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Research Abstract


The proposed focus of this research project is a multi-part expository on the history of science from ancient times to the early 20th century, along with corollary sections about various conflicts that arise as science progresses and knowledge increases, and the movements that are an outgrowth of that knowledge, including the industrialization movement, and then the backlash against industrialization by a counter-movement.  

The first section of the research will include an overview of why science is important and  its place in people’s lives.  This section defines why the research is important; because science has shaped the course of humankind so completely.  The next section will discuss how as scientific knowledge increases, it came to be the basis upon which the Industrial Revolution was established; from there, additional sections will explore the backlash against the Revolution, in particular the Arts and Crafts Movement which was created as the antithesis of the Industrial Revolution.  
Additional sections cover the struggle between religion and science, the possible folklorist/revivalist, anti-Semitic implications of the Arts and Crafts Movement, and biographical narratives about people who were prominent in the Industrial Revolution and in the Arts and Crafts Movement, including John Ruskin and William Morris.    

Research Project Overview Essay

The purpose of this research project is to produce a research paper on the history of science, and collateral issues.  The first part of the project presents an overview of the progression and utility of science, the effect it has on people’s lives, and how it has evolved over time.  From there it explores the applications of scientific knowledge, specifically as embraced and embodied in the Industrial Revolution.  

Not everyone welcomed the Industrial Revolution however, and so the next portion of the project will deal with anti-industrialization in the form of the Arts and Crafts Movement.  The underlying ideology of the movement, important figures of the movement, and then aspects of the movement itself will be explored; these will bear upon the values, symbology, and the motives of the personalities of the Arts and Crafts Movement.  The following overview of the research project sets out the various chapters that will be included in the final research paper.  
The Importance of Science


Science has enabled people to live easier or more enjoyable lives, and to live healthier and longer lives.  It has provided the knowledge that has led to inventions and technology that have brought people health benefits, time saving devices, machinery and an innumerable number of devices that make work loads easier (MSN).  

     On the other hand, there is a downside to scientific progress, much of which was initially unintended, such as pollution, short and long term implications for health, and as yet unknown costs or benefits.  In addition, scientific progress has and continues to have legal and ethical issues, related to how it is developed, the ends to which its products are put, and how it is applied (MSN).  

Science In The Beginning

     
As people from 1600 B.C. on through to those in AD 1600 tried to make sense of the natural world, to understand how it came about, what it consisted of, what its relationship was to humans, they posited about how the elements of the natural world that they identified interacted with each other and with humans, the broader relationship of their theories and knowledge to the universe, and what it all meant for humans (Frost).  

    
The ancient beliefs about the world and the forms that the world is composed of, these are some of the first conceptions of what is to become the study of science.  Early thinkers and philosophers, including Thales, Socrates, Aristotle, Plato, the scientists of the ancient world, started to frame and define the elements of the natural world in order to discover more about the nature of the natural world.  Early scientific concepts which were the science for their times were such things as magic, control over the hidden powers of earthly, celestial, and spiritual things (including alchemy and astrology), ancient medicine; these were the cutting edge sciences for their times.  Highlighted will be key figures in scientific history, people like Copernicus, Kepler, Tycho Brahe, Galileo and others who were part of the scientific revolution (Frost).

Any discussion about the history of science must also include its history in terms of its association with religion, and how religion attempted to shape science, and vice versa.  There were various conflicts in 15th and 16th century Russia for example, between sects that followed versions of Christianity not in keeping with the orthodoxy of the Russian Church, and the efforts by the Church to excise those sects from Russian society. (Wieczynaski).  

     
Another aspect of the evolution of science was the different quasi-religious belief systems that were associated with it, an example of which is Hermeticism.  Hermetics, taught that magic and the occult sciences “were instrumental in increasing man's knowledge and control of his world and the powers of nature”.  Hermeticism “included…many elements of early Jewish dabbling in the occult”, and also taught that “certain stones, herbs, and plants had magical qualities which, once known, could alleviate man’s misfortunes and assure his happiness” (Wieczynaski).   

     
The nexus for all of this is that many of the scientific pioneers believed in applying “ancient learning”, however esoteric, to the formulation of truth, and then over time they This did much to free the minds of Renaissance thinkers from dogmatism and rigorism and prepared the way for the later scientific investigation of all reality. The birth of western science was a consequence.” (Wieczynski).  


In the ongoing debate that was surrounding the tussle between religion and science in the 16th century, adherents of one ideology would seek to undermine the bases for another ideology.  The Paracelsians and the Protestants debated for example “the nature of medicine and what implications the new medical theories held for religious dogma” (Shackelford).  

     
A similar such debate was between Erastus, a Swiss theologian and physician, and Severinus, a Danish physician.  Severinus wrote a treatise about “basic Paracelsian views on the microcosm and macrocosm, the stellar (astral) nature of man, and so on, but focuse[d] specifically on …the role of seminal reason in the chemical changes that characterize the physical world”.  In response to Severinus, Erastus wrote a vituperative attack on Severinus, “making fun of [Paracelsus] as Cacophrastus, Ferreolus, Plumbeolus, Lutulentulus, and Tartareolus – names linking him to base metals, dirt, and excrement” (Shackelford). 
Scientific Knowledge Increases

Who Owns that Knowledge?  Who Has Access to that Knowledge

 
As scientific knowledge is starting to accumulate, and the study of science is distinguishing itself as a discipline, questions arise over who are the most suitable persons to engage in scientific inquiry, and should the common man have access to scientific knowledge.  Representative of those debates are Tycho Brahe and Andreas Libavious.  Brahe inventor and astronomer believed in the need for solitude to pursue intellectual contemplation, and believed that knowledge, especially higher knowledge should only be in the hands of the elite, who by character and persuasion can be trusted with the knowledge.  Libavious, a chemist, believed that the liberal arts should be openly accessible, shared by many.  He believed that the chemist should be social, pious, and have dwellings that had a social and academic purpose at the same time.  He also believed that isolation was counterproductive, science needed to be publicly exposed, not be done in isolation and its knowledge kept secret (Hannaway)


Knowledge came to be transferred because elites who had held it up until the 19th century, believed it was a benefit to them, and to those under them, to do so.  Some scientists and academics believed that knowledge sharing was necessary in order to bring improvements to the crafts that required greater skill, and so that people could learn about their work and the processes and principles that were endemic to it.  They believed that this would improve work processes, undermine religion, undermine undesirable political systems, and promote and improve individuals’ and society’s reason and logic, increasing the knowledge and power of the masses (Wrigley).  

     
Towards that end, mechanical institutes were established in Britain, however over time a number of forces turned them from their more egalitarian origins.  Students of the institutes sought to control the curriculum and educational forum of the institutes, the progression of the Industrial Revolution created different work and knowledge expediencies, which in turn led to the financiers of the institutes, the capitalists and owners of industries, pushing for a change in the purpose and operations of the institutes.  The result was educational institutes more oriented around providing industry with workers with skills for related to running machines and mechanized work (Wrigley).  

