Responses to the Industrial Revolution:

Unions, Suffrage, Utopian Socialists, Anarchists, Syndicalists

The French Revolution, Napoleon’s conquest of much of Western Europe, and the industrial revolution are just three of the upheavals that transformed European culture and society at the end of the 18th century and during the first half of the 19th century.  Imagine what it must have been like to live during such tumultuous times.  People were struggling to make sense of the changes and to devise solutions to the many problems created by these changes.  In this seminar we will focus on the responses to the changes introduced by the industrial revolution.  Three basic categories of response were: 

- workers’ attempts to gain power through unions and through the government (unions and 

  suffrage);

- attempts to change the basic organization of society (utopian socialists);

- attempts to get rid of government (anarchists and syndicalists).

Each of these is explained briefly below.

Unions and Suffrage: The Sadler Reports and the testimonies gathered by the Ashley Mines Commission give a graphic picture of the working conditions created by the industrial revolution.  One response was the union.  While there are obvious similarities and connections to medieval guilds, the unions do not grow directly out of the guilds.  But the basic idea of a union is similar to that of the guild: when an individual is powerless, a group can provide protection and power.  How did this play out in the industrial revolution? The factory jobs required little skill or training.  If a worker complained about conditions or made demands, she was easily replaced.  Just as the medieval merchants could not thrive as individual businessmen in the chaos of the Middle Ages, 19th century workers could not thrive as individuals in the chaos of the industrial revolution.  By joining together and making complaints and demands as a group or union, the workers gained protection and leverage.  Factory owners did not want to risk losing all of their employees at once; the loss in production would be too great. The unions would bargain collectively (as a group rather than as individuals) with the owners.  The strike became the key weapon of unions.


The new liberal representative governments (such as those in France and England), represented the middle class—the bourgeoisie—not the working class. Remember that France, Great Britain and the United States all had property requirements for voting. As a result, agricultural workers and industrial workers could not vote. The power of the middle class was reinforced by enlightenment assumptions:  middle class liberals believed in the rights of individuals.  They saw the factory worker and the factory owner as individuals and believed both were entitled to individual rights, but they saw no need to protect the rights of unions. In fact, they saw the union as a throw back to unenlightened, medieval behavior. These liberal governments restricted union activity both by passing anti-union laws and by using force to break up strikes and labor demonstrations.  


Many workers believed that if they could get the right to vote, their numbers would ensure them a powerful voice in the government.  (A number of women and men were also now arguing for women’s suffrage as well.) They saw universal manhood suffrage as the avenue to justice and reform; they trusted that their representatives would represent workers’ interests and would enact policies to protect and benefit them. The Chartist movement in Great Britain was one such effort to persuade Parliament to reform the electoral system and to provide for universal manhood suffrage.  The Chartists assumed that once the working people could vote, they would win a majority in Parliament, and Parliament would create legislation to regulate working hours, conditions, pay as well as to provide infrastructure for needs such as education, sanitation, and health care.  

Utopian Socialists & Cooperative Movement:  Another type of response was that of the utopian socialists—not a name they used for themselves.  The utopian socialists believed that society had to be reorganized in order to solve the problems facing Europe and the world. Most believed that people should voluntarily join together in new types of communities that were built upon these theories. As the name indicates, these theorists advocated some form of socialism.  In this case socialism simply means an economy where some portion of the property is owned and controlled by the community rather than by individuals.  In other words, decisions about the type of work a person did, the hours and conditions of work, and pay would be made by the entire community—not by a factory owner.  (This is sometimes referred to as economic democracy.)  Just as political decisions were to be based on the will of the people, economic decisions would be too.  Many of these utopian communities were created in the United States; Brooks Farm, Oneida, and Amana were all started as utopian socialist experiments.  The kibbutz movement in Israel is an example of utopian socialism.  

Anarchists and Syndicalists:  The last general category is that of the anarchists and syndicalists.  The anarchists believed that government itself was the problem.  As we have seen, most 18th and 19th century political theorists agreed that human beings had given up natural liberty in order to create governments that could protect them and their property.  The anarchists argued that natural liberty and the state of nature were preferable to the governments that had been created.  They also believed that human beings were naturally good, rational and capable of self-government.  If left alone, individuals would work things out much more effectively than any government ever had.  


