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Tapani Kananoja 

LETTERS  OF  UNO  CYGNAEUS  AND  OTTO  SALOMON 

Jyväskylä the 22nd of June 1877 - 1st of January 1887

The following tests are translations and commentary of letters between Uno Cygnaeus and Otto Salomon kept in Helsinki University library. The language of the letters was originally Swedish. The letters have been used in order to show the standpoints of Cygnaeus and Salomon in development of handicraft education but they are the only ones, which have been preserved of the correspondence between the two gentlemen. 

The letters of Uno Cygnaeus (1810 - 1888) have been handled by historians of education before. Cygnaeus had a large correspondence because of his work, travels and international relations but also with his former students who were teachers all around the country and started the new school system, which he had founded. 

The letters between the two Nordic handicraft (‘slöjd’; ‘sloyd’) development authorities, Uno Cygnaeus, a Finn, and Otto Salomon (1849 - 1907), a Swede, have not generally been known in Finland by the handicraft education researchers who mostly have quoted the secondary references only. The thorough history and analysis of Otto Salomon written by Hans Thorbjörnsson (1990), also lacks the letters from Uno Cygnaeus to Otto Salomon. This is because in the 1930s Aukusti Salo, professor of education in Helsinki University, sent a research assistant to collect the letters and bring them back to Finland in order to be preserved here; most of the the letters also were translated in Finnish. Another researcher, Jussila, later on catalogued the letters.

The original letters have been kept in the archives of the library of the Faculty of Education in Helsinki University, but researched, as far as it is known, mostly only by the general education historians, eg. Gladh (1968), Halila (1949), Jussila (1968; 1974), Ottelin (1934) and Nurmi (1988). Some handicraft educationalists have also done it, e.g. Laurila (1912) and Harni (1951).

Uno Cygnaeus is mentioned in the international educational literature as the first educator in the world who introduced handicrafts to school as a compulsory subject among other researchers by Allingbjerg (1983), Bennet (1937), Brubacher (1966), Grue-Sørensen (1961), Kaiser (1974), Myhre (1985), Olson (1963), Pabst (1907), Raapke (1995), Reincke (1995), Tsiantis (1989), Whittaker (1964), Wilkening (1970). 


In Finnish Handicraft Education doctoral level research Cygnaeus has been handled at least by Anttila (1982), Autio (1997), Kananoja (1989), Kantola (1997) and Suojanen (1991); most of them, however, only mentioning him as a second hand reference. 

Most of the letters found now are written in 1881 - 2. There are some years during 1877 - 87, when no letters have been exchanged, and years, when Cygnaeus was continuously active, but did not get any answer from Salomon. Why, can partially be found out in the texts; in some cases because of sickness, sometimes because of disagreements about the ideas. However, along the years the ideological disagreements were smoothly agreed - or at least forgiven.

At the time of the letters Uno Cygnaeus was from 67 to 77 years of age. Otto Salomon was younger, from 28 to 38 years.  The old age of UC is seen somewhere in the texts in repeating the same issues, and sometimes the meaning of the sentences also disappear in the nice words. 

Both of the gentlemen were enthusiasts for practical education. The background of them was, however, different. Both of them were intellectually active, having studied education quite individually. OS lived in Nääs, South of Sweden and was trained to be a gardener. UC was a priest and worked as a priest and teacher in St. Petersburg in the Finnish church and in Alaska in an immigration society for years. OS was financed by his relatives to do the work he chose; UC was hired by the government - actually by the Russian Czar - to collect information about the education systems in other European countries and to make a proposal for the Finnish Folk School. That proposal for the Government was the basis for the law about folk schools (1866) and for the law about teacher training. In these laws handicrafts (slöjd) was mentioned the first time as a compulsory subject in the world and was given an independent position as a school subject. Later on Cygnaeus was nominated in The National Board of Education as the first and only Chief Inspector responsible for the Finnish language Folk Schools and the respective teacher training institutions, ‘Seminars’.

The idea of the Finnish Folk School was revolutionary in many ways. Finland had been under the Swedish regime for about 500 years (up to 1805), and Swedish still was the official language of the country. Later on Finland had an autonomous status in the Russian Empire (1805 - 1917), and the Czar felt sympathy towards the poor, undeveloped country. Also ideas to have the full independence were growing in Finland, and in that sense the national education system teaching the own language was urgently needed. Cygnaeus was later on given the honorary title of ‘the Father of the Finnish Folk School’.

At the time of the letters Sweden already had the national folk school created by Thorsten Rudensköld (1842), ‘the Father of the Swedish Folk School’, whom UC knew and mentions - and criticises for lack of handicrafts education in a letter in September, 1881. As well UC was disappointed about the reception of his message in the other Nordic Countries. However, his work was admired by many, and especially his former students were true believers in his education ideology. 

I had the opportunity and an honour to serve as a government official, Chief Inspector, twenty years at the National Board of General Education, at the office, which Uno Cygnaeus created about 100 years earlier. He was my early colleague, the first - and at that time the only - Chief Inspector. As well (Handi)craft Education is a combining factor; he started it; I was working for it for the longest period, twenty years, in the country as the supervisor at the central administration. The more I read about Uno Cygnaeus, the more I admired the unbelievable work he had done. Some of his experiences also resemble mine; e.g. the disappointments about the slow progress of the reforms and the sometimes not so understanding attitudes around, especially, when you retired. During my school years I naturally had heard about him from the teachers like all the Finnish children, as the Father of the Finnish School. 

