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PREFACE.

In the following pages an attempt is made_to describe
some of the activities of co-operators in many lands. The
importance of co-operation in ils international aspects is
increasing and is bound to increase still more during the next
few years. The operations of commercial trusts and trade
combinations of various kinds are international in scope and
their influence can be countered only by international action
on the part of co-operators. Moreover, it is evident that the
problems for which the co-operative movement in various
countries is seeking to find a solution cannot be solved in any
one country. The co-operation of co-operators everywhere
has become an imperative necessity.

The economic circumstances created by the war are com-
pelling the peoples of all’lands to think co-operatively. War-
time experience has demonstrated the need for international
co-operation on an extended scale. 1t is well known that
adequate food supplies could not have been satisfactorily
provided for Britain apart from the co-operation of the Allied
Powers acting through an inter-allied committee representing
several countries. International co-operation on similar lines
is to-day even more necessary. Indeed, the League of
Nations, of which such high hopes are entertained, is virtually
a co-operative society of nations which can attain success
only if co-operative principles are applied in international
relationships.

The application of co-operative principles in international
affuirs will depend to a great extent upon the efforts of co-
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2 Co-operation in Many Lands.

operators, who are convinced of their value and are the
persons best fitted to apply them. Joint action between the
co-operators of various countries will undoubtedly pave the
way for larger schemes of joint action between the members
of the League of Nations. If, however, co-operators are to
co-operate with their fellow-co-operators in other lands they
must first of all know something of the co-operative move-
ment in countries other than their own. It is for the purpose
of spreading a knowledge of co-operative activities and their
form of organisation in different countries that the present
work has been prepared.

In this volume the societies described are classified
according to the nature of their activities; a second volume,
shortly to be published, will continue the description in
greater .detail for each country. In addition, a special series
of books, each of which will deal with the co-operative move-
ment in ‘a single country, will also be published by the
Publications Department of the Co-operative Union. Books
on Co-operation in Denmark, Ireland, and Scotland, are now
in the press, and these will be followed by several others:
The present volume will serve as a suitable introduction to
the study of co-operation the world over. Its pages show that
the co-operative movement knows no national frontiers, and it
will be seen that, despite many differences in the structure and
trading methods of co-operative organisations, men in all
countries have found that the application of the co-operative
principle alone can enable them to solve the social and
economic problems of our time.

The opinions expressed in the book are those of the writers
and are not to be taken as an official expression of opinion of
the Co-operative Union or as a statement of policy adopted
by it.

August, 1919, ’
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CHAPTER 1.

Principles and Organisation of the Co-operative
Movement.

HE task which we have set ourselves is to study a
form of economic organisation which is termed
co-operation. The word is used in ordinary speech in several
senses. People are said to co-operate—or work together—
to secure, let us say, a legislative reform or some other desired
end. But the sense in which the term is used by economists
is a narrower one, restricted to a special form of economic
organisation in which people work together for definite
business purposes under certain definite business rules.
Before we consider what special meaning is given to this use
of the word co-operation we may profitably ask ourselves
something about the part which association plays in industry
and commerce.

We are accustomed, in ordinary life, to think of the
principle of competition rather than that of association as
being the underlying principle of the modern industrial
structure. Most of the earlier economists indeed gave a
certain authority to this view. But when we examine the
working of our industrial system we cannot fail to perceive
that competition is not really its essential foundation.
Competition there is, and we must not lose sight of the
part which it plays; but it only begins after the principle
of association has had full play. We have only to picture to
ourselves the sort of industrial system which a number of
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competing Robinson Crusoes would achieve, and to compare
it with our own, to see that it is a necessary condition of
industrial or business efficiency that men should work
together. Our banks and our railways compete with each
other ; but they maintain clearing-houses to facilitate their
joint working. In like manner the whole industrial system
is associative as well as competitive. It is not, therefore,
the mere fact that the special subject of which we treat
involves association that makes it necessary to study it
as a subject of descriptive economics.

What then is it which distinguishes the thcory of co-
operative association from that of other associations for
the purpose of carrying on business undertakings? We
shall find it convenient at the outset in clearing our minds
on this point to consider one type of co-operative enterprise
which economists consider as representative of co-operation
in its fullest form; but, meanwhile, we must make the
reservation that, for reasons which we shall afterwards have
to study, this form is not that most widcly adopted as yet.
Suppose a number of skilled workers in some trade-—say in
printing or in boot-making come together with their
savings, and determine to form themselves into an association
for the carrying on of their trade, each man, in so far as the
ultimate government of the society is concerned, being on
an equality with every other man; suppose, further, that
the profits of the business—the diffcrence in this case between
the cost of production and the wholesale selling price—are
divided amongst the members, not in proportion to cach
man’s capital holding, but in proportion to his output (or by
reference to some similar standard) ; then this business under-
taking would be termed co-operative, and we shall see that
the term co-operation is applied to enterprises founded on
similar principles.

If we contrast such an association with that form of
association which is commonly termed a joint-stock company,
we shall understand the meaning of one of the formule
often used in contrasting the co-operative with other business
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forms of association; that co-operative undertakings are
unions of persons, whilst joint-stock and similar enterprises
are unions of capital. In the co-operative society which
we are studying, the members are at once shareholders and
workers. They employ capital and pay it a fixed rate of
interest. In the joint-stock enterprise, the shareholders are
not the workers; they provide the capital, and with it
employ the workpeople at fixed rates. In the co-operative
society of producers the profits, after capital has been paid its
fixed rate of interest, go to reward the worker members ;* in
the joint-stock enterprise, after the workers have been paid
their wages, the profits go to reward the holders of capital.
Thus in the co-operative system of association, the workers
employ capital and undertake the risks of the business, while
in the capitalist system the capitalist employs the workers and
undertakes the risks. Further, in the capitalist, or joint-
stock, system of association the profits go to reward the
undertakers in proportion to the amount of capital held by
them, and the power of influencing the government of the
association is in direct proporiion t{o the amount of share
capital owned by cach of them; but in the co-operative
society, in which capital is regarded merely as an instrument
of production, the power of influencing the government of the
society is equalised amongst all the members, each having
one vote and no more, however much or little he may share
in bearing the risks.

So far, we have been examining a difference of structure
between these two forms of association for business. We
have now to comsider a vital difference of principle. The
success of joint-stock enterprise depends upon successful
competition with other enterprises of a similar nature. Each
company is an individual concern taking advantage of the
free competition which is theoretically supposed to exist
in our industrial system. It is independent of its neighbours.
The co-operative system does not encourage this doctrine

* In practice many of these societies distribute their profits to
labour, capital and custom in varying proportions.
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of individualism.* It is part of the theory of those who
practise this form of association that each society should
be a unit in a system of similar societies federated for common
action and not designed to compete with one another. When
we come to deal with the various types of co-operative enter-
prise we shall see that these federations take care to prevent
the entrance of competition by bringing pressure to bear on
persons desirous of starting a co-operative enterprise which
would be likely to enter into competition with another in
its neighbourhood. But we shall also see that although
the theory of those who co-operate is that competition should
be avoided, yet in actual practice competition takes place,
particularly in the case of co-operative societics for pro-
duction. This, however, does not mean that the theory
is unsound or has broken down. We shall see that the
reason is to be found in the lack of that complete orgauisation
of industry for which co-operators strive. If the demand
of consumers organised in co-operative societies were made
upon producers similarly organised, it would be possible to
eliminate the competition that now exists within the co-
operative system. That is the theory which co-operators
hold and the end which they wish to attain.

If, then, we hear it said that the difference between the
co-operative and other forms of association for business
purposes is that the one is non-competitive and the other
competitive, we must be on our guard against accepting
the statement literally. 1f it is meant as an indication of
the theory of co-operation, it is true; but, if it is meant
to describe actual conditions as they are, it is certainly not
true. The aim has been but imperfectly attained. We
must take care in our study of the co-operative theory to
keep this aim before our mind as being one of the central
principles of the co-operative system of indusiry; and we
must remember when we come to actual examples of co-

* We must not be taken as meaning that co-operation is contrary
to the development of individuality of personal character—a matter

which will be dealt with later.
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operative work that the movement, though well advanced
in many respects is, necessarily, but in its commencement
so far as the realisation of its main principles is concerned.

How far then is it truc that the actual wealth producer
is himself the undertaker of his business ? We must lecave
aside for the moment the case of those co-operators who,
while they combine to purchase the necessaries of life, arc
not themselves employed in a co-operative business, but
are units in the “ capitalistic *’ industrial system. We shall
see, however, that these co-operators are also déveloping
towards the control of industry by finding employment for
their members, not only in the retail trade but also in pro-
ductive departments, and even in the ownership and cultiva-
tion of land.

In several co-operative enterprises, the wealth-producer
stands in a relation to the undertakers of the business very
little different from that held by a worker in a joint-stock
company. It is so, for example, in many consumers’ societies.
He probably receives more consideration and a better wage ;
but that is all. He is an employee, not necessarily a member,
In most societies, he is cncouraged to be a member, and
welcomed as such, but he may be ineligible for a scat on the
committee and therefore, although he has a voice in the
control of the society, he may not look forward to shaping
its policy, or getting that training in business administration
which is the valuable part of committee work.

In giving this picture of the status of the employee or
producer of scrvices, we are not making a criticism ; we are
merely stating a fact. There arc reasons for the existence
of such a status; one is to be found in a fundamecntal
difference of policy and theory between iwo schools of
co-operators ; the second is to be found in certain administra-
tive difficulties which occur in practice. The difference of
theory lies in the fact that one school of co-operators holds
that the consumer, and not the producer, should be the
controller of industry. This is called the “ consumers’ " or
‘“federalist,” theory; while the other doctrine that the
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producer should control is known as the ‘individualist”
or ‘“ producers’ " theory.

The two opposing theories are so importart and require
such careful examination that we shall consider them in the
next chapter. Here, we may note that the theory of con-
sumers’ control is held by the majority of co-operators
outside the agricultural industry; and the status of the
worker in most societies is naturally that of a wage-camner.
We may note, also, that in most societies in which agricultural
producers combine to iur their raw material into a finished
product, as in creameries and bacon factories, those who
actually do the work of conversion—-the dairy maids and
operators—-are not members of the society; they are, in
fact, wage-carners employed just as they might be by a
joint-stock company. The cause of this is the adminis-
trative difficulty to which we have alluded above. It has
been found hard in practice to associate the workers in the
management of the societies because of friction, petty
jealousies, and disciplinary difficulties.

Nevertheless it is not to be denied that inasmruch as these
workers are excluded from a share in the management of
the societies, the co-operative ideal has not been reached.
Even in societics which ostensibly hold the doctrine of
producers’ control, and in which the workers are themsclves
the members, the management is sometimes entirely con-
trolled by the representatives of consumers’ societies who
have supplied most of the capital. In some of these societies,
the worker-members are in a minority on the commitiee of
management ; in others they are not represented at all.
The difficulty might be overcome by combining the two
controls and having a representation of both producer—or
worker—and consumer ; but so far no satisfactory solution
has been reached.

We shall see in our study of the co-operative movement,
as it exists to-day, that many of the enterprises, which are
conveniently termed co-operative, are far from satisfactory
when examined in the light of true co-operative principles.
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For the general economist, these enterprises would be classed
as examples of partial or incomplete co-operation. But as’
we are surveying the whole field of co-operative effort, such
enterprises will come under our review with a necessary
reservatiou as to their claim to be called fully co-operative.
Nor must we forget that, although in structure there may be
defects, the spirit which animates these co-operative bodies
shows that they have not lost sight of an ethical ideal.
Let us take, first, concrete examples of what actually
happens in co-operative societies; and we can then see if
we can discover some underlying idea which is different
from that on which nou-co-operative association is based.
We may take first one type of co-operative euterprise
the co-operative storc—-of which there are hundreds of
examples in Great Britain, and many in other European
countries. Here we find .an association of persons who
band themselves together to organisc a retail store for their
own bencfit. The first thing {o be noticed about their
constitution is that their membership is open to all, and
accordingly their share lists cannot be closed. Here is one
difference from a joint-stock enterprise, in which the share
list is closed when sufficient capital has been obtained in
order that the existing shareholder may obtain the best
possible amount of profit.* Again, the members of the storc
proposc to make savings and not profits—that is to say,
they do not want to sell to those who are not members in
order to obtain a profit on their trade; but they want non-
members to become members in order that all may save
through the economy which arises from collective buying and
the elimination of the profits which the retailer takes as his
reward for distribution of goods. Each person must hold
one share; he need not hold more; and he cannot have a
greater interest in his society than (in the United Kingdom)
£200 worth of share capital. Whether he holds one share, or

* It is, of course, also legally necessary in a joint-stock company
to. fix the limit of capital, and this fact®constitutes an important legal
difference between the two forms of association.
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fifty shares, or one hundred shares, he has only one vote
in the councils of the society, so that the poor man has
exactly the same right to a voice as his well-to-do brother.
Again, it is the practice of retail distributive co-operative
societies to limit the interest on share capital to a rate not
exceeding five per cent. Here, the intention is to prevent
the savings of the society going to reward those who invest
money in it rather than to those who purchase their com-
modities through its agency. The shares of co-operative
societies are quoted in no markets, and never rise beyond
their face value, nor do they ever carry a higher interest
with increased earnings, or even a fluctuating interest. The
division of the savings is in proportion to the amount of
purchases made by each member; and it is a part of the
creed of some co-operators, but not of all, that some portion
of the savings should be received by the society’s employees.
Lastly, transactions of the society are usually for cash only,
in order to stimulate thrift and self-reliance on the part of
the members. _

Let us now take another form of co-operative society
catering for the needs of a different set of people—let us say,
a creamery. Here, the members unite to own the means
of turning the milk produced on their farms into butter, and
of marketing it as profitably as possible. Yet, here again,
we have the same rule as to open membership. It would
often be much more profitable for the members of a creamery
to close their share list when they were strong enough ; and
indeed, it often involves a certain sacrifice on their part to
keep their membership open to new comers at a time when
the original members have borne the burden and heat of the
day. Here, again, we have a rule limiting the amount of
share capital which a member may hold and limiting, also,
the rate of interest which he may receive on his share capital.
Each member is paid for his milk at regular intervals—
usually each month—and, to begin with, a price for his milk
which is less than the value it will ultimately fetch as a
manufactured article. The difference in value is made up
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at the end of the year; and it represents what is called a
dividend in the case of a co-operative store, but it is really a
deferred payment, just as in the co-operative store the so-
called dividend is really a saving. Finally, the co-operatively
organised producer in his creamery provides for a bonus to
his employees, just as does the co-operatively organised
consumer in many of the retail distributive societies.

We will take still another type of co-operative enterprisc,
which, as we have said, is regarded by some economists as the
fullest form of co-operation. A number of pcople who are,
say, bootmakers by {rade, form theniselves into a co-
operative society in order to carry on their work and be
their own employers. The people who actually make the
boots are the owners of the society. They elect their com-
mittee from among themselves ; they provide capital, and
instead of, as one might expect, taking all the profils for
themselves, they divide the profits between labour, capital and
purchasers. Their own rules have exactly the same features
as those we have noted in the other two types of society
which we have briefly examined.

It will be seen from what we have said of these threc
totally differeut types of society that, notwithstanding the
fact that their personnel is different, that their interests are
different, and their objects different, there are some features—
and those the most important features—which are common
to all. There is an attempt to realise the idea of brother-
hood and common fellowship, and to eliminate the idea of
a competitive system. That is the underlying idea which
distinguishes co-operative from non-co-operative enterprise.

There are two forms in which what has been called the
co-operative commonwealth—a society living by co-operative
methods—has been imagined. One group of co-operators
considers that the aim of the movement should be the
creation of a commonwealth in which the organised con-
sumers own all the means of production and employ them-
selves. The other school of co-operators holds that the aim
ought to be more akin to the syndicalist idea, that the pro-
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ducers organised in their own industries and occupations
should own the means of production and should exchange
their goods with consumers co-operatively organised. If
we can imagine a whole statc so organised there may not
be really, as we shall see in the next chapter, a great deal of
difference between the two schools once their final aim is
achieved. For as everybody—except a negligible few—is
both producer of something and consumer of many things,
it is not of great importance whether the control is in the
hands of consumer or producer. It does indeed in practice
make some difference, for whereas in the consumers’ theory
all the consumers would control the producers, in the pro-
ducers’ theory each set of producers would control its own
industry. This is a point to *vhich we must come back in
our next chapter.

How far are we justified iu believing that this vision of a
co-operative commonwealth is possible or realisable ? The
question is by no means easy to answer. When we look at
the number of what are called, for convenience, producers’
societies—societies of printers or textile workers, for example
—which have failed, and the difficulty of starting new ones ;
and when we are faced with the fact that the majority
of men tend to seek the advantage of the individual much
more than the advantage of the community, we rccognise
that if a co-operative commonwealth is to be realised,
workers of every kind will have to approach the problem of
the distribution of wealth and the control of industry with
changed ideas, in which the community will have to be held
greater than the individual.

We can approach the consideration of this question more
easily by taking first the case of agricultural communities
like Denmark and Ireland, rather than highly-organised
industrial communities like England or America. It will
at once be seen that whatever the possibilities of completely
organising an industrial community under the control of
the consumers, the difficulties encountered in doing the same
in an agricultural community would be immense ; for when
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the agriculturist co-operates with his fellows, he does it
chiefly in his capacity of producer in order to obtain more
readily and cheaply the goods and services he needs for his
husbandry. He would find it difficult to accommodate him-
self to a system in which he would associate in his capacity
as consumer with the consumer in other industries, to control
the whole of agricultural and industrial production.

He would not readily transfer the ownership of his land
{o some national or local federation of consumers, nor would
he easily be persuaded that such a system would conduce to
a sound agricultural economy. How far, then, would it be
possible to adopt the other expedient, that of an agricultural
commuuity co-operatively organised, with producers’ control
and related, by a federation, with a consumers’ organisation ?
Here, again, we are met with the difficulty of persuading the
farmer that individual ownership of land is not the best and
only perfect system. In Ircland and in Denmark, two
countries in which there is co-operation in the farming com-
munity, the idea of peasant proprietorship, as it is called,
is deeply graven on the peoples’ minds. In Roumania, and
to some extent in Italy, co-operative farming is known and
practised. By co-operative farming we mean a system by
which land is worked in ‘common by the members of a
society. The co-operative idea in such societies is more
complete than in the societies which exist in Ireland and
Denmark in which co-operation is adopted for procuring
the means of producing or disposing of the product, but
not in production from the land itself.

If farmers and their families did all their own work on the
land there¢ might not be in the theory of co-operation much
objection to individual ownership and working of land with
co-operatively-organised disposal of produce and a co-
operative system for furnishing credit and the requisities of
production. But when, as is the case in most countries,
men are employed as agricultural labourers, the place which
they are to occupy in the co-operative commonwealth has
to be taken into account. Tt will not do—again we speak
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from the standpoint of theoretical principles—to leave the
labourer contented with the assurance that he can form
co-operative farming, or allotment, societies in which he
may work during his leisure.

It is true that if we are to reach a co-operative common-
wealth some such makeshift arrangement will exist in one
or more stages on the way. But we must emphasise the fact
that such a solution is not a full development of the idea of
co-operation. If we leave aside this difficulty, we can say
with some confidence that in agricultural communities the
co-operative idea and method are more likely to be applied
and developed than any other method of economic recon-
struction. It would not be difficult to apply co-operation
to every phase of the farmer’s business, nor to perfect the
machinery of federation in order to eliminate the com-
petition which at present exists betwecen societies making
such commodities as butter and bacon. If the difficulty of
co-operative ownership and working of land could be over-
come we could say that in agricultural communities the
possibility of realising a co-operative commonwealth was
not an illusion ; but it is not so easy to deal with the problem
in a highly specialised industrial community.