Syndicalists appear later in the 19th century and are an outgrowth of both the union movement and anarchism.  While there are many complex variations of syndicalism, the basic belief is that labor unions should be the key component of society.  Unions should regulate the economy (setting wages, hours, conditions) and should take over most of the functions of traditional governments.  These unions—or syndicats—would operate democratically and would ultimately replace nations or traditional political governments as the form or structure of popular sovereignty.  Some syndicalists are referred to as anarcho-syndicalists because of their fundamental rejection of traditional governments.

The following excerpts include primary and secondary sources that provide a glimpse into the assumptions and goals contained within these attempts.
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THE PEOPLE’S CHARTER AND CHARTISM (active in England from 1838 – 1850)

[image: image1.emf]
Key demands of the Chartists:

1. universal manhood suffrage

2. secret ballot

3. annual elections to Parliament

4. redistricting so each voting district was 

    roughly the same size (proportional 

    representation)

5. salary for members of Parliament (so those 

    who were not independently wealthy could 

    serve)

6. no property/wealth qualifications for members of Parliament

HENRI DE SAINT-SIMON (1760-1825) & THE SAINT-SIMONIANS

(http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/518228/Henri-de-Saint-Simon)

Henri de Saint-Simon. . . French social theorist and one of the chief founders of Christian socialism. In his major work, Nouveau Christianisme (1825), he proclaimed a brotherhood of man that must accompany the scientific organization of industry and society.

Life: . . . Throughout his life Saint-Simon devoted himself to a long series of projects and publications through which he sought to win support for his social ideas. As a thinker, Saint-Simon was deficient in system, clearness, and coherence, but his influence on modern thought, especially in the social sciences [from sociology to Marxism], is undeniable . Apart from the details of his socialist teachings, his main ideas are simple and represented a reaction against the bloodletting of the French Revolution and the militarism of Napoleon. Saint-Simon correctly foresaw the industrialization of the world, and he believed that science and technology would solve most of humanity’s problems. Accordingly, in opposition to feudalism and militarism, he advocated an arrangement whereby businessmen and other industrial leaders would control society. The spiritual direction of society would be in the hands of scientists and engineers, who would thus take the place occupied by the Roman Catholic church in the European Middle Ages. What Saint-Simon desired, in other words, was an industrialized state directed by modern science, and one in which society would be organized for productive labour by the most capable men. The aim of society would be to produce things useful to life. Saint-Simon also proposed that the states of Europe form an association to suppress war. These ideas had a profound influence on the philosopher Auguste Comte [one of the creators of the discipline of sociology], who worked with Saint-Simon until the two men quarreled.

Although the contrast between the labouring and the propertied classes in society is not emphasized by Saint-Simon, the cause of the poor is discussed, and in his best-known work, Nouveau Christianisme (1825; “The New Christianity”), it takes the form of a religion. . . [I]n this work, beginning with a belief in God, he tries to resolve Christianity into its essential elements, and he finally propounds this precept: that religion “should guide the community toward the great aim of improving as quickly as possible the conditions of the poorest class.” This became the watchword of the entire school of Saint-Simon.

His movement and its influence. Saint-Simon died in 1825, and, in the subsequent years, his disciples carried his message to the world and made him famous. By 1826 a movement supporting his ideas had begun to grow, and by the end of 1828 the Saint-Simonians were holding meetings in Paris and in many provincial towns. In July 1830 revolution brought new opportunities to the Saint-Simonians in France. They issued a proclamation demanding the ownership of goods in common, the abolition of the right of inheritance, and the enfranchisement of women. The sect included some of the ablest and most promising young men of France. In the following years, however, the leaders of the movement quarreled among themselves, and as a result the movement fragmented and broke up, its leaders turning to practical affairs.

Despite this, the ideas of the Saint-Simonians had a pervasive influence on the intellectual life of 19th-century Europe. Thomas Carlyle in England was among those influenced by the ideas of Saint-Simon or his followers. Friedrich Engels found in Saint-Simon “the breadth of view of a genius,” containing in embryo most of the ideas of the later socialists. Saint-Simon’s proposals of social and economic planning were indeed ahead of his time, and succeeding Marxists, socialists, and capitalist reformers alike were indebted to his ideas in one way or another. Felix Markham has said that Saint-Simon’s ideas have a peculiar relevance to the 20th century, when socialist ideologies took the place of traditional religion in many countries.