    
As the century progresses, the philosophy of who should hold scientific knowledge returns to its former position, that it should be held by individuals with more elite than common connections.  


The discussion in the history of science is the problematic relationship between science and technology, and academics and laypersons.  An example of this problem is presented in the conflict which developed between farmers and academics in England, in the early 1900’s.  The underlying argument is that scientists object to the farmers’ methods of hybridization, on the basis that they believe the farmers are engaged in an “art” versus the in scientific inquiry, something which the scientists believe is superior.   


Both groups are working on the problem of developing crops from seed which will be resistant to adverse conditions, will produce an abundant crop yield, in as little time as possible.  Farmers based on their experiential and historical/vocational knowledge believe they know how to accomplish this, and carry out hybridization methods which they believe will result in the seed which best fits their needs.  Academics on the other hand, within their institutions and with the subsidy of the agricultural industry, those who sell products, including seed, to farmers, believe that their methods and approach to coming up with optimum seed supplies are the more reliable and the more reasonable, and therefore academics and their product should be the one that farmers prefer and avail themselves of (Palladino).  


At the heart of science, education, and business/industry, are conflicts between constituencies, and conflicts within constituencies.  The conflict is not always so much over who owns the knowledge, but whose interests should be paramount, for whose benefit should the knowledge be applied, and upon what ethical or professional considerations.  As the Industrial Revolution has matured, there is an ever greater need for engineers who can deal with complex systems of technology utilized by business and industry.  With “larger and more complex…power grids, assembly lines, and continuous-flow chemical processes”, businesses need more engineers “to design, supervise, and maintain these systems”.  The centrality of the systems to the industries also means that engineers being tapped for employment will be pressed into double duty, addressing not just the technological aspects of the business, but also the personnel and economic aspects of the technology (Bernard).  

     
This demand for technological, financial, and management expertise ends up being filled through two different avenues, one academic and one trade oriented.  The conflict then gets segmented further, within professional/academic engineering circles - which practice of engineering is proper?  Is it the traditional, retaining a technological application of engineering, or the more modern application of engineering, part technological, but always from the standpoint that the application of engineering technique is for the benefit of some business/industrial end, such as financial reward, or the control and optimization of worker output (Bernard)?  
The History of the Industrial Revolution

in Great Britain 


Britain in the 19th and 20th centuries, as a world power in science and industrial development, in economic development, is the world seat of the growth of science and technology.  It is Britain who has promoted it, who has funded it, and who was most affected by it.  “Early nineteenth century Britain was…was the workshop of the world; and, it had appropriately heroic entrepreneurs, inventors, and engineers” (Edgerton). 


The Industrial Revolution had a wide impact on the craft system, the use of child labor, the shift from craft work to machine work, and then it redefined and reshaped connections between industry and workers, workers and society, what education should be afforded to whom, and created class struggles between the elites, and others who by virtue of their low social status were unable to exercise control over how they fared within the industrial systems of 19th century Britain.  

Science and Industry and the Arts & Crafts Movement

Important Figures – Great Britain


In order to understand the Arts and Crafts movement, including its main founder and those associated with it, it is necessary to gain perspective about who and what influenced its founders and prompted its underlying philosophies; that is why this section of information is included in the research.    

    
Two prominent leaders in the backlash against the Industrial Revolution were John Ruskin and William Morris.  Both believed that industrialization had been bad for English society, that the arts and crafts of the Victorian era and even before were being lost, that mechanically produced goods had marginalized workers, turning them into what he and others call “wage-slaves”, and that the solution to reverse these trends was to adopt the lifestyle and social arrangements of a prior era, the 13th and 14th centuries.  

     
Morris in particular chose to promote art and craft works, by both encouraging the organization and association of individuals in the mediums and trades of each, and then by facilitating the practice and promotion of their works and products to the public, commercially and otherwise.  Morris coupled his arts and crafts program with an extensive campaign of speeches and writings by himself and others which gave the moral and social reasoning behind the arts and crafts movement’s undertakings.  He hoped these efforts would educate the masses about the rectitude of what he was proposing, and get them to understand that an alternative lifestyle existed for them if they would just eschew the present social and industrial modernization that was occurring, and return to the time period that he had selected as being most compatible and nurturing of human life and endeavors.  
    
The research project will include some perspective on Ruskin and Morris, including a brief look at the spread of their influence, including to India, where Mahatma Gandhi who had read Ruskin’s works, and knew of Morris and his work also, believed that the theories expounded by them had applicability in India (Brantlinger)
      
The research project will also take a look at the British scientists during John Ruskin’s and William Morris’s time.  The sources used will show that there were many prominent scientists who were actively engaged in developing scientific theories, discoveries, creating new knowledge, and adapting those to a variety of applications, both for the benefit of individuals, and for society as a whole.  

   
According to these essays, the scientific community as a whole was so prolific, and the impact of the knowledge they produced was so wide, that as a “scientific movement”, their work made the Arts and Craft Movement pale by comparison.   In addition, among British scientists this shorter view of anti-industrialization, that for example people like William Morris and his followers popularized, was not taken by British scientists.  They took the larger and longer view of science, and of industrialization.  

The Arts and Crafts Movement


The tenets of the Arts and Crafts Movement were that a well-designed environment, fashioned with beautiful and well-crafted buildings, complete with furniture, tapestries, and ceramics, would serve to improve society, for both producers and consumers; produced items must be made by the voluntary labor, contented craft people, and the products must be beautiful in a way that reflects nature (Adams).  


While the masses affected by industrialization demanded democratic reform, The proponents of the Arts and Crafts Movement proposed a revival of Medievalism, believing that practicing its style and its lifestyle would have social implications; it would encourage the masses to value real aesthetic values, as opposed to being enamored of cheap, misguided sensibilities, such as those which mass-produced objects encouraged (Adams).  


The chief architect of the Arts and Crafts Movement, William Morris, thought that if he could draw attention to the value of craft work in people’s lives, including the decorative arts, that would be the greatest value to people.  It would “sharpen…dulled senses”, and give people “pleasure in the things they must…make”, use, and in the work that they must do (Morris).  Morris believed that through this process the public could be inculcated with artistic and aesthetic values, and by extension would they would go on to reform production and consumption, and develop a socialist ascetic (Adams).      

Reflections on the Arts and Crafts Movement


The research project would not be complete without some critical analysis of the Arts and Crafts Movement.  This part of the research project covers several different takes on the movement, looking at in terms of it being part of a “normal” series of phases that societies under stress go through; the Arts and Crafts Movement was part of the “revival phase”.  As culture is lost, and then in an effort to address that loss, individuals attempt to revive the culture or replace it with another culture, generally one that is believed to be more altruistic and innocent, lacking the deficiencies which caused the current culture to be “lost”, or irreparably damaged (Evans).  


The culture that is most commonly drafted for revival, is one that was rural in nature, believed to be populated by a homogenous, moral, productive, and artistic people, who have a great sense of community.  In the case of the Industrial Revolution and the Arts and Crafts Movement, the revival culture of choice was the Medieval period culture.  That period was believed by Carlyle, Ruskin, Morris, and others, to hold the key to the “evils they perceived in industrial capitalism”, it could be used to revive the “traditional arts and crafts” which were being lost to industrial capitalism (Evans).  


