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Oral History

A Challenging and Provocative Experience

uring the past 22 years, I have

been involved in six major oral
history projects. Before June 1968,
my research assignments in my
career as a public historian--which
dates to a March 1955 entry on duty
with the Department of the Army’s
Center of Military History, followed
by a September 1955 transfer to the
National Park Service--had concen-
trated on events and the lives of
people of the 19th century and first
quarter of the 20th century. These
undertakings did not call for the use
of oral history in my research.
Consequently, I was unfamiliar with
oral history’s ability to provide an
invaluable database for interpreting
and managing cultural resources in-
tegral to or associated with the
National Park System whose focus is
on the years since the mid-1930s. As
a historian who had spent years in
documentary research in archives,
libraries, museums, newspaper
morgues, and tramping battlefields, I
neither understood nor appreciated
the value of oral history. In the years
since 1969, I have become a “true
believer.”

The road to becoming a “true
believer” has at times been rocky,
and I appreciate this opportunity to
share my learning experiences with
readers of the CRM Bulletin. My ini-
tiation to doing oral history was on a
hot June day in 1968, at the Trinity
Site on the Army’s White Sands
Missile Range, a National Historic

Edwin C. Bearss

Landmark. Accompanied by Jack
Turney, then superintendent of
White Sands National Monument, I
drove from Alamogordo to Trinity,
the site of the world’s first atomic
explosion, where we met with four
scientists and engineers who had
been associated with Robert Oppen-

heimer and the development of the
bomb, site preparation, and detona-
tion of the world'’s first atomic
device, on the night of July 16, 1945.
For Jack Turney and me, this was
an exciting and memorable day, as

(continued on page 2)

A Visual Recording

Jim Small

raditionally, oral histories have

been captured onto audio tapes;
however, this medium is limited only
to sound/voice documentation. In
May and December of 1988 Chief
Historian Ed Bearss and the staff at
Andersonville/Jimmy Carter Na-
tional Historic Sites conducted a
series of oral history interviews with
President and Mrs. Carter. The
objective was to capture the remem-
brances of the Carters for the future
development of Jimmy Carter
National Historic Site.

The Jimmy Carter National His-
toric Site is new to the National Park
System, signed into public law in
December 1987. Its significance is the
association of the key sites and
structures with Jimmy Carter during
his life and the history of a small
rural southern town in the years
1924-1976.

Working with a living president
and recording his remembrances
provided both unique and boundless
opportunities. The park staff decided
early in the planning stages to take
full advantage of this situation. With
permission from the Carters, the staff
planned to record the live interviews
on both reel-to-reel and VHS video
tapes. We had to assure the Secret
Service protective staff that the safety
of the former First Family would not
be compromised; we had to time the
interviews so that both President and
Mrs. Carter would be present; and
we had to carefully select the audio/
visual recording equipment for this
one shot opportunity to get the
Carters on tape.

We satisfied the Secret Service’s
requirements by not filming sensitive
items such as surveillance equipment

(continued on page 4)



A Challenging and Provocative
Experience
(continued from page 1)

we listened while our four compan-
ions—Robert Krohn, Berlyn Brixner,
John Manley, and Joe McKibben—
relived, through their words, a
world-shaking experience. Their
words were recorded and have been
transcribed, and will constitute an
invaluable resource should the
National Park Service at some future
date become responsible for the
management and interpretation of
the Trinity Site.

My first oral history project taught
me several invaluable lessons. These
were:

* Steep yourself in the back-
ground and interests of the partici-
pants.

* Do not overextend yourself by
both asking the lead questions and
operating the equipment.

* Familiarize yourself with the
recorder.

¢ Keep your questions and re-
marks succinct and to the point.
History is not interested in your
comments.

* After a long day in the hot, dry
climate of the Jornada de la Muerta
do not sit in an Alamogordo bistro
and drink three margaritas before
eating a late supper.

The next two oral history projects
to come my way were those keyed to
the Eisenhower National Historic
Site (authorized 1967) and then the
Lyndon B. Johnson National Historic
Site (authorized 1969). Both of these
projects, unlike the Trinity expedi-
tion, were programmed and funded
as part of the NPS program to
support interpretation and cultural
resource management of these two
new high-profile areas.

Because of the direct involvement
of three dynamic and history con-
scious people--President and Mrs.
Lyndon B. Johnson and NPS Director
George B. Hartzog--in adding the
LBJ Ranch unit to the park and their
appreciation of the importance of
oral history, the Johnson oral history
was given high priority by the
Service. It was inaugurated in the
autumn of 1972, but the untimely
death of former President Johnson, in
January 1973, cut short his direct
participation after one taping session
in the program. His legacy lives on in
the LB] Ranch Oral History Project
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because of the support of Mrs.
Johnson, NPS Director Ron Walker,

Southwest Regional Director Frank
Kowski, and Park Superintendent
Alec Gould. The project was contin-
ued, refined, and expanded, and
became a model program with which
I was associated from 1972 through
1981.

In March 1973, following Presi-
dent Johnson’s death, Blair Hubbard
of Harpers Ferry Center and I spent
one week in the Texas Hill country
taping interviews with key LB]J
Ranch employees and longtime
Blanco and Gillespie County friends
and associates of the Johnson family.
Cautioned by my Trinity experience
and schooled by Blair Hubbard to
make use of this exciting media to
the best advantage, we worked well
together. I conducted the interviews
and Blair operated the recorder and
monitored the audio impulses. In this
way, the emotions and feelings of the
person being interviewed would be
of such quality that they add drama
and feeling to the tape to be used in
the park’s audio interpretive stations.
Before conducting the interviews, my
practice was to first get to know the
person we were to visit and learn
something about his/her background
and association with President
Johnson or the area. This enabled me
to build up a rapport with the
interviewee. To illustrate the impor-
tance of this step, I will note that
President Johnson at his first meeting
with Ron Walker, who in early
January 1973 replaced George B.
Hartzog as Director, remarked that
“Bearss knows more about Grandfa-
ther and Grandmother Johnson and
my ancestors than I do.”

The tapes of the interviews were
carried back to Harpers Ferry by
Blair Hubbard, master copies made
for retention by the Center, and a
copy returned to the park. Superin-
tendent Gould assumed responsibil-
ity for securing from the persons
interviewed releases for the Service
to either use or restrict information
found on the tapes.

During the ensuing years, Super-
intendent Gould and his park
historian John Tift continued to give
priority to and to expand the Site’s
oral history program. Creatively em-
ploying both National Park Service
monies and grants from Southwest-
ern Monuments Association, they
hired Konrad Kelley, a colorful an-

thropologist, Episcopal padre, and
folklorist, to continue and broaden
the scope of the oral history project
to cover three generations of the
Johnsons and their Hill country
years. It was my pleasure to return to
Texas a number of times and work
with the Reverend Kelley and
Historian Tift to document, through
oral history, the cultural resources
and interpretive history at the park,
which in 1980 was redesignated the
Lyndon B. Johnson National Histori-
cal Park.

Mrs. Johnson, Johnson friends,
employees, and associates, and the
friendly people of the Hill country
were cooperative and the park’s oral
history collection, by far the largest
and most comprehensive in the
Service, now numbers 425 inter-
views—one of which, the 5-day tour
and documentation of the LBJ Ranch
with long-time ranch foreman Dale
Malechek and his wife, Jewel--
consists of 26 reels. Mrs. Johnson
enthusiastically endorsed and
participated in the project. She spent
many hours walking through the
Texas White House and its grounds,
recording their history and her
memories of them and their associa-
tions.

When the Texas White House and
its grounds are open to visitation,
future generations will listen in rapt
attention as Lady Bird Johnson, a
gifted and great First Lady, shares
with them her recollections of life on
the Pedernales.

The initial Eisenhower oral history
project, consisting of 20 interviews,
was programmed and accomplished
during the late spring and summer of
1973. The Harpers Ferry Center
hired, by contract, a technician to
operate and monitor the recorder,
and I conducted the interviews.
Preparation in 1970 of the Historic
Resource Study and Historical Base Map
of the Eisenhower National Historic
Site had provided me with a good
working knowledge of the Eisenhow-
ers’ Gettysburg years and excellent
contacts. The staff at the Gettysburg
National Military Park, especially
Superintendent Jerry Schober, Park
Secretary Betty Dietz Null, and
Historian Tom Harrison made
arrangements for recording sessions
with John Eisenhower and David
Eisenhower, the interview with
David taking place in the White
House Library.
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The Eisenhower project, because
of limited funding, was regrettably
far less comprehensive than the
Johnson project. The death of Presi-
dent Eisenhower, in March of 1969,
prevented his participation and
support, and in 1973 there was no
Director Hartzog to take a special
interest in the project. At Eisen-
hower, Secret Service Agent Herb
Dixon, in charge of Mrs. Eisen-
hower’s security, was not a friend of
oral history or the National Park
Service. He used his position to dis-
courage a session with Mrs. Eisen-
hower, to prevail on Sgt. John
Mooney and his wife not to partici-
pate, and refused to allow either
himself or his agents to be inter-
viewed.

Only after Secretary of the Interior
Rogers Morton personally contacted
Mrs. Eisenhower did she agree to
participate in the program. When
Superintendent Schober contacted
agent Dixon to perfect arrangements,
he was told that contract technician
Dick Sylvester, who was heavily
bearded, could not participate, as he
looked like a beatnik. Harpers Ferry
Center therefore assigned a clean-
shaven staffer--Fred Palm--to record
the interview. Accompanied by
Superintendent Schober, we spent
several hours on the grounds of the
Eisenhower house as Mrs. Eisen-
hower, a shy and gracious lady,
shared with us and posterity her
recollections of her and Ike’s Get-
tysburg years. She then led us on a
walk through the downstairs rooms,
discussing the furnishings and their
significance to the family.

Our session with Mrs. Eisenhower
closed down the Eisenhower oral
history project until after Mrs.
Eisenhower’s death on November 1,
1979, when the property was opened
to visitation and a second phase of
the project instituted by the Park.

The Johnson and Eisenhower oral
histories are particularly significant
because, by the 1950s, the telephone
had increasingly replaced the written
word and the paper trail in provid-
ing grist for historical research, and
most documents relating to the
occupation of these sites by the First
Families are classified and not
available. While the Eisenhower and
Johnson Presidential Libraries and
the University of Texas have under-
taken comprehensive oral history
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programs, their focus is on Eisen-
hower’s and LBJ’s public careers and
not their Gettysburg and Hill country
years.

