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WHAT ARE THE MOST PRESSING PROBLEMS FACING
ORGANIZATIONS TODAY? Lack of employee motivation, poor quality,
lowered productivity, high absenteeism and product sabotage top the current list
of concerns.

ðUCLA Center for Quality of Working Life (1976)
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ójrlconenncisc Survivalô

Global Unionism
Heralded as Key
To Labor Future

By LASZLO K. DOMJAN
ST. LOUIS (UPI )ðA longtime labor leader-

tumed-university -professor believm global tmiions
are needed to bargain with the growing number
of multinational corporations.

ñPtôs a matter of economic survival,ò Ernest
Galloway said.

Calloway keeps track of irnterloc-king direc-
torates and big-money power plays as part of his
duties as a profas-sor of urban affairs at St.
Lou-is University. He joined the university after
retiring as the longtime research di-recto-r for
the Joint Council of Teamsters.

Without unions that cross national boundary
lines, organized labor has no way to deal with
a co-rporation that c-an quickly shift operations
from the United States to Asian countries, Callo-
way said.

IN SUCH cases a company finds workers
whose wages may be less than a tenth of those
of American workers and who are willing to put
in long hours and six-day weeks without extra
reward.  

"It has been I.-he historic pat-tern of American
unions to follow the growth patterns of industry,"
Galloway said.

ñIf corporations are global, then we need
global unions to bargain with them."

Calloway said the leadership of organized
labor is aware of the problems posed byô interna-
tional corporations, and some of the labor hier-
archy is getting around to the global union con-
cept. However, he believes the unions are mov-
ing too slowly.

The automobile and shoe industries are prime
examples of foreign competition which has cost
American workers their jobs.ò he said.
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I have held a variety of blue-collar and white-collar jobs, which provide some
practical background to these essays. In addition to membership in several locals
of such unions as the Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers and the Teamsters, I
was, in 1968 and 1969 respectively, vice president and president of the San
Francisco Social Services Employees Union.

lt would be a great error not to acknowledge the critical work done by Paula
on the topics dealth with here. It is primarily her exacting sense of autonomy
which disallows her being listed as co-author.

These essays have been published or reprinted by such outlets as Black &
Red/New Space, Echanges et Mouvement, Fifth Estate, Internationale
Korrespondentie, Les Temps Modernes, Solidarity, and Telos.

John Zerzan
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(A papier-mache likeness of Ned Ludd is one of the) symbols of the days
that have gone, a reminder of what the workersô attitude to the new ideas might
be if the unions had,not grown strong and efficient.

ðTrades Union Congress magazine Labour, at the
time of the Production Exhibition, 1956

\

ln England, the first industrial nation, and beginning in textiles, capital's first
and foremost enterprise there, arose the widespread revolutionary movement
(between 1810 and 1820) known as Luddism. The challenge of the Luddite
risings - and their defeat - was of very great importance to the subsequent course
of modern society. Machine-wrecking, a principal weapon, pre-dates this period,
to be sure; Darvall accurately termed it ñperennialò throughout the 18th
century, in good times and bad. And it was certainly not confined to either
textile workers or England. Farm workers, miners, millers, and many others
joined in destroying machinery, often against what would generally be termed
their own óeconomic interests.ó Similarly, as Fulop-Miller reminds us, there were
the workers of Eurpen and Aix-la-Chapelle who destroyed the important
Cockerill Works, the spinners of Schmollen and Crimmitschau who razed the
mills of those towns, and countless others at the dawn of the Industrial
Revolution.

Nevertheless, it was the English cloth workers - knitters, weavers, spinners,
croppers, shearmen, and the like - who initiated a movement, which ñin sheer
insurrectionary fury has rarely been more widespread in English history,ò as
Thompson wrote, in what is probably an understatement. Though generally
characterized as a blind, unorganized, reactionary, limited, and ineffective
upheaval, this óinstinctiveô revolt against the new economic order was very
successful for a time and had revolutionary aims. Strongest in the more
developed areas, the central and northern parts of the country especially, The
Times of February 11, 1812 described ñthe appearance of open warfareò in
England. Vice-Lieutenant Wood wrote to Fitzwilliam in the government on June
17, 1812 that ñexcept for the very spots which were occupied by Soldiers, the
Country was virtually in the possession of the lawless.ò The Luddites indeed
were irresistible atsjeveral moments in the second decade of the century and
developed a very high morale and self-consciousness. As Cole and Postgate put it,

ñCertainly there was no stopping the Luddites. Troops ran up and down
helplessly, baffled by the silence and connivance of the workers.ò Further, an
examination of newspaper accounts, letters, and leaflets reveals insurrection as
the stated intent; for example, ñall Nobles and tyrants must be brought down,ò
read part of a leaflet distributed in Leeds. Evidence of explicit general
revolutionary preparations was widely available in both Yorkshire and
Lancashire, for instance, as early as 1812.

