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* This pamphlet is dedicated to Tom Brown
an old friend and comrade of mine.
I learned much from him.
My thoughts and admiration for him
Will only cease when I become deceased.

R. Lynn
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I lIntroduction

The following pamphlet is not meant to be a panorama of a possible future
idealworld. Itôs meant to be an observation on present day society with a view
to changing it as I believe it to be an insane asylum. It is so gigantic that most
of us do not notice it. Most people have visions of a society of their desires but
because of miseducation their views are frustrated. They have been so
indoctrinated by their ñteachersò; in the classroom, from the pulpit, from
parents who came through the same sausage machine indoctrination. From
the cradle to the grave they are nurtured and subjected to varying degrees of
subservience. In consequence they sniff for their master like an obedient pet
dog. They seek their messiah, divine or mundane.

If I could lead anyone into the land of milk and honey, I wouldnôt do it.
Why? Because if I could lead anyone into it then I could lead them out of it.
No one has the power to give you what you want without having the power
to snuff it out. I want to be neither a mister somebody nor a mister nobody but
merely a mister this body; neither to be possessed nor dispossessed. If I could
change the social system by myself I would do so. But because of my
incompetence I need allies: I need more strength; I need you. It is self interest
but an interest which is mutual. At present I hack at the social system as best
I can like laboriously cutting away with pick and shovel at a mountain to get
to my destination; Forever trying to muster sufficient dynamite in order to
blow it out of existence. So I speak to you, especially you of the working class
who have an immediate economic interest in destroying our maniacal social
system. Economic freedom is the concrete base of all other freedoms. Without
economic freedom all other freedoms are merely spooks.

I ask you then to rid yourself of spooks. Organise to achieve real freedom
from your compulsory asylum. Karl Marx once exhorted the working class to
unite. òWorkers of the world unite, you have nothing to lose but your chains,
you have a world to win.ò However, he spent so much time in the British
Museum that it would seem he had forgotten to advise them where to unite.

In my pamphlet I try to show the futility of organising in political parties.
I advise industrial and social organisation: A do-it-yourself movement and
make the politicians redundant. Send them and the tycoons of industry into
the museums of antiquity along with the spinning wheel and the bronze axe.
One last word: I hope after reading the pamphlet you may find the rational
core within the mystical shell and boycott the vote.

Robert Lynn



 

VOTE! WHAT FOR?

i

Every four or five years the electorate are credited with responsibility to
determine their own welfare. Election fever pervades the bulk of our society,
fostered by the press, the radio, T.V. and the general canvassing for votes.
Programmes are laid before the Iock Tamsons, the Henry Dubbs and the
Iimmy Higgins. Unfortunately many people have short memories. They
therefore fail to see that the programmes are the same as the past; perhaps
with a little subtle twist or ôdoctored upô þowery language. After polling day
the election results being known, the electorate wait with expectations of
change, favourable or otherwise depending on oneôs outlook. Without going
too far back in 1945 a Labour government was elected. Millions of men and
women expected a new and more just social system to prevail: a system in
which they would have security and well-being, in which no longer would
there be a small minority living in the lap of luxury whilst many lived in abject
poverty. Nationalisation was to be the cure for all our ills. This was soon
shown to be illusory. Working people still had to struggle to prevent their
standard of life depreciating. Within six days of the Labour government
taking office it sent conscript troops into the Surrey docks to break a ten weeks
old strike against a wage cut. In doing this Labour had conveniently forgotten
the amendment they had made concerning military blacklegs:

"No conscript should be required to take duty in aid of the civil power
in connection with a trade dispute, or perform in consequence of a
trade dispute any civil or industrial duty customarily performed by a
civilian.ñ

Labour amendment to the Military Training Bill, Hansard, May 12th 1939.

One could go on about Labour's role and the role of Harold Wilsonôs
government's anti working class activity. One could go on about the Tories
and Liberals supporting nationalisation when it suited their purpose in and
out of office. The Tories nationalised the Post Office. Although the railways
were not nationalised until 1946 under Labour, the first act of Parliament
authorising nationalisation was passed in 1844. under Peelôs Tory
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government. It was introduced by Gladstone, President of the Board ofTrade.
It was not inaugurated at the time for economic and political reasons but
remained on the statute book for political expediency. The Port of London
Authority was set up by the Tories. Labour, Tories and Liberals have
continually changed their policies to suit the needs ofbigbusiness. Those who
pay the piper call the tune.
Too much space would be required to give convincing evidence of the corrupt
and sinister nature or naivety of politicians. That is to say volumes would be
required to treat with the Thatchers,the Steels, the Kinnocks, the Tony Benns,
etc., etc., so allow me to be objective rather than subjective. Objectivity
requires a little deeper thought but it is more pertinent and in the end more
convincing.

