COMMTUNE.

their identity.” This is how a functionary of the
commune expressed lumself in an article which
the commune published, with approval, in its
ofticial journal, March 27, 1871. In 1792 the com-
mune of Paris admitted, at least, the preliminary

formality of a trial- it wished the execution of |

Louis XV1., but intended that the king should
first be condemned as a criminal.  In 1871 the
title alone of king or prince was a crime to Le
pumshed with death,—By suppressing conscrip
tion by its decree of Murch 29, the commuue sup-
pressed the army, which it replaced by the na-
tional guard, to which all ablebodied citizens
were to belong.  What use was there really for
an army when there was no longer a country to
defend? Tins abolition, morcover, was merely
the result of declamation which bad been heard
for years, in the clubs, and even in the legisiature,
against military organization.—While proclaiming
liberty of conscience, the commune closed or pro-
faned the churches, caused the emblems of Cath-
olic worship to be removed, imprisoned the arch-
bishop of Paris, and shot him; and while wishing
to make everything the common property of all,
the commune decreed confiscation, the destruction
of several public monuments, and even private
houses. It revived the ancient law concerning
suspected persons, and rendered it more grievous
by a decree concerning Liostages; and the vietims
were chosen from all ranks of life, and des-
tined to death. It violated individual liberty
daily, by forciug citizens to take up arms against
the regular government, and by resorting to com-
pulsory enrollment. It showed no more respect
for the laws governing the constitution of the
fam'Iy. one of its decrees put illegitimate ehil-
dren on the sume footing with legitimate children,
and consecrated, so to speuk, the free union of the
sexes, which had been preached in the clubs.—
Several members of the international society of
working men formed a part of the commune, in
which they hud very great influence. They con-
trolled a large army of workmen already well
disciplived through strikes. The moment had
come to put in practice the combinations which
were to suppress wages and replace them by asso-
ciation. The commune created a labor committee
which was commussioned with carrying out the
high-sounding promises, by the aid of which the
revolutionary politicians had led astray the minds
of the laboring population, and introduced disor-
der into the workshops.  They merely suceeeded
1 drawing up some decrees in which the princi-
ples of the association were explained in vague
lerms, but there was nothing that could be ap-
plied, and 1n thus matter the commune failed mis-
erably —In o word, if we review the different
measures taken under the reign of the commune,
we find no practical idea, no serious plan, no use-
Tul reform Nothing could 1esult from it but
Isensate and ernminal acts, as in 1793, For a
sccond time  the commune of Parig gorged itself
an biood  To the horiors of a foreign 1t added
¢he disgrace of a civil wul, and did not even

COMMUNISM. 533
i know how to meet defeat with honor: its crown-
ling effort was to burn Paris. Unfortunate in-
deed are the nations which witness such scenes
and forget them. C. LAVOLLEE.

