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ABSTRACT 

 

Affiliates of the United States settlement house movement provided a historical 

precedent for engaged, community-centered museum practice. Their innovations upon 

the social survey, a key sociological data collection and data visualization tool, as well as 

their efforts to interpret results via innovative, culturally democratic exhibition 

techniques, had a contemporary impact on both museum practice and the history of social 

work. This impact resonates in the socially-responsive work of community museums of 

the recent past. The ethics of settlement methodology- including flexibility, 

experimentalism, empathetic practice, local community focus, and social justice activism- 

foreshadow the precepts and practices of what is now known as public history. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 In this study, I explore early settlement house-affiliated social justice initiatives in 

their contemporary contexts. It is my intention to not only expound upon the 

pathbreaking methods of data collection and display employed by settlement affiliates, 

but to challenge narratives common in the discourse surrounding settlements, museums, 

and the history of public history work. Firstly, I challenge the view that settlements were 

inconsequential, ineffective at reform, and that the settlement methodology failed leading 

to the extinction of the institution. Rather, settlements were instrumental in popularizing 

public education initiatives, such as the social survey, that regularly led to legislative 

reform. Secondly, I propose that progressive museum models were influenced by social 

scientists affiliated with settlements. The methods they employed and have continued to 

employ at various times since the 1890s incorporate aspects of settlement ideology. 

Indeed, the settlement ethic, methodology, and exhibitory technique belong at the center 

of a narrative of the origins of public history in opposition to current scholarship which 

emphasizes the later, 1930s-era federal roots of the discipline. 

A fair amount of debate has recently surrounded the origin story of the public 

history discipline. This impetus of this period of self-evaluation is largely the prompting 

of Denise Meringolo, currently Director of Public History at the University of Maryland, 

Baltimore County. Her 2012 book Museums, Monuments, and National Parks: Toward a 

New Genealogy of Public History challenged a narrative that places emphasis on the 

roots of community-centered, civically-engaged historical work within academic history 
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departments. Although this origin story supports inter-field efforts to establish 

professional and scholarly legitimacy, it neglects an older, broader, and more 

interdisciplinary origination of the values now associated with the praxis of public 

history. 

In the search for alternative narratives, Meringolo and several other public 

historians and scholars have convened a working group under the auspices of the 

National Council on Public History entitled “Radical Roots: Civic Engagement, Public 

History, and a Tradition of Social Justice Activism.” Among the ideological antecedents 

to public history identified by the group are New Deal folklorists, National Park Service 

historians, 1970s oral historians, and a short-lived preservation education program.1 

These scholars have uncovered a number of solid examples of public-facing, community-

driven history practice. However, none of these historical precursors date back prior to 

the 1930s. 

If we are to take a definition for the values underpinning public history work, in 

order to trace its roots, a pithy example can be found in the phrase of historian Elizabeth 

Belanger. Besides identifying key methodologies like flexibility, empathetic listening, 

and self-reflectivity, Belanger highlights the central values inherent in public history 

work: “reciprocity, respect, and understanding.”2 She strives to embed these values in 

classroom work with public history students. She also notes the intricacy and difficulty of 

                                                
1 For more examples, see the NCPH’s History@Work blog, which featured articles in 2017 by 

members of the “Radical Roots” working group, including Will Walker, Elizabeth Belanger, Linda Shopes 
and Amy Starecheski, Judith Jennings, Rachel Donaldson, and Denise Meringolo. 

2 Elizabeth Belanger, “Public History in the Classroom,” History@Work. National Council on 
Public History. Feb. 22, 2017. http://ncph.org/history-at-work/public-history-in-the-classroom/ 
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doing the work with a community, and ensuring its ethicality throughout both process and 

product. Emulating the practice of self-reflection, she candidly asks, “Is it possible to 

have a process that reflects meaningful collaboration and an end product that does not?” 

 My immediate answer to this question is a resounding yes. I see in Belanger’s 

examples both the optimistic values of settlement worker methodology, and the 

pragmatic difficulties of applying this methodology to social service work itself. The 

good intentions and interpretive missteps that Belanger fears are embedded in the history 

of settlement houses: their projects, their clients, and their residents. Community-engaged 

public history and museum work predates the 1930s, beginning at least in the first decade 

of the twentieth century. The antecedent values that the “Radical Roots” working group 

seeks to trace originate earlier, in the investigative, interpretive, and social justice 

activism work of these complicated figures and institutions. 

 I had originally hoped with this thesis to initiate a collaborative public history 

project with a Philadelphia-area settlement house, the Lutheran Settlement House. 

Ultimately, this project met with some complications and is still in progress. This 

outcome is not terribly surprising, given that public history work often cannot be 

expected to fit within the confines of an academic calendar. Additionally, the LSH 

performs myriad other and more pressing services to their constituencies that can and 

should take precedence over an institutional history project. I have included a brief 

introduction and letter of intent for this project as originally conceived within Appendix 

A. 
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CHAPTER 2 

FOUNDATIONS OF SETTLEMENT IDEOLOGY 

AND MUSEUM PRACTICE 

 

‘Settlements’: To those uninitiated to the history of Anglo-American social 

philanthropy, the word calls to mind a distant outpost, a windswept prairie, or a lonely 

pioneer town. A “social settlement” is a curious name for an institution always 

intentionally located in the midst of pre-existing community. To those middle-to-upper-

class philanthropists who chose to live in them in order to work among America's most 

disenfranchised populations, though, the unfamiliar terrain must truly have felt akin to a 

frontier. As social scientists, these settlement residents were pioneers of social welfare 

work, reform-minded data collection, and methods of exhibition.  

