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Introduction

In 2004, a little-known community history museum in Lewiston, Maine, dedicated to preserving the history of the city’s industrial community, hosted a mill workers’ reunion.  The reunion catalyzed pride and memory among former textile mill workers in the twin cities of Lewiston-Auburn and immediately brought the Museum to the attention of local and state leaders.  Energized, the Museum began to reach out further into the Lewiston-Auburn community, planning an oral history initiative with former workers and envisioning the ways in which it might connect the community’s past with its present.  Now, I am walking to the apartment of former mill worker Laurette Drouin.  I plan to follow up on a conversation we had at the second mill workers’ reunion about her hopes for the Museum.

Museum L-A is a new community history museum in Lewiston, Maine.  The Museum was incorporated in 1996 and found space downtown in the Bates Mill in 2001; it opened doors in 2003, and gained regional recognition with the reunion in 2004.  In 2006, Museum L-A began work on synthesis and strategic planning with museum professionals, working with a collection strong in textile machinery and oral histories.  The Museum has emerged over the last ten years shaped by grassroots efforts to remember and convey the experience of labor and industry of the twin cities.  The Museum is beginning to shape Lewiston-Auburn in turn, through the stories of labor and industry that it tells and the intrapersonal connections it draws.  I got involved with Museum L-A as a student conducting oral histories, through a partnership that the Museum had established with Bates College following the reunion; now I find myself engaged with people like Laurette Drouin outside of the classroom, in spite of historical tensions between Lewiston-Auburn and Bates College.  How does a community shape a history museum?  How does a history museum shape a community in turn?

Answers to these questions lie in the history of history museums in the United States and the history of Lewiston-Auburn.  History museums have traveled an arc of transition over the last 100 years from elite institutions with preservation and exhibition of “high” or national artifacts at the center of their attention to responsive institutions concerned with the diverse experience of ordinary Americans, popular education, and civic engagement.  This new paradigm provides the ideal context for a community history museum such as Museum L-A, concerned with using the past to enable community and civic engagement in the present and the future.  Lewiston-Auburn has transformed from a booming center of mills, factories, and Franco-American culture through an era of deindustrialization and decline to a community reinventing its identity and economic stability in the wake of the loss of the industry that sustained it.  The French Canadian immigrant workers who provided the backbone of the cities’ growth were particularly shaken by the loss of the mills, because the mills provided the backbone for their community.  With the support gone, history would have to hold the community together.  Museum L-A takes its strength from former mill workers’ hope in the impact of the story it will tell.

Laurette welcomed me warmly into her apartment.  We sat down and I asked her about the role Museum L-A might play in the community.  She told me that the Museum should convey the world of the Franco-American workers to younger members of the community before the story disappeared.   She told me that when she tells stories of the hard times of life in the Depression, many in her family do not understand.  “Oh no Ma, it wasn't that bad,” her daughter will say; “—oh yes it was that bad!” Laurette will respond.  Laurette was resigned at first, as she spoke.  She said that her daughter simply could not understand because the world was different then: it was “Petit Canada.”  Then, however, Laurette considered the role the Museum might play for her daughter.  She said that by using all of its stories, the Museum could reveal to her daughter, and others who’d pay careful attention, the way life was for the French Canadians in Lewiston’s Petit Canada.

Museum L-A has many important roles to play: it will be a tourist destination, a site for educational field trips, and a downtown hub for culture.  Yet among its strongest offerings is its capacity to create common ground and bridge differences among social groups in Lewiston-Auburn.  Its strongest resource for this effort is its stories.  As Mme Drouin’s story suggests, the relationship between different generations of Franco-Americans is strained by differences in experience and identity; the story that Museum L-A plans to tell shows how the differences evolved over decades of change, due to Americanization during and following World War II and to the decline of the mills.  Its extensive collection of local oral histories offers a vivid picture of community life.  The Museum’s narrative will show the younger generations what Depression-era Franco-Americans went through, providing a common ground for the community to stand on.  It will also activate “Franco-American” as a living category, whose meaning might be deliberated by the different generations.  The deliberation could bridge the gaps between the generations.

Museum L-A’s commitment to the Franco-American intergenerational relations stands as an example of the Museum’s commitment to civic engagement.  The Museum’s commitment has emerged at the confluence of the national trend in history museums towards civic engagement and the local renaissance springing up in the wake of the demise of the textile and shoe industries.  The commitment will take the Museum far beyond its walls.

Laurette and I continued talking.  We arrived at the question of the new, insular, Somali immigrant community in Lewiston: what sort of citizens are they?  Laurette noted that a number of her friends criticize the Somalis for weighing on the welfare system and crowding Lisbon Street.  Then we posed a parallel between the new immigrants’ story and that of the Franco-Americans: both left their homes in search of a better life, both faced ethnic discrimination in Lewiston.  “Oh, the French and the Irish!” Laurette said, grabbing my arms.  “History repeats itself,” she said, “we've got to learn from it.”  I think we both understood that the parallel would be hard to draw.
My study considers the form and content of Museum L-A’s mission for civic engagement in Lewiston-Auburn.  How might it draw the parallel between the old and new immigrant story effectively, for example?  What content would it use?  What programs and forums for engagement could it offer?  How would we like the relationship to look, anyhow?  And who is the “we” who should decide that?  Answers to these questions need to draw on broader theoretical conversations about museums and the role of cultural institutions in a democratic public sphere.  To access these conversations, I’ve drawn from current scholarship in museum studies and current work in democratic theory, especially work inspired by Jürgen Habermas’ account of the “public sphere.”  I’ve visited various contemporary history museums that shed light on Museum L-A, and I’ve conducted interviews with museum staff from nationally known institutions and cultural studies academics.  All the while, I've attempted to stay grounded in Lewiston and Auburn by conducting interviews and participant observation here relevant to the community and the Museum.

Chapters One and Two provide context for the emergence of Museum L-A.  Chapter One narrates the change from the old to new paradigm in history museums, characterizing the two paradigms; Chapter Two narrates the social history of the Franco-American community that gave rise to the desire for memory that motivated Museum L-A.  Chapter Three looks closely at how Museum L-A was shaped by the national and local cultural forces discussed in the previous two chapters; the chapter examines the emergence of the Museum’s mission for “civic engagement”.  Chapter Four uses the theory of the “public sphere” and examples from existing engaged history museums to theorize a history museum’s impact on a community.  Chapter Five brings the theory to bear on how Museum L-A shapes and will shape community life in Lewiston-Auburn in turn.

Chapter One: The History of the History Museum
If you visit the Museum of the City of New York, you will find an exhibition called “New York Interiors”; it recreates six rooms from the houses of New York’s 19th century elite.  If you walk downstairs, however, you will enter “Black Style Now,” a multi-media narrative of the history of black fashion from the 1950s to the present that celebrates community and resistance to racism.  These radically different exhibitions—one representing an elite society of the past with little explicit interpretation, the other representing the black community of the present with rich interpretation—embody two different conceptions of the role of the history museum and symbolize key aspects of the evolution of history museums.  In the recent past, institutions like the Museum of the City of New York focused on elites, on preservation, and on straightforward exhibition of objects.  Their stories of the nation, told proudly and passionately, made the social arrangements of the time appear normal and fixed, effectively marginalizing those who did not fit into the vision, such as immigrants, African-Americans, and religious minorities.  Today, the dominant vision is that history museums should focus on community, on experience, and on interpretation.  Proponents of this paradigm celebrate its distinction from the older vision: they emphasize the experience and insight an object can give to a visitor, rather than its bald exhibition; they endorse the salience of multiple, conflicting viewpoints, and seek to create dialogue by highlighting contradictions.

In this chapter, I trace the history of the paradigm shift symbolized by these two exhibitions.  In doing so, I argue that history museums are in a dialogue with the larger social context in which they emerge: they are simultaneously influenced by cultural conditions, and they influence culture in turn.  Understanding both of these ideas—how the field of history museums has undergone a paradigm change and how history museums shape and are shaped by communities—helps to paint a picture of the dynamic cultural terrain in which Museum L-A has emerged in 21st-century Lewiston-Auburn.

Beginning of the History
A long arc of cultural and political change underlies the shifts from the older to the newer paradigms reflected in these two exhibitions.  In the late 19th century, an American elite and middle class designed history museums and other commemorative organizations to celebrate American nationhood, to unify and legitimize elite identity, and to educate and regulate non-white, non-protestant, and lower-class behavior through culture.  Historical house museums of the time were the vanguards of the movement.  The Mount Vernon Ladies’ Association blazed the trail when they preserved Washington’s home in hopes of shoring up an unraveling union.  Their intense, grassroots efforts weren’t enough to bridge the growing tensions between north and south, but their efforts did show Americans that the colonial past could be used in nation building.  After the civil war, as the 19th century came to a close, nation building efforts broadened in focus in response to large class divides and growing labor radicalism.  Catholic and Jewish European immigrants arrived in the United States in waves, too, introducing alien culture and religion to the country and eliciting heightened desire for unity and power among the ruling class.  The latent question was, how would the bourgeoisie maintain its unity and authority?

One practice was to enshrine a unified, capitalist, national identity by telling a particular version of the story of the colonial past, with the help of historic house museums.  The house museums narrated a story of pedigree and purity and located landowners as the natural inheritors and stewards of the trust: the major actors of the revolutionary war became the founding fathers.  The middle and upper classes became their sons and daughters.  All others were less important.  Historical societies and preservation groups sprung up in the new climate.  The Sons of the American Revolution and the Daughters of the American Revolution, for example, formed as exclusive ancestral societies in the late 1880s.  Such societies sought out and preserved houses in which famous figures in American colonial history had lived.  The colonial revival aesthetic emerged, under which houses and furniture that evoked design of the 17th and 18th century differentiated their owners from the working class and the nouveaux riches.
   

The historic house museums, and the colonial revival movement that they underpinned, also had a function of instruction and moralization aimed at non-owners of the colonial story, such as working-class immigrants.  The houses were imagined to make “good citizens” of new immigrant children—good citizenship entailed participation in the bourgeois public sphere.  As I unpack and explore in depth in Chapter Four, the norms of bourgeois deliberation, while celebrated for their inclusiveness relative to the dictatorship in recent memory, silenced minority voices.  The historic house museums’ efforts represented the bourgeois public sphere as the socially evolved crux of models for deliberation: that is, as the “true understanding of American liberty as handed down by our Fathers” (extolled a speaker to the Sons of the American Revolution). The normalization of this model for deliberation justified and precluded other modes, such as the labor radicalism brewing at the time.  Thus, it justified the use of force to quell strikes and demonstrations, to support lynch mobs and vigilantism of the sort that occurred around the nation in the late 1910s, targeting racial, religious, and ethnic minorities.

We might consider the irony that the story of the American past, including the American Revolution, was told in a way that justified systematic oppression.  How could this be?  I am not claiming that the colonial revival people were intentionally racist.  I am claiming, however, that the middle and upper class Americans who participated in the movement saw through the stories they heard and re-told that they were naturally superior to immigrants and working people.  They acted according to those beliefs.  Cultural critic Tony Bennett draws on Michel Foucault to explore governance through culture facilitated by the stories of cultural institutions like the historic house museums.  Bennett writes that they operate by discipline and morality—by planting in the individual the regulatory forces previously held by the monarch through the narratives told in museums.  Museums were theorized as such instruments, at the time.  Extolled mid-19th century cultural reformer Sir Henry Cole, capturing a sentiment that was firmly established by the turn of the 20th century:

…open all museums of Science and Art after the hours of Divine service; let the working man get his refreshment there in company with his wife and children, rather than leave him to booze away from them in the Public house and Gin Palace.  The museum will certainly lead him to wisdom and gentleness, and to Heaven, whilst the latter will lead him to brutality and perdition.

And, argue scholars such as Bennett, museums indeed functioned as such instruments.  Bennett describes the museum at the turn of the century as a “reformatory of manners,” where the architecture and exhibits narrated a story and facilitated relations in which the bourgeoisie were portrayed as the heirs to authority and others as queued behind them in an evolutionary waiting room.  Feminist critic Donna Haraway uses “naturalization” to describe the way in which one museum of the period made this social order appear to be the norm.  The exhibit used textless dioramas, creating the appearance of a window in to the natural world, while the arrangement inside was in fact deliberately constructed.  Historic house museums were not behind glass walls, but they similarly appeared, by the erasure of the process of selective preservation, to simply exist as natural phenomena.

Historic house museums’ emergence and role in late 19th century America is one instance of culture shaping history museums and history museums shaping culture in turn.  Historic house museums formed in response to the desire to commemorate the nation, a desire that was born of the North/South divide and fear of perceived threats against middle and upper class control.  The museums functioned to unify and justify the elites’ position and to placate unrest.

The Institution and Persistence of Official History
After World War I, historical house museums gave way to large-scale historical organizations backed by the big names in corporate power of the time, such as Ford and Rockefeller.  John D. Rockefeller Jr.’s Colonial Williamsburg was at the center of the change.  The famous living history museum guided the mode of American patriotic memory from evocation to immersion, and the popular portrayal of the past was subsequently secured in the service of the nation, racial order, and capitalism.  Like historic house museums, the nation’s major organs of official public memory in the early 20th century narrated a story of natural and inevitable progression from the 18th century to the current social order.  Their totality of presentation extended the narrative and more firmly rooted official American memory in the work to build the nation, legitimize the business elite, and educate and regulate all others.

Colonial Williamsburg presents a clear example of Donna Haraway’s “naturalization” of social orders.  Rockefeller spared no expense in recreating the colonial city of Williamsburg; with a team of architects and historians, he spent $79 million to restore old buildings, reconstruct razed buildings, and ensure that each structure was in its exact historic location.  All buildings dating before 1790 were destroyed to make way for the city.  Rockefeller peopled the city with the planter elite who had held control of the city and who had agitated for independence from Britain, and respectful craftspeople who worked for them.  His characters told the story of the fermentation of the revolutionary war and the drafting of the constitution.  The colonial past, in Rockefeller’s Colonial Williamsburg, was a place of beautiful capitalism and the formation of the movement against the British that would secure the nation its identity and values.  Further, it showed its sponsors—Rockefeller and the business elite—to be the stewards of the American dream.  Enslaved blacks and the city’s working class did not exist.  Fear of slave revolts did not exist.  Their omission in the past utterly deprived them of voice in the present.

Moderate voices of challenge rose among social reformers of the early 20th century and gained strength during the Depression.  These voices shaped a minority of museums to a more experiential and responsive model, though still one that worked to refine and elevate its visitors in the dominant mode.  John Cotton Dana, for example, criticized museums’ “gloom”.  He wrote that the institutions functioned more as sites of differentiation of social class than as sites of education, and that they were inaccessible to the general public.  Dana established the Newark Museum as a prototype of a community-centered museum; the Museum strove to stimulate local industrial growth and education by showcasing industrial technology and local products along with painting and sculpture.  It also lent its collections to local.  During the Depression, Franklin Roosevelt’s administration sponsored public history initiatives as part of its program of unemployment relief.  The efforts, such as a survey of American historical structures of all kinds, including slave quarters, broadened official American history.

When the country united over WWII, voices like Dana’s receded as museums played their part in the co-production of patriotism.  History museums played their part by mounting exhibits celebrating America.  Colonial Williamsburg in particular hosted moral-boosting events for troops.  This conservatism marched into the 1950s as well, which saw popular history museums continue to play their traditional roles as reformatories of manners.  Colonial Williamsburg boomed at the time, and hosted foreign dignitaries for the state.  The normalizing, elite, nationally celebratory mode of public memory established in America in the 1870s had prevailed for the better part of 100 years.

Clashing Forces and Changing Paradigms

From the 1960s to the early 1990s, however, the civil rights movement and other movements for self-determination, and their legacy in American politics, cast the history museum as grounds for intense political and social struggle.  Activists and minority voices across the nation criticized history museums’ non-democratic practices and agitated for change, intensely during the 1960s and 1970s and then less intensively for the next two decades.  In the space opened by the debate for stories other than that of the nation and the corporation, new history museums began to form, with a proliferation of narratives ranging from labor stories to race stories, and increasingly democratic practices of interpretation.

  Groups from minority backgrounds agitated for a stake in the interpretive process and protested their representation in museums in tandem with their claims in other areas of American life.  The civil rights movement and other movements for self-determination shook power structures.  Racial and religious minorities made claims for parity and inclusion that had been denied for hundreds of years.  The sexual revolution swept the country, too, and the failures of the Vietnam War shook the nation’s confidence in governing authority.  Activists from such groups argued that their stories were being omitted entirely from history museums or being co-opted to relate a racist and classist narrative of progress and power.  Grassroots museum efforts proliferated.  For example, when four farmhouses that had been the center of a free black community in New York were slated for demolition, the local black community responded.  The community secured the houses and converted them into a black history museum.  Note that the community used the genre of historical house museums as well, but in an inversion of their traditional purpose: they told the story of resistance to slavery, in counterpoint to its omission in institutions such as Colonial Williamsburg.

Conservative voices both inside and outside the museum volleyed back, claiming that the critiques marked the erosion of excellence and tradition.  Such voices couldn't stand, however, against the growing case for a multicultural and socially responsive museum, especially as the call invoked the often exclusivist history of museums as cultural institutions.  A movement for social history gained ground in the academy, following the movement to postmodernism that attended the time of change.  The arguments of the movement undermined naturalizing claims to “truth” and their corresponding political whitewashing of the social world.  For reference, the scale of these pressures is well illustrated by Andy Warhol’s famous explosion of the standards for fine art in the 1970s.  In response to the changing paradigm, some history museums that had been stewards of the old order enlisted social historians to help reshape their operations.

Such self-reinvention began tentatively.  Traditional history museums were willing to acknowledge the presence of those who had previously been written out of the story, but they were not yet able to see them in relation to the dominant group.  Colonial Williamsburg stands as a representative for this shift, as well.  In the late 1970s, museum management changed and Colonial Williamsburg hired social historians to interpret the black experience in the city during the 18th century.  The historians worked with local black groups to determine how to represent the enslaved people of Williamsburg.  The result was a nuanced interpretation of the slave experience, up to but not reaching the point of describing slaves’ unrest and their plots to revolt.  Even Colonial Williamsburg, the vanguard of the old order, had responded to the change.

The Present Vision: Towards Multiple Voices and Exchange
As the heat of the debates in the 1960s and ‘70s cooled into the embittered “culture wars” of the 1980s and ‘90s, traditional history museums continued to heed the pressure of social activism and the developing field of social history.  Some history museums began investigating how to represent the relationships between different groups in what were more and more sharply understood to be stratified societies; they began to represent the tough stories.  The New-York Historical Society had opened its important archives of New York City’s material culture to social historians by the 1980s.  Following appointment of new leadership, the Historical Society—historically wed to New York elite, national commemoration, and reverence of the object—showed “New York Divided: Slavery and the Civil War,” an exhibition that tells the story of the experience of free and enslaved blacks in New York during the war.  The story was a radical departure from the Museum’s traditional program.  The change operated on a deep level: the staff of the Museum were offered sessions with a therapist in preparation for the show, to help them process the changes it posed; black members of the staff talked back honestly about what was appropriate and what wasn’t in the exhibition.  Traditional history museums began to look critically at their pasts and to redress them with counter-stories and new methods of presentation.  They began to shape American culture differently in response to its different pressures on them.

