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LANCASHIRE CHARTISM AND THE MASS STRIKE OF 1842:
THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF WORKING CLASS CONTEKRTION -

The study which follows is concerned with a predominantly
working class movement for democratic rights. It analyzes the
economic, social, and political character of the movement for
the People's Charter as it evolved in Lancashire, Englend during
1842. The Charter embodied six basic demands: (1) Universal
manhood suffrage; (2) Payment of Members of Pariiament; (3)
Annual Payliaments: (4) Vote by ballot; (5) Equal electoral dis-
tricts; and (6) Abolition of property quelifications for candi-
dates. In analyzing Chartism, we have attempted to maintain a
balance between theoretical issues in the study of radical col-
lective contention and historical ones about the overall nature
of Chartism. We have tried. to maintain the active, historical
voice of the participants through extensive quotation while

simultaneously engaging in theoreticael and historical disputen.

* My intellectual debt to Charles Tilly will he obvious
throughout, but I would@ also like to recognize my personal one

as well. My friend Youssef Cohen took time from his own demanding
chores to help me out of some labyrinthine difficulties. ILinda
is actually a coauthor and much, much more. Last but not least,
the Sociology Department of The University of Michigan provided
essentisl financiel support during the completion of this study.
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Hopefully, the combination of discoureeg results in an accurate
and convincing cauagl explanation of Chartism withput; however;
gsacrificinzg the more personal and continment dramas it involved.
The use of "Politicel Economy" in the title is not meant to
be fashionable. Rather, it sums up the two levels of social
phenomena that are most significant for both explaining and
understénding Lancashire Chartism. The overall argument unfolds

by moving from structural economic factors through more immediate

' conjunctural ones to political processes and actions. Each

movement defines a critical and significant range of phenomena
for the explanation of Chartism. They do so, however, in terms
of an increasing level of explanatory adeguacy with the political
dimension being the most informative, Structure defines the
realm of significant actors, conflict exes, and modalities of
contention., Conjunctural factors operate primarily by creating
specific conflicts and types of relations between those actors.
Finnlly; political circumstances and actions influence levels

of contention throush their effect on mobilization and demobiliza-
tion. Yet, none of these levels or dimensions can be agcurately
understood or explained without the others. Structures, situa-
tions and self-conscious politicel actions were all paris of

Chartist contention in 1842 Lancashire.

II

There are three broad movements in this portion of the
peper. The firat uses the works of Neil Smelser and Friedrich
Engels to present two generally advanced and conflicting
historical interpretations of the nature and dynamics of
Chartiam.1 The second develops the implicit theoretical per-
spectives contained in these interpretations., The final one
revolves around the suhstantive evaluation of their reapective
explanatory merits and the presentation of a more fully
developed explanation of Lancashire Chartiam. Essentially,
we move from the specifics of historical interpretationa through
the theoretical issues and problematics embedded in them end,
finally, to the issue of their theoretical-historical explana-
tory adequacy. Our overall purpose is to provide » comparative,
historical-theoretic explanation of Lancashire Chartism in 1842.

Neil Smelser's Social Change and the Industrial Revolution

ia a self-conscious attempt to explain the dynamicas of the
industrial revolution within a structural-functional theory.

I sm not concerned with the overall adequacy of his analysis.
My interest is with his explanation of the "political turmoil"
he sees Chartism as representing. Smelser's basic ergument is
that urbanization and industrialization led to the disruption
of the traditional, familial economy of the working clasa.

The disruption caused by these basic procemaes of social change
"...underlay much of the turmoil among operativea and others

between 1825 and 185C." 2 Smelser emphasizes how the
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transition to modern, urban-industrial England generated
"strains and tensions" which were then expressed in radicsl
collective "movements" such as Chartism:

In the late 1830's and 184C's,...the spinners' and
other factory operatives' involvement in socifal
explosions was limited, particularly when compared
with their activities in the early 1830's [i.e.,

their transitional period) and the excesaive activities
of other groups in 1837-42. One inportant reason for
this is that the factory operatives were gradually
approaching the completion of a sequence of differen-
tiation whereby their family and community structure
was entering the industrial era on a new basis. By
contrast...the weavers and related groups [i.e., those
in their trgnsitional phaﬂé] were grasping for their
very life.

Once the transitional strains of urbanization and industrializa-
tion had passed and workers had been integrated into urban-
industrial society, "vigorous political turmoil", even in "years
of unemployment and distress" like 1842, was unlikely.4
Engels paints a very different picture of the social basis

and dynamics of Chartist contention. He makes no mention of
urbanization or industrinlization, of transitional strains or
disruptiona. Instead,vhe pointa to the factory workers of
industrial capitalism, their urban locetion, and the consequent
class conflicts of interest between them and their capitalist
employera:

The factory operatives, and especially those of the

cotton district, form the nucleus of the labor move-

ment. Lancashire, and especially Manchester, is the

seat of the most powerful Unions, the central point

of Chartism.... The more the factory system has taken

possession of a branch of industry, the more the

working-men employed in it participate in the labor

movement; the gharper the opposition between working-

men and capitalists, the clenrer the proletarian
conacionsnegs in the working-men..., in general, all

the workers employed in manufacture are won for...
resistance to capital and bourgeoisie, and 3ll are
united upon this point, that they, as working-men...,
form a separate class, with separate interests and
principles, with a separate way of looking at thingse
in contrast with that of all property-owners....-

Engels gives the distinct impreasion that 1t was "integra-
tion" into the urban, industrial capitalist order that determined
levels of Chartist contention. Whereas Smelser emphasizes
proletarianization (the working class side of industrialization)

as the social backeground for Chartism, Engels stresses

proletarianism. In faet, Marx offers a direct challenpe to

Smelser's type of argument in Capital when he says that "As soon
a8 the working class, stunned at first by the noise and turmoil
of the new system of production, had recovered its sens?a to
some extent, it begen to offer resistance...."é This argument

is the reverse of Smelser's. It sees the tremeition to indus-
triasl employment as a period of relative guiet in terms of
worker contention. '

Engels' and Smelser's differences on the role of factory
workers in Chartist contention are indicative of a more funda-
mental split. It 1nvol?es the more general problem of the
nature of society and collective contention's relation to it.
Smelser's arguments about Chartism are most different from
Engels' in their emphasis on social change as its basic deter-
minant. The emphasis on change is characteristic of a wide
range of "soctal mobilization" theories of radical collective
contention.7 By briefly probing the theoretical assumptions
behind Smelser's argument, we will be able to situate our "

analysis of Chartism in terms of a basic dispute about collec~

tive contention and the nature of society. Of course, evidence
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one way or another abou£ Lancashire Chartism in 1842 cannot
finally resolve the diapute; but it can indicate the direction
such a resolution is likeli to tgke.

If we teke the slippery notion of "strains and tensions®
to be the rough equivalent of the hardly less slippery one of
"social contradictions", then we will notice a slight conver-
gence ﬂetween Smelser's structural-functional arguments about
radical contention and those of Marxists. Smelser; like most
Marxists, does identify increases in radical contention with
social contradictions. Contrary to Marxists, however, he does
not then look to structural class contredictions for his
explanation. Instead, his search for explanations immediately
turns to processes of structural change such as urbanization
and industrialization. The basic resson behind this turn to
change is that Smelser's overall conception of society sees it
a8 an integrated, non-contradictory and fundamentally consensual
system. If increasing radical collective contention is, as
Smelser argues, the result of societal contradictions (strains
and tensions) and if societies are basically non-contradictory
systems, then the explanation for the contention must somehow
1lie outside of the social system. Smeleer's identification of
marginal, transitional or nonintegrated groups as the backbone
of Chartist contention is the corollary of these arguments.