And, in fact, many of the country's earliest social settlements were founded at a 

time when historian Frederick Jackson Turner was developing his Frontier Thesis, 

claiming the foundation of American democracy had been a product of its vast and 

seemingly endless frontier, now coming to a close. Turner would articulate this thesis to 

an awed crowd of historians at the 1893 World's Fair in Chicago. Elsewhere in the city an 

intrepid group of "settlers" led by Jane Addams gathered the data that would be published 

as Hull-House Maps and Papers, surveying the conditions of their new environs. 

By 1893, forty-four states composed the Union, and the frontier seemed to be 

vanishing. The possibilities and limitations of this circumstance were not lost on 

contemporary observers. While Turner bemoaned its disappearance, settlement residents 
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saw potential for philanthropy, uplift, and other positivist themes within the wilds of the 

country’s swelling urban centers. Always centering the experience of the colonizer, and 

carrying deep social Darwinist implications, the discourse of this period surrounding the 

nature of civilization and citizenship is jarring to modern sensibilities. The very term 

“social settlement,” read in this context, is problematic, and it is not surprising that most 

surviving institutions of this sort have not retained that particular part of their names. 

Is this what settlement residents meant to convey? Is there significance in the fact 

that these institutions got their start in America at the exact moment many Americans 

began to feel the frontier, with its limitless democratic possibilities, was closing? Many 

historians before me have been captivated by these questions, endlessly theorizing the 

motivations of this variety of Progressive reformer.  

There are both problems and possibilities in taking settlements as a line of study. 

Nearly sixty years of historiography has been devoted to investigating the religious, 

psychosexual, eugenic, and economic inducements that might explain why social 

settlements began.3 The settlement methodology, one that survives today, has been less 

exhaustively explored. Even more obscured are the methods of data collection and 

exhibition employed by settlement affiliates in pursuit of social reform. This study will 

endeavor, in part, to remedy this omission. 

One method of settlement work was, incidentally, recorded in 1893 Chicago. Jane 

Addams, of the Hull-House settlement on the Near West Side, dictated her vision of the 

                                                
3 Ruth Crocker explores this historiography with clarity, nuance, and healthy skepticism in Social 

Work and Social Order: The Settlement Movement in Two Industrial Cities, 1889-1930 (Chicago: 
University of Illinois Press, 1992).  
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duties of settlement house workers to young Edward L. Burchard, the settlement’s first 

male resident. In her essay “The Subjective Necessity for Social Settlements,” Addams 

maintained that residents: 

 
[Are] bound to see the needs of their neighborhood as a whole, to furnish 
data for legislation, and use their influence to secure it. In short, residents 
are pledged to devote themselves to the duties of good citizenship and to 
the arousing of the social energies which too largely lie dormant in every 
neighborhood given over to industrialism. They are bound to regard the 
entire life of their city as organic, to make an effort to unify it, and to 
protest against its over-differentiation.4 

 

Burchard had come to the city in 1891 to develop mining exhibits for the 

upcoming World’s Fair. He stayed on as a full-time resident at Hull-House for only a 

year but would remain committed to Addams’ vision for the remainder of his life, 

internalizing the idea of the city as a whole made of distinct parts. Twenty-one years 

later, Burchard recalled these lessons on civic education as he led a group of schoolboys 

on a field trip up to the summit of Chicago’s highest building, the Masonic Temple. 

He was awed at the sight: He seemed to be able to see in every direction of time 

and space. As he reported at that year's American Association of Museums meeting in 

Milwaukee, the connections between past and present became clear to him: 

 
From horizon to horizon we saw the clear blue lake… the source of this 
city's cool atmosphere and cleansing winds. We saw below us the portage 
of great explorers, the Chicago River… We saw reaching far out into a 
pall of smoke the great radial avenues that once were plank roads, the 

                                                
2  Jane Addams, “The Subjective Necessity for Social Settlements,” in Philanthropy and Social 

Progress: Seven Essays, 1893. 23. 
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former paths to Green Bay, to the Galena lead mines, to the early French 
out-posts on the Mississippi...5 

 

Suddenly, he reported, he could see much more than the frontier; apparent to him was the 

unmistakable evidence of progress and all the complex machinations of industry and 

government that bring about human joy and suffering. 

This, Burchard opined, was a true "civic exhibit." It was a top-down view, clearly 

showing all of the various elements of a city and their interactions with their environment 

and one another. It represented to him a way to relate the issues of the part to the 

problems of the whole; a complex concept made coherent by a slight adjustment of 

perspective. Burchard knew all about these tricks of the eye: twenty-three years after his 

Hull-House residency had commenced, he was heading up the Social Museum of the 

Chicago School of Civics and Philanthropy, as well as independently organizing social 

justice-related "civic" exhibits for display on the Chautauqua circuit and by the Chicago 

Civic Club.6 

But where Burchard had a positive assessment of his top-down civic perspective, 

others were not so thrilled about the demise of the frontier and its democratic influence. 

Take, for example, Frederick Jackson Turner commenting in October of that same year. 

Calling up an example of George Washington as surveyor looking down upon a colonial 

                                                
5 Edward L. Burchard, “Civic and Social Museums and Exhibits,” Proceedings of the Ninth 

Annual Meeting of the American Association of Museums, 1914. 131. 
 

6 Justin Edgington, "Burchard, Edward Lawver," The Men of Hull-House: An Overlooked Aspect 
of Settlement Life. 
https://hullhouse.uic.edu/hull/urbanexp/main.cgi?file=new/show_doc.ptt&doc=515&chap=48. 
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Pennsylvania hill, Turner fretted to think of what had become of that once-virgin stretch 

of territory: 

I remembered the hall in Harvard Museum of Social Ethics through which 
I pass to my lecture room when I speak on the history of the westward 
movement. That hall is covered with an exhibit of the working Pittsburgh 
steel mills, and of the congested tenements. Its charts and diagrams tell of 
the long hours of work, the death rate, the relation of typhoid to the slums, 
the gathering of the poor of all Southeastern Europe to make a civilization 
at the center of the American industrial energy and vast capital that is a 
social tragedy. As I enter my lecture room through that hall, I speak of the 
young Washington leading his Virginia frontiersmen to the magnificent 
forest at the forks of the Ohio.7 

 

Turner’s deliberate and striking image of a founding father’s youthful surveyance links 

the pursuit of the frontier from colonial times to modern idea of American “progress.” 

