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Francesco Fantin

Francesco fantin was 41 years old when he was murdered 

at the hands of fascists at the Loveday Internment camp on 16 

November 1942. He had emigrated to Australia in 1924 along 

with his brothers and immediately launched himself into organising. He 

worked in Victoria in saw mills and on the cane fi elds of Queensland. 

He remained an anarchist, labour organiser and ardent antifascist 

throughout his life. Ironically, he was interned partly due to confusion 

over his political convictions; his elder brother was a fascist supporter 

and the two where confl ated by Australian security services. The elder, 

fascist Fantin remained free, while Francesco was interned, ultimately 

leading to his murder.

The life of Fantin should be exemplary one for anarchists; neither leader 

or follower, he busied himself with activism for over two decades and 

was well-regarded by those who knew him. This reading group aims to 

assess both classic and contemporary anarchist texts, encouraging the 

reader to come to their own conclusions through collective discussion 

and, in doing so, honour the memory of Francesco Fantin.

Anarchism was one of several socialist responses to industrialisation 

and the impoverishment of the productive classes in the 19th Century. It 

remains a viable organisation for resistance to capitalism and its myriad 

forms, particularly because anarchism is worked out as a practice and its 

traditions come from their successful application, rather than a dogmatic, 

theoretical position. The anarchist traditions of local and democratic 

organising, dedication to equality, commitment to federative structures 

and suspicion of authority are always up for critique, modifi cation and 

extension. While tactics and strategies have changed, these traditions 

have remained and are, arguably, the essence of anarchy. 
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Brown informs Jones of his need, to which Jones replies: ‘Under the 

circumstances in which I am I cannot myself do what you require without 

inconvenience, but if you cannot make any better arrangements, it will 

be possible for me to do the work if you can relieve me of certain work 

of my own, or if you can supply me with an article which will serve my 

purpose although it will not answer for yours, [thus] I can supply you with 

the article you require. 

There are only two primary views possible — the community of rights, or 

the division of rights by numbers. If rights are divided by numbers, the 

more individuals there are living the less rights each individual possesses 

both absolutely and in proportion to the aggregate. The primary 

view of Communism is therefore the basis of the genuine Individualist 

hypothesis. This I have endeavoured to demonstrate, along with the 

necessary truth of the Communist view, by an analysis of principles. 

and also, by an analysis of results, to prove (what necessarily follows 

from the acceptance of this theory) that Communism alone is the true 

Individualism. 

P.S. These views may not be held by all who call themselves 

Communist-Anarchists, but they are comparatively new, which may 

account for it. They were reached independently in France and in 

Victoria between two years and a year ago, at least so far as I know. 

In La Revote the subject has been treated and similar views expressed 

although method and treatment was less radical and it was by arriving at 

the fi rst perception of these views that I became a Communist-Anarchist 

before knowing that the Communist-Anarchist party had already 

expressed them. 

This article has been reproduced from What Is Communism and Other 

Anarchist Essays by J.A. Andrews on 1889 Melbourne. It was edited and 
introduced by Bob James. 
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not expressly signifi ed their intention of acting independently of it — which 

in view of the force of custom, is not the same thing as if it had never been 

enacted. 

Obviously nobody, being free, will knowingly part with either lime or labour or 

things of use at or for the time when he needs or will need them for himself, 

nor yet will he to any individual whom he needs to not assist, if that should 

be the case. 

Each having all rights to everything, this can be translated ‘each has all 

rights to the world and all that therein is’. 

Brown therefore has all rights to the world and all that therein is. 

He therefore has all rights to himself that therein is and Jones that therein is. 

Jones has all rights to himself and to Brown, that therein are. 

Only is it necessary in order that each should enjoy the rights selected by 

exercise for himself, that Brown should only select to exercise his rights to 

Jones upon ascertaining honestly that Jones will select to exercise his right 

to convenience Brown, and per contra. Let him then ask not with a bribe, as 

a merchant, but plainly as friend to friend. 

As to things tangible: 

Each having all rights to them, if anyone having possession of them and 

not in any way requiring them for the means of exercising his rights 

to enjoy them, be asked by another and refuse him their use, he is then 

preventing that other from exercising his rights, and the same if with the like 

circumstances he by concealment active or passive, or by the inculcation of 

any false dogma, prevents that other from asking or seeking to obtain them. 