After I became the Service’s Chief
Historian on November 1, 1981, I
assumed my direct participation in
major oral history projects was over,
but fortunately I was mistaken. On
May 1, 1985, William Penn Mott, Jr.,
became the Service’s 11th Director. A
former 1930s National Park Service
employee and the head of the
California State Parks during then-
Governor Ronald Reagan’s admini-
stration (1969-1977), Bill Mott was a
dynamic, hands-on Director, with a
deep appreciation of the value of
interpretation and oral history in
promoting the parks and building
constituencies. Because of Director
Mott’s interest, his unconventional
but innovative approach to the
perceived role and function of the
Washington staff, and my experi-
ence, I found myself, much to my
delight, again thrust into project-
related oral history.

When the House Subcommittee on
Parks and Public Lands in May of
1985 was conducting its hearing on
Representative Richard B. Ray’s bill
to establish a Jimmy Carter National
Historic Site, Director Mott, after
listening to the testimony and
remarks of the proponents of the site,
decided to send me to Plains, Geor-
gia, to inaugurate an oral history
project with President and Mrs.
Carter and their long-time friends
and neighbors.

In mid-December 1985 I traveled
to Plains. Superintendent John
Tucker of Andersonville National
Historic Site, key members of his
staff—Chief of Interpretation and
Visitor Services Fred Sanchez and
Historian Jim Small— and the good
people of Plains went out of their
way to make this a productive and
exciting week. A large number of
oral histories were recorded and im-
portant bridges to the community
built, which, in 1988, following the
establishment of the Jimmy Carter
National Historic Site in December
1987, led to what I consider to be the
most exciting, successful, and sophis-
ticated oral history project yet
undertaken by the Service. This
broad statement is based on these
reasons:

*President and Mrs. Carter were
co-participants, and the interface and
dynamics between them added an
exciting dimension. There are times
that their memories of the past and
sequences of dates vary and this
makes for excellent interchanges.

*Two media were employed--Fred
Sanchez video-taped the session and
Jim Small manned an audio recorder.

e The Carter oral histories, besides
providing the grist for the Park’s
interpretive and cultural resource
management programs, provided
invaluable insight into how President
and Mrs. Carter view park resources,
both tangible and intangible. A visit
to Jimmy Carter’s Boyhood Home in
Archery documented on film the
President’s deep attachment to this
home and its significance. Before
then, NPS plans had given it a lower
profile.

I have already said too much
about the Carter oral history project.
For a better appreciation of the
planning and work that ensured its
success, I call your attention to my
colleague Jim Small’s article.

It is through the efforts of the
troops in the front lines--outstanding
professional people such as Superin-
tendent Tucker, Chief Ranger San-
chez, and Historian Small, and those
with whom I worked at the Johnson
and Eisenhower sites--that we owe
the success of these efforts, and
because of them the Service has
achieved its long-held reputation as
the most admired Federal agency.

In a future issue of the Bulletin, I
plan to share with the readers the
story of the two other oral history
projects that Director Mott assigned
to me, following his visits to Bis-
cayne National Park and War in the
Pacific National Historical Park. The
latter featured interviews with
Guamanians and Saipanese who
experienced World War II in the
Pacific in all its violence and fright-
fulness.

Ed Bearss is the Chief Historian of the
National Park Service.



A Visual Recording
(continued from page 1)

and agents. To arrange for both
Carters to participate, we scheduled
the interviews six months in advance
and continued to work closely with
the Carter office in preparation. The
Harpers Ferry Center provided the
advice and necessary audio record-
ing equipment. The site was fortu-
nate enough to have a professional
series camcorder in its audio/visual
inventory.

The Carters were involved in the
interview preparation and briefed
about the objectives prior to the
interview. Also, the tapes produced
by the interviews would be made
available only for park use for
research and interpretive program-
mings. The future public use of the
tapes will be discussed during the
creation of the life estate agreement
between the National Park Service
and President and Mrs. Carter. In the
meantime, the Carters will retain
ownership and copyright to the tapes
to avoid their being placed in the
public domain.

Conducting an oral history inter-
view allows for the collection of
personal remembrances of events,
dates, and places. However, we
advise that caution be used when
relying on interviews as primary
sources because time elapses since
the event and memories are selective.
We also learned that the interviewer
can control the responses through the
types of questions asked or the man-
nerisms presented.

Chief Historian Ed Bearss served
as the interviewer and the site’s staff
took charge of logistics and technical
assistance. Prior to the interview, and
with permission from both the Secret
Service and the Carters, we con-
ducted a pre-interview visit to the
Carter home in Plains, Georgia. The
focus of this visit was to familiarize
ourselves with the furnishings,
physical layout of the furniture and
available lighting, including the
location of electrical outlets for our
equipment.

Our strategy was to have a low
NPS presence during the interviews
and above average familiarity with
the equipment that would be used.
We wanted to capture the interview
in as much a natural state as possible.
The reel-to reel tape recorder and op-
erator would be placed out of view
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Residence of Jimmy and Rosalynn Carter. National Park Service Photo.

of the Carters. Microphone cables
from both machines would be con-
solidated whenever possible. The
video recording process would
operate with minimum lighting using
flood lights only when the light level
prevents a clear image.

The results of our planning and
execution were surprising. We
achieved the visual and sound
quality that we expected; however,
the cultural data collected surpassed
our expectations. Captured on the
video tapes was the interaction
between President and Mrs. Carter;
facial expressions, gestures and a
visual interactive inventory between
the Carters and their household
belongings.

The majority of the interviewing
took place inside their home. It
covered early politics, life in Plains,
the military, and the post-Presidency
period. Also, the Carters provided an
architectural history of the only
home that they have ever owned and
personalized tour of the house. We
also obtained information concerning
the creator and donor of various
objects and furnishings.

Though not fully appreciated now,
in years to come this material will
greatly assist those developing
furnishings reports, documenting
objects, and piecing together the
daily routine of the President and
Mrs. Carter.

The interviews continued out-
doors and involved a tour of the
grounds surrounding the house, a
visit to the school that both President
and Mrs. Carter attended, and his

boyhood home. Chief Historian
Bearss conducted a questioning se-
quence that took the Carters back in
time. They vividly described the
school and its staff, reinforcing the
cultural importance that the school
had on this rural community. How-
ever, the most enlightening portions
of the interviews took place at the
boyhood home.

We were unsure as to the level of
importance that the boyhood home
had on the development of President
Carter’s political and human rights
ideologies. A review of the visual
interview at the boyhood home
quickly identified its importance.
President Carter’s eagerness to
investigate the house and outbuild-
ings, his clear recollections of daily
life on the farm, and remembrances
of his parents were captured by the
video camera and provided solid
documentation that this site de-
served a higher level of priority than
first realized.

More than 15 hours of taped
audio/visual recordings were made
during those two appointments in
1988. The results were eight video
tapes and 27 reel-to-reel tapes. The
cultural resources material gained is
abundant. The tapings have already
been put to use in creating an audio
driving tape tour of Plains and
currently under production is a
video tour of the Carter home for use
in the visitor center. A team from the
Historic American Buildings Survey
has also used the recordings for
visual references of the current home
and boyhood home.
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Historical Research in the National Park System,1989

Memo to the Editor

I commend the idea of publishing an
annual listing of park-related historical
research carried out by NPS employees
or supported by the bureau. It provides a
useful overview of work in progress
throughout the system and also a certain
degree of professional recognition to
those involved in the research.

However, on reviewing the 1989
listing, I was disappointed to find the
reports produced by the Division of
Historic Furnishings treated, for the most
part, as if they had no titles and were
produced anonymously. Of the six
people in this office who were working
on historic furnishings reports in FY "88
and '89, only two were personally
credited: Carol Petravage (Women's
Rights) and me (Sagamore Hill and
Ansley Wilcox House). Linda Greene
(DSC) also made the cut for her Historic
Furnishings Study for Scotty’s Castle.
The following projects were noted in
your listing, but most of them with no
indication that they were historic
furnishings reports or that individual
historians/curators were preparing
them:

Apostle Islands National Lakeshore

David H. Wallace, HFC, Keeper’s
Quarters and Fog Signal, Raspberry
Island, in progress.

Cape Hatteras National Seashore

David H. Wallace, HFC, Little Kinnakeet
Life Saving Station, in progress.

David H. Wallace, HFC, Principal
Keeper’s Quarters, Hatteras Light
Station, in progress.

Corrections

Chiricahua National Monument

David H. Wallace, HFC, Faraway Ranch,
1987.

Christiansted National Historic Site

Jerome A. Greene, DSC, and William F.
Cissel, CHRI, Fort Christiansvaern, 1988.

Cumberland Island National Historic
Site

Sarah M. Olson, HFC, Plum Orchard,
1988.

Edison National Historic Site

Leah Brodbeck Burt, EDIS, Glenmont, in
progress.

Eleanor Roosevelt National Historic
Site

Katherine L. Menz, HFC, Val-Kill, 1986.
Fort Larned National Historic Site

Clifford Soubier, HFC, Barracks, in
progress.

Clifford Soubier, HFC, Hospital, Offi-
cer’s Quarters, and Commissary Store-
house, in progress.

Fort Raleigh National Historic Site

Elizabethan Room (not a research
project)

Harry S Truman National Historic Site

Sarah M. Olson, HFC, Truman Home,
1986.

Hot Springs National Park

Carol A. Petravage, HFC, Fordyce
Bathhouse, 1987.

Petersburg National Battlefield Park

Donald C. Pfanz, PETE, Grant’s Cabin, in
progress.

Harpers Ferry National Historic Park

Carol A. Petravage, HFC, Building 40, in
progress.

Manhattan Sites

Katherine L. Menz, HFC, Hamilton
Grange, in progress.

Martin Luther King, Jr.
National Historic Site

David H. Wallace, HFC, Birth Home, in
progress.

Valley Forge National Historic Park

John P. Brucksch, HFC, Varnum’s
Headquarters, in progress.

Katherine L. Menz, HFC, Washington’s
Headquarters, in progress.

Voyageurs National Park

David H. Wallace, HFC, Kettle Falls
Hotel, 1988.

--David Wallace

Staff Curator, Division of
Historic Furnishings,
Harpers Ferry Center

A Visual Recording

There have been drawbacks. All
the planning we did for this assign-
ment still left some areas incomplete.
We tried to accomplish too much at
one time. The Carters became
fatigued and hurried toward the end
of the process. We also shot still
photography during the interviews.
The flash from the camera disturbed
the image captured on the video.
There are objects and furnishings
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that deserve a closer examination for
detailed documentation. As a learn-
ing experience, we gained a wealth of
technical and practical knowledge
from both the strengths and weak-
nesses of our production.

The end results have been produc-
tive and a visual media policy has
been developed to guide the staff in
the future production, collection, and
storage of video, sound and still
photography materials. The Carters
have agreed to permit a video
inventory of their home every 27

months. This will allow the camera
to capture seasonal and personal
changes of objects and furnishings
inside of the home. Also, a landscape
visual inventory will be conducted
three times a year to document
vegetation growth. We have discov-
ered the value of video recordings as
a tool for cultural resources manage-
ment.