The application of the co-operative system on a large
scale to our complex industrial system is regarded by many
economists and thinkers on social subjects as impracticable.
It is objected that the sense of individual initiative, which
is supposed to lie at the root of high production, will be
weakened by a system which is founded upon a communal
rather than upon an individualistic theory of society. By
others it is said that it is not fruitful to proceed along the line
of co-operation, except in so far as it affords a convenient
way of making economies and eliminating waste in the
obtaining of domestic requirements. They point out on the
one hand the failure ot co-operative productive societies, of
which we have so many examples in Mr. Jones’ book,* and,

* B. Jones' ** Co-operative Production.” Oxford, 1894.
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on the other, the aloofness, if not somewhat hostile attitude,
which until recently the trade unions maintained towards a
co-operative solution of our industrial problem. These facts,
they consider, constitute a sufficient proof that, on whatever
lines we are to seek a remedy for the present inequality of
wealth distribution, it is not along the lines of co-operation
except to the limited extent described.

Although it is true that co-operative productive under-
takings have not proved as successful, on the whole, as the
advocates of that form of co-operation expected, the causes
are not to be found in the itefficiency of the co-operative
method, but rather in the material upon which it had to
work and in the circumstances in which the societies were
founded. The great success of such an example of co-
operative enterprise as Godin’s Familistére at Guise demon-
strates that co-operative production on a large scale is
possible ; and that what is called the self-governing workshop
can, if the proper conditions are given, be successfully
administered. Godin certainly devoted an amount of time,
energy, and money which few men would have given to
achieve his object ; but this strengthens rather than weakens
our argument, for the material which he had to mould was
precisely that average material which, for lack of a Godin,
caused the failure of so many societies in England.

The hostility, or indifference, of the trade unious has
probably been due to the fact that a quasi-co-operative
method, such as profit-sharing, has sometimes been used by
joint-stock enterprises to lure away (as the trade unions put
it) the worker from allegiance to his union, though profit-
sharing has sometimes developed into a really co-operative
system. As we shall show at a later stagé, such quasi-
co-operative methods cannot be regarded as coming under
the theory of co-operation at all : they are not directed to
change an individualistic to a co-operative system, but
rather to make the individualistic system more endurable
to the working classes.

It must be admitted that the most plausible of these
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objections is that, in society as we see it to-day, there is a
tendency for each man in industry to look forward to the
time when he can outstrip his fellows and become an
entrepreneur himself. We must confess that this tendency
is not wholly absent from a large number of those who
practise co-operation in its limited forms. A co-operator
who is enthusiastic in employing co-operation as a means,
e.g., of obtaining his household requirements, may not be, and
very often is not, prepared to acquiesce in an application of
the co-operative idea which would make it impossible for him
to become the proprietor of a small manufactory. But if,
by a right system of early training, the same man had been
made to realise that a purely individualistic system, regulated
by supply and demand alone, is the cause of a distribution
‘of the surplus of production which keeps the masses in
economic subjection, he would probably be led to apply
to the whole of the problem, and not merely to the least part
of it, the principles of co-operation which he professes.

We are thus brought to the real root of our problem. The
present industrial system can be altered only if men’s
desires are altered first. It is assumed that rewards are only
appreciated by most people if they are capable of being
measured in material values. While this is true of people
as we see them, it does not necessarily follow that it is a
fundamental characteristic of human nature; nor that it
cannot be changed by a different method of education from
that under which our people are at present trained.
Scientists, inventors and artists ever since civilisation
began have shown that there are some men who look to
other than material rewards, and who will put forth a
remarkable amount of exertion and sacrifice without seeking
for high material gain. Explorers like Nansen or Scott did
not face the rigours of Arctic weather in order to be able
to purchase more of this world’s goods. A painter like
Dégas might, with his genius, have made himself rich and
famous in commercial or industrial life, but he chose to be
a great painter extremely poor. And if, in science, we
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are met with an Edison who is at once a great inventor and
a great entreprenewr, we can point to a Finsen, the inventor
of the rays which bear his name, who sought cheerfully the
good of his fellows at a cost not only of fortune but of healih.
Why should it be supposed that it is natural and fitting that
artists and scientists should be animated by a sense of com-
munal welfare rather than of individual gain, and that it
should be natural and fitting that men who are engaged in
business should be actuated in a totally opposite way ?
The truth is that education on right lines can give to
almost anybody a truer vision than that of those who would
have us see industrial life as a sordid struggle for mastery
between those who should be the captiins of industry and
those who compose the armies of workers.  We need education
to give the workers a sense of responsibility, of stability, and
of oneness with other parts of the community. We need
it even more to give those who possess the energy and the
capacity for industrial leadership a larger view of their place
in human society than the view which sees no other bond
between themselves and those who produce the goods they
manufacture or sell, than that which exists between the man
and his machine. It is true that men regard machines as
requiring to be maintained and kept in good condition ; but
there ought to be a higher motive in the relations of men.
The root of the co-operative idca is that there is a relation
between business and ethics which is greater than the
necessary commercial honesty of our present industrial
system. In a plulocracy we find, however, that the phrase
“it is not business ”’ is a sufficient cxcuse for neglecting
duties in industrial life, the evasion of which in private life
would be rightly and spontaneously condemned. If our
educational system could be so changed as to substitute
the idea which co-operators express in the formula * Each
for all and all for each ”’ for the idea of a war of all against
all, there is nothing impracticable in applying co-operation
as a means of reconstructing our in.dustrial life on a more
equitable basis. Although wc may see many defects in the
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present applications of the co-operative idea, and many
imperfections in its working, we can take hope from the fact
that co-operators as a whole show themselves fully alive to
the importance of education as the supreme factor in making
possible the triumph of the ideals in which, however
imperfectly they may act at present, they sincerely believe.



CHAPTER 1L

Theories of the Relation between Producers

and Consumers.

E have seen, in Chapter 1., that co-operators are not

at one in thecir theories of the methods by which
co-operation should be applied as a means towards the
equalisation of present industrial conditions. We shall see,
when we come to deal with the historical development of
what is known as the co-operative movement, that it sprang
from two sources. There was the idea of association for
the attainment of a common cconomic erd, on a basis of
equality, applied on the one hand by people living in urban
conditions, and, on the other by agriculturists having to
face conditions under which they could not hope to succeed
unless they joined together for common purboses. Those
who, like the Rochdale Pioneers, applied it to help the urban
worker to benefit his condition by buying his necessaries
more advantageously, and those who, like the first Danish
co-operators, applied co-operation to agriculture, were both
influenced by the ideas preached by earlier social thinkers
with communistic views like Robert Owen. But if we are
to get a clear view of what it is that divides those who hold
the federalist, or consumers’ theory of control and those
who hold the individualistic, or producers’ theory in
co-operation, we must keep our minds fixed upon the fact
that the co-operative movement has developed upon these
parallel lines : Co-operation as applied to the agriculturist,



20 Co-operation in Many Lands.

who is a producer, and co-operation as applied to the urban
worker, not in his capacity as a producer, but in his capacity
as a consumer.

At the beginning of co-operation of consumers in England,
in the rather ambitious schemes of Owen and the pioneers,
it was not part of co-operative policy that the consumers’
societies should have anything to do with production. The
Rochdale Pioneers were distinguished from those who pre-
ceded them by their concentration upon a single unambitious
aim, and by their application of sound common sense in
working for its attainment.  Similarly, those who applied
co-operation to the development of agriculture and to the
production of butter and bacon had to devote themselves
primarily to the immnediate object in view. This was to
bring the agricultural producer, through co-operation, from
a state of economic inefficiency to a position in which he
could develop his agricultural production to a high state of
efficiency, and could place his product to the best advantage
upon the market. Whilst they aimed at a product econo-
mically produced and of high quality, they had not in mind
any special relation to the market which the co-operatively-
organised consumers might provide for them.

When, however, the great increase in the consumers’
movement in England led to the formation of a trading
federation in* the Co-operative Wholesale Socicty, and the
advantages of wholesale buying were brought home to the
members of consumers’ societics, men’s minds began to
move in the direction of manufacturing for the use of the
societies the goods which they nceded, and the Wholesale
Society added to its trading function that of manufacture. In
manufacture, it found a use for the capital of its constituent
societies, and its business on this side gradually increased
until it assumed its present large proportions. It was not
unnatural thaf, as the ce-operatively-organised  producers
in agricultural countries had little or no relation with the
federation of the co-operatively-organised corsumers of
England, the consumers should have regarded their own
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method of production, through a federation under their
own control, as a desirable ideal. And, were it not for the
fact that, side by side with the consumers’ movement and
its federation, there were growing up societies of industrial
producers associated in self-governing workshops—oprinters,
textile workers, hardware workers—it would not have been
felt in England that there was any conflict of theory in
the co-operative world. Nevertheless, the conflict would
sooner or later have presented itself to those whose eyes
are set upon ideals of co-operation and upon its future.
The existence of the two theories side by side made it
necessary to realisc that there was such a conflict. The
relative dimensions of the opposing forces tended to obscure
its nature ; for, in England, thosc who advocated the theory
of control by the producers were, and are, comparatively
weak in numbers and achievement, whereas those who
advocate consumers’ control are considerable both in
numbers and in the importance of their work.

Accordingly, the latter are apt to regard their theory
as that most acceptable to the majority of co-operators ;
but, apart altogether from the merits of the two theories,
we must, if we are to have a proper perspective of the
co-operative movement, take into consideration the fact
that there exists in Europe a very large body of opinion
holding the view that producers’ control is the proper
co-operative method. If we cannot bring these two bodies
into relation we shall have failed to make the co-operative
movement a coherent whole, linked up in all its parts. We
have, in our previous chapter, alluded cursorily to the
differences between the two schools of co-operative opinion ;
we must now examine them more closely in order to see
whether it is possible to take onc theory for the whole
movement ; and, if not, whether it is possible to arrive at
some reconciliation between the two rival doctrines.

It is not contended by any co-operative thinker that
societies of consumers for the purchase of commodities are
not necessary. It is, indeed, common ground to both schools
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that such societies are an important part of the machinery
of co-operation. On the other hand, the advocates of con-
sumers’ control set no limit to the commodities the pro-
duction of which they desire to control. If they recognised
that the agriculturist in his production must be left to his
own methods, the practical conflict would be narrowed
down to one between industrial producers’ societies and the
wholesale federation ; although the theoretical objection
to having two unrelated kinds of co-operation would still
remain. But the advocates of consumers’ control are
thorough-going and logical. If, they rightly argue, the
consumer’s ought to be the determining voice in controlling
production, he ought to control all kinds of production,
including agriculture. Accordingly, it is the policy of the
Co-operative Wholesale Society to obtain access to Jand
and to produce crops and animal products for the constituent
societies ; and, therefore, unless some common theory can
be arrived at, the co-operative movement is likely to have
added to its theorctical disunion a practical conflict which
will rend it in twain. We are therefore not indulging in
merely theoretical speculation when we state this problem,
but are dealing with vital practical issues as well. Indeed,
there has already been one example of this in the unfortunate
controversy between the Co-operative Wholesale Society
and the Irish Agricultural Organisation Society, when the
Co-operative Wholesale Socicty established creameries in
Treland. The Co-operative Wholesale Society contended
that there was no violation of the co-operative idea in
establishing these creameries under consumers’ control.
The Irish Agricultural Organisation Society argued, from
the standpoint of producers’ control, that it was not
good co-operation to have under the control of the con-
sumers’ movement a manufacture which ought to be the
property of the producer.. The controversy was no doubt
embittered by various extrancous considerations which need
not concern us here; but the real issue was to determine
which theory was the proper co-operative theory.
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It is worth while at this point to make a digression in
order to define our terms. What is understood by co-opera-
tive production, and in what does the co-operation of
members of a creamery consist ? The issue is not as precise
as it then seemed to the advocates on both sides to be. In
a creamery, the process of co-operation is not for the pur-
pose of producing co-operatively, in the true sense of
the term as understood by the school of co-operative pro-
duction. The members of a creamery co-operate, not as
the members of a co-operative printing society, for example,
to do the work themselves, but to own the means of pro-
ducing from their raw material—milk—a finished product—
butter. To this end they employ the services of workers,
just as the ordinary private manufacturer would do. From
the standpoint of pure theory, therefore, the dispute was
between consumers co-operatively organised to employ labour
for the manufacture of a finished product on the one hand,
and the producers of the raw material co-operatively organ-
ised to employ labour to the same end on the other. It is
important that we should have our minds clear as to what
exactly co-operative production is.

Although the issue was not, in reality, a wholly clear one,
there can be no doubt that in the minds of the contending
parties the battle was really one between the two schools.
If the movement had then realised its solidarity ; if it had
recognised that each side was right, and that what was
needed was a common policy for the whole movement,
much good might have resulted and a great deal of work
which has yet to be done might have been at least under way.
But the time was not ripe. Before we can say whether the
time is ripe yet for an agreement on one theory for the whole
movement, we must survey first the argument and then
the changes which would be involved.

The Co-operative Wholesale Societies of England and
Scotland, in their Annual for 1902, put their case in the
following words :—
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“The real reason why the control of industry, as
regards the owning and managing of factories, should
be in the hands of the consumers is because they are
ultimately the whole community, and they work for the
interest of all.” '

In other words, the advocates of consumers’ control believe
in what is known as the doctrine of production for use and
not for profit. They hold that because, through their
societies, they know the demand, and can eliminate the waste
due to competitive methods, their production can be more
economical than if it is controlled by the actual producers
themselves. It is undoubtedly true that the existence of
a large number of societies with a more or less standardised
demand makes it possible for the Wholesale federation to
produce economically ; and it is also true that the accumu-
lated reserves of capital in the societies can be profitably
utilised in the manufacture of goods which they consume,
with more advantage, probably, to the consumers, than if
they invested their capital in producers’ societies. The
advocates of producers’ control, while admitting this, ask
themselves the question—What constitutes the difference,
from the standpoint of co-operation, between the Co-operative
Wholesale Society’s manufacturing department and a Joint
Stock Company manufacturing the same goods ? Let us
try to answer this question. In the Co-operative Wholesale
Society the manufactured goods are made, not for private
profit, but to supply the needs of the co-operatively-organised
consumers, who receive the benefit of the surplus when the
necessary charges for management, maintenance, and
services are met. Inasmuch as the whole community is
at liberty to come into the consumers’ societies, there is a
vast difference between this form of manufacture and that
of the private entrepreneur, whose profits go to a limited
number of shareholders. Again, in the Co-operative Whole-
sale Society, the demand is much better known than it is
in the case of the private manufacturer. The societies find
it to their advantage to deal as much as they can with their
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federation and the federation, therefore, has the advantage
of manufacturing for a market which is but little affected by
competition.

What, however, of the workers ? It is quite true that the
workers employed by the Co-operative Wholesale Society
are well treated, and that the conditions under which they
labour can challenge comparison with the best private
employers. But the private employer may be, and often is,
quite as fair in his treatment of his workpeople; and in
that case the position of a worker in an ordinary commercial
enterprise differs in no way from that of a worker employed
by the co-operatively-organised consumers. This is the
point upon which the advocates of producers’ control join
hattle with the upholders of the consumers’ theory. They
argue that, no matter how well treated the workers may be,
it is only by being frec to control their own production that
they, as wealth-makers, can realise the full advantages which
they are entitled to receive at the hands of those who use the
wealth they create. They further argue that, even if full
economic advantages he derived from wealth-production ; if,
that is to say, fair exchange rates in the form of wages are
to be obtained by producing under the control of the con-
sumer, the producer still has a want unsatisfied—he does
not fecl himself to be, to the same ¢xtent, his own master,
as he would if he controlled his own industry in common
with his fellow-workers. This is a psychological want, but
to admit this, does not make the want any the less real. It
will be urged that what has been said of the workers in the
manufacturing department of the consumers’ federation
applies with equal force to the workers in societies, such as
creameries, owned by producers. The truth of this con-
tention cannot be denied for a moment ; and it is for that
reason that we called attention above to the kind of
co-operation which producers owning creameries and similar
manufactories are associated to practise. Their co-operation
is for production; but it is not co-operative production ;
and, with the single exception that it is in their capacity
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as producers and not as consumers that they associate,
they are in precisely the same position as the federated
consumers who own the manufacturing departments of
their federation. That is why we said that the issue between
the rival creameries in Ireland was not a really definite one.
Neither group of creameries was engaged in what the student
of the theory of co-operation could call co-operative production.
If co-operation were merely a matter of the application
of theoretical principles it would perhaps be more consonant
with its aim if the consumers’ organisations confined them-
selves to co-operating for distribution and left production
to co-operatively-organised producers. But the forms under
which co-operation actually is practised have been produced,
not by the strict application of principle, but by a combina-
tion of a principle not always perfectly understood and the
practical circumstances of those who applied it. We shall
now pass on to consider what is the relative strength of
consumer-controlled production, and production carried out
under the management of the pro_ ucers themselves.
Parily owirg to the difficulties which we have discussed
in the preceding chapter, and partly owing to the competition
of the consumers’ manufaciuring departments, the special
productive societies in England, although in most cases
quite successful enterprises of their kind, possess a very
small volume of {rade when compared with that of the
Co-operative Wholesale Society’s manufactories. If we
exclude agriculiure, we find that, of the total output of
productions in the co-operative movement in Great Britain,
the consumers control a trade six times as big as that of
the producers. The eighty-three producers’ societies in
England and Wales had a total trade of three million pounds
sterling in 1917, whilst the production of the Co-operative
Wholesale Society exceeded eighteen millions sterling.
Accordingly, if a change wert to be brought about, it would
be much more likely to be by the absorption of the producers
by the consumers than by the absorption of the consumers
by the produccrs. Furthermore, although the producers’
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societies are united in a productive federation, the superior
organisation of the Co-operative Wholesale Society makes it
impracticable to consider the substitution, in those com-
modities which the Co-operative Wholesale Society manu-
factures, of producers’ for consumers’ control.

It is therefore clear that, however desirable it would be
to impress the whole co-operative movement with the stamp
of a single idea, it is, in the present stage of development,
impossible to do so. But we can profitably consider whether
a harmony may be found between the two theories; and
to this end we must consider first whether there are any
practical limits to the extension of control of production
by the consumers’ federation. Itis evident that the production
of the Co-operative Wholesale Society is only limited by the
demand which it has to supply and by its capacity for extend-
ing its manufacture. In goods which have a restricted
market, either because of their nature or their quality, the
productive societies may have a better field. This should
be so particularly in.the case of luxury articles, which the
large-scale production of the Co-operative Wholesale Society
and the general character of its market put out of its range.