Museums without prior histories as elite institutions began to take hold and mature in the 1980s and ‘90s, as well, and have broken exciting ground on reflections on social relations as well as the presentation of new stories.  Unlike Colonial Williamsburg and the New-York Historical Society, the Japanese American National Museum (JANM) did not have a prior history as an elite historical museum; it emerged in the 1990s explicitly concerned with multiculturalism and civic engagement.  The JANM was founded at a moment in a community’s history that is strikingly similar to the present moment in the Franco-American community in Lewiston-Auburn.  In the early 1980s, Japanese-Americans in Los Angeles (the other LA) noted that the third generation did not understand the labor and culture of their immigrant grandparents, and that essential stories would soon disappear with the grandparents’ deaths; the middle generation feared that the youngest would never learn their cultural heritage.  A community group formed to preserve the cultural heritage of the immigrants.  These efforts coalesced in an informal museum.  Like Museum L-A, the JANM became a focal point for memory and pride in the community and drew increasing support, from both internal and external forces.  The Museum received major grants from national organizations and received support from the city in the late 1980s, and entered the 1990s on the national stage.  There, the institution decided to use the Japanese immigration story as a springboard to broader meditations on a multicultural society.  From the current mission statement:
We believe in the importance of remembering our history to better guard against the prejudice that threatens liberty and equality in a democratic society.  We strive as a world-class museum to provide a voice for Japanese Americans and a forum that enables all people to explore their own heritage and culture.

The JANM thus breaks ground for a community history museum committed to telling stories of the past in order to engage issues in the present and future.  The JANM’s example is especially relevant for Museum L-A because of the parallel origins of the museums: the JANM’s story suggests that Museum L-A might bring the experiences of Franco-American immigration and labor to bear with issues today.

The Lower East Side Tenement Museum has always had civic engagement as its mission.  Founded in the 1990s, the Museum uses a tenement house as its historical object.  It stages tours that bring visitors intimately into the lives of immigrants to Manhattan’s Lower East Side.  The tours explore issues of religion, gender, social class, housing conditions, and language education vividly, through dramatic engagements with costumed interpreters.  After the tours, the Museum holds “kitchen conversations”, which take place in a restored kitchen and focus on contemporary issues evoked by the historical issues.  Resonating with Museum L-A’s aspirations, the Tenement Museum’s audience is made both of cultural tourists and community members—the contemporary immigrant residents of the Lower East Side.  The Tenement Museum’s example extends the project of civic engagement represented by the JANM to include dialogue and exchange, presenting another viable course for Museum L-A to consider as it reflects on its programming and interpretation as a community history museum in the new paradigm.

Now is an exciting time for Museum L-A to be emerging, in the history of history museums.  Prior to the 1970s, Museum L-A couldn’t have been.  The Museum’s focus on working-class and immigrant life, though non-radical, would have been impossible to frame with the museum theory of the time.  Even the counter-voices during the depression did not propose to narrate the story of workers’ experience, as such; it would take the advent of the social history movement in the 1960s and ‘70s, in conjunction with wider movements of populism, for such stories to have a space as legitimate in the American historiography.  That said, the explosions of the 1960s and ‘70s would not have been hospitable to the young museum without a strong political agenda.  Emerging today, Museum L-A is sheltered from the politics it would have had to engage in the 1960s and ‘70s.  However, enough tensions and conflicts regarding social history and history museums exist today, as older institutions grapple with their ties to elite pasts, to keep Museum L-A relevant and interesting in the history museum field by virtue of its fresh, grassroots approach.  Indeed, organizers of a major museum conference approached Rachel Desgrosseilliers, the director of Museum L-A, to hold a workshop at the Museum next year.
  In summary: in terms of the history of history museums, Museum L-A is sheltered from backlash but is poised to ride at the vanguard of the museum field and garner its support.  Once we locate Museum L-A in the history of Lewiston-Auburn, we can think about the Museum’s effect on culture in turn.
Chapter Two: The History of the Franco-American Community in Lewiston-Auburn
At the first reunion of Lewiston-Auburn mill workers, held in the Bates Mill in 2004, it was clear that many members of the Franco-American community desired to remember mill work and their ethnic heritage in a new way.  Former mill workers, Museum L-A’s director recalls, left the event “walking on cloud nine”: they recognized the dignity of their memories and past experiences in sharp, exciting relief, against decades of feeling that they weren’t worth remembering.  They’d found, also, that their children and grandchildren were curious about their stories.  How did the history of this mill worker community evolve to the point where remembering that history became so important?  What led up to the intense desire to look forward manifested in the 2004 reunion?  In the last chapter, I traced the evolution of the history museum to the new paradigm of social history and civic engagement.  This chapter unpacks the historical experience that led the local community to reclaim its social memory and seek to represent itself in this kind of museum.

My study does not focus on the social history of the mill workers’ experience, but rather on the creation of a history museum that tells their story.  Yet this glimpse of the history of the mills and mill workers of Lewiston-Auburn indicates some of the key themes of community history that are reflected in the development of the Museum.  Different domains of Franco-American life were interconnected.  The same people who lived together, went to church together, and spoke French in Little Canada worked together and spoke French together in the mills.  Before changes that began in the 1940s, then, French Canadians lived in a coherent, insular, world.  There, they carried out la survivance, the principle of the continuation of French Canadian culture and customs.  This world was bittersweet, though because the French Canadians experienced marginalization based on their ethnic and religious identities.  Major changes during and after World War II shook Franco-American identity, loosening ties to the Church and the French language and opening the door to Americanization and consumerism.  Finally, with the closing of the mills in the 1970s and 80s, that world was lost—and it was the need to reclaim it in memory that has led to the founding of a Museum to preserve these memories and this story.

Setting the Stage: Industry and Immigration

In the mid 19th century, Lewiston and Auburn emerged as one of Maine’s key industrial centers.  Irish immigrants had dug the cities’ canals to tap the power of the Androscoggin River in the 1840s.  Entrepreneurs created corporations that organized and owned the water power and built a complex of textile mills to harness it.  Boston Entrepreneur Benjamin Bates established the mill that would characterize Lewiston’s textile industry as it consolidated other mills into its ownership over the following decades.  On the other side of the river, shoe factories in Auburn took advantage of Lewiston’s central location and labor base.

Meanwhile, famine and poverty afflicted French Canadians in rural Québec until the 1930s, driving families to emigrate in waves in search of food and jobs.  Immigrants remember life in Canada as la misère noire—the black misery.  Fred Lebel, who went on to a career in the Bates Mill, recalls his family’s decision to migrate:

My grandfather and two brothers lived…in St. Lawrence Seaway, and there was a large family, I believe it was twelve siblings.  And I guess the food and work was very difficult at the time, they were actually starving, and they heard about the mills, and these were three teenagers I believe.  Well, one was twelve, I believe, one thirteen and one fifteen.  All three of them decided to go work in the mills, and I understand they took the Grand Trunk Railroad, they came to Lewiston…

For such Quebecois migrants, New England was the major destination, and Lewiston was ideal.  The city’s textile mills offered steady work, while the downtown neighborhood of Little Canada offered a warm welcome and an approximation of the life the immigrants would leave behind.
Okay, Little Canada…when people would come from Canada, this where they would get settled in: there was...Marcotte Furniture down on Lincoln Street and they used to meet them and help them get an apartment.  And they would pay like two dollars a week and these people would work in the mills for the people that got them their apartments.  That was all very, very French.  It was a little community...
The new immigrants settled into this world over time.  They maintained some connection to Québec all the while; many rode the Grand Trunk Railroad back up to Canada to visit family a number of times each year.

French Canadian Coherence and Struggle: the World before the War
French Canadian life in Lewiston before and during the Depression was difficult but rich.  The ethnic world that the French Canadians created provided a sense of pride and the strength they required to work hard in the mills and get food on the table, and proved resilient against their marginalization.  The Catholic Church reinforced their work ethic and community values.  In the mills, work was dangerous and demanding, and unions had not yet formed to give the workers a voice with supervisors.  However, the mills were also a place to develop craft, pride, and a sense of working-class identity.   

Distinctly French Canadian festivals provided the fun and sense of community the workers needed in order to survive the Depression, by joyfully affirming the connection to Canada left behind.  Annual winter carnivals hosted by local French Canadian social clubs, for example, drew thousands of French Canadians from all over New England and Québec.  They filled the church of Saints Peter and Paul:

In the winter time they had the snow shoers that would come out.  They would have a big parade.  They came from all over Canada...They would all come out on Sunday and go to mass at St. Peter's church and fill up the whole church.  That was a big thing, it was for the whole weekend, and they would have races and all kinds of festivities.  They don't do that anymore.
The Catholic Church was a key institution in the community.  It was a gathering place and it served as a bank and a welfare institution for families that couldn’t get by on their own.  Another important institution was the French newspaper Le Messenger.  The Franco-American world was rich enough to live in in spite of the Depression.

The strength of the immigrants’ identity as a cultural and ethnic group and their coherence in Little Canada also identified them as outsiders in early 20th century Lewiston.  Religion and language stood as marks of otherness, as well.  Protestant Christianity was the norm in America at the time, while the immigrants practiced Catholicism.  Most mainstream Americans regarded Catholicism, along with Judaism, as a base and corrupting influence.  Further, many established citizens of Lewiston lamented the loss of jobs to the French.  “White niggers,” some called the immigrants, juxtaposing religion, ethnicity, and race as otherness.  Cecile Burgoyne recalls her first day of school in this climate:

I grew up in northern Maine, in St. Agathe...By the lake.  Small town, of about 300 people.  Lived there until I was fourteen... when we move here I went into my second year of high school.  So.  Couldn't speak English.  At all.  Teacher laughed at me, never answered another question for three years.  Today I'd have her arrested.  Don't put that in there [chuckles].
Just as the millwork was a mixture of hardship and skill, Franco-American identity and culture held the community together all the more tightly because it was a focal point for communal suffering.  The bittersweet nature of both mill work and Franco-American culture and identity fed desire for la survivance, the proud, insular, French Canadian concept of cultural heritage that entails traditional life and group cohesion in spite of forces for change .  At once, the positive dimensions of community life such as snowshoe festivals and church going affirmed French Canadian identity, and communal suffering drew the formed ethnic and working class solidarity particular to the Franco-Americans in Lewiston-Auburn.

During the Depression, when pennies were stretched as far as they could go, many families negotiated complicated schedules to raise their children while earning two full-time incomes.  Irene Berube remembers:

[The work was] Hard enough, hard enough.  You're on your feet for eight hours, and after making a few hours at home, you know?  You take care of a house and kids, and do eight hours in the mill.  You get home, you're tired.  Your feet burn, yeah…I had the chance to go on the first shift, and I went…It was 7:00 to 3:00, and the second shift is 3:00 to 11:00, and [third is] 11:00 to 7:00.  And that was better for me on the second, because my kids were small and my husband could keep them at night.  I had a woman in the same building looking after them 'til my husband come home from work, about half an hour, an hour, and then he took over.
But this was not mindless labor.  Mill workers affirmed their mechanical ingenuity and the power of their bodies when they worked.  They put in long hours on machines that were dangerous to work with, but they came to know the machines well and affectionately, such that work was a craft.  Lionel Audet recalls engineering a brass fork to pop filled bobbins off of spinning frames, to save bobbin strippers’ hands from evisceration by a bobbin that wouldn’t detach from the spindle.  Lionel humbly notes that he produced the tool himself in Libby Mill’s machine shop.

The mill floor was also a hub of social activity.  On the floor, workers met other workers, became friends, and renewed relationships.  Cecile Burgoyne remembers running up and down the floors of one of the Bates Mills, telling jokes, when she was employed as a sweeper; she also remembers training friends as they came to work beside her when she worked as a weaver.  A strong group bond formed.  Edwina Foster remembers:

Well you know it's like a family.  They tell us their troubles.  We tell 'em ours.  You know it's strange...when you're there you know we're all together, but once you leave you don't see 'em…it's like that when you're in that world, but once you leave it's gone.  Except for a few years we would have a banquet for all the spinners for Christmas…Just to get together.
Others in the mill formed a core group with whom to share experience.  Relationships were sometimes strained by piecework, the carrot-and-stick pay scheme under which one is paid according to the number of pieces one produces compared to the greatest number produced on the floor.  Piecework caused some enjoyable competition but also jealousy and resentment.  In short, Franco-Americans elders remember work experiences that were extremely demanding, dangerous, and uncertain, but that also required skill and ingenuity; and they remember a close-knit group of fellow workers with whom they shared the difficulty of the Depression.  Both the hardship and the craft reinforced a sense of leathery pride among many former mill workers today.  Edwina Foster’s note about the Christmas reunions foreshows the loss of the mills and the desire to reunite oneself to the community through memory, today—as Museum L/A will show.

World War II and Better Times—Shame in Franco-American Identity—Change
World War II rallied the French Canadian community to the national effort of making war.  Men returned from service abroad with a more cosmopolitan outlook; women stepped out of traditional roles and into the American public to support the effort.  All assumed a sense of membership in the nation that they hadn’t experienced before.  Following the war, the mills boomed and Franco-Americans enjoyed consumerism and upward mobility, and experienced assimilation as Americans.  The community was shaken by the change.  Some attempted to disassociate from French identity by leaving the language; others held on and instituted mandatory French regimens at home.  Many moved out of Lewiston, to different parts of New England or the country.  The generation that had grown up in the Depression raised their children in this exciting, disorienting time of change.  Museum L-A bears witness, today, to the desire of the middle generation to remember those days and make sense of the hard times their parents described, as a result.

Lionel Audet recalled that he served alongside men from all across the nation, from different ethnic and religious backgrounds, and that he saw Europe.  The experience, he said, led him to question the authority of the Catholic Church and consider himself a citizen of a broader world.  Back in the Unites States, women stepped into jobs that had previously been reserved for men.  They stripped bobbins off of spinning frames and took roles in the new unions as shop stewards.  Cecile Burgoyne acted out the gender change by wearing fatigue pants to work at the mill—she said she always worried about her skirt getting caught in the machines.  Unlike Rosie the Riveter, the Franco-American women did not step back into their old jobs when the men returned; in fact, a minority moved into company management.  The men used their new social position to integrate into all levels of mill management.
  

Franco-Americans were more financially secure, though not prosperous, in the years of Lewiston textile prosperity following the war.  Many spent their money on consumer goods such as cars, clothing, and furniture.  Peck’s department store on Lisbon Street became a popular destination, for example.  It offered the mill workers’ children a chance to sit with Santa Claus at Christmas.  The ritual symbolized their assimilation into American culture as much as their participation in consumerism.  In short, World War II was a time of enormous cultural and social change, breaking down the insularity of the older community, offering new pathways for upward mobility, and changing religious and gender norms.  The war, quips historian David Scobey, put the hyphen in Franco-American.

Decline of the Mills: a Crisis of Memory
In the 1970s, however, this era of prosperity ended.  New England textile and shoe industries began to fold as production boomed overseas.  Lewiston and Auburn’s mills and factories, like others in New England, could not compete against the low prices and low labor costs abroad in countries such as China.  For a point of comparison, Bates Fabrics had employed about 6000 people in its heyday in the 1950s, but by the 1980s it employed only 1000.   The decline was devastating to Lewiston and Auburn, and especially to the mill workers.  The loss of income separated families as people went to look for other jobs.  With Franco-American community and identity dissolving and the mills following, the community was left with little to stand on but memory from the 1970s onward.  When the immigrants’ children began to eschew Franco-American identity, it was clear that la survivance was in jeopardy.  Lionel Morency reflects,
...more and more of the French Canadians are dying out and the children are not that interested in it anymore, see, because even though it is their heritage, they don't use it so they are not as interested in this as we were, you know, with us it was part of our lives and our parents the same thing—it was their life...the French Canadian museum at St. Mary's is not very effective for them because they don't remember any of it.  And even when we came home and told our families what we had done during the day, they weren't interested in those days, you know, 'cause they were much younger.
The crisis of community, then, became a crisis of memory.  As the mills died and Francophone institutions such as Le Messager and the old social clubs declined, mill workers and their children sought to create institutions of social memory.  The community undertook efforts to preserve its past.

From the 1970s to the 1990s, varied effort at memory took place.  Franco-American cultural fairs were orchestrated annually in Kennedy Park, drawing thousands in the 1970s (the fairs are best known now as “Festivals de joie”).  In 1992, a dance troupe had a residency culminating in a performance called “A Momentary Order” that was aimed at reuniting Franco-Americans with their identity.  In 1995, Lewiston celebrated its bicentennial with a number of initiatives aimed at memory and revitalization, in its Bicentennial Celebration.  Notably, the Celebration sponsored romantic pictorial history Lewiston Memories: A Bicentennial Pictorial and the musical Lewiston: A New Home.  The dance piece took a critical look at difficult times and issues confronting the Franco-Americans in Lewiston-Auburn; the productions of the Bicentennial Celebration were sentimental.  Contrasting “A Momentary Order” with the Bicentennial initiatives provides insight into the differences between critical and sentimental modes of memory and their roots and meanings in the community.

Both Lewiston Memories: A Bicentennial Pictorial and the popular Lewiston: A New Home side-stepped stories of hard times and suffering in Lewiston-Auburn, including those of the Great Depression and the depression the city had been suffering since the 1970s.  The sparse text of the picture book, for example, interprets an elegant advertisement for a 1932 unemployment relief concert in the City Hall auditorium as indication of the illustrious quality of the hall, celebrating the cultural life of the city.  While the hall is illustrious, the text omits the context of the Depression in its interpretation and does not use the advertisement as a window into unemployment.  Similarly, Lewiston: A New Home celebrates hard work and camaraderie in the mills but it does not recall child labor or cotton-dust-filled lungs.  Read critically, these initiatives functioned to boost a sense of pride and progress in Lewiston’s industry that had been absent for years and to eschew signs of dissent or complexity by means of their omission.

On the other hand, this sense of unworthiness was weaker than the sense of pride and desire to remember.  “A Momentary Order” sought to peer below the notion of French heritage as a negative trait.  As part of a ten month residency, dancers spent months researching the Franco-American experience.  Lead by choreographer Doug Varone, the dancers conducted workshops, discussions, and community meetings and forums in an attempt to get to the vital and hidden, perhaps suppressed, parts of Franco-American identity in Lewiston-Auburn.  The dancers concluded the residency by choreographing and performing a piece that evoked themes of separation and loss that run through the history of the community.  Though its themes were not uplifting, they were the sort that could transform the community.

