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‘ This publication, an outcome of a 2- day colloquium in
1981, conta1ns infodmation about using artifacts (material culture
ev1dence) as a primary source for, teachipg history at the graduate or
advanced student seminar level. A purpodi of the colloquium was to '
gather and disseminate this information for the

,Historians/Artifacts/Learnars (HAL) project. Included is a lead
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colloquium; and a selected list of course syllabi, books, and
articles. The lead article describes five individuals who recognized
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interprets the papers presented at the colloquium. Among the
recommendatioms of the HAL staff are that a single resource, most
likely a publication, be compiled and that curriculum materials be
developed for using artifacts in teaching, history. The bibliography
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Historians/ Artifacts/ Learners: The Working Papers reports
on the activities pursued and recommendaticns made under the
termp of a planning contract funded by the National Endowment

for the Humanities, Division of Public Programs, from February
1, 1981 through Fepruary~28, }982.

> .

Copies are available from the Museum Reference %enter, Publications,
Smithsonian Institution, A & I 2235, Washington, D.C. 20560.
Production consultation, cover and report design were furnished
by Sue Robinson Hoth, Blue Silk-Studio, Arlington, Virglnig.
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Just a decade ago, a small group of people set out to study teaching
and learning 1in art mustums and, in due course, proddced The Art
Museum as Educator. It was an absdrbing, time-consy¥ing and ekpensive
project, justified in the minds of 'its authors by its ultimate ability

symbolize-- 1n art mubeum settings-- the universe of 1ssu&s about
tedaching and learning from objects. Such a premise was not unreason-
able since some of the research for the project was done in non-art
mus€um settings, and since professional communication about the issues
was then in its infancy. The dimensions by which museum educators
have outgrown that premise can,in factf}be better understood because
the study has become a measuring device: we know where we are now
pedause we know,where we were then. -The ten years since have seen a
virtual explosion of seexers-- curators, scholars, academicians, and
school teachers, as well™8s museum educators-- for sources, mesources
and allies in ®the use of artifac®™s as primary sources for teaching.

The notion that rhaps the efforts of that cadre of professionals
should be documented, e uraged and shared was sparked by Thomas J.
Schlereth, a professor of history at the University of Notre Dame. : In a

March 1980 address to an audience of museum professionals and museum
education students at the George Washington Unjiversity, Washingten, D.C.,
he called for an expanded versiof of a sourcebook that I had edited
for the Center for Museum Education 1n 1978; the sourcebook shared
information about education programs at two dozen historic sites and
houses. ‘
4

,/// Barbara C. Fertig, who had written selections for The Art Museum
as Educator, met with Schlereth and me to discuss our mutual interests
in sharing professional resources. 1In partlcular, we were congerned
with furthering the work of people for whom the drtifact is a primary
source gor teaching history. Out of our conversations and talkﬁ'W1th
other colleagues blossomed a proposal to collect and documenf clearly
articulated theories and methodologies égout teaching history from
gaterial culture evidence. We three hoped to locate and report on
programs and practices in schools and museums that logically evolved
from those methodologies. As our primary concern‘tlearly placed arti-
facts as the central focus of the historians "and learners, we titled '
our effort "Historians/ Artlfacts/ Learners- The History Museum.as
Teacher," nicknaming it HAL
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One of our tools for gathering that 'information was a two-daQ
ccllgguium. That. effort provided also an opportunity to explcre the
interdisciplinary nature of the thesis. This publication is another, .
more tangible €ffort to share with a wider public the collected infor-
mation, wl3ch ranged from biblicgraphiesq syllabi and commissioned
papers to conversaticns with cclleagues and recommendatxoTs cf places
to visit. Journal articles will provide another means of dissemination. ¢

- -

-

. Historians/

Artifacts/ Learners:

The Working Papers reflects our

work thus far.

We hope that it will answer some questions-- and raise v

others.

We hcpe that readers with an inclinaticn to use artifacts

in their teaching will find some guidelines for practice. &nd, fcrc

. those readers whc already endcrse that‘*teaching philosophy, we hope
they will consider their own methodolcgies or applications 1in light
34 the spectrum ¢f altérnatives presented here, HAL: The Working
Papers 1s only a bgglnnxng—— for its read%rs, fdr the decumentation

. and celebraticn of the state of the art, and for the expansion of the
practice #€ teaching hmtor}’ with material culture §

Participation by Tom Schlereth and Batbara Fertig, HAL's consultants,
assured a conscienticus effort to touch.all bases and produce a thought-
Drovok\hg and useful report. Tbejiand I are grateful to the Naticnal
Y Endowment for-the Humanities, Divisicn of Pub11c Programs, for 1ifs

suppcrt of this planning project. !

. ‘  Susan K. Nichols
|Project pirector .
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BARBARA G. CARSON, who holds faculty appointments in American
studies and art history at the George Washington University's -
Smlthsonlan Affiliated -Program, has- worked, since 1976, with’,
students to explore and interpret historigdl design, technology
and practical function of the decorative ants. Her prioy exXper- . .

: B 1ence includes work with museum collectlons, teaching. in adult
education grogrgms, and doing historical.research. She was ) . '
educated at Brown University and ‘in the Winterthur Program of ’
;arly American History and Culture at the Unggerslty of Delaware. .

[ ' . . . |- -

“\ BARBARA C. FERTIG s a writer and consultant in museum educatfon' end -
program evaluation, She is now a gonsultant to Historiags/ Artifacts/
! * Learners: The History Museum as Teacher. Formerly a researcher for -
the Council on Museums and the Vishal Arts, whose studies were pub-
lished 1n The Art Museum as Educator,,she has ¥een a codrdinator
afor the Center for Museul Edulation, Washington, D.C., a curator

. of ethnographic textileslat The’ Textile Museum, Washington, D:C., ° -
“and an exhibition design for The Schenectady, Museum, New York.
- »

TEVEN K. HAMP is assistant director of the educatlon-department ‘at
The Edison Institute, the Henry Ford Mrseum and Greenfljeld Vlllage, "
1n Dearborn, Michigan, and teaches at Eastern Michigan University. {
His museum career began eight years ago and ranges, from children's
museums to university museums, from art history to the history of
technology. In 1981, he organized sessions for meetings of the Organ—
1zation of American Historians and the Assoc1atlon of° L1v1ng Historical |
. Farms and Agricultural Musepms, WXh a graduate degree in ‘fodklore, ) |
" . he is now working on a doctorate in American culture. . ~e

. -~ .

CARTER-L. HUDGINS.is director of the graduate program -in historic
- preservation at the University of Alabama in Blrmlngham " He pre-

viously, taught at Armstrong Colldge, Savannah. - From }975 to 1980, :

while Q?th the Virginia Research Center for Archaeology,. a stateu R
- *) fac111ty in Williamsburg, Mr. Hudglns dire¢ted three major excavar

tions, the last of which focused on Robert "King" Carter and. his »

plantation, "Corotoman." Formerly a board member of th@ Hlstorlc ) .

Savannah Foundation, he now serves on the board of Arllngton Historic
House in Birmingham and has written articles and reviews apout histor-
1c preservation and the history of colonial America,
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_CANDACE'T}N§ORRA§MATELIC is manager of interpretive programs-.at The

Socliety.

Dearborn, Michigan. She was an lnterpretlve specialist at Living
History Farms, Des Moines; Iowa.' In 1977, she spent four months ¢
visiting over 200 museums in Europe, focusing on twenty-two open-

air museums. The founder and former president of the Midwest Open<
21r Museyms Coordinating Council, she is now an executive committee
member of the Association of Living Historical.Farms and Agricultural
Museums., She has received fellowships from fhe National Endowment ’
for the Humanitiés and the Smithsonian Institution,

Edison Institute, the Henry Forj Museum and Greenfield Village, in

1 N
SUSAN K. NICHOLS is project director of Historians/,Artifacts/ Learners:

The History Museum as TPeache' . She began her museum career as a
curatorial assistant at the Smithsonian Institution in 1973, shifted
to-museum education in 1975, and. for three Yyears helped organize and
coordinate the-activities o' the Center for Museum Education, Washing-
ton, D.C. As a consultant in muselm education, she has developed
curriculum materials, written and adited,professional’resource
materials, and taught at the George w§§h1ngto? Unlver51ty, Washlng-
ton, D.C. .
BARNES RIZNIK is director of the Waioli Mission House and Grove Fatm
Plantation in Lihue, Kauai, Hawalli. e began his career with museums
as a research assistant at Old Sturbridge Village and.left as Vice-
President for Museum administration and Interpretation, after thirteen
years at that sife He & a recent recipient of a short-term Fylbright
Scholarahip ,to i.vestigate historic houses and museum interpretation
1n New Zealand. Dr. Riznik has taught history at'a number of major
univergit:es and 1s currently affiliated with the University of
Hawail1., He 1s a member of the executive committees of the American
Association for State and Local History and the Kauai Historical

‘

THOWAS J. SCALEQuTH 1s dlrector of graduate studies 1n !Re department

of ameri1can Studies at the University of Notre Dame, is an associate
orbfessor 1n that department and has nearly twenty years of combined
faching experience at the college level. He serves as consultant to
i1storians/ Artifacts/ Learners: The History Museum as Teacher. Dr.
Schlereth has received fellowghips from the Winterthur Museum, the
National Endowment for the Humanities, the Danforth Foundation, and the
Newberry ﬁxbréry, among others, and 1s an NEH reviewer. He has aut#hored
a number of books, articles and reviews about history teaching and

material culture studies. . .
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CAR B. STAPP has been an instructor for the graduate program 1in
muke educatiqn at the'George Washington, University, Washington,
. B.C., since 1977. She has designed and taught aq°ex erimental and
intetdisciplinary course entitled "Intergretation -in éhe Historic
House Muséum." Her career in museum education began in 1969 as a,
museum teacher at the Philadelphia Museum of Art, where she planned
and implemented innovative programs to develop visual literacy skills
. for a variety of audiences., For.annual meetings of the American
o, Association of Museums, she has organized sessions about training
, museum professionals and the museum as a social instrumegt. N As
a consultant, shg has worked with the Winterthur Museum, the Wood-
row Wilson Hou§e,)and the Baltimore Museum of Art. She has served
as a panelist ¥or the Natiohal Endowment for the Humanities and
is currently a doctoral candidate in American civilization,

. .
-

., N JOHN M. VLACH is an associate professor for Americantcivilization

—~ and antliropology at the George Washington University, Washington,
D.C., where he also serves as director of the folklife program,
Since 1975, he’has taught at the University of Maryla&@ and the
University of Texas. WHYIe in Austin, he directed a National Endow-
.ment for the. Humanities summer seminar for college teachers. _In
1978, for the Cleveland Museum of Art; he was a guest curator for

the exhibition, "Affo American Traditions in Decorative Arts." Hel °
has written books, ‘articles and reviews and prodyced films in

\ ' his tield.
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Teaching American Histofy _
Wlth American Things: Fi ive Pastmasters

’ ‘ ' * THOMAS ] SCHLERETH N

-~ 0

-

. The American historlan Carl Becker once defined hlstory simply as kat
‘ memory of things said and things done in the past." Within the formal
history establishment, the work Of most hliﬁorlans has been primarily
based on "things said," especially as manifested in literary sources
like newspapers, congressional debates, and presidential edicts. Even )}
when depicting history as the past of "things done," the typical per-
spective Ras usually been derived from verbal evidence such as treaties,
governmental legislation, or court decisions., Words and deeds appear
to be the hallmarks of the historian's craft. On first glance, there

. appears to have peen very little attention paid simply to "things,"
\Q physical. objects such as food, clothing or shelter as evidence in
. bistorical research and teaching. . ..

The §ix hxstorlographxcal essays that follow, however, provide

. proof that such a state of affalrs 1s changirg among many historians
who now teach in schools, museums, and other public agencies., As wills
be evident from these abpraisals, of the current art of history teaching
» via artifacts or material culfure, there is:a considerable amount of .

fascinating work gohng on from the disciplinary perspectives of histor-
‘ical archaeology, Social history, cultural and historical geography, .
history of technology, art and decorative arts history, cultural anthro-

pology, and folklife studies. Teachers in these fields recognize that

- , American things deserve a place in Ameriean history interpretation;
)jéhat without the mse of material culture, hlstorlcqi awareness and under-
tandlng can be incomplete, distorted or quite wrong,

-~

v

v
. Has this perception always been so? Is there a hiétory of material
* culture history? Or, perhaps more germarre td thesfocus of this volume,
, ig there a history of the teaching of history with material culture? To
///gil of these questions, the answer is both yes and no, Contemporary
= interest in various ways of téaching histofy using artifactual data
P ‘ does seem quite widespread-- to wit, the very exidtence of the HAL col-
loguium at Colonial Williamsburg in 1981, Yet many scattered examples
. also exist of past hlstory instruction employlng American artifacts.
- Elsewhere I have delineated a brief sketch of what I consider to be the
major configurations of the matérial culture studies novement's hister=-
. ical development in Americd over the last century.l In these remarks,

: ‘ therefore, I would like to propose anothet interpretive outline, one )
- . concentrating on a sample qf exemplary feachers who, ovelf the past desades,
L §
[] . h ~ — '
%, -
Y 7 i
/ . :
Q
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have used material culture in their doing of Amerjcan history,
" : '

In my brief survey, I have deliberately highlighted individuals
rather. than institutions because I believe that most good teachlng is
‘a personal art form. Behind the obvious and impressive contributions
to ‘the field of material culture teaohxug,at a place such as the Smith-
sonian Institution, lie the achievements of 1nd1V1duals such as a Spencer
Baird or a Malcolm Watkins. 1In llmxtlng the selection to but a few
representatxve types, I recogmize that I have neglected many othersI
For the moment, my heuristic handful of past hxstory teachers who have
recognized the value of artifactual evidence will have to stand as
symbolic figures for the many other similarly motivated individuals
who have worked, unknown® dnd unappreciated, 1in schools, museums, .

hlstogxcal societiestand agencies.
+

L] -
CHARLES WILLSON PEALE: EXHIBITS AS HISTORICAL EXPLANATIONS \\ *
. \
~ > . : ..
The American interest in material cult%ée ottiginated in the assorted A
borderlands and hinterlands of the ear nineteenth century's expanding

universe of knowledge, The first pepple to Eealize its @didactic potential
were an eclectic melange of museum founders, curator,s and benefactors,

as well as early ant1§ue collectors, historic preservationistsg antiquar-
tans, and local history enthu51asts. Charles Willson P&als, the' founder

of perhaps the first great collection of material culture}in America and
ore of the nation's earliest museums, pefsonified many of the interests -
of these amateur dilettanti. An avid collector of every type of object--
Indian artifacts, wax effigies of all the human species, the Great Masta-
don exhumed from upstate New YBrk-- Peale's particular insight into history
teachirly with cbjects came from his pioneering work as a museum eXhlbltOI
and designer.

Peale r&cognized two important, if somewhat contradictory, functions
of artifactd.in history teaching. First, he made use of material culture .
1n order to promote visual and tactile responses to the past. To see,
tor touch a fragment of the past .firsthand, to have,dltect sensory exper-
ience. of surviving historical activity assuredlyaremalns one of the obvious,
pedagogical strategies to which wetall turn when using material culture
data. On a most basic level, this affective mode of kno&ing prompts intel-
lectual curiosity and creative wonder; on another level, the EechniqLe .
often affords us an opportunity to measure our own Culturﬁ} perspective
(assuredly a goal of history teaching)- in time and place For, as Jules
Prown has suggested by undertaklng cultural interpretation through arti- .°
facts, we can engage another culture in the first instance not with our
minds, the seat of many\of our cultural biases, but with our senses.* y
"This affective mode of apprehension," writes Prown, that allows "us to
put ourselves, figuratively speaking, inside the skins of Yindividuals who
commissioned, made, used, or enjoyed these objects, to see with thefr
eyes and touch with their hands, to identify with them emphatically, is
clearly a different way of engaging the past than abstractly through the
written word. 7 Instead o Up minds making intellectual ccntact with minds
of the past, our senses make affectiwve contact With the senses of the past.

"
&
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.- 1n Philadelphia and from his writings, Peale had a sense of this use of

B
3 )

S . ~ .
From what we know of his exhibit§ at The Peale Museum (1786-1827)

the past. He, with a sophistication practically unknowp~among his peers,
also recognized that a history museum's total exhibitidn environment itself
was one of its more vital teaching tools. He was aware &hat objects col-
lected unsystematically or without any particuiar'intelleetual framework

would provide’little insight into .tHe past.

Instead Peale re&lized that

the raw data in the historical collections could not be properly under-

stopd or effectively used unless it was organized in such a way that one
object could be seen in the context of others, "and in conjunction with
additional information. As Harold Skramstad and Charles Sellers have '
pointed out, he recognized that perhaps the highest interpretive level
of an historical exhibition of past matetial culture is its visual stor-
age' and arrangement. In short, muselm exhibits are historical publica=-
tions and the exhibiting process i1s®a highly creative activity just like
writing a history text. 5, '
Finally, ardent democrat that he was, Peale saw historical‘%ﬁséums
as history books for the general populace, Part of his legacy to modern

- historians working with artifacts is the continuing'process by which his-
toricdl materials are brought together, classified, organized, displayed,

arranged and re-arranged in the mode of communicating history commonly
known as public interpretive exhibits. VA 2 '

" » CHARLES PA\WILCOMB: TAKING OBJECTS TO THE SCHOOLS .

Assuredly one of Pealejs'{;te nineteenth-century hei;s was Charles P. Wil-
comb, a New England collettor-sgholar transplanted to the west coast and
the founding curator of thé Golden Gate park Museum and the 0Oakland Public
Museum. . During an all-too-brief professional life of somé twenty years

(1895-19135), Wilcowb personified severdl Of the traits of an emerging.

cadre of brofessional scholars takeén with
As a self-taught ethnog

the explanatory potential: of

Q.

of what some museum historians consider the first "period raom" setting

materigl ‘culture. A rapher of Caljfornia's Indian

civilizati®bns and as a decoratiVe arts historian of his native New Eng-~

land's coionial'past, Wilcomb's two research interests represent the

first two American academic disciplines qu}tural’anthropology and art, .

11story) to take artifacts seriously and to embrace them as vital to teach-

ing- their sybject matter. For example, Wilcomb participated 1in archaeological -

excavations on the shore of San Francisco Bay, ccrsulted ‘with visjting

ethnologists, and formed & working relationship with the famed Univer-

sity of California anthropologist ‘A.L. Krveber. By ‘1899 he had devdloped

a stugdy colleqtion of N*th American qthnology displaying cver 400 basketry

specimens. ’ c- ’ .
, ‘ .y . . ‘

Wilcomb's work in colonial art history. led to tqe development in 1896

"

¥

in the\United States. Not satisfied with the traditional "cabinet of i
curiosities! or the typical narrow ‘corridor of glass casés for ghe exhibition
and interpretation of the coloni&l objects he hadi collected, comb sought

Lo tnstall thep "in a rdom of sufficient capacity, finished in the Colonial: .
style" 1n such a way so that the collection Wpuld'é%im a most impressive ) -
and instructive exhibit. "Our Colonial Department,"” asted Wilcomb, "will

be the most complete and, from an educational standpo#nt, ,the mpst valuable _

in the.United States.*"$4 . S : ,

P ' . ¢ _s"" .
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soeom . Hlstory educatlon at all levels {emalned an avowed objective of € ’
- ' Wilcomb's extensivwe school program.- If the. {nitidl FJ.ve,years of his N
- museum’'s operation, over 19, 000 schoolchildren came for formal -lectures.
. o Museum lecturers visited another ‘16,000 in their classrooms. Frequent
loans of duplicate material tulture were made in a variety “of pdbllc
outreach programs to sohools and other agencies, while spec1al extibits
: . were mounted at the ‘city' s Free berary and its branches. When the num- . L.
- — beﬁs grew.tco farge for the exhlbltlon gaIlerxes, Wilcomb added a 150~/
. . ¢ seéat hal\ with lanternslide pro;ectlon faC111t1e5a Recognizing the sym-
- biotic relatxonshlp between materiat culture evxdence and documentary *-
- , sources in hlstory teaching (and learning) -with artlfacts, he fastgened
. a copy of Aliée Morse Earle's then récently publlshed Book, Home Llfe ' e
, in Colonial Days, to a small reading table in the colohial galleries. .
Reference materials'were to be available in all exhibition spaces, in ‘_W
addition to Being found in an adjacent museum library. In short, Wil-
comb established several of the teaching techniques and curriculum
practices npw traditional to 'many contemporary departments of education
in American historical museums as well as‘'in university museumostudies y

»

: programs. e " , 2 .-

e -

Although he began as an antiquarian, Charles Wilcomb matured into
a perceptive cultural historian with a wide vision of the American past. .
. As Melinda:Young Frye éu@gests, he grew quickly to regard material culture . J
"primarily as a means of education." In an annual report prepared mid- ~
way during his years at the Golden Gate Park Museum, he delivered a ' .
statement .that might serve as summary of his teaching credd: “The_ test
applied to each (object¥ when its admission to the museum was contemplated
has been: Is {t interesting? Does it moveg thought and appeal to the._ /
. ’ higher reaches of the imagination, or, in a word, is 1t educatihc:anal?":>

4

. JOHN DEWEY: THEORIST OF EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING .

J&'

With a few exceptions such as Bronson Alcott'"s Temple Scho®bl or Freder-
1Cck Froebel's Kindergarten at the 1876 Philadelphia Centerinial, the nine-
. teenth-century American 'educational establishment used few objects in o
history teaching, Worﬁs dominated the hlstory currxcudym. Reading, -
writing and recitations preoccupled the student's learnlng exper;ences.
i
‘/ ° Mcoreover, the American historyssubjects taught in mqét n1ne;;!Eth—
. gentury schools, grammar to graduate,fdealt almost solely with golMtics,
war and diplomacy. No srgnificaht attention was paid,in’history texts,
to the role of irt, architecture, technology, costume, or any of the
components of what we now call cultural history. ' American educailon saw -
. little heuristic value in American things. Nothing important, it was
{'thought,’could be learned from sucﬂ cgmmonplace data.
gohn.DeQey, epistemologist and educator, gtrongly disagreed. Dis-+
tressed by a kind of intellectual snobbery deeply rooted_ in Western ‘cul-
ture which defines that which is physital as .inferior to that which 1s
abstract, Dewey sought to redress the lmbal?nce in the distinctions we -
terd to make between the material' and the t eon‘%ical between ﬁoing and
ghlnklng, between the concrete and the abstraet, between words and things.
- Hence his early twentietB-century educational philosophy, cften labelled
. "progressive education," stands as an important benchmark in the develop-— .
ment of teaching history with artifactg. Th inquiry approach tHat Dewey

5 . 0
" ‘G 1 1 :3 / ' . ] ) ;

JERIC* . | : ' ) ,

s . -




_—

. 7

‘ I ' pioneered while teaéhﬂgg at th LaBoratory SChools'at the University of
Chicago and at the™Teachers College of Columbia University considered .
every artifact-- a student's textbook, school room, home, museum, com-

. munity-- as.a learning environment.  As Peale and Wilcomb weré innovative
‘practitioners of material culture history teaching, Dewey deserves to be
seen as one Of the approach s most provocative early theorists. - -

¢ ' .

- Dewey's many contributiods,fo tHe theory and practxcs of hlstory kﬁm
o ducation have yet to be fully explored, but at least three~mer1t brief
' ) N Qtlon here. One is epis emological, another curricular, and the third
e, ‘might be classiﬁied as adff@nistrative’ . . . .
s : -, Undoubtedly Dewey's greateét‘theoreticar contribution to material
culture studies was his championing &f the inquiry method in approaching
historical evidence whether it was verbal or visual, In How We Think (1933), ", ;
Dewey outllned the steps that should prompt progressive and systematic
1nqu1ﬂ§ on the part of the learfier, This inguiry method, as summarized
. by Peter Martorella,6 confronts the learner with new or iméry data in
R order to prdméte~thinkiﬁg about wh&t he or she alreadyf(prs as well as
to nurture the dlscovery of brand néw ideas and insights, Conclusions of
hypotheses ahout the past resulted, Dewey argued, from interagtion with
actual data (not abstractions), the problems posed by such d&ta, and
the task of finding the most plausible explanations for such problems "
¢ occasioned by the data. Dewey found that having students confront objects
(e.gukﬁottery, maps, paintings) often stimulated this'learning pattern
‘far quicker than rote memorization or historical chronologies, His
laboratory school project’s therefore included 'suoh activities as the -
M re-creation of historical foodway®, the manufacture-of simple tools,
o ~and.even the building of various forms of ,ghelter,

, Such a hands~on appfoach to learning naturally widened the su€ject
matter of the schools. 1In fact, Dewey's model rriculum, in addition
to being both multidisciplinary and interdiscip%fnary, was striking in
1ts embrace of most of the fields we now include under the umbrella of
material culture studies: art, architecture, decorative arts, folklife,
cartography, agriculture, technology, geography-- all taught from a his-
torical perspective-— were seen as vital to each child's total iearning
experience. . , A

In order to pursue such’ topics and their special evidence, Dewey
advocated what might be called the "history offgjde the history class-
room. Resources for ruch cognxg;ve learning were ~lodged 1in libraries
s and aroﬁlves, but the’data for the 1nqu1ry method alsb existed elsewhere-- -
- in museums, in historical agéncies, or, in situ, out on the landscape,
In The School and Society (1899), Dewey, therefore, recommended that .
) history (and other) teachers make extensive use of such communxty resources.
. " In Chicado, fbr 1mstance, the Laboratory School took students to the gite
R of the Chicago portage, the Art Institute, local 1ndustr1es, and, oﬁ’ﬁ
.course, the Chicago Historical Society. Progressive education, in both
theory and practice, urged teachers to take thelrahxstory classes wherever
¢ . the history had taken place. '

.
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THOMAS JEFFERSON WERTENI‘BAKER! MATéRIAL CULTURE IN ACADEME k '
’ N -
Dewey's pedagcgy-had its greatest ‘impact at the elementary and seccndary
school level. With a few exceptions Tfor instance, Abner Bushnell Hart's
pioneering work with cartography &r Dixon Ryan Fox's research in social
_history) most American collegiate and univeésity history classes lacked
ny material culture perspective. Hence the isolated career of Thomas
g. Wertenbaker, professor of colonial history, is all the more striking.
During his long years (1910-1966) at Princeton University, Wertenbaker
preached a.brand of material culture history in his§ classroom as well
.g @s practiced 1t in his numerous books on colonlal urban, cultural, and #
" social history. *
* His courses and seminars were not novel as to method but as to
content. Beginning his teaching career in the traditional, and highly
respedted field of American political history, Wer tenbaker soon widened
his v1510n to what he came to call the neglected "field of colonlal
culture. His courses came fo be titled American Civilization and they
were offered in Princeton's early interdisciplinary program i! Aamerican
Studies. In such course, Wertenbaker exposed students to Quaker verna-
¢ ? cular architecture, Syiss barn types, American highboys, New England *+ -~
" field patterns, transporation artifacts, and recent archaeological :
excavations at sites such as Jamestown and Williamsburg.
» : ‘ .
In 1947, Wertenbaker completed bis series, The Founding of American
Civilization, a trlldﬁy begun in 1938 that demonstrated an 1mpressaive
knowledge ¢of Anglo-Amerlcan artifacts &f the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. In documenting bdbth his classroom teaching and.his published
research, Wertenbaker was the first established university Historian to.
make extensive use of the Historic American Bulldlngs Survey, thé Pictorial
Archives of Early'Amerlcan Architecture at the lerary of Congress, and
the in-house research reports prepared at Colonial Williameburg. 1In a
field report he authored for the Smithsonian Institution, The Archaeoclogy
of Colonial Williamsburg (1964), he urged his fellow historians, especially
colonialists, to recognize the importance of ‘archaeclogical material
culture for historical study. N

rd

The work of Wertenbaker deserves mention not only because he was

practically alone among established university American historiapns in -
,recognizing the value ofrmaterial culture as resource matengdl for teach-
ing and writing Americah history, but also because his professional
odyssey is alfiost archetypal ogsthe generation of many material culture
historians, both in‘university and museum institutions( that followed him.
That generation shared several common characteristics. Like Wertenbaker,
post-World War II university teachers who became interested in doing Amer-
ucan history with American things came to material, cultuxe research by

spme other discipline or vocational route. Féw, with the exceptlon of

those with anthropological training, such as Fred Kniffen, geographe:~r

at Louisiana State University or C. Malcolm Watkins, curator of cultural
history at the Smithsonian, or those with a familial .interest in antigques,
such as Anthony Garvan, historian at the University of Pennsylvania, were
specifically trained in interpreting the artrfactual trecord of a literate g
society. In short, like Wertenbaker, this generation of material cylture AWJ
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scholars was largely self-taught in the task of workilng with artifacts;

g they were self-taught), usually, through their personal research in the

. ' ® history, art, -or technology museum collectitns with which many of them
' . caffie tone affiliatéd and, of course, *through years of their own field-
. work. Like all good teachers, they learned a lot on the jObTD
v a0 - ;. -

é}u&LE%JMONTGOMERY: A MENTCR OF ARTIFACT PR@FESSIdNALS
Of this generatlon who came ‘into their majority by the late 1950s,
) Oﬁarles Montgomery, curator and senior research fellow in the*Winterthur
- Program (1951-1970) and Professor of Art History at Yale Unrversré& s
- Center for American Art and Material Culture .(1970-1978), can stand as
a most representative example. s;'lontgomery, who took a degree in history
from the University of Illinois, contributed to the material culture
< . studie€ movement in numersus ways. He was an avid and perceptive col-
. .lector, partlcularly of American pewter; a careful researcher (his vol-
. ume on The American Furniture Oof the Federal Period 1966 remains the
defrnxfrv; work); a diligent curator; and an artistie, 1magxaat1ve,
zealous museum teacher.

