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It is one of the commonplaces of current socialism that 
thewagessystemisalaterformof slavery; butithas been well 
pointed out there are essential differences between a system 
entitled to be called slavery and that under which the laborer 
lives at the present day. Under real slavery the worker him
self is a commodity, owned by his master. He receives pay
ment in kind sufficient for a bare maintenance. The amount 
of this is determined by the sole will of the master, and the 
slave can never become a capitalist. He has no choice of 
masters, and no freedom to forsake one occupation for an
other. The wage earner is the political equal, at the polls 
in this country, of his employer. He is paid in money ac
cording to regular rates determined largely by associations 
of his fellow workmen. He can leave one employment and 
take up another; he can move with comparative freedom 
from one place to another; in f ac1, were he not inf ormed 
by over ingenious people that he is a slave, the fact would 
probably never have occurred to his mind, in most instances. 
Thinking people recognize that, in a rhetorical sense, all 
men are slaves to circumstance; that we are too often the 
serfs and not the lords of our condition, things being in the 
saddle and riding mankind. Every man who has to work 
for his living is, in a degree, the slave of his work; the problem 
for him is to alleviate the rigor of the conditions under which 
he works and increase his leisure. 

The labor problem is one part, perhaps the most impor
tant part, of what is roughly known as the social problem. 
The social problem includes a great variety of difficult ques-
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tions relating to modern man under civilization. To be pre
cise, however, there is in fact no such thing as the social 
problem. As Gambetta once said, "there are social prob
lems." There are a great many of them, and they are likely 
to continue long, if not to multiply greatly as the years go 
by. What we less loosely denote as the labor problem is 
a more restricted and more manageable question. I take 
it to include, as its main matter, the problem of the best rela
tion of employer and employed in this great, complex, and 
marvelous world of modern work and modern machinery. 
Certainly, whatever minor issues may be connected with 
t1?8 chief issu~, they would, in all probability, be adjusted 
with comparat1ve ease could we once have and maintain a 
friendly union of master and man. 

That there will always be, at least f or man y centuries 
two such parties to labor contracts as master and man o; 
employer and employee, is altogether probable. We need to 
observe but a few specimens of our common humanity to 
learn that this distinction has its roots in great natural facts. 
Differences of mental ability, differences in strength of char
acter, as well as differences in fortune, are the causes of the 
persistence of this distinction. The need of labor is per
petual. This world of ours is a world in which he that work
eth not shall not eat. To be sure, his work may have been 
done for him, in a few cases, by his fathers, and he may come 
into large leisure by inheritance, not having earned it through 
his own personal exertión. But the rule is that work is the 
condition of food as well as of leisure; we :find no one eating 
whose food has not been paid for by himself or by others who 
have given it to him. We :find no one enjoying leisure who 
has not himself earned it by hard work, or to whom the hard 
work of others has not given it. 

The first of labor problems, then, for man, who must 
work to live, is to :find sorne work to do. Happily, the stimu
lus to exertion through the complexity of human needs is 
very great, and the world is crowded with work needing to be 
done. As fast as one want is satisfied, it creates a dozen 
others. If one piece of work is well done, it points the way 
for a hundred times as much to be done in the same line or . 
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elsewhere. Nothing is more irrational in the conduct of 
modero labor unions than their attempts to diminish the 
hours or the tasks of laboring roen, under the impression 
that there is a fixed quantity of work to be done so that, if 
ten roen can do it all while there are twenty needing food, 
the only way out of the difficulty is for the first ten to do 
half as much as they can do, and leave the rest of the work 
to the other ten. It is a pure assumption that the second 
ten could or would do this half of the work if it were sur
rendered to them. Probably it would be found by trial 
that they were neither competent nor willing to equal the 
performance of the first ten, selected by a long sifting as 
the most capable and successful workers. The lump of 
labor fallacy, as Mr. Schloss calls it, will not stand examina
tion. As a matter of fact, however, there is plenty of work 
for the first ten and plenty of work for the second ten also, 
if they are able and willing to work and will go where the 
work is to be had. The theoretical competition supposed 
by the orthodox school of political economists under which 
the work.man is always perfectly free to seek work in any 
quarter, is not indeed an actual condition, and there is much 
room for exertion in bringing the work and the worker to-
gether. 