These efforts at social memory and the preservation of the past were characterized by the same bittersweetness of the mill workers’ experience in Little Canada, before the war and the decline of the mills.  On the one hand, they represent denigration of the history: they represent it as not worth remembering, and French culture as worthy of disdain.  This mode found form in Lewiston-Auburn in particular ways.  Even in the 1990s, Franco-American staff members at Bates College were not allowed to speak French on the job.  The effect of this attitude is felt in former mill workers’ initial reluctance to be recorded for the Mill Workers’ Oral History project.  The interviewees often protest that their accents are such that they should not be on tape and that their stories such that they should not be on the record.  Mill workers resented the mills in the 1990s, recalls Paul Badeau: the high price of maintaining the brick hulks weighed on them as taxpayers but further, they stung as repositories of memory.  Paul remembers that his father’s back problems follow from working the mills.  The town introduced a referendum to tear the mills down (which was subsequently defeated).  Reading between the lines, the empty mills became symbols of the loss the community had sustained.  On the other hand, this sense of unworthiness was weaker than the sense of pride and desire to remember.  The mill workers’ reunion was a huge success, and it propelled Museum L-A from a part-time project to an important cultural institution.  This transformation is the subject of the next chapter.


Chapter Three: The Emergence of Museum L-A

By the time of Museum L-A’s incorporation in 1996, the evolution of history museums had provided a model for a civically engaged history museum with a focus on social history.  Locally, in the wake of the decline of the mills in Lewiston-Auburn, social memory had emerged as a strong community need.  These national and local cultural forces together shaped Museum L-A’s emergence in Lewiston-Auburn.  This chapter narrates the interplay of these forces and shows the particular form they took in articulating themselves in the Museum.
Local lawyer Elliot Epstein founded Museum L-A in 1996 following his passion for the preservation and exhibition of the technology of the mills.  Secondarily, he aimed for the Museum to tell the story of Franco-American mill workers.  The Museum ran for years focused on industrial history.  It struggled for support.  When Museum L-A hired Rachel Desgrosseilliers as director in 2004, she brought with her a new emphasis on civic engagement and the working people and working-class community of Lewiston-Auburn.  The development garnered positive reception for the Museum in the national museum community, and it stirred broad-based and grass-roots support for the new history museum among organizations and residents and of Lewiston-Auburn.  The wave of support was large enough for Museum L-A to ride to establish itself as an institution, financially and socially.  The positive change in reception mirrored the high regard for social history and civic engagement in the current paradigm in the national museum community and, locally, it mirrored the desire for inter-generational stewardship of identity and experience in the Franco-American community.

With its new support, the Museum entered a phase of reflection in preparation for growth over the next ten years.  The Museum arrived on these statements of mission and vision, the fruits of nearly a decade of deliberation and exchange between national and local cultural forces:

The Museum of Labor and Industry strengthens community and connections between generations by documenting and celebrating the economic, social, and technological legacy of L-A and its people.

The Museum of Labor and Industry will chronicle the history of work, industry and community in Lewiston and Auburn; serve as a community gathering place; create engaging learning experiences; and contribute to the civic, cultural, and economic revitalization of L-A.

Beginnings

Museum L-A Lewiston’s Bicentennial Celebration of 1995 remembered the city’s past in a mode of nostalgia and boosterism, as characterized by initiatives such as the Bicentennial Pictorial and Lewiston: A New Home.  Museum L-A was founded in this climate, but with the leeway to adopt whatever mode of memory its founder preferred.  A further initiative of the Bicentennial Celebration was to establish a permanent memorial to the Celebration itself.  Local lawyer Elliot Epstein came to the meeting that the planners held to discuss the memorial.  Epstein came prepared to be a cog in the wheel of the larger process, but he found he was one of only three participants at the meeting.  Soon, the other two participants had dropped out and Epstein had creative control over the initiative for the memorial.
However, Epstein came to the meeting and to the initiative with his own agenda.    Epstein imagined preserving the industrial history of Lewiston, preserving the Franco-American story in Lewiston, and building partnerships between existing historical organizations in Lewiston-Auburn such as the Androscoggin Historical Society and the Franco-American Heritage Collection at Lewiston-Auburn College.  Among these agendas, his passion was for the industrial history.  Epstein fondly recalls that he lived among and informally studied sites of the industrial revolution in Europe and America throughout the course of his education.  His recurring proximity to them was serendipitous, and a romance grew.  For Epstein, Lewiston needed a museum of industry so that the city’s rich history of the industrial revolution—evident in its canals, mill buildings, and rusting textile machines—would not be forgotten.  Epstein’s narration of the industrial revolution is not nostalgic or boosterist; instead, it is interested in difficulties of the industrial process.  His narration notes, for example, that shuttles might fly and give a worker a concussion, and that canal digging was a dirty process, dangerous process.  On the other hand, Epstein’s narration positions industrialization as something to be celebrated rather than decried, say on the grounds of environmental impact or other salient criticisms.  Thus, Epstein’s vision dovetailed with the mode of the Bicentennial Celebration well enough that the planners did not keep him from the reigns of the initiative.  Epstein incorporated Museum L-A the next year and began a search for board members, space, and funding.

The early years of the Museum were slow.  Epstein ran the organization out of his law office, between phone calls and law cases.  Epstein spent years pitching his idea, in search of partnership and support.  Members of the board came and went.  In the late 1990s, however, desire for a historical museum in downtown Lewiston grew as part of a larger revitalization strategy that went beyond mere nostalgia.  L-A Excels, a community-based strategic planning initiative, identified Museum L-A as an important cultural institution.  L-A Excels promoted Museum L-A to Empower Lewiston, a Federal program for comprehensive community growth in low income areas of Lewiston-Auburn.  Empower Lewiston in turn granted Museum L-A $20,000 in 2001, to develop a “visitor center/heritage museum” that would, according to a 1999 report, “create awareness of Lewiston’s industrial heritage and cultural diversity.”  The promotion and financial support of these two urban revitalization programs opened the door to the support that Epstein and board members desired.  The Museum received space in the Bates Mill from the city of Lewiston later that year and, in 2003, the Museum received a $25,000 Arts and Culture grant from the Davis Family Foundation to open its doors to the public.

As reflected in the language of the 1999 Empower Lewiston report and the interest of the Davis Family Foundation, Museum L-A’s identity had emerged more clearly in the late 1990s: the Museum was to promote industrial heritage and cultural diversity.  The Museum’s work over the next three years reflected the commitment to industrial heritage clearly.  Over the course of a year and a half, Epstein, board member Alan Else, and others spent thousands of hours painting the new space and hauling old mill equipment, documents, and other objects into the museum space.  They hurried to save the objects from destruction as entrepreneurs began to develop the mills.  The Museum remained committed to telling the Franco-American story (that is, to the “cultural diversity” part of its mission): Epstein remembers that he imagined the Museum as bi-lingual, so that it would attract visitors from Québec.  However, the Museum L-A did not institute efforts for social memory at the time that were of the scope of the efforts for technological memory , as evidenced by absence of such efforts in both Epstein and Desgrosseilliers’ discussions of the origins of the Museum.

Emergence as a Well-Known Cultural Institution
Part-time work by a small base of dedicated volunteers could not result in a functional museum, and so, in 2004, Museum L-A’s board of directors sponsored a search for a new director.  The board sought a person who had networking contacts in Lewiston-Auburn; who could run a business; and who had a passion for the area’s history.  The Museum sought the help of former board member Rachel Desgrosseilliers in the search, because she knew the community well and from multiple angles: she grew up as the daughter of Franco-American mill workers; she spent years as a nun; she served as director of St. Mary’s hospital; she ran a an antique shop called Gooseberry Barn; and she was the driving force behind Lewiston-Auburn’s annual balloon festival.  The search turned up dry, Desgrosseilliers narrates, until the board realized that she was the ideal candidate.  Desgrosseilliers protested that she had no experience in a museum and so was not suited for the position.  The board persisted, however, and she took the job.

Like Epstein, Desgrosseilliers came to the job with an agenda: she would promote the story of working class community, out of love for the working Franco-Americans that she had grown up with and, as an adult, served in many capacities.  Desgrosseilliers envisioned Museum L-A as having an immediate and important function in the Franco-American community: she imagined that it would give the workers the dignity of seeing their lives written on the official historical record, and it would give them a sense of achievement by showing the effect their work had on the development of Lewiston-Auburn.  Whereas Museum L-A may have continued to focus the great majority of its efforts on collecting machinery and telling and industrial story without Desgrosseilliers’ arrival, Desgrosseilliers assumed her role with a vision that directly served Franco-American former mill workers (such as her father, who had worked in the Bates mill).  “We’re validating their lives,” she reflected.  By contrast, she said there was no “heart” in Museum L-A when she arrived, because it only focused on technology and business: “That’s fine and dandy, but that’s the past,” she said, implying that a social history has salience in the present more than does a technological history.

Desgrosseilliers’ priorities as Director reflected the shift in the mission and identity of the institution as reflected by the urban revitalization interests supporting the institution, with added emphasis, perhaps, on the “cultural heritage” piece of the mission and identity.  Desgrosseilliers quickly moved to host the 2004 mill workers’ reunion.  She hoped for the reunion to honor and validate the former mill workers and to establish a database of names and contact information so that she could keep the former workers involved in the Museum’s endeavors.  Desgrosseilliers used her social networks and her expertise in organizing to publicize and mount the reunion.  She set up a booth at the Balloon Festival, for example, to attract volunteers and participants.  Meanwhile, Desgrosseilliers, Epstein, and others continued their work to save industrial equipment and other materials in the mills from destruction.

It was the reunion and the Museum’s new emphasis on social history and community engagement that catalyzed broad-based interest and support in the Museum.  A Chamber of Commerce member asked Desgrosseilliers what they’d done at the reunion to make the mill workers so happy and proud.  The Governor took interest in the Museum in relation to his initiative for economic growth via arts and culture (the “Creative Economy” initiative).  Support came in the form of new funding, grassroots donations of artifacts from community supporters, and institutional partnerships.  The Museum received $25,000 from three separate sources to pursue oral histories with reunion attendees; it received $250,000 from an anonymous donor that felt connected to the Franco-American community; and it matched the $250,000 with a successful application for a grant of the same amount from the federal government.  Desgrosseilliers herself said that a major selling point in her applications for financial support was that Museum L-A, unlike other mill museums (such as those in Lowell and Manchester), emphasized telling people’s history.

The former mill workers who had attended the reunion were eager to participate in the work of the Museum.  They donated photographs and historical publications ranging from their childhood to the decline of the mills; they donated beloved tools; they donated old bedspreads.  Some donated certificates of shares in Bates Fabrics that they’d purchased in the proud, passing, period in which the textile company was employee owned.  Their selection of objects to donate—the shares in particular—shows the former mill workers’ hope in the Museum to carry their memory forward and their widespread interest.  Their interest again reflected the importance of social history in the Museum’s identity.  However, to be clear, their donation of tools suggests sustained interest and affection for the industrial history, as well.

Bates College partnered with Museum L-A to conduct the oral histories that Desgrosseilliers imagined for the mill workers, to preserve their memories in addition to their material culture.  The partnership was ideal for the college, which has a nationally recognized Service Learning Program dedicated to linking partnerships and service in Lewiston-Auburn with students’ academic work at the college.  Students in the college’s anthropology, history, and cultural studies courses conducted over 70 oral histories in the next two years, before another phase in the Museum’s growth that saw further and different student involvement.  The Museum also partnered with the Lewiston Public Library to host programming in the library’s new cultural center, through which it has sponsored a wide range of lectures on the history of Lewiston-Auburn.  These partnerships, especially the partnership with the college, significantly advanced the social status of the Museum.  The college, for complex reasons and to varied effects, is widely perceived as an elite, authoritative, institution in Lewiston-Auburn.  Its partnership with the Museum lends the organization significance in Lewiston-Auburn as an important cultural institution.

Behind the scenes, too, Desgrosseilliers developed a strong, diverse board of directors that could guide the Museum through questions ranging from finance and law to reception in the community. In short, under Rachel Desgrosseilliers’ leadership, Museum L-A secured a much stronger financial base, began to develop grassroots support in Lewiston-Auburn, and developed important partnerships with Bates College and other organizations.  By 2005, Desgrosseilliers’ leadership had prepared Museum L-A to tell an interpretive story of labor and industry in Lewiston-Auburn from the Great Depression to the present.

Introspection and Interpretation
In 2005, still, the Museum was more raw materials than finished museum.  A walk through Museum L-A’s four rooms in the spring of 2005 was like a walk through an attic of a large house.  The hodgepodge presentation did not narrate a story beyond the collecting power of the Museum.  In the first room, about 40 photographs are posted on the wall.  Most depict architecture, though a handful show recreation and one shows women at work on quilt pattern design.  Kiosks with fabric advertisements and fabric samples stand in the middle of the floor.  Walking through a door on the left, you face a table of shoes, a display on shoe design, and a big, green, sign for “DEXTER SHOES.”   Walking to the next room, you see heavy textile equipment salvaged from the mill.  A doffing frame from the 1970s sits on your left, and a carding frame from the 1950s or earlier—small scale, used for lab testing—sits on your right.  Other equipment lines the walls, and sheets of Jacquard loom cards hang from the ceiling, spray painted abstractly.  Entering the final room of the Museum open to visitors, you see a bed made up with a popular Bates bedspread juxtaposed with the full pattern for the bedspread and the machine used to transfer the pattern onto Jacquard loom cards, more machinery, miscellaneous equipment, and more photographs.  The layout suggests some interpretation, such the process of textile creation—from cotton carding to weaving to finished bedspread—but inconsistently and in broad gestures.  On a tour, one heard more stories about the work of collecting the objects and the impact of the reunion than one heard sweeping stories or themes about the history of the mill workers’ community in Lewiston-Auburn.

By late 2005 the Museum took steps for the first time to critically reflect on itself as a cultural institution, to turn its collection of objects into a coherent set of stories.  This change was perhaps initiated—certainly catalyzed—when American Historian David Scobey joined the board of the Museum.  Scobey is both a scholar of 19th- and 20th-century American history and a nationally recognized leader in college/community partnerships.  He is especially experienced in community history partnerships.  Scobey came to Lewiston-Auburn that fall to direct Bates College’s Harward Center for Community Partnerships.
  Scobey joined the board following personal interest in the history of the mill town, a vision for the ways in which the Museum could influence the civic life of the community, and professional interest in a sustained partnership between Bates College and the Museum.  In 2006, Scobey proposed to Desgrosseilliers and the board that he lead a team of students at Bates College to research and create a traveling exhibit on the social world of Lewiston’s mill workers in the 20th century.  He proposed that the exhibit would use the Museum’s collections—including the oral histories gathered by Bates students—to synthesize an evocative interpretive narrative about the lives of mill workers at home, at work, and at play.  The proposed exhibit was aimed at beginning the Museum’s transformation from an attic of disjoint objects to an exhibition of stories—that is, the proposed exhibit would synthesize the Museum’s collection into a new social history of Lewiston-Auburn.

Prefiguring Museum L-A: the Traveling Exhibit
With appropriate allowance for changes in the needs and interests of the Museum over time, the traveling exhibit stands as a mini-prototype of Museum L-A’s interpretation of labor and industry in Lewiston-Auburn.  The exhibit serves as a useful window into the content of the story the Museum will tell in the future; also, examining the process of creating the traveling exhibit sheds light on developments in Museum L-A’s mode of memory—the mode in which the Museum will tell the story.  Scobey and the team of students wrestled with some key questions of mode of memory as they researched and wrote the script for the exhibit: who would be the audience of the exhibit?  What years of history would the exhibit cover?  How should the exhibit periodize that history?  How should the exhibit represent hard times (i.e., what would it make of sentimentality)? and, how and to what extent should the exhibit represent to the viewer the interpretive process?

Scobey’s team of student researchers had two incarnations: in the winter of 2006, it was a group of students in a seminar course in History/American Cultural Studies; then, in the spring and summer, it was a group of student interns.  The seminar did most of the work of reflecting on the mode of memory, whereas the interns adopted the modes located by the seminar class and went forward with heavy research and interpretation—that is, story making—and tied off remaining mode-related questions.  The interpretive story that the traveling exhibit narrates is a broader version of the one I told in the previous chapter—broader because it focuses on more than social memory and yet of the same contours because my understanding of the history of Lewiston-Auburn has emerged almost solely in my work for the traveling exhibit.  To review the history in the previous chapter, the exhibit tells a metanarrative about a hard working, insular, traditional ethnic community that experienced marginalization and poverty until major changes swept through during and following World War II.  The changes secured the community economic stability and upward mobility, assimilated it partially into mainstream American culture, and diffused it around the nation.  In the process, the community entered a crisis of identity.  As the mills declined, the second buttress of community coherence fell and the crisis of identity became more urgent and took form as the crisis of memory that persists today.  As I explore thoroughly in Chapter Five, the metanarrative of Museum L-A is central to the Museum’s impact on Lewiston-Auburn.

The seminar deliberated audience by considering who would be most interested in the exhibit.  The seminar decided, after brainstorming, that schools of all ages and former mill workers were important audiences for the traveling exhibit (potential funders because the traveling exhibit would make an excellent tool to use to pitch the Museum).  I note that this missed some categories of audience members that the Museum has included in its strategic planning in recent months.  Nevertheless, these categories were important because they helped the students and the research interns imagine the reception of the exhibit, and so plan it in light of the audience’s perceptions.

These reflections about audience were useful to the seminar when it deliberated where to begin the story and how to break it into periods.  Where to begin the story is a difficult question without an audience specified: some might suggest that the story begins in the late 1900s, with the immigrations of French-Canadians; others might say 1795, at Lewiston’s incorporation; still others might suggest the exhibit reach into the years of American Indian history at the Great Falls of the Androscoggin River preceding contact with white settlers.   The seminar grounded its inquiry by reflecting that former mill workers would be most interested in the history that they had lived through; and that their children and grandchildren would prefer that history as well, because it is directly accessible through people that they grew up with.  The seminar decided, following this logic, that the exhibit should focus on Lewiston-Auburn from the Great Depression to the present, with some broad strokes of industrial and social history from the cities’ development in the 19th century to provide context.  To develop periods for the story, the seminar followed Scobey’s lead; Scobey proposed periodization into

· Context

· Hard Times

· (WWII)

· Better Times

· Decline

This periodization was salient because it reflected major economic changes in Lewiston-Auburn over the last 100 years that corresponded with changes in the social world of mill workers.  World War II was up for grabs as a period because rich experiences were associated with it but it spanned relatively little time.

Side-by-side with their considerations of audience needs, the researchers were aware of Museum L-A’s new emphasis on work, family, and community life in the mill worker experience.  For the researchers, this emphasis, coupled with reflections on audience interest, raised important questions about how to narrate the history.  That is, in the previous chapter, I described the social history of the mill worker community as a bittersweet mixture of resilience, loyalty, hardship, and conflict.  These themes are politically and emotionally charged for the intended audience (the former mill workers and their families).  The themes require thought and care in their narration.  Should the exhibit evoke sentimental memories?  Should ethnic or civic pride be an intentional goal?  How should it deal with class, ethnic, and religious conflict?  The seminar took up these questions.