Montgomery was also largely resoonsxble for the idea of joining
. a museum‘collectlon (Winterthur) and a university (Delaware) in a partner-
ship cf research™and teaching, whig¢h developed into the ploneerlng
educatlonal experlment now known as the Winterthur Program in Early
! Amerlcan Culture. FPor many Years, Montgomery was its admiristrator,
taskmaster, guru, promoter, and most respected teacher. Former students,
pProteges’, and colleagues all recall his unbridled energy and enthusiasm.
“ At Winterthur and at Yale, he was famous for rigging up multiple slide
. - . projections with nine screens for optimum visual teaching impact, for
his perennial willingpess to experiment (he encouraged students to use
ctmputers in their art history research), and for his unabashed love
of pbjects—— their texture, ornament, aestheilc proportions, cultural
- and Mstprical significance.
» .
. 'Possessed with an inherently keen sense of observation and sensitivity,
R A ~ Charles Montgomery nurtured his skill through long years of looking and
' copparing and sharing it in the classroom, the lecture hall, and museum
i . gallery. He .get down'this "art and mysterie" of connoxsseurshlp in a
. primer that beqxnnlng material culture students still find valuable.
L He, llkq Peale, knew the affective power of objects in teaching. He
- o would ask his Winterthur students, for example, to look long and quietly
) at & double-arm 'candlestand and then ask them, "Does it sing to you?" As
hig fellow historian and associate E.McClung Fleming recalled, his teach-"
1ng objéctive remained singular throughout his career no matter what learn- P
ind,srrategies he ,employed. His constant aim was to encdurage the histor-
, ida]l understanding. and enjoyment of the American arts and the craftsmen
y , whd- fashlonEd them. :
. - In order to—dd‘so, he tried all types of ideas: the idea of joining
- “the artifact and the toeIs'which made it, which began Winterthur's Dominy
family workshops; the idea of  joining the artifact and the word, which
resulted in one of the finest museum libraries in the country; the idea
of JOlnLng the artlfact and the 1mage, which grew to a collection of 85, 000
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pbotoéraphs and‘JZ,bOO slides; the 1dea of bringing sgience to bear on
the 1dentification of the artifact, which developed 9nto W1ntertth s
wood analysis and x-ray fluorescence’ laboratories and its conservation
training program; the idea of. Joining the artifact and 1its culture M
which resulted in‘ the Index of American Cultures which was launched
at Wirterthur and then'moved to the Univefsgty of Pennsylvania; the
idea ©of experiencing the function (and feel) of an artifact, which
inspired Montgomery to do what many curators at Winterthur still con-
sider to be "the-most.rgvélutjonary of all his projects-- having his
tudepés acthlly sit on (muSeum) chazrs to experience their effect
on the body."

.

Charles Montgomery trained = significant number of the current

. generat;on of Amexican hiétory teachers who include artifacts in their

own teaching, His influence at  Winterthur, and then later at Yale can
be parallefed by cther mentors who have influénced the material culture
teaching and research of _the last decades: Fred Kniffen at Louisiana
State University, Louis C. Jonec at the Cooperstown Graduate Program,
Anthony Garvan at the University of Pennsylvania, J.B. Jackson at the
Univers:ty of California, John Kouwenhoven at Columbia, Eugene Fer-
guson at the Hagley Museum and many others.,

These students of the artifact, their students, and now their
studqpts, share, I think, several characteristics with their counterparts
of the past. For example, like Peale and Dewey, the current generation
of historians working with material culture as evidence see it as a
way to make Amerfcan history more populist. They argue that only a
small percentage of the world's population is and has been literate
and that individuals who write literature or keep Aiaries are quite
atypical., Artifacts, which are used by a much broader cross-section
or the population, offer & potentially more wide-ranging, more democratic
source of information than-words, Material’culture evidence may afford
a way to understand the minds of the great majority of people in the
past whc were non-literate, who remain otherwlse inaccessible except
through 1mpersonal records. .

) _As will be evident from the six essays that follow, contemporary
materlal culture hlstorlans alsd recognxze and*aspire to ccntrlbute to
a more pluralistic history that ancestors like Wilcomb and Wertenbaker
helped to forge. Those who advocate lncludlng artifacts in the écceptable
canon of historical data insist they have not only wideneg” the historian's
evidential pool, but they have also expanded the traditi®nal bourdar ies of
historital knowledge. Resorting to material culture data has often made
for a more multiple, heterogeneous, and expanded version (and vision)
o§ the American past. .

Finally, past and present devotees of the artifact have common cause
in their mutual dedication to public history, a history'that reaches be-
yond the scholarly journals and the graduate seminar rooms. ,Such history
seeks to pervade our common and communal lives-- a history that, as
. Dewey hoped, is to be found in both the school'and the society, Teachers,

-
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from Peale to Montgomery, have oftem found.;he artifact,,in any number :

of ways, to be an extremely effectiye method of creatxng such a popular
nderstanding, - In short, doing American history with Amer-.

historical
ican thin has been seen as one approach in helping individuals move
from theyr _own store of personal experiences outward to a knowledge .
iwhich lets them form wider human identifications with ,other parts of
% their community and with people remote from themselves im time" as well,
'zs space. . . . *
!
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The Colloquim

’

We began thé HAL project.with the expectation that we would foster an
interdisciplinary exchange among professionals who taught history-- or
were concerned about the teaching of hlstory-- with material culture
evidence in a variety of settings. .

One of our tools for gathé}ing and disseminating information was
a two-day colloquium which took place on September 13 and 14, 1981. It
was sponsored by the National Endowment for the Humanities with much
kind assistance from Colonial Williamsburg staff. Our reasons for con-
venxng the colloquium were two-fold: first, to elicit new evidence
of how artifacts are useful in teaching history; second, to encourage
statements from the participants that would allow ug. to evaluate the
impact of various dmethodologies in material culture research on the
present state of the art of teaching history from artifacts.

A series of HAL team meetings that included input from museum
people and academicians around the country allowed us to set.the fol-
lowing goals for the colloquium:

. To introduce statements of theory and/or methodology that
we had identified as significant in teaching history with
artifacts

. To consider how theée statements had influenced the practice
of teaching histopf with material culture evidence

- To identify people, places and projects that apply these /q
methodologies

»

. To provide 'a forum in which participants could share their
general concerns and could suggest further sources for '
research and ideas for an ultimate final product

-Because the signifiéant Statements that have influenced theory and
meyhod are not direct applications 6f such theory to practice, we asked
"!{2 practitioners or disciples of these methodologies to 1hterpret rami-

cations of" those statements specifically for our project. These pre-
senters were selected from among the colloguium's part1C1pants, people
whose work we had encountered in earlier phases of our pro)ect. We
appreciate the thoughtful preparation of the six museum and academy
professzonals who served as presenters: Barbara Carson, Carter Hudgins,
Steven Hamp, Candace Tangorra Matelic, Carol Stapp, and John Vlach.

i
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The assignment to each of the six was to ‘summarize and analyze
assigned readxngs that are, to a greater of lesser degree, part of a
body of classic statements on the uses of m&terlal culture. Each pre-
senter was asked also to diseuss the 1mpact of the readings on current
theory and practice in the areas of materral «culture research that he
or she knew best, and also to make some predictions on where these cur-
rent trends might, take us in the future.'

-

The colloguium papers were chused by traditional disciplinary
affiliation. It could be debated, as indeed we have debated among
ourselves, that other kinds of categorization might ve made cerfain
of the papers more accessible' to cerfain readers and their more individ-
val concerns. For instance, we realize that we could have organized
the papers by present trends in tééching or classes of artifacts. We
considered several other schemes by which to organize the colloguium. =
We remained convinced however that the primary fungtion of the cate-
gories was to create order. Hence, when we came to planping the col=-
logquium, we were comfortable with the least ndmber of categories sug-
gesting the broadest tmplications of content and those with which we
felt most readers would be familiar. A traditional disc1p11q9ry typo-
logy seemed to best serve that criterion.

. The relationships that we have 1mposed upon categories, methodoloéies,
the readings, the presenters,and some teaching practices we identified
during the project are set out in table form on the following page. Each
disciplinary category (e.g., Art History/ Decorative Arts Hisfory)
in this table impliés its own methodology or methodologies. Each author
suggests, in ‘the reading we, chose to represent him, a theory for applying
the methodology of his dlSClpllne to,the endeavér of learning from arti-
facts, Thus, in the upper left corrier of the table, under the category
"Art History/ Decorative Arts History," we list Charles Montgomery who
used methodologies of art history to instruct his students in connoisseur-=
ship, which, he theorized, could be raised to a level of critical analysis
useful to scholarship. An analbsis of Montgomery's thesis and methods
are to be found in Barbara Carson's paper. Some instances where Montgom-—
ery's work has been applied are listed beneath his name. We would J}ike
to stress one point that the tdble overlooks: the complexity of am author's
work often crosses the diwisions we have imposed. James Deetz, for instance,
employs methodologies of cultural geography, cultural anthropology, folk-
lore and others, as well as those of historical archaeolcgy, the section
of our table in which he appears. Thus we have designated the disciplines
1n our table "primary entry points.". These are the points from which
each author entered the arena of teaching history with material culture
evidence. The théses and methods they offer us however reach far beyond
the limits of the disciplines from which they¥spring. .

After the presentation of the six papers at the colloguium, Tom
Schlereth, an academician, offered an analysis of the proceedings that
far, and Barnes Riznik, a museum director, reflected on how the history
museum profession has developed. The s1x papers, the transcript and
general discussion follow the tpble.

Barbara C. Fertig
4
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ART HISTORY / DECORATIVE ARTS HISTORY

Roads in Wonderland’

BARBARA G CARSON

¢ ’
Charles Montgomery, "Remarks on the Practce and Science of Connaisseurship,”
Walpole Society Notebook { 1961) - -

[y

.

Kenneth Ames, "Matenal Culture as Non-Verbal Communication - i -
A Histoncal Case Study.” Journal of American Cuiture (1981)

E McClung Fleming, "Artfact Study. A'Proposecj Model.” Winterthur Portiolio 61974)
. .
¥

» %
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The ways in which material culture can be used in the teaching of -~
history appear to me to be like the roads in Wonderland. Remember
when Alice was in the woods, the Cheshire Cat appeared, and Alice
asked, "... Please, which way I ought to go from here?" .

"That depends a good deal on w%ere you want to get to," said the
Cat.’ . ' T .
"I don't much care where-—," said Alice. .
"Then it doesn't matter which way you go," said the Cat.
"=~ sd long as I get somewhere,” Alice added as an explanation.

"Oh, you're sure to do that," said the Cat, "if you only walk long
enough."

I’s

The three articles assigned to me from the fields of art and decotd
ative art history are unguestionably important articles fo;}the study
of material culture, but it is a long and ill-marked road*and an ener-
getic and strenuous walk to meet up with history and art history some-
where along the way. This afternoon I'm going to discuss each article
individually and then try to find a reasonable route to link them first

together and then with the study of history, straight history and
art history.

In "Some Remarks on the Practice and Science of Connoisseurshib,"
Charles F. Montgomery attempted to analyze the attributes of a connois-
seur so he could more quickly and more effectively help a novice to de-
velop latent abilities. For the decorative arts, connoisseurship is a
Brocess of considering craft-made objects. The process, according to
Mgntgomery, can be both intuitive and analytical. "The goal is to deter=
mine the date and place of manufacture; the author, if possible; an
where within the range of its fellows the object stands in terms of its
condition, excellence of execution, and success as a work of art."
Montgomery lists fourteen steps a.connoisseur may take in the effort
to autheénticate, attribute, ahd evaluate objects.2 ’

21

o




The fourteen steps seem to me to reflect the personal characteristics
of the author and the general characteristics of the time at which he wrote
the article. Charles Montgomery was not _an academically trained scholar.

Nor was he a theoretical model builder. He was a collector, curator and
dealery and a scholar, writer, and teacher. Mostly he was a creative, ener-
.getic thinker about guestions that interested him irrespective of boundaries
of academic disciplines. From -his experlences as and associations with
dealers, curators, and collectors, Montgomery knew fdrsthand the kind of
personal thrill some people receive from particular objects. The Question
1s how do objects generate that rush of pleasure. While Montgomery's essay
‘analyzes objects, his goal was to gain a better understanding of an emo-
txonal response so he could help more people experience it.

¢ } N

In 1961 when the essay on connoisseurship was first privatgly printed
by a club of serious collectors of Americana, it was altogether novel.

No academic disciplines fconsidering the American historical past were ser-
~iously addressing questions about artifacts. On the list of eighteen art- «
icles selected by the committee organizing this colloguium, it is by far
the earliest. The othet seventeen articles date between 1974 and 1981.
Montgomery's ess®ay was reprinted on the'occasion of his retirement from
Yale in 1978. ’

< < *

The fqQurteen points he lists offer a variety of visual, histogical,
scxentlfxc, and subjective waye to consider craft objects. Some, like over-
a{l appearance, form, ornament, and color, focus principally on visual qual-
ities of an object. However, the comments under these headings are not
strictly visual. The discussion of form, for instance, includes a brief
description.of the historical practice of scratching the weight of silver
on the bottom and a consideration of how comparison with the present weight -
of the piece can alert a connoisseur to changes in form thHat affect the authen-
ticity of an object. Analysis of materials-- under which the silver-weighing
discussion might have been placed-- is strictly scientific ard includes exam-
ination of objects with ultra-violet light and with microscopes. Although
out-of-date in its detailg, 1t addresses the general subject. Craft techniques,
trade practices, and function depend principally upon historical research.
Style, date, attribution, and history of the 6bject and its meaning combine
visual analysis and hidtorical research. The last of Montgomery's points,
condition and evaluation, involve subjective assessments, /

2

Some of Montgomery s points receive more thorough coverage by other wri-—
ters. 3 His list jis incorporated dirdctly or by implication in later theoret-
ical frameworks#br considering objects. We'll turn to one by Fleming-in a

- mement.’ Montgomery's essay is still worthy of serious interest becduse it
concentrates on things. The things stand by themselves. They are not pushed
and shoved according to the bias of any scholarly discipline, Cultural geo-
graphers, anthropologists, folklorists, social historians‘ and art historians
use objects for what they assume is a higher purpose, to further their own
arguments and interpretations. For Montgomery, at least in this essay, the
object comes first and is followed by the eager connoisgeur who appreciates it

_ for its relative merits on all fourteen points. The connoisseur, in Montgom-
ery's words, "is captured by the appeal of the object as a work' of magic,

3
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the magic of hand and mind sometimes called craftsmanship, but 1n reallty
¢ art. 5 . o . y-
@ ’
Thirteen years later, Mac Fleming wrote "Artlféct Study: A .Proposed
' Model.” * A trained. historian who for about twenty years directed the
educational program at the Winterthur Museum, Fleming understood that if
. . - artifacts were to be taken seriously as cultural evidence, they had to
‘ be offered up in a way that met the needs of scholars. A scholar may
be a connoisseur, but scholarly uses of artifacts extend beyond authenti-
cation,_ attribution, evaluation, and personal enthusiasm. It is perha;s .
- ' not too far-fetched to compare artifact study to the development of natural
hlstory Nfturalists oohed and aahed over the wonders of life forms
and oniy gradually cettled down to the time- coffsuming bu51ness of system-
\ atic collecting, sorting and classifying, and thinking and analy21ng
which, in turn, have led to broad-based interpretations and theories.
Fleming quotes George Kubler on the state of art history. '

b

In the history of art, which is ‘a young discipline, it has
long Q_gn necessary to restrict attention to manageable
questions like artistic biography ang catalogues and icon-
ography.* It is now apparent that those tasks have been ac-
- . complished and that we need neot repeat them over and over....
- \\ Many more new tasks lie 1n connectlng the history of art with /
other fields of thought, - . o,
. ) )
The study of artifacts lags a little behind art history, but it is
lncreasingly clear (and all the articles under consideration here
today testify to my assertion) that while the gatherlng and sortin%
v and cataloguing are by no means finished, .many people are thinking about
the ev1dence and are coming up with all sorts of intriguing’ p0551b111t1q|, .
many of them of an interdisciplinary na%ture, '

Fleming acknowledges that his mocdel "Bears the special impress
of thihking oriented toward.cultural history," but he hopes it is
“equally applicable in other areas of study." As he says, "The model
utilizes two conceptual tools—- a fivefold classification of the basic -
properties of an artifact and a set of four operations to be per formed
on these properties."8 The five basic properties are history, material,
-construction, design, and function. The first two of the four operations
are (1l)- 1dent1£1catlon, which 1ncludes authentication, and (2) evaluation.
All of Montgomery's fourteen p01nts about connoisseurship find their way
s into these stages of Fleming's.model. The}last two operations are cultural
analys'is and 1nterpretatlon. Some of the properties and operations over-
lap and supplement each other. For instance, function is a basic prop-
= . erty. It is also an aspect of cultural analysis, Cultural analysis

considers the artifact in relation to its own culture® Interpretation, ~
. - "focuses on the reation betfween some fact learned about the artifact “
* and some key aspect of our current value system," ‘

s

In the last half of his article, Fleming applies the model to a
seventeenth-centurgy Massachusetts court cupboard. 1In working his way

» -
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through the five properties and four operations; Fleming acknow- -

ledges assLstance from at least one cblleague and several stu-

dents. Full application of the model to even -a 51ngle artifact

_.1is labor lnten51ve and” time-consuming. .
In his article, "Mater;al Culture asiﬁenVerbal Communication;'

A Historical Case Study," Ken Ames discusses a number of concepts

of the social uses of domestic objects, focuses on one, and details

four functions of the parlor organ in late, nineteenth-century America.
e . .

Parlor oréans were popular from about 1870 to,1900. Compared'to

pianos they were,smaller, cheaper, ‘and more "closely linked to chang-

ing styles and fashj » 10 the mass- produced works were hqused in_

the lower section; the m 51cally superfluous upper section served

as a display area for knick-knacks, ‘family photographs, and other

possessions. :

. . Nowhere in the*article does Ames mentxon a specific parloer organ

surviving in prxvate or public c¢ollections.? No conn01sseursh1p in' the
. :fMontgomery sense 15 exhibited in-his work. Nor is he interested in 4
- follow1ng the entxrety of Fleming's godel for artifact 'studies. In
" tirf’s essday,’ Ames does not cemonstrate famlllarlty with Fleming's five
properties or his first two operatlons These, you may remember, were
similar to Montgomery's fourteen points., Ames does not even use’ arti-
facts. Instead of studying parlor organs directly, he uses illustrated
advertisements .promoting their ‘'sale and photographs showing their use
in domesti¢ settings. His essay concentrates on ‘the last two of
Flemlngfs operatlons, cultural analysis and interpretatior. Photographs
h and advertlsements are, of course, artifacts in their own right and

- could receive detailed study about ‘their paper, ink# typefaces, lemulsions,’

and so forth. Ames doesn't do’ this. He assumes -his adveftisements and
photographs are authentic; his readers ape, not unreasonably, expected
to do likewise. : L "'*" .

B
Q

. » In what I found to be a thoroughly absorblng,expOSLtlon, Ames

./ -analyzed how late n1neteenth-q§£tury Americans used parlor grgans.’ /

Objects serve a vardetyjof functions. "~ A parlor organ makes music. '
This is its manifest ction according to Robert K. Merton or iks
technomic function according to Lewis Binford. Objects also serve

. » datent functions. Binford subdivides Merton's.latent function into

'?- R two categories. Socio-technic function involves the use of objects in’

£RIC
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contexts of social interaction.?"Ideb~technic function describes the
use of objects in religious and psychological‘contexts."ll Ames focuses
interest on socio-technic functions. )

- - He mentions hoy parIoré%?bans’compa:tmentalized and identified
time in the liveg of their owrférs and how they changed their owner's
\& self and public images,. ‘In the longest secticn of the paperifge then
*‘detqm;s four nonverbal ways that parlor organs communicated social values ’
n their own.time and place. First, parlor’ organs helped Vigtorxan Amer~
icans "engage in and ex&gnd conventlonallzed social roles."™ " Usiny re-
cent studie3 in women's 'nistory, Ames shows how" the women's world of -
domesticity and childbearing and their twin(roles of consumer and saint .
A b

- t
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Twere expnegsed'in a phbtégraph‘of a mother playing an organ for her
child ‘and her parents. Presumably her husband is off earning money A
to sustain the cozy setting, The presence of three generations in such
a photograph furthers Ames's second ‘and third poin'ts about how artifacts
"promote social and cultural continuity over time" and about how they
encourage social bonding in familial groups,’ Fin 1ly, the parlor organ
enhanced the player's life through the rewardiﬁg gxperigpce of dis-
playing competenc® or even mastery of a skill, and it enhanced the
listeners' or group singers' lives through the satisfying sense of
shared actiyity. - , .

Ames argues that people's social needs remain fairly cqnstént over
time even though "the way these needs ar® met may vary considerdbly." &
What differentiates Victorian Americans from us talay is lesg a different,
set oflgeeds,than a distinctly different pattern of responses to those
needs. Ames ends with a note of caution. "There may be considerable
difference between the public meanfhgs of ‘objects as evident in adv®r-
tising imagery and the personal or private meanings that these objects
had for their owners and users." True,but Ames has given us a valu-
able example of.thoughtful speculation and interpretati?n into the
"subtle ways people use ‘objeqts in their social lives," 5 )

There is a clear . relationship among “the points about. artifacta~gbelled
out, in the three articles. Fleming's model, which seems to me to be suf-
ffciently comprehensive for aly work with artifacts, provides ,
the connecting framework. I don't think you need to listen to another
recital of fourteen points in r&lation to five principles and four opera-

\/4&}@@5 combined with concepts like manifest and latent, technemic, socio-
te

nic, and ideo-technic function. Montgomery's concern -is with things;
Ames's with cultural' analysis and interpretation. To be fair, I should
‘add that the focus on one or the other areas in those two articles does
not‘imply that their authors deny the importance of the other area. Ames
is fully capable of connoisseurship and Montgomery has keen interest in
cultural analysis. However, in these two artiéles,‘they are seemingly
considerzhg different aspects of the study of artifacts as outlined in

Fleming's model.
»

In spite of this'gbvious difference, I think, in fact, the two .
share an important interest. Montgomery wanted to understand the process
whefeby people today respond intuitively and logieally to objects from
the past. Ames wants to understand the direct and subtle responses of
people in the past to objects from their own culture. Montgomery's
analysis of visual and technological qualities is very succdssful. If
students are taught to lpok at'objects along the lines he offers, they
do qpickly develop an ind®eased apprec%ation for them and a more logical
way Uo articulate their appreciation. However, a person can learn this,
and learn it well, without ever absorbing the passion of a collector, I
think latent or socio-technic functions similar to those discussed by
Ames are more helpful in explainingtWhy some people respond so enthusia-
"stically to artifacts, Demonstrating skill as a connoisseur undoubtedly provides
Personal satisfaction similar to that of playing a parlor organ., Collecting-

.
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particudar artifacts brings one into the company of others with whom one
has the pleasure of sharing a common activity. About the, cost of collect-
1ng, Montgomery says, "Whereas in the joy of a treasure one soon forgets a
high price pi%d' in the possession of the second-rate one remembers only its
cheapness,” Ames says that people know that a majot*pfschase will “"trans-
i form them in their own eyes and in the eyes of others.” In Thorstein ,
Veblen's terms, théy receive more respgct.and deference, acquire greater-
status., Aesthetic appreciation .combined with a heightened sense of per-
. sonal and social well-beilg undoubtedly provide joys sufficient to justify

a very high purchase price. : . .
. w ! P . + *
. ’ I bring all this up, not\?zcause I think Montgomery should have, (he )
did quite enough to analyze one aspect of connoisseurship), but because

I think doing so helps underscore the importance of what Ames has done.
Ames expressed caution about his use of artifacts and nonverbal communica-
tion in the study of history. The problem is not that artifacts are not -’

important in people's lives and therefore important in history and art’ P
. history. The problem is thapt historians are accustomed to literary’or .
v qi_A quantitative eqidence. They haye- confidence and few techniques to under-
e . stand the complex dimensions of artifacts. Historians traditionally resort

to written record sources. Artifact studies, semiotics, and exercises in
. visual thinking are highly nonverbal and hence seemingly incapable of
scholarly proof. Historians are not predisposkd to seriously consider © *

such evidence, They are likely to respond, "Very taﬁtalizing, but where's N P
the proof? I can't give your arguments my time and atteéntion unless you have
proof."” Of course, historians speculate, interpret, and theorize, but they ' ~

do 30 based on verbal statements or on certain kinds of statistical evidence.

Just as creative historians developed ways of making parish registers and

other sources convey acceptable informatidn about ﬂhﬁrticulate populations,

so different historians need to come up with ways afld standards to make et
artifact studies comprehensiblie and acceptable.

4
N e

Curigusly, art historians have the same problem with Visual evidence.
They are hardly more willing than historians to deviate from arguments e
that are essentially based on verbal evidence,. Th its narrower uses, icon-
ographical analysis of painting and sculpture builds upon knowledge of liter-
ary sources. In its broader use, it moves on to personal..psychology and world
views, but these usually are derived from literary evidence.’

It is my personal opinion that artifact studies are due for’'a break-
through. In the past, people looked at and thought about stuffed birds, prg-
served butterflies, and fossilized remains “longgenough to come up with sug- ,
gestions about their relationships. Today other people (are working with pew-
vter pots, court cupboards, and parlor organs: Like Alice, we know we want to
get somewhere, but we are not at all certain which rocads beyond those of cata-
lloqulng and assembling biographical information will be direct and safe. Models
like Fleming's and lists like Montgomery's have been very helpful to suggest . .
a sense pf. direction for people's energy. Analyses like those of provided by
Eleming and Ames further encqurage the effogt. We need more. And we need
guidelines by which to judge the respectabiligy of responsible speculation

aboup the historical roles of artifacts. » .
‘ -
¥ « . 5
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Notes | :

a

* Charles ﬁiﬁMontgomery, "Sofme Remarks an hﬁe Bractice and Science of

Connoisseurship," American Walpcle Society Notebook (1961):7-20, and
regringed‘in Chapter 8 of .Thomas J, Schlereth, Material Culture Studies

in’ Amerd¢ca (Nashville: AASLH, 1982), .

For best brief statement I know of about conndisseurship, see David
Alan&Brown, Bekenson and the Conngisseurship of Italian Painting
YWashington, D.C.: National Gallery of Art,1979), 11, -

For instance, in Man the Designer, Helen Marie Evans discusses the
elements (line, form, space, time, movement, light, color, texture) -
and the principles (proportion, balance, rhythm, emphasis, unity) in
detail, David Pye in The Nature and Art of Workmanship evaluates

that aspect of a craft product,
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- Half Sunk in the Sand: ' '”
- Some Thoughts from Underground on ;
Macts Hlstoncal Archaeclogy & Teaching o

CARTER L HUDGINS
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i

Iam&s Deetz, "Matenal Culture and Archaeo logy—What's the Phiference?”
H/stonc;/ Archaeology (1977) .
James Deelz, "Scienhfic Humamsm and Humarushe Science

A Plea for Paradigmatic Pluralism in Historical Archaeology,”
(Unpubhshed | paper, 1981)

Leland Ferguson Hlstonca Archaeolocy |
and the Importance of Matenal Things,” Historical Archaeology (1977) ‘ |
] - .

—_

I, had puzzled )er several hours over how to start this paper when I remem—
bered a poem we all read as hlgh schooclers. Many of its lines were still
clear to pme; and, even more surprising, I was able to stumble through the
whole thing. It was interesting, at least to me, that the memory of my -
old English teacher was still strong enough to make me stand-up straight
and start my palms sweating as I plodded toward the last line. But what .
. was more to the @01nt of the paper I was writing, a dim bulb coming .on’
: told me thdt the poem might be the ideal metaphor fcr the 1mpllcat10ns
that recent theoretical trends in historical archaeology hold for teachlng
’ hlstorY' -

2t

I met a traveler from an gptique land, .
»Who said-- "Two vast and trunkleSs legs of stone
, , Stand in the desert,.,.. Near them, on the sand,
v : Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose “frown,
And wrinkled lip,; and sneer of cold command
Tell that its sculptor well those passions read |,
Which yet survive stamped on these lifeless things,
The hand that mocked them, and the heart that fed; "
And on a pedestal, these wotds appear: .
. My name is Ozymandius, King of Kings, s
- ' Look op my works, ye Mighty, and despair!
* Nothing beside remains. Round the decay .
Of that collpssal wreck, boundless and bare, -
. ‘ The lone§3q;31evel sands stretch far away. -

~

. . /
Keats' "Ozymandius" seemed an appropriate way to begin a discussion of

artifacts and teaching history because it was, in part, .inspired by the
. "rage antiquaire” that attended the late eighteenth century birthing of

e
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archaeology as a "science." Even more, the poem seemed a fitting intro-
.duction because igs probing of the psychological forces that underlay
the shattered qyf%ﬁssus is very similar to the thrust of the three papers
I will discuss this afterpoon. ' ' -

: Of the three papers I was told I’ might Use as a spriﬁgboard for my remarks,
two are by Professor James Deetz. The third, Leland Ferguson's "Histor-

ical Archaeology and the Importance of Materizl Things," introduced the

thematic session of the 1975 meeting of the Society for Historical Archaeo-

logy at Charleston, South Carolina. Deetz was one of a half-dozen scholars

who accepted Ferguson's invitation to gather at Charleston and discuss

"the importance of archaeolegical data--material things-- and the undevel-

oped potential of those data."! Now, after the passage of six years,

that symposium has become part of the mythology of higtorical archaeology.
"It yas, in the 1960s sense of the word, a "happening," &s scheduled, the

panelists read papers that, predictably, were approvingly. applauded; but

soon a spontgmt€ous exchange of informal appraisa)}s-- sneers and scowls e

accompanied /by the you-have-failed-to-persuade-me messages, of folded arms--

created a sense that somfethring profound was happening even though few

in the audience duite knew what it was they were witnessing, Spellbound,.
_ they refused to let the discussion end, and they clamored for an over-

flow session that held the panélists captive well into the night. Histor-

ical archaeology, some say, may have come of age that day. At the very

least, it has not been the same since,

-

Fg%guson kicked off the excitement by issuing what has become, and

actually what already was, cne of the underlying premises of archaeological

" research. He began with the appraisal that material things had.not received
the attention they deserved, a sentiment shared by the audience. And Only ’
a few dissented with his assessment that archaeologists and other students
of material culture could, with reasonable accuracy, isolate patterns in
the material objectg their excavation uncovered.2 There were, however,
more who reddened under Ferguson's thinly disguised if gentle rebuking
of most of the preceding twenty yvears of archaeological research. While
he did not suggest_that the older research was beyond redemption, Ferguscn
did argue, and rightly so, that as long as historical archaeology retained
its long-standing commitment to eliciting images of one man at one moment
in time from the ground, ,jt would remain a hobbled creature, a discipline
unable to realize its fugi potential.,

-~
f

Al
Ferguson's paper was thus a kind of plea that archaeologists broaden

their horizons, a pep talk that they give serious thought not only to the

immediate application of the data they dug up-- most often lending his-

torical accuracy to history museums and restorations-= but to the more

profound implications artifacts-have as sources of historical information,

James Deetz had already convinced Ferguson that "the historical document

does not necessgrily contain more truth than artifacts recovered from

the ground. Nor, is the structure of phEnoména as interpreted through

history necessarily more Vi¥i§ than the structure observed and interpreted
* by the archaeologist."”” The audience at Charleston generally assumed that

to be true, but Ferguson warned them that archaeology would become a signif-

icant tool for minderstanding human behavior .only if they explored the

»
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implications of Deetz's admonition. More than good faith, however, was
requ1red to transform Deetz's sermon about the nature of material evidence
and artifacts into archaeolog1cal practice. What was needed was a gcod
theoretical perspective, -
o~
&y '/_J

Deetz's research on ceramics at seventeenth-century Plymouth and
New England gravestones had persuaded Ferguson that the material thirigs
people leave behing them are a source of historical information as impor-
tant as the ideas they write down. What Deetz now said in his paper,
"Material Culture and Archaeology-— What's the D1fference°$ was both an
answer to Ferguson's plea for a broader definition of material culture
and the groundwork for a .new theoretical framework for historical archaeo-
lcgy. This paper, introduced ideas, some already published, others then
evolving, that coalesc two years later (1977) as the book In Small
Things Forgotten, jﬂg’ifchaeology of Early American Life,4 Perhaps most
challenging of ;yése ideas was a new definition of material culture.
Material culturé was, Deetz suggested, "that sector of owr physgcal envi-
ronment that wg’modify;through culturally determined behavior."~ This
definition includes all artifacts, from the simplest, such as a clothes
hanger, to the most complex, the space shuttle Columbia, for example, It
includes artifactd dug from”the ground, a visored helmet or a piece of a
pot, and those that are not, the way men plow théir fields or tfim their
nails. It also includes more ephemeral artifacts, a hook slide into
second base or a pas de deux, just two examples of human kinesics, and
the flow of celebrants through a receiving line and around a punch
bowl at a wedding re;ept1on, a single example of przxem1cs, or the spatial
relationship between people. Even lahguage fits undar this broad defin-
ition. Words ,are, after all, air masces shaped by vocal chords, lips,

{ teeth, and tongLe according to culturally acquired rules. Fhere were,

and of course are, many who objected to a definition of material culture
that includes in its, field of study Boy Scount xnob§Land'logos like BaMA
that march across football fields as happily as it es porcelain plates
and Chippendale chairs. The unpersuaded also grumped when Deetz sug-

" gested that archaeology as it is ordirarily perceived-is really nothing

more than’a means to an end. You see, "maferial culture (should be):' the
proper study of man."6
7 . -

Looking back at the Charleston meeting, it seems that Deetz's broad
definition of material culture straddled the widening theoretical no-man's~-
land that already separated historical archdeology's two warring research
perspectlveS. More will be said about these later, but a word must first
be said about Deetz'sysrole as theoretical diplomat, If there is a corol-
lary to the Deetz definition of material culture, it might be stated that
since other disciplines, especially linguistics, have developed analytical
techniques for, their special subjegt matters, archaeologists who would
work under hq(broader definition ©f material culture should adopt those
techniques.,’ In practice, Deetz done just that, and the result was
his mini-book In Small Things Forgotten', A broadly interdisciplinary
anglysis of the culture of early America, this book did not, however,
lower ;he pitch of the debate within e archaeological }bmmunity of the
meaning of material culture, But that controversy and his role in it
seems to have warmed Deetz to the arbitrator's chair, and his essay
"Ccientific Humanism and Humanistic Science: A Plea for Paradigmatic

Pluralism in H1stor1cal Archaeology! is another graceful attempt to
e




mediate the acrimonious quarreling that has characterized discussions,
post Charleston, about the role of artifacts and material culture in
historical archaeology.