CHARLES FOURIER (1772-1837) & THE PHALANSTERY

From Internet Modern History Sourcebook: “Charles Fourier's, later called a "utopian socialist" by Marx, was one of the earliest to realize that while industry could produce wealth, its methods of work were intensely alienating. His proposal was for a type of work unit - called a Phalanx [Phalanstery in French] - in which work was distributed on a rational and rotating basis. Several phalanxes were set up in the United States, although none succeeded for long. They idea, however, bore more significant fruit in the institution of the kibbutz among Zionist settlers in Palestine/Israel.” (from the Internet Modern History Sourcebook)

from Theory of Social Organization  by Charles Fourier (1820)

    The spectacle of the wonders which the trial of The Phalanx [Phalnstery] will produce such as (1) the tripling of the products of industry; (2) industrial attraction; and (3) concord of the passions, ill suffice to transform the rich and great into active cooperators. . . In the course of a few years the entire globe could be organized into Phalanxess. . .They will be effected by the Passional Series substituted in place of the present individual and incoherent system, from which the human race has reaped only indigence, fraud, oppression and carnage. . .There exists for Man a unitary destiny--a Divine social order to be established on the earth for the regulation of the social and domestic relations of the human race. . . It is the height of folly to wish to improve a system which is radically defective in its nature! It is only reproducing the same evil under other forms. The real task of political economy is to seek an outlet from civilization, not to perfect it. There is then but a very small minority who accept and adhere to the civilized state as now organized. This minority is composed of men of leisure and fortune. As to social liberty, the poor classes are wholly deprived of it. . .If, then, civilization pretends to elevate men to liberty combined with industry, it must insure him a satisfactory equivalent for the loss of his natural rights. . . 

    Liberty, unless enjoyed by all, is unreal and illusory. . .to secure liberty a Social Order is necessary which shall (1) Discover and organize a system of industry; (2) Guarantee to every individual the equivalent of their natural rights; and (3) Associate the interests of rich and poor. It is only on these conditions the masses can be secured a minimum of comfortable subsistence and enjoyment of all social pleasures. Man has seven natural rights: (1) Gathering of Natural Products; (2) Pasturage; (3) Fishing; (4) Hunting; (5) Interior Federation (association with others); (6) Freedom from care; (7) External marauding (to pillage others). 

    The present system of Commerce was the growth of circumstance and accident. Never did such a system better deserve condemnation as being vicious and corrupt. What is the power to intervene to repress this fraud? Government. To elevate Nature Humanity must create and organize a perfect system of industry, discover and perfect the physical sciences, and establish on a peaceful and industrial basis an order of Society that will direct its labors to the work of terrestrial cultivation and improvement. To elevate itself Humanity must create the Fine Arts, discover the Sciences and establish an order which will lead to social harmony. Under a true organization of Commerce, property would be abolished, the Mercantile classes become agents for trade of industrial goods and Commerce would then be the servant of Society. 

