
They have been told so many times that all religion, all wisdom,
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all knowledge, all enlightenment, all morality reside in the state
or are derived from the statel

But I shall come back to these considerations later and shall

now return to my subject.

We have investigated the true role of competition in the forma-
tion of wealth. We have seen that it consists in passing its benefi-

cial results on from the producer to the rest of mankind, in
turning the progress it makes to the profit of the commonwealth,

in steadily increasing the domain of gratuitous utility and conse-
quently in bringing about a higher degree of equality.

But when private services become public, they are exempt from
competition, and this admirable harmony is no longer manifested.

The public official, in fact, is deprived of the stimulus that urges
us on to progress. And how can progress work for the common

good when it is nonexistent? The civil servant acts, not under the
spur of self-interest, but under the shadow of the law. The law

says to him: "You will render the public a certain fixed service,

and you will receive from the public a certain other fixed service
in return." A little more or a little less zeal changes nothing in
these fixed terms. Seif-interest, on the other hand, whispers these

words into the ear of the free worker: "The more you do for
others, the more others will do for you." In this case the remu-

neration depends entirely on how great and how intelligent is the

effort made. Undoubtedly, group morale, the desire for advance-
ment, a sense of duty can serve as active stimuli for the govern-

ment official. But never can they replace the irresistible drive of
self-interest. All experience confirms this line of reasoning. Every-
thing that falls within the realm of bureaucracy is more or less

static; it is doubtful whether teaching is better today than in the

time of Francis I, and I do not think that anyone would propose
comparing the activity that goes on in a government bureau with
that of a private industry.

In proportion, then, as private services enter the category o[
public services, they lose momentum, at least to some degree,

and become sterile, not to the detriment of those rendering the

services (their pay does not change), but to the detriment of the
whole community.
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While these disadvantages, which I have merely sketched
briefly, trusting to the reader's ingenuity to work out the details,
are tremendous from the moral, political, and economic point of
view, nevertheless, there is sometimes an advantage in substitut-
ing collective action for individual action. There are certain types
of services of which the principal merit consists in regularity and
uniformity. It is even possible, under certain conditions, for this
change to public status to effect an economy of resources and,
for a given satisfaction, to spare the community a certain amount
of effort. The question to be answered, therefore, is this: What
services are to remain in the realm of private initiative? What
services are to be provided by collective or public activity? The
study that we have just made of the essential differences between
these two types of services will make easier the solution of this
important problem.

First of all, is there some principle by which we may distin-
guish between what can legitimately be put within the sphere of
collective activity and what should remain within the sphere of
private activity?

I shall begin by stating that I call collective activity that great
organization which finds its rule in the law and its means of
execution in force, in other words, government. Let me not be
told that free and voluntary associations also involve collective
activity. Let it not be supposed that I give to the words private
activity the sense of isolated activity. On the contrary: I assert that
free and voluntary association still belongs in the domain of
private activity, for it is one of the most powerful forms of
exchange. It does not impair the equivalence of services; it does
not affect the free appraisal of value; it does not destroy free will;
it does not eliminate competition or the effects of competition;
in a word, it does not have coercion as its principle.

But government action involves coercion by its very nature. It
necessarily invokes the doctrine of compelle intrare.* It proceeds
• [Luke XIV, 23: "And the lord said unto the servant, Go out into the highways
and hedges, and constrain them to come in." These words from the Parable of
the Great Supper have historically been used as a pretext to force someone to do a
thing against his will on the ground that it is to his ultimate good. Its greatest

abuse was as a justification for the persecution of the heretics.--TgANSLAToa.]
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by virtue of a law, and all men must submit, for law implies
punishment. I do not believe that anyone can challenge these

premises; for they have the support of the most impressive of all
authorities, the authority of universal practice. Everywhere there

are laws and the physical force to bring the recalcitrant into line.
And this, doubtless, is the origin of the axiom invoked by those

who, identifying government with society, believe that the latter
is, like the former, a mere convention: "Men, by joining together

in society, have sacrificed a part of their liberty in order to
preserve the rest."

Obviously this axiom is false when it is applied to free and
voluntary transactions. When two men, with a view to their

personal advantage, exchange their services or unite their efforts
in preference to working alone, where can one see a sacrifice of

their liberty in such an arrangement? Is it sacrificing one's liberty
to put it to better use?

At the very most one could say: Men sacrifice a part of their

liberty in order to preserve the rest, not at all when they unite in

a society, but when they place themselves under a government,
since the necessary mode of action of a government is force.

Now, even with this modification, the so-called axiom is still a

fallacy, as long as the government stays within its legitimate

prerogatives.
But what are these prerogatives?

Their scope and their limits are indicated to us by this special
characteristic of having force as a necessary adjunct. I therefore
declare: Government acts only by the intervention oI Iorce;

hence, its action is legitimate only where the intervention o] Iorce
is itself legitimate.

Now, force may be used legitimately, not in order to sacrifice

liberty, but to safeguard it.
Consequently, the axiom, once alleged to be the basis of politi-

cal science, which we have already proved to be fallacious for
society, is also fallacious when applied to government. It is always
with a sense of joy that I see these dismal theoretical discords dis-

appear when subjected to careful analysis.
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In what case is the use of force legitimate? There is one, and, I
believe, only one: the case of legitimate delense. If this is so, the

justification of government has been found, as well as the rational
limit of its prerogatives. 5

What is the right of the individual? The right to carry on free
and voluntary transactions with his fellow men, who consequently

have the same right. When is this right violated? When one of the
parties encroaches upon the other's liberty. In that case it is

incorrect to say, as is often done: "These are excesses; these are
abuses of liberty!" We must say: "Liberty is lacking; liberty has

been destroyed." There has been excessive use of liberty, un-
doubtedly, if we consider only the aggressor; but destruction of

liberty if we consider the victim, or even if we consider, as we
should, the phenomenon in its entirety.

The right of the man whose liberty is attacked, or, what is
tantamount to the same thing, whose property, capabilities, or

labor is attacked, is to defend them, even by force; and this is
what is done by all men everywhere, whenever they can.

This is the origin of the right of any number of men whatsoever
to join together, to associate, in order to defend, even by their

joint Iorce, the individual's liberty and property.
But the individual has no right to use force for any other end.

I cannot legitimately force my fellow men to be industrious,
sober, thrifty, generous, learned, or pious; but I can force them
to be just.

For the same reason, the collective force cannot be legitimately
employed to foster the love of labor, sobriety, thrift, generosity,

learning, religious faith; but it can be legitimately employed to

further the rule of justice, to defend every man's rights.
For where can we find the origin of collective rights except in

the rights of the individual?

It is the unfortunate obsession of our age to wish to give pure
abstractions a life of their own, to imagine a city apart from the

people who live in it, mankind independently of the individual
men who constitute it, a whole aside from its component parts,

collective life without the individual units that comprise it. One
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might just as well say: "Here is a man. Imagine his limbs, his

vital organs, his body and his soul, all the elements of which he is
formed, to be destroyed. He still remains a man."

If a right does not exist for any one of the individuals whom
collectively we designate, for the sake of brevity, as a nation, how

can it exist for that fraction of the nation having merely delegated
rights, which is the government? How can individuals delegate

rights that they do not possess?
We must therefore consider this incontestable truth as the

fundamental principle of political science:
Among individuals the intervention of force is legitimate only

in the case of legitimate defense. A collective body of individuals

can legally have recourse to force only within the same
limitations.

Now, it is in the very nature of government to act upon its
citizens by way of force. Hence, it can have no rationally justifi-
able functions other than the legitimate defense of the rights of

the individual; it can be called upon only to safeguard the liberty
and the property of all the citizens.

Note that, when a government goes beyond these limits, it sets

out upon an endless course and can never escape the conse-
quences, i.e., that it not only goes beyond its proper function,
but also destroys it, which is the most monstrous of contradictions.

In fact, when the state has enforced respect for that fixed,

invariable line which separates the rights of one citizen from
those of another, when it has maintained justice for all, what

more can it do without itself overstepping the boundary it has
been called upon to protect, without destroying with its own

hands, and by force, the liberty and the property entrusted to

its keeping? Beyond the upholding of justice, I defy anyone to
imagine a case in which government intervention would not be
an act of injustice. Protest as much as you like that its acts are

inspired by the purest philanthropy, are designed as incentives to
virtue and industry, are bonuses, favors, direct protection, so-

called gratuitous gifts, alleged acts of generosity; behind these fine
appearances, or if you will, these fine realities, I will show you

other less gratifying realities: the rights of some violated for the
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advantage of others, liberties sacrificed, property rights usurped,

capabilities curtailed, acts of plunder perpetrated. And can the
world witness a more sorry, a more lamentable spectacle than the

sight of the public forces of law and order engaged in committing

the very crimes that it was their duty to suppress?
In theory, it is enough that the government have the necessary

instrumentality of 1orce at hand for us to know what private
services can legitimately be converted into public services. They

are those services whose object is the maintenance of liberty,
property, and individual rights, the prevenuon of crime--in a

word, all that relates to the public sa]ety.
Governments also have another function.

In all countries there is a certain amount of public property,
some goods used collectively by all the citizens, like rivers, for-
ests, and highways. On the other hand, there are also, unfortu-

nately, debts. It is the government's duty to administer these active

and passive parts of the public domain.

Finally, from these two functions stems a third: that of levying
the taxes necessary for the efficient administration of public
services.

Thus, it must watch over the public safety, administer public
property, and levy taxes.

Such are, I believe, the reasonable limits within which govern-

ment functions must be kept or to which they must be reduced.
This opinion, I know, conflicts with many widely accepted

ideas.

"What!" people will say; "you propose to reduce the govern-

ment to the role of judge and policeman? You would deprive it of
all initiative? You forbid it to promote and encourage literature,

the arts, commerce, navigation, agriculture, moral and religious

ideas; you would strip it of its noblest prerogative, that of open-
ing up to the people the road to progress!"

To those who express this opinion, I should like to address
several questions.

Where has God implanted the motivating impulse of human

actions and the longing for progress? In all men, or only in those

men who have received or usurped a legislator's mandate or a
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bureaucrat's authority? Does not everyone of us carry within
himself, within his very being, that indefatigable and boundless
motive force which we call desire? As our more basic and mate-

rial wants are satisfied, are not new desires of a higher order

constantly forming, overlapping, expanding within us? Does
love of the arts, of literature, of science, of moral and religious

truth, does the thirst to know the answers to the problems involv-

ing our present or future existence, descend from society to the
individual, that is, from the abstract to the real, from the merely

verbal symbol to sentient and living beings?

If you start with the already absurd assumption that the govern-
ment is the morally active force and that the nation is passive, are

you not putting morals, doctrines, opinions, wealth, everything
that makes up the life of the individual, at the mercy of the men

who one after another come to power?

Besides, does the state have any resources of its own to perform
the tremendous task that you propose to assign to it? Is it not

obliged to take everything it spends, down to the last centime,
from the citizens themselves? If the state, therefore, asks the

individual citizens for the means to carry out its projects, it is
because the individual citizens have already produced these

means. It is, therefore, a contradiction to allege that the indi-
vidual citizens are passive and inert. To what end had they

created resources? To provide for satisfactions of their own choos-
ing. What, then, is the state doing when it lays its hands on these
resources? It does not create satisfactions; it reallocates them. It

takes them away from the man who has earned them in order to

give them to the man who has no right to them. Injustice, which

it had a mandate to punish, it organizes into a system.
Will it he said that by reallocating satisfactions, it purifies and

elevates them morally, that the wealth which individuals would

have squandered on wants of a low order is redirected by the
state to highly moral ends? But who will dare affirm that it is

advantageous to interfere violently, by force, by plunder, with

the natural order in which man's wants and desires develop, that
it is moral to take a morsel of bread from the hungry peasant in

order to provide the city dweller with the dubious morality of a
theatrical performance?
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Furthermore, wealth is not redistributed without a redistribu-

tion of industry and population. Such an arrangement is always,

therefore, an artificial and precarious substitute for the solid and
normal order that rests upon the immutable laws of Nature.

There are those who believe that a government whose authority

is strictly circumscribed is the weaker on that account. It appears

to them that numerous functions and numerous agencies give the
state the stability of a broader base. But this is purely an illusion.

If the state cannot go beyond certain definitely established limits

without becoming an instrument of injustice, ruination, and
plunder, without upsetting the natural distribution of industry,

satisfactions, capital, and manpower, without creating potent
causes of unemployment, industrial crises, and poverty, without

increasing crime, without having recourse to ever more stringent
repressive measures, without stirring up discontent and resent-
ment, how will it derive any guarantee of stability from these
accumulated elements of civil disorder?

People complain of men's proneness to revolution. Surely
those who make this complaint do not stop to think. When we

see private services raided and turned into public services, a third
of the wealth that the citizens produce seized by the government,

the law made into a weapon of plunder wielded by the citizens
themselves, because its object is to impair the equivalence of

services on the pretext of stabilizing it; when we see population
and industry dislocated by legislative act, an ever deeper abyss

yawning between the wealthy and the poor, capital reserves in-

capable of being formed in sufficient amounts to provide employ-
ment for the increasing population, whole classes condemned to

the harshest privations; when we see governments, in order to be
able to take credit for what little good is done, proclaiming

themselves the initiators of every enterprise, and thus accepting

responsibility for all that is bad; we wonder only that revolutions

are not more frequent and are moved to admiration at the sacri-
fices that the people are capable of making for the sake of public

order and tranquillity.
If only laws and the governments that are the instruments of

their enforcement and administration were kept within the
limits I have indicated, I wonder from what source revolutions
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could come. If every citizen were free, he undoubtedly would
suffer less; and if, at the same time, the feeling of his own
responsibility were brought to bear on him from all sides, how
could it occur to him to place the blame for his sufferings upon a
legal system, a government, that intervened in his affairs only to
the extent of stopping him from committing acts of injustice and
protecting him from the unjust acts of others. Have we ever seen
a village rise in revolt against its justice of the peace?

The influence of liberty on law and order can be clearly seen
in the United States. There, except for the administration of
justice and of public property, everything is left to men's free
and voluntary transactions, and we instinctively feel that it is the
one country in the world where revolutions would have the least
reason or opportunity. What advantage, even a seeming one,
could the citizens expect to gain by changing the established order
by violence, when, on the one hand, that order harms no one,

and, on the other, can legally be amended, if the need arises, with
the greatest of ease?

I am wrong. There are two potential causes of revolution in
the United States: slavery and the high protective tariff. Everyone
knows that these two questions are a constant threat to the public
peace and to the Union. Now, please note carefully, can any
more cogent argument be advanced in favor of my thesis? Do we
not see that in these two cases the law is working against its proper
purpose? Do we not see that in these instances law and the agents
of its enforcement, whose mission should be the protection of
liberty and property, are sanctioning, supporting, perpetuating,
systematizing, and protecting oppression and plunder? In regard
to the question of slavery, the law says: "I shall create an armed
force, at the citizens' expense, not to maintain each one in his
rights, but to destroy, in the case of some, all rights." In regard to
the tariff question the law says: "I shall create an armed force, at
the citizens' expense, not to make sure that their transactions are
free, but to make sure that they are not free, to impair the
equivalence of services, so that one citizen may have the liberty
of two, and that another may have none at all. I take it upon
myself to perpetrate these injustices, but I shall punish them most
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severely if the citizens make bold to perpetrate them without my
consent."

It is not, therefore, because of a scarcity of laws or civil servants
win other words, of public services--that revolutions are to be

feared. On the contrary: it is because of a multiplicity of laws,
bureaucrats, and public services. For, by their very nature, public

services, the law that regulates them, the force that carries them

out, are never impartial. They can and they may be extended
without danger, even advantageously, as far as is necessary to
assure absolute justice for all; beyond that point they become so

many instruments of legalized oppression and plunder, so many
causes of disorder, so many incitements to revolution.

Shall I speak of the corrupting immorality that seeps into the

veins of the whole body politic when, in principle, the law puts
itself at the service of every spoliative impulse? Attend a meeting
of the National Assembly when bonuses, subsidies, bounties,

restrictions are on the agenda. See with what shameless rapacity
everyone tries to make sure of his share of the plunder--plunder to

which he would blush to stoop as a private individual. A man who

would consider himself a bandit if, pistol in hand, he prevented
me from carrying out at the border a transaction that was in

conformity with my interests has no scruples in working and vot-
ing for a law that replaces his private force with the public force

and subjects me, at my own expense, to the same unjust restric-
tion. In this respect, what a sorry sight France presents at the
present timel All classes are suffering; yet instead of demanding

the abolition, for all time to come, of every act of legal plunder,
every class turns to the law and says: "You who can do everything,

you who have force at your command, you who turn wrong into
right, despoil the other classes to my profit. Force them to buy

from me or to pay me a subsidy or to give my children a gratuitous

education or to lend me money without interest, etc., etc ..... "
Thus, the law becomes a great school for demoralization; and

if anything should surprise us, it is that private theft does not
increase more rapidly than it does, when the nation's moral

sense is thus perverted even by its own legislation.
What is most deplorable is that plunder, when thus aided
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and abetted by the law, with no individual's scruples to stand in

its way, eventually becomes quite a learned doctrine which has
its professors, its journalists, its eminent authorities, its legislators,

its sophisms, and its subtleties. Among the time-honored specious
arguments advanced in its favor, this one is worth noting: Other

things being equal, an increase in demand is advantageous to
those supplying a service, since this new ratio between a more

active demand and a static supply is what increases the value of
the service. We therefore draw this conclusion: Plunder is good

for everybody. The plundering class is benefited directly; the
other classes, by the indirect effect of increased spending. In fact,
the plundering class, having become richer, is in a position to

enlarge the circle of its satisfactions. It cannot do this without

demanding, in greater quantity, the services of the classes it has
plundered. Now, for any service, an increase in demand is an

increase in value. Consequently, the classes that have been legally
robbed are only too happy to be robbed, since the product of the

theft contributes to their employment.
As long as the law did not go beyond plundering the gxeat

majority to the profit of a small minority, this argument appeared
very plausible and was always invoked with considerable success.

"Let us turn over to the rich the taxes levied against the poor,"
it was said; "in this way we shall add to the capital of the rich.

The rich will indulge in luxury, and luxury will provide work
for the poor." And everybody, the poor man included, agreed that

the recipe was infallible. Because I tried to point out the flaw
in it, I was for long regarded, and still am regarded, as an enemy

of the working classes.
But since the February Revolution, the poor have had a voice

in making the laws. Have they demanded an end to legalized
plunder? Not at all. The specious argument of the indirect effect

of spending was too deeply implanted in their minds. What,
then, have they demanded? That the law, playing no favorites,

should now in its turn consent to plunder the rich. They have
demanded gratuitous education, interest-free capital advances,

state pension funds, progressive taxation, etc., etc ..... The rich
have begun to cry out: "How scandalous! All is lost! New bar-

barian hordes have overrun society!" They have put up a desperate
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resistance to the demands of the poor. At first they fought at the
barricades; now they are fighting the battle at the ballot box. But

have the rich on that account renounced the policy of phmder?
It has never occurred to them. The argument of the indirect bene-

ficial effects of spending continues to serve as their pretext.*
We could, however, point out to them that if, instead of perpe-

trating plunder through the instrumentality of the law, they
perpetrated it directly, their specious argument would lose its

force. If, on your own personal authority, you stole a franc from
a worker's pocket to help to pay for your admission to the theater,

would you perchance have said to this worker. "My friend, this
franc is being put into circulation and will provide work for you
and your fellow workers"?

And would not the worker have had good reason to reply,

"This franc will certainly go into circulation whether you steal it
from me or not; it will go to the baker rather than to the stage-

hand; it will provide me with bread rather than you with a
theatrical performance"?

It must be observed, furthermore, that the sophism of the

indirect effect of spending could be equally well invoked by the
poor. They could say to the rich, "Let the law help us steal from

you. We shall consume more cloth, and that will help your
factories. We shall consume more meat, and that will help your

farms. We shall consume more sugar, and that will help your
shipping."

Unhappy, thrice unhappy the nation in which such questions
are asked; where it occurs to no one to make the law the rule of

justice; where each one seeks only an instrument of theft to use

to his own advantage; where all one's intellectual faculties are

devoted to finding excuses for plunder in its remote and indirect
consequences!

In support of the foregoing reflections, it will perhaps not be

_ without value to quote an extract from the discussion that took
_ place at the meeting of the General Council of Manufacturing,

Agriculture, and Commerce on Saturday, April 27, 1850. 6

**[This description of the aftermath of the February Revolution should be com-

pared with the similar passage in chap. 4, pp. 87 ft.--TRANSLATOR.]
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Disturbing Factors

Where would humanity now be if violence, guile, oppression,

and fraud had never at any time or in any form left their ugly
mark on man's transactions?

Would justice and liberty have inevitably given rise to inequal-

ity and monopoly?
To learn the answer to these questions, it was necessary, it

seemed to me, to study the essential nature of human transac-
tions, their origin, their reason, their effects, and the effects aris-
ing from these effects on down to the final result; and, for the

study to be valid, it was necessary to exclude the contingent

disturbances that are produced by injustice, for it will be admit-
ted that injustice does not form an integral part of free and
voluntary transactions.

It can well be maintained that it was inevitable that injustice

should come into the world, that society could not have escaped

it; and, granted man's nature, with his passions, his selfishness, his
original ignorance and improvidence, I believe it. Hence, we

shall also have to study the nature, origin, and effects of injustice.
But it is nonetheless true that the science of economics must

begin by expounding the theory of human transactions on the
assumption that they are completely free and voluntary, even as
the physiologist expounds the nature and interrelation of our

bodily organs without regard for the disturbing factors that
modify these interrelations.

We believe that services are exchanged for services; we believe
466
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that the great desideratum is the equivalence of the services
exchanged.

We believe that this equivalence is most likely to be established
when transactions are voluntary and every man is allowed to
judge for himself.

We know that men can be mistaken, but we also know that

they can correct their errors; and we believe that the longer an
error has persisted, the sooner we may expect to see it corrected.

We believe that whatever restricts liberty disturbs the equiva-
lence of services, and that whatever disturbs the equivalence of
services produces excessive inequality, the unmerited wealth of
some, the no less undeserved poverty of others, a concomitant
decrease in the general wealth, as well as hatred, discord, strife,
and revolution.

We shall not go so far as to say that liberty---or the equiva-
lence of services--produces absolute equality, for we do not
believe in absolutes where man is concerned. But we do believe

that liberty tends to bring all men closer together and to provide
them with a constantly rising standard of living.

We believe that what inequality may remain, under a free
system, is the result of fortuitous circumstances or the conse-

quence of faults or vices, or is compensated for by nonmonetary
advantages, and consequently cannot give rise to resentment.

In brief, we believe that lreedom is harmony.
But in order to ascertain whether this harmony exists in reality

or is a figment of our imagination, whether we actually observe
it or merely long for it, it was necessary to subject free and volun-
tary transactions to the test of scientific inquiry; it was necessary
to study the facts, their interrelations, and their consequences.

This is what we have done.

We have seen that, although countless obstacles stood between
man's wants and his satisfactions, so that in isolation he could not

have survived, yet, by joint effort, by the division of labor--in a
word, by exchange he has been able to develop enough resources
to overcome the first obstacles, to assault the second set and over-

come them also, and so on, in ascending scale and more and
more rapidly as increased population facilitated exchange.
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We have seen that his intelligence places at his disposal means
of action that are increasingly numerous, powerful and efficient;

that, as capital is accumulated, its absolute share in production
rises, but that its relative share falls, whereas for labor both the

absolute and the relative shares rise constantly. This is the first,

and a most potent, factor in our progress toward equality.
We have seen that the admirable instrument which we call

land, that marvelous laboratory in which is prepared everything
that serves to feed, clothe, and shelter men, was given them

gratis by the Creator; that although nominally it was transformed

into private property, yet its productive action could not be
appropriated and has remained gratuitous throughout the whole

range of human transactions.
We have seen that private property not only has the negative

virtue of not encroaching on mankind's common store of goods,

but works positively and ceaselessly to increase it. This is the
second source of equality, since the more abundant the common

store, the more the inequality of private property is eliminated.
We have seen that under the influence of liberty services tend

to acquire their normal value, that is, a value proportionate to
labor. This is the third source of equality.

We have thus become convinced that a natural level tends to

establish itself among men, not by pushing them back toward a

lower state, or by keeping them stationary, but by inviting them
to a constantly improving way of life.

Finally, we have seen that neither the laws of value, nor those

of interest, nor those of rent, nor those of population, nor any

other great natural law, can introduce, as has been alleged by
those imperfectly grounded in the science of economics, an ele-
ment of discord into the admirable order of a free society, since,

on the contrary, harmony results from the operation of these laws.

On reaching this point, I seem to hear the reader cry out:
"This is a good sample of the economists' optimism! Despite the

all too obvious presence of hardship, poverty, the condition of
the working class, pauperism, deserted children, malnutrition,

delinquency, rebellion, inequality, they keep on merrily singing
of the harmony of social laws, and turn away their eyes so that
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the sight of the horrible reality may not disturb the pleasure they
take in their system. They, too, like the utopians they censure,
run away from the world of reality to take refuge in a dream-

world. More illogical than the socialists or even the communists
--who see the evil, feel it, decry it, abhor it, and are at fault

only in that they propose ineffective, impractical, or visionary
remedies--the economists either deny that the evil exists or are

insensible of it, if indeed they do not cause it by crying out to our

sick society: 'Laissez faire, laissez passer; everything is for the best
in the best of all possible worlds.' "

In the name of the science of political economy, I reject with
all nay strength such reproaches and such interpretations of our
words. We perceive the evil as welt as our adversaries. Like them

we deplore it; like them we seek to understand the causes; like

them we stand ready to combat them. But we formulate the ques-
tion differently. Society, they say, such as it has been made by the

system of free labor and free exchange, that is to say, by the free
play of natural laws, is detestable. Hence, we must tear from the

machine the offending cog, which is liberty (called by the social-
ists "competition" and even "anarchistic competition"), and sub-

stitute for it by force artificial cogs of our own invention.
Thereupon, millions of social inventions are put forward. This

is only natural, for there is endless room for imagination to run
its course.

But what we, after studying the providential laws that govern
the social order, declare is this: These laws are harmonious. They

admit of the existence of evil, for they are set in operation by
men, that is, by beings subject to error and pain. But in this

mechanism evil too has its mission, which brings about its own
limitation and eventual elimination by furnishing man warnings,

corrections, experience, enlightenment--all things which can be

summed up in the word "progress."
We add: It is not true that freedom prevails among men; it is

not true that the laws of Providence operate to their fullest extent,
or at least if they do act, their action has been limited to repairing

gradually, painfully, the disturbing effects of ignorance and error.
Do not accuse us, therefore, when we say laissez/aire; for we do
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not mean by this to Iet men do as they will, even when they do
wrong. We mean: Study the laws of Providence, marvel at them,

and allow them to operate. Remove the obstacles that they meet
in the form of abuses arising from violence and fraud, and you

will discern among mankind this double mark of progress: greater

equality and better living conditions.
For, in the end, it is one thing or the other: either men's inter-

ests are harmonious, or they are fundamentally antagonistic to
one another. Men gravitate toward their own self-interest irre-

sistibly; otherwise it would not be self-interest. And if they gravi-
tated toward something else, this something else would have to
be self-interest. Therefore, if men's interests are harmonious, they

need only be understood, and harmony and the good life will be

achieved, for men naturally pursue their own interest. This is
what we maintain, and that is why we say: Make men understand,
and laissez faire, i.e., let them alone. If men's interests are mutu-

ally antagonistic by nature, then you are right; there is no other
means of achieving harmony than by forcing, frustrating, and

thwarting the interests of all men. Yet it is a strange kind of
harmony that can be achieved only by an external and despotic
act that runs contrary to the interests of alll For you can well

realize that men will not passively submit to being frustrated;
and, in order to make them submit to your plans and arrange-

ments, you must first be stronger than all of them together, or

else you must succeed in deceiving them regarding their true
interests. In fact, if men's interests are indeed mutually antago-

nistic by nature, the happiest solution would be for men to be in .
error on this point.

Force and fraud, then, are your two resources. I defy you to find

any others, except to agree that men's interests are harmonious;
and if you agree, you belong with us, and like us you must say:
Permit the laws of Providence to act.