To round out the coverage of the Arts and Crafts Movement for the research project, discussion of possible anti-Semitic aspects of revivalism and Medievalism will be included.  Discussed will be the possibility that the impetus for their emergence is the “fear of modernity”, which by extension included “the hatred of the Jew (who symbolized urbanism, industrial capitalism, the collapse of traditional Christian values) (Morowitz).  Medieval times meant in part a time free of Jews.  
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The Importance of Science

MSN.  “Science:  Part II - Why is Science Important?”.  Microsoft Online Encyclopedia.  Microsoft Corporation.  2007
http://encarta.msn.com/encyclopedia_761557105_7/Science.html

     This article presents an overview of the progression and utility of science, the effect it has on people’s lives, and how it has evolved over time.  Science has enabled people to live  easier or more enjoyable lives, and to live healthier and longer lives (MSN).  It has provided the knowledge that has led to inventions and technology that have brought people health benefits, time saving devices, machinery and an innumerable devices that make work loads easier.  
     On the other hand, there is a downside to scientific progress, much of which was initially unintended, such as pollution, short and long term implications for health, and as yet unknown costs or benefits.  In addition, scientific progress has and continues to have legal and ethical issues, related to how it is developed, the end product, and how it is applied.  
      A final, major consideration is the use of science to develop technologies such as weapons which can be used for the destruction of humans and the world as we know it.  
     Good overview of science, why we should be interested in it, and study its history.  Treats science not just materially, but explores abstract aspects of it, that can lead to critical thinking about the part that science play in people’s lives, and how they may be impacted by science.  
Science In The Beginning
Frost-Arnold, Greg.  “Lecture Notes 1 through :  Plato’s Timaeus”.  University of Nevada Las Vegas.  2007  http://faculty .univ.edu/frostarn/MMSlecture2.htm  

     A series of lectures from a history of science course; the lectures cover the beginnings of scientific thought, they go through the “rise of mechanism and materialism, experimentalism, focus on method”, and presents such things as the “magical, alchemical, and other older ideas that continued through the 1600s” (Frost).  The lecture also give an overview of the thinking that was occurring in ancient times about the natural world, as people from 1600 B.C. on through to those in AD 1600 tried to make sense of it, to understand how it came about, what it consisted of, what its relationship was to humans. They posited about how the natural elements that they identified interacted with each other and with humans, the broader relationship of their theories to the universe, and what it all meant for humans.  

     The lectures set out the ancient beliefs about the world and the forms that it is composed of; these are some of the first conceptions of what is to become the study of science.  
     The lectures also are a good overview of the history of science, starting with how early thinkers and philosophers, including Thales, Socrates, Aristotle, Plato, the scientists of the ancient world, started to frame and define the elements of the natural world in order to discover more about the nature of the natural world.  The lectures also discuss early scientific concepts which were the science for their times; it is interesting to think about such things as magic, control over the hidden powers of earthly, celestial, and spiritual things (includes alchemy and astrology), ancient medicine, alchemy, in terms of their being cutting edge science for their times.  
     Additional areas of consideration brought up in the lectures are the history of science as it relates to Hermeticism, its scientific implications using the four elements of alchemy, fire, earth, air, and water, Paracelsian ideas, like cures like for example.  The lectures give the reader a better understanding of the progression in human thought about science, and how it went from being a theoretical, cerebral exercise, into something that combined theoretical musings with methods and practices for discovering scientific. 

     The lectures highlight key figures in scientific history, ones like Copernicus, Kepler, Tycho Brahe, Galileo and others who were part of the scientific revolution.  
Wieczynaski, Joseph L.  “Hermetism and Cabalism in the Heresy of the Judaizers”.  Renaissance Quarterly, Vo. 28, No. 1. Spring, 1975. pp. 17-28.  (JSTOR)

     Any discussion about the history of science must include its history in terms of its association with religion, and how religion attempts to shape science, and vice versa.  This article is an interesting part of the story of science and religion.  It discusses first various conflicts in 15th and 16th century Russia, between sects that followed versions of Christianity not in keeping with the orthodoxy of the Russian Church, and the efforts by the Church to excise those sects from Russian society. It then goes on to discuss other sects that were practicing Hermeticism, and Cabalism.  
     Hermetics taught that magic and the occult sciences “were instrumental in increasing man's knowledge and control of his world and the powers of nature”.  Hermeticism “included…many elements of early Jewish dabbling in the occult”, and also taught that “certain stones, herbs, and plants had magical qualities which, once known, could alleviate man’s misfortunes and assure his happiness”.  
     Cabala was “purported to be a body of secret learning that had been revealed by Moses to his followers, then transmitted orally to medieval times”.  Its followers believed that magic was necessary “for the realization of its aims, but maintained that the key to the efficacious practice of magic was the Hebrew language, for mystical formulas and incantations”.   
     The nexus for all of this is that many of the scientific pioneers believed in applying “ancient learning, however esoteric, to the formulation of truth did much to free the minds of Renaissance thinkers from dogmatism and rigorism and prepared the way for the later scientific investigation of all reality. The birth of western science was a consequence.” (Wieczynski).  A bit of deep thinking, but this line of knowledge helps to put the history of science into perspective, how it comes to be imbued with its sense of power and privilege that its practitioners gain out of their scientific endeavors, and/or how its practitioners on the other hand come to up against resistance, and even are persecuted for their beliefs.  There definitely was a clash between the mysticism of religion, which relied on a certain unknown quantity for its belief system, and the reality that science claimed was knowable. and therefore more believable.  
Gundersheimer, Werner L.  “Erasumus, Humanism, and the Christian Cabala”.  Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes.  Vol. 26, No. ½.  1963.  pp. 38-52 (JSTOR).  
     Gundersheimer’s article discusses the writings and philosophies of Erasumus, a 16th century philosopher who was a bit anti-Semitic, and who was concerned with maintaining religious beliefs and practices, while at the same time promoting humanist and with maybe a bit of cabalistic type philosophies thrown in.  Not a source to refer to extensively, but more of a backgrounder type of article to give some context and perspective as the history of science unfolds.  
Shackelford, Jole.  “Early Reception of Paracelsian Theory: Severinus and Erastus”.  Sixteenth Century Journal.  Vol. 26, No. 1.  Spring, 1995.  pp. 123-135. 

     In the ongoing debate that was surrounding the tussle between religion and science in the 16th century, adherents of one ideology would seek to undermine the bases for another ideology.  The Paracelsians and the Protestants debated “the nature of medicine and what implications the new medical theories held for religious dogma”.  
     Erastus was a Swiss theologian and physician, and Severinus was a Danish physician.  Severinus wrote a treatise about “basic Paracelsian views on the microcosm and macrocosm, the stellar (astral) nature of man, and so on, but focuse[d] specifically on …the role of seminal reason in the chemical changes that characterize the physical world”.  In response to Severinus, Erastus wrote a vituperative attack on Severinus, “making fun of [Paracelsus] as Cacophrastus, Ferreolus, Plumbeolus, Lutulentulus, and Tartareolus – names linking him to base metals, dirt, and excrement” (Scheckelford).  
     This article injects a bit of witticism into the debate between theologians and early science practitioners, and also shows the degree of rancor between the two camps.  

