Historiography: The Industrial Revolution c.1760- c.1850
It would not be a good idea to view the Industrial Revolution as a uniform phenomenon. The historiography of the Industrial Revolution has often been marked by debates concerning not only which factors were critical to the process of industrialization but also whether social, economic, or political indices constitute the most appropriate explanatory framework. The main causes of this debate can be traced back to the Industrial Revolution itself. However the term came to indicate a decisive and relatively rapid economic transition to an industrial market economy during the late 18th and early 19th centuries largely due to the influence of Arnold  Toynbee’s series of lectures published in 1884. Succeeding writers were influenced strongly by this interpretation, by the 1920s the topic had generated groups of recognizable ‘pessimists’ and ‘optimists’. The leading ‘pessimists’ were Hammond and Hammond, (Hammond J.L. & Barbara Hammond, The Town labourer, 1760-1832, London: Longmans Green 1919; Longman 1979) whose vivid accounts of economic exploitation and political repression were published at the end of the First World War. The widespread social and political conflict of Hammond and Hammond recounted, however, was in sharp contrast to Clapham’s more optimistic perspective that emphasised the gradual and piecemeal character of industrialisation. For Clapham  (Clapham, J.H., An Economic History of Modern Britain, 3vols, Cambridge: Cambridge University press, 1926-38) the Industrial Revolution was far from complete even by 1850 and the British economy at mid-century still contained large reservoirs of traditional and transitional manufacturing enterprises. This was certainly true of our area of study.
While Hammond and Hammond and Clapham entered into  a debate over the impact of industrialisation on workers’ standards of living, the so called ‘standard of living debate’ which would be aired over the succeeding decades, many works of the interwar period were in some way influenced by Clapham’s interpretation. Many historians were eager to discount the uniqueness of the ‘classic’ period of industrialisation between 1760 and 1850, many historians sought to relocate the critical turning point on Britain’s path to industrialisation to an even earlier period. So many earlier ‘industrial revolutions’ were discovered, the most famous of which was perhaps the American Nef,s 16th and 17th century industrial revolution described in two volumes (Nef, J.U., The Rise of the British Coal Industry, 2 vols, London: Routledge, 1932) on the rise of the British coal industry and other articles, that the term itself became in danger of losing any specific historical meaning.

The postwar period witnessed a revival of interest in the Industrial Revolution as a distinct historical phenomenon. The issues surrounding the ‘standard of living debate’ were taken up by a new generation of historians often influenced by new political ideologies. Ashton (Ashton, T.S., The Industrial Revolution, 1760-1830, London: OUP, 1948; revised ed. 1968) emerged as one of the most prominent ‘optimists’ and even though his short book adopted the more restrictive chronological definition of the Industrial Revolution it also sought to distinguish more carefully the wide and sometimes contradictory nature of the economic trends of the period. He labelled as ‘perverse’ any attempts to blame technology for the apparent ills of the period and asserted instead that the apparent distress of the era was as a result of overpopulation, war and shortages. Overall, Ashton concluded, workers were better off as a result of industrialisation and not worse. More than a decade later, Hartwell (Hartwell, R.M., “The Rising Standard of Living in England, 1800-1850”, Economic History Review, 13/3 (1961): 397-416) sought to support such claims by applying quantitative techniques to a variety of inconclusive statistical sources. Among the ‘pessimists’, Hobsbawm (Hobsbawm, E.J., “The British Standard of Living 1790-1850”, Economic History Review, 10/1 (1957): 46-68) and Thompson (Thompson, E.P., The Making of the English Working Class, London: Gollancz, 1980) emerged as the dominant voices. Thompson argued that the qualitative experience of longer working hours, new industrial discipline, and the disruption of the traditional family economy constituted a profound form of social immersion, a point with which Hobsbawm largely agreed. This debate has yet to be concluded. More recent analyses of the standard of living continue to be dogged by the problems of chronology, selectivity, and inadequate sources but new statistical techniques and data are still being applied to the subject. Recent research into historical anthropometry by Floud, (Floud, R, Kenneth Wachter, and Annabel Gregory, Height, Health, and History: Nutritional Status in the United Kingdom, 1750-1980, Cambridge: CUP, 1990) Watcher and Gregory, urban life expectancy by Szreter and Mooney, (Szreter, Simon and Graham Mooney, “Urbanization, Morality, and the Standard of Living Debate: New Estimates of the Expectation of Life at Birth in Nineteenth century British Cities”, Economic History Review, 51/1 (1998): 84-112) and women’s contributions to household budgets by Horrell and Humphries (Horrell, sara and jane Humphries, “Women’s labour Force participation and the Transition to the Male-Breadwinner Family, 1790-1865”, Economic History Review, 48/1 (1995): 89-117) seem at the very least to suggest that the second quarter of the 19th century witnessed a marked decline in working-class standards of living.