    We are amazed when we calculate the benefits which would result from a union of 1600-1800 persons occupying a vast and elegant edifice in which they would find apartments of various sizes, tables at different prices, varied occupations and everything that can abridge, facilitate and give a charm to labor. . .The Phalanx will produce an amount of wealth tenfold greater then the present. The system allows for a multitude of economies of operations and sales which will increase the return enormously. . .The officers are chosen from among the experienced and skillful members--men, women and children, each elected from the members of the Phalanx [Phalanstery]. . .By means of short industrial sessions everyone will be enabled to take part in seven or eight different attractions with industry not now done, and will eliminate discord of all kinds. A refinement of taste will be cultivated. Minute division of labor will increase production and lower costs. It requires a tract of land three miles square, well-watered, flanked by a forest. The personal and real estate of the Phalanx will be represented by stock divided into shares. Each Phalanx will engage in both agriculture and industry. Meals will be in common but there will be at least three different tables with different prices and children will have their own tables, separate from the adults. The Phalanx [Phalanstery] will construct a vast and regular edifice suited to material and social needs, modified only by topography, climate and national experience. The only buildings not connected being the stables, barns, factories, kitchens, and warehouses. The aim is to be self-sufficient in both the agricultural and industrial spheres. Plus there will be laid-out gardens, grounds for physical exercise, and so forth, all, including the edifice logically laid out. We shall see people engaged in attractive occupations, giving no thoughts to material wants, free from all pecuniary cares and anxieties. As women and children all work, there will be no idlers, all will earn more than they consume. Universal happiness and gaiety will reign. A unity of interests and views will arise, crime and violence disappear. There will be no individual dependence---no private servants, only maids, cooks, and so forth all working for all (when they please). Elegance and luxury will be had by all. The Phalanx will be devoted to the service of useful labor, of the sciences, the arts, and of the culinary department. They will render Industry attractive and end the evil distinction between Producers and Consumers. Unity of manners and civility will reign, acquired by universal free education---but study in the schools should occupy a subordinate place, connected with labors in the gardens and workshops. To secure the execution of uncleanly and offensive labors a body of youths--those attracted to much dirty work (youngsters aged nine to sixteen, composed of one-third girls, two-thirds boys)--what we shall call the Juvenile Legion--who shall perform them all. The young love to wade in the mire and play in dirt, are self-willed, rude, daring, and fond of gross language. From a sense of honor the Juvenile Legion will do the dirty jobs--highway repair, cleaning the stables, feeding and slaughtering animals, maintaining the buildings, and so forth.

Source: Charles Fourier, Theory of Social Organization (New York: C. P. Somerby, 1876). 

Scanned by Jerome S. Arkenberg, Dept. of History, Cal. State Fullerton (c)Paul Halsall May1998

“Organization of Work in the Phalanstery” by Charles Fourier (1838)
It is necessary, in order that it become attractive, that associative labour fulfill the following seven conditions:


1. That every labourer be a partner, remunerated by dividends and not by wages.


2. That everyone, man, woman, or child, be remunerated in proportion to the three faculties: 

    capital, labour, and talent.

3. That the industrial sessions be varied about eight times a day, it being impossible to sustain 

    enthusiasm longer than an hour and a half or two hours in the exercise of agricultural or 

    manufacturing labour.


4. That they be carried on by bands of friends, united spontaneously, interested and stimulated by 

    very active rivalries.

5. That the workshops and husbandry offer the labourer the allurements of elegance and 

    cleanliness.

6 That the division of labour be carried to the last degree, so that each sex and age may devote 

   itself to duties that are suited to it.

7. That in this distribution,  each one, man, woman, or child, be in full enjoyment of the right to 

    labour or the right to engage in such branch of labour as they may please to select, provided 

    they give proof of integrity and ability.

Finally, that in this new order, people possess a guarantee of well-being of a minimum sufficient for the present and the future, ant that this guarantee free them from all uneasiness concerning themselves and their families (p. 15).

Fourier, Charles. Theorie de l’Unite Universelle Volume III. Paris: 1838. 

ROBERT OWEN (1771-1858) & THE CO-OPERATIVE MOVEMENT

Robert Owen & New Lanark; A Man Ahead of His Time (from http://www.robert-owen.com/ )

Origins:  Born on the 14th May 1771, in Newtown, a small market town in Wales, Robert was the sixth of seven children born to the local saddler and ironmonger. He was an intelligent boy who read avidly, loved music and was good at sports. He began his career in the textile industry early on, from around the age of 10. By the time he was 21 he was a mill manager in Manchester. His entrepreneurial spirit, management skill and progressive moral views were emerging by the early 1790s. In 1793, he was elected as a member of the Manchester Literary and Philosophical Society, where the ideas of reformers and philosophers of the Enlightenment were discussed. He also became a committee member of the Manchester Board of Health which was set up to promote improvements in the health and working conditions of factory workers. Meanwhile, in Scotland, New Lanark Cotton Spinning Mills were being established. This enterprise was to prove pivotal in Owen’s career as a businessman and social pioneer.