What applies to groupse also applies to sociéties: because,
in functional theory, structural social change is the result of
a social system's leck of integration, That is, social change

characterizes a social system in contradiction and in transition.

The theoretical-historical perspective involved here is
essentially structural-typological. Urbenization and indus-
trialization are the transitional processes linking rural, pre-
industrial society to urban, industriel society. Societiesn
making this transition are similar to groups caught up in it.
They are in a nonintegrated, contradictory state--part rural-
agrarian, part urban-industrial. They are in a transitional
phase between two distinct structural orders. Hence, the well-
known srgument that transitional societies are much more prone
to rsdicsl contention than either traditional or modern ones.

in the case of both groups and societies, the critical
variables accounting for radical collective contention sare then
the processes of social change, because change is both the
consequence of and the producer of malintegration and contra-
diction. It is, therefore, a population's or society's relation
to processes of structural change that defines its potential for
radical collective contention. Once this relation sneps, as
Smelser argues it did for factory workers in the late 1830'5;
the group or society cesses to be trensitional; and, consequently,
its propensity for radical contention rapidly declines, It has
then entered an integrated and non-contradictory state. Smelser
sumg this up when he says:

It seems to me that it is less embarrassing

analytically to interpret caeses of outright
conflict between the classes as dicturbed reactiong

to specific structural pressures rather than as the
manif?f ations of a permanent state of war between
(

them, © (Emphasis added)

-
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One final comment on the theoretical implications of
Smelser's interpretation of Chartism is necessary before we
move on to a briefer discussion of Engels' view, Smelser does
not only see a population's relation to social change as deter-
mining its propensity for radical contention. He also sees
radical gontentiqn as being findamentally about social change.
Moreover, since social change is a strmictural, systemic process
of transitional develoﬁment, radical collective contention is
interpreted as a largely reactionary or backward-looking
phenomenon. ‘Support for movements such as Chartism arises
"...among groups under pressure..." i.e., from structural
change , ",..the aims of which are to safeguard or restore those
elements of the division of labour which are directly under
pressure."9 The historien Kitson Clark, who shares Smelser's
emphasis on urbanization and industrializstion as the critical
factoras defining workine class contention, concretizes this
argument in relation to Chartism:

What the Chartists desired was no doubt to return
to a society of small masters and skilled craftsmen,
or at least a stey to the development of large
factories and high capitalism,...'V
In short, the contention is not between groups and classes over
the distribution of social resources but between groups and the
processes of structural change themselves. A form of struggle
and contention which perhaps only Don Quixote could completely
understand.

Engels' vision is obviously of a radicsally different kind.

Integration into the urban, industrial capitalist order is

for him simulteneously integration into a contrsdictory, class
conflictusl society. These structured class contradictions
are the axes around which collective contention crystallizes.
The contention is between identifiable claasés locked into
relatively persistent relestions of conflict over mocisl resources.
Engels would agree with Smelser that the factory worker of the
late 1830's and early 184C's was integrated into industrial
capltalist society. This integration did not, however, signal
the end of a contentious transitional périod but marked the
beginning of participation in a class relsted to other classes
by structured conflicts 6f interest, As that ﬁarticipatlon
increases, intraclass bonds strengthen, interclass interest
conflicts clarify, and collective contention expands. It ie
everyday involvement in induetrial capitalist society which
generates intraclass solidarity and interclass conflict. The
arfument emphasizes class mobilization rather than social
mobilization, clses based conflicts of interest rather than
strgerles against social processes as the keys to understanding
radicel collective contention. We shall have more to say about
this theory later; for now, its differences with Smelser's are
apparent enough.

Having distinguished two alternative interpretations of
Chartism and related them to their theoretical bases, we now
turm to the third, most important part of this section. F¥From
now on, we will be concerned. with the empirical evaluation of

these opposed theories and with the development of a complete
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explanation for Chartist contention. First;_however, a few
remarks about the data on which this is based. The socio-
economic data is taken from the usual sources: the Census,
Factory Inspectors' reports, and various secondary sources
which I will identify at the appropriate points in the discus-
sion. As such, this information requires no discussion., The
only reélly new data presented is that concerning worker
collective activity and contention. This information was
collected from the Northern Star snd represents the first
systematic enumeration of working class collective activity
and contention for this period of English history. Its presen-
tation and analysis corrects e basic weakness of previous studies
of working class ection and Chartiem. Those studies,_even when
guantitatively rieorous in other respects such as John Foster's
i8) Thave primarily relied upon impressionistic and iiiustrative
information when it comes to theAactual patterns and levels of
working class action and contention. Consequently, their
analyses and discussions of the dynamics of workine class conten-
tion remain hypotheses at best. Hopefully, the analysis offered
here will enable us to settle nome questions about the nature of
Chartism and working class contention in general at a level of
evidential rigor previously unattained.

The events recorded, 791 in all, covering the period from
December 25, 1841, to.December 16, 1842, or 51 weeks, had to
meet two besic criteria for inclusion in the enumeration. They

had to involve presumably at leest ten people and there had to

1

be some indication of worker presence at the action. The latter
criterion was considered minimally met unless the report in the
Northern Star indicated that the participants wefe other then
workers; e.g., rate-payers only, middle class, shopkeepers, etc.

The Ster appeared to be quite assiduous in identifyine actions

in which workers.were not involved since their exclusion from

the collective and political 1ife of the country was its major
concern, In the absence of precise numbers of particpants, the
numeric criterion was considered met whenever the report azave

an indication of participants ahove a "few" or "several" by
employing such terms as "numerous", "well attended", "respectably
attended", etc.

The collected events were then claseified into two basic
categories: ‘collective activity and collective contention events.
For reasons which will become apparent as the anaslysis proceeds,
I chose not to restrict the enumeration to only those events in
which the participants colleciively expressed some claim or
demand. The collective activity category contains sll events
in which such claims were not voiced Therefore, they represent
ingtances when ten or mofe people, workers included, met for
celeabrations, lectureg, discussions, and so on. They include
eventa such as the meetings of benefit societies, dinners and
dances celebrating lienry Hunt's birthday, gatherings to discuss
the present distress of workers, scheduled lectures by Chartist
agitators, and trade society meetings. In short, they represent

an indication of the levels of working class collective life or
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mobilization and, as will become apparent later; are an impor-
tant element in the explanation of Chartist and other forms of
working class contention.

Events of collective coniention are those which included

workers and met Charles Tilly's Great Britain Study's criterion

for "coptentious ratherings"; i.e., all those "occasions in
which ten or more persons outside the government gather in the
same place and make a visible claim which, if reelized, would
effect the interests of some specific person(s) or group(s) out-

side their own numbers."12

For the purposes of this study,
these contentious gatherings were subdivided into two groups:
Chartiet contentions and non-Chartist contentions. The Chartist
category included all those contentious gatherings in which the
vigible claim made was for the enactment of the People's Charter
into law. Obviously, non-Chartist contentions were all those
not involving a demand for the People's Charter. The entire
enumeration of collective activities and contentions was agere-
gated in terms of the parish in which the event occurred, end
the parish totals were then converted into the rates of activity
and contention per 10C,000 population in 1841, All the conver-
sion involres, of course, is the standardization of the parishes
in relation to their population differences; a necessary
preliminary to the comparative analysis we are undertaking.
Let's begin the snalysis by comparine the parishes which
had Chartist contention in 1842 with those that did not. We do

g0 in terms of three socio-economic characteristice: (1) Urbanism,
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or the proportion of the 1841 population living in cities which
by 1841 had 10,000 or more people; (2) Urbanization; i.e., the

percent change in urbanism 1831-41; end (3) Industrialiem,

defined as the percent of the 1841 population that were textile
fasctory workers in 1838, Since the production of textiles was
far and away Lancashire's dominant induatry; the fipures on
textile factory workers give a very accurate indication of

industrialism. The comparison is set forth in Table 1.13

TABLE 1

Comparison of Parishes with Chartist Contention
in 1842 and those with none )

