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VIIL

HARMONIES OF
PoLITICAL ECONOMY

Book ONE






To THE YOUTH OF FRANCE

prejudice, a heart devoid of hate, zeal for the propagation
of truth—ardent sympathies, disinterestedness, devotion,
candor—enthusiasm for all that is good and fair, simple and great,
honest and religious—such are the precious attributes of youth. It
is for this reason that I dedicate my work to you. And the seed
must have in it no kernel of life if it fail to take root in a soil so

Love of study, and lack of fixed opinions—a mind free from

generous.

I had thought to offer you a picture, and all I have given you
is a sketch; but you will pardon me; for who, in times like the
present,! can sit down to finish a grave and important work? My
hope is that some one among you, on seeing it, will be led to
exclaim, with the great artist, Anch’ io son pittore! and seizing the
pencil, impart to my rude canvas color and flesh, light and shade,
sentiment and life.

You may think the title of the work somewhat ambitious; and
assuredly I make no pretension to reveal the designs of Provi-
dence in the social order, and to explain the mechanisms of all the
forces with which God has endowed man for the realization of

IThe first edition of the Harmonies Economiques appeared in 1850.
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progress. All that I have aimed at is to put you on the right track,
and make you acquainted with the truth that all legitimate inter-
ests are in harmony. That is the predominant idea of my work,
and it is impossible not to recognize its importance.

For some time it has been the fashion to laugh at what has
been called the social problem; and no doubt some of the solu-
tions that have been proposed afford but too much ground for
raillery. But in the problem itself there is nothing laughable. It is
the ghost of Banquo at the feast of Macbeth—and no dumb ghost
either; for in formidable tones it calls out to terror-stricken soci-
ety—a solution or death!

Now this solution, you will at once see, must be different
according as men’s interests are held to be naturally harmonious
or naturally antagonistic.

In the one case, we must seek for the solution in Liberty—in
the other, in Constraint. In the one case, we have only to be pas-
sive—in the other, we must necessarily offer opposition.

But Liberty assumes only one shape. Once convinced that
each of the molecules that compose a fluid possesses in itself the
force by which the general level is produced, we conclude that
there is no surer or simpler way of seeing that level realized than
not to interfere with it. All, then, who set out with this fundamen-
tal principle, that men’s interests are harmonious, will agree as to
the practical solution of the social problem—to abstain from dis-
placing or thwarting these interests.

Constraint, on the other hand, may assume a thousand
shapes, according to the views we take of it, and which are infi-
nitely varied. Those schools that set out with the principle that
men’s interests are antagonistic, have done nothing yet toward
the solution of the problem, unless it be that they have thrust
aside Liberty. Among the infinite forms of Constraint, they have
still to choose the one they consider good, if indeed any of them
be so. And then, as a crowning difficulty, they have to obtain uni-
versal acceptance, among men who are free agents, for the partic-
ular form of Constraint to which they have awarded the prefer-
ence.
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But, on this hypothesis, if human interests are, by their very
nature urged into fatal collision, and if this shock can be avoided
only by the accidental invention of an artificial social order, the
destiny of the human race becomes very hazardous, and we ask in
terror:

First, if any man is to be found who has discovered a satis-
factory form of Constraint?

Second, can this man bring to his way of thinking the innum-
erable schools who give the preference to other forms?

Third, will mankind give in to that particular form which, by
hypothesis, runs counter to all individual interests?

Fourth, assuming that men will allow themselves to be rigged
out in this new attire, what will happen if another inventor pre-
sents himself, with a coat of a different and improved cut? Are we
to persevere in a vicious organization, knowing it to be vicious;
or must we resolve to change that organization every morning
according as the caprices of fashion and the fertility of inventors’
brains may dictate?

Fifth, would not all the inventors whose plans have been re-
jected unite together against the particular organization that had
been selected, and would not their success in disturbing society be
in exact proportion to the degree in which that particular form of
organization ran counter to all existing interests?

Sixth, and last of all, may be asked, Does there exist any
human force capable of overcoming an antagonism that we pre-
suppose to be itself the very essence of human force?

[ might multiply such questions ad infinitum, and propose, for
example, this difficulty:

If individual interest is opposed to the general interest, where
are we to place the active principle of Constraint? Where is the
fulcrum of the lever to be placed? Beyond the limits of human
society? It must be so if we are to escape the consequences of your
law. If we are to entrust some men with arbitrary power, prove
first of all that these men are formed of a different clay from
other mortals; that they in their turn will not be acted upon by
the fatal principle of self-interest; and that, placed in a situation
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that excludes the idea of any curb, any effective opposition, their
judgments will be exempt from error, their hands from rapacity,
and their hearts from covetousness.

The radical difference between various Socialist schools (I
mean here, those which seek the solution of the social problem in
an artificial organization) and the Economist school, does not
consist in certain views of detail or of governmental combination.
We encounter that difference at the starting point, in the prelim-
inary and pressing question: Are human interests, when left to
themselves, antagonistic or harmonious?

It is evident that the Socialists have set out in quest of an arti-
ficial organization only because they judge the natural or-
ganization of society bad or insufficient; and they have judged the
latter bad and insufficient only because they think they see in
men’s interests a radical antagonism, for otherwise they would
not have had recourse to Constraint. It is not necessary to con-
strain into harmony what is in itself harmonious.

Thus they have discovered antagonism everywhere:

Between the proprietor and the proletarian
Between capital and labor

Between the masses and the bourgeoisie
Between agriculture and manufactures
Between the rustic and the burgess
Between the native and the foreigner
Between the producer and the consumer
Between civilization and organization

In a word, Between Liberty and Harmony.

And this explains why it happens that, although a certain kind
of sentimental philanthropy finds a place in their hearts, gall and
bitterness flow continually from their lips. Each reserves all his
love for the new state of society he has dreamt of; but as regards
the society in which we actually live and move, it cannot, in their
opinion, be too soon crushed and overthrown, to make room for
the New Jerusalem they are to rear upon its ruins.

I have said that the Economist school, setting out with the
natural harmony of interests, is the advocate of Liberty.
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And yet I must allow that if Economists in general stand up
for liberty, it is unfortunately not equally true that their principles
establish solidly the foundation on which they build—the har-
mony of interests.

Before proceeding further, and to forewarn you against the
conclusions that will no doubt be drawn from this avowal, I must
say a word on the situations that Socialism and Political Economy
respectively occupy.

It would be folly in me to assert that Socialism has never
lighted upon a truth, and that Political Economy has never fallen
into an error.

What separates, radically and profoundly, the two schools is
their difference of methods. The one school, like the astrologer
and the alchemist, proceeds on hypothesis; the other, like the
astronomer and the chemist, proceeds on observation.

Two astronomers, observing the same fact, may not be able to
arrive at the same result.

In spite of this transient disagreement, they feel themselves
united by the common process that sooner or later will cause that
disagreement to disappear. They recognize each other as of the
same communion. But between the astronomer, who observes,
and the astrologer, who imagines, the gulf is impassable, although
accidentally they may sometimes approximate.

The same thing holds of Political Economy and Socialism.

The Economists observe man, the laws of his organization,
and the social relations that result from those laws. The Socialists
conjure up an imaginary society, and then create a human heart to
suit that society.

Now, if philosophy never errs, philosophers often do. I deny
not that Economists may make false observations; I will add that
they must necessarily begin by doing so.

But then what happens? If men’s interests are harmonious, it
follows that every incorrect observation will lead logically to
antagonism. What, then, are the Socialist tactics? They gather
from the works of Economists certain incorrect observations, fol-
low them out to their consequences, and show those consequences
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to be disastrous. Thus far they are right. Then they set to work
upon the observer, whom we may assume to be Malthus or
Ricardo. Still they have right on their side. But they do not stop
there. They turn against the science of Political Economy itself,
accusing it of being heartless, and leading to evil. Here they do
violence to reason and justice, inasmuch as science is not respon-
sible for incorrect observation. At length they proceed another
step. They lay the blame on society itself—they threaten to over-
throw it for the purpose of reconstructing the edifice—and why?
Because, say they, it is proved by science that society as now con-
stituted is urged onwards to destruction. In this they outrage good
sense—for either science is not mistaken, and then why attack it?
Or it is mistaken, and in that case they should leave society in
repose, since society is not menaced.

But these tactics, illogical as they are, have not been the less
fatal to economic science, especially when the cultivators of that
science have had the misfortune, from a chivalrous and not
unnatural feeling, to render themselves liable, singuli in solidum,
for their predecessors and for one another. Science is a queen
whose gait should be frank and free—the atmosphere of the
clique stifles her.

I have already said that in Political Economy every erroneous
proposition must lead ultimately to antagonism. On the other
hand, it is impossible that the voluminous works of even the most
eminent economists should not include some erroneous proposi-
tions. It is ours to mark and to rectify them in the interest of sci-
ence and of society. If we persist in maintaining them for the
honor of the fraternity, we shall not only expose ourselves, which
is of little consequence, but we shall expose truth itself, which is
a serious affair, to the attacks of Socialism.

To return: the conclusion of the Economists is for Liberty. But
in order that this conclusion should take hold of men’s minds and
hearts, it must be solidly based on this fundamental principle, that
interests, left to themselves, tend to harmonious combinations,
and to the progressive preponderance of the general good.
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Now many Economists, some of them writers of authority,
have advanced propositions, which, step by step, lead logically to
absolute evil, necessary injustice, fatal and progressive inequality,
and inevitable pauperism, etc.

Thus, there are very few of them who, so far as I know, have
not attributed value to natural agents, to the gifts that God has
vouchsafed gratuitously to his creatures. The word value implies
that we do not give away the portion of it we possess except for
an equivalent consideration. Here, then, we have men, especially
proprietors of land, bartering for effective labor the gifts of God,
and receiving recompense for utilities in the creation of which
their labor has had no share—an evident, but a necessary, injus-
tice, say these writers.

Then comes the famous theory of Ricardo, which may be
summed up in a few words: The price of the necessaries of life
depends on the labor required to produce them on the least pro-
ductive land in cultivation. Then the increase of population
obliges us to have recourse to soils of lower and lower fertility.

Consequently mankind at large (all except the landowners)
are forced to give a larger and larger amount of labor for the same
amount of subsistence; or, what comes to the same thing, to
receive a less and less amount of subsistence for the same amount
of labor—while the landowners see their rental swelling by every
new descent to soils of an inferior quality. Conclusion: Progres-
sive opulence of men of leisure—progressive poverty of men of
labor; in other words, fatal inequality.

Finally, we have the still more celebrated theory of Malthus,
that population has a tendency to increase more rapidly than the
means of subsistence, and has done so every moment throughout
time. Now, men cannot be happy, or live in peace, if they have not
the means of support; and there are but two obstacles to this
increase of population that is always threatening us, namely, a
diminished number of births, or an increase of mortality in all its
dreadful forms. Moral restraint, to be efficacious, must be uni-
versal, and no one expects that. There remains, then, only the
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repressive obstacles—vice, poverty, war, pestilence, famine—in
other words, pauperism and death.

I forbear to mention other systems of a less general scope,
which tend in the same way to bring us to a dead-stand. Monsieur
de Tocqueville, for example, and many others, tell us, if we admit
the right of primogeniture, we arrive at the most concentrated
aristocracy—if we do not admit it, we arrive at ruin and sterility.

And it is worthy of note that these four melancholy theories
do not in the least degree run foul of each other. If they did, we
might console ourselves with the reflection that they are alike
false, since they refute each other. But no—they are in unison,
and make part of one and the same general theory, which, sup-
ported by numerous and specious facts, would seem to explain
the spasmodic state of modern society and, fortified by the assent
of many masters in the science, presents itself with frightful
authority to the mind of the confused and discouraged inquirer.

We have still to discover how the authors of this melancholy
theory have been able to lay down as their principle the harmony
of interests and as their conclusion, Liberty.

For if mankind is indeed urged on by the laws of Value toward
Injustice; by the laws of Rent toward Inequality; by the laws of
Population toward Poverty; by the laws of Inheritance toward
Sterility—we can no longer affirm that God has made the moral
as he has made the natural world—a harmonious work; we must
bow the head, and confess that it has pleased Him to base it on
revolting and irremediable dissonance.

You must not suppose, young men, that the socialists have
refuted and repudiated what, in order to wound no one’s sus-
ceptibilities, I shall call the theory of dissonances. Noj; let them
say as they will, they have assumed the truth of that theory, and
it is just because they have assumed its truth that they propose to
substitute Constraint for Liberty, artificial for natural organiza-
tion, their own inventions for the work of God. They say to their
opponents (and in this, perhaps, they are more consistent than the
latter)—if, as you have told us, human interests when left to
themselves tend to harmonious combination, we cannot do better
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than welcome and magnify Liberty as you do. But you have
demonstrated unanswerably that those interests, if allowed to
develop themselves freely, urge mankind toward injustice,
inequality, pauperism, and sterility. Your theory, then, provokes
reaction precisely because it is true. We desire to break up the
existing fabric of society just because it is subject to the fatal laws
you have described; we wish to make trial of our own powers,
seeing that the power of God has miscarried.

Thus they are agreed as regards the premises, and differ only
on the conclusion.

The Economists to whom I have alluded say that the great
providential laws urge on society to evil; but that we must take
care not to disturb the action of those laws, because such action
is happily impeded by the secondary laws that retard the final
catastrophe; and arbitrary intervention can only weaken the
embankment, without stopping the fatal rising of the flood.

The Socialists say that the great providential laws urge on
society to evil; we must therefore abolish them, and select others
from our inexhaustible storehouse.

The Catholics say that the great providential laws urge on
society to evil; we must therefore escape from them by re-
nouncing worldly interests, and taking refuge in abnegation, sac-
rifice, asceticism, and resignation.

It is in the midst of this tumult, of these cries of anguish and
distress, of these exhortations to subversion, or to resignation and
despair, that I endeavor to obtain a hearing for this assertion, in
presence of which, if it be correct, all difference of opinion must
disappear—it is not true that the great providential laws urge on
society to evil.

It is with reference to the conclusions to be deduced from
their common premises that the various schools are divided and
combat each other. I deny those premises, and I ask, Is not that
the best way of putting an end to these disputes?

The leading idea of this work, the harmony of interests, is
simple. Is simplicity not the touchstone of truth? The laws of
light, of sound, of motion, appear to us to be all the truer for
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being simple—Why should it be otherwise with the law of inter-
ests?

This idea is conciliatory. What is more fitted to reconcile par-
ties than to demonstrate the harmony of the various branches of
industry: the harmony of classes, of nations, even of doctrines?

It is consoling, seeing that it points out what is false in those
systems that adopt, as their conclusion, progressive evil.

It is religious, for it assures us that it is not only the celestial
but the social mechanism that reveals the wisdom of God, and
declares His glory.

It is practical, for one can scarcely conceive anything more
easily reduced to practice than this—to allow men to labor, to
exchange, to learn, to associate, to act and react on each other—
for, according to the laws of Providence, nothing can result from
their intelligent spontaneity but order, harmony, progress, good,
and better still; better ad infinitum.

Bravo, you will say; here we have the optimism of the Econ-
omists with a vengeance! These Economists are so much the
slaves of their own systems that they shut their eyes to facts for
fear of seeing them. In the face of all the poverty, all the injustice,
all the oppressions that desolate humanity, they coolly deny the
existence of evil. The smell of revolutionary gunpowder does not
reach their blunted senses—the pavement of the barricades has no
voice for them; and were society to crumble to pieces before their
eyes, they would still keep repeating, “All is for the best in the best
of worlds.”

No indeed—we do not think that all is for the best; but I have
faith in the wisdom of the laws of Providence, and for the same
reason I have faith in Liberty.

The question is, Have we Liberty?

The question is, Do these laws act in their plenitude, or is
their action not profoundly troubled by the countervailing action
of human institutions?

Deny evil! deny suffering! Who can? We must forget that our
subject is man. We must forget that we are ourselves men. The
laws of Providence may be regarded as harmonious without their
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necessarily excluding evil. Enough that evil has its explanation
and its mission, that it checks and limits itself, that it destroys
itself by its own action, and that each suffering prevents a greater
suffering by repressing the cause of suffering.

Society has for its element man, who is a free agent; and since
man is free, he may choose—since he may choose, he may be mis-
taken—since he may be mistaken, he may suffer.