This is obviously true of all things, whether ‘produced’ or ‘natural’. 

There are so many individuals that if A cannot conveniently do or supply 

anything B will almost certainly be found who can. 

As to exchange of articles or labour: 

We recognise bona fi de exchange only and not the commercial or 

proprietary transaction or system of transactions to which in sociology the 

term is generally applied. 
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There are various ideas going under the names of Individualism 

and Communism. The name of Communism has repeatedly been 

appropriated by Collectivist parties, and the early Communists 

themselves were not really Communists at all, except in so far as the idea 

that they might have prepared them to become so in fact. ‘Individualism’ is 

a word appropriated by the Proprietists, and it is proprietism accordingly 

that the true Communist or anti-proprietist commonly means in speaking 

against Individualism. The same word is appropriated by the people who 

are for the liberty of the individual down to the point at which their own 

domination comes in, like the Liberty and Property Defence League. 

These individualists are usually taken as the type of Individualism by the 

Collectivists. In passing let me observe that though Collectivism is as a 

rule avowed by State Socialism, there is what some of its adherents call 

Anarchic Collectivism, the principles of which are identical with those of the 

Time for Time Individualist Proprietist party as expounded in the late Labor 

Note discussion and ‘An Anarchist Plan of Campaign’ by Andrade and 

Newberry. The Collectivists are divided into Social Democrats, who profess 

Communist sympathies, and Paepists, who profess to combine the work of 

the last mentioned Individualist sect, with regard to economics, with State 

organisation; and are also divided again into Scientifi c Socialists, who so 

far as I can judge are against the existing State, but in favour of a new form 
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of State supposed to be defensive and organising, and in this respect 

differ from the Communalist-Autonomists only in point of centralisation 

versus decentralisation or rather multiplication of small centres — and 

State Socialists proper, who wish to work through the existing State, and 

who may generally be classed as Republican Socialists. 

But in the literal sense of the word, communism is not any of 

these — neither is individualism. What are they then? The question 

may very well be put in this form, for the reply is but one — true 

communism, as expressed by the word communist — anarchism, and 

true individualism, absolute, pure and unadulterated — are one and the 

same thing. What is this perfect individualism? Communism! What is 

communism? The true, perfect individualism . 

…it follows that all professed individualism which is at variance with 

communism is not individualism, and all professed communism which is 

not in accord with individualism is not communism. But we cannot say, 

“This is individualism, and therefore, since your communism disagrees 

with it, you stand convicted (by a very easy and offhand process) of 

having the error on your side. We must, must we not, examine carefully 

to the very bottom of the natural principles to which we look, and see 

what it is that they really do teach. We have been endeavouring to shape 

OUf ideas by these principles, but, whatever those ideas may be, is it not 

the case in most instances that the ideas have led to -the conception 

we have of the principles rather than that the principles, scientifi cally 

discovered by means the utter simplicity of which causes them to 

be overlooked by millions have given us the ideas. It is not, therefore, 

possible that our view of the principles may be at fault? These are 

questions which all should ask. 

“Well,” says the Individualist. “I go to this basic principle. The Rights of 

Each.” 

“I” says the Communist, “stand upon the ground of Right as opposed to 

Wrong.” 

Very good, there is no real difference here because there can be no 

wrong without the infringement of someone’s rights, even be it by his 

rights there can be nothing wrong, humanly engendered at any rate — is 

it not so? It is enough then to take up this one ‘Right’ upon which we 

both agree, for it is evident that if our deductions are dissimilar, and 
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Communism 
Communism, abandoning and abolishing all deceitful measures of 

equity, which mete out injustice, goes straight to the principle of absolute 

individualism. What each will do for or yield up to another is left purely 

a matter of individual pleasure and good will, and equity is secured by 

the individual discretion. The ‘Individualist’ (save the mark!) repudiates 

Individualism by substituting that which must be either a statute law (as 

with the other Collectivists) or a traditional law (like the traditional laws of 

religion, land ownership, and the doctrine of the State) for the grand and 

sole motto of Liberty, ‘Do What You Wish’. 