Both methods of educational tool named here – the lecture and the social exhibit – could 

contribute to a top-down view of the consequences of this pursuit. The difference 

between his own perspective and Burchard’s was that neither of Turner’s prized 

educational tools required physical presence at the scene of the “social tragedy” like 

Burchard’s example had. 

This divergence of opinion is representative of the reaction to the effects of 

industrialization in late nineteenth century America. Burchard was not the only 

Progressive to wield the example of a panoramic perspective to illustrate his interest in 

the entire city as living organism. Turner was not the only academic to bemoan the 

demise of American potential while passing through an illustrative exhibit space. Neither 

were they the first to see the confluence of purpose between settlement and museum 

                                                
7 "The West and American Ideals," The Washington Historical Quarterly, vol. 5 no. 4 (October, 

1914), 249. 
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work, nor to instrumentalize the methodology of one in the service of the other. Rather, 

these institutions, as with many others of the time, drew from a common discursive 

wellspring of "progressive" ideas about power diffusion, cultural democracy, social 

cohesion, and a faith in quantifiable solutions to qualitative societal problems.8 This 

ideological commonality facilitated innovation that would revolutionize the "public 

museum" as well as the methods by which settlements advocated for legislative and 

social reform. 

Burchard’s inspiring image of a panoramic, synoptic "civic exhibit" would have 

been a familiar one to fellow Chicagoans Jane Addams, George E. Hooker, and Charles 

Zueblin, fellow settlement pioneers and associates of Scottish sociologist Patrick Geddes. 

As so many institutions of Great Britain had proved inspiring to settlement workers of the 

United States -- Toynbee Hall, Browning Hall, Octavia Hill's housing estates --  so too 

did Geddes' Edinburgh Outlook Tower (Fig. 1). Zueblin described it in 1899 as "at once 

school, museum, atelier, and observatory, [the Outlook Tower] may fitly be called the 

world's first sociological laboratory."9 Topped by a camera obscura revealing a stunning 

view of the city below it, ascent of the Outlook Tower required procession through five 

floors of exhibits describing the historical context of the region in increasingly narrow 

increments of granularity.  

                                                
8 This definition of Progressivism is explored in Daniel T. Rodgers, “In Search of Progressivism,” 

Reviews in American History 10, no. 4 (December 1982): 113–32. 
 

9 Charles Zueblin, “The World’s First Sociological Laboratory,” American Journal of Sociology 4, 
no. 5 (March 1899): 592. 
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Quoting Geddes, Zueblin highlighted the underlying theory of this synthesis: 

"While our studies are nothing if not historical, they must begin with the present day, and 

the past be seen by help of the present; while our studies are nothing if not geographical, 

they must begin at our own doors; and while nothing if not scientific, they must still 

begin with art!"10 The next year, in 1900, Zueblin, Addams, and Hooker met and declared 

their intention to incorporate elements of Geddes' vision into a museum in Chicago where 

“each thing appears in organic relation to the whole; …[and] touches the every-day life of 

the people at its most vital points and makes its appeal direct to the reason and 

imagination.”11 The Chicago Municipal Museum would be the eventual fruit of their 

labor, opening in 1904. Its panoptic vision, discussed later in this study, would represent 

the culmination of decades of settlement innovation into methods later adopted by 

museums. 

Despite its pioneering legacy, the concept of the "social settlement" is one mainly 

lost to history. The community centers, social workers, and neighborhood activism 

groups which have taken its place today in the urban organism largely do not incorporate 

the principles of museum practice in their operation. But museums, for their part, have 

internalized elements of settlement ideology since the 1890s. Faced with a crisis of 

identity at that time, professionals in the museum field sought to “transform [their 

                                                
10 Zueblin, 592. 

 
11 The First Report of the Municipal Museum of Chicago, Chicago Public Library, 1905-1907, 

qtd. in Julie Brown, “The Chicago Municipal Museum,” Museum History Journal 3, no. 2 (2010): 235, 
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1179/mhj.2010.3.2.231. 
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institutions] from a cemetery of bric-a-brac into a nursery of living thoughts.”12 

Innovative turn-of the-20th-century thinkers like Frederic A. Lucas, Paul M. Rea, George 

Brown Goode, and John Cotton Dana, inspired by the ideology and practice of social 

settlement pioneers, defined a new type of public museum that incorporated aspects of 

education and community engagement, an emphasis which has only grown in the ensuing 

years. Community museums, pop-up exhibits, and public art projects have their roots in 

the municipal museums, social museums, and art education initiatives championed by 

settlement workers in the Progressive Era. 