I go further. I say he must be mistaken and suffer—for he
begins his journey in ignorance, and for ignorance there are end-
less and unknown roads, all of which, except one, lead to error.

Now, every Error engenders suffering; but either suffering
reacts upon the man who errs, and then it brings Responsibility
into play—or, if it affects others who are free from error, it sets
in motion the marvellous reactionary machinery of Solidarity.

The action of these laws, combined with the faculty that has
been vouchsafed to us of connecting effects with their causes,
must bring us back, by means of this very suffering, into the way
of what is good and true.

Thus, not only do we not deny the existence of evil, but we
acknowledge that it has a mission in the social, as it has in the
material world.

But in order that it should fulfill this mission, we must not
stretch Solidarity artificially, so as to destroy Responsibility—in
other words, we must respect Liberty.

Should human institutions step in to oppose in this respect the
divine laws, evil would not the less flow from error, only it would
shift its position. It would strike those whom it ought not to
strike. It would be no longer a warning and a monitor. It would
no longer have the tendency to diminish and die away by its own
proper action. Its action would be continued, and increase, as
would happen in the physiological world if the imprudences and
excesses of the men of one hemisphere were felt in their unhappy
effects only by the inhabitants of the opposite hemisphere.

Now this is precisely the tendency not only of most of our
governmental institutions, but likewise, and above all, of those
we seek to establish as remedies for the evils we suffer. Under the
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philanthropical pretext of developing among men a factitious
Solidarity, we render Responsibility more and more inert and
inefficacious. By an improper application of the public force, we
alter the relation of labor to its remuneration, we disturb the laws
of industry and of exchange, we offer violence to the natural
development of education, we give a wrong direction to capital
and labor, we twist and invert men’s ideas, we inflame absurd pre-
tensions, we dazzle with chimerical hopes, we occasion a strange
loss of human energy, we change the centers of population, we
render experience itself useless—in a word, we give to all inter-
ests artificial foundations, we turn them upside-down, and then
we exclaim that—Interests are antagonistic: Liberty has done all
the evil—let us denounce and stifle Liberty.

And yet, as this sacred word has still power to stir men’s
hearts and make them palpitate, we despoil Liberty of its prestige
by depriving it of its name; and it is under the brand of Compe-
tition that it is led to the sacrificial altar, amid the applause of a
mob stretching forth their hands to receive the shackles of servi-
tude.

It is not enough, then, to exhibit, in their majestic harmony,
the natural laws of the social order; we must also explain the dis-
turbing causes that paralyze their action; and this is what I have
endeavored to do in the second part of this work.

I have striven to avoid controversy; and, in doing so, I have
no doubt lost an opportunity of giving to the principles I desire
to disseminate the stability that results from a thorough and
searching discussion. And yet, might not the attention of the
reader, seduced by digressions, have been diverted from the argu-
ment taken as a whole? If I exhibit the edifice as it stands, what
matters it in what light it has been regarded by others, even by
those who first taught me to look at it?

And now I would appeal with confidence to men of all
schools who prefer truth, justice, and the pubic good to their own
systems.

Economists! Like you, I am the advocate of LIBERTY; and if
I succeed in shaking some of those premises that sadden your
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generous hearts, perhaps you will see in this an additional incen-
tive to love and to serve our sacred cause.

Socialists! You have faith in ASSOCIATION. I entreat you,
after having read this book, to say whether society as it is now
constituted, apart from its abuses and shackles, that is to say,
under the condition of Liberty, is not the most beautiful, the most
complete, the most durable, the most universal, the most equi-
table, of all Associations.

Egalitarians! You admit but one principle, the MUTUALITY
OF SERVICES. Let human transactions be free, and I assert that
they are not and cannot be anything else than a reciprocal
exchange of services—services always diminishing in price, al-
ways increasing in utility.

Communists! You desire that men, having become brothers,
should enjoy in common the goods that Providence has lavished
on them. My aim is to demonstrate that society as it exists has
only to acquire freedom in order to realize and surpass your
wishes and your hopes. For all things are common to all, on the
single condition that each man takes the trouble to gather what
God has given, which is very natural; or remunerate freely those
who take that trouble for him, which is very just.

Christians of all communions! Unless you stand alone in cast-
ing doubt on the divine wisdom, manifested in the most magnifi-
cent of all God’s works that have come within the range of our
knowledge, you will find in this book no expression that can
shock even the severest morals, or the most sacred dogmas of
your faith.

Proprietors! Whatever be the extent of your possessions, if I
establish that your rights, now so much contested, are limited,
like those of the most ordinary workman, to the receiving of serv-
ices in exchange for real and substantial services that have been
actually rendered by you, or by your forefathers, those rights will
henceforth repose on a basis that cannot be shaken.

Proletaires! Men who live by wages! I undertake to demon-
strate that you obtain the fruits of the land of which you are not
the owners with less pain and effort than if you were obliged to
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raise those fruits by your own direct labor—with less than if that
land had been given to you in its primitive state, and before being
prepared for cultivation by labor.

Capitalists and laborers! I believe myself in a position to
establish the law that, in proportion as capital is accumulated, the
absolute share of the total product falling to the capitalist
increases, and his proportional share is diminished; while both
the absolute and relative share of the product falling to the
laborer is augmented—the reverse effects being produced when
capital is lessened or dissipated.? If this law be established, the
obvious deduction is, a harmony of interests between laborers
and those who employ them.

Disciples of Malthus! Sincere and calumniated philanthro-
pists, whose only fault has been in warning mankind against the
effects of a law you believe to be fatal, I shall have to submit to
you another law more reassuring: “Ceteris paribus, increasing
density of population is equivalent to increasing facility of pro-
duction.” And if it be so, I am certain it will not be you who will
grieve to see a stumbling block removed from the threshold of
our favorite science.

Men of spoliation! You who, by force or fraud, by law or in
spite of law, batten on the people’s substance; you who live by the
errors you propagate, by the ignorance you cherish, by the wars
you light up, by the trammels with which you hamper trade; you
who tax labor after having rendered it unproductive, making it

2] shall explain this law by figures: Suppose three periods during which
capital increases, labor remaining the same. Let the total production at these
three periods be as 80—100—120. It will be thus divided:

Capitalist’s share ~ Laborer Share Total
First Period 45 35 80
Second Period 50 50 100
Third Period 55 65 120

Of course these proportions are merely given for the sake of illustra-
tion.
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lose an armload for every handful you yourselves pluck from it;
you who cause yourselves to be paid for creating obstacles, in
order to get afterwards paid for partially removing those obsta-
cles; incarnations of selfishness in its worst sense; parasitical
excrescences of a vicious policy, prepare for the sharpest and most
unsparing criticism. To you, alone, I make no appeal, for the
design of this book is to sacrifice you, or rather to sacrifice your
unjust pretensions. In vain we cherish conciliation. There are two
principles that can never be reconciled—Liberty and Constraint.

If the laws of Providence are harmonious, it is when they act
with freedom, without which there is no harmony. Whenever,
then, we remark an absence of harmony, we may be sure that it
proceeds from an absence of liberty, an absence of justice.
Oppressors, spoliators, contempters of justice, you can have no
part in the universal harmony, for it is you who disturb it.

Do I mean to say that the effect of this work may be to enfee-
ble power, to shake its stability, to diminish its authority? My
design is just the opposite. But let me not be misunderstood.

It is the business of political science to distinguish between
what ought and what ought not to fall under State control; and
in making this important distinction we must not forget that the
State always acts through the intervention of Force. The services
it renders us, and the services it exacts from us in return, are alike
imposed upon us under the name of contributions.

The question then comes back to this: What are the things
that men have a right to impose upon each other by force? Now
I know but one thing in this situation, and that is Justice. I have
no right to force any one whatever to be religious, charitable, well
educated, or industrious; but I have a right to force him to be
just—this is a case of legitimate defense.

Now, individuals in the aggregate can possess no right that did
not pre-exist in individuals as such. If, then, the employment of
individual force is justified only by legitimate defense, the fact
that the action of government is always manifested by Force
should lead us to conclude that it is essentially limited to the
maintenance of order, security, and justice.
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All action of governments beyond this limit is a usurpation
upon conscience, upon intelligence, upon industry; in a word,
upon human Liberty.

This being granted, we ought to set ourselves unceasingly and
without compunction to emancipate the entire domain of private
enterprise from the encroachments of power. Without this we
shall not have gained Freedom, or the free play of those laws of
harmony God has provided for the development and progress of
the human race.

Will Power by this means be enfeebled? Will it have lost in sta-
bility because it has lost in extent? Will it have less authority
because it has fewer functions to discharge? Will it attract to itself
less respect because it calls forth fewer complaints? Will it be
more the sport of factions when it has reduced those enormous
budgets and that coveted influence which are the baits and allure-
ments of faction? Will it encounter greater danger when it has less
responsibility?

To me it seems evident that to confine public force to its one,
essential, undisputed, beneficent mission—a mission desired and
accepted by all—would be the surest way of securing to it respect
and universal support. In that case, I see not whence could pro-
ceed systematic opposition, parliamentary struggles, street insur-
rections, revolutions, sudden changes of fortune, factions, illu-
sions, the pretensions of all to govern under all forms, those
dangerous and absurd systems that teach the people to look to
government for everything, that compromising diplomacy, those
wars that are always in perspective, or armed truces that are
nearly as fatal, those crushing taxes that it is impossible to levy on
any equitable principle, that absorbing and unnatural mixing up
of politics with everything, those great artificial displacements of
capital and labor, which are the source of fruitless heartburnings,
fluctuations, stoppages, and commercial crises. All those causes of
trouble, of irritation, of disaffection, of covetousness, and of dis-
order, and a thousand others, would no longer have any founda-
tion, and the depositaries of power, instead of disturbing, would
contribute to the universal harmony—a harmony that does not
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indeed exclude evil, but that leaves less and less room for those
ills that are inseparable from the ignorance and perversity of our
feeble nature, and whose mission it is to prevent or chastise that
ignorance and perversity.

Young men! In these days in which a grievous skepticism
would seem to be at once the effect and the punishment of the
anarchy of ideas that prevails, I shall esteem myself happy if this
work, as you proceed in its perusal, should bring to your lips the
consoling words, I BELIEVE—words of a sweet-smelling savor,
which are at once a refuge and a force, which are said to move
mountains, and stand at the head of the Christian’s creed—I
believe. “I believe, not with a blind and submissive faith, for we
are not concerned here with the mysteries of revelation, but with
a rational and scientific faith, befitting things that are left to man’s
investigation. I believe that He who has arranged the material
universe has not withheld His regards from the arrangements of
the social world. I believe that He has combined, and caused to
move in harmony, free agents as well as inert molecules. I believe
that His over-ruling Providence shines forth as strikingly, if not
more so, in the laws to which He has subjected men’s interests
and men’s wills, as in the laws He has imposed on weight and
velocity. I believe that everything in human society, even what is
apparently injurious, is the cause of improvement and of
progress. I believe that Evil tends to Good, and calls it forth,
whilst Good cannot tend to Evil; whence it follows that Good
must in the end predominate. I believe that the invincible social
tendency is a constant approximation of men toward a common
moral, intellectual, and physical level, with, at the same time, a
progressive and indefinite elevation of that level. I believe that all
that is necessary to the gradual and peaceful development of
humanity is that its tendencies should not be disturbed, but have
the liberty of their movements restored. I believe these things, not
because I desire them, not because they satisfy my heart, but be-
cause my judgment accords to them a deliberate assent.”

Ah! Whenever you come to pronounce these words, I BE-
LIEVE, you will be anxious to propagate your creed, and the
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social problem will soon be resolved, for let them say what they
will, it is not of difficult solution. Men’s interests are harmo-

nious—the solution then lies entirely in this one word—LIB-
ERTY.



NATURAL AND ARTIFICIAL
ORGANIZATION!

anism of the heavenly bodies, or that of the human frame, is

subject to general laws? Does it form a harmoniously organ-
ized whole? Or rather, do we not note in it the absence of all
organization? Is not an organization the very thing which all men
of heart and of the future, all advanced publicists, all the pioneers
of thought are in search of at the present day? Is society anything
else than a multitude of individuals placed in juxtaposition, acting
without concert, and given up to the movements of an anarchical
liberty? Are our countless masses, after having with difficulty
recovered their liberties one after the other, not now awaiting the
advent of some great genius to arrange them into a harmonious
whole? Having pulled down all, must we not now set about lay-
ing the foundation of a new edifice?

Is it quite certain that the mechanism of society, like the mech-

IThis chapter was first published in the Journal des Economistes, Janu-
ary 1848.
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And yet, it may be asked, have these questions any other
meaning than this: Can society dispense with written laws, rules,
and repressive measures? Is every man to make an unlimited use
of his faculties, even when in so doing he strikes at the liberties of
another, or inflicts injury on society at large? In a word, must we
recognize in the maxim, laissez faire, laissez passer, the absolute
formula of political economy? If that were the question, no one
could hesitate about the solution. The economists do not say that
a man may kill, sack, burn, and that society has only to be quies-
cent—laissez faire. They say that even in the absence of all law,
society would resist such acts; and that consequently such resist-
ance is a general law of humanity. They say that civil and penal
laws must regulate, and not counteract, those general laws the
existence of which they presuppose. There is a wide difference
between a social organization founded on the general laws of
human nature, and an artificial organization, invented, imag-
ined—that takes no account of these laws, or repudiates and
despises them—such an organization, in short, as many modern
schools would impose upon us.

For, if there be general laws that act independently of written
laws, and of which the latter can only regulate the action, we
must study these general laws. They can be made the object of a
science, and Political Economy exists. If, on the other hand, soci-
ety is a human invention, if men are regarded only as inert mat-
ter, to which a great genius, like Rousseau, must impart sentiment
and will, movement and life, then there is no such science as Polit-
ical Economy. There are only an indefinite number of possible
and contingent arrangements, and the fate of nations must
depend upon the Founder to whom chance shall have committed
their destinies.

In order to prove that society is subject to general laws, no
elaborate dissertation is necessary. All I shall do is to notice cer-
tain facts that, although trite, are not the less important.

Rousseau has said, “Il faut beaucoup de philosophie pour
observer les faits qui sont trop pres de nous”—“Much philosophy
is needed for the correct observation of things which are before
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our eyes,” And such are the social phenomena in the midst of
which we live and move. Habit has so familiarized us with these
phenomena that we cease to observe them, unless something
striking and exceptional forces them on our attention.

Let us take, by way of illustration, a man in the humble walks
of life—a village carpenter, for instance—and observe the various
services he renders to society, and receives from it; we shall not
fail to be struck with the enormous disproportion that is appar-
ent.

This man employs his day’s labor in planing boards, and mak-
ing tables and chests of drawers. He complains of his condition;
yet in truth what does he receive from society in exchange for his
work?

First of all, on getting up in the morning, he dresses himself;
and he has himself personally made none of the numerous articles
of which his clothing consists. Now, in order to put at his disposal
this clothing, simple as it is, an enormous amount of labor, indus-
try, and locomotion, and many ingenious inventions, must have
been employed. Americans must have produced cotton, Indians
indigo, Frenchmen wool and flax, Brazilians hides; and all these
materials must have been transported to various towns where
they have been worked up, spun, woven, dyed, etc.

Then he breakfasts. In order to procure him the bread he eats
every morning, land must have been cleared, enclosed, labored,
manured, sown; the fruits of the soil must have been preserved
with care from pillage, and security must have reigned among an
innumerable multitude of people; the wheat must have been cut
down, ground into flour, kneaded, and prepared; iron, steel,
wood, stone, must have been converted by industry into instru-
ments of labor; some men must have employed animal force, oth-
ers water power, etc.; all matters of which each, taken singly, pre-
supposes a mass of labor, whether we have regard to space or
time, of incalculable amount.

In the course of the day this man will have occasion to use
sugar, oil, and various other materials and utensils.
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He sends his son to school, there to receive an education,
which, although limited, nevertheless implies anterior study and
research, and an extent of knowledge that startles the imagi-
nation.

He goes out. He finds the street paved and lighted.

A neighbor sues him. He finds advocates to plead his cause,
judges to maintain his rights, officers of justice to put the sentence
in execution; all which implies acquired knowledge, and, conse-
quently, intelligence and means of subsistence.

