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The rise of the large-scale industrialist was accompanied by a change in
the traditional relationship between merchant and manufacturer. At the
beginning of George II1’s reign in 1760, merchants and landlords con-
trolled British productive resources. As a basis for economic power, the
merchants had a monopoly of trade. The merchant controlled the produc-
tion of the small pre-Industrial Revolution manufacturer by regulating the
supply of raw material and the output of finished goods. The accumulation
of capital by manufacturers, however, together with the failure of many
commercial houses during the American Revolution, led to the involve-
ment of the new class of capitalists in banking and credit. By the 1780s and
1790s manufacturers began to extend their operations so that, in addition
to production, they secured raw materials and marketed finished products
on their own. Having become independent of mercantile control, the new
class of captains of industry tock their place by the side of land and com-
merce as an entirely new source of moneyed power.2¢

If, at the end of the century, the manufacturer stood in a new relation
to the wealthy and powerful classes, his connection with his employees
had also undergone change. Before the Industrial Revolution, in the era
of the small manufacturer, it was difficult to distinguish between master
and man. As the factory system developed with greater numbers of workers
in large mills a gulf arose separating employer and employee.15 This altered
relationship is evident in the change in meaning of the word, “manufac-
ture.” Andrew Ure, in his Philosophy of Manufactures (1835), noted that
“manufacture” had in the course of time lost its original meaning, “to
make by hand.” With the establishment of the factory system, the ma-
chines “manufactured” and by “manufacturer” was meant the owner of
machinery and the employer of its operators, instead of a master craftsman
who worked along with his apprentices and journeymen.’® Marx and
Engels commented upon the change from the patriarchal workshop to the
factory by extending the martial metaphor, captains of industry, in order
to dramatize the unenviable position of the rank and file:

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal
master into the great factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of la-
borers, crowded mto the factory, are organized like soldiers. As privates
of the industrial army, they are placed under the command of 2 perfect
hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they the slaves of the
bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois state; they are daily and hourly
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enslaved by the machine, the overlooker, and above all, by the indi-
vidual bourgeois manufacturer himself. 17

The gulf between the employers and employed, which was the natural
consequence of the disciplined organization of industrial production on a
large scale, was further widened, one observer states, by virtue of the rise
of many employers from the working class:

Many of the manufacturers had in fact come from what the “Great”
were often disposed to look upon as “the refuse of mankind,” and their
very emergence from the ranks of common labor tended to raise higher
the barriers already existing between employers and employees in manu-
facturing enterprises. The further separation of these two groups is
another manifestation of the early differentiation of the new manufac-
turers from other groups.®

Tt is this last connection, the relation of the employer to his dependents,
that distinguishes the early industrialist from the aristocrat. The two
classes were similar in the respect that both possessed moneyed power
and—unlike the wealthy merchant or later the captain of finance—the
one had an army of factory workers and the other, a host of agricultural
laborers as dependents. Traditionally, the landowners professed a social
responsibility for their farm workers, while on the other hand, industrial-
ists were accused of espousing a cash-nexus relationship between master
and man.

Carlyle’s concept of society as a group of individuals tied together by
bonds of mutual obligation instead of an aggregate of atoms appealed to
those of his generation who were inclined to look for this kind of society as
existing before the Industrial Revolution. To such a writer as Peter Gas-
kell, looking back in 1833, the relationship of the landed gentleman to
his dependents was that of a patriarch. Gaskell's idealized portrait of the
country squire in pre-industrial rural England reflects his Tory nostalgia:

The distinctions of rank, which are the safest guarantees for the per-
formance of the relative duties of all classes were at this time in full
force; and the “Squire,” as the chief landed proprietor was generally
termed, obtained and deserved his importance from his large posses-
sions, low rents, and a simplicity and homeliness of bearing which, when
joined to acknowledged family honours, made him loved and reverenced
by his tenants and neighbours. He mingled freely with their sports—was
the general and undisputed arbitrator in all questions of law and equity
—was a considerate and generous landlord—a kind and indulgent mas-
ter—and locking at him in all his bearings, a worthy and amiable man;
tinged, it is true, with some vices, but all so coated over with wide-
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spreading charity, that the historian willingly draws the veil of forget-
fulness over them 12