These writings certainly will not end the ‘standard of living debate’ but the postwar period was also characterised by the more extensive insertion of the techniques and approaches of economic theorists into the debate over British industrialisation. Foremost among these was the work of the American Rostow (Rostow, W.W., The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist manifesto, Cambridge: CUP1971) which put foreword a five-stage model of the transition from a traditional to a more mature economy. Without doubt the most famous of these stages as well as the stage most applicable to the study of the Industrial Revolution was that of ‘take-off’, or the period when a traditional economy launched into long-term self-sustained growth. For Rostow, this period could be precisely dated on the basis of quantitative analysis of a nation’s per-capita savings and investments ratios, among other variables. Rostow’s approach, while highly contentious, especially his precise dating of Britain’s ‘take-off’ to the years 1783-1802, nonetheless ultimately served to refocus the debate over industrialisation in terms of macroeconomics analysis.  This ‘cataclysmic’ interpretation of the onset of industrialisation gained support from a variety of sources, including Deane and Cole’s (Deane, Phyllis and W.A.Cole, British Economic Growth, 1688-1959: Trends and Structure, Cambridge: CUP 1967) estimate of economic growth as well as Landes’s  (Landes, David, S., The Unbound Prometheus: Technological Change and Industrial Development in Western Europe from 1750 to the Present, Cambridge: CUP, 1969) work on technology and industrialisation. Ironically, the most influential work of recent years within this macroeconomic model has come to precisely opposite conclusions. Crafts (Crafts, N.F.R., British Economic Growth during the Indistrial Revolution, Oxford: OUP, 1985) has in anyways breathed new life into Clapham’s older suggestion that industrialisation was both gradual and piecemeal. Adapting an alternative set of statistical tools, Crafts argues that British economic growth was altogether less robust than often imagined and based in good part on the more extensive use of labour rather than machines.
While the standard of living controversy and the accumulation of national data sets have continued to dominate recent debates over industrialisation, pockets of alternative interpretations do exist. Pollard, for example, identified the substantial region (such as Lancashire) rather than the nation as the proper unit for the historical analysis of industrialisation, a point that was subsequently elaborated in a substantially different light by Sabel and Zeitlin (Sabel, Charles and Jonathan Zeitlin, “Historical Alternatives to Mass Production: Politics, markets, and Technology in Nineteenth century Industrialization” Past and Present 108 (1985): 133-76). For the latter authors, the existence of industrial regions indicated the possibility that the path towards industrialisation may lie through the flexibility of highly skilled workers employed by small-scale entrepreneurs in ‘industrial zones’ rather than mass production methods typical of the late 19th and the early 20th centuries. Finally there is Pinchbeck’s (Pinchbeck, Ivy, Women Workers and the Industrial Revolution, 1760-1970, Oxford: OUP, 1981) survey of women workers in the Industrial Revolution as well as that by Horrell and Humphries  on labour force participation, and histories of gender relations. Further the works of Rose and Clarke (Clark, Anna, The Struggle for the Breeches: Gender and the Making of the British Working Class, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995) have all added immeasurably to our understanding of the social and economic consequences of British industrialisation.
Industrialization: Social Impact
For over a century, discussion about the social impact of industrialization in Britain was dominated by the so-called “standard of living debate”. This was a dispute between “optimists” who believed that industrialization had improved life for the majority of working people, and “pessimists” who believed that it had made their condition worse. The first salvoes in this controversy were fired during the course of early industrialization itself. The scholarly debate, however, began with the two volumes by Hammond & Hammond (1917 and 1919), which detailed the harsh conditions to which mine and mill workers were subjected in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. In their picture, the abuses of child labour, long hours, and employer tyranny were compounded by the squalid, unhealthy conditions in which the early industrial workers had to live. While little in the Hammond’s indictment was entirely new, their combination of eloquence and erudition seemed to clinch the pessimist case.