No., of
Parishes Urbanism Urbanization Industrialism
Contentious Parishes 23 69 .4% +7.3 9.9%
Non-contentious '
Parishes 38 6.1 +1.3 1.7

Lancashire and
Stockport 61 59.6 +6.1 8.7

Clearly, the area of Chartist contention was Lancashire's
most urban, urbanizing, and industrisl region. Other incomplete
evidence indicates that we should also add rapidly industrializing
to this 1ist of traits., The rate of growth in the number of
textile factory workers, 1835 to 1838, in the contentious ares
was around 25%. Although precice figures for this are not
equally available for the non-contentious parishes, the evidence

indicates that their experience was pretty well mixed between
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low growth and low decline.‘dAbout all this aggregate level
anglysis tells us 18 that Chartist contention in 1842 was a
phenomenon of the dynamic, modern sector of Lancashire society.
Table 1 does not provide any assistance in distinguishing the
relative merits of Smelser's or Engels' interpretations.
Urbanization/industrialization and urbanism/industrialism were
equally characteristic of the contentious Chartist region.
Heasitatingly, we might conclude that a certaih undefned level
of "modernization" and/or "modernity" was .a necessary condition
for Cﬂartist contention.

In any event, the important issue in dispute is not the
explanation of whether or not Chartist contention occurred but
rather the explanation of variations in its level. Here we will
restrict our analysis to the twenty-six parishee for which we
have evidence that some collective activity or contention took
place. We will be focusing on the relation between the rate of
Chartist contention per 1CC,C00 1841 population end the soclo-
economic explanations proposéd for variations in that rate.
Smelser's argument is that the rates of urbanization and
" {ndustrislization were positively related to the level of
Chartist contention; i.e., the greater the rate of social change,
the higher the levels of radical collective contention. Table:?
presents the zero-order product moment correlation coefficients
bhetween level of Chartist contention and urbanization, indus-
trislization and urban growth, Urban growth refers to the rate
of change, 1831-41, in the population of parish cities with

10,000 or more people as of 1841. Its inclusion is a direct
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TABLE 2 1°

Social Change and Chartist Contention

Chartist Contention
per 1CC, 0CC

Urbanization, 1831-41 -.07 (.01)*
Industrielization, 1835-38 -.15 (.C2)

Urban Growth, 1831-41 -.27 (.c5)

*The figures in parentheses are the respective
coefficlients of determination.

extension of Smelser's overall argument and presents no

difficnlties. Industrialigzation is the rate of change in the

parish's number of textile factory workers, 1835—38.16 The

definitibn of urbanization is already familiar from Table 1.

. Smelser is obviously on the wrong track. His argument that
urbanization and industrialization positively influenced Chartist
contention is false, Instead, they were negatively related to
it. That 18, the more a perish was caught up in the processes
of social change, the less was 1ts level of Chartist contention.
The low values of the coefficients surgest that the
processes of social change Smelser identifies had 1ittle bearing
at all on Chartist contention. Be that as it may, the presumed
socinl contradictions of transtional soclieties were not the ones
generating Chartist contention in 1842 Lancashire. If anything,
they were operatine so as to reduce it. The relationship of a

population to system level processes of change i8 just not .a
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meaningful oné when it comes to determining levels of collective
contention. Apparently, there are much more significent and
prosaic factors at work than these system processes. It does

not make sense to think of radical collective contention as
structured by and framed interms of macro-processes of structural
transfo?mafion. We can, in light of Table 2, confidently con-
clude that social change was not the critical determinant of
Chartist contention.

Our knowing that Smelser is on the‘wronz track does not, of
course, tell us that Engels was on the right one. If we are
willing to accept industrialism and urbenism as fair approxima-
tions of Engels' idea of the extént to which the factory has
taken hold of an area, then Table 3 presents their relation to
Chartist contention. The table includes en additional explanatory
variable--textile factory workers per 1,CCO acres in 1838!7 It
indicates the level of factory proletarisn concentpation in a
parish., A quick glsnce at Table 3 points up its sharp contrast
with Table 2. At least, all of the relations are in the direction
one would expect from Engels' snalyeis. The one insignificant
relationship is between urbaniam and Chartist contention. This
is somewhat surprising in 1light of existing evidence on.the
relntively strong relation between urbanism énd collective con-
tention. Actually, the usual argument about urbanism and
collective contention is that the urban environment significantly
reduces the costs of organizing and mobilizing people for

contention. Obviously, for urbanism to be relevant to any
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TABLE 3
Industrialism, Urbanism, and
Chartist Contention

Chartist Contention
per 100,CCO

Urbanism +.07 (.01)
Industrialism +.52 (.27)
Textile Factory Worker

per 1,000 acres +,6C (.36)

particular contention, the people in ihe city would have to bde
a "target" group of the contention. In the case of Chartism,
urbanism did not have a significant direct effect. Later, we
will see that it did, however, have asome indirect effect on
Chartist contention.

It was not so much living in the city as working in the
factory that was important for Chartism. This point is graphicsally
illustrated by a comparison of Liverpool and Manchester. Liver-
pool was a commercial city without any textile factories; and,
in 1842, it did not have a sinale instance of Chartist contention.
Manchester, on the other hand; hed over thirty thousand textile
factory workers, roughly ten percent of its total population,
and thirty-three larze-scale Chartist contentions. Urhanism
performs much like the other sociological variables of urbhani-
zation and urban growth. They are all relatively insignificant
in relation to Chartist contention. Conversely, the two

variables framed in terms of factory workers are quite significant
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in relation to it. Moreover, of these two, the level of a
parish's proletarian concentration is the more important. The
point is that Chartist contention was not a general social
phenomenon; it was, instead, arounded in a particular class
or group defined primarily by their position within the economic
structure. To this point, them, all the evidence points to an
area's economic structure and not to its social structure or
processes as what was important for Chartist contention in 1842.
Engels was apparently on the right track.

The evidence so far indicates that Chartist contention was
a phenomenon structured by the economically determined class
situation of textile factory workers. But as Max Weber pointed .
out long ago, the class situation does not invariebly result in
collective contention. If it did, we would be harq pressed to
sccount for either the fluctuetions in Chartist contention
during 1842 ‘or that year's high levels of it in comparison with
other years.18 The class situation of textile factory proletarians
was just that--a situation. Yet, if we have learned anything
about the dynamics of collective contention, it is that much
more than sharing an objective situation is involved in its
determination. All we know now is that there was something in
the situation of textile factory proletarians which was directly
relevant to Chartism., What we do not know is what this some-
thing was and how it was relevant. Before we can answer these
questions, it will be necessary to situate Chartist contention
within the overall pattern of worker collective activity and

contention.
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The first step is to lay out the quantitative evidence and
hope that it will provide some leads to explénation. Tables 4
and 5 do this: Table 4, in terms of the sociological framework
advanced by Smelser; and Table 5 in terms of the more fruitful
economic and class one., Table 4 is8 representative of social
mobilization theories of radical contention. To the variables
already-considered; we have added literscy. It is taken from a
study by Michael Sanderson and represents the proportion of
people sble to sign their names to parish marriage registers in
1837-39:19 Literacy, like urbanization, industrialization, and
urban growth, occupies a central place in theories of contention
that emphasize social change or social mobilization. Its
expansion is just one more element of the transition to the
"modern" world. Table 4 shows that these modernization theories
have 1ittle relevance to any of the forms of worker collective
activity and contention in 1842. In fact, the strongest rela-
tions are in the opposite direction from what they predict. The
negative evidence regarding literacy does, however, tell us
something. Sanderson demonstrates that textile factory work
was among the mont 11literate occupations in Lancaahire‘at this
time?o Our own analysis shows that the correlation between the
percent of population textile factory workers and percent
literate was -.65, Once again, we are back to the factory
proletariat.