What about our so-called intellectual giants and experts? An M.P. will stand
before a constituency of all grades of workers: busmen, railwaymen, lorry
drivers, joiners, carpenters, electricians, plumbers, engineers, painters,
platers, welders, draughtsmen, miners, nurses, doctors, demolishers,
scaffolders, dustmen, farmers, tailors; you name it. Many varied jobs, some of
which take many years of study; and these quacks either by commission or
ommission purport to know all and sundry. They will pass laws on seagoing
without ever having been to sea, on mining without ever having been down
a mine, on shipbuilding without ever having entered a yard, on farming
without ever having worked the land, and a host of many things from
childbirth to gravedigging.

Many M.P.s are lawyers or ex-military men. As there are approximately 630
M.P.s in the House of Commons it is at least theoretically possible to have 630
lawyers or 630 ex-military men in the óHouseô. What would they know about
industry? They may pass laws to curb the initiative ofworkers in the interests
of a privileged minority but that would be their stretch, except in time of war
when they would even conscript your granny into industry. But this is only
a fraction and superficial part of the facade of political democracy. Lloyd
George many moons ago stated: ñParliament has no control over the
executive; it is pure fictionò. The faceless ones, the top brass of the civil service
who never stand for election rule the roost on behalf of the tycoons.

Production in our society is geared to suit the ógodô of Rent, Interest and
Profit and it is the job of the faceless ones to perpetuate this situation. The
incredible ignorance in which M.P.s are kept was illustrated when Winston
Churchill, disclosed in Parliament on October 23rd 1952 that Britainôs first
atom bomb explosion in Montebeliow had cost over Ã100 million, admitted
that as an old parliamentarian he was rather astonished that the sum could be
dispensed without Parliament being made aware of it.

Behind Parliament and the Cabinet are the other state institutions. There's
the Monarch to whom state power legally belongs, who convenes and
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dissolves Parliaments, who gives insignia of office to Cabinet Ministers and
whose assent is necessary for any bill to become law. Their interventions in
current political affairs are usually revealed a decade or two later in the form
of memoirs by some indiscreet politician or embittered hanger-on. There is
the House of Lords which retains the right to delay acts of Parliament. There s
the armed forces; an instrument of imperialism abroad and of repression at
home should the police force prove inadequate. This prevails no matterwhich
party is in power. There's the police and the secret police who open mail, tap
phones and exercise violence in pursuit of their aims. Parliament has neither
knowledge nor control of these tyrannical forces - a la gestapo. Questions
about them in Parliament are always evaded as being not in the public
interest. Then of course we have the judiciary - the blood and sinews of class
rule. Liberals may protest about recent decrees of the South African
government. Little do they realise that the British government would not
need such legislation. There are more than enough acts on the statute book
already, to cope with any potential radical opposition. To ensure the
perpetuation of this state of affairs the ruling class directly controls the day-
to-day administration of the State through a carefully selected Civil Service.
This non-elected body is completely insulated from any democratic control.
Even Tory ministers have been amazed at how little is their control over their
own staff. All major decisions taken by the executive are largely basedon the
professional advice of the civil service; administrative, economic or military.

In a revealing letter to the Times, the Tory Minister of Agriculture, Mr
R.H.Dorman Smith wrote:

"One of the veiy first things my permanent-secretary taught me was:
whatever you may think of me, or any other civil servant here, you
cannot sack us. I was amazed to find that a minister had no individual
control over his staff from the newest junior clerk or typist right up to
the top.ò p

You want to vote. What for? Let me tell a little anecdote. There was an old
spinster in America who had a Pekinese dog. She developed such an affection
for it that she became anxious about its welfare when she would finally pass
away. Consequently she consulted her stockbroker to arrange for the Peke to
have shares so that it would be cared for after her demise. Finally came the
inevitable day when the old lady did pass away. So the Peke became . a
capitalist, a shareholder having workers continue to maintain it. So then m
theory many capitalists could be Pekineses, Chimps or other members of the
animal kingdom. Dogs could be taught to balance on a seesaw and chimps be
taught to ride a bicycle. But a chimp could not make a bicycle. Man is the only
tool producing being and that is what raises him above the animal kingdom.
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You want to vote. So you may vote for an M.P. who will be subject to control
of the Civil Service top brass, who will administer an economic and social
system on behalf of the capitalist class, some of whom may be Pekineses,
chimpanzees or Donald Duck. Is it worth it?