If a man is working for himself, he will tum out the 
largest product, under existing human nature. There is no 
means for extracting industry, thrift, skill, and all the vir
tues of work, from the most unpromising character, to be 
compared for a moment with the magic of private property, 
as all the economista have noted. The peasant proprietor 
in Italy, France, or Germany, for instance, or the independent 
farmer of New England or Dakota, sets the highest stand
ard .of achievement. Self interest, whatever we may say of 
ita excesses, is the most potent motive to exertion with the 
ordinary man. Working his own f ew acres, the small farmer 
will rise early and go to bed late. He will economize time, 
tools, and materials. He will perform prodigies of work in 
the hard contest with the powers of nature if he is sure from 
the beginning that the whole result of his labor will be his 
own. We are not speaking of pure selfishness; his own in-
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elude~ t~at larger self,_ that most natural and persistent of ali 
associat1ons, the family of which he is the head. Not all 
me~, of course, take the sturdy and heroic view of work on 
therr own property; but when a man has thus before him 
e'!ery reason for exertion, and prefers idleness and dissipa
t1on, the labor problem is purely a moral and personal ques
tion of the individual. 

Let us suppose that our small farmer has so far pros
pered that he has outgrown his few acres and can not even 
superintend satisfactorily the numerous workers whom he is 
obliged to hire for his severa} farros. 

He ~as not had to look far before finding other men who 
are not ~dependent proprietors, and who, {or this reason, 
ª": seeking work from such as he, which will give them 
daily bread. As long as his hired men were few in number 
and he could work with them, the result was fairly satis
factory. _But suppose that he inquires how he shall derive 
the most mcome from one of the farros which he is no longer 
able to superintend in person. He need know but Iittle of 
human nat~ to be sur~ that if he leaves this farro to be 
w?rked by hrred men without superintendence the product 
will be small. The com~laint of ali employers of labor is 
perpetua!, ª?d to a considerable degree well founded that 
t~e laborer 1S n~t worthy of his hire, if to be worthy ~f the 
h~e mea~ to d1Spla:y as much zeal and interest as the pro
prietor h1IDSelf. This expectation, however is irrational 
The owner of the farro can not in reason expect that his hired 
~orkers ~hall ~anifest that extreme zeal and that persistent 
mterest m making a large product which he hunse· 1f dº 1 
if 

. d 1Sp ays, 
en~rget1c ~n capable. They are not working for their 

own ~terest m any such degree as himself · although if th 
work s~de by side ~th him ~ example will 1be to sorne de~ 
contag10us. The _hired worker has, of course, the stimulus 
of _need to keeI_> him up to an average standard of work, but 
thlS s_tandard lS much lower than that of the independent 
propnetor: One ~eed not dilate before people who have ever 
had occas1on to hire another person to do work which they 
th~~zes understand and are capable of doing, upon the 
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shortcomings, the neglects, the w~te of time and material 
of the hired worker as compared with the employer. 

For our farme; there is an alternative. He may agree 
with one of those workers, whom he has found to be the most 
industrious and competent, to take a farm on shares and pay 
not a fixed money rent, bu~ half o! the net produ~t as rent. 
The system of product shanng, which has had a wide preva
lence in numerous countries, practically a.asures the owner 
as large a rent as the renter can earn. . Thou~ the worker 
has not before him the force of the motives to mdustry and 
economy which would be his were he the full owner of the 
place, his half share of the product will augment with his own 
zeal and skill. With his eyes fixed, perhaps, on the owner
ship before long of this very place, he will not be slow to make 
this half share as large as possible, and may even rival, ~der 
the ~ur of this ambition, the energy of the actual p~pnetor. 

