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Workers, labourers, men of the people,
whoever you may be, the initiative of
reform is yours. It is you who will accom-
plish that synthesis of social composition
which will be the masterpiece of creation,
and you alone can accomplish i.

—Pierre-Joseph Proudhon
What Is Property? Third Memoir
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Iranslation by Benjamin R. Tucker

WHAT IS PROPLRTY?

OR, AN INQUIRY INTO THE PRINCIPLE OF
RIGHT AND OF GOVERNMENT

CHAPTER |

ME THOD PURSUED IN THIS WORK—THE. IDEA OF A REVOLUTION

IF | WERE ASKED TO ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTION: What is slavery’
and I should answer in onc word, It is murder, my meaning would be under-
stood at once. No extended argument would be required to show that the
power to take from a man his thought, his will, his personality, is a power of
life and death; and that to enslave a man is to kill him. Why, then, to this
other question: What is property? may 1 not likewise answer, /¢ is theft, with-
out the cerrainty of being misunderstood; the second proposition being no
other than a transformation of the first?

I undertake to discuss the vital principle of our government and our in-
stitutions, property: I am in my right. [ may be mistaken in the conclusion
which shall result from my investigations: I am in my right. I think best to
place the last thought of my book first: still am 1 in my right.

Such an author teaches that property is a civil right, born of occupation !
and sanctioned by law: another maintains chat it is 2 natural right, originat- ‘
ing in labour.—and both of these doctrines, totally opposced as they may ;
seem, are encouraged and applauded. I contend thar neither labour, nor oc- :
Cupation, nor law, can create property; that it is an effect without a cause: :

.

am | censurable?

But murmurs arise! ] of revolutions!
v ' : ‘ X 1 s cYO uti ® &
' roperty is theft! That is the war-cry of ‘93! 'That is the signal of 4
ke




no agent of discord, no firebrand of sedition
few days: 1 disclose a truth whose developmep, "

_icinate his . ' of our future constiturinnm 11 .
[ antictp? ost: | write the Pre“mblc tution. Thig

hich seems to You blasphcmousﬂpﬂf‘p ey thQﬁﬁwould’ if
ich ¢ o consider it, be recognised as the lightning-rod
. bolt; but too many interests stan ;
. he coming thunder and ip
o shnclc'i u.j\ f:s)in;}:ilosophy will not change the course of. events: destiny wj||
;hfﬁ\lwt);elf rcga.rdlcss of prophecy: Besides, must not justice be done and oy
ainl 1

education be finished?
[...]

We must ascertain whether thcoid.fifs of df”l’o”.;’?" c.ivil i”flq“dlity and
property. are in harmony with tbc pr;mmve nongfl o ]uStlllce, and.n.ecessanl.y
tollow from it,—assuming various forms according to the con fnon., posi-
tion. and relation of persons; Of whether they are n.Ot.rather. the illegitimare
-esult of a confusion of difterent things, a fatal association of ideas. And since
justice deals especially with the guestions of government, the condition (?f
persons, and the possession of things, we must ascertain under what cogdx-
tions, judging by universal opinion and the progress of the human fnxnd,
government is just, the condition of citizens is just, and the possession of
things is just; then, striking out every thing which fails to meet these con-
ditions. the result will at once tell us what legitimate government is, what
the legitimate condition of citizens is, and what the legitimate possession of
things is; and finally, as the last result of the analysis, what justice is.

s the authority of man over man just?

Everybody answers, “No; the authority of man is only the authority of
the law, which ought to be justice and truth.” The private will counts for
nothing in government, which consists, first, in discovering truth and justice
in order to make the law; and, second, in superintending the execution of
this law. I do not now inquire whether our constitutional form of gover®
ment satishies these conditions; whether, for example, the will of the ministry
never influences the declaration and interpretation of the law; or whether
our deputies, in their debates, are more intent on conquering by argument
than by force of numbers: it s enough for me that my definition of a 80‘;:1

just to the Oriental nations than the despotism ©

sovereiens: : . : hers
gns; that, with the ancients and in the opinion of the philosop
[h(‘l'llSClVCs, slavc

| iestSs
: T¥ Was just; that in the middle ages the nobles, the prie>
and the bishops fely justified in holding slaves; thit Louis X1V chought chat

- " Oléon
e he said, The State! I am the State”; and that Nap het

sition W
propositior
our prejudices allowed us
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have kept intact, in order to finish the reform in government and consum

mate the revolution, this very institution we must attack.
Is political and civil inequality just?

Some say yes; others no. To the first | would reply that, when the peo-
ple abolished all privileges of birth and caste, they did it, in all probability
because it was for their advantage; why then do they favour the privilegc;
of fortune more than those of rank and race’ Because, say they, political
inequality is a result of property and without property society is impossible:
thus the question just raised becomes a question of property. To the second I
content myself with this remark: If you wish to enjoy political equality, abol-
ish property; otherwise, why do you complain?

Is property just?

Everybody answers without hesitation, “Yes, property is just.” I say eve-
rybody, for up to the present time no one who thoroughly understood the
meaning of his words has answered no. For it is no easy thing to reply un-
derstandingly to such a question; only time and experience can furnish an
answer. Now, this answer is given; it is for us to understand it. I undertake
to prove it.

We are to proceed with the demonstration in the following order:

I. We dispute not ar all, we refute nobody, we deny nothing; we accept as
sound all the arguments alleged in favour of property, and confine ourselves
to a search for its principle, in order that we may then ascertain whether this
principle is faithfully expressed by property. In fact, property being defen-
sible on no ground save that of justice, the idea, or at least the intention, of
justice must of necessity underlie all the arguments that have been made in
defence of property; and, as on the other hand the right of property is only
exercised over those things which can be appreciated by the senses, justice,
secretly objectifying itself, so to speak, must take the shape of an algebraic
formula.

By this method of investigation, we soon see that every argument which
has been invented in behalf of property, whatever it may be, always and ot
necessity leads to equality; that is, to the negation of property.

The first part covers two chapters: one treating of occupation, the foun-
dation of our right; the other, of labour and talent, considered as causes of
Property and social inequality.

The first of these chapters will prove that the right of occupation obstructs
broperty; the second thar the right of labour destroys it.

I1. Property, then, being of necessity conceived as existing only in con-
nection with equality, it remains to find out why, in spite of this necessity of
logic, equality does not exist. This new investigation also covers two chap-
ters: in the first, considering the fact of property in itself, we inquire wl.)erher
this fact is real, whether it exists, whether it is possible; for it would unPl)'
4 contradiction, were these two opposite forms of society, equality and in-
¢quality, both possible. Then we discover, singularly enough, that property



Q0 henmwe b«-ﬂ;}‘nnnllum

-« itself accidentallys but that, as an institution ang Brin.
Jly impossible. S0 that the axiom of the school—
tio: from the actual to the possible the inference i
ar as property is concerned.

mav indeed mantl '
ciple, ir 18 mathematic
Jdctu ald‘ [’(m( !"d[t'f u;.m'n t
' YL . » A8
good: 'l; S‘:; n(\:t{la::t chapter, calling psychology to our aid, and probing
nu:{“\n‘:t‘\‘;rc (o the bottom, we shall .disclosc.t.hc principle of Justice—its for.
mula and character; we shall state with precision the ?r.gamc lav.v of society;
we shall explain the origin of property, the causﬁcs o 1;5 csmblfshn.]en.t, e
long life. and its approaching death; we shall definitively establ.tsh.nts iden-
ity wich theft. And, after having shov,vr.\ that these three prejudices— g,
sovereignty of man, the inequality of conditions, and property—are one and the
came: that they may be taken for caclj other, and are reciprocally convert-
ble.—we shall have no trouble in inferring therefrom, by the principle of
contradiction, the basis of government and right. There our investigations

will end, reserving the right to continue them in future works.

|
(]

CHAPTERI

PROPERTY CONSIDERED AS A NATURAL RIGHT. OCCUPATION AND
CIVIL LAW AS EFFICIENT BASES OF PROPERTY

DEFINITIONS

Thie Roman 1aw defined property as the right to use and abuse one’s own
within the limits of the law—jus utendi et abutendi re sua, guatenus juris rato
patiur. A justification of the word abuse has been attempted, on the g“’“f’d
that it signifies, not senseless and immoral abuse, but only absolute domz.un-
Vain distinction! invented as an excuse for property, and powerless against
the frenzy of possession, which it neither prevents nor represses. The propric-
tor may, it he chooses, allow his crops to rot under foot, sow his field WIt.h
salt, milk his cows on the sand, change his vineyard into a desert, and use his
vegetable-garden as a park: do these things constitute abuse, or not? In the
matter of property, use and abuse are necessarily indistinguishable. e
¢ According to the Declaration of Rights, published as a preface :Voi”t i
onsutution of '93, property is “the ri ioy and dispose at
”“C". goods, one's inu?mgear?c,i the ?rfxirt‘i}tlt()rt::"segt(:gur and i‘quStry'” : 105€
| (ode Napoléon, article 544: “Propcrty is the right to enjoy and dgsp.OS'
!.vf (hmpge in the maost ahmlmc manner, pl'OVidCd we do not overstep the [im
'S prescribed by the laws and regulations,”
these two definitions d not differ from that of the Roman la% m
the proprictor an hsolute right over 4 thing; and as for the restrict”” lrbl
posed by the code —Provided we dy noy rg‘t the limits P”“ﬁb(d 7 he
laws and regy “Hons—its object is not oz. "f P but to prever b3
it to limit property,

all give
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domain of one proprietor from interfering with that of another. That is a
confirmation of the principle, not a limitation of it.

There are difterent kinds of property: 1. Property pure and simple, the
dominant and seigniorial power over a thing; or, as they term it, naked prop-
erty. 2. Possession. “Possession,” says Duranton, “is a matter of fact, not of
right.” Toullier: “Property is a right, a legal power; possession is a fact.” The
tenant, the farmer, the commandité, the usufructuary, are possessors; the
owner who lets and lends for use, the heir who is to come into possession on
the death of a usufructuary, are proprietors. If | may venture the com parison:
a lover is a possessor, a husband is a proprietor.’

This double definition of property—domain and possession—is of the
highest importance; and it must be clearly understood, in order to compre-
hend what is to follow.

From the distinction between possession and property arise two sorts of
rights: the jus in re, the right in a thing, the right by which I may reclaim
the property which I have acquired, in whatever hands | find it; and the Jus
ad rem, the right to a thing, which gives me a claim to become a proprietor.
Thus the right of the partners to a marriage over each other’s person is the Jus
in re; that of two who are betrothed is only the jus ad rem. In the first, posses-
sion and property are united; the second includes only naked property. With
me who, as a worker, have a right to the possession of the products of Nature
and my own industry,—and who, as a proletarian, enjoy none of them,—it
is by virtue of the jus ad rem that I demand admittance to the jus in re.

This distinction between the jus in re and the jus ad rem is the basis of
the famous distinction between possessoire and pétitoire,—actual categories of
jurisprudence, the whole of which is included within their vast boundaries.
Pétitoire refers to every thing relating to property; possessoire to that relat-
Ing to possession. In writing this memoir against property, I bring against
universal society an action pétitoire: 1 prove that those who do not possess
today are proprietors by the same title as those who do possess; but, instead
of inferring therefrom that property should be shared by all, I demand, in
the name of general security, its entire abolition. If I fail to win my case,
there is nothing left for us (the proletarian class and myself) but to cut our
throats: we can ask nothing more from the justice of nations; for, as the code
of procedure (art. 26) tells us in its encergetic style, the plaintiff who has been
non-suited in an action pétitoire, is debarred thereby from bringing an action
possessoire. If, on the contrary, | gain the case, we must then commence an
action possessoire, that we may be reinstated in the enjoyment of the wealth of

which we are deprived by property. 1 hope that we shall not be forced to that

extremity; bur these two actions cannot be prosecuted at once, such a course
bemg prohibited by the same code of procedure.
M

1 An arresting observation in light of Proudhons patriarchal conceptions of marriage
and family. (Editor)
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g to the heart of the question, it will not be useless to offer 4 wealth, the conditions would be equal for all, and it would be a contradic-

tion to say: property is a mans right to dispose at will of social property. Then
if we are associated for the sake of liberty, equality, and security, we are not
associated for the sake of property; then if property is a natural right, this .
natural right is not social, but anti-social. Property and society are utterly

Before goin
few preliminary remarks.

§1 PROPERTY AS A NATURAL RIGHT
The Declaration of Rights has placed property in its list of the natural and

inalienable rights of man, four in all: liberty, equality, property, security. What
rule did the legislators of 93 follow in compiling this list? None. They laid
down principles, just as they discussed sovereignty and the laws; from a gen-
eral point of view, and according to their own opinion. They did every thing
in their own blind way.

If we can believe Toullier: “The absolute rights can be reduced to three:
security, liberty, property.” Equality is eliminated by the Rennes professor;
why? s it because /iberty implies it, or because property prohibits it? On this
point the author of Droit Civil Expliqué is silent: it has not even occurred to
him that the matter is under discussion.

Nevertheless, if we compare these three or four rights with each other,
we find that property bears no resemblance whatever to the others; that for
the majority of citizens it exists only potentially, and as a dormant faculty
without exercise; that for the others, who do enjoy it, it is susceptible of
certain transactions and modifications which do not harmonise with the
idea of a natural right; that, in practice, governments, tribunals, and laws do
not respect it; and finally that everybody, spontaneously and with one voice,
regards it as chimerical.

Liberty is inviolable. I can neither sell nor alienate my liberty; every
contract, every condition of a contract, which has in view the alienation
Or suspension of liberty, is null: the slave, when he plants his foot upon the
ﬁcofi cl:gf:x}:d 3; thét m;:fnent b?co.mcs a free man. When society seizes a.
s v 'i{:f ives him of his liberty, it is a case of legitimate defence:
iadlfs gl e oeapact by die commision of s erline i
ke ey B S 1 atta}ckmg the liberty of others, he compels them

' wn. Liberty is the original condition of man; to renounce

liberty is ¢
0 renounce the naty form
re of man: we perior
the acts of man? after that, how could P

s ]

TO sum uo: | .
p: liberty is an absolute right, because it is to man what impen”

Cr-'-- : P . . . tc
. ©. 4 sine qua non of existence; equality is an absolu

out equality there is no society; security is an absolut€
© cyes ?fCVCVY man his own liberty and life are as pfed‘?us
ghts are absolute; that is, susceptible of neither 17
because in society each associate receives as much 38

» equality for equality, security for security, body

Ul, in hfc d .

But pro vy '€ and in death, .

dela ous Operty, ' 1ts derivative sense, and by the definitions of 1a% a
side of society; ; y the definiti

for it is clear that, if the wealth of each was soct

0y ——— Y —— W

_i
t
L
i
;
:

irreconcilable institutions. It is as impossible to associate two proprietors as
to join two magnets by their opposite poles. Either society must perish, or it
must destroy property.

If property is a natural, absolute, imprescriptible, and inalienable right,
why, in all ages, has there been so much speculation as to its origin?—for this
is one of its distinguishing characteristics. The origin of a natural right! Good
God! who ever inquired into the origin of the rights of liberty, security, or
equality? They exist by the same right that we exist; they are born with us,
they live and die with us. With property it is very different, indeed. By law,
property can exist without a proprietor, like a quality without a subject. It
exists for the human being who as yet is not, and for the octogenarian who
is no more. And yet, in spite of these wonderful prerogatives which savour of
the eternal and the infinite, they have never found the origin of property; the
doctors still disagree. On one point only are they in harmony: namely, that
the validity of the right of property depends upon the authenticity of its ori-
gin. But this harmony is their condemnation. Why have they acknowledged
the right before settling the question of origin?

[...]

§2 OCCUPATION AS THE TITLE TO PROPERTY

-

The right of occupation, or of the first occupant, is that which results from
the actual, physical, real possession of a thing. 1 occupy a piece of land; the
presumption is, that I am the proprietor, until the contrary is proved. We
know that originally such a right cannot be legitimate unless it is reciprocal;
the jurists say as much.

Cicero compares the earth to a vast theatre: Quemadmodum theatrum cum
commune sit, recte tamen dici potest ejus esse eum locum quem quisque occuparit.

