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In the department of economy, an act, a habitnatitition, a law, gives birth not only to an effdsut to a series of
effects. Of these effects, the first only is imnagdj it manifests itself simultaneously with itsisa - it is seen. The others
unfold in succession - they are not seen: it id feelus, if they are foreseen. Between a goodahbdd economist this
constitutes the whole difference - the one takesaat of the visible effect; the other takes ac¢duath of the effects
which are seen, and also of those which it is resrggo foresee. Now this difference is enormoaisitfalmost always
happens that when the immediate consequence iarie, the ultimate consequences are fatal, anddhverse. Hence
it follows that the bad economist pursues a snma$ent good, which will be followed by a great egitome, while the
true economist pursues a great good to comeheaigk of a small present evil.

In fact, it is the same in the science of healtts, @nd in that of morals. It often happens, thatsweeter the first fruit of
a habit is, the more bitter are the consequencdse, or example, debauchery, idleness, prodigaltiyen, therefore, a
man absorbed in the effect which is seen has ndéegemed to discern those which are not seenjJss gvay to fatal
habits, not only by inclination, but by calculation

This explains the fatally grievous condition of rkard. Ignorance surrounds its cradle: then itscatiare determined by
their first consequences, the only ones whichtsifiiist stage, it can see. It is only in the long that it learns to take
account of the others. It has to learn this legsam two very different masters - experience amadaht. Experience
teaches effectually, but brutally. It makes us adgted with all the effects of an action, by cagsiis to feel them; and
we cannot fail to finish by knowing that fire buriifswe have burned ourselves. For this rough tegdrshould like, if
possible, to substitute a more gentle one. | memadight. For this purpose | shall examine the equences of certain
economical phenomena, by placing in oppositioraeitheother those which are seen, and those whichoargeen.

I. THE BROKEN WINDOW

Have you ever witnessed the anger of the good sepek, James B., when his careless son happebeghioa square of
glass? If you have been present at such a scenayilfanost assuredly bear witness to the factt évaery one of the
spectators, were there even thirty of them, by comaonsent apparently, offered the unfortunate ovhis invariable
consolation - "It is an ill wind that blows nobodgod. Everybody must live, and what would becomghefglaziers if
panes of glass were never broken?"

Now, this form of condolence contains an entiretiiewhich it will be well to show up in this simgpktase, seeing that it
is precisely the same as that which, unhappilyledgs the greater part of our economical instngi

Suppose it cost six francs to repair the damagkyan say that the accident brings six francs ¢oglazier's trade - that it
encourages that trade to the amount of six framggant it; | have not a word to say against @uyeason justly. The
glazier comes, performs his task, receives higraincs, rubs his hands, and, in his heart, blebsesareless child. All
this is that which is seen.

But if, on the other hand, you come to the condinisas is too often the case, that it is a goawgtho break windows, that
it causes money to circulate, and that the enceunagt of industry in general will be the resulitpfou will oblige me
to call out, "Stop there! your theory is confinedtat which is seen; it takes no account of thativis not seen.”

http://bastiat.org/en/twisatwins.ht 5/12/201(



That Which is Seen, and That Which is Not Seerf-teygleric Basti Page2 of 20

It is not seen that as our shopkeeper has spefrasis upon one thing, he cannot spend them upother. It is not seen
that if he had not had a window to replace, he dopérhaps, have replaced his old shoes, or add#bHex book to his
library. In short, he would have employed his sants in some way, which this accident has predgente

Let us take a view of industry in general, as @éddy this circumstance. The window being broltke,glazier's trade is
encouraged to the amount of six francs; this iswhach is seen. If the window had not been brokke,shoemaker's
trade (or some other) would have been encouraga:tamount of six francs; this is that which is seen.

And if that which is not seen is taken into consitien, because it is a negative fact, as welhaswhich is seen, because
it is a positive fact, it will be understood thaither industry in general, nor the sum total aforal labour, is affected,
whether windows are broken or not.

Now let us consider James B. himself. In the formwgaposition, that of the window being broken, pergls six francs,
and has neither more nor less than he had befm&njoyment of a window.

In the second, where we suppose the window noave been broken, he would have spent six franshoas, and would
have had at the same time the enjoyment of a palaes and of a window.

Now, as James B. forms a part of society, we mustecto the conclusion, that, taking it altogetlaeid making an
estimate of its enjoyments and its labours, itlbasthe value of the broken window.

When we arrive at this unexpected conclusion: "&gdbses the value of things which are uselesssirdyed;" and we
must assent to a maxim which will make the haiprotectionists stand on end - To break, to spoiyaste, is not to
encourage national labour; or, more briefly, "dedion is not profit."

What will you say, Monsieur Industriel -- what wilbu say, disciples of good M. F. Chamans, whodadsulated with so
much precision how much trade would gain by thenlmgr of Paris, from the number of houses it wouddlecessary to
rebuild?

| am sorry to disturb these ingenious calculatiassfar as their spirit has been introduced intdegislation; but | beg
him to begin them again, by taking into the accdbat which is not seen, and placing it alongsitiénat which is seen.
The reader must take care to remember that therecttwo persons only, but three concerned itittie scene which |
have submitted to his attention. One of them, JaBnespresents the consumer, reduced, by an atgstfuction, to one
enjoyment instead of two. Another under the tifi¢he glazier, shows us the producer, whose tra@gacouraged by the
accident. The third is the shoemaker (or some dthdesman), whose labour suffers proportionabltheysame cause. It
is this third person who is always kept in the shahd who, personating that which is not seemniscessary element of
the problem. It is he who shows us how absurdti ihink we see a profit in an act of destructibis he who will soon
teach us that it is not less absurd to see a pnoditrestriction, which is, after all, nothing @lhan a partial destruction.
Therefore, if you will only go to the root of ali¢ arguments which are adduced in its favour,allwill find will be the
paraphrase of this vulgar saying - What would bezoffithe glaziers, if nobody ever broke windows?

[I. THE DISBANDING OF TROOPS

It is the same with a people as it is with a méit.wishes to give itself some gratification, atarally considers whether
it is worth what it costs. To a nation, securityhie greatest of advantages. If, in order to ohtaihis necessary to have
an army of a hundred thousand men, | have notloisgy against it. It is an enjoyment bought byaifiee. Let me not
be misunderstood upon the extent of my positiomeiber of the assembly proposes to disband a hditlulbeisand
men, for the sake of relieving the tax-payers btiadred millions.

If we confine ourselves to this answer - "The heddmillions of men, and these hundred millions ohey, are
indispensable to the national security: it is aifiae; but without this sacrifice, France would foen by factions, or
invaded by some foreign power," - | have nothingh{ect to this argument, which may be true orefafsfact, but which
theoretically contains nothing which militates aggtieconomy. The error begins when the sacrifgadfits said to be an
advantage because it profits somebody.

Now | am very much mistaken if, the moment the autif the proposal has taken his seat, some onalfianot rise and
say - "Disband a hundred thousand men! do you knbat you are saying? What will become of them? Wil they
get a living? Don't you know that work is scarcemwhere? That every field is overstocked? Would ton them out of
doors to increase competition, and weigh upondke of wages? Just now, when it is a hard mattéveat all, it would
be a pretty thing if the State must find breada#dnundred thousand individuals? Consider, besitlasthe army
consumes wine, clothing, arms - that it promotesattivity of manufactures in garrison towns - tihé, in short, the god
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-send of innumerable purveyors. Why, any one nrastlble at the bare idea of doing away with this ense industrial
movement."

This discourse, it is evident, concludes by votimg maintenance of a hundred thousand soldierseé&sons drawn from
the necessity of the service, and from economigasiclerations. It is these considerations only tinatve to refute.

A hundred thousand men, costing the tax-payersdried millions of money, live and bring to the peyers as much as
a hundred millions can supply. This is that whislséen.

But, a hundred millions taken from the pocketshef tax-payers, cease to maintain these taxpaydrtharpurveyors, as
far as a hundred minions reach. This is that wigaiot seen. Now make your calculations. Cast og,tall me what
profit there is for the masses?

I will tell you where the loss lies; and to simplif, instead of speaking of a hundred thousand ameha million of
money, it shall be of one man, and a thousand $ranc

We will suppose that we are in the village of AeTiecruiting sergeants go their round, and taka affan. The tax-
gatherers go their round, and take off a thouseamtté. The man and the sum of money are taken tp, ldled the latter is
destined to support the former for a year witharibd anything. If you consider Metz only, you areteq right; the
measure is a very advantageous one: but if youtimekrds the village of A., you will judge very fiifently; for, unless
you are very blind indeed, you will see that thlage has lost a worker, and the thousand frartasiwwould
remunerate his labour, as well as the activity Whiny the expenditure of those thousand franegoitld spread around
it.

At first sight, there would seem to be some comagois. What took place at the village, now takexplat Metz, that is
all. But the loss is to be estimated in this wakt the village, a man dug and worked; he was &keiorAt Metz, he turns
to the right about, and to the left about; he $elalier. The money and the circulation are the sanbeth cases; but in the
one there were three hundred days of productivaulghin the other, there are three hundred dayspfoductive labour,
supposing, of course, that a part of the army tsmaispensable to the public safety.

Now, suppose the disbanding to take place. Yourtelthere will be a surplus of a hundred thousaorkers, that
competition will be stimulated, and it will redutiee rate of wages. This is what you see.

But what you do not see is this. You do not seetthdismiss a hundred thousand soldiers is ndbtaway with a
million of money, but to return it to the tax-pagelou do not see that to throw a hundred thousanélers on the
market, is to throw into it, at the same momerd,llindred millions of money needed to pay for thiour; that,
consequently, the same act which increases thdysoppands, increases also the demand; from wihifdilows, that
your fear of a reduction of wages is unfounded. Wouwnot see that, before the disbanding as welftas it, there are in
the country a hundred millions of money correspogdiith the hundred thousand men. That the whdferdnce
consists in this: before the disbanding, the cqug#ive the hundred millions to the hundred thousaad for doing
nothing; and that after it, it pays them the samma for working. You do not see, in short, that wiagiax-payer gives his
money either to a soldier in exchange for nothargp a worker in exchange for something, all thenate consequences
of the circulation of this money are the same mtiho cases; only, in the second case, the taxrpageives something,
in the former he receives nothing. The resultasdead loss to the nation.