In 1926, however, Clapham noted a discrepancy. Recently collected wage and price statistics showed that the purchasing power of a typical worker had risen by 60 per cent between 1790 and 1850, just when the pessimists depicted them as suffering the most. Unable to account for this puzzling disparity, the Hammonds rested their case on qualitative evidence. But, with the entry of a new generation of economic historians, such as Ashton, more quantitative evidence was collected and the optimist counter-argument gathered steam. In 1954 Hayek edited a stirring manifesto in which optimist paeans to the “trickle down” of early nineteenth century capitalism were offered as antidotes to the Third World socialism of the twentieth century.
Within a few years, however, a younger generation of Marxist historians had entered the fray, restoring life to the pessimist argument. In 1957, Hobsbawm launched a critique of Clapham and Ashton. heir arguments on real wages were remarkably flimsy, he contended. They depended on post facto cost of living indices that were questionable, at best. On the other side, Hobsbawm offered three types of quantitative evidence which, he claimed, supported the pessimist case: 1) the extraordinary highs of unemployment during cyclical downturns, which meant that many workers were either on short time, or out of work; 2) the consistently high levels of mortality in industrial cities, which did not decline significantly until the 1870s or 1880s; and 3) statistics on meat sales, which suggested a decline in per capita consumption during the first half of the nineteenth century. In 1961, Hartwell originally published his vigorous critique of Hobsbawm, taking him to task for slippery language, and disputing his statistics on meat consumption. Not only did working-class incomes rise absolutely between c.1790-1850, according to Hartwell, but their share of the national income increased, even in relative terms. This last conclusion had been endorsed by few other scholars, and it was disputed in 1969 by Perkin, who was otherwise inclined towards the optimist camp.
In fact, Perkin’s path breaking synthesis demonstrated that the whole standard-of-living debate was too narrowly formulated. By the 1960s, it no longer afforded an adequate framework for handling the many threads of analysis and discussion which had proliferated around the ‘condition of the working class’ theme. The social impact of industrialization could no longer be reduced to a single column of pulses and minuses. For it involved the complex interaction of a host of related but disjunct social processes – industrialization, urbanization, modernization, proletarianization,  - through which the entire society of 19th century Britain was being transformed. A few economic historians continued to generate new wage/price indices, fabricated with elaborate econometric techniques. These did not fundamentally change our understanding, however, and had only a marginal effect of the historiography. The standard of living debate ended in a stalemate because those involved with it were asking incongruent questions. As a result, they had generated inherently conflicting and contradictory data, which could only be reconciled within a larger interpretive frame.
The most influential pioneer of this enlarged perspective was E.P.Thompson, who argued that saw data such as money wages gained economic significance only in the context of the social relations in which they were enmeshed. A worker might earn a higher wage than his pre-industrial predecessor. But, if he was also stripped of his customary rights, his craft, his home, or his garden, and forced to move to a polluted, overcrowded slum, where everything had to be purchased for money, and where his family would be alternately underemployed and overworked, this would not be seen as an improvement: ‘By 1840, most people were better off than their forerunners had been fifty years before, but they had suffered … this slight improvement as a catastrophic experience’.
E.P.Thompson’s broad vision of capitalist transformation and working-class formation was an inspiration to many social historians of the younger generation, but his own work, with its emphasis on the moral economy and artisanal dispossession, tended to push the question back into the 18th century, rather than foreword into the industrial capitalist age. Here it was the problems of proletarianization and urbanization which seemed more relevant. Of course cities pre-dated industrialization (the first factories and iron works were sited in the country). The age of steam, however, brought cities and industry together and made possible – for the first time in history – a fully urbanized, industrial society.

Since the 1920s sociologists and geographers have begun to theorize ‘urbanization’ but historians have been slow to engage with their work. The first major attempt to trace the rise of the industrial city in 19th century Britain was that of Briggs. His aim was to strike a balance between delineating general trends and processes, while still respecting each city’s uniqueness and individuality. Manchester, with its cotton economy and its stark class polarities, was the ‘shock city’ of the early 19th century. At mid-century, however, Birmingham, with its more diverse economy and more graduated social structure, prefigured the search for consensus characteristic of the high Victorian age. Industrialization came late to London, which Briggs chose as emblematic of the social changes of the 1880s and 1890s.