COMMUNISM, We here propose to discuss
communism both in itself and from an historical
point of view. Such aplan is broad enough with-
out introducing into it the various social utopias,
We are here concerned exclusively with avowed
and cousistent communisin, and not with what in
our day goes under the vague name of socialism.
—Communism is the system of doctrine which,
in the name of the gencral interest and of abso-
lute justice, most freguently sces the type of
social perfection in & putting in common of per-
sons and things,  'We purposely say persons and
things. The distinction which certain commu-
nists pretend to establish between the two is in
reality an empty one.  The thing possessed is
liere the person, or at least a part and an exten-
sion of the person, who has put his labor into 1t
aud placed upon it the seul of his lberty., Itis
impossible to respect the producer and deprive
himof his product. This first usurpation involves
all the others, and ends in the complete monopoly
of the human person.—Thus communism, what-
cver amount of logic it may have (and we shall
see that it has not been lacking in this regard), is
forced, incvitably, to speak to humanity in nearly
the following words: * I shall first take possession
of all material produc!sin order to distribute them
in accordance with the general interest; Lut that
there should not be an over-abundance of some
things, dearth of others, and consequently the
impossibility of a just distribution, I shall direct
production, which can not be done unless I dis-
pose of the producers themselves a~ T think Dest.
I shall, therefore, assign to each man his task;
and to satisfy myself as to how he accomplishes
that task, and that he does nothing else, I shall
oblige him to work in conuaon.  Andthen, that he
may not be suspected of depriving bis brethren of
any portion of the social part which comes to him,
hie shadl also consuimne tn common.” Here we have
the yumily transferred to the public square.  But
why let the family itself exist?  Are we not ac-
quainted with the jealous activity and watchful
foresight of the father and mother for their chil-
dren?  To uphold the family is to create a perma-
nent conspiracy against communism in the bosom
of communism itself; it is to condemn com-
munism 1o witness soon, under the deceitful
names of liberty, emulation, economy, of conju-
gal, paternal, maternal and filial attachment, all
the competition, saving, jealousy, favoritism, pref-
erence of self or of one's own to others, 1 one
word, the wretched retinue of indicidualism and
Jamdilyism. Thisas not all.  There are evil inch-
nations in the hosom of every individual which
resist communism by tending to persuade him
that communism, or a community of goods, 15 not
for the best.  Ience, a 1ove for communism must
be instilled into him, of coursc 1n s own nterest,
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at an early day, by education, which consequently
must be in common.—*¢ Moreover we know how
much religious systems, which pretend to con-
cern themselves only with heaven, influence
earthly affairs. What sources of division and
struggles, beliefs and ideas are! lence, no sects,
no heresies, no individual opinion! Religion must,
therefore, Le a common religion for all, at least if
we [communism] judge proper that there should
be such a theory as religion, which is not very
certain. Now, as all this can not be accomplished,
and a certain number of individuals not think
they have a right to complain, the state must be
charged, on the one hand, with the task of carry-
ing out this plan, and, on the other, with putting
down the malcontents, unless speedily and com-
pletely converted. Hence, the state must be the
sole producer, the sole distributer, the sole con-
sumer; it must teach, preach, pray and carry on
the work of repression; it must be the great agri-
culturist, the great manufacturer, the great mer-
chaut, the great professor and high priest; it must
be spirit and matter, dogma and force, religion
and the police—everything.” Thisall shows how
chimerical is the disposition which it sometimes
pleases certain adherents of communism to make
of things and persons, of property and family, of
the action of the state, and of individual initiative.
Properly speaking, communism knows nothing of
persons. It knows only things. The forfeiture
of property which it declares strikes at the last
principle of liberty in its vital part. Communism
drags into its sphere the moral and intellectual as
well as the physical life; and man from whom it
pretended to take but a single faculty and one order
of products only, passes soul and body under its
complete control. It is evident, then, that when
communism says it wishes to destroy individual-
ism,it means that it wishes to destroy the individual
himself. To destroy liberty is, in fact, to destroy
the individual in his very esseuce. A writer has
defined man as an intelligence served by organs.
From the economic point of view, it would per-
haps be more correct to say: ‘““man is a Lberty
served by organs;” and these organs include intel-
ligence itself, physical power, land and capital.
To liberate the organs, is to liberate the man; to
reduce them to slavery, is to enslave the man
himself. —Liberty is the moral Dbasis of political
economy. Now,what we find at the bottom of all
communistic parties and systems is an attack on
liberty. Communism is, therefore, directly op-
posed to political economy. Let us first say a
word on the fundamental error of communism.
It may, we think, be summed up in the preference
which it gives to equality over liberty.—Now
communism fails to insure equality for the very
reason that it has a preference for equality.—
Equality supposes something anterior to itself,
something which may admit of equality. Butin
what are men equal? In intelligence? Take two
men at random: they are diffcrent both in the
degree and in the nature of their aptitudes. And
so it is in the mental and physical, in the moral

' sarily involved in this one right:
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and material order. Do you wish to find the type,
the basis, the rule of equality? Turn to liberty.
The liberty of every man recognized and guaran-
teed, is true equality. We are equal in and
through liberty. This truth is the absolute rule,
the only source, in fact and in law, of equality
between the members of the great human family,
Outside of equality through liberty everything is
chimerical and deceptive. To profess to put
equality above liberty is therefore nonsense. To
pretend to secure one by the suppression of the
otlier is a monstrous contradiction. This contra-
diction is the starting point of communism,—
Let us glance at the declivity which leads com-
munism to the abyss.—Communism not knowing
how to find equality where it exists, is led to
place it where it is not. For the idea of equality
is inlerent in the mind of man, an imperative