He goes to church. It is a stupendous monument, and the
book he carries thither is a monument, perhaps still more Stupen-
dous, of human intelligence. He is taught morals, he has his mind
enlightened, his soul elevated; and in order to do this we must
suppose that another man had previously frequented schools and
libraries, consulted all the sources of human learning, and while
so employed had been able to live without occupying himself
directly with the wants of the body.

If our artisan undertakes a journey, he finds that, in order to
save him time and exertion, other men have removed and levelled
the soil, filled up valleys, hewed down mountains, united the
banks of rivers, diminished friction, placed wheeled carriages on
blocks of sandstone or bands of iron, and brought the force of
animals and the power of steam into subjection to human wants.

It is impossible not to be struck with the measureless dis-
proportion between the enjoyments which this man derives from
society and what he could obtain by his own unassisted exertions.
[ venture to say that in a single day he consumes more than he
could himself produce in ten centuries.

What renders the phenomenon still more strange is that all
other men are in the same situation. Every individual member of
society has absorbed millions of times more than he could himself
produce; yet there is no mutual robbery. And, if we regard things
more nearly, we perceive that the carpenter has paid, in services,
for all the services others have rendered to him. If we bring the
matter to a strict reckoning, we shall be convinced that he has
received nothing he has not paid for by means of his modest
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industry; and that everyone who, at whatever interval of time or
space, has been employed in his service, has received, or will
receive, his remuneration.

The social mechanism, then, must be very ingenious and very
powerful, since it leads to this singular result, that each man, even
he whose lot is cast in the humblest condition, has more enjoy-
ment in one day than he could himself produce in many ages.

Nor is this all. The mechanism of society will appear still
more ingenious if the reader will be pleased to turn his regards
upon himself.

I suppose him a plain student. What is his business in Paris?
How does he live? It cannot be disputed that society places at his
disposal food, clothing, lodging, amusements, books, means of
instruction, a multitude of things, in short, that would take a long
time not only to produce, but even to explain how they were pro-
duced. And what services has this student rendered to society in
return for all these things that have exacted so much labor, toil,
fatigue, physical and intellectual effort, so many inventions, trans-
actions, and conveyances hither and thither? None at all. He is
only preparing to render services. Why, then, have so many mil-
lions of men abandoned to him the fruits of their positive, effec-
tive, and productive labor? Here is the explanation: The father of
this student, who was a lawyer, perhaps, or a physician, or a mer-
chant, had formerly rendered services—it may be to society in
China—and had been remunerated, not by immediate services,
but by a title to demand services, at the time, in the place and
under the form that might be most suitable and convenient to
him. It is of these past and distant services that society is now
acquitting itself, and (astonishing as it seems) if we follow in
thought the infinite range of transactions that must have taken
place in order for this result to be effected, we shall see that every
one has been remunerated for his labor and services; and that
these titles have passed from hand to hand, sometimes divided
into parts, sometimes grouped together, until, in the consumption
of this student, the entire account has been squared and balanced.
Is not this a very remarkable phenomenon?
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We should shut our eyes to the light of day, did we fail to per-
ceive that society could not present combinations so complicated,
and in which civil and penal laws have so little part, unless it
obeyed the laws of a mechanism wonderfully ingenious. The
study of that mechanism is the business of Political Economy.

Another thing worthy of observation is, that of the incal-
culable number of transactions to which the student owed his
daily subsistence, there was not perhaps a millionth part that con-
tributed to it directly. The things of which he has now the enjoy-
ment, and which are innumerable, were produced by men the
greater part of whom have long since disappeared from the earth.
And yet they were remunerated as they expected to be, although
he who now profits by the fruit of their labors had done nothing
for them. They knew him not; they will never know him. He who
reads this page, at the very moment he is reading it, has the
power, although perhaps he has no consciousness of it, to put in
motion men of every country, of all races, I had almost said of all
time—white, black, red, tawny—to make bygone generations,
and generations still unborn, contribute to his present enjoy-
ments; and he owes this extraordinary power to the services his
father had formerly rendered to other men, who apparently had
nothing in common with those whose labor is now put in requi-
sition. Yet despite all differences of time and space, so just and
equitable a balance has been struck that every one has been remu-
nerated, and has received exactly what he calculated he ought to
receive.

But, in truth, could all this have happened, and such phe-
nomena been witnessed, unless society had had a natural and wise
organization, which acts, as it were, unknown to us?

Much has been said in our day of inventing a new organi-
zation. Is it quite certain that any thinker, whatever genius we
may attribute to him, whatever power we may suppose him to
possess, could imagine and introduce an organization superior to
that of which I have just sketched some of the results?

But what would be thought of it if I described its machinery,
its springs, and its motive powers?
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The machinery consists of men, that is to say, of beings cap-
able of learning, reflecting, reasoning, of being deceived and un-
deceived, and consequently of contributing to the amelioration or
deterioration of the mechanism itself. They are capable of pleas-
ure and pain; and it is that which makes them not only the wheels
but the springs of the mechanism. They are also the motive
power; for it is in them that the active principle resides. More
than that, they are themselves the very end and object of the
mechanism, since it is into individual pains and enjoyments that
the whole definitely resolves itself.

Now it has been remarked, and it is unhappily obvious
enough, that in the action, the development, and even the prog-
ress (by those who acknowledge progress) of this powerful mech-
anism, many of the wheels have been inevitably, fatally injured;
and that, as regards a great number of human beings, the sum of
unmerited suffering surpasses by much the sum of enjoyment.

This view of the subject has led many candid minds, many
generous hearts, to suspect the mechanism itself. They have repu-
diated it, they have refused to study it, they have attacked, often
with passion, those who have investigated and explained its laws.
They have risen against the nature of things, and at length they
have proposed to organize society upon a new plan, in which
injustice and suffering and error shall have no place.

God forbid that I should set myself against intentions mani-
festly pure and philanthropical! But I should desert my principles,
and do violence to the dictates of my own conscience, did I not
declare that these men are in my opinion upon a wrong path.

In the first place, they are reduced, by the very nature of their
postulates, to the melancholy necessity of disowning the good
that society develops, of denying its progress, of imputing to it all
sufferings, of hunting after these with avidity, and exaggerating
them beyond measure.

When a man believes that he has discovered a social organ-
ization different from that which results from the ordinary ten-
dencies of human nature, it is quite necessary, in order to obtain
acceptance for his invention, to paint the organization he wishes
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to abolish in the most somber color. Thus the publicists to whom
I am alluding, after having proclaimed enthusiastically, and per-
haps with exaggeration, the perfectibility of man, fall into the
strange contradiction of maintaining that society is becoming
more and more deteriorated. According to them, men are a thou-
sand times more unhappy than they were in ancient times under
the feudal regime, and the yoke of slavery. The world is become
a hell. Were it possible to conjure up the Paris of the tenth cen-
tury, I venture to think that such a thesis would be found unten-
able.

Then they are led to condemn the very mainspring of human
action—I mean a regard to personal interest, because it has
brought about such a state of things. Let us note that man is so
organized as to seek enjoyment and avoid suffering. From this
source I allow that all social evils take their rise—war, slavery,
monopoly, privilege; but from the same source springs all that is
good, since the satisfaction of wants and repugnance to suffering
are the motives of human action. The business then is to discover
whether this incitement to action, by its universality—from indi-
vidual becoming social—is not in itself a principle of progress.

At all events, do the inventors of new organizations not per-
ceive that this principle, inherent in the very nature of man, will
follow them into their systems, and that there it will make greater
havoc than in our natural organization, in which the interest and
unjust pretensions of one are at least restrained by the resistance
of all? These writers always make two inadmissible supposi-
tions—the first is, that society, such as they conceive it, will be
directed by infallible men denuded of their motive of self-interest;
and, second, that the masses will allow themselves to be directed
by these men.

Finally, these system-makers appear to give themselves no
trouble about the means of execution. How are they to establish
their system? How are they to induce all mankind at once to give
up the principle upon which they now act—the attraction of
enjoyment, and the repugnance to pain? It would be necessary, as



Harmonies of Political Economy—Book One 29

Rousseau has said, to change the moral and physical constitution
of man.

In order to induce men at once to throw aside, as a worn-out
garment, the existing social order in which the human race has
lived and been developed from the beginning to our day, to adopt
an organization of human invention and become docile parts of
another mechanism, there are, it seems to me, only two means
which can be employed—Force, or Universal Consent.

The founder of the new system must have at his disposal a
force capable of overcoming all resistance, so that humanity shall
be in his hands only as so much melting wax to be molded and
fashioned at his pleasure—or he must obtain by persuasion an
assent so complete, so exclusive, so blind even, as to render
unnecessary the employment of force.

I defy anyone to point out to me a third means of establishing
or introducing into human practice a Phalanstere,? or any other
artificial social organization.

Now, if there be only two assumed means, and if we have
demonstrated that the one is as impracticable as the other, we
have proved that these system-makers are losing both their time
and their trouble.

As regards the command of a material force that should sub-
ject to them all the kings and peoples of the earth, this is what
these dotards, senile as they are, have never dreamt of. King
Alphonsus had presumption and folly enough to exclaim, that “If
he had been taken into God’s counsels, the planetary system
should have been better arranged.” But although he set his wis-
dom above that of the Creator, he was not mad enough to wish
to struggle with the power of Omnipotence, and history does not
tell us that he ever actually tried to make the stars turn according
to the laws of his invention. Descartes likewise contented himself

2Allusion to a socialist work of the day—“La Reforme industrielle, ou
la Phalanstere, by Ch. Fourier.”—Translator.
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with constructing a tiny world with dice and strings, knowing
well that he was not strong enough to move the universe. We
know no one but Xerxes who, in the intoxication of his power,
dared to say to the waves, “Thus far shall ye come, and no far-
ther.” The billows did not recede before Xerxes but Xerxes
retreated before the billows; and without this humiliating but
wise precaution he would certainly have been drowned.

Force, then, is what the organizers need who would subject
humanity to their experiments. When they shall have gained over
to their cause the Russian autocrat, the shah of Persia, the khan of
Tartary, and all the other tyrants of the world, they will find that
they still lack the power to distribute mankind into groups and
classes, and to annihilate the general laws of property, exchange,
inheritance, and family; for even in Russia, in Persia, and in Tar-
tary, it is necessary to a certain extent to consult the feelings,
habits, and prejudices of the people. Were the emperor of Russia
to take it into his head to set about altering the moral and physi-
cal constitution of his subjects, it is probable that he would soon
have a successor, and that his successor would be better advised
than to continue the experiment.

But since force is a means quite beyond the reach of our
numerous system-makers, no other resource remains to them but
to obtain universal consent.

There are two modes of obtaining this—namely, Persuasion
and Imposture.

Persuasion! But have we ever found two minds in perfect
accord upon all the points of a single science? How then are we
to expect men of various tongues, races, and manners, spread
over the surface of the globe, most of them unable to read, and
destined to die without having even heard the name of the re-
former, to accept with unanimity the universal science? What is it
that you aim at? At changing the whole system of labor,
exchanges, and social relations, domestic, civil, and religious; in a
word, at altering the whole physical and moral constitution of
man; and you hope to rally mankind, and bring them all under
this new order of things, by conviction!
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Verily you undertake no light or easy duty.

When a man has the task of saying to his fellows:

“For the last five thousand years there has been a misun-
derstanding between God and man;

“From the days of Adam to our time, the human race has been
upon a wrong course—and, if only a little confidence is placed in
me, I shall soon bring them back to the right way;

“God desired mankind to pursue a different road altogether,
but they have taken their own way, and hence evil has been in-
troduced into the world. Let them turn round at my call, and take
an opposite direction, and universal happiness will then prevail.”

When a man sets out in this style it is much if he is believed
by five or six adepts; but between that and being believed by one
thousand millions of men the distance is great indeed.

And then, remember that the number of social inventions is as
vast as the domain of the imagination itself; that there is not a
publicist or writer on social economy who, after shutting himself
up for a few hours in his library, does not come forth with a
ready-made plan of artificial organization in his hand; that the
inventions of Fourier, Saint Simon, Owen, Cabet, Blanc, etc.,
have no resemblance whatever to each other; that every day
brings to light a new scheme; and that people are entitled to have
some little time given them for reflection before they are called
upon to reject the social organization God has vouchsafed them,
and to make a definite and irrevocable choice among so many
newly invented systems. For what would happen if, after having
selected one of these plans, a better one should present itself! Can
the institutions of property, family, labor, exchange, be placed
every day upon a new basis? Are we to be forced to change the
organization of society every morning?

“Thus, then,” says Rousseau, “the legislator being able to
employ effectively neither force nor persuasion, he is under the
necessity of having recourse to an authority of another kind,
which carries us along without violence, and persuades without
convincing us.”
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What is that authority? Imposture. Rousseau dares not give
utterance to the word, but, according to his invariable practice in
such a case, he places it behind the transparent veil of an eloquent
tirade.

“This is the reason,” says he, “which in all ages has forced the
Fathers of nations to have recourse to the intervention of heaven,
and to give the credit of their own wisdom to the gods, in order
that the people, submitting to the laws of the state as to those of
nature, and acknowledging the same power in the formation of
man and of the commonwealth, should obey freely and bear will-
ingly the yoke of the public felicity. This sublime reason, which is
above the reach of vulgar souls, is that whose decisions the legis-
lator puts into the mouth of the immortals, in order to carry
along by divine authority those who cannot be moved by consid-
erations of human prudence. But it is not for every man to make
the gods speak,” etc.

And in order that there may be no mistake, he cites Machi-
avelli, and allows him to complete the idea: “Mai non fu alcuno
ordinatore de leggi STRAORDINARIE in un popolo che non ricor-
resse a Dio.”

But why does Machiavelli counsel us to have recourse to God,
and Rousseau to the gods, to the immortals? The reader can
answer that question for himself.

I do not indeed accuse the modern Fathers of nations of mak-
ing use of these unworthy deceptions. But when we place our-
selves in their point of view, we see that they readily allow them-
selves to be hurried along by the desire of success. When an
earnest and philanthropical man is deeply convinced that he pos-
sesses a social secret by means of which all his fellow men may
enjoy in this world unlimited happiness—when he sees clearly
that he can practically establish that idea neither by force nor by
reasoning, and that deception is his only resource, he is laid under
a very strong temptation. We know that the ministers of religion
themselves, who profess the greatest horror of untruth, have not
rejected pious frauds; and we see by the example of Rousseau
(that austere writer who has inscribed at the head of all his works
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the motto, Vitam impendere vero), that even a proud philosophy
can allow itself to be seduced by the attraction of a very different
maxim, namely, The end justifies the means. Why then should we
be so surprised that modern organisateurs should think also “to
place their own wisdom to the credit of the gods, to put their
decisions in the mouths of the immortals, hurrying us along with-
out violence, and persuading without convincing us!”

We know that, after the example of Moses, Fourier has pre-
ceded his Deuteronomy by a Genesis. Saint Simon and his disci-
ples had gone still farther in their apostolic dotages. Others, more
discreet, attached themselves to a latitudinarian faith, modified to
suit their views, under the name of New Christianity; and every
one must be struck with the tone of mystic affectation that nearly
all our modern reformers have introduced into their sermons.

Efforts of this kind have served only to prove one thing, and
it is not unimportant—namely, that in our days the man is not
always a prophet who wishes to be one. In vain he proclaims him-
self a god; he is believed by no one; neither by the public, nor by
his fellows, nor by himself.

Since I have spoken of Rousseau, I may be permitted to make
here some observations on that manufacturer of systems, inas-
much as they will serve to point out the distinctions between arti-
ficial and natural organization. This digression, besides, is not out
of place, as the Contrat Social has again for some time been held
forth as the oracle of the future.

Rousseau was convinced that isolation was man’s natural
state, and, consequently, that society was a human invention.
“The social order,” he says in the outset, “comes not from nature,
and is therefore founded on convention.”

This philosopher, although a passionate lover of liberty, had a
very low opinion of men. He believed them to be quite incapable
of forming for themselves good institutions. The intervention of
a founder, a legislator, a father of nations, was therefore indispen-
sable.

