
This i s  a good book; it i s  an important book. Read it care fu l ly .  But permit me t o  
comment on a few minor problems. 

On page seven, Glassie  says t h a t  t h e r e  is not  enough information ava i l ab le  t o  allow a 
h i s t o r i a n  t o  wr i t e  about t h e  a rea .  I would l i k e  t o  argue t h i s  po in t .  Unless unavai l-  
ab le  due t o  des t ruc t ion  by f i r e  o r  o ther  agencies ,  county courthouses contain marriage 
records,  deeds f o r  land t r a n s f e r s ,  deeds of t r u s t ,  w i l l s ,  i nven tor ies ,  e s t a t e  s a l e  
records,  muster r o l l s ,  death and b i r t h  records ,  t a x  lists, common-law order ,  chancery 
orders ,  and o ther  records.  Housed i n  t h e  Virginia  S t a t e  Library a t  Richmond a r e  land 
pa ten t s ,  g ran t s ,  ves t ry  records,  m i l i t a r y  records,  and miscellaneous l e g i s l a t i v e  p e t i -  
t i o n s .  The National Archives contains  census and m i l i t a r y  records.  The D.A.R. Library 
i n  Washington, D.C. contains  an abundance of genealogical  information, county h i s t o r i e s ,  
and compilations of o ther  demographic da ta .  The Baptis t  His to r ica l  Society i n  Richmond 
contains  many ea r ly  church records.  There a r e  o ther  sources which, i n  t o t o ,  can pro- 
vide t h e  s t u f f  of h i s to ry .  The work of wr i t ing  h i s to ry  from these  sources i s  t ed ious  
and time-consuming, but h i s to ry  can be wr i t t en  here. 

On page 178, Glassie  s t a t e s  t h a t  r e l i a n c e  on houses f o r  information about antebellum 
Virginia  reduces us t o  t h e  s tudy of  t h e  white ha l f  of t h e  population. I t  may be t h a t  
no s lave  houses survive i n  the  s tudy a rea  but some p a r t s  of Virginia  abound i n  them--I 
know of a t  l e a s t  t h i r t y  s l ave  cabins within f i f t e e n  miles of where I sit. This i s  
an area t h a t  needs study soon, and could provide some information on how t h e  black 
ha l f  of Virginia  l ived .  It would be i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  see what modif icat ions,  i f  any, 
would be required i n  t h e  r u l e s  i n  order  t o  account f o r  s l ave  housing. 

One f i n a l  note: i f  one t akes  a r e s t r i c t e d  sample of c u l t u r a l  behavior it i s  always 
poss ib le  (however d i f f i c u l t )  t o  work backwards t o  a s e t  of r u l e s  t h a t  could have gener- 
a ted  t h a t  behavior. There i s  a tendency, I th ink ,  t o  fo rge t  t h a t  t h e  behavior, i n  
e f f e c t ,  generated the  r u l e s .  I n  t h i s  case a corpus of ex tan t  houses i n  a r e s t r i c t e d  
a rea  of  Virginia  has been used t o  generate  a s e t  of r u l e s  which i s  then postulated t o  
have generated t h e  houses--a b i t  t au to log ica l .  In  t h e  ana lys i s  of a r t i f a c t s  produced 
by a dead generat ion the re  seems t o  be no a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h i s  procedure, but one can 
only wonder about houses t h a t  could have been b u i l t  and weren't--or houses no longer  
extant  t h a t  were generated from missing ru les .  What we have here i s  a s e t  of r u l e s  
t h a t ,  based on t h e  ex tan t  houses, i s  not incompatible with t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  a rch i t ec -  
t u r a l  competence--but we w i l l  never know t h e  t o t a l i t y  of t h a t  competence. 
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A l l  too r a r e l y  does a book such a s  The Hand-Made Object and I t s  Maker a r i s e  t o  g i v e  
new impetus and s t r u c t u r e  t o  theor ies  of  f o l k l i f e  scholarship.  In  a considerable  r e -  
wr i t ing  of h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  Michael Owen Jones has challenged the  f a v o r i t e  concepts 
held j o i n t l y  by fo lk lo re  and anthropology. The o r i e n t a t i o n  of h i s  r esea rch  i s  t o  
explain individual  behavior, and he waxes long over t h e  imposs ib i l i ty  of accura te ly  
general izing human behavior i n  terms of c u l t u r a l  o r  s t r u c t u r a l  models. The book i s  
a long polemical essay using t h e  format of inves t iga t ing  southeastern Kentucky cha i r -  
makers t o  d i scuss  and denigrate  t h e  ob jec t  o r i e n t a t i o n  of  pas t  scho la r s .  



Such an angry book makes it easy f o r  t h e  reader  a l s o  t o  f a l l  i n t o  an angry posture.  The 

book, however, deserves t h e  c a r e f u l  a t t e n t i o n  of s tuden t s  of f o l k l i f e  f o r  its ins igh t -  
f u l  and cogent c r i t i c i s m s  of t h e  d i s c i p l i n e ,  e spec ia l ly  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  of terms such 
a s  "folk a r t , "  "folklore," and "c ra f t "  which o f ten  ca r ry  undesirable  implicat ions about 
t h e  people and products under sc ru t iny .  Jones '  excessively negat ive a t t i t u d e  l eaves  
me anxious t o  see a  sequel i n  which he provides a  r igorous  discussion of 9 phenomenon 
without f a l l i n g  i n t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n a l  t r a p s  he exposes here. 