Hannaway, Owen.  “Laboratory Design and the Aim of Science:  Andreas Libavius versus Tycho Brahe”.  Isis.  Vol. 77, No. 4.  Dec., 1986, pp. 584-610.  (JSTOR)

     Hermeticism, Cabalism, Paracelsianism, along with Irenicism, the ancient philosophers all are synthesized into this piece, along with the story of two practitioners of scientific inquiry, Brahe and Libavius.  
     Brahe is an intellectual contemporary of Copernicus and Kepler, mathematical astronomers.  The breakthrough is that the universe was revolving around the sun, not the earth.  Using instrumentation to prove theories, Brahe’s niche in the history of science was assured.  He relied upon royal and noble purses to fund his work.  Brahe believed in the need for solitude to pursue intellectual contemplation, and believed that knowledge, especially higher knowledge should only be in the hands of the elite, who by character and persuasion can be trusted with the knowledge.  “Such things” should not “become common knowledge” according to Brahe, expressing his adherence to principles of secretiveness/aristocratic aloofness that goes hand in hand with knowledge.  
     Libavious, a chemist, believed that the liberal arts should be openly accessible, shared by many.  He believed that the chemist should be social, pious, and have dwellings that had a social and academic purpose at the same time.  He also believed that isolation was counterproductive, science needed to be publicly exposed, not be done in isolation and its knowledge kept secret.  Libavious’s principles were that a life of political and social engagement was preferable to withdrawal into scholarship and contemplation, that family was important, a foundation of sound society, social duties, serving the public was preferable to being “the sage”, and that science was for the benefit of humankind.  
     Both men acted out their philosophies both in the conduct of their scientific life, and in the structures they built for carrying out their scientific inquiries, and were influenced by ancient quests for knowledge and the philosophies and ideologies on modern scientific practices, quests for knowledge.  

AS SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE INCREASES – WHO OWNS THAT KNOWLEDGE?

Sharing, Education and Control
Wrigley, Julia.  “The Division between Mental and Manual Labor:  Artisan Education in Science in Nineteenth-Century Britain”.  The American Journal of Sociology.  Vol 88, Supplement: Marxist Inquiries: Studies of Labor, Class, and States.  1982.  pp. S31-S51.  (JSTOR)
    This article is a discussion about the democratization of knowledge, and making it more accessible to craft people.  Knowledge was being transferred because elites who had held it up until the 19th century, believed it was a benefit to them, and to those under them, to do so.  
     The holders of knowledge and privilege divest or share only those things that are least valuable to them, and/or share when it will placate those who challenge them. During this century however knowledge sharing came to be believed necessary in order to bring improvements to the crafts that required greater skill as opposed to those that did not require that same skill.  Scientists in particular wrote that more people should learn about their work and the processes and principles that were endemic to it.  They believed that this would improve work processes, undermine religion, undermine undesirable political systems, and promote and improve individuals’ and society’s reason and logic, increasing the knowledge and power of the masses (Wrigley).  
     Towards that end, mechanical institutes were established in Britain, however over time a number of forces turned them from their more egalitarian origins.  Students of the institutes sought to control the curriculum and educational forum of the institutes, the progression of the Industrial Revolution created different work and knowledge expediencies, which in turn led to the financiers of the institutes, the capitalists and owners of industries, pushing for a change in the purpose and operations of the institutes.  The result was educational institutes more oriented around providing industry with workers with skills for related to running machines and mechanized work.  
     For a time, the number of machine engineers, tradesmen are on the rise, but a change in the organization of the work results in fewer men needed to do this skilled work, and only lower skilled, more compliant workers are needed. Workers become the attendants of machines, as opposed to actual workers.   The shift in the mechanics institutes, and in colleges and universities even, is in producing engineers, with scientific knowledge, who have managerial and business knowledge, which will allow them to manage the masses of industrial workers for business owners and the capitalists.  Better managers are needed, not better educated workers.  
     As the century progresses, the philosophy of who should hold scientific knowledge returns to its former position, that it should be held by individuals with more elite than common connections.  
     A good article to show the conflict over the ownership of scientific knowledge, which has become more standalone, not so caught up in wars with religious ideologues; how for a time there is a movement to democratize science, making it available to the masses, but then industrialization gains prominence, along with capitalism, and business interests, and since they are underwriting science and education, their expediencies trump the democratization of scientific knowledge movement.  

Floyd, Barbara.  “The Cultured Mind, The Skillful Hand:  Manual Training Schools and the Democratization of the Arts and Crafts Movement”.  American Educational History Journal.  32, 1.  Research Library.  2005.  pp. 44.  (JSTOR)
     This is the American story of the counterpart to the British mechanics’ schools, known in America as the manual training schools.  The story in America follows along the lines of that in England, in the 19th century a move to democratize knowledge in general, and to in particular educate workers.  Students in the manual training schools would gain a “general education, where the head and the hand would be united to create a well-rounded person” (Floyd).  
     The article focuses on the efforts of Calvin Woodward and the manual training school he developed.  It starts out faithful to the “head and the hand” conception, but runs into the same progression over time that occurs in Britain’s mechanics’ institutes, industrialization changes the nature of the type of workers that are needs and wants by businesses, and then the familiar issue with who is funding the school’s operation come to roost, just as it did in Britain; “businessmen who provided much of the financial backing to the schools…had other ideas” (ibid.).  Manual training schools were forced to change the emphasis of their curriculum, and gave way to the pressure of business, turning their efforts towards producing workers, with a vocational education, “at the expense of liberal education” (ibid.).  Many schools closed, and what remained converted into schools which could supply workers trained according to the specifications of business and labor.  
     Interspersed with this story are references to the Arts and Crafts Movement, and how the manual training schools while not directly associated with it, or even acknowledged by the schools, are being influenced by it.  This is a little bit of a side issue in the article, it is not exactly shown to be a connection, but perhaps has some utility to introduce the next segment of the history of science, through the period that is covered by the Arts and Crafts Movement.  
Palladino, Paolo.  “Between Craft and Science:  Plant Breeding, Mendelian Genetics, and British Universities, 1900-1920”.  Technology and Culture, Vol. 34, No. 2.  Apr., 1993.  pp. 300-323. (JSTOR)
     The article discusses the problematic relationship between science and technology, and academics and laypersons.  The conflict presented is between farmers and academics in the early 1900’s, both of whom are working on the problem of developing crops from seed which will be resistant to adverse conditions, will produce an abundant crop yield, in as little time as possible.  Farmers based on their experiential and historical/vocational knowledge believe they know how to accomplish this, and carry out hybridization methods which they believe will result in the seed which best fits their needs.  
     Academics on the other hand, within their institutions and with the subsidy of the agricultural industry, those who sell products, including seed, to farmers, believe that their methods and approach to coming up with optimum seed supplies are the more reliable and the more reasonable, and therefore academics and their product (soon to no doubt be business’s product), should be the one that farmers prefer and avail themselves of.  
     The underlying theme of the article is that the scientists object to the farmers’ methods of hybridization.  The scientists believe that the farmers are engaged in “art” versus in scientific inquiry, something which the scientists believe is far superior.  These claims and attempts to marginalize and denigrate non-academic practices survive to today.  The same group of people, academics, claim that academicians and scientists hold the best and most reliable knowledge, and therefore should be the ones to dominate any field, discussion, or matter. 
     The article is a good illustrative example of the proposition that knowledge developers and owners act elitist, that business promotes knowledge by supporting schools but always because it stands to gain some return for its support, and that both try to monopolize knowledge in order to gain power, prestige, and financial reward.  A possible counter to that trend is for trade people to gain power and privilege within a school in order to counter the tendency of academics and business and industry to monopolize knowledge and educational institutions. 

