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ABSTRACT
During the last couple of decades, a seemingly quiet revolution has invaded 
the field of craftsmanship. Wrongly attributed to a realm ontologically 
opposed to those of innovation and technological advancement, crafts today 
have entered the digital infrastructure. 

Fulling the desire of improving the human experience, craftsmanship is 
probably the most primordial kind of technology. Still today the latter 
plays a fundamental role: as an object, it serves a culture by evolving with 
and through the evolution of values, beliefs and technology of a given 
community; as a movement it stands for one of the finest types of knowledge, 
combining the physical with the intellectual experience. 

Combining the traditional values of craftsmanship with a tendency towards 
more futuristic scenarios, such as open-source platforms, full automation and 
consumer-led participation, the new Digital Craft movement is more than 
just technological change. It is about redefining the craft practice above the 
parameters of the handcrafted objects and building the premises of a new 
evolution of crafts’ value and role within the contemporary global society.

The here presented body of research will critically analyse the implications 
carried by the new craft, once again challenging the factory systems, for the 
achievement of a future strategy that positions craft at the core of the most 
imminent societal debates. 
 



CONTENTS   DESIGN RATIONALE

  INTRODUCTION 

7

9

  I. The Complexity of Craft 

  II. Difficult Objects  

  III. The Digital Collision 

  IV. The Idealisation of Craft & Technology  

12

18

24

30

  CONCLUSION 

  BIBLIOGRAPHY 

  LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS  

39

36

43



6

Politics & Poetics Chapter Title

DESIGN RATIONALE



7

Politics & Poetics Desgin Rationale

Inspired by the dichotomous nature embodied by the digital craftsmanship, 
the design aims to symbolise such dualisms through the shape of a catalogue. 
Starting from the most evident dualism, that is the fusion of the physical and 
the virtual, the catalogue presents a variation of white and transparent paper 
which best exemplify the materiality and the ephemerality both characteristic 
of the Digital Craft production. The choice of see-through paper is also due 
to the willingness of representing the sense of transparency, one of the most 
significant trends in our society thanks to digital technology, as opposed to 
the tacit knowledge embodied by traditional craft. 

The design is also inspired by the theories of ‘Horizontal Individualism’ and 
‘Horizontal Collectivism’ by the sociologist Triandis and  Gelfland (1998). 
The first one symbolises the concept of ‘seeing the self as fully autonomous, 
and believing that equality between individuals is the ideal’; the second 
one exemplifies ‘seeing the self as part of a collective but perceiving all the 
members of that collective as equal’ (Triandis and Gelfland, 1998). 
Hence, the layout of the book comprises of an alternation of A5 (white) and 
A6 (transparent) paper to strengthen, together with the idea of materiality vs 
virtuality, the concept of individuality and collectivity. 
One of the core element, repeating throughout the here presented thesis is, 
in fact, the interpretation of craft as both an individual object and a collective 
movement. The movement, which strives for a ‘flattering’ of the world 
through the use of digital tools, instead carries the complexities of a currently 
vertical society. 
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Moreover, the front cover is enriched with a jewellery piece made by 
intertwined metal wires inserted in a triangular shape, representing an 
abstraction of the ‘network society’ (Castells, 2005) that still lives within a 
quite hierarchical structure. Such choice emerges from the need to configure, 
through the most outstanding element of the designed object, the contrast 
between craft (given by the handmade jewellery piece) and industrial 
production (represented by the use of metal as the material implied in the 
creation of the adornment). The jewellery structure can be detached and 
worn like a pair of pin-on pendants.

Design Rationale

INTRODUCTION 
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Waves of technological innovation determine numerous questions regarding 
the nature, the work and the future of humankind. Hence, the collaboration 
between tradition and innovation can be assumed as a fundamental agent 
in regards to the evolutionary pattern. In the climate of the current digital 
revolution, once again we are asked to negotiate between emerging 
technologies and traditional systems towards the formulation of new possible 
scenarios.

The last couple of decades have seen the introduction of a particularly 
revolutionary technology: the 3D printer. Such innovative tool, also known 
as ‘additive manufacturing’ (Grimm, 2016), challenged the traditional 
manufacturing system by offering an automated ‘digital workflow’. Offering 
an alternative to the costs, the processes and ultimately the controversies of 
the factory work (Micelli, 2016 p.28), such technological revolution carries 
today plenty of implications that go beyond its simple functionality. 

Having been re-appropriated by a new movement of digital artisans, the 3D 
printer has become the symbol of the emerging Digital Craft, one of the most 
recent encounters between two seemingly opposites: craftsmanship and 
automation. If the first industrial revolution determined a long lasted fracture 
between manual and mechanical labour - between practical and intellectual 
skills -, today the combination of virtual spaces, computation, and the 
Internet of Things (Petrelli, 2017) is challenging such historical fragmentation 
by creating an entirely new scenario for handmade practices. 
By merging the essence of traditional craftsmanship and the values of the 
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making to support sense of self’ (Wallace, 2007) - jewellery making is going 
to be used as a recurrent example to provide the reader with evidence in 
regards to how the digital is challenging the material.

Starting from the traditional dichotomy existing between the handmade and 
the machine-made, the body of research aims to demonstrate the necessary 
interconnection between such apparently distant fields basing its theories on 
the works of experts such as Peter Dormer (1997), whose work particularly 
interests the evolution of crafts through technology.
Moreover, inspired by Tim Dant’s (1999) study on material culture as a social 
agent based on a contemporary interpretation of Marx and Baudrillard, a 
direct correlation between the technological development and the attributed 
value of crafted objects is established. The latter can’t be neutral entities 
as they influence and are influenced by social, economic, political and 
ultimately technological factors (Dant, 1999). Having put the foundations 
through which the analysis takes place, the last two chapters will aim to 
provide the reader with a broader understanding of the current movement 
of the Digital Craft, taking as pillars the works of professors Sandra Alfoldy 
(2007) and Ann Marie Shillito (2013). The creative trend is representative of a 
new way of approaching creativity and, at the same time, is the proclaimer of 
a social movement active towards the realisation of a sustainable and ethical 
mode of production. 

The title, Politics & Poetics, alludes to the double nature of the theme here 
analysed respectively the political and the poetic. Digital craftsmanship, on 

new digital means of production, the Digital Craft movement reformulates 
the role of crafted objects, placing them beyond the folkloristic sphere, and 
positioning them at the core of the new on-demand and digital economy.

The latest technological revolution of the means of production has 
inspired the here presented research, which aims to investigate the digital 
reformulation of the politics of craftsmanship. As the physical component of 
crafts come to be substituted by the ephemerality of the digital means, which 
are the implications carried by craft? (Bottomley, 2001). The here presented 
research, through the lens of material culture, assumes the crafted object as 
the starting point of the investigation, both in regards to its production and its 
value proposition. 