The manifest focus of t h e  book i s  on Charley, a  Kentucky chairmaker who deserves t h e  
Mrs. Brown of Falkland award a s  one of t h e  most s tudied ind iv idua l s  i n  American fo lk -  
l i f e .  The use of pseudonyms f o r  t h e  craftsmen and t h e i r  loca t ions  is understandable 
because of t h e  excessively personal  na tu re  of  some of  t h e  mate r ia l  (although unfortu- 
na te ly  it is a l i t t l e  l a t e  t o  p ro tec t  t h e i r  anonymity). Charley and h i s  c h a i r s  a r e  
exce l l en t  examples f o r  a  discussion of individual  c r e a t i v i t y  and innovation because t h e  
man's tremendous woodworking s k i l l ,  c r e a t i v i t y ,  and personal  circumstances combine t o  
produce d i s t i n c t i v e  personal  products which n ice ly  i l l u s t r a t e  Jones' po in t s .  

While t h e  author  and t h e  pub l i shers  would l i k e  t h i s  book t o  appeal  t o  everyone, it i s  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  read unless  one has a  d e f i n i t e  i n t e r e s t  i n  f o l k l i f e  s t u d i e s .  Michael 
Jones was one of t h e  f i r s t  graduate s tuden ts  of t h e  Folklore I n s t i t u t e ,  Indiana Uni- 
v e r s i t y ,  t o  o r i e n t  h i s  research toward t h e  study of mate r ia l  c u l t u r e .  He cons tan t ly  
rnakes reference t o  o ther  genres of f o l k l o r e ,  anthropology, c u l t u r a l  geography, and a r t .  
The equivalence of performance and production which Michael Owen Jones makes appears  
problematical  t o  me. Performance i s  much l e s s  temporally segregated i n t o  a  manipula- 
t i o n  of t h e  media followed by audience response: t h e  ca tegor ies  of manipulation and 
response can only be considered simultaneous. 

Several  f ea tu res  of t h e  book d e t r a c t  from its usefulness  and r e a d a b i l i t y .  An index 
would have been a  g r e a t  help i n  reassembling t h e  various po in t s  made on p a r t i c u l a r  
i s sues .  How do so many books g e t  published without them? The book is completely hand- 
l e t t e r e d  by David Comstock, a f e a t  worthy of mention, but not very conducive t o  read- 
ing ,  a s  t h e  p r i n t  i s  very fa t igu ing  and even t h e  in te res ted  reader  f inds  it tough 
sledding.  The f i n e  pun of hand-let ter ing The Hand-Made Object and I t s  Maker merely 
becomes pa in fu l  a f t e r  two hundred pages. Compounding t h e  problem of eye s t r a i n  is 
Jones '  highly clausated wr i t ing  s t y l e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  h i s  extreme l e f t  and r i g h t  
branching o f  noun clauses confusing t h e  sense of  what is being sa id .  Much of t h i s  
a d j e c t i v a l  f o r e s t  con t r ibu tes  l i t t l e  t o  t h e  meaning of t h e  sentence,  instead it adds 
a  tone of  caveat  o r  negativism t o  h i s  work. Perhaps t h e  c l e a r e s t  example of t h i s  
confusion l i e s  i n  Jones' constant  use of "so-called," "alleged," "supposedly," o r  
"sometimes labeled" a s  modifiers f o r  terms with which he has complaint. Having estab-  
l i shed  t h a t  t h e  terms d i d n ' t  s u i t  him, it would have been e a s i e r  t o  complain once and 
then e i t h e r  not  use them, o r  make do u n t i l  i n s p i r a t i o n  provided o t h e r s .  

The book should include reading ins t ruc t ions  c l e a r l y  marked on t h e  f r o n t  cover. Suggest- 
ing something l i k e  t h i s :  "If you a r e  f r e s h ,  in te res ted ,  and i n  a  good mood read t h e  
preface and chapters  one and seven; i f  you a r e  fat igued o r  i r r i t a t e d ,  read chapters  two 
through s ix . "  The l a t t e r  contain ethnographic mate r ia l  about Charley and o ther  c r a f t s -  
men :riclude an exce l l en t  discussion of concepts and terms, such a s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
of ' p i ~ e i c u ~ , , , , ,  convention," and " t rad i t ion"  (pp. 71-72). The former chap te r s  a r e  
t h e  summary port ions,  t h e o r e t i c a l  theses ,  and d e f i n i t i o n a l  d i spu tes .  