Carlson, W. Bernard.  “Academic Entrepreneurship and Engineering Education:  Dugald C. Jackson and the MIT-GE Cooperative Engineering Course”.  Technology and Culture, Vol. 29, No. 3. Jul., 1988.  pp. 536-567 (JSTOR)

      At the heart of science, education, and business/industry, are conflicts between constituencies, and conflicts within constituencies.  In this particular article the conflict is not so much over who owns the knowledge, but whose interests should be paramount, for whose benefit should the knowledge be applied, and upon what ethical or professional considerations.  
     As the Industrial Revolution matures, the time covered by this article is the first three decades of the 20th century,  there is an ever greater need for engineers who can deal with complex systems of technology utilized by business and industry.  With “larger and more complex…power grids, assembly lines, and continuous-flow chemical processes”, businesses need more engineers “to design, supervise, and maintain these systems”.  The centrality of the systems to the industries also means that engineers being tapped for employment will be pressed into double duty, addressing not just the technological aspects of the business, but also the personnel and economic aspects of the technology (Bernard).  
     This demand for technological, financial, and management expertise ended up being filled through two different avenues, one academic and one trade oriented.  There is a clash between the two, which one is better, which one provides people that are more in tune with the needs of business and industry; which one has the better training, the best knowledge, the knowledge acquired in the “proper way”?  The conflict then gets segmented further, within professional/academic engineering circles - which practice of engineering is proper?  Is it the traditional, retaining a technological application of engineering, or the more modern application of engineering, part technological, but always from the standpoint that the application of engineering technique is for the benefit of some business/industrial end, such as financial reward, or the control and optimization of worker output?

     To underscore the conflicts and principles involved, this article follows the efforts of Dugold Jackson, an engineer/professor who sought to establish an educational program that would reconcile the interests of academia and industry, and produce engineers that could be multi-purpose, multi-faceted, both scientifically and business oriented.  Jackson embodied the Progressive Era value, that of a college-trained expert who Progressives believed were the most likely sort of individuals who would “save society”, by applying science in order to solve society’s problems (Bernard).  He established a cooperative education program at MIT, with lukewarm support from GE.  The end result of his efforts were that the partner that was supposed to be cooperative with education, turned out to have its own ideas about how to develop and attract the type of people that it needed. 
     Jackson’s vision of what sort of engineers should be produced by universities was a bit intransigent, however, the point was that no one school could produce the numbers or quality of engineers that industry wanted, and so industry acted in a consumer fashion, and “shopped” among many schools for its employees, and even developed in-house programming that trained and produced the version of engineers that suited their requirements.  Jackson’s educational and professional ideals in regards to engineers endures, however, it is still subject to the demands of the marketplace. 
The History of the Industrial Revolution in Great Britain and America
Great Britain
Edgerton, David.  “Science, technology and the British industrial ‘decline’ 1870-1970”.  Economic History Society.  Cambridge University Press.  New York.  1996
     This short book gives an overview of the rise of Britain in the 19th and 20th centuries, as a world power in science and industrial development, in economic development.  It sets out in a technical and disciplined fashion, the growth of science and technology in Britain around the turn of the centuries, who promoted it, who funded it, who was affected by it. “Science” particularly deconstructs the historical writing about this period, and challenges the reader to reconsider whether there has truly been a decline in British science and technology since the time when Britain was at its industrial, technological, and economic prime.  
     Along the way the author provides interesting insight into what science and technology’s relationship are with each other, how science and technology come to be adopted in the first place, who controls them, who ensures that their continued development is funded, and who is allowed to access them, both as an end user, and/or as a integral component of their production, such as the working class.  
     As for Britain’s part in the Revolution, it is important to note that “Early nineteenth century Britain was the seat of the Industrial Revolution; it was the workshop of the world; and, it had appropriately heroic entrepreneurs, inventors, and engineers” (Edgerton). 
     While this book is principally about Britain’s scientific and industrial performance over a century, it also prompts critical thought about the writing of history, and the conclusions that come out of that work.  A good example is this caution by the author:  “We need to be very aware of the complex relations between historical actors’ accounts and those of historians.  Indeed it is vital to treat each separately and to note that historians both sometimes draw too uncritically on actors’ accounts, and also fail to put actors’ accounts in their proper historical context.”  (Edgerton).  
     The book adds to the historical context of the history of science and the Arts and Crafts Movement, and has value also in its attention to the writing of history.  
Cronin, B.P.  “Technology, Industrial Conflict, and the Development of Technical Education in 19th Century England”.  Ashgate Publishing Company.  Vermont.  2001

    While this book covers technical education, it contains a great deal of information about the events, the industrial and social evolutions that led to the Industrial Revolution.  It details the effects they had on the craft system, the use of child labor, the shift from craft work to machine work, and then the efforts that were undertaken to redefine and reshape connections between industry and workers, workers and society.  It also discussed the struggle over how much and what kind of education should be afforded to whom, and the class struggles between the elites, and others who by virtue of their low social status were unable to exercise control over how they fared within the industrial systems of 19th century Britain.
     The author succinctly sums up how society was arranged, summed up by his first person narrative, about his experiences in the early 1900’s, working with craftsmen, some of whom had been part of the labor disputes of the late 1890’s, “In time I came to recognise a more trenchant fact: that they were part of a class of men whose lives had been, more or less, completely dominated by work.  Many, not all, had left school at 14 or even earlier, and had never been able to gain access to further education.  It was not lack of interest or motivation, or ineptitude…They understood and appreciated the skill required by those in management and the drawing offices.  They harboured no grievance against management per se; neither did they embody anti-intellectualism or antagonism to theory.  But I realized much later that they inherited an educational legacy from the previous century which had formalized the separation of what has been called mental and manual labor”.  
     This book is important because it puts a face on and gives dimension to the lives that the working class were leading at work, and within their trades.  Oftentimes in a broad overview such as this series, reference is made to the lives of the working class, and what depredations and indignities they were subjected to, and to the issues they faced, all with little detail.  This book gives some of that detail, although not exhaustive, but just the right contextual amount.  
America