I hope that this paper and the celebration we dedicate this week will be understood as an honorary gesture for a Finnish educator. He can still be honoured because he is mentioned in the world history of education as the only Finn. The idea is not to try to re-introduce or admire the old imitative Craft or Industrial Arts Education. However, in order to develop the things further, we have to know the roots. In the rapid development of the modern societies the gap between the real needs for education and the everyday reality in the schools is in danger to grow. Education systems always have been realised on conditions of the older generation. Quite many of the old findings can be misunderstood, if the original connections and emphasis are not sought for.

Interesting when reading the letters between Uno Cygnaeus and Otto Salomon, is naturally also the position Uno Cygnaeus had and has globally and how he was understood or respected or not respected by the closest neighbouring countries. 


In PROSPECTS, a UNESCO document in 1993, Otto Salomon and Thorsten Rudensköld are mentioned as Education Innovators, but not Cygnaeus. This must be understood as a lack of information from Finland but proper activity from Sweden to the document writers; not as the truth about the value or the order of significance of the three innovators. 

LETTERS  IN  1877:

(possible underlining in the original letters)

During the first year the letters mostly handle the beginning collaboration between the two gentlemen. The first one is a letter from OS to UC (22. June), with which OS after a trip to Jyväskylä thanks for the hospitality and asks for the photo of UC to be published in his documents. 

In his reply (3. July) UC is grateful for the appreciation and emphasises the importance of meeting the ‘…members of the former brother nation with same kind of interests in common important problems like handicrafts if the folk school’. 

OS has during his stay in Finland been satisfied with the ‘spirit and methods, which are applied in the schools’ and hopes that they will be generalised also in Sweden. He invites Finnish teachers to work in Sweden, especially a female teacher to teach in his handicraft school. The first exchange teacher, Ingeborg Lundgren, is hired in 1877. UC tells about being grateful for that and for the writings of OS about handicraft, which he had received and promises to use them as the basis for the becoming Finnish sloyd models. 

The 28th of October in 1877 the concern of UC is ‘educational matters’ and he states, that even if OS considers handicraft (slöjd) school and folk school as identical, UC wants to keep them separate; folk school as the common basic school of the society, handicraft school as a vocational school:

‘Even if we agree, that sloyd is important in the folk school, I think that the handicraft methods must be substantially different in the common folk school and in a special vocational school. In the former, handicrafts must be considered and handled fore mostly as a formal means of civilisation and organised accordingly, that the aim will be development of child’s sense for form and beauty and general dexterity, and the drill of craftsmanship of all the possible work will be avoided. In the handicraft school the aim must be dexterity in various crafts and practising it in order to secure the sale and economic profit of the products. The former concept of the aim of crafts has the natural development connection to the pedagogical system of Pestalozzi and Fröbel, and it should have the undeniable importance.’

No letters from two following years can be found, between the 28th of October 1877 and the 18th of November 1879. In 1878 Uno was, however, inaugurated as the Honorary Doctor in Education in Uppsala University, Sweden. That is handled shortly in 1877 (3. June) but not at all later. The gentlemen should have met each other in Uppsala, and the proposal for honorary nomination for UC should naturally have been made by OS.

(one year between)

LETTERS  IN  1879:
The 18th of November 1879 UC writes to OS, thanks for a letter from OS and for the 3rd booklet in the publication series ‘Sloyd School and the Folk School’ which he had received, but with no further comments.

On the very same day also OS is writing to UC. He handles the previous letter from UC to a Finnish teacher in Nääs, where he had expressed his idea of the difference between the Finnish school handicrafts education and the Swedish handicrafts school:

‘Mr. Chief Inspector seems to think that we have different opinions concerning this matter. I do not, however, believe, that this should be the state of affairs, but I am afraid, that the reason for the misunderstanding possibly is to be found in my indistinct expression. My idea, when I have the identification of handicraft school and folk school as a hopeful aim, is, that special handicraft schools should not exist, but that handicrafts education, which undoubtedly is most important for the pupils in the folk school, should remain as it is. Handicrafts education can so affect at the same time as formal means of education at the same way than the other subjects in the school. Here in Sweden we really have made progress in the handicraft issue recently; and it is a great pleasure to find out, how one school after another begins to introduce handicrafts in their programs.’ 

The 22nd of December 1879 UC writes to OS beginning with thanks especially about the appreciation from abroad, ‘because from the home country there have been difficulties to get it’. As well UC thanks for the appreciative statement about women as teachers in Finland, because ‘they are the joy and proud of my heart’. This letter shows some disagreement growing between the two gentlemen: 

‘And then some words about our different conceptions about handicraft school and folk school. According to my idea the Folk School is a common educational institution, the Handicraft School a vocational school. The aim of the former one is to produce general education and promote the development of moral characteristics of the learners; Handicraft School aims at acquiring such knowledge and skills, which are needed in a certain life career. Handicraft must be taught in both schools as a subject, but in the Folk School it must be handled as the means to formal civilisation, which aims at the development of sense for form, taste and beauty, and that is why only that kind of handicrafts are appropriate, which promote that central aim. In the Handicraft School the aim of handicraft education is to give the highest possible practical professional skill in certain handicraft professions, why practising is coloured more by drill, without which the technical fulfilment cannot easily be reached. That is why I think, that it is better to separate the schools clearly from each other, but to keep handicrafts as an important subject in both of them, even if it will be handled substantially differently. That is my view, but even if our views are different, we fully agree about the importance of handicraft in school. I would even claim, that handicraft education also must be introduced in secondary schools, because it has an important task, even if up to now rejected, in educating developmentally.’