What are the limits to the consumers’ control of agri-
culture ? It is already part of the settled policy, not only
of the consumers’ federation, but of the constituent societies,
that farms should be owned by, and worked for, the con<’
sumer, to produce meat, milk, and vegetables. A number
of societies in England already possess extensive farms and
manage them with considerable success, although the
considerable losses which are occasionally expericnced show
the difficulties and risks of the undertaking. The Co-opera-
tive Wholesale Society has decided also to put itself in a
position to control a milk supply sufficient for the whole of
its vast membership of consumers, and the federation pro-
poses, furthermoze, to acquire tracts of land in the Dominions
for the purpose of wheat growing.

lliaeaving aside, for the moment, this latter projected
cnterprise, let us consider what is involved in the new
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agricultural policy. From the point of view of business
economy, there can be no doubt that the large industrial
farm has many advantages, and that if the consumers’
organisations were merely business organisations it would
be well for the interests they serve to acquire land, employ
labour at good wages and benefit their members by the
economies of large-scale production. But the consumers’
federation and the consumers’ societies are not ordinary
commercial enterprises conforming to ordinary commercial
ideas of what is involved in business relations. They
represent a community of men striving towards an ideal,
and their policy must be examined in the light of that ideal.
Now in England, as a complement to these societies of urban
consumers, there exists in the countryside a network of
societies of agriculturists, co-operating to raise from the
land as good a subsistence as they can, and to amcliorate
gradually the social conditions of peasant life. The argument
applies with more force still to Ireland and to European
countries of smallholders like Denmark and Finland. It
may be true that these agriculturists would obtain a greater
material return in wages from work on an industrial farm
controlled by consumers ihan they do from their own small
holdings, but another factor is to be taken into consideration.
The smallholder, whether proprictor or tenant of his holding,
looks upon his land as something more than a mere instrument
of production. It is, to him, associated with the wholc
of his life. It is redolent of the associations of his forbears
and of his friends; and he hopes to hand it down to his
children and his children’s children. It is, therefore, not
merely a material but a cultural asset. By uprooting him
from the soil and making him and his ncighbours part of
a highly-specialised industrial farm system, his material
position might be improved ; but this advantage would be
heavily outweighed by cultural deterioration. It is true
that in countries like Belgium, the smallholders live in
villages and go forth to cultivate their land ; but they do so
as possessors, not merely as labourers.
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If we are to regard wealth as the sum not merely of material
and exchangeable things, but in its truer and more vital
sense as everything that contributes to human welfare, we
cannot but see that the affection of the peasant for his land
and his roof-tree is a possession of which he should not be
despoiled by those who profess the ideals which lie at the root
of co-operation. The consumers’ movement, when it embarks
upon a policy of developing agricultural production under
its own control, is consequently embarking upon something
more than the acquisition and working of land ; and it has,
therefore, if it wishes to remain co-operative, to acquire
land the working of which is not likely to injure those other
co-operators—the smallholders.

It may be objected that in making this statement we have
left out of account the fact that in communities in which
agriculture is predominant, and in which the co-operation
of agriculturists is highly organised, the condition of the
agricultural labourer is worse than that of a labourer
employed by a consumers’ society on its farm. We fully
admit the fact; but it is not an objection to our criticism,
for we are concerned, not with the defects in the results
of applying any one theory, but with the theories themselves.
Unfortunately, the co-operation both of urban consumers
and of agricultural and other producers falls far short of the
ideals of either thcory. The lot of the agricultural labourer,
and his part in the co-operative system, will engage some
of our atiention in the next chapier. It may be asked why,
in our discussion of the problem which we are considering
in this chapter we have devoted our attention so much to
Great Britain and Ireland and have not examined the
problem in the light of the experience of other countries in
which co-opceration is developed. The reason is not far to
seek. The consumers’ movement in Great Britain is not
only the oldest in Europe, but is the largest and most pro-
gressive. In every country of Europe in which consumers’
societies are to be found, the example of Great Britain has
been followed with a fidelity which would be testimony
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enough in itself, even if not accompanied by a frank and
hearty acknowledgment of the exemplar which is copied.
In Denmark, in France, in Germany, in Italy, the model
rules of the great union of consumers in England—The
Co-operative Union—have been employed, and the memory
of the Rochdale Pioneers has been honoured. For a state-
ment of the problem, therefore, we find it unnecessary to
travel beyond the confines of Great Britain and Ireland ;
although when, in the next chapter, we are considering
what solution is possible we may be able to find some aid in
considering foreign experience.

Before we pass to a consideration of the possibility of
making a practical reconciliation between the consumers’
and the producers’ theories of control, we must mention
one other aspect of the policy advocated by the consumers’
federation. It is that the consumers’ movement should
secure control of raw materials, such as coal and iron. Here,
from the practical point of view, the position is somewhat
different from that which we have been considering. The
acquisition of coal mines by the consumers’ federation would
mean, in practice, a change from the ownership of a company
to that of a co-operative federation, and the position of the
miners, who are, for the most part, not likely to form them-
selves into productive societies to buy and to work the mines
is not prejudiced by the policy in question. The objections,
from the point of view of theory, of those who believe in
producers’ control no doubt hold in this case, as in others ;
and the fact that an endeavour has been made by the miners
in one mine to take it over and work it as a co-opcrative
or syndicalist society would seem to strengthen the objection.
Under present economic conditions of society, however, it
does not seem that coal and iron mining is the most likely
industry for associations of producers to control; and we
may leave this part of the.programme of the consumers’
federation out of account when we come to deal with the
reconciliation of the two rival theories.



CHAPTER IIL.

Theories of the Relation between Producers and

Consumers (continued).

IN the early days of the manufacturing activities of the
Co-operative Wholesale Society there was no lack of
warnirg from some of the leaders of the co-operative move-
ment, like Mr. Vansittart Neale, against the danger which
he foresi.w of the fedcraiion becoming, on its mnaufacturing
side, more a capitalistic than a co-operative concern. The
reason which determined the Wholesale to embark upon
manufaciure was that, while the productive societics were
not strong enough to supply its needs, the private wholesale
houses began to boycott it, as being a federation of stores
which entered into competition with what is sometimes
rather humorously known as the legitimate trader.
Vansittart Neale quite recalised that, in the condition of the
times, the Wholesale had to embark upon its manufacturing
policy ; but, so zcalous was he for the principles of co-opera-
tion that he drew up a scheme, somewhat after the manner
of Godin’s plan at Guise, by which in due season the workers
employed in the productive departments might themselves
become the possessors of the workshops.

Some of the leaders of the co-operative consumers’ move-
ment have expressed themselves from time to time as dis-
satisfied with the theoretical relation of the employees of
the Co-operative Wholesale Society’s productive departments
and their organised employees. They feel that although in
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practice the lot of these workers was much better than it
would have been in most privately-owned enterprises there
ought to be a possibility of their exercising more direct
control than they actually could. It is true that as a member
of his own store society an employee of the Co-operative
Wholesale Society can be held to possess a voice in policy
and management, but to many thinkers this is not enough.
The profit-sharing scheme which the Co-operative Wholesale
Society adopted at one time no longer exists, nor can the
workers become members of the federation as the workers
of the Scottish Wholesale can. Nevertheless, it is to be
noted that the constitution of the Co-operative Wholesale
Society is the cause of the latter inhibition rather than any
desire to exclude the workers from a voice in determining
the conditions of their labour. And if the theory of con-
sumers’ control be sound there is no conflict between the
theory and the practice of this great trade federation. Its
attitude, however, in this matter is not accepted by the
co-operative productive societiecs as carrying out what to
them are the true principles of co-operation, and there have
been in the past many heated discussions at Co-operative
Congresses and other co-operative meetings between the
advocates and opponents of the co-partnership form of
organisation, discussions which impaired the unity of the
movement,

Assuming that a complete reversal of policy on the
part of the Co-operative Wholesale Society is impossible,
on the one hand, and that, on the other, the productive
societies have established a right to the fuller form of
co-operation which they practise, the problem which we
have to discuss is whether it is possible to harmonise the
conflicting interests involved so that therc may not be a
discord in the relation of one side of co-operative enterprise
with another. The problem falls into four parts. We have
first to consider how the friction and competition between
the productive societies and the consumers’ federation can
be eliminated, or at least reduced to a minimum, without
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the consumers’ federation absorbing the productive societies,
as its normal tendency would be if it were not checked by
the best thought of students of co-operation and leaders of
the movement. We have next to consider how the employees
of the productive departments of the Co-operative Wholesale
Socicty can be brought into a genuine co-operative relation
with their organised employers. We have also o consider how
the co-operatively-organised agricultural producers and the
farm-owning consumers’ socictics can enter into a “mutual
relationship. Lastly, we have to consider how the agri-
cultural labourer can be made part of the co-operative world,
and not merely an underpaid wage carner as he is at present.

It is unfortunate that the relations between the pro-
ductive societies and the Co-operative Wholesale Society of
recent years have not been very harmonious. It should be
possible to arrive at some compromise by which certain
productive works could be carried on by the Wholesale
Societies, and certain others could be left to the producers’
societies. This would eliminate the possibility of future
competition between new departments in the Wholesale
Society and new societies of producers, but it would not
end the competition which exists between the present
producers’ societics and the Co-operative Wholesale Society’s
factories. To do this, it might be possible to arrange
with the Wholesale (o take the output of the productive
societies up to a certain point, and to limit its own production
in those goods, if necessary.  Against this, it may be urged
that there is a practical difficulty of price, which brings us
to a serious phase of the conflict between the two schools.
The Wholesale Society, representing the consumer, paturally
wants to buy at the lowest price it can ; the organised pro-
ducers want to sell at the highest price they can; and they
might be able to obtain a higher price for their goods in the
competitive market than they would from the Co-operative
Wholesale Society.

The same problem meets us in the relations between
the co-operatively-organised farmers and their producing

€3
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societies, on the one hand, and the consumers’ stores on the
other. Hence we find that the greater part of, for example,
butter manufactured by co-operatively-organised farmers’
societies finds its way, not into other co-operative societies
of consumers, but into the hands of non-co-operative retail
distributors. If the co-operative movement is ever to
approach the ideal of a commonwealth, this system must be
changed, and instead of a fluctuating price, determined only
by the operation of the law of demand and supply, a price
must be arranged bhased upon equitable consideration of the
producers’ costs on the one hand, and of the consumers’
needs on the other. In the pre-war days, when the public
mind was unaccustomed to controlled prices, il was regarded
as cconomic blasphemy 1o suggest any interference with
what was called the normal working of the law of demand
and supply ; but the expericnice of the war has shown that
it is possible, however imperfect the achievement may be,
to fix prices by other considerations, so that the consumer
will not take advantage of the need of the producer, nor the
producer of the need of the consumer.  To apply this to the
relation between the productive socicties and the Wholesale
Society, if inter-trading is to he accomplished, would require
a federal arrangement with a joint board to fix prices, but
where men are animated by the principles which co-operators
profess, there should be no insuperable difficulty in supplying
such machinery. We shall sce, later, that in the case of the
agricultural producer and the consumer it is possible to
harmonise their apparently conflicting interests by means
of a joinl wholesale society.

Mr. Greening has put forward proposals for federalis-
ing, in a somewhat different way, the two sides of
the co-operative movement* and the machinery we have
suggested might well form part of his federal scheme. Some
such board might delimit the spheres of action, for the future,
of the productive societies and the consumers’ federation,

* Greening’s “* Policy of Conciliation for Co-operators "
(Dublin : Co-operative Reference Library, 1917),
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and thus make possible a policy of progress and development
rather than one of friction and absorption. The principle
of joint control is, indeed, not a new one in the co-operative
movement, for, as we have seen in the first chapter, in many
productive societies the consumers hold shares and are
represented, to our mind in cven too great a degree, on the
committees of management. The principle may be criticised
in the case of the constituent sociciics themselves ; but there
can be no doubt that the weight of argument is in favour
of it when applied to federations. It is not our province
in an exposition such as we are making, to outline the details
of the joint working arrangement which we have suggested.
The machinery of the Co-operative Union, which is the
supreme advisory and propagandist federation of the
co-operalive socicties of the United Kingdom, and in which
are represented not only the co-operative consumers’ societies
but the co-operative productive socicties, the agricultural
societics and the co-operative wholesale federations, ought
to be sufficient to bring about such an arrangement. There
is, at present (191g), a Survey Committee considering the
future development of the co-opcrative movement in Great
Britain, and it may well fall-to its lot to perform for the
Co-operative Congress the service of working out a policy
of conciliation which would bring all the parts of the move-
ment into harmonious relationship.

We are on somewhat more difficult ground when we
come to consider what change is possible in the relation of
the employces of the manufacturing departments of the
Wholesale Society 1o the federation itself. Those who belong
to the school of consumers’ control hold that sufficient regard
is paid to the co-operative principle when it is open to these
employees to be members of any constituent society of the
federation. They urge that, as all the societies are the
proprietors of the federation and have a voice in its govern-
ment, the employees who are members of a storc share in
the government of the federation which employs them,
If we accept this thcory as true, the argument is of some
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alue; but it requires a somewhat close examination before

we can see how much that value is. If we take the whole
membership of the consumers’ stores, and look at the
machinery of government of the Co-operative Wholesale
Society as a whole, we are forced to the conclusion that, in
practice, the power which the employces could exercise
through their membership of constituent societies is very
small indeed, not only on account of the smallness of their
number in relation to other members, but also because of
the not unnatural division of interest which exists between
them and the vast bulk of the members. Again, even if
there were no difference of interest, and the workers did
have, in the way suggested, a real voice in the government,
it would not be in any sensc as useful as if there were a direct
association between them and the management of their
departments. Questions of detail, which appear exceedingly
insignificant when brought up before cach quarterly meeting
with many important issucs to solve, may well affect,
seriously, the interests of a group of workers. If they had
some direct representation in the management, these matters
of detail would appear in their proper perspective, and
could be dealt with on their merits. In Scotland, employees
are eligible for membership, not merely of constituent
societies, but of the federation itself, the Scottish Co-operative
Wholesale Society, and are granted voting power in pro-
portion to the total membership. If this provision cannot
be made in the English Wholesale Society, it ought not to be
impossible to provide for some representation of the employees,
either upon the Board of Management or on an advisory board
charged with the duty of conferring with the Board of
Management on matters which directly concern the interests
of the workers.

In some such way as this, the relations between the
employees and the govefnment of the federations might
be brought into some kind of harmony with co-opera-
tive theory. The pioneers of consumers’ co-operation had
always present in their minds the idea of a partnership
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between the consumers and those engaged in production,
whether of goods or of service. Their concern is shown by
the fact that the employces of distributive societies are
eligible for membership and are entitled as members to
receive a certain share of the savings made by the society,
usually known as ““dividend.” With the passing of time,
many of the original ideals of the pioneers have been for-
gotten ; but although many of the employees of consumers’
stores do not become members, their right 1o do so has not
been taken away from them; and the principle of giving
them, gua workers, some share in the savings has been
embodied in a rule adopled by many societies. The workers
in the federations do not, as such, reccive any share of the
savings made by its operations ; and many co-operators fecl
strongly that, inasmuch as the employees are primarily
concerned in the success of the federations’ enterprises, to
cxclude them, as workers, from a share- of these savings, is
incompatible with the principle of true co-operation. To
the student of co-operation, the existence, amongst the
employces of British co-opcrative organisations, of a special
trade union to protect their interests indicates that there
is at any rate some difference between principle and practice
in the movement,

It is not part of our function to discuss at any length
the relations betwecn this organisation of co-operative
employces* and the societies. It is enough for us to say
that, whether or no the employees were justified in thinking
that a special organisation was necessary to protect their
‘interests, whether or no they acted in a spirit consonant
with that of real co-operation, the existence of such a division
in the movement considerably wcakens not only its economic
power, but also, and this is far more important, its moral
influence. Nor is it pleasant to contemplate the fact that
in co-operative organisations strikes of the workers have
occurred. These manifestations would not take place if

* Recently this Union has opened its ranks to other than co-opera-
tive employees. .
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proper machinery to give expression to the co-operative
idea were provided.

Let us now consider the case of agricultural production. We
have, on the one hand, the co-operatively-organised farmers,
and, on the other, the consumers’ retail distributive societies
which already possess farms and the federation of these
societies which also proposes to develop this process as far
as possible. How can the interests of thie consumer and
producer be harmonised ? From the considerations which
we have alrcady advanced it is quite clear that the farmer
cannot be asked, nor, if asked, would he agree, to allow the
control of agricultural production to fall into the hands of a
consumers’ organisation, When, too, we consider the nature
of agricultural operations it docs not appear that control by
bodies, the personnel of which is constantly changing—we
refer to the committees of consumers’ societies, local and
federal—is likely to conduce to successful farming; and
unless the co-operative movement is to fall, as the tendency
now is, into two unrelated and hostile parts, it seems that
the policy of embarking upon agricultural production under
consumers’ control will have to be reconciled with farmers’
co-operation. The members of consumers’ societies must be
protected against the charging of exorbitant prices for their
food, and we have already considered onc of the ways in
which this could be done by the sctting up of a Joint Board
to fix prices. This board might either be a link between
the consumers’ fcderation and the agricultural producers’
federation, or it might be part of the machinery of a joint
wholesale socicty which would serve the ends of both pro-
ducer and consumer. ,

In Finland one of the three wholesale societies—the
Hankkija—discharges to some extent the function of a joint
Wholesale. To this society are affiliated both agricultural
societies and store societits, and if the store societies which
are affiliated to the S.0.K. Society* were also affiliated

* S.0.K. are the initials of the Suomen Osooskauppojen
Keskusosuuskunta—the Finnish Co-operative Wholesale Society.
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to it, the society would form a model for the kind of
organisation which we suggest. In Denmark, the Wholesale
Society called Fallesforcningen for Danmarks Brugs-
forcninger acts as a joint Wholesale for both store socicties
and agricultural societies.* Similarly, in Ireland, the Irish
Agricultural Wholesale Society serves also as a joint Whole-
sale, although the work of consumers’ societies in that
country is as yet only slightly devcloped. A joint wholesale
society in which were federated all the agricultural and all
the store societies of a country would not only prove of
cconomic advantage to its constituent members, but would
make the agriculturist and the consumer realise their inter-
dependence, which they do not realise at present. It would
provide the farmer with his seeds, fertilisers, dairy machinery
and implements. It would take from him his butter, eggs,
bacon, and possibly his wheat, and would also provide him,
through the store societies, with a market for these com-
modities. The advantages {o the agriculturist would be
that, instead of depending on a speculative market, he
would have a steady market and an assured demand. The
advantage to the consumer would be his opportunity of
obtaining goods of a guaranteed quality at prices which
would be fairly uniform and would, at all events, not touch
the extremes which they now reach. The Joint Federation
would be in a position to grade the goods it received from
the producers’ societies and to set a standard which a Con-
sumers’ Wholesale alone would not have the power to
enforce. Were it not for the existence in Denmark of a
federation of producers, and in Ireland of a propagandist
federation—the Irish Agricultural Organisation Society—it
is doubtful whether the standardisation of butter which has
been achieved, completely in Denmark and to a fair degree
in Ireland, would be possible.f Irish butter is being

* But it is necessary to add that of the membership of these
86 per cent are agriculturists.,

t In Denmark, all butter for export must bear the mark
(Lurmaerke) of the Butter Control.



40 Co-operation tn Many Lands.

gradually brought under the same conditions owing to the
work of the butter control of the Irish Agricultural Organisa-
tion Society.

Unfortunately, in England, there are practical difficulties
in the way of cstablishing a joint Wholesale. The co-
operatively-organised farmers have established, through
their propagandist federation, a trade federation known
as the Farmers’ Central Trading Board,* which aims at
being an agricultural wholesale society for the agricultural
co-operative societies of England and Wales. Afler its
establishment, the consumers’ federation opencd a depart-
ment {o serve the same purpose, and, unhappily, a great
deal of misunderstanding, competition and confusion exists
between the two bodies. If this competition continues,
and the Central Trading Board goes under, the Wholcsale
Society will obtain its trade without having to give any
representation to the farmers’ socicties, except such as they
may obtain by being regarded as constituent societies on
the same footing as consumers’ stores,

A unifying policy is therefore required. ‘There is no
reason why the Co-operative Wholesale Socicty should
not act as a joint wholesale; but it is unlikely to be
recognised as such until it is prepared to agree to the propo-
sitions that producers’ societics are in a different category
from consumers’ stores, and that special representation to
safeguard their interests is both neccessary and desirable.
If the Co-operative Wholesale Society were prepared 1o
assent to this, and provide proper machinery for regulating
the prices at which agricultural produce could be sold, one
of the imminent dangers to the progress of co-operation in
England would be averted. Mr. Greening suggests that a
federal council should be established in which the federations
of the consumers and the industrfal producers, and of the
agricultural producers in Great Britain and Ireland should

* Now reorganised and called the Agricultural Whoiesale Society.