Due to the broadness of craft and the different approaches taken by 
academics in defining its nature, it has been assumed as crucial, for the 
comprehensibility of the scope of the research, to approach craftsmanship 
from a specific angle that is jewellery. First of all, the latter appears to be in 
line with the here discussed topic for its inherently political identity. Beyond 
carrying the physical configurations of personal values,  jewellery is also a 
metaphorical representation of power relationships by being a relic of social, 
economic and political status. Secondly, compared to other fields of making, 
jewellery, for long firmly rooted in its handmade tradition, is probably one 
that mostly has been challenged by reinventions of its aesthetic, function 
and value. Drawing mainly from the research of Jayne Wallace - whose 
work explore ‘the potential of jewellery, digital technologies and the act of 

Introduction 
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the one hand, representative of a new artistic movement aimed, similarly 
to the Arts & Crafts, at making accessible the aesthetic of the emerging 
digital tools, on the other, it becomes instrumentally used for higher political 
purposes. Hence, for the debate’s dichotomous nature, the core methodology 
of the thesis is based on the study of William Morris and the Marxist 
research of Piketty (2013) and Wilkie (2011). Such choice has unconsciously 
encouraged a dual approach to the subject matter which is here discussed 
through a creative standpoint when debating about the greater artistic 
possibilities given by the fusion of the digital with the craft, and through a 
political position in the development of the final argument regarding the 
idealisation of craft and technology. 
The relevance of understanding the implications of the Digital Craft 
movement lays in the materialisation of the finally achieved cross-
contamination between industry and art, a current social and economic 
phenomenon. David Pye, in the book The Nature and Art of Workmanship, 
claims that there are two distinct kinds of workmanship: the ‘workmanship 
of certainty’, reliant on the accuracy of machines, and the ‘workmanship of 
risk’, subject to failure as conducted by the human hands (Dormer, 1996, 
p.137). By rendering the crafts’ know-how, without discarding of its maker’s 
touch, into an efficient and distributed and collaborative digital system, 
digital craftsmanship sits in between the two concepts described by Pye. 
Thanks to this hybrid nature the following paper aims to develop a study on 
craftsmanship’s role within the current technological advancement, placing 
thus crafts at the core of today’s most important debates, contributing to not 
only economical but also social and cultural advantages.



The Complexity of Craft
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Individuals build the collective consciousness through a series of associations 
influenced by culturally derived biases which evolve through time and reflect 
the values and beliefs of a given society. Drawing from Stuart Hall’s study on 
symbols (1997), culture is the outline of a ‘system of representation’ which, 
through visual juxtapositions, creates meaning and value. Accordingly, 
for example, gold is mostly everywhere around the world a symboliser 
for wealth which translates into jewellery’s old role of mediating power 
relations between groups of people. Communication is, therefore, built 
on the juxtapositions of symbols, which aren’t necessarily of immediate 
comprehensions like the proximity of gold and wealth. Contrarily, new 
associations are continuously formed, according to social and technological 
advancements. Hence, they require time to be established within the 
collective consciousness. In such a way, the imaginary surrounding 
craftsmanship is of the same nature, hence following a specific line of 
associations of ideas, values and beliefs that have contributed through history 
in shaping people’s knowledge and experience on the subject. To better 
understand craftsmanship’s implications and meanings today, the following 
chapter intends to analyse craft’s evolution concerning machine technology 
and how such development has influenced its notion today. 

For instance, crafts result to be of immediate connection with anything 
that is skilfully made by hand. In the book The Craftsmen, Richard Sennett, 
professor of sociology at the London School of Economics, defines craft as 
a ‘basic human impulse, the desire to do a job well for its own sake’ (2008, 
p.9). Such definition finds itself as being part of a long tradition, started ©
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human activity as it actualises the maker’s will into the physical produced 
outcome. In the Culture of Craft, Peter Dormer (1997) writes how ‘craft 
restores for us the connection between making and using’. The hand thus 
represents the essential tool in the practice of craftsmanship. As the poet 
Octavio Paz puts it: 

Since the thing is made by human hands, the craft object preserves 
the fingerprints - be they real or metaphorical - of the artisan who 
fashions it. These imprints are not the signature of the artist; they are 
not a name. Nor are they a trademark. Rather, they are a sign: the 
scarcely visible, faded scar commemorating the original brotherhood 
of men and their separation. Being made by human hands; the craft 
is made for humans hands: we can not only see it but caress it with 
our fingers (Paz, 1974 in McCullough, 1996). 

Indeed, the hand’s praise within the practice of craft does not stand as an 
adversarial judgment against technology but instead aims to prove that 
defining craftsmanship as concerning only with handmade products can be 
reasonably reductive.   

In Abstracting Craft, a book investigating craft in the digital realm, Malcolm 
McCullough defines tools as ‘a piece of technology, or applied intelligence 
for overcoming the limitations of the body’ (1996, p. 59). Following such 
reasoning, Philip Vannini (2009) proves that technology is ‘a practical 
application of knowledge’ or ‘a manner of accomplishing a task’. Taken 

with the first industrial revolution, of defining craftsmanship as being a 
‘natural’ and ‘humanly authentic’ practice as opposed to the cold products 
of the assembly line. Glenn Adamson (2013), in fact, defines craftsmanship 
purely as an invention of the modern industrialised society. Representing a 
contrast to modernity and the aspiration to the values and hopes of more 
humane life, we can state that people ‘bring certain expectations to the 
crafts’ (Johnson, 1997, p. 295). Such assumptions have influenced the 
production and assimilation of craftsmanship through time, making it seem 
distant from innovation and technology. The notion that crafts ‘belong to 
a vanished world before the machine’ (Sennett, 2009) appears to be very 
much rooted in today’s imaginary too. As explained by Christopher Frayling, 
today more than ever, brands exploit the common associations with the term 
craft to ‘reassure their anxious customers’ by evoking the values of the ‘pre-
digital days’ (2011, p. 9). Therefore, the concept of ‘abstract mechanisms of 
computers’ becoming endorsed in ‘non-computer contexts’ (Busch, 2006) 
still struggles to find its way into the shared imaginary. If in the collective 
consciousness craftsmanship predominately exists in opposition to machines, 
it is expectable that the concept of ‘digital craftsmanship’, by involving 
the use of the computer, appears difficult to establish as one of the already 
institutionalised arts of making.