Ornly a few of the squircarchy are left in the industrial North, continues
Gaskell, implying at the same time that manufacturers are lacking in the
social attitudes of the country squire: “This race of men is now nearly
extinct from the manufacturing districts. Their possessions are passed into
new hands—their descendants ‘pushed from their stools” by an order of
men having few or no traits in common with them. . . "%

If Gaskell suggests only indirectly that the relationship between the
manufacturer and his employees differed from that of the squire and his
dependents, a modern interpreter of the early nineteenth century or late
Georgian period emphasizes the distance at which the employer held his
workers in contradistinction to the squire’s sense of social obligation to
his inferiors:

But they [the squirearchy] had a tradition of social responsibility that
was almost entirely lacking in those hard-headed and self-made indivi-
dualists [the industrialists]. No doubt in long-established family busi-
nesses an almost patriarchal relation between the head of the firm and
his hands was capable of establishing itself. . . . But these cases were at
the best, exceptional, and the drift of the time was towards the segrega-
tion of industrial employers and employed into separate class entities
that might, or might not; be able to adjust their mutual relations on a
peaceful basis to their common advantage, but were no more inclined
to enter into social relations with each other than Jews and Samaritans,
So that research may possibly be able to unearth some isolated instance
of an employer skippering his factory’s cricket team, or his wife func-
tioning as Lady Bountiful, these things would have been viewed, even
at the time, as exceptional. Whereas they were, on country estates, not
only normal, but ranked among customs more honoured in the ob-
servance than the breach.2!

Perhaps the most strongly worded statement emphasizing the distine-
tion between the new class and the aristocracy with respect to the relation-

ship between the wealthy and their dependents was made by Marx and

Engels:

The bourgeoisie, whenever it has got the upper hand, has put an end
to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder
the motley feudal ties that bound man to his “natural superiors,” and
has left remaining no other nexus between man and man than naked
self-interest, than callous “cash payment.” It has drowned the most
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervor, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of
Philistine sentimentalism m the icy water of egotistical calculation. Tt
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has resolved personal worth into exchange value, and, in place of the
numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that single,
unconscionable freedom—free trade.*

As a result of the changeover from small manufacturers to large-scale
industrialists, it is evident that the new class stood in a new and unique
rclation to the merchants, the working population, and the aristocracy.
But what individual characteristics set the industrialist apart as a homo
novus? To answer this question, it is necessary to turn to a discussion of
the third criterion of newness: the combination of prerequisites for suc-
cess in industrial enterprise.

The men who survived in the process of changing over from small to
large-scale industry had one distinguishing characteristic—an ability to
put other men’s inventions to work. Richard Arkwright, for example, was
a master at obtaining results from others” inventions where the originators
had failed.?® Given this ability, the distinctive task of the manufacturer
was that of an organizer of industrial production. As such, his energies
were divided among the exigencies of accumulation of capital, manage-
ment of labor, and accurate knowledge of markets.

The first problem of the manufacturer was to secure capital since, ex-
cept for second-generation manufacturers (the father of Sir Robert Peel,
for example), most early industrialists were not wealthy. Men who had
neither capital nor patents had to begin very modestly, working with their
hands and saving to accumulate capital. Their hopes to rise very often lay
in forming a partnership with other men like themselves or, as in the case
of Robert Owen, becoming managers and subsequent partners of a large
concern.”*

After obtaining the capital necessary to set up a factory, the manufac-
turer had to recrnit and train workers who were not accustomed to the
discipline required to make a factory productive. According to Andrew
Ute, writing in 1835, the task of subjecting the new class of factory work-
ers to this discipline was formidable, and it posed the major problem of
the factory system:

The main difficulty did not, to my apprehension, lie so much in the
invention of a proper self-acting mechanism for drawing out and twist-
ing cotton into a continuous thread, as in the distribution of the dif-
ferent members of the apparatus into one cooperative body, in impelling
each organ with its appropriate delicacy and speed, and above all, in
training human beings to renounce their desultory habits of work, and
to identify themselves with the unvarying regularity of the complex
automaton, To devise and administer a successful code of factory dis-
cipline suited to the necessities of factory diligence, was the Herculean
enterprise, the noble achievement of Arkwright.”2s
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In addition to accustoming his workmen to the new discipline of the
factory, the early industrialist also had to deal with markets, since, unlike
the small manufacturer, he produced too large a quantity for local, and in
many cases even national consumption. As Mantoux has observed, if the
large-scale manufacturer “was not a born trader, he had to become one,
and learn how to extend his conncctions over the whole country and
beyond” (p. 377).

In summing up the qualities needed for success in industrial enterprise,
it may be said that the manufacturer had to perform successfully the
functions of capitalist, factory manager, and merchant, thereby setting “a
new pattern of the complete businessman.”2¢ If the factory system visited
the division of labor upon the work force, the opposite seems to have
been true with regard to the early millowner. Perhaps the best contem-
porary evidence of this new type of businessman is the testimony of
Robert Owen, midway in his carcer which began with a clerkship in the
retail trade and ended with the ownership of the New Lanark Mills. In
1791 at the age of twenty, Owen became the manager of a cotion mill
employing five hundred people. Mr. Drinkwater, the proprietor, knew
nothing about the mill, nor did the outgeing manager leave any instruc-
tions. In addition to the qualities discussed above, the following account
illustrates the adaptability and attention to detail with which Owen
distinguished himself as a successful manufacturer:

thus uninstructed I had to take the management of the concern. I
had to purchase the raw material,—to make the machines, for the mill
was not nearly filled with machinery,—to manufacture the cotton into
yarn,—ta sell it,—and to keep the accounts,—pay the wages,—and, in
fact, to take the whole responsibility of the first fine cotton spinning
establishment by machinery that had ever been erected. . . . T at once
determined to do the best T could, and began to examine the outline
and detail of what was in progress. I looked grave,—inspected every-
thing minutely,—examined the drawings and calculations of the ma-
chinery. . . . I continued this silent inspection and superintendence
day by day for six weeks, saying merely yes and no to the questions of
what was to be done or otherwise, and during that period I did not give
one direct order about anything. But at the end of that time, I felt
myself so much the master of my position as to be ready to give direc-
tions in every department.

Robert Owen, as proprietor of the New Lanark Mills, gained social
recognition in his lifetime. Through his model establishment came visit-
tors of all degrees and countries. At one point in the 18205 Owen even
fancied that he had influence among such heads of state as Castlereagh
who listened patiently to his schemes for the regeneration of society. But
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Owen's carcer was exceptional; his fame does not rest ent_irely upon his
work as a manufacturer. For other early manufacturers, social recognition
/as 50 readily achieved.

Wa:['ﬁztgblz;t rnarymfacturcrs, employing “several thousand” workmen :111(3
able to raise “single capitals of two or three hundred thousand pounds
and obtain credit at home and abroad for a year to eighteen months, ex-
cited envy indeed in the hearts of titled wealth because of the potential
power inherent in such affluence. And with envy of Flle source of power
came disdain for the means by which it was acquired.?® Broadly speaking,
the English aristocracy, to its credit, was not chara.ctenzed by t‘hzt .clatss
rigidity typical of its Continental counterpast wl.nch would_ lea ‘ 1tAo
shun industrial wealth as a means of broadening its economic base. As-
suredly, in earlier times the aristocracy was not unwilling to make con-
nections with the commercial classes. Nevertheless, t]n? upper classes in
the time of Arkwright and Watt cxpressded ar; 1intagomsm toward those
two representatives of industrial talent and wealth. _