LETTER IN 1880:

The 16th of April in 1880 OS writes to UC about the different opinions: 

‘Concerning the Handicraft School and it’s status I dare to be fully and permanently convinced of us being fully at the same track and that the disagreement mentioned before is only semantic. The way of thinking I am trying to develop in my pedagogical lectures in the subject for my students, is: Handicraft School is like Folk School an institution giving basic education. It’s aim, does it work together with or separately from the Folk School, is not to develop any skills in one or more arts of handicraft in the students, but only (and this is not of minor importance) to give them general readiness of hand, in the other words skill to use hands in useful work, to teach them order and carefulness and to plant in them the will and love for work, so that it will have the pedagogical meaning forward. This power handicraft education really has, not least in it’s characteristic to become a powerful tool in the hand of an experienced teacher in waking up the attention and interest of the child. Conversely no institution, the aim of which is to give the pupils real skilfulness in the different crafts, is a Handicraft School in the real sense of the concept. The title, the meaning of which is anyway of second order, could also be Craftsman School, Work School or Technical School. With a wish I once expressed, that Handicraft School and Folk School could be identical, I only meant that the independent Handicraft School should disappear, and instead it should fully be amalgamated in the Folk School, which so should also have the aims of the Handicraft School.‘

(one year between…)

LETTERS IN 1881:
(The letter dated the 15th of May 1881 from UC to OS seems to be mixed with another letter sent one year later. The archives have written two dates in the (two copies of the) same letter; the presumably more appropriate original date being the 15th of May 1882.)

The 29th of September in 1881 UC writes to OS. This letter is somehow the ‘programme statement of Uno Cygnaeus’ and clarification of his ideas. It is a lengthy reply to a letter from OS the 5th of September 1881, which letter is however not included in the archives.

UC tells about his childhood how his father brought him to different kinds of workshops in order to wake up the interest in handicrafts. At 12 years of age UC also ‘had the skill to use knife and lathe in woodwork and also general dexterity, which was very useful later on in life.’ When UC began his education studies it was perhaps just because of the background why he wanted to become familiar with the efforts of the Philantropic School in order to introduce handicraft to the schools:

‘I believed, however, immediately to have understood, why these efforts did not succeed. The Philantropists handled handicrafts in school very craftsman like and left it to be taught by journeymen and other craftsmen, who without any pedagogical training practised it like a craft fully neglecting the pedagogical, educational, meaning of handicrafts. 

After becoming familiarised more thoroughly with the writings of Pestalozzi the idea of handicraft as a formal educative tool in school became clear to me. As is generally known, Pestalozzi started a fight against the old scholastic grinding away and the conservatism of thoughtless memorisation and presented as an improvement among other things the ‘object-lessons’ and generally a teaching method educating through observational, developmental approach. It is also well-known, that Pestalozzi himself and even more his blind imitators fell in so called observation, thinking and speaking practice in tedious, empty blabbing, which was everything else but not developmental, pedagogic. So came Fröbel and stated, that observation is not enough for a child when trying to understand with sight and touch the artefacts and to describe them, but the children must be taught as early as possible to give form themselves for what they comprehend with their eyes and to produce something through their own work. For this Fröbel created the play tasks, which at first consisted of a ball, a cube and as a mediator a cylinder; further basketry, construction with joints, drawings, sticks, etc.’ 

UC further praises the Fröbelian idea of play in developing the observational skills, sense of form and ‘certain general dexterity’, how these were excellent for ‘younger children and especially important in the beginning of the school’:

‘But, when these tasks mostly handle only even surfaces, and dexterity gained through these is not anymore appropriate for the older children and youth, I think, that (strictly keeping in mind the principle about using handicrafts in school as a tool for formal civilisation, as an aim to try to develop a sense for form and beauty and general dexterity, which takes the responsibility for greater strength exertion, certain handicrafts, suitable for older pupils, should be introduced into school, fore mostly woodwork, wood turning, forge work, basketry, etc. Naturally this does not mean, that the folk school should aim to any greater artistry in different crafts, or that the products should compete with the industrialists… - 

Also another mistake of Basedowian School must be avoided, handicraft education must not be considered more as refreshment and play than as a real educational medium…- The teacher must have both theoretical and practical know-how in his / her training just like in the other subjects, covering: 1. The appropriate concept about the meaning of handicrafts as a formal educational medium and, 2. Learning those grips, which are needed for proper guidance in the subject’.

UC tells about the pedagogical trip offered by the Czaristic Senate in 1858 to the Middle of Europe. He emphasises that he already had the idea of the meaning of handicraft education from the middle of Europe in the 1840s. At first UC came to Sweden, visited many Folk Schools and Stockholm, Örebro, Gothenburg and Helsingborg. He tells having expressed everywhere for the educators he met, ‘with the warmth of his interest and conviction’, his own:

‘…perhaps in the eyes of many, not mature, but exentric efforts for reforms of education and school institution, the need for better education for women and girls, reforming reading methodology to analytic - synthetic method, and stated the meaning of handicrafts as a formal educational means, etc’. 

Among the persons he met he respectfully and gratefully mentions count Thorsten Rudensköld: ‘Also my proposal for introducing handicrafts education to folk school was welcomed enthusiastic, even if the proposal was something quite new.’

In Copenhagen, where UC was ‘extraordinarily welcomed’ by some bishops and educators, the handicraft proposal was not considered as much as for example in Gothenburg. The colleagues were too much afraid about the possible influence of Germany considering the other pedagogical ideas: ‘As well the handicraft issue was in Denmark, if possible, even more strange than in Sweden.’ 