The sophism which | am here combating will not dttre test of progression, which is the touchstfrrinciples. If,

when every compensation is made, and all inteagstsatisfied, there is a national profit in inciag the army, why not
enroll under its banners the entire male populatiothe country?

. TAXES

Have you ever chanced to hear it said "There isaiter investment than taxes. Only see what a nunfifamilies it
maintains, and consider how it reacts on indugtig;an inexhaustible stream, it is life itself."

In order-to combat this doctrine, | must refer tp pneceding refutation. Political economy knew wabugh that its
arguments were not so amusing that it could bedafaidem, repetitions please. It has, therefonmed the proverb to its
own use, well convinced that, in its mouth, rejati teach.

The advantages which officials advocate are thdsehnare seen. The benefit which accrues to theigos is still that
which is seen. This blinds all eyes.
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But the disadvantages which the tax-payers hagetoid of are those which are not seen. And theyrwhich results
from it to the providers, is still that which istreeen, although this ought to be self-evident.

When an official spends for his own profit an exttandred sous, it implies that a tax-payer speadhi§ profit a hundred
sous less. But the expense of the official is sbeoause the act is performed, while that of theptyer is not seen,
because, alas! he is prevented from performing it.

You compare the nation, perhaps, to a parcheddfdand, and the tax to a fertilizing rain. Bes@t. But you ought also to
ask yourself where are the sources of this rainvemether it is not the tax itself which draws avtlag moisture from the
ground and dries it up?

Again, you ought to ask yourself whether it is polesthat the soil can receive as much of this ipreswater by rain as it
loses by evaporation?

There is one thing very certain, that when JameoBnts out a hundred sous for the tax-gatheremred¢eives nothing in
return. Afterwards, when an official spends thesedned sous and returns them to James B., it iarf@qual value of
corn or labour. The final result is a loss to JaBesf five francs.

It is very true that often, perhaps very often, dffecial performs for James B. an equivalent segvin this case there is
no loss on either side; there is merely in exchamberefore, my arguments do not at all apply &fuifunctionaries. All
| say is, - if you wish to create an office, pratgeutility. Show that its value to James B., bg #ervices which it
performs for him, is equal to what it costs himt,Bapart from this intrinsic utility, do not brirfgrward as an argument
the benefit which it confers upon the official, Fésnily, and his providers; do not assert thahit@irages labour.

When James B. gives a hundred pence to a Goverroffaetr, for a really useful service, it is exacthe same as when
he gives a hundred sous to a shoemaker for a psiioes.

But when James B. gives a hundred sous to a Goesrnafificer, and receives nothing for them unléfiannoyances,
he might as well give them to a thief. It is norseto say that the Government officer will speresthhundred sous to
the great profit of national labour; the thief wibulo the same; and so would James B., if he habdewt stopped on the
road by the extra-legal parasite, nor by the lawfdnger.

Let us accustom ourselves, then, to avoid judgfrithings by what is seen only, but to judge of tHgyrthat which is not
seen.

Last year | was on the Committee of Finance, fataurthe constituency the members of the oppositiere not
systematically excluded from all the Commissionsthiat the constituency acted wisely. We have hbarihiers say - "I
have passed my life in opposing the legitimistypaand the priest party. Since the common dangebhaught us
together, now that | associate with them and krteemt, and now that we speak face to face, | havedfout that they are
not the monsters | used to imagine them."

Yes, distrust is exaggerated, hatred is fostereshgmparties who never mix; and if the majority waballow the minority
to be present at the Commissions, it would perhapdiscovered that the ideas of the different sitesot so far
removed from each other, and, above all, that th&ntions are not so perverse as is supposedetfawlast year | was
on the Committee of Finance. Every time that oneufcolleagues spoke of fixing at a moderate #ghe maintenance
of the President of the Republic, that of the méris and of the ambassadors, it was answered-

"For the good of the service, it is necessary toosund certain offices with splendour and dignag,a means of attracting
men of merit to them. A vast number of unforturpagesons apply to the President of the Republic,iawduld be

placing him in a very painful position to obligenhto be constantly refusing them. A certain styléhie ministerial
saloons is a part of the machinery of constituti@aernments.”

Although such arguments may be controverted, teetpinly deserve a serious examination. They asedapon the
public interest, whether rightly estimated or ratd as far as | am concerned, | have much morecefp them than
many of our Catos have, who are actuated by awaspirit of parsimony or of jealousy.

But what revolts the economical part of my consogrand makes me blush for the intellectual ressuo my country,
is when this absurd relic of feudalism is brougirtvfard, which it constantly is, and it is favoungbéceived too:-

"Besides, the luxury of great Government officarsairages the arts, industry, and labour. The bé#ite State and his

ministers cannot give banquets and soirees wittausing life to circulate through all the veingloé social body. To
reduce their means, would starve Parisian induatrgt,consequently that of the whole nation.”
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| must beg you, gentlemen, to pay some little régararithmetic, at least; and not to say befoeeNhtional Assembly in
France, lest to its shame it should agree with ftwat,an addition gives a different sum, according/hether it is added
up from the bottom to the top, or from the toptte bottom of the column.

For instance, | want to agree with a drainer to enakrench in my field for a hundred sous. Just@®ave concluded our
arrangement, the tax-gatherer comes, takes my adrstius, and sends them to the Minister of theitmtany bargain is
at end, but the Minister will have another dishextltb his table. Upon what ground will you daraffirm that this

official expense helps the national industry? Da pot see, that in this there is only a reversihgatisfaction and
labour? A Minister has his table better covered itue, but it is just as true that an agricudtinas his field worse
drained. A Parisian tavern-keeper has gained arkdrgbus,| grant you; but then you must grant raedhdrainer has
been prevented from gaining five francs. It all @snto this, - that the official and the tavern-lkerdpeing satisfied, is that
which is seen; the field undrained, and the dradlegrrived of his job, is that which is not seenabme! how much
trouble there is in proving that two and two maderf and if you succeed in proving it, it is sdithe thing is so plain it is
quite tiresome," and they vote as if you had praveithing at all.

IV. THEATRES AND FINE ARTS

Ought the State to support the arts?

There is certainly much to be said on both siddhisfquestion. It may be said, in favor of thetegsof voting supplies
for this purpose, that the arts enlarge, elevate termonize the soul of a nation; that they diitdrom too great an
absorption in material occupations, encourage dnayve for the beautiful, and thus act favourainyits manners,
customs, morals, and even on its industry. It mapdked, what would become of music in France wither Italian
theatre and her Conservatoire; of the dramationatthout her Theatre-Francais; of painting and gtuuk, without our
collections, galleries, and museums? It might éseasked, whether, without centralization, and equently the support
of fine arts, that exquisite taste would be devetbwhich is the noble appendage of French laboakwehich introduces
its productions to the whole world? In the faceswéh results, would it not be the height of impnmieto renounce this
moderate contribution from all her citizens, whighfact, in the eyes of Europe, realizes theiresiguity and their glory?

To these and many other reasons, whose force dtdispute, arguments no less forcible may be ogghds might, first
of all, be said, that there is a question of disttive justice in it. Does the right of the legtslaextend to abridging the
wages of the artisan, for the sake of adding tgtiéts of the artist? M. Lamartine said, "If yoaase to support the
theatre, where will you stop? Will you not necesgdoe led to withdraw your support from your cgks, your museums,
your institutes, and your libraries?" It might besevered, if you desire to support everything whichood and useful,
where will you stop? Will you not necessarily bd te form a civil list for agriculture, industrypmmerce, benevolence,
education? Then, is it certain that governmenfardurs the progress of art?

This question is far from being settled, and wessg well that the theatres which prosper areghelich depend upon
their own resources. Moreover, if we come to higlwrsiderations, we may observe, that wants anidedesrise, the one
from the other, and originate in regions whichmiee and more refined in proportion as the pubkalth allows of their
being satisfied; that Government ought not to fade in this correspondence, because in a certaiditton of present
fortune it could not by taxation stimulate the at®ecessity, without checking those of luxuryd @imus interrupting the
natural course of civilization. | may observe, ttfase artificial transpositions of wants, taskaispur, and population,
place the people in a precarious and dangerousgrgsvithout any solid basis.

These are some of the reasons alleged by the adiesrsf State intervention in what concerns tlleom which citizens
think their wants and desires should be satisfied,to which, consequently, their activity shoudddirected. | am, |
confess, one of those who think that choice andilsgought to come from below and not from abor@anfthe citizen
and not from the legislator; and the opposite dioetappears to me to tend to the destruction eftjpand of human
dignity.

But, by a deduction as false as it is unjust, do k@ow what economists are accused of? It is,wihan we disapprove of
Government support, we are supposed to disappriohe thing itself whose support is discussed; tanoe the enemies
of every kind of activity, because we desire tothese activities, on the one hand free, and owther seeking their own
reward in themselves. Thus, if we think that that&should not interfere by taxation in religiotfsias, we are atheists.
If we think the State ought not to interfere byatan in education, we are hostile to knowledgevdfsay that the State
ought not by taxation to give a fictitious valudldod, or to any particular branch of industry, ave enemies to property
and labour. If we think that the State ought nadupport artists, we are barbarians who look uperatts as useless.

Against such conclusions as these | protest withhglstrength. Far from entertaining the absurcidédoing away with

religion, education, property, labour, and the,axtsen we say that the State ought to protectréeedevelopment of all
these kinds of human activity, without helping samh¢hem at the expense of others, - we think hencontrary, that all
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these living powers of society would develop theweemore harmoniously under the influence of kpeand that,
under such an influence no one of them would, aswg the case, be a source of trouble, of abuségramny, and
disorder.