The system of product sharing is ~turally res~~cted to 
such vocations as agriculture, the fishenes, and mmmg. It 
is not easily applied to the great variety of manufacturera. 
But that which can be said of the excellence of the system 
in the fields where it has been so largely practiced can also 
be said in considerable degree, of the system which is logic
ally its' successor. I refer to that modification of the wagea 
system known as profit sharing, in which the employer adds 
to fixed wages a bonus to labor, va~g according to the 
prosperity of the business. No one ~ pretend tha~ the 
employee in a large manufactory, w?rking on t?e ordmary 
wages system has every possible motive to exertion held out 
to him. AB ~ matter of course, his usual exertion will be f~r 
below the standard of the man who carriea on a small busi
ness at which he works by himself or side by side with his 
few workmen. AB manuf actories increase in size they be
come more and more unwieldly, and there is even more need 
than in the earlier days of tha fac~ry system for improv:
ments in the labor contract practiced m them. There 18 

much more demand in a large concern where no one person 
can eff ectively superintend the whole business, than in a 
small one under the view of a single eye, for enlisting every 
motive of self interest on the part of the employee. The 
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same tendencies which have built up the great manufactur
ing concerns of our day will probably long continue. They 
illustrate very forcibly the aristocratic principle which calls 
to the front the natural leaders of industries and commerce, 
and they forcibly exemplify the well known scriptural doc
trine that "to him that hath it shall be given." Great 
changes may take place through the application of electricity 
to industry, rendering possible sorne return to small fac
tories, and even to house production. For the present we 
must make up our minds to the continuance of such meth
ods as we see practiced so extensively. We have bidden a 
long f arewell to the familiar association of the employer with 
a small body of workmen; we must accept as inevitable the 
massing of workers in great buildings, of ten far removed from 
the commercial department of the industry. The practica! 
problem is, first, how to counteract the natural tendency of 
the wages system to an inferior grade of accomplishment. 
The system which gives the largest product to be divided is 
the best. 

We must accept just as much the natural and inevitable 
organization of workers among themselves for the purpoee 
of raising wagea and otherwise improving their condition. 
However much we may lament the loss of personal touch, 
and however much we may deplore the almost warlike array 
of workmen drawn up on one side against the smaller but 
more compact body of employers on the other, we must 
accept the situation as it is, and consider every method of 
feasible evolution before we, for a moment even, talk of 
revolution. The violent introduction of socialism as a fully 
developed acherne of collective capital and state production 
is quite out of the question; nor is the more peaceful revo
lution of pure co-operative production near at hand. The 
tendencies of modero ind ustry are almost as hostile to pure 
co-operative production as they are to numerous small con
cerns. 

The deficiencies and disadvantages of the wages system 
are obvious to clear sighted observers. One plain reason 
for this is that it is the system under which the work of 
civilization is actually being conducted. In this respect the 
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system has, of course, great inferioritr to ~anciful sc~em~ 
which have never been tried. Puttmg wnde these unagi
nary constructions, we may say that the choice in the ~lution 
of the specific labor problem lies between the contm~ce 
of the unmodified wages system, the system of co-operative 
production, and such an intermediate ~easure as p_rofit sha~
ing shading off into forros of co-operat1ve production. It 18 

nec'013Bary to dra w sorne lines of distinction here which do n~t 
everywhere exist in the same cleamess, for there . are van
ous modifications of the wages system-such as p1ecework, 
premiums, and progressive wages:-":hich tend toward profit 
sharing and answer sorne of the obJections made to t~e method 
of simple day wages. Thus the wages system runs mto sorne 
method of profit sharing, and profit sharing naturally tends 
to '30me forro of co-operative production. Mr. David F. 
Schloss in his work on Methods of Industrial Remuneration, 
has well described the different modifications of pure wages in 
vogue in England. He has done a special service in this 
work as the inf ormation which he gives could not be found 
an~here else in such convenient forro. . 