Jones argues aga ins t  t h e  object  o r i e n t a t i o n  of  t r a d i t i o n a l  scholarship.  The o b j e c t ,  
he claims,  i s  merely a  p r e c i p i t a n t  of  r esea rch ,  f a l l i n g  n a t u r a l l y  between production 
and consumption on a  continuum of behavior (p. 21). Jones argues t h a t  f o l k  a r t  and 
o ther  impositions of e l i t e  s tandards upon b a s i c a l l y  u t i l i t a r i a n  products a r e  i n v a l i d ;  



ins tead ,  t h e  r e a l  p r inc ip les  which guide t h e  general  apprec ia t ive  response a r e  symmetry, 
balance, c e n t r a l i t y ,  and harmony (p. 205). The research frame must cons i s t  of  s p e c i f i c  
contexts ,  not imaginary object  h i s t o r i e s ,  f o r  c h a i r s  a r e  produced without cons i s ten t  
cor rec t ive  reference t o  any f ixed form. 

The r e a l  concern of research i s  with " individuals  who make and do th ings ,  and those 
who buy and use th ings ,  i n  in te rac t ion  with o ther  people" (p .  217). Jones seeks solu-  
t i o n s  t o  quest ions about a c t i v i t i e s  within t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  themselves. The process  of 
decision-making i n  behavior and t h e  process of acqu is i t ion  of s k i l l  and knowledge a r e  
more f a i t h f u l  t o  t h e  a c t u a l  behavior of t h e  individual  than t h e  s t a t i c  concepts of 
" t rad i t ion , "  ''folk , I '  and "lore."  

Since c h a i r s  and a l l  c r a f t s  a r e  made t o  be used, the  a r t  i n  making c h a i r s  i s  " in t h e  
making o r  doing of  t h a t  which funct ions a s  . . . a stimulus t o  appreciat ion of an ind i -  
v idua l ' s  mastery of t o o l s  and mate r ia l s  apparent i n  what he has made . . ." (p. 1 5 ) .  
Jones ca tegor ica l ly  r e j e c t s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  a e s t h e t i c  of f o l k  a r t  can be 
examined i n  t h e  formal fea tu res  of  t h e  o b j e c t s  themselves. Although Jones may not  wish 
t o  think of h i s  book a s  being about a r t i s t s  and a r t  i n  t h e i r  soc io -cu l tu ra l  context  
(p. 217), he nevertheless  constant ly inves t iga tes  t h e  exp l ica t ion  of a r t i s t i c - a e s t h e t i c  
quest ions i n  r e a l  l i f e ,  a s  i f  t h e  book was about a r t  and a r t i s t s .  

One important model he develops concerns t h e  common sources of g r i e f  and c r e a t i v i t y - -  
g r i e f  provides the  stimulus f o r  and f i n d s  reso lu t ion  i n  the  a c t  of making th ings .  Jones 
shows t h a t  Charley c rea t ive ly  t r i e d  t o  compensate f o r  h i s  personal  f a i l u r e s  by pursuing 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  which he had g rea t  exper t i se .  The book leaves no doubt t h a t  Charley's 
personal  l i f e  was a f a i l u r e ,  and much of  t h e  author 's  c r i t i c i s m  of research i n  t h e  l a s t  
chapter seems t o  be se l f -d i rec ted ,  a s  though by creat ing t h i s  book he was t ry ing  t o  
overcome h i s  unhappy complicity i n  t h e  f a i l u r e  of Charley's l i f e .  

Therein l i e s  a danger i n  t h e  exceedingly p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c  and i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  focus of 
The Hand-Made Object and I t s  Maker; i n  seeking t o  know every inf luence upon chairmaking, 
t h e  researcher  is reduced t o  i n a c t i v i t y  and t o  repor t ing  endless  anecdotes of  h i s  i n t e r -  
ac t ion  with t h e  craftsman. The f i n a l ,  most complete, and most accurate  way of knowing 
is experient ial-- to  make t h e  c h a i r  onese l f .  When one f e e l s  t h e  urge,  one should be the  
craftsman, not t a l k  about him. Jones recognizes t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  of c r e a t i v i t y  between 
t h e  r o l e s  of chairmaker and f o l k l o r i s t ,  but  he r e f u s e s  t o  recognize t h a t  i n  f o l k l o r i s t i c  
c rea t ion  comparison i s  emphasized and is never present  i n  t h e  craf tsman's  c rea t ion .  
Real l i f e  and scholarship w i l l  never be i d e n t i c a l  t o  one another  because l i f e  i s  funda- 
mentally syn the t i c  and scholarship i s  i r revocably ana ly t i c .  

The Hand-Made Object and I t s  Maker i s  important f o r  t h e  quest ions it r a i s e s  r a t h e r  than 
f o r  t h e  answers it presents .  I think t h a t  every important question of c r a f t  scholarship 
is ra i sed  between t h e  covers of t h e  book. The d i d a c t i c  ins i s t ence  t h a t  ind iv idua l  be- 
havior i s  t h e  only scope of resea rch  has c rea ted  bas ic  schisms between t h i s  work and t h a t  
of  previous scholars  whose focus may have been l a r g e r  s o c i a l  u n i t s .  I n  fo lk lo re  it is 
so r a r e  t h a t  a scholar  r a i s e s  h i s  head from t n e  desc r ip t ion  of little-known events  t o  
t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  i s sues  impl ic i t  i n  our  work; Jones' book w i l l  have an important impact 
on anyone who takes t h e  time t o  read it. 
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