Table 5 presents the relations between collective

activity/contention and proletarian concentration, urbaniem.
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TABLE 4

Soclal Mobilizetion and Workine Clsss
Collective Activitv and Contention

Chartist Non-Chartist Collective

Cantention _Contention Activity
Urbanization -.07 (.01) +.16 (.03) +.17 (.03)
Urban Growth -.27 (.65) +.11 (.02) +.12 (.02)
Industrialization -.15 (.C2) -.10 (.C1) -.32 (.10)
Literacy ~.11 (.c2)  -.45 (.20) -.27 (.07)

It also shows the relationship hetween Chartist contention,
non-Chartist contgntion and collective activity. (All relation-
ships are non-spurious.) The evidence is unambiguous. If one’
wants to account for Chartist contention, class mobilization

and not social mobilization is the key. Once agsin, the weakest
exﬁlanatory factor is urhbanism; but, nevertheless, it does have
en independent effect on non-Chartist contention and collective
activity. Proletarian concentration remains the hest predictor
acroas the entire range of worker collective activity and
contention. There ia, however, one significant 6ua11fication.
The single best predictor of Chartist contention is non-Chartist
contention. The picture which begins to emerge from Table 5

suggeste an explanation of Chartism much more complex than »

simple, direct, clmss situation —> Chartist contention argument,

In fact, the second order partial between Chartist contention

and proletarian concentration when we "control" for collective
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TABLE S
Clasa Mobilizetion end Working Class
Activity and Contention

Chartist Non-Chartist Collective
Contention Contention Activity

Proletarian Concentration +.60 (.36) +.8C (.64) - +,79 (.62)
+.07 (.C1) +.38 (.11) +.28 (.08)
+.50 (.25) @ +.68 (.46)

+.64 (.41)

Urbanism
Collective Actlvity
Non-Chartist Contention

activity and non-Chartist contention is only +.16?1 This suggestn
that in between the class situation of factory proletarians and
Chartist contention was the process of cless mobilization. The
time has come to shift éway from economic structure to the more
political and conjunctural factors which influence mobilization
for contention, We may sum up by saying that industrial capitalism,
by concentrating factory proletarians, created the foundations
for class mobilization and therefore for Chartist contention.
How all of these connections occurred 1s.what we will now be
concerned with.

Eighteen forty-two was, to put it mildly, not a good year.
The textile industry was in a depression. R.C.0. Matthews has
argued that 1841-42 were the only years between 1833 and 1547
in which the industry was seriously depreased?z He shows that
in previous slumps manufacturers had absorbed much of the costs
of diminishing markets. Consequently, by 1842 they were nlready

expariencing considerable downward pressure on profits:"...many
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entrepreneurs faced the further deterioration in trade in 1841-42
with their reserves already almost exhausted." 23Whereas
",..entrepreneurs suffered greater proportional loss in money
earnines between 1837 and 1840 than the operatives..."; in 1842
they turned the balance and shifted the coste of diminishing
trade onto the workers.?4 The result wes about twenty percent
uﬁemployment, the imposition of short-term hours on an equal
number of workers, and wageé-rate reductions which ranged between
ten and twenty percent or more 2% In short, the conflict between
the profits of capital and the wages of labor had, by 1842,
reached an intense and opeh phase.

The structural conflict between capital and labor was con-
Juncturally con?erted into a transparent conflict between
employers and workers. The result was the dusl development of
increasing intraclass solidarity and accentuated interclass
hostility. Structural conflicts became increasingly real and
transparent through their translation into immediate and compel-
ling struggles around basic needsf The lay-offs, slow-downs,
and wage reductions created basic contingencies of material 1ife
for the workers., The fact that all of these contingencies could
be directly linked to the actions of employers meant immediate
personification of conflicts. The overall development might be
characterized as the "everydaying" of structural conflicts
through their reduction to contingencies of material 1life.

We are fortunate to have a primary source that allows us

to catch a good glimpse into these developments., W. Cooke

Taylor travelled throughout Lancashire in 1842 spending much
of his time in conversation with textile workers. The first
thing he noted was how their situation was leading them to
differentiate their interests from others' snd to recognize
the need for class action to pursue those interests. At Colne,
he found Chartism to be developing with "fearful rapidity"
among workers who had tbld him
"We used to think that something better would turn up;
but we have wnited so long that hope itself is worn
out: we must do something for ourselves, because
those above us will never do anythina for us." Con-
nected with this subject, I may remark on the rapidity
with which political 1ntellige5?e appears to be
promulgated in this district.
At another place, Taylor save the sick child of an unemployed
worker sixpence, which elicited from her father the sarcastic
remark, "I am sure you are poor yourself, or you would not be
charitable." 28 Over and over again, Taylor emphasizes how their
present difficulties were driving workers to_a grepster relinnce
on one agnother and a greater disdain for all those "above"
them,.

Taylor sees how the material situation of the workers led
to the development of "...a dangerous andtincreasing chasm
between the employers and the employed."zgconfirming his own
dislike fdr Chartists and other workine class leaders, he
nevertheless perceived how this "chasm" provided them with
fertile territory in which to work,

The operatives, thus abandoned by their natural
guides, were 1eft free to follow any leaders that

of fered,--Unionists, Chartists, and political
adventurers of every grade and description.>C
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It was not only those who were. unemployed that Joined the

Chartist movement, but the larger numbers who had some employ-

3
ment were gripped by "a fearful lookina forward to the future".3

Finally, one more quote which makes the point with effective

imarery:
I saw many a wheel idle and many a chimneyvamokeless;
a8 a consequence, I find the village for the most
part tenanted by a poverty-striken.population. Having
entered into conversation with some of the unemployed
operatives, I found that hSEe, as elsewhere, they
were determined Chartists. :

We can see that Taylor has a sort of "contagion" model of
Chartism in mind‘.}3 He points to how the economic situation of
1842 led to the strengthening of intraclass bonds and the
heightening of interclass hostilities. How these, in turn,
created the interest end social space ("chasm") in which
Chartist agitation could thrive. It is extremely difficult to
bring any level of sufficient quantitative evidence to hear on
this issue. The only thing we can do is to provide a fragment
of information which suggests the accuracy of the argument we
have been making., The evidence relates to how the economic
conjuncture and its ﬂérydaying consequences influenced the
relative efficiency of Chartist agitation. We can only hypothe-
gize that the intermediate processes were the ones of intraclass
bonding and interclass polarization that the argument suggests.
Taylor, however, provides good evidence that they were. In any
event, we are onerating in the realm of attenuated plausibility.

The over five hundred instances of collective sctivity in

the enumeration include two hundred twenty-three gatherings

where at least one of the speakers directly advocated the
People's Charter. The speakers involved were generally
Chartist leaders and activists, and therefore it make sense
to see these events as agitation. The object of agitation was
obviously to create support and ultimately Chartist contention.
If we take the efficiency of that agitation to be measurable

in terms of the ratio of agitational gatherings to Chartist
contentions, then we can evaluate how the economic situation
influenced that efficiency. We have unemplovment data for only
ten parishes; and, when we look at 1t in relation to aglta~-
tional efficiency, we get Table 6?4 It suggests that the
parishes where unemployment was greater were indeed more fertile
grounds for agitation. Especially when one notes that their

levels of proletarian concentration were the reverse of what

TABLE 6

Iimemployment and the Efficiency
of Chartist Agitation

Ratio of
Proletarian Contentione

Percent Actual Ranee Number of

Unemployed of Unemployment Parishes Concentration +to

20% or

greater 1:1.68

1:3.95

24C .1
613.4

21-25% 6

18% or less 10-16% 4

Vv

8
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one would expect., Chartist sritators were more than twice =s

likely to create Chartist contention in the group of perishes

with higher unemployment.