The advocates of co-operative production usually con
traat with this plan the unmodified wages system, under 
which no special inducement is held out to the workman to 
do his best. The prevailing tendencies are to make him satis
fied with an average amount of work, corresponding to the 
ability of the mediocre, unsatisfied, uninte~ested wor~er. 
The objection which the advocate of co-operative product1on 
and the socialist also makes against the wages system, that 
it is entirely unjust, I prefer to pass over, for the present 
at Ieast, for the reason that the application of abstract ideas 
of justice to complicated questions like this is generally very 
unfruitful. The employer has one idea of justice and the 
workman has another idea. A more fruitful method asks 
which system, the wages system or co-operative production, 
succeeds best in actual experience. The success of the co
operative productive enterprise is to be determined by the 
amount of product and its quality, actually realized, and 
the resulting income to the workman, year in and year 
out. 
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. Everyone who desires the progressive elevation of man
~d must h~artily s~pathize with the system of co-opera
tive product1on as la1d down so admirably by such writers 
as Judge Th?mas. Hughes and the late Mr. Vansittart Neale. 
The system 18 evide~tly n~~ ~o the ideal, since it promises 
to ~ the work~rs a Just diV1S10n of the entire profits of the 
busm~sa. . ~ut it cannot be said that the actual record is 
very ms~mng. The~e are, to be sure, in England at the 
present time sorne e1ghty productive societies more or lesa 
connected with th~ co-operative movement. Although sorne 
few_ º! these are 1IDportant and well established, the great 
IDaJ?n~y ~e small,_ o~ yet in the trial stage. In America 
the 1:111tati?n of societies like these has been almost as slight 
and mtermittent as the reproduction of the English co-opera
~ive stores here, of which we have so few. The difficulties 
m the_ way of cü-?perative production are very great. The 
financia! ob_stac!e mcreases rather than decreases with time. 
M~ufacturmg m theBE: days is carried on in such large es
tablish~ents, demanding such elaborate machinery, that 
the ca~1tal_ needed to . compete successfully with existing 
enterpnses 18 almost entirely lacking to ordinary workingmen. 

If t~e ~ecessary c~pital for a comparatively modest 
~dertaking m co-operative production is at hand, if a con
si~e:able number of workingmen of unusual character and 
ability put together their hard earned savings the moral 
~fficulti~s ar~. ~till before them. One of the fust of these 
IB _an eniire wiilingness on the part of these workmen to sub
nnt to the orders of ~ne of their own number, placed at the 
h~ad of the bus~ess of ~~~tw:mg and buying and selling, 
with that readiness which 1B mdispensable for competition 
with ?ther establishments. A man may very well be a work
man m one . cotton factory, as in Oldham, England, and a 
stoc~holder m another; but when he is at once a worker in 
a mill and a part owner of it, he will not obey orders from a 
superintendent whom his own vote has helped to put in 
office, R?d whom his vote c_an_ a~o help to depose, as readily 
as he will conf orm to the discipline of a mill in which he has 
no financia! stake. The ordinary corporation which is in 
one sense, a plain instance of co-operation, ~ms to be' the 
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nearest approach to co-operative production now feasible 
under most circumstances. In large corporations the great 
majority of the stockholders own so few shares that the con
duct of the enterprise is practically in the hands of a few 
persona, whose financia! interests teach them to combine, 
rather than to fight each other. When one considers how 
difficult it is to get a number of people usually regarded as 
above the average in intelligence and character to co-operate 
in schemes demanding but a limited amount of money from 
each, and but a small part of his time, it will be seen how se
vere a demand the developed scheme of co-operative produc
tion makes upon the workman, for he is expected to put in 
all his available capital, to give all of his working time to 
the enterprise, and to surrender the management to one of 
his associates. This associate must be a man of great ability 
and high character to carry on the business successfully. 
He must be willing to receive, for the most part, a much 
smaller compensation for his uncommon business talent than 
he would receive under the wages system as foreman or super
intendent. The opportunities for suspicion and distrust are 
very many, and the first financia! reverse may be sufficient to 
bring down a very promising attempt at co-operative produc
tion. 

