
Transition in Social Foundations 
for Collective Action 

Communities in the 
Southeast Lancashire Textile Region 
in the 1820s and 1830s 

CRAIG CALHOUN 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 

During the 1820s and early 1830s, two largely different popu- 
lations of working people lived alongside each other in the 
region surrounding Manchester. Today, they represent, in an 
important and clear contrast, the social foundations which have 
supported distinctive directions of popular protest and collective 
action. The theory of working-class radicalism, as developed 
by Marx and others, has tended to confound the two. The 
necessary radicalism and fundamental opposition to the growth 
of capitalist industry of more traditional communities of craft 
workers was wedded to the concentrated numbers of new in- 
dustrial workers and the clarity of their exploitation by capi- 
talists. This marriage took place in theory, but not in concrete 
social movements. The working class emerged as a foundation 
for basically reformist collective actions, while the radical and 
reactionary populist craftsmen lost the war of the industrial 
revolution. 

My task in this article will be largely to establish the disparate 
existence of these groups in the Lancashire textile region during 
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the 1820s and 1830s and, briefly, to explore the implications 
which differences in community membership and organization 
held for collective action. I shall offer a sustained criticism of 
the argument that workers' protests were the result of a "dis- 
turbance" to an established normative order which caused some 
form of social regression. In the course of proposing an analysis 
based on the strength of social foundations for collective action, 
I shall suggest the relative neglect of this consideration by 
Marxist theory and research. 

Much previous analysis has treated the 1820s as a lull in an 
essentially continuous process of development of the working 
class. This is the position, for example, of E. P. Thompson's 
The Making of the English Working Class: Jacobinism led 
directly into the resistance movements of the early Napoleonic 
War years; the foundations laid by Jacobinism and mated with 
traditional notions of the moral economy provided the basis for 
the rebirth of radicalism in Luddism and the Parliamentary 
Reform agitation of the 1810s; by the conclusion of this decade, 
the working class was "essentially made"; organization proceeded 
apace on the ground through the 1820s; and England nearly had 
a revolution during the early Chartist period in the reaction 
against the limited reforms of 1832 and the resistance to the poor 
law of 1834 (Thompson, 1968: 781-782). The most common alter- 
native position, widespread before the appearance of Thomp- 
son's book, was to regard the earlier movements as rather back- 
ward and primitive and to trace the rise of the working class 
and of British popular radicalism from the Chartist period 
(Cole, 1932; Webb and Webb, 1920; Cole and Postgate, 1942). 

Both positions are wrong. While the latter accurately appre- 
ciates the difference between the movements of the 1810s and 
the 1830s, it inaccurately dismisses the earlier as backward- 
looking and therefore less radical, as less formally organized 
and therefore weaker. Such a view is based neither on the evi- 
dence nor on the sound use of social theory. In fact, the back- 
ward-looking, less formally organized movements of the 1810s 
were in many ways more radical than the later mobilizations of 
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the working class at a more "advanced stage of development." 
Thompson's work performs the very substantial service of point- 
ing out the richness and strength of the earlier popular activity, 
but by assimilating it, however erratically, to the model of 
working-class development, obscures both its historical nature 
and its theoretical significance. 

A variety of studies have suggested the importance of the 
social organization underlying social movements. In general, 
they have been reactions to the long-enduring elite view of 
popular action as a result of collective delusions, with these in 
turn the results of social disorganization in mass society.' They 
have also pointed out the limitations of a view of collective 
action as simply the aggregate of entirely rational individual 
choices.2 Most of these studies, however, have focused on the 
formal organization of specific "conflict groups," that is, rela- 
tively well-defined collectivities mobilized for a specific purpose. 
The importance of community has received considerably less 
emphasis (with the exceptions of Oberschall, 1973; Tilly, 1978; 
Wolf, 1969). I suggest that social bonds which predate specific 
"causes" are of critical importance in providing social strength 
for long-term, risky, and concerted collective action. 

The "disturbance" theories best account for unorganized 
mobs, millenial movements, and ecstatic religious gatherings; 
applied to early nineteenth-century England, they say rather 
more about Johanna Southcott and even Methodism than they 
do about either early or late radical political action. The ration- 
alistic theories best account for fairly stably organized, relatively 
low-intensity alliances pursuing clearly defined objectives. They 
provide better explanations for trade union activity (and, indeed, 
many mobilizations on a wider front during the Chartist era) than 
they do for the earlier, more community-based agitations of 
Luddites and followers of Cobbett and Hunt. 

Both sides of the main theoretical debate thus work poorly 
to account for what I have called the populist movements of 
the 1810s. This is largely because they neglect the social foun- 
dations of collective action. Increasing evidence from com- 
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parative research suggests that communal foundations such as 
those on which the movements of the 1810s rested dictated 
neither an aberrant, nor in any simple and dismissive sense 
a backward, movement. Wolf (1969), for example, has empha- 
sized the dependence of peasant movements on high prior 
communal organization. Studies (Soboul, 1958; Rude, 1959; 
Tilly, 1964) of the French Revolution have shown the coherence 
of crowd action and its dependence on preexisting communal 
bonds. 

It would appear that the early generalizations which linked 
the dissociating tendencies of capitalist industrialization to 
popular radicalism and revolutionary potential were faulty. 
While threats to and pressures on communal organization have 
certainly been important motivations for collective action, it 
has been the enduring strength of traditional communities which 
has lent concertedness to the resulting social movements. Fur- 
ther, the fact that a cluster of nondiscrete values-family, craft, 
neighborhood-was generally being defended by the "reaction- 
ary radicals" made it especially likely that their movements would 
be radical, as economically ameliorative reform would not speak 
fully to their grievances. This leads to some specification of why 
revolutions have occurred, not in the advanced industrial so- 
cieties, but in societies still largely traditional in organization 
but confronting the pressures of industrialization or the inter- 
vention of industrial powers. Communities have had both the 
social strength and the need for revolution; the modern working 
class usually has, at the most, the rational interest. 

Oberschall (1973) has emphasized that social movements orga- 
nized for conflict seldom are composed of people weakly linked 
to each other, as the "mass society" theorists would have it. 
In this regard, he distinguishes communal from associational 
links. Strength of either kind of internal association, as well as 
strength of connections between the conflict group and the 
larger society, predisposes a population to mobilize. Oberschall 
thus adds a very important, specifically social dimension to the 
resource mobilization model of collective action. The analysis 
of this article extends this distinction with a contrast of com- 
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munity and class foundations for collective action. The earlier, 
more communally based movements provide in most ways the 
closer analog to revolutionary mobilizations. The later, more 
associationally based movements better deserve the label "class 
actions," but were essentially reformist in orientation and in 
structural predisposition. A variety of considerable gains were 
available to them from gradual reform-which was not so for 
the Luddites, for example. 

