THE CONSUMFTION OF IDEAS AND THE FRODUCTIOGN OF BEHAVIOR:
FAST AND FRESENT IN ANNAFOLIS, MARYLAND

Farker H. Fotter, Jr.
Erown University

Fresented at:

The Amnual Meeting of the Society for American Archaeology
Toronto, Canada

Mayv, 1937

This paper +lows from the attempt currently under way in
Anmapolis, Maryland to operationalize a critical archaédlngy.
Thie original focus of the paper was to be the recursive‘néture of
matarial culture, the ahility of objects and assemblages of
ohiects to teach and entorce standards of behavior. I was going
to link that idea to the rest of the papers in this session
through a metaphaorical use ot the concepts “production" and
"congumption”" to characterize the flow of ideas and the direction
of ébcial behavior. I will still mount that argument but *the
balance of this paper consists of a series of ohbhservations and
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argu%ents resulting from a varied set of raécticns to the paper I
!

delivered at the recent mesting of the Séciety for Historical
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Archaeology, in Savannah . (Fotter 1987). This secohd 5se£ of

arguments has to ,do with the intricacies of taking ‘critical

thewer-y out of the classrocom and puttinq'it on the ground — or in



tie ground, as the case may be. Therefore, this paper will be
more about the production and consumption gf the past than about
production and consumption in the past.

One hallmark of certain versions of archaeology is a search
for or a reliance on uniformitarian principles: conditions or
laws or what have vou that gperated in the past Jjust as they do
teocday (Watsony, LeBlanc, and Redman 1271: 4%2-51). The recursive
quality of material culture may be one such uniformitarian
primciple. Simply stated, the idea iz that material culture does
not Jjust retlect thought or behavior, but rather has an active
capacity +to shape and direct human action (Hodder 1982; Leone
i1?85). This deoes not mean that we understand all of the
mechanisms by which this takes place nor does 1t mean that
historical archaenlogists should start looking for the subliminxl
messages encoded into the patterns on Whieldon plates. But it is
tair to say that even the most dyed-in—-the-wocol Ffunctionalist
historical archaeoclogist will agree that a2 set of creamware
plat%g is aboul more than the consumption of food.

The question is, what kinds of information does a set of
creapware plates contain and what kinds of /behaviaor does such a
set of plates have the capacity to teach? Shards of a set of
creamware plates, analyzed«in a c?rtgin f&shion, can be made to
tell ‘us a great deal ébéut\f'Eiﬁ&iélegy of hmuseﬁold spatial

organization and refuse disposal (Sopth 1977), among other
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things, but there’'s nothing recursive in that. However, the same
gt of artifacts alsc contains information about the context of
its manufacture. And it is about their manufacture that most of
our artifacts likely had the most teo say to their 18th-century
users. But what, specifically? First, there’s assthetics but
nobody would  argus that archaeology is the best way to  learn
about’ 18th—centuwry assthetics or that art is all that one can
learn from 18th-century ceramics. Then there’s mind but Deetsz

(1777) never really argues that plates taught people how teo think

Georgian. Some would say that the history of technology was -
and is - what 18th-century ceramics teach best. But the history
of technelogy, as a perspective, often - at least implicitly‘é

takes any technological change appearing to lead to today as an
advancement and an ungualified good — while leaving people out of

the picture. Why not see the historical archaeological record as

the history of labor-? The mark that any creamware plate bears
most clearly is the mark of the iregulated, standardized,
segmented — and alienated - labor that went into its manufacture.

The "most radical position in all of this, articulated by Leone
(n.d.) and others, is that as 18th—century middle class and
worh{ng class Americans ate from ineupens[ve sets of creamwars
plates, they learned from them what E.F. fThompsmn (1967) calls
|
work—discip};ne. That: ié the whole segies of practices that
alienated ;6rkeré from the products and Qhe value of their labor
in the ﬁéme of efficien;y.- By using chgmware plates:geople were

e
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sub—zconsciously learning concepts like individualism that helped
them to be good workers. In this way mass—-produced mold-made
plates helped to reproduce the social relations of production
respansible for their manufacture. This is a hypothesis beyond
testing but taken as an assumption it has proved productive in
Annapolis, particularly for the individual and joint work of Mark
Leon; and Faul Shackel (Leone n.d.3y Shackel n.d.; Leone and
Shackel n.d.a., n.d.b).