Only in Hamburg the proposal was approved and welcomed, especially by an old friend, Dr. Wilhard Lange, ‘a real Pestalozzian - Fröbelian - Diesterwegian’. Likewise the proposals were approved by the Fröbelians in Berlin, among others the old Diesterweg. The best understanding of handicraft UC got from Dr. Georgens in Vienna, who himself tried to realise the thought ‘through work for work’ in his institution in Levana. In Switzerland the proposal got less support, because at that time Fröbel was not appreciated there, ‘even if Switzerland is the country of Pestalozzi and the modern pedagogy’.


UC tells further about trying to introduce handicrafts in seminars and folk schools when he after his return was nominated to be the founder of the Finnish Folk School System, and how the ‘well educated educators opposed it, but how the success came with the first lecturer of handicrafts in Jyväskylä with satisfactory results’. After three years of ‘experimenting’ (1863 - 66) they participated in an educational exhibition in Stockholm successfully. Also later, in 1868, in a folk school meeting in Sweden, Örebro, the Swedes, but also the Danes and the Norwegians, were positive for the exhibition. 

UC complains also that no conversation about the meaning of handicrafts happened, just like a few years later in Norway, Kristiania:

‘We thought therefore with security, but, however, without boasting, that we can claim, that the thought of handicrafts (or slöjd) in the folk school was for the first time expressed and realised in our poor country. Taken properly it will have a new connection to the system of Pestalozzi - Fröbel. The success of the idea has been quicker in other countries, especially in Sweden, because of reasons, which are easily explainable, when one knows our (Finnish) circumstances. 

The core of the idea and the realisation and the reason for our front line position in this matter is that we have the idea of the folk school as a formal means of civilisation, where the pedagogically trained teacher takes care of handicraft teaching. It is not done by a craftsman without any pedagogical training, not during extra hours, not only as recreation, because all this will destroy the meaning of handicrafts and gets lost when searching the pedagogic influence to the Youth.’

In the following UC handles the expression 'formal means of education’: ‘…there has been talk that it should only be a slogan brought from Germany without a meaning.’ This UC cannot understand or acknowledge. All teaching in school can be given in different meanings, in: 

‘…industrial, aesthetic and military purpose forgetting and neglecting the pedagogic aim, and just here is the great and harmful mistake. In school the pedagogic, educational aim must be the main target, so, and only so the folk school becomes a general education institution to form life in general, not only towards special aims, which is the task of the vocational school. In general school there should not happen any education by chance (educatio ad hoc). The general, high aim of the folk school is education of mass, the deep rows, to real humanity in a national sense.’

UC regrets that he cannot give satisfactory answers to some questions made by OS in the last letter:

‘…because handicraft education is realised slowly in Finland, classrooms, tools and models are lacking - sometimes also visions and enthusiasm. After this we wish a better success, because now only a graduated teacher can be nominated.’

Then there is some personal information: ‘…my strength is decreasing but work is increasing like avalanche…’  - UC was already 71 years of age.

The 7th of November 1881 UC writes again to OS after getting no answer to his earlier letter, tells about the tighter political (Russian) pressure in Finland and uncertainty about the future. UC relies, however, on the fact that ‘in Finland nihilism, socialism or alike would never function’. He sends then a letter to Anna Roos, a Finnish teacher hired in Nääs, but as well she is not answering, maybe because of solidarity for her employer.

LETTERS  IN  1882: 

(8 letters from UC; 4 letters from OS, one of them missing, another one concerns only the travelling funds for a teacher coming to Nääs)

The 25th of January in 1882 OS writes to UC about functions in Nääs. OS welcomes Finnish participants in the courses in Nääs and offers continuity for the Finnish female teachers. 

The 15th of May in 1882 UC writes to OS thanking for the letter from the 6th of May (which is not preserved) and refers to another letter from the 23rd of January (which cannot be found either), expects the publication of Salomon’s booklet N:o 4 and is grateful for free vacancies for Finns in the handicraft courses in Nääs.

UC underlines the status of handicrafts (sloyd) as an equal subject in the programme of every folk school, and not craftsman like but as a formally educating means, which aims at the development of sense of form and eyes and practising general dexterity. Added to that UC repeats and emphasises the folk school as a general education institution, the task of the handicraft school as vocational. The folk school, ‘the basic school of the society’, ‘basic school’ must be taken the greatest possible care of by the government and the nation organising it to be free of charge as a common school ‘for the noble and the common, for the poor and the rich,’ 

The girls’ schools must be strengthened with well educated teachers, so the home schools 

might function more properly in the future. - UC handles also the teacher exchange programme from Finland to Nääs, the high standard of handicraft education in Sortavala seminar and the pupils’ artefacts, which will be sent to educational exhibition in Moscow.

The 24th of June in 1882 OS writes to UC:  OS ascertains, that: 

‘…the Finnish teachers returning for the courses at Nääs can proof, that the handicraft seminar (Nääs) aims to consider handicrafts basically in the same way than in the Finnish seminars and folk schools, in other words, just as Mr. Chief Inspector wants’. 

OS also refers to his new publication which is coming in the series, ‘…which confirms this’, and 

OS has: 

‘…dedicated it to the man, whose discussion with good will only clarified me the understanding of the meaning of handicrafts as an educational means, which I have a long time, but not clearly, pointed at, and which naturally still is more important to me, that - when Mr. Chief Inspector in his Goodness has agreed with the thoughts in my humble book - I will know, how Mr. Chief Inspector will consider those principles, which I have heard about, to be understood properly and used accordingly in that system of handicraft in the folk school, which I have tried to create. Because - I hope I am allowed to acknowledge this - one of my warmest wishes is, that that small publication, in which I have tried to handle that important thing with words and deeds, to wake up interest, but I would be given the honourable credit: ‘He belonged to the School of Uno Cygnaeus.’ 