Now, you do not want that. Then we must repeat: You start

with the idea that men's interests are mutually antagonistic; that
is why you are unwilling to permit them to reach any mutual

understanding or agreement; that is why you want nothing to do
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with freedom, why you desire arbitrary arrangements. You are
consistent.

But take care. The battle lines will not be drawn solely between

you and humanity. That conflict you accept, since your avowed
aim is to thwart men's interests. But the conflict will also be

waged among yourselves--you, the inventors, the organizers of
societies; for you are a thousand, and will soon be ten thousand,

all with different views. What will you do? I see exactly what you
will try to do. You will try to seize control of the government, for

it possesses the only force capable of overcoming all resistance.

Will one of you succeed? While he is busy frustrating the desires
of the governed, he will find himself attacked by all the other

social planners, as eager as he is to seize the apparatus of govern-
ment. Their chances of success will be all the better because the

public's disaffection will come to their aid, since--let us not

forget--the man in power will have injured everybody's interests.

Here we are, then, launched upon a sea of never-ending revolu-
tion, all to answer this question: How and by whom will the
interests of mankind be thwarted?

Do not accuse me of exaggeration. All this is inevitable if men's

interests are mutually antagonistic; for on that hypothesis you
will never find your way out of this dilemma: either men's inter-
ests must be left to their own devices, and disorder will ensue;

or there must be found someone strong enough to thwart them,
and in that case there will still be disorder.

It is true that there is a third way, which I have already indi-
cated. It consists in deceiving men as to their true interests; and,

since this is no easy thing for a mere mortal to do, the quickest
course is to make oneself God. This is a role the utopians do not
fail to play, when they dare, while biding their time until they

can become ministers of state. Mystical language always predom-
inates in their writings; it is a trial balloon to test the public's

credulity. Unfortunately, this method can hardly be expected to
work in the nineteenth century.

Let us, then, admit it frankly: in order to avoid inextricable

difficulties, it is preferable for us, after studying human interests,
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to conclude that they are harmonious. Then the task of writers,

like that of governments, becomes reasonable and easy.
Since man is often mistaken regarding his ewn interests, our

role as writers is to explain them, to describe them, to make them

understandable, for we may be sure that, once man comprehends
them, he will follow them. Since the man who errs in regard to

his own interests hurts the general interest (for this is a conse-
quence of the harmony of men's interests), the government will
be responsible for bringing the minority of dissidents, the viola-

tors of the providential laws, back to the path of justice and the
common good. In other words, the sole mission of government

will be to promote the reign of justice. True harmony springs

spontaneously from man's nature and will persist unless destroyed
by government action. To achieve it, government is not required

to strain painfully or to spend great sums, encroaching the while
on individual liberty.

It is evident from what we have said here that we are not such

fanatical admirers of social harmony as to refuse to admit that

it can be and often is disturbed. I must even say that, in my
opinion, the disturbances that are introduced into this admirable

order by blind passions, by ignorance and error, are infinitely
greater and more prolonged than might be imagined. These are

the disturbing factors that we are about to study.

Man is cast upon this earth. He is irresistibly drawn toward
happiness and repelled by suffering. Since his actions are deter-

mined by these impulses, it cannot be denied that self-interest is
his great motive force as an individual, as it is of all individuals,

and consequently of society. Since self-interest, in the economic

sphere, is the motive force of human actions and the mainspring
of society, evil can come from it as well as good; in it we must

find both harmony and that which disturbs harmony.
The eternal goal of self-interest is to silence the voice of want,

or, more generally, of desire, by satisfaction. Between these two

extremes, want and satisfaction, which are essentially personal

and intransmissible, intervenes the transmissible and exchange-
able mean, effort.
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And above the whole mechanism rises the faculty of judgmeqt

and comparison, i.e., intelligence. But the human intellect is
fallible. We can err. This fact cannot be gainsaid; for if someone

said to us: Man cannot be mistaken, we should reply: You are
not the one to whom to demonstrate social harmony.

We can be mistaken in a number of ways. We can misjudge

the relative importance of our wants. In that case, if we live in a
state of isolation, we turn our efforts in a direction that is not

in conformity with our best interests properly understood. If we
live in society and under the law of exchange, the result is the
same: we create a demand and offer remuneration for services of

a trivial or harmful nature, and direct human labor into these
channels.

We can also be mistaken by failing to realize that some ardently

desired satisfaction will remove one pain only by becoming the
source of greater pains. There is hardly any effect that does not,

in its turn, become a cause. Foresight was given us so that we
might grasp the relation of cause and effect, so that we might not

sacrifice the future for the present; but foresight is often lacking.

Error due to the weakness of our judgment or the strength of our
passions is the primary source of evil. It belongs principally to
the moral realm. Since in these cases the error and the passion are
individual, the evil is also, to a certain extent, individual. Reflec-

tion, experience, and acceptance of responsibility are its proper
correctives.

Yet errors of this nature may assume a social character and give

rise to widespread suffering when they are erected into a
system. There are countries, for example, whose rulers are firmly

convinced that the prosperity of nations is measured, not by the
number of wants that are satisfied, but by the amount of effort

that is expended, no matter what the results. The division of
labor encourages this illusion. Since it is observed that every pro-

fession is directed against some obstacle, it is imagined that the
obstacle is a source of wealth. In these countries, when vanity,

frivolity, and vainglory are the dominant passions, provoking like
desires, and turning a part of the nation's industry in that direc-
tion, the rulers believe that all would be lost if those they govern
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should happen to reform and set a higher moral standard for
themselves. What would happen, they say, to the hairdressers, the
cooks, the grooms, the embroiderers, the dancers, the lacemakers,
etc.? They do not realize that the human heart wiI1 always con-
tain enough worthy, reasonable, and legitimate desires to give an
outlet to labor; that it will never be a question of suppressing
tastes, but of educating and transforming them; that, conse-
quently, labor, by following the same evolution, will be reallo-
cated, but not brought to an end. In the countries where these
unfortunate doctrines hold sway, it is often said: "It is too bad
that morals and industry cannot advance together. We should
prefer that the citizens were moral, but we cannot let them
become idle and poor. That is why we continue to enact laws
encouraging luxury. If need be, we shall impose taxes on the
people; and in their own best interest, to assure them of employ-
ment, we shall require our kings, magistrates, diplomats, and
ministers to indulge in ostentation." This is said with all the
good faith on earth. Even the people acquiesce in it with good
grace. It is clear that, when luxury and frivolity thus become a
matter for legislation, regulated, controlled, imposed, erected
into a system, by the public police force, the law of respon-
sibility loses its moral power ..... l
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War

Among all the circumstances that have some part in giving to
a people its distinctive features, its moral tone, its character, its

habits, laws, and peculiar spirit, the one that overshadows all
others, because it includes virtually all of them, is its manner of

providing its means of existence. We owe this observation to
Charles Comte,* and it is surprising that it has not had greater

influence on the social and political sciences.
In fact, this circumstance affects the human race in two equally

powerful ways: by being a constant concern, and by being the
concern of everyone. Earning a living, supporting oneself, im-

proving one's condition, raising a family--these are not matters
of taste, opinion, or choice, involving one time or one locality

only; these are the daily, lifelong, inescapable preoccupations of
all men at all times and in all places.

Everywhere the major part of men's physical, intellectual, and
moral forces is devoted directly or indirectly to creating and

replenishing their means of subsistence. The hunter, the fisher-
man, the sheep raiser, the farmer, the manufacturer, the business-

man, the laborer, the artisan, the capitalist, all think, first of all,

in terms of keeping soul and body together (however prosaic this
admission may be) and, secondly, of living better and better, if
possible. That this is so is proved by the fact that it is for no other
reason that they are hunters, manufacturers, farmers, etc. Simi-

larly, the civil servant, the soldier, the magistrate enter upon these

'* [Charles Comte (1782-1837), French economist, son-in-law of J. B. Say. Co-editor,

with Charles Dunoyer, of Le Censeur eUT"Opder/.--TRANSLATOR.]
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careers only in order to ensure the satisfaction of their wants. Nor

should we hold it against the man who follows a vocation calling
for disinterestedness and self-sacrifice if he, too, invokes the

proverb: To the priest the altar is a livelihood; for before he

became a priest, he was a man. And if at this very moment such
an individual is writing a book against the vulgarity of this
observation of mine, or rather against the vulgarity of the human
condition, the sale of his book will argue against his own thesis.

God forbid that I should deny the existence of self-sacrifice.

But it will be admitted that examples of it are exceptional, and
this is what makes them meritorious and worthy of our admira-
tion. For, if we consider mankind as a whole, unless we have

made a pact with the demon of sentimentality, we must admit

that disinterested acts cannot be compared, numerically speaking,
with those that are dictated by the hard necessities of our nature.

And it is because these acts, which make up the sum total of our

labors, occupy so large a part of the lives of each one of us, that
they cannot fail to influence greatly the phenomena of our
national life.

M. Saint-Marc Girardin* says somewhere that he came to

realize that political forms are relatively unimportant compared
with the great general laws that are imposed upon people by their

wants and by the labor they do. "Do you desire to know what any
nation really is?" he asked. "Ask not how it is governed, but what
it does for a living."

As a general judgment this is correct. But the author soon

gives it a false sense by turning it into a system. The importance
of political forms has been exaggerated; so what does he do? He

reduces it to nothing, he denies it completely, or he recognizes its
existence only to laugh at it. Political forms, he says, interest us

only on election day or during the hour we set aside for reading
the newspaper. Monarchy or republic, aristocracy or democracy,
what difference does it make? And so we must look at the con-

clusion he reaches. Maintaining that young nations resemble one

* [Saint-Marc Girardin (1801-1873), literary critic and scholar, professor of literature

in the Sorbonne, member of the French Academy, also active in political life_

TRANSLATOR.]
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another, regardless of their political organization, he likens the
United States to ancient Egypt, because both have carried out

enterprises of gigantic proportions. But I protest. When the
Americans clear vast tracts of land, dig canals, build railroads,

they do it all for themselves, because they are a democracy and
are their own masters! The Egyptians erected temples, pyramids,

obelisks, and palaces for their kings and their priests, because
they were slaves! And this is only a slight difference, a mere mat-

ter of form, hardly worth noticing, or, if we do notice it, deserving
only to be laughed atl Oh, the deadly contagion of the veneration

for things classic! How it corrupts its superstitious devotees!
Soon after, M. Saint-Marc Girardin, still pursuing the same

point, that the principal occupations of a people determine its na-
tional character, goes on to say: In the past, nations concerned

themselves with war and religion; today, their chief preoccupation
is with commerce and industry. For this reason the generations

that preceded us had a warlike and religious character.
Rousseau had earlier declared that concern with one's mere

existence was the dominant interest of only a few nations, and
those of a most unimaginative kind; that other nations, more

worthy of the name, had devoted themselves to nobler pursuits.

Were not M. Saint-Marc Girardin and Rousseau perhaps the
victims of one of the illusions of history? May they not have mis-
taken the amusements and the diversions, that is, the devices and

instruments of despotism, in which some of the citizens indulged,

for the occupations of the entire nation? And may not this illusion
be due to the fact that historians are always talking about the
class that does not work and never about the classes that do, so

that eventually we come to identify the entire nation with the
leisure class?

I cannot help thinking that among the Greeks, as among the

Romans and in the Middle Ages, men were just as they are today,
that is, subject to wants so strong, so recurrent, that it was neces-

sary to provide for them on pain of death. Therefore, I cannot

help concluding, that then, as now, these wants were the chief and
most absorbing preoccupation of the great majority of the human
race.
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What does appear certain is that a very small number of men
managed to live without working, supported by the labor of the
oppressed masses. This small leisured group made their slaves
construct sumptuous palaces, vast castles, or somber fortresses.
They loved to surround themselves with all the sensuous pleasures
of life and with all the monuments of art. They delighted in
discoursing on philosophy and cosmogony; and, above all, they
carefully cultivated the two sciences to which they owed their
supremacy and their enjoyments: the science of force and the
science of fraud.

For beneath this aristocracy were the countless multitudes
occupied in creating, for themselves, the means of sustaining life
and, for their oppressors, the means of surfeiting them with
pleasures. Since the historians never make the slightest mention
of these multitudes, we forget their existence; they do not count
for us at all. We have eyes only for the aristocracy. It is this class
that we call ancient society or leudal society. We imagine that
such societies were self-sustaining, that they never had recourse
to anything so mundane as commerce, industry, or labor; we
admire their unselfishness, their generosity, their love of the arts,
their spiritual qualities, their disdain for servile occupations,
their lofty thoughts and sentiments; we declare, with a certain
quaver in the voice, that at one time the nations cared only for
glory, at another only for the arts, at another only [or philosophy,
at another only for religion, at another only for virtue; we very
sincerely weep over our own sorry state; we speak of our age with
sarcasm because, unable to rise to the sublime heights attained
by such paragons, we are reduced to according to labor and to
all the prosaic virtues associated with it so important a place in
our modern life.

Let us console ourselves with the thought that it played a no
less important role in ancient life. The only difference was that
the labor that a few men had managed to escape fell crushingly
on the oppressed masses, to the great detriment of justice, liberty,
property, wealth, equality, and progress; and this is the first o[
the disturbing factors to which I must call the reader's attention.

The ways by which men provide their means o[ existence can-
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not fail to exert a great influence on their physical, moral, intel-
lectual, economic, and political condition.

If we could observe a number of primitive tribes, one of which
had devoted itself exclusively to hunting, another to fishing, a
third to agriculture, and a fourth to navigation, who could doubt
that these tribes would present considerable differences in their
ideas, opinions, habits, customs, manners, laws, and religion? No
doubt we should find human nature basically the same every-
where. Therefore, their laws, habits, and religions would have
many points in common, which, I believe, could well be called
the general laws of human society.

However, in our great modern societies all or nearly all the
processes of production--fishing, agriculture, industry, commerce,
the sciences, and the arts--are at work simultaneously, although
in varying proportions in different countries. For this reason the
differences among nations are not and cannot be as great as
they would be if each nation devoted itself exclusively to one
occupation.

*' But if the nature of a people's occupations greatly influences
its morality, it is also true that its desires, its tastes, and its moral-
ity exert in their turn a great influence on the nature of its occu-
pations, or at least on their relative importance. I shall not add
anything more to this observation, which has already been pre-

- sented elsewhere in this work, l and thus I reach the main subject
of this chapter.

i A man (and the same may be said of a people) can secure the
means of existence in two ways: by creating them or by stealing

i them.

I Each of these two main means of procurement includes a
i variety of procedures.

We can create means of existence by hunting, fishing, farming,i
i etc.

We can steal them by bad faith, violence, force, fraud, war, etc.
! If, remaining within the limits of either one of these two main
l categories, we observe that the predominance of one or another

l of the procedures appropriate to it is sufficient to give rise to
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considerable differences among the nations, how much greater

must not this difference be between a people that lives by
producing and a people that lives by plundering!

For there is not one of our faculties, of whatever order, that is

not called into use by our need to provide for our existence; and

what can we conceive of that is more likely to modify the social
condition of a nation than that which modifies all the human

faculties?

This consideration, in spite of its importance, has received so
little attention that I must pause to comment on it for a moment.

In order for man to obtain a satisfaction, he must have per-
formed a certain amount of labor; hence, it follows that plunder,

in all its varieties, far from excluding the act of production,
presupposes it.

And this thought, it seems to me, is such as to moderate some-
what the infatuation of the historians, the poets, and the novelists

for those heroic ages past when, according to them, what they call
industrialism did not yet dominate society. In those days, as in

our own, people had to live; then, as now, labor performed its
hard task. But some nations, some classes, some individuals had

succeeded in loading off onto other nations, other classes, other
individuals, their portion of the general toil and drudgery.

The characteristic feature of production is, so to speak, to
create out of nothing the satisfactions that sustain and beautify

life, so that an individual or a people is enabled to multiply these

satisfactions indefinitely without inflicting privation of any kind
on other men or other peoples; quite the contrary: for careful

study of the economic mechanism of a free society has shown us
that the success of one man in his work improves the chances of
success for others in their work.

The characteristic feature of plunder is its inability to provide

any satisfaction without a corresponding privation, for it does not
create; it diverts to its own ends what has already been created
by the labor of others. It entails the absolute loss of all the effort

it itself costs the two parties concerned. Far from adding to the
enjoyments of mankind, it decreases them, and, moreover, it
allots them to those who have not deserved them.
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In order to produce, we must direct all our faculties toward

the conquest of Nature; for it is Nature that must be fought,
mastered, and subjugated. That is why iron beaten into a plow-

share is the emblem of production.
In order to plunder, we must direct all our faculties toward the

conquest of men; for they are the ones we must fight, kill, or
enslave. That is why iron beaten into a sword is the emblem of

plunder.
As great as is the difference between the plowshare that feeds

and the sword that kills, so great must be the difference between
a nation of workers and a nation of plunderers. It is not possible

for there to be any common ground between these two. They
cannot have the same ideas, the same standards, the same tastes,

the same character, the same customs, the same laws, the same

morality, or the same religion.
And surely one of the saddest sights that can present itself to

anyone who loves mankind is that of a productive age bending all

its efforts to infect itself----by way of education--with the thoughts,
the sentiments, the errors, the prejudices, and the vices of a

nation of plunderers. Our age is often accused of a lack of con-
sistency, of a failure to show any correlation between the ideals

it professes and the way of life it pursues. The criticism is just,
and I believe that I have here indicated the principal reason why

this situation prevails.
Plunder by way of war, that is, rudimentary plunder, simple and

undisguised, has its roots in the human heart, in man's nature,
in the universal motive force that actuates the social world--his

attraction toward satisfactions and his aversion to pain; in a word,

in that motivating force that we all have within us: self-interest.

And I am not distressed at now being the one to indict self-
interest. Until now the reader may well have believed that my

veneration of this principle amounted to idolatry, that I attributed

to it only happy consequences for humanity, perhaps that I even
placed it above altruism, devotion, self-sacrifice. No, I have not

passed any judgment on it; I have merely noted that it exists and

that it is all-powerful. I should poorly appreciate its all-powerful
nature and I should be guilty of contradicting myself in calling
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self-interest the universal motive force of mankind, if I did not

now point it out as a source of discord, just as I previously
indicated that it was the source of the laws that govern the har-
mony of the social order.

Man, as we have said, strives irresistibly to assure his own

preservation, to improve his lot, and to attain, or at Jeast to come
as near as possible to attaining, happiness as he conceives it. For

the same reason he shuns pain and suffering.
Now, labor, the operation that he must perform upon Nature

in order to produce anything, is itself pain and drudgery. For this
reason he is averse to labor and resigns himself to it only when it
is the means of avoiding an even greater evil. Taking the phil-

osophical point of view, there are those who say that labor is a
boon. They are right if we consider its results. Relatively speak-

ing, it is a boon; in other words, it is an evil that spares us greater
evils. And that is precisely why men have such a great tendency

to avoid labor, when, without recourse to it, they believe they can
reap its rewards.

Others say that labor is in itself a boon; that apart from the

results it brings in terms of production, it strengthens man mor-
ally and physically and is a source of happiness and health. All this
is very true, and reveals once again the marvelous fecundity of

God's providential design so abundantly evident in all His handi-
work. Yes, even apart from its results in terms of production,

labor promises man, as its supplementary rewards, strength of
body and joy of soul; and since we have said that idleness is the

mother of all vices, we must also recognize that labor is the father
of many virtues.

But while all this is very true, it in no way changes the natural
and irresistible bent of the human heart nor the attitude that

causes us not to seek work for its own sake. We always compare
our labor with its results. We do not devote more effort to a given

task if we can accomplish it with less; nor, when confronted with

two toilsome tasks, do we choose the greater. We are more in-
clined to diminish the ratio of effort to result, and if, in so doing,

we gain a little leisure, nothing will stop us from using it, for
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the sake of additional benefits, in enterprises more in keeping
with our tastes.

Man's universal practice, indeed, is conclusive in this regard.
Always and everywhere, we find that he looks upon toil as the dis-
agreeable aspect, and on satisfaction as the compensatory aspect,
of his condition. Always and everywhere, we find that, as far as he
is able, he places the burden of his toil upon animals, the wind,
steam, or other forces of Nature, or, alasI upon his fellow men, if
he can gain mastery over them. In this last case, let me repeat,
for it is too often forgotten, the labor has not been lessened; it has
merely been shifted to other shoulders. 2

Man, thus confronted with a choice of pains, the pains of want
and the pains of toil, and driven by self-interest, seeks a means of
avoiding them both in so far as possible. And it is then that
plunder presents itself as the solution to his problem.

He says to himself: It is true that I have no means of procuring
the things necessary for my preservation and my enjoyment--
food, clothing, and shelter--unless these things have previously
been produced by labor. But they need not necessarily be pro-
duced by my labor. They need only have been produced by
someone, provided I am the stronger.

Such is the origin of war.
I shall not dwell long on the consequences.
When things come to this pass, when one man or one nation

labors while another man or another nation lies in wait, ready

to spring and to seize the fruits when the labor is completed, the
reader can appreciate at a glance what a loss of human energy is
entailed.

On the one hand, the plunderer has not been able, as he had
hoped, to avoid every kind of labor. Armed plunder itself requires
effort and sometimes tremendous effort. Thus, while the producer
devotes his time to creating the objects fitted to yield satisfac-
tions, the plunderer uses his time in preparing the means of
stealing them. But when the work of violence has been consum-
mated or attempted, the objects of satisfaction are neither more
nor less plentiful. They may satisfy the wants of different persons.
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but they cannot satisfy a greater number of wants. Thus, all the
efforts that the plunderer has expended for plunder, and in

addition those that he has not expended for production, are
entirely lost, if not for him, at least for mankind.

Nor is this all. In the majority of cases a similar loss is involved
for the producer. It is not at all likely that he will passively

await, without taking precautionary measures, the event that
threatens him; and all his precautions, weapons, fortifications,
munitions, drill, are labor, and labor forever lost, not only for

him who looks to it for his security, but for the human race.
But, if the producer does not feel that, by thus undergoing

double labor, he will be strong enough to resist the threatened
invasion, the situation is much worse, and the waste of human

energies is on an even larger scale; for in that case his work stops

altogether, since no man is disposed to produce merely to be
plundered.

As for the moral consequences, the manner in which both
parties are affected, the result is no less disastrous. God decreed

that man should wage war only against Nature, peacefully, and
should reap directly from her the fruits of victory. _Vhen he gains
dominion over Nature only through the indirect means of

dominion over his fellow men, his mission has been perverted; he
has turned his faculties in a wrong direction. Just consider, for

example, the virtue of /oresight, the anticipatory view of the
future, which in a certain manner elevates us to the realm of

Providence, for to /oresee, to look ahead, is also to provide, to
look out/or;* consider how differently it is employed by the pro-

ducer and by the plunderer.
The producer must learn the relation between cause and effect.

To this end, he studies the laws of the physical universe and seeks
to bring them more and more to his aid. If he observes his fellow

men, it is for the purpose of foreseeing their desires and provid-
ing for them, in the hope of a return.

The plunderer does not observe Nature. And if he observes his

fellow men, it is as a hawk spies out its prey, seeking a way to
weaken it, to take it unawares.

• [In French, prg'vo/r and pOUr_'oir.--TRANSLATOR.]
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The same differences are to be observed in the other faculties

and extend to men's ways of thinking. 3
Plunder by means of war is not an accidental, isolated, tempo-

rary phenomenon; it is a very widespread and constant fact. Only
labor is more permanent.

Show me, then, a place on the globe where two races of men,
one a race of conquerors, and the other a race of conquered, are
not superimposed. Show me in Europe or in Asia or in the islands
of the sea a favored spot still occupied by its original inhabitants.
If the migrations of peoples have spared no land, it is because
war has been a universal phenomenon.

The traces war has left are equally widespread. Apart from the
blood it has spilled, the booty it has captured, the minds it has
warped, the faculties it has perverted, it has everywhere left scars,
and among them must be listed slavery and aristocracy.

Man has not been content to plunder wealth as rapidly as it is
produced; he has seized upon wealth already created, capital in all
its forms. He has especially cast his eyes upon its most stable form,
landed property. And finally, he has seized upon man himself.
For since human faculties are a means of production, he has
found it quicker to seize them than to seize their products.

What powerful disturbing factors these great events have been,
what obstacles to the natural progress destined for mankind!
If we take into account the extent to which labor has been

wasted by war, if we consider the extent to which what remained
of the product of labor has been concentrated in the hands of a
few conquerors, we can well understand why the masses are
destitute, for their destitution cannot be explained in our day
on the hypothesis of liberty.

How the Warlike Spirit Is Fostered

Aggressor nations are subject to reprisals. They often attack;
sometimes they have to defend themselves. When they are on the
defensive, they feel that justice is on their side, and that their
cause is holy. Then they laud courage, devotion, patriotism. But,
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alasl They carry these ideas over into their wars of aggression.
And in that case what is patriotism?

When two races, one victorious and idle, the other conquered
and humiliated, occupy the same land, everything that arouses
likes and desires is the portion of the former. To it belong the
leisure, gala affairs, love of the arts, wealth, military pomp and
parades, grace, elegance, literature, poetry. To the conquered
belong calloused hands, desolate hovels, repulsive clothing.

The consequence is that the ideas and attitudes of the dominant
race, always associated with its military ascendancy, determine
public opinion. Men, women, children, all place the soldier's way
of life above that of the worker, war above labor, plunder above
production. The conquered race itself shares this sentiment, and
when it overcomes its oppressors, it shows itself in its process of
readjustment disposed to imitate them--more than disposed,
indeed, for this imitation becomes a frenzy.

How War Ends

Since the spirit of plunder, like the urge to produce, has its
origin in the human heart, the laws of the social world would
never be harmonious, even in the limited sense that I have indi-

cated, if in the long run the urge to produce were not destined to
overcome the spirit of plunder.



20

Responsibility

In this book there is a central, dominant thought; it pervades
every page, it gives life and meaning to every line. It is the
thought that begins the Christian's creed: I believe in God.

Indeed, if this work differs from the writings of some econo-
mists, the difference consists in the fact that they seem to say:
"We have little faith in God, for we see that the natural laws lead

to disaster, and yet we say: Laissez [aire! because we have even less
faith in ourselves, and we realize that all human efforts to halt

the operation of these laws merely hasten the day of catastrophe."
If it differs from the works of the socialists, it is because they

say: "We do indeed pretend to believe in God, but in reality we
believe only in ourselves, since we want nothing to do with
laissez faire, and each and every one of us offers his social plan as
infinitely superior to that of Providence."

I say: Laissez Jaire; in other words: Respect freedom, human
initiative)

Responsibility, solidarity, mysterious laws whose origins are
unfathomable to us, aside from divine revelation, yet whose effects
and unfailing influence on the progress of society it is given us to
discernl For the very reason that man is a social being, these laws
are interrelated, they overlap, they work together, even when on
occasion they appear to be in conflict. Ideally they should be
viewed as a whole, in their common action, were it not that
science, with its feeble vision and uncertain step, is reduced to

487
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its scientific method, that unfortunate crutch which constitutes

its strength even as it betrays its weakness.

Nosce te ipsum--"Know thyself"--is, as the oracle says, the

beginning, the middle, and the end of the moral and political
sciences.

We have stated elsewhere that, in regard to man or human
society, harmony cannot mean perfection, but progress toward

perfection. Now, progress toward perfection always implies some
degree of imperfection in the future as well as in the past. If man

could ever enter the promised land of absolute good, he would
have no further need of his intelligence or of his senses; he would
no longer be man.