The Scots economist Adam Smith in his Weal tli ofNati0ns stated: ñAll Wealth
is created by labour applied to the raw materials of the earthò. The workforce
is indispensible. Politicians, capitalists - industrial or commercial - landlords
and bankers can be made redundant. Only the power ofpeople can change the
insane asylum. And change it they must by organising at the place where they
are óexploitedô (a euphemistic term for legal robbery) and that is at the point
of production. Workers run the country but they do not own it or control it.
It's time they did.

That's why óI Wonót Voteó and continue to urge the expropriation of the
expropriators. Organise now in the factories, the workshops, the yards, the
mines, on the land, in all places of production and distribution. Your reward
will be to win a World. I I

Many people will agree with my destructive criticism of our social system
even if reluctantly. However, they may say ñWhat do you offer as an
alternative?ñ As an anarchist it would not merely be against my principles but
it would also be presumptuous for me to attempt to lay down a blue print for
a society which has still to be born. However our own form of society did not
always prevail and historically speaking is but a mere child. Society has
existed for thousands of years but our own form was born within the womb
of feudalism only several hundred years ago. Although feudalism was a fetter
on development of economic progress it took a revolution to get rid of it. Itwas
replaced by the capitalist mode of production which prevails throughout the
modern world. The blood and sinews of this system is the profit motive; the
acquisition of rent, interest and profit accrued by the appropriation of the
surplus value created by Labour. Labour power is sold as a commodity on the
market like any other commodity. But labour power as a commodity has one
peculiar characteristic about it: it can produce more than itôs own value. So the
worker is fleeced of the fruits of labour. The worker works so many hours
which would ómaintain him; the surplus hours creates the fruits for the
capitalist. It's all nice and legal. The political and the legal machines are the
bulwark of capitalism. Since private property presented itself upon the stage
of history the state machine became the natural ally of the propertied classes;
Chattel slavery; feudalism; laissez faire capitalism; monopoly and/or state
capitalism have all had their respective types of government. There may be
superficial changes but the basic purpose remains the same: Despotism,
Coercion, Exploitation.
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Consequently a new social principle must pertain. A social principle which
is by no means my brain child: otherwise I would be remembered by
posterity. As aforesaid, society has existed for thousands ofyears. And prior
to the rise of private property society existed without political government.
The organisation in pre-political society consisted of gens or clans based on
kinship. The gens was a true democracy based on economic equality. All talk
about democracy in our society is unadulterated balderdash. All freedoms,
liberties, the right to vote, free speech are merely platitudes. What use is free
speech to sheep? They only bleat. What use is freedom to enter a five star hotel
if one is on the dole? Real freedom is economic freedom; to have free access
to the means of wealth production. Within the gens there was no private
property and no class had power to dominate as in our society where the
means of wealth are owned and controlled by a minority caste. There were no
class antagonisms because there were no minority caste. There were no class
antagonism because there were no classes. This social system had no means
of coercion. There were no policemen or crimes against property as
everything was commonly owned and controlled. If all belongs to all howcan
one steal from oneself? There were no prisons as there were no injustices
perpetrated by avaricious property owners. Rape; murder; theft; sex
perversions were completely foreign to gentile society.

Of course some lame brain will accuse me ofwantingto put the clock back and
transplant ourselves back to a hunting or fishing society. I merely point to the
principle. The principle would be born again but on a higher economic plane.
As aforesaid previous social systems have been born within the womb of the
old. Industrial and technological development will sow the seeds of a new
society; the embryonic form must develop now. The adversaries say to us
ñYou are utopian, you cannot have anarchism overnight." We know that.
Everything has to be built up. But now is the time to do so. Anarchism is the
regation of political society so evidently we donót want to build a political
party. Our methods must be in harmony with our aims. Our aims are social
or common ownership and control of the means of wealth production to be
organised on a voluntaiy basis. Commodity production will be thrown on the
dungheap of history: Production for use and need will replace commodity
production for profit. Consequently wage labour will be abolished and the
administration of things will replace the government of men.

Our methods are therefore diametrically opposed to the methods of
political parties. Our forms of organisation are therefore essentially different.
Instead of organising on a political or geographical basis, we organise on an
industrial basis. Let me hasten to say not all anarchists would agree withme
but their diverse points of view would merely be a difference of appreciation.
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There would be no disagreement on fundamentals. All anarchists would
agree that the State is the principle enemy of the individual and society. I
confess that I have a bias in favour of the industrial workers, not merely
because I was one myself but because they are in my opinion in the most
favourable position ofchanging society. Hence the reason why I put emphasis
on industrial organisation. This means of organisation was termed anarcho-
syndicalism. However perhaps because this was deemed a clumsy mouthful
it was finally termed syndicalism. To be as brief and concise as practical please
allow me to say that syndicalism. derived like anarchism in general from the
experience of the working class. It was not the product of intellectuals in
universities. Syndicalists maintain that by organising industrially they will
be creating the new society within the womb of the old.