That the thought of handicrafts as a practical subject in the folk school is gaining more area also in other countries, is confirmed for example by participation of teachers in courses at Nääs from Norway, Denmark, Germany and France. A delegation sent by the Government of France to study the measures for handicraft education in different countries, has just left Nääs after an 8 days visit. Handicraft education is according to the newest education laws in France compulsory in every seminar and folk school.’ 

The 8th of July in 1882 UC writes to OS as a reply to a letter from the 24th of July, 'which I would have a lot to say…’; thanks embarrassed for the unexpected appreciation... Added to that there is some information about the teachers coming to work or to participate the courses at Nääs. The same routine information is the main content in the next short letters: 

the 23rd of July 1882 (UC to OS); 

the 28th of July in 1882 (UC to OS); and the 

7th of August in 1882 (OS to UC). 

In August 1882 UC to OS: UC emphasises: 

‘…the satisfaction, that he has had the possibility at least a little affect for realising the great thought, education of the nation, the becoming generation, for productive work through work. -  I do not undervalue mental work, or working with brain, work of the educated and the official, but also the so called rough work of hand must have a spiritual (mental?) motive and aim, moral value. The nation, the core of the society, needs higher education in order to get higher, moral, spiritual spring and power for work and life, so that it becomes fruitful for the development of the moral of Humanity. Also the ones who think that they are the better people, must learn, that our Lord has given hand for us as the most useful thing in life. - General dexterity is important for everybody, for the noble and the common, both purely materially and especially also because everybody having such a valuable treasure should understand better respecting its value also for other people. So work becomes an honour and the solution of the fight between Capital and Work will become easier.’

Then UC handles the publication dedicated to him ('Slöjdskolan och folkskolan', N:o  4). He expresses his gratitude that ‘…Mr. Salomon has almost the same understanding about handicrafts in the folk school than I have had soon already for half a century or more than 40 years.’ 

The main thing is, that handicrafts must be considered as a formal means of education, 

which has a pedagogic (educational) meaning. - This is followed with a repetition of the basics of the importance of handicrafts; UC refers again to authorities, Pestalozzi and Diesterweg, but this time also to Herbart, about the educational effect of handicrafts: 

‘…practising the eye, sense for form and hand, not for a certain form, profession or grips but generally in order to learn symmetry, order, punctuality, neatness and the skill of the general grips of hand... So affection and love for work and respect for that kind of action, which is called ‘rough handicraft’ will be reached. - In schools handicraft should not be practising mechanical skill and amusement or play. Only in Kindergarten handicrafts is play like all the other things, but play with deep meaning!! 

I agree with Mr. Salomon about the idea of handicrafts in the folk school as a means to civilisation among many other means. For me it is, however, impossible to agree with understanding of handicraft school and folk school as synonymous.’ 

Here the basis of UC’s argumentation is ‘our school’, Pestalozzi, Fröbel and Diesterweg. On the opposite side he sees the schools of Jesuits, which aimed in the folk school at preparing the pupils to higher, selected, schools. ‘Those schools should disappear as an unsuccessful system.’

UC’s idea of small children’s school was that the Protestant Church had generally 

emphasized the duties of home and parents concerning child care, and: ‘…the Finns had from Sweden a holy tradition to read with children at home or at least to take care about their reading skill.’ - ‘Mostly the aim is only the mechanical reading skill, but when the girls’ schools will develop, the skills of the mothers will develop also.’ - Schools for small children UC proposed only ‘in emergency and in exceptional situations, not generally’. UC also still emphasises the difference between the folk school and the handicraft school, general and vocational. In Sweden UC tells to have awaken astonishment about his experiences:

‘Folk school has developed with big steps already from 1858, when I for the first time was acquainting with the education system and found out, that in pedagogic and especially in methodological concern they were much more far away than I expected. That was why the aged Father of the Swedish folk school gave me a flattering word of fame ‘that I had nothing to learn from Sweden’. (I did not see observational teaching, analytic - synthetic reading method was not known, the meaning of handicrafts was not known, etc.) I cannot be without expressing my fear, that combining (mixing) the folk school and the handicraft school can further the materialism, which today is more and more effecting. There is a danger, that if the deep rows of the nation lose the ethical, moral basis, which the folk school is giving through it’s whole spirit also by turning the direction of the school inwards, when the handicraft school is geared outwards, to practical life, and materialism will get more and more power.’

(A letter from OS to UC is missing from here)

The 28th of September 1882 UC writes to OS sorry after reading the last letter of OS, because he found out that OS felt himself insulted…: ‘…about the remarks about the new publication ‘Sloyd school and the folk school’, No 4, which, however, has gained appreciation from many directions...’ 

This follows by expression of joy…: 

‘…about the publication and Mr. Salomon, who has been recognised as the most prominent and enthusiastic promoter of the issue. As well I have been glad for Mr. Salomon having the same understanding about the use of handicrafts in school as a formal means of civilisation with pedagogic, educating aims, which I already have for 40 years nurtured, and that Mr. S. has expressed this understanding of his own with nearly same words than I have used, even if I have emphasised more the eye, education, civilisation, development of sense of form…’

UC handles again the good old basic principles of handicrafts education: 

‘…waking up the emotions towards beautiful, harmonic forms, etc. The other side of handicrafts education emphasises practising order, neatness, etc.’

Pupils’ own activity, referring to Fröbel, gets support here as well as general dexterity - ‘if the aim is not certain craft profession or fine arts.’ UC finds out that he and OS share the same principles, so they should agree with applying them, and still emphasises his understanding about the pedagogic meaning of handicrafts and the importance of pedagogically trained teacher. One of the differences is the economic aim of vocational education (of the handicraft school). The skills must be learnt fully in order to make living on them. Here UC uses a German expression for ‘because of national economic circumstances’ (Volkwirtsschaftlicher Verhältnisse wegen), and tells the Germans preferring that.