But, however discouraging the record of the system 
may be thus far, there is an undeniable fascination in the 
idea itself that the capital requisite for carrying on a business 
should be furnished by those who are to do the work, and 
that they should divide equitably among themselves the en
tire profits of the enterprise. This surely would seem to be 
the application to industry of obvious notions of justice, right 
and equity. But the workmen must furnish from their own 
b~y not only the manual labor but the faculty for super
intendence and commercial management; besides this, they 
have to reach a higher level of character, leadíng to a much 
greater mutual confidence, than we find in the ordinary world. 
The place of that constraint and discipline which the present 
wages system enf orces, and which sentimentalists call a system 
of slavery, must be taken under co-operative production by 
a high moral. development, which shall justify complete con-
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fidence by. the workmen in each other. This confidence they 
must have not only in those who work with them at the bench 
or the loom, but most of all in the men of unusual ability, 
belonging to their own condition in life, whom they select 
as responsible managers of the enterprise. 

Such considerations as these of the tendencies of the ex
isting wages system on the one hand, and of the immeasur
able discontent which workingmen penetrated by the dem
ocratic spirit naturally feel; of the actual weakness of the 
system of co-operative production, owing to the large de
manda, intellectually and morally, it makes upon working 
people-lead one to inquire if there may not be methods 
which may lead up by easy transition from the pure wages 
system to the more ideal system of co-operative production. 
The system of industrial partnership, for which term profit 
sharing is an inadequate designation, has at least this much 
to recommend it: It has, in several very important instances, 
bridged over the gap between the wages system and a system 
of co-operative production entitled to that name by its ac
tual resulta, although not corresponding in every respect to the 
usual ideal of the workingman. Such houses as the Maison 
Leclaire and the Bon Marché of Paris, and the Co-operative 
Paper milis of Angouleme, France, for instance, show how 
profit sharing may be induced upon the wages system and de
veloped into a substantial system of co-operative production. 
The process in these three instances has been long and slow, 
but such is the nature of all sound and durable education. 
The numerous years occupied by the transition suffi.ced to 
educate the employer and the employed alike; they justified 
the employer in gradually divesting himself of his powers 
and responsibilities; they taught the workmen very gradually 
the virtues and the faculties demanded by the employer'a 
position, and they rendered easy the gradual supersession 
of the original proprietor by men from the ranks of his own 
establishment. In these cases regulations have been made 
for the continuous application of a system of promotion, so 
that a body like the Mutual Benefit society of the Maison 
Leclaire can furnish out of its membership at any time of 
need the partner or partners, as they are called, to direct 
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the working of the · en tire business. These partners, or 
managers, however, when they assume their new position, 
find a moral condition about them such as no co-operative 
productive enterprise starting out de novo could furnish. 
The new manager, fresh from the ranks of the workers, finds 
the whole body of his former fellows ready and accustomed 
to obey orders from the heads of the establishment, and to 
give them as full powers as partners enjoy in establishments 
conducted on the ordinary wage system. The new part
ners have been chosen by a sensible body of workingmen 
because of their approved character and their tested ability. 
They have been shown by time to belong to the natural aris
tocracy of ability and character, and their fellow workmen 
take pleasure in promoting them, and a rational pride in co
operating with them, not henceforth as complete equals, but 
as members, each in his own place, of an establishment proud 
of its history and determined to maintain its high standard 
in the years to come. 