Taken merely as an activity, craftsmanship is an inherently sensorial 
experience. Through touch and the supervision of an expert eye, artisans 
materialise their creativity in the shape of beautiful, unique objects. Hence, 
the material foundation of making is what makes the latter an inherently 

The Complexity of Craft
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these definitions, we can understand how the hands themselves are tools 
and thus the most primordial and instinctive form of technology, as they 
manipulate the outer world most advantageously thanks to the intellect’s 
guidance. In The Nature of Technology: What It Is And How It Evolves, Brian 
Arthurs (2010) states that ‘technology starts with an observation of natural 
phenomena. It seeks to replicate or mimic these to amplify their power, 
and comes to be organised in architectures that include sub-systems and 
components’. 
Similarly, a goldsmith, consciously or subconsciously, exploits at its 
advantage the body of formal knowledge surrounding chemistry, for the use 
of metals and leagues, or engineering, to understand how to manufacture 
well functioning and ergonomic jewellery. 
For the know-how, the skills and the tools implied in the production of any 
crafted object we can finally state that craftsmanship necessarily embraces 
technological knowledge too. 

After having given ontological reason to the relationship between 
craftsmanship and technology, we must take into account another crucial 
aspect surrounding machine production and handicraft. For its intrinsic 
relation to the physical dimension, artisanship has been primarily considered 
inferior to other creative practices such as design or fine art, which 
traditionally have been seen as highly intellectual ones. Although, such 
classification is part of the few misconceptions laying around craftsmanship’s 
language and originating from a restrictive separation of skills and practices. 
The central stigma in the collective imaginary is especially the idea that 

The Complexity of Craft
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to have particular resonance at this time, as we witness the intensification 
of digitised information technology’. Certainly, the growing digital culture 
somehow enhances the Aristotelean theory on the nobility of sight, the 
intellect’s intermediary, to the detriment of the tactile perception (Philpott, 
2011 p.55). Indeed, digital devices, by substituting human control and 
actions in many tasks with automated systems, are believed of having created 
a ‘degree of de-skilling’ (Edwards, 1997 p.348 in Harrod, 1997). Our online 
and highly visually saturated culture results in a lack of dexterity in the 
physical and offline world.  In such a way, slowly abandoning the traditional 
studio work, many artisans now choose to work primarily from their laptop 
to create unique pieces with their hands on a touchpad and their eyes on a 
screen. More than ever, in fact, craftsmanship has been challenged by the 
introduction of new technologies, like the 3D printer or Computer Numeric 
Control (CNC) devices, which ask makers to question the notion of ‘making’ 
itself and reformulating the traditional imaginary shared on crafts.
Indeed, the gap between the online and the offline world produces what 
many researchers define as a feeling of ‘nostalgia’ for a primordial form of 
interaction with reality which also results in a ‘crafts revival’ (Frayling, 2011). 
If on the one hand such feeling has given artisans more visibility in the 
contemporary market, on the other it has positioned again craftsmanship as 
a remedy against the sterility of mechanical reproduction. This idealisation, 
as mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, follows the historical 
interpretation of crafts as ‘mitigating factors of modern life’ (Adamson, 2013).  
Although, such mission confines craft and its philosophy. 

The Complexity of Craft

the means of technology are distinct to those of creativity (Loedding, n.d in 
Ricci, 2015). Sennett (2009) extensively argues, in fact, that the dichotomy 
surrounding the separation of craftsmanship and technology - manual skills 
and intellectual competencies - is a wrong preconception that finds its roots 
in a long historical tradition. Hence, he writes: ‘History has drawn fault 
lines dividing practice and theory, technique and expression, craftsman and 
artist, maker and user; modern society suffers from this historical inheritance’ 
(Sennett, 2009). 

Despite the complex debate around craftsmanship’s inferiority to art or the 
separation between the physical and intellectual dimensions,  craft has 
always played a crucial and somehow necessary role in the realm of human 
activities. During the last couple of decades, in fact, labour historians have 
started to give more recognition to such art, ‘placing craft as a process, 
practice and approach as a unique form of knowledge and intelligent 
making’ (Press & Cusworth 1998 in Wallace, 2007). Thus, as anticipated 
at the beginning of this chapter, the belief that ‘ever-improving technology 
replaces craft’ incorrectly represents the latter’s ability to reinvent its forms 
and values within technological advance (Dormer, 1997 p.3). Accordingly, 
new types of crafts, such as digitally made crafts, are continuously invented 
in response to social, political or economic changes.

Proving the legitimacy of the marriage between the handmade and the 
machine-made Johnson, in the book Obscure Objects of Desire by Tanya 
Harrod (1997, p.294), claims that ‘the sensuousness of the crafts would seem 
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Considering the unstoppable growth of digital tools, the real argument within 
the crafts community today should move from a ‘simple standoff between 
hand-work and machine-work, especially as craftspeople are now likely to 
see machines as simply sophisticated tools that they may or may not wish to 
use in particular circumstances’ (Edwards, 1997 p.348). Among experts, in 
regards to the craftsmanship vs technology debate, the argument legitimating 
the use of machines in traditionally handmade practices is shifting from 
simply the nature of such tools to the signification of their application. As 
Ricci (2015) discloses in the article “New Technologies and Handmade 
Craft” it is ‘the artist, not the tools [that] determine whether something is an 
appropriate handmade use of technology or not’ (Itzhaki, n.d. in Ricci, 2015). 

Having deliberated the validity of the evolving digital approach to crafts - by 
having proved the affinity of technology and craftsmanship and defined as 
reductive the ‘fault lines’ (Sennet, 2009) drawn between skills and practices 
- we can claim that today’s debate should primarily concern the implications 
that the evolution of craftsmanship carries in the context of the computerised 
society. Craft today should be intended as an art form of its value evolving 
through and contributing to the dominant digitalised culture.

Difficult Objects



Difficult Objects 
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Once assumed craftsmanship as a form of intelligent making, a combination 
of ‘formal knowledge, tacit knowledge, physical and mental skill […]’ (Press 
& Cusworth, 1998, p. 15 in Wallace, 2007), the challenge of positioning its 
value within the new digital media still claims its complexity and urgency. 
In this particular case, we will argue that the question surrounding the 
digital reformulation of craft must be analysed through the lens of material 
culture to better understand the evolution of handmade objects’ value and 
implications within the contemporary society. Throughout the chapter, we 
are then going to analyse, through a modern analysis of the Marxist theories, 
the mechanisms by which crafts’ value evolve accordingly to technology’s 
advancement.

All objects are social agents in the limited sense that they extend 
human action and mediate meanings between humans. […] 
Whether an object is produced by the application of a craft skill, the 
mechanical operations of a factory or the bricolage of the unskilled 
with what is to hand, objects are shaped by a culture which defines 
what certain types of things can do (Dant, 1999 p. 13).