Briggs’s seminal work inspired more specialised studies, some of individual cities, others concentrating on particular problems or themes. In the first category, Smith’s study of Birmingham and Sheffield and Daunton’s of Cardiff stand out. In the latter category Kellett examined the impact of the railways on urban development, and Burnett began what was to become a trilogy on housing, diet and unemployment. Dennis opened up a new vista onto social geography and Lees focused on the problems of Irish immigrants. Laquer showed how urban Sunday schools afforded working people a means of educating their children and coming to grips with their new environment. Harrison, in a classic work, showed how the culture of temperance played a comparable role for working-class adults. While these studies, in some respects, confirmed the findings of the earlier pessimists, they also suggested that many of the worst conditions were better understood as the growing pains of over-rapid urbanization, rather than as contradictions inherent in the capitalist mode of production itself. Even Wohl, with his dark picture of urban squalor and pollution, tells a story of remediable evil, once sewerage, sanitary reform, clean water, and slum clearances finally brought the urban mortality rate down.
Viewed in this light,urbanization can appear as a kind of self-correcting dynamic of benevolent ‘modernization’, at least over the long period: the breakdown of the old society opens the way for its successor. For a time, in the early days, the new society seems crisis ridden, and out of control. Eventually, however, it finds it sown maturity, and the earlier problems and dysfunctions are outgrown. In 1959, such a theory was actually proposed by Smelser who saw the working class unrest of the 1820s and 1830s as the consequence of ‘growing pains’ in both pre-industrial production and the pre-industrial family. After the 1840s, he contended, these disturbance symptoms’ disappeared as a new equlibria in the family and in the industrial system were achieved. Perkin’s major work, which traces the breakdown of the ‘old society’ through ‘a revolution in social organization’ to’the viable class society’ of the mid-19th century, is an even more remarkable and sophisticated version of this approach. For Himmelfarb, by contrast, the road to modern industrial capitalism involved disentangling the enduring realities of poverty from the ideological images of class. The poor suffered primarily because of their own ignorance and immorality: what they needed, above all, was to change their behaviour. By tracing the rise of culture of respectability and its permeation through the urban, industrial working class, F.M.L.Thompson told the other side of this story.
To those who approach the problem of social stabilization from the Thompsonian and?or Marxist perspectives, such an approach can never be entirely satisfactory. Based on some notion of liberal, industrial capitalist self-correction, it neglects the structures of capitalism which sets the limits to reform and class collaboration. It also downplays the role of class conflict in bringing such social reconciliation about. In a new study of class relations in Victorian London, Jones showed how the structural problem of casual labour placed limits on metropolitan elites’ ability to enact liberal reforms. The slum clearances so loved by sanitary reformers only intensified the urban overcrowding they were supposed to alleviate. In a comparative study of three industrial cities during the early 19th century, Foster traced the linkages between workers’ consciousness and organisation to the class structures of economic exploitation in which they were a part of. The’liberlization’ which occurred at mid-century was not, in his view, an inevitable outcome. On the contrary, it was contingent on the suppression of a proletarian vanguard, and the agreement of a working-class elite. While rejecting Foster’s theory, Koditschek also examined the correlation between working-class exploitation, poverty, culture, politics, and ideology in Bradford, the centre of the worsted industry. He showed how the roots of mid-Vctorian stabalization could be traced back to the experience of early Victorian social struggle. Liberalism, in its very triumph, he contended, absorbed some elements of the working-class radicalism which it defeated.
This line of enquiry had a good deal of merit. Its main problem was to over emphasize class as the central social dilemma of industrialization, thereby neglecting the ways in which the social consequences of the industrialization have played themselves out. Three recent studies have begun to rectify this defect. Valenze has shown the devastating effect industrialization had on working women’s economic position and Clark has demonstrated the role of gender in the making of the British working class. Finally Rose has shown how an alliance between working men and their employers, in the later 19th century, became the basis for another variant of mid-Victorian stabilization. Stabilization, thought of in this light, was grounded in a masculine strategy of gender exclusion, and the marginalization of working women to the low-waged sweated trades. The mid-Victorian stabilization was a critical factor – when pessimism began to give way to optimism and the problems of early industrial capitalism were recast in more manageable forms. For this reason, however, it was a moment which defies any simple explanation, and must be approached from different angles, in a variety of ways.