Such instances as the Maison Leclaire and others of a 
similar nature lead me to believe that we shall obtain in time, 
in a large number of cases at least, the aubstantial benefits 
of co-operative production through the procesa of education 
by means of profit aharing. The details of the systems thus 
worked out may not be in all respects those laid down even 
by the wisest heads for a acherne of co-operative production 
ideally just. Deference to the democratic principie may 
easily lead even auch thinkers astray, while the experience of 
such firma as I have mentioned supplies the needed corrective, 
in paying the due tribute to the aristocratic principie, just 
as natural as the democratic. 

I aro decidedly of the opinion that the labor problem, 
considered as subatantially the problem of the best kind of 
contract relations between the employer and the employed, 
is to be solved in the gradual development of the existing 
wages system, through profit sharing, into sorne system of 
co-operative production. I do not wish to undertake the 
office of prophet, and I quite decline to predict even how 
soon there will be so modest a number as one hundred auch 
co-operative establishments as the Maison Leclaire in the 
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whole civilized world. With confidence, however I declare 
~y conviction that su~h a development itself d00: more jus
tic~ to all the factora m production than any other meMure 
which I know. Profit sharing is thoroughly entitled to the 
full cre~t of being an evolutionary method. The one great 
and crymg defect of the wages system is that under it an 
immense amount of work is not done which could be done, 
to the great benefit of mankind, if the whole body of workers 
~ere thoroughly interested in producing just as much and 
Just ~ good work as possible. This being so, we should 
be qwck to make modest attempts toward a system which 
brings in~o play a great reserve force. Under the wages 
syste~ thIS reserve of unusual power lies largely among the 
workingmen; but one need only stop and think a moment 
t? ~e~lize how the extreme friction of the existing system 
d1mm1shes the actual working power of the employers. Un
der_ a system ~hich secured to them the hearty co-operation of 
their men, their own force would undoubtedly be largely in
creased. We want to increase it. 

Looking at the system of co-operative production, as 
usually practiced to-day, in comparison with such an evolu
tionary system as I speak of, it is a striking fact that its advo
cates virtually leave out of sight the immense working power 
of the present captains of industry. It is not to be supposed 
that we can immediately convert any considerable number 
of ~he great manufacturera and masters of transportation, 
for mstanc~, so that they will be willing to put all their ability 
at the_ service of the workmen for modest salaries. Imagine, 
then, if you can, the eff ect if to-morrow morning the sk:ill and 
ability of all business men above the grade of common hand 
!abor were withdrawn. Imagine the city of Brooklyn, for 
~tance, left to-morrow to be run, so far as private business 
is ~once~ed, by the workingmen alone, with nearly all the 
bram capital of the present system reduced to temporary idle
ness .. It would require but a few hours of such a régime to 
convmce even the most determined advocate of the demo
cratic principie in industry of the fallacy of his theories of man
ual lab?r as t!ie aource of all value and of the equality of all 
heads m hUSllless. Any system which, like most plans of 
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co-operative production, makes little account of the men who 
are really leading the business of modero civilization and fur
nishing employment and bread for the great army of hand 
workera, neglects one of the vital factora in the situation. In 
point of fact, we need every particle of ability and of working 
force in head and hand to do even the larger part of the work 
that must be done. The captains of industry of whom 1 
speak are not yet sufficiently moralized to be willing to accept 
the very modest position which the system of co-operative 
production would assign to them. This is no reproach to them; 
the level of morality among them is at least as high as that 
among workingmen or any other large class of people. They 
need, however, education into sorne larger ideal and up to 
sorne nobler standard, like ali the rest of us, and it is to sorne 
gradual process of taking their workmen into partnership 
in the profits of industry, managed on substantially the pres
ent lines, that we are to look for the educating agency needed. 
Both the employer and the employed under present condi
tions need to evolve new capacities and new virtues to give 
co-operative production a fair field in which to develop. 