Jim Small is a park ranger/historian at
Jimmy Carter National Historic Site, GA.
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NPS’ Super Database of Databases, COMMON,
Where Are You Today?

Back in the early 1980s you may
remember hearing talk of a new NPS
super database that would contain
much of the data and information
that the Service collects and/or
needs, and would be available to all
field areas via computer. The new
database was to be called COM-
MON. Well, COMMON where are
you today?

Although evolving into something
beyond the founder’s original
version of the system, COMMON is
still alive, well and taking on new
meaning. As the National Park
Service is adjusting and growing, the
Service’s information management
requirements are also adjusting and
changing.

COMMON is evolving to keep
pace with the continuous introduc-
tion of new computer technologies,
at the same time, having to change
with new NPS administrative
demands. The original vision of
COMMON, that of sharing data on
one minicomputer, has been rede-
signed to be a central database
receiving and sending data to and
from microcomputers throughout the
Service. Today, COMMON reflects
this pragmatic need by the NPS
programs, such as Natural Resources
and Cultural Resources, for an infor-
mation tool easily accessible through-
out the Service.

COMMON is still an automated
database system that contains basic,
frequently requested information
about each unit of the National Park
System. The original and present
objective of COMMON was and still
is to provide an easily accessible
source of servicewide summary
information about parks to the
largest possible audience. As stated
above, the information includes a
variety of administrative, natural and
cultural resources data; but today,
the system is not just summary data.
COMMON has become more of a
working management information
system for tracking projects and sub-
mitting management reports for the
NPS programs. COMMON is a
collection of unique database sys-

tems. An example of this is the List

of Classified Structures (LCS), a

detailed inventory of all historic and

prehistoric structures managed by
the Park Service. It is an information
tool that assists park managers in
planning and programming appro-
priate treatment and recording deci-
sions regarding listed structures.

The original vision of Common
was that of
* modular design,

* an easy-to-use menu driven
system,

* many users get on one computer
system from anywhere in the U.S.
and

* sharing of key data among parks
and between the parks, regions &
WASO.

The problem with this concept
was that technology and telecommu-
nication to support the third and
fourth points were not fully imple-
mented. The Service at the time used
a Hewlett Packard 3000 minicom-
puter with a limited number of
communication lines (ports). In
addition, the Park Service found out
that it was very awkward and
expensive for very remote parks to
get onto (log on to) and stay on the
WASQO computer. To get around
these problems, COMMON’s design-
ers explored using microcomputer
technology which could distribute
most of the processing and save on
telecommunications costs.

Today, COMMON tries to take
advantage of the versatility of the
microcomputer and the power of the
larger minicomputer. The Cultural
Resource Management Bibliography
(CRBIB), an inventory of reports and
documents that address park cultural
resources, uses the versatility of the
PC microcomputer for data entry,
update, and local reporting. CRBIB
passes all the data to the Hewlett
Packard 3000 and uses the power of
WASQO'’s HP-3000 minicomputer for
larger management report and cross
region studies. The present COM-
MON still continues to use the user-
friendly menu screen which allows
NPS staff to quickly and easily

retrieve information from the system.
Information in modules like
NPFLORA (park flora) and
NPFAUNA (park fauna) can be
easily retrieved by simply selecting
from the reports menu one of many
preprogrammed standard reports or
by using a sophisticated interactive
database management language for
ad-hoc inquires. COMMON also
takes advantage of its modular
design; for example, CRBIB module
data can be looked at with the closely
related LCS module data and/or any
of the other COMMON modules
data. As with the original COM-
MON, this combination of features
gives users the ability to cross
reference data and develop relation-
ships that only they are able to
imagine.

The future for COMMON will
reflect the same pressures for better
performance because of newer
technology and changing demands
by the NPS program areas. With the
advent of FTS52000 telecommunica-
tions, COMMON will be not just a
central minicomputer at WASO with
many micro PCs remotely retrieving
data, but could be a collection of
minicomputers and micros all part of
an online network forming a Service-
wide distributed database. If in the
future a module’s functional require-
ments need the system to be com-
pletely distributed, the data could be
stored and managed in the field and
still be accessed by other parks,
regions or WASO. Information will
become truly a distributed and
shared resource for all in the Park
Service to use.

For more information regarding
COMMON, contact Information and
Data Systems Division on (FTS/202)
343-4441.

— Bill Brimberry, Decision
Support Section

Reprinted from “Pointers,” a quarterly
newsletter of the Information and Data
Systems Division, NPS, Vol. 4, No.1.
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PRESERVATION TECHNOLOGY UPD

ATE

Rising Damp in Historic Buildings:
Diagnosis and Treatment

w hile rising damp, a form of

moisture damage, affects only
a small percentage of buildings in the
United States, it is nonetheless a
difficult problem to diagnose and
treat. The remedial work necessary
to cure or control serious rising
damp is in some cases radical, and
should be undertaken on historic
buildings only after thorough inspec-
tion and evaluation by a specialist.
This inspection should include a
complete understanding of the
building, the site and the range of
physical problems. This should be
followed with diagnostic testing and
laboratory analysis to verify field
findings. The level of risk to the
historic building both from the
existing conditions and the impact of
any remedial treatments should be
fully evaluated.

Owners of many historic buildings
have effectively handled rising damp
problems, which are seasonal in
nature, through added heat or
increased ventilation during periods
of noticeable dampness; an accept-

This is the first of a two-part series
on rising damp in historic buildings.
The first article will discuss the
causes of rising damp: how to
identify it and the range of remedial
treatments. The second article, which
will appear in the next Preservation
Technology Update, looks at specific
American buildings that have been
treated for rising damp over the last
several years. Sharon C. Park, AIA, a
recipient of an Albright Employee
Development Fund grant, studied
the problems of rising damp in
England and the United States in
1989. Special thanks is given to
Professor Christopher A. Howard,
Liverpool Polytechnic, England, for
his invaluable information on diag-
nosing rising ground moisture in ma-
sonry walls.

Sharon C. Park

able equilibrium is often achieved.
The key in these situations is to be
aware of how the building behaves
and to know when repairs should be
made. If the problem is serious
enough that traditional methods of
solving moisture problems are inade-
quate, more radical treatments may
need to be considered. If there are a
variety of preservation problems that
need to be addressed a professional
team of architects, engineers and
specialists should be consulted.

Rising Damp: What Is It?

Rising damp is a result of ground
moisture being absorbed into ma-
sonry foundations through the
capillary pores found naturally in
stone or in some porous brick.
Ground moisture, once in the foun-
dation walls, will rise from the
subsurface until it finds a point at
which it naturally evaporates from
the material. Rising damp will
usually create a horizontal band or

(continued on page 8)
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This section detail (excerpted from Moisture Problems in Historic Masonry Walls, by Baird M. Smith)
illustrates a typical complex dampness problem caused by ground moisture, interior condensation, and
rain. Uncontrolled ground moisture in foundation walls, or rising damp, can cause serious damage:
rotted joist ends, spalling masonry in cold climates, efflorescence, and/or bubbling interior plaster. In
cases where serious damage is likely to occur, consideration should be given to controlling the moisture
through regrading, subsurface drainage, ventilation, dampcoursing, or a combination of these treatments.
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Rising Damp in Historic Buildings
(continued from page 7)

tidemark three or four feet above
grade (see photo 1 ). This horizontal
line demarcates the wet from the dry
elevation of the wall, and the mois-
ture content will fluctuate within this
band as a direct correlation of the
amount of moisture in the ground.
The level of rising damp will depend
not only on the ground moisture, but
the depth of the foundation wall, the
thickness of the wall, the porosity of
the material, and the presence of
hygroscopic salts.

Because unwanted moisture in a
building wall can cause serious
damage leading to structural un-
soundness, it is important to remove
or control this moisture once it is de-
termined that a problem exists.
Moisture damage in a foundation
wall can weaken the foundation
itself, rot adjacent timbers, corrode
metal anchors, contaminate interior
plaster, and cause freeze-thaw
spalling in above-grade masonry in
cold climates.

Rising damp is only one form of
moisture deterioration. It is often
very difficult to determine the actual
source of the moisture, be it from
underground springs, a chronic high
water table, poor soil drainage due to
subsurface clay, improper site
grading that misdirects surface
runoff, or perhaps even an unsus-
pecting new source of added ground
moisture: the automatic landscape

spinkler system. The source of
moisture for rising damp is usually
found at a depth below the footing of
the masonry wall, resulting in the
entire thickness of the masonry wall
being saturated (see sketch). Lateral
damp, on the other hand, is primar-
ily a result of excess moisture at or
near the surface of the building and
affects the external face of the
foundation wall. Lateral damp is
often resolved by less radical means
than rising damp.

If rising damp is to be controlled,
either the source of moisture must be
removed or the capillary action of
the masonry must be interrupted so
that the moisture will not travel up
the wall. In the 19th century, a row of
moisture impervious slates was often
placed just above the grade to stop
the capillary action of brick or soft
stone. This early attempt to control
rising damp—by creating an imper-
meable layer within the masonry
wall—provides the basis for contem-
porary practice. If rising damp is not
effectively stopped and it is merely
covered over, say with vinyl wallpa-
per on the interior or exterior water-
proof coatings, the moisture will be
forced even higher up the wall. This
elevated level of moisture will begin
to effect materials other than ma-
sonry, for example, wooden compo-
nents of window and door frames.
Once it has ben determined that seri-
ous rising damp is present, remedial
action must be taken.

Rising damp may be present if
there is:

Photo 1. Rising damp is seen along building foundations as a tidemark three or four feet above grade.
This tidemark differentiates the wet from the dry area of the foundation wall. Rising damp is generally
found in low lying or moist areas.

a noticeable horizontal line demar-
cating wet from dry masonry,
often accompanied by spalling;

moisture saturated through the
wall and not just on the outside
surface;

moisture from the base of the wall
(basement if there is one) to above
the grade line;

moisture generally restricted to
the first three or four feet above
grade, not high up on the wall;

musty odor, bubbling plaster, dry
rot, or other evidence of moisture
deterioration.

If there are only irregular areas of
dampness or splotches of moisture,
or if the moisture appears high up on
the building, then the problem is not
likely to be rising damp.

Because moisture deterioration
has continued to be a major problem
in historic preservation, the National
Park Service published a technical
report by Baird Smith in 1984 titled
Moisture Problems in Historic Masonry
Walls; Diagnosis and Treatment (see
reading list). This publication pro-
vides an overview of the sources of
moisture (weather, ground, and
interior condensation), problems of
moisture in masonry, the effects of
hygroscopic salts on exterior efflores-
cence, types of moisture meters
available for diagnosis and a brief
discussion of remedial treatments.