The archaeological fraternifly has long been split into two camps. That
should come as {no surprise since historical archaeology, unlike its
prehistoric parallel, has been practiced by both historians and antiro- .
po ngtS, each group clalmlrg that its methods are the only proper
ones. There is no simple way to summarize how it came to be this way
or even to define clearly the dogmas of each faction. That must be . ' -
attempted, however,, for sn this argument and its resolution lie the

\ clearest indications of the kind of history archaeologists will write,
On the one hand, scholars committed to the so-called scientific school
of historical archaeology have arqued that material culture, or the things
tqat are materiygl culture, are distributed in predictable patterns
that, once dis;gvered, will lead scholars to "law-like statements"
- regarding human behavior. And when revealed, these laws will ultimately
' make all human action, past and present, understandable. The scientists
admonish us#to be sensitive to the existence of patterns in-the artifactual
record, but, since they are based on gquantitative data only, archaeologists
who count can discover them. Only after we have counted our. pot sherds
- can we define patterns, and only then can we hope to discover the under-
lying causes of the patterns. Fcr example, the Carolina pattern consists
of quantified categcries of artifact classes-=-< Kitchen, Architecture?
arms, Clothing, Activities-- and this pattern is different ftom others.

On the other hand, the opposing view, labeled particularistic by
scienti1fic archaeologists, professes in its most extreme form the view
that archaeolcgy is but a handmaiden to history. Archaeclogists, they
say, are but custodians of the trivia of the past. Their fate is to
unearth the material remains of events unique 1n time and place, hap-
penings whose material correlates are also unique and which_can only be .
explained 1n terms of the same set of unique circumstances.” Smith was
different from Jones, we are told; he acted freely and independently
. and was rfoscaptive to cultural traits that conspired to shape his eating
and drinking habits or plot where he discarded all his best rubbish.
, Archaeology as it is done by the scientists, the particularists charge.
spawns in its trailings of computer tapes and punch cards history that
1s written in the passive voice. Men and women living in the pas% beccme
subjects, pushed and pulled this way and that much like laboratory mice.
While\both these "schcools" shane a commen body cf field methods and
research tools, the great stress the particularists pu n the relation-
ship between documents and objects stands in stark contfast to the sci-
entific school which contends that documents are of secondary importance.
Literary sources fill in the gaps the artlfacts do not and are, indeed, -
sources of errore best ignored. ’

The nether 'world that lies between these two archaeological per- .

spectives, scientific and particularist, James Deetz has claimed as his -
» * -
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"theoretical alternative should be clear enough,
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own. In Small Things Forgotten attempted to acknowledge the ccmplexity
of the historical record, but at the same time it was a synthesis of
research that had.discoveisd,patterns like those coveted by the scholars
of the scientific school. Proponents of both perspectives, howeyer,
found this attempt to mediate their quarref too impressionistic,-and so
Deetz has clarified what has already appeared inprint with his "Plea for
Paradigmatic Pluralism in Historical Archaeology,"” 'The mediation Deetz
propcses is a "coqpination Oof the particulagist's emphasis on detail

and documentation 'and the séientific archaeologist's search for patterned
regularity exten??d to the antire record-- documentary, archaeological,
and artifactual, The result will be a more powerful analytical frame-
work for explaining change, and the meaning of that change, in the past.

The shortcomings of the oppcsing perspectives and the need for a
Particularism, while
rich in texture and substance, is theoretically timid and weak in °
explanatory pcwer. That Smith had more money than Jones or better’ taste
often masquerades for an explanation in the particularist camp.g?This

is not to suggest that the particularist approach is not valid, but

it must be understood that it is only for those "who def%re only a nar-
rative history, enriched by the tangibles of the past.” But if the
particularist's, Dick and Jane history is not capable of providing deeper
insights into the past, then neither are the scientists, “Their publica-
tions indicate that they have based their patterns almost exclusively

on excavated data, a source that for many reasons, none of which can be
discussed at length or with satisfaction in this paper, are distorted,
(The reasons run from questicns about which sites are chosen to be
excavated and why, to how much of the site is actually excavafed, to
problems of sample reliability, to "ghterviging“ historical factors

such as navigation acts and demographics. ) Patterns do emerge from
this'data (that the scientists profess to be surprised by this suggests
that they ,have a low threshhold of amazement), but they are likely to

be sobroad that they, like the particularist's beguiling story, are
exceedingly weak as explanatory devices, We are told, for example, that
frontier communities were like some settled communities but not like ‘
eothers, and 'assured that -the pattern of .things German colonists threw
away was in some ways like and in some ways not like the artifactual
imprint their English neighbors left behind. While both perhaps make

a descriptive contrjbution to our understanding of the past, neither -
explains very much. The scien;isté' procedures may ke framed in more
quantitative terms, but all that pumerical magic tells us very little .
ziout the past, That is so because few archaeologists fromgdhe scientific
gide seem to be asking what-the meaning of the patterns they discover is.
And when that happens, when "patterns are primarily defined in terms of
telative frequencies within artifact claﬁﬁes,,be they functional, material,’
or formal, we are describing lexicon, not grammar, performance, not com- '
petence,”context, not ‘structure,” In other words, archaeologists, with'

few exceptions, haveqnot yet begun to seek the alteré@ions in thought, .
the changes in ideas, the shifts in the way people perceived their world
and their place in it, that underlie the artifactual changes we can.so
clearly see in our trefiches. Maybe things are now as they were § quarter
century ago when J.C,. Harrington wrote that archaeology's "contributigns

to historical data are considerable; to history, relatively little,"

N




- <

L
[
L}

The remedy for this theoretical malaise is, Deetz proposes,an application
of the possibly more pcwerful analytical tools found in structural
antk:esofbgy. This notion does not ofiginate with Deetz. Henry Glassie

first opened the doors of material culture to this method when he applied ~
' Levi-Strauss's anthropologlcd.structurallsm to his study of folk
hcusing in middle Virginia. What Deetz has done is extend this method -

to other artifact categories and to othdr times and places. He has
demonstrated that the process Glassie used to elucidate the mental world

of the fclk builder of piedmont Virginia is relevant for the seventeenth-
century New England plowman, a ninéteenth-century Iowa sod-buster, or

an Irish minér living in a California ccal town. , «

s
.- 5F

» ériefly summarized, structuralism holds that human thought is
,organized and functions according’ to a universally shared complex of
‘oppositional structures which are mediated dlfferently by different

. Cultures, or by the same culture a}{ a different time. While such a
proposition is unprovable (we may or may not think in binary terms) and
is thus infuriating to scholars who aspire to order their research in
more positivistic terms, structuralism has, Glassie reminds us, "aided’
in theory ‘building.” To explicate the decision-making of the Virginia
folk builder, Glassie framed fifteen opposed pairs (Figure 1l),page 39. His
thinking, and Deetz's after his, is this: "These oppositional pairs are
thought to structure subconcious thought, and as such affect all- human
behavior as” it is seen at the observable;particularistic level. Accord-
ingly, similar changes taking pléce in the same direction and at the

‘" same time in otherwise unrelated sectors of culture are attributable to
changes in the nature of mediations of underlylng opp051tlonal struc-. -
tures." Glassie's oppositions rest on the mostrembrac1ng Pair-- that ‘
between control and chaos, quite possibly a universal striving-— and
the others rank above, closed versus open, private versus public, arti-
ficial versus natural, and so ok. But whenever the oppositions exist,
their mediations are those chosen at a particular piece at a particular
time "for Ehi purpcse of achievipng control over natural substance and
human will, . . . \

For example; Deetz has.demonstrated that toward the end of the
eighteenth century, the opposition between intellect and emotion was
strongly mediated in favor of the intellectual and,-at a deeper level,
that between natural and artlflcal toward the artifical, Classes of .
ohjects which at the partlcularlstlc or behavioral level share little .
in a formal or functional sense, like ladder back chairs and gravestones,
_or plows and plates, demonstrate the same direction inh mediation. In
mortuary art, death's heads, sywbollc of the tangible reMains of the
dead, give way to cherubs, a more intellectual, artificial form. Ceramics, .
made earlier in a variety of hues (browns, greens, yellows) which reflected )
their natural clayey origing, tutn white by the last decades of the
eighteenth century, a move toward the artificial and unnatural at abcut
the same time that gravestones not only became white (marble) instead
' of the greens, klacks, reds and blues, of earlier monuments; but are .
dressed on all sides, a finishinlg touch that denies their ofigins as ¢

stones. Food preparation changes too. ¥

™
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) The mixed stews andbpcttages of the seventeentk century give way
to lumpier cuisines when cuts of meat emerge from the soup to lie
! - surrounded by potatoes and vegetdbles on flat plates. From the use
: of joints of meat, recognizable ‘parts of once-living critters, meat
is cut in highly structured, standardized, artificial ségﬁents such
as steaks and chopqt This change is v151ble archaeologi ally as the
\ shift from cutting and cleaving to sawing of meat into carefully con-
) ' trolled pprtions. 1In building, natural stones give way to brick
‘ foundations, tfees are cut and hewn to mask th€ir original organic
~~ forms, orderly rows of shingles replace wavering lines of tar-streaked
boards, and the houses themselves, like ceramics and gravestones, become
white in contrast to earlier multi- -huedexteriors, #

It is most, significant that these changes took place at about the
same time, later in the eighteenth century, and that the mediations are
in the same direction., It would seem then that_the shift from many
colors to white in housés, ceramics, and gravestones, to extrdtct one

. shift,”is no coincidence. That it is not, however, demands ap explana-
tion. Deetz at this point warns that it is not an explanation for why
each class of objects turned white that needs to sought. Asking that
question would lead to a traditional answer, one that would explain the
change in terms of changing style, taste, values, or simple preference. <.
What should be sought is "an explanation of the underlylng shift in medi-
atjon of the oppositiondl structures in questlon."lg Whiteness, not the
artifacts themselves, becomes the object of interest. and £f whiteness
in one part of the material culture of early nineteenth-century America
can be explained, that same explanation will likely fit all the others.
The answer that Deetz finds most conv1nc1nq for,all these shifts is one
that is framed in terms of changes in'attitude or world view,

By taking great leaps over the ev1dence that 'supports Deetz's argu-
ment, it is possible to see that the mediation toward art1f1c1a11ty, and
the intellectual, is paralleled by mediations in the other categories,
There is, for example, a change strongly in favor of s metry. This
shift, contrasted by Deetz against the earlier mediations toward the
artificial and intellectual, suggested that a deeper shift, that away
from corporate organization toward 1nd1v1duallsm, was reflected in many -
aspects of the material culture, The material evidence for this is

e - . ample., There was, of ceurse, that sudden and spectacular increase in
the amount of ceramics & family "needed" to serve its members. Every
hQuseholder now had his or her own plate and cup, and other shifts :
extended the one man, one plate. philosophy to other classes of artifacts.
Sufficient numbers of chairs to’seat every householder crowded into the

. eighteenth century; individBalized burial plots (eventually family cem-
eteries) dotted landscapes where earlier communities had collected their
dead in community burying grounds; private refuse pits replaced communal

) ones; and more and more private space appeared within houses. To Deetz, °
these changes signal that old seventeenth century notions about the con-
- cept of self and the role of the individual in the larger community were
\ in the midgt of change. The old" dommunal order that had arrived in Amer-

ica from old England was in disarray and as men and wdmen adapted to the
changes around them and developed new modes of thinking about themse}ves
» L3 Py d -
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.!order out of chaos. R

and their place in the world, the artifacts thex made "manifested the
changes ﬁhpt had taken place in their minds." 2 Two mental worlds,

one the medieval, thegocratic erder of bid England in which the individ-
ual was fixed for life in his or her station, the other, and the new,
secular, mercantile world where mobility was the norm, collided, For
the folks in the collision coursge of these traditions, the artifacts .
of the newer culture helped make sense.of these' changes, eased the
transition from old to newV§ soothed personal dislocaticns, and brought

I3

That, very briefly summarized, is what James Deetz thinks we should
be doing with the artifacts we choose to study. Now, since ‘Deetz has
on more than one occasion pleaded that he not be taken too seriously,
there seems little point to dissecting his theoretical perspective
here line by line. After all, this paper can not hope to convey the ’
full-breadth and power of his argument. Also, the basic premises of
his structuralist approach really are not his, and it must be left to
folklorists and anthropologists to resolve the knotty problems sur-
rounding the "validity" of structuralism. What I will do, however, is
‘briefly examine some of the assumptions that underly Deetz's thinking
about artifacts and history and perhaps make some predictions about
archaeology's relationship to them,

R Y

-

First, Henry Glassie arqued persuasively in Folk Housing in Middle Vir-
giria that material culture, cor a history based on material culture,
is more "human" than one that is not. We are all aware that most of
the folks who lived in the past wroteg very little and had very little
written about them; but they did buifg things, and those that survive,
and even those that do not, can be studied by those of us who live in
the present. Artifacts are thus a more "democratic" source of histor—_
ical information, cne that can, if the right questions are asked, lead
us *to the day-to-day lives and concerfis of most Americans, While it is
undcubtedly true that artifacts really can help us write a history of
the "inarticulate," the promise of this assumption has yet to be realized,
Part 95 the fault lies in our archaeological methods; that is, we are
far more adept at finding and exgavating rich folks' houses than poor
men's, I suspect, however, that a far more serious problem is the pow-
er that our own culture has over the way we see the past. It may be
because they are trained as anthropologists that archaeologists, more
than historians, understand that they write from biased perspectives.
Nevertheless, their published writings indicate that few archaeologists, /
even those who study the material culture of minority racial or ‘cultural
groups, have thought sericusly enough about tHeir own biases to account
for them in their: thinking about the past-- for example, the relation-
ships of power and authdrity ghat exist between an overseer and his hands
or a sachem and his warriors®It is perhaps not surprising -then that the
writing of these overseer/archaeologists often assumes the tone of planta-
tion account books for in recovering a material portion of the past, he
has also relived past power structures. Thus, the author’of "an excel-~" .
lent study cf contempcrary society on Barbadbs can interprét bilack burial
practices there in the eighteénth and nineteenth centuries as evidence
of a white~initiated reward-incentive system rather than one or more of
the possible alternativesg,(f) the acculturation of blacks from different
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cultural traditions to‘each other as much as to the culture of their
white masters; (2] the mediation between the tradional cultures of Africa
and the cylture of the English mercahtile world; (3) the resilience of
African cultural tradltlons2 or (4) the mediation between twc cultures,
one white, the other black.

/

Getting it right_yill not be easy, but the rewards for continuing
our study of the material cultures of minority groups living in the past
are sufficient to keep us at it. There seems no better way to make the
lives &6f invisible men and women visible once again or to return the
strivings of most folks to the stage of history than through archaeology
and material culture studies. By recovering some of the things they
made, their lives become more tangible., Perhaps soon we will accomplish °
the kind of thinking about their .artifacts that will allow us to enter
the minds of these men and women long dead.

- Second, Deetz's writing also makes it clear that if we are to enter
the mind of the past, we must think in.far broader terms than we are
accustomed. Most of us thought we had done just that when we mulled
the relative merits of modernization theory or sampled some of the
behavorist dream dust' that blew our way in the 1970s. That experlience
may explain why some of us, most of us, will resist Deetz's urging to
look to the "rise of individualism" when we decide it is time to add
some "rigor" to our interpretations. We do so at our own peril. .
Listening to Deetz and adjusting our blinders really is not that bad
an idea; it will force us to consider the broader issues that shaped
the past. Certainly, the collision of the pre-and post-market cultures
is one such issue, but there will be others because it may be that the
greatest potential the study of material culture has is its ability to
force us to think about the world we have lost-in ways that might
never occur to us when we study the documents alone. N

., While it seems remote that our understandlng of the events -of the
American Revolution will be changed much By a study of the artifacts of
that era, our understanding of the meaning these events had for its
partlcﬁbants will indeed change. This is probably true for any "turning
point" in American history. I suspect, for example, that if the material
pcssessions of the combatants on both cides of the North Carclina Reg-
ulation were analyzed, we would find two material cultures in collision,
one the older folk or traditional culture, the other, the new market
or Georglan culture. Recent students of the Regulation have told us
that i#kwas not a confrontation of rich and not-sorrich. But thousands
of North Carolina men felt threatened and feared that they were suffoca-
ting politically. Perhaps theg thought that the source-of their dis-
comfort was the newer culture, e

s

The Revdlution in Virginia assumes a new dimension when we consider
how men in knee breeches and linen shirts who lived.in’traditionaf houses
arrayed themselves in an evangelical culture against the culture of
perriwigs and pilasterss As in Carolina, these were:not classes in
conflict but cultures, each threatened by the other. and much later on,
all tho§e farmers, Pitchfork Ben Tillman and all the Test whoqnearly -
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made an agrarian revolution in the nineteenth'century, liked'to be
phctographed standing in front of log houses, cultural symbols they
knew were clearly differenct from the gleaming marble banks that they
recognized as the root of everything corrupt in America. It is also

no accident that when Pat Robertson and his lleagues.on the PTL
telévision shew tell you that America has q?ggn weak and corrupt, he and
bis electronic brethern choose to do so against backdrops of moral
virtue and national strengths passed, eighteenth—century.«Georgian
parlors or a Victorian front porch123 '

N .
5

! g

« Those of us who are in the business of teaching history can find
in these and other events material evidence of the values Americans
felt were to be won or lost at every stage of our national experience.
If we can discover those things, reveal the oppositions, by studying
artifacts, then we can, I think, convey 1in a very powerful way not only
the day-to-day experiences of most Americans, but the larger ideoclogi-
cal struggles that shaped their perceptions of, and actions toward,
each cther.

\)§X




) PN b B :
:’ - v \ o ¢ . . -
- -’ X ) | . b - L4 ) . ‘/,ya. . . ’
- ,f N , )
N R i v, | g
a . . . - ﬁ ‘E - . ¢
{ i 0 {1 -
:2 “ P S‘)«-H ’ & ,,{" } dppux??ﬁ '
9 latches weelun ® aunddfon’ ook v
& - ' breks h&lwﬂ . furnushings foom hewht’ sﬁmds Weedurdc.
.le\ &uns‘us mbfijmﬁm KnkP\U\ Sldlﬂs * Lonet Y, l'b:phuu'ml‘\um&
= " Localion tlopboards ol thimaeus s . :
= ., % Stawoay }g‘s ’ o oo hewht’ farm plon 3 ﬁaﬁymg ornement oot ’ appesye {;;
, g ji_cp - unn? ' g meem o plik . settlement ingh ™ 3\.1\4 wlor Cotldy .J o
S [ S s L. m
N N ey T v e B aem— 1 i —
o g%_lé;/mdon ‘ %ﬁjp&o ﬁ_@/&% , a_my,/am sattergd lusterd "Gongley fsnle. fand/ (o ]
" TR B TN B e T I T | L b %
o : T
. - / L A : l ’
5 - . -
e = o |‘~JL—1 ) T .
w Uﬂ " wr ~ ; . LU b "f
N @/ oy ’ m‘/'“""’"jﬁ-}ﬂ““'i g
2 [ - LT &
. (o ) . ’ . T l ;’.ﬂﬂx
N P : ' ! . v B B G\ i 3
1 S: / e R & < ¥' ool
[i o ‘ - w"‘f—’" M - ~. : 'iw
i ";‘ . Q.Eb_“a/mm . H - ?%"i .
< ¢ : - ? :
o : ' g
3 ) R .
. ’ ‘ _._-—'
. - ¢ ges pgchwl', . OFn/dcrL
& L= .
bl < . e ket
Y e _ - _ b ==
- ! : A}%—r—, s ‘ ¥ L’~J;’ :
, [/ i I I ’ , Y ' . T T '
T S ) : ' | :
p « Ve ] ‘ CO_(M/CM()& e . ' R Vo /—J
\) 4i r—. | [N ’&/, Q ‘ - ""::‘ v £




Notes

j - N N > . =

1. The papers presented ‘at this symposium have been published as
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Models and Component Analysis," and Richard F, Carrillo, "Archag-
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Stanley South, ed., Research Strategies in Historical Archaeology
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sins: desqfrption without explanation.
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For the clash of cultures in revolutionary Virginia, see Rhys

Isaac, "EVangelfcal Bevolt§ The Baptists' Challenge to the
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‘

The History of Technology & Material Culture .

__SRVEN

} Brooke Hindle, "How Much Is A Piece of the True Cross Worth?”
Material Culture in the Studg of American Life (1977)

john T Schlebecker, “The Use of Ojects :n Histoncal Research, ' @
~ Agricultural History 1 1977)

- -

Eugene Ferguson. “The Amencan-ness of Amencan Technclogy,” Technology and Cuffure ' 1979)
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The theme of this colloquium, as the title implies, is a discussion
of the use of objects in the context of feaching inw¥evéral specific
disciplines. My perspective wil¥be within the 1ns€1tutlonal frame-
work of a history museum and within the dlscxplxnary area of history
3§'technology. Teaching can take many forms, but, when one thinks
teaching history, this implies the transfer of historical general-
izations and abstractions, with emphasis on culture (the human resource)
and society (the setting), on people. Oblects, as a type of histori-
cal document, are, at least to those interested in the potential of
material cuylture study, useful and at times vital in building and
illustrating the historical generalizations that tell us about people.
An object's appeal then is not so much in the object itself, but in
what it may tell.us, as researchers and teachers, about the -people
who made or used it.

The field of history of technology is an exceptional area of
history in which to discuss the"use of @bjects, particularly teaching
with objects. This is be¢ause concepts in technology are often hard .
to verbalize and understand; they are frequently difficult to visualize.
Process and operation in technology are even nore difficult to convey
in words. This is not only true with teachers and students. Read,
as John Schlebecker suggests, any patent claim'or engineering speci-
fication fo% content,.if you can. Further, mechanicians in the past,
as Ferguson afid. Others have pcinted out, tended to think visually and
tactilely; ch fnonverbal, three~dimensional conceptualization has
proven difficult to convey in language.and is something about which
we Know llttle.. Objects, particularly objects working, can provxce
visual clarity where boeks and language fail in these areas.

Eefore discuss the three articles assigned to[me for this "
, . GOl ‘ me meption a few general thdughts about material cul=- —
4 ture an fts use in t8aching history in a museum. T will return to

them when I discuss the articles. ;
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First it is\important to distinguish between two broad uses of
material culture. & failure to do this causes a lot of confusion and,
in my opinion, has contributed to many of the claims and counterclaims
about material culture use and validity through the years. One use
includes studies and/or practitioners who use material culture for
illustration, ,description, emphasis, example, reirnforcement, etc.;
in other wofdé descriptive and~illustrative uses for applying

\Qgperalizgtions and previous symthesis onto objects from the outside.
When I use the term "illustration," I mean to go beyond, the normal <
connotation to Alma Wittlin's idea of illustration in the presence of
the real. )

o .

The other use includes those studies that use material culture
as an analytic base from which to generate new insights and evidence,
sometimes evidence about culture;,in other words, research focusxng
directly on obJects, developing analysis and nthesis from objects
and applying it to people, That use is the t exciting possibility--
and the one which material culture ‘enthusiasts gene:ally choose to
highlight as representative. But, as Brooke Hindle says, let us @e
honest and modest about the results. This type of study depends usually
on objects in context, objects in a series, and long exposurefin the ’
literature and with a particular class of objects. 1In shor one 1is
a specialist on"the topic. This type of study is basically 'a harg-
nosed research effort by experts.

*

Teaching in museums funcftons almost exclusively on the first
level, that of illustration and descr}ption, an entirely vg}id useg
of objects. The messages discussed are based on an already determined
catalogue of s¥rengths in the museum collections.and exhlbltlcns or
are based on themes developed in university classesg, 'books, etc.. The
objects are selecte nd interpreted to illustrate, aug@agnt and Visu-
alize the pre-determinéd themes. This is museum interpr®tation, well
beyond just the cbject-specific data provided on labels. '

Both types of study interrogate the artifact, but on€ is for
example 1n teaching, the other is for evidence in research. Both
ultimately flow together, for eventually new research findings are worked
into the teaching format. In our discussions about material culture
studies and use, in other words, we frequently tend to confuse the ~
research function with the teaching function. Yet, somehow, in.the
university, we don't usually make that confusion. Classes go on;
research progresses; rarely do thertwo coincide on a day-to-day level
except in upper level research seminars. The current historiographic
line proceeds unimpeded by new theories until they are widely published
and accepted. ‘Most museum teaching contexts need synthesis beyond the
object. If the object(s) can be used to illustrate or verify an already
determined generalization or synthesis from whatever data, then this is
a valid use and constitutes good museum interpretation. Objects can, as
Hindle points out, merely prop up outdated historical conventions; most
any document can be edited to do this. But they can alsc present a
dynamic way to illustrate new concepts generated by more recent research
efforts. . . * .

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

~<}

-3

Secondly, by discussing articles sdch as these, we assume that
some practitioners from these variousadisciplines are interested in
object use for teaching and research, and that objects have value in
both pursuits. A gathering such as- this one indicates that this belief
is shared and that we are somewhat beyond the old argument of whether
Or not one may actually learn something from objects, That argument, old
and tiresome by now, cast people ,into extreme positions-- one' pole )
condemning ‘the” folly of Jbject use beyond entertairment and nostalgia,
the other sounding as if it possessed the key to the past through
Objects. As in most discussions of extremes, both tended to overstate
the case .to the detriment of their particular cause. One manifesta-
tion of the injured object enthusiast {myself included) seemed to be
the development of the idea of the "field of material culture," a
field unto itself, removed from the rest of the historical~world
of research and teaching,

*

William Rathje has said, "Material culture is not merely a
reflection gf human behavior; material culture is a part of human
behavigr.* This is likewise true in relation to other forms of
jgstorical documentation, I don't believe there is a "field of mater-
ial culture." Seeing the mass of objects in existence as a field of
study is comparable to sgyidg,the field of war correspondence or the
field of manuscriptdg, ” Today many scholars and, teachers view objects
as another type of document that may or may nét provide insight into
the subject one i¢ pursuify or about which one%is teaching. It is a .
form of documentatidn like others whose primary/function is to e:)i hten
us as to trends in, or specific examples of, Thuman behavior. Gran;ga,
spegial skills and long exposure are frequently prerequisites for
legitimate use, but the same applies to other documents as well, It
is also true, as everyone khows, that artifacts often suffer as evi-
dence, that artifacts, like other forms of documentation, will never
answer many of the questions that historians and other scholars and
teachers wish to ask. Just because history museums are full of objects-
does not mean that our primary function is teaching about objects.

Rather our function is teaching about history with objects and whatever
other forms of documentation are availableg . .

My last set of thoughts brings us closer to the articles in o
question and to the history of techhology. Both material culture
studies in general and studies in the history of technology {whethetr
witl material culture or not) are at a crossrcads. Drawing on ideas
discussed by David Hounshell in a recent article, _this crcssroads
might be called the internal/external crossroads. He develops the
idea that history of technology grew around studies attempting to
‘answer certain basic internal questidns about technology (e.g.,
the nature of technology and techfhological change, processes
of invention and innovation, the development of interchangeable m
facturing). He cites recent works, for example Smith's Harper's gerry \
Armdrz, that seriously confront questions of a §ﬁrely mechanical nWture,
but also move outward into a broader stream of social fistoridal con-
cern, He sees a danger in historians of technology remaining to
in internalist questions of mechanics alone, with questions of "tech-
nical aspects of technological development rather than its social
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dimensions."m‘orks such as Smith's, he a historian of technology,

as well as works by "outsiders" like A.F.C. Wallace's Rockdale, deal-
with internal questions, but in the context of a larger social histor-
ical frame. These books, while clearlkaorking from am,lntlmate ‘under-
standing™of the nuts “and bolts of the particular technologies, inform
the reader of the relationship between techmology and society at the
same time. An understanding of technology is increasingly seen as an
important part of the American experience; historians of technalogy
therefore need more‘ftudies that in a synthetic way place the impor-
tant questions in the history of technology within the larger picture
of social history. "The major challenge for historians of American
technology 1s synthesis., This synthesis must be one of not only the i
history of American technology, but, far more difficult, of technology
in American history.” 5 All of the authors of these articles, in one
way or another, call for this same thing, if not «in the history of tech-
nology in particular, then in tegyms of maferial culture,

.