Co-operation 1n Many Lands. 41

be represented.* The duty of such a council would be to
work out a common policy, and to promote mutual enter-
prises, and provided that such a council did not interfere
in the internal workings of any of its constituent federations,
its effect on the whole movement would be beneficent.

It can hardly, of course, be expected that the boards
of the trade federations should set themselves to apply the
touchstone of co-operative principle to all their undertakings,
or to examine the effect which some of the new departures
calculated 1o promote the interest of their own members
will have upon the development of the co-operative ideal.
Propagandist {ederations—like the Co-operative Union of
England, the Pellervo Socicty of Finland, the Irish, English,
and Scottish Agricultural Organisation Societies, and the
German Gencral Unions can and ought to devote themselves
to such problems; and it is for this reason that such
organisations are especially important to -the progress of
co-operation. In many countries (Denmark, curiously
enough, amongst them), no such forin of organisation exists.
The absence of such an organisation is bound to be felt,
sooner or later, as co-operation progresses. If these
organising and advisory federations apply themselves to
seeking a solution of the difficulties we have discussed, the
formation of a council such as Mr. Greening suggests ought
not 1o be difficult.

So far, our cxamination of the problems which we set
out to discuss has shown that, whilc fully realising the actual
conditions in the various branches of the co-operative move-
ment, it is not impossible to devise a policy which will recon-
cile conflicting interests. We comec now to touch upon
a question which is much more difficult to solve: What
place have we in the household of co-operation for the
agricultural labourer ? Up to the present, co-operation has
done little or nothing for him, as, indeed, it has done
little or nothing for the poorest classes in the com-
munity. He may, it is truc, be a member of his village

* Op. cit,, page §.
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store, if one exists; but no means has yet been found of
recognising him as a producer ; and this is one of the great
weaknesses of the co-operative producers’ case. The chief
difficulty in the way is that in the agricultural organisation
of farmers the labourer has not a natural place, because he
serves not a society but an individual. In countries, such
as Roumania and Italy, where co-opcrative farming is to
some extent practised, it would be quite possible to bring
the labourer into a proper co-operative relationship with
the society which cmploys him; but where farmers are
organised for the purchasc of their neccssaries and for the
obtaining of such services as credit, or the manufacture
from their raw materials of a finished product like butter
or bacon, the labourer has obviously no direct contact what-
soever with the society, and it is difficult to see how he can
have.

In the co-operative commonwealth of the future, of
which co-operators drcam, the place of the labourer
would be assured, for the whole community would be part
of a great co-operative system. As things are, however,
unless the labourers in a district are numerous enough to form
a co-operative society for the purpose of working land in
common and hiring out their surplus labour to the neigh-
bouring farms, it would require an ingenious mind indeed
1o bring them into co-operative relation with agricultural
production. Even “ A. E.” in that stimulating work ‘‘ The
National Being "’ finds it difficult to attempt a solution
of this problem. In Italy there are some societies
composed of labourers and very small farmers who combine
together to run land on a system of collective tenancy.
Their society pays them wages for their work, either by time
or by piece. The members pay an entrance fce and sub-
scribe for shares of the value of about ten shillings each,
which are payable by monthly instalments. For farm
labourers, who are subject to periods of unemployment,
such societies have proved a great boon, and where credit
societies exist and some technical guidance can be obtained
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they provide a partial solution of the problem which we arc
considering. In one such society at Altedo, in Italy, member-
ship is open, not only to farm servants and herds, but to
day-labourers in the locality, and the Soctela Umanitaria
of Milan has provided model rules for co-operative labour
societies.

Although, for the reason which we have already given,
we have confined ourselves, when dealing with actual con-
ditions, to co-operation in Great Britain and Ireland, the
problem which we have been considering exists in greater
or less degree in every part of Europe in which there are
co-operative societics. But in many countries the problem
is not so acute as it is in these islands, where, if we take
them together, industry and agriculture are on a large scale
and are both highly organised from the co-operative point
of view. Nevertheless, we find that the policy of trade
federations entering into production teuds to develop. In
countries like Finland and Denmark, where industrial
producers are not co-opcratively organised, and where the
agricultural producer is not interfered with by the Wholesale,
this tendency involves no practical problem, although it
does involve the theoreiical one which we stated in our last
chapter.  On the other hand, in countries which are both
industrial and agricultural, such as Germany and Switzerland,
the federations of the consumers’ stores and of the agricultural
producers’ societies remain, for the most part, aloof from
each other, and accordingly the principles which we have
been enunciating apply to them.

We have now finished our survey of the two theories of
control in the co-operative movement. We have seen that
it is improbable, as things are, that the majority of
co-operators can be brought to adopt one common policy
for the whole range of co-operative enterprise. We have
explored, therefore, the existing conditions in order to
discover some form of compromise which will allow
us to view the co-operative movement as a coherent
whole and will keep it true to its principles. The
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suggestions which we have made may prove useful to
students of co-operation who find it difficult to tread the
mage of so much differing theory and practice. In the next
three chapters we shall trace the development of the co-opera-
tive idea and see the historical foundation for the theoretical
differences which we have just discussed. In doing so, we
propose for the sake of brevity and clearness to ignore those
early forms of association which have existed, chiefly among
producers, from the beginning of society. It is necessary
to draw a dividing line, and we may assume that co-operation,
in the technical sense in which it is now generally understood,
has its origin in the beginnings of the consumers’ movement
in England in the early 1g9th century. We shall therefore
deal first with consumers’ co-operation in our historical
survey, although when we come to scientific classification
the producers must take precedence.



CHAPTER IV.

An Outline of the History of Co-operation,
1.—CONSUMERS’ CO-OPERATION,

HERE have been many disputes in the co-operative
world as to the date at which co-operation began,

The disputes only show that the disputants are not agreed
as to what they mean when they talk of the beginnings of
co-operation. Some people maintain that co-operation began
with the Rochdale Pioneers, others that it began with
societics founded much earlier than the Rochdale Pioneers,
others that we must go back to the time of Robert Owen to
be present at its birth. All are right, and all are wrong.
The Rochdale Pioneers’ Society was the first example of
consumers adopting fully the methods which we know to-day.
They invented a method of co-operation, not co-operation
itself. There were undoubtedly other societies which existed
before the Rochdale Society started, but their co-operation,
as we shall see, was animated not in the same but in quite a
different way. If, indecd, we want to find the first example
of a co-operative society in Europe, we must go to Switzer-
land and we shall find that in Jura there existed, probably
for centuries, a form of producers’ co-operation amongst the
peasants for the purpose of cheese-making. If, however,
we desire tostudy the many ideas which gave an impulse
to the spread of co-operation everywhere, and which in
particular sent forth the principle and ethic of co-operation,
we shall have to study the work and teachings of Robert
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Owen. His importance in the history of co-operation is not
to be measured by what he achieved, but by the doctrines
which he enunciated. Though these were stated in an
extreme form, they were destined to work upon men’s minds
and to incline them to apply, in a form suited to the con-
ditions of their time, some of the principles which he
expounded.

Robert Owen was borp in 1771 in Montgomery‘ahlre He
began his industrial life as an assistant in a draper’s shop,
and gradually worked his way upwards until he became
manager of a cotton mill at Manchester. His constructive
work began when he became a part proprietor of mills at
New Lanark employing many workers. Most of them he
found in ignorance, vice and discomfort. He set himself to
improve the conditions and character of his workers; and
what marks him out from most philanthropists is that he
proposed to cffect his reform with the help of the persons
concerned, rather than to impose restrictive measures upon
them. This was the first part of his co-operative doctrine.
He founded what he called an ‘‘ Institute for the formation
of character,” but what we should call, in humbler phrase,
an infant school, where the children of his workpeople could
obtain that early training which was to fit them to be good
and self-reliant citizens. In onc of his writings, Owen fore-
shadowed the morc practical details of co-operative associa-
tion. ‘One oven,” he says, “might suffice to bake for a
hundred families with little more cost or trouble than a single
household bake. It might set free a hundred fircs and a
hundred domestic cooks. Onc¢ wash-house and laundry
would save one hundred dlsagreeablc and toiling washing
days in the people’s homes.”

Owen was associated with the foundation of a paper
called the *“ Economist " in which it was proposed to discuss
“ A new system of society projected by Robert Owen, Esq.,
and a plan of association for the working classes.” Owen’s
idea of co-operation was a much morc elaborate system than
any of the forms which actually cxist. He was impatient to
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arrive at once at the co-operative commonwealth. According
to him, co-operation ought to enter into all forms of activity,
and into every business of life. Co-operation was proposed
as ‘“ A system of universal industry, equality of privilege,
and the equal distribution of the newly-created wealth.”

Needless to say, in the early part of the nineteenth century
these ideas, however they may have impressed the working-
classes, were not likely to commend themselves to the wealthy
and privileged ; nor were they in harmony with the spirit
of the times. Owen'’s opinions on theological questions not
being considered sound, it was a comparatively easy task
to discredit the soundness of his other ideas. On the other
hand, many statesmen expressed themselves as being in
favour of the practical side of his programme. That pro-
gramme proposed, first, a good education for the poor, without
religious or political discrimination, and, secondly, the
amelioration of the condition of the productive classes by
the introduction of superior arrangements to instruct and
employ them. Owen’s ideas, although they did not make
a great impression in his time or cause great practical changes,
bore much fruit in many directions afterwards. The
Factory Acts and the cight-hours day were advocated first
by him. He changed the popular ideas about education,
and his arguments had a great effect upon the educational
legislation of the future. Finally, in the ideal factory system
of which he dreamed, one of the details was a co-operative
store. Although he was not to realise the whole of his
dream, that small detail of organisation was to play an
important part in the lives of the working people of Great
Britain.

In the thirties of the nineteenth century, in the period
intermediate between the beginning of Owen’s propaganda
and the work of the Rochdale Pioneers, there was in Europe
a ferment of social philosophising, most of it as noble in
intention as it was impossible in execution. In France, in
England, and in Germany, prophets were busy reconstructing
the universe and ameliorating, on the largest scale, the
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condition of the workers of the world., It would be merely
of historical interest, and beside our present purpose, to
study in any detail the history of this period. The only
importance it has for the student of the co-operative move-
ment is that the idea of co-operation, sometimes precise
but more often vague, was in the minds of most of the writers
and dreamers of that time. In France, men’s minds turned
to productive co-operation ; and the plans of some of those
who gave themselves to vague drcamings of a communistic
state provided at a later time a great impetus to producers’
co-operation amongst the industrial workers of France.
When, in our next chapter, we come to deal with the story
of producers’ co-operation, we shall touch on many cxperi-
ments which were made at this period, and notably that at
Ralahine, in the County Clare.

There were before the year 1844, a certain number of
co-operative societics in being, having the same funda-
mental idea as that which actuated the Rochdale Pioncers ;
but most of thesc languished or failed, either through adopt-
ing too comprchensive and world-wide a policy or through
the more prosaic mishap of getting into financial difficulties
by under-estimating the costs of management. The import-
ance of the Rochdale Pioncers is that they applied a method
by which this disadvantage could be overcome, and by
which societies could be worked on a stable basis.*

It was in the year 1844, that twenty-eight weavers
of Rochdale opened a store in Toad Lane for the sale of
groceries. The idea of co-operation had not been unknown
to Rochdale before that date. Various experiments of a
co-operative character had been tried there, beginning in
the year 1830, when a co-operative society was formed to
supply flannels to other societies. The influence of Owen’s
writings was noticeable in this venture. What is it then

* The earlier societies regarded dividends and savings with loathing
and a Co-operative Congress, held in London in 1832, passed a vote
declining to admit to conference any societies formed for the
accumulation of profits with a view to making a dividend at some
future period.
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that makes us take 1844, rather than 1830, as the date of
the beginning of consumers’ co-operation in Rochdale and
England ? It is because one of the twenty-eight weavers
named Howarth made a discovery which his fellow-workers
applied to their co-operation. Howarth conceived the plan
of selling goods at current prices and dividing the savings
amongst the purchasers in proportion to the amount of
their purchases. The device seemed a simple one; but it
was for the lack of it that, before then, co-operative stores
had failed to gain ground.*

The weavers, before opening their store, began gathering
their little capital by subscribing first twopence and after-
wards threepence per week, so that by the end of the year
they had a capital of £28. With a stock of five commodities
—butter, sugar, oatmeal, candles, and flour, and calling
themselves ‘‘ The Equitable Pioneers of Rochdale,” they
opened in a side street, to the great amusement of their
scoffing neighbours. They were not, however, to be turned
aside by such foolish scorn. They managed their shop in
turn, keeping it open for a few hours each evening. The
principles on which they founded their society have been
adopted not only in England but all over the world. Besides
selling goods at current prices, they insisted upon the principle
of cash payment and of giving full weight and good quality.
In their constitution they provided that each member should
have only one vote at the general meetings of the society.
The savings effected in trading were to be divided into
three parts, one to be given to the members in proportion
to their purchases, another to be set aside for the reserve
fund, and the third to be allocated for educational purposes.

* It is true that in 1827 there was founded at Meltham Mills, near
Huddersfield, a society which divided profits on purchases from its
commencement, but Howarth, probably, did not know of its existence,
There have been other claimants to the honour of making this discovery,
e.g., Alexander Campbell, but the fact remains that Howarth, in redis-
covering this method, made it the foundation of a successful society
whose success led to the establishment of other societies on similar
lines.
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It is unnecessary here 1o enter into the further adven-
tures of the Rochdale Pioneers.* The success of the society,
notwithstanding many vicissitudes, was never in doubt,
and, in its immediate neighbourhood, societies on the
Rochdale model began {o spring up. Among these earlier
societies were those of Bacup, Todmorden, Leigh, Salford,
Padiham, and Middleton, and in 1859 there were 130
co-operative stores in the North of England and in Scotland.

About the year 1852, when the first of the Industrial and
Provident Societies Acts was passed, the co-operative stores
obtained the status of legal corporations; and in 1862, by
the second Industrial and Provident Societies Act, the
consumers’ stores were allowed, by registering under the
Act, to have the benefit of limited liability, in common with
other similar associations. The latest figures, 1917, show
that there were then 1,366 retail distributive societies in
the United Kingdom, with a share capital of £48,574,049
and a membership of 3,788,490.

The history of consumers’ co-operation in Europe is
mainly one of imitation of the Rochdale Pioneers. The
revolutionary period of 1847-8 had a strong influence in
making the working classes on the Continent desirous of
adopting a co-operative form of organisation in order to
make living less expensive than it was. The period from
1850-65 saw the rise, in most countries of Europe, of numbers
of stores.

Belgian consumers’ co-operation, unlike that in most
countries, is of a definite political type. From 1850-9o various
attempts to found co-operative stores were made. They
were mostly philanthropic and not truly co-operative in
character, and were the product of the influence of Fourier.
In 1880, the Vooruit was founded at Ghent ; and, under the
influence of Cesare de Paepe and Ansecle its organisation
became definitely socialistic. The socialist societies, which
form the greater part of the consumers’ store movement in
Belgium, do not admit other than working men. The

* See Holyoake's ' History of the Rochdale Pioneers.”
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Liberals and Catholics {ried to found rival societies—but
were less successful. The Catholic Socicties at Ghent and
Antwerp have, indecd, ceased to be co-operative, and have
formed themselves into joint-stock companics. The socialist
societics differ from the type of society which cxists in
England and in other countries, in that they pay no interest
on their share capital, and requirc their members to make
this sacrifice for the principle which they profess. Turther,
they hold the view that a distribution of “ dividend ” out
of the savirgs of the socicties is wrong in principle, being
in their opinion a capitalistic procceding. Their theory is
that a distribution to individuals tends to destroy the
co-operative spirit; and, accordirgly, it is one ot their
principles that all “*dividends ™ shall be paid into the
common fund of the socicty.

Whatever may be thought of this theory, it has been
found to be too great a strain upon the allruism ot even
Belgian Socialists, and most societies do, in fact, distribute
their *‘ dividend " in the samc manner as other sccicties
elsewhere.  The Vooruit itsclf, indeed, although its dividerds
sometimes exceed 30 per cent, does not pay them in cash,
but in tokens which can be exchaiged for goods in the shops
of the society. From the first, Paepe, Anseele and Vander-
velde, the lcaders of Belgian co-operation, held the view that
the co-operative store was not an irstrument for obtairing
goods at low prices, but one by which the working classes
could band themselves together to wage their war agairst
capitalism, to improve themselves morally and to stimulate
social intercourse. The name of the great society which
was founded in Brussels in the ycar 1884--La Maison du
Peuple—the People’s House, indicates the character of their
policy. The Belgian socialist-co-operator willingly pays for
his goods a price higher than the current one, in order to
benefit his society ; and it is part of the machinery of work-
ing that bread, for example, should be paid for each week
in advance, in order to provide abundant working capital
for the society and to avoid the necessity of paying interest.
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Consumers’ co-operation in Dermark is rural rather than
urban, and has advanced side by side with co-operation for
agricultural production. Like the store movement in most
countries, the influence of the Rochdale Pioneers caused its
development. A Danish clergyman--Rev. Chr. Sonne—
was moved by reading the model 1ules and the history of
the Pioneers to start the first Danish siore society in the
year 1866 in the town of Thisted, in Jutland. The organisa-
tion of the societies was a slow work. In 1885, after nearly
twenty years, there were only two hundred societics. In
1890 they had increascd to five hundred and in that year
progress began to be rapid and steady.

The development of the stores was greatly helped by a
provision in the Danish Commercial L.aw which was framed
with a totally different object, namely, for the purpose of
restricting competition. The enactment provided that no
retail shops should be opened within a certain radius of any
town. It was held by the Danish courts that this provision
did not affect co-operative societies, which confined their
trading to their members. Accordingly, it was possible {o
establish stores as near a town as members desired, and
those who did not wish to go some distance for their groceries
and provisions found it extremely convenient to become
co-operators. Another result has been that most of the
societics, whether near a town or otherwise, trade only
with their members. There were in 1915, 1,562 store societies,
of which 1,470 were in country districts. The membership was
243,855. The wholesale federation of the Danish co-opera-
tive stores is called Fallesforcningen for Danmarks
Brugsforeninger (or the common union of Danish supply
societies).