An immense amount of property was destroyed, including vast numbers of
textile frames which had been redesigned for the production of inferior goods.
in fact, the movement took its name from young Ned Ludd, who, rather than do
the prescribed shoddy work, took a sledge-hammer to the frames at hand. This

- :-
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insistence on either the control of the productive processes or the annihilation of
them fired the popular imagination and brought the Luddites virtually
unanimous support. Hobsbawm declared that there existed an ñoverwhelming
sympathy for machine-wreckers in all parts of the population,ò a condition
which by 1813, according to Churchill, ñhad exposed the complete absence of
means of preserving public order.ò Frame-breaking had been made a capital
offense in 1812 and increasing numbers of troops had to be dispatched, to a
point exceeding the total Wellington had under his command against Napoleon.
The army, however, was not only spread very thin, but was often found
unreliable due to its own sympathies and the presence of many conscripted
Luddites in the ranks. Likewise, the local magistrates and constabulary could not
be counted upon, and a massive spy system proved ineffective against the real
solidarity of the populace. As might be guessed the volunteer militia, as detailed
under the Watch and Ward Act, served only to ñarm the most powerfully
disaffected,ò according to the Hammonds, and thus the modern professional
police system had to be instituted, from the time of Peel.

intervention of this nature could hardly have been basically insufficient,
though, especially given the way Luddism seemed to grow more revolutionary
from event to event. Cole and Postgate, for instance, described the post-1815
Luddites as more radical than those previous and from this point imputes to
them that they ñset themselves against the factory system as a whole.ò Also,
Thompson observed that as late as 1819 the way was still open for a successful
general insurrection.

Required against what Mathias termed ñthe attempt to destroy the new
society,ò was a weapon much closer to the point of production, namely the
furtherance of an acceptance of the fundamental order in the form of trade
unionism. Though it is clear that the promotion of trade unionism was a
consequence of Luddism as much as the creation of the modern police was, it
must also be realized that there had existed a long-tolerated tradition of
unionism among the textile workers and others prior to the Luddite risings.
Hence, as Morton and Tate almost alone point out, the machine-wrecking of this
period cannot be viewed as the despairing outburst of workers having no other
outlet. Despite the Combination Acts, which were an unenforced ban on unions
between 1799 and 1824, Luddism did not move into a vacuum but was
successful for a time in opposition to the refusal of the extensive union
apparatus to compromise capital. In fact, the choice between the two was
available and the unions were thrown aside in favor of the direct organization of
workers and their radical aims.

During the period in question it is quite clear that unionism was seen as
basically distinct from Luddism and promoted as such, in the hope of absorbing
the Luddite autonomy. Contrary to the fact of the Combination Acts, unions
were often held to be legal in the courts, for example, and when unionists were
prosecuted they generally received light punishment or none whatever, whereas
the Luddites were usually hanged. Some members of Parliament openly blamed
the owners for the social distress, for not making full use of the trade union path
of escape. This is not to say that union objectives and control were as clear or
pronounced as they are to all today, but the indispensible role of unions vis-a-vis
capital was becoming clear, illumined by the crisis at hand and the felt necessity
for allies in the pacification of the workers. Members of Parliament in
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the Midlands counties urged Gravenor Henson, head of the Framework Knitters
Union, to combat Luddismðas if this were needed. His method of promoting
restraint was of course his tireless advocacy of the extension of union strength.
The Framework Knitters Committee of the union, according to Church's study
of Nottingham, ñissued specific instructions to workmen not to damage frames.ò
And the Nottingham Union, the major attempt at a general industrial union,
likewise set itself against Luddism and never employed violence.

If unions were hardly the allies of the Luddites, it can only be said that they
were the next stage after Luddism in the sense that unionism played the critical
role in its defeat through the divisions, confusion, and deflection of energies the
unions engineered. It ñreplacedò Luddism in the same way that it rescued the
manufacturers from the taunts of the children in the streets, from the direct
power of the producers. Thus the full recognition of unions in the repeal acts in
1824 and 1825 of the Combination Acts ñhad a moderating effect upon popular
discontent,ò in Darvall's words. The repeal efforts, led by Place and Hume, easily
passed an unreformed Parliament, by the way, with much pro-repeal testimony
from employers as well as from unionists, with only a few reactionaries opposed.
In fact, while the conservative arguments of Place and Hume included a
prediction of fewer strikes post-repeal, many employers understood the
cathartic, pacific role of strikes and were not much dismayed by the rash of
strikes which attended repeal. The repeal Acts of course officially delimited
unionism to its traditional marginal wages and hours concern, a legacy of which
is the universal presence of ñmanagement's rightsò clauses in collective
bargaining contracts to this day.