The same situation, I feel, applies to studies of material culture.
Internal studies of the nuts and bolts of particular types of material
culture are critical and must precede a larger-statement about society.
But the challenge for maferial culture studiesé\ég;st in research
and then in teaching, rehii?s the generation of~¢fynthetic statements
‘and generalizations about the socigty behind the objects. (In a sort
of negatiwe generalization, I think this distincticn may be one of the
differences between fhe learned antiquarian and the histérian., In the
former, the object or class of objects remains the all-encompassing
gecal: in tﬂb latter, the people behind the objects are the goal.) We

‘need tight internal studies of the mater:al manifestations of history
of technology; we need the same regarding the workings and documentation
of all sorts of historical objects-- from machine tools to landscapes.
We also need encompassing and therefore sometimes specufative external
_ studies that use our objects to make larger statements.
¥ ez

The teaching function with objects is greatly aided by studies
of this latter sort. In fact, it allows us to fulfill what I believe
is our major educational maridate-- @ concise and availakle, in other’
words popular, history of aspecte of the American experience for all

. levels of our public.

Each of my assigned articles is by a historian of technolegy, but
none addresses the topic of this colloquium-- teaching the history of
technolcgy with material culture. All authors, however, have had long
exposure in or around museums, and have developed eir historical
careers, at least in part, with studies based on #r about material
culture. All raise points which relate to the gtatements I have just
made or they provide other insights or examplés of teaching use in their
cocntent.

Brooke Hindle's "How Much Is A Piece of the True Cross Worth?"
1s- a necessary article. Here finally someone has addressed the

, thorny problem of association objects, and the emotional appeal they
have for visitors to museums. Hindle, in an article which is not about

-
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the history’of technology at all, cgnsiders three groaps of people
and pow each deals with material culture: museum visitors, historians,
and the museum staff. - Akthough- frequent]y the bane.of existence for
curators or teachers who’ stress typicality and patterns in history,
atypical association objects continue to draw the most attention.
Hindle notes that there is a 'deep human need to reach béyond his-
torical abstractions to reality-~ "pieces of the true cross." Like,
Mmedieval relics, George. Washington's bed or Lincoln's death chair
provide the most dirgct access to a past only half-real. Such objects
concretize history,’ personaXize it in a way that language cannot,
Washington's bed 2s a ‘symbol of past reality can probably be equated
with the visiting farmgr's w7nde;ment at passing time as he views

a Delaval cream separator he/once used, or the forty-year-old's rush
of- excitement at seeing a pristine 1955 Corvette he once coveted. All
of these things touch a personal chord somewhere, one that we as
museum people should not overly denigrate because it does not fit a
current historiographic frame, Part of the attraction of association
objects is that they speak to a historiographic model that was built
on "movers and shakers," one with which every former school kid is
familiar, Hindle asserts that the ".., need, however, is to reach a
three-dimensiqpal embodiment of whatever -history we accept."
Association objects, He notes, neither confirm nor deny the facts

of the person behind the objects, but tend to buttress the comventionai ~—~— —
history of the moment, in this case, the great man approach to Ameri-
can history.’ . .

Part of the frustration museum people feel *in the face of association
objects is that, unlike most other artifacts, they perpetuate a type of
history we would like to move beyond. Mdst artifacts however can do
with concepts what association objects do with great people if properly
interpreted. That isQ they can cut through the historical abstraction
learned in books to the real thing, for example the steam engine and
the industrial revolution in America. "The less that -contact with a
three-dimemsional past’ is av;ilable, the less direct and usable is the
history to which we appeal."’ Hindle does not go much beyond this in
this part of his article, but he has raised some tough issues that have
implications for teaching history with any type of object, not just an
association artifact. ° I fshall return to other portions of his work
later.

In "The Use of Objects in Historical' Research," John T. Schlebecker
issues an appeal to historians to make use of objects in research, He
cites the familiar abuses continued by historians for failing to con-
sider the object as a valid document, This article 'belongs in the
by now time-hSnored tradition of museum historians who demand equal time,
for the object in history. After running through a shopgping list of
problems with researgh that ignores the object, he moves into a brief
series of $pecific examples from his own deep exposure to agricutural
implements. He closes with ccmments that begin to reveal the sort of
generalizations I referred to earlier and that do provide material for
teaching with objects, Using his own prior knowledge of artifacts, he

o




sketcHes an emerging American style in.agricultural equipment th

, ¢an quickly be escalated to other areas of past American life (Yove

- of novelty; serviceability and durability, but only just enough; obso-
lescence and waste, etc.). He also stresses the learning value of
ob]ects if used and handled, two key learning techniques unique to
museums. -

From the keginning of this fine article, "The American-ness of
American Technology," Eugene Ferguson is throwing out generalizations

-about American technology and,its social impact and vice versa. Although
specific objects figure little in this paper, the whole thing becomes
a teaching vehicle from which concepts can be‘illustrated by objects
(e.g., the cult of efficiency illustrated by the numerous surviving
late nineteenth-century labor-saving devices). He has written a short
history of motives and themes on American technological development and
their relationship to the governing ideas of democracy and capitalism.
Although one may‘question whether his generalizations were generated
from the ev1dencecprOV1ded by materxal culture ( for there is no
ev1dence of this, ‘and in fact much evidence of literary references),
one can certainly re-apply them to museum collections of technological
artlfactsxfor 1llqstrat1ve use in teaching and museum interpretation.

_ Like Schlébecker’s brief remarks, Ferguson develops an American style _
in technologlcél ‘development and constantly relates it to the social
dimension. ™ The same ideas of expedlence and impermanence, novelty
and -cenfidence, zeal for mechanization, waste and obsolescence inform
his work. Like Hindle's comments about the almost mystical attraction
of pieces of the cross, Ferguson brings in the emotional grip and obses-
sive interesiyphmericans have historically given to their crea_t:ed pos-=
sessions. Because of the leaps he makes between technolegy and society,
between rampant mechanization and democracy, Ferguson's article provides
much fodder for teaching with objects in a museum. He closes with the
same note Hounshell sounds: an understanding of American technology
is crucial to an understanding of American history, and therefore it is
incumbent upon historians to explore the relationship of technology
to the rest of American history. '

3

Several of the points raised earlier in this discussgion can now

be compared to the articles in question. First, with regard to teaching
with objects as illustrations, all authors (Ferguson in another article)
note the failure of language to deal adequately with objects and process,
both in terms of teaching with language and in terms of the maker
articulating his thoughts, motives, and mmethods. All authors hint
at the powerful experience available through objects: learning through
use, emotional/personal appedl, concrete basis provided for abstractions
of people -and events, Hindle and Schlebecker move toward the ina of

.a different sort of learning with objects than can be had by more
traditional means: an immediate, primary, unmediated experience, the
visual, tactile, sensory quality that is part oftexposure to qbjects.
These gqualities, led by sheer visual impact, can be confirmed by anyone
who has dealt with students or the general public in a museum environ-
ment. Outdoor or open=-air museums, where a total environment effect .
is sodght, only heighten ‘these l@arning qualities. )
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Perhaps paraphrasing Hindle (and I hope not putting words in his |
mouth), I would Iike to repeat an earlier statement that was drawn from
his work: artifacts, in a teaching and interpretive context, can do with
concepts what association objects do with great people. They connect
us visually and tactilely with the reality behind the historical abstrac- |
tions learned in books. The need in museums is to develop interpre- i
tive  models with objects and concepts that provide the same connection . |
with the past that association objects’go by merely existing, The j
conceptual models, bg_énd large, are drawn from the sort of synthetic
statements hinted at by Schlebecker and more fully developed by Ferguson,

One last point needs to be made regarding interpretive uses of
artifacts. In this case, again I refer in,Hindle's artidle to a point
on which out opinions diverge, Hindle deals with three groups of
people and their approaches to objects—- the viewing public, historical
scholars and museum staff. About, the latter group, he counseled modesty
concerning current exhibit aspirations and their teaching potential,
He says,"...the danger is that the demand for teaching may lead us to
use objects as mere illustrations of interpretations unrelated to material
culture. The need is for interpretive exhibits growing out of the study
and understanding of material culture.” In fairness, he does state
that objects may be used to illustrate and illuminate conventional inter-
pretations of history, but believes these should be done sparingly.
Such a use of objects would, he implies, use the exhibzi medium "... to
illustrate historic syntheses derived from the written ecord alone."
This would "... reduce them to the level of illustrative material,"
Cbjects sheould not be viewed, he goes on, ",,. as gimply a different
medium for tgaching the same lessons already available in books, plays,
and movies," ) - )

- . r
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He is looking, in short, fer object-use through exhibits that
would be based primarily on the second use of material culture te which
I referred earlder: analytic studies that generate new evidence akout
‘People and processes from the th¥ee-dimensional reccrd. I have trouble
with this philosophy for two reasons. One, fiost historical knowledge
we possese has not, -and perhaps will never, come from objects, If we
wait for this material culture millenium to come before we mount our
exhibits, then our museums will remain rather bare for a long time,
Hindle himself has commented that our gains in these areas have been
modest. Further, if we take that philosophy a next step, we begin to
condemn and invalidate most historical museum exhibit and interpretive
programs. Hindle's goal is a worthy, but, to me, rather unredlistic one.

.Two, this sort of approach assumes that in f!ct most people-- most

useum-goers-- do read hiétory books, and in fact doc work from a- know-

TZaqé of current hstoriography. I think we all know that this is not
the case, The educational function of a history museum is, from my
pPerspective, to provide good, accessible, and up-to-date popular history,
regardless of ffom where the concepts are derived or from what data, as
long as they are valid and accurate. Museums need to select the messages
that can be supported by their collections, granted; this is the result of
intensive self-study. But beyond this, the illustration of historical

. »
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concepts with objects is not only valid, Eut necessary. The sort of
good pcpular history that museums tan teach-- precisely because of

their objects=~ is available in no other institution in our society"
for the vast majority of the public.

Second, about the analytical uses and evidence-generating
power of material culture, Schlebecker indirectly proposes studies
of this sort throughout his article with Fis statements about objects

v in research. He implies meaning beyond the things to the people who

made and used them. Hindle explicitly calls fcr this sort of

study, as noted earlier. He especially stresses the need for tight
internal studies of proceses to understand the workings of material
culture and to understand the sort of intellectual production that
results in objects. He "also discusses two relatively new models of
historical abstraction that‘hold promise for Sbject-based research
in the future: "new" social history and modernization theory.-

Third,'I don't like the idea of a "field of materlalkculture," because

it seems to do the opposite of what it is intended. Instead of incor-
porating material culture analysis and study into the host of fields

it naturally belongs as a document, this reasoning seems to perpetuate
the isolation of artifact study and use into a separate camp. Hindle
seems to flirt with this idea with statemenfs to the effect that objects
should not be used to illustrate conventional history. Objects are

a part of history and they are documents; they &an, therefore, be used
¥n a variety of ways. But Schlebecker, among others, makes statements
that create divisions between history and matérial culture, For example,
at one point in his article, he states that ",.. all can leareosomething
from objects, just as all can learn somethinrg from history.”

b
Finally, with regard to internal/external crossroads in material
culture study and the history of technology, Hindle stresses the imme-
diate need of internal studies of all aspects of material culture, but
to the end of plaging material culture within a larger understanding

of history. The 3ame goncern about external synthetic Works is voiced

by both Ferguson and Schlebecker, the former in relationship to studies
in the history of technology, the latter in relationship to material
culture. Eugene Ferguson nicely ,sums it up: "It is easy to be distracted
by the machines themselves and to overlook the importanif of the setting
in which American technology has grown and prospered," Both sorts of
studies are necessary. It is from them, especially the larger synthetic
statements, that we can draw material to teach and interpret history
through objects in the history museum. .

-
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cuuﬂm. & HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY

Interpretmg the Lie of the Land:
" .An Uphil] Effort

CANDACE IANGORRA MATELIC -

Fred D. Kniffen, ”“Matenal Culture in the Geographic Interpretation
of the Landscape,” Thé Human Mirror (1974)

e

- ¥
] B Jackson, "Learning About Landscapes,”
The Necessity for Ruins and Qther Topics (1980)

" Darwin Kelsey, “Historical Farms As Models of the Past,”
ALHFAM Annual Proceedings (1975) .

1

Preparlng for this colloguium has been a somewhat traumatlc but enllght-’
ening experlence for me. My initial reaction to the HAL team s request
that I analyze three theoretical statemsnts‘on cultural geography and
comment on their broader ram1f1catlons for teachinhg hlstory ‘with mater-
ial culture was a simple "no.': I was not a cultural geographﬁ As |
we talked over the request, I reallzed they already knew this d

were interested 1nrm? thoughts on the subject from the3901nt ‘of view
of. open-air museums and 11v1nq§history farms., Fine, this I could han-
dle and get excited .afout. When- it comes to opep-air museums and liv-"
ing history farms, I am chiefly interested in the ways in which they
communicate to their many publics, through 1nterprat1ve and educational
programs. Often I find myself translatlng historica} data*into a cre-
ative format that WIk win turn exclte v151tors, and help them begin

to see, rather than merely to look at, objects and spaces, and to es-
ftion, rather than rotely to accept, information presented about, Jthose
things, If we are to co jcate anYthing aktout the past through the

<

"material culture which refnains or-has been. restored ,or re-created in

open—air and hisfory musglms, we have to help v1sitors to thfpk about

and consciously estab@ish some ‘tangible connections between the cok~

lections and r d spaces and theit twentlet;.j_-century worlds. 1

am concerned about this active communication process between museums apd

v151tors for a number .of etasons. . L L

. D /-

v First; we are all aware of the Iimitations and 1naccura ies

of open-air museums, hlStorlC ‘redtorations and all re-created histori-

cal spates. I do not need to belgbor the point that we do -not and can-

not ever rerreate the past or tell the whqle story. But visitors are .

not SO awdre or sen51tlzed Unless We help them to analyze®and sort out

”~ - *
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what they do and do not see, hear, feel, touch and smell during their |
visit, we feed the nightmare that haunts us as historians and self- .
respecting, honest and well*meaning professf/ﬂhls-h that image-that
we are preserv1ng the true cross, life as truly Fived, the past or -
even ‘an ounce of history in our sites and restorations. Perhaps
worse, without the communication, we run the risk of creating new
myths, fallacies and blatant lies about the past by{our silence. *
This leads me to.the second reason I feel we need to actively
communicate with visqtors. I 'don't believe that just viewing objects
is ehough. This appl¥®es to material culture in nearby communities
as well as open-air museums. Even in the most conscignptious and thought-
ful historical restorations or re-creations, I don't think the objects ~
speak loud enough for visitors or students & material culture to hear.

. We have not developed the visgal and sensory skills to be able to .

K 4

'S
'

" sensqry and examinipg skills. ' B « .

engage in productlve conversat' with objects and landscapes by our-
selves, Staff and t d tor help, by beglnnlng to, ask questlons
about what can be seen, felt, heard, smelled. The more actlve the .
levefiﬂﬁgdnvorvement of the learner the better. 1In my office, I _have

a dlagram of the levels of learning. (It is in the shapé of a cone and
I call it my conehead of learning.") That chart describes in percen-
tage terms the relationship between the number of senses involved in

an activity and the meaningfulness of that activity. The-chart indicates
they are directly proportional., No one sense by itself is as effective
as a combination. This suggests that we continually seek out creative
methods fo involve visitors and students in exercises to sharpen visual,

\

Third, if we ¢an get thid far--< presenting material culture in

a straightforwaré Monest manner and involve the visitor in active , e

questlonlng based on his or her own sensory perceptzons-- ‘thep I think
we can begln to go beyond objects to explore mean1ng and relevance,

As Cary rson points out in a recent article in Harvard Magazine,l
that activi is not just a polighed up ver31on of olg- fashloned pots :
and pans history.and nothing more. Rather we ean begln to make sense
out of our material culture. To do this, we must clarify our reasons,
our p01nt.of view, our goals, We must understand 3h overall purpose
dnd be able to relate, ratlonallze ané justify each object, exhibit ,
or re—created histgricg}rqpace accordingly. Once this happens, we can~ +
say that we have helped visitors establi&h a 1link with tHeir cultural -
herztage and begin to understand a sense’of place as well as space and
time in the larger contln%um of blstorlcal proeess and change,

’ 3 -*h
. - 2 4 4

Before;d1$cus51ng my, three articles, I think, perhaps 1tewould be '
useful to share some general observations on how open=air museums relate
to cultural geograghy " To begin, the congept* of landscape as artifact
has been planted in open-alr museums, but’b&rely cultlvaﬁed or harvested.
The term "open—air"” calls to mind a comblnatLon of bulldmngs, objects
and open space, an outdoor environment of some sort. Just as buildings
establish a contextual setting for artifa ts,.so too landscape should
establish the contextual framework® for ldlngs, which are also artifacts
in an open-a1r museum. I sa§ "should" because to a.large dxtent I don't”
feel that landscape has been dealt with by open-air museums as well as
1t deierve§, I do not mean to suggest that we are at point one. On o
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the contrary, numerous sites have begur to communicate about cultural -
landscapes and I will shortly mention a few of these efforts. But I
want to suggest three complicating factors that have contributed to

A

' . our inadequate consideration of the landscape by open-air museums.
- ’ N Fy
4 » » . . B s
o L The first is the concept of park. In Scandinavia, Where the open=

air museum was born, the, word “park" described an 'eclectic gfouping of
buildings, formal exhibits, restaurants and amph1theatres, playdrounds,
zoological areas and natural environment “that comprised an open-air

. P museum. The word was consciously used to connote the enjoyable exper-

jence visitors could expect. Throughout Europe, as these institutions :

' .developed, this park concept was considered in combination with histdWm

ical conqerns. It has only been ‘quite recently that "parks". consisting .
of pr1mar1ly natural environment appeared in Europe, notably in Britain,
In the United States, we ‘find a large network of natural parks developed
. ) and adm1n1stered by the national gOvernment before the major1ty of open-
p air museums appear. The movement spread quickly to the grass roots
level and rare is the Amerlcan community today witRout sgme type of

park space. This American concept of park came with psychological over-
tones of tranquility, peace, enjoyment, community order and respecE )
for nature, They all say "good." It is no wonder that, open- -air museums
consciously or unconsciously developed along 51m1lar lines-- with¢mani-
cured paths, trimmed lawns and general park-like pr15t1neness. , ‘ .

-
o

e

It is not surprising that 0ld Sturbridge VEllage,staff had such
s a difficult time when 1t stopped mowing the green., The park influence
may also expla1n why that staff was not allowed to cut down Some of
the trees on the site, even after consulting with a respected cultural®
geographer and producing documentary historical evidence of the approprl-
ateness of land clearing for the site's time and place. As other open-
. air muséums attempt to correct their cultural landscapes, I think
(,/ ’ spressure from the public and trustees tc maintain the status quo will ,
N ease, However, parks have helped open-air museum v151tors to block 3
out many necessary twentleth -century intrusions l1ke s1gnage, restrooms,
entranceffacilities, waste cOntalners. ’
@ N - _ ' ~ -
- One other factor that may have 1nfluenced the slow developmentsof
cultural landscapes at open-air museunms is the sheer variety of those
o museums in their size, shape and thematic purposes. They have often ’
- grown up in vacuums, only recently discovering one another through
p) ~ professional organizations like the American sociation for State and
) Local History and the Association of Living Historical Farms and Agri-
cultural Museums. The type of preservation at ‘the site alsa contrlbutes
to this Yconfusion. There are such differences in approach to or1glnal ’
structures on original sites, restored or partially restored buildings,

A

. " ) representative or totally re-created site. Collections of 1nd1v;dual
SN buildings brought to a site from a county or regfon call for yet another
° Pa treatment. - ' « , ¥ .0 o
, . - :
e, : At.an open-alq .museum like Greenfleld Village, the’ total 260 acres
* : . ;s divided into seven ‘thematic zone areas. Each of thesé zones, as well

as each individual structure within a 2one, requires separate treatmeht
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in ter@s of surrounding landscape. It is a gind-boggling challenge,
< - i which is why it has not been completed. Actually, as early as 1929,
” ’ when Hénry Ford built Greenfield Yillage, he thought it necessary
to tfansport seven train car loads of New'Jersey topsoil to surround
. . the site’of Thomas Edi;on's‘ggnlo Park Laboratory.

. A

® : , Living historicél farms, by the€ir bery nature (that's not a pun},
come close to, interpreting cultural landscape. Because their staffs
work the land and follow a seasonal calendar:of activities that approx-
“~ imates as closély as possible a historical seguence, they are continually
and directly influenced by changing seasons, weather and available
technology. Interpreters can help visitors understand how big an acre
of land is by pointing out visual landmarks, Field patterns and farm-
stead layout are an integral part of an on-going interpretaﬁion.

i

Other sites use landscape as a physical and psychologjcal barrier
"to help to clarify or purify the visual message to Visitors. At the
+ Homeplace, in Golden Pond, Kentucky, visitors see only an earth~-sheltered
orientation building from the parRing lot. Once inside the site, the
parking 1ot disappears. At numerous European ahd.American sites, visitors
walk ‘through wooded areas,almost as time tunnels, to physically sepa-
4 rate and.mentaliy organize groups of related structures. At Living
, History Farms, in Des Moines, Iowa, and St, Mary's City, Maryland, this ﬁ
approach helps visitors td compare change and technological development”
through a series of chronological’ farmsteads. ©0ld-World Wisconsin,
v outside Milwapkee, presents a series of farmsfeads in this same manner
which compare traditional ethnic cultures and their American assxmilation.,
Finally, open-air museumsxbav11begun to explore issues of cultural
geography through formal éxhibits supplementing on-site experience,
I'll mention two.exampleg. At Old Sturbridge ¥illage, a recent exhibit

on landscape 4ncluded a variety of pictorial material from dits ccl- .
lections. And Living History Farms has house® an exhibtit on soil cc:n-““L
- servation in an earth-sheltered dome building. .

With this introdugtion to the current treatment of cultural land-

et //;;ape by open—air museums .and living history farms and my own personal"”

cencernsg about tegaching history with material culture at such institu-
-tions, I will proceed to the articles,* ‘ .

-

L 4

- B

- ) *  Fred Kniffen first discasses the role of Sﬁlture for the geographer
as 3 means to-understanding the landscape. He agrees that the geographer

" ' deserves a better place'among behavioral scientists because of his in-
creasing interest in the psycholegical a$pects of culture as they moti-

s vate behavior with respect_to the land. Through an example of changing

C settlement patterns in a pWairie region of southwestern Louisiana,
Kniffen od&tlines how a cultural-geographer can gain an understanding
of an area by examining t#he material evidence of man's occupance. . For .
instance, one can-sort settlement fotms, such as houses, fields, roads,
and towns, into categories to determine cultural influence and a sequence
of change., He points out’ that cultural gecgraphers employ an evidential
approach to their study. There is a logical sequence- in categorizing
or studying any body of material things beginning with man's basic
animalineeds and functions-- food, shelter, communication, water-- then

.
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expanding to consider culturally acquired traits such as religion,
government and recreation.

. Kniffen's major point is that we must consider material evidente
before discerMng subjective values rather than the other way around.,
He believes, with Henry Glassie, that the material culture holds the
kKey to a correct interpretation of landscape.

At first reading, it seemed unnecessary and just too simple to
reiterate a plea to first consider material culture“to _tonight's
group already concerned about the subject. And yet, to hark back to
my introductory remarks about preparing for this ccllequivm as a trauma-
tic and enlighténing experience, it was during a rereading of this
article that I recalled to my horror that I addressed the concerns
of cultural geography every day-- in my work with living history farms
and open-air museums, my strong visual orientation, my painting and
photographing of landscapes and my .sometimes blind obsession to organ-
ize the space around me. All this, and I had never connected the -
procéss with,the formal schcol of thought! Well, &s one who is dtriven’
to constant overwork by unrealistic goals and insatiable energy, the
guilt from thig revelation was like a slap in the face. I can tell
ycu that this was indeed a humbling experience. It took days to find
the courage to go on to the other two articles.

Kniffen makes a second point that has some usefulness fpr teaching
history with material culture. He notes that the logic of stacting
with basic human needs of food, clothing, shelter, communication is

'lf very sound because these are effective starting points to relate any
re-created site to any visitor, regardless of race, class, regional
background or special interest., By establishing a. common human needs
denominator with visitors or students, it is easy'to discuss social
ramifications of change in the broader American experience and more
difficult ‘conceptual topics such as values, beliefs, and interaction
with fellow humans.: ' .

- ! ~
.In "Learning About Landscapes," J.B.Jackson begins with a fascin-

ating discussion of the overlooked e8ucaticnal purpose of tourism and
the contribution it has made not.only to the discovery of the world,
but @also to our way of interpreting it. He suggests that the rise of
tourism four centuries ago marked the beginning of a new and much closer
relationship between people and th€ir landscapes. He cites Michel de

7 Montaigne's writings of 1770 which suggest that the motives for travel
were more than religious pilgrimages or pure geographical exploration.
Rather the motive was greater self-awareness, an exercise to produce
a clarity *'in judgement of ourselves and others. Jackson describes the
sharpness of those early travelérs' sensory respenses to the world and
suggests’ that. these sensations had, and Still have,  much to do with
the way we judge a landscape. They provide the emotional dimension
which gives memories lasting meaning. Because sensory responses are
not quantifiable, scholarly descriptions omit them as evidence.

For Jackson,, "tourist" refers not to the medern,, all-expensey
paid traveler, but rather to the lone individual, the inexperience
outsider whose urge to be assimilated when combined with an incessant
search for famous landmarks, made him highly conscious of the peculiar
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characteristics of a place and its inhabitants. Sooner or later he
ventured beyond the guidebook itinerary and discovered connections
to his own experience in the every day worklng spaces., J.B. Jackson
has been such a tourist, b \

~ Jackson's connection between tourism and-landscape studies is .
intentional. 1In fact, he refers to landscape studies as a different
Phase of‘%ourlsm as he traces the changes in attltude toward travel
with the advent of automobiles. 1In the late'ﬁlneteenth and early
twentieth century throughout Europe, industrialization and urbani-
zation were perceived as threats to the landscape and to associated
traditional values, such as ancestral attachment to the lanc. Landscape
was perceived as a cultural heritage that at all costs must be preserved
intact. While no longer widely held, that view did open our eyes to
the value of the vernacular culture of all nations.

Jackson, like Rniffen, links landscapes to basic human needs,
remlndmg us that they prov1de a sense of belonging and ghould be shared

with others. Suggestlng that thé searc¢h fot sensdry exXperience ‘in “the ¢

world 1s the most reliable source of self- knowledge, he states that
a landscape should establish bonds between people, bonds of language,
manners of the same kind of work and leisure, Above all, a landscape
should contain the kind of spatial organization which fosters such
experiences and relationships-- spaces for coming together, for cel-
ebration, for solitude, spaces that ngger change ‘and are always as
memory depicted them.

? I ’

Jackson's observations about landscapes are valuable for all
aspects of teaching history with material culture. For me, his
discussions of tourism and the development of sensory percepticn
were particularly relevant. This article helped subdue my qralms
about my lack of professiocnal training as acultural geographer. I
realized that I too had faithfully subscribed to Jackson's' school of
landscape study through rigerous travel to open-air museums *and menu-
ments both abroad and in North America. Ah, enlightenment! I discovered
I was not alone in by obsession to visit and revisit many times these
places, meticulously recording on film and paper my impressions of .
content, communication and change. This kind of study has a direct
relationship to understanding visitors and students of material culture
and their subconscious motives for coming to our doorsteps., I would
even suggest that we need to be more sympathetic toward our modern
tourists-— group tours and all. )

1~

In Darwin Kelsey's article, "Historical Farms as Models of the
Past,” he attempts to define living historical farms in terms useful
to discussibns in the fleld of open-air musuems Beginning with
an examlnatzdnsof living bhistofical farms as descrlbed by John Schle-
becker and Gale Peterson, “ Kelsey suggests that .farms are often pre-
sar¥€d because of a partlculer association ot unusual feature. In
contrast, "typical” farms are rot valued for their own sake, but because
they can be'used to illustrate ot study farm. characteristice that are
more general, representative of phenomena in an area at a given time.
He also defines the "not quite farm" as those institutions that have
called themselves living history farms, but that he would des¢ribe
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more accurately as zoos, parks, arboreteums, gardens or experimental
stations., . ,

Kelsey cites anachronisms such as drinking fountains, visible
mqintenancé staff in modern garb with modern tools, exhibits' of agri-
cultural implements to show chronology or regional type lined up in a
barn, and discusses how they detract from the credibility and re-created
historical environment of living historical farms, He points out
that these problems result in part from the museum's failure to clearly
specify its ide@é}ty and gecals, or from some inability to pursue those
goals with rigor*and diligence. Equally as impecrtant are common mis- .
cenceptions in the way we think about living historical farms; they
lead to unrealistic expectat:ions about what farms are and what farms
can achieve, .

\ .

Based on James Hexter's description of "history,"3Kelsey suggests
that historical farms may be thought of as patterned and coherent
accounts of the past; they rezpresent an abstraction and simplification
of the past. He further proposes that thg idea or concept of "model"-
can be applied in a frultful way to thlnklng about farms and historical
accounts of them. Models perform a variety of functions.

For instance, models allow a group of phenpmena to be visualized for
easier comprehension and provide a framework for defining and collecting
significant informaticn. Kelsey describes kinds of mcdels and discusses
the importance of scale and maintenance of proportional relationships
within each. His mejor point is that historical farms are aprroximations
of their originals, or, more accurately, of our generalizations,
hypothéses and theories about them. Like any model, they present
selected data and are therefore subjective, and always reflect the
particular interests and biases of thcse who ccnstructed them. As such,
they can and shculd be revised regularly.

As a theory for teaching history with material culture, Kelsey
presents an extremely constructive framework for understanding and
working with open-air museums and living historical farms, Not only
does it help us move on from the guilt syndrome of our inherent short-
comings and limitations to more productive thinking, the model concept
also helps us to break out of ruts-- policies and priorities from a
previous administration or, perhaps, cur own technigues, programs and
philosophies. For instance, the question of scale at a living histor=
ical farm, especially in beginning a site, has always been a problem.-
Under Kelsey's model framework, we have the guidelines of proportional
ratio to follow; the site can be presented in a size that is manageable
for staff and wisitors to deal with without sacrificing any individual
elements. Of course, as I have mentioned earlier, this situation needs
to be communicated to visitors so that they too can begin to comprehend
the site as a teaching madel.