“A people subjected to laws,” says he, “should be the authors
of them. It belongs alone to those who associate to adjust the
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conditions of their association; but how are they to regulate
them? By common consent, or by sudden inspiration? How
should a blind multitude, who frequently know not what they
want, because they rarely know what is good for them, accom-
plish of themselves an enterprise so great and so difficult as the
formation of a system of laws? . . . Individuals perceive what is
good, and reject it—the public wishes for what is good, but can-
not discover it—all are equally in want of guides. . . . Hence the
necessity of a legislator.”

That legislator, as we have already seen, “not being able to
employ force or reason, is under the necessity of having recourse
to an authority of another kind;” that is to say, in plain terms, to
deception.

It is impossible to give an idea of the immense height at which
Rousseau places his legislator above other men:

“Gods would be necessary in order to give laws to men. . . .
He who dares to found a nation must feel himself in a condition
to change human nature, so to speak . . . to alter the constitution
of man in order to strengthen it. . . . He must take from man his
own force, in order to give him that which is foreign to him. . . .
The lawgiver is in all respects an extraordinary man in the estate
. . . his employment is a peculiar and superior function that has
nothing in common with ordinary government. . . . If it be true
that a great prince is a rare character, what must a great lawgiver
be? The first has only to follow the model the other is to propose
to him. The one is the mechanician who invents the machine—
the other merely puts it together and sets it in motion.”

And what is the part assigned to human nature in all this? It
is but the base material of which the machine is composed.

In sober reality, is this anything else than pride elevated to
madness? Men are the materials of a machine, which the prince,
the ruling power, sets in motion. The lawgiver proposes the
model. The philosopher governs the lawgiver, placing himself
thus at an immeasurable distance above the vulgar herd, above the
ruler, above the lawgiver himself. He soars far above the human
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race, actuates it, transforms it, moulds it, or rather he teaches the
Fathers of nations how they are to do all this.

But the founder of a nation must propose to himself a design.
He has his human material to set in motion, and he must direct
its movements to a definite result. As the people are deprived of
the initiative, and all depends upon the legislator, he must decide
whether the nation is to be commercial or agricultural, or a bar-
barous race of hunters and fishers; but it is desirable at the same
time that the legislator should not himself be mistaken, and so do
too much violence to the nature of things.

Men in agreeing to enter into an association, or rather in asso-
ciating under the fiat of a lawgiver, have a precise and definite
design. “Thus,” says Rousseau, “the Hebrews, and, more recently,
the Arabs, had for their principal object religion; the Athenians,
letters; Carthage and Tyre, commerce; Rhodes, navigation;
Sparta, war; and Rome, virtue.”

What object is to determine us Frenchmen to leave the state
of isolation and of nature, in order to form a society? Or rather—
as we are only so much inert matter; the materials of a machine—
toward what object shall our great founder direct us?

Following the ideas of Rousseau, there could be but little
room for learning, commerce, or navigation. War is a nobler
object, and virtue still more so. But there is another, the noblest
of all: “The end of every system of legislation is liberty and equal-
ity.”

But we must first of all discover what Rousseau understands
by liberty. To enjoy liberty, according to him, is not to be free, but
to exercise the suffrage, when we are “borne along without vio-
lence, and persuaded without being convinced;” for then “we
obey with freedom, and bear willingly the yoke of the public felic-

. »

ity.

“Among the Greeks,” he says, “all that the people had to do
they did for themselves; they were constantly assembled in the
market-place; they inhabited a genial climate; they were not
avaricious; slaves did all their work; their grand concern was their
liberty.”
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“The English people,” he remarks in another place, “believe
themselves free—they are much mistaken. They are so only dur-
ing the election of their members of parliament; the moment the
election is over, they are slaves—they are nothing.”

The people, if they will be free, must, then, themselves per-
form all duties in connection with the public service, for it is in
that that liberty consists. They must be always voting and elect-
ing, always in the market-place. Woe to him who takes it into his
head to work for his living! The moment a citizen begins to mind
his own affairs, that instant (to use Rousseau’s favorite phrase)
tout est perdu—all is over with him.

And yet the difficulty is by no means trifling. How are we to
manage? for, after all, before we can either practice virtue or
exercise liberty, we must have the means of living.

We have already noted the rhetorical veil under which
Rousseau conceals the word Imposture. We shall now see how, by
another dash of eloquence, he evades the conclusion of his whole
work, which is Slavery.

“Your ungenial climate imposes upon you additional wants.
For six months of the year you cannot frequent the marketplace,
your hoarse voices cannot make themselves audible in the open
air, and you fear poverty more than slavery.”

“You see clearly that you cannot be free.”

“What! Liberty maintain itself only by the aid of servitude?
Very likely!”

Had Rousseau stopped short at this dreadful word, the reader
would have been shocked. It was necessary therefore to have
recourse to imposing declamation, and Rousseau never fails in
that.

“All things that are unnatural (it is society he is speaking of)
are inconvenient, and civil society more so than all the rest. There
are unfortunate situations in which one man cannot maintain his
liberty but at the expense of another, and where the citizen can-
not be entirely free unless the rigors of slavery are extreme. As for
you, modern people, you have no slavery, but you are yourselves
slaves. You purchase other men’s liberties with your own. In vain
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you boast of this choice—I see in it rather cowardice than human-
ity.”

I ask, does not this mean: Modern people, you would do in-
finitely better not to be slaves, but to possess slaves?

I trust the reader will have the goodness to pardon this long
digression, which is by no means useless or inopportune.
Rousseau and his disciples of the Convention have been held up
to us of late as the apostles of human fraternity. Men for mate-
rials, a ruler for mechanician, a father of nations for inventor, a
philosopher above them all—imposture for means, slavery for
result—is this the fraternity that is promised us?

This work of Rousseau to which I have referred—the “Con-
trat Social”—appears to me well fitted to exhibit the character-
istics of these artificial social organizations. The inventors of such
systems set out with the idea that society is a state contrary to
nature, and they seek to subject humanity to different combina-
tions. They forget that its motive power, its spring of action, is in
itself. They regard men as base materials, and aspire to impart to
them movement and will, sentiment and life; placing themselves
at an immeasurable height above the whole human race. These
are features common to all the inventors of social organizations.
The inventions are different—the inventors are alike.

Among the new arrangements that feeble mortals are invited
to make trial of, there is one that is presented to us in terms wor-
thy of attention. Its formula is: Association voluntary and pro-
gressive.

But Political Economy is founded exactly on the datum that
society is nothing else than association (such as the above three
words describe it)—association, very imperfect at first, because
man is imperfect; but improving as man improves, that is to say,
progressive.

Is your object to effect a more intimate association between
labor, capital, and talent, insuring thereby to the members of the
human family a greater amount of material enjoyment—enjoy-
ment more equally distributed? If such associations are voluntary;
if force and constraint do not intervene; if the cost is defrayed by
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those who enter these associations, without drawing upon those
who refuse to enter them, in what respect are they repugnant to
Political Economy? Is it not the business of Political Economy, as
a science, to examine the various forms in which men may unite
their powers, and divide their employments, with a view to
greater and more widely diffused prosperity? Does trade not fre-
quently afford us examples of two, three, or four persons uniting
to form such associations? Is Metayage? not a sort of informal
association of capital and labor? Have we not in recent times seen
joint stock companies formed that afford to the smallest capitals
the opportunity of taking part in the most extensive enterprises?
Have we not certain manufactures in which it is sought to give the
laborers an interest in the profits? Does Political Economy con-
demn those efforts of men to make their industry more produc-
tive and profitable? Does she affirm anywhere that human nature
has reached perfection? Quite the contrary. I believe that there is
no science that demonstrates more clearly that society is still in its
infancy.

But whatever hopes we may entertain as to the future, what-
ever ideas we may conceive as to the measures that men may
adopt for the improvement of their mutual relations, and the dif-
fusion of happiness, knowledge, and morality, we must never for-
get that society is an organization that has for its element a moral
and intelligent agent, endowed with free will and susceptible of
improvement. If you take away Liberty from man, he becomes
nothing else than a rude and wretched machine.

Liberty would seem not to be lacking in our days. In France,
the privileged land of fads, freedom appears to be no longer in
repute. For myself, I say that he who rejects liberty has no faith in
human nature. Of late the distressing discovery seems to have

3Metayage is a mode of sharecropping farms in the south of Europe
where the landlord furnishes a proportion of the means of cultivation, and
shares the produce with the cultivator, or metayer.—Translator.
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been made that liberty leads inevitably to monopoly. This mon-
strous union, this unnatural conjunction, does not exist; it is the
imaginary fruit of an error that the light of Political Economy
speedily dissipates. Freedom engender monopoly! Oppression the
offspring of liberty! To affirm this is to affirm that the tendencies
of human nature are radically bad—bad in themselves, in their
nature, in their essence. It is to affirm that the natural bent of man
is to deterioration; that the human mind is irresistibly attracted
toward error. To what end, then, our schools, our studies, our
inquiries, our discussions, unless to accelerate our progress
toward that fatal descent; since to teach men to judge, to distin-
guish, to select, is only to teach them to commit suicide. And if
the tendencies of human nature are essentially perverse, where
are the organizers of new social systems to place the fulcrum of
that lever by which they hope to effect their changes? It must be
somewhere beyond the limits of the present domain of humanity.
Do they search for it in themselves—in their own minds and
hearts? They are not gods yet; they are men, and tending, conse-
quently, along with the whole human race, toward the fatal
abyss. Shall they invoke the intervention of the state? The state
also is composed of men. They must therefore prove that they
form a distinct class, for whom the general laws of society are
not intended, since it is their province to make these laws. Unless
this be proved, the difficulty is not removed, it is not even dimin-
ished.

Let us not thus condemn human nature before studying its
laws, its forces, its energies, its tendencies. Newton, after he dis-
covered attraction, never pronounced the name of God without
uncovering his head. Yet the celestial mechanism is subject to laws
of which it has no consciousness; and the social world is as much
superior to that which called forth the admiration of Newton as
mind is superior to matter. How much more reason, then, have
we to bow before Omniscience when we behold the social mech-
anism, which universal intelligence no less pervades (mens agitat
molem); and which presents, moreover, this extraordinary phe-
nomenon, that every atom of which it is composed is an animated
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thinking being, endowed with marvelous energy, and with that
principle of all morality, all dignity, all progress, the exclusive
attribute of man—LIBERTY.#

4Tt is averred that the regime of free competition demanded by an
ignorant Political Economy, and intended to do away with monopolies,
tends only to the general organization of monster monopolies in all depart-
ments.”—Principes du Socialisme, by Mr. Considerant, p. 15.



2

WANTS, EFFORTS, SATISFACTIONS'

N R /-hat a profoundly afflicting spectacle France presents to
us!

It would be difficult to say if anarchy has passed from ideas to
facts, or from facts to ideas, but it is certain that it pervades all,
and abounds everywhere.

The poor rise up against the rich, men without fortune or
profession against property; the populace against the bourgeoisie;
labor against capital; agriculture against manufactures; the coun-
try against the town; the provinces against the metropolis; the
denizen against the stranger.

And theorists step in and form a system of this antagonism. “It
is the inevitable result,” they say, “of the nature of things, that is
to say, of Liberty. Man is endowed with self-love, and hence
comes all the evil; for since he is endowed with self-love, he seeks

IThis and the following chapter were published in the Journal des
Economistes, September and December 1848.

41
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to better his own condition, and he can only do so by imposing
misery on his brethren. Let us hinder him, then, from following
his inclinations; let us stifle his liberty, change the human heart,
substitute other motives for those God has placed there; let us
invent and constitute an artificial society!”

When they have reached this point, an unlimited career opens
itself to their reason or imagination. If they are possessed of a dis-
putatious turn and a peevish temper, they enter with eagerness
into an analysis of Evil. They dissect it, they put it in the crucible,
they interrogate it, they remount to its causes, they pursue it to its
consequences; and, as by reason of our native imperfection there
is nothing in which Evil is not present, they asperse and disparage
everything. They exhibit to us Property, Family, Capital, Labor,
Competition, Liberty, Personal Interest, only in one of their
aspects, and always on the dark side, the side that injures or
destroys. Their lectures on the natural history of man are, if I may
use the expression, clinical lectures—the subject is always on his
deathbed. They impiously defy God to reconcile what is said of
his infinite goodness with the existence of evil. They stain and
sully everything; they disgust us with everything; they dispute
everything; and yet they obtain only a melancholy and dangerous
success with those classes whom suffering disposes but too much
to despair.

If, on the other hand, such theorists have a heart open to
benevolence, a mind that is pleased with illusions, they rush to the
region of chimeras. They dream of an Oceana, an Atlantis, a
Salente, a Spensonie, an Icarie, a Utopia, a Phalanstere,? and they
people these imaginary regions with a docile, loving, devoted race
who always avoid setting themselves up against the fancies of the
dreamer. He installs himself complacently in the seat of Provi-
dence. He arranges, he disposes, he molds men after his own fancy.
Nothing stops him. He never encounters deceit. He resembles the

2Icarie, Phalanstere, etc.—allusion to Socialist works of the day.—
Translator.
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Roman preacher, who, after having transformed his square cap
into Rousseau, refuted warmly the “Contrat Social,” and tri-
umphantly reduced his adversary to silence. It is thus that our
Reformers dazzle those who suffer by means of seductive pictures
of ideal felicity, well fitted to disgust them with the hard necessi-
ties of real life.

The theorist, however, rarely confines himself to such in-
nocent chimeras. The moment he aims at leading mankind, he
finds the people impatient of attempted transformations. Men
resist—they get angry. In order to win them over, he harangues
them not only on the happiness they reject, but more especially
on the evils from which he professes to deliver them. He finds it
impossible to make too striking a picture. He is continually refill-
ing his palette and deepening his colors. He hunts out the evils of
existing society with as much zeal as another employs in discov-
ering the good. He sees nothing but sufferings, rags, leanness,
starvation, pain, oppression. He is enraged that society has not a
deeper sense of its misery. He neglects no means of making it
throw off its insensibility, and, having begun with benevolence, he
ends with misanthropy.3

God forbid that I should call into question the sincerity of
anyone. But, in truth, I cannot explain to myself how these writ-
ers, who see a radical antagonism in the natural order of things,
can ever taste a moment’s calm or repose. Discouragement and
despair would seem to be their unhappy portion. For, to sum up
all, if nature is mistaken in making personal interest the main-
spring of human society (and the mistake is manifest if it be
claimed that the interests of society are fatally antagonistic), how
do they not perceive that the evil is without remedy? Being men
ourselves, and being able to have recourse only to men, where can
be our point d’appui for changing the tendencies of human

3«Qur industrial regime, founded on competition without guarantee
and without organization, is then only a social hell, a vast realization of all
the torments and all the punishments of the ancient Taenarus. There is one
difference, however—namely, the victims.”—(Vide Considerant.)
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nature? Shall we invoke the Police, the Magistracy, the State, the
Legislature? That would only be to invoke men, that is to say,
beings subject to the common infirmity. Shall we address our-
selves to Universal Suffrage? That would be to give the freest
course to the universal tendency.

Only one expedient remains to these gentlemen. It is to hold
themselves out as discoverers, as prophets, made of different clay
from their fellow-men, and deriving their inspiration from a dif-
ferent source. This is the reason, no doubt, why we find them so
frequently enveloping their systems and their counsels in a mystic
phraseology. But if they are ambassadors of God, let them exhibit
their credentials. In effect, what they demand is sovereign power,
despotism the most absolute that ever existed. They not only wish
to govern our acts, but to revolutionize our thoughts. Do they
hope that mankind will believe them on their word, when they
are not able to agree among themselves?

But before even examining their projects of artificial societies,
is there not one point upon which it is necessary to assure our-
selves, namely, whether they are not mistaken in the very founda-
tion of their argument? Is it quite certain that MEN’S INTER-
ESTS ARE NATURALLY ANTAGONISTIC; that an irremediable
cause of inequality is fatally developed in the natural order of
human society under the influence of personal interest, and that
Providence is manifestly in error in ordaining that the progress of
man should be toward ease and competency?

This is what I propose to inquire into.

Taking man as it has pleased God to constitute him, capable
of foresight and experience, perfectible, endowed with self-love,
it is true—but self-love qualified by the sympathetic principle, and
at all events restrained and balanced by encountering an analo-
gous sentiment universally prevailing in the medium in which it
acts—I proceed to inquire what social order must necessarily
result from the combination and free play of such elements.