The question just how large a share of the profits• the 
employed shall receive is not important at the outset. The 
fact that a regular dividend paid to labor out of the profits 
of the year has been shown to be good business policy in a 
large number of cases, resulting in at least as large net profits 
to the employer himself as before and in the general im
provement of the industrial situation in the establishment
recognition of this fact is the main matter at the beginning. • 
If the workman is guaranteed by his employer a modest divi
dend of five or ten per cent on his wages, varying according 
to the returns of the year, he is taken into a kind of partner
ship such as he did not before know. He will in time, if he 
belongs to ordinary humanity, begin to have the feelings and 
the ambitions of the partner. The increase in the amount 
of product and the improvement in its quality, and other 
gains from economy of material and care of machinery, and 
from the absence of labor difliculties, which have usually re
sulted, are argumenta of great weight for such a limited part
nership. Into the details of the very considerable body of 
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experience furnished in the last fif ty years by the numeroUB 
firms which have trie~ the system, beginning with the Maison 
Leclaire in 1842 and coming down to the more than three 
hundred firms which now practice profit sharing in Europe 
and America, 1 can not here enter. My chief claim for profit 
sharing, as compared with the wages system now in force 
and with that system of c<r.operative production which is 
desired by so many, is that it does more complete justice 
to all the factora in the situation than either of these two 
systems-that which is now a fact and that which is now 
largely a hope. The objection commonly made to profit 
sharing-that it does not include the sharing of losses by the 
employed-rests upon a gross misconception of the scheme. 
It is a limited method to be distinguished carefully from the 
more developed system of co-operative production under 
which loss sharing is plainly inevitable. 

The progress which has been made in the last few yeo.rs 
by the system of industrial partnership is encouraging to 
all believera who have never allowed themselves to put it for
ward as the one solution of the labor problem or as a panacea 
for social diffi.culties. If I may speak for the great body of 
advocates of the system, we see in it one excellent method 
of improving the relations between the workman and his 
employer, which it is highly desirable should be applied and 
tested in a great many directions in order to ascertain the 
fields in which it will prove itself to be a better system than 
any yet practiced. If in one direction a .system of premiums 
for economy in the use of material, or in another direction 
a system of increasing the wages according to the amount of 
good production, is found to bring a larger return to the work
man and a better result for the employer than ptofit sharing, 
we are entirely ready to acknowledge the fact. There are 
directions in which profit sharing is likely to justify itself at 
once, as in trades where a large amount of skilled labor is 
employed; in othera, owing to the great use of machinery, 
there is leas room for wise economy on the part of the em
ployee. A large part of the business of the world, of course, 
is done on a no profit basis. There are numerous fields, 
from such matters as common domestic service to the work 
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of the teacher in the public school and the prof essor in the 
college, from which the whole notion of profi.ts is absent, 
and to which consequently such a system as profit sharing 
has no application. In these fields, if service is defective 
and unsatisfactory, means of improving it must be sought in 
other ways than by resort to such a system. 

If we look forward in a general way to consider the parte 
which the three systems-of wages, profit sharing, and co
operative production-are likely to play in the comparatively 
near future, it is only rational to suppose that they will for a 
long time continue side by side. As the world grows older, 
wiser, and more humane, and as the democratic principie 
asserts itself more and more vigorously, the wages system, 
which is now virtually monopolizing the fi.eld, will gradualiy 
suffer modifications. Profit sharing or industrial partner
ship, under the various forros which as a guiding principie 
it readily admits, will steadily make converts, encroaching 
upon the wages system to an indefinite extent. The wages 
system, however, will persist in sorne quarters because no 
other system is so well adapted to the demanda of the situ
ation; and in other quarters it will yield place but very slowly 
to more democratic methods. The wages system, however, 
will probably be much more influenced by the advance of 
profit sharing for a considerable time to come than profit 
sharing will be by the spread of co-operative production 
growing out of it. 