Our adversaries consider, that an activity whicheigher aided by supplies, nor regulated by Gawemt, is an activity
destroyed. We think just the contrary. Their fagtlin the legislator, not in mankind; ours is inmkind, not in the
legislator.

Thus M. Lamartine said, "Upon this principle we inaisolish the public exhibitions, which are the bonand the wealth
of this country.” But | would say to M. LamartineAccording to your way of thinking, not to supp@tto abolish;
because, setting out upon the maxim that nothimgfseindependently of the will of the State, yomclade that nothing
lives but what the State causes to live. But | gepio this assertion the very example which yoweldosen, and beg
you to remark, that the grandest and noblest obitidns, one which has been conceived in the rilestal and universal
spirit - and | might even make use of the term huitaay, for it is no exaggeration - is the exhibitinow preparing in
London; the only one in which no Government istigkany part, and which is being paid for by no tax.

To return to the fine arts: - there are, | repe®tny strong reasons to be brought, both for anthsighe system of
Government assistance. The reader must see, thaspiecial object of this work leads me neithenqalain these
reasons, nor to decide in their favour, nor agahmsm.

But M. Lamartine has advanced one argument whaanhot pass by in silence, for it is closely coneéavith this
economic study. "The economical question, as regiwehtres, is comprised in one word - labour.dtters little what is
the nature of this labour; it is as fertile, asductive a labour as any other kind of labour inrth&on. The theatres in
France, you know, feed and salary no less thar080a®rkmen of different kinds; painters, masongodators,
costumers, architects, &c., which constitute thiyJiée and movement of several parts of this cpend on this account
they ought to have your sympathies." Your sympattsay, rather, your money.

And further on he says: "The pleasures of Paridterdéabour and the consumption of the provinced,the luxuries of
the rich are the wages and bread of 200,000 worlaherery description, who live by the manifold irstiry of the
theatres on the surface of the republic, and wheive from these noble pleasures, which renderderdlustrious, the
sustenance of their lives and the necessarieeuoffdmilies and children. It is to them that yoill wive 60,000

francs." (Very well; very well. Great applause.y oy part | am constrained to say, "Very bad! Veag!" Confining his
opinion, of course, within the bounds of the ecomaiguestion which we are discussing.

Yes, it is to the workmen of the theatres thatd, jgd least, of these 60,000 francs will go; a fabes, perhaps, may be
abstracted on the way. Perhaps, if we were to #olitle more closely into the matter, we mightdfithat the cake had
gone another way, and that these workmen wererfatéuiwho had come in for a few crumbs. But | wlilba, for the
sake of argument, that the entire sum does gaetpdinters, decorators, &e.

This is that which is seen. But whence does it ¢diftas is the other side of the question, and qastamportant as the
former. Where do these 60,000 francs spring frond?vehere would they go if a vote of the Legislatdie not direct
them first towards the Rue Rivoli and thence towdte: Rue Grenelle? This is what is not seen. @grtaobody will
think of maintaining that the legislative vote ftagised this sum to be hatched in a ballot urn;itligt pure addition
made to the national wealth; that but for this utaus vote these 60,000 francs would have beeeviar invisible and
impalpable. It must be admitted that all that thegarity can do, is to decide that they shall bestaftom one place to be
sent to another; and if they take one directiois, @nly because they have been diverted from &noth

This being the case, it is clear that the taxpaybn has contributed one franc, will no longer hthis franc at his own
disposal. It is clear that he will be deprived offre gratification to the amount of one franc; dmat the workman,
whoever he may be, who would have received it fhimm, will be deprived of a benefit to that amourgt us not,
therefore, be led by a childish illusion into belieg that the vote of the 60,000 francs may addthimg whatever to the
well-being of the country, and to the national labadt displaces enjoyments, it transposes wagjeat-is all.

Will it be said that for one kind of gratificatioand one kind of labour, it substitutes more urgemre moral, more
reasonable gratifications and labour? | might disphis; | might say, by taking 60,000 francs frtma tax-payers, you
diminish tile wages of labourers, drainers, carpestblacksmiths, and increase in proportion tludgbe singers.

There is nothing to prove that this latter cladsdar more sympathy than the former. M. Lamartittees not say that it is
so. He himself says, that the labour of the theatras fertile, as productive as any other (natnso); and this may be
doubted; for the best proof that the latter isswfertile as the former lies in this, that theestls to be called upon to
assist it.
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But this comparison between the value and thenisitimerit of different kinds of labour, forms narpof my present
subject. All | have to do here is to show, thatlifLamartine and those persons who commend higlim@gument have
seen on one side the salaries gained by the pmsvid¢he comedians, they ought on the other t@ ls@en the salaries
lost by the providers of the taxpayers; for wanthig, they have exposed themselves to ridiculmtsgaking a
displacement for a gain. If they were true to thieictrine, there would be no limits to their demafat Government aid;
for that which is true of one franc and of 60,08@rue, under parallel circumstances, of a hundrdlbns of francs.

When taxes are the subject of discussion, Gentleymenought to prove their utility by reasons frtime root of the
matter, but not by this unlucky assertion - "Thélguexpenses support the working classes." Thisréisn disguises the
important fact, that public expenses always suplerpeivate expenses, and that therefore we brlivgléhood to one
workman instead of another, but add nothing tostiere of the working class as a whole. Your argusare fashionable
enough, but they are too absurd to be justifiedrything like reason.

V. PUBLIC WORKS

Nothing is more natural than that a nation, afarihg assured itself that an enterprise will berte® community, should
have it executed by means of a general assessBdritlose patience, | confess, when | hear thaemic blunder
advanced in support of such a project. "Besidesillibe a means of creating labour for the workmfien

The State opens a road, builds a palace, straightstreet, cuts a canal; and so gives work taicertorkmen - this is
what is seen: but it deprives certain other workmiwork, and this is what is not seen.

The road is begun. A thousand workmen come evemimg, leave every evening, and take their waghss-is certain.
If the road had not been decreed, if the supphbekrot been voted, these good people would havedigiter work nor
salary there; this also is certain.

But is this all? does not the operation, as a whmlatain something else? At the moment when M.iDpponounces the
emphatic words, "The Assembly has adopted,” daritieons descend miraculously on a moon-beam ihedoffers of
MM. Fould and Bineau? In order that the evolutioaynbe complete, as it is said, must not the Staferise the receipts
as well as the expenditure? must it not set itgyetkerers and tax-payers to work, the former tbeyaand the latter to
pay? Study the question, now, in both its eleméfvtsile you state the destination given by the State millions voted,
do not neglect to state also the destination wtlieltaxpayer would have given, bat cannot now divéhe same. Then
you will understand that a public enterprise ieavith two sides. Upon one is engraved a laboatevork, with this
device, that which is seen; on the other is a ledyoout of work, with the device, that which is seen.

The sophism which this work is intended to refigghe more dangerous when applied to public wankesmuch as it
serves to justify the most wanton enterprises amrdeagance. When a railroad or a bridge are dfuiay, it is
sufficient to mention this utility. But if it doe®ot exist, what do they do? Recourse is had tontlysstification: "We must
find work for the workmen."

Accordingly, orders are given that the drains im @hamp-de-Mars be made and unmade. The greatébapad is said,
thought he was doing a very philanthropic work bysing ditches to be made and then filled up. htg Hzerefore,
"What signifies the result? All we want is to seealth spread among the labouring classes."

But let us go to the root of the matter. We arestiexdd by money. To demand the cooperation of allcitizens in a
common work, in the form of money, is in realitydemand a concurrence in kind; for every one peguny his own
labour, the sum to which he is taxed. Now, if b# titizens were to be called together, and madadoute, in
conjunction, a work useful to all, this would besiaunderstood; their reward would be found in tasults of the work
itself.

But after having called them together, if you fotikem to make roads which no one will pass thropghaces which no
one will inhabit, and this under the pretext ofdiimy them work, it would be absurd, and they wchdde a right to argue,
"With this labour we have nothing to do; we pref@rking on our own account.”

A proceeding which consists in making the citizeagperate in giving money but not labour, does incny way, alter
the general results. The only thing is, that ties lvould react upon all parties. By the formerséhewhom the State
employs, escape their part of the loss, by addit@ythat which their fellow-citizens have alrealyffered.

There is an article in our constitution which say‘Society favours and encourages the developwidabour - by the

establishment of public works, by the State, theadenents, and the parishes, as a means of emglpgitsons who are
in want of work."
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As a temporary measure, on any emergency, duriragdwinter, this interference with the tax-pay@isy have its use. It
acts in the same way as securities. It adds notithegr to labour or to wages, but it takes latsmaot wages from ordinary
times to give them, at a loss it is true, to tiroédifficulty.

As a permanent, general, systematic measurendtisng else than a ruinous mystification, an inggaitity, which shows
a little excited labour which is seen, and bidgsemt deal of prevented labour which is not seen.

VI. INTERMEDIATES

Society is the total of the forced or voluntaryvsees which men perform for each other; that isdg, of public services
and private services.

The former, imposed and regulated by the law, whighnot always easy to change, even when ie&rdble, may
survive with it their own usefulness, and still ggeve the name of public services, even when thepa longer services
at all, but rather public annoyances. The lattéorgeto the sphere of the will, of individual resgibility. Every one
gives and receives what he wishes, and what heaften,a debate. They have always the presumpfiogad utility, in
exact proportion to their comparative value.

This is the reason why the former description o¥ises so often become stationary, while the laitery the law of
progress.

While the exaggerated development of public sesyibg the waste of strength which it involves, éastupon society a
fatal sycophancy, it is a singular thing that sal/erodern sects, attributing this character to &ee private services, are
endeavouring to transform professions into funaion

These sects violently oppose what they iceirmediatesThey would gladly suppress the capitalist, thekiea, the
speculator, the projector, the merchant, and #etr, accusing them of interposing between produ@tind consumption,
to extort from both, without giving either anythiimgreturn. Or rather, they would transfer to that& the work which
they accomplish, for this work cannot be suppressed

The sophism of the Socialists on this point is shgwo the public what it pays to the intermedidatesxchange for their
services, and concealing from it what is necessabe paid to the State. Here is the usual corifttveen what is before
our eyes, and what is perceptible to the mind dmyween what is seen, and what is not seen.