Evil exists. It is inherent in human frailty; it evidences itself

in the moral order as in the physical order, in the mass as in the

individual, in the whole as in its parts. Because our eyes may
hurt and our sight grow dim, will the physiologist ignore the

harmonious mechanism of these wonderful organs? Will he deny
the ingenious structure of the human body because that body is
subject to pain, illness, and death, because Job once cried out

in his despair: "I have said to corruption, Thou art my father, to
the worm, Thou art my mother and my sisterI" * In the same

manner, because the social order will never bring mankind safely
to port in the fantastic dreamland of absolute good, must the
economist refuse to recognize the marvelous structure of the
social order, which is so constituted as to diffuse more and more

enlightenment, morality, and happiness among more and more

people?
It is indeed strange that the natural scientist is allowed the right

to admire Nature's handiwork, but that the political economist is

• [Job XII, 14. Bastiat's exact words for this passage are: "0 tombe, vous _tes ma
mdre: Vers du Sdpulcre, vous dtes mes trbres et rues soeurs!" The actual words of

the French Bible are closer to the English version given above. "J'ai crid d la

Josse."Tu es mon Jrkre, et aux vers: Vous _tes ma mdre et ma sceur.'" These slight

differences, as well as the fact that Bastiat attributes the words to "the psalmist"

rather than to Job, suggest that he may have quoted from memory.--TaANSLATOR.]
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not. For, after all, what difference is there, as regards the har-
mony of final causes, between the structure of the individual
body and the structure of the collective body? As we know, the
individual is born, grows, develops, and, as life unfolds, acquires
bodily grace and strength, until the moment comes when he
kindles the flame of new life. At this moment he radiates beauty;
his every movement bespeaks joy and grace; he emanates kindli-
ness, affection, good will, harmony. Then, for yet some time his
intelligence grows and deepens, as if to guide over the tortuous
road of life those whom he has summoned into existence. But

soon his beauty dims, his grace disappears, his senses grow dull,
his body fails, his memory becomes uncertain, his thoughts grow
less clear, and, alas! even his affections--save for a few choice souls
--seem filled with selfishness, lose the charm, the freshness, the

sincerity and simple naturalness, the depth, the idealism, the dis-
interestedness, the poetic imagination, and the indefinable aura
that belonged to his earlier years. And despite the ingenious
precautions taken by Nature to retard the process of dissolution--
precautions termed by physiologists the vis medicatrix, the sole and
melancholy harmony with which this science must be content--
the cycle of his attainments is now run in reverse; one after
another along the downward road the acquisitions of the past are
abandoned, the loss of one faculty is followed by the loss of
another, until at last is reached the inevitable loss of all. Even

the genius of complete optimism can find nothing consoling or
harmonious in this slow and relentless disintegration, in the sight
of this being, once so proud and fair, on his melancholy descent to
the tomb. The tombl But is not the tomb the door to another

abode? Thus it is that, when science can go no further, religion
links together anew,2 even for the individual, in another and
fairer land, the harmonious notes interrupted here below, s

Despite this inevitable end, does the physiologist cease to
consider the human body as the most perfect masterpiece to come
from the hands of the Creator?

But if the body politic is subject to suffering, if indeed it. may
suffer unto death, yet society is not inevitably doomed. Whatever
people may have said, we have no reason for anticipating that,
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after reaching its peak, it will of necessity decline. Even the
crumbling of empires does not mean a retrogression for humanity,
and the old molds of civilization are broken only to give way to
a civilization more advanced. Dynasties may come to an end;
forms of government may change; but the human race keeps on
advancing nevertheless. The fall of a regime is like the falling of
leaves in autumn. It fertilizes the soil, makes ready for the return
of spring, and promises to future generations richer growth and
more abundant harvests. I may go even further. Even from the
purely national viewpoint, this theory of necessary decadence is
as false as it is outmoded. It is impossible to see in a nation's
mode of life any cause of inevitable decline. The analogy that has
so often compared a nation to an individual and has attributed to
both a childhood and an old age is nothing but a false metaphor.
A community is continually being renewed. Provided its institu-
tions are kept elastic and flexible, provided that, instead of collid-
ing head on with new forces invented by the human mind, they are
so organized as to permit of this expansion of intellectual energy
and to adapt themselves to it, there is no discernible reason why a
society should not flourish with the vigor of eternal youth. But,
whatever we may think of the instability and collapse of empires,
it remains true nonetheless that society, which in its entirety
includes the whole of mankind, is built on more solid founda-

tions. The more we study it, the more we remain convinced that
it, too, has been provided, like the human body, with a sell-curing
power that saves it from its ills, and that, in addition, it has
within itself a forward drive, which urges it on toward endless
progress.

If then, the infirmities to which the individual is subject do not
impair his physiological harmony, even less do collective ills
impair the harmony of the social world.

But how can we reconcile the existence of evil with God's

infinite goodness? It is not for me to explain what I do not
understand. I shall merely observe that political economy is no
more required to answer this question than is anatomy. Both

these sciences, which are based entirely on objective observation,



Responsibility 49I

study man as he is, and do not require of God that He reveal to
them His impenetrable secrets.

Thus, I repeat, in this book, harmony does not mean the idea

of absolute perfection, but the idea of unlimited progress. It
has pleased God to attach suffering to our nature, since He has

willed that we move from weakness to strength, from ignorance
to knowledge, from want to satisfaction, from effort to result,

from acquisition to possession, from privation to wealth, from
error to truth, from experience to foresight. I bow without mur-

mur before this decree, for I cannot imagine how else our lives
could have been ordered. If, then, by means of a mechanism

as simple as it is ingenious, He has arranged that all men should
be brought closer together on the way toward a constantly rising

standard of living, if He thus guarantees them--through the very

action of what we call evil--lasting and more widely distributed
progress, then, not content with bowing before this generous and
powerful hand, I bless it, I marvel at it, and I adore it.

We have seen schools of thought arise that have profited by

the insolubility, humanly speaking, of this question to confuse all

other questions, as if it were given to our finite minds to under-
stand and reconcile the infinite. Placing over the portal of social

science the sentence: God cannot will evil, they reach this series
of conclusions: "There is evil in society; hence, society is not

organized according to God's plan. Let us change and rechange
and change still again the social order; let us keep on trying, let

us go on experimenting, until we have found a form that removes
every trace of suffering from this world. By this sign we shall

know that the kingdom of God has come."
Nor is this all. These schools have been led to exclude freedom

from their social planning on the same grounds as suffering, for

freedom implies the possibility of error, and consequently the
possibility of evil. "Allow us to organize you," they tell men; "do

not take any active part yourselves; do not compare, judge, de-
cide anything by yourselves or for yourselves; we hold laissez ]aire
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in abomination, but we demand that you let yourselves remain
passive and that you let us act. If we lead you to perfect bliss,
God's infinite bounty will be vindicated."

Contradiction, irrelevancy, overweening pride--it is hard to
say which predominates in language of this kind.

One sect, among others, very unscientific, but very noisy,

promises mankind unalloyed bliss. Only let the governing of
mankind be given over to these gentlemen, and they confidently

guarantee to rid it of every painful sensation.
But, if you refuse to place blind faith in their promises, they

immediately raise that formidable and insoluble problem which
has been the philosopher's despair since the beginning of the

world, and they command you to reconcile the existence of evil

with the infinite goodness of God. Do you hesitate? They accuse
you of impiety.

Fourier exhausts all the combinations and permutations of
this theme.

Either God was not able to give us a body of social law providing
cohesion, justice, truth, and unity; in which case He is unjust in that
He has created within us a want that we have no means of satisfying:
or He did not wish to do so; in which case He is deliberately cruel,
capriciously creating in us wants that it is impossible to satisfy: or He
was able and He d_d not wish to do so; in which case He is the devil's

rival, since He knows the right and prefers the reign of evil: or He
wished to do so and was not able; in which case He is incapable of
ruling us, since He knows and desires the good that He cannot do."
or He neither was able nor wished to do so; in which case He is

inferior to the devil, who is evil, but not stupid: or He was able and
He did wish to do so; in which case the body of social law exists; He
must have revealed it, etc.

And Fourier is the prophet. Let us surrender ourselves to him

and his disciples, and Providence will be justified, our five senses
will be transformed, and pain will disappear from the earth.

But why is it that these apostles of absolute good, these daring
logicians who keep saying, "God being perfect, His handiwork
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must be perfect," and who accuse us of impiety because we resign

ourselves to human imperfection--why is it, I ask, that they fail
to realize that, even on the most favorable hypothesis, they would
be just as irreverent as we? I devoutly hope that, under the

reign of Messrs. Consid_rant, Hennequin,* etc., no one on the
face of the earth should ever lose his mother or have a toothache

--in which case he, too, could chant the litany: Either God was
not able or did not wish, etc. I do indeed hope that evil returns

to the infernal regions on the dawn of the great day of the

socialist revelation: that one of their plans, the phalanstery, inter-
est-free credit, anarchy, the triade, t the social workshop, etc., has

the power to banish all future ills. Would it also have the power to
take away all past suffering? Now, infinity has no limits; and if

there has ever been a single unhappy person on the earth since the
Creation, that is enough to render the problem of God's infinite

goodness insoluble from their point of view.
Let us not, therefore, connect finite science with the mysteries

of the infinite. Let us apply to the one observation and reason;
let us leave the other to revelation and faith.

In all respects, from every point of view, man is imperfect.
On this earth, at least, he encounters limitations in every direc-

tion and touches on the finite at every point. His strength, his
intelligence, his affections, his life are not absolutes, but depend

upon a material instrument subject to fatigue, change, and
death.

Not only is this true, bnt our imperfection is so thoroughgoing
that we cannot even conceive of perfection within ourselves or

outside of ourselves. This idea is so completely alien to the human
mind that every effort to grasp it must necessarily be futile. The

more we attempt to lay hold of it, the more it eludes us and
loses itself in inextricable contradictions. Show me a man who is

perfect, and you will show me a man who cannot suffer, and

who consequently has no wants, desires, sensations, sensibility,

" [Victor-Antoine Hennequin (1816-1854), disciple of Fourier, active political sup-

porter of his ideas, and ally of Gonsid_rant._TRANSLna_OR.]

t [One of the divisions of Fourier's phalanges._TRANSLXroR.]



494 Economic Harmonies

nerves, or muscles; to whom nothing is unknown, who conse-
quently does not have the power of attention, judgment, reason-
ing, memory, imagination, or a brain. In a word, you will show
me a being who does not exist.

Thus, from whatever point of view we consider man, we must
see him as a being subject to pain. We must admit that evil
comes into the providential plan as a kind of force; and, instead
of seeking illusive means of eliminating it, it behooves us instead
to study its role and mission.

When God saw fit to create a being composed of wants and of
faculties with which to satisfy them, he at the same time decreed
that that being should be subject to pain and suffering; for
without pain and suffering we can experience no wants, and
without wants we cannot understand either the uses or the reasons

for any of our faculties. Everything that makes for our greatness
has its roots in everything that makes for our frailty.

Driven by countless impulses, endowed with an intelligence
that enlightens our efforts and appraises their results, we also
have free will to make our choice.

Free will implies the possibility of error, and error in turn
implies pain and suffering as its inevitable consequences. I defy
anyone to tell me what it means to choose freely if not to run the
risk of making a bad choice; and what it means to make a bad
choice if not to expose ourselves to pain and suffering.

And this is undoubtedly why all the schools that will be
satisfied with nothing less for mankind than absolute good are
without exception materialistic and deterministic. They cannot
accept free will. They realize that freedom of action comes
from freedom to choose; that free choice presupposes the pos-
sibility of error; that the possibility of error means also the
possibility of evil. Now, in an artificial social order of the kind
invented by the planners, evil cannot appear. For this reason men
must not be exposed to the possibility of error; and the surest
way to do this is to deprive them of their freedom to act and
choose, that is, of their free will. It has been truly said that
socialism is despotism incarnate.
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In the presence of these follies one wonders by what right the
planner of such a social order dares to think, act, and choose, not
only for himself, but for everybody else; for, after all, he too is
part of mankind, and by that very fact is fallible. And the further
he proposes to extend the sphere of his knowledge and will, the
more fallible he shows himself to be.

No doubt he feels that this objection of mine is fundamentally
mistaken, because it includes him with the rest of mankind. Since

he has pointed out the flaws in the divine handiwork and has
undertaken to redo it, he is not a man; he is God and more than
God.

Socialism has two elements: the madness of inconsistency and
the madness of rampant self-pride.

But when the existence of free will, which is the starting point
of my entire study, is denied, should I not take the time to prove
that it does exist? I shall do nothing of the kind. Everyone knows
in his heart that it does, and that is sufficient. I feel that it exists,
not vaguely, but with an inner certainty a hundred times stronger
than any demonstration by Aristotle or Euclid could make it. I
feel it in the joy of my conscience when I have made a choice
that does me credit, and in my remorse when I have made a
choice that degrades me. Furthermore, I observe that all men
affirm the existence of free will by their conduct, even though a
few deny it in their writings. All men compare motives, de-
liberate, decide, retract, try to foresee the future; all offer advice,
grow angry at injustice, applaud acts of unselfishness. Therefore,
all recognize in themselves and in others the presence of free
will, without which choice, counsel, foresight, morality, and
virtue are all impossible. Let us avoid trying to demonstrate
what general practice recognizes as true. Absolute fatalists or
determinists are no more to be found in the world today, even in
Constantinople, than there were once absolute skeptics, even in
Alexandria.* Those who profess to be may well be foolish enough

* [Bastiat's reference here is obviously to the Constantinople of his day as a
center of Mohammedanism, with its emphasis on fate (kismet), even as ancient
Alexandria was a center of the Stoic philosophers.--TRANSt.ATOa.]
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to try to convince others, but they are not adroit enough to con-
vince even themselves. They wove with highly subtle arguments
that they have no free will; but since they act as if they did have,
let us not argue with them.

We find ourselves, then, surrounded by Nature, living with
our fellow men; driven by impulses, wants, appetites, desires;
provided with various faculties that enable us to work either with
things or with men; moved to action by our free will; endowed
with an intelligence that is perfectible, and therefore not perfect,
and, if capable of enlightening us, capable also of leading us
astray regarding the consequences of our acts.

Every human action--setting in motion a series of good or bad
consequences that fall in part on the doer of the act and in part
on his family, his neighbors, his fellow citizens and sometimes
on all mankind--sets to vibrating, so to speak, two chords that
give forth utterances of oracular importance for us: responsibility
and solidarity.

Responsibility, as it relates to the person performing an act, is
the natural connection between the act and its consequences. It
is a complete system of inevitable rewards and penalties that was
invented by no man, that acts with the uniformity of all the great
natural laws, and that therefore we may consider to be divinely
instituted. Its purpose is evidently to limit the number of our
harmful actions and to increase the number of our useful actions.

This device, which is at once corrective and progressive, re-
warding and punitive, is so simple, so near us, so closely identified
with our whole being, so constantly at work, that not only must
we admit its existence, but we must recognize that, like evil, it is
one of the phenomena without which our whole life would be
meaningless.

Genesis relates how, when the first man had been driven from

the earthly paradise because he had learned to distinguish right
from wrong--to know good and evil God pronounced this sen-
tence upon him: In sorrow shalt thou eat of it [the fruit of the
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earth] all the days of thy liIe. Thorns and thistles shall it bring

forth to thee ..... In the sweat of thy ]ace shalt thou eat bread,
till thou return unto the ground,/or out of it wast thou taken; for
dust thou art and unto dust shalt thou return.*

Here, then, we have good and evil-----or human nature. Here we

have acts and habits producing good or bad consequences---or
human nature. Here are toil, sweat, thorns, tribulation, and
death---or human nature.

Human nature, I say: for to choose, to err, to suffer, to correct

one's errors--in a word, all the elements that make up the idea of

responsibility--are so much a part of our sentient, intelligent,
and free nature, they are so much one with this nature, that I defy

the most fertile imagination to conceive of any other kind of
existence for man.

That man once lived in an Eden, in paradiso voluptatis, t not

knowing good and evil, scientiam boni et mali., + is something
that we may well believe, but we cannot understand it, so
completely has our nature been transformed.

It is impossible for us to separate the idea of life from the idea

of sensation, of sensation from pleasure and pain, of pleasure and
pain from reward and punishment, of intelligence from ]ree will

and choice, and all of these ideas from the idea of responsibility;

for it is the sum total of all of these ideas that gives us the concept
of existence, so that, when we think of God, though our reason

tells us that He cannot experience pain, our reason remains
confused, so inseparable for us are the ideas of existence and
sensation.

And that is doubtless wily [aith is the necessary complement

of our lot. It is the only possible link between the creature and

the Creator, who is, and will always be, for our reason, God the
unknowable, Deus absconditus.

* [As would most Frenchmen of his time, Bastiat quotes this passage (Gen. 3: 17-19)

from the Vulgate: sciens bonum et malum ..... In laboribus comedes ex

terra cunctis dlebus vitae tuae. Spinas et tribulos germinabit t:bi In sudore

vultus tui vesceris pane, donec revertaris in terrain de qua sumptu_ es: qu_a

pulvis es et in pulverem reverteris.--TRANSLAToa.]

t ["In a paradise of delight."--T_nsLAroR.]

+ ["Knowledge of good and eviI."--TRANSLATOR.]
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In order to know how intimately responsibility affects us and

how ubiquitous its influence on us is, we need only observe the

simplest facts.
Fire burns us; a blow on the body causes a bruise. If we were

devoid of sensation, or if our senses were not painfully affected

by exposure to fire or rough bodily contact, we should be in

danger of death every instant of our lives.
From earliest childhood to extreme old age, life is a long

apprenticeship. We learn to walk by repeated falls; we learn by
hard and repeated experiences to avoid heat, cold, hunger, thirst,

excesses. We complain that experience is a hard teacher; but if it
were not, we should never learn anything.

The same is true of the moral order. The awful consequences

of cruelty, injustice, terror, violence, fraud, and idleness, are what
teach us to be kind, just, brave, temperate, honest, and indus-

trious. Experience takes a long time; it will, indeed, always be
at work but it is effective.

Since such is man's nature, it is impossible not to recognize in
responsibility the mainspring of social progress. It is the crucible

of experience. Those who believe in the superiority of former
times, like those who despair of the future, fall into the most

obvious inconsistency. Without realizing it, they commend error
and censure enlightenment. It is as if they said, "The more I
learn, the less I know; the more clearly I see what can hurt me,

the more I will expose myself to it." If mankind had been imbued

with such an idea, it would long since have ceased to exist.

Man's starting point is ignorance and inexperience; the farther
back we go through the ages, the more we find him lacking in the

knowledge of how to direct his choice, for such knowledge is

acquired in only one of two ways: reflection or experience.
Now, it so happens that every human act includes, not one

consequence, but a series of consequences. Sometimes the first is
good, and the others are bad; sometimes the first is bad, and the
others are good. From a given human decision may come combi-

nations of good and evil in varying proportions. Let us call vicious
those acts that produce more evil than good, and virtuous those

acts that produce more good than evil.
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When one of our acts produces a first result that is pleasurable,
followed by a number of others that are harmful, so that the sum

of the bad is greater than the good, this act tends to be done less

frequently and to disappear as we acquire more foresight.
Men naturally perceive immediate consequences more quickly

than remote consequences. Hence, it follows that what we call
vicious acts are more common in times of ignorance. Now, the

repetition of the same acts develops habits. The centuries of
ignorance are therefore marked by the reign of bad habits.

Consequently, these are also the times of the reign of bad laws,
for repeated acts and general habits determine the customs on

which laws are modeled, and of which they are, so to speak, the

official expression.
How is this ignorance brought to an end? How do men come to

know the second, the third, and ultimately the final consequences
of their acts and habits?

Their first means is to use the faculty of discerning and

reasoning given them by Providence.
But there is a surer, more effective way, which is through

experience. When the act is performed, the consequences neces-
sarily follow. It is known that the first consequence will be good;

it was precisely to obtain this result that the act was performed.
But the second entails suffering, the third greater suffering, and
so on.

Then people's eyes are opened, and the light dawns. The act

is not repeated; the benefit of the first consequence is forgone
through dread of the greater harm brought about by the others.
If the act has become a habit, and one does not have the strength

to give it up, at least one yields to it only with hesitation and

repugnance, after an inner struggle. It is not recommended; it is
censured; one's children are advised against it. Certainly this is

the road to progress.
If, on the contrary, we leave a useful act undone--because its

first result, the only one known, is painful, and the eventual,
favorable results are unknown--we then experience the effects

of our sins of omission. For example, a savage has eaten his fill.
He does not foresee that he will be hungry tomorrow. Why
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should he work today? As far as the present is concerned, work
represents pain; it requires no foresight to realize that. Hence,
he remains idle. But the day flits by, another follows, and with it
comes hunger. Under this spur he must go to work. This is a
lesson that, often repeated, cannot fail to develop the virtue of
foresight. Little by little idleness is seen for what it is. It is
deplored; the young are admonished against it. Industriousness
is backed by the authority of public opinion.

But for experience to become a real teacher and to fulfill its
mission in the world, developing foresight, revealing the true
nature of cause and effect, encouraging good habits and curbing
bad ones---in a word, for it to become a fit instrument of progress
and moral improvement--the law of responsibility must function.
The results of bad actions must be brought home, and, let us
admit it frankly, evil must, for the moment, exact its severe
penalty.

Of course, it would be better if evil did not exist at all, and that

would perhaps be the case if man were made according to a
different plan. But, given man as he is, with his wants, his desires,
his sensations, his free will, his power to choose and to err, his
faculty of putting into operation a cause that necessarily entails
effects that cannot be eliminated as long as the cause exists; the
only way to eliminate the cause is to enlighten his free will, cor-
rect his choice, suppress the vicious act or habit; and these things
can be done only by virtue of the law of responsibility.

We can therefore declare that, man being what he is, evil is not
only necessary but useful. It has a mission; it enters into the

universal harmony. It has the mission of destroying its own cause,
of being self-limiting, of helping to achieve the good, of
stimulating progress.

Let us illustrate this point with a few examples taken from our
particular subject, which is political economy.

Thrift, Extravagance
Monopolies
Population ..... 4



Responsibility 501

Three sanctions enforce the law of responsibility:
1. Natural sanctions, which I have just described, the punish-

ments or rewards that inevitably stem from our acts or habits.

2. Religious sanctions, which comprise the punishments and
rewards that in the next world will be meted out to our acts and

habits, whether vicious or virtuous.

3. Legal sanctions, the punishments and rewards prepared in
advance by society.

Of these three kinds of sanctions, I admit that it is the first that

seems to me to be fundamental. In saying this, I cannot avoid

coming into conflict with opinions that I respect; but I beg the

Christians to allow me to present my views.
It will probably be a subject of eternal debate between the

philosophically minded and the religiously minded to determine

whether an act is vicious because supernatural revelation has
declared it to be so regardless of its consequences, or whether

revelation has declared it to be vicious because it brings about

bad consequences.
I believe that Christianity can take its stand in favor of this

second opinion. Christianity itself declares that it came, not to
destroy the natural law, but to fulfill it.* It can hardly be

admitted that God, who is the supreme principle of order, made
an arbitrary classification of human acts and promised that some

should be punished and others rewarded without any reference
to their effects, that is, whether discordant or in tune with the

universal harmony.
When He said: "Thou shalt not kill. Thou shalt not steal,"

surely it was His intention to forbid certain acts because they are
harmful to man and society, which are His handiwork.

A regard for consequences is so powerful an influence on man

that, if he belonged to a religion that forbade acts proved useful
by universal experience or that sanctioned acts of an obviously
harmful nature, I believe that eventually this religion would be
unable to maintain itself and would fall before the advance of

* [Cf. Matt. 5: 1748.--TRANSLATOIt,.]
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progress. Men would not for long attribute to God the deliberate
design of encouraging evil and forbidding the good.

The question which I touch upon here does not, perhaps, have
any great importance as far as Christianity is concerned, since it
is a religion that commands what is inherently good and forbids
only what is bad.

But what I am now considering is whether, in principle, reli-
gious sanctions merely serve to reinforce natural sanctions, or
whether natural sanctions are of no importance compared to reli-
gious sanctions and must give way before them when the two
come into conflict.

Now, unless I am mistaken, the tendency of the ministers ot
religion is to concern themselves very little with natural sanc-
tions. They have an unanswerable reason for this: "God has
commanded this; God has forbidden that." There is no room left

for reasoning, for God is infallible and omnipotent. Even though
the act should bring about the destruction of the world, you must
march blindly ahead, just as you would if God spoke directly to
you and showed you heaven and hell.

It can happen, even in the true religion, that innocent acts are
forbidden by the citation of divine authority. For example, to
charge interest on money has been declared a sin. If mankind had
obeyed this prohibition, the human race would long since have
disappeared from the face of the earth. For, without interest, no
capital is possible; without capital, there can be no co-operation
between past labor and present labor; without this co-operation,
there can be no society; and without society, man cannot exist.

On the other hand, if we look closely at the question of interest,
we may rest assured not only that it is useful in its general effects,
but also that there is nothing in it that is contrary either to char-
ity or to truth--any more than in a priest's or a pastor's stipend,
and certainly less so than in certain of their perquisites.

Therefore, all the power and authority of the Church has not
for a moment been able, in this matter, to disregard the nature
of things. At the very most, the Church has barely been able, in
a number of extremely insignificant cases, to disguise one, and
that the least common, of the forms in which interest is charged.
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The same thing is true of moral precepts. When the Gospel
says: "But whosoever shall smite thee on the right cheek, turn to
him the other also," * it gives us a precept that, if taken literally,
would destroy the right to legitimate self-defense for the indi-
vidual, and consequently for society. Now, without this right, the
existence of the human race is impossible.

And therefore what has happened? For the last eighteen hun-
dred years this admonition has been given merely lip service.

But, what is more serious, there are false religions in the world.
These necessarily include precepts and prohibitions that are
contradictory to the natural sanctions that authorize certain acts.
Now, of all the means that have been given us to distinguish, in
so important a matter, between what is true and what is false,
what comes from God and what from imposture, nothing is more
certain or more decisive than an examination of the consequences,
good or bad, that a given doctrine may have for the progress of
humanity: Ye shall know them by their [ruits.

Legal Sanctions

Since Nature has prepared a whole system of punishments
and rewards in the form of the effects that flow from every action
and every habit, what must be done by human law? Only three
courses are open: allow the law of responsibility to act alone,
actively support it, or contravene it.

It appears to me beyond doubt that, when a legal sanction is
applied, it must be only for the sake of giving greater power,
regularity, certainty, and efficacy to natural sanctions. These two
forces must work together, not in conflict with each other.

For example, if fraud is initially profitable to the person prac-
ticing it, in the long run it is more often disastrous for him; for
it is harmful to his credit, his reputation, his honor. It creates
mistrust and suspicion around him. Besides, it is always harmful
to its victim. And finally, it alarms society and forces it to expend
a part of its energies on onerous precautions. Thus, the combined
evils resulting from fraud are far greater than its advantages. This

• [Matt.5:$9._TRANSlLATOR.]
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is what we mean by the law of responsibility, which acts continu-
ally as a deterrent and a preventative. We can well understand,
however, why the community does not leave the problem entirely
to the slow, albeit relentless, action of responsibility, and sees fit to
add a legal sanction to the natural sanction. In this case we can
say that the legal sanction is merely the natural sanction regular-
ized and formalized. It makes the punishment more immediate
and certain; it gives greater publicity and significance to the facts;
it surrounds the accused with certain safeguards, gives him the
opportunity to clear himself, if he can, protects him against
errors of public opinion and, by substituting the due penalty of
the law, quiets the impulse to take personal vengeance. Finally,
and this is perhaps the essential point, it does not nullify the
lessons taught by experience.

Thus, we cannot say that legal sanctions are wrong in principle
when they are in line with natural sanctions and work to
accomplish the same ends.

It does not follow, however, that legal sanctions must in every
case be substituted for natural sanctions, or that human laws may
be justified by the mere fact that their action is in accord with
that of the law of responsibility.

The artificial meting out of rewards and punishments entails
for the community a number of inconveniences that must be
taken into account. The machinery for applying legal sanctions is
created by men, is run by men, and is costly in time and effort.

Before forbidding an act or a practice by legal authority, we
must always ask this question: Does the extra benefit obtained by
the addition of legal sanctions to natural sanctions compensate
for the disadvantages necessarily involved in the apparatus of
repression?

Or, in other words, are the disadvantages of artificial repressive
measures greater or less than the dangers involved in impunity?

In the case of theft, murder, and most crimes and felonies, there
is no doubt as to the answer. Therefore, all nations use the force

of the law to suppress them.
But in the case of a practice on which it is difficult to pass an
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objective judgment, which may stem from moral causes requiring
a very delicate weighing of values, a different question arises; and

it may very well happen that, although this practice is everywhere
held to be harmful and vicious, human law should remain neutral

and abdicate its authority in favor of the law of natural
responsibility.

Let us say first of all that the law must take this stand whenever

it is dealing with a debatable act or practice, when one part of
the population approves of something of which the other part

disapproves. You contend that I am wrong to practice Catholi-
cism; and I contend that you are wrong to practice Lutheranism.
Let us leave it to God to judge. Why should I strike at you, or

why should you strike at me? If it is not good that one of us

should strike at the other, how can it be good that we should
delegate to a third party, who controls the public police force,
the authority to strike at one of us in order to please the other?