If we find that this result is nothing else than a progressive
march toward prosperity, improvement, and equality—a sus-
tained approximation of all classes toward the same physical,
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intellectual, and moral level, accompanied by a constant elevation
of that level, the ways of God to man will be vindicated. We shall
learn with delight that there is no gap, no blank, in creation, and
that the social order, like everything else, attests the existence of
those harmonious laws before which Newton bowed his head,
and which elicited from the Psalmist the exclamation, “the heav-
ens declare the glory of God.”

Rousseau has said, “If I were a prince or a legislator, I should
not lose my time in pointing out what was necessary to be done—
[ should do it, or hold my tongue.”

[ am not a prince, but the confidence of my fellow citizens has
made me a legislator. Perhaps they will tell me that this is the time
for me to act and not to write.

Let them pardon me. Whether it be truth itself that urges me
on, or that [ am the dupe of an illusion, I have never ceased to feel
the want of concentrating those ideas that have hitherto failed to
find acceptance when presented in detached portions. I think I
discover in the play of the natural laws of society sublime and
consoling harmonies. What I see, or think I see, ought I not to try
to exhibit to others, in order to rally round a sentiment of con-
cord and fraternity many unsettled minds, many embittered
hearts? If, when the much-loved vessel of the state is beat by the
tempest, [ sometimes appear to absent myself from my post in
order to collect my scattered thoughts, it is because I feel my fee-
ble hands unfitted for the work. Is it, besides, to betray my mis-
sion to reflect upon the causes of the tempest itself, and endeavor
to act upon these causes? And then, what I find I cannot do today,
who knows but it may be given me to accomplish tomorrow?

I shall begin by establishing some Economical ideas. Availing
myself of the works of my predecessors, I shall endeavor to sum
up the science in one principle—true, simple, and prolific—of
which we have had a glimpse from the beginning, to which we are
constantly drawing nearer and nearer, and of which, perhaps, the
time is now come to fix the formula. By the light thus afforded, I
shall afterwards essay the solution of some yet disputed prob-
lems—Competition, Machinery, Foreign trade, Luxury, Capital,
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Rent, etc. I shall note some of the relations, or, I should rather say,
the harmonies, of Political Economy, with the other moral and
social sciences, glancing at the important subjects indicated by the
terms—Personal Interest, Property, Community, Liberty, Equality,
Responsibility, Solidarity, Fraternity, Unity. Last of all, I shall
invite attention to the artificial obstacles that the pacific, regular,
and progressive development of human society encounters. From
these two ideas—Natural harmonious Laws—Artificial disturbing
Causes—will be deduced the solution of the Social Problem.

It is easy to see that there are two rocks ahead upon which
this undertaking may founder. In the middle of the vortex in
which we are carried along, if this work is abstruse, it will not be
read; if it obtains readers, the questions of which it treats will be
but lightly dealt with. How are we to reconcile the exactions of
the reader with the requirements of science? To satisfy all con-
ditions both in form and substance, each word would require to
be weighed, and have its proper place assigned to it. It is thus that
the crystal is formed drop by drop in silence and obscurity. Retire-
ment, quiet, time, freedom from care—all are lacking to me—and
[ am forced to trust to the sagacity of the public, and throw myself
on its indulgence.

The subject of Political Economy is Man.

But it does not embrace the whole range of human affairs.
The science of morals has appropriated all that comes within the
attractive regions of Sympathy—the religious sentiment, paternal
and maternal tenderness, filial piety, love, friendship, patriotism,
charity, politeness. To Political Economy is left only the cold
domain of Personal interest. This is unjustly forgotten when eco-
nomic science is reproached with lacking the charm and unction
of morals. How can it be otherwise? Dispute its right to existence
as a science, but don’t force it to counterfeit what it is not, and
cannot be. If human transactions that have wealth for their object
are vast enough, complicated enough, to afford materials for a
special science, leave to it its own attractions, such as they are,
and don’t force it to speak of men’s Interests in the language of
Sentiment. For my own part, I believe that little good has been
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effected of late in exacting from Writers on Political Economy a
tone of enthusiastic sentimentality which in their mouth can only
be feigned. Of what do they treat? Of transactions that take place
between people who know nothing of each other, who owe each
other nothing but common Justice, who seek to defend or
advance certain interests. It has to do with claims and pretensions
that limit and restrain each other, and with which disinterested-
ness and devotion have nothing to do. Take a lyre, and chant such
themes! As well might Lamartine sing his odes with the aid of the
logarithm tables.

Not that Political Economy is without its poetry. There is
poetry wherever order and harmony exist. But it is in the results,
not in the demonstrations. It is brought out, not created. Kepler
did not hold himself out as a poet, and yet the laws he discovered
are the true poetry of mind.

Thus, Political Economy regards man only in one aspect, and
our first care must be to study man in that point of view. This is
the reason why we cannot avoid going back to the primary phe-
nomena of human Sensibility and Activity. Don’t worry, gentle
reader! We shall not detain you long in those cloudy regions of
metaphysics, and we shall borrow from that science only such
notions as are clear, simple, and, if possible, incontestable.

The soul, or (to get rid of the spiritual question) man, is
endowed with Sensibility. Whether this sensibility be either in the
soul or in the body, man, as a passive being, always experiences
sensations either painful or agreeable. As an active being, he
makes an effort to drive away the one set of sensations and to
multiply the other. The result, which affects him again as a pas-
sive being, may be called Satisfaction.

The general idea of Sensibility springs from other ideas that
are more precise: pain, want, desire, taste, appetite, on one side;
and, on the other, pleasure, enjoyment, competence.

Between these two extremes a middle term is interposed, and
from the general idea of Activity spring the more precise ideas of
pain, effort, fatigue, labor, production.
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In analyzing Sensibility and Activity we encounter a word
common to both; the word Pain. To experience certain sensations
is a pain, and we cannot put an end to it but by an effort that is
also a pain. We feel pains; we take pains. This advertises to us that
here below we have only a choice of evils.

In the aggregate of these phenomena all is personal, as well
the Sensation that precedes the effort, as the Satisfaction that fol-
lows it.

We cannot doubt, then, that Personal interest is the great
mainspring of human nature. It must be perfectly understood,
however, that this term is here employed as the expression of a
universal fact, incontestable, and resulting from the organization
of man—and not of a critical judgment on his conduct and
actions, as if, instead of it, we should employ the word selfishness.
Moral science would be rendered impossible if we were to pervert
beforehand the terms of which it is compelled to make use.

Human effort does not always come necessarily to place itself
between the sensation and the satisfaction. Sometimes the satis-
faction comes of its own accord. More frequently the effort is
exercised upon materials by the intervention of forces that nature
has placed gratuitously at our disposal.

If we give the name of Utility to all that effects the satisfaction
of wants, there are, then, utilities of two kinds—one, vouchsafed
to us gratuitously by Providence; the other (if I may use the
expression), requiring to be purchased by an Effort.

Thus the complete evolution embraces, or may embrace,
these four ideas:

Wants (Gratuitous Utility) Satisfaction.
(Onerous Utility)

Man is endowed with progressive faculties. He compares, he
foresees, he learns, he reforms himself, by experience. If want is
a pain, effort is a pain also, and there is therefore no reason why
he should not seek to diminish the latter, when he can do so with-
out diminishing the satisfaction, which is his ultimate object. This
is the reason of his success when he comes to replace onerous by
gratuitous Utility, which is the perpetual object of his search.
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It follows from the interested nature of the human heart, that
we constantly seek to increase the proportion that our Satisfac-
tions bear to our Efforts; and it results from the intelligent nature
of our mind that we manage at each step to augment the propor-
tion that gratuitous bears to onerous Utility.

Every time a success of this nature is achieved, a part of our
efforts is, so to speak, rendered disposable, and we have the
option of either indulging ourselves with longer repose or of
working for the satisfaction of new desires, if these are strong
enough to stimulate our activity.

Such is the principle of all economic progress; and it is easy
to see that it is the principle also of all deception; for progress and
error have both their root in that marvelous gift of God to man—
Free will.

We are endowed with the faculty of comparing, of judging, of
choosing, and of acting in consequence; which implies that we
may form a right or a wrong judgment, and make a good or a bad
choice. It is never useless to remind men of this when they talk of
Liberty.

We never deceive ourselves, it is true, regarding the particular
nature of our sensations, and we discern with an infallible instinct
whether they are painful or agreeable. But how many various
forms may our errors take! We may be laboring under a mistake
as to the cause, and pursue with ardor as likely to afford us enjoy-
ment what can only inflict pain upon us; or we may be mistaken
as to the chain of consequences, and be ignorant that an immedi-
ate satisfaction will be followed by greater ulterior pain; or, again,
we may mistake the relative importance of our wants and our
desires.

Not only may we thus give a false direction to our efforts
through ignorance, but also through a perverse will. “Man,” says
Mr. Bonald, “is an intelligence served by organs.” What! Is there
nothing else in us? Have we no passions?

When we speak of harmony, then, we must not be understood
to mean that the natural arrangement of the social world is such
that error and vice have been excluded from it. To maintain that
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thesis in the face of plain facts would be to carry the love of sys-
tem to madness. To have harmony without dissonance man must
either be devoid of free will or he must be infallible. All we say is
this, that the great social tendencies are harmonious, inasmuch
as—all error leading to deception and all vice to chastisement—
the dissonances have a continual tendency to disappear.

A first and vague notion of property may be deduced from
these premises. Since it is the individual who experiences the sen-
sation, the desire, the want—since it is he who makes the Effort—
the satisfaction must necessarily redound to him, for otherwise
the effort would be without cause or reason.

The same may be said of Inheritance. No theory, no de-
clamation, is required in order to make fathers love their chil-
dren. People who sit down to manufacture imaginary societies
may think it strange, but it is so—a father makes as many Efforts
for the satisfaction of his children as for his own. Perhaps he
makes more. If, then, an unnatural law should interdict the trans-
mission of property, not only would that law violate property by
the very act, but it would hinder its formation by abandoning to
inaction one-half at least of our Efforts.

We shall have occasion to return to the subjects of Personal
interest, Property, and Inheritance. Let us, in the first instance,
mark out the limits of the science with which we have more
immediately to do.

I am not one of those who think that a science, as such, has
natural and unalterable boundaries. In the domain of ideas, as in
that of facts, all things are bound up and linked together; truths
run into one another; and there is no science that, in order to be
complete, might not be made to include all. It has been said with
reason that to an infinite intelligence there is but a single verity. It
is, then, our weakness that obliges us to study separately a certain
order of phenomena, and the classifications that result from it
cannot escape a certain degree of arbitrariness.

The true merit is to explain accurately the facts, their causes,
and their consequences. It is also a merit, although a much less
and a purely relative one, to determine, not rigorously—for that
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is impossible—but rationally, the order of the facts we propose to
study.

[ say this in order that it may not be supposed that I intend to
criticize my predecessors in giving to Political Economy limits
somewhat different from those they have assigned to that science.

Economists have of late been reproached with addicting
themselves too much to the study of Wealth. It has been wished
that they had found a place in their science for all that, directly or
indirectly, contributes to the happiness or sufferings of humanity.
They have even been supposed to deny everything which they did
not profess to teach—for example, the phenomena of sympathy,
which is as natural to the heart of man as the principle of self-
interest. It is as if they accused the mineralogist of denying the
existence of the animal kingdom. What?

Wealth, the laws of its production, of its distribution, of its
consumption—is not this a subject vast enough, and important
enough, to be made the object of a special science? If the conclu-
sions of the Economist were at variance with those of morals and
politics, I could conceive ground for the accusation. One might
say to him, “In limiting your science you are mistaken, for it is not
possible for two verities to run counter to each other.” Perhaps
one result of the work I now submit to the public may be that the
Science of Wealth will be found to be in perfect harmony with all
the other sciences.

Of the three terms comprehended in the human destinies—
Sensation, Effort, Satisfaction—the first and the last are always
and necessarily confounded in the same individuality. It is impos-
sible to imagine them separated. We can conceive a sensation
unsatisfied, a want unappeased, but it is quite impossible to sup-
pose the want to be in one man and the satisfaction to be in
another.

If the same observation applied to the middle term, Effort,
man would be a being completely solitary. The Economic phe-
nomena would then manifest themselves in an isolated individual.
There might be a juxtaposition of persons, but there could be no
society; there might be a Personal, but not a Political, Economy.
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But it is not so. It is very possible, and very often happens,
that the wants of one owe their satisfaction to the efforts of
another. This is a fact. If any one of us were to pass in review all
the satisfactions he enjoys, he would acknowledge that he owes
them chiefly to efforts which he has not himself made; and in the
same way, the labor which we undergo, each in his own profes-
sion, goes almost always to satisfy the desires of others.

This tells us that it is neither in the wants nor in the satisfac-
tions (phenomena essentially personal and intransmissible), but in
the nature of the intermediate term, human Efforts, that we must
search for the social principle—the origin of Political Economy.

It is in fact to this faculty, given to men, and to men alone,
among all creatures, to work the one for the other; it is this trans-
mission of efforts, this exchange of services, with all the infinite
and involved combinations to which it gives rise, through time
and through space, it is this precisely that constitutes Economic
Science, points out its origin, and determines its limits.

[ say, then:

Every effort capable of satisfying, on condition of a return,
the wants of a person other than the man who makes the effort,
and consequently the wants and satisfactions relative to this
species of effort, constitute the domain of Political Economy.

Thus, to give an example: the act of breathing, although it
includes the three terms that constitute the Economic pheno-
menon, does not pertain to that science, and we see the reason.
What we have here to do with is a series of facts, of which not only
the two extremes—want and satisfaction—are incapable of trans-
mission (they are always so); but the intermediate term, Effort, is
also incapable of transmission. To enable us to respire we invoke
the assistance of no one; in that there is neither a service to be
received nor a service to render. The fact is in its nature individual,
not social, and consequently cannot enter into a science that is
essentially one of relation, as its very name indicates.

But if, in peculiar circumstances, people were to render each
other assistance to enable them to breathe, as when a workman
descends in a diving-bell, when a physician treats a patient for
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pulmonary complaints, or when the police take measures for
purifying the air, in such cases there is a want satisfied by a per-
son other than the person who experiences the want; there is a
service rendered; and respiration itself, as far at least as concerns
assistance and remuneration, is brought within the sphere of
Political Economy.

It is not necessary that the transaction should be completed,
it is sufficient that it is possible, in order to impart to the labor
employed an economic character. The laborer who raises corn for
his own use accomplishes an economic fact in this respect that the
corn is capable of being exchanged.

To make an effort in order to satisfy another’s wants is to ren-
der him a service. If a service is stipulated in return, there is an
exchange of services; and as this is the most ordinary case, Polit-
ical Economy may be defined the Theory of Exchange.

Whatever may be for one of the contracting parties the
urgency of the want, or for the other the intensity of the effort, if
the exchange is free, the two services exchanged are worth each
other. Value, then, consists in the comparative appreciation of
reciprocal services, and Political Economy again may be defined
the Theory of Value.

I have just defined Political Economy, and marked out its
domain, without mentioning an essential element, gratuitous Util-
ity.

All authors have remarked that we derive a multitude of sat-
isfactions from this source. They denominate these utilities, such
as air, water, the light of the sun, etc., natural wealth, in con-
tradistinction to social wealth, and having done so, they take no
more notice of them; and in fact it would seem that, as they give
rise to no effort, to no exchange, to no service, as (being devoid
of value) they figure in no inventory of goods, they should not be
admitted into the domain of Political Economy.

This exclusion would be rational if gratuitous utility were a
fixed invariable quantity, always separated from onerous utility;
but they are constantly mixed up, and in inverse proportions.
Man’s constant endeavor is to substitute the one for the other,
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that is to say, to arrive, by means of natural and gratuitous agents,
at the same results as by efforts. He accomplishes by the wind, by
gravitation, by heat, by the elasticity of the air, what he accom-
plished at first only by muscular exertion.