Sentimentality is the practice of making comfortingly simplified meaning of past experiences by recalling only those parts of the experiences that feel good to remember.  To be clear, sentimentality not the act of cherishing a beloved memory; sentimentality, as we defined it in the seminar, silences narratives that create friction with one’s conception of the world.  Thus, sentimentality in Colonial Williamsburg silenced the experience of slavery in favor of a picture of a unified nation; and sentimentality in the Bicentennial Celebration’s Lewiston Memories: A Bicentennial Pictorial and Lewiston: A New Home silenced stories of unhappiness and conflict (even while it gave voice to economic hardship in Lewiston).  Note that in the Colonial Williamsburg example, the owners of the narrative—that is, the staff at the historical town—silence the experience of the non-owners who shared life in Williamsburg—that is, slaves.  In the examples from the Bicentennial Celebration, however, the owners of the narrative—members of the Franco-American community—silence elements of their own experience.  So, sentimentality is an equal-opportunity censor, with respect to whose voices are reduced.

However, this is not to say that sentimentality is politically neutral.  Colonial Williamsburg’s omission comments cuttingly on the relationship between whites and blacks.  The Bicentennial Celebration’s omission comments on the value of industrialization and the relationship between new immigrants and established residents in a community.  Modeling Haraway’s “naturalization,” the picture book suggests that industrialization has no negative consequences by concealing them.  Thus it undermines anti-industrialism.  Lewiston: A New Home similarly conceals the ethnic marginalization experienced by the French Canadian immigrants, removing the category from use in critical conversation.  By removing the category, current immigrants and ethnic minorities are stripped of the language to discuss their predicament.  Thus, the sentimentality represented by the Bicentennial Celebration would have stood in the way of the goals of Museum L-A to foster community growth and civic engagement.

The research team grappled with representations of difficult stories many times in the course of design and made a number of difficult decisions.  Scobey and the team of student interns included difficult stories along with stories that people find easier to tell.  “La Survivance: Inside An Ethnic World,” a section in the exhibit, for example, covers Little Canada in the depression, balancing out the themes of ethnic pride and resilience against ethnic discrimination.  The exhibit recalls stories of the strength and cooperation of the French community that come easily off the tongue; it also tells stories of prejudice, such as Cecile Burgoyne’s teacher’s attitudes to speaking French.  By weaving together both difficult and easier stories, the exhibit creates a textured history.  This history provides points of contact for reflections on contemporary issues such as the treatment of ethnic minorities in the United States and Lewiston today.

The seminar also grappled with the politics of interpretation.  Following close work with literary theory in the vein of Haraway’s critique of “naturalization,” the team recognized that the final story they aimed to weave would be just one of many possible ways to synthesize Lewiston-Auburn’s past.  However, they considered, by mounting the story on the exhibit they might imply that their interpretation was the one true window into the meaning of the past—like a glass diorama.  After some debate surrounding just how far to take this postmodern critique of history writing and how to represent it in the traveling exhibit, the group decided on a concrete solution.  It would devote a panel of the exhibit to a discussion of the process and the people behind the exhibit.  Over that summer, Scobey and the research interns scripted the panel.  Titled “looking backward,” the panel introduces the viewer to the partnership between Museum L-A, Bates College, and the elders to create the exhibit  This decision indeed contextualizes the rest of the exhibit as made by people—rather than found in “nature”—but it doesn’t cast a relativistic or destabilizing light on the well-researched content to come.  This decision represents an ethic of respect to the exhibit viewer and an open stance for vital deliberation about meaning.

Finally, before moving on from the traveling exhibit, I want to flag an important aspect of the research team’s process.  The team discussed interpretation early and frequently with former mill workers.  Scobey called the group “elders,” intimating his intention for the relationship: that the former mill workers be “key advisors” in weaving the story of the mill workers’ social world.  The research team’s work with the elders modeled commitment to community ownership of the interpretive process.  The student research team met with the elders early and frequently to get feedback on interpretation and research, to solicit interpretation, and to elicit new stories.  The important role that World War II plays in Franco-American identity, for example, came to light in one such meeting in the spring, through dialogue following a personal story about challenging Catholicism while stationed with non-Catholics in Europe.  This process models a commitment to interpretation that includes community voices, as in the Japanese American National Museum and the Lower East Side Tenement Museum.  The traveling exhibits process were shaped, via Scobey’s guidance, by the standards of the current paradigm in museum studies.  In short, the process of developing the traveling exhibit sharpened Museum L-A’s mode of memory, notions of audience, and questions of periodization.  The process would point the Museum to the mission and vision that it articulated in the strategic plan.

Growth and the Strategic Plan
As Museum L-A’s interpretive and research goals were starting to grow and its interpretation was beginning to take form, Museum L-A began to grow in stature and ambition in the national museum community and in Lewiston-Auburn.  The Museum community saw Museum L-A as an exciting example of how to use oral histories and community partnerships to focus on regular people’s lives.  Desgrosseilliers went to national and regional conferences to network and to develop knowledge and skills in the field.  At the conferences, Desgrosseilliers found that other museums were struggling to remain relevant and engaged with community, which had not been a concern of Museum L-A since the mill workers’ reunion.  Excited, many Museum professionals approached Desgrosseilliers to discuss Museum L-A.  Desgrosseilliers reflects that she was delighted at the positive feedback, but surprised that the other museums were struggling with what to her seemed as obvious as focusing on the Franco-American story over the Industrial Revolution.  “They’re just starting to learn that that’s important [that a museum focus on community], and we’re kinda like, already there, to the point where they want me to put in a proposal to speak about it at the next national convention, the next [meeting of the] New England Museum Association.”  Viewed in light of the history of history museums, though, their interest is not surprising.  Neither Museum L-A nor Desgrosseilliers are encumbered by ties to an elite past, as are many established historical institutions in the country: unlike the Museum of the City of New York, Museum L-A has no old New York Interiors starkly clashing with its vision for community engagement.  The Museum was riding high on the new paradigm.

Museum L-A’s growing presence in Lewiston-Auburn and in the national museum field, as well as its growing depth of interpretation, raised the key questions posed in the traveling exhibit and new questions as well:  How will the Museum relate to the community?  How will it be civically engaged?  How will it use programming?  To what extent and how will it change over time?  What geographical region should the Museum focus on?  What historical lens of analysis would it use?  How would it manage its collections?  What is the Museum’s relationship to the economic revitalization of Lewiston-Auburn?  How will the Museum manage the work of Epstein’s consortium?  How will the Museum fund itself?  How will the Museum develop marketing communication?  To answer these questions, the board committed the Museum to critically reflecting on its mission and vision in late summer of 2006: it hired E. Verner Johnson and Associates, a museum planning and design firm, to develop a strategic plan.  

A strategic plan entails articulating concise statements of vision and mission.  Articulating these statements required the stakeholders in Museum L-A to verbalize and deliberate their notions of the mission and vision of the Museum.  Cultural non-profit consultant Laura Roberts, contracting for E. Verner Johnson and Associates, convened a subcommittee of the board of directors and interested community members to deliberate the plan.  Roberts also facilitated a broad-based survey of ideas about the mission and vision of the Museum in Lewiston-Auburn through community interviews, to gather ideas to bring to bear in deliberations.  The final product was a richer and clearer vision of Museum L-A’s role in Lewiston-Auburn:

The Museum of Labor and Industry strengthens community and connections between generations by documenting and celebrating the economic, social, and technological legacy of L-A and its people.
The Museum of Labor and Industry will chronicle the history of work, industry and community in Lewiston and Auburn; serve as a community gathering place; create engaging learning experiences; and contribute to the civic, cultural, and economic revitalization of L-A.
I unpack the key questions and issues embedded in these statements of mission and vision to close this chapter.  I only represent the issues in the strategic planning process that significantly reveal how Lewiston-Auburn has shaped Museum L-A or that bear directly on how Museum L-A will shape Lewiston-Auburn.  I note, too, that strategic planning did not explicitly consider the metanarrative of the Museum—so the traveling exhibit still stands as the best prototype for the metanarrative Museum L-A will tell.  I consider the questions of audience, programming, and civic engagement, as a lens for the Museum’s emerging relationship to community.

 Museum L-A’s notion of its audience is emerging over time, in iterated conversations.  The strategic plan identifies “local people,” “the community as a whole,” and “visitors”; other conversations, such as those in the seminar and in deliberations of the board on audience, have identified categories such as “insiders” and “outsiders.”   Important audience groups emerge repeatedly from a number of discussions.  They appear to be those who personally relate to the Museum’s story (“owners of the story”); those who live with people who personally relate to the story but do not relate to it themselves (“local non-owners”); and outsiders to the story (“visitors”).  Conversations about “owners of the story” have included former textile mill and shoe factory workers, Franco-Americans, and also contemporary workers in industry and other members of the French Diaspora.  Local non-owners have been the business community and middle-class, non-immigrant citizens of Lewiston-Auburn.  School children span “owners of the story” and “local non-owners,” understandably.  Visitors have been mostly approached in marketing terms: cultural tourists, those hunting for the “Maine experience,” Bates College parents, et cetera.  Though the categories are still up for debate, an important insight about the Museum’s conception of community in Lewiston-Auburn is latent in them.  The Museum identifies both those whom its story represents and whom it does not represent as an important categories to investigate and serve.  It aims to serve outsiders to the community as well, but it looks to them in marketing terms, implying that they exist in an individuated, non-impacting way.  This orientation positions the Museum in a particular way in the community with regards to multiculturalism: it shows that the Museum envisions a broad community in Lewiston-Auburn of which all residents are a part, but that there is an important distinction between those who are directly tied to the city’s industrial and labor history and those who are not.

The strategic plan represents the Museum’s thoughts about its role in the community explicitly.  It shows that the Museum aims to practice and to foster civic engagement in Lewiston-Auburn and to challenge the boundaries between the Museum and the community.  The third goal of the strategic plan, in fact, is to advance Lewiston-Auburn’s civic agenda: 

Since its creation ten years ago, Museum L-A has exemplified what museums term “civic engagement” – the idea that museums need to be active participants in their communities – and that commitment is reflected in the Museum’s mission statement. This idea of museum as community agent, using its collections and expertise outside as well as inside its building, reflects museum leaders’ understanding that stewardship of collections carries with it an obligation for public service and recognition of the power of our work to strengthen community.

This reflection—which would not have been possible to write 40 years ago because of the recent emergence of the concepts that it employs—synthesizes the history of the young museum that I’ve attempted to convey in this chapter.  It represents Desgrosseilliers’ and the board’s emphasis on the former mill workers at the mill workers reunions and Epstein’s persistent interest in the Franco-American community.  What it means for the Museum to be civically engaged, to be a “community agent,” however, is still up for discussion.  I described to one board member my idea that the Museum will be a center for democratic engagement.  He responded that he didn’t think the Museum would do anything that grandiose.  However, there is clearly consensus that one civic role of the Museum will be to strengthen the bond between generations in the community whose parents and grandparents grew up in the world of the mills and factories.  Indeed, the Museum’s articulated mission entails strengthening “connections between generations.”   I interpret and argue Museum L-A’s role in civic engagement in Chapter Five.

Another question of practice serves as an addendum to the strategic plan’s consideration of the Museum’s role in the community.  The question is, how will the Museum change with time?  Roberts introduced the idea of a “delta museum” to the committee on the strategic plan.  A delta museum changes fluidly to meet the needs of the community it serves.  For example, Roberts explains, if Museum L-A were “delta” it could respond to a rash of school violence with an interpretive exhibit about fights between French and Irish schoolchildren, within weeks.  Beyond a mere technique in contemporary museum design, a “delta” orientation reflects institutional commitment to a vital relationship with a community.  Roberts argues that the historical house museums that characterized the colonial revival movement were vibrant community gathering places at their inception, as captured in the broad-based grassroots support they drew in their projects of nation building.  However, Roberts notes, these organizations became prosaic and “gloomy” (she references Dana’s language) when national interests and concerns shifted in the 1930s, leaving the museums behind.  Roberts cautions Museum L-A against becoming “Museum L-A: the Museum of Mill Work and Franco-American Heritage”; the categories are important now, but they may be less so in twenty years.  To establish Museum L-A as a delta museum, then, would be to institutionalize serving the community by telling history, rather than of serving the story tellers alone.  The board of directors at Museum L-A did not adopt the language of “delta museum” in the strategic plan, but it did commit to changing frequently in order to stay relevant in the community, reflecting the more open stance.

Programming is another lens for the Museum’s commitment to community.  Programming is coupled with the ongoing question of civic engagement.  Desgrosseilliers instructs speakers in the series to deliver prepared their narratives, whether architectural or environmental narratives, but to take them right up to the present.  Desgrosseilliers desires for the speakers to confront the audience with their role in Lewiston-Auburn as citizens who see themselves as history makers who are “not just sleeping here.”  I argue that if Museum L-A is to stimulate citizens to be more involved in the democratic process, it must have programs focused on dialogue as well as lectures.  The deliberation on programming is just beginning in the Museum.  I take up this question in more detail after theorizing the Museum’s impact on Lewiston-Auburn.

In the previous two chapters, I narrated and interpreted key aspects of the evolving history of history museums as cultural institutions and the ways in which the social history of Lewiston-Auburn lead to a desire for social memory.  This chapter has charted the ways in which both of those factors shaped the emergence of Museum L-A.  That is, I have worked to show how society influenced the creation of a local history museum.  As it has emerged over the last ten years, however, Museum L-A has in turn shaped Lewiston-Auburn.  The mill workers’ reunion reunited generations and renewed the workers’ sense of pride, in addition to providing the impetus for the Museum’s growth.  The next two chapters focus on the cultural and political role of the Museum in Lewiston and Auburn, both in the present and potentially in the future.  Chapter Four develops a theoretical framework with which to examine the Museum’s impact on Lewiston-Auburn, and Chapter Five uses the framework to interpret the actual and possible work of the Museum.

Chapter Four: Theorizing the Impact of a Community History Museum

Social relations create a history museum.  In the pressure cooker of political and social forces, the desire to tell a particular story gains temperature until the desire and the story take form as architecture, exhibits, curatorial practices, objects, and programs, in a place significantly located in the social geography of a community.  The story that the Museum tells, its practices, and physical form in turn reshape the community.  Good stories are powerful: they connect the myriad details of our experience, which otherwise appear arbitrary, in a meaningful arc of narrative.  As such, the stories told by important public cultural institutions like museums powerfully influence the way that we see and live in our social world, defining whom we identify with and what we consider good and bad.  Stories even influence what parts of the social world we are not aware of: while they highlight parts of our community life they efface others.  The physical form and practices of museums further shape the impact of the narratives they present in ways not possible with verbal forms alone, and they create a unique opportunity for social interactions.  Architecture frames and reinforces the meaning of the narratives it houses and gives cues about how to interact in the Museum.  The experiential, interactive exhibits emphasized in contemporary museums engage the senses.  Curators guide inquiry and conversation.  Objects, as storehouses of social relations, animate the narrative (“this is the weaver’s hook that my grandfather made”); and programming provides an occasion to engage.  To understand the impact of Museum L-A—the way that it impacts the community that brought it into being—we must understand the impact of story telling in tandem with the impact of its practices and physical form.

The Impact of Narratives

When I drove into Lewiston-Auburn for the first time five years ago, to visit Bates College, the cities were invisible to me.  I only saw buildings and street signs.  Then, however, a friend told me the story of Morgan McDuffie’s murder: McDuffie, a Bates student, had been killed by a Lewiston resident, stabbed brutally on the sidewalk.  Why?  When I arrived as a student at Bates, with the story hanging in my imagination, I also heard stories about the economic depression following the closure of the mills.  These stories fell into place to explain the murder: the killers must have been resentful of students’ wealth; they got in a fight with McDuffie because he represented the college.  Now the city took form for me, as a dangerous and sad place.  Bigger narratives about cities and social class that I had been hearing all of my life amplified that conclusion: stories about the decay and danger of cities in books, on TV, and at dinner in my home.  Jogging back to campus, later that year, my running shoes slapping on pavement wet from melting snow, a kid shouted at me.  I whipped my head around to see him.  A snowball he’d thrown skittered off to the left of me, and he was getting ready to throw another.  I felt disgusted by him, and a little terrified, so I ran faster.  Though I’d thrown snowballs at cars as a boy myself, I experienced this boy through the story I had heard about Morgan McDuffie’s murder.

The power of the story of the murder was that it highlighted those events that suggested Bates’ innocence and the residents’ culpability.  Further, it omitted events that suggested the opposite.  Historian William Cronon notes that powerful stories make powerful meanings by just such arrangement of details.  “Narrative succeeds to the extent that it hides discontinuities, ellipses, and contradictory experiences that would undermine the intended meaning of its story,” writes Cronon, “A powerful narrative reconstructs common sense to make the contingent seem determined and the artificial seem natural.” A story teller exercises power and politics, whether intentionally or not, in the process of selecting which voices appear in the story and which do not.   I have since learned that there are multiple versions of McDuffie’s murder story.  In one, a group of Bates students start a fight that ends in McDuffie’s stabbing. If I had heard this story, though it is just as tragic, I would not have been concerned about walking in Lewiston.  A primary impact of community story telling, then, is to bring the audience (and the storyteller) into the reality that the narrator conveys.  Of course, the audience may resist, and mobilize arguments or counter-stories in response—in fact, such deliberation is a key part of how communities define their values and identities—but effective stories do nothing short of shaping the imagination.

History museums, as repositories and providers of stories, then, are powerful social and political actors.  As history museums have evolved over the past century (the process I sketched in Chapter One) the stories that they presented changed with them.  In the traditional museum, national identity was an especially important socially and politically charged story.  Recall the work of Colonial Williamsburg’s narrative of nation in the first half of the 20th century, which made invisible working class unrest.  With the emergence of more recent institutions, museums that proliferate in narrative focus and hold more democratic processes of interpretation, exhibits tell stories that expand and complicate the definition of American citizenship.  One such story, from New York City’s Lower East Side Tenement Museum, is that of Victoria Confino.  Victoria Confino was a Sephardic Jew who immigrated to the United States with her family in the 1913, fleeing religious persecution.  A settlement house helped Victoria Confino’s family find a home in New York City’s Lower East Side.  The settlement house was a reform organization that, along with offering material service, encouraged immigrant families to adopt middle-class habits in the United States.  Whereas settlement workers might have wanted to present Victoria’s story as one of Americanization and middle-class authority, the Lower East Side Tenement House Museum told a counter-story, one that mobilizes an intimate portrait of Victoria’s life against the institutions’ qualifications on her claims to citizenship.  Details such as her use of the coin-operated gas system show Victoria to be savvy about the economics of the tenement house.  The portrait also shows that Victoria used wry humor to maintain her sense of identity.  In this story, the depth of Victoria’s humanity and her eagerness to live a good life in America undermine and oppose forces that would cast her as anything less than a complete citizen.  The story shows, then, not only Victoria’s eminent worth as a citizen, but also a degree of blindness and paternalism in organizations that worked to change her.  The tension present in the story undermines similar efforts today, and thus makes space for broader notions of who will be counted as American citizens.  This oppositional story designates the Lower East Side Tenement Museum as a new sort of institution, one that will expand the categories of American citizenship.