An important aspect of the problematic theory of class action 
is its emphasis on variables of consciousness, particularly on 
clearly defined and systematically radical goals. As I have argued 
elsewhere (Calhoun, forthcoming), such an emphasis on what 
people think obscures the social foundations which enable 
people to act. One effect of this is to deny the political impor- 
tance, and frequently the true radicalism, of movements with 
much less focused, well-articulated, and systematic ideologies 
(see Piven and Cloward, 1977: 4-5, for related discussion). My 
contention is not just that important radical movements are left 
out of this analysis, but that those class movements left in are 
not likely to be radical. This is largely because those people and 
organizations with sufficient investments in the existing indus- 
trial order to favor them are precisely those people who do not 
need wage revolution but can gain from more gradual, less 
radical, ameliorative reform. 

The working class, in this analysis, is particularly apt to be a 
collective actor only through the agency of formal organizations. 
That is, the working class as such does not constitute a collective 
actor directly, but only through the mediation of representatives 
of such organizations. Large and relatively noncommunal popu- 
lations are especially likely to require some form of coercion 
to ensure participation in the pursuit of collective goals. Com- 
munities are more able to apply informal selective inducements 
directly through social relations. Accordingly, informal collective 
action becomes easier as populations are organized into inter- 
mediate associations and integrated through dense and multiplex 
interpersonal networks. These requirements are more likely to 
be met when workplaces are smaller, population aggregates more 
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stable, and community patterns in general better established 
(for implications of size on social bonds, see Blau, 1977). 

Community has the considerable advantage of offering a 
social foundation for concerted collective action without re- 
quiring formal organization and the creation of a new set of 
statuses with new interests. Communities may act with only a 
limited degree of conscious decision; more elaborate, and espe- 
cially non-traditional, decisions tend to require some formal 
mechanisms for both decision-making and practical application. 
But communities may act in defense of certain traditional values 
with considerable focus and in remarkable harmony without new 
formal organization. This so amazed public officials in the early 
nineteenth century that they invented, together with their in- 
formants, elaborate fictitious formal organizations and even 
systems of pseudo-military rank. What is important about a 
movement like Luddism is that it needed few leaders, and those 
only minimally. 

Generally speaking, modern industrial working classes have 
lacked the social foundation for such direct collective action 
and have instead had to depend on formal organizations to 
represent their interests.3 This divergence appears, when one 
looks at the working people of Lancashire, as a shift initially 
focused on the 1820s and apparent in the fragmentation of the 
Chartist period. 

Attention to these problems on the part of academic sociol- 
ogists has been weakened by an unfortunate split between 
"rationalist" and "normative" views, neither of which has dealt 
well with the social foundations for collective action. 

The rationalist perspective holds collective action to be 
explicable in terms of individual interests and strategies, an 
economistic calculus of self-interest. I suggest, in contrast, that 
selection among the wide range of objective individual interests 
is largely socially determined, both through socialization and 
especially through the constraints on and resources for collective 
and individual action provided by social structures. The ration- 
alist perspective offers insufficient explanation for the variety 
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of collective actions people take, and in particular for the chang- 
ing patterns of collective action taken in early nineteenth-century 
England. It was not the interests of individual workers but of 
communities of workers which provided the basis for the move- 
ments of the 181 Os. Workers were knit together in dense networks 
of multiplex bonds; their relations with each other were fairly 
stable and carried long-term obligations (Calhoun, 1980). 

The community basis similarly explains why the apparently 
class-based movement could so rapidly turn to the obviously 
traditionalist agitation in favor of Queen Caroline.4 The national 
ideology was rudimentary and essentially populist. With some 
shift in the economy and in the localities most involved, the 
tone of the protest could be transformed. To whatever extent 
local communities were truly radical-or even revolutionary- 
during the 1810s, the economistic calculus of rational individ- 
ualism fails to account for it. The mobilizations of the 1830s and 
after are a different matter. To a much greater degree, they 
reveal the sort of limited, reformist collective action which we 
would expect from formal organizations acting on behalf of 
relatively free individuals with a range of options, rather than 
from communities. 

The normative perspective sees in collective action mere 
behavior disturbance. Such disturbances are held to result from 
the failure of mechanisms of social control-the shaping and 
channeling constraints of integration into a social order. This 
view is problematic in its assumption of a smoothly functioning 
social order and its neglect of internal conflict and/or contra- 
dictions. Given the somewhat narrower focus of the present 
argument, the notion of collective behavior as "disturbance" 
fails to appreciate the social strengths necessary to engage in 
collective action, especially with any degree of concertedness. 
It is difficult, drawing on the normative perspective, to explain 
the discontinuity of the movements of the 1810s and 1830s. This 
discontinuity was the result of changes in social strengths of 
certain key populations, on the one hand, and the divergent 
possibilities each had for ameliorative reform on the other. 
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Some normative analysts, such as Smelser, adopt a function- 
alism which focuses so much on the needs and operation of the 
postulated "whole society" that it neglects the possibly-and in 
the present case, frequently-divergent needs and values of local 
communities. Social organization is not as monolithic as the 
functionalists have assumed. Where communities, as I have 
defined them, exist, they are by definition at least partially 
autonomous organizations and thus capable of autonomous ac- 
tivity, requiring specific analysis. In this orientation, function- 
alism is similar to the Marxian position which held that the 
proletariat would somehow grow to meet the historical needs 
of the overall system-a view formulated with inadequate atten- 
tion to the foundations on which the collective action of the 
proletariat was to be based. 

Different sorts of communities are apt to be involved in 
different agitations, and involved in these agitations to different 
degrees. This is partly because of the different strengths of 
social and material resources which they can bring to the support 
of their action, partly because of the different trades which give 
their members economic interests, and partly because of the 
different social values which give their members moral interests 
in one or another kind of agitation. The "resource mobilization" 
perspective of sociological analysis has focused on propensity 
to engage in collective action. It has been especially concerned 
with material resources. 

I shall examine the broader set of factors in my analysis, and 
will challenge the normative view of collective action during 
the industrial revolution, especially as put forward by Smelser. 
This view holds, essentially, that the activity of the 1830s was 
the result of a disruption in the established constraining organi- 
zation of the family during the 1820s. I shall argue that two 
different populations of workers were involved, one-the do- 
mestic workers-losing its position of strength on which to base 
collective action. 

Industrial development and concomitant urbanization brought 
a variety of pressures to bear on the traditional communities of 
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Lancashire. These were concentrated for the most part in a semi- 
circle from the northwest of Manchester up through the lower 
Pennines and down to the southeast where the Manchester 
region extended into Cheshire. This was essentially the area in 
which water power was readily available during the early years 
of the industrial revolution. In this region growth was fairly 
evenly divided between the larger towns and outlying areas. 
Ashton, Bolton, Manchester, and Oldham grew more rapidly 
than did Lancashire as a whole; Rochdale's growth approximated 
Lancashire's decennial growth rate of a little above or below 
25%; and Stockport grew more slowly during the first 30 years 
of the nineteenth century. Unlike the overwhelmingly urban-led 
growth of the rest of Lancashire and other parts of England, the 
Manchester region did not see the major towns grow much 
faster than the surrounding areas in this period. 