Diagnosing Rising Damp

In diagnosing rising damp, it is
important first to identify the prob-
lem (wet walls, bubbling plaster),
and then to identify the source
(ground moisture, high watertable,
no dampcoursing). This will usually
require, in addition to a visual
inspection, the use of on-site equip-
ment such as moisture meters and
off-site laboratory analysis of
samples taken from the site. Rising
damp, as previously stated, is
relatively uncommon, but it is
nonetheless difficult to isolate from
other sources of moisture deteriora-
tion. Research conducted in England
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by the Building Research Establish-
ment has determined that only about
9 percent of the moisture-damaged
properties in the United Kingdom
suffer from rising damp. Approxi-
mately 66 percent of the moisture-
damage is caused by internal con-
densation that is not properly
ventilated. In the United States,
where we have lower moisture levels
from rainfall and other sources,
rising damp is much less of a prob-
lem. In fact, it is generally restricted
to low-lying coastal areas such as
Galveston or Charleston and found
in buildings of brick or soft sand-
stone that absorb moisture. One of
the secondary by-products of rising
damp is salt contamination of the
masonry as ground salts (nitrites)
and/or chlorides found naturally in
the masonry or mortar migrate up
through the foundation walls along
with the moisture. The diagnosis of
rising damp often reveals hygro-
scopic salts. These salts often skew
the results of diagnostic equipment
used on-site, and for that reason,
laboratory analysis is generally
required.

Visual inspection is not adequate
to diagnose rising damp. Moisture
readings of the entire depth of the
wall are necessary in order to verify
that the wall is being saturated from
below the footing and not just wet at
the exterior surface. Lateral damp
from surface ground moisture can
often be treated with simple re-
grading or the installation of footing
drains. Rising damp, on the other
hand, occurs from below the footing
and is not so easily treated. The
quickest and most accurate method
of detection of moisture within the
wall is to use a calcium-carbide
meter that chemically records, on-
site, the percentage of moisture
within a particular cored sample.
While this is mildly destructive (the
wall needs to be drilled), samples can
be taken from the inside surface that
are fairly small in diameter, and can
be replastered, if the surface was
originally plastered. If a carbide
moisture meter of this type is not
available, surface readings using a
hand-held electric moisture meter
can be used. These surface meters,
however, may be recording surface
condensation or the presence of
leaking pipes; readings may be

skewed due to salts at the surface
interfering with the electronic circuit
of the meter. If a moisture meter
indicates that there is a 5 percent or
greater amount of moisture in the
wall, it will be necessary to under-
take more conclusive tests and, in
most cases, to select a treatment to
eliminate, or at least control, mois-
ture in the foundation wall.

At the time that the moisture
content of the wall is being plotted, it
is important that the composition of
the wall be identified. For example, is
the wall rubble-filled with irregular
mortar courses? Is the building
constructed using brick cavity walls?
Does the mortar contain a high per-
centage of alkaline? Is there any
evidence of moisture from other
sources, such as leaking gutters, poor
mortar joints. cracks in the masonry,
interior condensation, etc? Is there
adequate ventilation in the building
or crawl space to assist with the
drying of only marginally moist
walls? These cyclical maintenance
repairs should always be undertaken
prior to any major intervention in a
building system. If a building has
been treated for rising damp and a
source of moisture penetration is
deteriorated mortar joints, damage
will continue to occur until those
joints are properly repointed.

It is also important to understand
that even after moisture has been
controlled, walls that have been
contaminated with hygroscopic salts
will continue to have problems. If the
interior surfaces were plastered, the
damaged plaster, contaminated with
these salts, will generally have to be
removed and the wall replastered to
avoid airborne moisture from reab-
sorbing into the plaster. Even with
replastering the inside surfaces, these
salts will continue to effloresce on the
exterior masonry as the building
dries out. Part of a good cyclical
maintenance plan will address dry
brushing of these salts periodically.
Because residual salts will remain in
the masonry above the treated site of
rising damp, it is critical to consider
the impact of any additional treat-
ment to the entire building system.
For this reason, the application of
additional waterproofing treatments
to the masonry exterior are not
generally recommended.

Preservation Concerns

Treatments for rising damp must
be undertaken with care if a historic
building is involved. The two key
concepts of preservation are to
protect the materials of the building
and to protect the historic character
of the building. Deteriorated materi-
als should be repaired if possible and
replaced in kind if those materials
are still available. If a substantial
amount of new material is intro-
duced into a building or if the
materials do not match the historic
ones in form, appearance and detail-
ing, then the historic character may
be seriously altered and its integrity
compromised. In dealing with rising
damp, it is expected that there will
be damp masonry, deteriorated
mortar, bubbling plaster, perhaps
some rotted flooring, and in areas
with freezing temperatures there
may be freeze-thaw spalling to the
exterior masonry. In looking at
remedial treatments, it is best to
consider treatments that physically
stop the moisture rising while still
allowing the masonry to breathe, and
to install these treatments with
minimal disfigurement of the build-
ing. If at all possible, the treatments
should be reversible and not damage
the historic materials.

The various treatments available
to contain or control rising damp are
not necessarily compatible with the
stated criteria for historic preserva-
tion. For example, many of the
treatments can be visually disfigur-
ing to the building as a result of
drilling holes on the exterior for
chemical injection. In addition, the
treatments may not be reversible;
when some chemicals are injected
into masonry materials, the proper-
ties of these materials may change.
What is significant about the treat-
ments for rising damp, however, is
that their limited use can arrest the
slow deterioration of materials, and
if care is used, the historic character
of the resource can be preserved. It is
the responsibility of the preservation
architect or administrator to ensure
that a sensitive installation job is
undertaken to preserve the historic
building.

(continued on page 10)
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Rising Damp in Historic Buildings
(continued from page 9)

Treatments

The first approach for dealing
with rising damp is to eliminate as
much excessive ground moisture as
possible. This may include regrading,
installing proper gutters and downs-
pouts, providing good area-way
drains, and evaluating any ground
watering systems that are close to the
building foundation. The next step is
to try to control the moisture within
the building and allow trapped
moisture to breathe. For example, are
the basement or crawl spaces ade-
quately ventilated? If not, then
dehumidifiers, ventilating fans, heat,
or operable vents should be consid-
ered. Have vapor impermeable
masonry paints and coatings been
applied to the building that are
holding moisture in the wall? These
should be removed or at least
identified as contributors to the
problem. Rising damp that is not
causing structural decay may be
treated solely by regular monitoring
to ensure that it stays within man-
ageable limits.

If in monitoring a building, it
becomes apparent that rising damp is
causing serious deterioration, more
radical treatments may be necessary.
While the National Park Service does
not recommend extensive removal or
alteration of historic materials, there
may be some situations where
serious decay will require major
intervention, for example where the
structural integrity of a floor joist
system has been undermined by dry
rot fungus caused by excessive
moisture in the bearing walls. If the
flooring must be replaced, it may be
the time to consider ways to also
reduce the moisture in the founda-
tion walls to ensure that the replace-
ment joists are not soon affected by
the same situation.

The basic goal for treating serious
rising damp is to stop the upward
migration of moisture within the
wall. This traditionally was achieved
with the installation of a water-im-
permeable layer of slate or lead
between a masonry joint just above
the grade level. Because rising damp
generally is a result of either no

Photo 2. New dampcourses can be mechanically cut into foundation walls. In this regularly coursed
brick wall, a heavy polyethylene sheeting is being installed in a slot that has been cut with a tungsten
carbide saw. Slate shims and non-shrink mortar are used to hold the sheeting in place.

damp coursing or a damaged one, it
is important to consider installing an
effective one. This dampcoursing can
be a traditional physical one using
either the historic materials of slate
or lead, or by inserting a modern
heavy polyethylene sheet into the
wall (see photo 2). Or the
dampcoursing can be achieved using
a modern system of chemical injec-
tion or infused resins to create a wa-
terproof layer (see photo 3). Of the
two methods of dampcoursing, the
installation of a physical membrane
is usually considered preferable to
the chemical method. The injection
method will not be fully effective if
the chemicals have not totally
saturated the masonry materials or if
it has run out through undetected
fissures in the wall. However, it is
not always possible to use physical
dampcoursing and chemical
dampcoursing may be an acceptable
alternative.

Installing dampcourse layers has
been in practice for over 20 years in
Europe and the United Kingdom.
The development of core drilling
equipment and diamond blade
circular and tungsten-carbide tipped
chain saws have facilitated the
insertion of new dampcourses
without structural damage to the
building from vibrations. Not all new
technologies have been successful for
treating rising damp, however. There
have been a number of cure-alls

promoted for rising damp which
have failed. These include the
installation of ceramic or porous
tubes to allow the walls to breathe
and the installation of an electro-
osmotic systems of copper wiring to
halt capillary action. Neither has
proven effective.

Physical damp-proofing is usually
done on buildings with evenly
coursed brick or porous stone where
there is access to both sides of the
wall. A physical slot is cut into the
masonry or mortar joint just above
grade level. Saws are used to cut
through the masonry wall in alternat-
ing sections of three foot intervals to
avoid structural weakening or
collapse. Either diamond blade
circular saws or tungsten-carbide
tipped chain saws are used for cut-
ting. Generally heavy reinforced
black polyethylene sheeting is
installed with new mortar. Slate
shims are set in with the non-shrink
mortar to provide a rigid wedge
until the new mortar has set. Need-
less to say, there can be no active
utility cables or pipes within the wall
being cut with saws.

The chemical damp-proof method
of installing dampcourses is more
often selected for a variety of rea-
sons. It is more difficult to ensure
complete effectiveness than the
physical dampcoursing, but it is
generally less expensive and quicker.
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In some cases it is used if there is not
complete access to both sides of the
wall, or if the coursing is not even, or
if structural failure might result from
cutting the walls, piers, or columns.
Chemical dampcourses are generally
installed by drilling port holes into
the masonry and then saturating the
masonry with chemical solutions.
One system is the Massari system
which uses polyester resins or epoxy
grouts which are injected into rather
large (1-1/2") overlapping holes and
which form a solid continuous
impervious layer upon curing. A
similar system uses smaller holes set
farther apart with chemicals injected
under pressure or infused using
gravity. The chemical solutions are
either water-based with siliconates or
spirit-based with either silicone or
aluminum stearate. The choice of
chemicals depends on the physical
environment and materials of the
substrate. Injection is either in the
mortar joint or in the masonry if it is
adequately porous. Evenly coursed
cavity walls can be injected from
each side.

Chemical injection, however, is
not always possible or successful; If
the walls are extremely wet, or are
irregularly constructed with rubble
fill, or the materials are inconsistent
in their ability to absorb, the treat-
ment may not provide adequate
dampcoursing. In addition, the
chemical composition of some
mortars may be so alkaline that the
resins will not cure properly. A
reputable company with experience
in chemical injection will design and
ensure that the chemicals used will
be compatible with the individual
resource. In most cases dealing with
historic buildings, chemical
dampcoursing using ports drilled on
the exterior of the building will be
too disfiguring and would drastically
alter the historic appearance of the

property.