want of his heart, a necessary lu.w of his develop-

ment.  Not havm«r found equality in liberty
where alone it cxists, communism tries to enforce
an equality of passions, ideas, wants, things: in
one word, of everything which does not admit of
cquality. Moreover, having misunderstood the
true nature of liberty, it plays the tyrant with 1t,
when it meets it, as an obstacle in its way,
Tt is the general tendency of false systems to
suppress violently whatever stands in their way,
and to replace it DLy arbitrary equivalents.—
False ideas of equality and liberty are the start-
ing point of communism; all the rest results
from those false ideas.—Communism ignores
and destroys both liberty and- equality, and
by this very fact sacrifices real rights to chi-
merical ones.—As a free being I have the right
to dispose of my facultics, the right to work, with
all that that right involves; such a right is nothing
but the recognition of general liberty, and there-
fore it is evident that it oppresses no man.
According to communism I have the right to
labor, and all the other rights which are neces-
that is to say,
I may demand work, and force others to give me
work. Here, then, we have a portion of human

ity, not only obliged morally, but constrained
physically, obliged by the authority of the law
to furnish work to others. When I assist a poor
man 1 merely pay him a debt which I owe him;
to give him nothing when I can afford to give
him something, is to be not only hard-hearted
but wicked; it is to be a thief. I deserve then to
be treated as such, that is, to be imprisoned or
hanged. —Commumsm endows the individual
w1Lh lying rights; and to satisfy these rights it
burdens the state with impossible duties. ‘:\
double germ of anarchy and despotism, this,
which leaves no alternative to society than a
desperate war of all against one, and of each
agaiost all, or the most grinding slavery. —The
economic and moral consequences whicl are g0
closely connected with one another in the com-
munistic systen, flow no less logically from its
erroneous premises, How can there be merd
where individual liberty is sacrificed, where suc-
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cessful effort is counted for nothing? Com-
munismn itself feels what a stranger to it merit is,
and how fatal it would be toit.  For the hallowed
formula: Each one according to Iis merit, it substi-
tutes the following, borrowed from the pretended
holiness of instinct: 70 each one according to his
wants.  So that, whether a man works little or
much, produces with more or less zeal, care, or
in greater or less abundance, it does not matter.
Does communism destroy the abuses which it
pretends to radically abolish? It is easy to prove
that it ounly aggravates them and renders them
more geueral. We know how furiously it attacks
competition, that is to say, liberty. But in the
place of the legitimate, industrious, enlightened
competition of interests which is profitable to
all, it puts the blind, barren and disorderly com-
petition of appetites. It complains ot robbery in
bhuman society, and decrees universal spoliation
in order to suppress it. It groans over prostitu-
tion, and makes a law of the promiscuous inter-
course of the sexes. It is angered at seeing a
number of men who, to enjoy themselves, had
only to take, as it says, the trouble of being born;
and the taking of this trouble, it claims, entitles
them to a share in every social advantage! It
impeaches slavery and cxploitation of the pro-
letariat, and it makes of every man a slave to be
cxploited by the state. Let us add that the
slavery which it establishes is not merely a polit-
ical and economic one, but a moral slavery which
must perpetuate, indefinitely, both political and
economic slavery. 'When free will and personal
dignity, care for the future, the calculations and
affections which make existence worth having,
flights of imagination and innocent fancies, are
abolished in men; what is there to replace these
broken springs, or to compensate for the loss?—
Communism, by enervating all the motives which
constitute the essence, the health, the energy of
the moral being, at one blow exhausts all the
sources of wealth.—Communism bas soughbt the
principle of liberty. by appealing to love. With
instinct as its basis, it secks in instinct the means

of correcting the evil effects ot instinet. This
twofold pretension is evidently chimerical. In-
stinct can not be tempered by its own excess.  As