It was at the time of the scarcity, in 1847, theg Socialist schools attempted and succeeded ulgragpng their fatal
theory. They knew very well that the most absurtiams have always a chance with people who aresaoff; malesuada
fames.

Therefore, by the help of the fine words, "traffitdin men by men, speculation on hunger, monopdey began to
blacken commerce, and to cast a veil over its litsnef

"What can be the use," they say, "of leaving tortfegchants the care of importing food from the ediStates and the
Crimea? Why do not the State, the departmentsthantbwns, organize a service for provisions, anthgazine for
stores? They would sell at a return price, angtaple, poor things, would be exempted from thmute which they pay
to free, that is, to egotistical, individual, anthechical commerce.”

The tribute paid by the people to commerce, iswach is seen. The tribute which the people waag to the State, or
to its agents, in the Socialist system, is whatisseen.

In what does this pretended tribute, which the peeppy to commerce, consist? In this: that two megrder each other a
mutual service, in all freedom, and under the pnesef competition and reduced prices.

When the hungry stomach is at Paris, and corn wtachsatisfy it is at Odessa, the suffering caoease till the corn is
brought into contact with the stomach. There aregimeans by which this contact may be effectadThe famished
men may go themselves and fetch the corn. 2nd. Ttagyleave this task to those to whose trade driggd. 3rd. They
may club together, and give the office in chargpublic functionaries. Which of these three methpaissesses the
greatest advantages? In every time, in all cows)taad the more free, enlightened, and experietgdare, men have
voluntarily chosen the second. | confess thatith&ufficient, in my opinion, to justify this chacl cannot believe that
mankind, as a whole, is deceiving itself upon apwihich touches it so nearly. But let us consitiersubject.
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For thirty-six millions of citizens to go and fettfie corn they want from Odessa, is a manifest gsipdity. The first
means, then, goes for nothing. The consumers cahébr themselves. They must, of necessity, haweurse to
intermediates, officials or agents.

But, observe, that the first of these three meamsgdvbe the most natural. In reality, the hungrynrhas to fetch his corn.
It is a task which concerns himself; a service @ueimself. If another person, on whatever groypadforms this service
for him, takes the task upon himself, this lattes la claim upon him for a compensation. | mearhtsytd say that
intermediates contain in themselves the principlemuneration.

However that may be, since we must refer to whatSbcialists call a parasite, | would ask, whiclthef two is the most
exacting parasite, the merchant or the official?

Commerce (free, of course, otherwise | could naso& upon it), commerce, | say, is led by its omarests to study the
seasons, to give daily statements of the stateeofitops, to receive information from every parthef globe, to foresee
wants, to take precautions beforehand. It has iseabgays ready, correspondents everywhere; apdtg immediate
interest to buy at the lowest possible price, wnemize in all the details of its operations, amdttain the greatest results
by the smallest efforts. It is not the French manth only who are occupied in procuring provisitors=rance in time of
need, and if their interest leads them irresistiblgccomplish their task at the smallest possib&, the competition
which they create amongst each other leads thelessdrresistibly to cause the consumers to pamékiee profits of
those realized savings. The corn arrives; it ihé&interest of commerce to sell it as soon asilplesso as to avoid risks,
to realize its funds, and begin again the firstarpmity.

Directed by the comparison of prices, it distrilsufigod over the whole surface of the country, beigig always at the
highest price, that is, where the demand is thatgse. It is impossible to imagine an organizatiwre completely
calculated to meet the interest of those who areaint; and the beauty of this organization, ungeeckas it is by the
Socialists, results from the very fact that itrisef. It is true, the consumer is obliged to reirsbuwzommerce for the
expenses of conveyance, freight, store-room, cosiamsé&c.; but can any system be devised, in whielwho eats corn
is not obliged to defray the expenses, whatever tthay be, of bringing it within his reach? The reratation for the
service performed has to be paid also: but as deger amount, this is reduced to the smallestiplessum by
competition; and as regards its justice, it wowddvbry strange if the artisans of Paris would notlwfor the merchants of
Marseilles, when the merchants of Marseilles worktfie artisans of Paris.

If, according to the Socialist invention, the Statre to stand in the stead of commerce, what wiafipen? | should
like to be informed where the saving would be ® plablic? Would it be in the price of purchase?dima the delegates
of 40,000 parishes arriving at Odessa on a givgnatal on the day of need; imagine the effect ypares. Would the
saving be in the expenses? Would fewer vesselschered, fewer sailors, fewer transports, feweos#y or would you be
exempt from the payment of all these things? Watube in the profits of the merchants? Would yoffic@ls go to
Odessa for nothing? Would they travel and workhenprinciple of fraternity? Must they not live? rhast they be paid
for their time? And do you believe that these exgsnwould not exceed a thousand times the twaree ger cent which
the merchant gains, at the rate at which he isyreatteat?

And then consider the difficulty of levying so mataxes, and of dividing so much food. Think of thgstice, of the
abuses inseparable for such an enterprise. Thittkeafesponsibility which would weigh upon the Goweent.

The Socialists who have invented these follies,wad, in the days of distress, have introduced themthe minds of
the masses, take to themselves literally theditiedvanced men; and it is not without some datiggrcustom, that
tyrant of tongues, authorizes the term, and th&émsent which it involves. Advanced! This suppodestthese gentlemen
can see further than the common people; that dmdyrfault is, that they are too much in advancéhefr age, and if the
time is not yet come for suppressing certain fexgises, pretended parasites, the fault is to toibated to the public,
which is in the rear of socialism. | say, from noukand my conscience, the reverse is the trutth;l &mow not to what
barbarous age we should have to go back, if wedvidudi the level of Socialist knowledge on this ga. These modern
sectarians incessantly oppose association to asxgadty. They overlook the fact, that society, ema free regulation, is
a true association, far superior to any of thosilwproceed from their fertile imaginations.

Let me illustrate this by an example. Before a mamen he gets up in the morning, can put on a gratind must have
been enclosed, broken up, drained, tilled, and switma particular kind of plant; flocks must haveen fed, and have
given their wool; this wool must have been spunyevg dyed, and converted into cloth; this cloth tinave been cut,
sewed, and made into a garment. And this seriep@fations implies a number of others; it supptise€mployment of
instruments for ploughing, &c., sheepfolds, sheds), machines, carriages, &e.

If society were not a perfectly real associatiopeeson who wanted a coat would be reduced toghessity of working
in solitude; that is, of performing for himself thmumerable parts of this series, from the fitstle of the pickaxe to the
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last stitch which concludes the work. But, thark#he sociability which is the distinguishing chetea of our race, these
operations are distributed amongst a multitude akers; and they are further subdivided, for thememn good, to an
extent that, as the consumption becomes more actieesingle operation is able to support a nedetra

Then comes the division of the profits, which opesaaccording to the contingent value which eashbinaught to the
entire work. If this is not association, | shouleklto know what is.

Observe, that as no one of these workers has ebtdire smallest particle of matter from nothingn#éssy are confined
to performing for each other mutual services, anlddiping each other in a common object, and thatay be
considered, with respect to others, intermediatefar instance, in the course of the operatidre, tonveyance becomes
important enough to occupy one person, the spinaimigher, the weaving another, why should the lfiestonsidered a
parasite more than the other two? The conveyanat lneumade, must it not? Does not he who perfarnagvote to it
his time and trouble? and by so doing does hepwesthat of his colleagues? Do these do morehar dthan this for
him? Are they not equally dependent for remunenatilvat is, for the division of the produce, upba taw of reduced
price? Is it not in all liberty, for the common ghdhat these arrangements are entered into? Véhaedvant with a
Socialist then, who, under pretence of organizorgus, comes despotically to break up our volungargngements, to
check the division of labour, to substitute isatbéforts for combined ones, and to send civilmatback? Is association,
as | describe it here, in itself less associatimtause every one enters and leaves it freely selsdus place in it, judges
and bargains for himself on his own responsibibityd brings with him the spring and warrant of paed interest? That it
may deserve this name, is it necessary that arqatetereformer should come and impose upon us aisgid his will,
and as it were, to concentrate mankind in himself?

The more we examine these advanced schools, thedwoorve become convinced that there is but ong tiithe root of
them: ignorance proclaiming itself infallible, aoldiming despotism in the name of this infallikyjlit

I hope the reader will excuse this digression.diymot be altogether useless, at a time when datians, springing from
St. Simonian, Phalansterian, and Icarian booksinaaking the press and the tribune, and whichosesty threaten the
liberty of labour and commercial transactions.

VII. RESTRICTIONS

M. Prohibant (it was not | who gave him this naimat, M. Charles Dupin) devoted his time and capdatonverting the
ore found on his land into iron. As nature had b@emne lavish towards the Belgians, they furnishedRrench with iron
cheaper than M. Prohibant, which means, that alRtench, or France, could obtain a given quanfifyon with less
labour by buying it of the honest Flemings; therefguided by their own interest, they did not faido so, and every
day there might be seen a multitude of nail-smitiescksmiths, cartwrights, machinists, farriers] éabourers, going
themselves, or sending intermediates, to suppinsgieéves in Belgium. This displeased M. Prohibaceexingly.

At first, it occurred to him to put an end to thisuse by his own efforts; it was the least he cdoldfor he was the only
sufferer. "l will take my carbine," said he; "I Wgut four pistols into my belt; I will fill my cdridge box; | will gird on
my sword, and go thus equipped to the frontier.r&hthe first blacksmith, nailsmith, farrier, mauist, or locksmith, who
presents himself to do his own business and nog nhiwill kill, to teach him how to live." At the oment of starting, M.
Prohibant made a few reflections which calmed dbisrwarlike ardour a little. He said to himselfp the first place, it is
not absolutely impossible that the purchasersaof,imy countrymen and enemies, should take the ilijrand, instead
of letting me kill them, should kill me instead;cathen, even were | to call out all my servants siveuld not be able to
defend the passages. In short, this proceedingdramgdt me very dear; much more so than the resultdbe worth."