 

ARTS EDUCATION: CULTURAL DEMOCRACY 

AT THE NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL 

Charles Zueblin had pointed out that the scientific approach within settlements 

had really begun with art, and by extension, art education. Like Patrick Geddes’ idea for a 

civic exhibit, the inspiration for ideals about art education had come from across the 

pond. English settlement houses had led the charge into cultural democracy inspired by 

the ideals of Philosopher-philanthropists like John Ruskin, William Morris, Octavia Hill, 

and Beatrice and Sidney Webb. These ideals followed that: Over the course of the 

nineteenth century, unbridled industrialization had cheapened the lives of working 

people, turning them from skilled craftspeople into interchangeable and expendable cogs 

                                                
12 George Brown Goode, “The Museums of the Future,” in Report of the National Museum, 1888-

1889 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1891), 427–45, 
http://hdl.handle.net/2027/hvd.32044096986997. 
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in a machine. The gap between classes had so widened within a century as to have 

separated the working classes entirely from their connection to nature, beauty, and artistic 

labor which was the birthright of every human being. Henrietta and Samuel Barnett, 

founders of the first university settlement, Toynbee Hall in London, were drawn 

particularly to the idea that this gulf could be bridged by cross-class interaction and the 

application of culture.13 

The Barnetts’ Toynbee Hall was founded in 1884, and by 1885 its experimental 

curriculum had extended into offering exhibitions of art to the residents of London’s East 

End. The Whitechapel Art Gallery, associated with Toynbee Hall and opened in 1901 

after years of effort, expanded upon these offerings by exhibiting art by local artists as 

well as items related to local social issues which “directly linked art to social concerns.”14 

American settlement workers eagerly took up this line of work almost immediately. The 

University Settlement of New York, the first university settlement in the United States, 

arranged the first of its annual East Side Art Exhibitions in 1892, which offered free 

admission and evening hours among other innovative practices.15 The South End House 

                                                
13 Allen F. Davis, Spearheads for Reform: The Social Settlements and the Progressive Movement, 

1890-1914 (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1984), 7. Deeply embedded into this ideology 
was a devotion to Christian Socialism (often called the “Social Gospel” in the United States), which Mina 
Carson argues redefined the main tenet of Christianity as ethics and wedded it to scientific inquiry and calls 
for reform. See Carson, Mina. Settlement Folk: Social Thought and the American Settlement Movement, 
1885-1930 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), 18. 
 

14 Ruth Gilchrist, “Settlements and the Arts,” in Settlements, Social Change, and Community 
Action, ed. Ruth Gilchrist and Tony Jeffs (Philadelphia: Jessica Kingsley Publishers, 2001), 178. 
 

15 For more about the East Side Art Exhibition, see Cynthia Heidder, “Arts, Culture, and 
Philanthropy: The Robbed and the Robbers (#explore1918), Mudlarking: A Public History Blog (2018), 
https://cynthiaheider.com/miscellany/arts-culture-and-philanthropy-the-robbed-and-the-robbers/ 
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in Boston followed suit in 1893.16 Many settlements in the United States began to lend 

out reproductions of artworks to local residents for several weeks at a time. Ellen Gates 

Starr of Hull House was particularly inspired by Ruskin and reiterated his aim “to make 

the aesthetic and artistic a vital influence in the lives of [the settlement’s] neighbors” in 

her work. Following her plea to “first let us admit that art must be of the people if it is to 

be at all,” Starr’s work included the organization of Hull-House’s picture-lending 

program and other “art-work,” and the establishment of Butler Gallery (Fig.2).17 A 

devotion to the educational value of art object lessons soon established, the natural next 

step was to branch out into instructive education. 

Settlements already hosted a variety of “university extension” lecture series 

designed to try to provide the advantages of a university education to workers. Some also 

initiated practical education classes, such as the Graphic Sketch Club of the Young 

Women’s Union in Philadelphia, started in 1899. The club’s founder, Samuel Fleischer, 

“envisioned an art center that would provide opportunities for intellectual stimulation; the 

discovery and training of talent; and an increased earning capacity for young people.”18 

As is shown in other early settlement projects like kindergartens, day nurseries, and 

playgrounds, special attention was paid to the entertainment and education of children, 

inspiring settlement-initiated children’s museums such as the Children’s Art Centre of 

                                                
16 Carson, 115; Robert A. Woods and Albert J. Kennedy, The Settlement Horizon: A National 

Estimate (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1922), http://hdl.handle.net/2027/hvd.li49xx, 146. 
 

17 Jane Addams, “The Art-Work Done at Hull House,” The Forum, July 1895, 614; Ellen Gates 
Starr, “Art and Labor,” Hull-House Maps and Papers (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell and Co., 1895), 166. 
 

18 Karen Malandra, “Settlement House Art Programs: An Investigation of Community Arts 
Education” (Temple University, 2001), 55. 
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Boston, opened in 1913 as a joint venture between the Boston Social Union and the 

Boston Museum of Fine Arts.19 

These early institutions took the cultural democracy philosophy of Ruskin, 

Morris, and the Barnetts at Toynbee Hall and implemented it at a neighborhood level. 

Another aspect of this philosophy, at heart a nostalgia for pre-industrial times, was a 

concern for the holistic well-being of the worker. William Morris saw in this philosophy 

tangible opportunities for improvement in working conditions, arguing that “[nothing] 

should be made by man’s labour which is not worth making; or which must be made by 

labour degrading to the makers.”20 Following Morris’ lead, Ellen Gates Starr of Hull-

House emphasized not only the philosophical, economic or political ends of “art-work,” 

but brilliantly linked it to sociology, a connection which was generally not a part of any 

university’s curriculum on the subject. In her 1895 essay in Hull-House Maps and 

Papers, Starr “linked creativity with adequate housing, health, and group respect.”21 

Industrial art school pioneers framed the issue similarly, but with an emphasis on public 

education:  

 
If you wish your schools of science and art to be effective, your health, the 
air, and your food to be wholesome, your life to be long, your 
manufactures to improve, your trade to increase, and your people to be 

                                                
19 Fitz Roy Carrington, “The Children’s Art Centre,” Museum Work, Including the Proceedings of 

the American Association of Museums, 1, no. 2 (November, 1918): 43-45. 
 

20 William Morris, “Art and Socialism: A Lecture Delivered (January 23, 1884) before the Secular 
Society of Leicester,” [London?]: Imprinted for E.E.M. and W.L.S., 1884. Second edition, 
https://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/100283286, 36. 
 