In 1871 Mr. Sonne, although his store movement had less
than one hundred societies, 1hought ihe time had come for a
trading federation. At a meeting "held in that year in the
University of Copenhagen he outlined his scheme, and
shortly afterwards established a wholesale society under the
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title of ‘ The Common Union of Danish Societies for the
supply of Household Necessaries,” which, in 1884, amalga-
ma'ed with the present federation. Another wholesale
federation was formed in Jutland in 1888 by Severin Jorgensen
to do for Jutland what the Danish Wholesale Society was
doing for the rest of the country, 1It, too, joined forces with
the present Wholesale in 189g6. Like the Co-operative
Wholesale Socicty of* England, the Danish Wholesale Iras a
productive, as well as a distributive trade. It is an interest-
ing feature of Danish co-uperation that the societies arc
extremely loyal to their federation. The average amount
purchased by each Danish co-operator through his store
is £17 per annum, and £15 of this is spent on purchases by
the society from the Wholesale.*

The organisation of consumers’ stores in Finland dates,
for all practical purposes, from the year 1900, when there
were only seven societies in working order. As in Denmark,
most of the members of stores are agriculturists, either little
owners or labourers. These form four-fifths of the total
membership of the societies. They are, {or the most part,
closely associated with the Agricultural Organisation Society,
called Pellervo, which has been instrumental in giving help
and advice to the central Wholesale and the store socicties,
Compared with consumers’ stores clsewhere, the Finnish
societies are very small, only 5 per cent of them having a
membership over five hundred. It is an instructive feature
of Finnish co-opcra‘ion that machinery is provided by which
non-members who deal at the stores may automatically
become members. They are entitled {o receive a certain
proporiion of the ““dividend,” but in no circumstances are
they paid in cash. Their dividend accumulates for them at
the store until it forms a share. If the non-member docs
not decide to join the society, the amount standing to his

* Contrast this figure with that for the French Magasin de Gros.
It is estimated that the average annual amount purchased by the

French co-operator through his store is {13, of which only about ten
shillings’ worth is supplied to the society by the Magasin de Gros,



54 Co-operation in Many Lands.

credit becomes the property of the society, and is paid into
its reserve fund.

The organising society (Pellervo) finds great difficulty
in making the stores maintain a cash basis of trading with
their members. Scveral of them have come to an end
through giving too much credit, but some of the larger
stores find it possible to do all their work on cash principles.
In the majority of these societies in “Finland, the valuc
of a sharc is low, varying from eight to sixteen shillings.
In a small number it varies from £1 to £2. The aver-
age of all the societies, according to rcturn for 1917, is
fourteen shillings, and the average turnover of the stores
is £5,488, as compared with an average per society of £64,000
for Great Britain and £16,000 for Switzerland. The total
number of working societies before the war was 419, although
512 were on the register. The societies between them had
a membership of 91,000, and a turnover of two and a half
million pounds sterling.

The Central Wholesale was founded in 1904 by the con-
sumers’ societies. Two hundred and forty-four stores were
affiliated to it in 1914. An interesting part of its work is
its education committec and its department for the training
of managers for local store societies. The cducation com-
mittee directs a publications department and an advisory
bureau, and a number of the managers of Finnish societies
have been trained in the department at Helsingfors.

Co-opcration in France did not develop consumers’
stores until rather late, although as far back as 1855 there
was a society called '‘ Ruche Stephanoise de St. Etiennc.”
In the period from 186%-1883 about one hundred societies
were founded, some of them like that at Puteaux, called
the “Vendication de Puteaux,” of a socialistic character.
In 1885, however, a group of co-operators at Nimes came
together and called a Co-operative Congress at Paris to
found a co-operative union to federate cxisting societies
and to promote the establishment of others.

During the following decade, the affiliated societies
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remained faithful to the Rochdale plan; but the influence
of the Belgian societies led some of the French socialists
to found their own form of consumers’ store. At the same
time, the cstablishment of a wholesale federation (which
afterwards became the ‘“ Co-opérative de Gros ”’) caused a
split in the union. Many societies left it, and betook them-
selves to the socialist group, which afterwards formed its
own federation, under the title of ““ Bourse Co-opérative de
sociétés socialistes de consommation.” The socialists,
animated as they were by the spirit of a class war, and being
exclusively working-men, became more active and more
ready to make sacrifices than the original co-operators.
They founded in the year 1906, a rival Wholesale to the
Co-opérative de Gros—the Wholesale of the Union.

The * Co-opérative dc¢ Gros” quickly outstripped its
rival ; but happily, in 1912, negotiations were opened with
a view to uniting the Union Co-operative and the socialist
organisation, and the amalgamation took place at a congress
at Tours in December, 1912, under the title—La fédération
nationale de sociélés co-opbratives de consommation.”
It was largely owing to the pressure brought to bear upon
the two organisations by co-operators of other countries
during the Congresses of the International Co-operative
Alliance that this result was achieved. After the amalga-
mation of the propagandist federations, the trade federa-
tions united and took the title of the Magasin de Gros.

In the pact which was arrived at betwecen the Union
Co-opérative and the socialist body, after reciting the fact
that they came together because their division furnished an
excuse for many societies to remain unaffiliated to either
one or the other, they go on 1o express their agreement with
the essential principles of co-operation formulated by the
Rochdale Pioneers, which they find to be not inconsistent
with those laid down by the programme of international
socialism. They declared that each society should be at
liberty, provided it was not a capitalist or employers’
society, to dispose of its savings as it pleased. There were
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in France at the outbreak of the war 3,156 societies, with a
membership of 876,000. On the whole, consumers’ co-
pperation in France cannot be said to have a homogeneous
character, but we are unable to accept the reason which
Professor Gide uses 1o explain the fact, namely, that the
Celtic character does not take kindly to consumers’ co-opera-
tion, although it finds co-operation in production quite
congenial . *

In Germany, the co-operalive movement began wiih
societies 1o supply credit to urban workers. Schulze-
Delitzsch, the pioneer of co-operation in Germany, felt that
the need of his time was to protect the small handicraftsmen
against the exactions of usurers, to whom they found it
necessary to have recourse for the needs of their industries.
In 1850, the first of these credit societies was founded by
Schulze-Delitzsch, and from that time on, this form of
co-operation, which was modified for the rural population
by Raiffeisen, grew and flourished in Germany. The
co-operative store came comparatively late in the history
of German co-operation. lassalle, one of the pioncers of
German co-operation, held the view, borrowed from the
classical theory of the law of wages, that to lower the cost
of living would bencfit the capitalist by cnabling Lim to
reduce the wages of his workmen. It is true that in the
period between the foundation of co-operative credit
societies and the Franco-German war there were stores in
existence. They were not, however, of a truly co-operative
character ; but were semi-philanthropic and wunder the
patronage of the upper middle classcs.

The first society on the Rochdale principle seems to have
been established at Neustadt, near Magdeburg, in 1864. This
society did not play any important part in stimulating the
formation of others after the same model. The greatest
development in consumers’ co-operation took place from the

* Gide ‘' Les Sociétés Co-opératives de consommation.’’ Paris, 1917
page 216 ef seq.).
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year 18go. The bourgeoisic had lost their interest in
stores in the previous decade, and the working classes found
that by the law passed in 18go, which allowed co-operative
societies to enjoy limited liability, they had a chance of
controlling the consumers’ movement. In the years 18go-
1902 the Allgemciner-Verband, which was the union of all
the stores, was divided against itself. The credit societies
controlled some of the old-fashioned stores, and looked
with scant sympathy upon the attitude of the working-
classes. In 1902, at a congress at Kreuznach, the directors
of the Allgemeiner-Verband accused the leaders of the
working-class stores of introducing Social Democratic
principles into the co-operalive movement, and succeeded
in expelling one hundred stores.  These were followed into
exile by fourteen provincial consumers’ unions; and they
established a rival to the Allgemeiner-Verband, which took
up its headquarters at Hamburg, under the title of the
Zentral-Verband Dcutscher Konsumvereine,*

The number of stores affiliated 1o the Zentral is now
larger than that of those affiliated to the Allgemeiner-
Verband, although the latter has a very large number of
other co-operative societics affiliated to it. Before 1804,
wholesale buying was carried on by provincial unions called
Einkaufsvereinigungen, but sincc that year the German
Wholesale, called Grosseinkaufs Gesellschaft Deutscher
Konsumvercine, was founded at Hamburg; and the provincial
unions have been utilised as links between this Wholesale
and the constituent stores. The policy of the German
Wholesale is precisely similar to that of the English Co-
operative Wholesale Society in that it desires to obtain
complete control of production. Indeed, the German
Wholesale has consciously imitated the organisalion of its
English counterpart.

In 1849, Schulze-Delitzsch foundid, in his own native
town, an association for procuring raw matcrial for master

* Wygodzinski :  * Genossenschaftswesen in Deutschland,” pages
116 and 204.
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joiners. Thirteen joiners became members of the society,
and the results were so good that by the end of the year, a
similar society of shoemakers was called into existence;
while in the following year a shirtmakers’ and tailors’ society
was established at Eilenburg. Since then, this type of
society has made steady progress in Germany and Austria.

Consumers’ co-operation began in Russia in 1865 at
Riga. The wecll-to-do classes, rather than the workers,
formed the membership of most of these carly societies.
The working people were, however, allowed to be customers
of these stores. In 1870, the first of a type of socicty which
is common now in Russia was founded at the Kyrov Works
in the Ural Mountains. In 1917 therc were 522 stores
attached to factories. The famine of 1891 caused a spread
of consumers’ stores in the country, but thesc societies were,
like those we have alluded to in Germany, of a dependent
rather than of a truly co-operative character. The directors
and managers often had scats on the committee, and the
co-operative machinery was used as a weapon when the
interests of the workers conflicted with those of their em-
ployers. The backward condition of the peasantry and
the paternal tutelage of the government made it inevitable
that the development of rural stores should come from above
rather than from the people. Since 1903, however, village
consumers’ societies have taken a new forimn, that is to say,
they are not, as hitherto, dependent upon the leadership
and domination of the leisured classes.

Before the growth of rural consumers’ societics, the
monopoly of the village shopkeeper imposed a heavy burden
upon the pcasantry. The opening of. these societies has
caused in some cases a reduction of prices 1o the extent
of forty per cent. In point of size, the consumers’ store
movement in Russia is cxiremely Jarge. It has been esti-
mated {hat, in 1917, there weie *about 20,000 of these
societies, 8,000 of which werce i rural districts. The con-
sumers’ socictics were federated in unions which covered
areas from that of a few district towns 1o a whole series of
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provinces. The Trans-Caucasian Union of Consumers’
societies is an example of this latter kind. The central
organisation is the Moscow Union of Consumers’ Societies,

The failure of a divisional union at Kiev caused the
government to put difficultics in the way of the formation
of new district federations; but the members of the stores
got over their difficulties by taking advantage of a loophole
in a commercial law which enables societies {o constitute
themselves into what is, practically speaking, a union, by
simply making an agreement with each other to that effect.
The Moscow Union was founded in 1898 with eighteen con-
stituent societics. In 1911, it was able o open its own
premises and to act as a Wholesale for the societies. In
1915, it had 1,713 affiliated socictics and its operations
before the Russian Revolution extended over the whole of
Russia. In 1915, it starfed a tobacco and match factory
and a vegetable and fruit-drying department. In 1916, it
entered upon the business of flour milling, and established
a herring salting station at Archangel. The pioneers
of Russian co-operation were Tchernyshevsky and Dob-
rolyubov, the latter of whom popularised the ideas of
Robert Owen in Russia. The  pioneer of consumers’ co-
operation was Professor Ziber. The Russian co-operative
socictics have lately devoted a great deal of thought to the
social aspect of co-operation; and many societies have
attached to them institutes which are called “ People’s
Palaces ”’ in which recrcational and educational facilities
are provided for the members.

Switzerland, which from 1848 had adopted consumers’
co-operation, began from 1863 consciously to model its
societies on the Rochdale plan. In Swiss distributive co-
operation, however, there were two schools, the one aiming
at the lowest possible prices and the other at good quality
and the social advantages of a co-operative society. In
1901, the Swiss Federal Council forbade civil servants to
act as members of the committecs of consumers’ storcs,
but as a result of a protest of the Federation for the
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Allgemeiner-Verband Schweizerischer-Konsumvereine, which
was founded in 18go, the prohibition was modified to apply
to societies which traded with non-members. Accordingly
societies which had a fairly laige trade with non-members
refused to serve them any longer. This course weakencd
the societies for a time trom the malcrial standpoint, but
greatly strengthened their co-operative character. The
stores which have not affiliated to the federation are known
as ““ Wildemédnner ” (wild men). Although previous to
18go, when the federation was formed, the growth of con-
sumers’ co-operation had been slow, a great advance took
place after that date, and there arc now four hundred
societies with a total membership of 300,000, which is a
remarkable achiecvement for a country with a population of
under 4,000,000.*

* These figures are for 1914-15. Tt has been found difficult since
the war to obtain exact information as to increase,



CHAPTER V.

An Outline of the History of Co-operation
(continued).

2,—PRODUCERS’ CO-OPERATION.

EFORE we trace the development of co-operative pro-
duction, as it is known to-day, it is necessary that we
should discuss some of the implications and results of the
theories of Owen in England and of Fourier and his dis-
ciples in France. Neither of them had any important
practical effcct in bringing about the establishment of co-
operative productive societies on sound lincs. The value
of their work, as we have observed before of that of Robert
Owen, lies in the stimulus which their speculations gave to
the thought of their time. Owen’s drcam was the creation
of a community in which the members would live in co-
operalive association and rely upon themsclves to produce
the necessaries of life. Fourier held much the same central
doctrine, although in the details of his working he parted
company with Owen, whom he designated a charlatan.
Fourier’s plan for remoulding society was to form com-
munities into a Phalanstére composed of separate phalanges,
cach of which was to consist of 1,600 persons. He was
always seeking some wealthy capitalist who would found his
Phalanstére, and, in 1832, he did at last succeed in establish-
ing one near the Forest of Rambouillet. For financial and
other reasons, it met with an inglorious end ; but up to the
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time of his death in 1837, Fourier clung to his view that the
ills of society could, and would, be cured by his panacea.
Owen was morc fortunate with his communities, for a
number of experiments in Scotland, England, and Ireland
were made along the lines of his tcaching. Three of these
are worthy of notice. The first was founded by Abram
Combe at Orbiston, near Glasgow, in the year 1825 or 1826.
There were living in community nearly three hundred persons,
divided into ‘“squads ” of ten to twenty families. At first,
things went extremely well. Shoemakers made shoes for
the community, the children worked in the gardens and
made fishing nets from twine which was spun by other
members. Cartwrights, ironfounders, and cotton and silk
weavers were set to work to produce for the common stock,
and it was agreed that all their common expenditure should
be paid out of this common stock and an equal share of the
surplus of their labour placed to the account of each member
of the community, accordirg to the time he worked. This
principle of equal distribution caused, however, a certain
amount of heart-burning ; and there were signs of coming
trouble when, in 1827, Abram Combe died and his relative,
William Combe, gave the whole population notice to quit.
A community on a less ambitious scale, but one which
came to the same kind of end, was that founded by Vandeleur
in the County Clare, at Ralahine. Vandecleur resolved, in
1831, to form an agricultural community on Owen’s lines,
and brought over Mr. Craig, the historian of the experiment,
to organise it, The whole of the labourers and artisans on
Vandeleur’s estate, and some who lived in the neighbourhood,
were assembled at the end of 1831, and proceeded to elect
by ballot the members of the “ Ralahine Agricultural and
Manufacturing Co-operative Association,” to the number of
fifty-two, with the object of ““acquiring a common capital,
attaining a greater share of the comforts of life and improving
by mutual association the members.” The experiment, so
long as it lasted, was a great success; and it became the
ambition of people in the neighbourhood to become members.
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In 1833, the membership was eighty-one. Mr. Craig tells
us in his book* that the progress of the association had
become so marked that it was determined, at the harvest of
1833, to mark the occasion by a festival, a feature of which
was a procession of the members, their wives, and children,
headed by the sceretary, mounted on a bay pony, and
wearing a silk sash on which were printed the words *“ Each
for all.” In November of the same year, Vandeleur was
found to have gambled away all his property, after which he
fled the country. There was ro tenant-right, and the little
community, having no corporaic existence at law, was sold
up to satisfy writs placed in the hands of the sheriff.

The third and best known of these communitics was that
of Queenwood, in Hampshire, with which Robert Owen was
himself directly associated.  Financial difliculties caused the
collapse of this community in 1845, its promoters having
worked on too large a scale and being unable to finance the
undertaking.

The next stage in the development of co-operation for
production was that of the Redemption Societics which
were established about 1850,  Their object was to work out the
redemiption of labour by union amongst the workers.  These
sucictics were capitalised by subscriptions of one penny per
week from their members. Societies were established at Bury,
Norwich, Pudsey, Lceds and Stockport.  They devotcd
themsclves to different forms ol productive citerprise, one
to making shawls, another to shoemaking, binding and hat
making ; a third to ironwork.

The Leeds Redemption Society, which was the larges!
of them, conducted a journal called ** The Herald of Co-
operation.” This journal the socicty caused to be published
in the Isle of Mar, because of a peculiar privilege enjoyed by
that island giving it the power to circulate, at the expense
of the State, any journal published within its shores.

The Redemption Socictics gave place to the Christian

* Craig : '* Co-operative Agriculture in Ireland.”
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Socialist Associations, which were formed under the auspices
of a body known as * The Society for Promoting Working-
men’s Associations,” founded by Mr. J. M. Ludlow, the
promoter of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act and
a Registrar under the Friendly Societies Act. Ludlow was
much influenced by the French Workmen’s Associations
started by Louis Blanc after the Revolution of 1848.  The
society began by founding a working-tailors’ association.
As in so many other experiments of the same kind, everybody
who came was accepted as a member ; and the efficiency of
the associalion by no means equalled its enthusiasm. It
was dissolved in 1850, after a short life, owing to internal
dissensions.

Another association was the ‘“Castle Street Tailors’
Association,” which borrowed its capital from the manager,
allowing him to dominate the whole concern until it was
repaid. The rules provided that interest should be paid on
the borrowed capital at the rate of 4 per cent, that one-third
of the net profits should be devoted to the expansion of the
association by the admission of new members, and that the
remainder of the net profits should be divided among the
workmen in the ratio of their earnings.

Other associations fomed by the Christian Socialists
were associations of builders, bakers, and shoemakers. The
shoemakers’ association was in existence in 1863, and it is
on record in the Quarierly Review that the leiders of capital
were paid their interest punctually. The Christian Socialist
Societies, like their predecessors, suffered from the disad-
vantages of not being able to limit their liability, and from
the fact that under the Friendly Societies Act of 1846 they
could not sell to non-members. This difficulty was over-
come by vesting the whole of the property of their associa-
tions in trustees, with the power of entering and dealing
summarily at any moment witk the property.

It is to France that we must look for the fullest example
of co-operative production, in the Familistére founded by
Godin at Guise in 1879. Godin, who was born in 1817,
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started in 1840 an ironworks, which in 1846 he removed to
Guise. While contending against a remarkably keen
business competition he gave a great deal of his thought to
finding a solution of the labour problem. He studied St.
Simon and Owen without deriving more than a theoretical
inspiration. When, however, he had read Fourier’s
“ Theory of Universal Unity "’ he was much attracted to_the
doctrine of a partnership of capital, labour, and ability ;
and he studied and helped to finance one Phalanstére which
Victor Considerant—one of Fourier’s disciples—had founded
in Texas, and which ultimately proved a complete failure.
This failure caused Godin to realise that it was necessary,
before embarking upon any ambitious scheme, to educate
the workman whom it was proposed to emancipate.  Godin,
accordingly, did not at once hand over the ownership and
management of his factory to his workers. The plan on
which he proceeded was much more sound. He surrounded
the workers with an environment suitable 10 the growth of
responsibility ; but he provided services such as insurance
and pension funds which gave them cconomic security ;
and he gradually associated them with the ownership,
through profit-sharing, and with the management through
the establishment of committees for various purposes. He
built his familistére to house the employces, who were
destined afterwards to be the owners of the ironworks.
The method which he adopted, and afterwards embodied
in the legal constitution of the society, was to divide the
workers into four classes corresponding to four stages of
initiation. In the first stage, they were merely employees
with a right to a pension and insurance against illness and
accident. In the sccond stage, they became profit-sharers,
receiving one sharc annually, calculated in proportion to
their services. In the third stage, they received as their
share of the profits 50 per cent more than they had enjoyed
in the previous stage. Finally, in the fourth stage, they
became full members. The Committee of Management was
composed of heads of the chief departments, with three
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members elected by all the members at a general meeting.
It was part of Godin’s scheme that the workers should live
with their families in the dwelling-houses of the familisiére ;
but he did not make this provision obligatorv. He was so
much impressed, however, with the influence of environment
upon the ability of workmen in management, that he made it
compulsory for those who wished to become full members
to reside there, in order that they might partake of its
advantages. He provided that those workers who lived
outside the familistére might, after twenty years, rcceive
the same financial advantages in the distribution of profiis
as the full members, but without having a sharc in the
management or any votc at the general mectings of the
socicty.