There are other mottoes of a subsidiary nature, but their only offi ce 

is to compose the mind in cases of doubt and enable the real or 

predominating wish of the Serial Individual to take its proper position 

for or against that of the moment. In effect they are purely egoistic 

and for the benefi t of the individual who refl ects upon them. If they 

are elevated into absolute primary mottoes they become laws, and 

detrimental to all parties concerned. For instance, ‘Do unto others as 

you would have them do unto you.’ Its offi ce is to enable the egoistic 

pleasure of the individual in the pleasure of others to be satisfi ed in spite 

of any momentary tendency to the contrary, which would subsequently 

produce regret. As a matter of fact in most cases when people are free 

they will act on this motto in acting on that of ‘Do as you wish.’ ‘To each 

according to his needs’ is identical with ‘Do what you wish’ inasmuch 

as a need is merely the object of the act of wishing. ‘To each according 

to his works’ would be identical if it were so understood, as the other is 

understood by the Communist-Anarchist party, for in the widest possible 

sense a work is simply the result of an action which is the result of a wish 

which is the result of the circumstances which produce the need and the 

wish. But the ‘Individualist’ confi nes the term to a direct and transferable 

result, ignoring all other results which go to make up the satisfaction of 

the individual, and thereby falsifying the equation. In demanding ‘to each 

according to the matter mechanically affected by him with the conscious 

purpose of its transformation’ or ‘according to the time occupied with 

such transformation’ you lay down a law confl icting with the universality 

of the principle ‘do what you wish’ and then in order to appear not to 

confl ict with this principle you have to so to speak pass an Amending 

Act to say that this law is only to be applied in cases where parties have 
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You still say B is not prohibited from going outside of the system, and 

giving an hour’s labour to A. 

Oh! Indeed! But if it is right for A to accept a gift from B, can the system 

be right which has to be departed from in order to admit of that right 

being exercised? It is very evident that the question of gift forms no part 

of the ‘equivalent for equivalent’ system. A lies outside of it, and is at 

best only not totally abrogated by it. 

Wherefore should A, if it is right for him to accept B’s gift, which gives 

more pleasure to B as shown than if it were not given and accepted, 

be led to feel that he is at best only robbing B with B’s consent? Why, 

if he thoroughly believes in the equity of the System, he must be 

suffering constant pain at the thought that he cannot give B something 

in exchange which B would only have to throwaway. Why if he does 

believe in the system, and avoids that pain, it can only be by habituating 

himself to do that which he considers wrong, in taking some produce 

without giving some produce for it, and in that way he is being trained to 

fi nd it natural to take and not to give, where he will be conferring an injury 

instead of a benefi t I He will think it perfectly as moral, if the question 

of produce for produce is to be the basis of his moral theory. He will 

think he is enslaving the man who gives him produce freely of his own 

accord because he is doing good to himself by producing it and none by 

keeping it, and that therefore he is no more enslaving [of] the man who 

gives produce under compulsion and although he [that man] is doing 

himself harm by parting with it or even by producing it at all. He must 

either adhere rigidly to the System with its attendant pains and penalties 

on both parties, or he must loosen his morality and develop the germs 

of exploitation. 

What then is property in even this its most refi ned and supposedly 

socialised form? In its ordinary form the answer has been given — it is 

robbery. In this —? 

I reply, it is the Devil. It is that old mythological serpent propounding to 

humanity a way of knowing good and evil, and teaching evil in order to 

fulfi l the promise. It is the tree of knowledge fruitful of ignorance. It is the 

angel with the two-edged sword driving man out of his earthly paradise 

and keeping guard that he shall not enter. In one word it is all that is 

fi endish and diabolical, the parent idea of our human death in life. 
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there is no fl aw which either can perceive in his own logic, whilst each 

imagines a non sequitur on the part of the other (probably very near to 

the commencing point) our difference must arise on the other side — in 

our conception of Right itself. 

What Is Right? 
If the earth were uninhabited, then upon the earth at best there would 

be no rights, nor any rights, nor any right or wrong. That at all events 

ought to be obvious. But suppose now that in the midst of this solitude 

there appears a man, for example, Mr Smith. With his appearance the 

problem of equity presents itself for solution. 

Now, what are the rights of Smith? What is it right for him to do? There is 

but one answer that is consistent. 

Smith has all rights to and of everything, and his rights are only limited in 

effect by the limits of his natural capacity to exercise them. 

Instead of Smith place Brown. What then? 

Brown has all rights to and of everything, and his rights are only limited 

in effect by the limits of his natural capacity to exercise them. Is it not so? 

But place Brown and Smith on the earth together, and how does the 

case stand? 