Carll:;/le, writing in Chartism (18‘39), eulogized Arkwrzgh_t anc? Wa;‘f is
men who, though of unheroic origin, were capableiof hermg domgsp, r(i
wright, wrote Carlyle, was no hero of romance with god-lhllce looks an

N i 3 cheeked, potbellied Lancashire
gestures but “a plain, almost gross, bag-chee d, 1 ashie
man” who was appointed by society to the calhng of a barber. e hac
several difficulties to overcome: his wife burned :hlS moclgl of a spinning
wheel and when he perfected the spinning jenny, his tlownspeople
mobbed him for putting spinners out of work. But A.rkwlrlght was no
ordinary man, continues Carlyle: “O reader, what a Historical .Pheno_m—
enon is that bag-cheeked, potbellied, much-endunpg, much mvgntmg
barber! French Revolutions were a-brewing: to resist the same in any

measure, imperial Kaisers were impotent without the cotton and cloth
?

of England; and it was this man that had to give England the power of
cotton.’? . . - ined to
But Arkwright's class-conscious contemporaries were not incline
cover the entrepreneur with glory. The upper classc.s were“reluctant ’;;)
grant him social recognition because he ]acked‘?l pedigree: “a great mllj -
monger,” writes one disdainful contemporary, “is n'ewly created a'krug t,
though he was not born a gentleman.”#® Upon his ‘death Arkwright re-
ceived scant praise, attention being centered upon his crude manner; his
detractor conceded his practical usefulness but would not acknowledge
is greatness.!
hlségaflyle was as warm in his praise for James Watt as he was for Ark-
wright. While the gods were at play, Prometheus-Vulcan was at work:

Neither had Watt of the Steamengine a hercic origin, any kindred
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with the princes of this world . . . [who] were shooting their par-
tridges; noisily, in Parliament or elsewhere, solving the question, Iead
or tail? while this man with blackened fingers, with grim brow, was
searching out, in his workshop, the Fire-secret; or having found it, was

painfully wending to and fro in quest of a “moneyed man,” as indispen-
sable man-midwife of the same.??

Arrogance, however, rather than praise or sympathy, was the attitude
of the gentry encountered by the inventor of the steamn engine. Writing
as a manufacturer in 1787 to a correspondent in France, Watt notes the
hostility of the upper orders toward his class: “Our landed gentlemen . . .
reckon us poor mechanics no better than the slaves who cultivate their
vineyards.”#$ Another manufacturer echoed Watt when he wrote of the
“gentlemen of landed property” as “the proud and bigoted landowners
[who] look down with contempt on the merchant or manufacturer.”* T.
Gisborne, author of Enquiry into the Duties of Men in the Higher and
Middle Classes of Society in Great Britain (1794}, a popular work on
morality, deplored the “aristocratic prejudices and the envious contempt
of neighboring peers and country gentlemen, proud of their rank and
ancient family, who even in these days occasionally disgrace themselves
by looking down on the man raised by merit and industry from obscurity
to eminence.”35

In Manchester, the scorn with which the aristocracy met the aspirations
of the manufacturing class was returned in equal measure in the poem-
epistles of the Manchester clergyman, Thomas Bancroft, writing to a
friend at Cambridge in 1777. In praise of Manchester manufacturers who
were looked upon as “servants” Bancroft wrote:

Suchare England’s true patriots, her prop and her pride;

They draw wealth from each state while its wants are supply’d;

To mankind all at large they are factors and friends,

And their praise with their wares reach the world’s farthest ends. . . .
Is it then, ye vain lordlings! ye treat us with scorn,

Because titles and birth your own fortunes adorn?

What worth to yourselves from high birth can accrue?

Are your ancestors’ glories entailed upon you?

And is your lazy pomp of much use to a nation?

Are not parks and wide lawns a refined devastation?

But peace—'tis presumption,—too much would demean 'em
To hold converse with upstarts, a vulgus profanem.

Their blood in pure currents thro’ ages conveyed

[t were Impious to taint with the contact of trade,2¢

The antagonism between hereditary wealth and the new industrial