Unlike politicians who claim the right to govern everything, the industrial
syndicates elected on the spot by their respective workforce and subject to
recall like the present shop stewards movement would administer the affairs
of their own respective industries. The miners would run the mines, the
shipbuilding workers would regulate their industry. The railmen: the
railways, the textile worker: the mills, and so on. We advocate organisation
at the point of production, embracing all workers in any factory, yard,
workshop, mine, depot or what have you. This transcends the trade unions
like the craft unions or the younger unions like the transport and general or
municipal unions which have no working relationship and are organised in
a hotchpot or higgledly piggledly motley crew. At present workers in trade
unions in any given industiy producing the same finished product are
organised or should I say disorganised in a host of different unions: the
shipyards are a classical example. All the workforce contribute to the
production of ships. Yet the workforce are divided into different unions; the
engineering union, boilermakers, electricians, carpenters and so on causing
inter-union rivalries and constitutional blacklegging. Syndicalists advocate
one union for one industiy. Organised in this manner shipbuilding workers
would be federated to a district federation; each federation of districts would
be federated to a national federation of shipbuilding workers. This pertains
throughout each industry and service; textiles, transport, power, agriculture,
sanitation, mining, distribution, construction and so on. Then all national
industrial federations are dovetailed into a national confederation of labour.
Here we have an organisation competent to manoeuvre its forces to any part
or to an entire industry to express industrial solidarity to any section of
workers on strike. One of the great weaknesses of the trade unions is its lack
of any ultimate aim: No apparent reason for its existence outside of trying to
get some more crumbs from the rich man's table. Or to endeavour to get a
shorter working day. But it has no goal to achieve. It leads to a cul-de-sac.
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Syndicalismós ultimate aim is not a wage increase but the abolition of the
wage system by voting with your feet; by marching into the factories, the
workshops, the yards, the mines, appropriating the transport and all means
of communication. This would be the social general strike: the revolution of
reconstruction. Every strike is seen as a training period towards this end. The
strike weapon is of most importance in the armoury of the working class. It
is significant to recall that it was the strike weapon which gave workers the
legal right to vote. As aforesaid I cannot and will not present any blueprint for
a societys still to be born. But we can learn from history; past and
contemporary, for I am going to offer some food for thought and I shall draw
an inference in keeping with my analysis and ask for your consideration. I
have given a brief analysis regarding the political plane in the first part of this
pamphlet. Now for an analysis of the economic scene. For the sake of brevity
and limitation, I shall treat only with our own contemporary history.

H i
The working class being organised in trade unions have failed to recognise

the co-relation of the movement of capitalism laissez-faire to state and/or
monopoly capitalism and the movement of the trade unions from craft guilds
to labour bureaucracy. Some people blame the leadership for the decline of
militant unionism. The treacheiy and timidity of the so-called leadership
cannot be excused. The so-called right wing leadership have been ousted and
replaced by so-called lefties. These in turn have been bitterly attacked by their
previous supporters. In consequence we get disgruntled trade unionists
saying ñAch, they're just like the politicians, once they get in they feather their
own nests.ñ In the first part of this pamphlet I stated that instead of
persistently criticising the behaviour of politicians which could go on until
doomsday a more objective approach is required. Similarly on the economic
plane an objective approach to economic organisation goes to the roots which
can be torn assunder if called for.

Most of the early British unions were craft unions; they organised
themselves in accordance with the tools they used. If a man used certain tools
he may join a sheet metal workers union. If he used wood working tools he
may find himself in a carpenters union. The type of tool used usually
determined the type of organisation a man would link himselfwith. This may
have been logical in the middle ages when a craftsman produced a finished
commodity of his own tools and labour; but in the age of the gas turbine it is
obsolete. It is a relic of a bygone age. Eveiy commodity is a social product
necessitating a host of different skills and varying types of labour. This should
reflect the syndicalist declaration: ñNot craft unionism; but industrial
unionism.ñ To create class conscious solidarity to the widest extent, workers
must be organised as a class in one union for each industry crossing craft,
skilled and semi-skilled barriers. To sustain the greatest interest and
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