The evidence of Table 6 not only suggests the accuracy of

our arguments but slso confirms the wisdom of Fereus O'Connor's

Northern Star article on "A Few Words on Propasgandism and

Organizetion":

Our mission is with the sons of poverty snd suffering;

from them we must gain converts and disciples.

Vherever oppression and tyranny exist on the part of
the landlord, the master and the manufacturer, there
should our missionary be,...taking edventasge of it to
raise scorn and contempt in the minds of the people

against the present accursed system. When man suffers
from wrong and oppreéssion his mind is doubly open to

conviction of the divine principles of truth and justice.

the development of a "class for itself", A class which

~ The conjunctural circumstences of 1842 played a major role in

perceived itself as bonded together by a set of circumstences

and interests that were opposed to those of other classes.

class which was mobilizing around these interests and oppositions

A

and which found in Chartism a program and a message refracted

through their evervday lives.

There was a series of events that graphicelly i1llustrated

the dual importsnce of polarizing claess formations and a worker-

besed political organization for Chartist contention. Chartists

were not the only organized political group seeking working

class allegiance in 1842, There was also the manufacturer-

dominated and financed Anti-Corn Law League. Its progresm called

for the repesl of the Corn Laws and free trade in grain.

The
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League was attempting the old strategy of mobilizing a working
class "taill" to forge the landholding aristocracy into abolishing
agricultural duties. The Chartiste saw this as a simple attempt
to deflect working class action from the real problem of
achieving political power to & narrow middle-class progrem.
They argued thaf the Corn Laws were just one example of class
legislation; that the declining condition of workers yput the lie
to the League's argument that the expansion of markets resulting
from free trade would benefit workers through 1néreased produc-
tion; and that the cheaper bread which would result from free
trade actually meant that employers would reduce waaes.36

Qur enumeration contains eighteen occesions on which the
League and the Chartists directly confronted each other at "public"
meetings. All the meetings were called on League initiative and
none were planned as direct debates between Leaguers and Chartists.
Of the eighteen meetings, the Chartists with worker support
managed to defeat resolutions for repeal and pass resolutions
for the Charter on twelve occasions. Three of the confrontations
ended in compromise resolutions and three in Lesrue victories
(™able 7). Two-thirds of these confrontations took place in
February and March. It was, of course, in February that Peel
introduced his budget in Parliament with its call for a sliding
scale on corn import duties. A proposal which was anatheﬁa
to the League which demanded nothing short of totsl abolition.
Here we see p direct example of the Parliamentary agenda

initiating the mobilizatlon of an issue-oriented political
“
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TABLE 7

Chartist and Anti-Corn Law League
Confrontations and Their Result

Number of ) Chartist League Compromise
Confrontations Yictories Victories Resolutions
18 12 3 3

organization. The Leagne's mobilization and attempt to gain

" worker support led in turn to the competitive mobilization of

the Chartiste. This spiralling process of mobilization and
counter-mobilization resulted in heightened levels of contention
(see Firure 1, p.35) and in Chartist gains.

The wav the polarized class divisions of 1842 entered into
these Chartist victories csn be 1llustrated by a Manchester
meeting. The League called the meeting by placard; and, when
it finally g£ot under way, there were ten thousand people
assembled in Stephenson's Square. Mr. Birch of the League
opened the meeting stating that the abolition of the corn laws
by extending commerce would bring an end to the present distress.
He emphasized the unity of interests between manufacturers and
workers on this question and the narrow class selfishness of
the aristocracy in opposing them. He then proposed s resolution
committing the meeting to repeal of the Corn Laws., The Chartist
James Leach then rose amidst the cheers of the crowd and argued
that England had had numerous extensions of commerce, but the
workers were still in miserv., He then voiced opposition to

Birch's resolution and proposed a counter-resolution for the

Charter by saying:
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Birch had endeavored hard to convince you that

your interests and theé interests of the middle

clacses were the same.... Then I want to know '

what is the reason they will not give you the same

rights as they enjoy, if your interests are 1dent1ca1;
That clinched it. Birch's resglution was defeated; and the
crowd declared for the Charter. The class fissures of soclety
were an inescapable feature of the political landscape.

This was so much the case that the League decided to
temporarily withdraw from the unrewarding arena of public agita-
tion. We have already noted that two-thirds of the League/Chartiet
confrontetions occurred in Feb?uary and March. During that period,
the Leapgue lost eight, won two, and two ended in compromise. The
Anti-Corn Law League met in Manchester on March 22 to evaluate.
the progress of their agitation. They decided that further open
agitation should he drastically curtailed~since experience showed
that it was only benefiting the Chartist?8 The combinatioﬁ of
an economic situation that polarized the classes and a political

organization committed to working-class Interests destroved the

possibility of an "old style" middle class-working class coslition.

Nor was this overall play of class political forces one determined
by the pure exigencies of the moment. It was the result of a
long-standing policy of the National Charter Association. At
the foundineg of that body in 184C, its constitution contained
the following injunction:
The Members of this Association shall also attend
all public Politicel Meetings, and there, either by
moving amendments, or by other means, enforce a dis-

cussion of our riehts and claims, so that none may
remain in ignorance of what we want, nor have an
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opportunity of propagating or perpetuating politicsl
ianorance or delusion. 39

Behind the blank numeric mask of the correlation between
Chartist and non-Chartist contention, there was the political
reality of mobiiizing and counter-mobilizine political orgeniza-
tions struggling to achieve clases allegiances and to further
concrete interests. Structurally defined groups causht up in
a conjuncturally accentuated process of interest differentiation
and polarization, interconnected with consciously directed
political organizations to create the Chartist contention of
1842, Not structure aloﬁe, conjuncture alone, or politics alone
but all three together created the radical collective contention
Chartism represented. This indicates that if theories of
collective contention are to be any good, they must be framed
in terms of all three of these levels. And to do this, they
must get down into the contingent ebb and flow of. concrete
historical reality. As we proceed, this dictum will hecome

even more compelling.
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IIX

Readers familiar with nineteenth-century English history
have, no doubt, noticed a glaring omission from the discussion.
Nothing has been said about what are generally taken to be the
most significant events of 1842--the "Plug Plot Riots". 1In
Lancashire, at least, these "riots" are justifiadbly identified
as industrial Europe's first political mass strike. The reason
we have postponed discussion of the August strike until now was
to allow its situation within the overall argument. We wanted
to be able to see the events of August as they fitted into the
general political dynamics of 1842. The last section developed
a comparative analysis of the roots of Chartist contention,
emphasizing the process of class mobilization snd the role
political organization played in it. The strike was directly
related to these dynamics, but it also presents a remarkable
example of thelr opposite: demobilization through repression.

The géneral gtrike of August began at Staleybridge on
August 5;4CIte immediate cause was the announcement of a wage
reduction at Béyley'n cotton factory. At that, the workers
stopped work, left the mill and formed into a procession. They-
then marched to the nearby towns of Ashton, livde, and Oldham
where virtually 21l of the textile workers turned out and joined
the march. The strike had begun., Actually, it was not as
spoﬁtaneous 28 i1t appears. In late July, some employers in

Ashton had threstened a wage reduction. This nset off » series
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of workers' meetings in Ashton, Staleybridge, and Hyde where
they decided that, if the reduction actually occurred; they
would all go on strike. On August 4; the Ashton employers
withdrew their threat, but Bayley's nevertheless carried out
a reduction on the S5th. The workers had therefore already
decided to strike for "e falr day's wages for a falr day's
work" Qhen Bayley's enacted the decision on the Sth. The argu-
ment which clinched the demand for solidarity between towns was
that given the logic of the competitive market, a reduction in
one would gquickly have become a reduction for all. Apparently,
the universalizing logic of the market also tends to universalize
struggles within it.