This is the critical question. Upon the answer you make hangs the whole 

of your belief as to rights, as to what is right or wrong in society. 

For myself, I reply: 

Smith has all rights to and of everything, and his rights are only limited in 

effect by the limits of his natural capacity to exercise them. 

Brown has all rights to and of everything, and his rights are only limited in 

effect by the limits of his natural capacity to exercise them. 

‘Impossible!’ I hear some exclaim. ‘What! how can Brown have all rights 

to everything if Smith has them? It is contrary to the laws of nature.’ 

To which I reply — 

A right is not a substance which Smith can put in his pocket and 

which Brown cannot then put in his without taking it out of Smith’s. 

I grant it is contrary to the laws of molecular matter, but a quality or a 
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mode of relation, which is another name for a mathematical point or 

latent goal of direction, is not subject to the laws of molecular matter. 

You cannot condemn electricity as non-existent or deny its attributes 

because it is not subject to gravitation, or deny the existence of space 

because matter and space can occupy the same cubic inch: A right is 

a mathematical point, and the laws of nature declare the possibility of a 

direction lying between anyone point and any other point — No I the fact 

(is) that a direction does lie between each point and each other point. 

The point implies the direction — they cannot exist apart; you may say 

with perfect accuracy that the existence of one point, or of one direction, 

creates all points and all directions, that anyone point or one direction 

is all point and all directions in the sense that their existence is mutually 

inseparable. A right, I say, is whatever thing exists in relation to Smith, or 

Brown, or each. By reason of his and its existence they are inseparable 

in the universe. Smith and Brown have each this possession of the entire 

universe, irrespective of and in addition to each others possession, just 

as Point A possesses all the points and relations of points in the universe 

and so equally and irrespectively does point B. They have in these things 

a right to them and that without confl ict. But whereas Smith and Brown 

are not only pre-atomic but atomic molecular and the things they can 

follow out their affi nities for are so likewise, either in constitution or in 

mode of attainment it follows that although the rights are universal and 

eternal the exercise of those rights through molecular matter is subject 

to the laws of molecular matter; Smith and Brown cannot both exercise 

the same right to the same thing at the same place at the same time. 

Herein lies all the diffi culty. 

I need not perhaps have been so metaphysical, but it is well to go to the 

fountain head. I can demonstrate the fact in a manner really less simple, 

but more within reach. Either both Smith and Brown in conjunction 

have each all right to everything, as each has alone, or they have each 

more than all right to everything which is equally impossible, or again 

one has more than all right to everything and the other less than all 

right to everything, which is certainly no more possible than that each 

has all right to everything, or yet again the following — either one has 

all right to everything, and the other less than all right to everything, or 

one has all right to everything and the other no right to anything, or 

lastly each has no right to anything. There is no other choice. But it is 

perfectly inconceivable that one should have all rights and the other 
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for study, and also B must as before either loaf one hour or produce 

something he has no use for, whilst also in any case A is debarred of 

one half or the whole of the time he requires for study. If B should sell the 

produce he has no need of, for some he does need but of course (by 

the hypothesis) which he is in the habit of producing for himself, he has 

still to suffer the pain of sheer idleness, which is not rest or leisure for an 

equivalent time. 

What a load of suffering and discontentment is entailed in this very 

conceivable case of the average and habitual daily relations of two 

individuals. Neither is happy and yet if only each simply worked according 

to his need of exertion in any particular direction, rested and enjoyed 

leisure and society according to his needs, and had the enjoyment of all 

or any produce just according to their needs, both would be perfectly 

contented. It may be said either that B is not prohibited from giving to 

A one hour’s labour, or that this refers only to the time-basis system; in 

which the product of one man’s hour [?]; that if the productivity basis 

were adopted, in which the amount of x to be rendered to A in return for 

20 y is the same as the amount of x which it is reckoned A could have 

produced in the time he took to produce 20 y, the harassing results 

here depicted might be avoided. That A is rendering to B 20 y, virtually 

renders the exact equivalent of 4 x since he could produce either in one 

hour, although it takes B two hours to produce the 4 x. That therefore 

B would exactly fi ll up his time comfortably and A have his full hour for 

study. B of course in rendering the exact equivalent of 20 y since it 

would take him two hours to produce it, although A can do it in one hour. 

But suppose we adopt this basis. Suppose the fi gures a trifl e different. 

