
I wlviiit that every individual has certain natural proportions or relations 
subsisting wittiitr hilnselt'. and that all social wrong is the establishment of  
relations by wliicl~ percorls are made to stand towards each other differently 
from tliew nat~lral proportions. When these are preserved we have social 
equality, which is the equation between the internal ratios of each as a sole 
individual antl as a nrember of a group of related individuals. The present 
system of' society is tile pretended equation between 6 :8 : :6+4:8  - 4 .  or 
I x3::!4x% or ;my ntlrer equally palpable irreconcilahles. All relations should 
lye such as to  aid tlle fulfilment of the normal tendencies that appear 
witlinr~t rclatic~~r atid those which are made or allowed t o  appear by the ful- 
fillrwi! ! ) l  tile forrriel tliat is, thev should give scope for the enlargement 
anrl satisf'actiorr of the relationc latent in each. and create n o  relations of a 
different origirr. "the Perfection of Relation into Irrelativity". 

Every instituti!lri ( i t 1  the social sense) must have one of  three objects: 
I )  the cre:ltion or prewrvation of almorinality: 2 )  the re-estahlisllment o f  
~ior~i ial i tv  Ily cou11ter:lcting al~rlormality: 3) the preservation of norrnality 
better tl la~l i t  can prewrve itself ie. h y  intrcducing a prirrlary almormali~y.  

As t o  the first. ever)/ relorrner is aware that iristittltions o f  this kind are 
tlie direct ITIP: I I IS  of intei~t io~ial  privilepe and oppression. The second d o  not 
C I ~ ; I ~ P  nnrn1;lIity. I r r ~ t  !lie al~norrnalitv existing onlv remodel oppression 
antl add ro i t  npw I a t u r e s  of their own. Tlte t11i1tJ create abnormality and 
ilii~r)ediutely defeat tlwir owtr purpose - normality. All are iniquitous and 
; i twrd .  Tlie t r  r l t l ~  ( > I  ~ : w l i  of these propositior~s is olwious withvilt further 
r.rl~serv;ttioti. 01  whir-11. Iiowever. there is n o  lack. 

Therefore All  Vrlrt Go. 1-lie State Capital Religiorl Vaccination 
1 1 r i :  I arid Ownership all tliese. 

.They are nc7t all I tell you that there are two e le~nents  which niust be 
pet~ii:~tietitIv or getlr~iricly i11ipossi1.de. 
r e  i t  I i i ~ s r i i  i i r ~  i t '  a l o r e r s  and I7etween these twn. a 
tliird. tlie S v s ~ e ~ i i  of Fxc l ian~e .  

I tleriv I'r~,perty ~lltogetlier. Tlie orily factors in deterniining normalitv. 
wlwtliet 1 sh:rll lake erriciyr~~errt of ;mything are: 1 )  The accessil~ilitv of that 
thing: 2 )  111v desire to Ii;~ve enjoyment of' i t :  l) whether, in takinp t11e propos. 
et1 eirioy~iwr~t of i t .  1 shall he depriving anyone else of any enjoyriient of i t ,  or 
corir\ected w i t l ~  it .  rlatr~rally conling to him. or whether nobody will be s o  
el'lef:~etl: t11:t t  is. wl~erher or not  1 shall 1.e frrrstrating the individuality !)I 
another by iriteweninp tv h i n g  failure npon his design of satisfying his needs 
with the aid of that ohject. 

P1-qwrrv (111 the citller h m d  even in tlie timst :~dvaricqd sense gives solne. 
one ;I ti~otiopoly o f  certain resollrces cw tlw plea of preserving his i n t e r e ~ t  in 
~ I I P  desigri o r  lalwr passine in tlienl. Thtls. also, tlie Iandnwrier Iiolrts his 
tllorlopoly 

No doubt i t  seems very natural t o  those who fancy the aini of a man's 
life to  he the production of sornethinp he does not need, with tlie design of 
changing it for sornefhinp, wliiclr sornelwdy else in like manner needlessly 
worked upon, in which case o f  course the design would be frustrated by such 
a liberty - yet it requires only a n i n ~ ~ i e n t ' s  thought to  show that what would 
be frustrated would no t  be the design o f  wpplyinp one's own needs by 
access to  the 'prodrtct' of others, with the reciprocal condition th8t they 
supply theirs by access to the 'product' of  oneself, but the design of supply- 
ing one's own needs by access t o  the 'product' of others, gained by granting 
to those others a morlopoly of one's own 'products'. And this design pre- 
supposes that one is excluded from access to  anythinp but one's own 
'product' and more untouched raw material, except on the condition of con- 
ceding the privilege o f  monopoly over some article upon which one has 
worked, and would still be so  excluded if there were n o  monopoly of one's 
own particular 'product '  - in other words that everyone would only be at 
liberty to  use in any way that of which he is the direct producer, if everyone 
were at liberty to use that of which he is not the direct producer - in other 
words: ROT! 

Given this fancy 'property' in 'produce' and where are you to begin or  
where plop? l f  I crop an acre, and move on to  the next lot ,  arn I t o  forhid 
vou access to  the first acress because neither you nor Nature will ever he able 
to  absolutely undo tlw results of rny lalmr on that first acre, though I d o  not 
r ~ q u i r e  it? The only benefit which tends to me vut of my production is that 
which it is physically possihle for me t o  have in niy own person. If anyone 
else can reap a benefit from it that I cannot, yet without denying me any of 
the llenefit that I can,  what right have I to  say him nay? 

I warn you solemnly that,  without Nihilism, that is except on the basis of  
('ornmunist-Anarchy, Anarchy is impossible. 