You contend that I am wrong to teach my son science and phi-

losophy; I believe that you are wrong to teach yours Greek and
Latin. Let us both follow the dictates of our conscience. Let us

allow the law of responsibility to operate for our families. It will
punish the one who is wrong. Let us not call in human law; it
could well punish the one who is not wrong.

You say that I would do better to follow a given career, to work
in a given way, to use a steel plow instead of a wooden one, to

sow sparsely rather than thickly, to buy from the East rather than
from the West. I maintain the contrary. I have made my calcula-

tions; after all, I am more vitally concerned than you in not
making a mistake in matters that will decide my own well-being,

the happiness of my family, matters that can concern you only as
they touch your vanity or your systems. Advise me, but do not force

your opinion on me. I shall decide at my peril and risk; that is

enough, and for the law to interfere would be tyranny.
We see, then, that in almost all of the important actions of life

we must respect men's free will, defer to their own good judg-
ment, to that inner light that God has given them to use, and
beyond this to let the law of responsibility take its course.

The interference of statute law in such cases, over and beyond
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the great disadvantage of being as likely to be wrong as to be
right, would also involve the even greater risk of paralyzing our
very intelligence, that guiding light which is our glory and the
guarantee of all our progress.

But even when an act, a habit, or a practice is recognized by
common judgment to be bad, vicious, immoral; when no doubt
exists; when those who succumb to it are the first to deplore it;
even then the interference of human law is not justified. We still
have to know, as I have just said, whether, by adding to the bad
effects of the vice the bad effects inherent in all legal machinery,
we are not in the long run producing a sum of evils in excess of
the good that the legal sanction can add to the natural sanction.

We might well consider at this point the good and bad results
that can be obtained by the application of legal sanctions for the
suppression of idleness, prodigality, avarice, selfishness, cupidity,
ambition.

Let us take idleness as an example.
It is a very natural inclination of mankind, and there are many

who echo the Italians in hailing the dolce Jar niente * and Rous-
seau's declaration: I am delightfully lazy. Undoubtedly, then,
idleness has its satisfactions, for otherwise there would be no idle
men in the world.

Nevertheless, so many evils come from idleness that it is
proverbially known as the mother o] all vices.

Its evils far outnumber its advantages; and surely the law of
responsibility has operated with some effectiveness in this matter,
either as a teacher or as a spur to action, since it is by labor that
the world has reached the state of civilization in which we find it

today.
Now, what could a legal sanction add to the providential

sanction either as a teacher or as a spur to action? Suppose there is
a law punishing idleness. Just how much would this add to the
existing activity of the nation?

If it could be determined, we should know exactly how useful
such a law would be. I admit that I have no idea. But we must ask

ourselves how dearly we would have to pay for such benefits; and
# [''Thesweetstateof doingnothing."--TlWNSLATOa,l
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even a little reflection will incline us to the belief that the inevi-

table disadvantages arising from legal suppression would greatly
outweigh its problematical advantages.

In the first place, France has thirty-six million inhabitants. All
of them would have to be strictly supervised, to be followed into
the fields, their workshops, their homes. I leave it to the reader to
calculate how many extra civil servants, how much of an increase
in taxes, etc., this would require.

Secondly, those who are already industrious--and, thank
Heaven, their number is great--would be subjected no less than
the idle to this unbearable inquisition. It is terribly cumbersome
and ill-advised to subject a hundred innocent people to degrading
measures for the sake of punishing one guilty person whom
Nature, left to herself, will properly punish anyway.

And then, where does idleness begin? In every case brought to
trial, a most minute and exacting investigation would have to be
conducted. Was the accused really idle, or was he taking necessary
rest? Was he sick, meditating, praying, etc.? How can all these
delicate matters be weighed? Had he worked especially hard in
the morning in order to enjoy a little leisure during the rest of
the day? Think of all the witnesses, experts, judges, policemen
that would be needed, and of all the opposition, the secret accusa-
tions, and the hatreds that would be incitedl

Then there is the question of the miscarriage of justice. How
many idlers would escape, and, on the other hand, how many
industrious persons would be put into prison to pay for one day's
idleness by a whole month of idlenessi

In view of these and many other consequences, people said to
themselves: Let us allow the natural law of responsibility to
operate without interference. And they were right.

The socialists, who are never deterred from their goal by fear
of acting despotically--for they have proclaimed the supremacy
of the end over the means--have branded responsibility as indi-
vidualism and have attempted to eliminate it or to absorb it
within the scope of solidarity extended beyond its natural limits.

The results of this perversion of the two great motive forces of
human perfectibility are disastrous. Man is left without dignity,
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without freedom. For. as soon as the person who acts is no longer
personally responsible for the good or bad consequences of his
act, his right to act as an individual no longer exists. If everything
the individual does sets in motion a series of consequences involv-
ing society as a whole, the initiative for each act can no longer
be left to the individual; it belongs to society. Only the commu-
nity has the right to decide everything, to regulate everything:
education, food, wages, amusements, travel, love, family, etc., etc.
Now, society finds its expression in the law, and the law is simply
the will of the lawgiver. Hence, we have a flock and a shepherd;
even less than that, we have a workman and his inert raw material.
We see, therefore, what the suppression of responsibility and
individualism leads to.

In order to conceal this frightful objective from the common
people, the socialists had to pander to their most selfish passions
even while they ranted against the principle of selfishness. They
said to these poor people: "Do not ask yourselves whether the
hardships that you suffer are to be ascribed to the action of the law
of responsibility. There are people in the world who are happy
and prosperous, and in virtue of the law of solidarity they owe
you a share of their prosperity." And in order to reach this stulti-
fying level of factitious, legalized, official, forced, and unnatural
solidarity, they raised plunder to the status of an economic system,
distorted every notion of justice, and elevated that individualistic
impulse, which they supposedly outlawed, to the highest point of
power and perversity. Thus, everything in their system holds
together: denial of the harmonies that swing from liberty, as its
principle; despotism and slavery, as its result; immorality, as its
means.

Every attempt to divert responsibility from its natural course
is an attack upon justice, freedom, order, civilization, or pro_ess.

The good or bad consequences of a given act or habit follow it
necessarily. If it were only possible to eliminate these conse-
quences, there would undoubtedly be some advantage in suspend-
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ing the natural law of responsibility. But the only result to be
gained by a written law would be to make the good consequences

of a bad act fall upon the doer, while its bad consequences would
fall upon a third party or upon the community--which is cer-

tainly the characteristic feature of injustice.
Thus, modern societies are constituted on the principle that

the father of a family is obliged to rear and care for the children
he has brought into the world. And it is this principle that has

kept and distributed the population within proper limits, every
person being aware of his own responsibility. All men are not
endowed with the same degree of foresight, and, 5 in the large

cities, immorality is added to improvidence. Now, there are
public funds and administrative agencies for taking care of

children abandoned by their parents; no investigations are made
of these shameful desertions, and a steadily growing wave of

foundlings floods our poorer farm areas.
Here, then, we have a peasant who has married late in life, in

order to avoid being overburdened with children, forced to care

for other people's offspring. He will not advise his son to exercise
foresight. And another who has always practiced continence, we

find is taxed to pay for the support of bastards. From the religious
point of view, his conscience is clear, but humanly speaking, he
must say to himself that he is a fool .....

We do not propose here to go into the grave questinn of public
charity. We merely wish to make the essential observation that
the more the state becomes centralized, and the more it turns

natural responsibility into artificial solidarity, the more it de-

prives the consequences of an act--which will then affect parties
not connected with it---of their providential character as agents

of justice and retribution, and as preventive checks.
When the government cannot avoid assuming responsibility for

a service that should remain in the realm of private activity, it

must at least keep the burden of responsibility as much as pos-
sible upon the shoulders of the one to whom it naturally belongs.
Thus, in the case of foundlings, the principle being that the
father and the mother must raise the child, the law must exhaust

every means to see that this is done. If the parents cannot be
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found, it must be the local community's responsibility; if not the
local community, it must fall to the department. Do you wish to
multiply to infinity the number of foundlings? Just declare that
the state must take charge of them. It would be even worse if
France were to provide for Chinese children, or vice versa.....

It is indeed a singular thing that people wish to pass laws to
nullify the disagreeable consequences that the law of responsi-
bility entails. Will they never realize that they do not eliminate
these consequencs, but merely pass them along to other people?
The result is one injustice the more and one moral lesson the
less.....

How can the world be expected to improve except as everyone
performs his duty? And will not everyone the better perform his
duty if he will have to suffer should he neglect it? If social action
is to be concerned with the operation of the law of responsibility,
it should be to reinforce, not to divert, to concentrate, not to

diffuse haphazardly, the consequences that this law exacts.
It has been said that public opinion is sovereign. Certainly if

it is to rule well, it must be enlightened; and the better each and
every man who contributes to creating it understands the relation
of cause and effect, the more enlightened public opinion will be.
Now, nothing makes us better appreciate this canse-and-effect
relationship than experience, and experience, as we well know, is
altogether a personal matter; it is the fruit of responsibility.

There is, then, in the operation of this law, a most valuable
system of education with which it is very imprudent to tamper.

If by ill-advised measures you free men from the responsibility
of their acts, they could still be taught by theory--but no longer
by experience. And I am not certain that instruction that is not
reinforced and backed by experience is not more dangerous than
ignorance itself .....

The sense of responsibility is a faculty that can be highly
developed.

It is one of the most estimable of moral phenomena. There
is nothing that we more admire in a man, a class, or a nation than
responsibility; it reveals a high moral standard and a keen sensi-
tivity to the decrees of public opinion. But the sense of responsi-
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bility can be highly developed in one direction and be very

I lacking in another. In France among the upper classes a manwould die of shame if he were caught cheating at cards or indulg-

ing in solitary drinking. These things are laughed at among the
peasants. But to traffic in political rights, to use our vote for

ignoble ends, to compromise with our own integrity, to cry out,
by turns, "Long live the Kingl .... Long live the Leaguel" *

according to the expediency of the moment--these are things that

in our present society carry no opprobrium.
Women have much to contribute in developing the sense of

responsibility.

They are extremely receptive to it. It devolves upon them to
foster among men this force for moral improvement; for it is their

role to mete out effectively blame and praise ..... Why do they
not do so? Because they are not sufficiently aware of the connec-
tion between cause and effect in moral matters .....

Moral knowledge concerns all mankind, but women particu-

larly, for they shape the moral tone of a nation .....

[The Holy League, organized in 1576 by the Duc de Guise, had as its secret
objective the overthrowof King Henry III of France.--T_NSt_roR.]
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Solidarity

If man were perfect, if he were infallible, society would pre-
sent a very different kind of harmony from that which we may

actually expect it to offer us. Our idea of harmony is not Fourier's.
It does not exclude the existence of evil; it leaves room for dis-

cord; and yet we shall recognize that harmony nonetheless exists,

provided that discord serves to prepare the way and to lead us
back to harmony.

This is our starting point: man is fallible, and God has given
him free will and, with his ability to choose, also the ability to err,
to mistake the false for the true, to sacrifice the future for the

present, to yield to the unreasonable desires of his own heart, etc.
Man makes mistakes. But every act and habit has its

consequences.
In virtue of the law of responsibility, as we have seen, these

consequences fall upon the doer of the act; a natural concatena-
tion of rewards or punishments therefore leads him toward what

is good and away from what is bad.
If man had been designed by Nature for a solitary way of life

and for solitary labor, responsibility would be his only law.

But he is by Nature's design a social creature. Contrary to what
Rousseau said, man is not naturally a complete and self-sul_cient
entity, who has had to be transformed by the lawgiver's will into

a component part of a greater whole. The family, the community,
the nation, the human race, are collective units with which man

has necessary relations. It follows that the acts and habits of the
512
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individual bring about, in addition to the consequences that fall

directly upon him, others, good or bad, that extend to his fellow
men. This is what is called the law of solidarity, which is a kind of

i collective responsibility.

This idea of Rousseau that the lawgiver invented society--
which is false in itself--has been disastrous in that it has led to
the belief that solidarity is a mere creature of legislation; and we

i shall soon see that modern lawgivers use this doctrine as a basis
for imposing upon society an artificial solidarity, which directly

contravenes the action of natural solidarity. In all things the
guiding principle of these great manipulators of the human race
is to put their own creation in the place of God's creation, which
they misunderstand.

Let us establish, first of all, the fact that the law of solidarity
does exist in Nature.

In the eighteenth century people did not believe this; they

refused to go beyond the doctrine of personal responsibility for
one's faults. This age, which was engaged above all in reacting

against Catholicism, apparently feared that, by admitting the

principle of solidarity, it would open the door to the doctrine of
original sin. Whenever Voltaire noted in the Bible a case of one

man's bearing another's burdens, he would say ironically, "This
is horrible, but God's justice is not man's."

This is not the place to discuss the question of original sin. But
what Voltaire was deriding is, nevertheless, a fact, as incon-

testable as it is mysterious. The law of solidarity manifests itself
in so many striking ways both in the individual and in the mass,

both separately and collectively, in specific incidents and in
general cases, that to fail to recognize it, one must possess all the

blindness of sectarian bias or a burning zeal for bitter
con troversy.

The first rule of human justice is to concentrate the full punish-
ment of an act upon its author, in accordance with the prin-

ciple that misdeeds are personal. But this law, sacred as regards
individuals, is not God's law, nor even society's.

Why is this man rich? Because his father was active, honest,
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industrious, and thrifty. The father practiced virtue; the son has
reaped the reward,

Why is this other man always ailing, sickly, feeble, fearful, and
wretched? Because his father, endowed with a strong constitution,
abused it by debauchery and excess. The guilty man enjoyed the
pleasurable consequences of his misdeeds; the innocent son has
suffered their disastrous consequences.

There is not a man on earth whose lot has not been determined

by billions of facts over which he himself had no control; that
which I complain of today is perhaps due to some whim of my
great grandfather's, etc.

Solidarity manifests itself on a still larger scale and at an even
more incalculable range when we consider the interrelations
among different peoples or different generations of the same
people.

Is it not strange that the eighteenth century concerned itself so
greatly with the intellectual or material labors whose fruits we
enjoy today? Is it not amazing that we ourselves go to such pains
to cover the country with railroads on which not one of us, per-
haps, will ever travel? Who can fail to realize the profound influ-
ence that our old revolutions have on what is happening today?
Who can foresee the heritage of peace or discord that our present
debates will pass on to our children?

Consider the public debt. We make war on one another; we
obey barbarous passions; in the process we destroy precious
resources; and we find the means of shunting the burden of this
destruction upon our children, who perhaps will hold war in
abomination and will not be able to understand our passionate
hatreds.

Cast your eyes upon Europe. Consider the events that keep
France, Germany, Italy, and Poland in turmoil, and tell me
whether the law of solidarity is a figment of the imagination.

It is unnecessary to carry this enumeration further. Besides,
it takes the action of only one man, one nation, one generation,
exerting some influence upon another man, another nation, an-
other generation, to establish the law. The whole of society is
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simply a network of various interconnected manifestations of soli-
darity. This results from the communicable nature of our intelli-
gence. The force of example, speech, literature, inventions,
science, morals, etc.--all the unnoticed spiritual currents that
unite men, all the apparently unconnected efforts that in the
aggregate nevertheless impel mankind toward stability, toward a
constantly rising standard of living, all that vast store of resources
and knowledge upon which each of us can draw without les-
sening its supply, to which each of us adds without knowing it, all
that exchange of ideas, of goods, of services, of labor, of evils and
benefits, of virtues and vices, which makes the human family one
great whole, and gives all these billions of brief existences a single
common, universal, and continuous life--all this is solidarity.

There is, then, in the nature of things a certain incontestable
measure of solidarity among men. In other words, responsibility
is not entirely personal; it is shared with others. The action starts
with the individual; the consequences extend to the community.

Now, we must realize that it is natural for every man to desire
to be happy and prosperous. People may say, if they will, that I
am praising selfishness. I am not praising anything; I am merely
calling attention to a fact, the fact that this innate, universal
impulse exists and cannot fail to exist--self-interest, the desire for
well-being, the aversion to pain.

For this reason the individual is disposed to see to it that the
good consequences of his acts redound to his own benefit and
that the bad ones fall upon others; as much as possible he tries to

i distribute them over a large number of men so that they may be
less noticeable and provoke less of a reaction.

But public opinion, the queen of the world and the daughter
of solidarity, brings together all these scattered grievances, unites
all these injured interests, into a formidable, solid core of resist-
ance. When a man's habits are injurious to those about him, a
hostile reaction is clearly evidenced. Such habits are judged
severely, they are criticized, they are sternly reprobated; he who
yields to them becomes an object of suspicion, contempt, and
abhorrence. Whatever advantages he once found in such conduct
are soon more than offset by the pains heaped upon him by public
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disapproval; to the unpleasant consequences that a bad habit
always brings about, by virtue of the law of responsibility, there
are added, by virtue of the law of solidarity, other consequences
even more vexatious.

Contempt for the man soon extends to the habit or vice; and
since the need for others' good opinion is one of our strongest
motives, it is evident that the law of solidarity tends, by the
reaction that it inspires against vicious acts, to restrain and to
eliminate them.

Solidarity is, therefore, like responsibility, a progressive force;
and we see that, as far as the doer of the act is concerned, it
resolves itself into a kind of refracted responsibility, if I may so
express myself. It is another system of reciprocal penalties and
rewards admirably calculated to curtail what is bad, to encourage
what is good, and to carry mankind forward along the road to
progress.

But for solidarity to have this effect--for those who gain or
lose by an act that they have not committed to influence the doer
by their approval or disapproval, their gratitude or opposition,
their esteem, affection, praise or scorn, hatred, and vengeance--
one condition is indispensable: the connection between an act
and all its effects must be known and understood.

When the public is in error on this subject, the law fails in its
aim.

An act is harmful to the masses; but the masses are convinced

that it is advantageous to them. Then what happens? Instead of
reacting against it, condemning it, and thus suppressing it, the
public extols it, honors it, and does it all the more.

Nothing happens more frequently, and here is the reason:
An act does not produce on the masses only one effect, but a

series of effects. Now, it often happens that the first effect, which
is beneficial, is quite local and completely visible, whereas the
more remote effects spread through the body politic an evil that
it is difficult to discern or to trace back to its cause.

War is an example. In the early stages of society not all the
consequences of war are perceived. And indeed, in a civilization
where the fruits of past labor are less exposed to destruction, where
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science and money have not been so much sacrificed to the war

machine, etc., these consequences are less disastrous than in later
stages. People see only the first campaign, the booty that follows
triumph, the intoxication of victory; then war and the warrior

i are very popular. Later they will see the enemy, victorious in his
turn, burning crops and harvests, imposing taxes and laws. With
the changing tides of victory and defeat, they will see generations

wiped out, agriculture destroyed, the two peoples impoverished.
They will see the most vital part of the nation despising the arts

of peat_ _, turning their arms against the peaceful institutions of
the country, serving as the instrument of despotism, expending

their restless energy in sedition and civil discord, bringing bar-
barism and desolation to their own land even as they have already

brought them to their neighbors'. Will people then say that war is
banditry on a larger scale? No. They will see its effects without

wishing to understand its cause; and as this nation in its deca-
dence will in its turn have been invaded by a swarm of con-

querors, many centuries after the catastrophe sober historians
will write: This nation fell because during times of peace it

became enervated, because it forgot the art of war and the fierce
virtues of its ancestors.

I could point to the same false notions about slavery .....
This is likewise true of religious errors .....

In our day the protectionist system gives rise to the same
mistake .....

By the dissemination of knowledge, by enlightened discussion
of cause and effect, to bring public opinion back to the intelligent
attitude that condemns bad tendencies and resists the adoption

of harmful measures, is to render a great service to one's country.

When misguided public opinion honors what is despicable and
despises what is honorable, punishes virtue and rewards vice,
encourages what is harmful and discourages what is useful,

applauds falsehood and smothers truth under indifference or
insult, a nation turns its back on progress and can be restored

only by the terrible lessons of catastrophe.
We have indicated elsewhere the gross abuse of the word "soli-

darity" of which certain socialist schools have been guilty.
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Let us now consider in what spirit man-made law should be
conceived.

It seems to me that there can be no doubt on this subject.
Man-made law should be in accord with the natural law: it should

hasten and assure just retribution for men's acts; in other words,
limit the area of solidarity and bring home to the author of the

act his own responsibility. The law can have no other objective
than to restrain vicious acts and to encourage virtuous acts, and

to this end it must facilitate the just distribution of rewards and
punishments, so that the bad consequences of an act fall as much

as possible upon the person who commits it .....
Acting in this manner, the law conforms to the nature of

things: solidarity initiates a reaction against the vicious act; the
law merely regularizes this reaction.

Thus, the law contributes to progress; the more rapidly it brings
home to the doer the bad effect of an act, the more surely it
restrains the act itself.

Let us take an example. Violence has disastrous consequences.
Among savage peoples its suppression is left to the natural course

of events. What happens? It provokes a terrible reaction. When a
man has committed an act of violence against another man, an

inextinguishable thirst for vengeance is kindled in the victim's

family and is passed on from generation to generation. The law
intervenes. What should it do? Will it be content merely to stifle,
suppress, punish the spirit of vengeance? It is evident that this

would encourage violence by protecting it from all reprisals.
This is not, therefore, what the law should do. It should take

the role, so to speak, of the spirit of vengeance by organizing in
its place the reaction against violence. It should say to the family

that has been wronged: I assume responsibility for the suppression
of the act of which you complain. Then the entire tribe shares

with the family the feeling of being wronged and threatened. It
investigates the charge, it interrogates the guilty man, it makes

sure that there has been no error as to the fact or the person, and
thus represses surely and with due regularity an act that otherwise

would have been punished in an irregular way ..... l
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The Motive Force of Society

It is not within the province of any branch of human knowl-
edge to give the ultimate reason for things.

Man suffers; society suffers. We ask why. This is equivalent to
asking why God has given man feeling and free will. We know
on this subject only what is revealed to us by the faith in which
we believe.

But whatever may have been God's plan, what we do know as
a positive fact, what human knowledge can take as a starting
point, is that man was created a sentient being endowed with Iree
will.

This is so true that I defy anyone who may be astonished at it
to conceive of a living, thinking, desiring, loving, acting being--
of anything, in a word, resembling man--yet lacking in sensibil-
ity or free will.

Could God have done differently? Of course, our reason says
yes, but our imagination will forever say no; so radically impossible
is it for us to think of man as being without this double attribute.
Now, to be sentient is to be capable of receiving identifiable
sensations, that is, sensations that are pleasant or painful. Hence
well-being and suffering. By the very fact of creating sensibility,
God permitted evil or the possibility of evil.

In giving us free will, He has endowed us with the faculty, at
least to a certain extent, of avoiding what is evil and seeking after
what is good. Free will presupposes intelligence and is associated
with it. What good would it be to have the power to choose, if the
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power to examine, to compare, and to judge were not joined to it?
Thus, every man born into the world possesses a motive force
and an intellect.

The motive force is that inner, irresistible drive, the very
essence of all our energy, which impels us to shun evil and to seek
after the good. We call it the instinct of self-preservation, personal
interest, or self-interest.

This impulse has sometimes been decried, sometimes misunder-
stood, but there can be no question as to its existence. We seek
indefeasibly everything that to our mind can improve our lot;
we avoid everything that is likely to impair it. This fact is at
least as certain as that every molecule of matter possesses centrip-
etal and centrifugal force. And even as this double movement of
attraction and repulsion is the great motive force of the physical
universe, so the double impulse of human attraction toward
happiness and human aversion to pain is the great motive force
of the social machine.

But it is not enough that man should be irresistibly disposed
to prefer good to evil; it is also necessary for him to distinguish
between them. And this God has provided for by giving man the
complex and marvelous mechanism called intelligence. To direct
our attention, to compare, to judge, to reason, to relate cause and
effect, to remember, to foresee--such are, if I may so express
myself, the moving cogs of this wonderful machine.

The driving force that is in each of us moves at the direction of
our intellect. But our intellect is imperfect. It is subject to error.
We compare, we judge, we act accordingly; but we can be
wrong, make a bad choice, turn toward evil, mistaking it for the
good, or we may shun the good, mistaking it for evil. This is the
first source of social discord; it is inevitable for the very reason
that the mainspring of human nature, self-interest, is not, like
attraction in the material world, a blind force, but one guided by
an imperfect intellect. Let us therefore clearly realize that we
shall find harmony only with this restriction attached to it. God
has seen fit to establish the social order, or harmony, not upon the
basis of perfection, but upon that of man's perfectibility. Yes, if
our intellect is imperfect, it is also perfectible. It develops,
enlarges, corrects its errors; it repeats and verifies its operations;
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; at every instant experience sets it right, and responsibility holds

._ over our heads a whole system of punishments and rewards. Every

: step that we take toward error plunges us more deeply into suf-
fering, so that the warning signal does not fail to make itself
heard, and our decisions, and consequently our acts, are sooner or
later inevitably set aright.

Under the impulse that actuates him, man, eager to pursue

happiness, quick to seize hold of it, is quite likely to seek his own
good in another's harm. This is a second and fertile source of
discordant social relations. But their field is limited; they are

inevitably eliminated by the law of solidarity. The activity of one

individual thus misdirected provokes the opposition of all other
individuals, who, being hostile to evil by their nature, reject

injustice and punish it.
In this way progress is achieved, and it is nonetheless progress

for being dearly bought. It is the result of a natural, universal
drive that is innate, directed by an intellect that often errs, and

subject to a will that is often perverse. Halted in its course by
error and injustice, it surmounts these obstacles with the all-

powerful aid of responsibility and solidarity---a help that is ever
present, since it stems from the obstacles themselves.

This inner, indestructible, universal motive force that resides

in every individual and makes of him an active being, this tend-

ency of every man to seek happiness and to shun misery, this
product, this effect, this necessary complement of sensibility, with-

out which the latter would be merely a meaningless burden, this
primordial phenomenon which is the origin of all human action,

this attracting and repelling force which we have called the main-
spring of the social machine, has been disparaged by most social

philosophers and political theorists; and this is certainly one of
the strangest aberrations to be found in the annals of science.

It is true that self-interest is the cause of all the evils, as well as

all the benefits, that can fall to the lot of man. This cannot fail
to be the case, since self-interest determines all our actions. Cer-

tain political theorists, seeing this, have conceived of no better
way to cut off evil at its roots than to stifle selpinterest. But, since

by this act they would also destroy the very motive force of our

activity, they thought it best to endow us with a different motive
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force: devotion and sel]-sacrilice. They hoped that henceforth all

social transactions and arrangements would be carried out, at
their bidding, on the principle of self-abnegation. People are no

longer to seek their own good but others'; the admonitions of
pain and pleasure are no longer to count for anything, any more

than the punishments and rewards of responsibility. All the laws
of nature are to be overturned; the spirit of self-sacrifice is to take

the place of the instinct of self-preservation; in a word, no one is
ever to consider his own personality except to hasten to sacri-

fice it to the common good. It is from this complete transforma-
tion of the human heart that certain political theorists, who

believe themselves to be very religious, expect the coming of
perfect social harmony. They forget to tell us how they propose

to carry out the indispensable preliminary, the transformation of
the human heart.

If they are mad enough to undertake it, they will certainly not
be strong enough to achieve it. Do they desire the proof? Let them

try the experiment on themselves; let them try to stifle self-interest
in their own hearts so that it is no longer evidenced in the most

ordinary acts of their lives. They will not be long in admitting

their own inability to do so. How, then, do they presume to impose
upon all men, without exception, a doctrine to which they
themselves cannot submit?

I confess that it is impossible for me to find anything religious,
except in outward appearance and at the very most in intention,

in these affected theories, these impracticable maxims, to which
their authors give lip service while they continue to act like the

common run of humanity. Is it true religion that inspires in these

Catholic economists the presumptuous thought that God has done
His work badly and that they must set it right? Bossuet * was not

• [Jacques B_nigne Bossuet(1627-1704),bishop of Condom and of Meaux,was the
outstanding pulpit orator of his day, his funeral orations for membersof the royal
family ranking as brilliant examples of French classicalstyle and power. As tutor
to the heir apparent, the son of Louis XIV, he wrote his Histoire universelle, one
of the classics on which French school children were raised for generations. HIS
vigorous stand against Protestantism and his successful leadership of the Gallican
movement, which brought increased independence to the Catholic Church in France,
reveal him as an important ecclesiastical,as well as literary, figure.--TaT,nSLATOa.J
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of this opinion when he said, "Man aspires to happiness; he
cannot do otherwise."