Now what happens? Although the effect is equally useful, the
effort is less. Less effort implies less service, and less service
implies less value. Each step of progress, then, annihilates value;
but how? Not by suppressing the useful effect, but by substituting
gratuitous for onerous utility, natural for social wealth. In one
sense the portion of value thus annihilated is excluded from the
domain of Political Economy, just as it is excluded from our
inventories. It is no longer exchanged, bought, or sold, and
mankind enjoys it without effort and almost without conscious-
ness. It is no longer accounted relative wealth, but is ranked
among the gifts of God.

But on the other hand, if science takes it no longer into
account, the error is assuredly committed of losing sight of what
under all circumstances is the main, the essential thing—the
result, the useful effect. In that case we overlook the strongest
tendencies toward community and equality, and discover much
less of harmony in the social order. If this book is destined to
advance Political Economy a single step, it will be by keeping con-
stantly before the eyes of the reader that portion of value which
is successively annihilated, and recovered, under the form of gra-
tuitous utility, by mankind at large.

I shall here make an observation that will prove how fre-
quently the sciences unite and nearly flow into each other.

I have just defined service. It is the effort in one man, while
the want and the satisfaction are in another. Sometimes the serv-
ice is rendered gratuitously, without remuneration, without any
service being exacted in return. It proceeds, then, from the prin-
ciple of sympathy rather than from the principle of self-interest.
It constitutes gift, not exchange. Consequently it would seem to
appertain not to Political Economy (which is the theory of
exchange), but to morals. In fact, acts of that nature, by reason of
their motive, are rather moral than economical. We shall see,
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however, that, by reason of their effects, they concern the science
that now engages us. On the other hand, services rendered for an
onerous consideration, on condition of a return, and, by reason
of that motive (essentially economic), do not on that account
remain excluded from the domain of morals, in so far as their
effects are concerned.

Thus these two branches of knowledge have an infinite num-
ber of points of contact; and as two truths cannot be antagonis-
tic, when the economist ascribes to a phenomenon injurious con-
sequences, and the moralist ascribes to it beneficial effects, we
may affirm that one or other of them is mistaken. It is thus that
the sciences verify and fortify one another.






3

WANTS OF MAN

t is perhaps impossible, and, at any rate, it would not be of

much use, to present a complete and methodical catalogue of

human wants. Nearly all those of real importance are com-
prised in the following enumeration:

Respiration (I retain here that want, as marking the boundary
where the transmission of labor or exchange of services begins):
Food—Clothing—Lodging—Preservation or Re-establishment of
Health—Locomotion—Security—Instruction—Diversion—Sense
of the Beautiful.

Wants exist. This is a fact. It would be puerile to inquire
whether we should have been better without wants, and why God
has made us subject to them.

It is certain that man suffers, and even dies, when he cannot
satisfy the wants that belong to his constitution. It is certain that
he suffers, and may even die, when in satisfying certain of his
wants he indulges to excess.

We cannot satisfy the greater part of our wants without pain
or trouble, which may be considered as suffering. The same may

57
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be said of the act by which, exercising a noble control over our
appetites, we impose on ourselves a privation.

Thus, suffering is inevitable, and there remains to us only a
choice of evils. Nothing comes more home to us than suffering,
and hence personal interest—the sentiment that is branded now-
a-days with the names of selfishness and individualism—is inde-
structible. Nature has placed sensibility at the extremity of our
nerves, and at all the avenues to the heart and mind, as an
advance guard, to give us notice when our satisfactions are either
deficient or in excess. Pain has, then, a purpose, a mission. We are
asked frequently, whether the existence of evil can be reconciled
with the infinite goodness of the Creator—a formidable problem
that philosophy will always discuss, and never probably be able to
solve. As far as Political Economy is concerned, we must take man
as he is inasmuch as it is not given to imagination to figure to
itself—far less can the reason conceive—a sentient and mortal
being exempt from pain. We should try in vain to comprehend
sensibility without pain, or man without sensibility.

In our days, certain sentimentalist schools reject as false all
social science that does not go the length of establishing a system
by means of which suffering may be banished from the world.
They pass a severe judgment on Political Economy because it
admits what it is impossible to deny, the existence of suffering.
They go farther—they make Political Economy responsible for it.
It is as if they were to attribute the frailty of our organs to the
physician who makes them the object of his study.

Undoubtedly we may acquire a temporary popularity, attract
the regards of suffering classes, and irritate them against the nat-
ural order of society, by telling them that we have in our head a
plan of artificial social arrangement that excludes pain in every
form; we may even pretend to appropriate God’s secret, and to
interpret his presumed will, by banishing evil from the world.
And there will not be lacking those who will treat as impious a
science that exposes such pretensions, and who will accuse it of
overlooking or denying the foresight of the Author of things.
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These schools at the same time give us a frightful picture of
the actual state of society, not perceiving that if it be impious to
foresee suffering in the future, it is equally so to expose its exis-
tence in the past or in the present. For the infinite admits of no
limits; and if a single human being has since the creation experi-
enced suffering, that fact would entitle us to state, without impi-
ety, that suffering has entered into the plan of Providence.

Surely it is more philosophical and more manly to acknowl-
edge at once great natural facts that not only exist, but apart from
which we can form no just or adequate conception of human
nature.

Man, then, is subject to suffering, and consequently society is
also subject to it.

Suffering discharges a function in the individual, and conse-
quently in society.

An accurate investigation of the social laws discloses to us that
the mission of suffering is gradually to destroy its own causes, to
circumscribe suffering itself within narrower limits, and finally to
assure the preponderance of the Good and the Fair, by enabling
us to purchase or merit that preponderance. The nomenclature
we have proposed places material wants in the foreground.

The times in which we live force me to put the reader on his
guard against a species of sentimental affectation that is now
much in vogue.

There are people who hold very cheap what they disdainfully
term material wants, material satisfactions: they will say, as Belise
says to Chrysale,

“Le corps, cette guenille, est-il d’une importance, D’un prix a
meriter seulement qu’on y penses”

And although, in general pretty well off themselves, they will
blame me for having indicated as one of our most pressing wants,
that of food, for example.

I acknowledge undoubtedly that moral advancement is a
higher thing than physical sustenance. But are we so beset with
declamatory affectation that we can no longer venture to say that
before we can set about moral culture, we must have the means
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of living. Let us guard ourselves against these puerilities, which
obstruct science. In wishing to pass for philanthropical we cease
to be truthful; for it is contrary both to reason and to fact to rep-
resent moral development, self-respect, the cultivation of refined
sentiments as preceding the requirements of simple preservation.
This sort of prudery is quite modern. Rousseau, that enthusiastic
panegyrist of the State of Nature, steered clear of it; and a man
endowed with exquisite delicacy, of a tenderness of heart full of
unction, a spiritualist even to quietism, and, toward himself, a
stoic—I mean Fenelon—has said that, “After all, solidity of mind
consists in the desire to be exactly instructed as to how those
things are managed that lie at the foundation of human life—all
great affairs turn upon that.”

Without pretending, then, to classify our wants in a rigorously
exact order, we may say that man cannot direct his efforts to the
satisfaction of moral wants of the highest and most elevated kind
until after he has provided for those that concern his preservation
and sustenance. Whence, without going farther, we may conclude
that every legislative measure that tells against the material well-
being of communities injures the moral life of nations—a har-
mony I commend, in passing, to the attention of the reader.

And since the occasion presents itself, I will here mark
another.

Since the inexorable necessities of material life are an obstacle
to moral and intellectual culture, it follows that we ought to find
more virtue among wealthy than among poor nations and classes.
Good Heaven! what have I just said, and with what objections
shall I be assailed! But the truth is, it is a perfect mania of our
times to attribute all disinterestedness, all self-sacrifice, all that
constitutes the greatness and moral beauty of man, to the poorer
classes, and this mania has of late been still more developed by a
revolution, that, bringing these classes to the surface of society,
has not failed to surround them with a crowd of flatterers.

I don’t deny that wealth, opulence, especially where it is very
unequally spread, tends to develop certain special vices.
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But is it possible to state as a general proposition that virtue
is the privilege of poverty, and vice the unhappy and unfailing
companion of ease? This would be to affirm that moral and intel-
lectual improvement, which is only compatible with a certain
amount of leisure and comfort, is detrimental to intelligence and
morality.

I appeal to the candor of the suffering classes themselves. To
what horrible dissonances would such a paradox conduct us!

We must then conclude that human nature has the frightful
alternative presented to it either to remain eternally wretched, or
advance gradually on the road to vice and immorality. Then all
the forces that conduct us to wealth—such as activity, economy,
skill, honesty—are the seeds of vice; while those that tie us to
poverty—improvidence, idleness, dissipation, carelessness—are
the precious germs of virtue. Could we conceive in the moral
world a dissonance more discouraging? Or, were it really so, who
would dare to address or counsel the people? You complain of
your sufferings (we must say to them), and you are impatient to
see an end of these sufferings. You groan at finding yourselves
under the yoke of the most imperious material wants, and you
sigh for the hour of your deliverance, for you desire leisure to
make your voice heard in the political world and to protect your
interests. You know not what you desire, or how fatal success
would prove to you. Ease, competence, riches, develop only vice.
Guard, then, religiously your poverty and your virtue.

The flatterers of the people, then, fall into a manifest con-
tradiction when they point to the region of opulence as an impure
sink of greed and vice, and, at the same time, urge them on—and
frequently in their eagerness by the most illegitimate means—to a
region which they deem so unfortunate.

Such discordances are never encountered in the natural order
of society. It is impossible to suppose that all men should aspire
to competence, that the natural way to attain it should be by the
exercise of the strictest virtue, and that they should reach it nev-
ertheless only to be caught in the snares of vice. Such declama-
tions are calculated only to light up and keep alive the hatred of
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classes. If true, they place human nature in a dilemma between
poverty and immorality. If untrue, they make falsehood the min-
ister of disorder, and set to loggerheads classes who should mutu-
ally love and assist each other.

Factitious inequality—inequality generated by law, by disturb-
ing the natural order of development of the different classes of
society—is, for all, a prolific source of irritation, jealousy, and
crime. This is the reason why it is necessary to satisfy ourselves
whether this natural order leads to the progressive amelioration
and progressive equalization of all classes; and we should be
arrested in this inquiry by what lawyers term a fin de non-
recevoir, a peremptory exception, if this double material progress
implied necessarily a double moral degradation.

Upon the subject of human wants, I have to make an im-
portant observation—and one that, in Political Economy, may
even be regarded as fundamental—it is, that wants are not a fixed
immutable quantity. They are not in their nature stationary, but
progressive.

We observe this characteristic even in our strictly physical
wants; but it becomes more apparent as we rise to those desires
and intellectual tastes that distinguish man from the inferior ani-
mals.

It would seem that if there be anything in which men should
resemble each other, it is in the want of food, for, unless in excep-
tional cases, men’s stomachs are very much alike.

And yet aliments that are rare at one period become common
at another, and the regimen that suits a Lazzarone would subject
a Dutchman to torture. Thus the want that is the most immedi-
ate, the grossest of all, and consequently the most uniform of all,
still varies according to age, sex, temperament, climate, custom.

The same may be said of all our other wants. Scarcely has a
man found shelter than he desires to be lodged, scarcely is he
clothed than he wishes to be decorated, scarcely has he satisfied
his bodily cravings than study, science, art, open to his desires an
unlimited field.
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It is a phenomenon well worthy of remark, how quickly, by
continuous satisfaction, what was at first only a vague desire
becomes a taste, and what was only a taste is transformed into a
want, and even a want of the most imperious kind.

Look at that rude artisan. Accustomed to poor fare, plain
clothing, indifferent lodging, he imagines he would be the hap-
piest of men, and would have no further desires, if he could but
reach the step of the ladder immediately above him. He is aston-
ished that those who have already reached it should still torment
themselves as they do. At length comes the modest fortune he has
dreamt of, and then he is happy, very happy—for a few days.

For soon he becomes familiar with his new situation, and by
degrees he ceases to feel his fancied happiness. With indifference
he puts on the fine clothing for which he once yearned. He has
got into a new circle, he associates with other companions, he
drinks of another cup, he aspires to mount another step, and if he
ever turns his reflections at all upon himself, he feels that if his
fortune has changed, his soul remains the same, and is still an
inexhaustible spring of new desires.

It would seem that nature has attached this singular power to
habit, in order that it should be in us what a ratchet-wheel is in
mechanics, and that humanity, urged on continually to higher and
higher regions, should not be able to rest content, whatever
degree of civilization it attains.

The sense of dignity, the feeling of self-respect, acts with per-
haps still more force in the same direction. The stoic philosophy
has frequently blamed men for desiring rather to appear than to
be. But, taking a broader view of things, is it certain that to appear
is not for man one of the modes of being?

When by exertion, order, and economy a family rises by
degrees toward those social regions where tastes become nicer
and more delicate, relations more polished, sentiments more
refined, intelligence more cultivated, who can describe the acute
suffering that accompanies a forced return to their former low
estate? The body does not alone suffer. The sad reverse interferes
with habits that have become as it were a second nature; it clashes
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with the sense of dignity, and all the feelings of the soul. It is by
no means uncommon in such a case to see the victim sink all at
once into degrading besottedness, or perish in despair. It is with
the social medium as with the atmosphere. The mountaineer,
accustomed to the pure air of his native hills, pines and moulders
away in the narrow streets of our cities.

But I hear someone exclaim, Economist, you stumble already.
You have just told us that your science is in accord with morals,
and here you are justifying luxury and effeminacy. Philosopher, I
say in my turn, lay aside these fine clothes, which were not those
of primitive man, break your furniture, burn your books, dine on
raw flesh, and I shall then reply to your objection. It is too much
to quarrel with this power of habit, of which you are yourself the
living example.

We may find fault with this disposition nature has given to
our organs; but our censure will not make it the less universal. We
find it existing among all nations, ancient and modern, savage and
civilized, at the antipodes as at home. We cannot explain civiliza-
tion without it; and when a disposition of the human heart is thus
proved to be universal and indestructible, social science cannot
put it aside, or refuse to take it into account.

This objection will be made by publicists who pride them-
selves on being the disciples of Rousseau; but Rousseau has never
denied the existence of the phenomenon. He establishes undeni-
ably the indefinite elasticity of human wants, and the power of
habit, and admits even the part I assign to them in preventing the
human race from retrograding; only that which I admire is what
he deplores, and he does so consistently. Rousseau fancied there
was a time when men had neither rights, nor duties, nor relations,
nor affections, nor language; and it was then, according to him,
that they were happy and perfect. He was bound, therefore, to
abhor the social machinery that is constantly removing mankind
from ideal perfection. Those, on the contrary, who are of opinion
that perfection is not at the beginning, but at the end, of the
human evolution, will admire the spring and motive of action that
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I place in the foreground. But as to the existence and play of the
spring itself we are at one.

“Men of leisure,” he says, “employed themselves in procuring
all sorts of conveniences and accommodations unknown to their
forefathers, and that was the first yoke that, without intending it,
they imposed upon themselves, and the prime source of the
inconveniences they prepared for their descendants. For not only
did they thus continue to emasculate both mind and body, but
these luxuries having by habit lost all their relish, and degenerated
into true wants, their being deprived of them caused more pain
than the possession of them had given pleasure: they were
unhappy at losing what they had no enjoyment in possessing.”

Rousseau was convinced that God, nature, and humanity
were wrong. That is still the opinion of many; but it is not mine.

After all, God forbid that I should desire to set myself against
the noblest attribute, the most beautiful virtue of man, self-con-
trol, command over his passions, moderation in his desires, con-
tempt of show. I don’t say that he is to make himself a slave to this
or that factitious want. I say that wants (taking a broad and gen-
eral view of them as resulting from man’s mental and bodily con-
stitution) combined with the power of habit, and the sense of dig-
nity, are indefinitely expansible, because they spring from an
inexhaustible source—namely, desire. Who should blame a rich
man for being sober, for despising finery, for avoiding pomp and
effeminacy? But are there not more elevated desires to which he
may yield? Has the desire for instruction, for instance, any limits?
To render service to his country, to encourage the arts, to dissem-
inate useful ideas, to succor the distressed—is there anything in
these incompatible with the right use of riches?