This view of material culture is powerful and threatening.
It is one thing to say that there is & message (about the glory
of Bod) in the vaulting of a Gothic cathedral or, in Annapolis,
it the’17thmcentury town plan consisting of two main circles‘hith
radiating streets, & plan intended to focus attention ﬁn the
buildings inside the circles, the Marvyland S5tate House and 5St.
Anne ‘s church. It is quite another thing to suggest that
something that we are trained to regard as uwtilitarian contains
messages. Yet that is just what we do in Annapolis in many of

3

aur i"ﬁrchaeology in Public" site tours. And we go at least two

steps fturther. In many tours Qe invite visitors to analyze taken
for ’granted aspects of their physical environment to see what
messages are contained within it (Fotter aﬁd Leone 1986). And in
(3Rt pun;hiest site tow to date, at the Main Street site in 1286,
W ciééé#ﬁy suggésting to vis;tors that Fhe next time they see,

heary, or read a presentation of history, they should ask



themsalves what that version of history is trying to get them to
do (l.eone, Fotter, and Shackel 1987).
There is no guestion that this is a radical suggestion but

it is radical only because in so many cases American history

museums claim - or assume — that history is important without
explaining why 1t i1s important. Everybody knows, so the
Feasaning goes. But everybody doesn’'t know and far too many

people  walk through history museums bullied into thinking that
their boredom and "museum feet” are their faclt and not the
museum’ s.

This brings me to the crux of this paper, "Archaeology in
Public”, an attempt to Dperationéli;e an aichaenlogy informed by
critical tﬁedéy in Annapolis. Critical theory 1is an anti-
positivist political philosophy based on the idea that all
knowledge 1s knowledge for & purpose. Frnowledge is used and can
be used against people and classes of people (Geuss 1781).
Critical archaeology, as formulated and conducted in Annapolis
involves pavying serious attention to the local social cantext in
whicﬁ archaeclogy takes place.” Its goal is to put on display the
archaeclogically examined roots of taken—foy—granted aspects of

/
contémpuréry life to demonstrate to pegéle today that many
structures and constraints of modern lifé only seem inevitable
but are actually negotiable, CHallengéable, and subject to
/

change. All of this is important because these givens often

serve unstated contemporary interests. The point of any critical
I
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theary — critical archaeology included - is enfranchisement
achieved through enlightenment that may serve as the basis for
liberation through an expansion of individual cheoice (Leone,
Fotter, and Shackel 1987).

It is easy to understand how this rhetoric may sound
dangerous so it is worth noting, at this point, that in no
critical archaesclogy with which I am familiar is there any
specifically articulated agenda for social action or change.
Even with that stipulation, there are several ways that
archaeclogical interpretations based on critical theory often end
up  sounding more threatening than they are intended to be. | An
example will be helpfu1>here. , ‘

THe tour we gave in Annapolis during-the summer wof 1986
began by discussing the segmentation aspect of the Georgian
Order, as explored archaeclogically. From there it moved to a
discussion of several different separations,; bhetwesen diners at a
tatrle, between work space and domestic space, and between work
timeand leisure time. From this idea, the tour said, came the
irflea of vacations and then tourism both of which are important to
Annapolis today because the city’s economy .depends so hesavily on
day—-trippers and vacationers. In light D%j%he needs of a city of
IR, 000 pemble to protect its reseurceé from its estimated
1,000,000 visitors per year, the tour discussed the utility aof

histurical . presentations of a ' frequent 18th-century visitor,
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George Washington, who is often discussed in ways that make him
appear to fit perfectly the city’'s much—publicized profile of the
"quality téﬁfist” (Narris 1725; Mckeldin 1937; Anderson 1984).
The tour’s suggestion was that Washington is portrayed as a
"model tourist" to help guide contemporary visitor behavior -
evern though Washington never could have beemn a tourist in  the
modern sense because the category did rnot exist until well after
his death. (Leone, Fotter, and Shackel 1%87)