to making lore and frafernity the only springs of
production, it is the most impossible of utopias.
It is madness to suppose that a man will work,
manufacture, sell, etc.,, with the perpetual en-
thusissm which religion itself does not always
produce.—Never has the saying of Pascal: ““The
man who wishes to imitate the angels becomes a
beast,” been better justified than by communism,
which commences by supposing angelic virtues
In man, and ends by always showing him gross
and Lrutal in practice.  Whbhat an illusion it is,
then, to suppose that the individual will love
everybody, will devote himself to everybody,
wher he is prohibited from loving his own
fumily and devoting himsclf to it! Sympathy,
like all other faculties, has need of practice and
food. Mcn do not begin by loving the human
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race, but end there. Aund how much enlighten-
ment, how much philosophical or religious eleva-
tion of mind, is supposed by so complicated a
sentiment! It is a fact which has not escaped
the most superficial obeerver, that affection be-
comes more intense by bLeing restricted to a nar-
rower circle; more sublime perhaps, but less
energetic, in proportion as it extends to a greater
number of objects. Comwmunism, by opposing
this elementary law, drowns, so to speak, sym.
pathy and devotion in the depths of the limitless
ocean called the human race, and buries the in-
dividual in the immense and vague abstraction
which it calls society.—We have scen commu-
nism, considered us a system, plunging into every
error aud contradiction; aggravating the evils of
which it complaing by letting new ones loose on
humanity; rousing the appetites and finding noth-
ing to create the immense amount of capital it
would need to carry out its plans, except the un-
productive principle of fraternity; and rendering
this very fraternity impossible by inviting each
member of the community to seize a quantity of
products which must necessarily grow less and
less; or to bow under the hard law of a state
which can live only by the skillful distribution
of wretchedness. We may well be astonished
that such a doctrine should find adherents.  Still
communism can appeal to a long tradition con-
tinued through all the centuries, through revolu-
tions of every kind. The explanation of this
strange phenomenon is instructive in more ways
than one; and we are astonished to find that
communism has often been but the logical devel-
opment of the principles adopted almost univer-
sally by the nations which stigmatized it.  Noth-
ing is truer of ancient nations; and as to those
which followed them, especially up to 1789, was
not the principle of the right to landed property
changed by conquest and civil legislation to such
a degree, disregarded in law to such an extent by
the doctrine that all property in land was held
from the state, that commurisin became, if not
justifiable, at least perfectly explainable? As a
symptom, if not as & theory, communism still
has an importance not to be underrated.  Like all
social utopias, it has its scurce in the imperfee-
tions of the social state; some of which are sus-
ceptible of amendment, others unavoidable; and
is explained by a feeling of pity for human mis.
ery and by base passion.—Communism has been
at work in the world, and it may he judeed by
its fruits.  To Legin with, it is an ugly tuing that
a doctrine held up as a charter of emancipation
of the human race, should always appear in his-
tory based on and supported by slavery. How
can we speak of communism without mentioning
Sparta; and how can we mention Sparta without
recalling what was most odious in ancient slav-
ery? The régime of communism and labor are
two things so incompatible that wherever the
former has been established it has been necessary
to condemn whole classes to forced labor. Thus
the communism of the citizens of Lacedemonia
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could be maintained only by making helots of
those engaged in agriculture and the useful arts,
Sparta reached the ideal of comununism better
than any other city, unless it be perhaps Crete.
Sparta was not guilty of the error of making
movable property and material products common
property. It also made education and women
common property. But, by one of those con-
cessions which the reality always makes to logic,
and which we meet everywhere in the history of
practical communism; Dby one of those inconsis-
tencies which make the existence of communisimn
possibie and its destruction inevitable, it retained
something of individual property by providing
that lands should be divided into equal portions.
But how great the practical superiority of Spar-
tan communism over the communisin of the nine-
tcenth century! It did not promise the members
of the association wealth and enjoyment in com-
mon, but poverty and abstinence. Tt spurred the
children onward, not by making labor attractive,
but by the whip. By these means it was able to
exist for a time. Their principles of morality,
moreover, debarred the Spartans from the sort-
coing influence of the arts—a privation which
their economic principles would have Deen suf-
ficient to effect.
where there is not an excess of the wealth pro-
duced over the wealth consumed; and such an
excess is impossible where communism prevails.
The master work of Spartan legislation was to
inspire the fanaticism of self-denial and a devotion
to this state of things. Spartan morals were not
the Lest. The Spartan, living on coarse food,
trained for war, without luxury, without com-
merce, without a corrupting literature, was no
less debauched than savage. Their rude power
yielded at almost the first contact with civilized
Greece, and could not withstand the wealth ac-
quired after the war of the Pelopounesus. The

people, who had rejected the institution of prop- |

erty, were fumed for their rapacity, their ava-
rice, and the venality of their magistrates. The
people, who had sacrificed all to military prow-
ess, fell to such a degree of weakness that they
were forced to recruit their armies from among
the helots, among whom they found their last
great men.  Oceupied. like all ancient legislators,
with the sole idea of doing away with revolution
by destroying inequality, Lycurgus forgot that
for states there is a worse danger than revolu-
tion—dissolution; and this is how Sparta ended.
—The genius of Rome ignored communism.
Everything vague, undetermined, is in keeping
with the doctrine of communism, which in relig-
ion adores the all, in morality denies the person
and sees only humanity, and in political economy
absorbs individual property in the collective pos-
session of the community. At Rome everything
was well defined, the gods, virtue, the laws.
Rome witnessed flourishing side by side stoicism
which exalts the liberty and the dignity of the
person, and property which assures that liberty
and digpity. The institution of property might