21 Mary Jo Deegan, Jane Addams and the Men of the Chicago School, 1892-1918 (New 
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books, 1990). 
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civilized, you must have museums of science and art, to illustrate the 
principles of life, health, nature, science, art, and beauty.22 

 
 

Shannon Jackson, a theorist and historian of performance art, sees this creative 

activity as inherently key to the settlement impulse. Settlements existed, especially in the 

early days, as liminal spaces: sites of processes of redefining, re-creation, and 

reformation. The functions of communion, relationship-building, and conflict resolution 

complemented the cultural immersion activities offered by settlements, including picture 

lending, artistic instruction, and art exhibition (Fig. 3). The work of building a 

neighborhood center required improvisation, flexibility, and social reckoning; it was 

literally an act of “creative invention,” and as a result was very well suited as a site of 

cultural production.23 

The Hull House Labor Museum, which opened in 1900, carried the idea of 

cultural production as economic and sociological empowerment to its fullest potential 

(Figs. 4, 5). Showcasing the talents and cultural traditions of Chicago immigrants, it also 

provided a market in which to sell these wares, which ranged from lace and embroidery 

pieces to pottery, art prints, and jewelry.24 While boys and young men could increasingly 

avail themselves of training at trade schools and industrial art institutes, the Labor 

Museum brought to the fore the craftsmanship of women as worthy of study and 

                                                
22 Henry Cole of the South Kensington Museum, qtd. in George Brown Goode, “The Museums of 

the Future,” in Report of the National Museum, 1888-1889 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1891), 427–45, http://hdl.handle.net/2027/hvd.32044096986997, 431. 

23 Shannon Jackson, Lines of Activity: Performance, Historiography, Hull-House Domesticity, 4th 
ed. (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2003). 
 

24 Woods and Kennedy, The Settlement Horizon, 461. 
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preservation. The Museum had the additional effect of promoting the past and present 

industry of women. In displaying together various modes of spinning, weaving, and other 

work, the Labor Museum connected different eras and mechanisms of manual work “as 

part of a long, human, historic process.”25  

The implicit critique of “standardization and the decline of craft” had the 

additional aim of restoring an element of authority to neighborhood residents whose skills 

had been supplanted by machinery in their new environs.26 Young people unfamiliar with 

pre-industrial methods of production could learn about them alongside the equally 

unacquainted settlement workers, enhancing the goal of mutual cultural exchange. As 

Addams remarked, “Because of a direct appeal to former experiences, the immigrant 

visitors were able for the moment to instruct their American hostesses in an old and 

honored craft, as was indeed becoming to their age and experience.”27 

Settlement workers would soon devise a method based on an “exhibition impulse” 

that they believed would advance the cause of social reform through the exercise of 

cultural democracy, social exchange, and sociological investigation: the social survey. 

Americans cannot claim to have created the idea of scientific data collection, nor that of 

sociological observation.28 But the settlements are responsible for the social survey’s use 

                                                
25 Woods and Kennedy, The Settlement Horizon., 140. 

 
26 Ruth Crocker, Social Work and Social Order: The Settlement Movement in Two Industrial 

Cities, 1889-1930 (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1992), 219. 
 

27 Jane Addams and Ruth Sidel, Twenty Years at Hull-House: With Autobiographical Notes, 
Penguin Twentieth Century Classics (New York: Penguin Books, 1998), 160. 
 

28 That credit belongs to Charles Booth, who headed social investigations in London that led to the 
publication of Life and Labour of the People in London (1889-91). See The Social Survey in Historical 
Perspective, 1880-1940, eds. Martin Bulmer, Kevin Bales, Kathryn Kish Sklar (Cambridge, MA: 
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by American sociologists, its exhibitionary potential, and its results-oriented, reformist 

utilization. As historian Louise C. Wade puts it, they “never lost sight [...] that their 

statistics must lead to action.”29 

The development of the social workers’ version of the social survey, used to 

quantify social conditions, was directly influenced by the settlement residents’ belief in 

the tie between the aesthetic power of exhibition and the existence of societal systemic 

inequality. Jane Addams felt moved when at a lecture on industrial history at the Hull-

House Labor Museum, a Russian tailor spoke up to decry the lack of industrial progress 

in alleviating working conditions for those employed in the sewing trade. Considering, 

however, that on display nearby was a “collection of products, of early implements, and 

of photographs which are full of suggestion,” it is likely that the tailor’s reaction was 

exactly the one calculated.30 Settlements were adept at combining just the right amount of 

sympathy and science to get a specific response.31 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                            
Cambridge University Press, 1991). 
 

29 Louise C. Wade, “The Heritage from Chicago’s Early Settlement Houses,” Journal of the 
Illinois State Historical Society 60, no. 4 (Winter 1967): 420. 
 

30 Addams and Sidel, 158-159. 

31 Philosopher George Herbert Mead was a proponent of settlements and can be credited with 
originating this turn on phrase in 1910. Ernest G. Rigney and Timothy C. Lundy quote him as describing 
social settlements thusly: “Through our social settlements there are brought to, organized, and [allowed] 
effective expression, the two great factors in social progress, Sympathy and Science.” “George Herbert 
Mead on Terrorism, Immigrants, and Social Settlements: A 1908 Letter to the Chicago Record Herald,” 
The Journal of the Gilded Age and Progressive Era 14 (2015), 167. 
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SOCIAL EXHIBITIONS AND THE CHICAGO MUNICIPAL MUSEUM 

The first blockbuster social exhibition is generally attributed to Lawrence Veiller, 

a housing reformer who had been a resident at University Settlement in New York as 

early as 1893 and who volunteered with the Charity Organization Society in New York 

City. His earliest and most acclaimed exhibition effort, The Tenement House Exhibition 

of 1900, "drew on the accumulated experience of a number of settlement houses" 

including that of Hull House and Boston's South End House, and its resulting tenement 

commission and later municipal department were overwhelmingly staffed by workers 

with settlement training (Fig. 6).32 Veiller, who had also worked in the Buildings 

Department of the City of New York, aimed for more than simply arousal of public 

indignation; he believed in concrete legislative reform such as housing codes and 

building restrictions.33 Also involved in the planning and execution of the Tenement 

House Exhibit was Robert de Forest: wealthy philanthropist, New York City Charity 

Organization Society President, and trustee of the Metropolitan Museum of Art.  