Tirades against self-interest will never have great scientific
significance; for by its very nature it is indestructible, or at least it
cannot be destroyed within man without destroying man himself.
All that religion, morality, and political economy can do is to
enlighten us regarding this impulse, to show us not only the
immediate but also the ultimate consequences of the acts that it
prompts within us. Greater and constantly increasing satisfaction
following a momentary sensation of pain; long and constantly
aggravated suffering following a momentary pleasure: this, in the
last analysis, is moral good and evil. What determines man's
choice in favor of virtue must be his higher, enlightened self-
interest, but basically self-interest it will always be.

If it is strange that people have decried self-interest, not only in
its immoral abuses, but also as the providential motive force of
all human activity, it is even more strange that they have not
taken it into account and have felt that they could work in the
social sciences without reference to it.

With the unaccountable folly of self-pride, political theorists
have, in general, considered themselves the guardians and direc-
tors of this motive force. For every one of them the point of
departure is always the same: Assuming that humanity is a flock
of sheep and that I am the shepherd, how shall I set about making
humanity happy? Or else: Given, on the one hand, a certain
quantity of clay, and on the other, a potter, what must the potter
do to make the best possible use of the clay?

Our political theorists may differ on how to decide who is the
best potter, or who can mold the clay most effectively; but they
agree on this point, that their function is to mold the human
clay, just as it is the role of the clay to be molded by them. They
establish between themselves, in their capacity as the lawgivers,
and the rest of mankind a relationship analogous to that of
guardian and ward. It never occurs to them that man is a living
body, feeling, willing, acting in obedience to laws that it is not
their province to invent, since these laws already exist, even less
to impose, but rather to study. It does not occur to them that
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mankind is composed of a great host of beings in every way simi-

lar to themselves, in no way their inferiors or subject to them;
that their fellow men are endowed both with an impulse to act
and with intelligence to choose; that in everything men do they

are affected by the promptings of responsibility and solidarity;

and that, finally, from all these phenomena there results a pattern
of already existing relations that it is not the province of the social
sciences to create, as these theorists imagine, but to observe.

Rousseau was, I believe, the political theorist who most naively
exhumed from antiquity this idea, which had already been resur-

rected by the Greeks, of the omnipotence of the lawgiver. Con-
vinced that the social order is a human invention, he compares

it to a machine. Men are the cogs; the prince makes it run. The
lawgiver invents it at the bidding of the political theorist, who

thus, in the last analysis, activates and controls the human race.
That is why the political theorist never fails to address the law-

giver in the imperative mood; he orders him to give the orders:
"Establish your nation on such and such a principle; give it good
manners and customs; make it bow to the authority of religion;

orient it toward war or commerce or agriculture or virtue, etc.,
etc." The more modest among them hide behind the anonymity

of the passive voice. "Idlers will not be tolerated in the republic;

the population will be suitably distributed between the cities
and the country; steps will be taken so that there will be neither

rich nor poor; etc., etc."
These formulas attest to the inordinate presumption of those

who use them. Implicit in them is a conception of man that leaves
the human race not one shred of self.respect.

! know of no doctrine more false in theory or more disastrous
in practice. On both scores it leads to lamentable consequences.

It gives rise to the view that the social economy is an artificial
arrangement that has sprung from the brain of an inventor.

Every political theorist, therefore, constitutes himself an inventor
forthwith. His greatest desire is to win acceptance for the machine

he has invented; his greatest preoccupation is to represent all
other proposed social orders as detestable and especially that

which springs spontaneously from the nature of man and the
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nature of things. Books conceived according to this plan are and

can be only a long tirade against society.
This false science does not study the concatenation of cause

and effect. It does not investigate the good and the evil that acts
produce, leaving it afterwards to the motive force of society to

select the course to be followed. No, it enjoins, it restrains, it
imposes, and if it does not have the power to do these things, at

least it gives advice; like a physicist who would say to a stone,

"There is nothing to hold you up; therefore I order you to fall, or
at least I advise you to fall." It is on this principle that M. Droz *
has said, "The aim of political economy is to make prosperity

as general as possible"; a definition very favorably received by

the socialists because it opens the door to every utopian scheme
and leads to regimentation. What would people think of M.
Arago t if he began his course of lectures in this fashion: "The

aim of astronomy is to make gravitation as general as possible"?
It is true that men are animate beings, endowed with will power

and enjoying freedom of choice. But there is also a kind of inner
force in them, a kind of gravitation; the question is to know

toward what they gravitate. If it is inevitably toward evil, then
there is no remedy, and certainly none will come from the politi-

cal theorist, who as a man is subject to the same unfortunate
! tendency as the rest of mankind. If it is toward the good, the

motive force is ready-made: science has no need of replacing it
with coercion or advice. Its role is to enlighten men's free will,
to show the relation between cause and effect, confident that,

under the influence of truth, "prosperity tends to become as

general as possible."
In practice, the doctrine that places the motive force of society,

not in all mankind and in the nature of man, but in lawgivers and

: in governments, has even more unfortunate consequences. It

tends to weigh down the government with a crushing responsibility

" [Joseph Droz (1773-1850), French philosopher and economist, member of the
French Academy.--TaXNSLXTOa.]
t [Dominique Frangois Arago (1786-1853),famous French scientist and statesman,
member of the provisional government of 1848,and the Minister of War and
the Navy._Tt_NSLATOa.]
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that does not belong to it. If there is suffering, it is the fault of
the government; if there is poverty, the government is to blame.
For is not the government the universal motive force? If this
motive force is not good, we must destroy it and choose another.
Or else the blame is placed on political economy itself, and in
recent times we have heard it repeated art nauseam: "All the
suffering of society can be attributed to political economy." i Why
not, when it is presented as having for its goal the securing of
men's happiness without any effort on their part? When such ideas
are current, the last thing that occurs to men is to turn their gaze
upon themselves, and to see whether the real cause of their woes
is not their own ignorance and injustice--their ignorance, which
exposes them to the law of responsibility; their injustice, which
brings down upon them the action of the law of solidarity. How
could men dream of blaming themselves for their woes when
they have been persuaded that by nature they are inert, that the
source of all action, and consequently of all responsibility, lies
outside themselves, in the will of the sovereign and of the lawgiver?

If I had to point out the characteristic trait that differentiates
socialism from the science of economics, I should find it here.
Socialism includes a countless number of sects. Each one has its

own utopia, and we may well say that they are so far from
agreement that they wage bitter war upon one another. Between
M. Blanc's organized social workshops and M. Proudhon's anar-
chy, between Fourier's association and M. Cabet's communism,

there is certainly all the difference between night and day. What,
then, is the common denominator to which all forms of socialism

are reducible, and what is the bond that unites them against
natural society, or society as planned by Providence? There is
none except this: They do not want natural society. What they
do want is an artificial society, which has come forth full-grown
from the brain of its inventor. It is true that each one desires to

play Jupiter to this Minerva; it is true that each one fondly
caresses his own invention and dreams of his own social order.

But what they have in common is their refusal to recognize in
mankind either the motive force that impels men toward the
good or the selphealing power that delivers them from evil. They
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quarrel over who will mold the human clay, but they agree that
there is human clay to mold. Mankind is not in their eyes a living
and harmonious being endowed by God Himself with the power
to progress and to survive, but an inert mass that has been waiting
for them to give it feeling and life; human nature is not a subject
to be studied, but matter on which to perform experiments.

Political economy, on the contrary, after first establishing the
fact that within every man are the forces of impulsion and repul-
sion that together constitute the motive power of society, after
making certain that this motive force tends toward what is good,
does not propose to destroy it and to replace it with another of its
own creation. Political economy studies the highly varied and
complex social phenomena to which this motive force gives rise.

Does this mean that political economy has no more to do with
social progress than the study of astronomy has to do with the
actual movement of the heavenly bodies? Certainly not. Political
economy deals with beings who possess intelligence and free will
and as such--let us never forget it--are subject to error. Their
tendency is toward the good; but they can be mistaken. The utili-
tarian function of science, therefore, is not to create causes and

effects, not to change man's natural bent, not to foist upon him
social orders, injunctions, or even advice, but to show him the
good and the evil that results from his own decisions.

Thus, political economy is a science concerned exclusively with
the observation and description of phenomena. It does not say
to men: "I urge you, I advise you, not to get too close to the fire";
or: "I have thought up a social order; the gods have inspired me
to create institutions that will keep you far enough away from
the fire." No; political economy notes that fire burns, announces
the fact, proves it, and does the same for all similar phenomena
of the moral or economic order, convinced that this is all that is

necessary. It assumes that an unwillingness to be burned to death
is a basic, innate attitude that it did not create and that it cannot
alter.

Political economists cannot always be in agreement, but it is
easy to see that their differences are of quite another kind from
those that divide the socialists. Two men who devote themselves
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to observing the same phenomenon and its effects, like rent, for
example, or exchange or competition, may not arrive at the same
conclusion; but this proves nothing except that one of the two, at

least, has observed badly. The work will have to be done over.
With the help of other investigators the chaqces are that the truth

will finally be discovered. That is why--provided only that every
economist, like every astronomer, keeps himself informed on the

advances his predecessors have made--this science cannot fail to

contribute to progress and consequently to be ever more useful,
constantly correcting past errors in observation, and continually
adding new observations to those already made.

But the socialists---isolating themselves from one another, so
that they may concoct, each one on his own, artificial contrivances

out of their own imaginations---could go on pursuing their inves-
tigations in this way through all eternity without ever coming
to an agreement and without one man's work ever in any way

helping another's. Say profited from Smith's investigations; Rossi,

from Say's; Blanqui and Joseph Garnier, from those of all their
predecessors. But Plato, Sir Thomas More, Harrington,* F_nelon,

Fourier may revel to their heart's delight in drawing up their
Republics, their Utopias, their Oceanas, their Salentes, their

Phalansteries, without there ever being any connection between
any one of these flights of fancy and the others. These dreamers

draw it all, men and things alike, out of their own heads. They
dream up a social order not connected with the human heart;

then they invent a new human heart to go with their social
order .....

• [James Harrington (1611-1677),English political philosopher, whose work on the
ideal state, entitled Commonwealth o/ Oceana (1656),advocatinga written constitu-
tion, rotation of magistratesand legislators,indirect election of the president, the
secret ballot, and agrarianreforms, is believed to have influencedpolitical thought
in the United Statesand other democracies.--TRANStATOR.]
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Evil

In recent years the science of political economy has been set
back, has been given a false direction, by those who have sought
to force it to deny the existence of evil or risk being convicted of
denying the existence of God.

Writers who were doubtless eager to make a show of their
exquisitely delicate feelings, their boundless love for their fellow
man, and their matchless religious ardor, began to declare: "Evil
cannot enter into the providential plan. Suffering was decreed
neither by God nor by Nature; it comes from human institutions."

Since this doctrine was in full accord with the passions and
prejudices that these writers wished to encourage, it soon became
a popular one. Books and newspapers were filled with tirades
against society. Political economy was no longer permitted to
study the facts objectively. Whoever dared to warn mankind that
a given vice, a given habit, necessarily involved dire consequences
was branded as heartless, as an unbeliever, an atheist, a Malthu-
sian, or an economist.

Meanwhile, socialism has carried its folly so far as to announce
the end of all the ills of society, though not of all the ills of the
individual. It has not yet dared to predict that man will reach the
point where suffering, old age, and death will be eliminated.

Now, I ask, can the idea of the infinite goodness of God be
reconciled more easily with the idea that evil strikes every indi-
vidual coming into the world than with the idea that evil falls
upon society as a whole? And is it not indulging in a contradic-
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tion so obvious as to be childish, to deny that pain and suffering
exist for society as a whole and yet admit that they exist for every
individual in society?

Man is subject to suffering and always will be. Therefore,
society suffers and always will suffer. Those who speak to society
must have the courage to declare this truth. Mankind is not a
pampered little darling, with oversensitive nerves, who must be
kept in ignorance of the coming struggle, particularly since, to
emerge triumphant, men need to be alerted against it. In this
respect all the books that have flooded France since the time of
Sismondi and Buret seem to me to be lacking in courage. They do
not dare to tell the truth. What is more, they do not dare even to
study the truth for fear of discovering that absolute poverty, far
from being attributable to the social order, is the necessary starting
point for the human race, and, consequently, it is to the social
order that are to be attributed all the conquests that have been
achieved in the struggle against poverty. But after such a confes-
sion they would no longer be able to pose as the defenders of the
people and the avengers of the masses whom civilization has
oppressed.

After all, science simply presents the facts, shows how they are
related, and draws inferences from them. It does not create the

facts; it is not responsible for them. It is strange indeed that
anyone should have gone to the length of giving expression and
even wide circulation to this paradox: If mankind suffers, it is
the fault of political economyl Thus, after being blamed for tak-
ing note of the woes of society, it is accused, precisely because it
has noted them, of having caused them.

I have said that science can only observe and establish the
facts. Even if it were to discover that mankind is retrogressive, not
progressive, and that laws too strong to be resisted inevitably
impel it toward irremediable decadence; even if it were to con-
firm the laws of Malthus and Ricardo in their most melancholy
signification; even if it were unable to deny the tyranny of capital
or the fundamental conflict between labor and the machine or

any of the contradictory alternatives that, according to Chateau-
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briand * and de Tocqueville, confront the human race; science
should still, albeit dolefully, declare the fact and declare it for all
to hear.

Does it serve any good purpose to shut our eyes so as not to see
the abyss, when the abyss is there, yawning at our feet? Do we
demand that the biologist or the physiologist treat the individual
human being as if his organs were immune to pain or destruction_
"'Dust art thou, and to dust thou shalt return." That is what the

science of anatomy declares, supported by the experience of all
mankind. Certainly this truth sounds harsh in our ears, at least
as harsh as the questionable propositions of Malthus and Ricardo.
Must we, then, to spare the delicate sensibilities that have sud-
denly developed among modern political theorists and that have
given rise to socialism, deny the existence of evil? And must
medical science boldly affirm our eternal rejuvenation and im-
mortality? Or, if it refuses to stoop to such mummery, must
people cry out, frothing at the mouth, as they do to the social
scientists: "Medical scientists admit pain and death. Therefore,
they are heartless misanthropists; they accuse God of malevolence
or impotence. They are irreverent; they are atheists. What is
even worse, they create the evil that they stubbornly refuse to
deny."

I have never doubted that the socialists have led astray many
generous hearts and sincere minds. God forbid that I should wish
to humiliate anyonel But the truth is that the general character
of socialism is very strange, and I wonder how long so childish
a fabric of absurdities can remain in vogue.

Everything about socialism is sham and affectation.
It affects the form and language of science, and we have seen

where it stands as a science.

It affects in its writings such delicately feminine sensibilities
that it cannot bear to hear of the sufferings of society. At the same
• [Vicomte Franc_ois Rent de Chateaubriand (1768-1848), a forerunner of the ro-

mantic movement in French literature, and a royalist in politic& He served the

restored Bourbon monarchy, after the fall of Napoleon, as ambassador m England

and Germany and as Minister of Foreign Affairs. His most famous works are The

Genius of Christianity and Memoirs ]rom beyond the Tomb.--TIo, Nsx_ToR.]
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time that it has introduced into literature the current fashion

for sickly sentimentality, it has brought into the arts the taste for
the trivial and the horrible; in dress, the scarecrow style, the

long beard, the scowling face, the airs of a village Titan or
Prometheus; and in politics (in which such childishness is less

innocent), the doctrine of bold measures during the period of
transition, the violence of revolution, the sacrifice of men's lives

and welfare en masse to an idea. But the greatest affectation of

socialism is its religiosityl It is only a stratagem, true enough,
but stratagems are always shameful for a school of thought

when they lead to hypocrisy.
The socialists are always talking of Christ; but I ask them

how they can accept the fact that Christ, the blameless one, was
allowed to suffer and to cry out in his anguish, "Father, remove

this cup from me; nevertheless not my will, but thine, be done,"

and why they find it strange that all mankind should have to per-
form this same act of resignation.

No doubt, if God had had other plans for mankind, He could
have arranged things in such a way that, just as the individual
advances toward certain death, so the human race would move
toward inevitable destruction. Mankind would have had to sub-

mit; and science, with a curse or a benediction on its lips, would
have been forced to acknowledge the tragic ending of the social

drama, even as it acknowledges the melancholy end of individual
man.

Happily, such is not the case.

There is redemption for both the individual man and the
human race.

For the individual it is his immortal soul. For the human race

it is its limitless perfectibility .....
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Perfectibility

Mankind is perfectible. It is progressing toward a better and
better standard of living; its wealth is on the increase and is
being more equitably distributed; its ideas are becoming sounder
and more widely disseminated; its errors are disappearing, and
with them the unjust acts that they serve to support; its learning
shines ever brighter; its morality is improving; by way of reason
or experience it is learning, in conformity with the law of
responsibility, to secure greater rewards and to suffer fewer penal-
ties; consequently, there is less and less evil and more and more
good within society. These are propositions that cannot be
doubted when we consider the nature of man and of his intellect,

his distinctive characteristic, which was breathed into him along
with the breath of life, and by virtue of which the revelation of
Moses could declare that man was created in the image of God.

For man, as we know only too well, is not perfect. If he were
perfect, he would not be a pale reflection of God; he would be
God. He is, therefore, imperfect, subject to error and pain; and
were he, in addition, static, by what right could he claim the
ineffable privilege of bearing the image of the Perfect Being?

Furthermore, if intellect, which is the faculty of comparing,
of judging, of correcting errors, of learning, does not constitute
a kind of individual perfectibility, what then is it?

And if, in a society of beings capable of transmitting to others
what they have learned, the uniting of each individual's capacity
for perfection with that of all others does not insure collective
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perfectibility, then we must abandon all faith in philosophy and
in moral and political science.

What makes for man's perfectibility is his intellect, or the
capacity that is given him to pass from error, the source of evil,
to truth, the source of the good.

What causes man to abandon, in his mind, error for truth, and

later, in his conduct, evil for good, is knowledge and experience;
it is the discovery he makes that there are in phenomena and in
acts effects that he had not before dreamed of.

But, for him to gain this knowledge, it must be to his advan-
tage to do so. For him to profit from this experience, it must be
to his interest to profit from it. Therefore, in the last analysis, we
must look to the law of responsibility to find the means to achieve
human perfectibility.

And since responsibility cannot be conceived of without free
will; since acts, if not voluntary, could not furnish valid instruc-
tion or experience; since beings whose improvement or deteriora-
tion would be entirely due to outside causes without any act of
will, reflection, or choice on their part, as happens in the case
of inert matter, could not be called perfectible in the moral sense
of the word; we must conclude that freedom is the very essence of
man's progress. To tamper with man's freedom is not only to
injure him, to degrade him; it is to change his nature, to render
him, in so far as such oppression is exercised, incapable of im-
provement; it is to strip him of his resemblance to the Creator, to
stifle within him the noble breath of life with which he was
endowed at his creation.

But because we proclaim to the world that our most unshak-
ably held article of faith is our belief in man's perfectibility, in
his inevitable progress in all areas of his life, which are so mar-
velously linked that the faster his progress in one of them, the
faster it is in all the others, does this mean that we are utopians,
or even that we are optimists, believing that all is for the best in
the best of all possible worlds, and that we expect that one of
these fine mornings the millennium will arrive?

Alasl When we look at the real world about us and see great
masses of suffering, groaning humanity, wallowing in shame and
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degradation, in vice and crime; when we seek to gauge the moral
effect exerted on society by the classes that should point out to
the backward masses the road to the New Jerusalem; when we
ask ourselves what use the rich make of their wealth, the poets of
the divine spark of genius that Nature has kindled in them, the
philosophers of the fruit of their long vigils, the journalists of the
sacred mission entrusted to them, the dignitaries and ministers of
state, the representatives of the people, and the kings, of the
power that fate has placed in their hands; when we witness revo-
lutions like the one that has lately shaken Europe, with every
faction apparently seeking what must, in the long run, be most
disastrous to itself and mankind; when we see greed assuming
all possible forms and permeating all ranks, the constant sacrific-
ing of others to one's own advantage and of the future to the
present, and self-interest, the great and necessary motive force of
humanity, manifesting itself only in its most materialistic and im-
provident forms; when we see the working classes, robbed of their
well-being and self-respect by parasitical public functionaries,
turning, in revolutionary paroxysms, not against the parasites
who drain their substance, but against those who have earned the
wealth they possess, that is, against the very element in society
able to assure their emancipation and guarantee their rights and
powers; when such sights meet our eyes in every country toward
which we look, we become fearful of ourselves, and we tremble
for our faith, which seems to us but a flickering light about to be
extinguished, leaving us in the horrible night of pessimism.

But no, there is no reason to despair. Whatever may be the
impression made upon us by events too close to us, mankind does
move forward. We are victims of an illusion because we measure

the life of the human race by our own; and because for us a few
years are a long time, it seems to us that they are a long time for
mankind as well. Nevertheless, even by this measure it seems to
me that there are many respects in which the progress of society
is discernible. I need hardly point out certain striking material
achievements, such as the sanitation of our cities, our means of

transportation and communication, etc. As regards politics, has
not the French nation acquired some experience? Would anyone
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dare assert that, if all the difficulties through which France has
recently gone had presented themselves half a century ago or
earlier, she would have overcome them with equal skill, pru-
dence, and wisdom and at so little sacrifice to her citizens? I am

writing these lines in a country that has been wracked with revo-
lutions. Every five years there was an insurrection in Florence,
and each time half of the citizens plundered and massacred the
other half. If we only had a little more imagination--not the
imagination that creates, invents, and conjectures, but the imagi-
nation that re-creates the past--we should be more just toward our
own age and our contemporaries. But what remains true, and true
in a way that no one understands better than the economist, is
that man's progress, particularly at its dawn, is exceedingly slow,
slow enough to be the despair of anyone who loves his fellow
man.

Men whose genius has won them that sacred trust which is the
voice of the press ought, it seems to me, to be very slow in pro-
nouncing upon society, in the midst of its ferment, any of those
disheartening sentences that imply for mankind nothing but a
choice between two forms of degradation.

We have seen several examples of this in connection with such
subjects as population, rent, machinery, the breaking up of
inherited estates, etc.

Here is another taken from M. de Chateaubriand who, by the
way, merely gives expression to a very prevalent attitude: "The
corruption of manners goes hand in hand with civilization. If
the latter offers the means of liberty, the former is an inexhaust-
ible source of slavery."

It cannot be doubted that civilization offers the means of

liberty. It is no less indubitable that corruption is the source of
slavery. But what is doubtful, more than doubtful--and person-
ally I emphatically deny it--is that civilization and corruption
go hand in hand. If this were the case, inevitably the means oI
liberty would counterbalance the sources of slavery, and stagna-
tion would be the fate of the human race.

Furthermore, I do not think that a sadder, more discouraging,
more hopeless thought, or one more conducive to despair, irreli-
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gion, impiety, and blasphemy, can enter the human heart than

this: Every human creature, willingly or unwillingly, wittingly
or unwittingly, moves in the direction of civilization, and ....

civilization is corruptionl
Then, too, if all civilization is corruption, in what do its

advantages consist? For to aver that civilization has no material,

intellectual, or moral advantage is an impossibility; such a thing
would no longer be civilization. According to Chateaubriand,

civilization means material progress, an increase in population, in
wealth, in the standard of living, intellectual development, scien-

tific knowledge; and all this progress implies and necessitates a
corresponding decline in moral values.

All this would be enough to drive men to mass suicide; but no,

I repeat, material and intellectual progress has not been designed
and devised by man. God Himself decreed it in giving us ever

increasing wants and perfectible faculties. We all move in this

direction without willing it, without knowing it, Chateaubriand
and those like him, if any, even more than the rest of us. And

this progress is to drive us more and more deeply into immorality
and slavery by virtue of its attendant corruption!

At first I thought that Chateaubriand had merely tossed off a
phrase, as poets often do, without weighing it carefully. With

writers of this class, form takes precedence over content. Provided
the antithesis be neatly balanced, what does it matter if the

thought be false and abominable? As long as the metaphor is
effective, as long as it has an air of inspiration and profundity,

as long as it wrings applause from the public, as long as it gives
the author an oracular turn of expression, what does he care for
accuracy and truth?

I thought, then, that Chateaubriand, giving way to a momen-

tary burst of misanthropy, had allowed himself to indulge in a
cliche, a commonplace to be heard on every street corner. "Civili-

zation and corruption go hand in hand" has been repeated since
the time of Heraclitus, but it is not, for all that, any the less false.

However, after a lapse of many years, the same great writer has

repeated the same thought in what is apparently intended as a
didactic form, which proves that this was one of his settled
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convictions. It is well to refute it, not because it comes from

Chateaubriand, but because it is widespread.

Material conditions improve, intellectual progress is made, and the
nations, instead of benefiting, lose ground. This is how the decline of
society and the rise of the individual are to be explained. If the moral
sense developed in the same ratio as the intellect, there would be a
counterbalance, and mankind would flourish without danger. But the
exact opposite happens. Our perception of good and evil becomes dim
in proportion as our intellect is enlightened; our conscience becomes
narrower in proportion as our knowledge grows.l *

- [This relatively long digressionon Chateaubriand is to be explained by the fact
that his Mdmoires d'outre-tombe (1848-50), anticipated by public and critics as
a world-shaking literary event, had just appeared as Bastiat was preparing these
notes.--TP.ANSLATOa.]
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Relations of Political Economy
with Ethics, Politics, Legislation,

and Religion I

Any given phenomenon is always found set between two
other phenomena. One of these is its efficient cause, and the other
its final cause; and science has not finished with it as long as either
of these relations is not clear.

I believe that the human mind usually begins by discovering
the final causes, because they concern us more directly. Further-
more, no other kind of knowledge turns us so strongly toward
religious ideas, or is as likely to inspire deep within our hearts a
lively sense of gratitude for God's inexhaustible bounty.

Habit, it is true, has made us so familiar with a great number
of these providential purposes that we enjoy them without think-
ing about them. We see and we hear, without a thought for the
ingenious mechanism of the eye and of the ear; the sun's rays,
the drops of dew or rain lavish upon us their practical benefits
or their pleasant sensations without eliciting our wonder or our
gratitude. This comes about solely because these wonderful phe-
nomena are always with us. For, let even a comparatively insignifi-
cant final cause happen to be called to our attention, let the
botanist show us why one plant assumes a certain form, why
another has a certain color, and at once we sense the ineffable

enchantment unfailingly communicated to our hearts by new
proofs of God's power and of His goodness and wisdom.
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The domain of final causes is therefore, for man's imagination,
like an atmosphere filled with religious thoughts.

But, after we have perceived or glimpsed this aspect of the
phenomenon, we still must study it from the other side; that is,
we must investigate its efficient cause.

Strangely enough, it sometimes happens that, after we have be-
come fully familiar with this cause, we discover that it so in-
evitably entails the effect which at first had filled us with wonder
that we are no longer willing to see in it the character of a final
cause, and we say: I was very naive to believe that God had
provided for such an arrangement with such a design; I see now
that, given the cause that I discovered (and it is inevitable), this
arrangement had to follow necessarily, apart from any so-called
providential design.

In this way superficial science, with its scalpel and its analyses,
sometimes destroys in our soul the religious sentiment that the
simple spectacle of Nature had inspired.

This is often seen in the case of the anatomist or the astronomer.

What a marvelous thing, says the layman, that, when a foreign
body enters our flesh, where its presence would cause serious in-
jury, an inflammation and a secretion of pus occur that tend to
expel the object! No, says the anatomist; there is nothing inten-
tional about this expulsion. It is the necessary effect of the sup-
puration, and the latter in turn is the necessary effect of the
presence of a foreign body in our flesh. If you wish, I will explain
the mechanism to you, and you can see for yourself that the
effect follows the cause, but that the cause has not been arranged
intentionally to produce the effect, since it is itself the necessary
effect of a previous cause.

How I marvel, says the layman, at God's foresight in preventing
rain from falling on the ground in sheets, providing, instead, for
it to fall in gentle drops, as if from the gardener's sprinklerl With-
out this, all vegetation would be impossible. You are wasting
your wonder, replies the learned physicist. A cloud is not a sheet
of water; it cannot be held suspended in the atmosphere. It is a
mass of microscopic vesicules much like soap bubbles. When their
density increases, or when they burst under pressure, these
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billions of tiny drops fall, increasing on the way down from

the water vapor that they precipitate, etc. If vegetation is helped
by this, it is accidental; but you must not think that God amuses

himself by pouring water on you through the nozzle of an im-
mense sprinkler.

