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the difllcjilties of estalilishmcnt in a remote region, in addition to the diffi-

culties of ell'ecting a great change in economic and industrial habits, were
to j)rove too luucli for the enthusiasts for "integral co-operation."

NeitlK^" the Individualistic Group nor the Associativk Group, whose
leading mciiibers have been thus briefly described, contest tho legitimacy of the
].rivatn exercise of the functions of land-holding, capital-holding, and
employing. It is the distinguishing peculiarity of tho third group that

it does so. Not only does the Socialistic Group demand that the equiva-

lent of the fehare of labour in production should be paid to labour, but it

demands that private; control of the means of production should cease.

(j) The Cvllectiviitl would take the instrun)ents of production from the

hands of the present holdcns and place them in the hands of the govern-

ment in trust for the i)eople, the organisation of labour being effected by
the government.

(k) The Coiinnunist would decentralise the government and the

organisation of industry alike—the people being divided into communities
whose industry would be more or less self-sufficing—the entire available

means of each group being available for the stibsistcnce and communal
action of the group, while each individual member would be expected to

contril)ute in lai)our according to his capacity.*

(/) The A)i(irc/risf-Cv»inm)iii<t is only distinguishable from the

Commtniist, as deiincd, by his opposition to authority in all forms. The
Communist would not have an industrial mastei', but he might have an
industrial chief. The Anarchist-Communist would recognize worth with-

out rewarding it otherwise than by respect, but he would recognize no
authority. The dillerenco is partly political, since to the Collectivist's and
Communist's dirtuni, "No exploitation of man by man," the Anaichist-

Collnnuni^st adds, "No goverment of man by man."
While these schemes may seem very foreign to our present industrial

life, yet the ideas which they re))resent in extreme forms are germinating
among us, and the social forces whose movements we have to estimate are

moulded on soniy one of these lines. Either they are making for increas-

ing the power of the State over industry, like the Socialists; or they are

making for the diminution of it, like the Anarchists. They are making
towards the fraternal co-operation of those who hold the means of produc

tion with those who exercise those means, or they are making for the

transformation of society by the suppression of existing classes.

From th(! strictly economical point of view, the question narrrows
itself down to this. Which method of distribution is the most economical?

And in order that w^ may be able to answer that question, we must know
what is the precise character of current distribution. It is necessary

in fact that the same elaborate care which has been devoted to the study

of prices, should now be directed to the study of wages.

* Only one coiumnnist industrial society exists in England, that of Furniss & Co.,
Moorbay Farm, near >ShetHcld. Tlie society carries on the business of quarriers,

fai iiiers, and nuuket gardeners,