We did not attespt to force this interpretation down
anvbody ‘s throat; ouwr intention was simply to present it as
plausible and to introduce visitors to the idea of the
contamporary use of history. Many visitors found the
interpretation interesting and & few rejected it. From the
standpoint of an interpretive paradigm that attempts to
enfranchise visiltors with saome control over their own consumption
of ideas about the past, a visitor who rejects our interpretation
probably . represents s bigger success than one who agrees with us.
The zproblem comes when people see the tour as saving thimngs that
1Lk goes not intend and two primary realms in which this happens
are accuracy and AgQeEncy.

!ﬁccuracy is not necessarily a majur/ﬁssue in the use of
histor?. Washington is made to appear afmodel tourist because
many - interpretations focus on the sucialsgnd domestic aspects of

his wvisits +to the city. We do not claim that the historians

whoza interpretations inspired ours were wrong or lied, only that
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they, like any historians, selected and highlighted certain
aspects of _the past and paid less attention to others. Such
selection of an unavoidable part of doing history (Wallace 198&a:
158y and my only point is that such sel=zctions often serve some
contemporary interest. Imn the same vein, "correcting" a version
of Qistory does not make it anv less likely to be used far

contemporary purposes; to the best of our knowledge the specific

Gearge Washington data used to construct the "model tftourist”
picture is all accurate. "AGococurate" versions of the past can be
used every hbit a&as well as delibsrately inaccurate anes.

Theretore, one cannot refute a critical analysis simply by
correcting its historical facts. ©

Second, the issue of agency is a lively one. It is net our
point at  all that some historian writing a guidebook for
Annapolis in 1965 intentionally misrepresented what he or she
knew to be the truth about Amnapolis history in order to help
local residents dominate outsiders. A critical analfsis nesd not
e gécusatary. Michasl Wallace, an incisive radical criftic of

Colonial Williamsburg savs, in his article "Visiting the Past:®
Ill
'I will try to demonstrate that, from the mid 19th century
onward, maost history mussums were cmnét.uctad my members
of domlnant classes and embodied Jnterpretatlons that
supported their sponsors’® privileged jpositions. I do not
caontend that those who EbtabllShEd museums were
Machiavellian plotters; the museum builders simply
embedded in their efforts versions af history that were
commonplaces of their class’'s culture.” (Wallace 198é&b: 137)




It is +the general =+fect of a version of history and not the
specific intention beshind it that is usually important and that
general effect is not often obvious but instead is discovered by
"reading" wversions of history for the sub-—-surface messages they
contain, often 1in *their structure mors2 than in their content.
Any scientist or historian works in a social context and that
context often exerts an influence on the research product. The
historian can be unconscicus of this influence and the results so
produced often work subtly rather than blatantly on their
atdience (l.eone 1983; Gern 1935).

AFocuracy  and agency are the two major kinds of theoretical
wisinterpretation of a public presentation based - on critical
theory and beyond them there.is & whole basket full of practical
corncerns at three different levels.

At the most immediats level, there is visitor reaction. All
wae wanlt is to be listened to and either accepted or rejected, on
an intellectual basis. This sounds easy enough but in our early
r@heggals for the Main Street tour we had some trouble delivering
the ;tmur in a way that did not sound offensive and offending a
visitor is very different from presenting an interpretation with

/
whicﬁ a visitor canm agree or diszgree civi;iy. The tour was hard
to deliver because unlike most historical interpretation, it was
in some sense about the peoples hearing ig. It was a tour abuu£
tourism giV;H téjtourists and tellihg a Jisitur to the city that

the ~city needs to control visitor beha%ior is uncomfortable ~and
L B By ks ‘
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difficult to do gracefully (Bradley 1987). All I can say is that
such difficulties, which are almost inherent to any truly
critical interpretation, should be solved by finding ways to say
the hard stuff rather than by taking the hard stuff out. (This a
good point at which to note that the number of folks offended by
oue ttours was probably far smaller than the number who loved it
beca@ge they were so entrapped by the dominant ideclogy that in
their own minds they our touwr into a celebration of progress and
modarn life - something it was hardly intended to be. This nut
is a much tougher one to crack.)