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Historiography: The Decline of Heavy Industry
Although the most severe decline of heavy industry in the UK took place after 1914, the causes of the decline clearly lie in the nature of the historical process of industrialization in the UK. This created a set of cultural, financial, commercial, and educational barriers for a group of industries seeking and ultimately failing to modernize. Although the nature of these barriers is contested, there is some consensus at least that they include the peculiar reliance on stock-market financial investment, a cultural aversion to risk, and a failure of governance systems to overcome these barriers.
This emergence of decline is dealt with by Kennedy, who notes the apparent paradox of an economy that produced massive technological advance in the Industrial Revolution, underpinned by a commitment to free markets, at the same time as massive oversight of emerging chemical and electrical engineering technologies ceded future markets to overseas competitors. Early entrepreneurs tended to be practical and experienced men with little ability to incorporate new scientific advances into their own products, condemning existing products to obsolescence. The weakness of the electrical engineering business hindered subsequent mechanization of heavy industries, as did the cost of electricity and the surplus of labour, which reduced the incentive to automate production in a range of heavy industries, notably coal mining, steel production, and shipbuilding. Central to the problem, and recurrent in all the analyses of the demise of heavy industry, was the financial system that arose in the transition from merchant to industrial capitalism, which still bore the scars of the South Sea Bubble, and for which stability, not reward for risk, was the organizing principle. Any link between industry and the banking system had previously been broken through a rash of localized banking collapses. The resulting highly centralized banking system had a formal separation between banking and industry, increasing reliance on short-term Stock Exchange for investment capital at a time when the UK was losing long-term advantage to its industrial rivals, the United States and Germany.
This analysis clearly suggests that an array of factors are responsible for the decline of heavy industry, and Coates seeks to disentangle the casual factors in parallel with the premise that even had heavy industries been exemplary successes, there would still have been considerable employment loss, and thus decline must not be seen in terms of the mere loss of jobs. Rather, the problem should be seen as one of industrial succession, where industries failed to lay the foundations for their future success and diversification, creating technological, organizational, and financial asset set with the potential to exploit emergent markets, technologies, and territories. These problems were exacerbated by the political exploits of both a left wing obsessed with the support of jobs, and a right wing similarly obsessed with national efficiency. The net effect was to delay necessary modernization until all but the most successful elements were unsalvageable, and the consequences of the restructuring were experienced by localities that faced sudden unemployment shocks, which further undermined economic mitigation. Most interestingly, Coates observes that the reasons for the decline have been continually reinterpreted by both left and right, and that histories of industrial decline must be seen in terms of the political agendas of their authors.
The historians Costello, Michie and Milne feel that finance and the weakness of management was used by the left-wing to initiate a programme of nationalization and regulation. They argue that the significant decline of heavy industry in the UK came in the 1950s and 1960s, when the government failed to enforce restructuring in industries made deceptively profitable by a period of short-term growth fuelled by postwar reconstruction. Increased global instability in the 1970s exposed the weaknesses of poorly managed and inefficient UK heavy industries against global competitors. This was exacerbated by the distortions associated with imperial delusions, reducing civil expenditure on research and development, and placing modernization in the hands of a small group of defence companies. When restructuring came, it was borne primarily by poorer peripheral regions, and the recovery of the 1980s was concentrated in the south of the country, stressing the important dimension of the decline of heavy industries.
Similarly, redwood argues from the point of view of the right wing, in particular the aim of influencing the second and third Thatcher administrations (1982-90). Redwood stresses the failure of public corporations to learn the lessons of private companies that have successfully moved away from traditional loss-making sectors into new, profitable areas, leading to economic success. This failure is demonstrated by the massive sums of public money spent on the support of the public sector, which could have been avoided by learning from the private sector. First, successful change requires swift, decisive, and often unpalatable action, which the government, embodying the interests of its constituents (maintaining employment), is poorly positioned to do. Second, diversification requires investment, undermined by Treasury miserliness, in a range of cases leading to a failure to capitalize on once-decisive technological and market advantages. Third, the state cannot afford the range of potential successes that small private firms offer, and government action tends to be concentrated in prestige, large-scale, high-risk, and highly vulnerable projects, and in the support for declining industries with little developmental potential.