In this passage, Tim Dant (1999, p. 11), author of the book Material Culture 
In the Social World, defines material culture as the primary means of 
understanding society. More than merely the body of artefacts we produce, 
it also embodies a society’s identity and structure. Designed to satisfy 
specific needs, artefacts are indeed an ‘expression of who and what we are 
[and shape] how society can proceed’ (Dant, 1999, p.12). Drawing from ©
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the material and cultural role of objects, Sennett (2008) hence arguments 
that craft is never neutral, but instead carries a sense of ‘unease’ that is 
representative of an inevitable interconnection with the influences, views and 
hopes of the person who made them.

In the previous chapter, we demonstrated that craftsmanship is the 
technology, the know-how and the skills available to a given community. 
Being part of material culture, craft also ‘represents and serves its culture’ 
(McCullough, 1996 p. 11) by encapsulating society’s current needs and future 
expectations. Contrarily to what the long literary tradition has passed on, in 
fact, artisans have always been in close contact with innovation (Merletti, 
2016 in Micelli, 2016), experimenting with new approaches of making 
and technological tools. Crafted objects thus inherently create a tension 
between the tradition, the present and the future. Such conceptualisation 
of crafts arises as particularly relevant in the context of the prominent 
digital craftsmanship, which re-appropriates tradition and innovation by 
incorporating them into an entirely new class of objects. In other words, 
being approached through advanced tools of making, crafts become what 
Dana Leibsohn identifies as ‘difficult objects’, those which ‘challenge and 
disrupt established narratives’ (Adamson et al., 2011). 

As denoted by Micheal Serres, when ‘new types of machines enter the social 
world, they may end up changing our ways of seeing the world’ (n.d., Busch, 
2006 ). The reciprocal and inevitable relationship between technology and 
craft has always contributed to creating new scenarios by challenging not 

only the production of a specific good but also by influencing the social 
interaction between objects and people. By reformulating the cultural 
associations surrounding an object, the latter is given not only a new function 
but also a new social value.

To understand the value of objects, it is necessary to start from the pillars in 
the fields respectively of economy and sociology: Marx & Baudrillard. 
In Capital. Critique of Political Economy, Marx analyses the praxis of 
production and consumption within capitalism and interprets the notion of 
value from the perspective of human labour. Here, the economist formulates 
two fundamental principles which are respectively the ‘use-value’, that is 
the human use inherent to an object, and the ‘exchange-value’, that is the 
fetishised (or the inaccurate assessment of human labour resulting in the 
product’s overvaluation) worth, which renders an object into a commodity 
(Marx, 1876, pp. 126-8 in Dant, 1999 p.45). Baudrillard’s (1981, p. 131 in 
Dant, 1999, p. 49) modern interpretation of the Marxist principles confers a 
new light on the definition of value by introducing it to a rather sociological 
study. The sociologist re-appropriates the concept of use-value, interpreting 
it as a ‘fetishised social relation’ which, likewise the exchange-value, is the 
construct of social associations and significations subject to change (Dant, 
1999 p. 49). 

The here exemplified theories are relevant for the debate on the crafts’ 
evolution of value (both of exchange and use) as they testify the strictly social 
nature of the propositions of such values and how they consequently are 
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subject to change, following the human evolutionary patterns. For instance, 
before industrialisation, due to the absence of an industrial apparatus, crafts 
were the only choice available and weren’t overvalued as a novelty likewise 
today (Adamson, 2013). Moreover, as noticed by the historian Herbert Read 
(Dant, 1999), in the pre-industrialised world, handmade objects reflected 
the maker’s intentions, that, throughout the first phases of the Industrial 
Revolution, got dispersed resulting into the alienation of labour. Therefore, 
we can notice how the introduction of new technologies has always 
contributed in reformulating the value of craft. Technology assumes thus 
a material and social role in the evolution patterns which translates into a 
correspondent transformation of objects and their symbolic representation in 
our daily lives. 

In the current framework of post-industrialisation, the formulation of a 
new identity and value for craft, reflective of the current technological 
advancement, is, historically speaking, inevitable. Despite the advocacy of 
mass manufactured commodities to the detriment of the artisans and the 
making process, the vigour of more than two centuries of industrialisation 
has not extinguished craft but have instead transformed its social and 
economic value (Klamer, 2012). On the contrary, the rise of the creative 
industries in the contemporary economy has produced a call for valuable 
skills to deliver more authentic, meaningful and quality goods as opposed 
to the industrial and mass-produced imagery. Modern sociological studies 
prove that: 

Difficult Objects

‘[…] we are changing our consumption habits. No longer do we 
want undifferentiated foods produced in series. There is a move 
towards differentiation and therefore the skills of craft, intelligently 
applied to batch production as well as one-offs and limited editions, 
should produce a range of objects that suit a growing market of 
consumers, thus making the crafts less obscure.’ (Edwards, n.d. in 
Harrod, 1997 p. 350).

In this scenario, craft’s role has been exposed to a permutation within the 
post-industrialised world, which seeks, pervaded by a sense of nostalgia, 
for the handmade’s authenticity and ‘meaningful work’, opposed to 
the phenomenon of alienation (Klamer, 2012). Hence, technological 
developments, continuously shape ‘the multiple contexts of interaction and 
resistance that can define craft ventures through place and time’ (Helland, 
Lemire and Buis, 2014 p.1). 
In the ‘Industry 4.0’,  the context in which today craft is created, distributed 
and used appears to be the digital infrastructure. The contemporary machines 
transform the ‘physical action and visible form into a logical operation’ ( 
McCullough, 1996 pp. 80-1) by combining the skills of the hand and the 
rationality of the intellect. Craft objects, abstracted into digital files through 
computer-aided design, are being transformed, occupying new fields of 
culture and assuming new values.  
 