Victoria Confino’s story encourages its audience to expand its imagination of who constitute “we the people.”   The story suggests that immigrants need not assimilate to middle-class reformers’ standards of becoming American (the “melting pot” vision of American citizenship), but rather may maintain their ethnic distinctiveness and still enjoy the status of “American” legally and, perhaps more profoundly, in others’ regard.  Victoria Confino’s story encourages its audience to think of immigrants as stakeholders in a more complicated deliberation about policy and practices in the United States, with stories of their own to contribute and perhaps to be commemorated later in museums.  The power of stories to shape the way that groups deliberate with each other is central to understanding the role of the stories that history museums tell—for, as the anecdote of my first impressions of Lewiston-Auburn shows, stories about the past powerfully shape community life in the present.  To understand the power of stories to shape how groups define and engage the community, however, we must first understand deliberative practice in general, and the role of cultural institutions like museums in shaping deliberative practice more particularly.

Historical Narratives and the Theory of the Public Sphere

How do people participate in decisions about policies, practices, social values, and identity that affect them?  Political theorist Jürgen Habermas frames this issue as a question about the “structure of the public sphere.”   The public sphere, in Habermas’ conception, is a realm for discourse on issues that concern citizens of a political body such as a nation.  The public sphere is the “space of deliberation,” physically or figuratively, in which citizens of the political body produce a common “public opinion” that can affect governmental decisions and policies.  Habermas championed a particular model (or “structure”) of this space of deliberation that he termed the “bourgeois public sphere.”   Habermas argued that this space of deliberation emerged in intellectual circles in the western world in the same era as the fall of monarchies in the 17-19th centuries.  In the bourgeois public sphere, all of the private citizens of a nation (or other political society) are free to participate in the deliberations that take place in the public sphere, under the conditions of “rational-critical debate.”   In rational-critical debate, political opinions relevant to public policy are tested and refined on the basis of sound reasoning and iterative deliberation.  In this special place of deliberation, participants check their prejudices at the door and judge opinions by merit of the argument and not by the status of the speaker.  The best opinions manifest in the will of the group, and (given the rise of democratic political institutions in place of autocracies) the will of the group manifests in change.  Habermas is clear in his theorizing that the “space” of such critical debate is not in the state, nor in privacy, but in the realm of civil society.  In civil society, participants are free to communicate with whomever they choose, assess state policies, and build the political will to contradict them.

Habermas’ framework is important for history museums in the 21st century because it offers a nuanced way of thinking about “the public” whom history museums host and whom they increasingly strive to serve.  The framework allows museum practitioners to ask, how do history museums shape the way that people experience, make sense of, and perhaps deliberate issues that affect us all?  This question will be important for Museum L-A in particular because it has made the pursuit of civic revitalization an increasingly important part of its vision, as I discussed in the previous chapter.  Habermas’ framework applies to Museum L-A, as neither a private nor state institution.  Habermas’ framework, I argue, can help the Museum fulfill its ambitions, as well.  Having a shared understanding of the history of a community can be important ground for good relating and communicating—even when members of the community disagree.

To illustrate why historical understanding and civil dialogue—cultural institutions and Habermas’ public sphere—need to come together, let me tell another story.  When I was conducting research for Museum L-A in the Lewiston Public Library, a man approached me and said he could tell that I was a Bates student from looking at me.  I didn't know what to say.  He told me that Bates College needed to start paying property taxes and a lot of people were sick of them taking advantage of the town.  Affronted and confused, I tried to engage him about the issue, but I didn’t know the facts or what my position was.  I withdrew from the conversation.  Tremendous energy had been present at the moment, and a common discussion of the history of Bates’ relationship with the Twin Cities could have channeled that energy into a discussion.  Instead, the moment passed with a strained look and no goodbye.  Perhaps Bates should change its financial duties to Lewiston-Auburn, or perhaps not; my point is that the man and I could not find common ground to talk about it.  In Habermas’ terms, the lack of a robust public sphere kept us from engaging productively.

New York’s Tenement Museum represents a good model of a history museum that actively seeks to energize the public sphere by bringing history to bear in present-day community-building and policy deliberations.  The Victoria Confino story and others like it unmistakably evoke contemporary political and social questions, such as immigration policy.  In fact, the Tenement Museum is a member (and the convener) of the International Coalition of Historical Site Museums of Conscience, an organization explicitly dedicated to ensuring social justice through the use of history.  As a member site, the Tenement Museum explicitly commits to using the presentation of the past as a way to convene civic dialogue about the present, in ways that are apparent in the stories it tells and the programming that it offers (as I discuss when I address programming below).

Moreover, the content of the Confino story and others like it provide a body of stories that might strengthen the relationship between new immigrants and older American citizens; in Victoria Confino’s story, the young woman’s charm, humility, and struggle provides the visitor a sense of identification with present-day immigrants, by way of extension from the historical example; the exposition of the low-grade paternalism in the settlement house provides a resource for working across difference by implicitly asking the visitor to inspect his or her assumptions about immigrants’ needs.  Historian and political theorist Robert Putnam offers a category that is helpful in appreciating history museums’ contributions of content to a community.  Putnam discusses “social capital”: cultural productions that help us relate.  He identifies two subcategories: “bonding” and “bridging” social capital.  Bonding social capital unites members of a community by showing their common interests, values, experiences, suffering, etc.  Bridging social capital helps members of a community relate across differences by understanding of historical inequalities in a relationship, knowledge of special holidays and customs, words of greeting in the others’ language, etc.  Social capital facilitates community trust and cooperation.
  Victoria Confino’s story offers both bridging and bonding social capital in the relationship between established American citizens and new immigrants.  As illustrated by the Tenement Museum, history museums have a critical role in the way members of a community deliberate and identify, via the stories they tell; Habermas’ framework helps us understand their impact by specifying the texture of democratic deliberation.

All this said, there is something missing from Habermas’ conception of the public sphere.  One might argue that the most powerful work of Victoria Confino’s story is to shape the structure of the public sphere, by the creation of social capital.  The story grants immigrant voices entrée to American public discourse without compromising their identity.  The story changes the way in which the visitor might deliberate with an immigrant, and so changes the public sphere.  And yet, Habermas’ framework can’t detect this impact of Victoria Confino’s story.  This is due to a shortcoming in the framework.  Habermas assumes that people are able to bracket and discard their prejudices and evaluate opinions with reason alone; he assumes that all may access the conversation if legally allowed.  Under this assumption, if Victoria Confino or other immigrants like her have difficulty communicating with a resident, it is due to the immigrant’s shortcomings as a rational thinker or speaker.  Language clearly poses an obstacle to this assumption but, more significantly, modes of conversation and American cultural notions about immigrants’ competency stand as barriers to effective deliberation.  Thus, and for additional reasons that I pose soon, feminist critics such as Nancy Fraser have challenged and re-framed Habermas’ ideal form of the public sphere.  Such critics propose a better form to be a collection of multiple, conflicting, public spheres.  This conception may be the most helpful model for thinking about history museums in a diverse democracy because it creatively accounts for our differences and inequalities.

Feminist critics such as Fraser take issue with a number of Habermas’ assumptions.  Fraser critique Habermas’ assumptions

1) that participants can suspend differences and inequalities and deliberate as if equals, in spite of cultural forces;

2) that one comprehensive public body is preferable to a multitude;

3) and that “private” issues should not be deliberated

Fraser observes that all conversations adhere to culturally-specific discursive norms.  That is, that participants in a conversation always hold each other to standards of communication that they’ve synthesized from the world of stories, images, practices, etc. that constitute their cultural background.  Fraser observes additionally that, in a conversation attended by participants from diverse backgrounds and stratified power relations, the discursive norms of the socially privileged inevitably dominate, and so silence the underprivileged.

Those participants from underrepresented cultural backgrounds find themselves subject to standards of interaction that they are not versed in, and so they stumble in participation.  They would have to compromise themselves in order to participate in the conversation, or invent ways to subvert its norms.  When they speak in the ways that they are most familiar with, they come across as base and unfit, regardless of anyone’s intentions.  Such is the power of culture.  Rather than working to secure them voice in the conversation, Habermas’ assumption of equality of voice among “rational” participants in public deliberation makes the dominated appear inept: for, the logic runs, if they were not inept, they would be able to join the conversation.  As Fraser argues, Habermas’ assumption that legal access implies social access in fact privileges the participation of the socially powerful and obstructs the participation of the socially marginalized—opposite Habermas’ intentions for power-neutral deliberation.  The inequalities that get ignored operate on the lines of race, gender, class, ethnicity, immigrant status, religion, sexual orientation, etc.  Like an ingeniously-crafted story, the assumption renders invisible the very real boundaries to participation faced by people like Victoria Confino.

Discursive norms are just one cultural barrier, however, to the full participation of people who might otherwise have legal access to public conversation.  The extent to which participants consider others in the community as sharing the traits that imply membership in the community—and therefore make them worthy of serious consideration—shapes which voices get included or excluded in deliberation as well.  Narratives that expand the definition of “human” or “American,” such as Victoria Confino’s, expand the limits of participation.  However, if history is any guide, certain social groups or categories get constructed as off limits from participation as equal members regardless of efforts to bracket and counter biases.  For example, Linda Ringuette recalls with disgust and confusion that a co-worker in one of the textiles mills in the 1970s took hormones to grow breasts: “the guys all hated him because they knew about him and they didn't want nothin' to do with it,” she remembered.  It’s ludicrous to think that Ringuette, or other citizens who see gender performance through dominant American scripts of male- and female-ness, could absolutely bracket such powerfully negative responses.  And yet such would be required to conduct a substantive conversation with this person.  Therefore, the critique concludes, we should not assume this sort of parity in access at all, but instead find creative ways to work within a stratified community.

Critics such as Fraser analyze two further assumptions in Habermas’ model, in their work to imagine a counter-model.  Habermas assumes, they argue, that one comprehensive public body is preferable to a multitude of publics, and that “private” issues should not be deliberated in the public sphere.  Yet, if public deliberations were strictly limited to one comprehensive forum, then people’s political thoughts would be limited to communication that strictly adhered to the norms of and membership in that forum.  As we’ve seen, those norms would favor the powerful.  Further, if political conversation were restricted to a single, comprehensive forum, then dominated groups would have no occasion for discourse free from the inspection of the dominant group.  If we assume that some desires of dominated groups fly against those of the dominant group, then the problem is clear.  The ideas and political energy of the group would have no occasion to develop autonomously, with their own language.  They would stay inchoate, below words.  To take the example of my encounter about Bates’ tax status: it would appear that the man who approached me in the public library had refined his ideas in the company of others, because he referred to his interest as “we.”  His political thoughts were not inchoate, but rather very well formed, perhaps owing to work at the ideas with others downtown.

Against such a vision of a single, comprehensive public sphere, theorists like Fraser propose the deliberate formation of a multitude of publics.  In this vision, citizens gather in groups according to their identities and desires to form political opinions and muster political will.  Discursive norms in the deliberations are still determined through complex cultural negotiations, but because the conversations draw a more homogeneous group, the norms are more likely to match the participants’ cultural backgrounds.  These “counter-publics,” clarifies Fraser, are not enclaves.  Rather, people claim multiple memberships, create new publics, and migrate between publics.  Further, the publics do not exist separately from other publics.  In Fraser’s vision, publics engage in vital exchange, especially when multiple groups struggle over a common dilemma.

This theory of multiple, permeable publics better approximates the social reality I observe in Lewiston-Auburn.  The Textile Workers Union, which organized in the Lewiston mills during and after World War II, serves as an example of a public formed to incubate the political thoughts of dominated people.  It was not as if workers were absolutely oppressed or unheard without the union, or that they absolutely subscribed to the union’s agenda when they were members of it; rather, workers’ relationships to the union varied.  What was constant was that mill workers could enter the union hall and form their own thoughts about how life was for them in the mill.  There they would reach consensus and they would advocate for their position.  Sometimes the conclusions diverged from the interests of the company.  The important question became, how would these class-based groups interrelate?  The union and the company modeled relationships through formal meetings and correspondence.

Fraser also advocates that we eschew the public/private divide that Habermas espouses.  She notes that the category “private” consistently obscures issues that would imbalance power if brought into the light of public deliberation.  For example, notes Fraser, domestic violence was understood to be a private matter in the United States before the late 20th century.  As such, it was not open to discursive scrutiny and political action.  To examine the causes of domestic violence on television, say, in the 1950s, would have aroused ire for trespassing on what was understood to be the private turf of the home.  Thus, domestic abuse could not be discussed as a condition endemic to U.S. social relations—as an indication of the systematic oppression of women—but only as a personal problem in a relationship between two people.  Therefore, Fraser advocates, social groups must have leeway to determine what they would like to broach in the larger conversation, independently of notions about the importance of manners.  They must be allowed this, or the latent force of dominant culture will determine what may be spoken.  A civically-minded history museum such as Museum L-A must be aware of this critique and walk the line with insight, so that a diverse array of stories may be voiced.

Read together, Habermas’ framework and his critical re-working by feminists such as Nancy Fraser provide a good model for understanding the role that structure and culture play in the democratic process.  Habermas illuminates how citizens reflect and reach decisions about common problems, and in doing so shows the need for a “civil space”—such a history museum.  Fraser’s critique of Habermas and her call for a multitude of permeable counter-publics updates Habermas’ vision to take into account differences and inequalities.  Good history museums play a vital role in the creation of the structure of the public sphere, whether they make it or to break it, because they tell stories of the past powerfully.  History museums that share the democratic aspirations of recent museum theory do and must work to mobilize narratives of the past as democratic resources of the present.  This story telling work lies at the heart of history museums’ ability to foster the public sphere.

The Public Sphere and History Museums’ Architecture, Exhibits, Location, and Programming

History museums have the power to render narratives deeply for their visitors.  In addition to presenting significant stories, history museums bring the narrative to the visitor in ways not possible in through verbal forms alone.  History museums tell stories through all of the visitor’s senses, and they do it in ways that evoke more social relationships in a moment than a verbal story can in many sentences.  By augmenting narratives in this way, a civically minded history museum such as Museum L-A can make its democratic meaning powerfully.  Also, a number of history museums of the new paradigm in museum studies bring community members together to talk about the themes stirred in the Museum.  Such practices allow for the contestation and engagement of the Museum’s meaning; they also provide an occasion for the civil deliberations essential for a democratic public sphere.

Architecture has the power to enact the dramatic unfolding of the narrative in the body of the visitor.  The permanent exhibit in the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum begins on the fourth floor of the building and winds down to the ground level.  The walk begins in the late 1930s, during the escalation of Nazi aggression.  The visitor walks through a bridge in a tower of photographs (see figure one).  The photographs depict vibrant Jewish life in the shtetl of Eishishok, free at the time.  The visitor continues downstairs.  As the exhibit unfolds, the visitor understands the scope of the Final Solution and learns that the people of the shtetl of Eishishok were massacred by Nazi forces.  The visitor walks through the tower of photographs again, then, two stories lower but in the same vertical space.  The faces are just as vibrant, but one perceives tragedy in the second visit.  The architecture creates this impression by enacting the inversion of the meaning of vibrancy that accompanied descent into the Holocaust.  It weaves this meaning without the use of words.

Programming impacts narratives by engaging the participant/audience member/visitor with the story in a new way.  Programming ranges from seminars and workshops to galas and concerts.  To compliment its exhibit New York Divided: Slavery and the Civil War, for example, the New-York Historical Society held a series of Tuesday concerts of spirituals and gospel music.  The Abyssinian Baptist Gospel Choir held one such performance.  To preface each piece, the choir’s conductor, the conductor, gave a sketch of the piece’s significance in the history of slavery.  She asked that the audience to use their imagination to step into each piece.  Being in the hall adjacent to New York Divided, the significance of each piece was clear, and I wept.  The spirituals had the context they needed in order to be understood as works of resistance, rather than abstracted folk music; and the history of slavery had the emotional immediacy it needed in order to be understood in a new degree of depth.

Curatorial practices have the power to direct the visitor’s attention and imagination through the pressure of personal relationships.  The Tenement Museum shows its exhibits by tour only.  The tour of Victoria Confino’s story starts on in front of the partially restored tenement house on 97 Orchard Street, in Manhattan’s Lower East Side.  The tour guide welcomes the visitors and explains that he, in fact, is a representative from the settlement house here to help us find an apartment and find our way in America.  The representative tells the new family that he’s arranged to take them on a tour of the tenement house at 97 Orchard, so that they can determine if they would like to live there.  The tour troops into the building.  “I arranged for Victoria Confino to show you her apartment today,” he explains, “please know that we’re not paying her, she’s doing this because we helped her in the past.”
“Yes?” Says Victoria, from inside the apartment. 
The representative explains why the family is here.  “One moment,” she says.  The group is silent as they wait for Victoria to open the door.  The moment draws out.  A feeling of humility and gratitude descends.  When I went on the tour, this was when I understood that I’d have to step outside myself to comprehend life in the tenement house.  Victoria opens the door, looks the family over, and tells them they can come in.  But she tells them she doesn’t have much time because she’s mending shirts for her father.

The curators have thrust the visitors into the story, pushing them as far as they can past temporal and cultural boundaries.  The visitors have come along, playfully, and they’ve been astounded by what they’ve seen.  They did not have the chance to protest, or to elude the meaning of the story, because it stared at them with human eyes, daring them not to attend.  The Tenement Museum’s location in Manhattan is a significant part of the Museum’s story telling as well.  Coming off the subway, the visitor moves through a neighborhood of stark contrasts: the wide boulevard of Houston Street gives way to narrow streets dark with the shadows cast by crowded tenements.  “The immigrant experience is real today,” the place says in concert with the Museum.  Museum L-A is well situated to use its place in Lewiston-Auburn, in one of the former textile mills, to strong narrative ends.

History museums’ objects also lend status and weight to a story.  The weaver’s hook sitting on a counter in Museum L-A has a magnetic aura.  It is not merely a thin strip of metal attached to an ergonomic handle: get someone talking and it is the worker’s sense of pride; it is also his or her exertion to craft bedspreads for buyers across the country whom they haven’t met, and it is the autonomy from their parents they find by work in the mills, or service to their family through their income.  Similarly, the Tenement Museum’s 97 Orchard Street, as an object, glows with the decades of stories layered in its walls.

History museums also have clout that comes from their history as elite institutions.  Once they have a glossy brochure with a floor plan, a gift shop, and a beautifully printed sign in front of their building, they lend this clout to their stories.  In doing so, the stories transform from colloquial history to official History.  They represent at least that a powerful person or group of people stand behind the institution; they represent subscription to a professional code of behavior; they represent fidelity to “the facts”; now, in the 21st century, to be a history museum means commitment to education and civic engagement, and probably the improvement of the nation.  In this place designated as a “museum,” if you picked up a pebble and put it on a pedestal, you’d create a universe of questions about the life of the mineral.  These institutions lend stories, including those in the form of objects, the status, “significant.”   Such is the power of museums, to be used in the service of the stories they tell.