M. Prohibant was on the point of resigning himselhis sad fate, that of being only as free agéiseof the world, when
a ray of light darted across his brain. He rectdld¢hat at Paris there is a great manufactorgw$l "What is a law?"
said he to himself. "It is a measure to which, whaoe it is decreed, be it good or bad, everybsdyund to conform.
For the execution of the same a public force isized, and to constitute the said public forcen mned money are
drawn from the nation. If, then, | could only ge¢tgreat Parisian manufactory to pass a little 1Belgian iron is
prohibited," | should obtain the following resulithe Government would replace the few valets thedd going to send to
the frontier by 20,000 of the sons of those refrgcblacksmiths, farmers, artisans, machinistkdatths, nailsmiths,
and labourers. Then, to keep these 20,000 custarsetwificers in health and good humour, it wouktrittute amongst
them 25,000,000 of francs, taken from these blagksmnailsmiths, artisans, and labourers. Theyld/guard the
frontier much better; would cost me nothing; | sldoaot be exposed to the brutality of the brokshsuld sell the iron at
my own price, and have the sweet satisfaction efhgeour great people shamefully mystified. Thatilddeach them to
proclaim themselves perpetually the harbingerspanthoters of progress in Europe. Oh! it would leapital joke, and
deserves to be tried."
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So M. Prohibant went to the law manufactory. Anotitee, perhaps, | shall relate the story of hidenhand dealings, but
now | shall merely mention his visible proceedinige. brought the following consideration before ¥imwv of the
legislating gentlemen:-

"Belgian iron is sold in France at ten francs, vahibliges me to sell mine at the same price. | khiike to sell at fifteen,
but cannot do so on account of this Belgian irohicl | wish was at the bottom of the Red Sea. Iymgwill make a law
that no more Belgian iron shall enter France. Imiatety/ | raise my price five francs, and thesetheeconsequences:
"For every hundred-weight of iron that | shall geli to the public, | shall receive fifteen franostead of ten; | shall grow
rich more rapidly, extend my traffic, and employmaavorkmen. My workmen and | shall spend much nfiarely to the
great advantage of our tradesmen for miles arotindse latter, having more custom, will furnish meneployment to
trade, and activity on both sides will increaséhia country. This fortunate piece of money, whiol vill drop into my
strong-box, will, like a stone thrown into a lakgye birth to an infinite number of concentric ¢&s."

Charmed with his discourse, delighted to learn ithiatso easy to promote, by legislating, the pesity of a people, the
law-makers voted the restriction. "Talk of labondaconomy," they said, "what is the use of thesefpl means of
increasing the national wealth, when all that isited for this object is a Decree?"

And, in fact, the law produced all the consequemeemunced by M. Prohibant; the only thing wapraduced others
which he had not foreseen. To do him justice, &soning was not false, but only incomplete. Ine@nduring to obtain
a privilege, he had taken cognizance of the effetish are seen, leaving in the background thoselwdre not seen. He
had pointed out only two personages, whereas Hreréhree concerned in the affair. It is for usupply this involuntary
or premeditated omission.

It is true, the crown-piece, thus directed by latoiM. Prohibant's strong-box, is advantageousrtoand to those whose
labour it would encourage; and if the Act had cdube crownpiece to descend from the moon, theed gtiects would
not have been counterbalanced by any correspordiigy Unfortunately, the mysterious piece of modegs not come
from the moon, but from the pocket of a blacksmitha nail-smith, or a cartwright, or a farrier,akabourer, or a
shipwright; in a word, from James B., who givesatv without receiving a grain more of iron than whe was paying
ten francs. Thus, we can see at a glance thateéhysmuch alters the state of the case; for ieiy\evident that M.
Prohibant's profit is compensated by James B.$& iy all that M. Prohibant can do with the crquieece, for the
encouragement of national labour, James B. migi dane himself. The stone has only been throwm wp@ part of
the lake, because the law has prevented it fromghtgirown upon another.

Therefore, that which is not seen supersedes thighvis seen, and at this point there remaindhasdsidue of the
operation, a piece of injustice, and, sad to sayjeee of injustice perpetrated by the law!

This is not all. | have said that there is alwayiial person left in the back-ground. | must naingy him forward, that he
may reveal to us a second loss of five francs. Weishall have the entire results of the transactio

James B. is the possessor of fifteen francs, thiedf his labour. He is now free. What does henith his fifteen francs?
He purchases some article of fashion for ten frazed with it he pays (or the intermediate paytfion) for the hundred-
weight of Belgian iron. After this he has five faanleft. He does not throw them into the river, @@und this is what is not
seen) he gives them to some tradesman in exchangerfie enjoyment; to a bookseller, for instanoeBbssuet's
"Discourse on Universal History."

Thus, as far as national labour is concerned,@huraged to the amount of fifteen francs, viten francs for the Paris
article; five francs to the bookselling trade.

As to James B., he obtains for his fifteen frames gratifications, viz.:

1st. A hundred-weight of iron.

2nd. A book.

The Decree is put in force. How does it affect¢badition of James B.? How does it affect the metidabour?

James B. pays every centime of his five francs t&®Mhibant, and therefore is deprived of the pleasf a book, or of
some other thing of equal value. He loses fivedsaiThis must be admitted; it cannot fail to be #ihd, that when the
restriction raises the price of things, the consuloges the difference.

But, then, it is said, national labour is the gaine

No, it is not the gainer; for, since the Act, ihis more encouraged than it was before, to the atraflfifteen francs.
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The only thing is that, since the Act, the fiftdfegmcs of James B. go to the metal trade, whiléredt was put in force,
they were divided between the milliner and the sadiler.

The violence used by M. Prohibant on the fronterthat which he causes to be used by the law,lvegydged very
differently in a moral point of view. Some persawsisider that plunder is perfectly justifiableoifly sanctioned by law.
But, for myself, | cannot imagine anything more @y@ting. However it may be, the economical resatlésthe same in
both cases.

Look at the thing as you will; but if you are impal, you will see that no good can come of legallegal plunder. We
do not deny that it affords M. Prohibant, or hasdi, or, if you will, national industry, a profit five francs. But we
affirm that it causes two losses, one to Jamew/Bo, pays fifteen francs where he otherwise wouleehzaid ten; the
other to national industry, which does not receéhedifference. Take your choice of these two lssaad compensate
with it the profit which we allow. The other wilkpve not the less a dead loss. Here is the mocaiaKe by violence is
not to produce, but to destroy. Truly, if taking¥dglence was producing, this country of ours wobéda little richer than
she is.

VIIl. MACHINERY

"A curse on machines! Every year, their increagiogrer devotes millions of workmen to pauperismdbpriving them
of work, and therefore of wages and bread. A carsmachines!"

This is the cry which is raised by vulgar prejudiand echoed in the journals.
But to curse machines, is to curse the spirit ohanity!
It puzzles me to conceive how any man can feelsatigfaction in such a doctrine.

For, if true, what is its inevitable consequencaatfhere is no activity, prosperity, wealth, oppimess possible for any
people, except for those who are stupid and iaed,to whom God has not granted the fatal giftrafking how to think,
to observe, to combine, to invent, and to obtaingteatest results with the smallest means. Oodhgary, rags, mean
huts, poverty, and inanition, are the inevitableoloevery nation which seeks and finds in irorg fwind, electricity,
magnetism, the laws of chemistry and mechanica vitord, in the powers of nature, an assistands twattural powers.
We might as well say with Rousseau - "Every mahftiiaks is a depraved animal.”

This is not all; if this doctrine is true, sincé laen think and invent, since all, from first t@laand at every moment of
their existence, seek the cooperation of the poafenature, and try to make the most of a litthe réducing either the
work of their hands, or their expenses, so as taiolthe greatest possible amount of gratificatidthh the smallest
possible amount of labour, it must follow, as aterabf course, that the whole of mankind is rushimgards its decline,
by the same mental aspiration towards progresghatbrments each of its members.

Hence, it ought to be made known, by statistica, the inhabitants of Lancashire, abandoning #rad bf machines, seek
for work in Ireland, where they are unknown; anghistory, that barbarism darkens the epochs dlization, and that
civilization shines in times of ignorance and baidra.

There is evidently in this mass of contradictioamething which revolts us, and which leads us &pseat that the
problem contains within it an element of solutiohigh has not been sufficiently disengaged.

Here is the whole mystery: behind that which isnséies something which is not seen. | will endaavio bring it to
light. The demonstration | shall give will only beepetition of the preceding one, for the problemesone and the same.

Men have a natural propensity to make the bestathey can, when not prevented by an opposingefdhat is, they
like to obtain as much as they possibly can foir ldour, whether the advantage is obtained frdorgign producer, or
a skillful mechanical producer.

The theoretical objection which is made to thispgamsity is the same in both cases. In each cé&seciproached with the
apparent inactivity which it causes to labour. Ntabour rendered available, not inactive, is they ¥eing which
determines it. And, therefore, in both cases, #mespractical obstacle - force, is opposed tcsit.al'he legislator
prohibits foreign competition, and forbids mechahiwompetition. For what other means can exisafogsting a
propensity which is natural to all men, but thatlepriving them of their liberty?

In many countries, it is true, the legislator sslkat only one of these competitions, and contimmself to grumbling at
the other. This only proves one thing, that ist tha legislator is inconsistent.
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Harm Of False Premise

We need not be surprised at this. On a wrong rioadnsistency is inevitable; if it were not so, rkiaa would be
sacrificed. A false principle never has been, asenwill be, carried out to the end.

Now for our demonstration, which shall not be aglame.

James B. had two francs which he had gained byaarkmen; but it occurs to him, that an arrangeneémbpes and
weights might be made which would diminish the labloy half. Thus he obtains the same advantagessafranc, and
discharges a workman.