This passage is all that ancient philosophy has to say about the origin of
property.

The theatre, says Cicero, is common t0 all: nevertheless, the place that
each one occupies is called Ais own; thatis, itis a place possessed, not a pla'cc
appropriated. This comparison annihilates property; moreover it imph.cs
equality, Can I, in a theatre, occupy at the same time one place in the pit,
another in the boxes, and a third in the gallery? Not unless | have three hod-
ies, like Geryon, or can exist in different places at the same time, as is refated
of the magician Apollonius.

. : ; . eeds: such i$
According to Cicero, no one has a right to more than he ne s i
. - . ' e
the true interpretation of bis famous axiom—sunm quidque cujusg ’

S
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| — iom that has been strangel

. hat which belongs to him-—an axiom ™ &Y ap:
c;;lg:\donl; :u :’ hich belongs to each is not that which each may possess, by,
‘t)hat \;vhich each has a right to pOSSEss. Now, what h"f"c wea right to possess?
That which is required for our labour and consumption; Cicero’s comparison

of the earth to a theatre proves it. According to that, each one may take what . to deprive him of the fruit of it, is an injustice of the same kind, and has the
place he will, may beautify and adorn it if he can; it is allowable: but he myg;

same effect as to put him in fetters or in prison, and is equally a just object
“ever allow himself to overstep the limit which separates him from another.

of resentment.”
The doctrine of Cicero leads directly to equality; for, occupation being pure Thus the chief of the Scotch school, without considering at all the in-
coleration, if the toleration is murual (and it cannot be otherwise) the pos-
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“A right to life implies a right to the necessary means of life; and that
justice, which forbids the taking away the life of an innocent man, forbids no

less the taking from him the necessary means of life. He has the same right
to defend the one as the other. To hinder another man’s innocent labour, or

equality of skill or labour, posits a priori the equality of the means of labour,

sessions are equal. abandoning thereafter to each worker the care of his own person, after the

fecis) eternal axiom: whoso does well, shall fare well.

Reid writes as follows: The philosopher Reid is lacking, not in knowledge of the principle, but

“The right of property is not innate, but acquired. It is not grounded in courage to pursue it to its ultimate. If the right of life is equal, the right of
upon the constitution of man, but upon his actions. Writers on jurispru- labour is equal, and so is the right of occupancy. Would it not be criminal,
dence have explained its origin in a manner that may satisfy every man of | were some islanders to repulse, in the name of property, the unfortunate
common understanding. victims of a shipwreck struggling to reach the shore? The very idea of such

“The earth is given to men in common for the purposes of life, by the cruelty sickens the imagination. The proprietor, like Robinson Crusoe on
bounty of Heaven. But to divide it, and appropriate one part of its produce | his island, wards off with pike and musket the proletarian washed overboard
to one, another part to another, must be the work of men who have power by the wave of civilisation, and secking to gain a foothold upon the rocks
and understanding given them, by which every man may accommodate of property. “Give me work!” cries he with all his might to the proprietor:
himself, without hurt to any other. “don’t drive me away, I will work for you at any price.” “I do not need your
| “This common right of every man to what the earth produces, before services,” replies the proprietor, showing the end of his pike or the barrel of
it be occupied and appropriated by others, was, by ancient moralists, very

his gun. “Lower my rent at least.” “I need my income to live upon.” “How

can | pay you, when I can get no work?” “That is your business.” Then the
tre, \Tfhcrc every man that came might occupy an empty seat, and thereby unfortunate proletarian abandons himself to the waves; or, if he attemps
acquire a right to it while the entertainment lasted; but no man had a right , to land upon the shore of property, the proprictor takes aim, and kills him.
to dispossess another. o]
The earth is a grear theatre, furnished by the Almighty, with perfect wis- Shameful equivocation, not justified by the necessity for generalisation!
dom and goodness, for the entertainment and employment of all mankind. The word property has two meanings: 1. It designates the quality which
Here every man has 2 right to

f ‘ accommodate himself as a spcctatof, and to makes a thing what it is; the artribute which is peculiar to it, and especially
perform his part a5 an actor:

g but without hurt to others.” distinguishes it. We use it in this sense when we say the properties of the tri-
nsequences of Reid’s doctr; |

properly compared to the right which every citizen had to the public thea-

1 angle or of numbers; the property of the magnet, etc. 2. It expresses the right
must. g:m the portion which each one appropriates may wrong no one it °£.ab501mc control over a thing by a free and intelligent being. It is used in
ividos ‘:qual to the quotient of the tota] amount of property to be shared, this sense by writers on jurisprudence. Thus, in the phrase, iron acquires the

2c y the number of those who are to share it Property of a magnet, the word property does not convey the same idea thar it
N - The number of places being of necessity e q; Al at all times to that of ?h‘xs in this one: / have acquired this magnet as my property. To tell a poor man

Szcaators, 10 spectator can ocey two ol can any actof play - o he has property because he Aas arms and legs,—that the hunger trom
scve; vg;r % il PENC S0 which he suffers, and his power to sleep in the open air are his property,—is

: t : .
or e :::rz;osp;:mor comes in or goes out, the places of all contract ' ? P[lay]"po“ words, and to add insult to injury.
‘ " fdin V:f + 1w ; , o i nats vaa

but Aquired,” conge gh .Or,. says Reid, “the right of property 3 not in | In fact, t0 becomme a it it A, D ko o weis e
ot which i« quently, it is not absolure. lv. the occupancy . . t e

" b&d, bcing 2 condis POIULE; comsequentyy; . with 2 ' POssession by occupation and labour. 1 maintain that the element of ume
subd“) which it does not o l.l'l()na_l fact, cannot endow this right ugl"t must be considered also; for if the first occupants have occupied every thing,
of the Edinburgh pmfc&mp"“ﬂs itself. This seems to have been the tho

what are the new comers to do? What will become of them, baving an

...
=
3
d
g
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instrument with which to work, but no material to work upon? Muyst they
devour each other? A terrible extremity, unforeseen by philosophical pru-
dence: for the reason that great geniuses neglect little things.

Norice also that M. Cousin says that neither occupation nor labour, tak-
en separately, can legitimate the right of property; and that it is born only
from the union of the two. This is one of M. Cousin’s eclectic turns, which
he, more than any one else, should take pains to avoid. Instead of proceed-
ing by the method of analysis, comparison, elimination, and reduction (the
only means of discovering the truth amid the various forms of thought and
whimsical opinions), he jumbles all systems together, and then, declaring
each both right and wrong, exclaims: “There you have the truth.”

But, adhering to my promise, I will not refute him. I will only prove, by
all the arguments with which he justifies the right of property, the princi-
ple of equality which kills it. As I have already said, my sole intent is this:
to show at the bottom of all these positions that inevitable major, equality;
hoping hercafter to show that the principle of property vitiates the very ele-
ments of economical, moral, and governmental science, thus leading it in
the wrong direction.

Well, is it not true, from M. Cousin’s point of view, that, if the liberty of
man is sacred, it is equally sacred in all individuals; that, if it needs property
for its objective action, that is, for its life, the appropriation of material is
equally necessary for all; that, if I wish to be respected in my right of ap-
propriation, 1 must respect others in theirs; and, consequently, that tholfgh’
in the sphere of the infinite, a person’s power of appropriation is limited
only by himself, in the sphere of the finite this same power is limited by fhc
mathematical relation between the number of persons and the space which
they occupy? Does it not follow that if one individual cannot prc‘vcnt a!:l
other—his fellow-man—from appropriating an amount of material th“uc
to his own, no more can he prevent individuals yet to come; because, W be
e . . : : not
individuality passes away, universality persists, and eternal laws can e
determined by a partial view of their manifestations? Must we not con¢ uto:
thercfore, that whenever a person is born, the others must crov.vd <:lo::'.:,r:lr %
gether; and, by reciprocity of obligation, that if the new comer 1S afte

. : , . ioht of 2¢-
to become an heir, the right of succession does not give him the righ
cumulation, but only the right of choice?

I have followed M. Cousin so far as to imitate his style, and I am ”h:)m :::
of it. Do we need such high-»sounding terms, such sonorous phrases ;ul y, be
such simple things? Man needs to labour in order to live; conseque duce
needs tools to work with and materials to work upon. His need ;o n;: by his
constitutes his right to produce. Now, this right is guaranffc .
tellows, with whom he makes an agreement to that cfﬁ:q- O;‘,:_mts: ea
thousand men settle in a large country like France with no inhabl in-

essor®
man has a right to 1/100,000 of the land. If the number of Pf Otsl:c qumbef
creascs, each one’s portion diminishes in consequence; 50 that, !

y -
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of inhabitants rises to thirty-four million, each one will have a right only
to 1/34,000,000. Now, so regulate the police system and the government,
labour, exchange, inheritance, etc., that the means of labour shall be shared

by all equally, and that each individual shall be free; and then society will be
perfect.

L]

§3 CIVIL LAW AS THE. FOUNDATION AND SANCTION OF
PROPERTY

Pothier seems to think that property, like royalty,

traces back its origin to God himself—4
way:

exists by divine right. He
b Jove principium. He begins in this

“God is the absolute ruler of the universe and all that it contains: Domini
est terra et plenitudp ejus, orbis et universi qui habitant in eo. For the human race
he has created the earth and all its creatures, and has given it a control over
them subordinate only to his own. “Thou madest him to have dominion over
the works of thy hands; thou hast put all things under his feet,” says the Psalm-
ist. God accompanied this gift with these words, addressed to our first parents
after the creation: ‘Be fruitful, and multiply and replenish the earth,’ etc.”

After this magnificent introduction, who would refuse to believe the hu-

Man race to be an immense family living in brotherly union, and under the
protection of a venerable father? Burt,

l »—and I have nowhere to lay my head! Multi-
2, he tells ys through his interpreter, Pothier. Ah, learned Pothier! that is as

& . . : .
asy to do as to say; but you must give moss to the bird for its nest.

“The human race having multiplied, men divided among themselves the
carth ?nd most of the things upon it; that which fell to each, from that time
exclusively belonged to him. That was the origin of the right of property.”

Say, rather, the right of possession. Men lived in a state of communism;

:hcther pos.itivc or negative it matters little. Then there was no property,
Ot €ven private possession. The genesis and growth of possession gradu-
ally forcing people to

or o | labour for their support, they agreed either tormally
tacitly,—it makes no difference which,—that the worker should be sole

ffoprictor of the fruit of his labour: that is, they simply declared the fact
at thereafter none could live without working. It necessarily followed that,

% obtain equality of products, there must be equality of labour; and that,

10 obtain cc.luality of labour, there must be equality of facilities for labour.

greater industry, aj
of r ight, whoever



irth ro private possession; the right in a thing.....ju, it
dently in the product, ZOt in thcd s;il. So the Arabs

- and so, according to Caesar and Tacitus, the Ger-
have dfmys :;3(:1:30?'?11‘: ;xabs,” says M. de Sismondi, “who admit a map’s
rop Oﬂf‘: the flocks which he has raised, do not refuse the crop to him
fvr;:ﬁrl:yn:cd che seed: but they do not see Wh)f anod‘fcr, his equal, should not
have a right to plant in his turn. The inequality which results from tl:xc pre-
tended right of the first occupant seems {0 them to be based on no principle
of justice; and when all the land falls into the hands of a certain number of
. habitants, there results 2 monopoly in their favour against the rest of the

nation. to which they do not wish to submit.”
Well, they have shared the land. | admit that therefrom results a more

powerful organisation of labour; and that this method of diSt.l‘ibL'lti.o.n, ﬁx.cd
and durable, is advantageous 1o production: but how could this division give
to each a transferable right of property in a thing to which all had an inalien-
able right of possession? In the terms of jurisprudence, this metamorp.ho‘sis
from possessor to proprictor is legally impossible; it implies in the jurisdic-
tion of the courts the union of possessoire and pétitoire; and the mutual con-
cessions of those who share the land are nothing less than traffic in natural
rights. The original cultivators of the land, who were also the original makers
of the law, were not as learned as our legislators, I admit; and had they been,
they could not have done worse: they did not foresee the consequences of the
transformation of the right of private possession into the right of absolute
property. But why have not those, who in later times have csmblisht:d the
distinction between jus in re and jus ad rem, applied it to the principle of
property itself? |

Let me call the attention of the writers on jurisprudence to their own
maxims.

The right of property, provided it can have a cause, can have but
Dominium non potest nisi ex una causa contingere. 1 can possess by scv‘;m
titles; I can become proprietor by only one—Non ut ex pluribus caws®s oy
nobis deberi posest, ita ex pluribus causis idem potest nostrum esse.t The csc
which 1 have cleared, which I cultivate, on which I have built my hoﬂu A.;
which supports myself, my family, and my livestock, 1 can Pofscss‘ 1 o
the original occupant; 2 As a worker; 3% By virtue of the social cont -
which assigns it to me as my share. But none of these titles confer upon

the right of property. For, if ] attempt to base it upon occupancys s?cnct}’ all:
reply, “I am the original occupant.” If | appeal to my labour, it will S?Z'will
is only on that condition that you possess.” If I speak of agreem 'y ;,cvcr.
respond, “These agreements establish only your right of use.” Such, ho ble ©©
are the only titles which proprietors advance, They never have beer *

discover any others. Indeed, every tight—it is Pothier who say$ el

Bditof)

. ] ) - .
re. But in what thing? Evi

one—

2 Quoxmg from the COHCCUOH of Roman lcgd writings. Digﬂ: gf jummaﬂ (

{.
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a producing cause in the person who enjoys it; but in man who lives and
dies, in this son of earth who passes away like a shadow, there exists, with
respect to external things, only titles of possession, not one title of property.
Why, then, has society recognised a right injurious to itself, where there is no
producing cause? Why, in according possession, has it also conceded prop-
erty? Why has the law sanctioned this abuse of power?

[...]

To satisfy the husbandman, it was sufficient to guarantee him possession
of his crop; admit even that he should have been protected in his right of
occupation of land, as long as he remained its cultivator. That was all that he
had a right to expect; that was all that the advance of civilisation demand-
ed. But property, property! the right of escheat [droit daubaine] over lands

which one neither occupies nor cultivates,—who had authority to grant it?
who pretended to have it?

[...]

‘The authority of the human race is of no effect as evidence in favour of
the right of property, because this right, resting of necessity upon equality,
contradicts its principle; the decision of the religions which have sanctioned
it is of no effect, because in all ages the priest has submitted to the prince,
and the gods have always spoken as the politicians desired; the social advan-
tages, attributed to property, cannot be cited in its behalf, because they all
spring from the principle of equality of possession.

What means, then, this dithyramb upon property?

“The right of property is the most important of human institutions.”...

Yes; as monarchy is the most glorious.

“The original cause of man’s prosperity upon earth.”

Because justice was supposed to be its principle.
| “Property became the legitimate end of his ambition, the hope of his ex-
istence, the shelter of his family; in a word, the corner-stone of the domestic
dwelling, of communities, and of the political State.”

Possession alone produced all that.

“Eternal principle—"

Property is eternal, like every negation,—

“Of all social and civil institutions.”

For that reason, every institution and every law based on property will

perish.

"It is a boon as precious as liberry.”

For the rich proprietor.

“In fact, the cause of the cultivation of the habitable earth.”

if the cultivator ceased to be a tenant, would the land be worse cared for?
The guarantee and the morality of labour.”

Pndcr the regime of property, labour is not a condition, but a privilege.
The application of justice.”

What is justice without equality of fortunes? A balance with false weights.
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“All morality,— .

A famished stomach knows no morality,—

“All public order,—"

Certainly, the preservation of property,—

“Rest on the right of property.”

Corner-stone of all which is, stcumbling-block of all which ought to be,—
such is property.

To sum up and conclude:

Not only does occupation lead to equality, it prevents property. For, since
every man, from the fact of his existence, has the right of occuparion. and,
in order to live, must have material for cultivation on which he may labour;
and since, on the other hand, the number of occupants varies continually
with the births and deaths,—it follows that the quantity of material which
each worker may claim varies with the number of occupants: consequently,
that occupation is always subordinate to population. Finally, that, inasmuch
as possession, in right, can never remain fixed, it is impossible, in fact. that
it can ever become property.