The exhibition worked and attracted the attention of New York Governor 

Theodore Roosevelt.34 Structurally based on data collected by social agencies and their 

residents, the Tenement House Exhibit was a triumph of cooperation between New York 

City's many cultural and educational institutions, and a unity of purpose between social 

workers, civic reformers, social researchers, and public officials. Like other social 
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exhibitions, it was "a model for bringing together experts from various fields to 

efficiently educate the public."35 De Forest and Veiller's ability to transcend numerous 

communities, male and female, public and private, made this kind of very large scale of 

cooperation possible. Later settlement-backed exhibitions, like the 1906 Philadelphia 

Industrial Exhibit (Fig. 9), showed a remarkable amount of partnership between women’s 

clubs of the city, but did not boast the same amount of institutional support as had the 

Tenement Exhibition, which in some cases limited their ultimate legislative impact.36 

The stunningly effective exhibits from these shows as well as World’s Fairs were 

gathered into the Chicago Municipal Museum upon its opening in 1904. They fit well 

thematically with the city-making focus of the Municipal Museum, creating a space 

where “each thing appears in organic relation to the whole; …[and] touches the every-

day life of the people at its most vital points and makes its appeal direct to the reason and 

imagination.”37 The Chicago Municipal Museum was located in a gallery of the Chicago 

Public Library, itself an innovation of progressive ideas of democratic education (Fig. 7). 

                                                
35 Jeffrey Trask, Things American: Art Museums and Civic Culture in the Progressive Era, The 

Arts and Intellectual Life in Modern America (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2012), 80; 
Trask., 56. 
 

36 The 1906 Industrial Exhibit was “held under the auspices of” the Pennsylvania Child-Labor 
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http://hdl.handle.net/2027/hvd.32044020540449. 
 

37 The First Report of the Municipal Museum of Chicago, Chicago Public Library, 1905-1907, 
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Historian Julie Brown credits the museum's instant popularity to its location, which came 

with an existing audience.38  

But public interest in several of the museum's initial exhibits had already been 

garnered among visitors to the 1904 World’s Fair in St. Louis, where they were displayed 

in the Palace of Education and Social Economy.39 Exhibits in the Social Economy section 

had displayed "[t]he experience acquired and methods ...were shown in the improvement 

of conditions of industry and labor, the advancement of public welfare and health, the 

organization and regulation of provident institutions, public charities, corrective measures 

including the treatment and reformation of criminals, temperance measures, social 

betterment movements, and municipal improvement."40 Jane Addams later credited the 

museum’s establishment to the involvement of women who had served as jurors in these 

departments for the 1904 World’s Fair, “show[ing] nothing more clearly than that it is 

impossible to divide any of these departments from the political life of the modern city 

which is constantly forced to enlarge the boundary of its activity.”41 

From its inception, the Chicago Municipal Museum embodied the experimental 

and innovative values of settlement work. Unlike other contemporary museums, it was 

not intended to be an institution with a permanent collection, but rather as a sort of 
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"educational clearing house" providing space for displays, illustrated lantern slide 

lectures, guided tours, and public discussion of contemporary social issues.42 Its stated 

purpose -- to be "[a] continuous exposition in city making, illustrated by the use of 

graphic methods, development of cities and the relation of the geographic, industrial and 

social forces involved in the making of them" -- was essentially an expansion of the 

settlement aims beyond the micro level of a neighborhood, to the macro level of a city.43 

This community-engaged, empirical, and experimental methodology emulated exactly the 

"practical and experimental development of [...] principle, in the spirit of humanity" that 

Herman F. Hegner of the Chicago Commons had identified in 1897 as "the most valuable 

contribution of the settlement movement to the science of sociology."44 Years later, the 

Museum's "propaganda display of idealistic conceptions towards which our city should 

develop" would be labeled "futurism" by Edward Burchard, a tacit acknowledgement that 

settlement workers and museum organizers alike acted "with the hope of directing the 

next course of human history."45  

 

PUBLIC MUSEUMS AND THE NEW MUSEOLOGY 

George Brown Goode once observed that "All intellectual work may be divided 

into two classes, the one tending towards the increase of knowledge, the other towards its 
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diffusion— the one toward investigation and discovery, the other toward the education of 

the people and the application of known facts to promoting their material welfare."46 If 

the “social museum” was a private institution to increase knowledge for the benefit of 

social scientists, the “public museum” aspired to be a place to diffuse this knowledge to 

the masses. Goode and his compatriots Dana, Rea, and Lucas, were innovators in a period 

of museum identity crisis; they took a cue from the successful educational programming 

of the settlements and implemented it in their museums. John Cotton Dana acknowledged 

the existence of an existing “new museum idea” in “The Old Museum and the New,” and 

expounded on the efforts of the Newark Museum to associate itself with this movement.47 

One of the first steps Dana took was to dispatch educator Louise Connolly on a 

nationwide tour to survey the educational and exhibitionary techniques of contemporary 

museums.48 In Connolly’s resulting publication, The Educational Use of Museums, which 

cites settlement literature in a supplemental reading list, Dana included in an introductory 

note his aspiration for the museums of the region: “Our Newark museums … should be 

of immediate practical value to Newark citizens, old and young. They should appeal to all 

of us, to the newer people as well as the older.”49 

Others like de Forest saw broader city-making and citizen-making potential. Fiske 

Kimball, director of the Philadelphia Museum of Art, saw the artistic potential inherent in 
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the settlements’ flexible method and architectural design, and attributed to settlement 

workers’ labor the concept of ameliorative display. Kimball was clearly aware of the 

possibilities of settlement data collection in 1919. At this time of intensive planning for 

construction of a new PMA museum building, he wrote in The Architectural Record, “It 

is chiefly to [settlement] workers that we owe any exact and sympathetic knowledge of 

urban life, poverty and overcrowding which have made possible intelligent efforts at 

amelioration at a larger scale.”50 He envisioned the settlement endeavor as a vital piece of 

civic architecture, its city-making, citizen-making potential alongside that of the 

museum’s. 

