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propriating or using them. If it does so, it must,
of course, guarantee to furnish these products in
sufficient quantities to all who may desire fo use
them. If the state does not choose so to do, it
may extend the privilege of working them for cer-
tain districts to such individuals as may apply for
the privilege; or may tacitly agree to let any one
take possession of them who chooses te do so. The
principle which rules is always that unless the state
exprossly declares these objects to be its property,
they may be taken possession of by the first comer.

PROFERTY IN ANIMALS,

There are also animals upon the earth who may
be useful to men in their accidences, or whose sub-
stances may be useful to men ; their meat to eat,
their skin for various purposes, etc. If any citizen
intends to subject only the accidences of such ani-
mal to his ends, he must first make the animal sub-
servient to him. Moreover, since the animals are
fed and kept alive only by organized matter, and
since it is not to be expected that nature will take
care of them after they have once been made art-
products, he must replace nature in becoming their
nourisher. This, again, is conditioned by the z¢-
clusive possession of the animal; only 7 must feed
and attend the animal always, and only I, therefore,
must be allowed to enjoy the advantages it may
confer.

There is no reason why each one should not bave
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the same right to take possession of an animal
Hence, exclusive property in animals can be ob-
tained only through the original property-compact
in a state.

There is, however, this difference between pro-
perty in land and property in animals, that the land
can always be designated by the place in space
which it occupies, whereas the animal has free
motion and can not be so specified. How then is
it to be made known what particular animal belongs
to a certain person and to no one else ?

1f it should, firstly, be the case that only certain
kinds of animals are ever made exclusive property
of persons, it would be, above all, necessary to spe-
cify to what kinds of animals the right of property
can extend. ‘This would enable every one to know
at once whether an animal, coming within his reach,
is the property of any body or not. For instance,
if I have a right to hunt, I may shoot the deer, be-
cause it is a deer ; but I may not shoot the horse,
although I do not know who owns it. Why not?
Simply because I know that horses have been de-
clared property by the state, and that, hence, some
one is surely the owner of the horse, aithough I
do not know who. If some one should tame a
deer, it doubtless becomes his property. But if
the deer runs away and I shoot it, am I, therefore,
responsible for it as for the horse? Clearly not,
since the state has not declared that the right of
property extends to deers. The right of the origi-
nal owner of an animal remains, although the ani-