Suppose A requires two hours for special study, but whereas it would 

take him four hours to procure such common necessaries as he requires, 

B from some cause is content with the result of three hours labour in this 

respect — either he consumes less, or he produces more; anyway he has 

still another hour to spare, whilst A is an hour short. It would be as much 

pleasure to him to produce the identical hour’s worth that A requires, as 

it would be to A to take an hour’s study; as much pain to be simply 

and sheerly idle as it would be for A to forego that hour’s study. But 

according to the product equivalence system, this cannot be set right. 

Both must suffer where neither need suffer. 
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in proportion exact with the products rendered by him to others. This 

appears at fi rst sight to be exact equity as contrasted with the present 

system wherein each has products from others in the inverse ratio of the 

products rendered by him to others. 

A little study of mathematics will however prove the error. Certainly 

whereas before, A produced 16, gave up 16 and received back 4, 

rendering up 12 without return, and B produced 0, receiving the 12 

without giving any return, now if A produces 16 he has 16, and if B 

produces 0 he has 0. But this is reckoning by the goods and not by the 

individuals. If all men were exactly alike this would be just so far as this 

view alone is concerned, but they are not. A can produce 8 articles of 

class x in two hours, but dislikes the task. B can only produce 4 in the 

same time, but fi nds the work a pleasure. Conversely, A can produce 20 

articles of class y in one hour, and likes the occupation well, while B can 

only produce 10 in the same time, and is by no means enthusiastic over 

their production. In order to supply their respective needs, after which 

they will not require anything more after each enjoying ten hours for sleep 

and meal times, four hours for companionship, four for his own labour 

on other things for his benefi t, two for reading and two for miscellaneous 

matters, each having two hours left, A requires 4 articles of class x, and 

one hour to pursue some special study, whilst B requires 20 articles of 

class y, and nothing further except that he would much prefer to spend 

the two hours required for their production in some more congenial 

labour. He does not want any more time for socialities, for idleness, for 

other production for himself, in short he is prepared and going to set 

about the production of 20 y to kill time, all the while thinking it an awful 

bore. 

Now what is the position, fi rstly, of the time basis advocate in regard to 

this situation? He holds that A must work two hours for B if B undertakes 

the production of the 4 x. But this gives no more advantage to B than if 

A only worked for him one hour and produced the 20 y. If A does work 

two hours B can only either loaf painfully for one hour (more or less) on a 

subsequent occasion, or occupy himself in the production of something 

for which he has no use, and which he might as well not have produced; 

or if A undertakes the production of another of the 20 y in one hour, B 

working one hour in return and producing 2 x, A must spend ½ hour in 

the production of another 2 x, and be short of ½ hour that he needs 
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none, in default of any reason why either should have none. It is equally 

inconceivable that each should have less than all rights in default of 

any reason why either should have less than all. If each has no right to 

anything it may surely be conceded that each has all wrong to everything, 

in which case you merely change one alleged impossibility for another, 

and one of these must be not only possible, but the fact. Or else — 

All rights are equal for and against, and each individual has all rights. 

After noting this fact, we may as well admit at once that it is exactly 

the same as if the alternative which I did not fi ll in were the case, I 

was going to say “or else instead of starting with the supposition that 

there could be rights (and therefore wrongs) in any instance, we should 

have commenced from the hypothesis that there are no rights and 

consequently no wrongs — in a word, that everything is quite indifferent 

except as to its results as viewed by each individual in relation to himself.” 

To resume: ‘Each has all rights, or none has any rights.’ If you prefer to 

accept one of these views rather than the other it is indifferent to the 

conclusions to be reached. These are extremes that meet, like east 

and west; the easternmost and the westernmost are the same. Of this 

hereafter. On the hypothesis of rights if each is entitled to all things and 

all actions, none (obviously) can be disentitled to any. Up to this point 

man is on the same platform as the atom, but observe: All rights amount 

to zero, since each particular right is balanced by the right of the same 

individual to the reverse. The person, like the atom, has certain affi nities, 

which lead to the rejection of one right in favour of its opposite. But 

again, the individual has an existence in any moment which embodies 

the existences of many atoms past, present and future as relatively to 

that moment and to their merely atomic, inorganic condition. The present 

of one atom is made from the past or the future of another. Hence the 

individual has memory, has anticipation — has that complexity which 

we term the individuality or individual consciousness. In other words a 

general affi nity for certain directions, and this affi nity cannot be altered by 

external circumstances without causing a conscious dislocation of the 

relations of the complete organism — otherwise pain, or death, therefore 

for the perfection of the individual it is necessary that the right of the 

individual to select between all other rights, and decide which he will 

accept or reject, should be not rejected in any way whatsoever. 
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We have arrived at the conclusion that there is this defi nition to be 

attached to the Individualist phrase ‘the rights of each’ — The rights 

selected by each exercised by himself. 