A Model Community:  Under Robert Owen’s management from 1800 to 1825, the cotton mills and village of New Lanark became a model community, in which the drive towards progress and prosperity through new technology of the Industrial Revolution was tempered by a caring and humane regime. This gained New Lanark an international reputation for the social and educational reforms Owen implemented. New Lanark had the first Infant School in the world, a creche [nursery] for working mothers, free medical care, and a comprehensive education system for children, including evening classes for adults. Children under 10 were not allowed to work in the Mill.  Leisure and recreation were not forgotten; there were concerts, dancing, music-making and pleasant landscaped areas for the benefit of the community.

When Owen opened the Institute for the Formation of Character, which was effectively a community education centre for his workers, he outlined his visionary plans for an astonishingly progressive and enlightened system of education which he believed was the key to a happier society, and universal harmony.  "What ideas individuals may attach to the term "Millennium" I know not; but I know that society may be formed so as to exist without crime, without poverty, with health greatly improved, with little, if any misery, and with intelligence and happiness increased a hundredfold; and no obstacle whatsoever intervenes at this moment except ignorance to prevent such a state of society from becoming universal.”

from “Robert Owen: Welsh Radical & Cooperative Pioneer” by Troy Southgate in The Occidental Quarterly January 7, 2010 
. . . In order to combat rising unemployment and the awful poverty suffered by the working classes, Owen proposed that the State, local authorities or groups of private philanthropists set up “Villages of Co-operation” based upon his own experiments at New Lanark, in order to find work for the poor and provide for their moral and material regeneration. Owen believed that such communities would serve as centres of social life, rational education and productive activity. He also maintained that they should be agricultural as well as industrial and, whilst being entirely self-supportive, should seek to trade with one another by exchanging surplus goods. This idea was known as “the Plan” and is the fundamental component of genuine Socialism and Co-operation.

In 1824, Owen had become so disillusioned with Capitalism and the English ruling class and its refusal to accept his new economic proposals, that he left for America. For five years, Owen attempted to establish a Socialist community at New Harmony in Indiana, but his efforts were in vain. . .When he returned to England in 1829, Owen was surprised to discover that a movement had sprung up in his name, and “Owenites” were engaged in laying the foundations for the Co-operative Movement. “The New Society is to be based,” explained the pioneers, “on the free association of producers in guilds and manufacturing societies strong enough to dispense with [function without] employers and with the exploitation of labour for private profit.”[8]

Owen soon became the leader of this growing support for Co-operation and, in 1834, founded the Grand National Consolidated Trades Union (GNCTU) in order to continue the struggle for better wages and conditions within the prevailing Capitalist system of his day.  Despite acquiring half a million workers, the GNCTU lasted just nine months, due to a series of fierce differences between Owen himself and two of the Union’s most prominent members, Smith and Morrison.  Apart from the sectarianism, Owen was also angered by their promotion of class hatred within the pages of the GNCTU’s main publication, The Pioneer[.]

INTRODUCTION TO WORKER-OWNED COOPERATIVES (www.usworker.coop/system/files/coop%20101-1.pdf)
. . .There are three primary types of cooperatives: producer, worker, and consumer co-ops. The type of co-op indicates who owns and, therefore, democratically controls the business. This important business model ease[s] the burdens of running an independent business by creating a cooperative that can meet common needs and maximize the common wealth. Workers govern these co-ops through a member-elected Board of Directors [that] is ultimately responsible for the co-op’s affairs. The Board can consist of a subset of /or the entire general worker-ownership membership. The operations may also be run democratically/collectively. . .

A Brief History of the Cooperative Movement: In every era of our history as living beings, the notion of cooperation has been present in some way. For instance, the mold and the moss combine cooperatively to create the lichen, ants work together to create a bivouac, bees cooperate to create massive bee hives

and deliciously sweet honey, and humans sometimes try to work and live collectively to find harmony and contentment.