The Impact of Museum Form and Practices on the Structure of the Public Sphere

Many history museums attract such a diverse group of visitors that they function as a point of intersection for multiple social groups.  That is, to focus our attention on the structure of the public sphere, they function as an intersection point for multiple publics.  Since the paradigm change that began in the 1970s, history museums have sought to become accessible to, and to tell stories relevant to the experience of, a broad cross-section of society.  The intersecting space that history museums pose houses power to shape the interrelationship of publics.  Some museums provide an occasion for deliberation and the creation of knowledge relevant to relating to the other that attends deliberation (“bridging social capital”).  Moreover, intersection under the roof of a history museum is distinct from intersection under the auspices of other institutions that draw diverse attendance.  Different interactions are possible in a history museum, for example, than in a shopping mall.  Though the same people might be present as in a history museum, in a mall they conduct their interactions in relation to a vision of the value of commerce; in a history museum, people conduct their interactions in relation to their expectations for a history museum and to the meaning of the particular institution.  They also bring with them their relationship to the past: their curiosity about it and the ways that they use it to shape their world views and identities in the present.

The Tenement Museum poses intersections between diverse groups in a middle-class museum-going public, and between Lower East Side residents.  The Tenement Museum provides a complicated and wonderful model for engagement at 97 Orchard Street.  It has one operation for the middle-class museum visitors and one for the immigrant residents of the Lower East Side.  Middle-class museum visitors come in on tours to the Museum such as the one to the Confino's apartment.  After the tours, they are invited to participate in a “kitchen conversation.”   The conversations are facilitated by a museum staff member.  The staff member pushes the participants to identify the contemporary resonances of the exhibit, such as immigration issues.  The facilitator is equipped with information to contextualize the contemporary question and therefore bracket any hot tempers that arise.  That is, the kitchen conversations are designed to engender constructive, responsive, deliberation on contemporary questions in light of their historical contrasts and parallels.  The dialogue catalyzes the political and social transformative power latent in the Tenement Museum’s stories and exhibits.

The philosophy behind the kitchen conversation reflects the commitment of the Coalition of Historical Site Museums of Conscience (of which the Tenement Museum is a member).  The Coalition urges its sites to stage “democratic dialogs” in the special space of imagination and attention to social history following a tour.  The conversations at the Tenement Museum indeed take place in a kitchen in 97 Orchard, with cookies on the table.  This setting plays a significant role in the nature of the deliberation, shedding light on the importance of architecture and design.  The National Center for the Preservation of Democracy is inspired by the same Greek thoughts about public forum that resonate in Habermas’ conception of the bourgeois public sphere.  Reflecting its vision, the center designed its space for deliberation to resemble a senate chamber.  This setting privileges “rational-critical” debate.  It suggests oratorical standards of discourse (that rings eloquently in the vaulted ceilings); and signals the space as formal, and so demarcates the boundaries of what's up for conversation according to the dominant public/private divide.  In contrast, the kitchen, replete with cookies, disarms the visitor.  It relaxes the standards of discourse to those that would take place around the kitchen table: fewer orations.  Also, it redefines the limits of acceptable content for the conversation.  Domestic violence, one Fraser's sticking points with Habermas, for example, is reasonable to discuss here because the domestic world is the territory in which the dialogue occurs.

The Museum goes further with its use of programming—an extension I’ll detail here because it might be of use in programming for old and new immigrants at Museum L-A.  The Tenement Museum offers modified tours and workshops to Lower East Side’s new immigrants.  The companion program to the Confino tour, for example, is “Our Immigration Histories: Telling Our Stories.”   In this program, participants prepare presentations about their own culture and experience of immigration in response to Victoria Confino’s story.  The process is aimed at the Tenement Museum’s mission of exploring contemporary immigration issues and the program’s goal of teaching civics.  One wonders if the immigrants’ interpretations become part of the Museum’s interpretation of the Victoria Confino story; such a practice would connect the new immigrants to the established resident visitors even without face-to-face conversation.  This might allow for special exchange because language would not be an issue.  This hypothetical practice is one way that history museums might meet Fraser’s challenge to imagine new ways for social groups (publics) to interrelate.  In summary, the Tenement Museum indicates the ingenious and subtle methods that history museums can employ.  These methods influence the way that people relate together and make meaning out of social questions that bear on questions of policy and practice.  The result can be a space open to the sorts of diversity, conflict, and public experience that critics see as excluded in Habermas’ “rational-critical” sphere of debate.

I’ve argued that history museums have significant power to shape the way in which different groups within a community relate.  Through sophisticated stories told in innovative, often non-verbal forms and through dynamic programming, museums can create the special space for free, generative, deliberation imagined by Habermas.  By presenting nuanced, polyvocal stories, hosting multiple publics, and anticipating inequalities, they can work to enfranchise a multitude as participants in the democratic process.  We’ve seen how Museum L-A was shaped by Lewiston-Auburn; this new framework enables us to understand how the Museum might shape Lewiston-Auburn in return, with an eye towards the Museum’s goal of fostering civic engagement.
Chapter Five: The Role of Museum L-A in Lewiston-Auburn

Understanding Museum L-A’s potential to enrich community life in Lewiston-Auburn requires understanding those aspects of Lewiston-Auburn’s public sphere that Museum L-A can shape.  In general, a community history museum can contribute to the bridging and bonding social capital between groups in a community; it can shape the identity of groups in a community and of the community as a whole; and it can create a space for deliberation that matches its vision of civic engagement.  Museum L-A, in particular, can do all of these things in Lewiston-Auburn.

Three relationships serve as case studies of Museum L-A’s power to influence the interrelationship and identities of groups in Lewiston-Auburn: relationships between generations in the Franco-American community; relationships between Bates College and Lewiston-Auburn; and relationships between new immigrants and old immigrants. These relationships and social divisions are especially resonant in Lewiston-Auburn, given its ethnic make-up and the importance of Bates as an elite educational institution in a mill town; and of course the question of Bates’ relationship to Lewiston-Auburn is important to this community-based research project.  Yet one might investigate the Museum’s capacity to affect many other relationships, as well.

The Interrelationship of Generations in the Franco-American Community
The social history of the local Franco-American experience, which I discussed in Chapter Two, was one that mixed hardship, resilience, and rapid social change during and after World War II.  As a result, different generations have significantly different identities and different, sometimes conflicting notions of what it means to be Franco-American.  The depression-era generation grew up struggling to get by, working in the mills, in insular French Canadian communities, often working as children or young adults to help bring in money for their families.  The experience of immigration was fresh for them, having either themselves immigrated to escape famine in Québec or been immersed the immigration of new French Canadian families to Lewiston.  Their stories resonate with recollection of hard work and sacrifice.  Their children, whom I’ll call the middle generation, grew up after World War II (in the 1950s-70s) in a world of increasing upward mobility and assimilation and, at the same time, a stigma on French language and identity.  They grew up at a crossroads of Franco-American identity and experience, and so they differ among each other in their notions of the nature of the experience and identity; however, they were unified by their parents’ stories of life and work before World War II.  The grandchildren, whom I’ll refer to as the younger generation, grew up in the 1980s-1990s after the mills had lost their central role in the community through the course of industrial decline.  The younger generation is mixed in its relationship to Franco-American identity and experience as well, but most appear to identify more strongly with a melting-pot American middle class identity.  Most have left Lewiston-Auburn, apparently following this vision.

These different conceptions of and relationships to Franco-American identity and experience are sites for social friction.  Many in the World War II generation, for instance, observe with alarm and frustration that their children and especially grandchildren do not understand the privilege of their (relative) financial stability and, by and large, do not understand the way that members of the oldest generation make meaning of the world.  The Word War II generation is committed to la Survivance, the principle of the continuation of the French Canadian way of life.  A couple recalls:

Mr. Morency

Saint Mary's Church [the Franco-American Heritage Center]. We've been there a few times but we don't speak that much French because our children more or less...

Mrs. Morency

They won't speak French.  They can understand it but they don't speak it.

Mr. Morency

...more and more of the French Canadians are dying out and the children are not that interested in it anymore, see, because even though it is their heritage, they don't use it so they are not as interested in this as we were, you know, with us it was part of our lives and our parents the same thing—it was their life...the French Canadian museum at St. Mary's is not very effective for them because they don't remember any of it.  And even when we came home and told our families what we had done during the day, they weren't interested in those days, you know, 'cause they were much younger.
The Morency’s dialogue captures the commitment and work ethic of the depression generation, values that they seek to pass on to their children.  For the Morencys, The children’s unwillingness to speak French at St. Mary’s is a symbol of cultural drift away from Franco-American life.  Many in the World War II generation instituted programs in their homes to keep their children speaking French in the 1950s to 1970s.  They did this against anti-French language policy in the school system.  Would the children maintain the French language and appear strange at school, or would they embrace English?  The question operates at the level of identity because of the social problems (in the halls of Lewiston High School) that it entails.  Would the children maintain traditional Franco-American identity or would they modify or eschew its terms?

Indeed, although the middle generation is not unified in its relationship to Franco-American identity, it is that generation that has experienced most directly the “crisis of memory” I discussed in Chapter Two: the desire to commemorate a communal way of life and work whose passing they lived through.  Thus a middle-aged man approached me at the second mill workers’ reunion to suggest that the Museum interview his mother.  When I introduced myself to his mother and asked how the Museum should contact her, she told me she didn’t want to have an interview.  Her son urged her to be interviewed, to “be a part of history,” explaining to me that he wanted his son’s children to know what their grandmother was like after both she and he had died.  It is not surprising, then, that the major efforts to transmit Franco-American memory and dignity in Lewiston-Auburn are driven by the middle generation.  Rita Dube, Executive Director of the Franco-American Heritage Center, Rachel Desgrosseilliers of Museum L-A, and Maine Francophone writer Rhea Côté Robbins are all proud children of the World War II generation.  The middle generation remembers when their parents worked hard in the mills.  They may have worked in the mills themselves.  Perhaps this is why their generation represents the strongest efforts to pass their parents’ traditions, knowledge, and identity to the next generation.

Museum L-A and its goals of preserving memory, then, represent not just a community project, but the project of a particular generation within the community.  Moreover, it is particularly aimed at another generation, the younger generation, who seem to be ignorant or drifting away from their past.  If the Museum seeks to tell stories of the past to create “bridging social capital,” it is building a generational bridge.  Crossing the generational boundary is fraught with potential barriers.

Communication itself is presently a barrier to cross-generational relationships.  The language of choice to talk about serious issues has changed from French to English for the grandchildren of the World War II generation. Modes of conversation and held values changed between generations.  The problems are not only linguistic.  The often-underestimated differences between the past and present of Lewiston-Auburn constitute one of the most difficult impediments to communication.  Laurette Drouin notes that the complexity of the industrial process makes it difficult to share stories about work in the mill with those who don’t know the process.  As we sat together in an interview, she traced the shape of a bobbin battery with creased and bent fingers ornamented with rings.  She outlined the process by which she had interfaced it with the shuttle when she worked on the weave room floor.
  She remembered that she had hurried, because the weavers were on piece work
; they would be upset with her if they ran out of fill for the shuttle.  The important social meaning to take from this story—that work on the floor was communal as well as fast paced—is obscured if one doesn’t understand the role of the bobbin, the battery, the shuttle, the fill, the warp.  One must understand workers’ roles in industrial processes in their most particular details in order to understand the meaning of their stories.  Historical knowledge of the difference between the past and the present—bridging social capital—is required for good communication.  Paradoxically, the Museum will create such knowledge by putting generations in dialogue.
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Museum L-A and the Interrelationship of Generations of Franco-Americans

Museum L-A is well positioned to bridge these boundaries and strengthen bonds across generations in the Franco-American community.  It can help to supply the understanding of history that the children and grandchildren need in order to extend their imaginations to Petit Canada and the mill floor. All of the elements discussed in Chapter Four—narrative, physical form (including exhibits), and practices (including programming)—are part of the intergenerational conversation.

The Museum’s narrative is arguably the most important part of the conversation, because it guides the meaning that visitors make of the myriad details in Lewiston-Auburn’s history.  One strong theme that has emerged in collecting, strategic planning discussions, and exhibition research is the change of Franco-American identity and experience in Lewiston-Auburn over time.  The narrative of identity implicit in this research traces the transformation of French-Canadian farmers and peasants into the proud working-class backbone of Lewiston-Auburn’s industrial growth.  Then, after World War II, French Canadians, Americanized, become Franco-Americans and enjoy consumerism and upward mobility.  Soon after, the mills decline and the pillars of community coherence crumble: the Franco-American youth see themselves more as Americans than Franco.  For example, the traveling exhibit script includes a photograph of a wagon going back to Québec during the period of immigration, and photographs of wartime Franco-American patriotism.  This narrative, by showing the changes in Franco-American identity, activates the category for the audience: if asked what it means to be Franco-American, one might respond, “when”?  By making the category historical, this question creates space for conversation between generations about the Franco-American identity and experience.  What might often be discussed as either robust and valuable or out-moded and out-classed is now not entirely either.

Take, for illustration, the story of Cecile Burgoyne.  Cecile grew up in French Acadia, in the town of St. Agatha, Maine.  She lived in the religiously-centered French-speaking town until she was 14, suffering from poverty and famine; then, her family moved to Lewiston, in 1941.  At first, the immigrant family felt rich, free from the famine of Acadia.  However, reality of life as French in Lewiston caught up with Cecile on the first day of Lewiston high school: her teacher laughed at her for her French.  Cecile rarely spoke in school again.  Rather, she embraced work and play in the French-speaking Bates mill, working hard but also running up and down the floors circulating jokes when the machines were running well.  During the war, Cecile worked as a shop steward by day and went to dances at the Brunswick Navy base on nights, to flirt with men from around the country.  Cecile worked for five more years in Lewiston after the war, and then moved to California with friends to try out the west coast.  She worked secretarial banking jobs there for 30 years, and then returned to Lewiston.  At the end of her interview, she recalled St. Agatha and recited the Lord’s prayer into the tape recorder, in French.

Cecile identified differently at different parts of her life.   She began her life as a French Catholic school girl in impoverished, rural, Acadia; then she became an ethnically marginalized French immigrant.  Not static, she enjoined the American wartime ritual of military dances and she stepped into the role of a union representative; and then, she participated in the profoundly American journey west.  Yet all the while she held some French Catholic identity with her, in the form of the prayer.  Cecile’s life cuts across the major themes in the story of Franco-American identity the Museum tells.  Her story might serve as the spark for intergenerational conversation.

The Lower East Side Tenement Museum’s Kitchen Conversations provide a model for dialogic programming that will be useful to Museum L-A in navigating the relationships between different generations of Franco-Americans.  The programming would engage different generations of Franco-Americans in about what it means to be Franco-American.  The design of the forum would suggest that very political issues that are not generally understood to be political, or are kept private—such as the meaning of Franco-American identity—are on the table for deliberation.  Museum L-A might consider facilitating, for example, a special series of inter-generational conversations on the question of Franco-American identity.  The conversations would take place after multi-generational Franco-American visitors have explored the exhibits and so have grasped the material culture of mill work and Franco-American life in years gone by.  They would also have seen that Franco-American identity is dynamic and that major achievements and dignity are associated with it.  The conversations would take place in a redesigned mid-shift break room for example or, if not too politically charged, a recreated union hall.  The facilitator would know the dynamics of the deliberation well and frame interpretations and arguments part of a wider conversation by appealing to the history.

Exhibits will play a very strong role in the creation of historical understanding; they deliver and embody the Museum’s narrative.  The Museum’s exhibits will benefit from the objects in its rich eclectic collection.  Looms, spinning frames, doffers, carders, etc. glow as repositories of knowledge about the social world in the mill, such as Laurette’s relationship to the spinners when she was a battery hand.  Photographs of mill workers at work complement the imaginative work to understand mill practices in action.  This aspect of the photographs is an example of the Museum’s potential to create bridging social capital.  Moreover, some of the Museum’s candid photographs show the full range of the workers’ character, and show them as young adults.
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These photographs invite a skeptical member of the grandchildren’s generation to identify with his or her grandparents when they were his or her age.  Today’s young adults might ask, “I wonder if they were going through some of the same things I am.”  This aspect exemplifies bonding social capital.  The Museum’s collection of letters and other documents lends itself to such work, too.

Yet perhaps the single most important resource for intergenerational story-telling in the Museum is its oral history collection.  To recall, the collection houses over 150 former mill workers’ voices.  Bates students and a professional oral historian conducted the interviews.  The oral history collection will contribute invaluable evidence to future exhibit researchers.  Evidence in the oral histories is rich because it shows emotion, it captures vivid descriptions and nascent social networks, and it provides insights about memory among former mill workers in Lewiston-Auburn.  For example, former mill worker Edwina Foster reflected:

I think it’s sad that there aren’t any more mills.  They had really good work and we can’t pass it down to anyone.  Like I said…I did teach quite a few.  I even taught some from abroad that came over.  Somewhere in Latin America.  I forget.  And I taught them how to do different things.  Maybe somewhere he’s teaching somebody what I taught.  So that’s your heritage right there.  You taught someone and they’re off teaching someone else.  It’s sad we don’t have it here ‘cause who knows someday they may need those mills.  There will be no one left to teach them.  We’ll all be dead.  We’re a dying breed here.

This passage captures the note of sadness that many former mill workers’ express at the closure of the mills.  It also echoes their desire for la Survivance, in its hope that the speaker’s students are sharing the knowledge elsewhere in the world.  It suggests that former mill workers would like to keep the memory of the processes alive after they die.  Moreover, by framing the work in the mills as knowledge, the passage challenges the widely held belief that mill work was mindless labor.  It also documents that Latin American (or perhaps Caribbean) workers came to Lewiston to seek work in the mills.  Here, they were trained in industrial processes by other workers.

The insights into memory offered by the oral histories will aid exhibit design. They will suggest what former mill workers consider important to remember.  Key quotations might be painted enlarged on a wall, to draw a theme in a specific section; audio playback might be available, to draw the visitor’s imagination into the human depth of the mill experience.  The traveling exhibit script slates Cecile Burgoyne’s experience with her French teacher as the heading to a feature on language in the pre-war French world, for example.  Exhibit design is important to consider because a well designed exhibit can be exciting and accessible to multiple generations.  In a recent planning meeting, many board members expressed interest in E. Verner Johnson consultants’ proposal to integrate technology such as computers in the exhibitions.  Computers could provide interactive possibilities and would meet young people on common ground.

The interrelationship of generations in the Franco-American community is strained by divergent understandings of Franco-American identity and experience.  Museum L-A stands to formulate common ground for the generations by telling core stories of the Franco-American experience, such as hard work, and by facilitating intergenerational communication, though language and technology but also through the presentation of vivid details from the Museum’s collection.  It stands to create bridges between generations, as well, by clarifying the malleability of the category of “Franco-American” and offering the generations venues for deliberating the identity.
The Relationship between Bates College and Lewiston-Auburn

Benjamin Bates gave his name to one of the most powerful textile mills in Lewiston.  The name persists as that of the preeminent mill in the twin cities.  A new seminary in Lewiston adopted Bates name in reciprocation for financial support from the entrepreneur.  Since it found its name, then, Bates College has been associated with the business elite in Lewiston-Auburn.  Bates College was founded as an egalitarian institution and was the first coeducational college in New England; further, it kept a low tuition in its early years so that it would accessible to people from working backgrounds, and it educated excellent teachers for Maine’s public schools.  This tradition of community citizenship ebbed and flowed over the course of Bates’ history.  Acts of volunteerism and partnership occurred between the college and Lewiston-Auburn, but memories of a fence that stood around Garcelon Field before the 1990s stood for a larger divide.