Despite the relatively consistent pattern of growth in Lanca- 
shire, it must be remembered that this was a very rapid growth, 
and subject to some fluctuations in specific content. For example, 
the proportion of female residents in the industrial towns rose 
rapidly between the census years of 1801 and 1811, and fell off 
even more rapidly thereafter, as is seen in Figure 1. The ratio of 
women to men working in factories appears to have risen con- 
tinuously through the early nineteenth century (Mitchell and 
Deane, 1962: 188). 

The fluctuation in the proportion of male residents seems 
likely, then, to be due to other factors. In particular, the avail- 
ability of nonfactory work was important, and the relatively 
low proportion of men in the early years is indicative of the fact 
that factories only began to dominate the labor force after the 
post-Napoleonic recession ended. The year 1811 came during a 
period of low textile production; this was one of the causes of 
Luddism. Men were more likely than women to be employed in 
casual labor and they were much more likely than women to 
leave town and seek work in the countryside, for example in 
harvesting.5 Lancashire's growth owed a great deal more to 
migration than did that of other counties, including such partially 
industrialized ones as the West Riding of Yorkshire (Deane and 
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Figure 1 Ratio of Female to Male Occupants 

Cole, 1969: 113).6 As this migration was of recent date, people 
were apt still to have some ties to the areas they had left.7 

A further possibility is that young single women were sent in 

disproportionate numbers during the distress of the early 1810s 
to live with relatives, or in boarding houses, in the towns, with 
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the hope of finding work in the factories.8 Manufacturers also 
advertised on occasion for "healthy strong girls" and "families 
chiefly consisting of girls" (Pinchbeck, 1930: 185).9 It seems un- 
likely, however, that factors such as the last could account for 
the specific fluctuation as opposed to the overall trend.10 After 
1821, the proportion of persons of each sex in the towns remained 
quite consistent, despite the continued increase in the proportion 
of female factory workers; indeed, the disparity decreased 
slightly in the long run. 

The demographic changes noted may have been due to the 
partially counterposed operation of two distinct pressures, 
acting on at least partially distinct populations. The availability 
of jobs in factories, combined with a surplus of male agricultural 
labor in rural districts, may have led to a relatively high rate of 
female inmigration, especially in Bolton and Manchester. Con- 
versely, the pressures on domestic craft work may have led many 
weavers to seek work elsewhere, thus resulting in some male 
outmigration. If this account is correct, it explains why Stock- 
port, with a low rate of population increase, should show a high 
imbalance between the sexes. 

Stockport had the highest proportion of weavers in its popu- 
lation of the towns for which we have clear data, as shown in 
Tables 1 and 2. Bolton and Manchester had low proportions of 
weavers but greater excesses of women and children over adult 
men. In such cases, we may tentatively conclude that the lure 
of the factories more than compensated for the loss of such 
domestic workers as those cities had. In Oldham one finds a 
rapidly growing population but little imbalance between the 
sexes. This may be an early manifestation of the strength of the 
community of workers there, which was able to protect the 
position of men in the workforce. Either alternatively or addi- 
tionally, that strength may be due to the fact that Oldham 
specialized in the relatively finer and more skilled end of the 
textile industry, while Bolton workers did a greater proportion 
of cruder work." 

These considerations indicate some instabilities in the under- 
lying structure of much urban community life, at least one of 
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which-sexual imbalance-abated during and after the 1810s. If 
factory-oriented communities had the chance to grow stronger 
after the 1810s, the opposite was true of communities of out- 
workers, especially weavers. As we shall see, the late 1820s and 
early 1830s were precisely the periods during which these com- 
munities were torn apart. 

Smelser, in holding the collective action of workers to be 
an implicitly irrational response to "disturbances" in family 
patterns, argues that it was not until the decade of the 1820s that 
family life was greatly altered, resulting in the agitations of the 
1830s. Drawing on scattered evidence that adult male spinners 
retained their "moral authority" in the factory, often hired their 
own assistants, worked with other family members, and were 
part of a web of kinship controls of abuse of child workers, he 
suggests (1959: 193) that we must 

question some accepted views of urban-factory life. Almost as a 
matter of definition we associate the factory system with a decline 
of the family and the onset of social anonymity. Certainly the 
steam powered mule created a new type of factory system. By 
virtue of an intricate set of controls based on kinship and com- 
munity ties, and by virtue of the continuing authority of the 
spinner, however, the potential anonymity of factory life was 
far from being complete in 1820, even though the factory system 
had been prospering for four decades.'2 

The period from the 1790s to the 1820s is, for Smelser, some- 
thing called a "transitional equilibrium." The apparent meaning 
of this odd term is that there were changes, but they did not 
upset things too much. In other words, the basic structure of 
the family survived intact, but there were a number of shifts in 
the specific content of family members' roles. In the period from 
the mid-1820s to the 1840s, the families of workers moved to a 
new level of differentiation. By this it is meant that the families 
became more complex structures, with each member's role less 
closely and immediately connected to those of the others, even 
though the whole is still assumed to constitute a social system 
and thus to be interdependent. The traditional functions of the 
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family are treated largely in terms of authority and training. 
Curiously, both are assumed without discussion to be almost 
entirely male preserves. But as has been observed by Edwards 
and Lloyd-Jones (1973: 312-313): 

In terms of a textile family entering a factory, the loss of the female 
training function, and the gain of a new adult male training 
function, altered dramatically the industrial training roles of 
adult males and females.'3 

Smelser's assertion that considerable disruption in the division 
of labor within factory families took place in the 20-year period 
after 1825 seems hard to credit. There simply is very little evidence 
that there was substantial employment of whole families (or even 
substantial parts of families) as cohesive work units in the early 
mills. Only fairly young children were employed as piecers 
(assistants to the spinners), so that few adult spinners would 
have been able to employ their own children consistently. Foster 
(1974: 302-303) noted this dubious concept, and Anderson(1976: 
325) summarized the skepticism: 

If there was a trend away from family employment on the shop 
floor over the first third of the nineteenth century it cannot have 
been very great, because such employment was at no time particu- 
larly widespread. 

Smelser's analysis (1968: 83-86) is one of stages: increasing pres- 
sure on the family division of labor was initially held in check by 
"corrective mechanisms," but the pressure would eventually 
force a new structural adjustment. The pressures came from 
certain technological advances in textile production resulting 
in larger factories and more individualistic employment (and 
presumably, though less explicitly, production) practices. The 
corrective mechanism was family employment. In the 1820s that 
mechanism was weakened by new technology; the result, accord- 
ing to Smelser, was that factory workers entered Chartism, 
factory agitation, and trade unions, and manifested a variety of 
other "disturbances." The structure of the argument is implicitly 
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one of temporal conjuncture; Smelser gives no direct evidence 
of a connection between family structure and the protest and 
agitation undertaken by factory workers (see Anderson, 1976: 
327). 