Lemelson.  “Teacher’s Essay:  Early Industrialization”.  The Lemelson Center for the Study of Invention and Innovation, National Museum of American History, Smithsonian Institution.  1998.  http://invention.smithsonian.org/centerpieces/whole_cloth/u2ei/u2materials/eiTessay.html
     The Lemelson Center has a number of lesson units online that provide an overview of industrialization in America.  This unit gives an overview of the history of industrialization in America, in the late 18th and early 19th centuries, starting out with the mechanization of textile production.  It does not however just set out names, dates and places, but delves into the social effects of industrialization, its effects on certain groups of people, and on the environment.  
     The article discusses the transfer of knowledge and industrialization from Britain to the United States, and it also provides much of the economic context for the era.  Other aspects discussed in the essay include how industry transformed villages, the social and cultural changes that people experienced, and it also explores the history of a mill town in Massachusetts, Lowell, an “experimental city”, that was designed to address a main problem in America, “how to make money in manufacturing in a nation unused to manufacturing…without skilled machine makers, without skilled workers – for that matter, without many workers available at all – without a great deal of capital or a tradition of manufacturing – indeed, with a strong philosophical bent against manufacturing, and against managerial prerogative” (Lemelson).  
   The conclusion that can be reached from this essay, is that America was a prime candidate for the adoption of the Arts and Crafts Movement. 
Science and Industry and the Arts & Crafts Movement
Important Figures – Great Britain
"John Ruskin." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. Wikimedia Foundation, Inc. 
11 Apr 2007 http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=John_Ruskin&oldid=135093986

     In order to understand the Arts and Crafts movement, including its main founder and those associated with it, it is necessary to gain perspective about who and what influenced its founders and prompted its underlying philosophies.  
     A key tenet of architecture and craft in general that Ruskin posited was the “organic relationship…between the worker and his guild, the worker and his community, between the worker and his natural environment, and between the worker and his God” (WikiJR); Ruskin believed that Medieval Gothic epitomized those ideals.  He also believed that nature should lead all art, that only works done by hand, that faithfully reproduced nature were “the truth”, anything else Ruskin dismissed as meaningless or corrupting.  
      When the Industrial Revolution came along, along with its products, and proponents, the industrialists and capitalists, Ruskin was equally aghast at the implications of their work and its effects on the populace in general, and on society as a whole.  He believed that industrialism and capitalism had less than egalitarian ideals underlying them, and in order to counter their goals, government should be called upon to regulate business and the economy, in order to ensure that there was social equity for all classes of society, particularly the non-elites.  
     This article very briefly covers Ruskin’s social theories, but it contributes to the series by adding to an understanding of William Morris and the Arts and Craft Movement when they are introduced.        
Ruskin, John.  “Lectures on Art, Chapter 31: The relation of Art to Religion”.  Project Gutenberg.  1870.  http://www.gutenberg.org/catalog/world/readfile?fk_files=251871
     Ruskin lectures about the meaning of art, and its relationship to religion, what it is that art expresses, and its part in the human experience.  This excerpt from Ruskin’s lecture is aimed at giving Ruskin’s persona and thought more dimension, and to provide to the reader ideas developed by Ruskin which can provoke critical thinking by the reader.  To paraphrase Ruskin in the lecture, the ideas and opinions expressed therein are presented for the reader’s consideration, and after having taken them in, the reader then develops their own ideas, which after that, it is those ideas which become important to the reader, and the former’s ideas are then of much less consequence.   
McLean, Robert Simpson.  “Altruistic Ideals versus Leisure Class Values:  An Irreconcilable Conflict in John Ruskin.  The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism.  Vol. 31. No. 3.  Spring, 1973.  pp. 347-356. (JSTOR)
     This same issue comes up with William Morris, the matter of both Ruskin and then his disciple Morris coming from wealthy families, having the money to live a life of leisure, while at the same time preaching about and critiquing the society in which the majority of less well-off individuals live; or as in the case of John Ruskin, as the author puts it, “a study of Ruskin…reveals him to be a victim of unconscious self-contradiction, a man who, in one large aspect of his aesthetic, unknowingly professed leisure class ideas under the guise of altruism” (McLean).  
     Another dichotomy associated with Ruskin (and Morris), is that he assailed the machines and system which produced the most goods for the greatest number of people around the world, something that craft production had never been able to do.  All of this was accomplished on the basis also, that the goods were available in a greater quantity, and  at a lower cost than they ever would have been had they been produced by hand.  
      That Ruskin criticized this system is a bit of a paradox (ibid.), perhaps a variant of the views of his class that would rather deny to the masses access to the goods which the upper classes prior to industrialization had exclusively enjoyed.  Was the point of all this to ensure the quality and value of the products, or to keep the under classes in check? 
     The article explores the various arguments that Ruskin made, including Ruskin’s linkage of imperfection to godliness, and hence his call that perfection and uniformity should be eschewed in manufacture, because this gave men a false sense of their relation to God, including that it might give them the sense that they were more like God than not.  
     Ruskin did not just attract accolades and acolytes, he had his share of critics, they seriously challenged Ruskin’s assertions in a number of areas, including that his proscriptions concerning craft and industry would produce positive outcomes.  One such critic, wrote in 1893, that Ruskin’s aesthetic was “unsocial and selfish exclusiveness”, that there was something “misleading and insidious [about Ruskin’s and other’s social cures], because of the accompanying flavor of high morality and refinement” (ibid.).  
     This article is valuable not only for putting Ruskin’s social ideology into perspective, but William Morris’s also, because Morris was personally, and professionally, the embodiment of the values and opinions which Ruskin expressed.      
"William Morris." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. Wikimedia Foundation, Inc.
   30 March 2007 <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=William_Morris&oldid=135628465>.
Cody, David.  “William Morris: A Brief Biography”.  The Victorian Web 

   14 April 2007.  http://www.victorianweb.org/authors/morris/wmbio.html

     Both of the internet sources cited here give fairly complete overviews of William Morris’s life and his work to bring about social changes through both the Arts and Craft Movement, and a range of other activities he engaged in, through business, the arts, and through politics.  
     A fanciful individual even from childhood, William Morris was impressed early on with tales of Medieval times, a time when community reigned supreme, craftsmen and their work abounded.  There was a certain aesthetic from those times which Morris believed he could transmit to his own life, and to the masses.  In general Morris believed that industrialization had been bad for English society, that the arts and crafts of the Victorian era and even before were being lost, that mechanically produced goods had marginalized workers, turning them into what he and others call “wage-slaves”, and that the solution to reverse these trends was to adopt the lifestyle and social arrangements of a prior era, the 13th and 14th centuries.  
     Morris chose to promote art and craft works, by both encouraging the organization and association of individuals in the mediums and trades of each, and then by facilitating the practice and promotion of their works and products to the public, commercially and otherwise.  Morris coupled his arts and crafts program with an extensive campaign of speeches and writings by himself and others which gave the moral and social reasoning behind the arts and crafts movement’s undertakings.  He hoped these efforts would educate the masses about the rectitude of what he was proposing, and get them to understand that an alternative lifestyle existed for them if they would just eschew the present social and industrial modernization that was occurring, and return to the time period that he had selected as being most compatible and nurturing of human life and endeavors.  
     The articles go on to show that while the success of this first phase of social change yielded prominence for Morris personally, and for the arts and crafts per se, it did not bring about a fundamental change in society as a whole.  Industrialization continued apace, gaining ever greater footholds in all areas of commerce and society.  This failure to bring about any real gains against industrialization seems to have been the impetus for the second phase of Morris’s activism, becoming an actively committed socialist.  This permitted him to take on the segments of society that he was against, to confront them where they “lived”, and in a more open and combative manner.  As he had with his artistic and craft pursuits, Morris threw himself and his extensive financial resources into the next level of revolutionary change that he was seeking.  