Conclusion

The treatment of serious rising
damp in historic buildings requires
thorough evaluation and testing in

Photo 3. Chemically injected resins can also form a dampcourse layer in some buildings. Holes are
drilled approximately every five inches along a masonry joint line or horizontally in the brick. In this
case, the dampcourse is installed just above a slab-on-grade floor. The chemicals are injected under
pressure, saturate the masonry and upon curing form a barrier to the rising damp.

order to fully understand the build-
ing, its site, and its internal problems.
As with any deterioration issue, the
approach should be a conservative
one that ensures that all the basic
choices for diverting or controlling
the moisture have been tried or
eliminated before more radical
procedures are tried. For any inva-
sive treatment that involves remov-
ing, replacing, or altering historic
materials, care must be taken to
evaluate the impact to the historic
resource prior to selecting a remedial
treatment. In the second part of this
series, case studies will be presented
that show the range of preservation
options available for dealing with
rising damp.

For More Reading

Ashurst, John and Nicola. Practi-
cal Building Conservation, Vol. 1.
Stone Masonry. New York: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc. 1988.

Castle, RW. Damp Walls. Lon-
don: The Technical Press, Ltd. 1964.

Feilden, Bernard M. Conservation
of Historic Buildings. London:
Butterworth Scientific Ltd. 1982.

Gratwick, R.T. Dampness in
Buildings. New York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc. 1974. _

Massari, Giovanni. Conference on
the Problems of Moisture in Historic
Monuments. Rome: ICOMOS, 1967.

Oliver, Alan. Dampness in Build-
ings. New York:Nichols Press. 1988.

Smith, Baird M. Moisture Prob-
lems in Historic Masonry Walls;
Diagnosis and Treatment. Washing-
ton D.C.: U.S. Department of the
Interior, Preservation Assistance Di-
vision. 1984.

Photos by Sharon C. Park, NPS.
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The NPS Historic Landscape Initiative:

Developing National Standards for the Treatment of Historic Landscapes

The last 50 years have seen a great
evolution in the field of land-
scape preservation, from the recogni-
tion that historic and cultural land-
scapes are important and indeed
worthy of documentation and pro-
tection, to advancements in preserva-
tion technology. The National Park
Service, the Federal agency charged
with national policy related to
historic preservation, spearheaded
some of the first efforts to preserve
historic landscapes. In the 1930s, the
preservation and partial restoration
of the Colonial and Civil War battle-
fields at Yorktown may have been
the first efforts to recognize the im-
portance of landscape features as
evidence of the layers of American
history. Today, we recognize a broad
range of historic landscapes includ-
ing historic sites, historic scenes,
historic designed landscapes, and
rural/vernacular landscapes.

Two recent publications produced
by the NPS, National Register Bulletin
18: How to Evaluate and Nominate His-
toric Designed Landscapes and Bulletin
30: How to Identify, Evaluate, and
Nominate Rural Historic Landscapes,
have greatly enhanced our ability to
effectively identify the features and
representative types of designed and
vernacular landscapes. However,
despite the fact that general agree-
ment seems to exist regarding the
importance of inventorying and
evaluating historic landscapes we
still do not have full consensus on
terminology, philosophy, or treat-
ment. As a result, the perennial
question still remains: once we know
a landscape is significant, what do
we do with it?

The existing Secretary of Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Historic
Preservation Projects provide direction
for the treatment (preservation,
restoration, protection, stabilization,
rehabilitation, reconstruction, etc.) of
historically significant structures.
These standards generally address
the “building site” and the “district/
neighborhood” but provide very

Lauren G. Meier

little direction for the treatment of
historic landscapes whether or not
they are associated with significant
buildings. To address this need and
offer technical assistance regarding
landscape preservation, the National
Park Service has begun an initiative
to develop standards and guidelines
for the treatment of historic land-
scapes.

Developing the Standards

The primary focus of the land-
scape initiative is to prepare the
Secretary of Interior’s standards and
guidelines for the treatment of
historic landscapes. Standards
provide an overall philosophy and
general principles which apply to all
treatments, while guidelines provide
more specific direction for applying
the standards for each treatment.
Once developed, they may be used to
guide preservation work on all
significant landscapes listed on the
National Register of Historic Places.
The effort is being coordinated in the
Preservation Assistance Division,
with participation from the Park
Historic Architecture Division and
regional offices.

The standards are also being
developed with assistance from
several professional organizations
including the ASLA Open Commit-
tee on Historic Preservation, the
Alliance for Historic Landscape
Preservation, the ICOMOS Commit-
tee on Historic Gardens and Sites,
and the National Association for
Olmsted Parks, as well as individuals
with expertise in rural and designed
landscape preservation, historic
landscape architects and resource
specialists.

The first task in developing the
standards is determining the basic
approach or philosophy. To do this,
NPS is presently grappling with a
host of issues including the inherent
differences between designed and
vernacular landscapes and how to
treat the dynamic nature of land-
scapes. Since vegetation maintenance

is sometimes considered a preserva-
tion treatment, the standards may
offer general principles regarding
landscape or vegetation maintenance
and management, including replace-
ment of plant material.

In addition many different preser-
vation approaches are currently
accepted and practiced in historic
landscapes, making the task of
consistent standards even more
difficult. For example, the building
standards require that new construc-
tion be designed to appear noticeably
distinct from the historic fabric. In
historic landscapes, new plantings,
pavings, or site furnishings are often
designed to blend with or replicate
the “historic character.” Does this
solution produce a false historic ap-
pearance or is it an acceptable
solution? Another point of diver-
gence revolves around features that
were designed and never con-
structed. For historic buildings, the
acceptable preservation approach
would not allow for the construction
of these features. In landscapes,
missing elements often result in poor
circulation or patterns of use, or the
failure to realize the original design
intent. Clearly, issues such as these
must be resolved before we can
begin to draft the standards.

The process for developing the
text for the standards and guidelines
will involve input from many
disciplines and organizations de-
voted to landscape preservation, as
well as input from individuals who
will actually use the standards. The
process will require many meetings,
discussions, and workshops before
the draft standards are officially pub-
lished in the Federal Register for
public comment, sometime in late
1990.

Conclusion

Landscape preservation has
evolved from the protection of
individual landscape elements, to the
recognition of the importance of
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landscape research and documenta-
tion. Today, landscape preservation-
ists speak of the importance of the
preservation of historic plant varie-
ties and of global threats to our
historic landscape legacy. We under-
stand that natural resource protec-
tion and cultural resource preserva-
tion are inextricably linked. Still, the
practice of historic landscape preser-
vation is varied, in some cases
arbitrary and speculative.

It is clear that historic landscape
preservation has reached a critical
juncture; the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards are an important next step
in the evolution of the profession.
Not only will they be of use to
professional landscape architects and
preservationists, they will also set the
direction for “good preservation
practice” related to historic land-
scapes.

Upcoming Conferences with
Historic Landscape Interest

May 4-6, 1990

Olmsted Strategy for the Year 2000:
A New Decade of Park Preservation

National Association for Olmsted
Parks Conference

Buffalo, New York

For information, contact the NAOP:
5010 Wisconsin Ave. N.W.

Suite 308

Washington D.C. 20016

(202) 362-9511

June 5-7
Preservation Challenges for the
1990s: A Conference for Public Offi-

cials

Washington D.C.

Sponsored by the National Park
Service

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

National Conference of State Historic
Preservation Officers

General Services Administration

For information write:

Preservation Challenges Conference
National Park Service, 424

P.O. Box 37127

Washington D.C. 20013-7127

(202) 343-9578

June 14-17, 1990

Alliance for Historic Landscape
Preservation Annual Meeting

Seattle and Olympic National Park,
Washington

For information, contact:
Tim Keller, President (804) 295-3880
Cathy Gilbert, NPS: (206) 442-0791

October 19-21, 1990

National Association of Olmsted
Parks Conference

Yosemite National Park, California
(In conjunction with the Yosemite
Centennial)

For information contact the NAOP:
5010 Wisconsin Ave. N.W.

Suite 308

Washington D.C. 20016

(202) 362-9511

October 25-26, 27-30, 1990

American Society of Landscape
Architects Historic Landscape
Symposium and Annual Meeting

San Diego, California

For information, contact the ASLA
4401 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008-2302
(202) 686-2752

For More Reading

Andropogon Associates, Inc. Earth-
works Manual. Washington D.C.:
National Park Service, Park Historic
Architecture Division. 1989

McClelland, Linda; J. Timothy Keller;
Genevieve P. Keller; and Robert Z.
Melnick. National Register Bulletin 30:
How to Identify Evaluate, and Register
Rural Historic Landscapes. Washington
D.C.: National Park Service, Inter-
agency Resources Division. Draft.
1989

Stokes, Samuel, and A. Elizabeth
Watson. Saving America’s Countryside:
A Guide to Rural Conservation. Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation.
Baltimore, Maryland: Johns Hopkins
University Press. 1989

Tishler, William (Editor). American
Landscape Architecture, Designers and
Places. Washington D.C.: The Preser-
vation Press. 1989

Upcoming Publications

Ranney, Victoria Post; Gerald Rauluk
and Carolyn Hoffman (Editors). The
Papers of Frederick Law Olmsted, Vol 5:
The California Frontier, 1863-1865.
Baltimore, Maryland: Johns Hopkins
University Press. Anticipated in print
Fall 1990.

National Park Service. Preserving
Historic Landscapes: An Annotated
Reading List. Washington D.C.:
Preservation Assistance Division.
Anticipated in print Summer 1990.
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ARCHEOLOGICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

INFORMATION REPORT

A National Strategy for Federal Archeology

rogress in Federal archeology,

broadly defined to include the
archeological activities of land
managing agencies, agencies that
provide funding for or undertake
development activities, and agencies
that regulate development, would
benefit from the identification of a
list of broad areas for intensified,
concerted activity. Such a list of
common concerns should be used to
describe and focus Federal archeol-
ogical preservation, interpretation,
and management by presenting in a
short, understandable format the
major archeological challenges
confronting Federal agencies. It
could be used within agencies/
departments/bureaus to argue for
the resources necessary to meet these
challenges more effectively.

The list also could be used to
identify for Congress, foundations,
and professional organizations the
programs and projects to which
agencies give highest priority.
Specific agency objectives and tasks
could be identified as parts of a
common, national effort to preserve
America’s archeological heritage.

The CRM Bulletin is pleased to
announce a new section, “Archeological
Assistance Program: Information
Report.”