In the first place, the factory agitation was about many things, 
from wages to the possibility of technological unemployment to 
the material conditions and hours of work. Child labor was only 
one aspect, and was only partially connected to traditional 
notions of family division of labor (some general values con- 
cerning abuse of children were also important). Nonetheless, it 
is possible that a threat to traditional family structure by indus- 
trial change was involved. There are two links which need to 
be empirically verified in such a proposition. First, it needs to 
be established that there was in fact a strong precondition of 
family employment which the new technology disrupted. Ander- 
son (1976) and Edwards and Lloyd-Jones (1973) argue con- 
vincingly against this. The second part of the proposition calls 
for a specification of the characteristics of industrial change 
held to be disruptive and an attempt to establish whether they 
are systematically tied to mobilization for protest (disturbance). 

I shall argue that in comparing the changes Smelser emphasizes 
(e.g., increasing factory size) among towns in the Manchester 
region, one finds wide diversity, and if there is any systematic 
variation, the greatest mobilization of workers occurred where 
Smelser's conditions obtained least. Smelser does not engage in 
comparative analysis at any point. He does offer a rather ab- 
stracted contrast between "the new factory proletariat" and the 
"surviving domestic workers." He argues (1959: 85) that prior 
to the 1820s 

the quiescence of the factory operatives is traceable to the per- 
sistence of certain fundamental family relations in the factory 
setting. In many ways their lot was hard and their adjustments 
many; but these family traditions were being preserved. The 
pressures on the surviving domestic workers, by contrast, were 
to abandon a total traditional way of life. 
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The surviving domestic workers whom Smelser has in mind 
are primarily handloom weavers. There are several problems in 
his characterization of them and, generally, with his statement 
of contrast: (1) It is questionable to what extent handloom 
weavers represented a wholly traditional craft, because their 
prosperity was of relatively recent date; it was, for the most part, 
a transitional product of industrialization (Bythell, 1969: 40). As 
handloom weavers increased in number by nearly a third (from 
184,000 to 240,000) in the fifteen years before 1820s, weaving was 
not a "total traditional way of life" for those who were just entering 
the trade (Mitchell and Deane, 1962: 187); (2) it was weavers, not 
factory workers, who were most able to maintain the domestic 
family division of labor, although at the expense of rather ex- 
treme physical demands on the family members (Hammond and 
Hammond, 1967; Thompson, 1968); (3) recruits to factory work 
were seldom ex-weavers, but rather were frequently ex-agricul- 
tural laborers and farm servants-populations which had already 
experienced a good deal of "differentiation" within the family 
unit, perphaps indeed more than was the case in cotton towns;14 
(4) the clearest distinction between factory workers and handloom 
weavers did not lie in their respective family relations but in their 
relative prosperity. It seems plausible that this might be considered 
a source of differential rates of mobilization for protest; and (5) 
factory workers generally experienced economic crises as indi- 
viduals or families during the early years of industrialization. 
Particular factories failed with astonishing frequency, but there 
were only a few major industry-wide crises. Handloom weavers, 
on the other hand, experienced privations as communities. The 
miseries which affected any of them affected all of them. They 
were also apt to live in smaller, and, we may safely assume, more 
densely knit units of population (Calhoun, forthcoming). 

Smelser is right to suggest that domestic workers were under 
threat of losing their entire way of life, while factory workers 
were not. Whatever the fluctuations of real wages, working 
conditions, and rate of employment for factory workers, these 
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were relatively continuous. They made the workers' situation 
better or worse but did not threaten them with collective eradi- 
cation. This only serves further to point out the comparative 
irrelevance of the family structure which Smelser makes his 
primary variable. Instead, it was first the extreme of suffering 
the weavers experienced, and then the absence of any plausible 
mediate or local solution to their problems, which predisposed 
them to radicalism. Factory workers, on the other hand, could 
reasonably be reformist. One might ask why they were not more 
widely active in reform agitation earlier. Essentially, the answer 
is that they had not developed the strength of communal and 
formal organization which would enable them to be so. The 
migrants into factory towns, far from being quiescent because 
they preserved a traditional family structure, were quiet because 
they had very little communal organization on which to base 
extensive collective action. These migrants did not often or 
readily fit into a preexisting structure, and so had to build a new 
sense of community. Those towns which were most active in the 
early phases of protest (pre-1820) were those with the greatest 
strength of communal bonds, the most differentiated industry, 
and the smallest factories. 

Edwards and Lloyd-Jones (1973: 314-315) have noted, from 
an analysis of data for Preston in 1816, that although children 
working as assistants were unlikely to be employed by their 
relatives anywhere, they were more often so employed in the 
district around Preston than in the town itself ( 1.6% in Preston, 
24.5% in the district). It would appear that Smelser's "corrective 
mechanism" was tied to other characteristics of the community.'5 
If the same disproportion obtained in the Manchester district, 
it would interestingly supplement the evidence presented in 
Figure 1 on fluctuations and variations in proportions of female 
residents and in Table 1 on factory workforce characteristics. 
The census sources indicate that smaller towns and villages had 
closer ratios of men to women and did not comparably experience 
the leap of 1811. The disproportionate representation of women 
in the population is greatest in Machester and least in the smaller 
outlying districts, towns, and villages. This suggests that "tradi- 
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tional family structure" obtained least in the areas Smelser 
considers most advanced in the development of the factory 
system. 

It is true that two of the great leaps in the rate of factory 
construction in 1823-1825 and 1832-1834 coincide approximately 
with the dramatic acceleration Smelser (1959: 194-195) finds in 
the pressures of industrialization on family structure. He places 
considerable stress on the concentration of mills in towns, their 
increasing size, and "the general lack of intimacy associated 
with increasing scale." These factors are no doubt important, but 
the conclusions Smelser bases on them are surprising. He treats 
these changes (and the technological developments with which 
they were associated) entirely in terms of 

a "dissatisfaction" for the operatives' family economy in the 
sense that family members were no longer able to offer labour to 
the industry on the new terms and at the same time maintain the 
traditional organization of family life. 

His universal interpolation of "family structure and values" as a 
key variable in every explanatory chain seems empirically to be 
quite arbitrary, following only from his general theory. It would 
make more sense to point out that the rapid growth of factories 
and the generally good commercial situation for the textile 
industry gave the factory operatives a stronger bargaining posi- 
tion than they had had for years. Although the power-loom 
threatened changes in the organization of factory work,'6 it was 
primarily a threat to the livelihood of handloom weavers. Its 
improvements in fact rendered the position of the factory worker 
more secure by limiting the extent to which his bargaining posi- 
tion could be undercut by his employer's recourse to handloom 
work. It was in these years that the number of handloom weavers 
began to decline for the first time. 

By treating all of the workers' responses to changes in the 
conditions under which they lived and worked as disturbances 
to the smooth evolutionary development of industrial society, 
Smelser renders them uninterpretable.'7 He is unable, for ex- 
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ample, to see the shift in orientation of workers' movements from 
the campaigns based essentially on resistance of the 1810s to the 
agitation for industrial reform of the 1830s. This shift is easily 
understood when one notes the changing population which was 
involved in the two efforts. Chartism's diverse collection of 
political claims and relations to industrial issues falls into clearer 
focus when looked at from the very different perspectives of 
artisans and outworkers on the one hand and factory workers 
on the other. The latter fought for gains internal to the growing 
factory system. The defense of a way of life was critical to artisans 
and outworkers; it was never so in equal degree to factory 
workers. 