The mid-1830's campaign against unions by some employers only underlined
in its way the central role of unions: the campaign was possible only because the
unions had succeeded so well as against the radicality of the unmediated workers
in the previous period. Hence, Lecky was completely accurate later in the
century when he judged that ñthere can be little doubt that the largest,
wealthiest and best-organized Trade Unions have done much to diminish labor
conflicts,ò just as the Webbs also conceded in the 19th century that there
existed much more labor revolt before unionism became the rule.

But to return to the Luddites, we find very few first-person accounts and a
óvirtually secret tradition mainly because they projected themselves through their
acts, not an ideology. And what was it really all about? Stearns, perhaps as close
as the commentators come, wrote ñThe Luddites developed a doctrine based on
the presumed virtues of manual methods." He all but calls them
óbackward-looking wretchesô in his condescension, yet there is a grain of truth
here certainly. The attack of the Luddites was not occasioned by the
introduction of new machinery, however, as is commonly thought, for there is
no evidence of such in 1811 and 1812 when Luddism proper began. Rather, the
destruction was levelled at the new slip-shod methods which were ordered into
effect on the extant machinery. Not an attack against production on economic
grounds, it was above all the violent response of the textile workers (and soon
joined by others) to their attempted degradation in the form of inferior work;
shoddy goods - the hastily-assembled ñcut-ups," primarily - was the issue at
hand. While Luddite offensives generally corresponded to periods of economic
downturn, it was because employers often took advantage of these periods to
introduce new production methods. But it was also true that not all periods of
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privation produced Luddism, as it was that Luddism appeared in areas not
particularly depressed. Leicestershire, for instance, was the least hit by hard
times and it was an area producing the ýnest quality woolen goods;
Leicestenshire was a strong center for Luddism.

To wonder what was so radical about a movement which seemed to demand
ñonlyò the cessation of fraudulent work, is to fail to perceive the inner truth of
the valid assumption, made on every side, of the of the connection between
frame-breaking and sedition. As if the fight by the producer for the integrity of
his work-life can be made without calling the whole of capitalism into question.
The demand for the cessation of fraudulent work necessarily becomes a
cataclysm, an all-or-nothing battle insofar as it is pursued; it leads directly to the
heart of the capitalist relationship and its dynamic.

Another element of the Luddite phenomenon generally treated with
condescension, by the method of ignoring it altogether, is the organizational
aspect. Luddites, as we all know, struck out wildly and blindly, while the unions
provide the only organized form to the workers. But in fact, the Luddites
organized themselves locally and even federally, including workers from all
trades, with an amazing coordination. Eschewing an alienating structure, their
organization was, wisely, neither formal nor permanent. Their revolt tradition
was without a center and existed largely as an ñunspoken codeò; theirs was a
non-manipulative community, organization which trusted itself. All this, of
course, was essential to the depth of Luddism, to the appeal of its roots. In
practice, ñno degree of activity by the magistrates or by large reinforcements of
military deterred the Luddites. Every attack revealed planning and method,ò
stated Thompson, who also gave credit to their ñsuperb security and
communications.ò An army officer in Yorkshire understood their possession of
ña most extraordinary degree of concert and organization.ò William Cobbett,
wrote, concerning a report to the government in 1812: ñAnd this is the
circumstance that will most puzzle the ministry. They can find no agitators. lt is
a movement of the people's own.ò

Coming to the rescue of the authorities, however, despite Cobbett's
frustrated comments, was the leadership of the Luddites. Theirs was not a
completely egalitarian movement, though this element may have been closer to
the mark than was their appreciation of how much was within their grasp and
how narrowly it eluded them. Of course, it was from among the leaders that
ñpolitical sophisticationò issued most effectively in time, just as it was from
them that union cadres developed in some cases.

In the ópre-politicalô days of the Luddites - developing in our ópost-politicaló
days, too - the people openly hated their rulers. They cheered Pitt's death in
1806 and, more so, Percevalôs assassination in 1812. These celebrations at the
demise of prime ministers bespoke the weakness of mediations between rulers
and ruled, the lack of integration between the two. The political
enfranchisement of the workers was certainly less important than their industrial
enfranchisement or integration, via unions; it proceeded the more slowly for this
reason. Nevertheless, it is true that a strong weapon of pacification were the
strenuous efforts made to the interest the population in legal activities, namely
the drive to widen the electoral basis of Parliament. Cobbett, described by many
as the most powerful pamphleteer in English history, induced many to join
Hampden Clubs in pursuit of votinq reform, and was also noted, in the words of
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