For the rest, whatever philosophers may think of it, human
wants do not constitute a fixed immutable quantity. That is a cer-
tain, a universal fact, liable to no exception. The wants of the
fourteenth century, whether with reference to food, or lodging,
or instruction, were not at all the wants of ours, and we may
safely predict that ours will not be the wants of our descendants.
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The same observation applies to all the elements of Political
Economy—Wealth, labor, Value, Services, etc.—all participate in
the extreme versatility of the principal subject, Man. Political
Economy has not, like geometry or physics, the advantage of
dealing with objects that can be weighed or measured. This is
one of its difficulties to begin with, and it is a perpetual source of
errors throughout; for when the human mind applies itself to a
certain order of phenomena, it is naturally on the outlook for a
criterion, a common measure, to which everything can be referred,
in order to give to that particular branch of knowledge the char-
acter of an exact science. Thus we observe some authors seeking
for fixity in value, others in money, others in wheat, others in
labor, that is to say, in things that are themselves all liable to fluc-
tuation.

Many errors in Political Economy proceed from authors thus
regarding human wants as a fixed determinate quantity; and it is
for this reason that I have deemed it my duty to enlarge on this
subject. At the risk of anticipating, it is worth while to notice
briefly this mode of reasoning. Economists take generally the
enjoyments that satisfy men of the present day, and they assume
that human nature admits of no other. Hence, if the bounty of
nature, or the power of machinery, or habits of temperance and
moderation, succeed in rendering disposable for a time a portion
of human labor, this progress disquiets them, they consider it as a
disaster, and they retreat behind absurd but specious formulas,
such as these: Production is superabundant—we suffer from
plethora—the power of producing outruns the power of consum-
ing, etc.

It is not possible to discover a solution of the question of
machinery, or that of external competition, or that of luxury, if
we persist in considering our wants as a fixed invariable quantity,
and do not take into account their indefinite expansibility.

But if human wants are indefinite, progressive, capable of
increase like desire, which is their never failing source, we must
admit, under pain of introducing discordance and contradiction
into the economical laws of society, that nature has placed in man
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and around him indefinite and progressive means of satisfac-
tion—equilibrium between the means and the end being the pri-
mary condition of all harmony. This is what we shall now exam-
ine.

I said at the outset of this work that the object of Political
Economy is man, considered with reference to his wants, and his
means of satisfying these wants.

We must then begin with the study of man and his makeup.

But we have also seen that he is not a solitary being. If his
wants and his satisfactions are, from the very nature of sensibility,
inseparable from his being, the same thing cannot be said of his
efforts, which spring from the active principle. The latter are sus-
ceptible of transmission. In a word, men work for one another.

Now a very strange thing takes place.

If we take a general or, if I may be allowed the expression,
abstract view, of man, his wants, his efforts, his satisfactions, his
constitution, his inclinations, his tendencies, we fall into a train of
observation that appears free from doubt and self-evident—so
much so that the writer finds a difficulty in submitting to the pub-
lic judgment truths so commonplace and so palpable. He is afraid
of provoking ridicule; and thinks, not without reason, that the
impatient reader will throw away his book, exclaiming, “I shall
not waste time on such trivialities.”

And yet these truths that, when presented to us in an abstract
shape we regard as so incontrovertible that we can scarce sum-
mon patience to listen to them are considered only as ridiculous
errors and absurd theories the moment they are applied to man in
his social state. Regarding man as an isolated being, who ever
took it into his head to say, “Production is superabundant—the
power of consumption cannot keep pace with the power of pro-
duction—luxury and factitious tastes are the source of wealth—
the invention of machinery annihilates labor,” and other sayings
of the same sort—which, nevertheless, when applied to mankind
in the aggregate, we receive as axioms so well established that they
are actually made the basis of our commercial and industrial legis-
lation? Exchange produces in this respect an illusion of which
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even men of penetration and solid judgment find it impossible to
disabuse themselves, and I affirm that Political Economy will have
attained its design and fulfilled its mission when it shall have con-
clusively demonstrated this—that what is true of an individual
man is true of society at large. Man in an isolated state is at once
producer and consumer, inventor and entrepreneur, capitalist and
workman. All the economic phenomena are accomplished in his
person—he is, as it were, society in miniature. In like manner,
humanity viewed in the aggregate, may be regarded as a great,
collective, complex individual, to whom you may apply exactly
the same truths as to man in a state of isolation.

I have felt it necessary to make this remark, which I hope will
be justified in the sequel, before continuing what I had to say
upon man. [ should have been afraid otherwise, that the reader
might reject as superfluous the following developments, which in
fact are nothing else than veritable truisms.

I have just spoken of the wants of man, and after presenting
an approximate enumeration of them, I observed that they were
not of a stationary, but of a progressive nature; and this holds true
whether we consider these wants each singly, or all together, in
their physical, intellectual, and moral order. How could it be oth-
erwise? There are wants the satisfaction of which is required by
our makeup under pain of death, and up to a certain point we
may represent these as fixed quantities, although that is not rigor-
ously exact, for however little we may desire to neglect an essen-
tial element—namely, the force of habit—however little we may
condescend to subject ourselves to honest self-examination, we
shall be forced to allow that wants, even of the plainest and most
homely kind (the desire for food for example), undergo, under
the influence of habit, undoubted transformations. The man who
declaims against this observation as materialist and epicurean
would think himself very unfortunate, if, taking him at his word,
we should reduce him to the black broth of the Spartans, or the
scanty pittance of a hermit. At all events, when wants of this kind
have been satisfied in an assured and permanent way, there are
others that arise in the most expansible of our faculties, desire.
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Can we conceive a time when man can no longer form even rea-
sonable desires? Let us not forget that a desire that might be
unreasonable in a former state of civilization—at a time when all
the human faculties were absorbed in providing for low material
wants—ceases to be so when improvement opens to these facul-
ties a more extended field. A desire to travel at the rate of thirty
miles an hour would have been unreasonable two centuries ago—
it is not so at the present day. To pretend that the wants and
desires of man are fixed and stationary quantities, is to mistake
the nature of the human soul, to deny facts, and to render civi-
lization inexplicable.

It would still be inexplicable if, side by side with the indefinite
development of wants, there had not been placed, as possible, the
indefinite development of the means of providing for these wants.
How could the expansible nature of our wants have contributed
to the realization of progress if, at a certain point, our faculties
could advance no farther, and should encounter an impassable
barrier?

Our wants being indefinite, the presumption is that the means
of satisfying these wants should be indefinite also, unless we are
to suppose Nature, Providence, or the Power that presides over
our destinies, to have fallen into a cruel and shocking contradic-
tion.

[ say indefinite, not infinite, for nothing connected with man
is infinite. It is precisely because our faculties go on developing
themselves ad infinitum that they have no assignable limits,
although they may have absolute limits. There are many points
above the present range of humanity, which we may never suc-
ceed in attaining, and yet for all that, the time may never come
when we shall cease to approach nearer them.!

I don’t at all mean to say that desire, and the means of satis-
fying desire, march in parallel lines and with equal rapidity. The
former runs—the latter limps after it.

1A mathematical law of frequent occurrence, but very little understood
in Political Economy.
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The prompt and adventurous nature of desire, compared with
the slowness of our faculties, shows us very clearly that in every
stage of civilization, at every step of our progress, suffering to a
certain extent is, and ever must be, the lot of man. But it shows
us likewise that this suffering has a mission, for desire could no
longer be an incentive to our faculties if it followed, instead of
preceding, their exercise. Let us not, however, accuse nature of
cruelty in the construction of this mechanism, for we cannot fail
to remark that desire is never transformed into want, strictly so
called, that is, into painful desire, until it has been made such by
habit; in other words, until the means of satisfying the desire have
been found and placed irrevocably within our reach.?

We have now to examine the question—What means have we
of providing for our wants?

It seems evident to me there are two—namely, Nature and
labor, the gifts of God, and the fruits of our efforts—or, if you
will, the application of our faculties to the things nature has
placed at our service.

No school that I know of has attributed the satisfaction of our
wants to nature alone. Such an assertion is clearly contradicted by
experience, and we need not learn Political Economy to perceive
that the intervention of our faculties is necessary. But there are
schools who have attributed this privilege to labor alone. Their
axiom is, “All wealth comes from labor—Ilabor is wealth.”

I cannot help anticipating, so far as to remark, that these for-
mulas, taken literally, have led to monstrous errors of doctrine,
and, consequently, to deplorable legislative blunders. I shall
return to this subject. I confine myself here to establishing as a

20ne of the indirect objects of this work is to combat modern sentimen-
tal schools, who, in spite of facts, refuse to admit that suffering to any extent
enters into the designs of Providence. As these schools are said to proceed
from Rousseau, I must here cite to them a passage from their master: “The
evil we see is not absolute evil; and far from being directly antagonistic to
the good, it concurs with it in the universal harmony.”
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fact that Nature and labor cooperate for the satisfaction of our
wants and desires.

Let us examine the facts.

The first want we have placed at the head of our list is that of
breathing. As regards respiration, we have already shown that
nature in general is at the whole cost, and that human labor inter-
venes only in certain exceptional cases, as where it becomes nec-
essary to purify the atmosphere.

Another want is that of quenching our thirst, and it is more
or less satisfied by Nature, in so far as she furnishes us with water,
more or less pure, abundant, and within reach; and labor concurs
in so far as it becomes necessary to bring water from a greater dis-
tance, to filter it, or to obviate its scarcity by constructing wells
and cisterns.

The liberality of nature toward us in regard to food is by no
means uniform; for who will maintain that the labor to be fur-
nished is the same when the land is fertile, or when it is sterile,
when the forest abounds with game, the river with fish, or in the
opposite cases?

As regards lighting, human labor has certainly less to do when
the night is short than when it is long.

I dare not lay it down as an absolute rule, but it appears to me
that in proportion as we rise in the scale of wants, the coopera-
tion of nature is lessened, and leaves us more room for the exer-
cise of our faculties. The painter, the sculptor, and the author
even, are forced to avail themselves of materials and instruments
that nature alone furnishes, but from their own genius is derived
all that makes the charm, the merit, the utility, and the value of
their works. To learn is a want which the well-directed exercise of
our faculties almost alone can satisfy. Yet here nature assists, by
presenting objects of observation and comparison to us in every
direction. With an equal amount of application, may not botany,
geology, or natural history, make everywhere equal progress?

It would be superfluous to cite other examples. We have al-
ready shown undeniably that Nature gives us the means of sat-
isfaction, in placing at our disposal things possessed of higher or
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lower degrees of utility (I use the word in its etymological sense,
as indicating the property of serving, of being useful). In many
cases, in almost every case, labor must contribute, to a certain
extent, in rendering this utility complete; and we can easily com-
prehend that the part labor has to perform is greater or less in
proportion as nature had previously advanced the operation in a
less or greater degree.

We may then lay down these two formulas:

Utility is communicated sometimes by Nature alone, some
times by labor alone, but almost always by the cooperation of
both.

To bring anything to its highest degree of UTILITY, the action
of Labor is in an inverse ratio to the action of Nature.

From these two propositions, combined with what I have said
of the indefinite expansibility of our wants, I may be permitted to
deduce a conclusion, the importance of which will be demon-
strated in the sequel. Suppose two men, having no connection
with each other, to be unequally situated in this respect, that
nature has been liberal to the one, and niggardly to the other; the
first would evidently obtain a given amount of satisfaction at a
less expense of labor. Would it follow that the part of his forces
thus left disposable, if I may use the expression, would be aban-
doned to inaction? and that this man, on account of the liberality
of nature, would be reduced to compulsory idleness? Not at all.
It would follow that he could, if he wished it, dispose of these
forces to enlarge the circle of his enjoyments; that with an equal
amount of labor he could procure two satisfactions in place of
one; in a word, that his progress would become more easy.

I may be mistaken, but it appears to me that no science, not
even geometry, is founded on truths more unassailable. Were any
one to prove to me that all these truths were so many errors, I
should not only lose confidence in them, but all faith in evidence
itself; for what reasoning could one employ that should better
deserve the acquiescence of our judgment than the evidence thus
overturned? The moment an axiom is discovered that shall con-
tradict this other axiom—that a straight line is the shortest road
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from one point to another—that instant the human mind has no
other refuge, if it be a refuge, than absolute skepticism.

I positively feel ashamed thus to insist upon first principles
that are so plain as to seem puerile. And yet we must confess that,
amid the complications of human transactions, such simple truths
have been overlooked; and in order to justify myself for detain-
ing the reader so long upon what the English call truisms, I shall
notice here a singular error by which excellent minds have
allowed themselves to be misled. Setting aside, neglecting entirely,
the cooperation of nature in relation to the satisfaction of our
wants, they have laid down the absolute principle that all wealth
comes from labor. On this foundation they have reared the fol-
lowing erroneous syllogism:

“All wealth comes from labor:

“Wealth, then, is in proportion to labor.

“But labor is in an inverse ratio to the liberality of nature:

“Ergo, wealth is inversely as the liberality of nature.”

Right or wrong, many economical laws owe their origin to
this singular reasoning. Such laws cannot be otherwise than sub-
versive of every sound principle in relation to the development
and distribution of wealth; and this it is that justifies me in
preparing beforehand, by the explanation of truths very trivial in
appearance, for the refutation of the deplorable errors and preju-
dices under which society is now laboring.

Let us analyze the cooperation of Nature of which I have spo-
ken. Nature places two things at our disposal—materials and
forces.

Most of the material objects that contribute to the satisfaction
of our wants and desires are brought into the state of utility that
renders them fit for our use only by the intervention of labor, by
the application of the human faculties. But the elements, the
atoms, if you will, of which these objects are composed, are the
gifts, I will add the gratuitous gifts, of nature. This observation is
of the very highest importance, and will, I believe, throw a new
light upon the theory of wealth.
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The reader will have the goodness to bear in mind that I am
inquiring at present in a general way into the moral and physical
constitution of man, his wants, his faculties, his relations with
nature—apart from the consideration of Exchange, which I shall
enter upon in the next chapter. We shall then see in what respect,
and in what manner, social transactions modify the phenomena.

It is very evident that if man in an isolated state must, so to
speak, purchase the greater part of his satisfaction by an exertion,
by an effort, it is rigorously exact to say that prior to the interven-
tion of any such exertion, any such effort, the materials he finds
at his disposal are the gratuitous gifts of nature. After the first
effort on his part, however slight it may be, they cease to be gra-
tuitous; and if the language of Political Economy had been always
exact, it would have been to material objects in this state, and
before human labor had been bestowed upon them, that the term
raw materials (matieres premieres) would have been exclusively
applied.

I regret that this gratuitous quality of the gifts of nature, an-
terior to the intervention of labor, is of the very highest im-
portance. I said in my second chapter that Political Economy was
the theory of value; I add now, and by anticipation, that things
begin to possess value only when it is given to them by labor. 1
intend to demonstrate afterwards that everything that is gratu-
itous for man in an isolated state is gratuitous for man in his social
condition, and that the gratuitous gifts of nature, whatever be
their UTILITY, have no value. I say that a man who receives a
benefit from nature, directly and without any effort on his part,
cannot be considered as rendering himself an onerous service,
and, consequently, that he cannot render to another any service
with reference to things that are common to all. Now, where
there are no services rendered and received there is no value.

All that T have said of materials is equally applicable to the
forces nature places at our disposal. Gravitation, the elasticity of
air, the power of the winds, the laws of equilibrium, vegetable
life, animal life, are so many forces we learn to turn to account.
The pains and intelligence we bestow in this way always admit of
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remuneration, for we are not bound to devote our efforts to the
advantage of others gratuitously. But these natural forces in them-
selves, and apart from all intellectual or bodily exertion are gra-
tuitous gifts of Providence, and in this respect they remain devoid
of value through all the complications of human transactions.
This is the leading idea of the present work.

This observation would be of little importance, I allow, if the
cooperation of nature were constantly uniform, if each man, at all
times, in all places, in all circumstances, received from nature
equal and invariable assistance. In that case, science would be jus-
tified in not taking into account an element that, remaining
always and everywhere the same, would affect the services ex-
changed in equal proportions on both sides. As in geometry we
eliminate portions of lines common to two figures we compare
with each other, we might neglect a cooperation that is invariably
present, and content ourselves with saying, as we have done hith-
erto, “There is such a thing as natural wealth—Political Economy
acknowledges it, and has no more concern with it.”