Brantlinger, Patrick.  “A Postindustrial Prelude to Postcolonialism: John Ruskin, William Morris, and Gandhism”.  Critical Inquiry.  Vol. 22, No. 3.  Spring 1996.  pp. 466-485. (JSTOR)  

     A possible side story, and somewhat of a critique in the review of Ruskin, Morris, and the Arts and Craft Movement, this article is about how Mahatma Gandhi had read Ruskin’s works, and knew of Morris and his work also.  Gandhi believed that the theories expounded by them had applicability in India  He renamed and translated Ruskin’s Unto This Last into the Gujarati language, and published it in India.  

      From Ruskin’s and Morris’s perspective, India was a prime proselytizing ground and/or exemplar for them; they exported their brand of socio-aesthetic railings, praised Indians on the one hand for their continued production of hand crafted items, and communal living arrangements, but on the other hand expressed a range of racist judgments about Indians, which many British in the 19th century thought of as barbarians.  

     The article goes on to show that for Ruskin and Morris, the descriptions by another contemporary of theirs, Sir George Birdwood, must have given them partial satisfaction, that India might be a bulwark against the ever expanding industrialism.  According to Birdwood, many Indians lived in a “contented and happy preindustrial Indian village…a description reminiscent of Ruskin’s medievalism…even closer to the aesthetic communitarianism of News from Nowhere.  After describing the work of “the hereditary potter,” of the jewelers and “brass and copper smith,”…Birdwood goes on to list the communal activities of the evening” (Brantlinger), certainly consistent with Ruskin’s and Morris’s exhortations, and consistent with the India that Gandhi envisioned, “The restoration and reform of village culture, basend on guilds and handicrafts, were to be main themes for Gandhi throughout his career”.  Just as Ruskin and Morris did, Gandhi believed that industrialism was a curse on society.  

"William Crookes." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007,. Wikimedia 

     Foundation, Inc.    

     <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=William_Crookes&oldid=135567555>.

"Michael Faraday." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007. Wikimedia

Foundation, Inc. <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Michael_Faraday&oldid=135302936>.

"Francis Galton." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007,. Wikimedia 
Foundation, Inc.

<http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Francis_Galton&oldid=132930362>.

"Sir William Hamilton, 9th Baronet." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May

2007. Wikimedia Foundation, Inc. <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Sir_William_Hamilton%2C_9th_Baronet&oldid=128548487>.

"Oliver Joseph Lodge." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007, Wikimedia 

Foundation, Inc. <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Oliver_Joseph_Lodge&oldid=135057918.

"James Clerk Maxwell." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007. Wikimedia

Foundation, Inc. http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=James_Clerk_Maxwell&oldid=135224188. 

"John Strutt, 3rd Baron Rayleigh." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007.
 Wikimedia Foundation, Inc. <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=John_Strutt%2C_3rd_Baron_Rayleigh&oldid=134605295>.  

"William Thomson, 1st Baron Kelvin." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007. 

Wikimedia Foundation, Inc. <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=William_Thomson%2C_1st_Baron_Kelvin&oldid=135472976>.

"Alfred Russel Wallace." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May 2007, Wikimedia 
Foundation, Inc. http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Alfred_Russel_Wallace&oldid=134879242. 

     This listing of sources for information about British scientists during John Ruskin’s and William Morris’s time are the sources which will show that there were many prominent scientists who were actively engaged in developing scientific theories, discoveries, creating new knowledge, and adapting those to a variety of applications, both for the benefit of individuals, and for society as a whole.  
     According to these essays, the scientific community as a whole was so prolific, and the impact of the knowledge they produced was so wide, that as a “scientific movement”, their work made the Arts and Craft Movement pale by comparison.   Even though this is a rather brief listing and look into the British scientific community of 19th century England, a reading of these sources makes it clear that rather then there being among British scientists this shorter view of anti-industrialization, that for example people like William Morris and his followers popularized, it was not taken by British scientists.  They took the larger and longer view on science, and on industrialization.  
     Almost every scientist’s story demonstrates that they recognized that their scientific work in certain quarters of industry may have created social conflict and other social problems, but rather than “throwing the baby out with the bath”, and engaging in less than mature efforts to revive medieval folk culture as an antithesis to industrialization (Evans), these scientists engaged at every level of their society, and used their oftentimes genius mental faculties to bring about change and progress that would benefit society as a whole with their scientific applications, while seeking to rectify negative social conditions through their social and political endeavors and connections.  
     The sources support the idea that instead of engaging in anti-industrialism, British scientists in general took a more balanced and constructive approach to the science’s progress and the Industrial Revolution than did the people of the Arts and Crafts Movement.   

Important Figures - America

"Gustav Stickley." Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. 12 May, 2007. Wikimedia Foundation, 

Inc. <http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Gustav_Stickley&oldid=133253560>.

The Arts and Crafts Movement
Adams, Steven.  “The Arts & Crafts Movement”.  New Burlington Books.  London.  1987
    The tenets of the Arts and Crafts Movement were that a well-designed environment, fashioned with beautiful and well-crafted buildings, complete with furniture, tapestries, and ceramics, would serve to improve society, for both producers and consumers; produced items must be made by the voluntary labor, contented craft people, and the products must be beautiful in a way that reflects nature.  
     For John Ruskin, Thomas Carlyle, and William Morris, the Medieval past was a time when lives were happier, when labor was part religious/spiritual expression, and that expression was free.  Things were not produced out of a desire, or a need to have, but out of a desire to create.  According to the book’s author, Adams, Carlyle and Ruskin understood that industrialization could create wealth and poverty.  They were concerned about the wealth building efforts of the middle class merchants and industrialists, because they lacked a sense of social responsibility, a Hippocratic-type industrialists’ oath – “Do no harm”.  
     As the book shows, to Carlyle and Ruskin, the masses demand for democratic reform was really about the masses wanting a strong leader, they wanted to be controlled.  By proposing a revival of Medievalism, the two social ideologues, believed that practicing its style and its lifestyle would have social implications; it would encourage the masses to value real aesthetic values, as opposed to being enamored of cheap, misguided sensibilities, such as those which mass-produced objects encouraged.  
     This book is an excellent source for a complete, though not too taxing, presentation of the genesis of the Arts and Craft Movement in Britain, and then its adoption in America.  It provides the background for the founding of the movement, details its Ruskin and Pre-Raphaelites roots, and the principles that it espoused.  There is a lot of good biographical information about each of the movement’s main characters, the lives they led, their work outside of the Arts and Crafts movement, and their work to bring about change through the movement.  
     Most importantly, the book contains full color pictures, drawings, and photographs from the movement and the eras that it covers, providing a fuller sense of what it was all about.  The book also explores the Arts and Crafts Movement in Europe, how it was adopted and adapted, just as it was in America, divesting itself of its “well-intentioned but ultimately impractical phase of Utopian socialist craftsmanship, and some way toward the long-standing goal of making well-designed and good quality furniture and objects for larger and less exclusive markets than those for which” its British adherents preferred.  
Morris, William.  “The Decorative Arts, Their Relation To Modern Life and Progress”.  An address delivered before the Trades’ Guild of Learning.  12 Dec., 1877. 
http://www.burrows.com/dec.html    30 March 2007.  