Every occupant is, then, necessarily a possessor or usufructuary.—a
function which excludes proprietorship. Now, this is the right of the usu-
fructuary: he is responsible for the thing entrusted to him: he must use
it in conformity with general urility, with a view to its preservarion and
development; he has no power to transform it, to diminish it, or to change
its nature; he cannot so divide the usufruct that another shall perform the
labour while he receives the product. In a word, the usufructuary is under
the supervision of society, submitted to the condition of labour and the
law of equality.

Thus is annihilated the Roman definition of property—the right of st
and abuse—an immorality born of violence, the mMost monstrous pretension
that the civil laws ever sanctioned. Man receives his usufruct from the hands

of society, which alone is the permanent possessor. The individual passe®
away, society is deathless.

What a profound disgust fills my soul while discussing such simple
truths! Do we doubt th ‘

arms for their tr; ese things today? Will it be necessary to again rake
ms tor their triumph? And can force, in default of reason, alone introduce
them into our laws? .
A4 have an equal righ
y gt of oc :
The amoun: f cupancy.

O(Cuplcd bting mt'a;ur“{‘ not b), thc w,'!L fmt [7] tb( z:m'ldb[l

as ey gl : . .} arc
axioms whi EVer expressed; this no constitution can admit: These
s which the civi] law and the

But I hear the exclamations of t
labour! thar is the basis of propert

w
3

law of nations deny’...

he partisans of another systen:
V!ﬂ

i ‘
waud, Investigations ingo the Righs of Property among the Romars.
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Reader, do not be deceived. This new basis of property is worse than
the first, and I shall soon have to ask your pardon for having demonstrated
things clearer, and refuted pretensions more unjust, than any which we have
yet considered.

CHAPTER I

LABOUR AS THE. EFFICIENT CAUSE. OF THE. DOMAIN OF PROPERTY

NEARLY ALL THE modern writers on jurisprudence, taking their cue trom the
economists, have abandoned the theory of first occupancy as a too dangerous
one, and have adopted that which regards property as born of labour. In this

they are deluded; they reason in a circle. To labour it is necessary to occupy,
says M. Cousin.

boai]

[ have asserted thar the system which bases property upon labour implies,
no less than that which bases it upon occupation, the equality of fortunes;
and the reader must be impatient to learn how I propose to deduce this law
of equality from the inequality of skill and faculties: directly his curiosity
shall be satisfied. But it is proper that I should call his attention for a mo-
ment to this remarkable feature of the process: to wit, the substitution of
labour for occupation as the principle of property; and that I should pass
rapidly in review some of the prejudices to which proprictors are accustomed
to appeal, which legislation has sanctioned, and which the system of labour
completely overthrows.

Reader, were you ever present at the examination of a criminal? Have you
watched his tricks, his turns. his evasions, his distinctions, his equivocations?
Beaten, all his assertions overthrown, pursued like a fallow deer by the inexo-
rable judge, tracked from hypothesis to hvpothesis,—he makes a statement,
he corrects tt, rerraces it, contradices it, he exhausts all the tricks ot dialectics,
more subtie, more ingenious a thousand times than he who invented the
eventy-two forms of the syllogism. So acts the proprietor when called upon
1o ficfcnd his right. Ar first he refuses to reply. he exclaims, he threatens, he
dehies; then, forced 1o accept the discussion. he arms himsclf with chicanery,
he surrounds himself with formidable arullery.—crossing his hire. opposing
s by one and all together occupation, possession, limitation, covenants,
mmemorial custom, and universal consent. € onquered on this ground, the
Proprictor, like a wounded boar, turns on his pursuers. “I have donc more
fhan occupy,” he cries with ternible emouon: “1 have laboured. produced,
"mproved, transformed, creared. This house. these helds, these tees are the
‘.*brk of my hands: I changed these brambles into a vinevard, and this bush
"0 a hg-tree; and today 1 reap rhe harvest of my labouss. | have enriched the
soil with my sweat; | have paid those men who, had they not had the work
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which I gave them, would have died of hunger. No one shared with me the

o | etc., if not the right to become a proprietor by simple occupancy? What

trouble and expense; RO ONE shall share with me the benehits. are your laws concerning the age of majority, emancipation, guardianship,

You have laboured, proprietor! why then do you speak of original oc- and interdiction, if not the various conditions by which he who is already a
cupancy? What, were you not sure of your right, or did you hOPf’ to deceive worker gains or loses the right of occupancy; that is, property?
men, and make justice an illusion? Make haste, then, to acquaint us with Being unable, at this time, to enter upon a detailed discussion of the
your mode of defence, for the judgement will be final; and you know it to be Code, I shall content myself with examining the three arguments oftenest
a question of restitution. resorted to in support of property. 1. Appropriation, or the formation of

Vou have laboured! but what is there in common between the labour property by possession; 2. The consent of mankind; 3. Prescription. 1 shall then
which duty compels you to perform, and the appropriation of things in inquire into the effects of labour upon the relative condition of the workers
which there is a common interest? Do you not know that domain over the

and upon property.
soil, like that over air and light, cannot be lost by prescription?

You have laboured! have you never made others labour? Why, then, have §1 THE. LAND CANNOT BE. APPROPRIATED
they lost in labouring for you what you have gained in not labouring for

“It would seem that lands capable of cultivation ought to be regarded as
theri? natural wealth, since they are not of human creation, but Narure's gratui-
tous gift to man; but inasmuch as this wealth is not fugitive, like the air and
water,—inasmuch as a field is a fixed and limited space which certain men
have been able to appropriate, to the exclusion of all others who in their turn
have consented to this appropriation,—the land, which was a narural and
gratuitous gift, has become social wealth, for the use of which we ought to
pay.”—Say: Political Economy.

Was I wrong in saying, at the beginning of this chapter, that the economists
are the very worst authorities in matters of legislation and philosophy? It is the

father of this class of men who clearly states the question, How can the sup-
quired for the extirpation of a lie! During this lamentable period, how many plies of Nature, the wealth created by Providence, become private property?

usurpations have been sanctioned, how many invasions glorified, how many and who replies by so gross an equivocation that we scarcely know which the
conquests celebrated! The absent dispossessed, the boor banished, the hungry author lacks, sense or honesty. What, I ask, has the fixed and solid nature of the
excluded by wealth, which is so ready and bold in action! Jealousies and wars, carth to do with the right of appropriation? I can understand that a thing /im-

You have laboured! very well; but let us see the results of your labour. We
will count, weigh, and measure them. It will be the judgement of Balthasar;
for | swear by balance, level, and square, that if you have appropriated an-
other’s labour in any way whatsoever, you shall restore it every stroke.

Thus, the principle of occupation is abandoned; no longer is it said, “The
land belongs to him who first gets possession of it.” Property, forced into its
first entrenchment, repudiates its old adage; justice, ashamed, retracts her
maxims, and sorrow lowers her bandage over her blushing cheeks. And it was
bur yesterday that this progress in social philosophy began: fifty centuries re-

incendiarism and bloodshed, among the narions! But henceforth, chanks t0 ited and stationary, like the land, offers greater chances for appropriation than
the age and its spirit, it is to be admitted that the earth is not a prize to be won che water or the sunshine; that it is easier to exercise the right of domain over
N a race; in the absence of any other obstacle, there is a place for evaYbOdY . d;-e il t.h an over the atmosphere: but we are not dealing with the difficulty
under the sun. Each one may harness his go at’ to the barn, drive his cattle 10 of the thing, and Say confounds the right with the possibility. We do not ask

PAsture, sow a corner of a field, and bake his bread by his own fireside. why the carth has been appropriated to a greater extent than the sea and the

But, no: each one cannor do these thi [ hear it proclaimed on all air; we want to know by what right man has appropriated wealth which he did
sides, “Glory to labour and industry! t mis. c;r | Po his capacitys 1 "0t create, and which nature gave to him gratuitously.
each capacity according o its res ~| r),,»; S CREN MO T hs of the humad ' . .53)’, then, did not solve the question which he asked. But if he had solved
race again despoiled, the lab SR A“d.l see three-fourths 01 bour of the It, if the explanation which he has given us were as satisfacrory as it is illogi-
rest. » the fabour of a few being a scourge to the 12 | ?al, we should know no better than before who has a right to exact payment

“The problem ; i | yeh- or .the use of the soil, of this wealth which is not man’s handiwork. Who is
ter of labour, can‘sbioivgd, exclaims M, Hennequin. “Property; th;g:r g;hc | C\;tltlcd to the rent of the land? The producer of the land, without doubt.
protection of the |aws “‘)toslf‘cd at present and in the futt.xrc 01.1[)’ uits power ’ hg made the land? God. Then, proprictor,‘mtire! o -
from civil law; and f + 1 Nas its origin in natural law; it derives iom w ut the creator of the land does nor sell it: he gives it; and, in giving It
positive legislation m“l‘ the union of these two ideas, labour and Pr% ¢ is no respecter of persons. Why, then, are some of his children regarded as

: results » ,

Ah! lhe f’"f)blcmi

legitimare, while others are treated as bastards? If the equality of shares was
the right of accessioy

an original right, why is the inequality of conditions 2 posthumous right?

e -
s solved! Propn-,), is the daughter oflabou"-' What, the?
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I, an : . . onaﬂo
d the right of succession, and the rlghf of d i
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Say gives us 1o understand that if the air and the water were not of 4

FUGITIVE nature, they would have been appropriated. Let me observe in

passing that this is more than an hypothesis; it is a reality. Men have appro-

priated the air and the watet, [ will not say as often as they could, but as often

as thev have been allowed to.
The Portuguese, having discovered the route to India by the Cape of

Good Hope, pretended to have the sole right to that route; and Grotius,
consulted in regard to this matter by the Dutch who refused to recognise this
right, wrote expressly for this occasion his treatise on the “Freedom of the
Seas,” to prove that the sea is not liable to appropriation.

The tight to hunt and fish used always to be confined to lords and pro-
prictors; today it is leased by the government and communes to whoever
can pay the license-fee and the rent. To regulate hunting and fishing is an
excellent idea, but to make it a subject of sale is to create a monopoly of air
and water.

What is a passport? A universal recommendation of the traveller’s person;
a certificate of security for himself and his property. The treasury, whose na-

ture it is to spoil the best things, has made the passport a2 means of espionage
and a tax. Is not this a sale of the right to travel?

Fma!ly, it is permissible neither to draw water from a spring situated in
another’s grounds without the permission of the proprietor, because by the

right of accession the spring belongs to the possessor of the soil, if there is no

other claim: nor to pass a day on his premises without paying a tax; nor to
look at a court, a garden, or an orchard, without the consent of the proprie-
tor; nor to stroll in a park or an enclosure against the owner’s will: every one¢
is allowed to shu.t .himsclf up and to fence himself in. All these prohibitions
:r:t: ?V:n\zh?;tm intcgl‘ictions, not only of the land, but of th? air anct
Terma, et agua, et mg to‘ o ; ml“f" — class: property excommunicates us:
Men could n '~ o nterdicti sumus.
&ppropriating :h: tt}:f peop gnatc (.hc most fixed of all the elements without
in the surface carries \:C ;:t- ers; since, by French and Roman law, property
ejus est usque ad ¢ “h‘m‘tN" property from zenith to nadir—Cujus est solum
erty, 5o does the yse of‘thcoz;i;f't]}]]: i °f water, air, and fire excludes P[:Og;
presented by M. Ch. e 1 is ch:qn of reasoning seems to have be
mte, in his Treatise on Property, chap. 5.

“IF 2 man shoyl .
e ou d be deprived of ajr for a few moments only, he »Yould

‘ and‘shcltcr... To sustain life, then, man needs con”

;ﬂ);’dnlfcrcnt things. But these things do not exist ;::
» SUC . (

earth, the wager compos; 3 the light of the stars. the atm osphere of

. L ] i i&
and oceans, exist in such large quan"‘;n
ble Increase or diminution; each on¢
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appropriate as much as his needs require without detracting from the enjoy-
ment of others, without causing them the least harm. Things of rthis sort are,
so to speak, the common property of the human race; the only duty imposed
upon each individual in this regard is that of infringing not at all upon the

rights of others.”
Let us complete the argument of M. Ch. Comte. A man who should be

prohibited from walking in the highways, from resting in the fields, from
taking shelter in caves, from lighting fires, from picking berries, from gather-
ing herbs and boiling them in a bit of baked clay,—such a man could not

live. Consequently the earth—Ilike water, air, and light—is a primary object
of necessity which each has a right to use freely, withour infringing another’s
right. Why, then, is the earth appropriated? M. Ch. Comte’s reply is a cu-
rious one. Say pretends that it is because it is not fugitive; M. Ch. Comte
assures us that it is because it is not infinite. The land is limited in amount.
Then, according to M. Ch. Comure, it ought to be appropriated. It would
seem, on the contrary, that he ought to say, Then it ought not to be appropri-
ated. For, no matter how large a quantity of air or light anyone appropriates,
no one is damaged thereby; there always remains enough for all. With the
soil, it is very different. Lay hold who will, or who can, of the sun’s rays, the
passing breeze, or the sea’s billows; he has my consent, and my pardon for his
bad intentions. But let any living man dare to change his right of territorial

possession into the right of property, and I will declare war upon him, and

wage it to the death!

M.Ch. Comte’s argument disproves his position. “Among the things nec-
essary to the preservation of life,” he says, “there are some which exist in
such large quantities that they are inexhaustible; others which exist in lesser
quantities, and can satisfy the wants of only a certain number of persons. The
former are called common, the latter private.”

This reasoning is not strictly logical. Water, air, and light are common
things, not because they are inexhaustible, but because they are indispensable;
and so indispensable that for that very reason Nature has created them in
quantities almost infinite, in order that their plentifulness might prevent
their appropriation. Likewise the land is indispensable to our existence,—
consequently a common thing, consequently unsusceptible of appropria-
tion; but land is much scarcer than the other elements, therefore its use
must be regulated, not for the profit of a few, but in the interest and for the
security of all.
~ Ina word, equality of rights is proved by equality of needs. Now, equal-
ty of rights, in the case of a commodity which is limited in amount, can be
realised only by equality of possession. An agrarian law underlies M. Ch.
Comte’s arguments.

From whatever point we view this question of pmpcrty-—-»provided
We g0 to the bottom of it—we reach equality. 1 will not insist farther on
the distinction berween things which can, and things which cannot, be
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appropriated. On this point, economists and legists talk worse than non-
sense. The Civil Code, after having defined property, says nothing aboyg
susceptibility of appropriation; and if it speaks of things which are in 14,
market, it always does so without enumerating or describing them. How.
ever, light is not wanting. There are some few maxims such as these: 44
reges potestas omnium pertinet, ad singulos proprietas; Omnia rex imperig
possidet. singula dominio. Social sovercignty opposed to private property!—
might not that be called a prophecy of equality, a republican oracle? Ex-
amples crowd upon us: once the possessions of the church, the estates of
the crown, the fiefs of the nobility were inalienable and imprescriptible,
If, instead of abolishing this privilege, the Constituent had extended it to
every individual: if it had declared that the right of labour, like liberty, can
never be forfeited,—at that moment the revolution would have been con-
summated, and we could now devote ourselves to improvement in other
directions.

§2 UNIVERSAL CONSENT NO JUSTIFICATION OF PROPERTY

In the extract from Say, quoted above, it is not clear whether the author
means to base the right of property on the stationary character of the soil, or
on the consent which he thinks all men have granted to this appropriation.
His language is such that it may mean either of these things, or both ar once;
which entitles us o assume that the author intended to say, “The right of
property resulting originally from the exercise of the will, the stability of the
soil permitted it to be applied to the land, and universal consent has since
sanctioned this application.”

However that may be, can men legitimate property by mutual consent? |
say, no. Such a contract, though drafied by Grotius, Montesquieu, and J.-J.
Rousseau, though signed by the whole human race, would be null in the eyes
of justice, and an act to enforce it would be illegal. Man can no more give up
labour than liberty. Now, to recognise the right of territorial property is to
give up labour, since it is to relinquish the means of labour; it is to traffic in
a natural right, and divest ourselves of manhood.