The evolution of jewellery’s monetary and symbolic value, from the first 
phases of industrialisation to the current digital revolution, is of particular 
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interest to the here displayed debate for its inherently political and social 
implications. Because of the preciousness of the material invested in the 
production of such decorative set of objects, jewellery always played a 
crucial role in manifesting hierarchies and power relations. Its symbolic 
function represented ‘a shrewd monitor, reflecting the ups and downs not 
only of money and fashion but  also of political, social and cultural change’ 
(Dormer & Turner, 1985 p. 178). Before industrialisation, jewellery was for 
the vast majority a commodity owned by only the few who could afford it. 
The articulate style and the preciousness of the materials involved made 
such adornments a means of class differentiation.  In the 19th century, the 
Arts & Crafts movement, due to the first wave of industrialisation, called for 
a return to individually crafted jewellery against the anonymity of machine 
production. Nevertheless, the factory system led to a democratisation of such 
bodily adornments. During the 1960s, in fact, consequently to the economic 
boom, jewellery became a quite accessible form of ornamentation. New 
technologies and materials, followed by the cultural environment of the 
time, revolutionised the notion of jewellery adapting it to the standards of 
the consumeristic society (Victoria & Albert, n.d.). Jewellery, to not only 
in the hands of the elite anymore, became a signifier ‘to monitor social  
change’ (Dormer & Turner, 1985). The progression of jewellery’s function and 
value appears thus to accompany the progress of technological advance of 
a given community. The evolution of jewellery seems to reflect the ‘Kuznets 
Curve’ by which the advanced phases of industrialisation determine a more 
just and democratic system (Piketty, 2013).
Thanks to the new digital means of production, such as 3D printers and 
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laser cutting machines, jewellery has been made widely accessible to the 
consumers who, in the context of the current participatory feature of our 
economy, are asked to customise the pieces they are buying. Such approach 
to jewellery making and consumption is transforming once again the value 
of craft itself. Contemporary crafted jewellery too can be considered part 
of the set of ‘difficult objects’, those that today provide artisans with more 
significant issues and questions due to the intrusion of digital technologies. In 
the realm of the digital infrastructure, once again the technology available is 
shaping not only how jewellery is conveyed, but also its social and political 
symbol.

Ultimately, objects are always representative of the context and the means 
of production and, through their evolution, they actively participate in the 
transformation of value. New kinds of objects carry new types of scenarios 
of knowledge and ultimately enact the creation of new movements. 
Craftsmanship is never a neutral activity but potentially fortifies the present 
condition and critically strives for new alternatives, following technology’s 
patterns. In such a way, what seems to be currently defining the new 
value of the crafts movement is not just confined to the handicraft. On the 
contrary, ‘it is craft as the knowledge that empowers a maker to take charge 
of technology’ (Dormer, 1997 p.140). Having always been a reactionary 
art, for its complex relation to machines, today’s aim for artisans seems to 
be taking, once again, a democratic stand as it wishes, thanks to the digital 
infrastructure, for the total accessibility not only of the products of production 
but also of its tools.
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Far from being just an ‘anti-technology’ tendency, craftsmanship, since the 
first Industrial Revolution (Greenhalgh, 2002 in Wallace, 2007), has been a 
prominent social movement.
William Morris, one of the most important figures of the Arts & Crafts 
movement, was the first to establish the relevance of maintaining the crafts’ 
artistic and moral sense at the core of industrial manufacturing. In 1883 the 
artist, in fact, read Marx, which influenced his political orientation and view 
on human labour and machine production. The legacy left by Morris, on the 
interconnection between craft and socialism and the expectations regarding 
the future of machine technology are still valuable today. This chapter is 
going to debate that the aspiration of humanising technology, characteristic 
also of the Arts & Crafts movement, is still present at the core of the new 
trend emerging from the collision of craft and the digital world.                                                        

Will the period of machinery evolve itself into a fresh period of 
machine more independent of human labour than anything we can 
conceive of now or will it develop its contradictory in the shape of 
a new and improved period of production by handicraft? (Morris, 
1888 in Adamson, 2010 p. 150).

William Morris feared that civilisation could make art impossible (Morris, 
n.d. Kelvin, 1999 in p.182). The rigidity of industrial work made it, in fact, 
difficult for creativity to venture across all levels of society. In his short novel 
News From Nowhere, the author described how the ‘craving for beauty’ 
becomes possible only if men set themselves free from the stagnation of the 
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control within the craft tradition’ (Yelavich and Adams, 2014 p.61). The 
pioneers of such revolution, the digital artisans (Johnston, 2015), challenge 
crafts’ scope through softwares, algorithms and coding and combine 
the sensibility and the skills of traditional artisans with the efficiency 
and precision of technology. Therefore, the digital revolution is offering 
craftsmanship the possibility to emerge from the paradigms of simple mass-
manufacturing by creating an entirely new aesthetic resulting from creativity, 
collaboration and automation. 
 
Within the digital reformulation of crafts, jewellery making is probably one of 
the most interesting fields to analyse. As stated by the Italian jewellery design 
professor at the Instituto Politecnico of Milan, Alba Cappellieri, the making 
of jewellery has been mostly static in its evolution and referred, until the 
early 20th century, to the traditions of the past (Rysman, 2014). Today more 
than ever, instead, we are witnessing a dramatic technical and functional 
development in the field that is challenging the boundaries of jewellery’s 
production and consumption.  

Firstly, the new trends are expanding the parameters of artisans’ creativity, 
through ‘re-employing’ the digital means as ‘tools of bespoke artisanship’ 
(Johnston, 2015). In the context of jewellery, as explained by Alfoldy (2007), 
one of the various advantages is given by Computer Aided Design (CAD), 
and Computer Numeric Control (CNC) softwares, which facilitate the 
design process as infinite shapes can be 3D modelled and visually studied 
before their actual production. As the jewellery designer Lynne MacLachlan 

assembly line (Kelvin, 1999). Proclaimer of a world in which the handcrafted 
work is a means to self-actualisation, Morris strived for a system in which 
artisans could benefit from machines at their own will without being 
subordinated to the sense of alienation arising from industrial labour. Almost 
foreseeing the current trend, he hoped for a realignment of art and society 
and stated that ‘handicraft, joined to certain other conditions, of which more 
presently, would produce the beauty and the pleasure in work […]’ (Morris, 
1888 in Adamson, 2010 p.152). 

Through his works, William Morris started a movement of creative 
consumption turning manufacturing into an ‘art of products’ (McCullough, 
1996) which we can still experience in the contemporary digital revolution 
of craft. Following his predictions on the future of labour and art, today we 
are witnessing ‘a new age of creative manufacturing’ in which machine 
technologies are used for the sake of an entirely new creative movement 
(Shillito, 2013 pp.7-8). As reported by Christopher Frayling in the book 
On Craftsmanship (2011, p.64), today there is a much higher investment 
in creativity, especially in craftsmanship, than in any previous time. If the 
industrialisation that Morris witnessed fostered an abstraction of tools into 
machine powered engines, the contemporary one is instead about shared 
information and networks (McCullough, 1996, p.70-1).  
 
From the encounter of the crafts’ physicality and the digital ephemerality 
rise what experts define as the Digital Craft movement, or ‘the intersection 
between digital design tools and the capacity for precision, variation, and 
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explains, myriads are the  possibilities emerging from pushing the boundaries 
of different computer settings and algorithms to create new, and otherwise 
undiscoverable, designs (Shillito, 2013). 
The more the computer becomes the primary toolkit of the contemporary 
artisan, the more ‘digital technology [produces] a different way of thinking 
and problem solving’ (Shillito, 2013 p.54). 