What lends a certain plausibility to science when it thus
analyzes relations of cause and effect is, we must admit, the fact

that through ignorance people very often attribute a phenomenon

to a nonexistent final cause that evaporates in the light of
reason.

Thus, in the beginning, before there was any knowledge of
electricity, primitive peoples, frightened by the roar of thunder,
could identify this awesome voice reverberating through the

clouds only as a sign of divine wrath. Many an association of this

kind has been exploded by the progress of the physical sciences.
This is the way man is constituted. When a phenomenon affects

him, he seeks its cause, and, when he finds it, he gives it a name.
Then he sets about finding the cause of this cause, and so on,

until, being unable to go any farther, he stops and says: This is
God; this is the will o] God. Here is our ultima ratio.* Yet man

pauses only momentarily. Science advances, and soon the second,

third, or fourth cause that had remained hidden is exposed to
his view. Then the scientist says: This effect was not due, as
people believed, to the immediate will of God, but to this natural

cause that I have just discovered. And mankind takes possession

of this discovery, and then, content with having moved back by

one notch, so to speak, the line where its faith begins, asks
itself: What is the cause of this cause? And, not discovering it, man

persists in the tried and true explanation: It is the will of God.
And so on for unnumbered centuries, in an endless progression
of scientific revelations and acts of faith.

This onward march of mankind must seem to superficial minds

to be destructive of every religious idea; for is its result not that,
as science advances, God retreats? And do we not clearly perceive

that the domain of final causes grows smaller as the domain of
: natural causes grows larger?

* [Our "final reason."--TRANSLATOR.]
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Unhappy are those who give so narrow a solution to this fine
problem. No, it is not true that, as science advances, the idea of
God is pushed back. Quite the contrary; the truth is that this idea
grows, broadens, and is exalted in our minds. When we discover
a natural cause where we thought we had seen an immediate,
spontaneous, supernatural act of the divine will, does this mean
that that will is absent or indifferent? By no means. All it proves
is that the processes involved are different from those we had
imagined; that the phenomenon that we had looked upon as an
accident in creation has its own special place in the universal
order of things; and that everything, down to the most particular
effects, has been foreseen from all eternity by the divine mind.
Now, in what way is the idea that we form of the power of
God diminished when we come to see that every one of the
countless results that we discern or fail to discern in our in-

vestigations not only has its own natural cause, but is also con-
nected with an infinite series of causes; so that there is not even

the slightest movement, force, form, or life that is not a product
of the whole and that can be accounted for apart from the whole?

Now, why this dissertation, so foreign, it would seem, to the
object of our investigation? The reason is that the phenomena of
political economy also have their efficient cause and their provi-
dential purpose; that in this body of concepts, as in physics,
anatomy, or astronomy, the final cause has often been denied
precisely because the efficient cause appeared to operate with the
force of absolute necessity.

The social world is rich in harmonies that we do not fully per-
ceive until our minds have gone back to their causes, in order to
find their explanation, and have then gone forward to their
effects, in order to know the ultimate purpose of the phenomena
they exhibit .....



Appendix

A Tentative Preface
to the Harmonies 1

My dear Frederic:
So you have done it: you have left our village. You have said

good-bye to the countryside you loved so well, to your father's
house within whose walls you enjoyed such complete independ-
ence, to your old books which still cannot get used to sleeping
in neglect on their dusty shelves, to the garden where on our
lengthy strolls we used to talk endlessly de omni re scibili et
quibusdam aliis.* You have bade farewell to that little plot of
ground, the last resting place of so many dear ones with whom
we associate our fondest hopes and our tenderest memories. Do
you remember how the sight of their cherished graves renewed
our faith and quickened our thoughts? _" But nothing could
prevent your departure. You could even bring yourself to leave
the good farmers who looked to you not so much because you
were their justice of the peace or because of your knowledge of
the law, but rather for your native sense of fair play; you could
even leave your circle of close friends whose quick repartee,
spilling over into two languages, and whose long-standing and
intimate affection you held far more precious than fine manners.
You have turned a deaf ear upon your double bass--which

• [''Of everything knowable, and a few other things too," a proverbial parody of

the pretentious motto of the philosopher Pico della Mirandola--"to know

everything knowable," the title of his "Nine Hundred Propositions,"--TgANSLATOR.]

t [The French text has been somewhat simplified here.--TRANSLATOR.]
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seemed to have the power to stimulate your mind endlessly to
new thoughts. My friendship could not deter you, nor even

that complete freedom you enjoyed, the most precious of priv-
ileges, in regard to your activities, your hours, your studies. You
have left our village, and now you are in Paris, that seething

whirlpool where, as Victor Hugo says * .....

Fr_d6ric, it is our custom to speak to each other with complete
candor. Well! I must say that I'm amazed at your decision. I'll

go further: I can't approve. You have allowed yourself to be

carried away by illusions, I won't say of glory, but at least of
public acclaim. Glory, as you well know, and as we have said
many a time, can no longer be the portion of any save those

endowed with strikingly superior intellectual gifts. It is no
longer enough to be able to write with purity, grace, and warmth;
ten thousand men in France can write like that. It is not

enough to have wit; wit is found on every street corner. Don't

you remember, when we would read even the most trivial paper-

backs, so often devoid of good sense and logic, but nearly always
rich in verve and imagination, that we would say, "Writing

well is soon going to be a characteristic of the species, like good
posture in walking or sitting." How can anyone dream of glory

after seeing what has happened to Benjamin Constant, t or
Manuel? + Who gives them a thought today? What has become

of their brilliant reputations, which once seemed destined to live
forever?

Would you compare yourself to these great minds? Have you
their erudition? Have you their great talent? Have you, like

# [Although Victor Hugo does refer more than once to the teeming population

of Paris, the exact comparison that Bastiat probably had in mind here (and

apparently could not remember well enough to quote) is to be found in another
popular contemporary work, the satirical novel J_rdme Paturot (1843) by Louis

Reybaud" ".... in this whirlpool of Paris, where so many lives are so intricately

enmeshed, a single turn of the wheel can disperse them and break their contact."

--TRANSLATOR.]

¢ [Benjamin Constant de Rebecque (1767-1830), liberal politician and author. Today
he is remembercxt chiel]y as the author of the romantic novel Adolphe and as the

lover of Mine. de Sta_I.--TP.ANSt.ATOR.]

I [Jacques Antoine Manuel (1775-1827), a noted orator and member of the opposi-

tion during the Restoration._TRANSLATOR.]
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them, spent your life in the most brilliant social circles? Have

you-the same opportunities of making yourself known or heard?
Can you, if need be, call upon the same influential friends? You

will say to me perhaps that if you fail to shine by your writings,
you will achieve distinction by your deeds. Well, what about the

fame of Lafayette? Will you, like him, make your name echo and
re-echo throughout the New World as well as the Old and for

three quarters of a century? Will your life be lived in times as
momentous as his? Will you emerge as a key figure in three

revolutions? Will it be your lot to make and unmake kings? Will
you be viewed as a martyr at Olmiitz and a demigod at the H6tel
de Ville? Will you become commander-in-chief of the National

Guard? And even if such a brilliant destiny were in store for

you, consider where it leads: to casting before the nations a blame-

less name to which, in their indifference, they pay no heed; to
lavishing upon them noble examples and distinguished services
which they are quick to forget.*

Oh, nol I cannot believe that your head has been so turned by

vanity that you would sacrifice your real happiness for a public
acclaim which you know full well is not for you, and which in

any case would be short-lived indeed. You would never aspire to
being "in the papers of the day the big man of the month." Such
a course would be going counter to all that you have stood for in

the past. If you had been led astray by any such vain glory, you

would have bent every effort to winning your election to the
Chamber of Deputies. Yet many times, when you were a candi-

date, I saw how you always refused to stoop to the things that
get a man elected. You kept saying, "These days people have

some concern for public affairs; they read, and they talk about

* [Bastiat here summarizes very briefly and accurately the high points in the

legendary career of Lafayette: his participation in the American Revolution, the

French Revolution of 1789, which drove out the Bourbon kings, and the Revolution

of 1830; his "martyrdom" as prisoner of war in the infamous Austrian prison camp

at Olmutz (1794); and his presentation before the city of Paris, at the H6tel de Ville,

as Commander-in-chief of the National Guard 0830). Bastiat also correctly refers to

the disfavor into which Lafayette's name had fallen by 1845. The novelist Balzac,

for example, speaks of Lafayette as an "'old idol worshiped out of habit and fit only

to be labeled and put into a museum for having viewed the world through rose-

colored glasses."---TkAN SI.,ATOR.]
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what the-] have read. I will use this opportunity, under the pre-
text of being a candidate, to disseminate a few useful truths."
And beyond that you took no serious steps to win your election.

It is, therefore, not due to the promptings of vanity that you
have turned your steps toward Paris. But what did induce you to
go? Was it a desire to do something for mankind? I have a few
remarks to make to you on that score.

Like you I cherish all forms of freedom, and first among them
that freedom which is the most universally beneficial to all men,
which they enjoy every minute of the day and under all circum-
stances of their lives---freedom of labor and freedom of exchange.
I realize that the right to possess the fruits of one's toil is the
keystone of society and even of human life. I realize that ex-
change is implicit in the idea of property, and that restrictions
on exchange shake the foundations of our right to own anything.
I approve of your devotion to the defense of this freedom, whose

triumph will usher in justice among all nations and consequently
will eliminate international hatreds and prejudices and the wars
that follow in their train.

But are the arms that you propose to carry into the lists the
proper ones with which to win acclaim, if such is your dream,
or to gain victory for your cause? What is your concern, your
sole concern? A demonstration, a series of calculations, the
solution of a single problem, to wit: Does legal coercion add to
the profit or the loss column in a nation's ledger? This is the
subject to which you have given all the powers of your mind.
These are the limits into which you have compressed this great
question. Pamphlets, books, monographs, articles, speeches, have
all been directed toward isolating this unknown element: Will
the nation under freedom have a hundred thousand francs more

or a hundred thousand francs less? You apparently are intent
on putting under a bushel every light that does not turn its full
beam upon this theorem, on stamping out in your heart all those
sparks of the sacred fire that the love of mankind has kindled.

Are you not afraid that your mind will wither and shrink
through constant exposure to this work of analysis, this never-
ending concentration on an algebraic equation?
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Remember that we have often said that unless a person
proposes to work for progress in only one isolated branch of
human knowledge, or, rather, unless nature has given him a
cranium distinguished by only one dominant protuberance, it is
better, especially if he is like us, merely a scientific amateur, to
let his mind travel over the whole realm of intellectual activity
than to limit himself to the solution of a single problem. It
is better to seek out the connections between the various fields

of knowledge and the harmony of the laws that govern the social
order than to exhaust one's faculties in the elucidation of a single
doubtful point at the risk of losing one's sense of the grandeur
and majesty of the whole.

It was for this very reason that our reading was so capricious,
and that we were so careful to shake off the yoke of conventional
judgments. Sometimes we would read Plato, not to admire him
on the authority of the ages, but to reassure ourselves of the
utter inferiority of ancient society; and we would say: "Since that
is as high as the finest genius of the ancient world could rise,
let us take courage; man is perfectible, and our faith in his
destiny is not misplaced." Sometimes in our long walks we brought
along with us Bacon, Lamartine, Bossuet, Fox,* Lamennais, and
even Fourier. Political economy was merely one stone in the
social edifice that we were seeking to build in our minds, and
we would say: "It is fortunate for society that men of genius like
Say have patiently and tirelessly applied themselves to observing,
classifying, and setting down methodically all the facts that con-
stitute this excellent science. Henceforth the human mind can
move forward from this firm base toward new horizons." How we

marveled, therefore, at Dunoyer and Comte, who, though never
deviating from the strictly scientific lines traced by Say, apply so
happily the truths they learned from him to morals and legisla-
tionl I will admit that sometimes, as I listened to you, it seemed
to me that you too might be able to take this same torch from
the hands of your predecessors and turn its light upon some of
the dark recesses of the social sciences, and particularly upon

* [Charles James Fox (1749-1806), British statesman, chief of the Whig party, and

advocate of friendship with France.--T_,N_ATOlt.]
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those that have recently been plunged into darkness by the dis-
semination of mad doctrines.

Instead of this, you are totally absorbed in trying to clear up a
problem that Smith and Say have already expounded a hundred
times better than you could. Here you are, analyzing, defining,
making your calculations and your distinctions, and, scalpel in
hand, trying to cut through to find out just what, in the last
analysis, is the exact meaning of the terms price, value, utility, low
cost, high cost, imports, exports.

But finally, setting personal considerations aside, if you do
not fear dulling your mind at such a task, do you think that, for
the sake of the cause, you have chosen the best course to follow?
The peoples of the world are not governed by algebraic x's, but
by noble instincts, sentiments, common sympathies. What you
needed to give them was a picture of the successive falling away
of the barriers that divide men into mutually hostile com-
munities, jealous provinces, warring nations. There was need to
show them the fusion of races, interests, tongues, ideas, and to
demonstrate how truth triumphs over error as mind meets mind
in debate and discussion, how progressive institutions are sub-
stituted for the reign of absolute despotism and hereditary castes,
how war is abolished, armies are demobilized, moral power re-
places brute force, and the human race prepares to meet the
high destiny to which it is called. These are the things that
would have set the hearts of the masses afire, not your dry
demonstrations.

And so, why restrict yourself? Why hold your mind a prisoner?
It seems to me that you have subjected it to a monk's regimen,
with the unvarying crust of dry bread as your sole diet, for
you are constantly gnawing away morning, noon, and night at a
mere monetary question. As much as you, I long for commerce
to be free. But is all human progress dependent upon this one
freedom? In times past your heart quickened at the idea of
freedom of thought and speech, still held prisoner by the censor
and the laws against free assembly. Your burning desire was for
parliamentary reform and for the thoroughgoing separation of
the delegating and controlling powers from the executive powers
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in all these branches. All forms of freedom are interrelated. To-

gether they all constitute a systematic and harmonious whole;
there is not one of them that, when proved true, would not
help to prove the truth of the others. But you are acting like a
mechanic who is taking the utmost pains to explain an isolated
piece of machinery down to its most minute detail, omitting
nothing. One is tempted to cry out: "Show me the other pieces;
make them move together; the action of one is explained by the
action of all the others." .,..
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NOTE TO AUTHOR'S INTRODUCTION

1. I can illustrate this law more clearly by figures. Let us take three periods

during which capital increases while labor remains constant, and let us
represent total production in each of the three periods as: 80-100-120.
The distribution will be as follows:

Capital's Share Labor's Share Total
First period ..................... 45 35 80

Second period ..................... 50 50 100
Third period .................... 55 65 120

Of course, these ratios are intended to serve only as an illustration.

NOTES TO CHAPTER ]

1. [This chapter was published for the first time in the Journal des dcono-
mistes, in the January, 1848, issue.--EDxTOR.]

2. It is alleged that our system of free competition, advocated by ignorant
poliucal economists and adopted as a means of getting rid of monopolies,
results, in fact, in the general establishment of monster monopolies in all
categories." (Prmcipes du socialisme, by M. Consid_rant, page 15.) *

NOTES TO CHAPTER 2

1. [This chapter and the next were inserted in September and December,
1818, in the Journal des _conomistes.--EvxTOR.]

2. "Our industrial system, based on irresponsible and unorganized com-
petition, is nothing but a social hell, in which vast numbers of men
suffer all the torments and all the agonies of ancient Taenarus; with one
difference, however: the victims." (V. Considfirant.)

3. [See chap. 2 of the second series of Economic Sophisms.--EDrroR.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER $

1. This is a very common mathematical law, but one little understood in
political economy.

• [Victor Consid6rant (1808-1895), as a socialist of the Fourier school, is the
frequent object of Bastiat's criticism._TRANSLATOR.]
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2. One of the secondary aims of this book is to combat those modern
sentimentalist schools which, despite the facts, refuse to accept the idea

that suffering, in any degree whatsoever, has a providential purpose.
As these schools profess to stem from Rousseau, I must quote them this
passage from the master: "The evil that we see is not an absolute
evil; and, hr from being in direct conflict with the good, it co-operates
with the good for the universal harmony."

NOTES TO CHAPTER 4

1. Even more, this slave, because of his superiority, eventually reduces the
cost of other slaves and sets them at liberty. This is a harmony whose
implications I leave to the reader.

2. [What follows is a note found among the author's papers, Had he,lived,
he would have incorporated it among his theories on exchange. Our
function must be limited to including it at the end of the present
chapter.--EnrroR.]

$. [See, for the refutation of this fallacy, the chapter "Producer and Con-
sumer," which follows in this volume, and also chapters 2 and 3 of
Economic Sophzsms, First Series.--EmToa.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER 5

1. Increases! The object, then, had value in itself before any human labor
was performed upon it. It could have received it only from Nature.
Therefore, the action of Nature is not gratuitous. Who, then, has the
audacity to demand payment for the extrahuman part of value?

2. Because, under a regime of liberty, individual services enter into com-
petition with one another, their remuneration tends to become approxi-
mately proportionate to the intensity of the labor involved. But, I
repeat, this balance, this proportionality, is not inherent in the notion
of value. Proof of this can be found in the fact that where there is no

competition, there is no proportionality either. In this case no relation-
ship is to be observed between the nature of the labor and the amount
of its remuneration.

The absence of competition can arise from the nature of things or
from the perversity of mankind.

If it arises from the nature of things, we may see a relatively modest
expenditure of effort producing great value without anyone's having just
cause for complaint. This is the case of the person finding a diamond;
this is also the case of Rubini,* of Malibran, of Taglioni, t of the
fashionable tailor of the moment, of the proprietor of the Clos-Vougeot,$
etc., etc. Circumstances have given them extraordinary means of ren-
dering service; they have no rivals, and their prices are high. The

• [Jcan-Baptiste Rubini (1795-1854), an Italian tenor much admired in Paris.---
TaANslta_roa.]
t [Maria Taglioni (1804-1884), a famous dancer.--TaAssLAxoa.]

[A famous Burgundy winery. Cf. chap. 13, p. 355.--TaANSt.Aroa.]
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very fact of the extreme scarcity of the service is proof that it is not
essential to the well-being and progress of mankind. It is, therefore, a
luxury item, an object of ostentation available to the wealthy, ls it not
natural that every man, before indulging in satisfactions of this nature,
should wait until he is able to provide for his more basic and reasonable
wants?

If competition is absent because some human agency has done
violence to the natural balance, the same effects are produced, but with
this tremendous difference, that they are produced in places and at
times where and when they should not be produced. Then we see a
relatively minor piece of work creating great value; but how? By
stifling violently the competition whose function it is to relate remunera-
tion to service. Then, even as P, ubini can say to a music-lover, "I want
a very high honorarium, or I will not sing for your guests"--acting on
the principle that the service here is one that only he can render--so
can a baker, a butcher, a landlord, a banker say, "I want exorbitant
payment, or else you will not receive my wheat, my bread, my meat,
my gold; and I have taken precautions: I have lined up rows of bayonets
so that you cannot procure these things elsewhere, so that no one else
may render you services analogous to mine."

People who class together artificial monopoly and what they call
natural monopoly, because both have in common the power of increasing
the value of labor, are either quite blind or quite superficial.

Artificial monopoly is downright plunder. It produces evils that other-
wise would not exist. It inflicts hardship on a considerable part of
society, because it often includes the most vital articles. In addition it
gives rise to resentments, hatred, reprisals, all the fruits of injustice.

The favors bestowed by Nature do no harm to society. At the very
most we could say that they bring to light an evil that already existed
and can in no way be imputed to them. It is too bad, perhaps, that
tokay wine is not as plentiful, and therefore not as cheap, as ordinary
red wine. But this is not a social evil; it was imposed on us by Nature.
There is, then, between the favors bestowed by Nature and artificial

monopoly this profound difference: the former are the result of pre-
existent and inevitable scarcity; the latter is the cause of artificial and
unnatural scarcity.

In the first case it is not the absence of competition that creates the
scarcity; it is the scarcity that explains the absence of competition. Man-
kind would be childish indeed if it became upset, or if it rebelled, be-
cause there is only one Jenny Lind, one Clos-Vougeot, or one Kegent.

In the second case quite the contrary is true. It is not because of a
providentially created scarcity that competition is impossible, but because
force has stifled competition, because a scarcity has been created that
should never have been. [Note taken from the author's manuscripts.--
EDITOR.]

3. See chap. 15. Accumulation is a circumstance of no consequence in
political economy. Whether satisfaction is immediate or delayed, whether
it can be postponed or separated from the effort that produces it, in no
way changes the nature of things.
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I am disposed to make a sacrifice for the pleasure of hearing a beauti.
ful voice. I go to the theater and I pay; the satisfaction is immediate.
If I had used my money to buy a dish of strawberries, I should have
been able to postpone my satisfaction until the next day; that is all.

It can be said, of course, that the strawberries represent wealth,
because I can still exchange them. That is true. Once the effort has
been exerted, as long as the satisfaction remains unfulfilled, the wealth
still exists. It is the satisfaction that destroys the wealth. When the dish
of strawberries is eaten, this satisfaction will go the way of the other
that brought me Alboni's* voice.

Service received, service rendered; such is political economy. [Note
taken from the author's manuscript.--EDrroR.]

4. [What follows was intended by the author to be included in the present
chapter.--EDrroR.]

5. Treatise on Political Economy, p. 1.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 6

1. Nouvel essal sur la richesse des nations, p. 4S8.
2. Ibid., p. 263.
3. 1bid., p. 456.
4. Ibid., p. 456.
5. 1bid., p. 161.
6. Ibid., p. 168.
7. 1bid., p. 168.
8. Ibid., p. 63.
9. "If you take a stand in favor of competition, you will be wrong; if you

take a stand against it, you will still be wrong: which means that
either way you will be right." (P. J. Proudhon, Economic Contradictions,
page 182.)

10. Always this eternal and hateful confusion between value and utility.
I can easily show you utilities that belong to no one, but I defy you to
show me anywhere in the world a single value that has no owner.

I 1. [What follows is the beginning of a supplementary note found among the
author's papers.--EDrrOR.]

12. [This last entry of the author is accompanied by no further comment.
But other chapters in this volume supply it. Note particularly "Private
Property and Common Wealth," "Relations between Political Economy
and Ethics," and "Solidarity."--EmroR.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER 7

1. See my monograph Capital and Rent.
2. Chap. 3, pp. 64 ft.

NOTE TO CHAPTER 8

I. See chap. 11.

* [Marietta Alboni (1823-1894), celebrated Italian singer.--Tt_sr_a'om]
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 9

I. l_ldments de l'dconomie politique, 2nd ed., p. 293.
2. Ibid., pp. 377-378.
3. [The words in italics and capitals are printed thus in the original text.

--EDITOR.]
4. Th_orie du droit de propridt_ et du droit au travail, Srd ed, p. 15.
5. [See Vol. II (of the French edition), Discours du 29 septembre, 1846.---

EDITOR.]
6. Proceedings of the South Australian Association.
7. New Monthly Magazine.
8. Ricardo.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 10

1. Chap. 1, pp. 3 ft.
2. See chap. 5, note 1.

NOTE TO CONCLUSION TO THE ORIGINAL EDITION

1. [Here ends the original edition of Economic Harmonies. We reproduce
here the list of chapters, found in the author's handwriting, intended to
complete the book. It indicates the writings he had planned and also
the order that we have followed for the chapters, fragments, and outlines

that were entrusted to us. The asterisks indicate subjects on which we
have found no material.--Fa)IToR.]

Normal Phenomena
1. Producer and Consumer
2. The Two Mottoes

3. Theory of Rent
4. Money*
5. Credit*

6. Wages
7. Saving
8. Population
9. Private and Public Services

10. Taxation*

Corollaries

11. Machinery*
12. Free Trade*
13. Middlemen*
14. Raw Materials and Finished Goods*

15. Luxury*

Disturbing Factors
16. Plunder
17. War
18, Slavery*
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19. Theocracy t
20. Monopoly s
21. Government Exploitation*
22. False Brotherhood or Communism s

General Observations

23. Responsibility and Solidarity
24. Self-Interest or Social Motivation
25. Perfectibility
26. Public Opinion*

27. Relation between Political Economy and Ethics*
28. Relation between Political Economy and Politics*

29. Relation between Political Economy and Legislation*
30. Relation between Political Economy and Religion*

NOTES TO CHAPTER 11

1. [Economic Sophisms, chap. 1 (First Series), p. 5.--EDITOR.]
2. [See the author's address on "Taxation on Beverages," Vol. V (of the

French edition), p. 468.--EnIToR.]
3. See chap. 6.

4. [See Vol. IV (of the French edition), p. 72.--EmToR.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER 12

1. See chaps. 10 and 11.
2. When the vanguard of the Icarian expedition left Le Havre, I ques-

tioned a number of these foolish men in order to find out what was

at the back of their minds. An easy lile was their hope and their
motive. One of them said to me, "I am leaving now, and my brother is
to go on the next trip. He has eight children, and you can understand
what a help it will be to him not to have to feed and care for them
any more."

"I understand completely," I said; "but other people will have to
accept this heavy burden."

To load one's burdens onto the shoulders of others--such was the

interpretation that these poor wretches gave to the fraternal motto,
all for one.

3. [See the pamphlet "Plunder and Law" (Selected Essays on Political Econ-
omy, chap. 8).mEniToit.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER 13

1. [The author has left only two or three short fragments on this important
chapter. The reason is that he intended, as he said, to rely principally
on the works of Mr. Carey of Philadelphia to refute Ricardo's theory.
--EDITOR.]

2. [The same idea is presented at the end of the supplement to chap. 5.
--EDITOR.J
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$. [Of these proposed developments not one, unfortunately, exists; but
we may be permitted to present here, in brief form, the two main con-
clusions to be drawn from the phenomenon that the author describes:
1. Suppose two fields, one, A, cultivated; the other, B, uncultivated. As-
suming them to be of identical quality, the amount of labor previously
required to clear A may be taken as the amount necessary to clear B.
We can even say that because of our better knowledge, implements,
means of communication, etc., it would take ]ewer days to put B into
cultivation than it took for A. If the land had value in itself, A would

be worth all that it cost to put it into cultivation, plus something for its
natural productive powers; that is, much more than the sum now
necessary to put B into comparable condition. Now, the opposite is true:
A is worth less, since people buy it rather than cultivate B. When they
buy A, they therefore pay nothing for its natural productive powers, since
they do not pay even as much for the labor of cultivating it as this
originally cost.
2. If field A yields 1,000 measures of wheat per year, field B when cul-
tivated would yield the same quantity: A has been cultivated because,
in the past, 1,000 measures of wheat fully compensated for the labor
required both for its original clearance and its annual cultivation. B
is not under cultivation because now 1,000 measures of wheat would

not pay for an identical amount of labor--or even less, as we noted
above.

What does this mean? Obviously that the value of human labor has
risen as compared with the value of wheat; that a day's labor of a worker
is worth more and receives more wheat in wages. In other words, wheat
is produced for less effort and is exchanged for less labor, and the theory
of the rising costs of foodstuffs is false. See, in Vol. I (of the French edi-
tion), the postscript of the letter addressed to the Journal des dconomistes,
dated Dec. 8, 1850. See also on the subject the work of a disciple of
Bastiat, Du revenu ]oncier (Income ]rom the Land) by R. de Fontenay.N
EDITOR.]

4. [See "Accursed Moneyl" Vol. V (of the French edition), p. 64.--EDITOR.]
5. [See "Interest-free Credit," Vol. V (of the French edition), p. 9n_.--EDITOR.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER 14

1. [Chap. I, p. 7, and chap. 2, pp. 20--21.--EDrrOR.]
9. [See the later chapter on "Responsibility."--EDrroR.]
3. [See, in Vol. IV (of the French edition), "The Law," and particularly,

pp. 360 ft. (Selected Essays on Political Economy, chap. 2).--EDITOR.]
4. It is tO be noted that Mr. Roebuck belongs to the extreme Le]t in the

House of Commons. In this capacity he is the natural enemy of all
imaginable governments; yet at the same time he advocates absorption
by the government of all rights and all functions. The proverb is there-
fore false that says, "Never the twain shall meet."