But [ wish that this consent, of which so much is made, had been
given, cither tacitly or formally. What would have been the result? Evi-
dently, the surrenders would have been reciprocal; no right would have
been abandoned without the receipt of an equivalent in exchange. We
thus come back to equality again,—the sine qua non of appropriation;
so that, after having justified property by universal consent, that is, by
equality, we are obliged to justify the inequality of conditions by prop-
erty. Never shall we extricate oursclves from this dilemma. Indeed, if, in
the terms of the social compact, property has equality for its condition,
at the moment when equality ceases to exist, the compact i$ broken and

all property becomes usurpation. We gain nothing, then, by this pre-
tended consent of mankind.

S ———
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§3 PRE.SCRIPTION GIVES NO TITLE. TO PROPLERTY -
' the origin of evil on the earth, the first link in the
The right of property was (he 18 g has endured
hain of crimes and misfortunes which the h}xman race has
iy h. The delusion of prescription is the fatal charm thrown <)»'<ir
the intellect, timc death sentence breathed into thet conscience, to arrest mans
progress rowards truth, and bolster up th“c worship of error. i

The Code defines prescription thus: “The process of. gaining and losing
through the lapse of time.” In applying this dcﬁniti(.m to 1d.cas .am.i beliefs, we
may use the word prescription to denote the cvcrlastm.g.pre)udlce in f.avour of
old superstitions, whatever be their object; the opposition, ofte.n furious and
bloody, with which new light has always been received, and which makes the
sage a martyr. Not a principle, not 2 discovery, not a generous thought but
has met, at its entrance into the world, with a formidable barrier of precon-
ceived opinions, seeming like a conspiracy of all old prejudices. Prescriptions
against reason, prescriptions against facts, prescriptions against every truth
hitherto unknown,—that is the sum and substance of the staru guo philoso-
phy, the watchword of conservatives throughout the centuries.

When the evangelical reform was broached to the world, there was pre-
scription in favour of violence, debauchery, and selfishness; when Galileo,
Descartes, Pascal, and their disciples reconstructed philosophy and the sci-
ences, there was prescription in favour of the Aristotelian philosophy; when
our fathers of 89 demanded liberty and equality, there was prescription in
favour of tyranny and privilege. “There always have been proprietors and
there always will be”: it is with this profound utterance, the final effort of
selfishness dying in its last ditch, that the friends of social inequality hope to

repel the attacks of their adversaries; thinking undoubtedly that ideas, like
property, can be lost by prescription.

-

since its birt

tion A gi.nning .a discussion upon? this worn-out objec-
tory. Everybody kn Yhszf letors; it would bc too tiresome and declama-
28 for thore thi); vlvls th at there are rights which cannot be prescribed; and,
ignorant of the Ffztv:h N be ‘gamcd t.hrough t.hc lapse of time, no one is
of one of which rend a ?rCSC; ;PUO.R requires cerrain conditions, the omission
s s s d:;ri it n[,l;- . It it is true, for eJ.camPlc, that the proprietor’s
true that it is not ba.sedtopu i i Pfa[“d-bk’ and :¢nrntmp ted, it is none the less
OCCupation and labe @ Just title; since the only titles which it can show—

abour—prove as much for the proletarian who demands, as

- Further, this possession is dishonest, since it is
» which prevents prescription, according to the
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Another reason why prescription cannot be adducctfi in favour of proper-
tv (a reason borrowed from jurisprudence) is that the right to possess real es.
tate is a part of a universal right which has never been totally destroyed evep
at the most critical periods; and the proletarian, in order to regain the power
o excrcise it fully, has only to prove that he has always exercised it in part,

He, for example, who has the universal right to possess, give, exchange,

loan, let, sell, transform, or destroy a thing, preserves the integrity of this
tight by the sole act of loaning, though he has never shown his authority in
any other manner. Likewise we shall see that equality of possessions, equality of
rights, liberty, will, personality, are so many identical expressions of one and
the same idea,—the right of preservation and development; in a word, the right
of life, against which there can be no prescription until the human race has
vanished from the face of the earth.

Finally, as to the time required for prescription, it would be superfluous
to show thar the right of property in general cannot be acquired by simple
possession for ten, twenty, a hundred, a thousand, or one hundred thousand
years; and that, so long as there exists a human head capable of understand-
ing and combating the right of property, this right will never be prescribed.
For principles of jurisprudence and axioms of reason are different from ac-
cidental and contingent facts. One man’s possession can prescribe against
another man's possession; but just as the possessor cannot prescribe against
himself, so reason has always the faculty of change and reformation. Past er-
ror is not binding on the future. Reason is always the same eternal force. The
institution of property, the work of ignorant reason, may be abrogated by a
more enlightened reason. Consequently, property cannot be established by
prescription. This is so certain and so true, that on it rests the maxim that in
the matter of prescription a violation of right goes for nothing.

[...]

I ask, then, in the first place, how possession can become property by the
lapse of time? Continue possession as long as you wish, continue it for years
'jmd for centuries, you never can give duration—which of itself creates noth-
ing, changes nothing, modifies nothing—the power to change the usufruc-

fuary into a proprietor. Let the civil law secure against chance-comers the
honest possessor who has hel
f

means that possession which has continued for
years shall be retained

it legislates on a matter

' d his position for many years,—that only con-
rms a right already respected; and prescription, applied in this way, simply
twenty, thirty, or a hundred
by the occupant. Bur when the law declares that the

POssessor into proprietor, it supposes that a right cap
producing cause; it unwarrantably alters the charactef

: . xcccds its
own powers. Public order g - not open to legislation; it ex¢ il
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“Where is the man,” [Grotius] says, “with so unchristian 2 soul that, for a
trifle, he would perpetuate the trespass of a possessor, which would inevita-
bly be the result if he did not consent to abandon his right?” By the Eternal!

I am that man. Though a million proprietors should burn for it in hell, I lay
the blame on them for depriving me of my portion of this world’s goods.
To this powerful consideration Grotius rejoins, that it is better to abandon
a disputed right than to go to law, disturb the peace of nations, and stir up
the flames of civil war. I accept, if you wish it, this argument, provided you
indemnify me. But if this indemnity is refused me, what do I, a proletarian,
care for the tranquillity and security of the rich? I care as lictle for public
order as for the proprietor’s safety. I ask to live a worker; otherwise I will die
a warrior. |
Whichever way we turn, we shall come to the conclusion that prescrip-
tion is a contradiction of property; or rather that prescription and property
are two forms of the same principle, but two forms which serve to correct
each other; and ancient and modern jurisprudence did not make the least of
its blunders in pretending to reconcile them. Indeed, if we see in the institu-
tion of property only a desire to secure to each individual his share of the
soil and his right to labour; in the distinction between naked property and
possession only an asylum for absentees, orphans, and all who do not know,
or cannot maintain, their rights; in prescription only a means, either of de-
fence against unjust pretensions and encroachments, or of settlement of the
differences caused by the removal of possessors,—we shall recognise in these
various forms of human justice the spontanecous efforts of the mind to come
to the aid of the social instinct; we shall see in this protection of all rights the
sentiment of equality, a constant levelling tendency. And, looking deeper, we
shall find in the very exaggeration of these principles the confirmation of our
doctrine; because, if equality of conditions and universal association are not
soon realised, it will be owing to the obstacle thrown for the time in the way
of the common sense of the people by the stupidity of legislators and judges;
and also to the fact that, while society in its original state was illuminated
with a flash of truch, the early speculations of its leaders could bring forth
nothing but darkness. | |

-

§4 LABOUR—THAT LABOUR HAS NO INHERENT POWER TO
APPROPRIATE. NATURAL WEALTH

We shall show by the maxims of political economy and law, that is, by the N

authorities recognised by property,— |
1. That labZﬁr has no inherent power to appropriate natural wc.alth.
2. That. if we admit chat labour has this power, we are led directly to

equality of property,—whatever the kind of labous, however scarce the prod-

uct, or unequal the ability of the workers.
3. Tha:c,qin the order of justice, labour destroys property.
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Following the example of our opponents, a.nd that we may leaye no oh.
stacles in the path, let us examine the question in the strongest possible light
M.Ch. Comte says, in his Treatise on Property.— '
“Erance. considered as a nation, has a territory which is her own.”
France, as an individuality, possesses a territory which she cultivates; i is
not her property. Nations are related to each other as individuals are- they are
commoners and workers; it is an abuse of language to call them Proprietors
The right of use and abuse belongs no more to nations than to men; and the
time will come when a war waged for the purpose of checking a nation in its
abuse of the soil will be regarded as a holy war.
Thus, M. Ch. Comte—who undertakes to explain how property comes
into existence, and who starts with the supposition that a nation is 3 pro-

prictor—falls into that error known as begging the question; a mistake which
vitiates his whole argument.

If the reader thinks it is pushing logic too far to question a nation’s right
of property in the territory which it possesses, I will simply remind him of
the fact that at all ages the results of the fictitious right of national property
have been pretensions to suzerainty, tributes, monarchical privileges, statute-

labour, quotas of men and money, supplies of merchandise, etc.: ending fi-
nally in refusals to pay taxes, insurrections, wars, and depopulations.

“Scattered through this territory are extended tracts of land, which have
not been converted into individual property. These lands, which consist
mainly of forests, belong to the whole population, and the government,

which receives the revenues, uses or ought to use them in the interest of all.”
Qught to use is well said: a lie is avoided thereby.
“Let them be offered for sale....”

Why offered for sale? Who has a right to sell them? Even were the nation

proprictor, can the generation of today dispossess the generation of tomor-
row? The nation, in its function of usufructuary, possesses them; the govern-

ment rules, superintends, and protects them. If it also granted lands, it could

grant only their use; it has no right to sell them or transfer them in any way
whatever. Not being a proprietor,

how can it transmit property?
Suppose some industrious ma

. n buys a portion, a large swamp for exam-
ple. This would be no usurpation, since the public would receive the exact
value through the hands

- of the government, and would be as rich after the
sale as before.”

How ridiculous! Whart! Because 3 prodigal, imprudent, incompetent of-

ﬁcfa}l1 sells the State’s possessions, while I, a ward of the State,—I who have
neither an advisory nor a deliberative voice in the State councils,—while 1

am allowed to make no Opposition to the sale, this sale is right and legat
The guardians of the nation wast

| ¢ its substance, and it has no redress! I have
received, vou tell me, through the hands of the government my share of the
pr.()cccds of the sale: but, in the first place, I did not wish to sell; and, had |
Wished to. I could not have sold. I had not the right. And then 1 do not €€
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rcpaifed an old fortress, erected in their pride some

monument,—then they have exploded some fireworks and set up a greased
pole! What does all that amount to in comparison with my loss?

The purchaser draws boundaries, fences himself in, and says, “This is
mine; each one by himself, each one for himself” Here, then, is a piece of
land upon which, henceforth, no one has a right to step, save the proprietor
and his friends; which can benefit nobody, save the proprietor and his serv-
ants. Let these sales multiply, and soon the people—who have been neither
able nor willing to sell, and who have reccived none of the proceeds of the
sale—will have nowhere to rest, no place of shelter, no ground to ill. They
will die of hunger at the proprietor’s door, on the edge of that property which
was their birthright; and the proprietor, watching them die, will exclaim, “So
perish idlers and vagrants!”

To reconcile us to the proprietor’s usurpation, M. Ch. Comte assumes
the lands to be of little value at the time of sale.

“The importance of these usurpations should not be exaggerated: they
should be measured by the number of men which the occupied land would
support, and by the means which it would furnish them. |

“It is evident, for instance, that if a piece of land which is worth today
one thousand francs was worth only five centimes when it was usurped, we
really lose only the value of five centimes. A square league f)f carth'would
be hardly sufficient to support a savage in distress; today it supph§ one
thousand persons with the means of existence. Nine hundred and ninety-
nine parts of this land is the legitimate property of the possessors; only one-
thousandth of the value has been usurped.”

A peasant admitted one day, at confession, that he had destroyed a docu-
ment which declared him a debtor to the amount of three hundred francs;
Said the father confessor,—“You must return these three hundred fiancs-
“No,” replied the peasant, “I will return a penny to pay for the Papiﬁxas .

M. Ch. Comte’s logic resembles this peasant’s honfsf)’- The so e of
only an integrant and actual value, it has also a porcr.mal valu[c,-——-advm o
the future,—which depends on our ability to make it .valuab e, an e
ploy it in our work. Destroy a bill of exchange, a promissory “?5:'[;?8 wper
ity deed,—as a paper you destroy almost no value at all; F)ut wi > O{onur
you destroy your title, and, in losing your tite, you deprive youou not only
goods. Destroy the land, or, what is the same tl.1:r.1g, Scnl “}:“"’Ym eaces. {hilt
transter one, two, or several crops, but you annihilate al }tu lcd S:n's oy
you could derive from it; you and your children and your € lopist of labout,

When M. Ch. Comute, the apostle of property and the € gcnt we must
Supposes an alienation of the soil on the part 9f the governm : A

not think that he does so without reason and for no purpose and as he
. . . . heory of occupancy, p
ary part of his position. As he rejected the € b in the absence 0
€W, moreover, that labour could not constitute the rig



12 Pierre-Joseph Proudhon

a previous permission to occupy, he was ol?ligcd to connect this permissigp
with the authority of the governmeiit, which means that property is based
upon the sovereignty of the people; in other words, upon universal consen;.
This theory we have already considered.

To say that property is the daughtcr of labour, an.d then to give laboys
material on which to exercise itself, is, if I am not mistaken, to reason ip ,
circle. Contradictions will result from it.

“A piece of land of a certain size produces food enough to supply a map
for one day. It the possessor, through his labour, discovers some method of
making it produce enough for two days, he doubles its value. This new valye
i his work, his creation: it is taken from nobody; it is his property.”

I maintain that the possessor is paid for his trouble and industry in his dou-
bled crop, but that he acquires no right to the land.—"“Let the worker have the
fruits of his labour.”—Very good; but I do not understand that property in prod-
ucts carries with it property in raw material. Does the skill of the fisherman, who
on the same coast can catch more fish than his fellows, make him proprietor of
the fishing-grounds? Can the expertness of a hunter ever be regarded as a proper-
ty-title to a game-forest? The analogy is perfect,—the industrious cultivator finds
the reward of his industry in the abundancy and superiority of his crop. If he has
made improvements in the soil, he has the possessor’s right of preference. Never,
under any circumstances, can he be allowed to claim a property-title to the soil
which he cultivates, on the ground of his skill as a cultivator.

[...]

“If men succeed in fertilising land hitherto unproductive, or even death-
producing, like certain swamps, they create thereby property in all its
completeness.”

What good does it do to magnify an expression, and play with equivoca-
tions, as if we expected to change the reality thereby? They create property in
all its completeness. You mean that they create a productive capacity which
formerly did not exist; but this capacity cannot be created withour material
0 support it. The substance of the soil remains the same; only its qualities
and modifications are changed. Man has created every thing—every thing
save the material itself. Now, I maintain that this material he can only possess

and use, on condition of permanent labour,—granting, for the time being;

his ri@t of property in things which he has produced.
This, then, is the first po;

much, does not carry with i
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OF PROPERTY

Property in material.

benefit of this pretended
workers? A philosopher,
the earth warmed by the

§5 THAT LABOUR LEADS TO EQUALITY
Let us] Admit, however, that labour gives a right of

Why is not this principle universal> Why is the
law confined to a few and denied to the mass of
arguing that all animals sprang up formerly out of
rays of the sun, almost like mushrooms, on being asked why the earth no
longer yielded crops of that nature, replied: “Because it is old, and has lost
its fertility.” Has labour, once so fecund, likewise become sterile? Why does
the tenant no longer acquire through his labour the land which was fo
acquired by the labour of the proprietor?

“Because,” they say, “it is already appropriated.” That is no answer, A farm
yields fifty bushels per hectare; the skill and labour of the tenant double this
product: the increase is created by the tenant. Suppose the owner, in a spirit
of moderation rarely met with, does not go to the extent of absorbing this
product by raising the rent, but allows the cultivator to enjoy the results of
his labour; even then justice is not satisfied. The tenant, by improving the
land, has imparted a new value to the property; he, therefore, has a right to a
part of the property. If the farm was originally worth one hundred thousand
francs, and if by the labour of the tenant its value has risen to one hundred
and fifty thousand francs, the tenant, who produced this extra value, is the
legitimate proprietor of one-third of the farm. M. Ch. Comte could not have
pronounced this doctrine false, for it was he who said:

"Men who increase the fertility of the earth are no less useful to their
fellow-men, than if they should create new land.”