This inspiration to incorporate settlement ideology into museum work came in 

different varieties. The idea that museums and the treasures therein represented the 

cultural ancestry of all people, and that this knowledge was the birthright of all people, 

was a cornerstone of “new museum” philosophy. Some museums, like the Philadelphia 

Museum of Art and the Art Institute of Chicago, were inspired to create or partner with 

industrial arts programs to spread access to artistic education more democratically. Other 

institutions, for example the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, took the burgeoning ideal of 

cultural democracy to heart and began to question the contents and presentations of their 

collections. Similar to libraries, another institution with which the museum professional 

world was closely intertwined, museums held ideas. The spread of these ideas were the 

key to better, more humanistic living, as Frederick Jackson Turner agreed: “A new era 

will come if schools and universities can only widen the intellectual horizon of the 
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people, help to lay the foundations of a better industrial life, show them new goals for 

endeavor, inspire them with more varied and higher ideals.”51 

 Although the ideal of cultural democracy was becoming more widely accepted, 

implementation of this ideal was more sporadic. Settlements had been free to experiment 

and tailor their programming to specific audiences partly because many of them were 

untethered to larger, more conservative institutions. Potential museum innovators, though 

they might have been inspired by the activist exhibition example, were more restricted 

from enacting change by the bureaucratic, conservative structures of their institutions. 

George Brown Goode and John Cotton Dana saw this inaction and bristled. The “old 

museums,” they said, just held items for certain people to look at. They were elitist and 

not generative of new ideas because the ones that they already held were not adequately 

explained. But how would a “new museum” function differently? 

Goode’s proposal was intended to encourage pluralism and emphasize ties to a 

common human past. He believed that the gap between rich and poor could be bridged by 

culture and supported a model in which museums at first catered to the needs “of the 

mechanic, the factory operator, the day laborer, the salesman, and the clerk, as much as to 

those of the professional man and the man of leisure” in the public galleries. Only then, 

when staff could increase, should museum professionals engage in “laboratory” or 

research work and collection management.52 Museum education, then, was paramount in 

providing object lessons to create an informed public that could navigate the world more 
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equally. In this vein, Goode also advocated for cooperation between public museums and 

public libraries as two “principal agencies for the enlightenment of the people.”53 

One motivation behind this model was to inspire Americans to create new art that 

would rival that of the Old World in quality; maybe they would also become artisans and 

make a little money on the side. Another motivation was that knowledge of facts and the 

world was not the primary purview of scholars; instead, an ordered universe (like the one 

conveyed in a museum exhibit) could make the world a better place. The philosophy of 

John Dewey was influential to Progressive Era activists in pursuit of a justification for 

their dream of cultural democracy. Dewey, who was profoundly influenced by the praxis 

at Hull-House, saw in settlement houses and museums the potential for broad societal 

democracy. Both institutions offered opportunities “for social learning as well as [an] 

ability to expose students to objects and to engage them in active inquiry.”54 

The philanthropic work of Robert W. de Forest, in particular his involvement in 

the Tenement House Committee of New York’s Charity Organization Society, 

established a key link between social reform and the responsibilities of leading cultural 

institutions.55 De Forest was well-connected and would later simultaneously serve as 

director of the Metropolitan Museum of Art and president of the Russell Sage 

Foundation, the philanthropic organization responsible for the publication of many of the 

Progressive Era’s investigative studies. His close involvement with the opening of the 
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decorative arts-heavy American Wing of the Met reveals his grander agenda: he dreamt 

of elevating American art, and with it, American culture, to the status of that of the Old 

World. Even though his aims were economic and industrially-motivated patriotism, de 

Forest continued to use the methodology of his Progressive contemporaries, including 

gathering statistics, mounting art shows of industrial design, as well as traveling exhibits. 

De Forest's aims were closely tied to the idea of civic housekeeping as a means to 

city planning and social engineering rather than the health and sustainment of individual 

communities, but there is no question that his amplification of the methods and means of 

settlement social surveys was beneficial publicity. In his address at the opening of the 

1911 Child Welfare Exhibit (Fig. 8) at the 71st regiment armory, he further cemented the 

New York museum establishment's role in the pursuit of social reform by linking culture 

to civics: "Knowledge and appreciation of art is by no means all that our Museum teaches 

the child. It illuminates history. It inspires patriotism. It gives a vital living form to what 

would otherwise be dry book learning."56 Settlement-produced exhibits abounded at this 

exhibition, which ranged from “Dangerous Street Work” to “Team Work for City Boys” 

to “all hand work, economic work, sociological work, art work of every grade […] 

demonstrated in real earnest.”57 In reviewing the show, The Journal of Education noted 

that “There appeared to be no end to the exhibits, all of which were placed to 

advantage.”58  
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When the exhibition model was transported into other museums, the aim was 

more deliberately a form of scientific civics. Staff at the Met understood the exhibition 

impulse from all sides, and they took careful note of social surveys and social exhibitions 

that presented facts and interpreted them for an audience to inspire a sea change in public 

opinion. De Forest and the Met had their own agenda to elevate American arts and 

culture and to this end they employed settlement-initiated methods including surveys, 

experimentalism, and weekend museum hours for working people. They wanted to alter 

the conversation about industrial arts and American aesthetics. They did succeed in this 

endeavor, but the advent of America’s involvement in the First World War changed the 

conversation from one emulating the rustic egalitarianism of Ruskin and Dewey to one of 

cultural patriotism and civic hierarchies. 