He discharges a workman: this is that which is seen

And seeing this only, it is said, "See how misetgrads civilization; this is the way that libertyfatal to equality. The
human mind has made a conquest, and immediatetylnven is cast into the gulf of pauperism. Jamem&y possibly
employ the two workmen, but then he will give thenly half their wages for they will compete withckeother, and
offer themselves at the lowest price. Thus the aiehalways growing richer, and the poor, pooreci&y wants
remodelling." A very fine conclusion, and worthytb& preamble.

Happily, preamble and conclusion are both falseabse, behind the half of the phenomenon whichés slies the other
half which is not seen.

The franc saved by James B. is not seen, no mertmnamecessary effects of this saving.

Since, in consequence of his invention, James @&dponly one franc on hand labour in the purdiat determined
advantage, another franc remains to him.

If, then, there is in the world a workman with un@ayed arms, there is also in the world a capitalith an unemployed
franc. These two elements meet and combine, da@# clear as daylight, that between the suppdydemand of labour,
and between the supply and demand of wages, thioreis in no way changed.

The invention and the workman paid with the firstnfc, now perform the work which was formerly acptished by two
workmen. The second workman, paid with the secosukcf realizes a new kind of work.

What is the change, then, which has taken place&déitional national advantage has been gaineather words, the
invention is a gratuitous triumph - a gratuitousfigiifor mankind.

From the form which | have given to my demonstmatithe following inference might be drawn: - "Ittiee capitalist who
reaps all the advantage from machinery. The worklags, if it suffers only temporarily, never ptefby it, since, by
your own showing, they displace a portion of theéamal labour, without diminishing it, it is trubut also without
increasing it."

| do not pretend, in this slight treatise, to ansexgery objection; the only end | have in viewtasombat a vulgar,
widely spread, and dangerous prejudice. | wantoogy that a new machine only causes the disclargeertain number
of hands, when the remuneration which pays theabasacted by force. These hands, and this remtiimgravould
combine to produce what it was impossible to predoefore the invention; whence it follows that fimal result is an
increase of advantages for equal labour.

Who is the gainer by these additional advantages?

First, it is true, the capitalist, the inventoretfirst who succeeds in using the machine; andghise reward of his genius
and his courage. In this case, as we have just beegffects a saving upon the expense of produatibich, in whatever
way it may be spent (and it always is spent), eygpkxactly as many hands as the machine causeddismissed.

But soon competition obliges him to lower his psi¢e proportion to the saving itself; and thersihd longer the inventor
who reaps the benefit of the invention - it is phechaser of what is produced, the consumer, thégpuincluding the
workmen; in a word, mankind.

And that which is not seen is, that the saving imesured for all consumers creates a fund wherages/may be
supplied, and which replaces that which the machasexhausted.

Thus, to recur to the forementioned example, JdBnebtains a profit by spending two francs in wagédsanks to his
invention, the hand labour costs him only one fr&@wlong as he sells the thing produced at the gaioe, he employs
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one workman less in producing this particular thismgd that is what is seen; but there is an additiovorkman employed
by the franc which James B. has saved. This iswhath is not seen.

When, by the natural progress of things, James Bbliged to lower the price of the thing produbgdne franc, then he
no longer realizes a saving; then he has no loademc to dispose of, to procure for the natidalabur a new
production; but then another gainer takes his plaed this gainer is mankind. Whoever buys thegttie has produced,
pays a franc less, and necessarily adds this savithg fund of wages; and this, again, is whabisseen.

Another solution, founded upon facts, has beenngofehis problem of machinery.

It was said, machinery reduces the expense of ptimhy and lowers the price of the thing producHluk reduction of the
profit causes an increase of consumption, whiclesstates an increase of production, and, fintily introduction of as
many workmen, or more, after the invention as wereessary before it. As a proof of this, printwwgaving, &c., are
instanced.

This demonstration is not a scientific one. It wblgad us to conclude, that if the consumptiorhefgarticular
production of which we are speaking remains statipnor nearly so, machinery must injure labourisT$ not the case.

Suppose that in a certain country all the peopleevimats; if, by machinery, the price could be redulsalf, it would not
necessarily follow that the consumption would batded.

Would you say, that in this case a portion of tagamal labour had been paralyzed? Yes, accorditiget vulgar
demonstration; but, according to mine, No; for eiferot a single hat more should be bought in thentry, the entire
fund of wages would not be the less secure. Thathafailed to go to the hat-making trade would berfd to have gone
to the economy realized by all the consumers, amadvthence serve to pay for all the labour whiaeh machine had
rendered useless, and to excite a new developrheafittbe trades. And thus it is that things go bhave known
newspapers to cost eighty francs, now we pay feigit: here is a saving of thirty-two francs to thibscribers. It is not
certain, or, at least, necessary, that the thintyfrancs should take the direction of the jourstaliade; but it is certain,
and necessary too, that if they do not take thisction they will take another. One makes use eifitifior taking in more
newspapers; another, to get better living; anothetter clothes; another, better furniture. Ihigs that the trades are
bound together. They form a vast whole, whose @iffeparts communicate by secret canals; whatvisdshy one, profits
all. It is very important for us to understand,tteavings never take place at the expense of ladndivares.

IX. CREDIT

In all times, but more especially of late yeartgerapts have been made to extend wealth by the s&teof credit.

| believe it is no exaggeration to say, that sitheerevolution of February, the Parisian presses iesued more than
10,000 pamphlets, crying up this solution of theialgoroblem. The only basis, alas! of this solntis an optical
delusion - if, indeed, an optical delusion can &iked a basis at all.

The first thing done is to confuse cash with prajuben paper money with cash; and from these bmfusions it is
pretended that a reality can be drawn.

It is absolutely necessary in this question to ébrgoney, coin, bills, and the other instrumentsri®ans of which
productions pass from hand to hand; our businesglisthe productions themselves, which are theéabgects of the
loan; for when a farmer borrows fifty francs to baplough, it is not, in reality, the fifty franegich are lent to him, but
the plough: and when a merchant borrows 20,00€$ré&m purchase a house, it is not the 20,000 frashash he owes,
but the house. Money only appears for the sakadilithting the arrangements between the parties.

Peter may not be disposed to lend his plough, dmaed may be willing to lend his money. What doelidki do in this
case? He borrows money of James, and with this ynoeaduys the plough of Peter.

But, in point of fact, no one borrows money for gake of the money itself; money is only the medhynwhich to obtain
possession of productions. Now, it is impossiblarig country to transmit from one person to anothere productions
than that country contains.

Whatever may be the amount of cash and of papahasiin circulation, the whole of the borrowersigat receive more

ploughs, houses, tools, and supplies of raw matéhin the lenders altogether can furnish; fommest take care not to
forget, that every borrower supposes a lendertlzatdvhat is once borrowed implies a loan.
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This granted, what advantage is there in instingiof credit? It is, that they facilitate, betwdsmrowers and lenders, the
means of finding and treating with each other;ibist not in their power to cause an instantanéonasease of the things
to be borrowed and lent. And yet they ought toltde &0 do so, if the aim of the reformers is taalttained, since they
aspire to nothing less than to place ploughs, fmusels, and provisions in the hands of all theke desire them.

And how do they intend to effect this?
By making the State security for the loan.

Let us try and fathom the subject, for it contanmething which is seen, and also something wisiclof seen. We must
endeavour to look at both.

We will suppose that there is but one plough invtieeld, and that two farmers apply for it.

Peter is the possessor of the only plough whitb e had in France; John and James wish to batrdehn, by his
honesty, his property, and good reputation, offexurity. He inspires confidence; he has credihekainspires little or no
confidence. It naturally happens that Peter lensiplough to John.

But now, according to the Socialist plan, the Shatterferes, and says to Peter, "Lend your ploaghaimes, | will be
security for its return, and this security will better than that of John, for he has no one t@bpansible for him but
himself; and I, although it is true that | havehing, dispose of the fortune of the taxpayers,iargdwith their money

that, in case of need, | shall pay you the principal interest." Consequently, Peter lends hisgiido James: this is what
is seen.

And the Socialists rub their hands, and say, "Ssewell our plan has answered. Thanks to the ietetion of the State,
poor James has a plough. He will no longer be eblig dig the ground; he is on the road to malatarie. It is a good
thing for him, and an advantage to the nationabale."

Indeed, gentlemen, it is no such thing; it is neaadage to the nation, for there is something kkhihich is not seen.
It is not seen, that the plough is in the hand3anfies, only because it is not in those of John.
It is not seen, that if James farms instead ofidiggJohn will be reduced to the necessity of diggnstead of farming.

That, consequently, what was considered an increfdsan, is nothing but a displacement of loansiBes, it is not seen
that this displacement implies two acts of deepstige.

It is an injustice to John, who, after having desdrand obtained credit by his honesty and actigi#yes himself robbed
of it.

It is an injustice to the tax-payers, who are madeay a debt which is no concern of theirs.

Will any one say, that Government offers the saatdifies to John as it does to James? But as ikemely one plough to
be had, two cannot be lent. The argument alwaystaias that, thanks to the intervention of the &tatore will be
borrowed than there are things to be lent; forpfloeigh represents here the bulk of available cpita

It is true, | have reduced the operation to thetraimsple expression of it, but if you submit theshoomplicated
Government institutions of credit to the same tgst, will be convinced that they can have but aulie viz., to displace
credit, not to augment it. In one country, and miven time, there is only a certain amount of td@vailable, and all are
employed. In guaranteeing the non-payers, the 8tate indeed, increase the number of borrowerstlangraise the rate
of interest (always to the prejudice of the taxgraybut it has no power to increase the numbéerafers, and the
importance of the total of the loans.

There is one conclusion, however, which | would foothe world be suspected of drawing. | say, thatlaw ought not
to favour, artificially, the power of borrowing, budo not say that it ought not to restrain themifiaially. If, in our
system of mortgage, or in any other, there be olestdo the diffusion of the application of credit, them be got rid of;
nothing can be better or more just than this. Bigtis all which is consistent with liberty, andstall that any who are
worthy of the name of reformers will ask.