A steady and permanent increase in the number of true 
co-operative productive establishments, in the light of all 
the experience which profit sharing can give, we must all 
heartily desire. No industrial future, however, is likely to be 
less complex than that which we behold in wonderful variety 
round about us to-day, and he would be a rash prophet 
who ehould predict the day when any one ·system of the 
three under consideration will have driven out the other 
two. He would be much less wise who should protest that 
no system which the human mind is capable of imagining 
will ever supersede co-operative production. In ali these 
matters we do weli to keep ourselves free from the conceit 
of inerrancy and infallibility. We have no cali to legisla.te 

PROFIT SHARING AND CO-OPERATION 

for an indefinite future or to lay down an industrial or eco
nomic creed for all our descendants. It is our one imperative 
duty to consider the existing situation, not as capitalists, not 
as employers, not as workingmen, not as members of a par
ticular profession, but scientifically and philosophically. It 
is our business to see facts as they are and to consider them 
calmly, with a view to that improvement which a progressive 
civilization demands. We cannot escape the application of 
the notion of evolution to these matters, and such an appli
cation at once forbids our declaiming against the wages sys
tem as a system of slavery, or exalting co-operative produc
tion as the sacred ideal to which the future must conform, 
or preaching profit sharing as the one panacea for all our 
industrial woes. 

The labor problem, I began by saying, is a problem of 
finding work and finding the just reward for it. More specifi
cally, it is the problem of the best relation between the man 
who has more work than he can do himself and the man who 
must find work. The interests of these two parties are not 
directly and obviously identical; but society includes both 
the employer and the employed, and a good many other per
sons not to be ranked under either of these heads. The in
terest of entire society unmistakably is that as much work 
and as good work as possible shali be done without over
working any human being; that every worker shali receive 
a fair return for his toil; that the whole product of a1l the 
workers shali be so increased by such material agents as im
proved machinery, and such moral agents as greater interest 
in the work on the part of ali, anda closer union and harmony, 
that the share of every worker may be augmented. 

The labor question grows out of the advance of civiliza
tion and the development of humanity. While we isolate it 
for the purpose of clearness of thought and to f acilitate the 
adoption of practica! mea.sures of improvement, we have to 
remember that it is not the only problem, perhaps not the 
chief problem, of mankind from age to age. The present ab
sorption of so many earnest and able minds in labor problems 
and social questions does not mean that these are to be per
petually so absorbing. The present deep interest is a sign 
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of progress; it is a sign of the elevation of mankind; a sign 
of hope, not of despair; it is a token of the increasing spread 
of sound morals and rational religion. It is, we may firmly 
trust, the sure ornen of a gradual and incessant improvement 
in the condition of civilized mankind. 
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In the changed industrial and economic conditions of 
to-day the great concentration of capital and the massing 
of thousands of the employed have brought about new prob
lema. In the old times, master and man lived and worked 
together-there was a daily point of contact, a continuous 
personal touch. To-day ali is changed. The employer, in 
many cases, is as much of an absentee as were the nobles 
in France in the latter part of the eighteenth century and 
the landlords of sorne of the worst tenements in slumdom. 
With the growing intelligence on the part of the workers, 
evidencing itself in a dissatisfaction with their social and 
economic surroundings, they are slowly learning how to 
crystallize their incoherent wants and their smothered dis
contents into definite propositions for an improvement of 
their conditions. 

The personal touch between e:rpployer and employed 
has largely been lost, and it is not desirable, even ü it were 
possible, to retum to the earlier days. But for the successful 
conduct of the business of the twentieth century a point of 
contact must be sought for and established, though in a 
different way. This need has created a new profession, that 
of the social engineer, a man who can tell the employer how 
he may establish such a point of contact between himself, 
his immediate staff, and the rank and file of his industrial 
army. Thus the writer was summoned in this capacity some 
time ago to advise a firm employing 2,000 men and boya 
on the subject of a building to serve as a social center for 
their employees and also for the community where the fac
tory was located. 
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