‘This is my understanding, and this has it become during already soon half a century, and at the age of 72 years I have no reason to change my point of view but only to try to realise the idea in my home country as well as I can and the difficult circumstances let it happen. By us everything happens relatively slowly… - 

In Sweden the proceeding in the folk school and handicraft issues have gone generally much further than by us; but on the other hand I want once more to remind, that in 1858 - 59, 1866 and 1868 during my trips and my visits in Sweden, Norway and Denmark I could not find any marks of using handicrafts in any school of those countries and neither did I succeed to do propaganda for this idea for the teachers of those countries… - Therefore I have to assume, that whole the issue was strange for the mentioned persons.’

The 11th of November 1882 UC writes again to OS about the similarity of him and Salomon in understanding school handicraft and the joy of it. UC complains the remote position of Finland. He ‘believes to have discovered’, that handicraft education development both in Germany and in France is going to a totally wrong direction and application. The aim in those countries according to him is to exercise certain handicrafts thoroughly in order to give productive skills, which can create cottage industry and give opportunities to gain living and a source of taxation for the capitalists. With this kind of a system free and intelligent people will not be educated; there are already examples of that in the world; vestigia terrent; those examples should not be followed. 

‘Handicrafts should not aim to educate masses to run the machines and to increase poverty, but to develop God’s image in the human being by developing, civilising, educating.’

UC has heard, that OS has succeeded with handicrafts in Estonia ‘…better than UC in Finland…’ 

(Letter from OS is missing from here, compare with the text of UC in the following)

The 23rd of December 1882 UC writes to OS apologising: 

‘...for the unfortunate misunderstandings, which all have been caused unconsciously…’ UC handles his previous letters, his satisfaction about Mr. Salomon’s agreement with his philosophy of the formal education media of handicrafts, his disagreement about the idea of having the concepts handicraft school and folk school as synonymous: ‘…but, please, no hostility is necessary’ (‘darum keine Feindschaft!’). Then UC tells how he according to the request of OS told about his observations of handicrafts in Denmark, how handicrafts was non existent in Sweden and in Denmark even in 1858 - 59 and in Sweden neither still in 1961 - 68. UC had heard about the noise of Mr. Riding Master Clausen-Kaas towards OS ‘as a close neighbour’, and UC knew, that Clausen-Kaas had performed in Germany as the inventor of the new wisdom (‘Erfinder der neuen Weisheit’). UC decided:

‘…to write to an old friend Dr. W. Lange and remind him being a real Fröbelian, about my work to introduce handicrafts in the  folk school and to clarify the education problem ‘through work for work’ (‘Erziehung durch Arbeit zur Arbeit’), which was the main aim of my pedagogic trip. - In a friendly letter, by all means not written for publicity, I happened to quote clearly and saw nothing bad in it, the name of Mr. Salomon as the first one I know who has introduced the idea of handicrafts. - That my friend W. Lange took the liberty to publish the private letter, could be complained, but let us forgive it…’ 

UC translates the sharp writing of Lange about honorary duty as forgivable thing. UC again presents his gratitude to OS for the attention given by him to UC about handicrafts. UC undervalues his own meaning and emphasises, that he ‘worked hidden like a mole’, but warmly the Swedish acknowledgement, which has achieved some reputation also in the home country:  

‘Many of our great men explained already from the beginning on, that my folk school system had a wrong basis. - Our school system proceeds utmost slowly, especially also handicraft education, compared to the success of Mr. Salomon.’

OS had asked UC to write a letter to W. Lange about his straightforward writing. UC promises to do it but is doubtful about the possible gain: 

‘The acquisition mentioned can by no means lessen the great assets. No educator, who knows the circumstances, can ever recognise Otto Salomon, the Creator of Nääs handicraft seminar, from those statements.’ 

UC warmly thanks for the booklets of OS he has received, because also UC always will get some recognition and publicity through them. Otherwise only ‘the talkative silence is the usual method to welcome the recognitions here…’

(3 years to the following one!)

LETTERS  IN  1885:
The 7th of March in 1885 UC writes to OS: 

‘Even if our correspondence has faded away already a long time ago, I will however once more at a late evening in my ¾ century life write some worthless, scattered lines to Mr. Salomon and thank for the good will, directed often to me also because I happened to be mentioned by Mr. Salomon respectfully in many of his varied writings. Especially I thank for the warmth and interest, with which Mr. Salomon has understood the idea of handicrafts as an educational tool. Honestly I have the opportunity to wish luck for the quick progress, which the handicraft efforts have had, and for the well-earned acknowledgement, which Mr. Salomon himself has earned, and for the reputation, which You have achieved for the Swedish handicrafts. I have still more joy about the progress, which the diligent efforts of Mr. Salomon have had, which, I think, reveal, that Mr. S. has later more and more moved to that understanding about handicrafts education as an educational tool and those principles exercising it, which I already soon for half a century have nurtured, and which I have kept with the stubborn Finnish attitude during all those aberrations of the handicraft idea, which in different places have been so noisy about themselves...

In one and other things we, however, do not agree. The idea of Mr. S. about folk school and handicraft school as synonymous is not right for me.’

Then follows the analysis about Folk School again as an institution for general, handicraft school as a vocational education; the former as the common basic school, based on the Bible and moral principles...