X. ALGERIA

Here are four orators disputing for the platforrnst: all the four speak at once; then they spewkafter the other. What
have they said? Some very fine things, certairbpuathe power and the grandeur of France; abeutdicessity of
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sowing, if we would reap; about the brilliant fuguf our gigantic colony; about the advantage eéding to a distance
the surplus of our population, &e. &e. Magnificgr¢ces of eloquence, and always adorned with tmslasion: - "Vote
fifty millions, more or less, for making ports armhds in Algeria; for sending emigrants hither; bailding houses and
breaking up land. By so doing, you will relieve taench workman, encourage African labour, and gigémulus to the
commerce of Marseilles. It would be profitable gvery."

Yes, it is all very true, if you take no accountloé fifty millions until the moment when the Stdtegins to spend them; if
you only see where they go, and not whence theyegdniou look only at the good they are to do whiegy come out of
the tax-gatherer's bag, and not at the harm whashbleen done, and the good which has been preyéngtpdtting them
into it. Yes, at this limited point of view, all grofit. The house which is built in Barbary is thehich is seen; the harbour
made in Barbary is that which is seen; the worlsedun Barbary is what is seen; a few less han#ésance is what is
seen; a great stir with goods at Marseilles ittt which is seen.

But, besides all this, there is something whichdsseen. The fifty millions expended by the Statenot be spent, as
they otherwise would have been, by the tax-payeisnecessary to deduct, from all the good aitgld to the public
expenditure which has been effected, all the hamsed by the prevention of private expense, umlessay that James
B. would have done nothing with the crown that bhd bained, and of which the tax had deprived himalasurd
assertion, for if he took the trouble to earntityas because he expected the satisfaction of itsidg would have
repaired the palings in his garden, which he canoat do, and this is that which is not seen. Held/dave manured his
field, which now he cannot do, and this is whatas seen. He would have added another story todtiage, which he
cannot do now, and this is what is not seen. Hétrtigve increased the number of his tools, whichammot do now,
and this is what is not seen. He would have be#rrtfed, better clothed, have given a better etitucdo his children,
and increased his daughter's marriage portionjghigat is not seen. He would have become a meoflibe Mutual
Assistance Society, but now he cannot; this is whaot seen. On one hand, are the enjoyments ichwie has been
deprived, and the means of action which have bestrayed in his hands; on the other, are the labbilre drainer, the
carpenter, the smith, the tailor, the village-sdhwster, which he would have encouraged, and wdriemow prevented -
all this is what is not seen.

Much is hoped from the future prosperity of Algetbe it so. But the drain to which France is besogjected ought not
to be kept entirely out of sight. The commerce a@lrdgilles is pointed out to me; but if this is tollrought about by
means of taxation, | shall always show that an ecpamerce is destroyed thereby in other partb@fcountry. It is said,
"There is an emigrant transported into Barbang thia relief to the population which remains ie tountry." | answer,
"How can that be, if, in transporting this emigrémiAlgiers, you also transport two or three tinttes capital which would
have served to maintain him in France?"

The Minister of War has lately asserted, that ewedyidual transported to Algeria has cost thet&s8000 francs. Now it
is certain that these poor creatures could haeel lixery well in France on a capital of 4,000 franesk, how the French
population is relieved, when it is deprived of annand of the means of subsistence of two men?

The only object | have in view is to make it evitlemthe reader, that in every public expense,xbtiie apparent
benefit, there is an evil which it is not so easyliscern. As far as in me 'lies, | would make fomm a habit of seeing
both, and taking account of both.

When a public expense is proposed, it ought todaenined in itself, separately from the pretendetbenagement of
labour which results from it, for this encouragefriera delusion. Whatever is done in this way atghblic expense,
private expense would have done all the same;ftiverehe interest of labour is always out of thestion.

It is not the object of this treatise to criticithe intrinsic merit of the public expenditure apligd to Algeria, but | cannot
withhold a general observation. It is, that thespraption is always unfavourable to collective exganby way of tax.
Why? For this reason: - First, justice always susffeom it in some degree. Since James B. had taldio gain his
crown, in the hope of receiving a gratificationrfrdt, it is to be regretted that the exchequer khimierpose, and take
from James B. this gratification, to bestow it ugmother. Certainly, it behooves the exchequethase who regulate it,
to give good reasons for this. It has been showanttte State gives a very provoking one, whenyis saVith this crown |
shall employ workmen"; for James B. (as soon asdles it) will be sure to answer, "It is all venydj but with this crown
I might employ them myself."

Apart from this reason, others present themseld®ut disguise, by which the debate between tloheguer and poor
James becomes much simplified. If the State saksnp"l take your crown to pay the gendarme, waees you the
trouble of providing for your own personal safefy; paving the street which you are passing throexgry day; for
paying the magistrate who causes your propertyyand liberty to be respected; to maintain the saldiho maintains

our frontiers," - James B., unless | am much matakvill pay for all this without hesitation. Bitthe State were to say
to him, | take this crown that | may give you @lditprize in case you cultivate your field well;tbat | may teach your son
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something that you have no wish that he should|earthat the Minister may add another to his eaidrdishes at dinner;
| take it to build a cottage in Algeria, in whichse | must take another crown every year to keegragrant in it, and
another hundred to maintain a soldier to guardehiggrant, and another crown to maintain a gertergliard this
soldier," &c., &c., - | think | hear poor James &&im, "This system of law is very much like a systef cheat!" The State
foresees the objection, and what does it do? Ibjamall things together, and brings forward jhsit orovoking reason
which ought to have nothing whatever to do withdlestion. It talks of the effect of this crown adabour; it points to
the cook and purveyor of the Minister; it showseanigrant, a soldier, and a general, living upondfwsvn; it shows, in
fact, what is seen, and if James B. has not leaimé&ake into the account what is not seen, JamesglBbe duped. And
this is why | want to do all | can to impress itomphis mind, by repeating it over and over again.

As the public expenses displace labour withoutdasing it, a second serious presumption presaet$ digainst them. To
displace labour is to displace labourers, andstudd the natural laws which regulate the distidrubf the population
over the country. If 50,000,000 fr. are alloweddmain in the possession of the taxpayers, siregathpayers are
everywhere, they encourage labour in the 40,0088 in France. They act like a natural tie, wikiebps every one
upon his native soil; they distribute themselve®agst all imaginable labourers and trades. If ttaeSby drawing off
these 50,000,000 fr. from the citizens, accumultdtes, and expends them on some given pointrécis to this point a
proportional quantity of displaced labour, a copasding number of labourers, belonging to othetspar fluctuating
population, which is out of its place, and, | vestto say, dangerous when the fund is exhausted.h¢oe is the
consequence (and this confirms all | have saidy:féverish activity is, as it were, forced into@row space; it attracts
the attention of all; it is what is seen. The peagbplaud; they are astonished at the beauty ailityfaf the plan, and
expect to have it continued and extended. Thatwthiey do not see is, that an equal quantity afuapwhich would
probably be more valuable, has been paralyzedtheeiest of France.

Xl. FRUGALITY AND LUXURY

It is not only in the public expenditure that wisaseen eclipses what is not seen. Setting asidé ehates to political
economy, this phenomenon leads to false reasohioguses nations to consider their moral and tineiterial interests as
contradictory to each other. What can be more disggpng, or more dismal?

For instance, there is not a father of a family wlees not think it his duty to teach his childredes, system, the habits
of carefulness, of economy, and of moderation engjing money.

There is no religion which does not thunder aggdashp and luxury. This is as it should be; buttteother hand, how
frequently do we hear the following remarks:-

"To hoard, is to drain the veins of the people.”

"The luxury of the great is the comfort of theldtt

"Prodigals ruin themselves, but they enrich theeSta

"It is the superfluity of the rich which makes bdear the poor."

Here, certainly, is a striking contradiction betwelke moral and the social idea.

How many eminent spirits, after having made theriss, repose in peace. It is a thing | never dauderstand, for it
seems to me that nothing can be more distressagtthdiscover two opposite tendencies in manRkividy, it comes to
degradation at each of the extremes: economy bitiigsnisery; prodigality plunges it into moralgtadation. Happily,
these vulgar maxims exhibit economy and luxury false light, taking account, as they do, of thiosmediate
consequences which are seen, and not of the reamese which are not seen. Let us see if we caifyrdois incomplete
view of the case.

Mondor and his brother Aristus, after dividing teternal inheritance, have each an income of 5¢@d@s. Mondor
practises the fashionable philanthropy. He is vihhatilled a squanderer of money. He renews histéuenseveral times a
year; changes his equipages every month. Peoglefthis ingenious contrivances to bring them sodo@n end: in
short, he surpasses the fast livers of Balzac dexlafider Dumas.

Thus, everybody is singing his praises. It is, I'islabout Mondor? Mondor for ever! He is the ben#dr of the
workman; a blessing to the people. It is true,éheeis in dissipation; he splashes the passersibpwn dignity and that
of human nature are lowered a little; but whathet? He does good with his fortune, if not with kaif. He causes
money to circulate; he always sends the tradespephy satisfied. Is not money made round thagit noll?"
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Aristus has adopted a very different plan of liféhe is not an egotist, he is, at any rate, aividdalist, for he considers
expense, seeks only moderate and reasonable enjtgjrtténks of his children's prospects, and, at,fae economises.

And what do people say of him? "What is the good dth fellow like him? He is a skinflint. Therg $omething
imposing, perhaps, in the simplicity of his lifeydahe is humane, too, and benevolent, and gendsatibe calculates. He
does not spend his income; his house is neithimhtinor bustling. What good does he do to thegudangers, the
carriage makers, the horse dealers, and the canfecs?"

These opinions, which are fatal to morality, anenfdled upon what strikes the eye: - the expendifitee prodigal; and
another, which is out of sight, the equal and euxgrerior expenditure of the economist.