Although no levy was made on the workers’ wages, it was
found that in 1894 they had completed the process of buy-
ing out the founder’s interest. The workers' share in the
profits was not paid in cash, but in savings certificates on
which they could draw 5 per cent interest in cash. Godin
had to guard against the davger that, when the workers
acquired the ownership of the factory, they would continue
after their retirement to own it. Accordingly, in the con-
stitution he made a provision that on retirement the members
should be paid in cash the value of their savings certificates.
In 1876, the rules of the society were laid down, and in 1880
they were given legal cffect. It has been urged by some
critics that the provision by which only those who were
resident in the familistére could become full members was
a weakness, rather than a source of strength, to the ideal
which Godin sought to realise ; but it, must be remembered
that from 187¢ onwards he was experimenting with his
workers in order to discover how a democracy, such as he
proposed they should become, would use its power. He
found that by associating them in groups and by giving
them votes in the election of committees, the motives which
led them to sclect representatives were hardly ever such as
would conduce to good management, and he was therefore
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atraid that the committee-workers would be less fitted to
exercise the power of control when there was no means of
educating them to do so. It was part of his system that the
children of the members should receive an education suitable
to their work and responsibilities, and in the familistére he
provided schools, as well as a theatre and study groups for
the adults.

A different method irom that of Godin was adopted by
Leclairc—a house-painter of Paris--who, when he entered
into business for himseclf in 1827, resolved to associate his
workmen with himself in the management, as soon as he was
in a position to do so. In 1838, he cstablished amongst his
workers a Mutual Aid Society, which was to be the instru-
ment by which the firm should, in due scason, become the
property of the employees. At first, the Mutual Aid
Society was given the administration of a portion of the
profits of the firm, as a fund to provide sickness benefit and
pensions for the workers. It was governed by a General
Council, the president of which was clected by the Council
itsclf and became automatically a partner in the firm.
Leclaire himself was the first president. He was moved to
establish this sociely by the great havoc which lead-
poisoning made amongst the employees of the firm. He
not only took steps to provide for sick pay, but, by sub-
stituting zinc oxide for white lcad, he climinated the gravest
danger to the health of his fellow-workers.

The history of the Maison Lcclaire shows that, like Godin,
the founder was wise enough to carry out his reforms in
stages, and did not try by a sudden endecavour to create
a logical whole with a single stroke of the pen. In 1840, two
years after the establishment of the Mutual Aid Society,
Leclaire told his workmen that he hoped none of them would
imagine that when the association was formed everybody
was free to do as he pleased. His next step was to set up
what he called the “ Noyau” or nucleus of workers who
were to have a direct share in the administration of the
business. They correspond to the “full members ”  of
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Godin’s Familisiére. The members of the Noyau were, at
first, selected from the ranks of the Mutual Aid Society ;
but this method of selection gradually gave way to the better
method of selecting them from the skilled workers and
officials of the firm. Members were co-opted by the Noyau,
and could claim the right to belong to the Mutual Aid Society.

In addition to the partnership of the workers, Leclaire
provided for a partnership for his own successors. They,
however, held only three-eighths of the capital, while the
workers held five-eighths, and had only a life interest in
the business, so that if, at any time, the association
was dissolved, all the property, 1eserve -and goodwill
was legally vested in the Mutual Aid Society. As in
the Familistére of Godin, new workers, although .they
might not belong to the Noyau, received a share in the
profits. This provision was not part of the original con-
stitution but was instituted in 1860, when Leclaire thought
it well to guard against the Noyau becoming a close cor-
poration.

Leclaire found that many legal difficultics were in the
way of his work. Hec wanted his workers to be protected
by limited liability ; but it was a provision of French law
that a partner with limited liability could not take part in
the practical direction of a firm’s business. Accordingly,
the liability of the Mutual Aid Society was limited, whilst
the liability of Leclaire and his successors was unlimited,
in order that they might be the heads of the business. The
manager and managing director were to be elected by the
workers, through the Noyau.

The importance of the work of Godin and Leclaire for
students of co-operation for production is that their methods
offer a solution of the problem of giving the control of a large
industrial concern to workers, who_are not well educated
either in a cultural sense or in business administration.
Under the method which they adopted, the workers were
made to serve an apprenticeship to management, in addition
to their apprenticeship to their craft. Had this method
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been adopted in some of the schemes which failed in England,
the history of co-operative production might have been a
more inspiring one.

In France, side by side with the development of co-
operative production by industrial idealists like Godin and
Leclaire, there grew up societies founded by the spontaneous
action of workers in various crafts. The earliest of these
was founded by Leroi, a working jeweller, who had been
inspired by a book on co-operative production written by
Buchez in 1831.* This society was called * L’Association
des ouvriers bijouterie endoré.”

The ribbon-makers of St. Etienne, struck by the success
of the jewellers, followed their example in 1841, and formed
themselves into a co-operative productive society. Unfor-
tunately, they fell foul of the Government, for some reason
which is not plain to us, and were indicted as an illegal
association. The manager was sent to gaol for six months
and the members for a fortnight. Another society, of work-
ing printers, called “ La Crampe " which started at the same
time was not interfered with by the authorities. This
society devoted itself to producing editions de luxe, and
succeeded fairly well for some years. But, although the
members had no lack of work, they had a serious lack of
commercial training, and their enterprise, for this reason,
perished in bankruptcy.

The revolution of 1848 caused a rccognition by the
Provisional Government of the right of workmen to join
together in order to securc the profits created by their labour.
The Provisional Government procceded at once to put this
theory into practice, and organised a society of working
tailors, who were called * The Tailors of Cliche,” to make
uniforms for the National Guard. The rcsults were highly
satisfactory, both from the commercial and the sartorial
points of view. By a further decree, the Provisional Govern-
ment lent three million francs to be divided amongst volun-
tary co-operative productive societies. The results, however,

* Buchez : 1L’Europeen, 18,
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were not satisfactory, for half the loan was irretrievably lost.
There seems to have been a considerable amount of fraud
about the method of obtaining loans.

In the same period, the velvet makers of Lyons and the
working printers obtained loans from the State to buy out
the interests of their employers, and to establish themsclves
as co-operative societics. Anotler society formed by paviors
in Paris undertook paving work for the State about the same
time. The report on their work, which was made by M. Leon
Faucher to the Legislative Assembly, showed that it had
been exccuted with the greatest care and with perfect dis-
cipline. There remained a profit which enabled each of the
sixty-six members to receive one hundred and seventy
francs as bis share.

Most of the workmen’s co-operative societies of this
period {failed, however, for the reason that they thought
nothing more was needed than to form themsclves into a
society. They ncglected all the discipline and prudence of
management which they bad seen in the capitalisiic world
of industry.

Some societies escaped the general doom, and amongst
them were the piano, chair, last and spectacle makers’ socicties.
In 1863, when a revival began, only sixteen co-ope:ative
socicties existed in France. 1In this year, sone of the pioneers
of 1848 agitated for a credit bank to supply the credit nceds
of the new societies. The Credit du Travail was cstablished
by J. P. Beleuze, with a capital of twenty thousand francs,
of which only four thousand was paid-up. In the next ycar
the capital was trebled, and a journal, published montlly,
under the title of ““ L’Association,” and afterwards wecekly,
under the title of © Co-operaiion,”* was founded at Lyons to
form a mecans ol assisting the growth of co-opcrative pro-
duction. In 1865, a sccond bank—Credil au Travail— was
founded at Lyons, and others sprang up at Lille and St.
Etiennc.

* See Hubert Valleroux ‘‘ La Co-operation,” and Merlin
“ Les Associations Ouvricres et PPatronales.”
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Under the influence of the writings of M. Casimir Perier
and the goodwill of Napoleon TTI., a law was elaborated
asserting that co-opcrative societies rcquired no superin-
tendence by the State, nor any authorisation to constitute
them.  Some of the managers of co-operative societics at
Paris protested against this law, declaring that the societies
were perfectly able to choose amongst the various existing
forms of legal constitutions one suitable to their nceds, and
suggesting thai the new law proposed to divide the citizens
into two classes.  An enquiry was opened in 1866, and a
questionnaire sent to various persons known to be interested
in co-operation.  The evidence showed that there was no
dissatisfaction with the existing provisions of the Civil Law,
but that administrative difficulties and the lack of facilities
for founding societies hampered co-operative development.
Accordingly a new law was prepared in 1867 recognising
co-operative socicties as societies with variable capital.

In 1868, the Credit au Travail failed badly. It was only
able to pay its creditors eighteen per cent of its liabilities,
and it brought down with it many co-operative producers’
societics.  This year, accordingly, marked the end of the
second period of co-operative production in France. Froni
this period until 1880 the working men turned their attention
to the creation of Chambres Syndicales, which were simply
trade unions, formed to give the advantage of combination
to workers in resisting unjust demands by their employers,
and in augmenting the rate of their wages. These trade
unions, however, looked with much favour upon co-operation,
but though resolutions in favour of starling co-operative
productive societics were passed at Congresses, in 1873 at
Vienna, and in 1878 at Philadelphia, there does not scem to
‘have been any very definite result until 1880. In 1884, there
were in Paris between fifty and sixty societies, ten of which
dated from 1848, another {en from 1863, while the remaining
thirty-five were of recent foundation. The last-named found
it easy to obtain capital through the operations of the Caisse
Centrale des Associations Populaires. In 1883, M. Floquet,
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Prefect of the Sienne, delivered a judgment to the effect that
exhibitors at exhibitions should no longer be required to pay
an entrance fee, thus making it possible for many co-operative
societies which had been hitherto hampered by the financial
barrier to submit examples of their work. In 1893, the Banque
des Associations QOuvriéres de Production was founded in
Paris to supply co-operative productive societies with the
capital they required.

The history of co-operative production of the type we
have been discussing has been uneventful in most other
countries. In Belgium, the outlines of its development
have been more or less as in France, and what we have said
of the division into the socialist and non-socialist schools, in
the case of consumers’ co-operation, applies also to productive
co-operation. Amongst agriculturists, co-operation for pro-
ductive purposcs is highly developed in most European
countries, as we shall see in our next chapter. For the pur-
poses of a historical survey it is sufficient to note here the
development of co-operation for production in Germany,
Russia, and Italy, in addition to the countries with which we
have already dealt. In other countries there is nothing
eventful, or indeed of much interest, for the historian of co-
operation to record.

Co-operative production, in the true sense of the words,
has not been very popular in Germany. Ferdinand Lasalle
endeavoured to persuade workmen to found productive
societies aided by the State, thinking the individual incapable
of improving his cconomic condition without the help of the
Government. Schulze-Delitzsch threw all hisinfluence against
this doctrine, and showed that in France State aid only
resulted in the failure of socicties. The Government was
naturally favourable to giving its aid to societies in return
for some measure of control, and in the ’sixties Bismarck
permitted a productive association on Lassalle’s lines to be
formed, but this failed to maintain itseli.



CHAPTER VI,

An Outline of the History of Co-operation
(continued ).
3.-—ProOnNUCERS’ CO-OPERATION (continued).

HE carliest application of co-operation io agriculture is
to be found in the cheese-making societics, or
* Fruiti€res ” of Switzerland. In these societies, the
farmers united co-operatively to supply milk to a common
centre where it could be made into cheese for them, just as
in modern creamery societies farmers combine to establish,
a creamery where their milk is made into butter. The
Fruitiéres existed in the 14th century, and continue to exist
to the present day, In Ireland also, a form of co-operation
amongst small agriculturists ex'sted in the 18th century,
in a type of co-operative socicty called a ** Knot.”” The chief
purpose of the Knot was to enable the small cultivator
to have ploughs and other implements ‘n common, and it is
probable that the influence of the clan system may have
been the cause of ‘the frequency with which these societies
appeared at that time.*

Co-operative methods, in the organised form in which
we know them to-day, were first employed by the farmers
of Denmark. Bcefore the war of 1858, Danish agriculture
was carried out on the extensive system ; large areas werc
devoted to the growth of cereals; grazing had a prominent
place in the agricultural system, and dairying was practically

* Quarterly Review, 1819,
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neglected. After the war, Denmark lost the market which,
up to that time, she had had in Germany for corn and for
live stock. American competition in cereals destroyed her
corn trade, and the small market which the German middle-
men made for the extremely bad butter which the Danes
exported was lost as a result of the bad feeling which the
seizure of Schleswig-Holstein produced. Ii the Danes were
not to go under as agriculturists it was neccssary for them
to develop their agriculturc on an entirely new basis. The
history of the transition in Denmark from cereal and meat
production to the production of breakfast-table commodities
is the history of Danish co-operation.

We have already seen how the first Danish storc was
founded by Mr. Sonne, whose enthusiasm was fired by the
example of the Rochdale Pioneers ; but it was not until some
years later that the beginnings of co-operation in agriculture
were to be seen. About the time that Mr. Sonne was develop-
ing store co-operation, Professor Segclcke, the dairying expert
ot the Danish Agricultural Society, began the work of changing
the butier production of Denmark from its condition—
unscientific and rude m the extreme—-to a state of high
efficiency. As a result of his work, private capitalists, in
1879, when the separator was introduced, began to establish
creamerics known as Faelles Mejerier, or ‘‘ Dairies worked
in Common.” These, however, were not co-operative, for
the milk suppliers received no more benefit than do the
suppliers of a modern proprictary creamery. The suppliers
of these dairies, not having the interest which can be given
only by co-operative methods, were disloyal in 1nany instances
and were tempted to desert their creamcry in the hope of
obtaining a little more advantage clsewhere. Other crcameries
lacked - sufficient capital to carry on their work, and after
a time all the Faelles Mejerier failed.

In 1882, Stiller Andersen founded the first co-operative
creamery, which was capitalised, by the members assuming
a joint and several liability, on the security of which they
obtained a loan. The movement grew with such rapidity
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that ten years after the foundation of this creamery there
were no less than eight hundred similar creameries in
Denmark. A great deal of the success achieved was due to the
fact that there was close inter-working between Danish
scientists in their laboratories and Danish {farmers. The
experts of the Royal Veterinary School devoted themselves
to raising the standard of purity and cfficiency in butter-
making, and the farmer members of the society showed
themselves eager to benefit by the results of their experi-
ments. The fact, too, that in Denmnark the Government is
largely controlled by men interested in agriculture helped
to make the progress of co-operation rapid and smooth. The
State did not, as in other countries, interfere on the purely
business side of co-operation. Its influence was directed
to education and propaganda. In 1900 the Co-operative
Creameries’ Association organised the Danish Butter Brand
Association to standardise export butter, in order to give
to the foreign consumer of Danish butter a guarantee that
the article which he bought was made under the most stringent
conditions, thus ensuring a uniform purity and quality. In
1912, the Government passed a law requiring all butter
exported from Denmark to bear upon it the * Lurmirke,”
or butter-control brand ol Denmark, which the Butter Brand
Association had registered.

Having succecded in establishing butter production on a
co-operalive basis, the Danes began to apply co-operation
to other branches of their agricultural production. The
position in Danish industry which the export trade in bacon
occupies is altogether due to co-operative methods. 1In
1850, there were in existence only two private bacon factories
which traded with England, and these obtained most of their
raw material from Sweden. In 1887, the first co-operative
hacon factory was established, and when, in the next year,
Hamburg, which had until then admitted swine free of tax,
joined the German Customs Union, the Dancs saw the need
for developing co-operative bacon-curing as fast as possible.
They capitalised their societies in the same way as they
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did the creameries; and in order to keep their members
loyal they imposed on any member who broke his pledge
to supply all his pigs. to his society a fine of ten shillings
per pig,

In 1893, when two wholesale egg houses in Copenhagen
tried to establish a union of exporters to capture the English
egg market, the Danish co-operators,led by S. verin Jérgensen,
saw an opportunity for applying to their egg trade the prin-
ciples of standardisation, which they were already applying
to butter. In 1896, two large co-operative egg cxporting
societies were founded, one in Denmark, the other in Jutland,
These were to act as trade federations for a great network
of small societies which collected eggs from their members.
The principle of standardisation employed was that of dating
and stamping the eggs, in order that each egg could be traced
without difficulty to the original supplier. The effect of this
system on poultry breeding was at once apparent.

In butter, bacon, and eggs, the Danes equipped them-
selves, through co-operation, for the capture of the breakfast-
table market of Great Britain. The development of Danish
co-operation differs from that of other countries in the form
of its centralisation. In Denmark there is, for example, no
single federation of creameries; but, instead, there are
central unions with other federations in touch with them
for the supply of statistical information, technical information,
and market information.

Unlike Danish co-operators, German co-operators have
sought to develop General Purposes Societies as far as
possible, so that the individual farmer need not be, as he is
in Denmark, a member of several societies.

The German agriculturists co-operated first, as we have
already seen, for the purpose of supplying their credit needs.
The next step was the undertaking by the Raiffeisen banks
of the business of supplying agricultural requirements. In
1871 a creamery of a semi-co-operative character was estab-
lished in East Prussia, and, in the’next year, the first supply
society (Einkaufs Genossenschaft), which was not a credit
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bank, was founded at Freiburg, in Hesse. From 1872, the
history of the supply societies is chiefly that of their efforts
to establish strong federations, federation being the out-
standing feature of German co-operation. These federations
of supply societies are members of the greater federations,
such as the Bezugs-Vereinigung der Deutschen Landwirte
and the Allgemeiner Verband.

In 1888, the ordinary type of co-operative creamery, as
we know it in other countries, began to appear in Germany,
the first being in Hesse. Between 1871 and 1895 sotieties
for the storage of corn, co-operative mills and bakeries, and
societies for distilling potatc spirit were organised. In fact,
it may be said that in this pericd co-operation began to be
applied to every branch of agriculturc. Until 1883, however,
the societies had no effective federal organisation, and in that
year only two-fifths of the credit societies were members of
the Raiffeisen federation of Neuwied. This federation had
been established in 1877, under the title of Anwaltschafts-
verband lindlicher Genossenschaften, as a central organisa-
tion to protect the interests of co-operative agricultural
organisations and to promote their development, Theremain-
ing three-fifths of the co-operative purchase and production
societies, and a small number of creameries, had formed
their own local and provincial federations,

From about 1880, the need had been felt for a union of
federations which could deal with foreign affairs and develop
German agricultural co-operation as a whole. After three
years of preliminary study, the federation of German
Agricultural Co-operative Socicties, which twently yecars later
took the name of National Federation of German Agricul-
tural Co-operative Societies (Reichsverband der deutschen
landwirtschaftlichen Genossenschaften) was constituted on
the 6th July, 1883. This union includes all the agricultural
co-operative federations of Germany, except that of Wurtem-
burg, and a few others of minor importance, and controlled,
in 1910, 18,962 socictics.