Why, then, is not this rule applicable to the man who improves the land,
as well as to him who clears it? The labour of the former makes the land
worth one; that of the latter makes it worth two: both create equal values.
Why not accord to both equal property? I defy anyone to refute this argu-
ment, without again falling back on the right of first occupancy.

“But,” it will be said, “even if your wish should be granted, property
would not be distributed much more evenly than now. Land does not go on
increasing in value for ever; after two or three seasons it attains its maximum
fertility. That which is added by the agricultural art results rather fron? the
progress of science and the diffusion of knowledge, than from the skl of
the cultivator. Consequently, the addition of a few workers to the mass of
Proprietors would be no argument against propcrty." . !

This discussion would, indeed, prove a well-nigh uscless 0% 1f‘our v
bours culminated in simply extending land-privilege and~mdust§;l ‘:‘Z;
Ropoly; in emancipating only a few hundred workers out of the m ‘:1) I:iocs
Proletariang, But this also is a misconception of our real thought, an

but prove the intelli d logic. ;
general lack of intelligence and l0g] , n
If the worker, who adds to the value of a thing, has 2 right of prep=t

rmerly



It is to give the soil its value every year ;. it is’fb};,anm;any ;Cnc"tled creation,
to prevent the diminution of dcstru.cnon of the va uc of a PlCC.C f)f land.
Admirting, then, that property is rational and lc.gntlmatc,—.-admlttmg that
rent is cquitablc and just,—1 say that he wh<.> cultivates acquires PIOPCI:ty by
as good a title as he who clears, or he Yvho improves; :fnd that every time a
tenant pavs his rent, he obtains a fraction of property in th? land entrusted
o his care, the denominator of which is equal to the proportion of rent paid.
Unless you admit this, you fall into absolutism and tyranny; you recognise
class privileges; you sanction slavery.

Whoever labours becomes a proprietor—this is an inevitable deduction
from the acknowledged principles of political economy and jurisprudence.
And when [ say proprietor, I do not mean simply (as do our hypocritical
economists) proprietor of his allowance, his salary, his wages,—I mean pro-
prietor of the value which he creates, and by which the master alone prohis.

As all this relates to the theory of wages and of the distribution of prod-
ucts,—and as this matter never has been even partially cleared up,—I ask
permission to insist on it: this discussion will not be useless to the work in
hand. Many persons talk of admitting working-people to a share in the prod-
ucts and profits; but in their minds this participation is pure benevolence:
they have never shown—perhaps never suspected—that it was a natural,
necessary right, inherent in labour, and inseparable from the function of
producer, even in the lowest forms of his work.

This is my proposition: the worker retains, even after he has received his

wages, a natural right of property in the thing which be has produced.
| again quote M. Ch. Comte:

“Some workers are employed in draining marshes, in cutting down trees
and brushwood,~—in a2 word. in cleaning up the soil. They increase the value,
they make the amount of property larger; they are paid for the value which
they add in the form of food and daily wages: it then becomes the property

of the capitalist.”

nowThtfri‘: r:;;u“ ) OIhsl.lﬂidcm’ the labour of the workers has created a value;
it; and vou c: ::a;; .°" property. But they have neither sold nor cxchang:il
right to th; wfxolc 3;;you have not earned it. That you should have a parti r
the provisions ¢k > 10 return for the materials that you have furnished an

fls at you have supplied, is pcrfccdy just. You contributcd to

» Ror the extent of the concession which he has
of the contract which you prctcnd (o have
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made with him. On his side, utter ignorance; on yours, error and surprise
b

not to say deceit and fraud.

L et us make this clearer by another and more striking example.

No one is ignorant of the difficulties that are met with in the conver-
sion of untilled land into arable and productive land. These difficulties are
so great, that usually an isolated man would perish before he could put the
soil in a condition to yield him even the most meagre living. To that end are
needed the united and combined efforts of society, and all the resources of
industry. M. Ch. Comte quotes on this subject numerous and well-authen-
ticated facts, little thinking that he is amassing testimony against his own
system.

Let us suppose that a colony of twenty or thirty families establishes itself
in a wild district, covered with underbrush and forests; and from which,
by agreement, the natives consent to withdraw. Each one of these families
possesses a2 moderate but sufficient amount of capital, of such a nature as a
colonist would be apt to choose,—animals, seeds, tools, and a little money
and food. The land having been divided, each one settles himself as com-
fortably as possible, and begins to clear away the portion allotted to him.
But after a few weeks of fatigue, such as they never before have known, of
inconceivable suffering, of ruinous and almost useless labour, our colonists
begin to complain of their trade; their condition seems hard to them; they
curse their sad existence.

Suddenly, one of the shrewdest among them kills a pig, cures a part of
the meat; and, resolved to sacrifice the rest of his provisions, goes to find his
companions in misery. “Friends,” he begins in a very benevolent tone, “how
much trouble it costs you to do a little work and live uncomfortably! A fort-
night of labour has reduced you to your last extremity!... Let us make an ar-
rangement by which you shall all profit. I offer you provisions and wine: you
shall get so much every day; we will work together, and, zounds! my friends,
we will be happy and contented!” |

Would it be possible for empty stomachs to resist such an invitation?
The hungricst of them follow the treacherous tempter. They go to work; the
charm of society, emulation, joy, and mutual assistance double their strength;
the work can be seen to advance. Singing and laughing, they subdue Nature.
In 2 short time, the soil is thoroughly changed; the mellowed earth waits
only for the seed. That done, the proprietor pays his workers, who, on gtzhmg
*Way, return him their thanks, and grieve that the happy days which they

V€ spent with him are over. i
. Others follow this example, always with the same success. Then, "
‘Nstalled, the rest disperse,—cach one returns 10 his gr “!?b’"g‘ Bu;' ‘:heir
Srubbing’ it is necessary to live. While they have been clearing away of

neighbour, they have done no clearing for thcmsclvaf. Om;l ytart;::i‘ ;‘0";:
and ha!'VCSt 1s alrcady gone. 'n‘lcy had calculatcd thﬁf‘ in lending  :ange and,
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while living better, would get still more moncy. False calculation! they haye
created for another the means wherewith to producc', and have created noghy.
ing for themsclves. The difficulties of dearmg remain the same; their clogh.
ing wears out, their provisions give out; soon their purse becomes empty
for the profit of the individual for whom they have worked, and who alone
can furnish the provisions which they need, since he alone is in a position
to produce them. Then, when the poor grubber has exhausted his resources,
the man with the provisions (like the wolf in the fable, who scents his victim
from afar) again comes forward. One he offers to employ again by the day;
from another he offers to buy at a favourable price a piece of his bad land,
which is not, and never can be, of any use to him: that is, he uses the labour
of one man to cultivate the field of another for his own benefit. So that at the
end of twenty years, of thirty individuals originally equal in point of wealth,
five or six have become proprietors of the whole district, while the rest have
been philanthropically dispossessed!

In this century of bourgeoisie morality, in which I have had the honour
to be born, the moral sense is so debased that I should not be at all surprised
if 1 were asked, by many a worthy proprietor, what I see in this that is unjust
and illegitimate? Debased creature! galvanised corpse! how can I expect to
convince you, if you cannot tell theft when I show it to you? A man, by soft
and insinuating words, discovers the secret of taxing others that he may es-
tablish himself; then, once enriched by their united efforts, he refuses, on the
very conditions which he himself dictated, to advance the well-being of those
who made his fortune for him: and you ask how such conduct is fraudulent!
Under the pretext that he has paid his workers, that he owes them nothing
more, that he has nothing to gain by putting himself at the service of oth-
ers, wh'ilc his 'own occupations claim his attention,—he refuses, I say, to aid
iond‘t;r: il::\ gezi‘:g i.go;d'm!d, as.hc was aided in getting his own; and when,
et l[\)zgh Ctl'l cir isolation, these poor workers are compelled to sell

. he—this ungrateful proprietor, this knavish upstart—stands

ready 10 put the fnishing ro ch : 0 s s 1 vou
think that just? Take carfg uch to their deprivation and their ruin. And yo

L tead in your startled coun
meh more clearly than the jnn
The capitalis

tenance the reproach of a guilty conscience
t.” th JIORERE .“Stonishmcnt of involunrary ign:)ranc&

ccurate, it mygy bc sa:l’ :;y, o2k p afd ‘.hc workers their daily wages.” To bf
V38 25 he has employeg at the capitalist has paid as many times one days
hing. For he hag paid (Korkm ¢ach day,—which is not at all the sam¢
enion and h‘"monno fmg for thar immense power which results from
ousness of their eff Y OF workers, and the convergence and simultané-
‘ hous h:il odred grenadiers stood the obelisk of Luxor
compl » 40 you sy svve A%
plished the same task in two iundmpdpzey:?hla\;ct::dt?czsleﬁi\t books

am
0 prepate for ::nlln't Of.wag(s paid would have been the same. Welb
Uvation, a hoyse to build, a factory to mn’_,_gll
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these are obelisks to erect, mountains to move. The smallest fortune, the
most insignificant establishment, the setting in motion of the lowest indus-
try, demand the concurrence of so many different kinds of labour and skill,
that one man could not possibly execute the whole of them. It is astonishi

that the economists never have called attention to this fact. Strike 2 balance,
then, between the capitalist’s receipts and his payments.

[...]

Consequently, when M. Ch. Comte—following out his hypothesis—
shows us his capitalist acquiring one after another the products of his em-
ployees’ labour, he sinks deeper and deeper into the mire; and, as his argu-
ment does not change, our reply of course remains the same.

“Other workers are employed in building: some quarry the stone, others
transport it, others cut it, and still others put it in place. Each of them adds a
certain value to the material which passes through his hands; and this value,
the product of his labour, is his property. He sells it, as fast as he creates i,
to the proprietor of the building, who pays him for it in food and wages.”

Divide et impera—divide, and you shall command; divide, and you shall
grow rich; divide, and you shall deceive men, you shall daze their minds, you
shall mock at justice! Separate workers from each other, perhaps each one’s
daily wage exceeds the value of each individual’s product; but that is not the
question under consideration. A force of one thousand men working twenty
days has been paid the same wages that one would be paid for working fifty-
five years; but this force of one thousand has done in twenty days what a sin-
gle man could not have accomplished, though he had laboured for a million
centuries. Is the exchange an equitable one? Once more, no; when you have
paid all the individual forces, the collective force still remains to be paid. |

Consequently, there remains always a right of collective property which
you have not acquired, and which you enjoy unjustly. |

Admit thatothcnry days’ wages sufhice to feed, lodge, and clothe this

multitude for twenty days: thrown out of employment at the end of tha.t
time, what will become of them, if, as fast as they create, they abi.meH their
Creations to the proprietors who will soon discharge them? While the pro:
Prietor, firm in his position (thanks to the aid of all the workers), dwells in
Security, and fears no lack of labour or bread, the worker’s only d‘P"“d‘“‘;
s upon the benevolence of this same proprictor, to whom he has sol:d 2;:
Surrendered his liberty. If, then, the proprictor, shielding himself behi k:
fomfort and his rights, refuses to employ the worker, ho?v can thcbvz:;: “
live? He has ploughed an excellent field, and cannot sow 1t; he has  dall
tlegant and commodious house, and cannot live in it; he has produ ’
and can enjoy nothing. - | _
Labouyr lc);ds us [(? equality. Every step that we take brings us nearer 10
and if workers had equal strength, diligence, and | as we have
ortunes would be equal also. Indeed, if, as is Pmc.ndCd’ ces, it follows:
Wmitted,—the worker is proprictor of the value which he cre2

it;

industry, clearly their
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or should acquire at the expense of the idle proprictor.
being, necessarily collective, the worker is entigleg
d profits commensurate with his labour:
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its proprictor only by virtue of the right of occupancy, and that
tion 18 therefore illegitimate. Indeed, if labour is the sole ba
<ease to be proprietor of my field as soon as |

| ‘That the work
). That all produuim\

‘o 2 share of the products an | .
3. That all accumulated capital being social property, no one can be i

this produc-

! sis of property, |
receive rent for it from anotk

500D another.
This we have shown beyond all cavil. It is the same with all capital: so that

o put capital in an enterprise, is, by the law’s decision,
These inferences are unavoidable; these alone would sufhce to revolution- equivalent sum in products. [...]

e out whole economic system, and change our institutions and our laws, Thus, capital can be exchanged, but cannot be a source of income

i
!
?
|
|
Why do the very persons, who laid down this principle, now refuse to be * i<
2
|
|

exclusive proprietor. to exchange it for an

guided by i? Why do the Says, the Cor}ues, the chncqtjir?s, and others—
after having said that property is born of labour—seek to hx it by occupation
and prescription?

But let us leave these sophists to their contradictions and blindness. The
good sense of the people will do justice to their equivocations. Let us make
haste to enlighten it, and show it the true path. Equality approaches; already
between it and us but a short distance intervenes: tomotrow even this dis-
tance will have been traversed.

In labour, two things must be noticed and distinguished: association and
available material.

In so far as workers are associated, they are equal; and it involves a contra-
diction to say that one should be paid more than another. |...]

s

But every industry needs—they will add—leaders, instructors, super-
intendents, etc. Will these be engaged in the general task? No; since their
task is to lead, instruct, and superintend. But they must be chosen from the

, workers by the workers themselves, and must fulfil the conditions of eligi-
86 THAT IN SOCIETY ALL WAGES ARE EQUAL

bility. It is the same with all public functions, whether of administration or
When the St. Simonians, the Fourierists, and, in general, all who in our ‘

| instruction.
day are connected with social economy and reform, inscribe upon their Then, article first of the universal constitution will be:
banner,—

“The limited quantity of available material proves the necessity of divid-
To each according to his capacity, to each capacity according to its re- ing the labour among the whole number of workers. The capacity, given to
sults” (St. Simon);

all, of accomplishing a social task,—that is, an equal task,—and the impos-
To cach according to his capital, his labour, and his skill” (Fourier),— sibility of paying one worker save in the products of another, justify the
they mean—although they do not say so in so many words—that the prod-

equality of wages.”
ucts of Nature procured by labour and industry are a reward, a palm, a crown

offered 1o all kinds of pre-eminence and superiority. They regard the land as =
an immense arena in which prizes are contended for,—no longer, it is true,
with lances and swords, by force and by treachery; but by acquired wealth,
by knowledge, talent, and by virtue itself. In a word, they mean—and every-
body agrees with them—thar the greatest capacity is entitled to the greatest
reward; and, to use the mercantile phraseology,—which has, at least, the

et of being straightforward,—that salaries must be governed by capacity
and its results.

[.]

'IhIS o 1t
ally .mrilf P(;’sntlf) 0. taken, as they say, in sensu obvio—in the sense usu-
y attribute o ‘ .
"0 it—is false, absurd, unjust, contradictory, hostile to liberty,

friendly to tyran -
0t o :
bl Jranny. ant-social, and was unluckily framed under the express
nfluence of the property idea

And, first, capi
' b ] a ~ 4
pital must be crossed off the list of elements which are entt”

tled to ‘ S

few of t;::::ip:\?::ﬁ:“ ‘Sf;*-::ls far as | have been able to learn from 4

of property saye lab(,l;, Starn-y e .“gh‘ f‘f occupancy, and recognise no basis

had they reasoned UP‘JI.I the {ing with a like premise, they would have seed—
matter-—that capiral is a source of production 0

CHAPTER IV

THAT PROPERTY 1S IMPOSSIBLE.

THE LAST RESORT of proprietors,—the overwhelming argument whose in-
vincible potency reassures them,—is that, in their opinion, equality of f‘m'
ditions is impossible. “Equality of conditions is a chimera,” they C‘.".W"h.a
knowing air; “distribute wealth equally today—tomorrow this equality will
have vanished.”

To this hackneyed objection, which they repeat ever ywhere with the mosT
marvellous assurance, they never fail to .dd the following comment. as 501.1

Of Glory be to the Father. “If all men were equal, nobody would work Thi
anthem is sung with variations.