By the 9th of August, the strike was zeheral in the Ashton,
Staleybridge, Oldham, and Duckinfield areas. On that dny;
forty thousand of the strikers met in Ashton and decided to
march on Manchester and confront the manufacturers directly
at the cotton exchange. More mills were turned out en route to
Manchester; but, on arrival at the outskirts of the city, the
police succeeded in deftly manouvering the crowd away from the
exchange and to Granby Row Flields where they held another
meetinag. After about an hour of speechmaking, they marched
back to their towns. Thelr presence in Manchester, however,
initiated a seriesof turn-outs there which would continue off and
on until late September. The August 9 meeting in Ashton not
only produced the Manchester march., It also elected gix
emissaries who were to travel to north Lancashire and convince

workers there of the need for unity in the strike. We can
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identify two of these emissaries, both memhers of the National
Charter Association, in Preston on the 12th where they
addressed workers on the need to make the strike general.
Strikes snd turn-outs did occur in Preston on the 13th; but
there 18 not any evidence that the delegates from the South
were directly 1nvolved.41

In any event, the Northern Star reports strikes and turn-
outs by the 12th of August at Bolton, Heywood, Rochdale, Bury,
Burnley, Stockport, and Todmorden. Bv the 1Sth, they had.npread
further into Bacup, Chorley, Wigan, and numerous other arems.%?
The strike had by then become pretty much general throgghout
Lancashire. Its mode of extension conformed in large part to
the pattern in the Ashton area. A eroup of workers would strike,
form into procession, and travel about turning out other workers.
Between the 1Cth and the 15th of August, the strike also took on
a'political character, Meetings of strikers added to their
démand for "a fair day's wages" the demand that the People's
Charter become the law of the land. Votes to this effect had
oécurred in Ashton, Staleybridge, Wigan, Manchester, liyde,
Stockport, Oldham, Burnley, Chorley, and other places. The
wage strike of August 5 had, by the 15th, hecpme a political
mass strike.

Three points about the relation of the strike to prior
developments should be made before we turn to a closer analysis
of its internal dynamics. The first thing‘of note is ite
situation in relation to the overall pattern of activity and

" ey b b g 4 bars e

o



34.

contention in 1842, May, June, and July were months during
which worker collective activitv and contention were on the
upsurge both in terms of instances and size. Fifure 1 presents
the three-weekx swings in worker activity and contention for
~the year. The May-June-July upward trend coincides with the
meeting of the National Chartist Conventionlin pondon, the
presentation of the Nationel Petition demanding the Charter to
Parliament (Mzy 1) and Parliament's quick and decisive vote
arainst piving the Petition consideration. It was a period of
political mobilization that culminated -in the direct presentation
of Chartist demanﬁs to the governing bodies of England and their
vnambiguous political defeat. The increase of Chartist conten-
tion in June and July represented an intense mobilization in the
wake of political defeat. If the economic situation accentuated
class divisions at the level of material 1ife, the political.
defeat of May muet have added salt to an already festering wound.
The June-July rise in collective activity, non-Chartist and
Chartist contention centered on this defeat. The collective
activity gatherines were dominated by discursions of the present
miseries of the people an& the unjust system of class legislation.
The non-Chariist contentions were primarily meetines expressing
confidence in end support of the Chartist leadership and thanks
to T.S. Duncombe, M.P. for his rupport of the Charter in the
House of Commons. The Chartist contentions centered on the
adoption of two measures proposed by the Mational Convention in

the wake of defeat. Large public meetings sent forth a

FIGURE 1
THREE-WEEK FLUCTUATIONS IN WORKING CLASS

COLLECTIVE ACTIVITY AND CONTENTION, 1842
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Memorial to the Queen calling for the dismissal of the Peel
ministry and appointment of one that would make the Charter
a cabinet measure. The second measure was a Remonstrance to
the House of Commons, the language of which directly expresses
the class divisions and wounds of 1842. After opening with a
discussion of how the annual production of wealth is increasing,
while the condition of the working class is worsening, the
Remonstrance goes on to say that this is
an anomaly not to he accounted for but in the
monopoly of political power, the unjust usurpation
of authority, and the consequent bad government of
the nation;
That the great mass of the people are denied
the right of representation in Parlisment, and the
present House of Commons, heing elected by o limited
class, legislates only for the interests of that
class, to the X;ter ruin of the great majority of
the people....

Langusge such as this, during a period of intense mobilization

and economic misery, could not help but increase class polarization,

The second important development in the May to July period
was the recrultment of trade unions gs_bodies into the National
Charter Aséociation. This relatively new recruitment involved
a simple and, in 1842, compelling set of arguments and a process
of linked recruitment. An example from Manchester will provide
the necessary outlines, 1In early'May, the Chartist McDougall
addressed the carpenters and joiners of Manchester on the neces~
sity of political power 1f unions were to be successful. The
carpenters and joiners then voted to enroll in the National

Charter Association. The fustian cutters followed in late May;

“the mechanics, in early June; the smiths, on June 15; and the

hammermen, in July. In the case of the fustian cutters and
mechanice, delegates from the carpenters and joiners addressed
their meetings in support of joining the NCA. At the meetings
of the smiths and hammermen, delegates from béfh the mechanics
and carpenters and joiners advocated the moveﬂA' The period
before August, then; was one during which trade untons were
turning to the Charter; and, as one did, it attempted to recruit
others to do likewise.

The arsuments advanceéd in favor of joining the NCA were
directly attuned to the economic eituation of workers in 1842,
We have already noted the pressure employers were putting on
wages. The Northern Star reported wasze reductions in 1842 at
Chorley, Colne, Crompton, Stockport, Blackﬁurn, Manchester,
Wigan; and this list must only scratch the surface, Moreover,
it was wage reductions that set off the August strike. The
argument Chartists made to trade unionists and trade unionists
made to each other echoed a May address of Blackbhurn's Chartists
to ﬁhe trade unions of that town, It argued that trade unions
were established to protect the wages and conditions of labor
but that the present conditions and numerous wage reductions
demonstrated their failure. The remedy was to Join the NCA and
"strike at the heart of theproblem--class legislntion"fq The
Manchester mechanics made essentially the same argument to the

hammermen on July 12, saying that they

had found that the trades' unions had not
accomplished that for which they had been formed,
namely the protection of the labour of the working
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man; and, therefore, they had come to the conclusion

that nothing short of a participation in the making 46

of the laws...would effectively protect their lahor.
The economic conjuncture of 1842 was a major elémeni leading to
the pre-August politicization of the trade union movement. Not
only workers but working class organizations were heing mobilized
and pol}ticized during the May to July period.

The third point we have to meke brings us back to the
immediate events of the mass strike of August, 1842. V¥hen one
looks at the centers of diffusion for the strike; i.e., those
towns where strikes originated and from which workers then formed
into turn-out "mobs" and extended 1@ into other areas, one thing
is apparent: They were towns whose pre-August levels of worker
collective activity and contention were remarkably high. Ashton,
Staleybridge, Rochdale, Burnley, Bury, Stockport, and Oldham had
levels of collective activity and contention around two times
greater than the remaining active/contentious areas. Table 7

presents the evidence for this. The strike expanded out from

TABLE 7

Comparison of Centers of Strike Diffusion
And Remaining Active/Contentious Areas
In Terme of Collective Activity and Contention
Per 1CC,CC0

Collective Chartist Non-Chartist

Activity Contention Contention
Towns of Strike Diffusion 66.9 g9.cC ].5
Other Active/Contentious ’
Areas 3.9 4.8 5.6
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the most mobilized and politically contentious working cless

areas to those which were lens mobllized and contentious.