But things have been so admirably arranged by tkm®inventor of social order, that in this, aewerything else,
political economy and morality, far from clashiragree; and the wisdom of Aristus is not only mdgmified, but still
more profitable, than the folly of Mondor. And whksay profitable, | do not mean only profitableAostus, or even to
society in general, but more profitable to the woek themselves - to the trade of the time.

To prove it, it is only necessary to turn the msnglye to those hidden consequences of human aotibich the bodily
eye does not see.

Yes, the prodigality of Mondor has visible effertevery point of view. Everybody can see his largjdis phaetons, his
berlins, the delicate paintings on his ceilings, ich carpets, the brilliant effects of his houseery one knows that his
horses run upon the turf. The dinners which hegjatehe Hotel de Paris attract the attention efciftowds on the
Boulevards; and it is said, "That is a generous;farfrom saving his income, he is very likely &keng into his capital.”
This is what is seen.

It is not easy to see, with regard to the inteoéstorkers, what becomes of the income of Aristhiaie were to trace it
carefully, however, we should see that the wholi, afown to the last farthing, affords work to tladourers, as certainly
as the fortune of Mondor. Only there is this diéiece: the wanton extravagance of Mondor is dooméx tconstantly
decreasing, and to come to an end without failjsttihe wise expenditure of Aristus will go on ieasing from year to
year. And if this is the case, then, most assuredypublic interest will be in unison with motgli

Aristus spends upon himself and his household 20f@ihcs a year. If that is not sufficient to cariteim, he does not
deserve to be called a wise man. He is touchetidyniseries which oppress the poorer classes;iesthe is bound in
conscience to afford them some relief, and theeeti@r devotes 10,000 francs to acts of benevolémengst the
merchants, the manufacturers, and the agriculgtigt has friends who are suffering under tempatdfigulties; he
makes himself acquainted with their situation, thaimay assist them with prudence and efficienag,ta this work he
devotes 10,000 francs more. Then he does not firgehe has daughters to portion, and sons fose/poospects it is
his duty to provide, and therefore he consideasdtity to lay by and put out to interest 10,000 ¢saevery year.

The following is a list of his expenses: -

1st, Personal expenses......... 20, 000 fr.
2nd, Benevol ent objects........ 10, 000
3rd, Ofices of friendship..... 10, 000
4th, Saving.................... 10, 000

Let us examine each of these items, and we shaths¢ not a single farthing escapes the nati@inaur.

1st. Personal expenses. - These, as far as wopkepand tradesmen are concerned, have precisebathe effect as an
equal sum spent by Mondor. This is self-eviderdrefore we shall say no more about it.

2nd. Benevolent objects. - The 10,000 francs deMmtehis purpose benefit trade in an equal deghes; reach the
butcher, the baker, the tailor, and the carpeiitee.only thing is, that the bread, the meat, aecctothing are not used by
Aristus, but by those whom he has made his subsditiNow, this simple substitution of one consufoeanother, in no
way effects trade in general. It is all one, whethestus spends a crown, or desires some unfortéyp@rson to spend it
instead.

3rd. Offices of friendship. - The friend to whomigtus lends or gives 10,000 francs, does not reddiem to bury them;
that would be against the hypothesis. He uses thgray for goods, or to discharge debts. In tret fimase, trade is
encouraged. Will any one pretend to say that ngaiore by Mondor's purchase of a thorough-bredehfar 10,000
francs, than by the purchase of 10,000 francs'wafrstuffs by Aristus or his friend? For, if ttHem serves to pay a debt,
a third person appears, viz. the creditor, who eeéltainly employ them upon something in his trads household, or his
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farm. He forms another medium between Aristus &edrtorkmen. The names only are changed, the expemsens,
and also the encouragement to trade.

4th. Saving. - There remains now the 10,000 fraae®d; and it is here, as regards the encouragemtrd arts, to trade,
labour, and the workmen, that Mondor appears fpesar to Aristus, although, in a moral point oéwi, Aristus shows
himself, in some degree, superior to Mondor.

| can never look at these apparent contradictietaden the great laws of nature, without a feetihghysical uneasiness
which amounts to suffering. Were mankind reduceithéonecessity of choosing between two parties,odmehom injures
his interest, and the other his conscience, weldhmve nothing to hope from the future. Happihistis not the case;
and to see Aristus regain his economical supeyicag well as his moral superiority, it is suffisi¢o understand this
consoling maxim, which is no less true from havingaradoxical appearance, "To save, is to spend."

What is Aristus's object in saving 10,000 francs®? to bury them in his garden? No, certainlyjritends to increase his
capital and his income; consequently, this monesteiad of being employed upon his own personaifigedion, is used
for buying land, a house, &c., or it is placedhe hands of a merchant or a banker. Follow therpssgof this money in
any one of these cases, and you will be convinted through the medium of vendors or lenders, @ricouraging labour
quite as certainly as if Aristus, following the exale of his brother, had exchanged it for furnifiyesvels, and horses.

For when Aristus buys lands or rents for 10,000dea he is determined by the consideration thaldes not want to
spend this money. This is why you complain of him.

But, at the same time, the man who sells the laribleorent, is determined by the consideration igatloes want to spend
the 10,000 francs in some way; so that the monegést in any case, either by Aristus, or by otietss stead.

With respect to the working class, to the encouragg of labour, there is only one difference betwe conduct of
Aristus and that of Mondor. Mondor spends the mdmieyself and therefore the effect is seen. Arisspgnding it partly
through intermediate parties, and at a distaneeetfect is not seen. But, in fact, those who kinmw to attribute effects
to their proper causes, will perceive, that whatdsseen is as certain as what is seen. Thi®igegrby the fact, that in
both cases the money circulates, and does nat theeiiron chest of the wise mall, any more thato#s in that of the
spendthrift. It is, therefore, false to say thatremmy does actual harm to trade; as described abiasequally beneficial
with luxury.

But how far superior is it, if, instead of configimur thoughts to the present moment, we let thetorace a longer
period!

Ten years pass away. What is become of Mondor enidtiune, and his great popularity? Mondor ised. Instead of
spending 60,000 francs every year in the sociayplod is, perhaps, a burden to it. In any casés he longer the delight
of shopkeepers; he is no longer the patron of ttseamd of trade; he is no longer of any use tostbekmen, nor are his
successors, whom he has brought to want.

At the end of the same ten years, Aristus not onoltinues to throw his income into circulation, betadds an increasing
sum from year to year to his expenses. He enldahgesational capital, that is, the fund which sigxpilvages, and as it is
upon the extent of this fund that the demand fordsadepends, he assists in progressively increstngemuneration of
the working class; and if he dies, he leaves childvhom he has taught to succeed him in this wbgtagress and
civilization.

In a moral point of view, the superiority of frugglover luxury is indisputable. It is consolingttdnk that it is so in

political economy, to every one who, not confintrig views to the immediate effects of phenomenawshow to
extend his investigations to their final effects.

XIl. HAVING A RIGHT TO WORK, HAVING A RIGHT TO PROF IT

"Brethren, you must club together to find me worl@ur own price." This is the right to work; i.elementary socialism
of the first degree.

"Brethren, you must club together to find me workny own price." This is the right to profit; i.eefined socialism, or
socialism of the second degree.

Both of these live upon such of their effects a&ss@en. They will die by means of those effectctviare not seen.
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That which is seen, is the labour and the proftitexl by social combination. That which is not séernhe labour and the
profit to which this same combination would gives; if it were left to the tax-payers.

In 1848, the right to labour for a moment showed faces. This was sufficient to ruin it in publiginion.

One of these faces was called national workshadpes.other, forty-five centimes. Millions of francent daily from the
Rue Rivoli to the national workshops. This wasftiieside of the medal.

And this is the reverse. If millions are taken ofia cash-box, they must first have been put inthis is why the
organizers of the right to public labour apply ite tax-payers.

Now, the peasants said, "I must pay forty-five oeas; then | must deprive myself of some clothingannot manure my
field; | cannot repair my house."

And the country workmen said, "As our townsman degsr himself of same clothing, there will be leswrkvfor the
tailor; as he does not improve his field, therd bdl less work for the drainer; as he does notirdyimhouse, there will be
less work for the carpenter and mason."

It was then proved that two kinds of meal cannahemut of one sack, and that the work furnishetheyGovernment
was done at the expense of labour, paid for byakgayer. This was the death of the right to labatich showed itself
as much a chimera as an injustice. And yet, th# tigprofit, which is only an exaggeration of tiight to labour, is still
alive and flourishing.

Ought not the protectionist to blush at the partvoelld make society play?

He says to it, "You must give me work, and, momamtthat, lucrative work. | have foolishly fixed upa trade by which |
lose ten per cent. If you impose a tax of twenénéis upon my countrymen, and give it to me, | dhalh gainer instead
of a loser. Now, profit is my right; you owe it Mi&ow, any society which would listen to this sogthburden itself with
taxes to satisfy him, and not perceive that the tosvhich any trade is exposed is no less a Itenwthers are forced to
make up for it, such a society, | say, would desé¢he burden inflicted upon it.

Thus we learn, by the numerous subjects which &heeated, that, to be ignorant of political ecogasto allow
ourselves to be dazzled by the immediate effeatienomenon; to be acquainted with it is to eméiathought and in
forethought the whole compass of effects.

I might subject a host of other questions to thmesgest; but | shrink from the monotony of a consyauniform
demonstration, and | conclude by applying to pmditeconomy what Chateaubriand says of history:-

"There are," he says, "two consequences in histrymmediate one, which is instantly recognized, ane in the
distance, which is not at first perceived. Theseseguences often contradict each other; the foamgethe results of our
own limited wisdom, the latter, those of that wisdwhich endures. The providential event appeags #ie human
event. God rises up behind men. Deny, if you Wk supreme counsel; disown its action; disputeiedyords; designate,
by the term, force of circumstances, or reasontwWigavulgar call Providence; but look to the efidwaccomplished
fact, and you will see that it has always produttedcontrary of what was expected from it, if itsyreot established at
first upon morality and justice."

- Chateaubriand's Posthumous Memoirs.

Frédéric Bastiat(1801-1850), july 1850
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