5. Quoted from La Presse, June 22, 1850.
6, [see Vol, III (of the French edition), pp. 442--445.--EDrroR.]
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7. The riots of June, 1848.
8. Chap. 7, p. 193.

9. [See chap. 4.--Evrroa.]
IlL Chap. 7.
11. [The manuscript brought from Rome ends here. The short note that

Iollows was found among the papers that the author had left in Paris.

It indicates how he had proposed to end and sum up this chapter.--
EmroR .]

Improvement in the workers' status con,sists in wages themselves and iv
the natural laws that govern them.

1. The worker tends to rise to the rank of an entrepreneur having
capital resources.

2. Wages tend to rise.

Corollary: Passing from the status of wage earner to entrepreneur
becomes increasingly less desirable and easier.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 16

1. [What follows was written in 1846.--EniTog.]
2. It is only fair to mention that Say recognized the means of existence as

a variable quantity.
3. There are few countries whose populations do not tend to increase be-

yond the means of subsistence. So constant an increase as this must
necessarily create distress among the lower classes and prevent any
permanent amelioration in their cond,tion ..... The principle o1
population .... will increase the number of people before the means ot
subsistence are increased. --Malthus, quoted by Rossi."

4. [See chap. 11, pp. 336 ft.--EDITOR.]

5. Which creates a need for the day laborer.

6. [The beginning of the preceding chapter is of recent date; the rest is
an article that appeared in 1846 in the Journal des dconomistes. After

[This quotation, apparently taken from chap. 2 of the Essay on the Principle
of Populatmn, is not entirely faithful either to the letter or to the spirit of the
original. The first sentence does not occur verbatim in Malthus, and appears
to be simply a summary. The second and third sentences do appear, but the
omissions alter their meaning somewhat. For purposes of comparison the original
text follows, with the omission indicated by brackets: "['Yet in all societies, even
those that are most vicious, the tendency to a virtuous attachment is so strong,
that there is a constant effort toward an increase of population.] This [constant
effort] as constantly tends to subject the lower classes of the society to distress,
and to prevent any great permanent amelioration of their condition.

"[The way in which these effects are produced seems to be this:
"We will suppose the means of subsistence in any country just equal to the

easy support of its inhabitants.] The constant effort towards population, [which is
found to act even in the most vicious societies,] increases the number of people
Ixfore the means of subsistence are increased." (Macmillan edition, 1909, p. 14.)
--TRANSLATOR.]
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this date the author's ideas on this important subject became more
precise, and I hope I may be pardoned for undertaking, following
certain notes, to complete the exposition of the doctrine.

At first, Bastiat recognized as the only check on the increase of
population the action of the law so forcefully formulated by Malthus,
according to which the immutable will of God and the free will of his
intelligent creature enter, so to speak, to an equal extent, where man is
active by virtue of his foresight, and passive only when he is punished
for not choosing to exercise foresight or for not knowing how. For
Bastiat, as well as for Malthus, what counteracts the physiological tend-
ency to reproduction is the motive of individual responsibility: re-
sponsibility for labor, or property; and responsibility for procreation,
or patrimony and Jamily.

One could even say that in this respect Bastiat is more truly an
economist than his predecessor; for, instead of placing the preventive
check purely in the domain of morality, as the latter did, Bastiat estab-
lished it scientifically on the basis of the feeling of self-interest, the
progressive ambition for an improvement in one's well-being--in a word,
on individualism--the foundation of a society oy property owners, in
irreconcilable opposition to socialism.

In the absence of this primary prerequisite of the social order, and
with any arrangement that would suppress or weaken the feeling o!
personal responsibility by way of an artificial extension of social
solidarity, the principle of the preventive check is destroyed, man falls
back into a condition in which his destiny is governed by the fatal
operation of the repressive check, and he finds himself enmeshed in
that series of inevitable phenomena, that chain of crushing consequences,
which Malthus triumphantly opposed to the communist systems of his
time and of all time."

As we live in an age when it is more than ever necessary to disarm
one truth in order to arm another, we were anxious to establish, above

all, the respects in which these two masters are in agreement against
those who desire "the community of evil, the blame laid on society for
all the faults of individual men, a common share in all the crimes

committed by each one." _-

But from this common premise, namely, the moral e_ort by which man
governs himself, each of the two economists has drawn quite different
conclusions. For, according to the first, that effort reduces itself to
nothing more than virtuous self-restraint, and he does not venture to
place much hope in the imperfect morality of the human race. The
second sees it above all in foresight, in that control over one's conduct
which is developed by the desire for well-being and by the fear of losing
what one has already gained, and which determines and supports the
social customs, duties, and moral sentiments prevailing in the environ-

s Essay on Population, Bk. III, chap. ii.
Proudhon's definition of socialism (Contradict. i_conom., Vol. II, chap. xii, p. $81,

Guillaumin edit.).
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ment in which one lives. According to him, consequently, every step
taken on the way toward well-being tends, by the need to go farther, to
encourage this prudent self-control. Man, as life becomes easier for him,
becomes more difficult and demanding in what he expects from life.
Thus, the vicious circle in which Malthus seems to enclose mankind,

Bastiat, by a hardly noticeable correction, opens up, so to speak, into a
spiral of indefinite progress; and the problem of population, over which
the sinister shadow of death appeared to have fallen, becomes, from his
point of view, a law of social harmony and human perfectibility, like
all other sociological laws.

There are in Bastiat's theory on this question two quite distinct parts.
In the first, he shows that Malthus failed to give sufficient significance

to the preventive check in calling it moral restraint, and that the limit of
the means of existence, which seems to present itself at first glance as a
fatal and inflexible minimum, is, on the contrary, both in theory and in
fact, a movable barrier that progress keeps constantly advancing--at least
in every society founded on justice and liberty.

It would be pointless to reiterate here Bastiat's argument demonstrating
this thesis, and, besides, it coincides with the admirable studies that Rossi
has carried out on the same subject. In full agreement with Malthus that,
"in view of the imperfect way in which the precept of moral restraint has
hitherto been observed, it would be visionary to hope for any important
improvement in this respect," one may be permitted, without being re-
garded as in any way visionary, to recognize and point out that men, once
enjoying a condition of well-being, are very eager to avoid doing anything
that might impair it, and that this principle of self-restraint manifests
itself, quite unnoticed, to a great extent in the habits, ideas, and social
customs of the upper classes. Of course, a young man of twenty-four
beginning his career or just out of a school where he has received special-
ized training for his profession never gives a moment's thought to
Malthus' law; all he is thinking of is making a place for himself before
burdening himself with a family. A ship's captain who spends the whole
year in the long voyage from Le Havre or Nantes to the Indies would
laugh in your face if you complimented him on his virtue and will tell
you that, having a good education, but little money, he is looking for
a wife he can love, that is to say, one well brought up, like himself, with
a certain refinement of mind and manners, etc. But for this he needs to

attain some degree of affluence, and he proposes to devote five or six
years of his youth to laboriously laying a foundation for his future
happiness. Instead of five or six years only, it could well be ten or a
dozen, and perhaps, taking a fancy to life at sea, he will end by remain-
ing single. All this is hardly contestable.

But Bastiat goes farther than gossi. The latter, although attributing to
the upper classes a preponderant concern with the preventive check,
thinks nevertheless that among the working classes the repressive check
is virtually the only one that operates.

This distinction is too sharp. No doubt the proletariat is, by and large,
less prudent than the bourgeoisie. But, in fact, it is easy to demonstrate,
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as Bastiat does, a progressive diminution in that part of the proletariat
which is thriftless and improvident and a constant improvement in the
well-being of the poorest classes. Now, in order for this twofold effect
to be produced among a multitude which not only has an inherent
tendency to increase, but which, besides, receives into its ranks those of
the upper strata who fall from their superior social position, and which
serves in some sort as an outlet for their vices_ the preventive check
must necessarily have operated on the proletariat far more powerfully
than appears at first sight. How does this come about? It is simply that
the proletariat encounters, in the very conditions of labor open to it, a
multiplicity of obstacles already established that keep its numbers within
bounds without its even being aware of them. I may cite, for example,
domestic service--the whole business of working as wet nurses, which
seems destined to absorb a good part of the exuberant fecundity of
country women, and, for the men, military service and life in the army
camp and the barracks; the great emigration of workers, which, in break-
ing their natural ties with family and neighbors, keeps them isolated,
because of differences in the customs and sometimes in the language of
the country to which they go in search of employment; the crowding of
workmen in great centers of industry, around factories, foundries, mines,

etc., with the concomitant substitution of the comradeship of the work-
shop for the intimacy of the family; migratory labor among field hands;
the nomadic existence of traveling salesmen and others engaged in com-
merce properly so called; etc., etc.

To these one might well add the years of apprenticeship and the ever
more demanding conditions imposed by progress. "To attain the high
standard of living of modern society," says Proudhon, "a prodigious
scientific, aesthetic, and industrial development is required ..... Twenty-
five years of education no longer suffices to secure a position among the
privileged classes. What will it be in the future? .... " # Obviously the
preventive check is imposed on the proletariat in countless unnoticed
ways.

No great effort, then, either of analysis or of observation is required
to establish the fact that the repressive check operates with continually
diminishing force---a conclusion that becomes evidently and incon-
testably apparent from an examination of the statistics concerning
population trends in Europe. The capital point brought out by these
figures is the increase in the average span of life that has taken place
within the last hundred years. In England, M. Finlaison has established
that the general death rate, which in 1805 was 1/42, is at present
1/46. According to M. Farr, the probable life expectancy of a person
at the age of 20, which in 1698 was only 29, is now 40. In France,
Messrs. Moreau de Jonn_s, Bienaym6, etc., have drawn analogous
conclusions.

Now, an increase in the average span of life and a decrease in the

* This whole passage from Proudhon is magnificent. (Contrad. l_con,, chap. xii,
pp. 463..-467,474-496.)
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operation of the repressive check are simply two ways of expressing one
and the same economic fact.

Is it possible to say in specific terms what share each of the social

classes enjoys in this common conquest over death? I do not know, but
it is impossible that all should not have participated in it; and, in view
of everything that has been accomplished for many years in France,
and especially in England, to improve the hygienic conditions of the

poor, to provide them with medical care and facilities, to do away
with insanitary housing, to effect changes in unwholesome industries,
to regulate child labor, to provide a special institution to minister
to men's needs in every kind of danger, etc., etc., I think we are en-
titled to presume that this decrease in the death rate has manifested

itself in the lower classes to a greater extent, perhaps, proportionately,
than in any other.

The number of years of active life that a man can expect to enjoy
has increased, on the average, by five or ten. I should like to demonstrate

statistically, as I easily could, the enormous value of this magnificent
achievement. I venture to say that of all the conquests that can be
credited to the advance of civilization it is this that deserves, in the
highest degree, the careful attention of economists. It is, iladeed, a kind

of epitome, a summation, of all the progress that has been made, as it
is also the sure sign, the infallible source, of every new advance--both
cause and effect operating in a never-ending cycle.

But we must resist the temptation to embark upon such a study, which
would throw a vivid light on the basic question with which we are here
concerned. Let us return to Bastiat.

In the first part, he has relied on facts to prove that progress is the
dominant tendency. In the second, he resorts to a priori reasoning and
theoretical laws to establish the same conclusion.

In this altogether new part of his system, Bastiat shows--or rather,

alas! was to have shown--that the increase in population (provided
always that it is contained within the natural limits imposed upon it
by individual responsibility), is, in itself, a cause of progress, a stimulus
to production. This is how he formulates this admirable law, in the

chapter on exchange:
"Other things being equal, an increase in the densit_ of the popula-

tion means an increase in productive capacity."
This principle, which has appeared paradoxical to some overhasty

economists, is really an unquestionable truth, a fundamental axiom
already accepted in economics in another form, as can be seen from
the following considerations.

Imagine a society consisting of a number of groups of people spread
over a vast area and having no exchange relations with one another,

and suppose, further, that the doubling of the population places between
each of these isolated groups of people others equal in numbers and
wealth, having no more relations among themselves than with the first
groups. Certainly, then, the increase in what could be called the total
population and the general wealth (mere "wealth" and "population"
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would be meaningless here in the absence of unity) would in no way
change the relative affluence or individual well-being of each producer.
But things are quite different in reality; exchange, communication, mu-
tual relations exist within a nation between man and man, village and

village, town and country, province and province, etc.
Now, suppose that in such an already existing network we have a pro-

portional increase in population and capital, that we interpolate, so to
speak, a second population altogether equal in number, with other
tools, other houses, other cultivated fields, or the same fields yielding
twice as much in the way of crops, etc. (which is what we mean by

other things being equal). Is it to be believed that, became the popu-
lation and the means, of production stand in the same numerical
relation as be/ore, the absolute well-being of each of the workers will
not have changed? To draw this conclusion would be a very serious
error. I affirm, on the contrary, that, by virtue of the very density of the
population, production is facilitated, that is to say, well-being and
real wealth are increased in considerable proportion.

Even from the very outset, be/ore any change takes place in the
division of labor, "the sole fact of proximity immediately renders more
advantageous the same apparatus of exchange." *

It is as clear as day, for example, that much of the cost of transporta-
tion and cartage is diminished by half. And certainly this in itself is
already an enormous benefit to all concerned, for to what purpose do
we expend such immense efforts to lay out roads, dig canals, construct
railways, etc., if not to bring things and men closer togethermto effect,
in a word, an artificial density of population?

Consider, for example, a peddler who, in the course of a day's work,
travels with his pack on his back a distance of some six or eight leagues
among a number of small, isolated dairy farms. He sells some thread,
ribbons, cotton goods, sweetmeats, and hardware. By the end of the
day he will have made about a dozen separate trips. Now, suppose
twice the population occupies the same area. One or the other of the
following consequences will occur: either he will be satisfied to serve
the same clientele, in which case he will find his twelve buyers in a
circuit reduced to from three to four leagues and will have half the
day remaining to him to do something else; or, within the same area,
he will sell twice as much. On either hypothesis, the same pains will
procure him double the profit: or, if you will, by retaining the same
absolute profit, he can diminish by half the relative profit that he gets
from each object he sells.

I lived in a town where a tailor, in order to make me a pair of
duck trousers, and a poor shoemaker, in order to produce a pair of
hunting shoes, were obliged to make a round trip of some three leagues
and to lose a good third of their working day in the process. If the
population doubled, there would be a tailor and a shoemaker in each
of the two towns. I would have mine at my door, and the other would

• Bastiat, "Exchange."
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find within the radius of a kilometer the same clientele that he had

formerly served. The worker would gain a third of a day, and I
would gain the value of the bottle of poor wine that I had to pay for
his pains---other things being equal.

Distance plays an important--indeed, an enormous--role in all the
details of production. I know of a number of fields situated as far as
three or four kilometers from the farm to which they are attached.
Fields are cultivated with the help of oxen, plodding beasts that would
require two hours to make the trip. Here, then, are four hours that
would be lost from each day's labor--four hours a day for seeding, four
hours a day for harvesting, etc. Needless to say, one would not dream
of transporting cattle this distance, and these fields lie idle for five or
six years. But if the population doubles, some farms will be situated
close to these tracts of land, they will be cultivated without difficulty,
they will be kept fertile, and, in saying that they will easily yield
three, four, five times more under these conditions, I think that no
agriculturist will contradict me. I could multiply such proofs indefinitely.

But this is not all. "The density of the population not only results
in a better use of the existing apparatus of exchange; it permits this
apparatus itself to increase and improve by virtue of the division of
labor." •

What is the effect of isolation? The impossibility of achieving a divi-
sion of labor. In a primitive society, a settler on the land cuts the trees
in the forest, carts them off, saws them into logs, fashions them into
doors, ax handles, sabots, etc.

Yet we have to take account not only of the time lost and expenses
incurred, but also of all the tools, all the incompletely mastered skills
involved in these different kinds of labor. If, instead of isolated settle-
ments or cabins, a village springs up, woodcutters will establish them-
selves in the forest, carters will devote their full time to transporting the
wood, sawyers will cut it up, and there will be wheelwrights, carpenters,
sabot-makers, etc. The whole process will be continuous, regular,
without loss of time or energy; it will involve a minimum number of
tools and a better and shorter period of apprenticeship, and it will be
carried on with the dexterity and skill that come of long habit--all of
which constitutes an enormous saving.

I speak of isolation; I could have spoken of association. To come to
grips with Nature, man has need of a power and a continuity of action
that numbers alone make possible. Five workers could not put up a
jetty in three hundred years; set five hundred to work on the job, and
within six months you will have an entire pier. Men differ more or
less in their abilities according to circumstances. The more they com-
bine their efforts in an irresistible union, the more they are able to

deploy their different aptitudes in a common attack on the details of
every problem. And there is no limit to the benefits to be derived
from this kind of cooperation. Virtually every year, if one takes the

• Baatiat0 "Exchange."
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trouble to observe it, our capital is increased, by virtue of a further
intensification of the division of labor or of a vast concentration of

forces in a particular industry.
But, however unquestionable may be the benefits derived from the

division of labor, whether on a limited or on a massive scale, the great--
indeed, the supreme advantage--consists in technological progress, in the
invention of tools and machines. Now, this improvement is possible
only through the division of labor, and the division of labor is possible
only by virtue of the density of the population.

How would the isolated settler of whom we have just spoken have,
I do not say the possibility, but even the idea, of finding a way to
improve the primitive means he employs to make himself a tool, a door,
or a pair or shoes? But once the job is divided up, with one person
doing nothing but cut boards, another hammering the nails, still another
curing hides, etc., with twenty times less inventive ingenuity than that
of the half-savage individual who was obliged to shift entirely for
himself, each of the co-operating workers, intent exclusively on the
accomplishment of a single, limited task fully within his capacity and
command, brings to it all his skill and knowledge and gradually im-
proves his techniques and his tools of production. He will invent the
saw, the adze, the plane, the auger, the forge, the bellows, etc., and later
machines driven by water power or steam, gigantic furnaces, and rotary
shears and saws that cut iron bars or trees the way a knife slices fruit.

All this labor is sustained, accelerated, co-ordinated in an endless move-
ment, involving continual contact between man and man, kept in a
constant state of tension by competition, and enlightened by the inter-
action and convergence of the discoveries of science, that great common
hearth to whose radiant light every isolated glimmer of experience
makes its contribution. But we need go no further in our description,
for--I admit it quite readily--we are simply repeating platitudes. The
fact is that Bastiat's statement is nothing but a reformulation of the
famous axiom of the division of labor: The productive power of the
human race is clue to the density of the population. This is, indeed,
the definition of civilization itself.

Yes, to the end of time there will be a necessary, reciprocal relation
between the two terms of God's great commandment: Multiplicamini
et subjicite universam terrain. Wherever man multiplies (in the desired
conditions of his social development), his power to subdue Nature to
his will must multiply even more rapidly.

If two adjacent provinces are separated for a long time by an insuper-
able obstacle and finally succeed in breaking through the barrier at two
or three points, will the well.being of each be increased by the result-
ing communication between them? Every economist will agree that it will.
Would not the mutual advantages be notably increased if, instead of two
or three points of contact, ten or twenty were created, or if the two
provinces were to envelop and interpenetrate each other? Would they
not reap the maximum advantage if it were possible to superpose
them, to join them together, so that communication, even in regard to
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the smallest details, would be established between town and town,

house and house, and man and man? Now, this hypothetical super-
position is precisely what is accomplished by the increasing density of the
population, all other things being equal.

We may remark, in passing, that this diminution in the natural
difficulties of labor brought about by an increase in the proximity and
numbers of the workers not only profoundly modifies the pessimistic
conclusion of Malthus but also suffices to upset Ricardo's dismal theory
of rent. There can be no doubt that the errors or the terrors of these

two contemporaneous economists reinforced each other. While Ricardo,
concerned with the pressure of populatton on the means of subszstence,
assumed a progressing increase in the value of food which nothing in
fact justifies, Malthus, for his part, found in Ricardo's theory of rent,
which he took seriously, a vindication of his own exaggerated
apprehensions.

I believe that a better insight into these matters will lead us to quite
opposite conclusions, and that the two collateral laws of population and
of rent (or, more generally, of capital) will be seen for what they really
are: the expression of mankind's constant approach toward the gratuitous
enjoyment of goods and the improvement of well-being through the
employment of ever more readily available and more powerful natural
resources and forces of Nature.

When tile science of statistics is in a position to make the necessary
measurements, it will verify in all its details this conclusion of Bastiat:
that a necessary concomitant of any increase in a natzon's population is
an infinitely superior development in its productive capacity. And, to
cite only one proof of this proposition, M. Moreau de Jonn_s has
established that, as the population of France doubled after 1700, the
per capita consumption of wheat rose from 472 to 541 litres, to which
must be added around 240 litres of potatoes and cereals. And surely,

if the consumption of food, which is least susceptible to increase in
weight and volume, has nonetheless risen to such a notable extent, how
prodigious must have been the rise in the consumption of industrial
products, in the use and enjoyment of goods above the level of mere
animal satisfaction!

England would furnish us with proofs even more powerful in the
enormous increase, within half a century, that has taken place in its

consumption of cereals, coal, metals, manufactured products, etc. But
what we have said so far must suffice; it is but the echo of a loftier

thought, and it is not our function to add anything further to it.
In summary, then, in opposition to the alleged population explosion,

we have to take into account, first, the motive of self.interest, which

impels each individual to improve his own well-being and that of his
family; secondly, habit, which converts every already acquired improve-
ment in his well-being into a need and a necessity of life, prevents him
from falling back to a lower standard of living, and induces him, with-
out his even being aware of it, to progress, if only because he remains

[ in an environment that is itself progressive; thirdly, and finally, the
f
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indefinite increase in the capacity of each producer consequent upon the
very increase in their total number.

Bastiat does indeed emphasize the unnoticed and naturally preventive
role played by the motive of seILinterest and individual responsibility--
the increasing desire for a higher standard of living, the ambition for
something better. He also shows how habit, which for every man
turns each newly acquired luxury into a positive want, becomes a
lower limit to the means of existence, below which no man is willing to
allow his family to be reduced. But this, in a way, is only the negative
side of the law; it merely shows that, in any society based on private
property and family, population cannot be a clanger.

It remained for him to show that population can in itself be a positive
force, to demonstrate the inevitable increase in the power of production

that results from the density of population. This, as the author himself
says, is the important point that Malthus neglects, and the point that,
if understood, will reveal to us harmony, and not the discord Malthus
had seen.

We present below the completely anti-Mahhusian conclusions that
Bastiat drew from the premises he indicated in the chapter on "Ex-
change," pp. 59-98, and which he proposed to treat more fully in his
discussion of population. The following are among the last notes that
he wrote, and he stressed their importance:

"In the chapter on exchange we demonstrated that in isolation man's
wants exceed his productive capacities, that in society his productive
capacities exceed his wants.

"This excess of productive capacities over wants results from exchange,
that is, the union of efforts, the division of labor.

"Hence the action and reaction of cause and effect in an endless cycle
of progress.

"The excess of productive capacity over wants, creating for each
generation a surplus of wealth, allows it to rear a new generation more
numerous than itself. And a larger oncoming generation is in itself a
better and more basic kind of division of labor; it represents a new
degree of the excess of productive capacities over wants.

"This is an admirable harmonyl
"Thus, at any given time, if the sum total of general wants is repre-

sented by 100, and the sum total of productive capacities at 110, the
excess ten is distributed, for example, five to improve living conditions,
to stimulate wants of a higher order, to foster the sense of human
dignity, etc., and five to increase the population.

"For the second generation, the wants are 110: five more directed
toward quantity, and five toward quality.

"But because of this very fact (both fuller physical, intellectual, and
moral development and greater density of population, which facilitates
production) the means of production have also increased their potential.
They are now represented, for example, by the figures 120 or 150.

"A new excess, a new distribution, etc.

"And let us not fear an overabundance; a higher order of wants, which
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is merely an expression of the sense of human dignity, constitutes in
itself a natural limit on population."

In conclusion,, then, we may say that, wherever institutions are based
on the natural prerequisites of social order: the familymwhich pre-
supposes the ownership of property; private property--which presupposes
liberty: and liberty, which is inseparable from individual responsibility;
a numerical increase in the population will always be accompanied by a
more rapid increase in well-being and productive capacity.

All that God does, he does well; and social science reveals one and

the same pervasive harmony throughout its domain.mEDrrox.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER ]7

1, "As soon as this value is paid by the taxpayer, it is lost to him; as soon
as it is consumed by the government, it is lost to everybody and does not
revert to society." (Say, Traitd d'dconomie politique, Bk. III, chap. 9,
p. 504.)

Undoubtedly, but society receives in return the service that is rendered
--protection, for example. Besides, Say reverts to the correct doctrine a
few lines farther on, in these terms:

"To levy a tax is to do society a wrong, a wrong that is compensated
for by no advantage, whenever no service is rendered in return.'" (Ibid.)

2. "Public taxes, even with the nation's consent, are a violation of property
rights, since they can be levied only on values that have been produced
by the land, the capital, or the industry of private individuals. Thus,
whenever they exceed the indispensable minimum necessary /or the

preservation of society, they may justly be considered as an act of
plunder." (Ibid.)

Here again the qualifying clause corrects what would otherwise
have been too sweeping a statement. The doctrine that services are
exchanged /or services greatly simplifies both the problem and its
solution.

$. The effects of this transformation are given concrete meaning by an
example cited by M. d'Hautpoul, the Minister of War. "Each soldier,"
he said, "receives sixteen centimes a day for his food. The government
takes these sixteen centimes from him and agrees to feed him. The result
is that every soldier has precisely the same ration, whether it fits his
individual needs or not. One has too much bread and throws it away.

Another does not have enough meat, etc. We have tried an experiment:
We allow the soldiers to spend the sixteen centimes for whatever they
wish, and we are happy to find a perceptible improvement in their
condition. Each one consults his own taste, his inclinations, and current

prices. Generally speaking, they have, of their own accord, partially
substituted meat for bread. Here they buy more bread, there more
meat, elsewhere more vegetables, in another place more fish. Their health
has benefited; they are more content, and the state has been freed of
a great responsibility."

The reader will understand that we are not here considering this
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experiment from the military point of view. I cite it as illustrating a
primary difference between public service and private service, between
regimentation and freedom. Would it be better for .the state to take from
us the resources whereby we provide ourselves with food and to assume
the responsibility of feeding us, or to leave us both the resources and
the responsibility for providing our own sustenance? The same question
may be raised in regard to every one of our wants.

4. [See the pamphlet entitled "Academic Degrees and Socialism" (Selected
Essays on Political Economy, chap. 9).--EDxTOR.]

5. [The author in one of his previous works proposed to answer this
same question. He investigated the subject of the legitimate domain of
the law. All the arguments contained in the pamphlet entitled "The
Law" (Selected Essays on Political Economy, chap. 2) apply to his present
thesis. We refer the reader to it.--E_rroR.]

6. [The manuscript ends here. We refer our readers to the pamphlet en-
titled "Plunder and Law" (Selected Essays on Political Economy, chap. 8),
in the second part of which the author gives their just due to the
sophisms pronounced at this meeting of the General Council.

In regard to the six chapters which were to follow, under the titles
of Taxation, Machinery, Free Trade, Middlemen, Raw Materials,
Luxury, we refer the reader to: (I) the discourse on the tax on beverages
inserted in the second edition of the pamphlet "Parliamentary Incon-
sistencies"; (2) the pamphlet entitled "What Is Seen and What Is Not
Seen" (Selected Essays on Political Economy, chap. 1); (3) Economic
Sophisms.--EvrroR.]

NOTE TO CHAPTER 18

1. [The author was unable to continue this study of the errors that are, for
those led astray by them, a cause of almost immediate suffering, nor was
he able to describe another class of errors, characterized by violence and
fraud, whose first effects fall most severely on others. His notes contain
nothing relating to disturbing 1actors, except the preceding fragment
and the one that follows. We also refer the reader to chapter 1 of the
second series of the Sophisms, entitled "The Physiology of Plunder.'_
EDrrot.]

NOTES TO CHAPTER 19

1, [See the end of chapter 11.--EmToR.]
2. We forget this when we ask: Is slave labor cheaper or more expensive

than free labor?

$. [See "Academic Degrees and Socialism" (Selected Essays on Political
Economy, chap. 9).--EmToL]
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NOTF.S TO cHAPTER 20

I. [ .... because I believe that a higher Power directs it, because, since
God can intervene in the moral order only through the instrumentality
of each man's self-interest and will, the resulting action of various
interests and wills cannot lead to ultimate evil; for otherwise it _tould
not be man or the human race alone that is on the road to error, but

God Himself who, in virtue of His impotence or cruelty, would be
leading His imperfect creature on to evil.