“If all were masters, nobody would obey.” =

“If nobody were rich, who would employ the poor:

And, “If nobody were poor, who would labour for the rich?”

i vy T ——— N~ — . W A—— -“"'""".'-'"m--—-—-——-m —
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But let us have done with invective—we have better arguments 3¢ our

command. ' o

If | show that property itself is impossible—that it is property which js 5
contradiction, a chimera, a utopia; and if I show it no longer by metaphysics
and jurisprudence, but by figures, equations, and calculations,——-imaginc the
fright of the astounded proprietor’ And you, reader; what do you think of
the retort?

o)

f’\XJOM: Property is the Right of Increase [droit d'aubaine] claimed by the
Proprietor over any thing which he has stamped as his own.

o]

Observations: Increase (aubaine] receives difterent names according to the
thing by which it is yielded: if by land, farm-rent; it by houses and furniture,
rent; if by lite-investments, revenue; it by money, interest; if by exchange,

advantage gain, profit (three things which must not be confounded with the
wages or legitimate price of labour).

[...]

Property is impossible, because it demands Something for Nothing.

The discussion of this proposition covers the same ground as that of the
origin of farm-rent, which is so much debated by the economists. When I
read the writings of the greater part of these men, I cannot avoid a feeling of
contempt mingled with anger, in view of this mass of nonsense, in which the
detestable vies with the absurd. It would be 2 repetition of the story of the
clephant in the moon, were it not for the atrocity of the consequences. To
seek a rational and legitimate origin of that which is, and ever must be, only

theft, extortion, and plunder—that must be the height of the proprietor’s

folly; the last degree of bedevilment into which minds, otherwise judicious,

can be thrown by the perversity of selfishness.

A farmer,” says Say, “is a wheat manufacturer who, among other tools

which serve him in modifying the material from which he makes the wheat,

i bvt reaches the consumer; who redeems the first payment, pls

Let us lay a ;nca ns of which the product has ar last come into his hands.”
? My aside:the SUbSCqucnt payments by which the prodUCt rcachcs

the consumer
a
nd, for the present. pay attention only to the first on¢ of

all,—the ¢ :

, cnt paid to the Propri

: . prietor by ¢ _we ask,
is the proprietor entile y the tenant. On what ground

d to thi
!' ‘ .J O [hls rcnt?
Buchana
N—~—a COMmmen;
410 :
of 2 monopoly, and £ on Sm'th*ffgardcd farm-rent as the result

Maintained : : g
v, he thought thas with that labour alone is productive. Consequent

- O " » . - ’
and he found ng basis f; tf" this monopoly, products would rise in prics
OF farm-rent save in the civil law. This opinion i5 2
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corollary of that which makes the civil law the basis of property. But why has
the civil law—which ought to be the written expression of justice—author-

:sed this monopoly? Who?vcr says monopoly, necessarily excludes justice.
Now, to say that farm-rent is a monopoly sanctioned by the law, is to sav that
injustice is based on justice,—a contradiction in terms. '

Say answers Buchanan, that the proprietor is not 2 monopolist, because
a monopolist “is one who does not increase the utility of the merchandise
which passes through his hands.”

How much does the proprietor increase the utility of his tenant’s prod-
acts? Has he ploughed, sowed, reaped, mowed, winnowed, weeded? These
are the processes by which the tenant and his employees increase the utility
of the material which they consume for the purpose of reproduction.

“The landed proprietor increases the utility of products by means of his
implement, the land. This implement receives in one state, and returns in
another the materials of which wheat is composed. The action of the land
is a chemical process, which so modifies the marerial that it multiplies it by
destroying it. The soil is then a producer of utility; and when it asks its pay
in the form of profit, or farm rent, for its proprietor, it at the same time gives
something to the consumer in exchange for the amount which the consumer
pays it. It gives him a produced utility; and it is the production of this utility
which warrants us in calling land productive, as well as labour.”

Let us clear up this marter.

The blacksmith who manufactures for the farmer implements of hus-
bandry, the wheelwright who makes him a cart, the mason who builds his
barn, the carpenter, the basket-maker, etc.,—all of whom contribute to ag-
ricultural production by the tools which they provide,—are producers of
utility; consequently, they are entitled to a part of the products.

“Undoubtedly,” says Say; “but the land also is an implement whose sef-
vice must be paid for, then...” .

I admit that the land is an implement; but who made it> Did the ?mprxco[
tor? Did he—by the efficacious virtue of the right of property, bf.f this mora
quality infused into the soil—endow it with vigour and fertility? E"“;::;
there lies the monopoly of the proprietor; in the fact that, though he Lt
not make the implement, he asks pay for its use. When the Creator st .
Present himself and claim farm-rent, we will consider the matter with hlm
°‘: even when the proprietor—his prctcndcd represenative—sS
his power-of-attorney. -

“The proprietor’s service,” adds Say, “is casy, | admit.

It is a frank confession.

“But we cannot disregard it. Without property, 0n¢ farm = s
tend with another for the possession of a ficld without a propricton
field would remain uncultivated...”

Then the proprietor's business is to reconcile farmcf.S
logid O justice! O the marvellous wisdom of economis

by robbing them. O
ts.f The proprictor: J

B J
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hey are right. is like Perrin-Dandin® who, when summoned by two travellers
they , | .
[o sittlc a dispute about an oyster opcncd it, gobblcd it, and said to them:

“The Court awards you cach a shell.”

ould anything worse be said of property? '

il Say tell s why the same farmers, who, if there were no proprietors
would contend with each other for possession of ‘thc soil, do not contend
today with the proprictors for this possession? Obviously, because they think
them legitimate possessors, and because their respect for even an imaginary
right exceeds their avarice. proved, in Chapter 11, that possession is suf-
ficient, without property, to maintain social order. Would it be more dif-
Gcult. then, to reconcile possessors without masters than tenants controlled
by proprietors? Would labouring men, who respect—much to their own
detriment—the pretended rights of the idler, violate the natural rights of
the producer and the manufacturer? What! if the husbandman forfeited his
right to the land as soon as he ceased to occupy it, would he become more
coverous? And would the impossibilicy of demanding increase [aubaine], of
taxing another’s labour, be a source of quarrels and law-suits? The economists
use singular logic. But we are not yet through. Admit that the proprietor is
the legitimate master of the land.

“Ihe land is an instrument of production,” they say. That is true. But
when, changing the noun into an adjective, they alter the phrase, thus, “The
land is a productive instrument,” they make a wicked blunder.

According to Quesnay and the early economists, all production comes
from the land. Smith, Ricardo, and de Tracy, on the contrary, say that labour
is the sole agent of production. Say, and most of his successors, teach that
BOTH land AND labour AND capital are productive. The latter constitute
the eclectic school of political economy. The truth is, that NEITHER land
NOR labour NOR capital is productive. Production results from the co-
operation of these three equally necessary elements, which, taken separately;
are equally sterile.

POlitica'l economy, indeed, treats of the production, distribution, and
30“5:‘1“;?"00 of v.rcalth or values. But of what values? Of the values pro-
t:::hc y human md.ustr?': that is, of the changes made in matter by man,
‘a"cousfz::dafc’:impmﬁ it to his own use, and not at all of Nature's spod‘:
When he hug o, k::s;h ans labour consists in a simple laying on of hands.

at trouble, he has produced a value. Until then, the

salt of the sea, the wat .
ot the forests are 10 hi;r :sfi}hc springs, the grass of the fields, and the trees

and his line, supplies no § ghﬂ’l&y were not. :Ihc sea, without the ﬁshcr(rini:;;
axe, furnishes neither fy ]‘ IS forest, without the wood-curter an
yields neither hay nos F nor timber. The meadow, without the moweb
cultivated and attermath. Nature is a vast mass of material to be
converted into products; but Nature produces nothing for

R ————————.

4  Pernia Dandi i
. a character in Francois Rabelais's 7hird Book. (Editor)

Whet Is Property? 123
herself: in the economical sense, her products, in their relation to man, are
not yet products.

Capital, tools, and machinery are likewise unproductive. The hammer
and the anvil, without the blacksmith and the iron, do not forge. The mill
without the miller and the grain, does not grind, etc. Bring tools and caw
material together; place a plough and some seed on fertile soil; enter 2 smithy.
light the fire, and shut up the shop,—you will produce nothing. The follow:
ing remark was made by an economist who possessed more good sense than
most of his fellows: “Say credits capital with an active part unwarranted by
s nature; left to itself, it is an idle tool” (J. Droz: Political Economy).

Finally, labour and capital together, when unfortunately combined, pro-
duce nothing. Plough a sandy desert, beat the water of the rivers, pass type
through a sieve,—you will get neither wheat, nor fish, nor books. Your trou-
ble will be as fruitless as was the immense labour of the army of Xerxes; who,
as Herodotus says, with his three million soldiers, scourged the Hellespont
for twenty-four hours, as a punishment for having broken and scattered the
pontoon bridge which the great king had thrown across it.

Tools and capital, land and labour, considered individually and abstract-
ly, are not, literally speaking, productive. The propriet or who asks to be
rewarded for the use of a tool, or the productive power of his land, takes for
granted, then, that which is radically false; namely, that capital produces by
its own effort,—and, in taking pay for this imaginary product, he literally
receives something for nothing.

Objection—But if the blacksmith, the wheelwright, all manufacturers in
short, have a right to the products in return for the implements which they
furnish; and if land is an implement of production,—-—-why does not this
implement entitle its proprietor, be his claim real or imaginary, to a portion
of the products; as in the case of the manufacturers of ploughs and wagons?

Reply—Here we touch the heart of the question, the mystery of property;
which we must clear up, if we would understand anything of the strange ef-
fects of the right of increase [droit daubaine).

He who manufactures or repairs the farmer’s tools reccives the price once,
either at the time of delivery, or in several payments; and when this price 18
once paid to the manufacturer, the tools which he has delivered belong to
him no more. Never does he claim double payment for the same tool, or .th.c
same job of repairs. If he annually shares in the products of the farmer, it 18
OWing to the fact that he annually makes something for the farmer.

The proprietor, on the contrary, does not yicld his i;nplcmcnt:

he is paid for it, ete '
, eternally he keeps it. '
In fact, the rent received by the proprictor is not 1n@dcd to i{::r::d
®Xpense of maintaining and repairing the implement; this c:xpt‘mfhc sl

‘0 the bOrrowcr, and does not concern the pmprictor except as

, ' . d to the re-
'n the preservation of the article. If he takes it upon himself t0.2tt<? repaid.

Pairs, he takes care that the money which he expends for this purpose

eternally
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This rent does not represent the product of the implement, since of itself

the implcmcm prmfu(;cs n().thil% W? have just p roved this, and we shal
prove it more clearly still by its conscqucnccs‘;. s |

Finally, this reat does not tepre i the participation ol the proprietor jn
the production; since this participation could consist, like that of the black.
smith and the wheelwright, only in the surrcndcr'of the w%lolc or a part of his
implement, in which case he would cease 1o be its proprictor, which would
volve a contradiction of the idea of property.

Then, between the proprietor and his tenant there is no exchange either
of values or services; then, as our axiom says, farm-rent is real increase,—an
extortion based solely upon fraud and violence on the one hand, and weak-
ness and ignorance upon the other. Products, say the economists, are bought
only by products. This maxim is property’s condemnation. The proprietor,
producing neither by his own labour nor by his implement, and receiving
products in exchange for nothing, is either a parasite or a thief. Then, if
property can exist only as a right, property is impossible.

Corollaries—1. The republican constitution of 1793, which defined
property as “the right to enjoy the fruit of one’s labour,” was grossly mis-
taken. It should have said, “Property is the right to enjoy and dispose at will
of another’s goods,—the fruit of another’s industry and labour.”

2. Every possessor of lands, houses, furniture, machinery, tools, money,
etc., wha lends a thing for a price exceeding the cost of repairs (the repairs
being charged to the lender, and representing products which he exchanges
for other products), is guilty of swindling and extortion. In short, all rent
received (nominally as damages, but really as payment for a loan) is an act of
property,—of theft.

Historical comment—The tax which a victorious nation levies upon a con-
quered nation is genuine farm-rent. The seigniorial rights abolished by the
Revolution of 1789,—tithes, mortmain, statute-labour, etc.,—were differ-
ent forms of the rights of property; and they who under the titles of nobles,

seigneurs, prebendaries, etc. enjoyed these rights, were neither more nor less

‘h“{’ Pfloprictors. To defend property today is to condemn the Revolution.

When the ass is too heav

gtponbthis in_domitablc courage, the proprictor—well knowing that it €x-
th's.;s 4scs his hf’P"s of speculation. The frec worker produces ten; for me.
inks the proprictor, he will produce twelve,

[ R, ; |
din n;ja?d’ 1 oeore consenting to the confiscation of his fields, before l?ld'
toldg m::c to the Patt‘mal fOOf,——-—th: peasant, whose story we have ]l.ISt

; es 2 desperae etfort; he leases new land; he will sow onc-thlfd

more; and. taking half of this new product for himself, he will harvest an ad-

ily loaded, he lies down; man always moves of.
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The landlord’s example is followed by the industrialist. The

more land, and dispossesses his neighbours; the lareer lowers

his merchandise, and endeavours to monopolise its manufactyre and sale

and to crush out his comp'ctitors. To satisfy property, the worker must ﬁrs;

prodUCC beyond his needs. Then, he must produce beyond his strength |...].
[...]

[f the worker receives for his labour an average of three francs pet day, his
employer (in order to gain anything beyond his own salary, if only interest
on his capital) must scll the day’s labour of his employee, in the form of mer-
chandise, for more than three francs. The worker cannot, then, repurchase
that which he has produced for his master. It is thus with all trades what-
soever. The tailor, the hatter, the cabinet-maker, the blacksmith, the tanner,
the mason, the jeweller, the printer, the clerk, etc., even to the farmer and
wine-grower, cannot repurchase their products; since, producing for a master
who in one form or another makes a profit, they are obliged to pay more for
their own labour than they get for it.

The labouring people can buy neither the cloth which they weave, nor
the furniture which they manufacture, nor the metal which they forge, nor
the jewels which they cut, nor the prints which they engrave. They can pro-
cure neither the wheat which they plant, nor the wine which they grow;, nor
the flesh of the animals which they raise. They are allowed neither to dwell
in the houses which they build, nor to attend the plays which their labour
supports, nor to enjoy the rest which their body requires. And why? Because
the right of increase {droit d'aubaine] does not permit these things 1o bc sold
at the cost-price, which is all that workers can afford to pay. On the signs of
those magnificent warehouses which he in his poverty admires, t!wc”W9rkcr
reads in large letters: “This is thy work, and thou shalt not have it.” Sic vos
non vobis!

[...] | ’

If the factory stops running, the manufacturer has to pay interest on is
capital the same as before. He naturally tries, then, to continuc producn.on
by lessening expenses. Then comes the lowering of wages; the mtroduc:oor}
of machinery; the employment of women and children to do the w«;r ol
men; bad workmen, and wretched work. They still produce. bccausc;;c cu ;
creased cost creates a larger marker; but they do ot ?roducc lo:llg. iona [h;
the cheapness being due to the quantity and rapidity of pro u';t i e
productive power tends more than ever to outstrip Consumpﬂ?r“' t(;nc Ly
workers, whose wages are scarcely sufficient o support them orrfnd "'
t0 another, are thrown out of work, that the consequences of the pinci

. se, they
Property become most frightful. They have not been able to economise

t
: Jtever 10 SUppor
have made no savings, they have accumulated no capital wha

former rills
the price of

e S 4B F T

ditional sixth, 204 . . .
production, the far::rt:by Pay his rent. What an evil! To add one-sixth t0 his

At such a price, b f Must add, not one-sixch, but two-sixths to his labour-
'€ PAYs a tarmerenc which in God's eyes he does not OWE:

them even one day more. Today the factory is closec.