‘The political mass strike of August wae an ecological example

of the leadership functions of s class "vanguard". It was,
for a while, very successful; but, as we shall see in a moment;
there was an even more organized and powerful opponent. Never-
theless, the three points we have been making about the
relation of the August strike to previous politico-economic
developments dovetail nicely with Rosa Luxemburg's obeservation
that

With the spreading, clarifying and involution of

the political struggle the economic struggle not

merely does not recede, but extends, orgenizes-and

becomes involved in equal measure. Between the two

there is the most complete reciprocal action.47

The time has come to take a closer look at the internal

dynamics of the August politicel mass strike. The focus will
be on them in relation to an actor that has been conspiciously
absent until this point--the state. We will show how state
organized repression dramatically reversed the pattern of
strike expansion and ultimately produced the rapid demobiliza-
tion of Lancashire workers. Jefore turning to the evidence on
repression, a few backaround remarks are necessary. The
August strike extended from July 26 to August 30. Earlier,
we noted that the strike beceme increasingly Chartist from the
10th to the 15th of August. Actuslly, the decisive moment

that tied the strike to the Charter came on August 12. That

'was the day when more than two hundred delegates, representing

-\
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twenty-five trades and more than twenty localities, met in
Manchester and voted to strike for the People!s Charter.48
August 12 also marked the end of the Home Office's non-
repressive stance toward the strike. With the exception of
Manchester, Lancashire was a very poorly policed county. If
local authorities were to deal with any large-scale disturbances;
they had to rely on the military. Its domestic activities were,
however, controlled by the Home Office. On August 13; at the
Home Secretary's request, the Queen iszued a proclamation
offering a LS50 reward for the apprehension and conviction of
the "authors; abettors, or perpetrators" of any act 0f turn-out
violence. The Home Secretary forwarded 1nst}uctiona to the
military commanders and mégistrates of Lancashire that they
should forcibly resist any further turn-out actions and "protect
Englishmen in the pursuit of their lawful occupatiéns."49
Consequently, the July 26-August 30 strike period divides nicely
into two segments. July 26 to August 12 was a predominantly
repression-free period, and August 13 to August 3C was one of
active state repression.so
Ve have already discussed the critical role turn-out mobs
played in extending the strike. Now, we will look at the
dynamics of turn-out actions and repression's effect on them.
The turn-out action represents a variant of what Eric llobsbawm
hae called "ecollective bargaining by riot".51 Whgn workers
lack the oréanizational resources of large unions, the strike

is a very difficult action to pursue. It is even more diffi-

cult if attempted during a period of high unemployment.
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August, 1842 was characterized bv both circumstances. The
turn-out action represents a tnctic_which is well adapted to
this type of situation. It involves a group of workers on
strike forming themselves into a "mob" and marching from factory
to factory to stop other workers from working. A basi; aspect
of the turn-out action is, of course, the more or less explicit
threat of violence against those who refuse to join the strike.

Of the forty-eight cases of turn-out actions in the enumera-
tion, only four involved direct violence againat other workers.
The normsl pattern was for the turn-out mob to confront the
owner or manager of a mill and demand that he stop the works
and turn-out his employees. The demand would be accompanied by
threats to "tear down the mill" or to give the owner-manager a
good beating. If the workers turned ont either on their own
(most common) or on their bosses' initiative, there was not any
violence or property damage. Resistance to the turn-out's
demands led to the smashing of windows, the stopping of machinery
by drawing out the boiler plugs (hence, "Plug Plot"), or the
more or less violent thrusting aside of the manager and forcible
entry into the mill to drive the workers out, The action did not,
however, extend to the destruction of machinery or mill. It was
directed only at insuring the cessation of labor.

Since "labor power" was about the only significant resource
Lancashire workers had at this time, the distribution of con@rol
over it was crucial for the pursult of working class demands.

Our earlier analysis of the strike's diffgpion indicated that

-
the turn-out action was a means for "vanguard" workers to

B
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achieve coptrol over this colleqtive regource for purposes of
contention. Their effectivenesa ultimately depended on having
relatively free access to other workers and being able to
persuade or coerce them or their employers into compliance with
their demands. This effectiveness in turn rested on the absence
of a countervailing force capable of denying them that access.
The higﬁ unemployment of 1842 meant that there was an enormous
prool of workers whose material situation‘could quickly make them
into strikebreakers. The workers' lack of "strike funds" there-
fore gave employers a decided advantage in that through wages
they controlled access to the means of subsistence. It wase
probably this fact which directed the turn-out's threats and
violence toward the employers. They were thelr most immediate
rivals in the strusele for control over the collective labor
power of the working ciase. Control by the turn-outs meant
commitment of that resource to the struggle for political
democracy. Control by the employers meant the weakening of that
struegle.

The change in repressive policy of August 13 provided, in
the shape of the military, a countervailing force capablerf
prohibiting turn-out access to other workers. Ultimately, it
returned dominant control over the collective labor power of the
working class to the employers while simultaneousely maintaining
the dominance of property in the state., That is, it destroyed

a serious democratic challenge to the existing liberal etate and

ite restricted property franchise. We can read the record of
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this in the turn-out actions on which we have evidence. First,
some definitions:

A turn-out action is a collective action by one
group of workers on strike to attempt to prohibdit
the working of another employed group of workers.

A successful turn-out action occurs when the previ-
ously employed workers immediately cease working as
a direct result of the first group of workers' turn-
out action., A turn-out failure occurs when the

employed workers remain at work in the face of the
turn-out action,

An enforcing turn-out action is a turn-out action
“which occurs at a workplace that had either been

previously on strike or the target of a previous

successful turn-out action but is now hack in operation.

Strikes taken by workere on their own initiative and
without the immediate presence of a turn-out mob are
not counted as turn-out actions,

Police actiona are defined as any active intervention
by the repressive agents of the state into an oneoing
turn-out action.

Table 8 presents the basic figures on the number of turn-
out actions of all types and the number where there were police
actions. The Home Office policy change of the 13th was much
more than symbolic. The proportion of turn-out actions with
active police intervention was more than four times greater in
the second; repressive period. Obviously, the configuration

of forces at turn-out actions was quite different depending on

P T
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- TABLE 8
Police Actione and Turn-Out Actions

Number of % of Turn-Out

Number of Turn-Out Actions Actions with

Period Turn-Qut Actions With Police Action Police Actions
7/26-8/12 26 4 15
a/13-8/3¢ 22 14 64
7/26-8/30 48 18 38

whether they occurred between July 26 and August 12 or between
August 13 and 3C. The problem is to discern what, if any;
effect this changed configuration of forces had on the success
rate of turn-out actions.