This new section reflects the growing
role of the CRM Bulletin as a vehicle for
interdisclinary information exchange
pertaining to cultural resources manage-
ment.

In this role, the CRM Bulletin hopes to
expand its audience’s awareness of the
issues, concerns, and problems that are
common to all disciplines responsible for
the protection, care, and management of
cultural resources.

For the premiere of “Archeological
Assistance Program” in the CRM
Bulletin, Francis P. McManamon dis-
cusses a national strategy for Federal
Archeology, and Juliette G. Tahar
introduces the Archeological Assistance
Division (AAD) and its publications
program.
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Francis P. McManamon

Such unity of purpose would gain
support for archeological preserva-

tion both within agencies and from
other organizations and individuals.

This list could serve as the core of
a statement by one or more senior
political appointees, such as the
Secretary of the Interior, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, or other cabinet
level officials supporting archeologi-
cal preservation. The statement
would not commit agencies to
specific actions or levels of funding.
However, it would highlight topics
for special emphasis. Individual
archeologists or preservationists
working on projects or programs
would be able to use this formal
support by senior Administration
officials within their offices to argue
for improvements in their archeologi-
cal programs. Such a strategy would
have practical applications at the
national, regional, state, and local
levels within agency programs.

In July 1989, a memo was circu-
lated to archeologists at the head-
quarters offices of Federal agencies,
Federal Historic Preservation Offi-
cers, and a few others suggesting the
development of such a national
strategy. Distributed with this memo
were copies of the last chapter of
Federal Archeology: The Current
Program, giving a detailed descrip-
tion and analysis of Federal archeol-
ogical activities. This chapter identi-
fies four general areas that should be
emphasized to improve Federal
archeology:

1. Inventory and evaluation of
archeological sites and the curation
of archeological collections and
records;

2. Sharing of information about
archeological properties, reports,
projects, and other activities among
agencies;

3. All out efforts to apprehend those
who loot Federal state, local, tribal,
and private archeological properties;
and

4. Emphasis on public education,
outreach, and involvement activities
as part of Federal archeological
programs and projects.

With the help of the Bureau of
Reclamation, an open meeting to
discuss a national strategy for Fed-
eral archeology was held on Decem-
ber 4, 1989, in conjunction with a
general meeting of Federal historic
preservation officials in Denver.
About 30 individuals attended this
national session. Among the atten-
dees, most of whom participated in
the discussion during the session,
were representatives of the Bureau of
Reclamation, Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, Forest Service, Advi-
sory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, and National Park
Service. Also participating were the
National Institutes of Health, Army,
both the military branch and the
Corps of Engineers, Air Force,
Society for American Archaeology,
Soil Conservation Service, and Office
of Surface Mining, Reclamation and
Enforcement.

There was general agreement that
these four areas of activity cover
many of the specific challenges facing
archeologists and others concerned
about Federal archeology. Several
topics within these areas were
singled out during the discussion.
The curation of collections and
records, the sharing of information
and expertise through training
programs, and concerns about the re-
patriation to Indian Tribes of por-
tions of collections were mentioned
several times.

Most frequently discussed was the
need for more and better public
outreach, whether through better
press coverage, improved interpreta-
tion, or public involvement projects.
Public outreach was highlighted
constantly during the session. This
strong interest suggests that public
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outreach activities should be at the
top of the list. Several speakers
suggested that the very positive
results from public outreach could be
used to make progress in other nec-
essary, but less exciting, areas of
curation, inventory, evaluation, anti-
looting activities, and interagency
information exchange.

The next step in developing a
national strategy will be to formalize

1

[ ] ARCHEOLOGICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM { }

H-  INFORMATION REPORT

a list of general areas for emphasis
and a statement for review and
official approval. Comments gener-
ated by the July memo and the
December meeting, and responses to
this announcement will be taken into
account in this effort. Individuals
interested in commenting are encour-
aged to do so either through their
headquarters archeological staff or

directly to Francis P. McManamon,

Chief, Archeological Assistance
Division, National Park Service, P.O.
Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-
7127; telephone (202) 343-4113.

Dr. Francis P. McManamon is Chief of
the Archeological Assistance Division,
National Park Service, WASO.

Archeological Assistance Division of the National Park Service

he Archeological Assistance Di-

vision (AAD) provides Federal
and state agencies with technical as-
sistance on the identification, evalu-
ation, and preservation of archeologi-
cal properties, including limited
technical assistance on specific
projects for the recovery of important
archeological and historic data
threatened with damage or destruc-
tion by Federal undertakings.

The division conducts meetings,
activities, and programs to coordi-
nate Federal archeological activities.
It prepares the annual report to
Congress on the Federal archeologi-
cal program and maintains several
databases, the National Archeologi-
cal Database (NADB), the List of
Education in Archeology Project
(LEAP) and LOOT, which is a
clearinghouse of information on
prosecutions for looting and vandal-
izing archeological resources on
public lands.

The AAD offers training for
Federal and state agencies and
provides staff support to the Depart-
mental Consulting Archeologist, who
also serves as the Assistant Director,
Archeology. The Washington office
staff of AAD develops regulations
and other policy documents and co-
ordinates national policy through
liaison with field offices of other
agencies and State Historic Preserva-
tion Offices.

Since 1988, the AAD has commit-
ted itself to reach the archeological
community by developing a publica-
tion program. Of particular interest
to CRM Bulletin readers are AAD'’s
newsletter, Federal Archeology
REPORT, and AAD's series of
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Juliette G. Tahar

technical briefs.

The Federal Archeology REPORT is
published quarterly and focuses on
Federal and state archeological
activities. The technical briefs are
published four to six times a year,
address technical issues pertaining to
archeology and examine case studies
that demonstrate the effectiveness of
archeological programs.

Both are designed to improve
communication, cooperation, and
exchange of information among
Federal archeologists, local govern-
ments, state agencies, and private
organizations and individuals.

Following is a list of publications
that are presently available, at no
cost, from AAD.

1. Federal Archeology REPORT.
Back issues (Volume 1, issues 1-3;
Volume 2, Issues 1-4; Volume 3, Issue
1) are available.

2. Archeology Assistance Program
Technical Briefs.

Technical Brief No. 1: FILTER
FABRIC: A Technique for Site
Stabilization by Dr.Robert M. Thorne,
Center for Archaeological Research,
University of Mississippi, 1988.

Technical Brief No. 2: Arizona Archae-
ology Week: Promoting the Past to the
Public by Teresa L. Hoffman and
Shereen Lerner, State Historic
Preservation Office, National Park
Service, 1988.

Technical Brief No. 3: Archeology in
the National Historic Landmarks
Program by Robert S. Grumet, Arche-

ologist, Mid-Atlantic Regional Office,
National Park Service, 1988.

Technical Brief No. 4: Archeology in
the Classroom; A Case Study from
Arizona by A.E. Rogge and Pati Bell,
Arizona Archaeological Council, Ar-
chaeology for Schools Committee,
1989.

Technical Brief No.5: Intentional Site
Burial: A Technique to Protect Against
Natural or Mechanical Loss by Robert
M. Thorne, Center for Archaeological
Research, University of Mississippi,
1989.

Technical Brief No. 6: The Kentucky
Archaeological Registry; Landowner
Participation in Site Preservation by A.
Gwynn Henderson, Kentucky Nature
Preserves Commission.

3. Archeology and Historic Preser-
vation: Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines.

4. Archaeological Resources Protec-
tion Act of 1979 (ARPA).

5. Archaeological Resources Protec-
tion Act of 1979; Final Uniform
Regulations.

6. 1988 Amendments to the Ar-
chaeological Resources Protection
Act of 1979.

To order publications, please use form on
page 16.

Juliette G. Tahar is a consultant for the
National Conference of State Historic
Preservation Officers. She provides
services as a publication specialist in the
AAD.
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Computer News

Betsy Chittenden

The Community Bulletin Board(s)

Bored with the same old cultural
colleagues? Want to meet new people,
compare notes, check out vacancies? Two
new computer bulletin boards (abbrevi-
ated BBS) oriented to those interested in
cultural resources are getting off the
ground. One is for NPS and other
government users only; the other is avail-

able to the public at large, free of charge.
To access both bulletin boards you will
need a PC, a modem, and some type of
communications software package (such
as ProComm or CrossTalk). Once you
have signed in, these bulletin boards will
allow you to send messages, broadcast
queries or questions, upload and down-

REQUEST FOR AAD PUBLICATIONS

1. Federal Archeology REPORT

Please send your request to Publication Specialist, U.S. Department of
the Interior, National Pare Service, Archeological Assistance Division,
P.O. Box 37127, Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

M1 ; (1) 2 ; (D3 ;21 ;(2)2 ;(2)3 ; (2) 4
2. Technical Briefs
Brief 1 ; Brief 2 : Brief 3 ; Brief 4 ; Brief 5 : Brief 6

Standards and Guidelines

Regulations

1979

3. Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s
4. Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979: Final Uniform
5. 1988 Amendments to the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of

I'would like to be placed on AAD mailing list

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY
Name
Organization
Address
City State Zip

Telephone Number:
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load files, and generally find and
communicate with people with similar
interests.

The public BBS is run by Jim Walker
of the Institute of Metal Repair in San
Diego. Jim'’s BBS is free of charge for
those interested in historic preservation
(all preservation, not just metal repair).
To get on, your modem must be running
at 300, 1200, or 2400 baud, and you
should set your communications
software for 8 databits, 1 stop bit, and 0
parity (follow the instructions for your
particular communications software).
Have the software dial 619-480-9641.
When the computer displays that you are
“CONNECT"”ed, press Control-C. You
will be asked to type in your first and last
names, and to give yourself a password
(write it down!). You're in for 70 min-
utes. There are several levels of access in
this BBS—a standard procedure by
which the BBS Systems Operator (or
“SYSOP”) maintains some control over
who uses the BBS and ensures that only
people with serious interest have access
to certain functions. Look around,

introduce yourself to Jim (who may
suddenly break in on your screen and
“talk” to you directly), and leave a
message if you like.

The NPS BBS is actually a part of the
CompuServe electronic mail service,
called the NPS Forum. To get onto the
Forum, you must first get onto Compu-
Serve, which requires that you have a
CompuServe ID number. (Call Carl
Zaner in Washington at 202/FTS 343-
1268 if you don’t already have a Com-
puServe ID, or if you have forgotten your
ID number and password.) Once onto
CompuServe, choose #3, the NPS Forum
choice.

Forum allows you to compose, send,
read or receive messages, just as Com-
puServe does, but you can “broadcast”
them to large numbers of people. The
Forum has been organized into several
interest groups, such as administration,
natural, cultural, to make it easier to
reach people interested in particular
topic areas. Another feature is the
member directory, where Forum users
list their name, address, and areas of
interest, and search for people with
similar interests to communicate with.
(Make sure to enter yourself in the
directory, so that others can find youw).