The increasing scale and impersonality of factories may well 
have given workers something to complain about more justly 
during the latter years of the industrial revolution, but the 
workers were never short of just complaints. A more important 
consideration is how factory size and impersonality may have 
affected which claims they put forward against the prevailing 
systems of political and economic power. The factory workers 
were in a stronger position than were the outworkers to make 
internal claims-to demand wage increases or shorter hours, for 
example. They attempted collective action from a relatively weak 
communal base, however. This was part of the impact of the 
increasing scale and impersonality of factories and the mobility 
of the workforce. Collective action could seldom be for these 
urban factory workers what it had been for artisans and out- 
workers-a direct extension of community.'8 

This article contains only a very limited amount of com- 
parative evidence on industrial organization during the indus- 
trial revolution. Although it is insufficient foundation for the 
erection of any grand analytic edifice, its tendencies are none- 
theless clear, as shown in Tables I and 2. The four towns ex- 
amined divide into two pairs (Oldham and Stockport; Bolton 
and Machester) with regard to factory size. Stockport and 
Oldham have the most even balance between weaving and spin- 
ning in factories. Oldham and Stockport would appear to offer 
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Table 1 Factory Labor Force in 1833 

Factories 
in Sample 

Spinners 

Weavers 

Mechanics, etc. 

Total 

Mean NMumber 
of Employees 

Average Weekly 
Earnings (pence) 

Adult Males 

Adult Females 

Ratio F:H 

Male Children 

Female Children 

Ratio F:M 

Ratio 
Child:Adult 

Combined Ratio 
Female: Male 

Ratio all Others 
to Adult Males 

Bolton* 

12 
(9) 

5,010 

351 

108 

5,469 

455.75 
(607.6) 

111.50 

1,443 

1,279 

0.89:1 

1,425 

1,322 

0.93:1 

1.01:1 

1.10:1 

2.79:1 

Manchester Oldham 

38 22 

12,103 

3,057 

518 

15,678 

412.58 

122.64 

4,421 

5,731 

1.30:1 

3,801 

3,437 

0.90:1 

0.71:1 

1.12:1 

2.93:1 

2,409 

1,261 

97 

3,775 

171.59 

127.09 

1,318 

824 

0.63:1 

813 

820 

1.01:1 

0.76:1 

0.77:1 

1.86:1 

Source: Stanway's Survey of 151 mills, May and June 1833, reported in Ure (1861: 
I, 390407). 
*Figures in parentheses indicate result if factories owned by one firm are counted 
as one. 

the highest wages (in 1833), followed by Manchester, with Bolton 
significantly lower. The proportion of men in the workforce was 

greatest in Oldham, least in Manchester. 
Oldham and Stockport come out consistently at one end of 

the spectrum. Oldham and Stockport were also the towns in 
which pre-Chartist radicalism was perhaps the strongest. Although 

Stockport* 

19 
(17) 

2,659 

3,507 

126 

6,292 

331.16 
(370.12) 

132.02 

2,314 

2,176 

0.94:1 

1,556 

1,446 

0.93:1 

0.67:1 

0.94:1 

2.24:1 
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quantitative evidence for membership in these early radical move- 
ments and qualitative evidence concerning their organization is 
extremely scarce, the trend seems clear. The more "proletarian" 
towns such as Bolton and Ashton produced none of the major 

Table 2 Size of Factory Workforce in 1841 

Working Full Time 

Fine Spinning 

mills capacity workforce at mean size of 
workforce inspection factory (capacity) 

Ashton 

Bolton 

Manchester 

Oldham 

Rochdale 

Stockport 

14 

13 

20 

10 

0 

n.a. 

1,555 
2,007 

7,126 
635 

n.a. 

1,555 

1,921 

6,877 
635 

n.a. 

111.07 

154.38 

356.30 

63.50 

n.a. 

Coarse Spinning 

mills capacity workforce at 
workforce time of visit 

36 

16 

29 

65 

52 

n.a. 

4,662 

2,564 

6,767 

4,887 

5,137 
n.a. 

4,526 
1,906 

6,290 

4,492 
4,890 

n.a. 

mean size of 
factory (capacity) 

129.50 

160.25 

233.34 

75.18 

98.79 

n.a. 

Spinning and Power 

Weaving Combined 

mills capacity workforce at 
workforce time of visit 

13 

12 

35 

32 

17 

n.a. 

6,783 

3,660 
14,833 

7,137 

3,073 
n.a. 

6,522 
3,581 

13,843 

7,061 

2,644 
n.a. 

mean size of 
factory (capacity) 

521.77 

305.00 

423.80 

223.03 

180.76 

n.a. 

Ashton 

Bolton 

Manchester 

Oldham 

Rochdale 

Stockport 

Ashton 

Bolton 

Manchester 

Oldham 

Rockdale 

Stockport 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

Power Weaving 

mills capacity workforce at 
workforce time of visit 

5 

0 

15 

6 

0 

390 

1,461 
406 

310 

1,393 
406 

mean size of 
factory (capacity) 

78.00 

97.40 

67.60 

n.a. 

Doubling Yarn 

mills capacity workforce at 
workforce time of visit 

Manchester 6 

Oldham 21 

302 

230 

297 

220 

mean size of 
factory (capacity) 

50.33 

10.95 

Working Short Time (all) 

mills capacity workforce at 
workforce time of visit 

25 

14 

10 

20 

8 

10,505 

4,657 

1,900 

2,273 
682 

9.533 

4,557 
1,614 

2,271 
550 

n.a. 

mean size of 
factory (capacity) 

420.20 

332.64 

190.00 

113.65 

85.25 

Not at Work (all) 

mills capacity mean size of 
workforce factory (capacity) 

9 

6 

43 

23 

13 

899 

1,710 

5,713 

1,936 
1,157 

99.80 

285.00 

132.86 

84.17 

89.00 

Source: Great Britain Parliamentary Papers (1842). 
*includes Middleton 

Ashton 

Bolton 

Manchester 

Oldham 

Rochdale 

Stockport 

Ashton 

Bolton 

Manchester 

Oldham 

Rochdale 

Stockport 

Ashton 

Bolton 

Manchester 

Oldham 

Rochdale* 
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pre-1821 radical leaders. All of the towns, of course, were active 
by the standards of the country as a whole. 