In the use of cultural qeography as a tool for teaching history,
we are deflnltely at the beginning and have a horizon of enriching
experiences ahead of us., My assigpment for this evening has had a
significant effect on my own awareness of cultural geography. I am
excited and inspired to pursue the subject further. I hope that I have
sparked an ounce of that same excitement in you.
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. Cary Carson, "Living Museums of Everyman's History," Harvard

Magazine, (July/August 1981),

. John Schlebecker and Gale E., Peterson, Living Historical Farms

Handbook (Washington, D.C.: Smithsonianr' Press, 1972),1,

. J.H. Hexter, The History Primer (New York: Basic Books, 1871},

4, That book and Robert F. Berkhofer, Jr., A Behavioral
Approach to Historical Analysis (New York: Free Press, 1969),

are regarded by Kelsey as the two most profound bqpks on his-

torical method to appear in recent decades.,
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SOCIAL HISTCRY

Social Historians / Artifacts ‘/ Museum Educators

CAROLB STAPP

o

John Demos, “The Amenican Family i Past Time,” The American Scholar (1974)

Laurence Veysey, "The (New) Social History in the Cont@(t
of American History,” Reviews in American History (1979)

Peter Stearns, “Toward a Wider Vision Trends in Socal ngbry,”

The Past Before Us {1980}
n

The six presenters at this colloquium, convened in order to consider
the three-way juxtaposition of historians, artifacts and learners,
have been given a double charge: 1) To condense and analyze the theo-
retical statements as presented in position papers within specific
disciplinary categories; and 2) To comment on the broad ramifications
of each paper for teaching about history through material culture.
After attempting to comply with the first request in reference to

the three papers within the category of social history, I will-- with
your permission-— turn the second charge somewhat on its head. PRather
than commenting on the broad ramifications of each paper for teaching
about history through material culture, I beg leave to comment on the
broad ramifications of these papers for teaching about artifacts through
social history. By way of rationale for taking this liberty, I might
say that despite my current affiliation with the university, I am

at heart a museum person-- or more exactly, a museum educator-- and

I come to social history via the artifact and not vice versa.

But to the first assignment. One of the three articles under
the rubric of social history-- the one by John Demos-- exemplifies the
sort of synthesis so useful to those outside the field while the other
two-- those by Peter Stearns and Laurence Veysey-- offer strikirgly
different analyses of the state of the art im the field of social hls-
tory-- one analysis equitable, the other feisty.

"Toward a Wider Vision: Trends in Social History," by Peter Stearns,
appeared in 1980. Before Stearns documents the diversity in topics and
research methods to be found in the field of social history, he iden-
tifies its commonalities-—— jits vitality, its uncertainty and, above
all, its concern for achieving a historital perspective on the every-
day activities of ordinary people. History from the bottom up, Stearns
summarizes,not only seeks to recapture thé experiences and perceptions
of ordinaty rather than extraordinary actors in the past, but also
desires to §£udy this mass of ordin3fy people in the framework of their .
daily lives (their families, artifacts, communlty life, their births
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and deaths). Beyond these two unifying convictions, Stearns pcints to,
both the absence of dominant schools of thought and the lack of special-- ,
ized journals as contributing factors in the failure of social histdr-
ians to develop, what he terms, "bridging generalizations" for con- ,. »’.
structing total social histories. The proliferation of social hzstory
topics furthermore reflects a certain haziness of conceptuallz§t1§n¢'
Stearns-cites three conceptual models-- social control, begemonfst,

and modernization--and in each he detects flaws’. Concerning quantr-
fication, he advocates a judicious balancing of the countable Wi th

the qualitative. In conclusion, Stearns calls for "an increasingly
explicit debate over the motors of social behavmr,"l thé'develOpment

of broad-gauged periodization and the establishment of griorxtles among
causal forces. Throughaut the essay, Stearns's tone is measured ~-
his preferences clear but not overweening. In short, Stearns casts

an even light over past and current practices in socxal hlstory

Not so with Laurence Veysey, who brandishes sdrdonic character-
1zations with evident relish. His paper, “Tbe“iNéw‘ Socia¥ History
in the Context of Amerlcan Historical Writing,¥-was adapted from an
essay on historical ‘writing in the United States.' Veysey quitkly estab-
lishes four subdivisions among hlstorlans' ‘Hxstorlans, according to
Veysey, are subdivided by nation or region of globe, by time period,
by thematic category (social, pOllthal ot lntellectual), and by cog-
nitive predilection. M

.

¥ .

Veysey Just as quickly dismisses two of the subdivisions-= time-
peri1od (unlmportant) and cognitlve p;edllectlon (coLopted) He cboosgs
to concentrate- on the "exciting contest“ among adherents of the three
different thematic categories—- social, political and intellectual
history. Social history he nominates as the aggressor and actlaims as
the victor. But Veysey chastises the "new" polltlcalQor intellectual
historians who try 'to jump on the social history bandwagon; he finds
their distinctive purview perfectly worthy and reccmmends ‘strongly that
they stick to their own kind.

* i

As for social history itself, Veysely mocks its canons, which 'he
defines as follows: the study of the processes affecting the great ma-
jority of people, with special attention to the anonymously .

and the avoidance of literary sources&in favor of bare quantitatlve

data. Through two case studies, he demonstrates the vulnerability of
quantitative ‘history. In the vigor of critical attacks on quantitative
history, however, Veysey discerns a commendable rise in critical standards,
matched by an, alarming dispagity between social historians' capacity

to criticize and their capac1ty to write substantive history. Nonethe-
*ess, he ultimately concedes “that social historians have indeed pro-

vided a sUstained look at the bottom layer of society. Moreover, accord-
ing to Veysey, they have broken deeper ground in their standards of
evidence and argument, and, most important, social.historians have uncov-
.ered more incontestable yet previously unknown facts of major 1mportance

in recent years than other categories of historical scholarshipf® 1In
opposition to these accolades, Veysey faults social history for its frag-

[
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mentation: "The society, in its overall dimensions_as an evolving
structure," he contend§4~‘fé hardly evefistudied.“2 - He concludes,
in a somewhat wistful vein, by sounding the call for recognition

of the internationalism of basic historical prpcesses in the modern
world. In other words, he advocates the dissolution of the first

of the four subdivisions he mentioned at the outset of the essay--
the subdividion by nation or region of the globe. He wishes to min-
imaligg American uniqueness in light- of the global village of social
history.

-
Y

This "new visionary matrix" is distinctly at odds with tﬁé Amer-
ican rootedness of "The American Family in Past Time" by John Demos.
This classic essay consists of a fast-paced survey of the family -
from colonial times to 1900. The seventeenth century-- the period
of the author's greatest exﬁ%rtise*- receives the most emphasis; the
eighteenth century is essentially finessed; and the nin€teenth cen-
tury surveyed by topic rather than through a cohesive thesis. Demos
both substantiates_and explodes-myths about the pre-modern family .
and brilliantly ex%%%cates the genesis of the notion of home as sanctu-
ary in the early nineteenth century. The function of the family unit,
family composition, age and gender differentiation and childrearing
practices are touched upon swiftly but tellingly. The interagtion
of ideals and expectations with physical, social and economic realities
is demonstrated. Throughout, Demos refgrs to a dazzlingly broad spectrum
of sources: literary (sermons, letters, diaries, novels), legal, (court
records, apprenticeship papers, deeds), demographic (settlement patterns,
household composition, sexual statistics), popular (domestic advice
books, childrearing manuals) and artifactual (clothing), among other
sources. Déspite this impressive array of source material, Demos points
out its limited relevance to family groups outside "the historical
middle." Gracefully, he both acknowledges the divergent’ family history
of ethnics, blacks and utopians, and posits a "pcwerful mainstream
tradition" which he contends either assimilated, suppressed or outlasted
any challenges to its dominance. Demos unabashedly debunks nostaligic
fantasies of a "golden age of the family." He urges the study of
the family in relation to larger historical processes and proclaims that
every historical era gets the family system it needs or deserves. Recog-
nizing the family's dynamic, even reciprocal, relationship with society
at large, Demos still conceives of the family as primarily reactive,

He concludes by advocating individua ification of, not large scale
social intervéntion in, current parffzrzqéﬁ\family life, ‘

" Now to the second task at hand, as I'have redefined it-- the impli-
cations of these papers for teaching about artifacts through social his-
tory. Demos laments the difficulty of capturing the reality of family
life in the past. "Source materials are scattered and fragmentary," he
maintains. "The pertinent methodologies are highly complex."3 We *have
seen how Demos- marshalled an impressive array of sources, including--
albeit cursority-- artifacts. In all fairness, I must interject that
Demos does refer quite extensively to the material culture of family
life in hls trailblazing A Little Commonwealth: Family Life in Plymouth’
Colony, published in 1970. This paper, on the American family in the
past, like much of social ‘history, suggests to me that the social his-
torian and the museum educator are like westward and eastward railroad
lines heading for each other, to be joined together by the golden spike

-

63

£



ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

* ' ’ :

)
of the artifact. The social historian, as Stearns notes, recognizes
the validity of the artifact because material cultufe provides the
framework for the daily lives of ordinary people. Artifacts have come
to,be viewed by social historians as legitimate, even key, sources.

In conjuring up the image of the meeting of the railroad linge-, .
however, let me add that the museum educator's track is somew;gﬁ’fg;ger
than that of the social historian. Artifacts are the museum efucator's
raison d'etre: social history is but one resource for illuminating the
artifact. Conversely, artifacts are one of many resources the social -
historian studies for recapturing the past of ordinary folk.® A word
of caution appears thus to be in order: artifacts, like strictly
quantifiable resources, may wax and wane in fashion with social historians.
Museum educators need to be cautious about justifying artifact study
on the basis of its aptness for social history. The artifact has an
authentic claim of its own on our attention-- it is, inescapably a
"reality." Yes, perhaps just one factor in that larger reality, the
capturing of which Demos identifies as social history's raison d'etre,
but a "reality" not to be put at risk by a passing fad amongst histor-
ians for the artifact as resource, _

.« -

The museum educator in turn primarily mines social history for
information. "It's everything you always wanted to know," I rejoiced
to another museum educator/art historian when, as a doctoral canaidate
in American studies, I encountered social history. The information in
social history research enlightens the museum educator in two diametrically
opposed ways. First, social history provides information about what -
is 1in museum collections. Second, social history provides information
about what is not in museum collections. C

Let me elaborate. Social history elbows aside the context in
which tifacts that have been preserved in museums-may have been residing
altogeth too comfortably for too long. Not to belabor the obvious,
but social history purveys a new, improved brand of information~- espec-

« ially £4r those of us trained as art historians-- through which to see

the aytifacts in museum collettions. It's as if the power of the lens
of our mental eye were increased. At the same time, and of equal impor-
tance, social history reveals whdt has been left out of museum collections,
consc ously’or unconsciOug}yT”“Museum collections, }éken indiviéually
and gven as a whole, are not, and conceivably cannot be, comprehensive
recopds of the past. The new, improved brand of information that spbial
hisfory disseminates exposes the lacunae in museum collections. Indeed
Mmany museym colleé%ions parallel the preciousness and complexity that .
/ Veysey attfibutes to intellectual history. His prescription ‘for intel=- ’
lectual history.applies equally well to the museum preserving high cul- _
ture: "To be true to itself, but with a new humility as to the kind of-
extreme specialization it represents."

i N ~
\

1
)

In sum, this new, improved brand of information is what the museum
educator requires to "thicken" the milieu of the artifact, wWhile the
artifact can be exploited by the social historian to £ill out the his-
torichl ‘characterization of a period, the historical characterization
of a.period~-~ based predominately ‘on hoh-art;factual sources-— fills
out the museum educator's understanding of the representativeness of .
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the artifact. Raised consciousness about the everyday lives of ordin-

ary people spurs the museum.educator to ascertain if, hhy, and how °

the museum collectibn, like many a history text as social history has
. ' proven, offers an incomplete view of the past.

; Tentative, assertive, a jostling profusion of focuses and formu-
’ tions-- the intellectual foment in social history to which Veysey
; nd Stearns bear witness also incites the museum educator to more
daring interpretive objectives and tacticds. Social history, like
museum education, is a field in ¥he state of becoming. Social history's
. genuine controversies (internal and external) provide a useful model
for museum education, militating against received notions and pat
strategies. Boisterously critical of itself, recklessly ckeptical
toward other fields, social history fosters a certain impudence that
museum educators might do well to share with their audience-- the public, -~ |
nquiry, the gquestioning of the meaning in the evidence, as Veysey |
" phrases it, can be the leitmotif in eqgcounters between artifacts and the |
public which are orchestrated by museum educators. . i
For, é& Stearns and Veysey make abundantly clear, the very turmoil ‘
in social history betokens st;tnuous efforts to alter fundamental con-
ceptualizations about the mainsprings of social behavior in the, past.
The museum educator, possessing the advantage of distance, observes and
assesses the conceptual skirmishes, comparing, say, Demos's view of the
dominance of "the historical middle's" notion of home with Lizabe&th
Cohen's argument for the tenaciousness of the working class's 1dea of .

home. "Social history can provoke museum educators to recast their
. thinkin ccording to one or another of these conceptualizations. For «
instanc for the reinterpretation of the Woodrow Wilson House, Washing- .

ton, D.C., the fundamental theme chosen treated the house as a totality--
the interplay of public, social, family and service areas, i.e., the
house as artifact, rather than the traditional tour with its skipping
focus on the decor, memorabilia or biography of the famcus occupants.
‘Sécial history, by celebrating the ordinary and not the extraordinary
. N lives of the past, encouraged a theme which did not produce the "upstairs/
\ downstairs" syndrome, in which the elite users of the rooms are treated
as, individuals and the ndn~elite users of the rooms are regarded as
anonymous.,

In conclusion, museum educators eenjoy the opportunity of applying
the sometimes parochial and esoteric output of social historians to the
interpretation of artifacts for the mass of ordinary people, whose per-
ceptions and experiences social historians regagg as of major consequence.

~
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e The Folkhfe,,Flavor ofHJstory
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T _ A Sample of Three Opinions
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L i Henry Glassie, “Folk Art Folklore and Folkife (1974)
\ . . 3\ — s
' - Henry Glassie, "Meaningtul Thmgs and Appropriate Myths- .

The Arhfaét's Place in Amencan Studlas Prospects (1977)

Howard W Marshall, "Folklife and the Ruse of Amenican Folk Museums,”
) Journal of American Folklore (1977)
. o ) . _‘ .‘ .
. - Now that American folklorists are Mt to refer to their subject with the N
.. double-bareled phrase "folklore and folklife ," the artifact has taken
- . . a promlnent place . .amidst thela academic congerns. ‘The dleglplxne of
' folkldre, once considered a‘sub-~field of literary study- focusing on
' obscure balladry and .local anecdotes, has since the mid- 19605Lrap1dly
: gafj\§ assprted its eclaim over all manner of objects ranging from houszs to
~ ; baskets’ to frakturs. To the extent that these various data whiéh
folklorists examine are patterned, formulaic, conservative aad tradi- .
A tional, these objects constitute a record of col¥bctive human achieve- oo
' ’ ) ment. Put succinctly, the subj of folkloristfc inquiry-is often the
. - stuff of history. Acknowledging then that there is a shared area of a
interest between fdlklorists and hlstorlans, there should also be some
shared procedures, objectives and insights. The usefulness of folktales
and folksongs' for historical study has already been conveniently sum-
marized By Tlchard M. Dorson in his anthology Ameri Folklore and the
Historian. Indeed, the wholé of his career as a Marvard-trained his-
.torian proselytlzxng exténsively for the growth of academic folklor- *
- . * istics in the Unit&d States serves as a clear exgﬁple of, the hand-and-
N . . :glove relatlonshlp that can exist between the two fle;ﬁs. But what 1is
, new to folklofe and history-- new in the same sense of being looked at
from a fresh perspective~- is the artifact. 1In the last decade, the
™ ) , literature on materjal folk culture has bulked large with confident
“ manifestos pkoclaxmxng the artifact's validity”as sub]ect matter and as g
. , a means of gaining éﬁSlght into the nature of human thought. In a sense
" —-— . the confident declarations made by folklorists have beén warning ‘shots
. ‘that there is a new ship on the horizon bound for the land of the o
- alternatxve v&sxon of history. These warning shots, however, need not P
. be heard only as attempts to defend a territory, but also can be recog=-
nized as salutes to those who would seek passage on the brave ship =
> . Folklore and Folklife. Three invitations to consider the kind of history
"available in the study of the artifact have been extended by Henry
Glassie of the.University of Pennsylvania and HoWard Marshall of Kan-
sas State University (formerldy of the American Folklife Center). Let
us examine the substance of their thinking. . . . =* .

5
+ - 2

.
® 2 *
— . a =,
B . . Lo
EMC 3 . * ’ . ..
N
,

r < =
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. -
B . 4




- . [

. e ¥
a ) . . ‘ 19 . - . “
) Marshall'd evaluation of folklorists' emergent position in the
museplogical realm found In % klife and the Rise of American Folk
-Museums" (is a progress reportgfiich takes stock of the growth of out-
. door museums ine the United Sktates. The prime model fof a folk museum {
is sprung from the political and intellectual ferment of mineteenth- .
+ cengury ‘Europe, patticularly from the Scandinavian countries. It N
was there that romantic nationalism was capped by “the creation of a ' .
e i—'set of”fc?mal institutions whose main purpose was to preserve and
T . intefpret local ethn1c”legac1es, This was done with a combination
7 of gonventlonal static displays and outdoor exhibits of domestic and
agrlcu;tural bulldlngs. Marshall is qulck to point out that there are:
‘ few museums in this country that were or 1g1nally planned along the ' A
. . lines of European folalife research. - What we have instead are rough
approx1mat10ns of the Scandinavian ‘concept. “Living history farms, he
}A\\ <" points out, come the closest and in some cases are currently realign-
- ing their research objectives to conform more with the classic European
. v folklife ideal. Thls ideal is’ clearly expressed by Trefor Cwen of the
. Welsh Folk Museum

\‘D

- *

. ‘ A folk museum represenits the life and culture of a nation,
illustrating the arts and crafts, and in particular the
S % building crafts, of the complete community, and 1nclud1ng ‘,-'”’ ..
) . _ in its lllustratlons the*act1V1t1es of thé mind an splfr€h:%"¥
. ' speech, drama, dance, and muglc-- as well as of the land.

. Marshall is optimistic that museum. personnel at living history farms
! ire strdﬂgly commltted to a small community fccus, to the domestic
undercunrents of majer/natiQngl events, to the humane contours,of
tradition. And, .if they are, he suggests, then the living h1stof
farms are, like it orznot, well down the path .toward becoming fol
s museums. Magshall, borrowing a metaphor. from archaeology suggests
) ‘that the best folk museums are founded on "research excavatlng down
L, through the curvrmg layers ;éésécal hlstory (that) will reveal qgw data
{ -to fill in the hollows in .t formdt records of fashlon,-pclltrcé and o
,\\ the eﬁptlc 3 The ultimate goal is a revisionicst portralt and it
is an objectlve that squares well with ‘the current movement in Amer-'
’ ican spcial history to write "grass rootsg" history, to  pursue the. ¥
. record of the 1nart1culate, to understand the plaLQ~yorkaday expeo—:
¥ iences of the Qrdlnary citizen.

. ' PR
- . o

-

Two other kinds of museums, that treat folkfife‘matetiais are ‘the “
conventional history museums that‘have collections of folk artlfaqts oo ;
7/ such as the National Museum of American Hlstory and the loc%t museums
of the converted railway depot var1ety that ser&g ,as. neighbﬁnhood : i ’
- closets preserving a small cémmunlty s clutter from, extlnct;on In |
both gases, the, data base of folklife?is assembled. It is given a, A4
- polished treatment in the major, downtown museum and a' down-— homé Eouch | / .-
in the lnformal roadside museum. There 1s much to reflect upon i the.
perspectlves employed by both kinds of institutions, or outflts as ; )
» Marshall prefers to call them. One wonders, for example about’ the é‘ .
- attention given to the social! context of thé artifacts? 0 the accuraty

in their ascribed perlods of crigin. But the bottom EAhe 15 that e . -
' L
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- the folklife museum mSVemént is small, even if it is possessed of
high principles, and folklife scholars nged all the friends they can
"get. Generosity toward those museums that Bbave not’yet been struck
i with folklife fever or that have the symptoms *but don't know Yet
what to call their ailmert, is then advised. The artifacts held by
these ‘"other" kinds of museums when-interpreted with sensitivity
to issues of community identity and the role of lécal tradition within
rational culture may bring the museum researcher, and possibly
d the musepm-goer, to the same insights as the full-fledged folklife
museum. Marshall's main point is that knowledge whether bestowed
by professfonals on the public or emerging from a local enthusiast's
excitement is épiil worth having. ; Y
- . v v

The buSiness of, getting smarter is what educationj{s all about
and it'is d large and never-ending task. Marshall Euggests that within
the folklife museum scholars have an excellent format and tool with
- »+ Which to pursue the education of the public. He writes in conclusion
' ) = to his article: "The promise of these outdoor museums lies in the
accuracy of their depictions of regional folk culture and their appli-
cation 'of humane thought in presenting history to the general public,
With artifacts of material culture as main props in the scéne, such
<« impressionistic vieys of the past may help us understand ourselves as
a complex nation." His emphasis on artifacts points out that stuff
from,the past is ipdeed the reality of the past; however fragmented
it may be¥# The people are gone, their writings tend to be biased,
but their -things, whether houses or hatchets, ar§Sthe same things then
and ‘now. Bringing the public into intimate contdct with the slivers
< of reality represented in artifacts shoul§,proviae them with the oppor-.
. tunity to experience a different realityfan hopes then, via the
L natural comparative process, to gain insights indq their own reality

. as well. .
. . } i . .

-

Henry Glassie, one of .the most faC}ie and provocative minds among
_the Material culture troops, has eloquently and passionately asserted
the artifact's worth as a subject for academic inquiry. His fervor
is partially explained by close to seventy=-five years worth of general
rejection by American folklorists of the hall-and-parlor houses,
whirligigs, coan knives, quilts, stofféeware crocks and the like about -
which many contemporary folklorists are now so glibly conversant. Two
esgays by Glassie, one a ¥extbook chapter, the other a convoluted
harangue t® his fellow travelers in American stgdies, contain some
of the formidable theoretical arrows which fill hlis folklife quiver,

@

T dn his textbook chapter epEitled "Folk Art," Glassie immediately
5 : . confronts the.ageless and continuing problem of the definition of art. LY
In only his SBcond sentence, he tells us "If a pleasure-giving function
predominates, the artifact is called art." In the same paragraph, he
- B " moves quickly to solve another tricky riddle,"” What is folk art?" .
. Bi{s answer is that folk things are "esoteric qnd-traditional."® still ’
in the samge opening paragraphhlGlassie.strikes‘deep into the core question *
for the study of art and culture, identifying the main goal of scholarly
inquiry as the evallation of the "aesthetic philosophy that governs
the selection, p:qduction, treatment and Use of forms." Hardly bothering
" to breathe, Glassie brings us fade-to-fiace with a key. breakthrough in
- .
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the study of*history.through artifacts which is that artifacts are
ideas as wel¥ as objects. We instantly perceive an artifact's surface
realfty, but we shculd, suggests Glassie, push beycnd its physical
attributes to its abstract and ideational quélities. Located within
the object is to be:fcund a deeper, more fundamental reality., That
reality is the uncohscious legic of culture and it resides not only |,
in the artifact but in the mind of the maker. It is the Mssertion
of human will over Nature's substance that yields material culture,
the artifact. This process, of transformation is crucial in .the
creation of culture, in the makfng of history, and, Glassie adds, is -
a very powerful process for expressing and shaping human thought.

1 ©

In the sub-séction of his essay which is labeled "Art that 1is
Folk," Glassie illustrates at length how most folk art is imperfect
fine art. The so-called-works of folk art that usually fill the museum
collections, the gallery shelves and the coffee table books are ccmmonly
referred to as naive, unsophisticated, primitive, crude, provincial,
nonacademic. This litany of denigration may, in fact, be deserved and
appropriate in some cases since- many folk paintings, for exawple,
actually turn out to be third- rate copies of standardized scences. from
landscape books. Butllt is Glassie's main point that once the folk
aesthetic, that state of mind from which an artwork is generated, 1is
understooq then none of those depricatory adjectives should be used.
Folk art is not fine art done poorly. Glassie writes: ",..representa-
tional folk art is not a failure at illusionary art, it is life European
fine art before Giotto and after Cezanne, like most primitive art,
apstract. The beginning of Renaissance art was marked by a move' from
convention to realism. “Folk art is characterized constantly by moves
from realism to convention." The analyst's prime. task then is to come
to grips with the nature of folk conventions, to fathom folk culture
in Its own terms, instead of oohing and aahiﬁb over the textures of
prush strokes ipd the distortions of human anatomy.

Having embedded folk art within,culture athér than place or
personality, Glassie proceeds t¢ show that Art is ey here. This
generalization builds®upon the notion t all act§<§;y:ak1ng involve
the imposition Jf an abstract, un-natQral order. No object, even if
1t is ﬁﬁtely utilitarian, lagyéﬂgsf humanly determined aspects of
form. Fonsequently, regardless the modest plainness of a berrch
or a rake, these objects embody aesthetic prQ9051tlon as the resulgg
of a deSign process. For the western world, Glassie identifies two
essential attributes of taesthetic will, bilateral symmetryyand tri-
partite arrangement, This means that our objects are divided at on
‘ The enrgwa of belng simultaneously odd and
éven has been solved by. fold designers by making things with dlSthCt
middles that are ‘flanked on both sides by the same design_elemehnt,
The winged skulls and cherubs found on New England gravestones are
good examples of this formula in action, but then so are Georgian
houses, transverse crib barns, chairs, automobile grills and hundreds
and thousands of thlngs we confront everyday. Because bilateral, tri-
partite org ization is so commonplace in our experience, and so anc1ent,
it has those alities of being esoteric and traditiocnal which character-
ize ?olk things, Glass:e then shows that wé are all 1n the sway of a
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folk aesthetic, It is so deep.within us and so affects our judgements
that when tonfronted with it, we can only resﬁEﬁE\like most informants
> do when asked to explain their actions in making a“tool or singing
an old song. Theyz like us, ask "How would you do it?" Well, it could
be done differently, but we® know without too much thinking that an
asymmetrical lopsided table would certainly look strange, awkward,
curious and hence be unacceptable unless we happened to be connoisseurs
- of the bizarre,
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Having trapped his readers
culture, Glassie nudges them to
starting with general ideas and

into admitting that they too own folk
study folk art in a holistic fashion
concepts and pursuing their utiliza-

tion through the various stages of an artifact's production and user*-—\\
This cultural approach leads ultimately to the recognition of the unity \
of a community's artifacts, Felk works should be studied as a collect-
ivity, as a tradition or movement, rather than as distinct maSQEEEieces
or eccentric oddities because they have a single unified intellectual
source, the rules in thé folk aesthetic, Glassie stresses the word
*folk" in folk art because,by-and-large, American folk art has been
studied with emphasis mainly on the second Half of the phrase. So
Glassie, like Marshall, is also concerned with the need for a revised
perception of folk artifacts., The artifact is tc be prized not as a
wierd, ¢harming, cute, gquaint or bizarte thing, but for its message
of“srder, control, stability, and continuity, for its civilizing

affect on society.

In his essay, "Meaningful Things and Appropriate Myths: The Artifact’s
Place in American Studies,” Glassie demonstrates the broad sweep of his
reading, fieldwork, and thinking while exploring how the American land-
scape has come to bear civilization. This is a soulful piece with many
digressions that cculd lose the uncommitted reader. Glassie violates
many of the principles of Strunk and White mainly using maky words
where few would do. He attempts a kind of poetry, challeﬁ§ing his
reader to hang tough whilé@ he explores the nature of meaning in Anier-
ican things. -

) , .
"His approach shares many ‘qualities with thdt of aesthetic antrho-.

pologist Robert Plant Armstrong in that both are often so caught up

in their idkas that they play out the subtleties of their thoughts at
great length using arcane terminology that may obscure direct compr e~
hension. We find Glassie in this essay wandering off on long discus-
sion of Irish literature, particularly the works of Joyce and Beckett,
in his search for @’ theory of the artifact. JIf this seems like the
long way round, ead Waiting for Godot to understand breocad axes
and Conestoga wagons, the journey 1s nevertheless worth the ride.

This essay is chiefly a validation of historichl inguiry. History'
prime value, say® Glassie, resides in what we have already referred to
as the reality factory that is he sees history as not only the record
of the past, but. as a dynamic force affecting the present and causing
the future, History is what was and what is and, barring cataclysm,
what will be. History is culturally defined time. 1If one agrees w¥th

A ’ .
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this position, one cannot but accept its wort ?§1ndeed its crucial
position at the center of humanistic endeavor. Rhetorically Glassie
poses the scenario that without history society would be non-existent.:
Thus his earlier criticisms of historiography which he made 1in his
oft-c}ﬁéd book Folk Housing in Middle Virginia are mollified. Glassie
admits that he fikes history, that his resdfrch is historical, and that
common cause should be made among humanists because of their mutual
interest in historical issues. Having played Peck's bad boy, Glassie
wants back 1into the historicgrapher's fold. :

H

In this essay, Glassie once again touches upon the need to deal
with ideas rather than data. While he places the term "artifact"
1n his title, he devotes more space to the intellectual underpinnings
o% historiography, to basic assumptions that apply to biographies of
reople as well as to biographies of objects. Suggesting that historians
do their best work when they deal with my8hic concepts, Glassie defines
myth.as héstory written in the service of meaning. Meaning entails
explafatibn of large truths, of the big rules of a culture, of power-
ful concepts that affect lots of people for long periods of time. Rules,
concepts, truths and myths are situated in culturq, not in events,
and since they are in culture, they are facets of humans and only
secondarlly dimensions of their contexts. Glassie argues then that
most history in 1ts pursuit of quantitatively respensible science reads .
experience backwards, treating surface detail as 1f 1t were essence’.

)
Surfaces are 4 beginning point; _they are the details of’experlence.