     This speech puts Morris’s beliefs into his own words and gives him a human dimension, but it also sets out part of Morris’s philosophy about the part that decorative arts can play in the Arts and Crafts Movement he and others are advocating for.  By promoting craftsmanship, and promoting the lesser arts, what Morris called the “decorative arts”, through  education and establishing a series of enterprises that actually produced hand crafted products, Morris thought that if he could draw attention to the value of craft work in people’s lives, including the decorative arts, that would be the greatest value to people.  It would “sharpen…dulled senses”, and give people “pleasure in the things they must…make”, use, and in the work that they must do (Morris).  Morris believed that through this process the public could be inculcated with artistic and aesthetic values, and by extension would they would go on to reform production and consumption, and develop a socialist ascetic (Adams).  The decorative arts became the Arts and Crafts Movement, and came into its own as a decorative and artistic market.    
Reflections on the Arts and Crafts Movement
Evans, Timothy H.  “Folklore as Utopia: English Medievalists and the Ideology of Revivalism”.  Western Folklore.  Vol. 47, No. 4.  Oct. 1988.  pp. 245-268. (JSTOR)

     The theory of this essay is that culture is lost, and then in an effort to address that loss, individuals attempt to revive the culture or replace it with another culture, generally one that is believed to be more altruistic and innocent, lacking the deficiencies which caused the current culture to be “lost”, or irreparably damaged.  The culture that is most common drafted for revival, is one that was rural in nature, believed to be populated by a homogenous, moral, productive, and artistic people, who have a great sense of community.  
     In the case of the Industrial Revolution and the Arts and Crafts Movement, the revival culture of choice was the Medieval period culture.  That period was believed by Carlyle, Ruskin, Morris, and others, to hold the key to the “evils they perceived in industrial capitalism”, it could be used to revive the “traditional arts and crafts” which were being lost to industrial capitalism (Evans).  
     According to the author, the cycle of cultural loss and revivalism has gone on in Europe since the time of the ancient Greeks.  It orients around a theme of the city as a bad place, which is a  corruption of the ideals of the rural, peasant dominated countryside.  Such “golden ages” are imbued with nostalgia, and sought after as an ideal time, in contrast to a present time that is presenting the populace with a range of problems.  In order to counteract the present perception of social decline, theorists come up with the idea that if the golden age can be revived, then the current problems will go away (Evans).
     This article helps to put the Arts and Crafts Movement into perspective, and puts Ruskin, Carlyle, and Morris into their places.  As the author points out that they were hardly the first to come up with the conception of Medieval times as idyllic times, something to be pursued in order to somehow bring them back to life.  The Medieval revival movement was something that pre-Romantics and Romantics had advocated for, so the Arts and Crafts people were just one group in a string of groups that had been pining for “a past that could never return” (Evans).  That one small hurdle aside, the distinction about Ruskin and company is that collectively they produced a comprehensive political and social set of theories about why Medieval times should be revived, and how it could be revived.  Theoretically, they put together a better plan for revival than all other revivalists before them, and the impetus for change was certainly high, but on balance, the gains of the Industrial Revolution, outweighed the gains of the Middle Ages.  
     On of the best articles in this review, that synthesizes some of the history of science and knowledge, with the Industrial Revolution, and with the reformers and advocates for the Arts and Crafts Movement.  This is coupled with the history of revivalism, its origins, its components, and how it follows times of change and/or real or perceived social distress.  
Winter, Robert W.  “The Arts and Crafts as a Social Movement”.  Record of the Art Museum, Princeton University.  Vol. 34, No. 2.  Aspects of the Arts and crafts Movement in America.  1975.  pp. 36-40. (JSTOR) 

     The failure of the Arts and Crafts Movement to bring about little in the way of social change, and never taking a meaningful chink out of industrialism expansion, is ascribed to its failure to cause “major changes in economic, moral, and religious life” (Winter).  The internal reformers of the movement recognized over time that the “craftsman ideal was an impossibility in an industrial society” (ibid.).  Whereas other movements made headway, the Arts and Crafts movement was impeded by its almost religious-like message and approach to its goals.  
     Without setting forth a  broad platform of reform, and instead relying on half gestures which did not produce economic and political returns, the movement was bound to fail.  The fact that it also relied upon extolling the value of hard work, individualism, and denounced materialism, made it something more akin to “an attempt to revive the Protestant work ethic – without Protestantism” (Winter).  
     According to the author, certainly for a time the Arts and Crafts movement was influential in its own way, but its circle of influence was limited, and as this essay points out, it managed to focus attention on social changes, opened up more dialogues about where industrialism and capitalism were taking society, what their impact was, but in the end, by not operating in those arenas that were dominating societies and economies, the Arts and Crafts people shot themselves in the foot as far as ensuring any kind of longevity for the movement.  
     Then there were such things as moving to rural areas to practice crafts, to make products which could not be readily shipped to market because they were being made in a relatively remote region, this was not likely to have long term implications for the movement.  Its love affair with socialism did little to help it along the way either, given the suspicions in many quarters about socialism.  
     In the end, a lot of the good intentions of the Arts and Crafts Movement went the way where good intentions usually do; perhaps not to Hell, but certainly the Valhalla that failed social movements go to.  Good read with provocative ideas, and dry humor.  

Morowitz, Laura.  “Anti-Semitism, Medievalism and the Art of the Fin-de Siècle”.  Oxford Art Journal.  Vol. 20, No. 1.  1997.  pp. 35-49.  (JSTOR)

     Just for good measure, and article that talks about the anti-Semitic aspects of revivalism and Medievalism, that a component of them, the impetus for their emergence, the “fear of modernity”, which by extension included “the hatred of the Jew (who symbolized urbanism, industrial capitalism, the collapse of traditional Christian values) (Morowitz).  Medieval times meant in part a time free of Jews.  An interesting concept, and one that at least should be mentioned in passing.  

Multi-Media Feature 
PBS.  “PBS Series: Craft in America”.  http://www.pbs.org/craftinamerica/
     A three-part TV series about the importance that craftsmanship has played in the founding and future of America - Memory, Landscape, and Community are the three topics explored by the series.     
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