Comparison is made especially difficult by the fact that 
Stockport and Bolton each had an unusually zealous local 
magistrate taking an interest in supplying the Home Office with 
evidence concerning radical activities. But Stockport and Old- 
ham did produce important radical leaders as well as followers. 
They were also the scenes of important popular meetings, notably 
the Sandy Brow meeting which preceded Peterloo and demon- 
strations surrounding the inquest on the body of John Lees after- 
ward. Such activity as appeared during the first quarter of the 
century in Bolton and Ashton was heavily focused on trade 
unionism. But in fact the most unionized workers-machine 
spinners-were also conspicuously absent from the radical 
leadership. When Bolton figured as the scene of significant 
protest, it was almost always focused on the town's and the 
surrounding area's weaving population, not on its factory 
workers. 19 

Small factory size could be taken as an important resource for 
collective action, as it is conducive to the formation of commu- 
nity and hence to collective action. Wages are certainly to be 
valued in themselves, but they are also a resource making a 
variety of (both collective and private) actions possible. The 
proportion of adult men in factories again seems most likely to 
be a condition predisposing the population to organization for 
collective action. It was also, however, likely to have been a result 
of that action, for men fought sustained struggles to keep women 
and children from threatening their employment (Smelser, 1959: 
232, 299).20 As Table 1 reveals, Bolton and Manchester tend over- 
all to differ from Oldham and Stockport on these mentioned 
dimensions. While it would be a mistake to treat these figures 
as especially reliable, the trend which they reveal would seem 
to be clear. The factory workforces of the towns known to have 
been disproportionately the home of collectively active workers 
were generally older, more male, better paid, more evenly divided 
between weaving and spinning, and employed by smaller fac- 
tories than those of the less active towns. Table 2 reinforces the 
general findings on factory size, and indicates that they still 

440 



SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS FOR COLLECTIVE ACTION 

obtained in 1841, more or less independently of the branch of 
the cotton industry in which any factory functioned. 

All of these characteristics seem to have been potentially 
contributing factors to the collective organization of the towns. 
In particular, the difference in factory size supports our conten- 
tion that relatively large populations were likely to be mobilized 
only on the basis of smaller component groupings, if at all. While 
Marx had held, and was implicitly followed by most other writers 
in holding, that the large urban workplaces ought to be central 
to the collective mobilization of workers, it would appear that 
the opposite was the case. Had the large factories been sub- 
divided into smaller workgroups, this might have reversed the 
effect, but adults were generally isolated, working together 
with only child assistants and youths on relatively large and 
noisy machines. British industry did not begin to match the 
division of labor among workplaces with division of labor within 
workplaces until after 1830, and even then the process proceeded 
rather slowly (Pollard, 1965; Hartwell, 1970; Hunt, 1936; Landes, 
1969; Payne, 1967).21 

Research on work organizations has found that structural 
differentiation generally increases with size, but internal differen- 
tiation promotes relations mostly among members of different 
subunits in small organizations (Blau and Schoenherr, 1971: 
297-329; Blau, 1977: 203-208). Size and differentiation have 
opposite implications for the social relations among a popu- 
lation of workers, and therefore affects their capability (and 
propensity) to engage in collective action. With differentiation 
held constant, increasing size tends to inhibit successful organi- 
zation (as, for example, it is likely to lower the density and 
multiplexity of social relations among the workforce). With 
size held constant, increasing differentiation makes it more 
likely that the members of any one group will have social relations 
with the members of other groups. Further, the subgroups of 
the larger population are potential foci for the formation of 
dense and multiplex social networks.22 

The same line of reasoning may be applied to towns and other 
population aggregates as well as to work organizations. It is 
thus significant that Bolton and Manchester appear (on the basis 
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of the limited evidence of Tables 1 and 2) to divide their working 
populations into fewer subunits of employment. That is, the same 
places which have the largest factories obviously have propor- 
tionately the fewest factories. On simple numerical logic, the 
propensity toward interrelationships among separate work- 
forces goes down as the number of such workforces goes down 
and their size goes up (total population held constant). 

It becomes all the more clear, following such considerations, 
why the activity of the emergent population of factory workers 
(the template for many conceptions of the working class) could 
only mobilize for collective action through the agency and 
mediation of formal organizations. In general, the capacity of 
workers to mobilize for collective action is positively associated 
with the structuration of tasks so that work is performed by 
groups rather than individuals, with relatively small and num- 
erous places of work, with subdivision within larger places of 
work, and with smaller total population units (assuming in each 
case the other factors to be held constant). For a number of 
these reasons, this suggests that artisans, outworkers, skilled 
factory workers, workers in small factories, and workers in 
towns with a large number of relatively small factories are all 
more likely to engage in collective action than are those low- 
skilled workers in large, metropolitan factories who figure so 
prominently in the vision of the proletariat willed us by Karl 
Marx.23 

For the most part I have been focusing on factory workers in 
this discussion. Factory workers only began to assume a sig- 
ficant role in workers' struggles during the 1810s, and did not 
fully come into their own until the 1830s. The key question is 
just how that transition was made. That is, if the initial (pre-1820) 
thrust of the British workers' movement came disproportionately 
from artisans, craftsmen, and outworkers, what happened to the 
movement as the balance of the working population shifted; 
where was it most able to continue, and why? 

The early strength of workers' protest was built on the foun- 
dation of small preindustrial communities.24 The impetus then 
shifted to those industrial towns which were able to build rela- 
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tively strong new communal foundations. Lacking much in the 
way of direct evidence on the social bonds making up relative 
strengths of community, I have considered a number of pre- 
disposing conditions. One is that smaller factory workforces 
did not in themselves constitute communities,, but they made it 
much more likely that people would construct them. Similarly, 
the proportion of the workforce which was female did not act 
as a direct impediment to the formation of a community on which 
collective action could be based. Rather, in addition to any 
cultural reasons which may have made women less likely to 
organize, four special characteristics of the female labor force 
seem to have represented problems for stable community organi- 
zation, in and out of the workplace. 

First, women factory workers were much more likely than men 
to be single.25 Second, women tended frequently to work on an 
intermittent basis, especially those who were married (Collier, 
1964: 16-17).26 Third, women tended to work at relatively un- 
skilled jobs, and thus were in an inferior bargaining position as 
they could more readily be replaced.27 Fourth, women were paid 
less, and therefore had lesser resources (see Ure, 1861: 1, 400-407; 
Pinchbeck, 1930: 190-194). In addition, the employment of 
women tended to drive men from work; men, in this situation, 
were more likely to leave the community in search of work (even 
if married) than were women.28 