We havé'sufficient‘information on thirty-eight turn-out
actions to determine whether they were successes or feilures.
Table 9 presents this information in relation to police action
or repression. The evidence is unambiguous. Fully 887 of the
turn-out failures can be attributed to police action. Through-
out the entire strike; there were only two successful turn-out
actions where there was also police action. In fact, the two
cases of failure without police action were the result of
manufacturers deploying their own armed guards. The significance
of the changed repressive policy adopted by the Home Office is
apparent in the drop in the turn-out success rate from 75% in
the July 26-Ausust 12 period to 39% in the second, repressive

period. Clearly, the repressive forces of the state operated
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TABLE 9

Success and Failure of Turn-outs
With and Without Police Action

Turn-Outs Without
Police Action

Turn-Quts With
Police Actlon

Period Success Fajlure Success Fallure
7/26~8/12
Turn-Out Actions 13 1 o 4
Enforcing Turn-Out
Actions 2 _e o _0
All Turn-Outs 15 1 o 4
8/13-8/30
Turn-Out Actions 4 1 2 6
Enforcing Turn-Out
Actions 2 0 £ -4
A1l Turn-Outs 5 1 2 1C
7/26-8/3C
Turn-Out Actions 17 2 ? 1c
Enforcing Turn-Out
Actions 3 0 L 4
All Turn-Outs 2C 2 ? 14

to deny turn-out workers access to and control over the collective
labor power of their class.

The distinction between turm-out actions end enforcing turn-
out actions permits a better pefspective on the role repression
played. s Successful turn-out actions represented increases in the
mobilization of working class resources for cgllective contention.

Enforcing turn-out actions, on the other hand, were attempte to
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maintain an already obtained level of-résource mobilization in

the face of actual declines. The effects of_the changed repres-
aive policy can now he seen in a somewhat different 1light. The
relatively repression-free period was one in which.Lancashire
workers achleved impressive gains in resource mobilization for

the pursult of their economic and political demands. There were
only two'enforcinz actions during that period, and they were
succesaful. In short, the non-repressive July 26-Augusat 12 period
mirrored the entire May to July expansion of resource mobilization
and contention with little evidence of decline.

The thirteen turn-out actions which occurred in the second,
repressive period all happened between August 13 and 18. Their
success rate was 46% compared to 72% in the former period.
Clearly, mobilization was becoming a much more difficult and
costly endeavor. In fact, after August 18 the workers were no
longer increasing their level of resource mobilization at all.
Instead, they were attempting to maintain previously achieved
mobilization levels. An attempt which repression made into »
failure, After August 18, enforcing turn-outs dominated the
scené;and police actions insured that 8C% of these efforte to
maintain mobilization failed. The lesson had been driven home
by the 2Cth when speakers at a strike meeting in Middleton '
warned the workers ﬁot to interfere with those returning to work,
beceuse "the authorities would come down on them".>” The issue
was.finally sealed when the Trade Delegates meeting that had

declared the strike for the Charter on August 12 issued its
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final address on August 27, announcing an end to the strike
saying they must wait until they had developed sufficient organi-
zation and resources.53 That is, after August 18 repression was
repidly demobilizing the Lancashire working class.
How rapidly can be seen by a glance back at Figure 1 (p. 35)-

Both collective activity and especially contention dipped to
their lowest yearly level. This fact goes a long way toward
Justifyine the emphasis we have been placing on political leader-
ship, organization, and agitation se critical to mobilization and
contention. Starting on August 17, repression was not only
directed against turn-outs but was also reflected in the larre-
scale arrest pf trade union end Chartist leaders. These arrests
woulq continue into October with trials at Salford; Liverpool; and
York, involving more than three hundred defendants. The core
‘Chartist lesdership was bound over for trial at Lancashire in

the folloying spring. When one compares the list of defendants
with the 1ist of people who had tsken leading roles in the collec-
tive gatherings of the year, it is clear that the arrests had
emasculated Lancgshire's working classe leadership. Agitation and
mobilization had, in fact, ceased to be the primary concern of
the National Charter Association. On September 24, its Executive
-Council defined the organization's primary task as the raising of
defense funds for the arrested‘.54 The political forcea of
repression had overwhelmed the political forces of mobilization
and had, therefore, largely destroyed the basis of working class

activity and contention. The clearing of Chartists from the
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political landscape is graphically, .if somewhat dincondertedl&,
apparent in the October 27 reversal of the Anti-Corn‘Law
League's position on public aéitation. At a Manchester meeting
that day the League decided, contrary to its March 22 poaitlon;
that public agitation should be 1ncrgased.55 Politics obviously
involves seizing one's opportunities.

A few final remarks about the strike of 1842 are apposite
since they return us to the factory worker issue. A comparison
of the strike of 1842 with Luddism (1811-12) and the Lancashire
handloom-weavers' "strike" of 1826 is enlightenink.56 Without
going into detail, we may note some of the significant differences
between these cases of large-scale working class action. The
first point concerns the breadth of actien. In 1811-12 and 1826,
workers selectively directed their attacks against low quality,
low paying and/or recently mechanized firms. That is, they
attempted either to bring specific employers into line on the
questions of wages and product quality or to eliminate new produc-
tive machinery. Eighteen forty-two had none of this selectivity.
The workers attempted to turn-out all mills irregerdless. of wage

differentials or levels of mechanization. The workers in 1842

were attempting to monopolize the control of labor power through-
out the labor market. In this sense, the strike of 1842
reflected the universalizetion of labor as a commodity and the
workers' recognition of this through their attempt to monopolize
its control in the market. The workers' recognition of the

uselessness of focusing on specific employers and the way it
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fit into an overall realization of the nature of capitalism was
put forth in a Northern Star editorial:
Our opinion is' that strikes have always heen injurious
to the workmen, snd thev always will be so, until the
people have one of two things--the power of legislation, -
or a confirmed UNIVERSALITY of action and organization. 81
A second basic difference between these strikes w;s £he
purposes for which workers employed force. In 1811-12 and 1826;
the workers destroyed new machinery in an attempt to helt its
further introduction. In 1842, the most they did in relation to
machinery was to pull out boiler pluge so as to enforce the
solidarity of the strike. Once again, the difference focuses on
the 1842 turn-outs' goal of enforcing a class solidarity in com-
parison with earlier attempts to thwart or pursue specific
developments and grievances. Moreover; the fact that the two
earlier actions were by ogtworkers and weavers ghould lend con-
siderable welght to our contention that factory proletarians
were the critical group in 1842. Behind the shifting modalities
of action was the structural shift to induetrial capitalism and
the conseguent change in the social base.of worker contention.
Taken in conjunction with the attempts to universalize the strike,
the absence of machine destiruction in 1842 indicstes the involve-
ment of workers who were verv much a part of industrial capitelist
society.
One final comparison is also worth noting. The "economic"
actions of'1811—12 apd 1826 often imperceptibly blended into
food riots. In 1842,0n the other hand, there were only three

or four instances of attacks on food retailers; and none of these -
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involved the characteristic action 6f fixing a "just price",

This is important because it indicates the movement away from
conflicts between consumers and producers in the commodity market
to conflicts between labor and capitel in the labor market. A
transformation in the arenas of conflict that Max Weber identified
as following from .the developrment of industrial capitalism.58

This shift was one of the major structural reasons for the rela;
tive failure of the Anti-Corn Law Leasue to gain sianificént

worker support. Essentially, they were attempting to form a

middle class-working claes coalltion on the basis of their mutual
interests as consumers vis-a-vis food producers. James Leach

summed up the historical blindness of this position at a November 11
meeting when he said that "cheaper fgod isn't the issue but rather

better wagzes are the real question". In the labor market, the
Anti-Corn Law League did not have ﬁuch of a chance in 1842, All
of this indicates that Lord Abinger, who presided at the Liverpool
trial of some turn-outs and Chartists, was pretty accurste when
he said’
They might feel.some compassion for workmen, who on
the invention of new machinery, endeavored to take
vengence on what they supposed to he the cause of the
loss of labour...but that workmen should conspire
together, march through the country, agd suspend all
labour, was a thing altogether new,...6C .
Yhat was new was the emergence of the industrial proletariat as
the backbone of working class contention for politicel democracy.
E.P., Thompson is right in arguing that Chartism was the expression

of a working class "...no longer in the making but already made."61
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