Secondly, as Sandra Alfoldy states in the book Neo Craft (2007), the use 
of 3D printers, one of the most significant manufacturing revolutions of 
our century, offers artisans more time to invest in conceptualising than 
making. In fact, new automated making processes, such as the 3D printer or 
laser  cutting machines, allow the fabrication of complex forms otherwise 
unachievable with hands alone, thus enhancing the artistic capabilities of a 
designer-maker. The development of digital manufacturing systems makes the 
ideation and the production of jewellery faster and more affordable. Most 
importantly such innovations make local production possible, by erasing 
the need for cheap labour. Moreover, they allow artisans to own ‘a virtual 
inventory system for custom jewellery [...] and to display different variations, 
with virtual 3-D jewellery shown on-screen so that a customer can select a 
design for a customised piece’ (Bakhash, 2014).  
One of the most interesting aspects jewellery as a digitally crafted object 
lays, in fact, in the concept of customisation. As reported above by Eddie 
Bakhash (2014), the new digital media are facilitating the interaction 
between practitioners and customers, slowly becoming influential agents on 
the creation of their purchases. ‘The future of jewellery will be drastically ©
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altered by 3D printing, allowing for personalisation and variations that were 
previously complicated and expensive, and changing the design process as 
much as the production process’ (Cappellieri, n.d. in Rysman 2014). The 
tendency of relegating craft to a restricted niche of experts and appreciators 
is thus being disrupted. The Italian professor Stefano Micelli (2016, p.34) 
exemplified such phenomenon by claiming that ‘the artisans who take on 
the challenges of technology [...] [must be] aware of the necessity of making 
the specificity of their products known to buyers who are not necessarily in 
the know’ (Micelli, 2016 p.34), hence facilitating the merging of ‘maker-user’ 
boundaries.  

Although, such phenomenon does not diminish the art of craftsmanship. 
If digital design and automated manufacturing tools ‘provide freedom 
to experiment’ (MacLachlan, n.d. in Shillito, 2013), certain aspects of 
craftsmanship will always be part of the tacit knowledge only understandable 
through a physical experience of making. Moreover, the collaboration with 
end users does not deprive the maker of its genius but instead adds value to 
the crafted object, which can be seen both in the expert skills of the artist 
and also in the sentimental and authentic contribute of the purchaser.

Ultimately, the characteristics that define contemporary digitally made 
jewellery, and more generally crafts, can be summarised by ‘simplicity, 
distribution of knowledge and ubiquity’ (Dormer, 1997, p. 141). The first one 
emerges from the fragmentation of expertise which allows the manufacture 
of more complex artefacts in less time thanks to the help of automated ©
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institution’. The reality of both the analogue, in this case, crafted jewellery, 
and the digital medium, although, are less utopian than what it would seem 
as they conceal the paradox of a strongly capitalist society. 

Indeed, the optimistic view of Sandra Alfoldy (2007, p. 232) when stating 
that ‘invoking craft softens and humanises computing. And [sic] invoking 
computing has political and poetic possibilities for the crafts’ totally reflects 
the purest values residing at the core of digital craftsmanship. Not only crafts 
can evolve within the digital medium but also the latter can, by learning 
from traditional craftsmanship’s principles, establish a new paradigm for 
the fruition of such technologies. Nonetheless, it is always a question of 
ownership of the means of production something that the lessons of Morris 
and Marx exemplified. Today, crafts could potentially evolve as a humanising 
incentive for technology, specifically in regards to the political systems of 
work and consumption (Press in Alfoldy, 2007 p.251). 

procedures. The distribution of knowledge stands as the essential principle 
of the current digital revolution since it reformulates the idea of the artistic 
genius and fosters a distributed and collaborative system among makers 
and users. The third and last feature of ubiquity stands for the apparent 
accessibility and uniformity of procedures and aesthetics that technology 
is spreading around crafts. If for some critiques the latter consists of a 
positive output facilitating a process of democratisation of digital tools and 
more comprehensively of the society itself (McCullough, 1996), others are 
more cautious in celebrating what, in their eyes, appears as a new form of 
standardisation and exploitation of the true meaning of craft.

The current reformulation of the politics of craftsmanship thus needs to be 
reviewed under a broader perspective. The investment on digital technologies 
for the realisation of a new, affordable and local kind of manufacturing 
indeed moves towards ‘the groundwork for future prospects linked to 
sustainable industrial models’ (Maffei in Micelli 2016 p. 51). 
Moreover the current digital development, through the notions of distributed 
knowledge and shared creativity, endeavours democratic principles. Craft, 
which since the industrialisation lived through a limited niche audience, 
is now inserted in the realm of the Web, which principles, such as open-
sourced collaboration and user-led experience, are redesigning the 
specifics of the philosophy of artisanship. Adamson (2010, p.624) reports 
the discussion developed at the roundtable ‘The Politics of Craft’ (2008) 
in which Cat Mazza claims that ‘[…] craft, like the Internet, is also seen 
as a democratising medium, a social network that operates outside the 
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Craftsmanship’s associations with a just society and a more authentic way 
of living indeed originated from a romanticisation of the pre-industrialised 
world, which we can find particularly in the works of Morris. Hence, in 
Morris’ heavenly idealisation of the world before the industrial machine, 
exploitation seemed not to exist (Adamson, 2013). As already mentioned 
at the beginning of this research, in fact, the consciousness shared on 
craftsmanship, as a mitigation of the dark conditions of modernity, is an 
invention of the late 18th century. As opposed to the industrial system, ‘[…] 
crafts and artisanship [embodied the idea of] a model for the individual 
ownership of the tools of production’ (Harrod, 2011 in Harrod, 2015 p.172) 
evoking the liberation from the alienating reality of the industrialised world. 
Contemporary writers are also somehow influenced by this long tradition. For 
instance, Richard Sennet (2008), by stating that ‘good craftsmanship implies 
socialism’, is a proclaimer of the latter’s ideological conflict with capitalism, 
which threatens craft’s existence itself. Once again, such practice, for its 
nostalgic connection to an idealistic past, seems thus to represent the best 
possible world, always opposed to the current. 
Although, as Adamson (2013) conveys, another reality disguise craft: that 
of being a strong and pervasive logic in the politics of production and 
consumption, occasionally used as a strategic instrument of inequality. In this 
chapter, we are going to outline the conflict of interests laying at the heart 
of the politics of craftsmanship - specifically of the Digital Craft - which, 
similarly to those cherished by the general technological advancement, 
suffers from the often too simplistic idealisation of their impacts. 