Finally, the Forum has a library
function that allows the uploading and
downloading of files of general interest.
The Forum has good menus, so that you
can get around with a manual, but if you
want instructions, they are available on-
line at the first menu. Remember,
whenever using CompuServe or Forum
that entering “m” at any time will get
you back to the previous menu.
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“"Dogwatch’’ is the term traditionally used for the two-hour

Dogwatch

James P. Delgado
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watch during which half the ship’s crew eats supper and swaps stories.

The units of the National Park System
contain more than 2,250,000 acres of
submerged land, an area equal to the size
of Yellowstone National Park. Yet more
is known about the most remote parts of
Yellowstone than about these underwa-
ter areas. There are 80 parks which lie on
or near large bodies of water, including
well-known parks like Channel Islands,
Isle Royale, Virgin Islands, Cape Hat-
teras, Biscayne, or Fort Jefferson. There
are lesser-known areas, too, including
parks on rivers or smaller lakes.

The most famous underwater re-
sources are shipwrecks. The sunken
remains of ships, be they Spanish
pataches, fregatas, or galleons lost in the
l6th or 17th centuries; the battered iron
hulls of squareriggers wrecked in the
1880s; or the torn and twisted remains of
a World War Il warship intrigue and
fascinate people. Combined with the
thrill of diving, shipwrecks are sunken
ghost towns compelling exploration.
Sport diving is increasing in the United
States; more than three million people
are registered divers, and each year
thousands more learn. With new diving
technology and increased public interest,
the undersea world is opening up.

The National Park Service’s parks are
and will continue to be actively dived. In
1988, 42 parks reported sport-diving
activity. In order to properly protect,
preserve, and interpret the submerged
resources of the National Park System,
the Service is working beneath the water.
For the past 10 years, the National Park
Service has aggressively pursued an
understanding of the submerged parts of
the parks, establishing regional and park
dive teams and conducting surveys of
submerged natural and cultural re-
sources. The National Park Service also
has the Federal Government'’s only field
team of underwater archeologists — the
Submerged Cultural Resources Unit —
which works around the country and
abroad on shipwrecks in and outside of
the parks.

Established in 1974 as the National
Reservoir Inundation Study at the
Southwest Regional Office of the NPS at
Santa Fe, New Mexico, the team first
worked on prehistoric sites inundated by
reservoir construction. Six years later,
with that task largely completed and a
three-volume study marking their effort,
the team was transformed into a Service-
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wide underwater archeological unit,
headquartered in Santa Fe. The team is
now, as it was then, headed by Daniel J.
Lenihan, a New York City-born archeolo-
gist and cave diver. Larry Murphy, a
Florida native who once worked as a
state agent monitoring the destructive
activities of treasure hunters in the
Caribbean, is one of two other full-time
archeologists in the unit. Toni Carrell, a
prehistoric archeologist now working on
historic shipwrecks, was the third
member of the team until she departed
for a new job working with the remains
of 16th-century ships of discovery. Mike
Eng, a former NOAA research diver and
park ranger and now the unit’s research
diving technician, was the fourth full-
time member of the unit until recently,
when he left to assume the duties of chief
ranger for Fort Jefferson NM. Secretary
Fran Day runs the office.

Other NPS employees are occasional
members of the team. They include
archeologist Larry Nordby, chief of the
Branch of Cultural Research at the
Southwest Cultural Resources Center,
archeologist Jim Bradford, scientific illus-
trator Jerry Livingston, both at the
Southwest Cultural Resources Center,
Jim Koza, the park dive officer at Lake
Mead NRA, and the author, the Service’s
maritime historian. The Submerged
Cultural Resources Unit ranks swell with
many projects, as rangers, maintenance
staff, and volunteers work in the water
and on the boat with the team. Annual
dive workshops sponsored by the Service
are occasionally taught by unit personnel
in the various regions, allowing park
staff the opportunity to learn “hands-on”
underwater archeological survey and
mapping.

The Submerged Cultural Resources
Unit, in the past nine years, has worked
in more than 25 parks and in the former
Trust Territories. Major projects have
included a five-year survey of 10 historic
shipwrecks at Isle Royale National Park
in Lake Superior. The cold, fresh waters
of the lake have remarkably preserved
wooden hulls—even human bodies—
from wrecks dating from the 1870s, and
steel freighters of the 1920s. Other
shipwreck surveys have included work
at Point Reyes National Seashore and
Channel Islands National Park, in
California, and documentation of
wooden shipwreck remains on the beach

at Golden Gate National Recreation Area
and Cape Hatteras National Seashore.
Individual shipwrecks have been
intensively studied, including the near-
intact hulk of Frances, a British-built bark
wrecked in 1875 that lies in the surf at
Cape Cod, and Charles H. Spencer, a
sternwheel steamer built, disassembled,
and rebuilt in the Arizona desert, only to
be abandoned within a few months,
whose remains lie at Lees Ferry at Glen
Canyon National Recreation Area.

After identifying shipwrecks in the
parks, the next priority of work is
surveying wrecks in the former Trust
Territories and studying wrecks being
considered as National Historic Land-
marks. At the request of the Columbia
River Maritime Museum, a small
wooden brig at the mouth of the Colum-
bia River in Oregon was studied by the
team in 1987. Identified as the 1830
wreck of the Hudson’s Bay Co. supply
ship Isabella, the wreck is now pending a
decision on National Historic Landmark
designation. Work on the two remaining
victims of the Japanese attack at Pearl
Harbor, USS Arizona and USS Utah, both
sunk on December 7, 1941, resulted in
these important vessels and national
shrines being designated NHLs in early
1989. Projects looking at other World
War II shipwrecks involved a shipwreck
and downed aircraft survey in the
Republic of Palau in 1988, a survey of
five warships sunk at Bikini Atoll lagoon
during the epic “Operation Crossroads”
atomic bomb tests of July 1946, and a
survey of sunken ships, a submarine, and
aircraft in Kiska harbor at the tip of
Alaska’s Aleutian Islands in 1989. These
warship studies are part of Project
Seamark, a cooperative venture with the
U.S. Navy.

While emphasizing report writing and
publications in 1989 and 1990 to more
broadly interpret the results of years of
National Park Service leadership in
American underwater archeology, the
unit plans some exciting field projects. A
detailed survey of Fort Jefferson National
Monument’s shipwrecks, similar to that
done earlier for Isle Royale National
Park, will begin this summer. At the
request of the Department of Energy and
the Marshall Islands, five members of the
team will return to Bikini Atoll in April

(continued on page 18)
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Fredericksburg/Spotsylvania NMP
Boundary Expansion Approved

Toward the end of the first session of
the 10lst Congress, President Bush signed
legislation (PL 101-214) establishing a
new legislative boundary for the Freder-
icksburg and Spotsylvania National
Military Park. But the ink was hardly dry
when several Civil War preservation
groups expressed dissatisfaction over
what they considered the new bound-
ary’s one glaring omission, an area
known as “Hamilton’s Thicket” adjacent
to NPS-owed lands on the Wilderness
Battlefield. Of particular concern was the
construction of a cinderblock and brick
wall (the entrance to a new residential
development known as Fawn Lake)
which is being constructed along the
Orange Plank Road (Route 621) adjacent
to park lands. Efforts on behalf of the
NPS to mitigate the impact of the visual
intrusion caused by the wall are pending.
1991 Appropriations

The first round of hearings on the
fiscal 1991 budget began on February 8,
1990 with an oversight hearing before
Congressman Bruce Vento’s Subcommit-
tee on National Parks and Public Lands.
National Park Service Director James
Ridenour had the distinct pleasure of
submitting to the subcommittee the
National Park Service's first-ever billion
dollar budget request. The Director
stated that two major Presidential and
Secretarial initiatives were being ad-
vanced—$156 million for the NPS’s com-
ponent of the President’s “America the
Beautiful” program and $364 million for
Secretary Lujan’s “Legacy 99” program.
Both programs seek to “significantly
increase preservation of park resources.”

For the first time since 1982, the Ad-
ministration’s proposed budget includes

Capitol Contact

Bruce Craig

a request for the Historic Preservation
Fund—$33.7 million. Monies are
proposed to be allocated for grants to the
States, the Bicentennial Lighthouse
Program and the National Trust for
Historic Preservation. In addition to the
administration’s funding proposal for the
Trust at $4.8 million, J. Jackson Walter,
President of the Trust, requested an
additional $4.2 million to enhance his or-
ganization’s outreach activities (included
in the request are monies for historic
maritime resources, an historic house
museums interpretation project and
start-up costs for the national heritage
education center to be located in Water-
ford, Virginia).

The Advisory Council for Historic
Preservation sought funding at $2.238
million, a portion of which would be
earmarked for continuing a study begun
last year that evaluates the effectiveness
of Section 106 regulations. The Advisory
Council also sought monies for a report
to study the impact of historic preserva-
tion designation on scientific and
technological facilities.

The testimony of US/ICOMOS
reflected a modest budget increase of
$70,000 over the administration proposal
for support at the $30,000 level. The
monies would be used for ongoing
support of the World Heritage program,
as well as national and international
programs.

In addition to views presented by the
bureau, testimony reflecting the views of
conservation/preservation organizations
were also received. Both the Wilderness
Society and National Parks and Conser-
vation Association (NPCA) advocated
substantial increases to the administra-
tion’s proposed budgets.

In the area of cultural resource related
programs, NPCA'’s testimony reflected
the need for significant increases for the
Service’s cultural resources preservation
program, the historic structure cyclic
maintenance program and the collection
management/conservation program. The
organization also recommended base
funding for the Williamsport Preserva-
tion Training Center and a boost for the
National Historic Landmarks Program.
The Society for Applied Anthropology as
well as the several Native American
organizations called for additional funds
for the Park Service’s anthropology and
ethnographic programs.

New National Landmark theme
studies were recommended by several
organizations. The American Society of
Landscape Architects advocated allocat-
ing funds for a Cultural Landscapes
theme study while the National Coordi-
nating Committee for the Promotion of
History (NCCPH) not only supported
continued funding for the Womens
History Landmark project, but advocated
new funds for a comprehensive theme
study on American artists. Both the
NCCPH and NPCA called for a compre-
hensive review of the NPS/NHL
thematic framework.

These initial budget requests establish
the framework for testimony yet to be
presented during round two and three of
the Congressional budget cycle—
hearings before the House and Senate
appropriations committees promise to be
interesting.

If you would like additional informa-
tion on the testimony described above,
drop me a line at National Parks and
Conservation Association, 1015 3lst Street
N.W., Washington, DC 20007.

Dogwatch
(continued from page 17)

1990 to survey more of the 13 major
warships sunk there in 1946.