Proceeding from the equation that all rights in the aggregate can be 

taken as zero and that the question of initial right (provided also that 

of initial wrong is similarly treated) can be ignored, we see that the only 

consideration for each individual in respect of the act of himself or any 

other, is, whether it is injurious, neutral, or benefi cial to himself. 

But we have already shown that this question depends primarily upon 

healthy, (or truly individual) personal desire. 

The communist defi nition of right and wrong is to be interpreted thus: 

The ‘occurrence’ of rights which are benefi cial or non-injurious and which 

are injurious respectively. But that can only be benefi cial to any individual, 

for the reason stated, which increases the number of rights, selected by 

his own affi nity, which he can enjoy; that only neutral which leaves those 

rights selected by his own affi nity just in the same as they were, and that 

only injurious which counteracts and thereby makes a useless burden of, 

or disorganises his affi nity. 

The two primary positions of the Individualist truly so called and the 

Communist are therefore one. 

Observe however that the individual exists in one moment. The 

next, there is another individual, only, owing to the threefold plan 

of construction, past, present and future, there is a continuity — a 

continuous series of individuals in one changing organism. It is this 

series which we call the individual. Whatever reduces the capability 

of the momentary individual is injurious to that individual; whether by 

excluding him from the exercise of rights selected by himself, or by 

reducing his affi nity for existing rights — so — selected. But it depends on 

the future result whether the serial individual is injured, or whether he 

has benefi tted by the substitution for the future of” different Momentary 

Individual having habitually an affi nity for” larger supply of positive rights. 

To sum up all this — each has all rights, but the question is as to the 

exercise of rights in such a way that the most rights naturally selected by 

each individual (of a kind conducing to his organic benefi t, that is, rights 

to benefi cial action and against injurious action, as opposed to rights 
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to forgo benefi cial and to submit to injury) shall be exercised. Of course 

the rights mentioned will be those naturally exercised if there is nothing 

extraneous to interfere, by virtue of the organic constitution of the 

individual. The exercise of these rights can only be attained by the wilful 

selection by each of such rights to exercise as do not interfere with the 

free selection by any other of his rights to exercise — speaking generally 

although not universally. In the event of anyone fi nding his capacity to 

select his rights infringed upon by the exercise of the rights of another, 

and no amicable adjustment being possible, the right of might remains 

and must remain the sole arbiter. This does not interfere with the fact 

that the rights on one side may be more conducive to the greater benefi t 

of any or more individuals than the other. Anyone who can upset this 

conclusion by reasoning from the fundamental premises is at liberty to 

do so; for myself, I defy anyone to upset it. 

In effect, then Might is Right, but inasmuch as Might is wasted by 

confl ict, Might is friendly concord is more of Right than Might in hostile 

opposition, and the problem to be solved is, not to lay down rules, but 

to indicate methods to the respective individual natures, whereby this 

economy of Might and consequent increase of enjoyed Right will take 

place. 

This then is the issue of the questioning relating to Right. 

What is Property? 
This question is answered by Proudhon: Property is Robbery. 

The so-called Individualists, that is the Proprietists, often endeavour to 

maintain that Proudhon meant only landed property. As a matter of fact 

the word used by Proudhon, ‘propriete’ signifi es property of any kind. 

Nobody can read, What Is Property? thoroughly without being convinced 

that the arguments are applied to property in general. Proudhon wrote 

against ‘Communism’ by which he understood a form of Collectivism, 

but his own writings are decidedly of a Collectivist character (Solution 

du Probleme Social). He merely altered the method of Collectivist 

distribution. In the so-called Communism which he opposed, all were 

to work as directed by the managers, and were to yield up the whole 

of their produce. This was to be divided in equal shares, not necessarily 

equal for all sorts of produce allotted to each man. He substituted for 

this the Cost Principle and the idea of each having products from others 