Glassie suggests tha ongigwhen human experience: is plumbed for 1its
éiiéEpe

message does worth pparent. Referring to worth as power, he
writes: "That poweY accessible only to crig;bs willing to remove

the gawdy, brlttlgﬁskln.of folk art and feel for its heart. Once grasped,
its slippery beaﬁ,will convince the critic %¢ confuse no longer ccm-
plexity with excellence.” 6 Should we follow this suggestion, the complex
and ntricate forms of elite culture will stand as co-equal with the
spare and rlain forms of folk expression. And both being equally rele-
vant and capable of eloguent communication, a truly democrative histor-
1ography hecomes possible,

z

The best shot we have at this goal is to be found, says Glassie,

in the landscape. Few people leave revealing, detailed written accounts
behind. In fact, Glassie besmirches written documents referring to them
as "curious black spots on paper," as "nothing" until the historian

has péffcrmed'hls."magic."7 Such an exercise, he asserts, will be prob-
lematic and limited at best. The power of the object as document resides
1n the fact of its reality, that is the thing that was there at the

event under study. It reguires no magic to be informed with meaning or
mythic capacity. t needs mainly to be witnessed, But strangely, the

most revealing artifact is all around us, and because of i pervasive-

ness, it goes ignored., It is our land, and it holds, promises Glassie!
the key to a meaning-laden history.

Plowing, strip mining, laying brick upcn brick in mortar, weeding,
bulldozing; these are as much historical acts as scratching a
pen over paper. The shapes of fields, the wrecked faces of
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hills, the houses,  and bridges, corrals, docks,.ﬁemplqs,
factories, prisons, switchyards, junkyards,, graveyards,

the highways on the plains, the paths in the woods-- all

are historical texts, cverlaid, cppcsed, related into a |
single perfect structure, simultanecusly spatial and temporal,
qualitative, quantitative, as inclusive as the planet, as
deep as time itself: a universal memory, a democratic
historian's dream.8

. 4 . .
The land is sculpture under the hand of man, the land is an ertifact.
Glassie supports this notion with a quote from Irish poet Patrick
Kavanaugh:,

I turn the lee-green down

Gaily now,

And paint the megdow brown . W
With my plow, .

To be found in ordinary reality then,’.ir common experience, in mundane "
work 1s the eloquence of mythically made material, of man-made
meaning, the stuff of history. Glassie's earlier argument that art was
everywhere in the environment 1s restated here as me€aning is constantly
underfcot if we will but lcok- for it.

But lest we glory too much in the brilliant disccver of myth,
Gla§sie warns that mytﬁ;is a contradictory treasure, It i3 not constant
but contrary. Sprung.from human nature, it is complex, variable and
comprised of incompatible concepts. Myth sanctions deviance from, as
well as compliance with, 1ts charter of order. Folktales reflect mythic
concepts by providing simultaneous models for action and passivity.e
In like manner, ballads describe the glory and the consegquences of
breaking the law. Proverbs show everyman the ways to get ahead and at
the same time the virtyesmof not rocking the boat: Reality is impure
because its mythic base is ambiguous, capable of both constanty and
change,.of repetition and innovation, of fariliarity and ncvelty. Hence,
every age will have its own myth, and every age will have its own history.
If we do not accommodate this ever-shifting aspect of history, we run
the trisk of "reducing ambiguity to one of its elements, purifying com-
plexity into a believable, reassuring lie." A holistic consideration
of the'landscape should allow us to avoid this problem by revealing all

. that we have done, both the lovable and Eﬁeﬁdetestable, the full range

of human expeflence. . :
N H

What is t® be made of all these folkloristic observationt? For
sure, we note that the paradigm of cultral ahghropology has profoundly
marked current folklife studies of the artifact. Indeed, the word
"folﬁ}ife," cignifying the totality of the physical, verbal and spiritual
domains of folk.society, is a substitute term for the word "culture.

It is a term to be employed in backyard anthropclogy. When folk stuff
is analyzed from an anthrop01091Cal perspective, there isg a definite
concern for systemlc relations, for yholes not isolates, for communi-
ties not individuals, for the typical not the eccentric, fcr real life
not fale promisé The ability to place an object into its proper place
in a system prevents the analyst -from reducing his disgovery to mere

. B SN
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collectanea, to a tri&ia}, disconnected fact, It allows the scholar
to make a stab at the answer to why instead of having to be content
with the answer to what. History that probes for ‘why rather than
what should prove to be more engaging, more vital, more alive, Fven
if 'wrong in its findings, 1t will provoke, cajole and motivate. Even
it it contai®s a false promise of truth, the dark side of the force,
it«will still have what Glassie calls mythic power, the power to
create, because 1t seeks after meaning, .
This colloquium rides upon an assumption Ehat our world is one
filled with many meanings, more than any entire generation of scholars
can ever nope to study. But it is also assumed here that all meaning
is élgniflcant and consequently the meaning of ‘artifacts too Jds 1mpor-
tant to cocnsider. Their i1mportance resides not only in thg fact that
at times they are the onlysurvxvxng source of meaning, b3t that the
kindof message they cocmmunicate taps 1nto a saga that has gone untold.
If truth be inclusive in nature, holding'validity fer all the phenom—?
ena of a time and place, it can never be fully represented by partial
study. & record of the rich is not & people's -history, just a rich
people's history. Only when the history books are filled with all the
voices of history's makers will we approach the history we seek.
Sometimes the expanded account does not tell us anything new, but
instead reaffirms our old ideas. GClassie, fcr example, fcund that
pcors fclk's hcuses 1n eigirteenth-century Virginia were products
df the same mentality as rich folk's houses which had already teen
pretty thoroughly studied. ™ But his effort was not wated just because
he did not ivent the leap from the Medieval to the Renaissance mind for
the first time Finding that diverse people across wide social strata

hare basic notions cf protocol, order and beauty, tells much about What
being human means and thus allows us to understand our ancestors and //,,

ourselves in a more cemplete and complex way. From such an exercise
we gain confidence and hope,'knowing what bonds of experience unite
&<, Xxnowlng where humans are weak and strong, knowirg when we have
justly deserved praise and when we have earned rebuke. The accurate
1dentification of the proper motives for pride and the proper motives

for disgust mapQ\béhe judgoment of a humanely sensitive person. Creating
"an expandgd vérsidn of history holds the potential for developing these

sk1lls among the pcpulace. This, at least, is the fclklife scholars”
hope and we believe that the humble artifacts we study have a crucial
place in fostering humane judgement based on a larger, more human
history.
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Remarks & Discussion

THOMAS ] SCHLERETH & BARNES RIZNI
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TOM SCHLERETH: We have some new people joining us tonight at this second
session of the HAL Colloquium. One of my tasks this evening is to pro-
vide a very brief summary of what the six speakers proposed last night
in the form of an interpretation of their remarks. Since we also hav
several people with us this evening who also attended yesterday's ses-
sion, I hépe they will also give their interpretation of my ideas. v

AP

Tonight we would like to boil down a bit further last evening's
discussion which had as its general objective exploring this important
question: @pat might people in the field of history education-- at var-
ious levels and with various constituencies—-"do with the various theories
that underlie the agsorted disciplines that concern themselves with arti-
facts or material culture as evidence? In this context, John Vlach ex-
plored the question in the fields of cultural anthropology and folklife
studies. Carol Stapp took up the issue in social history, Barbara Car-
son imyart history, Candace Tangorra Matelic in cultural geography, Steve
Hamp %n the history of technology, and Carter Hudgins ir historical archae-
ology.

* The point of their work was to examine the theoretical premises in
each of those fields in order to see what kind of ramifications such pre-
mises might have for the teaching of history with material culture, Many
of us here tonight work in those specifi¢ fields. The HAL planning group
chose the six disciplines that we did simply because we felt each used
artifacts in some significant way. We selected the assorted articles in
each of the six disciplines and asked the presenters to think through the
implications of these essays for either research or teaching history. Fer
thoge of you who have not seendthe articles. that were proposed to the pre—
denters, copieq.of;the papers are available at the back table. L

Our objective in having the six presenters proceed in this fashion
was two-fold: 1) To provide us with a guick review of the basic theoreti-
cal literature in contempcrary material culture studies; and,*2) To stim-,
ulate discussion among us this evening as to the ramifications of this
work for teaching history with objects. Tonight we hope to continue the
conver sation Shat our presenters and their position gapers'began last
evening. Our fSYmat was much more structured last night because we had
a great deal of territory to try to cover, a number of ideas and topics
to put on the agenda. That all took a considerable ®mount of time. We
worked for almqst four hours, taking out a brief moment for a bite of
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supper. Tonight Barnes RiZnik and I are charged with commentinrg on the
presentations and facilitating a.general discussion among us as to their
meaning. We expect that you will get two kinds of interpretations of the
presenters' interpretations. Our respectivelbackgrounds and perspectives
may give us, two different views on the subjeCt-- but I don't anticipate

that we are all that separate on the common objective of teaching history
®effectively. I happened to be here all of last night, kbut Bapnes was busy
Unfortunately he was not ablg” to hear all

of the presentations. He has had an opportunity to read few of the essays
that were formally prepared before last night, but not all of them.

Our procedure this evening will be quite informal. I will attempt
to put forth a brief interpretation of last evening's discussion and pa-
pers. Barnes will then propose his thoughts on the subject and on the
papers that he has had an opportunity to read. Then we would like your
interpretations and critique. We would also like to know, what, if any-
thing, might proceed from this type of gathering. We think that getting
history professionals in the academy and the museum together for the pur-
pose of discussing the techniques of history teaching through material
culture has been a success in itself, We have thought, however, that
other actiwvities should also follow. Perhaps there is much more we could
be doing together as a group as well as for and with other colleagues.’
In any event, we would greatly appreciate your advice as to what future
contributions HAL might be able to make.td the history education field.

Basically, I have three major reactions to last evening's presenta-
tions: My remarks are really three general categories of ideas that
seemed to dominate mugh of the discussion. Let me, begin, however, by
noting the assumptions on which I sensed much mutual agreement, These
would te the underlying (spocken and unspoken) premises which the entire
group accepted and, I think, would be willing'to declare as "good" .about
the endeavor of teaching history with an emphasis on material culture -
evidewed. For example, most people seem to be turning tcamategial cul-
ture evidence because it is a method that might get at a more populist,
more democratic, more proletarian interpretation of the past. Many of
us in the academy, great}y influenced by the new social history, are
particularly taken with Jkis notion— one that Carter Hudgins called the
“land of the alternative view of history." Many thought that interpret-
ing the contours of that reretofore neglected "land" might be a major
teaching objective for anyone interested in using material culture data.

.

We also had considerable -agreement on the basic necessity of an in-
terdisciplinary commitment in doing history with material cultiure eVvidence.
Most of us had been trained in the hummnities or in the arts, but several
people argued for the necessity of expanding that intetdisciplinary per-
spective to include work in the 'social..sciences. We all here agreéd that
learning is of a‘single piece, not just an isolated.disciplinary focus.
Using material culture ‘evidence as a teaching strategy" would help rein-
force this otientation among students and museum visitors, In keeping
with the proposal to widen the interdisciplinary focus of our own work
beyond cooperaticn among fields in the arts and humanities, a number ar-
gued for using matefial culture as the appropriate bridge between the

humanities and the. social sciences. ™ - .
718 . * .
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In this general context, I also heard a number of individuals reflect-
\ ing on "What is the relationship between past and present?" Is the past
. actually real? Can it be recaptured in some sort of empirical way? Can
that be communicated to students? Or, is the past basically what the
Present makes it, and that this is what histopy really entails? There -
was an interesting tension between these two positions throughdut last
. vening's presentations,é%pd% I think, quite definitely within the assort-
ment of articles we selef#ted as position papers for our discussion. I
take it that-this is a genuine asset in our work. I, for one, was pleased
that we raised so quickly the issue of the connection of past and present.
We did not shy away from thiat crucial but controversial interaction and
its relation’to museum visitors and students in the history classroom.
o It may be that material culture evidence could prove to be one useful
approach by which to explore further this important relationship.
Another way to thipk of this tension between past and present is-’
to see the past as either patterns or particulars. I think both per-
. : spectives surfaced in the presentations and were found in the position
. papers. Authors in the social sciences tended to see history in the
g . format of "past as patterns"; humanists often viewed "the past as par-
. ticulars.” At one extreme, we might find‘purselves searching (and teach-
'ing) for discoverable patterns, real laws of universal human behavior.
. At the other end of the intérpretive spectrum, we find other colleagues
interpreting history as simply basic human experience, experience that
. is more often than not highly individualistic, singular, and even idio-
. syncrati ., Some historians, therefore, try to show people (in classrooms
and exhibits) the diversity and singularity of the human endeavor; other .
. historians, gorking in similar contexts, illustrate the commonali;y and
typicality of human behavior. Patterns and Particulars. What can mater-
. . . ial culturé data contribute to this perennial debate in historical studies?
R How should history intérpretations in the academy.an useum deal with
this type of evidence when considering these two major philosophies of

the'past? I think it would -be worth discussing this issue furth®r this
evehing. f ’

‘

-

. A final itegy on which we all agreed is that material culture history e
could serve a di¥erse range of constituencies beyond the museum and the
classroom. However, we actually only talked about two constituencies-- :
the public museum audience (for which Steve Hamp made a strong case) and
‘e the graduate pr advanced student seminar. We didn't really talk about N -
N elementary or secondary school history_teaching with artifacts or other
. institutional contexts for use.of such data. I know that we: have people
who are involved in tHat enterprise who are with us this evening: Unfor-:
tunately we have yet to talk.about their work and its relationship'to the
" two institutional constituencies most predominately presented here—— the ’
/f* academy and the museum. I hope, hbwever, that we did recognizg that his- .
tory teaching with material culture assuredly can serve many pedagogical .
concerns beyond the institutional contexts with which we most Erequently '
associate. ' ’

- ! .
-

PO

ERIC. | | -

1 -
P . -




Let me suggest another, diverse yet interrelated, set of reacticns to
our last evening's work. I found, for instance, that a number of rationales
fcr history teaching with material culture data surfaced. I will put them
_into several categories borrowed, in part, from the analyses of Steve
Hamp, John Vlach, Barbara Carson and Carter Hudgins. 1$ome of our present-

, ers thought that the teaching of history wusing material culture evidence
was an excellent heuristic tool, a valuable didactic technique or pedagog-
ical device. I call this perspective “"Professor's History." Many people
now teaching traditional, narrative history often want to employ artifacts
as illustrations in their attempt to provide an interpretation and under-
standing of the facts. Here material culture functions as a kind of sup-
port system-for general historical explanatioh, It is used to bolster
earlier historical research, done mostly from already established and
evaluated documentary, statistical, graphic or other traditional sources.

. An illustration of this approach in book form might be’Daniel Boorstin's
three-volume study of The Americans. There artifactual evidence is cer=-
tainly brought to bear, but usually it is not consulted first for its
primary evidential power: rather material culture evidence is simply
used to support an historical explanation already arrived at by other
data.®Artifacts are intermingled throughout the text in order to illus-
trate, not demonstrate, the historical interpretation. I ahticipate
that many of us lecture in this format when using slides to illuminate
our general historical survey courses. One might also argue a middle
position.in this approach whereby material culture evidence does have
some type of co-equality with documentary evidence or other traditional
sources. Here I think of Alan Gowan's book Images in american Living:
Furniture and Architecture as Cultural Expression.

+ A third teachihg approach might entail using material culture as the
main evidenitial source in either a classroom or museum interpretation.
Here the teacher regards artifacts as the primary material out of which
an historical interpretation is reconstructed. I suspect we have hardly
ever worked at this level. I would cectainly be delighted to hear of
examples of people who teach history from tAis pedagogical stance. In
this context, I did think of one technigég that might be tried. Someone
has talked about what their artifact collettions might mean if considered
(in and of themselves) as primary resources for doing museum history.
That is to say, ¢ne might attempt investigating museum collections as
raw: artlfactual data brought together at different times and in different
ways but reflective of various collectors and the changes brought by var-
ious curators over the years. .

(Steve Hamp: I think that George Basalla does that sort of thing in
his artlcle, “"Museumg and Technological Utopianism," in Technological Innova-
tion and the Decorative Arts, edited by Ian M,G.Quimby and Polly Anne Earl
(Charlottesville: University of Virginia, 1974)., As I recall, he looks at .
such museum collections and attempts to ascertain what types of cultural
statements are implicit in their data.) ,

'\_, N ‘~
s In addition to the category of "Professor's History," I think we also
«teach at angther level, one I will qall Professighal s History." Lagt
evening's presentatlons also addressed this dimension of history education.
.YProfessional's History" seems to happen most frequently when we are teach-

ing at the grq@uate level or whenéwe are working together w1th fellow pro—
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fess10nal h1stor1ans Oor curators. In these learning contexts, a key objec-
tive is to attempt to produce methodological innovations and/or new his-
torical interpretations. 1In this endeavor, we may use material culture
evidence as our primary data. As I mentioned before, thls ype of teach-
ing normally occurs during exhibition brainstorming sessichs or in seminars
involving advanced undergraduate or graduate students.

In this approach, the oﬂdectiye is to press material culture evidence
for additional explanatory power in historical studies. Here material

v cult evidence is deployed by the historian in order to test already
- established interpretations for newly argued hypotheses abdut the past

based strictly on dccumentary or statistical data..This revisionist per—
spective, a common practive in general histotriography, subjects long-accepted
h15tor1ca1 generalizations (such as the importance of the fall line in
American historical geography or the superiority of the T&neteenth-cen-
tury American agr1cultural machinery)] to close scrutiny from another
angle and with the aid of different (i.e. material)] evidence. I would
call this research strategy deliberate revisionism. f\also think it is

< a very effective research and teaching technique. Typical -revisions

- of our understanding of the American past that have been made by com—
paring material evidence with previously established documentary and
statistical data wodld be James Deetz's rewrpiting of the cultural his-
tory of the American revolutionary period and Merrit Smith's and Rob—
ert Howard's reversals of’ the standard explanation for nineteenth cen-
tury American technological creat1v1ty and progress. .

Testing the established h1stgr1Cal canons of interpretation on cer-
| ) : tain points by bringing material ev1dence into the discussijon deserve
' to be used more extensively in higtory teachlng and museum exhibiticn,
This 1s, in part, what I think John vlach and Carter Hudglns are suggest-
ing in their evaluatlons of Deetz and of Henry Glassie. 1In addrtlon to
this conscious or deliberate revisionism of the historical establishment's
"party line,” material culture proponents advocate investigating various
gap-sites in the historical’'record. By gap-sites I mean aspects of the
past that historians have not looked at; that i human activity that has
indeed occhred in the past but heretofore has ﬂgg come under the purview
5  of general historiang., Is thefe not a considerable rarnge of potential
material cultqre evidence dealing with a spectrum of human activity that
has not yet been examined by historians? Consider data such as mobile
homes, adult toysg, or gynecological instruments. Careful historical :
investigation of such material culture gvidence-may not yield anything
in terms of an expanded or enriched expganation. But if we £ail to look
" at such data, we will never know its possible use “in history teaching.
N I do sense along us, however, a commitment to see where such diverse'and,
largely neglected, artifactual evidence might lead in history educati%n.
. i [ N !
. I also sense that spome of us are eager to tirn to material culture, -
data for what might be called hypothedes formation. I realize this is an
idea as o0ld as.John Dewey's inquiry method. 1In ohe sense, I see the
nurturing of new historical hypotheéses as the pure science of our enter-—
prise. ."In this endeavor, we attempt to promote among our studénts, our
museum visitors, and ourselves, a learning environment which is one of
c0nt1nual in gu1rz about the past. Teachers who use material culture as

a Qa51s for promoting various questlon-ra1s1ng dctivities and the formul=-
' . . 1 * -~

ERIC . ° . .82 ,

- -
R s e ¢ . . A .
PN .
" _



LY Y il

ation of W hyootheses in the plnds of thexr students and/or museum
S v151to;s sometimes find such data supeglor to documentary or s!%t;stlcal . .
material in promoting crit'cal questloggng by- Jndiviquals about life as T
lived irr the past. If this initial ‘typé of inquiry. producdg, new hypo-
theses that -are worth testlngafurther as part of thé®ork of profe551onal -
hlstorlans, that- is‘a vital by~product of this initial pedagogical - ¢
activity that first promts historical hypothese§ formation. . -

1 . . . .

A final position that I saw people assumifhg in response to the
various uses of the artifact in history teaching was what I would call
. . "poet'd History." This approach uses historical artifacts primarily -
¢ to evoke personal, sensory (sometimes even extra-senso perceotions.
The -technique entails having pecople--— teachers, curators, exhibit de- Y
4——. slgners—— deliberately and consciously settxng in motion a drama, an
. experlence, primarily to prompt.individuals (¢ither singly or in groups} -
to know or, perhaps better, to feel the past. An individual, visual,
A tactile, sensory awareness of the past is sought in 1nd1v1duals by a directr ' .
experience of life; {or artifacts) as lived in the past. Often such teachers .
of history fre also extremely 1nte estquxn the bases of creativity, how the'~77
human mind works, and how objects™are m The 1nterest that they attempt .
to promote in their classroom studqpts or museum visitors is not so much in
tHe past per se as much as it is in what contemplatlon of that past might
evoke in the present student dr visiter, 's consciousness, In short, Keats :
.cpntemplatlng the Grecian urn. Poetry 1s surely a Very valid way of know- ..
ingfhuman experience.9 There is certainly a poetry to the past. Some people
{occasionally Henry Glassi®) find objects a most effective data to evoke *. «
that éoetzy. That is, believing that large segmgnts of the past are éssenti-
ally non- rational intuitive, or emotdional, they seek to use data (such
as folk art) or other objects te promote an awareness’ of this dimension of
the past. Given this research and féaching sykategy, objects are seen as
one extremely useful mode of stimulating e of selfq.pderstanding i;%;l S

.
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G tq human identity. T o 2
D : ' ‘ : .
. ’ = Let me'conclude with my third group of general’ ldeasuthat followed out
- of papers and presenters lagt night. I"m afraid that this is my least orgdn- ’ -
. ) ized category. In my notes, I have labeled the categories "Unresolved Issuyes,
N Possible Directions, Teaching Ramifications.” One unresolved issue 1s wheft .
we should call what we do with objects in history teaching. What shou;d we
= call the objects? [Does it matter if this evidence hasor has not a specific *
i nomenclature?. My preference is that we term objects from the past as material
+ ' culture, I would argue for this designatio ecause of its origins in anthro- ,
pology, and because the term 1mplies the presence of clkure behind the mater- : *
;. 1al culture. I must admit that 1s what I am primarily intrigued with in using
.\‘i ma Porial culture 1n historical research and teaching; that is, I am more . .
N . . jxntrlgued with the, past of humanfculture than with the,simple kaewledge of . .
’ human artifacts. Ultimately’, I would venture, @e are going tokneeq some & .
N 5 definition of terms if this type of hxstorxcalfg;quiry is to jproceed as a - A
. 51gnlflgant resea:ch\and teachzng strategy in the futute.

. -
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- ‘A second unresolved issue is what* thie mevement will become. Stege
' N . Hamp hoped that it youlgmﬂgi_becoma_anééstinuEive T1e1d " He was quite
—expicit ¥BSUT that, but I noticed that he did not draw any response one
[ way' or another on the question. Perhaps what we are doing individually

in our classrooms and in our institutigﬁs may be at present something of
an informal movement to interject’ggeate} use of physical evidence‘into
historic;l studies, Perhaps what Wwe are about collectively is merely a
¢ ., perspective or an emphasis thaf js slowly infiltrating a number of disci-
plires other than those (art history, history of technolegy, archaeology)
where it first originated, Perhaps certain aspects of materyai culture
studies in historical teaching -are one wave of the future. Perhaps it
is simply a contemporary thing. Fifteen Years ago I had ro idea I would
be doing research in the way in which I am currently teaching #nd writing.
* Perhaps in another fifteen years we willvall be doing our work quite dif-
- ferently. I would like to hear your fopecasts for ‘our future./
P !

Many of us are hopeful about the future of this type' of hiékory
. teaching ne matter what, its specific diieclion; ‘That idea certainly
emerged from last night's work. To quofe from only a select few of
last evening's Presentations, we were told that we were "potent&ally_.
,on the verge of a breakthrough" (Barbara Carsonj; that we were working .
in a field angd a time of "great expectancy" (Candace Tangorra Matelic);
and that we should antacipate "higf aspirations for the possibility of
innovative new work," {Carter Hudgins) I thought most of cur speakers
. , shared a sense of urgency and h&pefulness. None seemed- distraught or
. in despair about the enormous task in front of us, * No one Telt that the
# enterprise gas not worth pursuing. Exactly what the enterprise I's, how=-,
[ . ever, was ngjecf to discussion, I hope that, is someth’ing we can explore
" " much flore in a.moment. "I am especially interetted inhow we tﬁing of cur-
selves and if we do anything differently as history teachers because-

we are also'€omm1tted to the use of material culture evidenc? (where it

. - 1s appropriate) iq historicd% explanation. ' - _
. Perhaps we are enter'ing a new stage in our enterprise. | I like Bar-
3 barg Carson'’s analysis {(which I have used before 1n explainyng the Amer-
1can material culture movement toothers) of compating tH€ endeavor of
. using material culture aé a historical artifact to the development of the
* - natural history movement “in this. country. 1In the eighteenth century there.
had been laborers such as C.W. Peale who were primarily collectors of
- . artifacts, Tpisiphasg of material culture hi§tory has, understandably,

. continued (and must continue) into our own time., 1In the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centyry, people began tosdevelop skills for qétailed .
déscriptions and typologies of artifacts.' I think perhaps the epitome
of this phase of the movement might be represented by the work of Charles
v Montgomery., Since tgé;Second World War, an increasing ‘number o‘ individ-

uals have begun te movetbeyond collecting and description into the his-
. « Ltorical analyses of material culturg, Perhaps that's where "the movemént
. . ' " is at present. Maybe we are on the vergé of doing intellectually rigor-
ous historical artifactual data, Perhaps that has been the history of .
material culturejhféto?y: collecting, description, and, 1I hope, ;now some
beginning xénture% into analysis and intergretation. -
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X In briet, Wé havé éntered a very S{uC1al‘sﬁagq. Either our approach
¥ Will vield scme expansicn of traditional historical explanation and thereby
. provide a new contribution to historical method or we will findtit inad-
equate and wanting. We gill have to say that was a good try but that the
approachufailed to, be a significant contribution to historical studies
and historical teaching. Several people, Carcl Stapp for ®ne, saw the )
current debate in material culture Studies and social history over stan-
dards and evidence as a part of this new analytical era. She felt that
the ccncern over the representativeness of‘gyidence was a characteristic
of a current methodological fermen{. I think his is so. I take it to be -
. a good thing and something not to be, extensively fretted about since I
see this type of intellectual agitation as an excellent basis for good
teaching. I am persuaded that a debate over theory and practice, mekhods
and definitions, evidence and meaning helps individuals learn” how to be

, their own historians, which I see as one ©f my prime objagtives as a, teach-
ing historian. - . ' -

Related to this issue of methodological ferment'and 1ts use as a
pedagogical tool, I would -take one “finxl quote from-Barbara “Carson®s -~
last -paragraph. Here she proposed something that seemed worthwhile to :
ccnsider as the future goal of this meeting and perhaps-the entire HAL ’
ptoject. She urges us to seek "guidelines for responsible speculation D

. about the historical value of the artifact." I think that's another way

‘ cf saying we should enter the 3ge of analysis in dealing with mater:al
culture. a\\ :

v I heartily agree. I thimk that we have now had gquite enough number
of manifestoes that proclaim that material culture. history 1s worth doing.
m We must now evaluate how 1t can potentially expand historical explanation.
) in this ccntext, I would like to see someone assess what they sea as tthe
lxmltatlons.of artifact study. :

&

We pressed this a bit in some 9f the .presentations last evening,
but I sti1ll think we need a crlticéi and- rigorous assescment. Material

culture evidence obviously can only do so much 1n historical explana-

tions. At the'same time that we are trying to press it as to all that

it can do, let us keep firmly 1n mind 1ts many limitations and what :t *
simply cannot do 1n promoting historical understanding. .

I would put 1ssues such as these on our agenda this evening. My ’ ’
typology of "professors, professionals and poets" history is, of ‘course,
only a heuristic device for the purposes of our discussion. I hope,
however, 1t prompts some debate as to the future role of material cul~

ture in history teaching.
- -

BARNES RIZNIK: Tom said it correctl§ when he said that I was really deaf -
to rast night by my absence. I apologize to those of you whc were pre- . /-
senters that I was not here to hkar. But I did review the papers that

three of ycu prepared and I've had a chance to read some of the articles'ca

‘ cnder discussion. :

o

-

I think we've got 'a good case study right here in Colonial Williams-

. burg. I think it's fair to say that reconstructed Colonial Williamsburg

1s certainly one of the mostﬁpopglai and well-known expressions of Amer— - '

= 1cancmateriél'culture that this population has been exposed to, has seen, :

l
4 0 - . '

. i * 84 “ . e

»

."ERl!

. ‘ -
Pz | ’ . (s ) ’

Q
C
<
]




- _‘ : , v B ’ s . N

. e f ) .
heard about, has felt, for the last fifty years. So, I think in talking
. about teaching from objects and learning ffom material culture, all of

us need to take special note of what we can learn from Colonial Williams-
; burg. What can you learn from 1ts buildings? What can*you learn:from
’ 1ts many small objects? One of the questions that probably hasn't been
discussed enough, at least in front of other historical agency people,
. by Colbnial Williamsburg, is this: What has been the visitors response -
to this place as a physical env1nonment° There may be that data avail-
able, but it's an article about Williamsburg that I haven't seen.

< » . .

I've been a visitor to Colenial Williamsburg since I was a child.
And I suppcse that many of you are also making repeat visits that mey ;
have be'en separated by, not only a number of years; but by a number of
stages in your lives, I questioned whether it may be appropriate to dis-
cuss, and I've decided to do it, Tonight I am gozng to share some reactions
I've had since first coming here at age six,

-4

. I have very, very vivid memor ies of having been here at the age of \
3 * s1x for a summer . My mother and father in their early thirties’ were
practicing Journalls*s. The Depression was just over and my mother
landed a Job here in the research department. I think -that she was doxng
more public relations w but people in the research department under-
stand that. She w ere for about a year. My father was in Manhattan
working., My suypser vacation was to ccme down here., I have recollections
of ccurse,of Some people. But mostly, from those years, I have always
. .~ had a sense of place abcut lonial Williamsburg., Now I have, as we all
. do, developed feelings about place in many different parts cf our ccuntry--
where I live, where I work, where I travel. Today I feel as strongly
about College Hill in Providence or Beacon Hill in Boston as I do about
Colonial Williamsburg, But, for me at age six, I developed a special
.. sense of place about being here. Where did I develop that from? I'm .
not conscicus that someone led me around by the hand. In fact, the
absence of vehicular trafﬁ}c on the Duke of Gloucester Street is ohe of
the things that I remember-- I cculd walk alope. And as csomeone -Who - . »
was growing up 1n Manhattan,.that was pretty inte;estlpg to me. At-age
six, I could take a walk alone; I had®' % been allowed to do that yet in
- Greenwich Village. My parents would'say,,"So long, Barnes."'

.