More balanced relations between the college and Lewiston-Auburn are now beginning to take form, following Don Harward’s presidency of the college in the 1990s.  Harward envisioned that learning should take place outside of the classroom; under his leadership, the college founded a Center for Service Learning in 1995. The program for service learning links students’ academic work at Bates with initiatives and programs in Lewiston-Auburn, benefiting both the students and the community.  The program initiated change in the college’s organizational stance towards the twin cities, and the change has continued since.  In 2005 David Scobey became director of the Harward Center.  The Harward center coordinates the service learning program and engages Lewiston-Auburn in substantial additional ways, as well.  For example, it hosts “Public Works in Progress,” a series of conversations centered on Bates faculty- and staff-conducted community projects, which draws a wide range of participants from Lewiston-Auburn.  The center also coordinates with the public library’s new cultural center and sustains a partnership with Museum L-A.  The institution’s new engagement means that many conduits for exchange are open, and that new experiences (past and present) will challenge Bates students’ conception of the twin cities.

Museum L-A can play an important role in this formative moment in the history of the relationship between the twin cities and the college.  To understand the role, we must understand more deeply what’s at stake.  I observe that many students at Bates, like me, simultaneously hold two dissonant views about Lewiston-Auburn: one is that the cities are low and dangerous (“sketchy Lewiston,” we say); the other is that the cities are culturally rich and engaging.  Most often the two views are compartmentalized, I observe—one view has voice at one time and the other view at another.  I eavesdrop on tour guides on campus, for example, and I hear them offer lavish description of Lewiston’s restaurants.  Some also claim that Lewiston-Auburn is “real” and engaging, whereas Brunswick, Maine (home of Bowdoin College) is simply a variation on what one might experience at home.  However, many Bates students do have a collection of stories that cast Lewiston-Auburn in a different light, such as those that I discussed in the previous chapter.  When I brought up the town/gown question with a friend, for example, he immediately told me a story about a friend of his who’d been assaulted on the street.  These two visions exist side-by-side in the same social imagination, often without being in conversation with one another.  Work with the Museum might put them in conversation and a more complicated vision might emerge.

Clear evidence about Lewiston-Auburn residents’ conception of Bates College is not as available to me as is evidence about students’ thoughts about Lewiston-Auburn.  This is because all first hand accounts a resident might offered are filtered for a “Batesie.”   Yet there is evidence of the same ambivalence toward the College.  One reference point for residents’ collective thoughts about Bates is the reluctance that former mill workers’ often express to being recorded by Bates College student oral historians.  At the beginning of the project, many former mill workers protested against being interviewed on the grounds of shaming themselves and embarrassing their middle-class listeners.  Three out of four of the people I interviewed at the start of the project intimated that we should cancel or censor parts of the interview because it should not be written down or a Bates professor should not hear it.  Rachel Desgrosseilliers noted that many mill workers resisted participation in interviews with Bates students.
  Former textile mill and shoe worker Helen Gagnon brought this point home to me in an interview.  She recognized, after sharing intimate details in her family history, that the tape recorder was still running.  “Are your professors gonna look at this?” she asked, “He’s gonna laugh.  Eh?  How many did you have on the paper like this?”

I told her about other interviews I’d conducted, and we talked a little more, half-heartedly.  Then Ms. Gagnon told me to turn off the recorder and she went back to the personal stories from her life.

Helen Gagnon resisted having her most important stories recorded in some part because of her perceptions of the college.  Even though the professor of Anthropology overseeing my work was very ethical and down to earth, Ms. Gagnon imagined otherwise.  I think that having the record on paper was significant for her because the traditions of the Franco-Americans were transmitted orally and through practice; perhaps writing them signifies not only their preservation but also their entrée into the official record.  Ms. Gagnon resisted this entrée, and, because she saw Bates as one of the keepers of the official record, resisted talking to a Bates student on the record.  In the configuration articulated by Helen Gagnon, workers’ stories are not credible or valid in the Bates imagination.  This configuration stifles the voice of many people in Lewiston-Auburn in conversation with the college.  Recently, though, with Bates’ institutional reorientation to Lewiston-Auburn, that trend has been changing.  Museum L-A has played and can play an increasingly important role in this change.

Museum L-A’s Role in the Relationship between Bates College and Lewiston-Auburn
Museum L-A’s stories and public forums can and do tip Bates College’s mixed feelings and conceptions of Lewiston-Auburn toward of a sense of relationship and engagement.  The stories infuse new texture into campus attitudes about life in the twin cities.  This new texture makes compartmentalized understandings of Lewiston-Auburn—either as good or bad—difficult to sustain.  Instead, it invites a more nuanced relationship with the people with whom we share the community.

The oral history project and other programming between the college and the Museum stand to create dynamic engagements, bursting the compartmentalized views held by either party.  Take for example the experience of a group of students in Professor Margaret Creighton’s course Fieldwork in American Cultural Studies.  These students participated in the second mill workers’ reunion.  The students helped set up the reunion and facilitated its process, in an inversion of the traditional flow of labor between the college and the twin cities.  The former mill workers they interviewed appeared able and articulate, disallowing notions that many students have that members of the town need or desire charity.  Even as such partnerships change student attitudes, the Museum can and does re-write the story of former mill workers’ conception of their own social position relative to the college. Rachel Desgrosseilliers tells me that many former mill workers are now eager to participate in the oral history project, in sharp contrast to their earlier reluctance.  They now believe, as Ms. Gagnon might put it, that I or a Bates professor would not laugh at their story, because it is a vital part of the community.  The Museum has the capacity to change the class status of Lewiston-Auburn relative to Bates without compromising Lewiston-Auburn.  Museum L-A infuses stories into the Bates and middle-class imagination, tipping the balance from Lewiston-Auburn as a dangerous and unwelcoming place to the vision of Lewiston-Auburn as a rich and engaging place.  Indeed, the Museum has already begun to change the relationship in small but significant ways that foreshadow its work to come.
 

The Interrelationship of New Immigrants and Old Immigrants

At the turn of the 21st century, new immigrants arrived in Lewiston from Somalia.  To be precise, most came by way of Georgia, leaving Atlanta and other cities in search of safer and more affordable housing, better public services, and a better place to raise their children.  Their reception in Lewiston-Auburn has been varied, from warm and welcoming to spiteful and closed; generally, the relationship between the Franco-American community and the Somali community seems to be polite, distant, and tense.  Mapping parallels and divergences between the old and new immigrants’ stories provides a starting ground for understanding their relationship.  Somali immigrants left Somalia initially in the 1990s to escape the ravages of civil war.  In Lewiston, Somalis live in tight communities in various locations in town and maintain a number of stores on Lisbon Street, the thoroughfare that functions importantly as a main street in Lewiston (the street was commemorated in a song in Lewiston a New Home).  The immigrants speak several Somali languages and very little English; they practice Islam faithfully and closely maintain Somali cultural practices.  Like French Canadian immigrants at the beginning of the 20th century, Somalis left their native land and came to the United States in search of a better life.  When they arrived here, they maintained their language and their cultural and religious practices, using communal insularity as a means of “survivance.”  Unlike French Canadian immigrants, Somali immigrants arrived as refugees in a deindustrializing mill town, rather than workers entering a stable economy.  Residents voiced concern that the new immigrants put a strain on the public and educational resources of the already-struggling mill city, to the point of economic collapse.  Their critique was grounded in misconceptions about how much support the Somalis were getting and the burden of the support on the City.

Their concern, however, was sustained.  At the turn of the century, when immigration was at its height, negative buzz about the immigrants’ impact on the twin cities culminated in Mayor Larry Raymond's now-famous open letter to Somali community in 2002.  The letter bluntly asked Somali refugees to stop coming to Lewiston.  “Our city is maxed-out financially, physically and emotionally,” Raymond concluded.  In a whirlwind, a white supremacist group came to Lewiston to pressure Somalis. Thousands of others staged a counter rally.  The heated exchange was the focus of national attention.  Ironically, the negative response to Somali immigrants paints a final parallel between the new immigrants and the old immigrants who are suspicious of the Somalis: the mutual experience of conception as racial others.  And yet the stories of the two immigrant communities diverge with these events, too.  The rally and counter rally were of a scale that the Franco-American community never experienced; and a middle class group of the likes mustered by Bates College for the counter rally has never intervened in a massive organized way against the suffering of the Franco-American community.  Now, five years later, nothing of the scale of the rallies has recurred.  Relations are cordial but strained, with occasional flares.

The overwhelming sentiment among ”old-ethnic” Lewistonians I talk to in town—Franco-American and others—is that the immigrants are not bad people, but they’re contributing to the decline of the twin cities that the residents have been weathering since the 1970s.  Echoing Mayor Raymond’s sentiments, many residents decry the use of public money to support the Somalis, and fear that their own wellbeing will be impacted by the burden that the immigrants place on the tax system.  Many people whom I’ve spoken with informally about the issue conclude that the Franco-American community worked hard and made it without welfare, so the Somali community should do it too.

One middle-aged Franco-American woman captured the prevalent sentiment in an informal conversation.  Running my credit card for my purchase at a local business, we chatted about Museum L-A and, subsequently, what Lewiston was like when she was growing up.  She recalled the vibrancy of Lisbon Street.  Then, she explained with indignation that she doesn’t even walk on Lisbon Street much any more because of the number of Somalis and Somali shops on it.  She was very clear: it’s not that she has anything against Somalis personally—indeed, she noted that she has black friends—it’s that (she claims) the immigrants don’t have a good work ethic.  She said that she wished the new immigrants knew about hard work, and noted in counterpoint that “we” (Franco-American former mill workers) were not afraid of hard work.  She said that she didn’t want to pay for their welfare—the Franco-American community had made it through hard times and shouldn’t have to support the Somalis.  The Somalis, she said, would have to learn to work hard, too.  She told me, with the same indignant tone in her voice, that Somali customers routinely bounce checks in the store.  I asked her if Somalis bounced more checks than regular customers.  She said, no, they didn’t, and smiled whimsically at the recognition of the bias she’d just conveyed.  She explained that the difference is that the new immigrants think bouncing checks is okay.

This woman’s management of the latent “racist” accusation by claiming a black friend is a well-documented trope in contemporary race-based inequality.  So also is her omission of words that explicitly signal that race is part of the conversation even though “blackness” and “otherness” hover ten-feet-tall in the room.  This noted, the best way to make sense of the conversation, which seems to me representative of the wider climate in the community, is to step back from an individual judgment about “good” and “bad” personal action and move instead to an analysis of the role that stories can and do play in the relationship between old and new immigrants.    To take this wider, cultural perspective positions us to think about the role that Museum L-A might play in healing these conflicts.

Stories in the Relationship
Franco-Americans who critique the new immigrants speak from the history of hard work and suffering of the Franco-American immigrant community.  They take their stand on economic grounds, but their emotion reflects a particular, moralizing, understanding of the Franco-American experience.  The dominant interpretation seems to be that the old immigrants suffered their share of trouble nobly, and have found their way into leadership in Lewiston-Auburn because of it; and so, the new immigrants should follow the same pattern.  In this view, the attention and welfare that the new immigrants are getting seems unfair.  It is as if the new immigrants are defective versions of the old.  The woman of the above section, in fact, suggested that Museum L-A could “educate” the new immigrants in what it means to be a citizen of Lewiston, by recalling the hard work of the Franco-Americans (the parallel to the educating and nationalizing role of the historic house museums is chilling).  Others bring to bear a different narrative of the Franco-American experience, one that is more welcoming.  “God bless the tenacity of our grandparents and great-grandparents,” Phil Nadeau, Lewiston's assistant city manager, said in an interview with the Portland Press Herald, “but the fact remains that laws have been created because we've learned that putting up barriers isn't the best way to integrate newcomers into our community.”  Nadeau argued that the diversity that Somali immigrants bring to Lewiston-Auburn will be an asset to the community as it grows.  Implicit in such a counter-narrative is the view that the Franco-Americans have a wealth of experiences with immigration that they can and should helpfully share with the Somali immigrants today.  The Somali immigrants, in turn, will strengthen Lewiston-Auburn with their culture and religion.

Implicit in the counter-interpretation is a narrative in which the Franco-American community emerges from a rich, often-difficult past to a stable and capable present; for if this weren’t the case, they would not be in a position to offer help.  The community, in this telling of the story, draws strength and knowledge from its hard times that it will share with new immigrants, and it puts its foot down that the suffering of the Franco-American immigrants because of their ethnicity, language, culture, and religion is wrong.  The dominant narrative, on the other hand, tells that the community fell after the decline of the mills and still struggles to get back up: they are “maxed-out financially, physically and emotionally,” in Raymond’s words.  It even implies that suffering is an inevitable rite of passage in the process of learning citizenship of Lewiston-Auburn.  As in the interrelationship of generations of Franco-Americans and the relationship between Bates College and Lewiston-Auburn, the two primary narratives stand in tension with each other.  The house of narratives, Museum L-A, is a good place for the mediation of these voices.

The Role of Museum L-A in the Interrelationship of Old and New Immigrants
Whatever story it arrives upon, Museum L-A’s narrative about labor and immigration will affect the relationship between old and new immigrants.  Unlike my analysis of the other two major relationships in this chapter, it will not be more and richer details of the Franco-American experience that shape the mediation of the two different interpretations of the immigrant story, the two different immigrant communities.  Rather, the biggest factor will be the political choices that the Museum exercises and the programs with which it reflects on the immigrant experience in a particular way.  This interpretation does not need to follow either the dominant narrative or the counter narrative; it could be a new, more nuanced, combination of the both, perhaps.  It cannot avoid, however, drawing meaning from the Franco-American immigration to make sense of new immigrants’ experience.

For the Museum’s interpretation will necessarily serve as an interpretive framework that the Franco-Americans (and others in the community) might use to understand the new immigrants.  The narrative, as we’ve seen, will have to interpret ethnic insularity and ethnic discrimination, the bittersweet experience of Americanization and the erosion of traditional culture, and on what constitutes just and unjust treatment of workers, immigrants, and ethnic minorities.  The temporal boundaries in its reading of these issues will be thin—for the lessons can be easily abstracted and applied, as modeled by Tenement Museum.  Given that the past can be narrated from a number of standpoints, the question is, what sort of history will Museum L-A choose to tell?  The more powerfully and authoritatively the Museum presents a narrative, the more salience the narrative will have as an interpretive framework for understanding the immigrants.

It is probably not Museum L-A’s role, yet, to tell the Somali story.  The story does indeed fall under the scope of the Museum’s mission (to “strengthen community…by documenting and celebrating the economic, social, and technological legacy of L-A and its people”); however the Museum addresses Lewiston-Auburn from the perspective of the Franco-American experience at this point in its evolution.  Telling the story would of course affect the relationship, by giving it more texture.  It could describe the civil war in Somalia, the significance of the hijab (the head scarf traditionally worn by Muslim women), the strangeness of coming to the cold climate in New England, etc.  As theorized in previous sections, this introduction of new knowledge would, as bridging and bonding social capital, make way for a more nuanced and responsive relationship.  Perhaps if it follows Laura Roberts’ suggestion to learn from delta museums, Museum L-A will tell the story sometime in the future.

If the Museum were to consider telling the Somali story, the Tenement Museum’s model presents a helpful tool for eliciting the experience of the insular Somali community.  To recall, the model would entail bringing Somali immigrants to the Museum and asking them what they thought about the exhibits.  Did the exhibits resonate with their experience somehow?  How?  If the Museum did not wish to create an exhibit with the insights developed in this process, the insights would still be useful, perhaps in publication or simply in the conversation alone.  Another outcome of the Tenement Museum’s model is to expand the definition of American to include immigrants’ identities (modern day Victoria Confinos) as they are.  Perhaps the Museum will consider a “new immigrants” program for this purpose, in partnership with organizations and members of the Somali community.  The Museum might also consider a “new immigrants” program for the old immigrants.  The program could provide a forum for the mediation of different narratives about the immigration experience, past and present.

The new immigrants’ story is parallel to the old immigrants’ story in some ways and divergent in others.  The interpretation of the Franco-American experience is a political act in light of this, a moment of movement in or out of solidarity with the very familiar and very different experience of the Somalis’ in Lewiston.  With programming, such as dialogs, the Museum stands to extend its influence on the relationship.  Museum L-A, in its upcoming months of interpretative planning, will weigh in importantly on the issue, because the Museum is one of the owners of the meaning of Franco-American experience in Lewiston-Auburn.

The Engaged Museum

This chapter has mapped Museum L-A’s power to enrich relationships between three sets of social groups in Lewiston-Auburn.  The Museum’s power rests in its capacities for innovative historical story telling.  Through its story telling, the Museum will engage the intersections between social groups: by strategically interpreting the past, the Museum can spark new reflections about what it means to be Franco-American; it can enrich Bates students’ understanding of Lewiston-Auburn; and it can make the new immigrants more human in the eyes of the old immigrants.  By deploying programming and projects such as the Mill Workers’ Oral History Project and dialogs in the vein of the Tenement Museum’s Kitchen Conversations, the Museum can hatch vibrant intergenerational deliberation about Franco-American identity; it can re-shape Lewiston-Auburn residents’ views of Bates College; and it can connect new immigrants to the twin cities.  The Museum is on a course to create the conditions for the “civil society” imagined by Habermas and made viable by Fraser.

Conclusion

 Just last Thursday, a poster for a public program jumped out at me from a campus billboard:

 SHAPE 



The themes of my thesis can be read in this poster, to draw this study to a close.  The poster represents Museum L-A's emergence as a hub for democratic community in Lewiston-Auburn, at the confluence of local and national forces shaping its mission and vision.  It is a springboard for synthesizing the ways in which Museum L-A has been shaped by the national museum community and Lewiston-Auburn and the ways the Museum will shape the twin cities in turn.

The new paradigm for history museums imagines a vibrant exchange of ideas.  It opposes the old paradigm's method of exhibition which, as Donna Haraway helped us to understand, blocked exchange.  This was epitomized by the glass-fronted diorama of “New York Interiors” and the experience of immersion at Colonial Williamsburg, whose exhibitions concealed the act of interpretation and so “naturalized” a particular social order and obscured other, contradictory voices.  Through the crucible of the 1960s and '70s movements for rights to self-determination, the poster's emphasis on the act of interpretation (“focusing,” “interpreting,” “through the eye”) becomes possible.  This emphasis implies that the series and, by extension, Museum L-A, are committed to bracketing the interpretive act.  The title “Voices” implies a commitment to mingling the various interpretations in a large, ongoing conversation that may sometimes be in consonance with itself and other times be in dissonance, like a group of people's voices mingling in a room, or like a Tenement Museum Kitchen Conversation.  The effect is to offer Silber's presentation as starter-dough for reflection and deliberation.