| actions between man and man.
The fine arts are impossible |
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be abused without the right of property being
denied, in Rome. That right was extended,
under the rude authority of the father, not only
to the slaves, but to the family. Usury appeared
there without compassion.  As to agrarian law,
so frequently confounded with communism, we
know that it was merely a claim (revendication)
by the poor plebeians who had taken part in the
conquest, for lands retained exclusively by no-
bles and knights The Graccehi did nothing,
suid absolutely nothing, incompatible with the
right of property As to the revolis of slaves,
what connection had they with communism?
These unfortunates revolted not to have every-
thing in cominon; they fought to own them-
sclves.—We know how powerful an organization
the family spirit and property received from the
Mosaic law in Judea. Nevertheless, it must he
remarked that if the law of the jubilee, which
brought back to the same family alienated lands,
was a sanctioning of the right of property, it was
also an attack on that right: it sanctioned it by
keeping it intact in the hands of the same fami-
lies; it attacked it because it trammeled individual
liberty and hindered the natural course of trans-
Each one lived
““under the shadow of his vine and fig tree;"” but
for that very reason cach one was, so to speak,
made a parcel of the soil of his own patrimonial
cstate.  Industry, commerce, the sciences, the
arts, which have need of a certain surplus, and
the activity which results from the frequent re-
lations between men, remained foreign to this
intelligent and energetic people.  As where there
is no right to property whatever there is no civil-
ization, so an incomplete civilization is the result
of every curtailment of the right of property,
which can only show its full effects on condition
of remaining an individual nght.—Essenianism
was the communism of Judea. In this country
of religion communism was associated with the
religious principle, as in Greece, the country of
philosophy, it was assoviated with the philosophic
idea, with Pythagoreanism, which was its partial
realization. The school of Pythagoras was a
community of sages living in accordance with
the severest prescriptions of spiritual life, inself-
denial, friendship, and the cultivation of the
scienees, especially mathematics and astronomy.
"Their austerity and their labors suggest to us that
it was a sort of pagan Port Royual, while their
eagerness for rule and their political activity,
which drove them out of most of the cities in
which they had founded their establishments,
remind us of the celebrated society of the Jesuits.
In contrast with the Pythagoreans, who consti-
tuted, as it were, monasteries of philosophers,
and whose political ideal was an aristocracy of
enlightenment guiding and governing the obe-
dient masscs, the Essenes exhibit to us alittle peo-
ple, forming a kind of fraternal democracy; not
that hierarchy was not respected among them,
nor that ranks were not known and even sharply
defined; but all were admitted among them o2
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the single condition of a pure or repentant life;
and evervthing was held in common by the chiefs
and the subordinates. It must be said to the
honor of the Essenes that they looked on slavery
as an impious thing, an exception, however,
which means nothing in favor of communism.
The Essenes were in reality a very limited and
entirely voluntary association; they were like a
small tribe of monks; and Pliny said of them,
*They perpetuate themselves without women,
and live without money. * Repentance
and distaste for the world are the fruitful sources
whichh keep up their number.” Communism,
thus understood, was only a form of free associa-
tion; the community received only those who
agreed to form a part of it.  Labor was carried
on among them, moreover, by men rearved in the
habits and teachings of the upper society; and
like all religious communities, it was founded not
on the principle of unlimited satisfaction of human
wants, but on that of rigorous abstinence. We
can say as much of the Therapeutics, a Jewish
sect of Egypt, whose members lived in isolation,
and had little in common but their practices of

3

religion.— Christianity put an end to the old -

world. Was it favorable to communism in the
time of its Founder and the first apostles? This
is & gquestion which has been much discussed in
our time, and which the communists, anxious to
have the greatest authority of the civilized world
on their side, unanimously answer in the affirma-

tive. This claim has been refuted to our think-
ing, with an array of reasoning which amounts