The Idealisation of Craft and Technology 
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The argument here proposed is thus that the expectations regarding the 
current technological trend correspond to some extent to the conjectures 
picturing the Digital Craft as a social, political and economic agent of 
equality. We cannot forget, in fact, as already stated in the first chapter, that 
technology is assumed, likewise craftsmanship, as a manipulation of the 
surrounding reality for the betterment of the human condition. Nevertheless, 
it is essential to consider in detail that the democratisation of the means of 
production through craftsmanship’s technological development tends to 
be too quickly idealised, disregarding the context in which such advance 
takes place. In such a scenario, democracy and technological or social 
development easily become ideological tools of persuasion.  

Wilkie’s argument thus, far from being just techno-positivist, is relevant 
to this case as it ultimately exemplifies the contradictions of technology’s 
projections. Taking a firmly Marxist stand, Wilkie, in fact, asserts that 
inequality is not and can’t be eradicated by the formation of the digital 
economy as it is still inevitably inserted within a capitalist framework. The 
class differences that the new era seems to overcome, thoroughly analyses 
the author, are rather obscured by cultural differences: the new status 
differentiator. If the Digital Craft’s alternative scenario of a disjunctive, on-
demand and customised mode of production does seem to ‘undermine the 
standard notion of exploitation’ (Žižek, 2010 in Wilkie, 2011 p.59), at the 
same time, as reported by Wilkie, the ideal of capitalism without inequality 
appears to be rather illusory. 

Continuous and progressive, the transformation process of 
characteristic artisanal activities imposes a reconsideration of 
the concept of production. […] The evolutionary path of current 
artisanal production is transforming the shared, dynamic heritage 
of its productive practices into something broader, more powerful, 
collective (Micelli, 2016). 

Through the words of Micelli (2016), we can understand that the values of 
the new creative movement - that of fostering democratic and equalitarian 
values through automated means of production, a shared notion of creativity 
and a strong sense of collaboration - correctly reflect the megatrends 
inherent to the surrounding digitalised world. In the book The Digital 
Condition, Rob Willkie (2011) states, in fact, that the paradigms in which the 
digital era is defined can be thought as ‘post-industrialism, technoscience 
and postmodernity’ (Trend, 2001 in Wilkie, 2011). Based on the idea of 
knowledge as capital, explains the professors, the digitalised society seems 
to evoke a form of ‘democratic globalisation’, in which the fragmentations 
among classes get dispersed in the name of an equalitarian diversification 
and of a call for the individuals’ active participation within the cultural and 
political sphere. Hence, in the parameters of the ‘digital economy’, the class 
inequality is apparently superseded by homogeneous communities whose 
diversity is defined only ‘[…] according to personal interest, values, habits 
and attitudes’ (Görtz and Bleher, 2006 in Wilkie, 2011). By fostering the 
formation of a ‘networked society’ (Castells, 1996), technology becomes a 
force of disruption against inequality.

The Idealisation of Craft and Technology 
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contamination of digital modes of production, which implies the use of less 
expensive resources and which renders many processes, once only possible 
by hands, completely automated, inevitably determines the reformulation 
of jewellery’s value as a commodity. The increased accessibility of CAD 
softwares and the rise of ‘fab labs’, physical and online workshops for digital 
manufacturing, are blurring the boundaries between designer, maker and 
user. For instance, ‘Countersketch’, a platform provided by the jewellery 
company Stuller, allows customer to design, produce and even price their 
creations. Moreover, at the core of such revolution there is the belief that, as 
shared by the Art Jewellery Forum, freely downloadable CAD softwares and 
open sourced fab-labs are bringing substantial changes and incredible futures 
in the field of manufacturing:

Imagine the everyday computer user empowered to start using 3D 
modelling software to design their own buildings or objects the same 
way they now share text, images and video. A 13-year-old in Sri 
Lanka can design award-winning desks for IKEA after he finishes his 
homework, or a surgeon could design speciality tools to enable new 
procedures (Craig, 2011).

 
Although, the growing trend expecting 3D printers to become part of every 
households’ belongings, electing everyone as potential designer-makers, 
consists of rather a utopian conjecture surrounding the potentiality of such 
tools. In fact, many are the arguments proving the above described future 
scenario as incautious. Firstly we should consider that ‘the energy consumed 

If we look closely at Morris’ vision, even though it certainly endeavoured 
for a socialist world based on craft production, we can sense how it is 
also pervaded with the bittersweet knowledge that in ‘a capitalist mode of 
production the machine [is] inevitably annexed to the drive for profit and the 
inequitable class system’ (Hemingway, 2006 pp. 12-3). 
Hence, Adamson largely discusses how opposing craft to industry is nothing 
but a means of ‘dividing the globe into contrasting productive spheres’ 
(2013, p. XVI). Historically, says the author, craft has been at the core of 
the imperialist framework, promoting the stagnation of the colonised at 
the advantage of the progressive, industrialised coloniser. The Eurocentric 
mentality has positioned craft as something that preserves the authenticity 
of the past, hence providing reason to colonisation, which strategically 
placed such ideals in the geographical context of the colonised countries. In 
Adamson’s, craft today, even in its new digital form, continues to exist as a 
justification of inequality’s subtle existence supported, contrarily to Sennet’s 
position, by capitalism. If on the one hand, the essence of craftsmanship, 
similarly to the digital economy, is seen as ‘a social network that operates 
outside the institution’ (Bryan-Wilson, 2008 p.624), on the other, once 
owned by capitalism, it assumes more tortuous paradoxes to detangle.

To better understand the conflicts at the core of the progressive Digital Craft 
movement we shall analyse the practice of contemporary jewellery. 
Because of the preciousness of the materials used and the invested expertise, 
such adornments have always symbolised wealth and power, constituting 
one of the most outstanding instruments establishing inequalities. The 
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during the printing process [could potentially] make mass-production 
the greener alternative’ (Harrod 2012 in Harrod 2015 p.182). Secondly, 
contrarily to the democratic hopes previously discussed, the cost of the 
production of such advanced technologies, also requiring higher investments 
in skills and research, makes such possibility only a privilege owned by 
few. The use of a pervasive rhetoric ‘exploits a dream, that of [suggesting] 
individual freedom, the ownership of tools and a world of unalienated 
labour’ (Harrod, 2008 in Harrod 2015 p.87).