Starve in the streets. Day after tomorrow they will ett
Or €at in the jail.

her die in the hospital,
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misfortunes come (o complicate this terrible situatiop In
cessation of business, and the extreme cheapness of me,.
facturer finds it impossible tc? pay the interest on his
horrowed capitali whereupon his fr ’3”‘“‘3 creditors hasten to “{lthdraw

.~ funds. Production is suspended. and labour comes to a stanc!stnll, Then
thmrl sstonished to see capital desert commerce, and throw itself upon
5:) psf(:: Exchange: and 1 once heard M. B.lanqui bitterly lamc.:ntix.xg the
blind ignorance of capitalists. The cause of d.'us mordcmcnt of capiral s very
simple: but for that very reason an cc.onomxst .cou not. .undchtand it, or
rather must not explain it. The cause lies .solcly in competition.

| mean by competition, not only the rivalry between two parties engaged
in the same business, but the general and simulta;mcous effort of all kinds of
business to get ahead of each other. This effort is toda?r so strong, that the
price of merchandise scarcely covers the cost of production and distribution:
so that, the wages of all workers being lessened, nothing remains, not even
interest for the capitalists.

The primary cause of commercial and industrial stagnations is, then, in-
terest on capital,—that interest which the ancients with one accord branded
with the name of usury, whenever it was paid for the use of money, but
which they did not dare to condemn in the forms of house-rent, farm-rent,
or profit: as if the nature of the thing lent could ever warrant a charge for the
lending; that is, theft. |

In proportion to the increase received by the capitalist will be the fre-
quency and intensity of commercial crises,—the first being given, we always
can determine the two others; and vice versa. Do you wish to know the regu-
lator of a society? Ascertain the amount of active capital; that is, the capital
bearing interest, and the legal rate of this interest. The course of events will
be a series of overturns, whose number and violence will be proportional to
the acrivity of capital.

..

Property is impossible, because it is powerless against Property

I. By the third corollary of our axiom, interest tells against the proprie-
o as well as the stranger. This economic principle is universally admitted.
:O;*:mmf q::’ﬁ:::; 3“; b'“‘hf yer, nf)thing mote absurd, more contradictory

; solutely impossible. |
u,'g‘;‘;‘;";ﬁ;:;}fig —y s;id' pays himself the renc on his house anddiag
. ulacturer, who secems to make this profic on his prop

And still new
consequence of the
chandisc. the manu

ofie franc for thay which cost
operation? No: such

his right hand ¢o hi left

o , ¢
him ninety centimes, and make money by th

make it on his merchandise, can he then pay himself

producers; as many as you wish. If the
producer B, B’s loss must, according to
C, C's by D; and so on through to Z.
But by whom will Z be paid for the los
by A in the beginning? By the consumer. replies Sa
tion! Is this consumer any other, then, than A, B.
will Z be paid? If he is paid by A, no one makcsB ai’r(ff)it.c ::(;1,1: ‘ i? B)l’ whom
is no property. If, on the contrary, Z bears the burden himsch l:cn Z;ic:

be a member of society; since it refuses him the right of
ro
which it grants to the other associates. ght of property and profit,

| Smce’, then, a nation, lnkf: umvc.rsal htfmanity, is a vast industrial associa-
tion which cannot act outside of itself, it is clear that no man can enrich
himself without impoverishing another. For, in order thag the right of pro
erty, the right of increase [droit d'aubaine), may be respected in the cfsc l:f
A, it must be denied to Z; thus we see how cquality of rights, separated from
equality of conditions, may be a truth. The iniquity of political economy in
this respect is flagrant. “When I, a manufacturer, purchase the labour of a
worker, I do not include his wages in the net product of my business; on the
contrary, I deduct them. Burt the worker includes them in his net product...”
(Say: Political Economy).

That means that all which the worker gains is ner product; but that only that
part of the manufacturer’s gains is ner product, which remains afrer deducting
his wages. But why is the right of profit confined to the manufacturer? Why is
this right, which is at bortom the right of property itself, denied to the worker?
In the terms of cconomic science, the worker is capital. Now, all capital, be-
yond the cost of its maintenance and repair, must bear interest. This the pro-
prietor takes care to get, both for his capital and for himself. Why is the worker
prohibited from charging a like interest for his capital, which is himself?

Property, then, is inequality of rights; for, if it were not inequality of
rights, it would be equality of goods,—in other words, it would not exist.
Now, the charter guarantees to all equality of rights. Then, by the charter,
Property is impossible.

IL Is A, the proprictor of an estate, entitled by the fact of his proprietor-
ship to take possession of the field belonging to B. his neighbour? “No,”
eply the proprietors; “but what has that to do with the right of property?”
That I shall show you by a series of similar propositions.

Has C, a hatter, the right to force D, his neighbour and also a hatter, to
close his shop, and cease his business? Not the least in the world.

But C wishes to make a profit of one franc on every hat, while D is
content with fifty centimes. It is evident that D’s moderation is injurious
*0 C's extravagant claims, Has the latter a right to prevent D from selling’
Certainly not, .

Since D is ar liberty to sell his hats fifty centimes cheaper than C b
d‘"OSCS: C in his turn is free to reduce his price one franc. Now, D is poos,

y- Contemptible equivoca-



while C is rich; so that at the end of two or three years D is ruined by this
intolerable competition, and C has complete c.:ontrol of the mar}(gc, Can
the proprietor D get any redress from the proprietor C2 Can he bring a syjc
against him to recover his business and property? No; for D could have done
the same thing, had he been the richer of the two.

On the same ground, the large proprictor A may say to the small proprie-
tor B: “Sell me your field, otherwise you shall not sell your wheat,”—and thac
without doing him the least wrong, or giving him ground for complaint. S¢
that A can devour B if he likes, for the very reason that A is stronger than
B. Consequently, it is not the right of property which enables A and C 1o
rob B and D, but the right of might. By the right of property, neither the
two neighbours A and B, nor the two merchants C and D, could harm each
other. They could neither dispossess nor destroy one another, nor gain at one
another’s expense. The power of invasion lies in superior strength.

But it is superior strength also which enables the manufacturer to reduce
the wages of his employees, and the rich merchant and well-stocked proprie-
tor to sell their products for what they please. The manufacturer says to the
worker, “You are as free to go elsewhere with your services as | am to receive
them. | offer you so much.” The merchant says to the customer, “Take it or
leave it; you are master of your money, as I am of my goods. I want so much.”
Who will yield? The weaker.

Therefore, without force, property is powerless against property, since

without force it has no power to increase [saccroitre par aubainel; therefore,
without force, property is null and void.
...]

CHAPTER V

PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPOSITION OF THE. IDEA OF JUSTICE, AND
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entitled to those caught by his associate, If two merchants form a partnership
while the partnership lasts, the profits and losses are divided between thcm;

since each produces, not for himself, but for the society: when the time of

distribution arrives, it is not the producer who is considered, but the associate.
That is why the slave, to whom the planter gives straw and rice; and the civi-
lised worker, to whom the capitalist pays a salary which is always too small,—
not being associated with their employers, although producing with them,—
are disregarded when the product is divided. Thus, the horse who draws our
coaches, and the ox who draws our carts produce with us, but are not associ-

ated with us; we take their product, but do not share it with them. The animals

and workers whom we employ hold the same relation to us. Whatever we do

for them, we do, not from 2 sense of justice, but out of pure benevolence.

But is it possible that we are not all associated? Let us call to mind what
was said in the last two chapters, That even though we do not want to be
associated, the force of things, the necessity of consumption, the laws of
production, and the mathematical principle of exchange combine to associ-
ate us. There is bur a single exception to this rule,—that of the proprietor,
who, producing by his right of increase [droit d'aubaine], is not associated
with any one, and consequently is not obliged to share his product with any
one; just as no one else is bound to share with him. With the exception of
the proprietor, we labour for each other; we can do nothing by ourselves
unaided by others, and we continually exchange products and services with
each other. If these are not social acts, what are they?

Now, neither a commercial, nor an industrial, nor an agricultural associa-
tion can be conceived of in the absence of equality; equality is its sine qua
non. So that, in all matters which concern this association, to violate society
is to violate justice and equality. Apply this principle to humanity at large.

After what has been said, I assume that the reader has sufficient insight to
enable him to dispense with any aid of mine. ‘

By this principle, the man who takes possession of a field, and says, “This
field is mine,” will not be unjust so long as cvery one clse has an equal right
of possession; nor will he be unjust, if, wishing to change his location, he
exchanges this field for an equivalent. But if, putting another in his place, h‘e
s2ys to him, “Work for me while I rest,” he then becomes unjust, unassoc-
ated, umegual. He is a proprietor. - '

Reciprocally, the sluggard, or the rake, who, without performing any ‘:'{
cial task, enjoys like others—and often more than others—the produces

M ]
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he proctcded against 2 2 thief and a .Parasitc, T—

oursclves t0 Ve him nothing; but, since he must live, to put him undes
compel him t0 labour.

o and
mP‘S:"c’:‘:zS;t;n is the attraction fclt.by sentient beings for each other, Justice
. chis same attraction, accompanied by thought and knowledge. But yp.
der what general concept in what category of the understanding, is justice
placed? In the category of equal quantities. Hence, the ancient definition of
iustice—justum aequale est, injustum inaequale. What s it, then, to practise
justice? [t is to give equal wealth to each, on condition of equal labour. Itis o
act socially. Our selfishness may complain; there is no escape from evidence
and necessity.

What is the right of occupancy? It is a natural method of dividing the
earth, by reducing each worker's share as fast as new workers present them-
selves. This right disappears if the public interest requires it; which, being the
social interest, is also that of the occupant.

What is the right of labour? It is the right to obtain one’s share of wealth
by ufan.;lﬁlling the required conditions. It is the right of society, the right of
oquality.

| Justice, which is the product of the combination of an idea and an in-
stinct, m.anifcsts itself in man as soon as he is capable of feeling, and of
for ming ideas. Consequently, it has been regarded as an innate and original
. but this opinion is logically and chronologically false. But justice,
by its composition hybrid—if I may use the term,—justice, born of emotion
and intellect combined, seems to me one of th o ’ fs of che unity

i siglicly o she co c one of the strongest proofs o .
¢go; the organism being no more capable of producing

tuch 2 mixrure by itself, than are the combined senses of hearing and sight of

fon;lin]g a binary sense, half auditory and half visual.

mmunbﬁ?ﬂm “ aboz“bfi what will be the ﬁmn Qf wciety? Wil it be
[)
Communism ‘*"thc
of socig] d“’clopmcm

society: should

first expression of the social nature—is the first tcr!‘fl
Second term, -k T thesis, property, the reverse of communisi,
the syntheis Wc’shan ¢ antithesis. When we have discovered the third ™

sarily regy]ec o have the required solution. Now, this synthesis 0
. ¢ concf:tion of the thesis by the antithesis. Therefore K

. ) . ¢
Xamination of their characteristics, to eliminate tho

are hogtj i : . will
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thoroughly disgust men with it. ‘The irreparability of the injustice which it
causes, the violence which it does to attractions and repulsions, the yoke of
iron which it fastens upon the will, the moral torture o whic,h it sy::)b’c
the conscience, the debilitating effect which it has upon society; and, to ’sg
i all up, the pious and stupid uniformity which it enforces upon ;hc free
active, reasoning, unsubmissive personality of man, have shocked commo:;
sense, and condemned communism by an irrevocable decree.

The authorities and examples cited in its favour disprove it. The commu-
nistic republic of Plato involved slavery; that of Lycurgus employed Helos,
whose duty it was to produce for their masters, thus enabling the latter w0
devote themselves exclusively to athletic sports and to war. Even J. J. Rous-
scau—confounding communism and equality—has said somewhere that,
without slavery, he did not think equality of conditions possible. The com-
munities of the early Church did not last the first century out, and soon de-
generated into monasteries. In those of the Jesuits of Paraguay, the condition
of the blacks is said by all travellers to be as miserable as thar of slaves; and
it is a fact that the good Fathers were obliged to surround themselves with
ditches and walls to prevent their new converts from escaping. The followers
of Babeuf—guided by a lofty horror of property rather than by any definite
belief—were ruined by exaggeration of their principles; the St. Simonians,
lumping communism and inequality, passed away like 2 masquerade. The
greatest danger to which society is exposed today is that of another shipwreck
on this rock.

Singularly enough, systematic communism [communauté]—the delib-
erate negation of property—is conceived under the direct influence of the
proprietary prejudice; and property is the basis of all communistic theories.

The members of 2 community, it is true, have no private property; but
the community is proprietor, and proprietor not only of the goods, but of
the persons and wills. In consequence of this principle of absolute property,
labour, which should be only a condition imposed upon man by Nature,
becomes in all communities a human commandment, and therefore odious.
Passive obedience, irreconcilable with a reflecting will, is stricdy enforced.
Fidelity to regulations, which are always defective, however wise they may
be thought, allows of no complaint. Life, talent, and all the human facultics
are the property of the State, which has the right to use them as it pleases fof
the common good. Private associations are sternly prohibited, in spite of the
!ik& and dislikes of different natures, because to tolerate them would b‘ %
introduce small communities within the large one, and oonﬁﬂl‘*‘“dy prrvias
Property; the strong work for the weak, although this ough to be left to be-
Revolence, and not enforced, advised, or enjoined; the industrious work for
fhc lazy, although this is unjust; the clever work for the foohs}!: although t.h“
'8 absurd; and, finally, man——casting aside his personality, his spontn:;:;f;
his .gcniu;, and his affections—humbly annihilates himself at the &ﬂ o
Majestic and inflexible Commune! |
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Communism is inequality, but not as property is. Property is the ex
ploitation of the weak by the strong. Communism is the exploita .
force, under whatever name it be disguised: physical and mental force; force
of events, chance, fortune; force of accumulated property, etc. In commu.

nism, inequality springs from placing mediocrity on a level with excellence,
This damaging equation is repellent to the conscience, and causes merit to
complain; tor, although it may be the duty of the strong to aid the weak,
they preter to do it out of generosity,—they never will endure a comparison.
Give them equal opportunities of labour, and equal wages, but never allow
their jealousy to be awakened by mutual suspicion of unfaithfulness in the
performance of the common task.

Communism is oppression and slavery. Man is very willing to obey
the law of duty, serve his country, and oblige his friends; but he wishes
to labour when he pleases, where he pleases, and as much as he pleases.
He wishes to dispose of his own time, to be governed only by necessity,
to choose his friendships, his recreation, and his discipline; to act from
judgement, not by command; to sacrifice himself through selfishness, not
through servile obligation. Communism is essentially opposed to the free
exercise of our faculties, to our noblest desires, to our deepest feelings.
Any plan which could be devised for reconciling it with the demands of
the individual reason and will would end only in changing the thing while
preserving the name. Now, if we are honest truth-seckers, we shall avoid
disputes about words.

Thus, communism violates the sovereignty of the conscience, and equal-
ity: the first, by restricting spontancity of mind and heart, and freedom of
thought and action; the second, by placing labour and laziness, skill and
stupidity, and even vice and virtue on an equality in point of comfort. For
the rest, if property is impossible on account of the desire to accumulate,
communism would soon become so through the desire to shirtk. q

L. Property, in its turn, violates equality by the rights of exclusion 20
increase, and freedom by despotism. The former effect of property havirg
been sufficiently developed in the last three chapters, 1 will content m);:”
bcr; with establishing by a final comparison, its perfect identity with theft

~ In those forms of theft which are prohibited by law, force and art!
are employed alone and undisguised; in the authorised forms, they Cort';i "
themselves within a useful product, which they use as a tool to plunder th¢
victim.

- The direct use of violence and stratagem was early and uni"c"a%ly w;;
demned; but no nation has yer got rid of that kind of theft which achc
through talent. labour, and possession, and which is the source of all >
dilemmas of casuistry and the innumerable contradictions of jur isprude?

[...]

fice

ti
the strong by the weak. In property, inequality of conditions is the rcs(:l‘l‘t z:'
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The second effect of property is despotism. Now, since despotism is in-
separably connected with the idea of legitimate authority, in explaining the
1arural causes of the first, the principle of the second will appear.

What is to be the form of government in the future? I hear some of my
younger readers reply: “Why, how can you ask su.ch a question? You are a
republican.” “A republican! Yes; but that word specifies nothing. Res publica;
that is, the public thing. Now, whoever is interested in public affairs—no
matter under what form of government—may call himself a republican.

ven kings are republicans.”—
. “Wcll!g you frc a democrat?”—“No."—“What! you would have a
monarchy”—“No.”—“A constitutionalist?”—"God forbid!"—"You are
then an aristocrat?”—"“Not at all.”—“You want a mixed government?”—
“Still less.”—"“What are you, then?”—"1 am an anarchist.”