But this is not the true state of the matter. The irresistible ten-
dency of the human mind, stimulated by self-interest and assisted
by a series of discoveries, is to substitute natural and gratuitous
cooperation for human and onerous concurrence; so that a given
utility, although remaining the same as far as the result and the
satisfactions it procures us are concerned, represents a smaller
and smaller amount of labor. In fact, it is impossible not to per-
ceive the immense influence of this marvelous phenomenon on
our notion of value. For what is the result of it? This, that in every
product the gratuitous element tends to take the place of the
onerous; that utility, being the result of two collaborations, of
which one is remunerated and the other is not, Value, which has
relation only to the first of these united forces, is diminished,
and makes room for a utility that is identically the same, and this
in proportion as we succeed in constraining nature to a more
efficacious cooperation. So that we may say that men have as
many more satisfactions, as much more wealth, as they have less
value. Now the majority of authors having employed these three
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terms, utility, wealth, value, as synonymous, the result has been a
theory that is not only not true, but the reverse of true. I believe
sincerely that a more exact description of this combination of nat-
ural forces and human forces in the business of production, in
other words, a juster definition of Value, would put an end to
inextricable theoretical confusion, and would reconcile schools
that are now divergent; and if [ am now anticipating somewhat in
entering on this subject here, my justification with the reader is
the necessity of explaining in the outset certain ideas of which
otherwise he would have difficulty in perceiving the importance.

Returning from this digression, I resume what I had to say
upon man considered exclusively in an economical point of view.

Another observation, which we owe to ].B. Say, and which is
almost self-evident, although too much neglected by many au-
thors, is that man creates neither the materials nor the forces of
nature, if we take the word create in its exact signification. These
materials, these forces, have an independent existence. Man can
only combine them or displace them for his own benefit or that
of others. If for his own, he renders a service to himself—if for
the benefit of others, he renders service to his fellows and has the
right to exact an equivalent service. Whence it also follows that
value is proportional to the service rendered, and not at all to the
absolute utility of the thing. For this utility may be in great part
the result of the gratuitous action of nature, in which case the
human service, the onerous service, the service to be remuner-
ated, is of little value. This results from the axiom above estab-
lished—namely, that to bring a thing to the highest degree of util-
ity, the action of man is inversely as the action of nature.

This observation overturns the doctrine that places value in
the materiality of things. The contrary is the truth. The mate-
riality is a quality given by nature, and consequently gratuitous,
and devoid of value, although of incontestable utility. Human
action, which can never succeed in creating matter, constitutes
alone the service that man in a state of isolation renders to him-
self, or that men in society render to each other; and it is the free
appreciation of these services that is the foundation of value. Far,
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then, from concluding with Adam Smith that it is impossible to
conceive of value otherwise than as residing in material substance,
we conclude that between Matter and Value there is no possible
relation.

This erroneous doctrine Smith deduced logically from his
principle that those classes alone are productive who operate on
material substances. He thus prepared the way for the modern
error of the socialists, who have never ceased representing as
unproductive parasites those whom they term intermediaries be-
tween the producer and consumer—the merchant, the retail
dealer, etc. Do they render services? Do they save us trouble by
taking trouble for us? In that case they create value, although they
do not create matter; and as no one can create matter, and we all
confine our exertions to rendering reciprocal services, we pro-
nounce with justice that all, including agriculturists and man-
ufacturers, are intermediaries in relation one to another.

This is what I had to say at present upon the cooperation of
nature. Nature places at our disposal, in various degrees de-
pending on climate, seasons, and the advance of knowledge, but
always gratuitously, materials and forces. Then these materials
and forces are devoid of value; it would be strange if they had any.
According to what rule should we estimate them? In what way
could nature be paid, remunerated, compensated? We shall see
afterwards that exchange is necessary in order to determine value.
We don’t purchase the goods of nature—we gather them; and if,
in order to appropriate them, a certain amount of effort is neces-
sary, it is in this effort, and not in the gifts of nature, that the prin-
ciple of value resides.

Let us now consider that action of man which we designate,
in a general way, by the term labor.

The word labor, like almost all the terms of Political Economy,
is very vague. Different authors use it in a sense more or less
extended. Political Economy has not had, like most other sciences,
Chemistry for example, the advantage of constructing her own
vocabulary. Treating of subjects that have been familiar to men’s
thoughts since the beginning of the world, and the constant subject
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of their daily talk, she has found a nomenclature ready made, and
has been forced to adopt it.

The meaning of the word labor is often limited exclusively to
the muscular action of man upon materials. Hence those who
execute the mechanical part of production are called the working
classes.

The reader will comprehend that I give to this word a more
extended sense. I understand by labor the application of our fac-
ulties to the satisfaction of our wants. Wants, efforts, satisfactions,
this is the circle of Political Economy. Effort may be physical,
intellectual, or even moral, as we shall immediately see.

It is not necessary to demonstrate in this place that all our
organs, all or nearly all our faculties, may concur and in point of
fact do concur, in production. Attention, sagacity, intelligence,
imagination, have assuredly their part in it.

Mr. Dunoyer, in his excellent work, Sur la Liberte du Travail,
has included, and with scientific exactness, our moral faculties
among the elements to which we are indebted for our wealth—an
idea as original and suggestive as it is just. It is destined to enlarge
and ennoble the field of Political Economy.

I shall not dwell here upon that idea farther than as it may
enable me to throw a faint light upon the origin of a powerful
agent of production of which I shall have occasion to speak here-
after—I mean Capital.

If we examine in succession the material objects that con-
tribute to the satisfaction of our wants, we shall discover without
difficulty that all or nearly all require, in order to bring them to
perfection, more time, a larger portion of our life, than a man can
expend without recruiting his strength, that is to say, without sat-
isfying his wants. This supposes that those who had made these
things had previously reserved, set aside, accumulated, provi-
sions, to enable them to subsist during the operation.

The same observation applies to satisfactions that have noth-
ing material belonging to them.

A clergyman cannot devote himself to preaching, a professor
to teaching, a magistrate to the maintenance of order, unless by
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themselves or by others, they are put in possession of means of
subsistence previously created.

Let us go a little higher. Suppose a man isolated and forced to
live by hunting. It is easy to comprehend that if every night he
consumed the whole game that his day’s hunting had furnished,
he could never set himself to any other work, to build a cottage
for example, or repair his arms or implements. All progress would
be interdicted in his case.

This not the proper place to define the nature and functions
of Capital. My sole object at present is to show that certain moral
virtues cooperate very directly in the amelioration of our condi-
tion, even when viewed exclusively with reference to wealth—
among other virtues, order, foresight, self-control, economy.

To foresee is one of our noblest privileges, and it is scarcely
necessary to say that, in all situations of life, the man who most
clearly foresees the probable consequences of his acts and deci-
sions has the best chance of success.

To control his appetites, to govern his passions, to sacrifice
the present to the future, to submit to privations for the sake of
greater but more distant advantages—such are the conditions
essential to the formation of capital; and capital, as we have
already partially seen, is itself the essential condition of all labor
that is in any degree complicated or prolonged. It is quite evident
that if we suppose two men placed in identically the same posi-
tion, and possessed of the same amount of intelligence and activ-
ity, that man would make the most progress who, having accumu-
lated provisions, had placed himself in a situation to undertake
protracted works, to improve his implements, and thus to make
the forces of nature cooperate in the realization of his designs.

I shall not dwell longer on this. We have only to look around us
to be convinced that all our forces, all our faculties, all our virtues,
concur in furthering the advancement of man and of society.

For the same reason, there are none of our vices that are not
directly or indirectly the causes of poverty. Idleness paralyzes
efforts, which are the sinews of production. Ignorance and error
give our efforts a false direction. Improvidence lays us open to
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deceptions. Indulgence in the appetites of the hour prevents the
accumulation of capital. Vanity leads us to devote our efforts to
factitious enjoyments, in place of such as are real. Violence and
fraud provoke reprisals, oblige us to surround ourselves with
troublesome precautions, and entail a great waste and destruction
of power.

I shall wind up these preliminary observations on man with a
remark I have already made in relation to his wants. It is this, that
the elements discussed and explained in this chapter, and that
enter into and constitute economic science, are in their nature
flexible and changeable. Wants, desires, materials and powers fur-
nished by nature, our muscular force, our organs, our intellectual
faculties, our moral qualities, all vary with the individual, and
change with time and place. No two men, perhaps, are entirely
alike in any one of these respects, certainly not in all—nay more,
no man entirely resembles himself for two hours together. What
one knows, another is ignorant of—what one values, another
despises—here nature is prodigal, there niggardly—a virtue that
it is difficult to practice in one climate or latitude becomes easy in
another. Economic science has not, then, like the exact sciences,
the advantages of possessing a fixed measure, and absolute uncon-
ditional truths—a graduated scale, a standard, which can be
employed in measuring the intensity of desires, of efforts, and of
satisfactions. Were we even to devote ourselves to solitary labor,
like certain animals, we should still find ourselves placed in cir-
cumstances in some degree different; and were our external cir-
cumstances alike, were the medium in which we act the same for
all, we should still differ from each other in our desires, our
wants, our ideas, our sagacity, our energy, our manner of estimat-
ing and appreciating things, our foresight, our initiative—so that
a great and inevitable inequality would manifest itself. In truth,
absolute isolation, the absence of all relations among men, is only
an idle fancy coined in the brain of Rousseau. But supposing that
this antisocial state, called the state of nature, had ever existed, I
cannot help inquiring by what chain of reasoning Rousseau and
his adepts have succeeded in planting Equality there? We shall
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afterwards see that Equality, like Wealth, like Liberty, like Frater-
nity, like Unity, is the end; it is not the starting point. It rises out
of the natural and regular development of societies. The tendency
of human nature is not away from, but toward, Equality. This is
most consoling and most true.

Having spoken of our wants, and our means of providing for
them, it remains to say a word respecting our satisfactions. They
are the result of the entire mechanism we have described.

It is by the greater or less amount of physical, intellectual, and
moral satisfactions that mankind enjoys, that we discover whether
the machine works well or ill. This is the reason why the word
consummation (consumption3), adopted by our Economists
would have an apposite meaning if we used it in its etymological
signification as synonymous with end, or completion. Unfortu-
nately, in common, and even in scientific, language, it presents to
the mind a gross and material idea, exact without doubt when
applied to our physical wants, but not at all so when used with
reference to those of a more elevated order. The cultivation of
wheat, the manufacture of woolen cloth, terminate in consump-
tion (consummation). But can this be said with equal propriety of
the works of the artist, the songs of the poet, the studies of the
lawyer, the prelections of the professor, the sermons of the cler-
gyman? It is here that we again experience the inconvenience of
that fundamental error that caused Adam Smith to circumscribe
Political Economy within the limits of a material circle; and the
reader will pardon me for frequently making use of the term sat-
isfaction, as applicable to all our wants and all our desires, and as
more in accordance with the larger scope I hope to be able to give
to the science.

Political Economists have been frequently reproached with
confining their attention exclusively to the interests of the con-
sumer. “You forget the producer,” we are told. But satisfaction

3The term consumption employed by English Economists, the French
Economists translate by consummation.—Translator.
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being the end and design of all our efforts—the grand consum-
mation or termination of the economic phenomena—is it not evi-
dent that it is there that the touchstone of progress is to be found?
A man’s happiness and well-being are not measured by his efforts
but by his satisfactions, and this holds equally true of society in
the aggregate. This is one of those truths that are never disputed
when applied to an individual, but that are constantly disputed
when applied to society at large. The phrase to which exception
has been taken only means this, that Political Economy estimates
the worth of what we do not by the labor it costs us to do it, but
by the ultimate result, which resolves itself definitively into an
increase or diminution of the general prosperity.

We have said, in reference to our wants and desires, that there
are no two men exactly alike. The same thing may be said of our
satisfactions: they are not held in equal estimation by all, which
verifies the common saying that tastes differ. Now it is by the
intensity of our desires, and the variety of our tastes, that the
direction of our efforts is determined. It is here that the influence
of morals upon industry becomes apparent. Man, as an individ-
ual, may be the slave of tastes which are factitious, puerile, and
immoral. In this case it is self-evident that, his powers being lim-
ited, he can only satisfy his depraved desires at the expense of
those that are laudable and legitimate. But when society comes
into play, this evident axiom is marked down as an error. We are
led to believe that artificial tastes, illusory satisfactions, which we
acknowledge as the source of individual poverty, are nevertheless
the cause of national wealth, as providing an outlet to manufac-
tures. If it were so, we should arrive at the miserable conclusion
that the social state places man between poverty and vice. Once
more, Political Economy reconciles, in the most rigorous and sat-
isfactory manner, these apparent contradictions.



4

EXCHANGE

xchange is Political Economy—it is Society itself—for it is

impossible to conceive Society as existing without

Exchange, or Exchange without Society. I shall not pretend
in this chapter to exhaust so vast a subject. To present even an
outline of it would require the entire volume.

If men, like snails, lived in complete isolation, if they did not
exchange their ideas and exertions, and had no bargain or tran-
sactions with each other, we might have multitudes indeed—
human units—individuals living in juxtaposition—but we could
not have Society.

Nay, we should not even have individuals. To man isolation is
death. But then, if he cannot live out of society, the legitimate
conclusion is that the social state is his natural state.

All the sciences tend to establish this truth, which was so lit-
tle understood by the men of the eighteenth century that they
founded morals and politics on the contrary assertion. They were
not content with placing the state of nature in opposition to the
social state—they gave the first a decided preference. “Men were

83
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blessed,” said Montaigne, “when they lived without bonds, with-
out laws, without language, without religion.” And we know that
the system of Rousseau, which exercised, and still exercises, so
powerful an influence over opinions and facts, rests altogether on
this hypothesis—that men, unhappily, agreed one fine morning to
abandon the innocent state of nature for the stormy state of soci-
ety.

It is not the design of this chapter to bring together all pos-
sible refutations of this fundamental error, the most fatal that has
ever infested the political sciences; for if society is the fruit of
invention and convention, it follows that everyone may propose
a new model, and this, since Rousseau’s time, has in fact been the
direction in which men’s minds have tended. I could easily
demonstrate, I believe, that isolation excludes language, as the
absence of language excludes thought; and man, deprived of
thought, instead of being a child of nature, ceases to be man at all.
But a peremptory refutation of the idea upon which Rousseau’s
doctrine reposes flows naturally from some considerations on
Exchange.

Want, Effort, Satisfaction—such is man in an economical
point of view.

We have seen that the two extreme terms are essentially in-
transmissible, for they terminate in sensation, they are sensation,
which is the most personal thing in the world, as well the sensa-
tion that precedes the effort and determines it, as the sensation
that follows the effort and rewards it.

It is then the Effort that is exchanged; indeed it cannot be oth-
erwise, since exchange implies action, and Effort alone manifests
the principle of activity. We cannot suffer or enjoy for one
another, unless we could experience personally the pains and
pleasures of others. But we can assist each other, work for one
another, render reciprocal services, and place our faculties, or the
results of their exercise, at the disposal of others, in consideration
of a return. This is society. The causes, the effects, the laws, of
these exchanges constitute the subject of political and social econ-
omy.
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We not only can exchange efforts and render reciprocal serv-
ices, but we do so necessarily. What I affirm is this, that our
makeup is such that we are obliged to work for one another under
pain of death, of instant death. If it be so, society is our state of
nature, since it is the only state in which we can live at all.

There is one observation that I have to make upon the equi-
librium between our wants and our faculties, an observation that
has always led me to admire the providential plan that regulates
our destinies:

In the state of isolation our wants exceed our powers;

In the social state our powers exceed our wants. Hence it fol-
lows that man in an isolated state cannot subsist, while in the
social state his most imperious wants give place to desires of a
higher order, and continue to do so in an ascending career of
progress and improvement to which it is impossible to set limits.

This is not declamation, but an assertion capable of being rig-
orously demonstrated by reasoning and analogy, if not by experi-
ence. And why can it not be demonstrated by experience, by
direct observation? Precisely because it is true—precisely because
man not being able to exist in a state of isolation, it becomes
impossible to exhibit in actual nature the effects of absolute soli-
tude. You cannot lay hold of a nonentity. You can prove to me that
a triangle never has four sides, but you cannot, in support of your
demonstration, place before my eyes a tetragonal triangle. If you
could, the exhibiti