At its inception, the National Federation was composed
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of nine smaller federations, embracing 239 societies, and of
nine creameries which affiliated directly with it. The
National Federation could not, at first, admit agricultural
credit societies, these having been provisionally excluded in
order to meet the objections of some of its federations to the
co-operative societies controlled by Raiffeisen and Schulze-
Delitzch. After the death of Raiffeisen, however (IFebruary,
1888), the fourth Co-operative Congress passed a resolution
(April, 1888) admitting the loan societies to the Federation.
Their admission not only added greatly to the power of the
Fedcration in dealing with external matters, but created a
stronger bond between the federated societies themselves, for
co-operative credit may be said to form the foundation of
agricultural co-operation. Under the new system, too, all
kinds of agricultural co-operative societies were cnabled to
federate systematically, first in the federation of their district,
and then in the powerful national union.

Side by side with the National Federation, there existed
that of Ncuwied, and, in the beginning, no attempt was made
to unite the two. The number of organisations affiliated to
the Neuwied had increcased considerably, and it had formed
them into ““ Rural Commonwealths.” There was constant
friction between the two federations, especially in the case
of the Rural Commonwealths, the members of which were
often claimed also by the National Federation. This friction
continued until 1905, when, after prolonged and often intcr-
rupted negotiations, the Neuwied, numbering 4,300 socicties,
amalgamated with the National Fedceration. This amalga-
mation was described in a manifesto published in 1908, on the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the establishment of the National
Federation, as marking ““ a memorable page ”’ in its annals. The
union has certainly aided the rapid development of agricul-
tural co-operation, but has also produced an cxcessive cager-
ness to form new associations, and has aroused violent con-
troversies in the Press and at public meetings. These con-
troversies, in turn, have led 1o intérnal dissension and the
weakening of the movement. The policy of the National
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Federation had always been that of centralisation, while the
Neuwied had belicved in decentralisation. The antagonism
between these two creeds was bitter, but after the union it
was slowly effaced, the Neuwied making certain concessions
to the principle of decentralisation, and the National Federa-
tion tacitly recognising the benefits to be gained from judicious
centralisation. Early in 1905, the whole of the German
agricultural co-operative societies, with the exception of
that of Wurtemburg, were united in apparently complete
harmony; and a single body, founded by the National
TFederation, was empowered to decal with all ecxternal matters
on behalf of the whole 19,000 German agricultural co-operative
societies, the membership of which was about 1,750,000. In
1913, however, a further dissension took place and we cannot
at present say what the post-war situation is likely to be.

Just as in Germany the crisis in agriculture lasting from
1890-99 made the people receptive to the idea of co-operation,
soin Ircland, circumstances contributed to the growth of the
co-operative idea. The agricultural condition of the people
during the land agitation of the ’eighties, and in the years
immediately preceding the Land Act of 1903, which trans-
ferred most of the agricultural holdings of the country from
the landlords to the tenant-farmers, made it necessary, if
the Irish agriculturist was to compete with his Danish rival,
that he should have recourse to the same methods. The
history of the co-operative organisation of the Irish agricul-
turist is interesting because the whole of the propaganda
work was carried out by one body, and because Ireland
became the model for similar co-operative organisation in
other countries—in England, in Scotland, in Finland, in
Serbia, in America and in India.

The pioncers in Ireland, as in Denmark, began with the
organisation of dairy societies, though it is an interesting
fact that when Sir Horace Plunkett started the Irish move-
ment in 1889 he was unaware of the existence of these societies,
or that, seven years carlier, Mr. Stiller Andersen had been
attempting in Denmark what he himself was about to attempt
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in Ircland. Soine ciforis had been nade earlier (o establish
co-operative stores in the Irish countryside, but without
conspicuous success.  In 1889, Sir Horace Plunkett, who had
been much attracted by the success of co-operation amongst
consumers in England, began to investigate the possibility
of applying co-operation to Irish farming. He rcalised that
the time was coming when the backward Irish farmer, as
the proprictor of his own small holding, would be faced with
the problem of making his industry succeed against the
competition of up-to-date methods.

With the assistance of the Co-operative Union of Great
Britain and Ireland, Sir Horace Plunkett, or Mr. Plunkett as
he then was, organised a co-operative dairy <ociety at Drum-
collogher. After the foundation of this society, progress was
very slow, and very many mectings were addressed by Sir
Horace Plunkett and by Mr. R. A. Anderson, who joined him
in 1891, before the creamery movement was established. In
1894, Sir Horace Plunkett, Mr. Anderson, Lord Monicagle,
and Father Finlay thought that the time had come ‘when
the co-operative organisation of the farmers should be taken
over by a body specifically created for that purpose in Ireland.
Accordingly, the lIrish Agricultural Organisation Society,
which has been the model for so many others, was founded.
After creameries, societies for the acquisition of agricultural
requirements, much on the model of the German supply
societies, and, later, credit banks on the Raiffeisen model
to supply the farmer with nccessary loans for his agricul-
tural work were founded. As the society grew, it took
occasion to improve its methods by first-hand inquiry into
the progress of agricultural co-operation on the continent,
particularly in Denmark and in Holland.

The development of co-operation in Ireland was ren-
dered much more difficult than its development in Denmark
because of an unholy alliance between the politicians on
the one hand, and the private traders on the other. The
politicians, it is probable, believed that the new doctrine of
co-operation as a mcans of increasing the prosperity of rural
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Ireland was an insidious device to lure away the peasantry
from the struggle for land reform and sclf-government,
reforms on which the political encrgies of the country had
long becn centred.  The traders in the small country towns
were able the more casily to foster this view in that they
themselves, more than any other class in the community,
helped to fill the political war-chest. When the politician
called upon the patriotic sehtiment of the farmer to abandon
a movement the pioncers of which were supposed to hold
political views different from those of the people, the trader
was able to wage war with still weightier weapons. In
many places the * gombeen ~'* system was rife, and it was
not difficult for these traders to convince those farmers who
were heavily in debt to them of the crror of co-operative
ways. In several places where a co-operative crcamery
was cstablished, a proprictary creamery sprang up offering
better prices to milk suppliers, with disastrous results to
them afterwards. When the State Department of Agricul-
ture was founded, wholly through the instrumentality of
Sir Horace Plunkett, the traders and the politicians forged
a new weapon to capture its machinery, which they employed
against the co-operative movement. The lack of harmony
thus created had for many years most scrious results, for it
entailed the brecakdown of that interworking betwecen the
State Department and the voluntary body which had been
the central point of Sir Horace’s programme. It is hard to
estimate what good might not have been done had the
inspectors and organisers of the two bodies been able to work
together, Fortunately things have now greatly improved
and we may hope for greater harmony in the future. ’
Notwiths(anding all these adverse circumstances, however,
the Irish Agricultural Organisation Society formed all over
the country a network of co-operative societies, creamerics,
agricultural supply societies, egg and poultry societies,
credit banks, and bacon-curing societies. It has now in

* The ‘* gombeen ”’ man is the Irish name for the small trader who
advances moncy or gives credit at usurious rates of interest.
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membership one thousand societies, with one hundred and
twenty thousand members. The chief federation of the Irish
societies for trading purposes is the Irish Agricultural Whole-
sale Society, which aims at being a joint wholesale for pro-
ducers and consumers alike, just as the wholesale Hankijja
docs in Finland. A federation of dairy societies, called the
Irish Co-operative Creamery Agency, also exists, and under-
takes the marketing of the creamery societies’ butter, but
most of the societies market their own butter. At present,
the tendency of the Irish co-operative movement is to organise
general purposes societies, which will supply agricultural
requisites and have a credit department. Many of these
societies are doing a store business as well.

In Finland, the agricultural producers are organised for
co-operation by a society which closely resembles, and,
indeed, was modelled upon, the Irish Agricultural Organisa-
tion Society. The society took its name, Pellervo, from one
of the characters in the Finnish cpic “ Kallewalla.” It was
founded in the yecar 189y. Its first work was to secure the
passing of a law bearing on co-operation, and making possible
the establishment of properly-constituted socictics. Before
this law was passed, the socicty had done some preliminary
work in founding assuciations of farmers which were ready,
on the enactment of this law, to become co-operative societies.
Most of the founders of Pellervo were not agriculturists, but
literary and scientific people, who, when the proper time
came, called in expert agriculturists to help them.

In 1901, the Act for which the society had worked came
into force, and the society, with the help of lawyers, set itself
to prepare model rules for creameries, banks, stores, pur-
chase and sale societies, and to form co-operative societies
of every type. It also published handbooks dealing with
various branches ol co-operative activity, in order to afford
a guide for the management of societies when founded.
Believing from the outset in the imiportance of accurate book-
keeping in the societies which it might establish, it published
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a set of books for the better accomplishment of the account-
ancy work of creameries and banks.

Before the Pellervo Society began its work there were
numerous peasant societies engaged in the business of pur-
chasing agricultural implements for their members. The
Pellervo Society began its operations with these, and found it
an casy task to transform them into properly-constituted
co-operative societics. It mext organised creameries and
credit societies, and endeavoured to guide the movement so
that the common purchase of all agricultural necessaries
should be carried out through the societies, which were mostly
composed of agriculturists. Many farmers having joined a
rural society preferred to purchase their agricultural require-
ments through the store rather than to join a special agri-
cultural society. We find, thercfore, in Finland, that the
general purposes society which combines the function of a
store and a supply society is the commonest type, although
there are a number of socicties which confine themselves
altogether to the purposes for which in other countrics an
agricultural society is established.

Owing to the fact that Finnish co-operation was organised
and supervised by people fully acquainted with the move-
ment and its history in other countrics, the policy of centrali-
sation was introduced at a comparatively early date, and
though calling for great efforts on the part of the local societies
developed very rapidly. Its progress was helped to a con-
siderable extent by favourable circumstances. The State
looked with favour on the co-operative movement from the
beginning, and undertook to grant a loan and an annual
subsidy for the organisation and support of a central co-
operative mstitute.

The Pellervo society, which was concerned in the founda-
tion of all the central societics, followed up this advantage
by sending out cmissaries to urge the socictics to affiliate
with the proper central institution. The first effort at
centralisation was in the year 19oI, when, on the initiative
of Pellervo, an agency for the common purchase of agricul-
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tural requirements was founded. It undertook to collect
the orders of the co-operative societies and to place them,
on as favourable terms as possible, with wholesale houses.
In 1905, this federation was reorganised as a {rue co-operative
society, under the title of the Hankijja Central Co-operative
Society. In 1902, a second federation called the Central
Institute for Co-operative Credit Societies was founded. It
is interesting to note that this took place before a single
local credit society existed. A year after its foundation
seven credit societies, to which it granted loans, were estab-
lished. In 1905, on the advice of Pellervo, a society called
Valio, which acts as a butter export society, was established
by the crecameries.

Pellervo derives its funds from three main sources—
(r) The subscriptions and donations of affiliated societies ;
(2) the subscriptions of individuals ; and (3) a subsidy from
the State. It also derives some revenue from subscriptions
to its official organ, “ Pellervo,” and from the sale of its
many publications.

In France many of the old fruitiéres, to which we alluded
when dealing with Switzerland, still exist; some of them
with their original unwritten form of constitution, The
members contribute whatever capital is required, deliver
their milk at the chalet, which they own in common, and
take their turn in making the checse. Some of the fruitiéres
which date back to the beginnings of this type ol society
have adopted a legal constitution, but those which have
not done so seem to work quite as smoothly as those which
have. In France, the organisation of co-operative societies
for production is chiefly undertaken by the syndicats agricoles,
which are professional unions of farmers, and correspond
to the unions of various professions. At first, the work of
these syndicats was altogether of an educational and infor-
mative character, but, afterwards, their scope was enlarged
to include the purchase in common of agricultural requisites
for their members, and, finally, most of them also undertook
the work of organising co-operative societies for production
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such as creameries, mills, bakeries, &c. It is a curious
feature of French co-operative development that hardly
any creameries exist in Normandy—a great dairying country
well known for the quality of its butter. The greatest
development of dairying is in the Charente, most of the
produce of which goes to Paris.

In Russia, Tchemyshevsky and Dobrolyubov, as far
back as 1850, preached the ideas of Robert Owen and
" recommended the cstablishment of purchasers’ co-operative
societies.  In 1869, Professor Zieber proposed to establish
consumers’ societies ; and in the following year, Prince
Vassiltchekof suggested to a Congress of agriculturists a
scheme for the organisation of rural savings and trading
associations on the model of the Schulze-Delitszch societies
in Germany. The Russian Zcmstvos encouraged the work
of agricultural organisation in supplying the credit needs of
the peasants. Most of the credit societies which they
established were not, however, on a truly co-operative basis
and failed, chiefly bccause the peasants had no sense of
responsibility towards them.

To the Russian peasant, co-operation in its modern
forms was a natural outcome of the artels which have existed
in Russia from early times. The artels are associations of
workmen or peasants for the purpose of producing in common,
either agricultural produce or other commodities, such as
boots, toys, &c. In the artel, the profits are divided amongst
the members in proportion to the work done by each. In
1860, there were alrcady in existence in the provinces of
Tver and Yaraslov cheesemaking artels. Some of the
leaders of co-operation in Siberia went abroad to study
dairying methods in other countries and, on their return
to Siberia, they established a number of artels for cheese-
making, with the help of subsidies from the Zemstvo. Their
efforts, however, were not crowned with success; and it
was not until 1895 that co-operation in dairying was revived.

After the building of the Siberian Railway, co-operation
developed, and the peasants found it to their advantage to



86 Co-operation in Many Lands.

combine co-operatively for buttermaking. Under the
. leadership of Mr. A. Balakshin, buttermaking artels became
numerous, and from 1goo the movement to combine these
artels in a union rapidly developed. In 1908, the Union of
Siberian Crcamery Associations was established at Kurgan
with a very small capital and only twelve affiliated societics.
One of the rules of affiliation with the Union was that the
constituent artels should send to the Union for disposal all
the butter which they produced, and likewisc that they
should place all their orders for machinery with the union.
The obligations of both of these binding rules were enforced
by fines. The latest figures for the Siberian Union show
that one thousand creamerics are affiliated to it, and that
its annual turmover is roughly one million pounds. From
Siberia, the buttermaking artels spread to European Russia,
the first being in the provinces of Yaraslov and Vologda.
In Holland, co-operation for production amongst agri-
culturists has been organised chiefly by the peasants them-
selves. The crisis in agriculture in 1880 was the indirect
cause of co-operative association. From 1890 onwards,
co-operative societies came rapidly into being. The first
creamery was founded in 1886 at Warga in Fricsland. The
creameries grouped themselves into provincial federations,
the majority of which formed a National Federation called
the General Dutch Federation of Co-operative Creameries.
The federations act as a whelesale society for the creamerics,
buying their machinery for them and marketing their butter.
Like Denmark, Holland has a butter control system.
This was established by the societies themselves, but is
subsidised to some extent by the Statc. The control is
worked through a number of stations which test the quality
of the butter, much in the way in which it is done in Denmark.
The societies avail themsclves largely of the expert assistance
given at these stations, and the Dutch butter mark has
raised the standard of purity almost as much as it has been
raised in Denmark by the Danish mark. There are, in
Holland, in addition to the ordinary types of co-operative
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enterprise, co-operative factorics for strawplaiting and for
the making of sugar from beet.

In Norway, co-operation amongst farmers is of recent
date, and is due partly to the example of Denmark and
partly to the work of several socicties connected with agri-
culture, of which the chief are the Land Husholdnings
Selskaber, which are societies for promoting rural economy
in various districts, the Royal Society (Kongelige Selskab
for Norgesvel) and the Norwegian Farmers’ Union (Norsk
Landmands Forbund).  The Norwegian co-opetative
creameries are very numncrous. Most of them produce both
butter and cheese, but some of them confine themselves
entirely to cheesemaking. Others which are situated near
towns undertake to supply them with milk. In the Nor-
wegian mountains, societies exist for the purpose of collecting
milk and transporting it to creameries to be made into butter
and cheesc. In 1904, the first co-operative abattoir was
founded at Hamar and several other abattoirs have since
been modelled upon it.

Agricultural co-operation in Italy, particularly in dairying,
dates back to very carly times. In the 14th and 15th
centuries, the peasants in mountainous parts found it to
their interest, on account of the smallness of their holdings,
to unite in a spontaneous form of co-operation in order to
make milk production profitable. The carliest form of
co-operation in dairying was unlike that which we know
to-day. The peasants equipped a small dairy with butter-
making implements and hired a butter-maker. They all
supplied their milk daily to the dairy but, instead of the
profits being divided after the manner of the modern
co-operative creameries, the system adopted was that of
paying by rotation. Each member was credited in turn
with the proceeds of a day’s buttermaking. Almost all these
socicties have now adopted the modern method ; and most
of them are affiliated not only to four Provincial Federations
but also to the National Union of co-operative dairy societies.

At Turin, Milan, Rome and many other places, there
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are co-operative socicties which underiake the milk supply
of the towns, and others which act as wholesale sellers of
butter. An important form of co-operation in ltaly is that
of the Cave Sociali. The object of these societies is to
collect the grapes grown by their members and to make a
uniform quality of wine from them. There are also co-opera-
tive distilleries which make brandy from the residue of the
grape after the juice has bheen expressed.

In America, co-operation amongst farmers is rather like
Topsy, in that it “growed,” and, up to recent years, not a
great deal has been known in Europe of what it has achieved.
Most of the co-operative societies have developed under the
egis of great social organisations such as the Grange, or
Order of the Patrons of Husbandry, which has been estab-
lished for nearly fifty years and has branches in all the States,
the American Society of Equity, whose headquarters are in
Wisconsin in the Middle West, and the Farmers’ Educa-
tional and Co-operative Union in the South. Unfortunately,
the differences between those taking the business and the
educational points of view respectively in these great societies
has done much to retard the orderly development of
co-operation.

In many parts of America, the term ‘ co-operative ’ has
been applied to organisations which are anything but
co-operative in spirit and practice. On the other hand.
organisations like the societies for the co-operative marketing
of fruit in California, the Sheboygan cheese factories in
Wisconsin and the co-operative abattoirs, elevators, and
creameries in the Middle West are co-operative associations
which can hold their own with any example of co-operation
that Europe can furnish, It is interesting to note that about
the same time that Sir Horace Plunkett was organising the
first creamery societies in Ireland, Professor Haecker was,
to use his own phrase, “ gum-shoeing ”’ about Minnesota on
the same errand. The population of Minnesota being largely
Scandinavian, he found little difficulty in carrying out his
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propaganda, and he formed his creameries on the Danish
model.

There remains to be noticed the co-operative farming,
in the proper scnse of the term, which exists among farmers
in Roumania and Italy. A co-operative farming society
hires land and distributes it amongst its members in pro-
portion to the sizc of their contribution to the guarantee
fund. The members farm the land under the direction of an
agricultural director, who prescribes the proper methods of
cultivation and sees that the members carry out the same
work at the same time and sell all their produce in common.
In Italy some of the societies, having hired land, furnish their
labour to workit collectively under the direction of a manager,
who is controlled by a committec appointed by the society.
In both countries, this form of co-operation arose from the
existence of large properties with intermediary tenants who
sub-let land to the peasants.



CHAPTER VII.

Classification of Co-operative Societies.

NE of the difficultics which beset those co-operators
who wish to make a close study of the theory of their
movement—and without such a study the ideals are bound
to fall behind the material interests—is that it has never
until recently attracted the attention of orthodox ceconomists
to any great extent.  Of English cconomic writers, Marshall
alone realised the part plaved by co-operation in modern
business. Unfortunately the promise implied in his first
volume of dealing fully with the matter has not been fulfilled.
Even in European countrics where more sympathetic
attention has been paid to the movement it has not been
treated as a distinct part of the organisation of industry
in any well-known work by a recognised economist.