?,
I remember wglking ' I remember textutes. I remember building mg;e§;
ials. Now pmind you,.I was growing up in the lelage, one of the last

nineteenth century communities in Manhattan. What was different sabout -§j
Colonial Williamsburg? remember that.I doped it out.It was more uni-
‘ form. Also there were fire escapes. Building fcrms-- the magazine, ' .

the pcwder hcuse. What a building! I remember the form, I remember.the
“shape, I remember the brick.and I remember uses of some of the buildings.
I remember people using special objects. . 1

-
~ .

We li‘ in John Bl air.Kitch‘én, becatdse Helen and Orim Bullock were N
° . on' the staff here. They were' in the midst of wrapping up the Williams-
burg cookbook. “We lived with Helen Bullock while she, tested recipes,
& doing fireplace, COOk‘mg. Talk -about spoiling a kid at'six at Colonial
williamsburg! 1I'm one of thém. That was some experience. I can, still
make veal birds and remember how +emg 1t took people to‘gmke veal birds
Taking the time

EN ‘Hammerlng out veal so it was nice and thin. Flouring 1t = Aqil
L3 T, '. E . o
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K to roll 1t. And ‘hew many veal birds you need to make tc feed six people.
And €rnen how qulck;v you could eat them. These are all things.that I .
didn't learn at’ Old Sturbridge Village. "I knew that beéfore I went to
' work tbere. t ' * .
* kY
These are just a few of the: thlrgs that easily come to mind, Sufe I '
was & privileged kid in terms of navlng a mother on the staff; but other )
children have gained similar 1nnre5510ns too. You ycurself must have
gained some impressions when you were riot yet twelve.

i

A L

I know that I ‘came-- and I think this comes from having very
parents-- and that I was a very verbal kid. I kept asking,
blacks live?" Except at that time we called them "colored." I asked, not
meaning historical, but rather right then, in 1937, in Colon:ial Williams-
burg. Everyone, as they left work at the then branq new Goodwin Building,
used to-walk down the Duke of Gloucester Street and go hcme. Everyone Y,
expect the colered people who used to go someplate else. Fueling this
curlcsity was a scmewhat liberal antagonism that existed in our family,
espec1ally with my mother. She would ask,1gnoring southern tradition, -
“'ﬂ/ 1s it that tite colored people get off the sidewalks when I walk N -
down?" Well, I can recall various other white women telling her that
1t was because they get off the street for women, not because my mother
was white. My mcther sai "I'm not nujlng that," Now those are folk

gends 1n our family. ‘t that gets repeated.more than once becomes
a folx legend. But it did take the fcrm of asking a guestion 3nd of
ou that's®the x1Ad of queMion tnat Eakes, vecomes a part of a popu- .
lar look at Colonial Williamsburg over the years. Okay.

literal
"Where do the

rse

- Q)

Two Twenty years go.by. I'm in college and I come to vislit
1aﬂssurg as a history stadent. I of course go to look
'm very disoriented, It takes me a while #nd 1n face ’ ‘

een 1t on that trip. Anvway, I was looking for it. I
ompleteness: cf

the material culture. I-was aware from . 2
like Howard Brledénbaugh 1r Ber veldy who would ’
to make a distinetion between completeness
. th
£
tu

»-b

s
the
ople say:
e and accuracy. Col-
. onial ”1111amsburg 1s, very complete but you know not all those
pu1ldings are accurate. They have had 'to use some’ Flans. ard
. are supposed to'be of a certain age, btut they're actuslly using plans.”
' Trey were refwwing to the Capitol of course. o )

.
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to me
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. I was impressed by

that ex)sted within the bullt envi
in the ameﬁican Revolution 1n Virginia as
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I came here as a preseryationist, as a professicnal nu:;é wET

Ql' in the 194Cs. .I was worxlﬁg at Old Sturbridge Yillage and Ed Alexander -~
" . then at Willigmsburg invited me to see what they were doang here. I agreed.
d Charles Hopmer'$s first bpok Presence of the Past had Juse come out. In
) particular, from my work at Sturbridge, where we were concerned with
‘ .,  accu iracy arfid authenticity, I remember one of: the first thngs that Ed .

. Alexander said to me. "Vou know, I flrst came to.work herp right after
" tte Seccend World War. LiKe evcrybod,\els I tnough ‘that we should
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get these remaining nineteenth-century buildings out of here. I've learned
a lot from people like William Sumner Appleton and others. I guess we
all do at Colonial Williamsburg., Now I don't see those buildings. In
fact, it is very important to have thcse nineteenth-century buildings
remain." '
Ve . . .

Well, what could be a more honest expression of a preservationist?
So I looked at Colcnial Williamsburg as preservation and again reinfeorced
all the other thoughts I'd had about it before as an area, an imbressicn of
1t as an area of preservation, In 'fact, as the National Trust conference
here pointed out, and others have shown too, over the years’, it is probab-
ly the biggest historic district that we've had up until the very recent -
past. It is certainly a model for other historic districts and has been
a teacher in terms of preservation.

A couple of more tHoughts if I may. I guess my next visit to Col-
onial Williamsburg was quite a few years léuer, Ed Alexander asked me,
as he was always asking geople who came: down here, "How well do you
think we're dcing?" well now, when someone gces through your college,
1f you're teaching, do you stop and ask how well they think-you're dorng? - --
In the first place, how would you find pfit how weld the college 135 doing?
By the numder of different classreoms® Lectures? Qr for that matter, in
high school teaching, how many d1~~erent classrooms do you visit? How
much learning do you watchgfaking place? But when you work 1n a museum,
as I have for a.umber of years, you do answer. I respected Ed's Question.
Cbviously there was a tension in Colonial Williamsburg as }ecently as a
dozen years ago 1n thhkee-elements certainly that are here as a part of
1ts matorlal culture. First of all there was the increasing attention
being yaxc to archzeology; then the increasing attention being paid to
documenting the eighteenth century; now our interest, our complete 1indi-
71dual attention on such historical subjects as family cecrpgsition, child
rearing, relationships of phys:ical, social and ecoromic life to sgcial
history. That has become an extremely 1mportant subject’ for a great
many museums,Qlegorlc houses, recreated, reconstructed or preserved
historical communities.'_THose are all places where 1 think social history
is particularly reldevang It adds to Lbe comp1ex ty of cur hz:torical
reccrd. Jchn Demos is dorrnct in asking how can we find r@alzty of ' fam-
1ly life.” * .

s . L

When we look at a good many, family historic sites, we find home and
work environments are often the same. What is the relaticrship of work

~to family life? wWhat can dur historic houses and their furnishi ings tell.

us about the kinds of topics that are of interest to fanle'*lstorlans . -
today? Sex role differentiatien, concern for child rearlng, what is the
evidence of the nineteenthi~century house that women have structured their
own lives when they've been free, or at least freerz to do so. * What

are the implications of Demos' quéstidh- vihere, can, we find the reality

of historical family life? By reality, in this context of our groeup, we

are asklng,'"hhere can_we find the physxcal evidence, the material'culture,

of that family l1fe?" There is a need for much greater research. You

can take John Demos' essay and work hard with a staff. ~
-~ L . h A . .
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« v Cennis, 0'Toole, of this Colonlal WlLl;amsburg stadf, was saying that
12C hours might pe a raasonable length cf time naefggify to retrain a
taff. "You might take a couple of dozen hours and work with John Demos'
essay in almost any historic house 1in the.United States. But you're raising
. the gquestions without answering them. I think we need to look at places
where we cdn find the combination Sf remaining furnishings, documents,
\\\ and bu:rldings, if _uey still exist but ce rtain 11y their photographs. I'm -
talking about the history of a home in sity, not_a history of the recon- .
structed Or re=cr at°d home. I'm suggesting that Deforé we reconstruct
yet again another rome, we shoukd scour the evidence fcr the in situ home
" - and for what thcse spaces tell us about Demos' guestions. You look at
William Seale's poox, Tasteful Interlude, an AASLE publication. You can
L si1t down with that book, that collection of ‘domestic interiors, and asx
4 1f£ a2 great many questions. Yet ycu realize there's not nearly - .
evidence of kitchens, bedroons,'c ildrew's spaces., - I think
ans, particularly those 1n;$res;ed in fap1ly histories, need '*
et again more evidence~- a combination of docurentary reso
. How many houses are there in the “nited Stateg t
se or furnishings dating back to more tnan 11th yea
1 Ze found? I know of ore 1in Oaxland, california, one
ers
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achusetts and I work in one. I'm sure -here are oth
nk we have paid nearly enough attention to the Kistory of .
r haVe known n stories and have X nown O:’l"SlCal historaies.
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Wi lsey 1s here tonight. We have autnors of paﬁe s herel This
ing to be 3 ba ppening. This 13 really good. So I want to turn

. ¢ o "Model Farms Historical Geocrasnj In »y mind, in the Bas¢ doze -

years as far as nistorical farm activity in ¢t Chite

we have proadened our concern for' the preservation of tr I
past. That concern for many years had been limited to buildlngs,-even
to certaih types of bu1ld1rgs, to tools, and now incluces soilg, land
patterns, drainage, livesfock, trops, nanagenent practices as ya:t of . .

-:he‘preservaglon of our agricultural history. . We hdve for. the most part.re- '
. *

created farms 1n our effort to put all of these things together, The .,
same decisions were made about many of our historical farms t%at hdve » -
- +been made ‘about our historic sites and periodization would certainly be, ¢

an

an extremely significant part of that. Perhaps "it'g because the farh, ,
as at 0l¢ Sturbridge Villdge, 1s co closely associated to the periodiza-
tion of Sturbr;dge._ But 1t.is essentially to preserve and 1interpret the .. “ .
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phenomena existing generally in an area, at a general time. -That's well(
and good. That's very good. That has led to the further refinement, at
a place like Sturbridge, of the agricultural changes that -came about that
caused in fact a relocation of population in terme of commercialization
of communities irn the early hineteenth century. Development of central
villages was, I suppose, as much a part of agricultural growth as they
were of industrialization. 2and, I suspect, agriculture has led the way
her®e too at Colcnial Williamsburg., It may yet lead the way in terms of
crgating and introducing plantation agriculture on a full-scale, an effort
which I think is a responsibility of a place like Colonial Williamsburg,
if it can do it. But, when ycu then take Fred Kniffen's article and

J.B. Jackson's article and talk about the interpretation of the histori-
cal landscape and how man has modified the environment, you are faced
with a history of successive changes with land use and successive changes
in the-practice of agriculture,

From a teaching point of view, for teachers, student$ and the general
visitors, in formal and informal education, I hope that somehow we can
bring these twc things together. I hope that it is possible to take the
best of what historical geographers in their regions have learned about
Yand pabfe?ﬁs and changes in égrléulzure and 1nterpret that along with
the recreated or model farm, So ‘that' with every model histor:ical agricul-
tural activit u have an intgrpretation through exhibits, films, pub-
actually happened and what changeg took place after
think two things have come out recently that have
struck my attention.~._A whole group of museums in Minnesota, the Walker
Art Center, the Minnesota Historical Society, and the Science Museum, put
together the history of the Mississippi River. The Humanities Endowment
helped with support. I didn't see it so.I don't know how well it worked.
But I understand that ome looked at the river and the changes that the
river has brought to the communities along :it, ‘From 1ts uppermost parts
to its bottom most mouth, the exhibit looked at the river through the eves
of artists and of a great many ci1fferent kinds of people. They ldoked
at it through film, art -and music. One saw a regional history. It's
that grouping of cultural geographers that brings together some rather
extraordinary drsciplines®™n terms of literature, music, and arts. The
focus was really a cultural geography focus, the changing use and life
of the river.q ‘ . s v

4 -~

Another ‘example that I want to mention 1s an environmental history
of--the Dust Bowl, written by Don Worcester and brought out by Oxford
Press. If Keith Melder who is here tonight and I-were in charge of ’Q
Smithsonian!'s Traveling Exhibition Service, we’d probably <ake Don's
book and get it an exhibit in~no time. We'd play "Grapes of Wrath" with
it every night and get a lot of American literature people talking
about it. We would be very careful with.our oral hiqiory and would find
people whd were &ffected by. the Dust Bowl and had decided to stay on
or to leave, We'd have clurselves a pational traveling exhiBit based'
on a new, interpretation of fhe Dust:gbwl that would- cause people to say,
"It can happen again." I think we would take our material culture in.
the form of film, photographsgand a kook to Africa, We would take it
to any place where the deg;adation of the so1l i} causing dust sterms
and famine to ocqur. ' ) o
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N nose are things that can happen wlth material culture that I think .
ﬂave real meaning. What I'm pointing out is that we need to make a con- s
- ‘43 .

nection between those past times and the changes and meaning that those
changes ha¥e for the present. I' m right with Tom with past and present
comparisons. I was happy to listen to Richard Rablnowitz's description
of tne time machine where you start in the present and take off layers
. of human experience to get at the past. Some museums are able to do
X tnat with ol1ections and that's the best thing for them to do, For
. others it 1s not. ke’force of stepping back intc Colonial Williams-
burg coe; not and should not be cluttered up with an orientation collection
of ph o;ogfapns that shows you before and after, although. you do want to get
at that at some point. what I'm asking is how do you incorporate that
contrast, the past and present, or the present and the past, in some of
these historical settings that have been work 1ng with historical agricul-

ture. - . ,

by S

b

I read Eugene Ferguson's paper on American technology and liked the :
dea of workiﬁg with mechanization as a concept. We know a lot agout Qliver
vans. We xnow a lot about Amos Whittemore, I hope. These are olé fav-

1té57of ours UP In Mdssachusetts, especially Amos Whittemore, because 1t
s nard Lo 1magine someone maklng so Tuch- small wite and studding it through
re back of iLeather to make hand cards for people ap use to make wool. Th
was mechanized really 1n the Years immediately after the American Qevo1u 1on. -
So 17's a treat to look at what Ferguson tries to talk go. K.

3 v

he. hrstory of technology raises some interesting questions
11y caused such rapid and widespreaé mechanizW@ion 1n nine
\mer1ca. 1Is 1t a pre-industrial phenomenon? It seems to
t could be ca11ed that. Fugﬂnn Ferguson a®tributes tnis to & -
e of iavor. That's something we've aLl thought about a lot, 1f you

=~ gmall comnunities 1n New England of tre late eighteenth century.

1 't loox like shortage of labor was the answer. SO you core
£ Jim Deetz's hypotheses, You loox at mechanization and you say,
eetz may ove right. We ought to look at the adaptive nature of a cul-

~ en

" v

Tur To an environment,. -

As much as I've worked with history 1n the traditional sense, 1t is
in the ea of technology that I think this hypothesis about the adaptive

e of culturéd to the environment holds the largest <e1 to unlocking the
v of rapid mechanization of tech ological change.V Where have I Lound .
1n material evidence? Unlike some pf you who have worked with graves;ones
and ceramics ¥mong other things, I haye worked some with the development of
machinery. Ilbelieve thefe 1s a pattérn 1n the material record, There is
a ‘ranenc1 of artifact t, e to be £dund as 1t sheds some light on the .

nlshorv of mechanization an logy. I think 1t can help explaln pre- i
. industrial mechanization. s s ‘
- . - » .
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Let's look at the harnassing of water power, .one of tte chief
energy resources, and corsider the technological cﬂanges that took place
1n the lumbering ingdustry on a small- scale basis within communities, par-
ticularly in terms of development Of pre-industrial saw mills., Our
favorite wool carding mills and machine shops that ceveloped throughout -,
. “ New England in the early nineteenth century are examples of a pattern
‘ 1n the material record that confirms the adaptive nature of American
- . culture to the environment. Nqi using iron, but continuing to use
wood, we adapted the designs of \the Industrial Revoluticn in England,
as 1mprcved upon in the textile industry and then cotton and woolen i
industries. And the adoption of water turbines to a more simplified, low-
head yield as for -the harnassirg of water power., I feel I can. say, as
have others who have worked with patterns, that there is a pattern of
material evidence, that suggests mechanization was in great part due to
the adaptlve nature of a cultuZe to the environment. I was struck last
year ‘that 01d Sturbridge Village décided to install a Swedish made, low- i
nead, high yield, water turbine to help generate elgctricity fcr the
museum on an IMS grant. It proved.it was true of course that that
pattern still exists, P '

s

»

™

.

- 1 believe you can do the same thing though for 1rrigation .in the
. ' ar1d areas of the United States and western agriculture In fact, I- .
think you can say the same things as far as the engineering and pifysi-
cal remains and physical use of 1irrigation systems in Hawaii th
accounts for the industrialized form of agriculture that exists }Yoda
These ate Just patterns that vdu can in fact support. .That's be
my expericlll 1n terms of research that I jusd~wanted to throw-int
. Sugene Fe bn's article and to a few things that Jim\deetz Eii\iiiﬁj

.

To conclude, guess I am 1nterested at some point tonight in “(
asking ourselves how well the AASLH has been doing 1n terms of serving
some of the questions that have been raised@ here. How.well might- they
.proceed in the future? BHow well has NEH been q?ing? If it hadn't been
for NEH, a g many educators, a good many museum people, and a good

- many academi¢ historians wou¥d not have found the occasion to spend as
much time with .one another. More time needs to bé spent. It used to
be three days allotted for .an academic historian. to be at the museum. -
What's wrong with a mini-residency? Our state-based progfams have ' :
. Rumanist-in-residence scholars. , Maybe that's what our museums need.
That's a topic I!d like to put an thé agenda. )

5

. DISCUSSION HELD

TOM SCHLERETH: We will now entertain thoughts on our comments this
evening, We would, also like your comménts on last night's presentations
for the possibility of expanding the ideas presented in them. "We hope
for suggestions of ways of improving the presentations ‘and your critique
' . of them. That could be aﬁother jumping off point. Let's leave it at

that before.I put too many thxngs on the agenda. ,

s CLIFFORD CLARK: I wasn't here last nxght, so I'll Just respond to
o 5wnat was gaid earlier. One of the thlngs that struck me about the mater-
' ial env1r0nment, reacting to Barnes' comments and thinking of taking my
. . own little kids through Colonial W1111amsburg about five years ago, Would
be what I call the coetcxue aspect of mate;}al culture. That is the .
. ’ & a
) \ . R 91" O . ’ x
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sens€ tnat came through so strongly then ahd,still does 1s the image of -
.ot the perfect world, with the flowers all in the vases just perfectly, the
roghs perfectly arranged, no prles of garbage., I use Colonial Williams-
g only for reasons of illustration. It seems to me it applies to
el aspects too since the objects we have continue past their initial
iod «1n which they were created and we bring them into a pew period ¢
et they stay with us in a lot of ways. I think this is particularly
true with houses. .
¢ ) . Va . . , -
One thing that I think will be'interestrng'in-te}ms of the new social
. hiszory veing applied to Colonial Williamsburg 1s that 1t is still the
perfect place, We were talking about the poet's response and tact:ile .
] 1rage of the environment. Here that 1mage 1s one of homogeneity, of order,
ab lthf, cohesivéness-- all projected by the environment that is so perfact.
The streets are so nice. Everything 1s swept &nd clean. One thing we '
might consider 1s- this coercive aspect of both the material objéct.and .-
the-environment. Not only do we adapt oup-tg?ﬂno199y: but we adapt )
. ourselves to 1t to some’ extent too, o

N CARY CARSON: I'll respond to that, You have to recall that %his Lt
. ~1$ pssent1a1lj the charge tnat Ada Lou:ise Huxtable was throwing around
b fifreen or twenty years ago. Since then I have grown up and dec1c°~
trat trylng to re-create an outdoor léubry museum's look of the L;m- éﬁ
Jo4 are ftrying to 1interpret 1s certainly a goal We ought always to have .
in front-of us. In a sense, material culture is not really the 'most )
° iTportant thing. . ) LI C

We now’'xnow that even 1f 1t were poss1bln to restore Colonial 71
burg €o M‘e way we think it :aally mUst have looked in the elgh:-

1= :

liamsbur
eentn cemtury, e uonld not want to do 1t-- for preser-ation reasons
for environmental reasdns, ‘or_phllosophlcal reasons. It would pe

[

wrong ih q@pfﬁ res pncts It seems to me_%that -the thing that is r°a111
iing a ou: soc1al history. as e undorstand 1t today jis its

he view *'1t lets 'us have 1nto soc1al sistovs, and fran<1{ we're

2 epought.to rnaTLy appreciate ‘that. 'I find Lhab the visitors
are toco. They can block gut tRe gbvious anachronlsws, and many of the

& + ‘anacrronisms that they do t even. RnQy-about So long as we are getring

’ hrougn to them with a nlce strono’messaoe as far the 1deas ga, I
nink we can overlook, and I, think thoy can even mjj
piles of garbdge that aren't there. . =~ *

. 2 .
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e,than we ca#, the ] .
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: At the ‘same time, I thust admit that I dlsh were able to-do some
more. I think for example of Upper Canada V4llaae which has some
- * marvelously bélievable backstregts that age overgrown ‘with weeds ande
“ stuff that was obviously being. done by th@ blacksmith .three years ago.
"It may now have small saplings growlfAg up %t 1&rough tha spokes. 4%hat
kind of' thing I find really good But I think that in fact if yop wan€
to suspend this bélief and that one-- do 1t in f£ilm. It"s sq‘much

‘*
easiér to maintain 1t for the afternoon ycu sHoot it than it is to . LA
Fry to maintain 1t perpetuably here as an outdoor history museum. , !
. . .
- . " . e ' . . . .
. * CLIFF CLARK: I wasn't meaning to single out Colonial Williamsburg.
- . ‘ - . . )
) . ]
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. Al ¢ CARY CARSOV And I'm not respondlng in a defensive way. Rather I'm
’b: respondlng on the part of all outdoor history museums agalnst whom that
4 . charge can always be laid. I don't know one that really re-creates. So i
\ “ wnat I'm.really saying is that I think that is both an uffrealistic goal .
P ~and not the most 1mportant goal qu those. of us who are interested in
- . . e teaching history-- social history or any other. -
) ) 5%&” - CLIFF CLARK: Yes, but my point was not that you should restore it
back, but that.the environment is subtly coercive. We need to point out
§ - P tb our students and be more aware ourselves. The ¢lassic case is dormi-~
- ‘ ' b tory ., structu:es wheresthe dorm has long corridors and vertical entry ways.
" “That affects student hehavior in dramatically different ways no mattet
,how they want to behave otherwise. I think the environment does that to
us to some extent too. And objects do it to some extent as well. I think

. . an awareness of the coercive aspects of the material object or the

&envxrinment is something we need to have and share with our students. -

5. . , Q

! - ‘' TOM SCHLERETH: This raises a point that Barbara Carson told me ‘

" about when I asked for other disciplinary orientations of scholars
who work with material culture evidence. I had requested other researchers
whose approaches might be useful to us as historians working 1n the field
of naterlal cllture. Barbara suggested the world of environment and
Suula; psychology. - She recommended people like Edward T. Hall who, as
many of you know, has been thinking and writing about the effects of
various spatial arrangements upon behavior. I'm afraid that particular
disciplinary focus is not represented adequately in our six categories:

. I anticipate there ls some ‘useful work in this particular field and that

1t would be beneflcxal tb historians interested {n working with objects

~ .

RICHARD RABINOWITZ: Well, I thihk one can find an experiential
equlvalent of thé soCxal history concept " You may try to teach about
the social history of the elghteenth century emphasizing disorder and
then send people out into an environment that is so well-ordered that 4
you set up a kind of confllqg“ "But I think Cary's basically right. One
cannet just make these ehvxronmentﬁwlnto an experiential equivalent of
every idea. Orm the other kand, what thhers me apout outdoor history
museums 1s that they seldom give V191tors an avenue to stand apart from
the given environment and to pass Judgement on that environment. The
best time at:-0ld Sturbridge Village was when tHe grass on the Common
i began to grow. We discovered that 1f we- just let modern lawn grass
, ! grow it doesn t look like an early‘plneteenth-century Common anymote

/ . . than 1f we mowed it to look like a fairwa¥ on a golf course. To stand
. out there when the evxdenqg was wrong _and to'lnterpret to visitors wh(
it -was wrong was to provide a much more wivid kind of interpretation -

at Old Sturbridge village. I think the opportunity "still exists,

s - largely in the Museum Eauqatlon BU1ldIng there, to ggye people more ) [

- ] copportudity than thke re-created environment actually gives. That way.

. . the evidence is available to visitors against wh1ch they can test their .
perceptions of ®he.environment. L - ’




&

E] ( . 13
I think the trouble 1is that it doesn't happen at Old Sturbrldgg
N Village. It doesn't happen to m#as a v151tor since I've left ;here

. It doesn't happen hare. It doesn't happen in most places. We give

people the 1mpre5510n that we really do.have the knowledge and we should
give them as much sense of the kind of uncertainty, give them an ahgle -
on the kinds of questions we are addressing.. It wofild be a wonderful °
thing. I think that's one of the problems of an ordered enVLronment
llxe this. B

-

’

~~ SUZANNE SCEELL: To reiterate, we were speaking of the power of the
artifact. I think the power of the environment is more; it's all encom-
passing. The average visitor isn't really aware or able to read the full
gi;vironmént to understand what's wrong and what's right about it-- w%}
the grass should be mowed, should not be mowed. Whether it's a plantation
that's now turned into a park where I used to work or Alexandria, Virginia
that has pseudo-Gatsby's lights and brick pavements when the streets -~
were never paved in the 1780s. It's misleading. Outdoor museums and
1storic districts have an obligation to 1nteroret whHat is lnaccurate
or accurate about its environment. P .

DENNIS O'TOOLE: Oﬂe thing’you, Tom, said midway through your dis-
coursé” got me thinking. Maybe we should consider what are the limits
of material culture. What is it really good for? When 1s it ancillary
or of perhaps little value?  For some reason, that called to mind a
conversation with a scholar whom we asked to comment on the Governor's
Palace~- refurnishing, reinterpretation, the whole thing.

ﬁie askfed me what we were after with the new interpretation. So. 1
- was rattling on about mqklng the way that life was lived 1n the bulldlng
more tangible and accessible to people. 'Then he said, "You mean that
you cculd have all reproductions 1n, that building and still do yecur’
interpretation just as effectively as without them?" Hmmmmm. Now I
think that question gets at what 1t is about” things that teaches. Now
B my answer, off the cuff and I don't know if I would change this tomorrow
or not, was "yes," the real thing hgs to be in "there. What people look
for-- and I'u talking apout a hggh percentage of people who come to -a
place like Colonial Williamsburf-- they want to come and not have denied
¥ the assumption:'that that's the real thing. That 1t's raalLy old. BRecayse
1f those thlngs aren't really the real thing, nothing is. It's all of
us everyman peing, his own historian and making the past out of whole
cloth. What we think it is. There's a suspicion of the.written word
that 1s not immediately cast upon the thing which people think is the
real thing. That's$ been kicking around for a long time and a lof of hands
Hava been laid on it. Those people are gone maybe, but the thing i$ here.
and so, I think it gives a resonance to Inferpretation. Maybe that's

- i not doing justice to the real thing, but I think that.in qgst is the begin-

ning of an answer to the queétion you raised.

r
P R . H
PARTICIPANT: Does anyone know what the visitor reaction was to the
decision at Plimoth Plantation a number df years ago to sell off their
antigues? Everybody admitted the antlques didn't look right with 300
\ vears of patina in a setting .where they were trying to show what things
mxgﬁt have looked like only seven years after the landlng " How did the
visitors react to having the antiques reproduced, filling the site with .
out and out* reproductions? Aanybody know?
R v . >
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. ’ BARNES RIZNIK: Well having visited it several times while $hat
transition was going on, I can comment somé. ,They offset it with S uoyy
good interpretation that }t~caused people for- the moment to look beyond .
what had happened to those objects-~ whether the buildings were over-fur- *
nished Nor, as you s&yﬁfwbedher there ye:e pieces that had lost thelr
sense of ness., It was WLaﬁ happened in inkerpretation that mattered~

. You'can absorb people and get them 1nvolved in*nterpretation very .

° rapldly now. People are expectingfito be ehgaged on some different levels

from their comparative expgeriences of going tQ dlfferent Kigtoric sites,

- -

.- + At Plimoth I fhink, people found so muth happening by way of good
. communication with'the visitors, care to involve visitors and to be con- =
. 4‘ ' 51stspt, and to-make” v1a1tors feel,atwhome at—a~different't1me. The
' . o shiftitig in and out, _of roles was as shocklng as anything‘else and that -
T ""\ ’ probably soaked up.some of .that other astonxshment about where da8,the |
B ad . .
N /.s@l\l‘_%s*‘-wn s . CheoL e .

. * JOHN VLACH: I think theh901nt we're paising :picks up on thé twin pos-
& . sibility of reachlng ‘khe goal:of, authentx51ty that we.spoke a Ict about
- vesterday-- using artifactg tJ get a better grasp on the realiry of the
I past, the truth of the gaét. There are] two shots™we have at it, - One is
L Wwith the real obfbcts* treatlng thgm w1th as much =en51t1v1ty as possible.
- The other is the-real processes, showing use patterns,‘authentlcxty in
. reprccuC1ng life experiences can copnt-for as much as gettln@ people- )
to witness agd” be in the presence of the authentic glass v the authentid
., table. L o $ & e . -
TOM SCHLERETH: Would you say thé la®wer.happens 1in the absence of
the real things very frequently? Is that_the second strategy’ WoulXd
you want to put it in a-rank order? -t -

. . . . . .
JOHN VLACH: I.think if you pould have both i1t might be better.
. Although Caty's point that if you're out to show a period and it has
-30C years of use on it, then it isn't really showing that perxcd. You
obvxously set ycur, scenario and go for it in the best way p0531b1e

N

- .

~

- CANDACE TANGORRA MATELIC- I remember J couple of things happening
when 'I.went to Pllmqth at that time. For one, the staff tock a lot of.
time and made an effdrt to explain to visitors that the ob]ects were ¢

. ! reproductlons and how they got to that point, that they had based their
.. reproductlons on historical research of actual obaects I believe that
there was come historical precedent. The other was the added dimension
@ _of being able to experiénce those objects which &vercame qualms akout

' the "real thing." The visitors were so excited by the teaching that

it added a dimension.