“Oh! 1 understand you; you speak satirically. This is a hit at the
government. — By no means. I have just given you my serious and well-
considered profession of faith. Although a firm friend of order, I am (in the
full force of the term) an anarchist. Listen to me.” -

e

By means of self-instruction and the acquisition of ideas, man finally
acquires the idea of science,—that is, of a system of knowledge in harmony
with the reality of things, and inferred from observation. He searches for the
science, or the system, of inanimate bodies,—the system of organic bod-
les, the system of the human mind, and the system of the universe: why
should he not also search for the system of society? But, having reached this
hci.ght, he comprehends that political truth, or the science of politics, exists
quite independently of the will of sovereigns, the opinion of majorities, and
ﬁ:pular bclicfs,—-.—that.kings, ministers, magistrates, and nations, as wills,
H:CC;IO co?lnecnon with the sci.encc, and are worthy of no consideration.
the au?}:prf: cnfc_is,' at the same time, that, if man is born a sociable being,
formed :r:tityh? h(lis fad'.xcr over him ceases on the day when, his mind being
e b ls education ﬁ-mshcd, he becomes the associate of his father;

's true chief and his king is the demonstrated truth; that politics is 2

s
t;!:tlmcc not a stratagem; and that the function of the legislator is reduced, in
4st analysis, to the methodical search for truth.

us, tn a gian ; ‘ .
; society, the authority of man over man is inversel
Portional ¢ hy , ty r man is in y pro-

Mk b © stage of intellectual development which that society has
th:::i’emc: the probable duration of that authority can be calculated from

Or less general desire for a true government,~—that is, for a scientific
as the right of force and the right of artifice retreat
“Quality, 54 11y id\fancc of justice, and must finally be extinguished in
ust at lca::t:'cllgan of t!'xe will yields to the sovereignty of the reason,
been crumby Ost In scientific socialism. Property and royalty have

; “‘g to PiCCCS ever Si th S
Cqual; : since the world began. As man seeks justice in
% %0 society secks order in anarchy.



B4 Pleme-Joseph Proudhon

Anarchy,—the absence of a master, of a sovc.rcign.,‘-—such is the form of
government o which we are every day approximating, and which oyr 4.
customed habit of taking man for our rule, ar}d his will for law, leads ys ¢q
regard as the height of disorder and the expression of chaos. The story is told,
chat a citizen of Paris in the seventeenth century having heard it said that i
Venice there was no king, the good man could not recover from his astonigh.
ment, and nearly died from laughter at the mere mention of so ridiculous g
thing, So strong is our prejudice. As long as we live, we want a chief or chief;
and at this very moment I hold in my hand a brochure, whose author-—z
zealous communist—dreams, like a second Marar, of the dictatorship. The
most advanced among us are those who wish the greatest possible number of
sovereigns,—their most ardent wish is for the royalty of the National Guard.
Soon, undoubtedly, some one, jealous of the citizen militia, will say, “Every-
body is king.” But, when he has spoken, I will say, in my rurn, “Nobody is
king; we are, whether we will or no, associated.” Every question of domestic
politics must be decided by departmental statistics; every question of for-
eign politics is an affair of international statistics. The science of government
rightly belongs to one of the sections of the Academy of Sciences, whose
permanent secretary is necessarily prime minister; and, since every citizen
may address 2 memoir to the Academy, every citizen is a legislator. But, as
the opinion of no one is of any value until its truth has been proven, no one
can substitute his will for reason,—nobody is king.

All questions of legislation and politics are matters of science, not of
opinion. The legislative power belongs only to the reason, methodically rec-
ognised and demonstrated. To attribute to any power whatever the right of
veto or of sanction, is the last degree of tyranny. Justice and legality are two
things as independent of our approval as is mathematical truth. To compel,
they need only to be known; to be known, they need only to be considered
and studied. What, then, is the nation, if it is not the sovereign,—if it is not
the source of the legislative power?

The nation is the guardian of the law—the nation is the executive power.
Every citizen may assert: “This is true; that is just;” but his opinion controls
no one but himself. That the truth which he proclaims may become 2 law,
it must be recognised. Now, what is it to recognise a law? It is to verify 2
mathematical or a metaphysical calculation; it is to repeat an experiment, t0
observe a phenomenon, to establish a fact. Only the nation has the right to
say, “Be it known and decreed.”

1 confess that this is an overturning of received ideas, and that I seem
o be atempting to revolutionise our political system: but I beg the readef
» comx.de: that, having begun with a paradox, I must, if I reason correctly;
meet with paradoxes at every step, and must end with paradoxes. For the

6 The meaning ordinarily attached to the word *anarchy " is absence of principie; 3~
sence of rule; consequently, it has been regarded as synonymous with “disorder.
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rest, | do not see how the liberty of citizens would be endangered by entrust.
ing to their hands, instead of the pen of the legislator, the sword of the law,
The executive power, belonging properly to the will, cannot be confided to
100 many proxies. That is the true sovereignty of the nation.’

The proprietor, the robber, the hero, the sovereign—for all these titles are
synonymous—imposes his will as law, and suffers neither contradiction nos
control; that is, he pretends to be the legislative and the executive power at
once. Accordingly, the substitution of the scientific and true law for the royal
will is accomplished only by a terrible struggle; and this constant substitu-
tion is, after property, the most potent element in history, the most prolific

source of polirical disturbances. Examples are too numerous and too striking
to require enumeration.

Now, property necessarily engenders despotism,—the government of
caprice, the reign of libidinous pleasure. That is so clearly the essence of
property that, to be convinced of it, one need but remember what it is, and
observe what happens around him. Property is the right to use and abuse. If,
then, government is economy,—if its object is production and consumption,
and the distribution of labour and products,—how is government possible
while property exists? And if goods are property, why should not the pro-
prietors be kings, and despotic kings—kings in proportion to their facultes
bonitaires> And if each proprietor is sovereign lord within the sphere of his
property, absolute king throughout his own domain, how could a govern-
ment of proprietors be anything but chaos and confusion?

[...]

Then, no government, no public economy, no administration, is possible,
which is based upon property.
Communism seeks eguality and law. Property, born of the sovereignty of

the reason, and the sense of personal merit, wishes above all things independ-
ence and proportionality.

7 If such ideas are ever forced into the minds of the people, it will be by representa-

tive government and the tyranny of talkers. Once science, thought, and speech were
characterised by the same expression [in Greek, logos]. To designate a thoughtful
and a learned man, they said, “a man quick to speak and powerful in discourse.”
For a long time, speech has been abstractly distinguished from science and reason,
Gradually, this abstraction is becoming realised, as the logicians say, in society; so
that we have today savants of many kinds who talk but little, and salkers who are not
- CVen savants in the science of speech. Thus a philosopher is no longer a savant: he
'8 2 talker. Legislators and pocts were once profound and sublime characters: now
they are talkers. A talker is a sonorous bell, whom the least shock suffices 1o set in
Perpetual motion. With the talker, the flow of speech is always directly proportional
0 the poverty of thoughr. Talkers govern the world; they stun us, they bore us, they
worry us, they suck our blood, and [they] laugh at us. As for the savants, they keep
“knwifdxcywkhtosayaword,dnymcutshon.l.ztthcmwr'uc- |
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But communism, mistaking uniformity for !aw, and lc.vclism for equality,
becomes tyrannical and unjust. Property, l.)y ts despotism and encroach,.
ments, soon proves itself oppressive and anti-social. |

The objects of communism and property are gOf)d-—d\car results are bad.
And why? Because both are exclusive, and each dxsrcgard.s two elements of
society. Communism rejects independence and proportionality; property

does not satisfy equality and law. o
Now, if we imagine a society based upon these four Pr‘nC'Plcs»--cquality,

law, independence, and proportionality,-—-'-wte find: “ .

1. That equality, consisting only in equality of conditions, that is, of means,
and not in equality of comfort,—which it is the business of the workers to
achieve for themselves, when provided with equal means,—~—in no way vio-
lates justice and equity. |

2. That law, resulting from the knowledge of facts, and consequenty
based upon necessity itself, never clashes with independence.

3. That individual independence, or the autonomy of the private reason,
originating in the difference in talents and capacities, can exist without dan-
ger within the limits of the law.

4. That proportionality, being admitted only in the sphere of intelligence
and sentiment, and not as regards material objects, may be observed without
violating justice or social equality. _

This third form of society, the synthesis of communism and property, we
will call iberry®

In determining the nature of liberty, we do not unite communism and prop-
erty indiscriminately; such a process would be absurd eclecticism. We search by
analysis for those elements in each which are true, and in harmony with the laws
of Nature and society, disregarding the rest altogether; and the result gives us an
adequate expression of the natural form of human society,—in one word, liberty.

Liberty is equality, because liberty exists only in society; and in the ab-
sence of equality there is no society.

Liberty is anarchy, because it does not admit the government of the will,
but only the authority of the law; that is, of necessity.

Liberty is infinite variety, because it respects all wills within the limits of

the law, -

L‘b"“)' is proportionality, because it allows the utmost latitude to the
aml[)mon for merit, and the emulation of glory,. s Ja

: , » property is conquered, never again 10 ar
Wherever this work i read and discussed, there will be deposited the germ

Freach davalt. . —liberty, 1o liberate, libration, balance (POU"d [in
L lévrel),—words which have 5 common derivation. Liberty is the balance of
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of death to property; there, sooner or later, privilege and servitude will disap-

r, and the despotism of will will give place to the reign of reason. What
sophisms, indeed, what. pre;ud:ccs' (.howcvcr obstinate) can stand before the
simplicity of the following proposmc?n.s:

[ Individual passession’ is the condition of social life; five thousand years of
property demonstrate it. Property is the suicidc. of society. Possession is a righ;
property is against right. Suppress property while maintaining possession, and,
by this simple modification of the principle, you will revolutionise law, govern-
ment, economy, and institutions; you will drive evil from the face of the earth.

II. All having an equal right of occupancy, possession varies with the
number of possessors; property cannot establish itself,

I11. The effect of labour being the same for all, property is lost in the
common prosperity.

[V. All human labour being the result of collective force, all property be-
comes, by the same reason, collective and undivided. To speak more exactly,
labour destroys property. |

V. Every capacity for labour being, like every instrument of labour, an ac-
cumulated capital, and a collective property, inequality of wages and fortunes
(on the ground of inequality of capacities) is, therefore, injustice and theft.

VL. The necessary conditions of commerce are the liberty of the contract-
ing parties and the equivalence of the products exchanged. Now, value being
expressed by the amount of time and outlay which each product costs, and
liberty being inviolable, the wages of workers (like their rights and duties)
should be equal.

VIL. Products are bought only by products. Now, the condition of all
exchange being equivalence of products, profit is impossible and unjust. Ob-
serve this elementary principle of economy, and pauperism, luxury, oppres-
sion, vice, crime, and hunger will disappear from our midst.

YIII. Men are associated by the physical and mathematical law of pro-
ducnon,. before they are voluntarily associated by choice. Therefore, equality
Of conditions is demanded by justice; that is, by strict social law: esteem,
friendship, gratitude, admiration, all fall within the domain of equitable or

Proportional law only.

. tEj Free association, l.ibcrty—-whosc sole function is to maintain equality
i t;:Ic!axls of production and equivalence in exchanges—is the only pos-
© the only just, the only true form of society. |
? Iflde“al possession is no obstacle to extensive cultivation and unity of exploita-
uon. If I have not spoken of the drawbacks arising from small estates, it is because 1
thought it useless to repeat what so many others have said, and what by this time all
the world must know. But I am surprised that the economists, who have so clearly
hown the disadvantages of spade-husbandry, have failed to sce that it is caused
:}f".dy by property; above all, that they have not perceived that their plan for mo-
llising the sof is a first step towards the abolition of property.
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X pob,bgdggdmaoﬂibaty.mgovc.rnmcmf)fmbym(un_
der whatever name it be disguised) is oppression. Society finds its highest
pcrfcai!mmthcmﬁonofodﬂﬁdlmrd# o

Thcoldcivilisationhasmniuraoc;ancwmnummg,mwmm
mthcfmafdmwm{aﬂ‘cpfm‘ generation perish, let the o}d
p,mﬁaxorsdicind)cdcscrt!(hcbol.yarthshaﬂ not cover their bones,
Young man, exasperated by the corruption of the age, and absorbed in your
seal for justicel—if your country is dear to you, and if you have the interests
of humanity at heart, have the courage to espouse the cause of liberty! Cast
off vour old selfishness, and plunge into the rising flood of popular equalicy!
There your regenerate soul will acquire new life and vigour; your enervated
genius will recover unconquerable energy; and your heart, perhaps already
withered, will be rejuvenated! Every thing will wear a different look to your
illuminated vision; new sentiments will engender new ideas within you; re-
ligion, morality, poetry, art, language will appear before you in nobler and
fairer forms: and thenceforth, sure of your faith, and thoughtfully enthusias-
tic, you will hail the dawn of universal regeneration!

And you, sad victims of an odious law!—you, whom 2a jesting world
despoils and outrages!—you, whose labour has always been fruitless, and
whose rest has been without hope,—take courage! your tears are numbered!
The fathers have sown in affliction, the children shall reap in rejoicings!

O God of liberty! God of equality! Thou who didst place in my hear
the sentiment of justice, before my reason could comprehend it, hear my
ardent praver! Thou hast dictated all that I have written; Thou hast shaped
my thought; Thou hast directed my studies; Thou hast weaned my mind
from curiosity and my heart from artachment, that I might publish Thy
truth to the master and the slave. I have spoken with what force and talent
Thou hast given me: it is Thine to finish the work. Thou knowest whether
| scek my welfare or Thy glory, O God of liberty! Ah! perish my memory;
and let humanity be free! Let me see from my obscurity the people at last in-
structed; let noble teachers enlighten them; let generous spirits guide d)cm!
Abridge, if possible, the time of our trial; stific pride and avarice in equality;
annihilate this love of glory which enslaves us; teach these poor children that
in the bosom of liberty there are neither heroes nor great men! Inspire the
powertul man, the rich man, him whose name my lips shall never pronounc
in Thy presence, with a horror of his crimes; let him be the first to apply fof
admission to the redeemed society; let the promptness of his rCP“‘“”“.b‘
the ground of his forgiveness! Then. great and small, wise and foolish, rich
and P“"t'. will UNILE in an ineffable ffﬂ(ﬂnity; and. singjng in unison 2 ncw
hymn, will rebuid Thy altar, O God of liberty and equality’

LETTER TO M. BLANQUI
ON PROPERTY

WHAT IS PROPERTY? SECOND MEMOIR

Monsieur,

-

.lN ORDER TO LIVE AS A PROPRIETOR, OR TO CONSUME WITHOUT PRODUCING, IT
's necessary, then, to live upon the labour of another; in other words, it is
necessary to kill the worker. It is upon this principle that proprietors of those
varicties of capital which are of primary necessity increase their farm-rents as

fast as industry develops, much more careful of their privileges in thar respect,
than those economists who, in order to strengthen propetty, advocare a reduc-
ton of interest. But the

crime is unavailing: labour and production increase;
$00n the proprietor will be forced to labour, and then property is lost.

The proprietor is a man who, having absolute control of an instrument of
P‘f’dufinon, claims the right to enjoy the product of the instrument without
:‘;fng it himself. To this end he lends it; and we have just seen that from
d:t :°‘nthﬂle.vvorkcr. derives a power of exchange, which sooner or later will
o O e right of increase (droit d'aubaine). In the first place, the proprie-
” 18 obliged to allow the worker 2 portion of the product, for without it
< Worker could not live. Soon the latter, through the development of his
e  finds 2 means of regaining the greater portion of that which he
cone 0 the Proprietor; so that at last, the objects of enjoyment increasing
it nually, while the income of the idler remains the same, the proprictof,
Thc:s c"hfluncd his resources, begins to think of going to work himself.

the vVictory of the producer is certain. Labour commences te tip the
towards its own side, and commerce leads to equilibrium.