The years following the decline of the mills posed a crisis of memory to the Franco-Americans of Lewiston-Auburn a crisis of memory.  They had lost the support of ethnic insularity with the Americanization of World War II, and the loss of the mills removed the other pillar of community cohesion.  Their desire for social memory was a charge that put Museum L-A on the map of the social geography of Lewiston-Auburn.  Recently, the twin cities' renaissance and the arrival of new immigrants have thrust the dynamic Museum into a role of meaning-maker for the future of the region.  The series' focus (the use of industrial history to understand the future) and the talk's subject (the immigrant experience) spring from this social mandate.
Museum L-A constructed itself in the model for an engaged museum in its work to satisfy the desires of Lewiston-Auburn.  Before the period of introspection begun by the traveling exhibit process, the Museum had already found its ways into such work through the cultural byways opened by institutions such as the Lower East Side Tenement Museum and the Japanese American National Museum.  That is, no one told Rachel Desgrosseilliers how to reach out to former mill workers with history, but the eager support from Bates College and other partners in response to the Mill Workers’ Reunion showed that she’d found just the right use for it.  She’d found what the strategic planning process would articulate as civic engagement, and would promote as part of the mission of the Museum.

Is Voices an example of this mission for civic engagement?  Jürgen Habermas helps us ask a focusing question: does Voices promote deliberation in the “civil society” between private and state life?  Yes: Silber’s talk is starter-dough; on the other hand, a lecture is a one-way conversation.  Perhaps Museum L-A will consider a different model for future events, in order to animate its goal of civic engagement—perhaps something like a Kitchen Conversation  Nancy Fraser pushes us to ask, further, for what publics is the programming accessible?  And, how does the programming shape the interrelation of publics?  The poster suggests that the presentation will be in academic tones, so it may privilege those who are versed in such communication.  Nonetheless, its location in the democratic Lewiston Public Library symbolizes a middle ground between Academia and the former mill worker.  This is in keeping with Museum L-A’s bridging role between Lewiston-Auburn and Bates College.

The meaning of the content of the lecture is not clear on the poster.  Will Silber be discussing the immigration from Québec?  Will he be discussing the immigration from Somalia?  Will he be discussing immigration generally?  Which stories will he tell and what meaning will he draw from them?  The most exciting aspect of this event is that it is in the near future—the day after tomorrow.  Silber and the other owners of the immigrant story, the members of different generations in the Franco-American community, can deliberate, before then, which history they want to repeat itself.
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� I take these observations about the Museum of the City of New York from a visit in November 2006.


� For the Mount Vernon Ladies’ Association’s efforts, see Mike Wallace, Mickey Mouse History and Other Essays on American Memory, (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1996), 4-6.; for the climate for immigrants and minorities at the close of the 19th century, see Laura Roberts Interview, January 4, 2007, in possession of the author.  I cite all interviewees by their actual name, except for several cases where they preferred to be cited anonymously.  In either case, interviewees specified their preference in consent forms.


� Wallace, 7-8.


� Wallace; Roberts interview.  The quotation is from Wallace, 8.


� For Cole, see Tony Bennett, The Birth of The Museum: History, Theory, Politics, (London; New York: Routledge, 1995), 21.  For naturalization, see Donna Haraway, "Teddy Bear Patriarchy," in Cultures of United States Imperialism, eds. Amy Kaplan and Donald E. Pease. (Durham: Duke University Press, 1993), 237-291.


� For the rise of corporate memory, see Wallace, 9-14.


� For the construction and the meaning of Colonial Williamsburg, see Wallace, 14-15.


� For Dana’s critique of museums’ “gloom,” see John Cotton Dana, "The Gloom of the Museum," in The New Museum: Selected Writings by John Cotton Dana, ed.  William Peniston.  (Washington: American Association of Museum, 1999), 44-61.; for the work of the Newark Museum, see John Cotton Dana, "A Museum Of, For, and By Newark," in The New Museum: Selected Writings by John Cotton Dana, ed.  William Peniston.  (Washington: American Association of Museum, 1999), 173-178.  For the expansion of official history during the depression, see Wallace, 16-17.


� For museums’ work during and following World War II, see Marjorie Schwarzer, Riches, rivals, and radicals : 100 years of museums in America, (Washington, DC: American Association of Museums, 2006).  For Colonial Williamsburg’s participation, see Wallace, 17-20.


� For the clashes of the 1960s and 1970s and the form they took in history museums, see Schwarzer, Riches, rivals, and radicals : 100 years of museums in America,; Hilde S. Hein, The Museum in Transition : A Philosophical Perspective, (Washington D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 2000); Wallace, Mickey Mouse History and Other Essays on American Memory, 20-23.


� Historian David Scobey tells me that he used the Society’s archives for social historical research in the 1980s; for the Society’s recent changes, see Anonymous New-York Historical Society Interview, November 2006, in possession of author.


� For the Japanese American National Museum, including mission statement, see the website at � HYPERLINK "http://www.janm.org/" \t "_blank" �http://www.janm.org/�.


� I draw these observations from my visit to the Lower East Side Tenement Museum in November 2006.  Alternatively, see the website at � HYPERLINK "http://www.tenement.org/" \t "_blank" �http://www.tenement.org/�.  I discuss Kitchen Conversations in detail in Chapter Four, in which I discuss the role that history museums play in deliberative processes


� Rachel Desgrosseilliers Interview, November 14, 2006, in possession of author.


� James S. Leamon, Historic Lewiston : a Textile City in Transition, (Lewiston, Me.: Central Maine Vocational Technical Institute, 1976)


� For the French-Canadian immigration, see Charlotte Michaud and James S. Leamon, Historic Lewiston: Franco-American Origins, (Auburn, ME: Printed for the Lewiston Historical Commission; Central Maine Vocational Technical Institute, 1974); For Fred Lebel, see MWOH#15; for Pauline Labbe, see SMWOH#56.  “MWOH” and “SMWOH” are references to the Oral History Collection at Museum L-A.  The numbers correspond to a professionally-conducted project of 50 interviews (MWOH: the “Mill Workers’ Oral History Project”) and an ongoing project conducted by Bates College students, with over 80 interviews currently on hand (SMWOH: the “Student-Conducted Mill Workers’ Oral History Project”).  The interviews are available on CD, audio tape, and in transcript; each has a summary sheet with a brief biography of the speaker and key themes covered in the interview.


� For French Canadian ethnic community, see David Scobey, Weaving the Millworkers’ World: A Draft for a Traveling Exhibit, Exhibit Script (Lewiston, Maine: 2006).  Scobey’s draft exhibit script is the product of a team of student researchers from Bates College whom Scobey lead in the spring and summer of 2006.  The exhibit envisioned by the script is for Museum L-A.  I cover the traveling exhibit in detail in Chapter Five, as a lens for understanding Museum L-A.  The quotation is from Pauline Labbe, in SMWOH#56


� For the immigrants’ experience of marginalization, see Rita Dube Interview, November 30, 2006, in possession of author.  For Cecile Burgoyne, see SMWOH#47.


� For Irene Berube, see MWOH#4.  For Audet’s brass fork, see Lionel Audet Process Interview Notes, June 1, 2006, in possession of author.


� For Cecile Burgoyne’s social life in the Bates mill, see SMWOH#47.  For Edwina Foster, see SMWOH#50.  For the dynamics of piecework, see Pauline Labbe’s oral history interview, SMWOH#56.


� For a particular language regime, see Anita Lavesque SMWOH#58


� Lionel Audet made his reflection at a meeting of the Elders’ Council in April 2006 to review the traveling exhibit script; I cover the Elders’ Council in Chapter Three.  For Burgoyne’s story, see SMWOH#47.


� For financial change and middle-class consumerism, see Exhibit Script, panel 14


� Lionel Morency SMWOH#60


� For the festivals, see Matthew Dodge, "Festival Embraces French Culture," Lewiston Sun Journal, Sunday August 6, 2006, sec. C


�  Douglas I. Hodgkin, Lewiston Memories: A Bicentennial Pictorial, (State College, Pa.: Jostens Printing & Publishing, 1994); the advertisement for the concert is on p. 130.  Lewiston: A New Home was revived in winter, 2006, and I saw the performance.  


� For “A Momentary Order,” see Suzanne Carbonneau, A Momentary Order : An Arts-Community Partnership (Lewiston, Me.: Bates Dance Festival, 1994)


� I learned this fact about Bates College policy from a worker who asked to remain anonymous; Paul Badeau Interview, January 1, 2007


�Museum L-A Strategic Plan 2007, statements of mission and vision.


� Epstein’s views in this and the previous paragraph are from Epstein Interview, February 2007; Epstein visit to anthropology class in spring 2005.


� For Epstein’s work in the early years of the Museum, see Epstein Interview.  For Empower Lewiston and L-A Excels, See "Empower Lewiston Enterprise Community," in Rural Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community Program [database online]. Lewiston, ME [cited 2007].  Available from http://www.ezec.gov/Communit/lewiston.html.  Browse to the annual reports of 1999 and 2001.  From the 1999 report: “Strategy 14, the visitor center/heritage museum, saw the development of an ambitious complementary proposal by L/A Excels to create this facility in the Mill area, creating awareness of Lewiston's industrial heritage and cultural diversity; major efforts are planned for 2000.”  The efforts were postponed to 2001.


� For all in this paragraph but Epstein and Elze’s efforts, see Epstein Interview, February 2007.  For those efforts, see Desgrosseilliers Interview, February 3, 2007


� For this paragraph and the previous two, see Desgrosseilliers Interviews November 14, 2006 and February 3, 2007.


� Desgrosseilliers Interview February 2007.


� The donations are accessed in Museum L-A’s collection.


� I examine the Bates College/Lewiston-Auburn relationship in Chapter Five.


� I’ve learned about the board through informal conversations with Desgrosseilliers and attending board meetings.


� Notes from a tour of museum L-A for my Ethnography class, April 2005


� I cover the Harward Center for Community Partnerships in Chapter Five.


� David Scobey Interview, December 14, 2006


� AC/HI 390B History in the Public Sphere, Professor David Scobey; I was a student in the seminar class and I worked as an intern until late June of 2006.


� For the traveling exhibit, see David Scobey, Weaving the Millworkers’ World: A Draft for a Traveling Exhibit, 2006


� For the seminar’s deliberations, see seminar notes in author’s possession.  For more on the role of interpretation in light of postmodern critiques of knowledge, see Hein.


� For such a meeting, see Rachel Desgrosseilliers, David Scobey, et al Elders’ Meeting, February 2, 2006 (SMWOH#67).


� For the museum community’s feedback, see Desgrosseilliers Interview November 2006.


� For the statements, see the Strategic Plan p 1.


� For different discussions in the emerging conversation about audience, see: Seminar Notes (“insiders, outsiders”); Strategic Plan (“local people, the community as a whole, visitors”); and Museum L-A Programming Meeting, March 1, 2007 (“Owners of the story,” “kids in groups,” “local non-owners,” “adult groups and interested adult travelers [includes tourism]”)


� For the third goal, see the Strategic Plan, p. 8.


� For Roberts’ discussion of delta museums, see Strategic Planning Committee Meeting Notes, December 15, 2006, in possession of author.  White Oak Associates, Inc. introduced the Delta Museum concept to field in John Jacobsen et al. "The Delta Museum: Building an Institution for Change, " Forum ’99 (Marblehead, MA: White Oaks Associates, Inc., 1999).  For the museum’s commitment to the community, see the Strategic Plan, p 4.


� For Desgrosseilliers’s thoughts on programming and civic engagement, see Desgrosseilliers Interview November 2006.


� William Cronon, "A Place for Stories: Nature, History, and Narrative," The Journal of American History 78, no. 4 (1992): 1348-1349. Cronon helpfully and accessibly synthesizes a broad field of critical theory in his essay.  See the essay for a broader discussion.


� The best way to understand the Tenement Museum is to visit.  For an overview, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.tenement.org" ��www.tenement.org�; browse to “about us” for an introduction, and to � HYPERLINK "http://www.tenement.org/vt_confino.html"��http://www.tenement.org/vt_confino.html� for Victoria Confino’s story.


� For a thorough introduction to Habermas’ work on the public sphere and critical responses to it, see Craig Calhoun ed., Habermas and the Public Sphere, (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1992).  For the above overview, see Calhoun’s introduction.


� For a concise summary of Putnam’s concepts of bonding and bridging social capital, and how it relates to history museums, see Christopher Gates, "The Civic Landscape," in Mastering Civic Engagement: A Challenge to Museums, eds. American Association of Museums and Robert Archibald.  (Washington: American Association of Museums, 2002), 23-28.  Also, I am stretching Putnam’s use of bridging and bonding social capital, as I understand it: for Putnam, bonding social capital aids in relation to those with whom one identifies and bridging social capital aids in relation to those with whom one does not identify.  I believe that bonding and bridging social capital can in fact be extended intra- and inter-group, because no one is ever completely identified or completely unidentified with a particular person or group of people.


� See the full mission statement of the Lower East Side Tenement Museum at � HYPERLINK "http://www.tenement.org/about.html"��http://www.tenement.org/about.html�; see that of the International Coalition of Historic Site Museums of Conscience at � HYPERLINK "http://www.sitesofconscience.org/eng/about.htm"��http://www.sitesofconscience.org/eng/about.htm�.


� For this critique, see Nancy Fraser, "Rethinking the Public Sphere," in Habermas and the Public Sphere, ed.  Craig Calhoun.  (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1992), 109-134.


� ibid, 119-121.


� For Linda Ringuette, see Louis Ringuette’s interview SMWOH#64


� For the critique of the assumption of comprehensive body, see Fraser, 122-125.


� ibid


� ibid 126-129


� For the architecture of the museum, see "United States Holocaust Memorial Museum," [cited 2007]. Available from � HYPERLINK "http://www.ushmm.org/" \t "_blank" �http://www.ushmm.org/�; for museum architecture’s social function, see Tony Bennett, The Birth of The Museum: History, Theory, Politics, (London; New York: Routledge, 1995).


� I went on the tour on November 19, 2006, courtesy of the Lower East Side Tenement Museum


� I participated in a Kitchen Conversation following my tour in November.  Information about the tours is available in detail at � HYPERLINK "http://www.tenement.org" ��www.tenement.org�; browse to the “virtual tour” page.


� For information on the International Coalition of Historic Site Museums of Conscience, see Liz Sevcenko Interview November 21, 2006, in possession of author; alternatively, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.sitesofconscience.org/" ��http://www.sitesofconscience.org/�.


� For the contemporary immigrant issues program “Shared Journeys,” see  � HYPERLINK "http://www.tenement.org/education_esol.html#workshops" ��http://www.tenement.org/education_esol.html#workshops�


� My classmate Mariah Pfeiffer studies the relationship between residents of Androscoggin County and the Androscoggin River.  She draws extensively on oral history in her study.  Her study is available in the Ladd Library at Bates College.


� For the Morencys, see SMWOH#50.  For a discussion of speaking French at home, see Anita Lavesque SMWOH#58.


� A battery held multiple bobbins of yarn and fed them into the shuttle; the shuttle wove the yarn back and forth, under alternating layers of warp on the loom


� They were paid proportionally to their production.


� For the script, see David Scobey, Weaving the Millworkers’ World: A Draft for a  Traveling Exhibit, Exhibit Script. (Lewiston, Maine:, 2006)


� Edwina Foster, SMWOH#50


� Exhibit Script, Panel 7; for the use of technology in exhibit design, see Programming Meeting Notes, Museum L-A, March 1, 2007


� For a brief history of Bates College, "A Brief History of Bates College," in Bates College [database online]. Lewiston, Maine 2007Available from � HYPERLINK "http://www.bates.edu/bates-history.xml" ��http://www.bates.edu/bates-history.xml�.  Browse to the presidents section of the history for more details.  See Cheney and Harward’s presidencies in particular, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.bates.edu/president-cheney.xml" ��http://www.bates.edu/president-cheney.xml� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.bates.edu/president-harward.xml" ��http://www.bates.edu/president-harward.xml�; for the college’s community citizenship, see the photograph collection at the Harward Center for Community Partnerships at Bates College (the center currently has photographs mounted on the first floor); a conversation with a Bates student who grew up in Lewiston, then a clarification by David Scobey, verify that a fence ran around the field.  The college is nearly absent from recollections in the oral history collection.


� Informal conversation with Rachel Desgrosseilliers following second Mill Workers’ Reunion


� For Helen Gagnon, see SMWOH#52.


� I shadowed the work of Professor Creighton’s class, helping them with setup duties at the reunion.  Rachel explained her observation in an informal conversation with Rachel Desgrosseilliers following second Mill Workers’ Reunion.


� For this history, see William Finnegan, New In Town, (New York: The New Yorker, December 11 2006), 46; see also an anonymous interview with a Somali community member that I conducted in the winter of 2006-2007, in possession of the author.  The interview tempers and critiques the article’s omission of the City of Lewiston’s role in the issues facing the Somali community.  For a thorough analysis of the financial impact of Somali immigration on Lewiston, see Phil Nadeau, The Somalis of Lewiston: Community Impacts of Rapid Immigrant Movement Into a Small Homogeneous Maine City, , Draft Paper for Brown University Center for the Study of Race and Ethnicity (Lewiston, Maine: 2003).  According to a study in the paper’s index, the annual tax impact on an $80,000 homeowner was $23.19; Nadeau notes, however, that additional “soft costs” were associated with the immigration, as well.


� For the text of the letter, see "Mayor Raymond's Letter to the Somali Community," in Portland Press Herald [database online]. Portland, ME Available from http://pressherald.mainetoday.com/news/immigration/021005raymondletter.shtml#nugget.; for more on the rally, see the documentary film Ziad Hamzeh, The Letter, dir. Ziad Hamzeh, (Seattle, WA: Arab Film Distribution, 2003); for an example of such a “flare,” recall the pig’s head in the mosque, Josie Huang, "Tensions in Lewiston? Depends on the viewpoint," Portland Press Herald, July 9 2006, sec. Front, p. A.1.


� I make this claim in reference to conversations in stores, on the street, and in a memorable taxi ride.


� For the race theory, see for example Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, Racism without Racists: Color-Blind Racism and the Persistence of Racial Inequality in the United States, (Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield.  I note that my study is weighted towards the Franco-American role in the relationship.  I found it difficult to access the Somali community for ethnographic information of the sort to shed light on the relationship.


�  "Lewiston's Somali Surge," in Portland Press Herald [database online]. Portland, ME Sunday, April 28, 2002Available from � HYPERLINK "http://pressherald.mainetoday.com/news/immigration/020428lewiston.shtml" ��http://pressherald.mainetoday.com/news/immigration/020428lewiston.shtml�.


� The full poster is formatted slightly differently and includes a black and white photograph of Silber with a camera.  I took the text for this poster mock up from a campus-wide e-mail that also announced the event.
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