to demonstration. To begin with, if Christ had
intended to extol communism, he would nothave
maintained the most profound silence on the sub-
ject.  Then the texts of the gospels, appealed to
in favor of communism, have a meaning alto-
gether different from that attributed to them.
Jesus Christ recommended almsgiving, the gie-
ing areay of one's goods, which is a use and not
the negation of property. In a word, he makes
charity a religious duty, not an act of constraint,
which abolishes all virtue and all charity. Ile
repeats the precept of the divine law: **Thou
shalt not steal,” which is a sanction of the right
of property. He preaches the inviolability of
the family so far as to condemn divorce, one of
the few Jaws relating to civil life which he
Lid down. The language and conduct of the
apostles are none the more on the side of com-
munism. The spontaneous putting of all their
goods in common by the first believers, wasasmuch
a means of resistance in their hands, and an instru-
ment of propagaudism, as a picture of Christian
brotherhood. Liberty and the laws of morality and
political economy find nothing contrary to their
principles, in this free community of a religious
sect pretending in no way to set itself upasa
model of social organization nor to change the
general conditions of the production of wealth.
The example of the small Christian family, at
Jerusalem, after the death of Christ, an example
aotfollowed to any extent by the other churches,

i

537

s no weight as an argument.—We have to reach
the second century and turn to a heresy severely
condemued by Christianity, to see an stance of
practical communism authorized by religion.
The Carpocratians, who were confounded with
the Gnostics, revived, a little earlier than two
centuries after Christ, the infamy of the bac-
chanals that Rome had secu a little less than two
centuries before us coming.  The Christian com-
munities, which were established with an ascetic
objeet, had nothing to do with the history of
communism. It is even certain that they could
not have supported themselves in a communistic
society, because they obtained their resources
not from among themsclves, hut from outside.
Moreover, these communities and the communists
difier in every respect.  Men came to join them,
but were not born in them. Their object was
almost always purely religious. The sexes, far
from being together, lived separately; where
marriage was permitted, its laws were strictly
observed. The association of Herrnhuters, or
Moravian brethren, is the sole eaception to the
above remarks. 1t was upheld by its evangelical
spirit of humility, sclf-denial, hope in a future
life, which rendered it less exacting in this one;
in a word, by the very spirit most opposed to
that of communism. While recognizing their
virtues and their negative happiness, it must be
recognized also that their narrow feeling of sect,
their stationary condition, their want of arts,
their proscription of everything lofty in science
and all philosophical speculation, do not agree
with thie general character and the most necessary
conditions of modern civilization.—When we
follow the lhistory of heresies in the Christian
church, we find that communism was a stranger
to most of them. Ecclesiastical authors, in order
to brand them more surely, have been somewhat
lavish of this reproach against them; and com-
munistic writers have cagerly granted the truth
of the reproach in order to gain for themselves
a more imposing family trec. Bossuet, in his
“Tlistory of the Variations,” has not been sparing
in this accusation against the heretics of the
cleventh and twelfth centuries, especially against
the Waldenses and Albigenses, whose innocence,
in this respeet, has been established, it appears to
us, hy the listorian of communism, Sudre  The
same is the ease with the Lollards and some other
sects more theological than political. It needed
all the partiality of contemporary history, wiitten
from the communistic point of view, to make a
Wickliffe and a John Tluss apostles of social
fraternity, The germs of communism were de-
veloped, nevertheless, in certain sects, such as the
Brothers of the Free Spirit in the thirteenth cen-
tury, and perhaps among some others.  But com-
munism broke out with the Anabaptists in a hold
and most terrible form. It does not enter into
our plan to relate this tragic epi~ode in the his-
tory of communism in which it appeared with all
the retinue of false theories which it advocated
and cvil passions which it roused. ** We ure all
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brothers,” said Muncer, the chief of the Ana-
baptists, to the listening crowd, ‘““and we have a
common father in Adam; whence comes this dif-
ference in rank and possessions which tyranny
has set up between us and the great ones of the
earth? Why should we groun in poverty and be
overwhelmed with misery while they are swim-
ming in delight? Have we not a right to equality
of goods, which, by their nature, are made to be
divided among all men? Give up to us, rich
men of the world, covetous usurpers, give up to
us the goods which you keep unjustly; it is not
as men alone that we have a right to an equal
distribution of the advantages of fortune, but
also as Christians.” Spoliation, polygamy, the
destruction of statues, of paintings, of books,
with the exception of the Biblle, followed these
preachings, especially at Mulbausen and Miin-
ster—After having shown how sensual and
fierce it can make men, of itself, it remained
for communism to show by the example of Para-
guay how moral, mild and bappy it may make
them when joined to the religious principle.