As a direct consequence of this neglect, the fact that
co-operation is in itsclf a scientific form of organisation with
its own laws and boundaries has been overlooked. Now the
first step towards establishing the claim of co-operation to
scientific treatment is the production of a reasoned, scientific
and acceptable classification of the types of effort involved.
There is inore in this than a mere pedantic desire for orderly
arrangement, for until some classification is arrived at clear
thinking on the subject is extremely difficult. That this
difficulty is very greatly felt, and leads to much confusion at
present, can be realised by anyone Who talks on the subject
to the typical co-operator—much more the average man
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in the street—for even half an hour, or who takes up one
or other of the articles, pamphlets and books, now so
abundant, in which co-operation is treated in a thoroughly
haphazard manner.

In conversation, the expression *co-operative agri-
culture " is so freely used as if it were exactly the same as
agricultural co-operation that the vast majority of people
are now unable 1o appreciate the difference between them.
As an instance of how such verbal misunderstandings may
have serious conscquences, it may be remarked ihat quite a
number of intelligent people, misled by the expression
‘“ co-operative agriculture,” have believed such countries as
Ireland to be covered by associations of farmers engaged in
tilling the land in common. The discovery that this is
not the case has led them to proclaim, in the bitterness of
disillusionment, that all this talk about co-operation is
a fraud.

The same misapprehensions have arisen from the use of
such terms as co-operative production, productive societies,
distributive societies, industrial co-operation, and so forth.
Moreover, practically every authority has consented to the
theory that " agricultural ” and *industrial ” co-operation
are essentially different.  This belief, which has led to a
good deal of unnccessary scparatism, would at once be shown
to be fallacious by any attempt at scientific classification.
A store which purchases on behalf of its members must
belong to the same genus whether those members are towns-
men or countrymen. 1t may, of course, be put into a different
subdivision for convenience; but there is no excuse for
putting one kind of store into a class with a creamery because
it is agricultural and another into a class with a printing
society because it is industrial. It may well be argued that
a large amount of the friction, past and present, hetween
the exponents of individualism and those of federalism within
the co-operative movement springs from the lack of a proper
understanding of distinctions which might be realised by
classification.

i
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A study of the existing bibliographies and standard
works on co-operation reveals how little has been done in
this direction up to the present. The compilers of the
bibliography published by the International Co-operative
Alliance, while covering the whole field of co-operative
endeavour, have made no attempt to classify it other than
in the most general manner, and the headings used overlap
badly, as may be seen from the following examples :—General,
Distribution, Production and Labour, Banking, Agriculture,
Insurance, Settlement and ILandholding, Workmen’s
Dwellings, Co-operative Housekecping and Lodging, Educa-
tion, Women’s Part, Profit-sharing and Co-partnership.
There is obviously no attempt here at more than a very
rough and ready division which leaves room for infinite
differences of opinion.

Compilers of other bibliographies pay scant attention
as a rule to co-operation ; and where they do give space to
it, as apart from general economics, they are content with
such a casual division of the subject as occurs for instance
in Stamhammer (Bibliogiaphic decr Social Politik) where the
sub-headings are General, Trade, Labour, Agriculture, whilc
types of societics such as creameries are treated individually
as separate units in alphabetical order.

Tumning to libraries, we find that most of them have
practically no knowledge of co-operation, and certainly no
specially devised classification. Except in the case of the
Co-operative Reference Library, Dublin, to which we shall
again rcfer, and that of the International Institutc of
Agriculture, no data are available as to the methods adopted
by libraries which specialise in this form of literature. The
catalogue of the co-operative section of the Central Bureau
of Social Science in Holland is undoubtedly a careful and
important piece of work; but so far as classification goes
it follows more or less the lines of the International Co-opera-
tive Bibliography. The skeleton classification which was
drawn up by Dewey in issuing the c€lebrated decimal system
which is the basis of almost all modern library work, shows
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a complete ignorance of co-operation. It is possible, how-
cver, to fit a new sub-division of any subject into the Dewey
system and this has been done in the case of the International
Institute and the Co-operative Reference Library. These
efforts will be discussed in more detail at a later stage.

The number of books which deal with co-operation in
general as apart from co-operation in iis application to the
needs of a particular country or a particular section (agri-
culture and industry being usually treated separately) is
very small. In most books, the chapters are merely devoted
to different types of socicty in the order of their importance,
or else to different countries, without any attempt at classi-
fication. There is, however, one notable exception to this
general rule. Mr. C. R. Fay is onc of the few writers who
have treated of co-operative theory and of the practical
details of the movement from a standpoint which was
primarily that of the economist and only secondarily that of
the co-operative enthusiast. As a trained student of
economics, a pupil of Mcssrs. Marshall and Cannan, he has
been able to approach the subject from a point ot view which,
while sympathetic, is unprcjudiced and scientific. Thus
his book “ Co-operation at Home and Abroad,” which
remains a standard English work on the gencral theory of
the movement, may be expected to throw some light on the
matter we arc discussing. We find, in fact, that he deals
in his introduction with the question of classification and
proceeds to classify the whole subject under four main head-
ings : (1) Co-operative Banks, (2) Co-operative Agricultural
Societies, (3) Co-operative Workers’ Societies, (4) Co-opera-
tive Stores. This classification he believes to be exhaustive ;
and in discussing it he states that the first three classes are
Associations of Producers, the fourth class heing Associations
of Consumers.

Space does not permit us to enter into a detailed examina-
tion of this claim ; but with all due respect to the author,
whose work is of the highest order, we believe the statement
to bec entirely vitiated by two considerations. The first
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is that he classifies co-operative societies not by the functions
they perform, nor by the purposes for which the members
resort to them, but by the occupations of those members.
This seems very like classifying plays not by their dramatic
intention but by the temperament of the audience. It
leads to two grave anomalies—the placing under the same
heading of an agricultural socicty for the purchase of require-
ments and one for the manufacture of butter, which seems
obviously inconsistent, and the separation of consumption
from production by an arbitrary line in the case of ** store "’
societics. Secondly, it leads to that differentiation of
agriculturists and industrialists which both in the intcrests
of academic correctucss and also of practical co-operative
harmony it is most desirable to avoid. A society pur-
chasing requircments is, to Mr. Fay, an association of pro--
ducers if it is made up of farmers and of consumers if it is
madc up of artisans. What, then, is to be said of a society
of which half the members are farmers and half artisans ?
There are many of these now in existence and we hope they
will continually increase in number and importance.

We do, however, see in Mr. Fay’s classification a great
advance beyond the ordinary method of treating the subject
in that he has called attention to the desirability of using
the terms Associations of Producers and of Consumers instead
of the very misleading cxpressions ** Productive and Distribu-
tive Socicties.” 1t is only in the method of defining terms
that we differ from him.

The classification adopted by the International Institute
of Agriculture in its mouthly bulletins (that used in its
Library is a modification of the Dewey system on the same
lines) marks another step forward. Co-operative societies
are here classified “not according to what the socicty does
as a society but according to what the members have com-
bined to do.” Thus, when they combine to purchase it is
called a ‘Socicty for Purchase.” Similarly we have
“Societics for Sale” and “‘Sacicties for Production and
Sale,” Socictics where the object is increased production
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have been called ** co-operative productive societies “—but
here, unfortunately, the description becomes somewhat
inaccurate, for it is not the socicties which are producing but
the members. It is only fair to say the difficulty is partly
causcd by the fact that the classification is made in French.
The final classification is as follows —

1. Credit.

2. Production.

3. Purchase.

4. Sale.

5. Production and Sale. .

There are, of course, serious difficulties here. The third
and fourth classes often have to be grouped together, and
there is bound to be overlapping.  But, as usual, the chief
trouble arises over the word ™ production.” The critic will
ask why a member who goes to his society for the purpose
of hiring a machine differs from the one who goes to his
society to buy basic slag— both are using the society for
the purpose of increasing their production.

We may, however, concede that the International In-
stitute has made a more determined and more scientific
effort to deal with the maiter than any other body. It is
unforiuntate that its work has necessarily been confised to
co-operation among farmers, with whose interests it is alone
concerned. It is also to be regretted that, no doubt for the
sake of convenicnee, the classification outlined above, which
would go a long way towards covering the whole field, has
been departed from in the Bulleting by making any
exceptions. Thus insurance is treated quite separately ;
collective farming has not been brought into the classifica-
tion ; and even co-operative dairies and wine socicties have
scctions to themselves.  These last, of course, can be fitted
into the scheme and are left out only for convenience of
handling ; but it is noteworthy that socicties which merely
sell milk or wine are treated under the same heads as those
which manufacture and sell, and this seems mislcading and
illogical. At any rate, the existing index to the Bulletins
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has so many overlapping headings as somewhat to obscure
from the reader the excellent work which has been done by
the Institute in the direction of clearing the issue.

The Co-operative Reference Library in devising its
scheme of indexing, adopted a complete modification of the
Dewey decimal system. The resulting classification has
proved, on the whole, convenient and satisfactory for library
purposes, but has little valuc for our purpose in this chapter,
since “* Industrial ”* co-operation and ** Social * co-operation
both figure as headings, and thus perpetuate the overlapping
and arbitrary distinctions of which we have complained.
The classification of agricultural co-operation is, however,
more helpful ; the ideas of both Mr. Fay and the Inter-
national Institute bhave been considered and modified, so
that only two divisions remain, which are called ** Producers’ ”’
Co-operation and * Consumers’” Co-operation. Societies are
classed under one or the other according as their members
have combined in their capacitics as consumers of raw
materials and services or as producers anxious to manufacture
and sell their product. This division scems to go nearer to
the root of the matter than any other. The difficulty remains
that one society may perform functions which would bring
it under both these heads ; to this it can only be answered
that such a society docs not admit of classification unless
its two functions be separated for the purpose.

Such is a brief survey of the position in respect of classifi-
cation as far as we have been able to discover it from the
available data. It is at once apparent that it would have
been impossible to write the present book—-and more par-
ticularly the second volume—with any approach to clearness
or completeness without some attempt to create a scientific
division of co-operative types so that cach might be illus-
trated according to its importance. Accordingly, we have
been obliged to frame such a classification for ourselves.

In doing this, we have found the one great difficulty to
be that of distinguishing production and consumption without
dividing one class of the populalion arbitrarily from another.
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* We have been particularly anxious to do this in such a way
as to remove some of the misunderstandings which have
sprung up between the exponents of the federalist and the
individualistic schools. We have rejected, absolutely, the
formal distinction between Industrial and Agricultural
Co-operation and have abandoned the mischicvous terms
** distributive >’ and * productive ”’ co-operation. The expres-
sions ““ Producers’”" Co-operation and ““ Consumers ”’ Co-opera-
tion also seemed undesirable, as being liable to lead to the
adoption of Mr. FFay’s system of classification by occupation.
We adopted as an alternative, the phrases ' Co-operation
for Production ” and °* Co-operation for Consumption.”
Under these two main headings, we have sought to group
the whole range of cxisting and probable co-operative
activities. Consideration of the fact that consumption
includes consumption of scrvices as well as of goods, has
led us to sub-divide this heading into these two branches,
and we have been thercby cnabled to bring both credit
and insurance into our main scheme by classifying them as
co-operation for the consumption of services. Co-operation
for sale has prese'ntcd a more difficult problem ; but after
consideration we have included it under production, regarding
sale (cven wherec manufacture does not take place) as
necessarily the completion of the process of production.

In our sub-divisions, in addition to distinguishing between
gouds and services, we have tried to indicate the various
processes in production or consumption which were actually
handled co-operatively, and have indicated, to some extent,
the difference in the nature of the articles dealt with—as, for
instance, raw materials, and half finished or finished products.

We claim neither originality nor completeness for this
scheme ; the task of making it has been one which we would
willingly have avoided; but under pressure of necessity
we have done our best to construct out of the available
materials provided by the pioneer work of others such a
skeleton structure as would at least enable us to discuss
co-operation in all its phasecs with some degree of clearness.

€5



98 Co-operation in Many Lands.

The complete scheme, with some explanatory comments
and illustrations, is as follows :— :

A.—CO-OPERATION FOR PRODUCTION.
A. I.—For PropuCTION OF GOODS.
1. Associations of Producers to produce co-operatively---

(a) Raw Materials.
This includes co-operative farming and
any other genuine specimen of actual
** co-operative production.”
-(b) Finished Materials.
e.g., the self-governing workshops and
industrial produciive socicties.
2. Associations of Producers fto sell co-operatively (the
production being undertaken by individuals)—

(a) Raw Materials—-
Grain, eggs, live stock, fruit, &c.

(b) Conversion of raw materials and sale of
the finished product.

¢.£., by societies, such as creameries in
which the co-operators carry on both
manufacture and sale.

(c) Finished Materials—

Co-operative sale of articles manufactured
by the members individually—e.g.,
Home-Industry socictics of the Scottish
Ltype.

3. Assoctations of consumers to own the means of con-
verting raw material into finished wmaterial---

e.g., the productive departments of the stores
and their federations.

4. Assoctations of consumers to own the means of pro-
ducing raw malterial---—
e.g., the businesses belonging to the store
societies and their federations.
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A. II.—For PRODUCTION OF SERVICES— ‘
This includes such societies as newspaper

printing societies.
B..—CO-OPERATION FOR CONSUMPTION.

B. I.—For CONSUMPTION OF GOODS.

1. Domestic requivements.
2. Trade requivements.
(@) Of producers of raw material.
(b) Of producers of finished material.
e.g., co-operative purchasc of leather by
bootmakers.
(c) Of services.
e.g., co-opcrative purchase of cabs by
Parisian cabdrivers.
B. I1.—For CONSUMPTION OF SERVICES—
1. Credit.
(@) Personal (1) Long term (Raiffeisen, &c.).
(2) Short term (Schulze, &c.).
(b) Real (or mortgage), e.g.. Landschaften.
(¢) Building Societics (not to be confused
with B. 1II., 3).

2. Insurance—-
(a) Of crops.
() Of Live Stock.
(¢) Of Person and Property.
3. Domestic Services -~
(@) Housing, e.g., Co-operative Tenants Ltd.
(b) Electric Supply.
(c) Telephone.
(d) Laundries.

It would be possible by slightly stretching the definition
of a co-operative society to extend B. II. to various forms
of association for mutual help such as burial clubs, medical
aid societies and so forth. Also various agricultural associa-
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tions such as cow-testing associations, stock-breeders’
improvement societies and the like might be included under
the consumption of services. We have decided, however,
to confine ourseclves as far as possible in this book to socicties
which conform to the recognised business type which we
have sought to define and which is generally understood by
the expression ‘‘co-operative society.”

It is plain that, in this classification, federations of co-
operative socicties would fall under the headings appropriate
to the nature of the socicties which they serve; but as a
large number of such federations would have to appear under
several headings we have for the sake of convenience treated
them separately under the following grouping, which is
necessarily of a less scientific nature :—

FEDERATIONS.

-

. For Organisation, Supervision, and Propaganda
(non-trading).

2. For Trade.

3. For Credit.

4. For any two, or all, of the above.

We trust that the reader who has given attention to this
necessarily dull and technical chapter will be enabled to
follow the plan on which our. description of the types of
co-operative activity, both in the next four chapters and in
the second volume is hased.



CHAPTER VIIL

-Co-operation for Production.

IN this, and the following two chapters, we do not propose
to do more thar sketch briefly the leading features of
some of the types of suciety which are included in our classi-
fication.  The detailed description of these socicties, as they
exist in various countrics, is left to another volume in which
we shall deal solely with the practical aspects of co-operation,
The organisation of men in their capacity as producers
makes the earliest and most stirring appeal to the imagina-
tion of the social reformer, for it seems to assert definitely
the right of human beings to self-expression and self-govern-
ment in industry. The form of co-operation which consists
in the making of economics in expenditure has in it less of
romanticism and less interest ; it is a development rather
of the modern practical and thrifty spirit, of the philosophy
which sees that idcalism requires a material basis. Thus it
is not surprising to find that while, as we have shown, modern
co-operation owes its origin to consumers, the earliest develop-
ments of co-operation, arising out of primitive forms of
communal association, belong chiefly to what we have called
co-operation for production. We therefore deal with these
first, and, for the sake of convenience, we shall arrange the
various illustrations under thc headings we have adopted in
our former classification.
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A. 1.—PrRODUCTION OF GOODS.

I. ASSOCIATIONS OF PRODUCERS TO PRODUCE
CO-OPERATIVELY.

Under this heading we deal solely with preduction, under-
taken by persons co-operating for the purpose of producing
marketable articles in their own common interest. This
class again falls into two divisions, (¢) those who produce
from the beginning, and (d) those who have to buy raw
materials, and thus have some clement of consumers’ co-opera-
tion in their association.

(a) Producers of Raw Materials.

Since raw materials come in the first instance from the
earth, dircctly or indirectly, only farmers or those who work
in mines, quarrics, or oilficlds can ?roper]y be called pro-
ducers of raw materials, Co-operation .among such persons
is practically confined to the common ownership and cultiva-
tion of land. The most successful examples of this are to
be found in Italy, Roumania, and Serbia, where co-operative
farming seems to have come to stay. There are, however,
in thesc countries two forms of co-operative farming, which
must be sharply distinguished. In both forms, a society
is founded for the purpose of cither buying or renting land.
In the one case, however, this land is farmed in common
by all the members of the society, acting under the direction
of a committee or an elected official and sharing the produce
either equally or in proportion to labour done. 1In the other
case, the land is divided into small holdings, each of which
is farmed by the holder and his family. In this latter case,
certain operations may be performed collectively, and grazing
land may be held in common,”while all the members henefit
from the services of an expert instructor paid by the society,
and co-operate for the purpose of cconomical buying and
advantageous selling.

This class of society, though thoroughly co-operative,
must not be included under our present heading, as the mem-
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bers arc not co-operating for the actual purpose of production.
Those which do come under our heading are, as a matter of
fact, comparatively rare, for it seems to be a deep-rooted
instinct of the agriculturist (which probably springs from
practical experience) to desire to work his own land for
himself. Curiously enough, one of the most successful
examples of this type while it lasted was the pioneer
experiment of the Ralahine Co-operative Farm in Ireland.
For a few years, this community—of which a most interesting
description is available to all readers—actually cultivated a
large estate under the guidance of an elected committee and
manager, and not only did so with technical and material
success but made a tremendous change in the social and
moral status of its members. The colony came to an end
only through the bankruptcy of the owner of the estate, a
cause which had no connection with the experiment. Various
other attempts in different countries have, however, proved
short-lived and often disastrous.

In Roumania, co-operative farming, which is well
developed, is carried on _.only on the individual
system ; the collective system with which we are here con-
cerned obtains in Italy, chiefly in the Province of Emilia.
It sprang originally from two causes, the first and most
important being the existence of a large class of landless
agricultural labourers who worked for a daily wage and
were frequently unemployed, the second being the extortions
of intermediate agents who rent land from large proprietors
and re-let it to tenants at an extravagant price.

The following brief description of a society of this kind
is taken from the ‘ Année Sociale Internationale ”’ for 1g910.
It is translated in the Bulletin of the Co-operative Reference
Library, Vol. 1, No. 7, January, 1915, which includes a
detailed description, with bye-laws, of one of the successful
Italian societies :—

“ The members are agricultural labourers or even farmers
who have only a small amount of land of their ow<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>