‘ The former… should form the basic school for all… It is paid by the society and is based on religious ground, on Bible and moral principles… but added to that it must have a practical aim in order to educate for life… Practical handicraft is the best one among the ones, which promote that aim, however, only as a formal means of civilisation and taught by a pedagogically trained person. In handicraft school teaching will more or less be practising, and the teachers must be trained aesthetically, artistically or in handicrafts. Added to that I keep on saying that it will be one-sided to sat that only one art of handicraft, for example woodwork according to a certain series of models would be enough, when also many other forms of work can become just as much formally educating, developing the sense of form and producing general dexterity. Our results show satisfactory results, but the isolated position of our country is the reason that we are not so much talked about. Only Mr. Salomon and somebody else have found our hidden corner.’

The 2nd of October, 1885: Uno writes to Otto: 

‘My old friend and protector! Nowadays I am more or less like a free nobleman because of healthy reasons, but, however, diligent enough to scribble something I take your valuable time to demand still looking at the old man’s bubbling in the discipline, which we with the same warmth, but with different capability and success have both represented, the boys’ school handicraft.’

Then Cygnaeus tells about a new committee working on handicraft education, about a new handicraft school found in Finland along the Nääs guidelines, which has gained a lot of popularity. He refers his first ideas presented in 1857 and as the next stage 1863, when the first teacher training seminar was opened with handicrafts after long and fierce polemic arguing and as the next step launching handicraft in school in 1866. Cygnaeus also tells about the difficulties to spread the message in other Nordic countries.

From Vienna Cygnaeus had got some criticism from Mr. Rousche, who has been reporting about the Finnish innovation but very critically, for example mentioning that the ideology is there, but the realisation has not been satisfactory, and even if handicraft education is compulsory, it is not realised in the schools. Cygnaeus sends a statistics to Salomon about the situation in the schools. Unfortunately that statistics is not yet found again. According to the defensive statement of Cygnaeus, handicrafts had been realised in more than half of the schools.

The 2nd of December in1885 Otto writes to Uno. (In three years this is the first letter from Otto to Uno... - as well a couple of letters might have been lost in between...)


Salomon is grateful for the statistics he has received. He congratulates Cygnaeus for the success in Finland for generalisation of handicrafts education, which he has followed keenly. 

‘It shows undoubtedly, how the seeds sown by the Creator of the Finnish School during many decades more and more bring ripe fruit. We other ones, who wish to be able to affect in order to reach the same aim, only walk the same road, which You, Mr. Dr., have marked.’

Then Salomon handles the women teachers, how they have been taking over the boys handicrafts education in Finland and then also in Sweden. Salomon thanks for the invitation to Helsinki in a handicraft exhibition, ‘where he already had planned to come, but where he did not dare to believe to be welcome, but is now finding, that he was wrong.’

LETTER  IN  1886:

In June in 1886 Uno writes to Otto handling the exhibition in Helsinki, with which also the Czaristic Family seemed to be satisfied, and gave the medals, but how the high officials were envious about that. Cygnaeus writes again about handicrafts as an educative subject, but now also as a social necessity and about some of his most loyal followers and colleagues, which have been active and able to continue the realisation of the ideas. 

Cygnaeus handles as well the discussions ‘about the father of the handicraft idea’, how that discussion is not necessary, and mentions the ingenious work of Pestalozzi and Fröbel, which he has been following. Some of the eager people trying to realise the subject ‘have not felt important to know the noble idea and its immeasurable social meaning, but without further thought taken the idea and hit on the stone so desperately, that one has had to shout: God save me from my friends, with them who oppose me, I can possibly manage.’


Then Cygnaeus handles education of the working class and the ‘possible threat of slavery at the materialism of the machines’, and how important it is to teach all to work so that one also learns to respect work of the other ones. So could the differences and ‘mutual envy’ between the social classes be diminished.


Cygnaeus still compares the Swedish handicraft school as a vocational institution to his folk school as a general school. He tells about a doctoral thesis about the observational method of Pestalozzi, which has been approved in Finland.


Date July the19th 1886 - the letter continues...:


Cygnaeus tells glad about a new German publication, which he has got from the publisher, ‘sent to the old friends of educative work education’ (Den alten Freunde des erziehenden Arbeits Unterrichts); Robert Seidel’s 'Work education as a pedagogical and social necessity, and at the same time a critic towards the statements made against it’ (Der Arbeits Unterricht eine pedagogische und sociale Nothwendigkeit, zugleich eine Kritik der gegen ihn erhobenen Einwände von Robert Seidel. Mollis Kanton Glorus Schweiz.). ‘In all that despising and intentional setting aside, which I have experienced in my own country for more than 20 years also for work education both from the educated and from the uneducated, feeling a joy about that kind of appreciation might be forgiven.'

LETTER  IN  1887:
The 1st of January, 1887 OS writes to UC (the last letter): 