Beyond the obvious politicization of such economic histories, Weiner attempts to offer a cultural explanation of the decline of heavy industry. In particular, although much has been written bout the negative role played by labour militancy, Weiner examines the attitudes of the elites, the industrial bourgeoisie. While civil war and empire disrupted the pre-industrial aristocratic cultures of Germany and the United States, the main industrial competitors of the UK in the early 20th century, the continuity of elite power gave Victorian culture a ‘Janus-faced’ nature. The aristocracy offered an inspirational way of life for capitalists, rationalizing the best use of ‘wealth acquired in industry to escape from it’. Finance and the civil service were seen as much more fitting employments for the upwardly mobile young, but the most remarkable effect of this reconstruction of the aristocratic was a belief in a divine right to manage, the perpetuation of class divisions within the firm and the justification of a half-century or more of poor management decisions which ultimately must be blamed for the decline of heavy industry.
The cultural approach assumes that the structural barriers faced by heavy industry coalesced into a system that embodied and reflected the culture of the time. Dintenfass takes exception to such an assumption, and argues that although there were problems with education, technological development, finance, and commercial practices, they did not integrate into an ‘anti-industrial’ culture from which heavy industrial decline necessarily followed. Although there were problems with the provision of technical education, industrial investment finance, and British export salesmanship, this did not predestine heavy industry to failure. Rather these factors interacted with the failure of the financial sector to take a managerial role within the heavy industries and provide them with the necessary stability to make the adjustments required to sustain their 
The cultural approaches take a rather instrumentalist view of the state as the representative of particular interest groups. Newton and Porter deconstruct the role of the state in managing industrial change, in which any kind of intervention represents a deviation from a governmental system for which laissez-faire policies have been the norm for two centuries. Thus intervention has required the creation of an interest coalition within government, and the opportunity of a crisis to legitimate action directly counter to the neo-liberal orthodoxy. The decline of heavy industry has been the result of a failure to construct political and parliamentary coalitions of sufficient durability to make the necessary changes, particularly reconciling the differences in financial, labour, and party political interests. The post-World War I reconstruction movement foundered on rapid price inflation and the collapse of Lloyd George’s coalition government. Wilson’s national Plan, initially founded on highly optimistic assumptions, was undermined by the reality of simultaneously high inflation and unemployment, culminating in the IMF crisis of 1976 and leading to the installation of the Thatcher regime with a mandate to end the crisis at almost any industrial cost.
Although explanation of the decline is important, historically the decline has had highly geographical concentrated impacts. Checkland charts the confluence of the various factors, a failure to invest, labour disruption, and weak management, and their consequence in the creation of a disembodied and rootless manufacturing economy within many areas of South Wales. Although there were systematic government weaknesses at a UK scale, inappropriate intervention was directly responsible for the failure of the steel industry to modernize, and the abandonment of automobile manufacturing in many areas of the UK. The structure of the housing market served to centrifuge the professional population, and urban modernization emasculated slum communities, relocating the residents in satellite districts devoid of the bases of social activity – cinemas, libraries, pubs, and clubs. Although curtailed in 1975, the book is very good in foretelling the highly location-specific effects of the ultimate demise of heavy industry in the UK, and the highly divisive effects on communities with variations in income, health, housing, and education.
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The Location of Industry
One way of explaining the location of industry in the 18th and 19th centuries is the concept of proto-industrialization Berg, Hudson & Sonenscher takes this as the essential starting-point for the location of manufacture. A key element of the debate about industrial location is the question ‘At what geographical level should the discussion take place?’ Why Britain? Why South Wales? Why Llanelli? etc.

Joan Thirsk in a very succinct and detailed analysis of location in 1500-1750, she dismisses explanations based on the availability of raw materials and transport, and refuses to ‘propound a theory for the situation of rural handicraft industries which can be applied to them all’. Her intention is ‘to enumerate some of the common factors which seem to be present … to suggest that attention be paid to them in any future study’.

At whatever level, writers tend to differ in identifying factors which affect the location of industry. A major debate revolves around the locational significance of raw materials, particularly coal. John Ulric Hef, in 1932 in The Rise of the British Coal Industry, felt coal to be of great significance and Pollard calls it ‘the major locational factor’, complaining that theoretical economists or economic historians had a tendency to ‘underrate the significance of such natural resources, possibly because they do not fit into neat theoretical schemes’.
Writers unimpressed by coal as a central locational resource include Moky – ‘of secondary importance’; Berg – ‘coal resources by themselves were not enough to explain industrial transformation’; and E.J. Hobsbawm. Neil Evans, on the other hand, is impressed with coal.

Water is equally favoured as a locational resource, both as power and as a processing agent others prefer to concentrate on transport; soil and agriculture or capital supplies.
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