Long ago, the native inhabitants of the North American continent lived a communal and cooperative lifestyle. They had no concept of private ownership of land. Resources and tools, as well as work and advice, were shared among a tribe. . .  Americans began slowly to realize in the 18th Century that all the wealth won from labor was being possessed by an elite few and that the average worker was severely exploited. The growth of the labor movement in the nineteenth century gave incentive to cooperative stores and factories. . . It was the goal and dream of the movement to eliminate poverty, wage-slavery, and deteriorating urban conditions by setting up small, agriculturally-based cooperative

communities. Robert Owen, a British mill worker, was the originator of the theories of the movement. After unsuccessfully presenting his ideas to the British Parliament, Owen traveled to America to spread his ideas and to assist in the founding of cooperative communities. The movement introduced the term "socialism" to the languages of the world.

Following in the footsteps of Robert Owen were the 26 weavers of Rochdale, England, who, in 1844, set up a consumer/member-owned consumer cooperative. This store eventually became the dominant form of cooperative store organization. The Rochdale Cooperatives embraced four principals which many modern-day co-ops have adopted as well:

Other cooperatives founded in the Eastern United States in the 1830s were responsible for other common features of modern cooperatives such as People's. Buying clubs were established in neighborhoods where people bought wholesale products together to eliminate middleman markups. Eventually, some of these buying clubs were transformed into co-ops open to the community, where

members were classified as working or non-working. In addition, the first building, banking and credit associations opened [credit unions] in the 1830s.

ANARCHO-SYNDICALISTS & THE CHARTER OF AMIENS (1906)

 “The Charter of Amiens was a statement of anarchosyndicalist principles adopted overwhelmingly at the annual congress of the major French trade union, the Conféderation Générale du Travail (CGT), when it met in the city of Amiens on 8-16 October 1906. The charter quickly attained mythical status, principally for its emphasis on the importance of keeping trade union affairs separate from political parties. A close look at the charter shows that it was less a blanket endorsement of anarcho-syndicalism than an expression of the conflicting strains within French unionism and a realistic reflection of political realities. Within the CGT, support for the charter came from a broad political coalition that spanned left to right and united mainly in opposition to Marxist domination. While revolutionary syndicalists tried to avoid entanglements with the state, one of the chief reasons for the charter's success was a tacit acknowledgement of government legislation that restricted political participation among trade unionists.” (from http://www.bookrags.com/research/charter-of-amiens-sjel-01/)

from the Charter: The Confederated Congress of Amiens confirms article 2 of the constitution of the CGT [Confederation Generale du Travail—a major French labor union], which declares that the workers, conscious of the struggle waged to eliminate the distinction between employees and employers, constitute a group independent of all political schools.

Specifically, the Congress declares further that this statement of principle is taken to mean that, regarding the day-to-day demands, syndicalism seeks to coordinate the efforts of the workers, with the aim of advancing their welfare through immediate improvements, such as decreasing the hours of labor, increased wages, etc.

This task, however, is only one aspect of the mission of syndicalism.  It is also preparing the way for the complete emancipation of the working class, which can be realized only by expropriating the capitalist class.  Syndicalism advocates the general strike as the practical method to accomplish its objective.  [The general strike is a coordinate strike by all or the majority of workers with the intent of bringing a nation’s business to a halt until demands are met.] It holds that the labor union, now a resistant group will in the future be a group of production and distribution, the basis of the new social order. . .

Consequently, as far as individuals are concerned, the Congress asserts that every worker, outside his labor union, has complete liberty to participate in any struggle consonant with his philosophical or political ideas.  In return it asks that he should not introduce into his labor union the ideas that he professes outside of it.

ANARCHISM (an extreme form)

from The Revolutionary Catechism by Sergei Nechaev

The Duties of the Revolutionary Toward Himself

1. The revolutionary is a dedicated man.  He has no personal inclinations, no business affairs, no emotions, no attachments, no property and no name.  Everything in him is subordinated towards a single exclusive attachment, a single thought and a single passion—the revolution. . .

6. Tyrannical toward himself , he must be tyrannical toward others.  All the soft and tender affections arising from kinship, friendship and love, all gratitude and even all honor must be obliterated, and in their place must be the cold single-minded passion for the work of revolution. . . 

8. The revolutionary can have no friendly feeling to anyone unless, like him, the other is dedicated to revolutionary affairs.  His degree of friendship, devotion, and obligation towards a comrade must be determined only by the degree of the comrade’s usefulness in the practical work of complete and destructive revolution.
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