'My aim has for a long time been to give a sign of life from myself, send with some lines an honouring regard to Mr. Chief Inspector and from my whole heart thank for the kind and as always a beloved letter, which I have got in the summer. On the first day of the New Year I want now fulfil this my duty in order to be able at the same time to send my best wishes for the New Year. If the words of Rousseau are true, when he somewhere says: ‘Living is not just breathing, it is functioning’, so Mr Chief Inspector surely has a long life behind, but also the number of years is great, and that, that Mr. Chief Inspector still could live long in order to find out, how his ideas and initiatives are spreading more and more, and they will root, for which realisation Mr. Chief Inspector has given his whole power of manhood. There are not so many, who could look behind at such a life, such tasks given by the All Mighty, that somebody, who can do so, would be given to do that a long time. Considering now especially that detail about the great idea of teaching, where humble me have had some opportunity to work, it is especially dear for me to be able to find out, that the pedagogic handicraft (slöjd), which means using the corporal work according to the guidelines by Mr. Chief Inspector as a means for formal civilisation, continuously gives me joy with it’s good success. I know unfortunately well, that Mr. Chief Inspector has at least formerly had an idea that I would not have worked exactly in the same direction. Now I believe however that I have shown enough, that it is however so, and that my honourable teacher - as such I have always dared to keep ‘the father of the Finnish folk school’ - therefore will be pleased to share my joy with me about the success of the common effort. I say ‘common’, because even if our paths have been a little separate, the aim - development of the child to become a skilled creature - has always been the same. Here in Sweden this is proceeding in big and even steps. Handicrafts (slöjd) will be introduced as optional subject not only to many folk schools but also higher institutes, and also for girls. In the daily schedule we should also have now introduction of handicrafts to teacher seminars, something, where Finland already is a long way in front of us. Delighted is to tell here, that just the pedagogic line becomes popular at the same time than the so called ‘practical school handicraft’, as a start for rural crafts (cottage industry?), which similarly both basically and in practice as a minor success will become deleted. Mr. Palmgren, who last year had some speeches in Helsinki, will in Sweden soon be alone as some kind of sole pioneer of this ideology.

It is now my first year after 1877 with no Finnish female teacher. I really belong them very much. To me they were always living greetings from the neighbouring country across the Baltic. Up to next summertime we wish however to hear again the Finnish dialect spoken as a token for that, that also here in the handicraft teacher seminar we think also the Finns participate, and attached also a scheme in Finnish about the basics, according to which we are working. 

In the hope, that I could continuously be closed in the friendship of Mr. Chief Inspector, 

Really Honouring, Otto Salomon.’

CONCLUSIONS / SUMMARY

Uno Cygnaeus and his work had a good reputation in Russia, Sweden and Germany. Also his work was admired by the Norwegians and Danes. However, Cygnaeus expressed quite often his disappointment about the reception he got in the other Nordic Countries. In Sweden Otto Salomon was a very skilful follower and realised the ideas in his own way. With Estonia the handicrafts education connections were mostly made by Salomon.


The core of the message of Uno Cygnaeus is Education for Work as the basis for technological education. Another basis is Democratic, Moral and Religious Education through acquainting every child with real work. With Art Education or Art as such Cygnaeus did not want to integrate Handicrafts.

The relation between the Cygnaeus and Salomon seems problematic sometimes. Cygnaeus seems to have been the teacher, Salomon the apprentice, not always so obedient. The latter respected the former and voluntarily adopted a lot. The scheme of work by Salomon seems not to have changed, however; it is vocational, bound to techniques, up to the end, even if Salomon frequently expressed his ideas to be the same as the ideas of Cygnaeus. The 212 pieces of newsletters, ‘Slöjdundervisningsbladet’, published by Salomon in 1885 - 1902, also handle the relations of the ideologies. One of the numbers, 1(33)/1988, is dedicated to the memory of Uno Cygnaeus. In that newsletter Salomon cordially describes his work and tells about his trip to Jyväskylä in 1877. A picture of Cygnaeus is also published there; unfortunately with no information, if that was the one which was ordered by Salomon already in 1877; probably so.

The relation between the two gentlemen was also quite human. There are examples alike even today about the problems to replace the previous authority. Mostly it is not easy; the ghosts of the older experts, professors, or statesmen in politics, usually remain in the premises. Developing and giving opportunities for new generations is of course necessary. Joining in the ideas of the previous writers is the easiest way to get ideological support and basis for research or work. Forgetting to mention the references publicly is one of the human possibilities. Inheriting the Chair needs behaviour skills, dedication to the subject matter, discipline, not only fight for individual survival.

In the collaboration or comparison of the two Handicraft Education authorities, Uno Cygnaeus and Otto Salomon, the essence of the work of both of them can anyway be extracted and both of them respected for the valuable lifetime work. Continuing the work on the national basis has been a challenge for both of the countries. Also challenging is to find out the international connections or impact of the work.
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APP.


WORD  FREQUENCIES  

(in the translation from Swedish to Finnish: 9376 words; 20 typed pages)

Word frequencies give some evidence of the topics of the letters: 

The discussion concentrated a lot on general education systems, on founding the new Folk School in Finland. Teacher training and handicrafts education were, however, top topics also.

The language was always very polite according to the manners in that time between officials; 

‘Sir’, ‘Mr.’ and ‘Chief Inspector’ were used normally.

Concerning the old authorities, Fröbel, Pestalozzi and Diesterweg seem to be the only really used ones. 

Mostly handled countries were Finland and Sweden. Concerning School systems, the secondary schools are mentioned only once. ‘Basic school’ and even ‘comprehensive school’ were talked about just like hundred years later in the Nordic Countries;  Sweden having Comprehensive School system in 1962, Finland in 1970. Referring this we have to emphasise the modernity of the basic idea of Cygnaeus to educate the whole nation.

Word frequencies:

- general:

school (‘koul…’)
271

folk school

108

teach…

95

handicrafts

78

Sir / Mr.

71

educ..(‘kasv..’)
64

study…

61

pedag…

44

handicraft school 
36

thanks…

32

devel…

31

school inst.

20

vocation…

21

social…

18

 moral 


11 practical

11

Chief Insp.

11

girls


9

boys


9

model


9

basic school 

9 

technical

8

spirit


5

religious

5

apologies…

4

education institution
4

cottage industry
3

theoretical

2

religion

2

comprehensive school
2

ethical


1

Capital


1 

secondary school
1

- authorities:
Fröbel


15 

Pestalozzi

11

Diesterweg

4 

Rousseau

1


- countries:
Finnish

36

Swedish

30

German

9

Danish


7

Norwegian

4