At another level is the guestion of +the broader local
seaning of the criticalvahalysis presénted by' "Archazology in
Public." "Archaeology in Annapolis" is co-sponsored by Historic
Annapelis, Inc., & private local preservation organization. HAI
sponsors a wide range of research activities and does so from the
positivist position that copious ressarch and a commitment to
accuracy validates the organization’s preservatiunl activities.
HAI étlearly has an ag=nda beyond that of "Archaeology in
Arnapolisy" it has interests and it has serious local opponents
(PDtFEF n.d.). Given that, it is reasonabl?lto ask what use does
HAI have for a critical analysis. Or, Ddé could ask, how much
clogse scrutiny and self-reflection is Hq& willing to bear in
‘light of the fact that almost any criticism of the organization
could be used against it? The response, is two-fold. First, HAI

i
.
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has been remarkably willing to support the work of "Archaealogy
in Fublic," even in full realization of its possible dangers
(Hoepfner, Leone, and Potter n.d.). Second, there is the fact
that while close scrutiny is risky, looking critically at
somekbhing does not mean automatically rejecting it (Meltzer
12813 . Any critical theorist examining Colornial Williamsburg
would find that C.W. promostes contemporary patriotism. However,
few of these critics would disagree with placing a high value= of
loyalty to country. It is patriotism disguised as som=2thing
else, namely objective history, that is the real concern and the
hard questions have to do with determining the ultimate
beneficiaries of the patriotism inspired by places like. Colonial
Hilliamsburg. Our wuse of critical theory in Annapolis does not
mean that we cannot understand the interests of our institutional
hosts nor does 1t preclude us from showing them a generocus
messure of gratitude. It should not tarnish the radical
credentials of YArchaeology in Annapolis" to acknowledge the
significance, the accomplishments, and the contributions of the

preservation movement led for three and one half decades by

Historic Annapolis.

/
/

This does not, however, {fully resolvi the the guestion of

the place of a critical analysis in the midst of a preservation
/

organization ~nqr;dpes it begin to address the larger question of

it By
the place of ciritical archaesology in the: institutional structure

of American archaeology in general.
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The Natiomal Endowment for the Humanities deems ineligible
for suppart. "prgjects directed at persuading an audience to a
particular political, philosophical, religious, or ideclogical
point of view or Cprojects] that advocate a particular program of
sacial  action or change” (NEH 1984:%). Just where does this
leave critical theory? Several strategies are possible. 0One
simpiy could be sophistic, sneaky, or downright dishonest with
funding agencies. Bne could do a critical analysis that denies
its intellectual heritage, Marxism without the "M word," or "fthe
ism that dares not speak its name" (ses Spriggs 1784 on Hodder
19282a, 1982b and Leone 1982). One could do a critical analysis
without; say, a class analysis in it, which is where fhings
currently stand in Anmapolis. Or one could hope for and even
worls ko help bring about an alternate funding structure for
archaeology, distancing the discipline from the interests of the
ruling clasz, as has been suggested by Brian Durrans (1237).
Russell Handsman has caslled those of us who use crifical theory
goriila archaeologists (Handsman 1987) and we may well bs, but
there's no kind of gorilla I know of that doesn’t need a banana
every now and then. ;

The position we find ouwrselves in iﬁlﬁnnapolis is rather
interaesting. Scholarly commentatqrsﬂ on!the project say that
we’re‘ notﬂ&ritiéal enough, citing corr%ctly the lack of a true

class analysis in what we have done so fér {Blakey 19873 Durrans

&



19873 Faynter 1957). Some local parties have found ouwr work too
thr=zatening — or too critical. This position betwixt and between
will become less unigque as more archaeologists create and
implement more critical archasologies. I hate to sound like Joe
Fositivist saving that once we track down that last elusivelpiece
of data we will know the Truth with a capital T, but the hest
couwrse of action, ouk of those I just mentioned, will become more
apparent as more sxperiments with the critical perspective are

unidertaken.
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