This last experience of which it boasts, docs not
appear, any more than the others, very brilliant
or very enviable, The crowning work of the
Jesuits in their colonies wasto change a colony of
men into & flock of obedient and timid children,
without any ideas of their own, without vices,
but at the same'time without virtues. The Jesuit
fathers had established a system of abs lute rule;
they directed the production and distribution of
wealth with that despotism without which com-
munism is not possible. The happiness which
they procured their flock was not, however,
protected from the storm; and it is stated that the
news of their departure was received with shouts
of joy. The state of primitive innocence and
even happiness undera superior authority cannot
be, at all events, the ideal of a civilization which
prefers struggle, with its inevitable failure and the
progress consequent on it, to this inert and stupid
state of impeccability.—We must come down to
our own time and to the New Harmony of Owen
to find afresh example of practical communism.
The illusions of the modern reformer, who made
irresponsibility his principal dogma, need not be
recalled. It may be said that, on the whole, com-
munism has done nothing considerable since the
time of Paraguay, where it was able to survive for
a time, owing solely to the change and modifica-
tions made in it by the religious spirit. Since
then, it has appeared in the form of aspiration or
conspiracy. Babeeuf and his accomplices met
the same fate as Muncer and John of Leyden,
without having had the same success; and the re-
cords of the doctrine since June, 1848,and recently,
have been only those of its defeats and disap-
pointments.—To complete the review of com-
munism it only Temains to cast a glance over the
utopias which it has produced, Jimiting ourselves
to pointing out the chief trait of each, and the
conclusions to be drawn from them all.—The
type of all the communistic utopias has justly
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been found in the Republic of Plato. It is im-
portant, however, to distinguish carefully the
communism of the Greek philosopher from the
doctrines with which it is confounded. Plato
has been too frequently thought of as a modern
utopist who aims at reforming the world. The
1epublic of Plato is a purely ideal application of
his philosopby to society. As a philosopher he
paid too little attention in his analysis of man to
the moral fact of liberty. This defect appears
with all its deplorable consequences in his imagi-
nary society. As a philosopher he understood
the idea of justice admirably as far as it can be
understood when detached from liberty; and with
a geometrical precision concealed under the freest
and most brilliant forms he arrives at absolute
equality, interrupted no longer by individual
differences of effort and merit, but by the personal
differences of intelligence and moral energy. In
this way hie reaches au aristocracy of philosophers
and warriors. Let us not forget, either, that
Plato, far from looking toward the future had his.
eyes constantly turned toward the east, a country
of (more or less) collective property and theocracy.
Except in a few views purely moral, as sublime
as they were new, which contained in them the
future of the human race, we may say that Plato
in his Republic wrote simply the Utopia of the
past. Let us observe also that, in this work itself,
property and the family seem forbidden only to
one class, that of the warriors. 1o not European
armies recall some of the traits of thisorganization,
supported by the other classes of citizens? IHave
the soldiers a family? have they land to cultivate
ora table apart? The republic attests with none
the less force the irresistible inclination of com-
munism, whicl, whether it takes its starting
point in the brutal appeul to the instincts, or has
its source, as here, in the principles of abstract
justice shorn of the idea and the feeling of the
freedom of the will, reaches the same result, and
derives the negation of the family from that of
property. But the smile of Socrates while expos-
ing this impracticable system, is perhaps the refu-
tation DLestsuited to this brilliant play of dialectics
and imagination combined, alogical and poetical
deduction of an idea, and not a serious plan of
social reform.—What could a regular explanation
of the systems of Thomas More and Campanella
add to what we have already said? It matters
little that the Utopia and the City of the Sun
differ in certain regards, but it is important to
remark that they agree in some of the great
negations brought about by that of liberty and
property. More wishes the institution of the fam-
ily might remain, but he wauts slaves for great
public works and to fill the voids left in produc-
tion by the utopists, Campanella abolishes the
family. Both make the state sovereign master of
labor and sole distributer of products.—Com-
munism assumed in the eighteenth century an
exclusively philosophical form; it very nearly
renounced allegory and symbolism to make use
of analysis and reasoning. 'Wedo not doubt that
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the constitution of the institution of property
which communism had before its eyes was vicious,
and that philosophy and political economy were
to labor for its reformation; but if the excessive
and unjust equalitics of cighteenth century society
explain communism, how can they justify a sys-
tem which moved in opposition to the general
aspirations for liberty and civilization? Rousseau
was not a partisan of thisd ctrine though he gave
it weapons. In his ‘“ Discourse on Inequality,” as