This comparison of towns in the textile district of Southeast 
Lancashire is hardly complete in itself, let alone representative 
of the range of community structures throughout England. In 
the Manchester region there were, in addition to towns of the 
sort we have considered, country mills with their largely self- 
contained but highly transient (and frequently very young) work- 
forces;29 villages, either primarily devoted to handloom weaving 
or to a mix in which weaving gave way to factory employment; 
the outlying townships around the larger towns we have consid- 
ered, often growing in step with and sometimes merging with the 
center; and the new extensions of almost exclusively factory- 
oriented workforces which generally tended, sooner or later to 
be asorbed into the older towns. 
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Of the last, some, like Chorlton Row, would be largely resi- 
dential areas for workers employed in nearby mills; others, like 
Duckinfield, were manufacturing locations in their own right. 
Both these sorts of populations grew quite rapidly. Duckinfield 
was less than one-eighth the size of Stockport in 1801, but well 
over half in 1831, increasing its population by a factor of 8 and 
a half; Chorlton Row's population grew in the same period from 
675 to 20,569. Village workers in general, and handloom weavers 
in particular, were disproportionately important to workers' 
movements well into the Chartist period. Although workers from 
each of the types of population aggregate were at some time 
active, those from the middle sized towns, and especially those 
with the headstart we have described in community development, 
were most likely to carry on the struggle, adapting it to their 
own particular situation. This adaptation meant, among other 
things, that the struggle became increasingly internal to the 
emerging industrial system and decreasingly a matter of resis- 
tance to it. Many of the smaller communities were economically 
disabled by the decline of domestic industries and the weak 
competitive position of small factories. Manchester itself was 
relatively weak socially, and had a high concentration of low- 
skilled workers. The most vocal activists were not skilled workers, 
however, but urban artisans, members of the building trades, 
and, in specifically trade union activity, the privileged spinners. 
This again points to the importance of community providing 
social foundations on which to organize collective action.30 

I cannot summarize the picture of community variation 
throughout Britain, but rather suggest only that it is an important 
subject for study, together with more conventional variables such 
as local prosperity, technical changes putting pressures on 
populations of workers, and political traditions giving direction 
to thoughts and actions. The special importance of the Man- 
chester region is that, during the 1820s and 1830s, it was one of 
the places where new communities of workers were most notice- 
ably being formed.3' The older communities which had been the 
mainstay of the earlier period of revolt and protest were losing 
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their strength, both economically and socially, and indeed, were 
dwindling in population. 

A consciousness of class did develop along with the new urban 
populations. The uneven development of community, however, 
impeded the workers' ability to act on the broader basis of class. 
While Oldham was relatively advanced, Manchester was more 
backward. Class activity necessarily turned to those forms of 
action which could be pursued in common by at least a large 
proportion of the class. And the definition of class, in this sense, 
could not be local, as class structure was not fundamentally a 
local phenomenon, though class consciousness might be. If the 
immediate overturning of capitalist society was too distant a goal 
to base on the available social foundations, political democrati- 
zation, improved working conditions, and a higher standard of 
living were not. Trade unionism, unlike revolutionary class 
struggle, could successfully be pursued on a local level. 

NOTES 

1. These "disturbance" theorists find their most sophisticated representative in 
Smelser (1962). Smelser's treatment of the sources of workers' protest during the indus- 
trial revolution is discussed later in this paper. 

2. Recent work in the rational individualist perspective is summarized by Berk 
(1974). Something of this view is embodied in those versions of Marxism which make the 
correct, rational recognition of the identity of individual and class interests the central 
source of the proletarian revolution. 

3. This perspective helps to shed some light on the status of the widespread recent 
focus among analysts of the left on "poor people" instead of the working class. Because 
of a lack of resources, among other reasons, poor people are unable to maintain elaborate 
formal organizations to seek their collective interests. They do have recourse to the 
streets, however, and, in general, can employ the tactic of creating enough of a disruption 
to "civic order" that the powerful must make concessions to them (see Piven and Ctoward, 
1977). Some analysts, notably Marcuse and Fanon, have attempted in various ways to 
assimilate the poor (and other peripheral groups such as students) into the position 
allotted the working class in the Marxist model. This argument is problematic, for it 

neglects the importance of enduring concerted activity. Because the poor in the Western 
world are seldom organized into traditional communities, they do not have the advantages 
of preindustrial workers or peasants. This is why Piven and Cloward suggest that these 

poor may cause disruption and demand concessions but will not wage a successful revolu- 
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tion. Other reasons offered are the minority position and the state and elite monopoly of 
means of production and physical coercion. 

4. In 1820-1821 the largest agitation of the pre-Chartist years took place throughout 
England. It was devoted to the attempt of George IV's spurned consort Caroline to be 
crowned Queen. The strength of the movement was very intense at the local level, where 
traditional symbols of sex roles and paternalism provided a key focus. The protest over 
Peterloo was displaced from the popular conscience and the radical press turned over to 
Caroline (see Calhoun, forthcoming). 

5. "The workmen of the towns knew that in case of unemployment they could find 
work on farms in the neighborhood of the great manufacturing centres. Hence the price 
of labor rose or fell in the country as industry prospered or languished in the towns" 
(Halevy, 1961: 242). Anthropological studies have shown the prevalence of this sort of 

repeated migration in connection with both seasonal and economic cycles in peasant 
societies with developing urban centers (e.g. Hart, 1969). 

6. The high annual rate of growth suggests the preponderance of migration over 
natural increase, especially in towns where women most outnumber men. 

7. Expecially because they were likely to be quite nearby, as shown by Redford 

(1976). 
8. Anderson (1971: 145-155) suggests something of this for Preston later in the 

century. 
9. Later, of course, the Poor Law of 1834 would accentuate this process by moving 

families consisting primarily of women and children from the southern counties to the 
textile districts (Great Britain Parliamentary Papers, 1835: 55). 

10. It could be objected that the Napoleonic wars themselves were the source of the 
1811 imbalance of the sexes, but this seems unlikely. In the neighboring West Riding, 
for example, the ratio of women to men in 1811 was less than 1.03 to 1; it was still more 
even for England as a whole. 

11. A weakness in this argument is the lack of any correlation between the rates of 

population increase and the peak of sexual imbalance in 1811; it is impossible to tell 
whether this is significant, or even whether that peak is perhaps an artifactual result of 
census enumeration procedures. In general, it is important to note that all the statistical 
considerations in this paper are intended to be more suggestive than conclusive. We may 
draw some limited inferences, but no propositions are solidly demonstrated beyond the 
level of simple description. 

12. The extent to which the factory system had been prospering for four decades 
before 1820 is certainly questionable; it had been extending its influence, but in few areas 
did it dominate employment. This is all the more significant as Smelser tends to conduct 
his argument in terms of a "typical" factory family. His suggestion (1959: 190, 220-224) 
that "depersonalization and differentiation did not reach a critical point until the 1820s" 
is intended to explain why the Chartist "disturbance" and trade unionism (a) took off then 
and not earlier, and (b) were of greater scale than earlier "disturbances." Smelser's evi- 
dence, however, is almost entirely drawn from testimony before Parliamentary inquiries 
on child labor, combinations, and factories (and generally from owners, managers and 
witnesses sympathetic to them). In almost all cases it is indistinct what type and size of 
mill is being referred to and where it might be located. The only mill for which Smelser 
presents detailed data is the Catrine Works in the county of Ayr, Scotland. Whatever 
might be said for or against the use of these data to illustrate an argument concerning 
Lancashire, Smelser is forced to admit that the Catrine Works constitutes an exception 
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to the rule he lays down. It did not employ adult male spinners and did employ many 
children of nonfactory operatives. We also know, as mentioned in Note 9 (above), that 
factory managers advertised and sent agents into the countryside to seek child labor 
(Redford, 1976: 23). 