We therefore believe in liberty because we believe in the harmony
of the universe, that is, in Cod. Proclaiming in the name of faith, for-
mulating in the name of science, the divine laws, flexible and vital,
of our dynamic moral order, we utterly reject the narrow, unwieldy, and
static institutions that some men in their blindness would heedlessly
introduce into this admirable mechanism. It would be absurd for an

atheist to say: Laissez ]aire! Leave it to chancel But we, who are believers,
have the right to cry: Laissez passer! Let God's order and justice
prevaill Let human initiative, the marvelous and unfailing transmitter
of all man's motive power, function freelyl And freedom, thus under-
stood, is no longer an anarchistic deification of individualism; what we
worship, above and beyond man's activity, is GOd directing all.

We are well aware that man may err; indeed, his capacity for error
is as great as the distance separating well-founded knowledge from
truth still only vaguely, intuitively sensed. But since it is his nature
to seek, it is his destiny to find. Truth, let us observe, has a harmonious
relation, an inevitable affinity, not only with the form of man's under-
standing and the instincts of his heart, but also with all the physical
and moral conditions of his life; so that even though it may elude his
intellectual comprehension as absolute truth, or his intuition as morally
just, or his aesthetic sense as beautiful, it will still win his ultimate

acceptance by the practical and irrefutable argument that it is useful.
We know that free will can lead to evil. But evil, too, has its mission.

GOd surely did not haphazardly cast it in our way to make us fall; he
set it, as it were, on either side of the path that we were to follow, in
order that man, striking against it, should by evil itself be brought
back to the good.

Our wills, like inert molecules, have their law of gravitation. But
---whereas inanimate things obey pre-existent and inevitable tendencies
--for beings endowed with reason and free will, the force of attraction
and repulsion does not precede the action. It springs from the determina-
tion of the will and seems to await its call; it is developed by the act
itself, and it then reacts for or against the agent by a progressive effort
of co-operation or of resistance that we call reward or punishment,

pleasure or pain. If the wiU's direction is in accord with general laws,
if the act is good, the impulse is encouraged, and the result for man is

a state of well-being. If, on the contrary, it takes a wrong direction, if
it is bad, its progress is stopped; from error comes pain, which is its
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remedy and its bitter end. Thus, evil constantly combats evil, even as
good constantly inspires good. And we might say that, when seen from
a higher point of view, the deviations of free will are confined to a
few oscillations of fixed amplitude, while the general course remains
unchanged and unchangeable, every counter-movement of any intensity
succeeding only in destroying itselL without in any way disturbing the
orbit.

This force of action and reaction, which, by reward and pain, controls
the orbit, which is at once voluntary and predestined, of the human
race, this law of gravitation ]or beings endowed with free will (of which
evil is the necessary half) expresses itself in two great principles--
responsibility and solidarity--one of which brings home to the individual,
while the other distributes over the body politic, the good or bad
consequences of any act. The one speaks to the individual as though
isolated and autonomous: the other brings him within the common
fold, sharing unavoidably in the good or bad that befalls others, as an
incomplete element, a dependent member, of a composite, imperish-
able whole, which is mankind. Responsibility is the sanction of indi-
vidual liberty, the justification of the rights of man. Solidarity is the
proof of his social dependence and the origin of his duties.

(.4 page was missing from Bastiat's manuscript. The reader will pardon
me for attempting to continue the thought of this religious introduction.)
wEDrroR.]

2. Religion (religare, to rebind), that which connects our present life with
the life to come, the living with the dead, time with eternity, the finite
with the infinite, man with God.

3. Could we not say that divine justice, which seems so incomprehensible
when we consider the fate of individuals, becomes strikingly clear when
we reflect on the destiny of nations? The life of every man is a drama
whose action is begun on one stage and is completed on another; but
such is not the case with the life of nations. That instructive tragedy
begins and ends on earth. That is why history is a part of Holy Writ; it
reveals the justice of Providence. (De Custines, La Russie.)

4. [Unfortunately the author did not live to deal with the interesting
ramifications of this idea, which he had proposed to present here by
means of concrete illustrations, although he did indicate what their

general character was to be. The reader will be able to compensate
in part for their loss by referring to chapter 16 of this book, and to
chapters 7 and 11 of the pamphlet "What Is Seen and What Is Not Seen"
(Selected Essays on Political Economy, chap. 1).--EmToR.]

5. [The end of this chapter is little more than a series of notes thrown
together without transitions or development.wEvrrox.]

NOTE TO CHAPTER 21

1. [These rough notes come to an abrupt end at this point; the economic
aspect of the law of solidarity is not indicated. We refer the reader to
chapters 10 and 11, "Competition," and "'Producer and Consumer."
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And, after all, what is, at bottom, the whole operation of the laws of
social harmony, what are the consonance of men's interests and the
great maxims: The prosperity of each is the prosperity of all; the pros-
perity of all is the prosperity of each, etc.; what is the congruity between
private property and common wealth, the services of capital, the increase
of gratuitous utility, etc.; except the development from the utilitarian
viewpoint of the very title of this chapter: Solidarity?--EDrroR.]

NOTE TO CHAPTER 22

1. "Poverty is political economy's doing ..... Political economy has to
have death come to its aid ..... It is the theory of instability and theft."
(Proudhon, Economic Contradictions, Vol. II, p. 214.)

"If the people lack the means of subsistence .... it is the fault
of political economy." (Ibid., p. 430.)

NOTE TO CHAPTER 24

1. M_moires d'outre-tombe, Vol. XI.

NOTE TO CHAPTER 25

1. [The author unfortunately left no material on the four chapters indicated
here, and which he had included in the plan of his work, except the
introduction to the last one.--EDrroR.]

NOTE TO THE APPENDIX

_ 1. [Bastiat wrote this rough draft of a tentative preface, in the form of a
letter addressed to himself, toward the end of 1847.--EvtTOR.]

4
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choices. See Free will forces, 52

conquest, 481 foresight, 429
consequences, 501 labor, 50
contributions, 266 morality, 57
creation, 52, 62, 236, 289, $$6, 479 necessities, 56, 152

defined, 125 production, 176
error, 282, 596, 473, 494, 568(1), services, 144

569(1) utility, 135
evolution, 570 value, 105, 110, 122, 125, 154, 148
faith, 265, 412, 497, 547, 569(1) want-satisfaction, 147
fallible, 319, 512 Mathematics, 331, 362, 370, 550(1)
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Matter, 125 Morality (Cont.)
Maturity, 62 theft, 463
Means of existence, 431, 435, 439, unselfishness, 200, 569(I)

476, 478 value, 134, 340
Measurement wealth, 170-73

explained, 103 Motive force of society, 519-28
labor, 146 Mottoes, 344-52, 555(2)
mathematics, 331, 362, 370, 550(1) Mutual-aid societies, 8, 378, 380

political economy, 43 Mysticism, 13, 62, 376, 471
population, 560, 562, 565
prosperity, 211 Natural resources
value, 124, 145 compensation, 127, 242, 264

Medical scientists, 531 distributed, 69, 290
Merchandise, 129 gratuitous, 32, 51, 226, 275

Metaphysics, 26 utilized, 288, 297
M_tayage, 18 value, 247

Metonymy, 109, 123, 126, 144, 224 Natural sanctions, 501
Middlemen, 53, 365 Nature

Militarism, 567(3) action, 102
Money, 123, 448; see also Capital advantages, 286
Monopoly competition, 417

artificial, 552(2) conquests, 481
characterized, 237 contributions, 50, 266
confusion, 237 co-operation, 49, 188, 218, 230

enjoyed, 92 distributions, 69, 290, 293
established, 550(1) dominion over, 484
identified, 92, 251 exploited, 60
liberty, 255, 397 forces, 51, 69, 171, 187, 208, 236,
monster, 550(1) 416
natural, 552(2) gifts. See Gifts
necessary, 242, 250 gold, 123
privilege, 246 handiwork, 488
property, 259, 271 labor, 47, 218, 277
rent, 242 laws, 84, 86
tolerated, 246 monopoly, 552(2)
value, 134, 317 mysteries, 13, 62, 376, 471

Morality plant life, 425
competition, 3t2 prosperity, 82
consequences, 498 provisions, 174, 412
consideration, 339, 538 punishment, 497, 503, 513

exchange, 81 raw materials, 14, 50, 205, 208,
group, 454 221, 236

i_ human relations, 546 rewards, 503
importance, 55, 479, 505 rights of human liberty, 84
labor, 172 role, 156, 214

material life, 37 science, 488
position of, $6 society, 6, 348
production, 222 solidarity, 513
restraint, 427, 558, 559 species, 418
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Nature (Cont.) Political economy (Cont.)
state of, 15, 59, 64, 105 capital, 178
use, 138, 290 competition, 284. 310
value, 106. 116, 246, 292 concerns, 2, 5, 24, 157
wealth 32. 51, 127, 226 contributions, 281

Obstacles defined, 32

overcoming, 218, 268 ethics, relations of, 539-42
recourse to pain, 6, 26, 35, 205, evils, 469, 529

497 exchange, 59
role, 160, 338 function, 305
useful, 228, 467 fundamental principle, 458

Old-age pensions, 383, 384. 388 goal, 146
Omnipotence, 219, 446, 524 influenced. 528n
Oppression, 319, 388, 396 legislation, 94, 539-42
Organization. See Association limited, 29
Original sin, 513 measurement, 43
Ownership. See Property motive force, 519

objectives proved, 45
Pain, 6. 26, 35, 60, 205, 497 optimistic, 202
Pauperism, 302 politics, relations with, 539-42
Peace and war, 387 poverty, 37, 90, 398, 530, 571(1)
Perfectibility production and consumption, 314,

concept, 533-38 326
driving force, 41 religion, relations with, 539-42
human, 430, 4.03, 559 reverse, 161
principle. 313 services, 446
progress, 488 socialism, 526

Phalanstery, 9n, 10n, 21, 336n, 528 special field, 31
Philanthropy, 94, 351, 391 440, 458, value, 99. 148, 161

509 vocabulary, 54
Physical composition (Materiality) wealth, 51, 156, 168

of values, 125-29 Politics, 539-42
Planners, social, 7 Population
Plant life, 425 activities, 222
Pleasure, 6, 28, 60, 118, 497, 499 anti-Malthusian conclusions, 566
Plunder Biblical, 424

aided and abetted 463 birth rate, 265, 421
consequences, 322, 483, 552(2_ checked, 264, 422, 431, 435, 558
effects, 320, 417 classes, 126
features, 320, 480 communism, 558
legal, 323 concept, 412-42
liberty, 319, 322 controlled, 438
organized, 350 density, 560, 562, 565
production and consumption, 480 destroyed, 426
taxation, 567(2) effects, 79

Police force, 354, 380 family, 29, 429, 440, 509, 558, 565
Political economy famine, 433

agreements, 346, 391, 547 fertility, 420. 434
aim, 525 foodstuffs 36, 112, 212, 264
association, 17, 346 growth, 261
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Population (Cont.) Privileges (Cont.)
income, 385, 432 foresight, 55
increased, 422, 434, 557(3), 561, identified, 251

567 land, 239, 279
inheritance, 29 monopoly, 246
law, 413, 558 plunder, 322, 351
level, 418 usurped, 244
limited, 423, 425, 432, 438 Production and consumption

marriage, 427 agrh_lturaL 250
maximum, 263 aids, 293
means of existence, 431, 434, 439, capaoties, 44, 61, 65, 72, 82, 326,

476, 478 565, 567

_ physiological capacity, 419 capital 131
production and consumption, 432, concept, 57, 161, 167, 307, 325-43

561 contributions, 54

redistribution, 461 developed, 391

reproduction, 418, 423, 565 distances, 561
socialism, 558 distribution, 337
solution, 78 equality, 330
span of life, 560 evaluated, 399
subsistence, 431 evils, 337
trends, 420, 427, 434 exchange, 562
value, 355 features, 480

Postponements, 183 forces, 280
Poverty, 37, 90, 398, 530, 571(1) increased, 192
Prices isolation, 44, 72, 82, 95

arbitrary, 291 labor, 137, 240
decreased, 353 land, 137
demand, 552(2) materials, 176

_: effects, 241 meaning, 325
established, 260 means, 266, 566
free market, 246, 296 middlemen, 53, 365

illegal, 181 morality, 222
labor, 135, 246, 551(2) necessities, 244

. land, 258, 246, 250, 274 plunder, 480
services, 4, 121, 130, 135, 368 political economy, 314, $26

Printing, 334 population, 432, 561
Private property power, 260, 563, 566

arable, 263 profit and loss, 338

common wealth and, 199-235 protectionism, 326, 354, 462
._ communal domain, 217, 225, 266 rise in, 195
'o decreased, 217 sacrifices, 297

defended, 100, 128 self-interest, 326
economists, 227 services, 148, 333; see also Labor

i function, 317 stimulus, 561legitimacy, 140, 275 utility, 137
socialism, 101, 227, 238 value, 63, 148, 152, 164, 280

Private services, 445-65 want-satisfaction, 44, 61, 65, 72, 82,

I Privileges 326
created, 90 weals.h, $15
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Production, tools of, 131, 138, 175, Property (Cont.)
187, 252, 402 communism, 239

Profit and loss community. 127, 204, 260, 490,
agriculture, 239, 240 510
exchange, 66 defined, 220
insured, 363, 388 denied, 85
land. 241 disappeared, 219
national, 163 distributed, 227

principles, 256 domain, 205
production and consumption, 338 evaluated, 224
progress, 336 function, 206
risks. 246, 363, 372, 389 identified, 204
shared, 291, 348. 375 inventoried, 209
views, 84 landed, 127, 236-83

Progress legitimate, 200. 247, 273
achieved, 49 liberty, 232, 319
advancing. 185, 317, 559 monopoly, 259, 271
apprenticeship, 560 nature of, 29
benefits, 311 private. See Private property
cause, 561 proletarians, 221, 304, 392, 394
characteristics, 211 public. 101. 226, 459
delayed, 417 real, 114, 154
drive toward, 205, 459 relationship 223
effects, 257 rights, 85. 128, 237, 247, 262
exchange, 72-76 services, 206
general, 442 socialism, 101, 227. 238, 253
growth, 362, 560 theft 138, 207, 251
inventions, 11, 44, 69n, 270, 297, understanding, 204

334 usurped. 272
justified. 230, 394 value, 100, 114, 135, 154, 205, 217
labor, 219 violation, 567(2)
mark of, 190, 470, 548 Prosperity, 82, 155, 192, 211. 219, 571
profit and loss, 536 Protectionism, 326, 354, 387, 462
results, 402, 416 Providence, 19, 116, 220, 316, 324,
risks, 371 496, 532, 542

saving, 408 Public health, 386
services, 317 Public opinion, 121, 453, 515, 517

sharing, 348 Public services. 443-65
signs of, 374 Punishments, 497, 503, 515
social, 498 Purchase, 74, 106

sources. 28, 169 Raw material, 14, 50, 205. 208, 221,
technological. 334, 564 236

unlimited, 82 Reasoning, 519
want-satisfaction, 39, 212 Reciprocity

Proletarianism, 221, 304, $92, 394 appraised, 181, 205
Property equity, 177

attacked. 238 law, 265
common. 216, 250 principle, 128, 255
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Reciprocity (Cont.) Responsibility
rendered, 60, 72, 132, 219 concept, 487-511, 570(1)
services, 132, 219 destroyed, 452

Reformers, 181, 374 diverted, 508
Regimes, rise and fall of, 490 importance, 496, 498
Regimentation, 568(3) individual, 379, 507, 558, 561
Religion law, 501, 503, 512, 534

atheism, 569(1) liberty, 248, 446
beliefs, 487 local community, 510
Catholic, 86, 505, 513, 522n natural, 505
cause and effect, 539 religion, 342
Christianity, 501 sanctions, 501
Commandments, 429 sense o[, 510, 516
Creation, 52, 62, 236, 289, 336, Restrictions, 55, 338, 387

479 Revolution. See War

divine law, 272, 569(I) Rewards, 278, 340, 497, 503
faith, 265, 412, 497, 547, 569(1) Rights
good and evil, 337, 496, 520, 529, labor, 250, 272, 273

538, 551(2) liberty, 84, 457
infinity, 491 property, 85, 128, 237, 247, 262
justified, 394 Risks, 246, 363, 369, 371, 389
meaning, 570(2)
mysticism, 13, 62, 376, 471 Sacrifices, 120, 297, 461
original sin, 513 Safety, public, 459
persecutions, 455n Sanctions, 501
political economy, 539-42 Satisfaction. See Want-satisfaction
Protestant, 505, 522n Savings
responsibility, 342 accumulation, 144, 182, 194, 552(3)
sanctions, 501 concept, 407-I1
services, 120 easy, 392
subsidies, 86n insured, 363, 388
tolerance, 110n investments. See Investments

Remuneration, 185. 279, 313, 438; progress, 408
see also Wages purposes, 192

Rent used, 244

capital, 241 see also Wealth
compensation, 127 Scarcity. 141-42, 145, 552(2)

concept, 353-57 Science
identified, 240, 252 cause and effect, 540

injustice, 241 economic. See Economics
land, 114, 127, 185, 238, 353 finite, 493

law, 318, 565 generalizations, 266
monopoly, 242 medical, 531
payment, 246 natural. See Nature
reproduction, 241n observations, 530

Repression, 427, 434 overlapping, 33
Reproduction, 241n, 418, 423, 565 physical, 265, 278
Republics, 528 political. See Political economy
Resources, distributed, 69. 127 social, 60, 521
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Science (Cont.) Services (Cont.)
truths, 49 exchange, 32, 86, 102, 107, 120,
wisdom, 2 141, 409, 443

Security fixed, 454
attainment, 389 fraudulent, 116
evaluated, 361 free market, 246, 261, 296, 372,

government, 361, 382 406
liberty, 88 gold, 123
objectives, 378 government, 443, 455, 509, 567(3)
old-age, 383, 384, 388 judged, 121
risks, 246, 363, 369, 371, 389 law, 179, 189, 254, 265
want-satisfaction, 116 manufacturers, 261

Self-interest material, 144

antagonistic, 23, 84, 311, 328, 470 mutual, 103, 206, 400
business, 81 paid, 4, 121, 130, 135, 368
condemned, 7 political sciences, 446
deceived, 471 private, 443-65, 567(3)

good and evil, 337, 496, 520, 528, production and consumption, 148.
551(2) 333

harmonious pattern, xxix property, 206
indestructible, 34 proportion, 551(2)
individualistic, 289, 565 public, 443-65, 567(3)
mainspring of mankind, 27 rated, 259
moral order, 569(1) received, 448
motives, 232, 345, 472, 481 reciprocal. See Reciprocity
mutal, 203 religious, 120

opposition, 471,523 rendered, 116, 205, 276, 448
production and consumption, 326 rewarded, 278, 340, 497, 503
society, 22 risks. 246, 363, 369, 371, 389

Selfishness, 27, 38, 508 scarcity, 141, 145, 551(2)
Self-love, 20 service for, 322, 356, 409, 436, 443
Self-restraint, 558, 559 supply and demand, 464
Self-sacrifices, 37, 349, 522 utility, 108, 121, 140
Sensation, 26, 48, 101 value, 53, 63, 133, 148, 152, 291
Services voluntary, 207, 447

anticipated, 150 wages, 368
appraised, 143, 183 Sharing, 71
balance, 261 Silver, 123
basis, 134 Slavery
capital, 131, 177 communism, 263
collective, 455 cost, 568(2)
comparative, 138 practiced, 15, 260
defined, 33 results, 321, 551(1)
diminished, 290 sources, 206, 536
distribution, 186 United States, 462
effects, 123, 145 Social inventions, 11, 469

equivalent, 115, 179 Social order
evaluated, 105, 184, 206, 209, 236, accomplishments, 362

291, 398 artificial, 1-19, 83, 164
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Social order (Cont.) Society (Cont.)
capital formation, 176 industrial, 250, 273
change, 491 laws, 84, 95
effects, 18, 287 motive force of, 8, 519-28

human inventions, 8, 524 mottoes, 344, 555(2)
labor, 326 natural order, 6, 348
laws, 23, 524 organized, 7
natural, 119, 83, 228 reason for, 82, 158
prerequisites, 567 reproduction, 341n, 418, 423, 565
wealth, 32, 156, 168, 173, 226 social problems, 302

Socialism state of, 59, 369
approached, 164 wealth, 32, 156, 168, 173, 226
association, 363 Soil. See Agriculture
classes, 91 Solidarity
coercion, 336 artificial, 509. 513

corruption, 376 concept, 512-18. 570(1)
elements of, 495, 531 importance, 487, 496
evil, 287, 469, 529 law, 310, 316, 442
human relations, 346 natural, 513

labor, 323, 350, 363 progressive force, 516
land rights, 253 public opinion, 515
motto, 349 socialism, 507
philanthropy, 391 Span of life, 560
political economy, 526 Speculation. See Investments
population, 558 Spending, 408, 465; see also Taxation
property, 101, 227, 238, 253 Spoliation, 204, 207, 232, 248, 251
reforms, 181 Stability, 369, 372, 389, 461
self-interest, 22 Standard of living, 100, 304, 325,
solidarity, 507 467, 491, 560, 565
value, 128, 188, 250, 282 Statistics, 362, 370
wage system, 366, 374, 377, 389 Stealing. See Theft
wealth denounced, 32, 156, 168, Subsistence, 431, 475

173, 226 Suffering, 34, 64, 316, 415, 472, 482,
Society 529

advancement, 56 Suffrage, universal, 91
anarchist, 260, 284 Supply and demand, 151, 264, 339,
ancient, 477 342. 437, 464, 551(2)
artificial, 526 Survival of the species, 418
civilization, 230, 536, 564
classes, 394, 438, 559 Tariff, 387, 462
collective, 246, 455, 490, 513 Taxation

common association, 312 equivalent, 451
decline, 536 highway, 354
development, 374 law, 318
division of, 9n levied, 567(1)
evil in, lln, 86, 491 old-age pensions, 383, 384, 388
exchange, 59, 95 oppressing, 338
harmonies, 24 payment, 448
identified, 342 public, 567(2)
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Taxation (Cont.) Utility (Cont.)
purpose, 380, 452, 459 onerous
value, 567(I) amount, 210

Technology, 334, 564 confusion, 245
Teleology, 292 created, 32
Theft man-made, 437

law, 350 replacement, 52, 70, 167, 189
meaning, 208 use, 27
means of existence, 479 phenomenon, 266
private, 463 producers, 137
privilege, 322, 351 relative, 144
property, 138, 207, 237, 251 represented, 237
theory, 571(1) service, 108, 121, 140

Trade, 72, 296, 386; see also Ex- transmitted, 48

change value, 107, 134, 139, 166, 327,
Transportation, 215-35, 353, 466, 553(10)

562 want-satisfaction, 27
Truth, 44, 49, 69, 95, 232, 569(1) Utopias, 21, 199, 528

Uncertainty, 369, 373, 389
Unemployment, 323n, 387 Value
Universal consent, 8, lO accumulated, 131
Universal suffrage, 92 affected, 152
Universe, arrangement, 9 agriculture, 269, 277
Upper classes, 91 analyzed, 205, 208
Utility barter, 66, 72, 74, 106, 123, 179

capital, 131, 180, 408 basis of, 134, 141, 144
common, 129, 157, 210, 227 buying and selling, 74, 106, 123,
communal domain, 229 181, 329
composite, 102 capital, 123, 356
concept, 134-41,243 concept, 99-155, 243
considered, 156 considered, 156
contributions to, 48 created, 122, 217
defined, 100 decreased, 139, 257
diamonds, 109, 133, 400 defined, 52, 100, 103, 143, 148,
effort, 32 282, 327
enjoyed, 204 determined, 142, 277, 340
gratuitous diminished, 290

competition, 305 durability, 129-32, 144
confusion, 245 effort, 102
meaning of, 32, 233 exchange, 103, 165, 237
natural, 437 extrahuman, 551(1)
proportion, 78 fluctuations, 278
replacement, 52, 70, 167, 189 gold, 123
trend toward, 289 identified, 377
use, 27, 140 implications, 237
wealth, 157 incorporated, 153

isolation, 221 increased, 353
kinds, 27, 331 influenced, 143, 145

material things, 135 intrinsic, 280
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I Value (Cont.)t' Wages
kinds of, 250 association, S67
labor, 50, 108, 111, 129, 152, 2S9, competition, 294

832 concept, 361-406
land, S55, 556(3) determined, 147
legitimate, 188 dictated, 398
long-range, 269 economics, 368
lost, 121 entrepreneur, 406
materialistic, 105, 110, 122, 154, fixed, 569, 373

148 fundamental idea, $75
matter, 125 identified, 368
meaning, 209 law, xii, 192, 318, 406
measured, 124, 145 reduced, 182
monopoly, 134, 517 remuneration, 185, 279, Sl$, 458
morality, 134, 340 scale, 302
Nature, 106, 116, 246, 292 services, $68
obstacles, 328 system, 366, 374, 377, 589
phenomenon, 266 Want-satisfaction
physical composition, 125-29 achieved, 217, 416
pleasures, 6, 28, 60, 118, 497, 499 anticipated, 150
political economy, 99, 148, 161 barter, 66, 72, 74, 106, 125, 179
population, $55 desire, 62, 228
principle, 99-155, $99, 456 determined, 840
products, 65, 148, 152, 164, 280 discords, 38, 512
property, 100, 114, 155, 154, 205, efforts, 20-$$, 74, 76, 102, 146, 175

217 elasticity, 45
proportional, 55, 257, 289 equality, $18
reduced, 165 evaluated, 102
relationship, 154 exchange, 65, 125
rendered, 165, 221, 225 increased, 567

represented, 237 intelligence, 58, 70, 267, 472, 497,
risks, 246, 365, 369, 371, 389 520
scarcity, 141, 145, 551(2) judgment, 142, 285
service, 53, 65, 133, 148, 152, 291 labor, 55, 320, 480
silver, 123 living, 235n
socialistic, 128, 188, 250, 282 man's, 34-58
sources, 245 materialism, 147
subjective, xvi means of, 44, 47
system accepted, 124 measured, 57, 211

._ tax, 517(1) motivated, 8, 206
theory, 32, 50, 99-155, 178, 188, obstacles, 467

: 276 obtained, 42, 156, 287, 309
_: total, 273 personal, 472

transferred, 410 pleasure, 6, 28, 60, 118, 497, 499
utility, 107, 134, 139, 166, 327, practiced, 3

':_ 553(10) productive capacities, 44, 61, 65,
_ wealth, 158, 163, 167 72, 82, 326

i Vested interests, 453 progress, 39, 212
Vice and virtue, 37, 55, 498, 569(1) public, 444, 450
Voluntarism, 466; see also Liberty reallocated, 460
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Want-satisfaction (Cont.) Wealth (Cont.)
results, 97 exchange, 161
security, 116 factors, 54, 352
sensation, 26, 35, 101 government, 162
utility, 27 gratuitous, 168
variations, 56 greed, 349
wealth, 158, 553(3) increased, 438

Wants, 34-58 kinds of, 226
War meaning, 156, 159, 170

American, 462, 545n morality, 170-73
causes, 462 natural. See Natural resources
concept, 475-86 obstacles, 158
consequences, 516 political economy, 51, 156, 168
ended, 486 preoccupation with, 30
fostered, 485-86 principle, 156-73
origin of, 91, 483 private property, 199-235

peace, 387 production and consumption, 315
plunder, 321 real, 157, ]70, 211
results, 162 redistributed, 461
violence, 518 relative, 157, 170, 211

Water, 108, 223, 267, 277, 438 social, 32, 156, 168, 73, 226
Way of life, 55 sources of, 44, 47, 69, 297
Wealth theory 50, 156-73

absolute, 214, 221 value, 158, 163, 167
allocated, 162 vice and virtue, 37
classes. 167 want-satisfaction, 158, 553(3)
common, 168, 199-235, 266, 294, see also Capital

325 Well-being, 201, 569(1)
communal domain, 211 Wheat, 69, 135, 212, 270, 556(3)
consumer, 161, 167 Winegrowers, 342
desire for, 171, 566 Women, 511
destroyed, 162 Workshops, national, 323
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