Wherever they go, and whatever they do,
the Submerged Cultural Resources Unit
is a highly productive, highly visible
program. The ultimate goal is a complete
survey of the 2,250,000 submerged acres
in the National Park System and the
evaluation of the hundreds of shipwrecks
thought to be in the parks. The success of
the unit, however, relies heavily on
cooperation, largely through the involve-
ment of dedicated park rangers and
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maintenance workers who work side-by-
side with the team and then take the
skills they have learned into the field for
the day-to-day challenge of protecting,
managing, and interpreting the bold new
underwater frontier.

Reports Available

Single copies of three recent reports of
the Submerged Cultural Resources Unit
are available if requested on institution
or organization letterhead. Requests
should be addressed to: Chief, Sub-
merged Cultural Resources Unit,
Southwest Regional Office, NPS, P.O.

Box 728, Santa Fe, NM 87501. The reports
are:

James P. Delgado and Stephen A.
Haller, Submerged Cultural Resource
Assessment: Golden Gate National Recrea-
tion Area, Point Reyes National Seashore,
and Gulf of the Farallones National Marine
Sanctuary (1989)

C. Patrick Labadie, Submerged Cultural
Resources Study: Pictured Rocks National
Lakeshore (1989)

Daniel J. Lenihan, ed., Submerged
Cultural Resources Study, USS Arizona
Memorial and Pearl Harbor National
Historic Landmark (1989)

1990 No. 2



Book Review

Public History: An Introduction.

Ed. by Barbara J. Howe and
Emory L. Kemp (Malabar: Krieger
Publishing Company, 1986, 1988 with
updating).

Reviewed by Gregory D. Ken-
drick, historian, National Preserva-
tion Programs Branch, Rocky Moun-
tain Regional Office, National Park
Service.

Barbara Howe and Emory Kemp
have compiled and edited an impres-
sive collection of essays which will
fill a special niche in the evergrowing
field of public history. Thirty au-
thors, representing a cross-section of
non-academic historians, have
contributed to this 508-page volume.
Accordingly, the editors have
targeted a large audience including
“students, faculty members, guid-
ance counselors, and others inter-
ested in the field.” Public History is
intended to be both a text for the
increasing number of public history
programs throughout the country
and also as a reference book where
students and others may “learn
about public history and the wealth
of opportunities available to them.”
The book succeeds in painting a
colorful portrait of the varied careers
available in public history. However,
the edition is less effective as a
textbook for students. Ironically, the
edition’s eclectic content and diver-
sity of authors account for the book’s
strengths and weaknesses.

The book is divided into three
main sections. The first part is
comprised of two essays by Leslie H.
Fishel, Jr., and Gerald George which
successfully provide a descriptive
and analytical overview of public
history and its evolving relationship
to the academic community. Fishel
emphasizes the growing need to
train historians as historians; a not-
so-easy task given the sometimes
fragmented format of many public
history programs.

In Part II, the authors recount their
own professional careers in public
history. This section includes short
essays on library and archive man-
agement, oral history, editing public
records, historic preservation, state
and Federal site interpretation, and
industrial archeology. “History on
the Drawing Board: The Historian as
Developer of Interpretive Media,” by
Lige Benton Miller, Jr., is a notewor-
thy article. Using Antietam National
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Battlefield as a case study, Miller
provides a solid discussion of the job
of—and methodologies used by—site
interpreters. Equally successful is
Scott L. Bill's “Historians in Publish-
ing: A Career as an Editor.” This
balanced account admits that an
editor’s job can involve “tedium,”
but reminds the reader it “remains a
vital element in publishing.”

Less successful are those narra-
tives which attempt to instruct the
reader in historical research method-
ologies or those essays which recom-
mend an unrealistic college curricu-
lum that includes additional course-
work in “urban geography, urban
planning, art history, civil engineer-
ing, law, real estate, architecture,
landscape architecture, business,
economics... and many other ave-
nues.” A second shortcoming in-
volves obsolete citations of historic
preservation legislation. Although re-
printed and re-edited in 1988, several
essays, including “Historic Preserva-
tion: An Interdisciplinary Field,” by
Barbara J. Howe cite the Economic
Recovery Tax Act of 1981 rather than
the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (PL99-
514) when referring to Federal tax
credits available to owners of historic
buildings which qualify as certified
rehabilitations.

Perhaps the most informative of
the sections, Part III explores the role
of historians at the local, state, and
national levels in museums, historical
societies, and government (including
civilian and military). The last section
concludes with two essays describing
several unexpected opportunities
available to historians in the private
business sector. Much like the first
two sections, this final section
presents an amazing diversity of
careers, ranging from the organizer
of the mid-South folklike festival to
more traditional historian duties
within the Smithsonian’s National
Museum of American History.
Probably due to the large number of
historians employed by the National
Park Service, Howe and Kemp have
included two articles which success-
fully depict the range of historical
responsibilities throughout the
Service.

Martin Reuss’s essay entitled
“Public History in the Federal
Government,” places the role of
Federal historian in historical per-
spective by tracing its roots to “at
least 1863” when “Maj. Gen. Henry
W. Halleck...initiated a project to

collect and publish Civil War mili-
tary records.” A second notable
essay, “History and Public Policy,”
by Edward Berkowitz, stresses the
need to make public history publica-
tions not only professionally sound
but relevant to others outside the
academic sector. Less successful are
those essays, such as “History in the
Public Arena” by David B. Mock,
which provide a detached and
somewhat abstract view of the
employment possibilities for public
historians.

The book contains two useful
appendices. The first, by Ted J.
Ligibel, provides an annotated
bibliography of library resources.
The second includes a directory of
major resources and organizations
associated with public history.

The editor’s seeming shotgun
approach to organization—30
authors writing on an incredible
array of public history topics—
contributes to the book’s strength as
well as its weakness. The book is
marred by fragmented authorship,
uneven writing styles, and a certain
amount of redundancy between
essays. However, the book’s sheer
size and diversity of subject matter
ensures that most readers will find
something of value within its covers.
Perhaps the book’s greatest value
may be to undergraduate and
graduate students seeking guidance
about a possible future career in
public history.

Announcements

Summer 1990 Historic

Preservation Courses

The University of Vermont’s Historic
Preservation Program’s Summer Institute
offers participants the chance to expand
their knowledge of historic and land-
scape preservation. All courses empha-
size field work and make maximum use
of the cultural landscape of Vermont as a
learning laboratory. Five courses will be
offered in the following schedule:
Restoring Old Houses (May 31, June 2,
June 5); Environmental Simulation Work-
shop (June 8-9); Conserving Historic Farm
Buildings (June 11-15); The Railroad Envi-
ronment (June 23-24); and Conserving the
Countryside (July 23-27).

For further information on the 1990
15th Annual Summer Institute of
Historic Preservation, contact the
University of Vermont Summer Session,
322 South Prospect Street, Burlington, VT
05401; Phone: 802/656-2085.
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New on the
Market

Landmark Yellow Pages: Where to Find
the Names, Addresses, Facts and
Figures You Need. Diane Maddex,
Editor. 320 pp., 100 illus.; The Preserva-
tion Press, $16.95 pb.

The National Trust for Historic Pres-
ervation has published an all-in-one
directory which is a much-expanded
successor to The Brown Book: A Direc-
tory of Preservation Information (The
Preservation Press, 1985). The first part
of Landmark Yellow Pages presents key
preservation techniques and information
in a format designed both to introduce
new preservationists to highlights of the
field and to serve as a summary guide or
“white paper” for active and professional
preservationists. The second part,
entitled “The Preservation Network,”
lists the names, addresses and telephone
numbers of all 3,500 members of the
National Trust’s Preservation Forum,
representing organizations and profes-
sionals who lead the preservation
movement.

Walls and Molding: How to Care for
Old and Historic Walls and Molding,
by Natalie Shivers. 240 pp., 300 illus.;
$14.95 pb.

Combining a look at past building
techniques and modern rehabilitation
procedures, Walls and Molding is in-
tended for people interested in preserv-
ing interior finishes and architectural
ornament in buildings primarily 40 or
more years old. Walls and Molding is
the newest addition to The Preservation
Press’ Respectful Rehabilitation Series
(Respectful Rehabilitation: Answers to
Your Questions About Old Buildings
and Masonry: How to Care for Old and

Historic Brick and Stone). It surveys the
types and applications of wall paneling
and molding in America from the 17th
century to the present and describes
methods and materials aimed at rehabili-
tating historic structures for contempo-
rary use.

The above books may be purchased
from booksellers or ordered directly by
mail from: Mail Order Division, National
Trust for Historic Preservation, 1600 H
Street, NW; Washington, DC 20006. Add
$3.00 shipping and handling for each
book ordered.

Federal Historic Preservation Laws, a
61-page compilation of the major laws
that govern the national historic preser-
vation program, is now available from
the Government Printing Office (Stock
No. 024-005-01059-9; $2.00 per copy).
Write: Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office, Washing-
ton, DC 20402-9325.

Announcements
ARARA Workshop

The American Rock Art Research
Association (ARARA) has organized a
three-day workshop to be held May 23-
25, 1990 in Tucson, Arizona. On the
weekend following the workshop, May
26-28, ARARA will hold its 17th annual
Rock Art Conference at the same
location.

The American Rock Art Research
Association was organized following a
symposium on rock art in 1974. It is
dedicated to research, preservation, and
education in the field of rock art, particu-
larly that of the United States. Member-
ship is open to anyone interested in rock
art who agrees to abide by their Code of
Ethics.

For more information, contact
ARARA, P.O. Box 65, San Miguel, CA
93451-0065; Phone: 805/467-3704.

Training Course

The Rocky Mountain Regional Office
and the Division of Anthropology,
WASQO, are sponsoring a training course
focusing on ethnographic issues and
American Indians to be held in Billings,
Montana May 21-24, 1990. Travel and per
diem will be paid by benefitting account.
Non-Park Service participants will be
charged $100.00 for tuition.

Contact Dr. Muriel Crespi, Division of
Anthropology, (FTS) 343-8156 or (Com-
mercial) 202/343-8156 for further details.

Conference on Historic
Preservation

The Commonwealth of Pennsylva-
nia’s 12th Annual Conference on Historic
Preservation will be held in Scranton,
April 26-28, 1990.

Four themes will be addressed by
national authorities and experienced
panelists from across the state. The image
of preservation; cultural tourism;
institutional ownership of historic
property; and changing demographics
and their impact on the cultural land-
scape are the major topics of the three-
day conference, which is cosponsored by
the Preservation Fund of Pennsylvania,
the Bureau for Historic Preservation of
the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum
Commission, and the Pennsylvania
Downtown Center.

For more information and registration
materials contact the Preservation Fund
of Pennsylvania, 2470 Kissel Hill Road,
Lancaster, PA 17601; 717 /569-2243.
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