Undoubtedly, the digital means of manufacturing bring us one step closer 
to the realisation of the ‘emancipatory visions’ (Srnicek & Williams, 2015) 
carried by craftsmanship. The revolutions in the fields of making thanks to 
technological advancements indeed enhance the individual’s sense of agency 
not only on the consumption of goods but also on their creation. 
In such context, digitally crafted objects could be potentially produced in 
the same place where they are consumed, setting themselves free from the 
capitalist structure and from the exploitative cheap labour placed today, not 
in the colonies anymore, as stated in the Adamson’s (2013) debate, but in the 
developing countries. 
Although, here is where the paradox of the Western society arises: through 
the quest of a local, automated and hence just supply chain we forget that, 
by dislocating the production of those cheap mass-manufactured goods, 
we consequently eliminate jobs on the other side of world. The progress 
we are witnessing proves once again the craft’s instrumental role in the 
fragmentation of the world into two separate domains (Adamson, 2013), ©
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precisely that of production (the East), and the one of consumption (the 
West). 
The words of Bryan-Wilson, as catalogued in the book ‘The Craft Reader’ 
(Adamson, 2010), probably best exemplify the case: 

[…] we forget that even today Nikes are made by workers because 
we forget that behind a machine there is still a human. […] There 
is also a sustainability issue laying behind the idea of localism vs 
apparent xenophobia. But if we eliminate jobs in the east people are 
going to be left with nothing (Bryan-Wilson, 2008 in Adamson, 2010 
p. 625). 

That is because, even in the face of a potential revolution of the means of 
production for the betterment not only of economic but also of political 
and social issues, the latter cannot be freed from the capitalist structure. As 
explained by Nick Srnicek and Alex Williams in the book Inventing Future: 
Postcapitalism and a World Without Work (2015), the global framework, 
under which the innovative solutions endeavoured by the Digital Craft are 
proposed, prevent the latter from a significant establishment. The authors thus 
claim: ‘the glimmers of a better future are trampled and forgotten under the 
pressures of an increasingly precarious and demanding world’ (Srnicek and 
Williams, 2015).

Certainly, the contemporary collective perception of digital technology is the 
one of access. More specifically, the technological developments in the field 

of craftsmanship succeed in theoretically fostering an equal opportunity of 
access and use of the tools of making. Nevertheless, the cost of such devices’ 
use and implementation are far from allowing the Digital Craft’s revolution 
to reach everyone. The question of whom exactly the movement is trying to 
free persists. Hence how the so acclaimed networked society, expectedly 
contributing to the ‘flattering [of] the world’ (Friedman, 2005 in Wilkie, 
2010), is, at the present moment, quite a ‘fragile entity’ (Wilkie 2011). 

The revolution undertaken by the digital reformulation of the politics of 
craft could indeed end exploitation. At the same time, its existence within 
the capitalist system, oriented ‘to expand the wealth of few by exploiting 
the labour of many’ (Wilkie, 2011), makes the movement inert towards the 
solution of some of the leading ethical concerns regarding the current system 
of production. For these reasons, the argument around craft should not be 
focused only on the tools of the revolution but rather on the structure in 
which the disruption of the new digitally produced crafts happens. 

Meanwhile, the paradox of our time remains unsolved, nurturing the tension 
between technological progress, the end of ‘the tyranny of social inequality’ 
(Wilkie, 2011) and the increasing elitism. What we are left for now is 
the awareness that the unseen pace at which technology is progressing, 
specifically affecting the future of manufacturing and work, ‘can potentiate 
both positive and negative freedoms’ (Srnicek and Williams, 2015 p.179). 
For this reason, a reflection on the most primordial form of work, that is 
craftsmanship, is urgent to move forward.
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The here presented body of research aimed to investigate, through the art of 
jewellery making, the implications carried by crafts have undergone in the 
realm of the dominant digitalisation of the means of production. 

Having determined the ontological proximity of technology and 
craftsmanship, by debating the ‘fault lines’ (Sennet, 2008) that culture has 
designed separating different approaches to knowledge, the thesis has 
evolved into a debate surrounding the value and role of craftsmanship. 
Through this process, we have discovered that the evolution of craft’s has 
always been dependent on technological progress, not only in regards to the 
tools implied in its production but also concerning the formulation of the 
handmade’s notion as a romantic reminder of the past. 
The postmodernist views of the experts here selected have taught us that not 
only ‘old forms live on simultaneously with the emergence of new ones’ 
(Alfoldy, 2007 p.241) but even that the collaboration between tradition and 
innovation creates new social and cultural values from which new creative 
movements, like the Digital Craft, can take place. 
Finally, we have critically analysed the movement itself - its potentials and 
its obstacles - proving that the encounter of technology and craft, although 
providing us with a perfect future scenario, suffers from a paradoxical 
complexity. 
Nevertheless, the socialist aspirations of traditional craft and the progressive 
views carried by technological advances define the path from which we can 
start crafting our future. 

Conclusion
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2008 in Adamson),  craftsmanship must assume a pilot position towards 
the betterment of controversial realities such as those of sweat factories, 
consumerism and sustainability. 

The new craft can be seen as a ‘reaction against passive consumerism’ 
(Harrod, 2013 in Harrod, 2015 p.334), fostering a sense of agency in ‘a 
world of goods whose origins are barely understood (Harrod, 2015). By no 
means the world needs a new jewellery line, what it urgently needs is a new 
strategy, combining the humbleness of craft with the demands of technology, 
for the creation of new value propositions mediated by objects. Far from its 
total achievement, the digital reformulation of the politics of craft has thus 
only started to emerge, placing on its main agenda the prospect of the future 
of work as a whole.
If the future is going to be digitally handmade, we must rethink not only the 
tools to achieve it but especially the foundations of the system that can make 
it happen.

Morris, in regards to the ultimate meaning of arts and crafts, he once 
claimed: ‘[craft’s function] is to give us hope’ (Morris, n.d. Frayling, 2012 
p.134). Perhaps, the critical condition of crafts today - divided between ‘the 
progressive aspirations to go beyond the capital’ (Worth, 2013 in Dyer-
Witheford, 2015) and the latter’s impediments of ‘liberating the potential of 
technology (Srnicek and Williams, 2015) - could prevent it from becoming 
more than a hope, or a mitigating agent of the contemporary society 
(Adamson, 2013). 

Although, the analysis here determined conveys to crafts higher 
responsibilities. By consenting us ‘to see those overlaps, to make connections 
between such different subjects; globalised labour, war, digital culture, […] 
collaboration, […]’ (Bryan-Wilson, 2008 p. 628), craft, empowered by the 
encounter with advanced technologies, claims for a decisive role in the 
‘debate with the new world and organisation of manufacturing industry’ 
(Crane, n.d. in Frayling, 2012 p.126). 

In other words, technologies are reformulating the politics of craftsmanship 
by rendering the latter’s social role from a simple ‘social commentator’ 
(Frayling, 2012) to an active participant of the imminent change we are 
witnessing. Crafts’ ‘[…] links with formal and informal economies, their 
creation of agency and identity for individuals and groups, [...]’ (Harrod, 
2004 in Harrod 2015 p. 186) make it, in fact, inevitable to be taken into 
consideration within political discourses. At the same time, although, 
moving beyond only ‘generat[ing] political dialogue’ (Byran-Wilson et al. 
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