M
v +

< *  PETER O'CONNELL I've thought aggut the whole issue of.artifacts
' . ‘that survive prlmarxly because they hever wo;ked. Until ycu use them, -
ycu, don't know that. At old Sturbridge Villageh for instance, I remember
R ' the wagon that we reproduced and finally dot- ready. Big ce®bration-- '
and it didn't work! The holiness Qﬁ,bhe artifact kind of disappeared
: with that realization. For me as a’ teacher, a reproduction that you,can
N get close to, that you can usd to teach ysourself something that cannot * ~
’ be taught in any other way, is ekxtremely curcial and significant. In

~
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artifacts. I'd appreciate suggestions on what would be gooqd follow
through. We have thought of some sort of gatherlng of 9068 theoreticgl
things with profe551onals commentlng on those and their implications for ¢
the teaching of history. “That is what those six p051t10n papers were
about. That's gOLng at 1t from the top, so to speak-- some of the theories
at work and wheres each mlght go. It is leo feasible to go from the
bottom, to go from what people havék been doing and doing well ‘that should

‘s

- & be somehow gathered in a place. Who knows how many items or articles?
But we cculd put them together in some fcrm that people would learn .
v about them. Maybe that's not the best way to proceed. I'd like suggestions

- Or maybe we should do nothiing. The folks who are at woyk in dlfferent
places keep working as they do. We .pick up th iings from each other, tﬁat s
fcr sure. Maybe we're trying to build a constituency that's not really
there. - )

PARTICIPANT: I think it's really valuable how this has gotten people
from different orientations toggther. We've seen how we're each using
material culture in teaching both 1in the museum and in the classroom.
Genetally we will just talk to our immediate colleagues and not to other
¢ . people who are involved in gimilar pursuits in the acdademy ¢r other places,

) I thlnk more forums like this, where people from a number of dlfferont

or1enta&;gg§_ggm§_£gggfher, would be very valuable.

PARTICIPANT: Well, my general interest is in what ycu might call
public history cr public involvement in history whether it's in a museum
¥ . or a television program or whatever. But what I think is very important - - ¢«
. in this whole aspect is the gquesticn of school kids, What opportunities -
: are there 1n any kind < systematic way for children in grade school or
-junior high school to do some of these things? It seems to %me there's
a lot of different museams with programs on an ad hoc basis. t would
A be interesting to know what really works with third and fifth graders
I see a great need for materials .with reproductions that would be suit-
able for,yourgsters .
TOM SCHLERETH: You propose some good case stﬁdies‘of‘what has already
worked in some places that Gould be shared with others?
g i
]
PARTICIPANT: Yes, and a ,set of materials that.could be used nation-

ally in grades one through three. * 1 . . N

TOM SCHLERETH: Well, 'we can't quite do that. We can give that charge
to somebody else. You sensé a ‘real pressing need at that level of audience?

PARTICIPANT: . Yes, I thirk.that's where you build your audiefice.

. . PETER O'CONNELL: I guess I'd move it up a bit, The Sidience that
- most of us serve begins at about third grade and goes up from there. In
: fact, if our museum, Old Sturbridge Village, is at all typical, fully .
* three-quarters of our audience is in the upper elementary grades in
terms qf school’ groups visiting, That's a prime audience. l
&
I thlnk the shqgesﬁ*on is good. Not so much for curriculum mater~-
dals, -as -for different kinds of strategies with relationships tq objects,
And frankly, most of the’ strategies you would use thh a fourth “‘drader,
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artifacts. I'd appreciate suggestioris on what would be good follow
' through. We have thought of some sort of gatherlng of gcod theoretical
things with profe551onals commentlng on those and their implications for ¢
the teaching of history. “That is what those six p051tlon papers were
about. That's 901ng at 1t from the top, so to speak-- some of the theories
at work and whereeeach mlght go It is also feasible to go from the-
: bottom, to go from what people haveybeen doing and doing well that should

- ] be somehow gathered in a place. Who knows how many items or articles?
But we could put them together-in some fcrm that people would learn .
. about them. Maybe that's not the best way to proceed. I'd like suggestions&

- Or maybe we should do nothing. The folks who are at woypk in different
places keep working as they do. We .pick up things from each other, tﬂat'§
fecr sure. Maybe we're trying to build a constituency that's not really
there. ) :

PARTICIPANT: I think it's really valuable how this has gotten people
from different orientations toggther We' ve seen how we're each using
material culture in teaching both in the museum and in the classroom.
Genetally we will just talk to our immediate collleagues and not to other
. ] people who are involved in similar pursuits in the academy or other places.

’ I think more forims like this, where people from a number of dxfferﬂnt

or1en¢a£&9£§.§953”5826ther, would be very valuable.

PARTICIPANT: Well, my general interest is in what ycu might call
public history or public involvement in history whether it's in a museum
¥ . or a television program or whatever. But what I think is very important -
. ir this whole aspect is the guestion of school kids, What opportunities -
. are there 1n any kind « systematic way for children in grade school or
junior high school to do some of these things? It seems to e there's
a lot of different museums with programs on an ad hoc basis. It would
X be interesting to know what really works with third and fifth graders
I see a great need for materials with reproductions that would be suit-
able for,yourgsters .
TOM SCHLERETH: You propose some good case stbdies‘of‘what has already
worked in some places that gqould be shared with others?
’ i
PARTICIPANT: Yes, and a,set of materials that-could be used nationL

ally in grades one through three. ° 1 : . _-

‘o

TOM SCHLERETH: Well, we can't quite do that. We can give that charge
to sémebpdy else. You sens€ a ‘real pr€551ng need at that level of aud1ence°

PARTICIPANT: -Yes, I think‘thaﬁéswwhgggwgou build your audience.
PETER O'CONNELL: I guess I'd move it up a bit. The Sidience that
- most of us serve begins at about’ third grade and goes up from there. In
fact, 1f our museum, Old Sturbridge Village, is at all typical, fuvlly
* three-quarters of our audience is in the upper elementary grades in
terms qf school’ groups visiting. That's a prime audience. )

s - ! -

I think the shg@esﬁ”on is good. Not so much for curriculum mater-
dials, as ‘for different kinds of strategies with relationships tq objects.
i And frankly, most of the strategies you would use thh a fourtf “dgrader, -
o . : . ' iy
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vou can also use with -a tenth grader and a college student and a general
visitor. I think that around the objects, the strategies that are used
are the same. What differs are the objects that kids will, relate to.
Perhaps it might be useful to really look at what people ndtice most.
What are the things they're most interested in? Which objects within
those topits evoke certain feelings? So that's an amendment. I think
the most pressing need is with college faculty myself. I would say that
this " audience 15 not the right audience to be speaking to,

\

TOM SCHLERETH: We're not "spééklng to)“ really. We're "asking.”

FETER O'CONNELL: Okay. Again, 1f you loor at museum v1sitor7patterns
as any 1indication, less that two percent of our educatbn audience 1s
college students. Key people 1n that are the students themselves, but
their professors perhaps most 1mportantly. There's a real pressing
need to convince people about what they're missing, what's being left
Nout by the failure to get our of the classroom, or by the failure to
include quects in the classroom at the very least. So I'd like to see
some thoughf given to that. I think tne notion of school group2 is an
important \audience tooc and I'd like to see strategies collected in one
place, but' not because they're directed at school groups. People ray
say, "Well, that'"s all they're good for." They're not. .

RICHARD RABINOWITZ: I think the strategles mightybe the same, but
mediarare very different. Strategies of working in small groups with
one kind of medium that most museums don't have available toc them. So i
there are many different media which can 1mply different kinds of-strate-
gles. Which objects f&r study in the company of teachers and learners.

.
B -

Instead of a compendium of excellent examples, which I think we

~all have some problems with, I'd like to dee some vignettes, small case
studies. Barnes mentioned problems of 1nterpretation. Let's say you -
took the interpretation of the 1840s family and went to several different
historic sites and you did the kind or repcrtage that doesn't exist 1n
the field. I remember at Gld Sturbridge Village that I used to, and

rI S%lfl now do, a number on soap.: It involves two different xinds of
soap-and the kinds of worlds that each created around-it.-. I used to
call 1t "Soap as a Means of Transportation.” ~ .

I think it would be valuable to have some others like that written
up and then critiqued. The scritique 1s not for the sake of saying, "This
person has obviously forgotten all of these important thirty-seven
concepts that he or she might have developed. I think that that kind
of criticism 1s really duite useless. But 1t would build on what in
fact, one learns from seeing examples of how this is done. Those vignettes
cculd be about 1nterpreters worksng with objects 1n an outdoor history
museum, formal exhibits, media presentations. Within media, there are N
tremendous differences from the way ir which =1multaneﬁ;y works with slicdes
and the way’ in which £ilm generates a notion of narrative and the way 1in
which video generates a notion of motion. X .
For instance, thgre are six di1fferent 1nstitutions that are trying
to deal with, let's say, young women in the 1840s, a s@bject which a great
,man//museums do try to deal with. The articles need not be thirty pages
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. them to sites, such as where I work now, gets great-reéponse

£

N

’ museum, the. range of.iinterests of ‘people coming is”much broader.

~ 0

in length. No one's going to write that.' Rather they should be confined
to a form ih which you could get your story told in two pages. Here's
what I tried to do, Here's how I worked with the objects. éere‘s what
abeut the objects I workéd w1th and here's the visual evidence of it.
That would have a compelllng power' for Somebody™ who was teachrng Amer-
ican sccial history. ‘

x

But I thlnk the crltlg is impgrtant. I think it's not just some way
in which somebody else is watchlng that process being done or som&how
reporting on it: 3There's a tremendous paucity of Fessional literature,
That would be!vér& useful across profesélongl'linezfq>That's missing,

BARNES RIZNIK: Well just to add to.that, - The\e's mothing quite so
basic as ha?ing academicians spend time_at museums or historic sites,
in study collectidns or out in the. interpretive area. I Just™sish there
were more historical organizations in the United States that would invite

academicians to come:as has this institution of Colonial Williamsburg.
! s

A little bit ago, Dennis O'Tocle and Cary Carson so casually sa1d
that they had someone fgom the academy” come to look at a house. Colonial
Williamsburg has been doing this for years. They bring some really
outstanding people here on a regular basis, - Not just to do research in

their own rlelds, but to ldok at what's going on., They- -fortunately have
the ‘resources to,do that. Most don't. -¢here'5§§ot to be a commitment .
on the part of the institution. Tom knows that, having knocked on:

some doors himself with his own interests. The work that's going on 1in
terms of university teaching bears directly on the work of the museums
where people are-using material culture. Some universities in fact are
teacnlng material culture without necessarily having worked wlth nearby
collectrons. ‘I see this- in Hawaii with American studies dbpartments,
hlstorj depattments, ethnic studies and other departmentg. Inviting
I think
‘t'" very. important and the responsibilxty of historic-sites to bring
unlver51t/ histarians closer to.the hlstory museum’ and site. They're
much closer than they were -a few years ago., ~

TOM SCHLERETH: And on strictly pragmatic grounds, I think shat
the leadershlp of such, a movement would probably have to, come from those
scholars worklng at museums’ and historical agencies. At present,.
that's certainly where the bulk of material culture cclleotions are
located. ) . A .. N

LI - A

- y -

GAIL DENNIS: From an 1nterpreter S poxnt of view, I think the
one thing that's really needed 1s to thlnk about how we can assess the
visitor's needs-and desires, They come toshistory museums without wanting
to learn about hiétory. The§ ccme waptlng some entertainment or yho knows
what. .I'm never really sure-why they're*coming. At least’in ap- .academic
setting, you have students and the range of 1nterest is smaller. In a
. What

*t

can you try. with people like this? What's going to work? How can

you try to.assess them_ @s they come 1n the door to see t kinds of -
thlngs they will respend to? ObV1ously it plght be 1mpossrble, but if
you're, work;ng with these people, that is what you ought to know before
you can pyt enough energy‘and information in front of them so they have
something to wadrk wrth°

. ‘ * 2 <
-
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CANDACE TANGORRA MATELIC: My comment is in respohse to what Barnes
Just said and to respond to your initial question, Tom. Do we take 1t
from the top or from the bottom? Maybe we ought to 4o to the middle
level, that level of interpreters, that level of teachers who have worned
with material culture. Ask them the same kinds of questions that we bave
been asked and see %hat their responses are. They are out there on
tne front lines with ‘students and visitors, trying to make sense of tre
concepts we hold so dear and thinking through so\tho;oughly. I don't
think we've done enough of that. I don't think we. hear enough of what
lnterpreters on a site have td say. There are-a lot of preyty neat
people who are thinking as hard as we are® ,) Tt

LY
-

-TOM SCHLERETH: Respense fo that or other items? I sense so far
that at least in the outline I had made in my mind and proposed, that
1s the methods uspd 1n the teaching of material culture, 1t 1s the -
first category, material culture as a didactic tool, a pedagogical device,
that from these comments you would think that the project ought to pour
more energy. I hear you saying that we should follow that course rather

tr.an 1n working on bringing together my second categery of scholar gy ~

research teams, ﬁeople;who are trying to see how this evidence might
expand historical explanatlon. Not that that doesn't have a relation to
the first, but it's not a pérspective that needs an emphasis.
- .
RICHARD RABINOWITZ: I want to say a word 1in favor of the tnaird
ategory. Last night, Carteg Hudgins presented his summary of a Deetz
paper. t seemed to me that Ffwer adding up all those great ct? hanges
that occured 1n New England culture, American tulture, at thé end of
the eighteenth century and early nlnnt enth century, he aald "Th
ccmes to 1nq1V1duallsm. My heart sank. As an 1nte%;ectual hlstorlan,
I don't know what individualism he's tafiking about. t's a complicated
notion. All' of those wonderful 1llustigtions don't add up to a philo- &
sophical concept of ianbldualism. hey7 add up to something which, 1f
we could present it poetically, could present those transitions in some
form. '
-

Now I find myself faced”professionally with the challenge of trying
to make sense of transitions like that, 1in ob)ects, W1thout trying to
reduce them, use that word advisedly. There's somethlng to be said
for just prov1§1ng enough evidence and then just trying to do 1t as
artfully-as one can! There is a need for more art 1n our business and
a need for more ack%owledgement that we don't éﬁways have to be teachers.
A need ;hat we don't always have to be so heuristic, so didactic, sc
professicnal and so pedagogical. There is a tremendous amount of informa-
tion to be conveyed 1n the presentation of this materigl. I guess I
would rather see somebody take Jim Deetz's-transitions and try hard to
put them 1n some visual form and leave them in a visuval form. T think®
they are material culturefﬁnd should be communicated in a visual form.

As long as you're trying to comhupicate”them in a literary ferm, through

‘a scholarly article, you aed going to end up reducing them. That's just

part of the philosophical baggage of this culture So I really would
like to see us relax a little bit, or get .more ;enSe and be more artful.

TOM SCHLERETH: I've alwgys though that teaching was an art. You
might concur?, N

-
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CARY CARSON: ©Ch, I don't knew. I don't think Richard shoulé go
unrespcnded to. I'm certainly wilIing.tQ regard the museum as a place
in which different things can happen. History teaching can hapren herea
An aesthetic eiperienCe can happen there. Someg sort of poetical ""great
awaken§ng" can happen there.® But let's not cosyuse. I'mwidling to

¢

, allow the kind of thing that Richard {suggests to happen 1n the museunm,

but let's not call it history tedching., I think history teachlng is
cerebral. It is in fact something of the head rather than the heart.’

I think one can feel history on the way toward vnderstanding it. But

a great deal of the rather fuzzy-headed history that we find in mugeums
is toychy-feely history. Stop right there. That never moves on to
actually engage the 1nteflect which 1s where history happens.

POM SCHLERETH: Well, we could hardly think of a more momentous
clash on which to donclude. That, in fact, is what we hoped this
inforpal endéavor would ultimately generate, a spirited intellectual
discussion aboug the significance of Geaching‘history with material
ciglture evidence. This s the reason we ‘pressedzeach of the presenters
to start with some’ theory that has been pfoddbe?%in the field ir hopes
that they might prompt further.speculation on what such theory might

'“mean in terms of practice. Let me thank them for their willindness

‘beginning and who have
‘and on behalf of the Endowment.

to~take up this enormous challenge and to initiate us into a productive
two days of work. I would alsd like to thank all of , you who immediately
joined into the spirit of the colloquium and continually contributed
from the floor.

Colonigl wWilliamsburg has been our host th ughout‘ﬁﬁese two days
and let me thank publicly bennis O'Toole who h been gracious enough
to coordinate all of our logistical requirements. Finally, many thanks
to the. Natlonal Endowment for the Humanities, DartlcularTy Cheryl Mc
Clefiney and r as=oc1a§fs, who have believed in the prOJact from the

een generous in shpporting 1t both personally

.

I hope tni& all of you will continue to keep us abrnast of the
important work you are about, particularly as it pertains to the teaﬁfing
of history using material culture. The Best way to continue to maintain
this informal network would be to keep 1n correspondence with Susan
Nichols, the projectys director. We solicit any additional 1ideas, "
suggestions' for dther ways to implement our project aims and, of wourse,
any additional advice you might have for the work of the HAL Project.

Thank you all for coming.,

;

. " / f) .
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. The Recommendations . .

A3
‘

The HAL staff would like to emphasige that to' addr%ss the topic of teaching.
through the use of material culture, artifacts,, is under stood to be dif-
ficult in all the disciplines of the humanities. As Barbara Carson said
at the colloquium: . ‘ . .

-y . ” o

'

The problem is that people: who are trained verbally have no -
confidence and few technigues to understand the complex dimen-
sions of artifacts.... For hustorians, artifact studies, semio-
tics, and exercises in visual, thinking are highly speculative,.
_ seemingly incapable of schdlarly proof.. .
"The HAL gram found that’'its togxc-— teachlna hlstqry from artlfacts
or material culture evidence—-- has an en husxastlc const;tuenCJ, but
one whose members have hardly begun to thimk of. themselves 1in*those terms
As cultural geggraphefs, art histocians, folklorists, teachers who define
themselves by traditional disciplines, the€y have largely overlooked their
membersnlp in a communlty of. OQJect—orlented educators .

Many characterq;e themselves,/as d1d Candace Tangorra Matellc ‘in
her paper, as daily ponfr®nting-the issues of teaching from artlfacué
without linkiqg’thoegglssues to a formal: school of thought. The “purpose
of the HAL project h been to generate and: collect resources ‘that can
be used to forge‘those links for historéateachers who use material culture
evidence. 1n their work. A result of the project has been the precipita-
tion of a constituency of museum people, 1nstructors in secondary and .
post secondary educators, curriculum planners and administrators who noy
feel a sense of community in using artifacts to teach history. The .HAL
team wants, this community to persevere and therefore~QLfes the fol;owlng
recommendations. .o -7 -
- » N ™~ .
Our primary recommendatiog is that the work IS5 deVéloplng and/or .
compiling a single resource, most likely a publacatlon, be pursued.
Several means to this end might be employed. For instance, further
analytical papers might be commissioned. Additional topics that might
be fruitfully addressed include sub-categories of hiktorical reseatc¢h
like popular culture and women's history, af‘presént generating much
thought and activity that mlght well shed a’special’ .light on, the uses of
material culture. Likewise tHere may be beneflts frzom c0n51der'ng classes
‘of artifacts, like  the bullt environment and garbage, becausa their
relevance to present day value systems has provoked lmpdrtant thinKing
and some particularly engaging research and teaching programs. Topids
in pedagogy, including readings from Dewey and Malcolm Knowles among
others, might enlarge the endeavor.
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Second, ébrrigulum materials for people who either arg}'ér wish to
become, teachers of higtory using material culture evidence might be
developed. Such materials might include.the readings and pébers the
HAL project has collected, plus a guide for checking progress toward

a personal style of teaching aneﬂqfxng artifacts.

v ~

Third, tnvestigation and documentation of teaching practices linked
to formal schools of thought is recommended. The HAL team urgesesome
criteria be employed for selecting people and places to document. The

following are thevbasic criteria.we would recommend:
» ‘Q - .
Endorsements fcom the profession
The initial identification of programs and practlces to. be
documented depends upop the endorsement of a substantial list
of historians, humanists and material culture specialists
"whost judgements are widely regpectedl (Such a list is part

of the HAL final report to the National Endowment for the

Humanities.) It would.be difficultSotherwise to attempt, f

or to underwrite financiflly, afull su j»ey of places anc
. institutions that might be included in _the publication.” In
+ depending upen this endorsement, the authors/researchers
must give ovel to these endorsers the responsibility for the
limits to which the‘regéarch will be extended. The use of
these endorsements would in all probability be pragmatic .
rather than systematic. That is to say, the criteria for
following up on professional endorsements, since more pos-
' siQxlxties already have been suggefted than can be pursued
1n .any depth, would not be so much a question of how many
.endorsements constitute a minimum for inclusion, but rather
what is the quality of statements made in endorsing a pro-
gram; or what are the particular insights of an °ndorser
into the thesis of the investigation that might ‘make a single
endorsement more compelllng than six non-cegmital ones. Numbers
ould not be 1insignificant, but quantity would be only one
quality of this criterion. y

The ability of the practitioner (teacher, administrator, site
interpreter, etc.) to articulate the intent, methodology,

and theoretical gnderpinnings of the teachxng;practlces to

be documented. ,

The primary reason for this criterion is that, while an on-site

observer can certairly verlfy what the program or practice claims
to achieve, 1t 1s not appropriate for the observer to make those

-

claims.¥ A secondary reason for 1mposing, this criterion is

that, witho@t doubt, the person responsible for.a program that

i1l bf invited to make further presentations

\ a?put the Wik, the theory and the methodology, and should be
able to do so without personal hardship, and with results that

clarify rather than obscure the Anformation in the publication.

A
-,
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* The degree to which the practice refl@cts the special nature
(the advantages and/or limits) of ¥eaching through material
culture ev1dence . .
This requlrement for inglusion reflects a decision on the part
of the HAL staff not to admlt many fine programs of history
teaching. From the staff's first approach to NEH, our primary
concern for material culture evidence hag been clear. "Artifacts” 3§
is the central issue if the project titleé, ahd is the link
Retween historians and learners.that defines the nature of

‘, the pro]ect The staff does not suggest the rEJectlon out

of hand of such activities as oral history or historio-drama,
but believes that these activities must either be basa&d on,
or consciously lead to, the use of ma;erial cultyre evidenceg®

. to be valuable to th%s endeavor. :

v

A reasonable digtribution and representation of issues,
historical content and reader interests.
The HAL staff has always held that the quality of a program

* or teaching ‘practice as defined in the first three criteria
would be the highest priority for inclusion in the publication.
It'is necessary to acknowledge_however that the réspect and
interest of potential readers will be enhanced by the authors'
efforts to represent a balance and breadth of issues'rand ap-:
proaches. For example, it would be useful for readers to
anderstand how artifacts can be used as illustrations of =
history drawn from written sources, and how they can be used
as parallel resourc to written® evidence, .as well as to under-
stand their use as gfimqry Sources for teaching. It would

" also be useful to the publication's acceptance if it were
to contain examples of teaching about historical epochs
that included as many periods of American' history as possible.
It can further be argued that to reflect the geographic, ethnic
and cultural diversity of the United Statles in the examples
chosen for the book is a torollary of the project's thesis
that history drawn from material culture sourceg is a demo-
cratic form of history, and that such a representation makes
the book a better resource for those who are‘teaching Fegion—
al and local history, and the history of minorities. All
these factors would be considered, especially when weighing
the usefulness of examples that differ more in their represent-
ation or an' issue or an historic period than in relative qual-
ity of endeavor., This is to say for example that the staff
should not discard a program merely because it is the fourth
in a sinale state and in its place substitute another pro-
gram merely because it is the only one located -in some other
. State. But, upon noting the density, the staff should certainly
examlne its research and questlon its' endorsers to verlfy the
logic of -its choice. 4

¥
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.In the research done under the planning contract, the‘staff made
use of these criteria insofar as it was able and developed an initial
l1st of examples of promising practjces. (Selections, from that list
appear gs applications on the-table, page 19; the complete list is .
part of the HAL f%nal report to NEH.) We discovered that refinements
are needed in each of the criterion, and that on-site visitation. was the
best, sometimes only, way to determine the appropriateness of the praetlce
to the project's thesis. ° .

Fourth, the HAL staff recommends collecting interviews and biographical
materials from leaders in the use of material culture. Such info:aa;ion
would point up the professional issues to which,many of the guiding '
theoretical statements respcnded and is a necessary corollary to using
those theories wisely. Those pieces would prgvide a ‘history of pro-
fessional development for which there are many precedents. The staff
acknowledges its debt on this point to the editors of The Art Museum
as Educator who published interviews with Katherine Kuh and John Kinard,
mong others) to Museum New% which has developed a series of articles
on pioneers i’ museum practice like John Cotton Dana, and’to John Garrity's
book, Conversations with Historians.

Fxfth, it is recommended that the colloquia approach for gathering

information and fostering professional conversatidfs _be continued. It
was agreed at the colloguium 1n Williamsburg that there was much merit
in bringing together academ1C1ans, scholars and museum professionals
to examine using material culture in the teaching of hlstory from their
different viewpoints and in light of their differing needs and priorities.
Many of the participants h@d not previously been exposed to these differ-
ing views,, and felt themselves intellectually stretching and growing
as a result of the disgussion.

_ Sixth, the above recommendations should be carried out under an
institutional umb;ella to facilitate further fundlng,.t add a measure
of sffapility to_the project, to heighten the project's visibility,
and demonstrate professional responsxblllty for tQF pursuxt of these
1ssues. "

-
»

Seventh, pro%essional organizations of people in museums ahd the
academy should assume responsibility for continmingathe dlscussxons about
teaching history from material culture evidence as a part of. ‘their pro-
fessional development programs. These discussions might take the form:
of a special seminar series like"The AAM's"Learning Theories Seminars”
or"Lifelong Learning in th%aﬂumanities," or forums dt!professional'
meetings.

Susan K. Nichols
Barbara C.‘Fertig
Thomas J. Schlereth
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) A suggestion came from an academician that, in ‘the course of ,the HAL
project, we collect copies of college-level syllabi that.reflected ways
’ ‘in which history teaching using material culture was being carried on
throughout the United States. Many of us collect syllabi of instwmuctors
o whose %ork we respect or of courses that sound appealxng and are related
Yy to our own work. We hope that our selected list will spark an interest
AN in an active and formal collecting and sharing of appropriate syllabi
. at all-levels of instruction, ,something like a "syllabus-bank."” As with

much of The Working Papers, this simple listing can provide the beginning,
. i

- However, rather than merely providing ) copy of a course desqfiption,
v we recommgnd that each instructor place the syllggus in a written ccntext,
A simple reprint of.a syllabus would not be as h&lpful to the reader
45 a descriptive narrative outline which could relate the history- of
the course itself, could provide justificatdion for components or sequence,
could suggest tips for successful adaptation and caveats‘for‘possible
slip-ups, as well as helping to assure appropriqte attribution to the
instructor.

v - -

3 SYLLABI
~ Carleton College, Northfield MN., American Studies 15. "American
Culture in Transition, 1880-1910, Introductian to Amerxcan Studies,"
Clifford Clark, Professor of History. '
b ’ " .
Eastern Michigan University, ¥Yp<ilanti MI and The Edisofi Institute,
Dearborn MI. Geo 681 "Material Culture, an Introduptlon," Steven Hamp,
. . Special. Programs Coordxnator- John Wright, Director of Education Programs;
Peter Codsins, Curator of Agricultural Collections. - |

1w
-

; East Tennessee State University, Jonesbdro TN. History 2010."American
. * ' History 'SurGéy," (with Artifacts Festival), Mary Johnson, Instructor.

- N N

' : R N
George Washington University,; Washington DC, Ed 721.1 and /2, "Tnt€r-~
prptation in thelHistoric House Museurm," Carol B. Stapp, Research Instructor.
4 ¥ - N
- 0lad Sturbrldge Village and Boston Unzver51ty, Stngrldge MA. AM 250.
"American Material Culture,t Jaz; C Nylander, Curator of Textiles and
¢ > Ceramics, Old Sturbridge Villagé "and adjunct Associate Professor, Boston

. University.“\) »

[ .

-
[

* Sangamon Stafg/hniversity and Clayville Rural Life Center and Museéum,

& Springfield IL. ENP 470. "Mornings at Clayville,"‘Edward Hawes ) Professor
of Envxronmental Rrograms and Director of Clayville;.Kay McLean and Liz

. Weir,/ Educators,. Clayville. . 3 ’

) 107
N B \)‘ . 3 ' ' ] ’ R . 1 {; 7

' ERIC . - . o ) .

s [ . -
.




\ .

Stanford Unlvefsity, Stanford CA, Art 232. "Visual Sources as Histor~
ical Documents," Wanda M. Corn, 'Professor of Art; Joseph Jd, Corn, Profes-

-~
sor in Program in Values, Technology and Society.

-
Univgrsity of Missouri, Kansas City MC, History 393/593. *Museum
Science," Edeen Martin, Associate Director for Programs. Mid-America
Arts Alliance; anna Funk Place, Museum Pro]ect Consultaht
h m~~
University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame IN. American Studies 480.
"Qmerlcan Architecture: The Home as Fact apd Symbol " Themas J. Schlereth, <
Professcr of History. ’
N . . T
uglversity‘of Notre Dame, Notre Dame IN, American Studies 484.
?Amerz an,Material Cultuce: The History.of&the Land,"” Thomas J. Schlereth,
Profegsor of History. N h ) s .
University of Texas, Austin TX. ANT 394. "Folk Art," .John Michael 5. -
Vlach, Professor of Anthropology. ’ '

! . <

) ' -
Each of the thrze team members brought to the HAL/projeqt a personal
bibliography of relevant books and articles. To that COre were added
the recommendations of museum and academy professionals with whom we
met 1n the course of the projeet?” In addition, we searched a decade
of journals for pertinent articleé. The results of that culling and
those suggestions from us and our colleagues comprise the Selected
Bibliography.

ol
SELECTED BLBLLOGRMSHV

Journal Artidlesw . ‘ i %

N '
Ames, Kenneth L. "Meaning in Artifacts: Hall FurnisBings .in Victorian
America.” Journal of Interdisciplinary~#istory IX:1 (Summer 1978).
Anderson, Jay. "Immaterial Material Culture:.The _Implications of, Exper-.
imental Research for Folklife Museums. " Keystone Folklcre Quart-
‘ erly 21:2 (1976-77). N
Ascher, Robert. "Tin Cap Archaeology " g;storxcal Archaeology VIII (l975)
Barnes, Lois J. "L1v1ng Hlstorg in the Junior-High School Classroom
History Teacher 11:4 (August 1978).
Battison, ,Edwin A. "Eli Whitney and the Mllang Machxne " The -Smithsonian
Journal of History 1:2 (1966).
Bell, Susan Groag, "Discovering Women's History Through Art.'in the Chass—
room."” History Teacher 6:3 {August 1973). » . . &
Benedict, Paul I& "Historic Site Interpretation, the student field :iip." '
History News 26:3 (March 1971). *

. -

Bloom, Lynn "The Diary as Popular History." Journal of Popular Culture
9:4 (Sprlng 197%). | . @ ; )
Brennan, Nancy. "Interpreting the Built Environment: New Opportun1t1e9
- for Museum Educators." Roundtable Reports 4:1 (1979).
Brooking, 5olo and Saralynn Reece Hardy. "Listening to, Ob]ectst A Research-
Based ngh School Tour." Roundtable Reports 6: 4 ( 980) . , .
. . 4 Sy
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