13. The same source (Edwards and Lloyd-Jones, 1973: 312-313) also contains a re- 
analysis of some of the records examined by Smelser and points out that while a number 
of operatives employed the children of other operatives, relatively few employed their 
own children-not necessarily an abuse, but not a corrective to weakening of family 
bonds either. 

14. Anderson (1976: 326) makes a similar point regarding Smelser. See also Marshall 
(1961), Redford (1976), Pinchbeck (1930: 184-185), and Collier (1964: 15-16). There is, 
however, some evidence of the wives and daughters of distressed handloom weavers 
entering factories in the 1830s and 1840s (Great Britain Parliamentary Papers, 1834: 
80-81). 

15. Interestingly, an 1833 survey showed male children much more likely to be sent 
into those occupations in which children were employed by operatives (principally mule- 
spinning). The figures for girls are 6091 employed directly by manufacturers, 3541 by 
operatives. For boys the figures are 3585 and 6557, respectively, as reported in Stanway's 
Survey (Ure, 1861: 398-399). 

16. Smelser does not cite any factory workers who objected to it on the ground of 
changing their relationships with their children. 

17. For example, Smelser (1968: 86-87) writes: "When the Factory Act of 1833 was 
passed, limiting children's hours to eight and suggesting a relay system for young children, 
the operatives were not satisfied .... For, indeed, the Factory Act of 1833, with its relay 
system and its eight hour limitation, worked to further weaken the link between parents' 
and children's labor.... With the Factory Act of 1833, Parliament opted in favor of push- 
ing the family toward the future." The workers, of course, could not be anything but 
irrational to resist this push toward the future, and if it should mean, as it did, that adults' 
work would be increased to as much as 16 hours per day, well, such was the future. 

18. Remarkably, in this connection, Smelser never considers that the repeal of the 
combination acts in 1825 might have been an important stimulus to this new outburst of 
"disturbances." He does, elsewhere (1959: 320-321), allow that while in existence the Acts 
may have "retarded the development of trade unions," though he considers the evidence 
equivocal. In line with our general argument, the combination acts were far more of an 
impediment in urban factory areas where new formal organizations were necessary to 
concerted collective actions among workers than they were in artisan villages which dould 
more readily act on informal lines of organization and, in any case, were more able to 

keep combinations secret. 
19. On the variance in political activity, see Bamford (1967: 8-9), Thompson (1968: 

705-708), Read (1958: 49-50), and the Hammonds (1967: 92-121). Foster (1974: 49) is not 
much concerned with local comparison, but suggests at one point much the same break- 
down of which towns were most active. Characteristically, he interprets one dimension 
of variance at a time, in this case arguing that higher wage rates were caused by "the 
breakdown in law and order." It should be borne in mind that this ranking of towns would 
not necessarily apply to the Chartist period when, for example, factory workers were more 

important and Ashton became a center under the leadership of McDougall. 
20. This was particularly true in machine spinning, a fact which reinforces the diver- 

gence of Oldham and Stockport because they had proportionately more weavers; this 
ought, on the surface, to have increased the proportion of women factory workers. 
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21. The continued production and popularity of such works as Ure's treatises on 
textiles is an indication of the gradual nature of the change. British firms continued for 
most of the nineteenth century to grow by the accretion of similar units; as far as scantier 
evidence can tell, there was little specialization within these units. It should be borne in 
mind that Taylorism waited for the twentieth century. 

22. This aspect of the differentiation issue is somewhat neglected by Blau's treatment 
(1977), as that work lacks any conception similar to "multiplexity." This is partly because 
it eschews consideration of the content of social relations in order to focus on structure. 
Multiplexity is a structural concept, but one which is founded on recognition of the 
different content given to interpersonal relations by different social contexts. 

23. It should be noted that studies finding a higher "propensity to strike" among 
workers in large factories or metropolitan areas do not disprove, or even necessarily 
challenge, these conclusions. In the first place, they do not establish the independence 
of the particular factors they study from the others. In the second place, strikes are only 
one form of collective action, one particularly suited to workers who can expect to gain 
and benefit from ameliorative material improvements. The connections between pro- 
pensity to strike, riot, petition, sabotage, elect, and revolt are not clearly spelled out in 
the literature, and in any case are probably partial at most. Kerr and Siegal (1954) is the 
often cited basic work in this tradition. Shorter and Tilly (1974: 287-295) found none of 
Kerr and Siegal's conclusions borne out by further research; see also Snyder and Kelley 
(1976) and chapter 3 of Tilly (1978). 

24. Small communities, as I (Calhoun 1980) have defined the term socially, need not 
be small population centers. Villages are such, to be sure, but relatively strongly demar- 
cated urban artisan populations may also be defined this way. 

25. "The women in nine cases out of ten have only themselves to support-while the 
men, generally have families," wrote a union official to the Manchester Guardian (1824). 
A Manchester mill census taken 20 years later (McCulloch, 1847: 702) showed nearly as 
great a proportion of single women: 40,377 out of 61,098, or 82%. See also Smelser (1959: 
203, 232). Of course, single women may have contributed to the support of their parents 
and/or siblings. 

26. Smelser (1959: 186), incidentally, uses the intermittent nature of women's employ- 
ment as an indication that the traditional family was surviving, and that, therefore, no 
"disturbance" would be likely to ensue. Anderson's (1971: 71-74) data for Preston at mid- 
century suggests that women's employment was still intermittent, especially viewed over 
the life cycle; women worked most frequently when their domestic situations were most 
auspicious (and when their economic situations least so). Rushton's (1977) work also 
bears this out, and considers casual labor, especially during the period of the 1850s-1870s, 
in more detail. 

27. Although the extent to which this remains equally true in each town is uncertain, 
it is possible that the additional proportion of males in Oldham, for example, held jobs 
as unskilled as their female counterparts in Manchester. Stanway's survey (Ure, 1861: 
I, 400-407) would seem to bear out that the employment of more men represented, at 
least in part, the employment of more skilled workers. 

28. The men could either leave for the countryside (Halevy, 1961: 242) or could tramp 
to another town in search of work in a similar trade. The latter practice declined in sig- 
nificance through the period of the industrial revolution, both because work of a given 
sort became more regionally concentrated (especially in textiles) and because, as Hobs- 
bawm (1968: 34-63) notes, tramping systems were "entirely adapted to single men.... Had 
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they been originally deisgned to meet unemployment they could hardly have failed to 
bear the married workman in mind." Tramping applied more to hand weavers than to 
factory workers in any case. 

29. See Edwards and Lloyd-Jones' (1973: 309) comment on the highly casual nature 
of work at the country mills (which weighs against Smelser's suggestion of the mills' 
communality, and, less directly, their benevolence). 

30. This is not, of course, to ignore the importance of the artisans' and the spinners' 
greater position of strength due to the relative scarcity of their skills. 

31. Regarding the preceding discussion of differing levels of activity, bear in mind 
that the least active of these Lancashire towns was more active (and more proletarian) 
than most in England. Furthermore, an important characteristic of each of these towns 
was its proximity to the others; the towns did not exist in relative isolation but could 
stimulate and reinforce each other. 
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