well as inhis *“ Social Contract,” he recognizes the
close solidarity of property and society, and while
deploring the existence of the latter he declares it
indestructible. In basing property on the law he
fell into an error, general in his time, and from
which Montesquicu himself wasnot free, Mably,
who carried the principles of Rousseau to absurd-
ity, and who changed his tendencies into sys-
tems, asks humanity to return to its natural state,
In his Legislation, or Principes des lois, in his
Doutes sur Uordre naturel et essentiel des Sociétés
opposed to the Physiocrates, in his Entretiens de
Phocion, he is scarcely more than the servile com-
mentator of Rousseau and Lycurgus. Labor in
common, distribution by the state, abolition of
arts, intolerance in matters of religion: these an-
cient consequences of the doctrine are deduced
by Mably with a rigor which Jeaves little to be
desired. The obscure Morelly goes farther yet,
if possible, in his tedious Basiliade and in his hate-
ful Code de la nature, which became the code of
revolutionary communism. The boldness of
Brissot de Wurville, who, anticipating a celebrated
saying, assimilated property to theft, and the in-
consistent eccentricities of Necker and Linguet,
could only repeat or extenuate these anathemas
and theories. They were continued through the
French revolution which deprived them of their
raison d’élre. A disciple of Rousscau, Robes-
pierre was not a communist, though bis princi-
ples put society on the incline which leads to com-
munism. Babeeuf, on the contrary, was. Mo-
relly became a man of action, Philosophic and
drenmy communism appeared only with Cabet,
author of the Voyage en Icarie, and with the more
advanced editors of the Humanitaire. These lat-
ter are much more consistent. In his communism
founded on fraternity, and repeating all the argu-
ments restoring the use of all the babitual methods
of communisin varied but little in its nature,
Cabet, nevertheless, wished to retain the family.
L' Humanitaire opposed this. We have shown on
which side the logic was. Let us add also, in
order to Le just, that Cabet deceived himself with
the fond delusion that each one would retain bis
cottage and his garden. He allowed his Icarians,
after huving well served the state which oversaw
them strictly all the week, to be absolutely free
every Sunday. Thisisfar too much. Asingle Sun-
day in freedom would be death to Icaria. With
these exceptions we recognize under the honey
of the form the inevitable spirit of communism,
that is to say, the purest despotism regulating in-
dustry, science, religion, etc.—Of what useis it to
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know that there are several varieties of commu-
nists in France in the nineteenth century? Some
of them in a minority wish to act with mildness,
just as if when property is once recognized as an
obstacle to all progress, it is not necessary to de-
stroy it at once. Some deny n God, the soul, re-
sponsibility; others mean to admit them, which
is perfectly useless, since they conduct to the
same practical materialism.  There are others
who wish to retain the fine arts, as if their eco-
nomic systen permitted the retention.  Some
are in favor of having towns, while others find it
Dbetter to destroy them and force all to live in the
country. These differences are of little interest.
In reality there is only one and the same com-
munism: consisient communism.—And now, if
communism as an aspiration is a real disease of
the social state, and if communism as an eco-
nomic doctrine is merely a disease of the human
mind, what are the remedies? After good moral
training and instruction, to which we assign the
first place, we know of but two: as to society,
to apply in it more and more the great principles
of economic science which indeed can not de-
stroy its evils, but may gradually diminish them;
as to minds, to imbue them continually more and
more with the truths of political economy. Such
is the best or rather the only real antidote against
the threatening progress of communisin,
HENRI BAUDRILLART.

COMPETITION. The word competition has
been thus defined by a French lexicographer:
“The aspiration of two or more persons to the
same office, dignity or any other advantage.”
This is, indeed, in harmony with its etymological
meaning.  Two or more individuals aspire at the
same time to the same position, to the same dig-
nity, to the same advantage, no matter what;
they vie with each other to obtain it; there is
competition between themfor its possession.  But
after thus giving the general meaning of the word,
this same lexicographer attempts to give what he
calls its commercial meaning, and here he seems
tousless happy. He callsit: ** Therivalry which
exists between manufacturers, merchants, cte.,
whether concerning the guality of their products,
their merchandise, etc , orconcerning prices, with
a view to sharing the profits of the same branch
of commerce, industry, etc.” What is rivalry
concerning the quality of goods or their price?
1t is not truc that in commerce and industry, com-
potition always has these characteristics; and
even if it were, they would not constitute its
essence. The writer confounds the substance
with the form, the principle with the changeable
circumstances under which it is produced. Our
lexicographer here seems to us misled by the de-
sire to establish between commercial competitions
and competition in its ordinary acceptation an es-
sential and generic difference, which does not
really exist. In reality they are the same thing.
In commerce, as in everything else, by the word
competition is meant the struggle of two or more