 De Forest and others connected aesthetics with the collective household idea and 

City Beautiful and social engineering- the making of a different kind of city, one that was 

supposedly more centered around social equity. The social survey, scientific and 

supposedly objective, would make this possible. But with World War I, the focus of 

sociology at large changed from city-making to nation-building. Where once localized 

studies had determined social agenda based on community need, now large-scale efforts 

to extrapolate, and make generalizations about human behavior would dominate the field. 

 

STATISTICS BEYOND NEIGHBORHOOD WORK: THE SOCIAL MUSEUM 

The idea of scalability of the research-survey-exhibit model was irresistible, 

especially to (primarily male) intellectuals: academics, politicians, and municipal 
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officials. It gave greater-than-ever impetus to the professionalization of social reform 

work, including standardization of method and codification of ideals of theory and 

practice. Carol Aronovici's 1916 The Social Survey set out reasons, methods, and 

guidelines for the work.59 By 1919, Bryn Mawr's training program for social workers 

included a track for work in settlement houses and neighborhood centers that, among 

other things, trained students in the creation of exhibits.60 This program for women also 

required one-third time, or 7 to 12 hours per week, be spent in field work and research.61 

Other universities supplemented or supplanted fieldwork with exhibits collected 

from the 1904 Exposition into various and sundry "social museums.” Edward L. 

Burchard described these institutions as "the working tool of the professorial staff of 

applied ethics" which were modeled on similar European institutions like the Musée 

Social in Paris. 62 They shared the settlement impulse to approach broad societal 

problems in an empirical way, but in eschewing the visceral, empirical experience of 

field work (provocateur of "emotion and sentimentalism"), acted a settlement inverse, in 

a sense.63 Analysis of social conditions took place back in the university classroom, after 

statistics and imagery had been remotely retrieved by social scientists. Francis 

                                                
59 Carol Aronovici, The Social Survey (Philadelphia: The Harper Press, 1916), 

http://hdl.handle.net/2027/nyp.33433075925341, 194-196. 
 

60 “Announcements, 1919-1920” (Bryn Mawr College Carola Woerishoffer Graduate Department 
of Social Economy and Social Research, 1919), http://hdl.handle.net/2027/mdp.39015074865836, 35. 

61 Mary Ann Dzuback, “Women and Social Research at Bryn Mawr College, 1915-1940,” Women, 
Gender & Sexuality Studies Research, no. Paper 39 (1993), http://openscholarship.wustl.edu/wgss/39,  
 

62 Burchard, 137. 
 

63 Francis G. Peabody, The Social Museum as an Instrument of University Teaching (Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University, 1911), http://hdl.handle.net/2027/njp.32101068995479, 1. 
 



 

29 

Greenwood Peabody, who founded in the Social Museum of Harvard University in 1903, 

described that institution as "the first attempt to collect the social experience of the world 

as material for university teaching, and to provide guidance for academic inquirers into 

the study of social progress."64 The exhibition and study of materials not personally 

collected by the individual researchers would have a depersonalizing effect that likely 

contributed to the demise of the social survey and the social museum within a few 

decades. 

Officials at the Social Museum of the Chicago School of Civics and Philanthropy 

remarked that once they began loaning out exhibits to other schools, "as a direct result 

[...] there has been increased interest on the part of the college students in social subjects 

and the work of the school."65 This would have been considered a great victory for the 

field, given that male students were much less likely to involve themselves in residential 

settlement work.66 The increased male presence complicated the professionalization of 

social science work and would contribute to a split in the discipline between (male-coded, 

hands-off) sociology and (female-coded, hands-on and case-based) social work. Certainly 

the power dynamics of the sociological  investigative manner varied quite significantly 

from the fieldwork model. Sociologist Tony Bennett describes the ambition of the 
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international exhibitions as making “the whole world, past and present, metonymically 

available in the assemblages of objects and peoples they brought together and, from their 

towers, to lay it before a controlling vision."67 Social museums had the potential to 

compound this power imbalance by excluding a public audience and their contributions 

that once would have accompanied the exhibition materials in the form of audience 

participation. The social museum took exhibits at face value and aggregated all of these 

possible positivist narratives in cloistered spaces for experts "to render cities 

knowable."68 

Previous historiography has explored the implications of displaying photos 

outside of the context of their gathering.69 Less emphasis has been extended to the degree 

of agency the very act of public display and the interaction of individuals during the 

survey process provided to people being surveyed or those consuming the exhibits. Just 

as Frederick Jackson Turner had been inspired by the stark figures and charts at 

Harvard’s Social Museum, so might too have other observers been inspired. Or they 

could have reacted with shock, disbelief, confusion, anger, or any number of other 

emotions. They might then ask questions or make comments about their experiences, 

influencing others or in other ways leaving their own personal mark. The interactive 
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nature of the survey and exhibit process was one that settlement workers were well aware 

of and did not take lightly.70 

Although evidence of these reactions is not frequently recorded in settlement 

records, the encounters undoubtedly did happen, but only if non-academics were exposed 

to the information being interpreted by the exhibits. Historian Seth Koven, writing about 

the Whitechapel Picture Exhibitions, observes that “working people brought their own 

problems and needs to bear on how they interpreted art” and this applies to middle-class 

audiences and the context of exhibits, too.71 When sociologists in university social 

museums took in these exhibits after their display in settlements and social betterment 

fairs, they divorced them from their larger context, changed the aim of the exhibition 

panels from reform inspiration to scholarly study, and completely altered the audience for 

these statistics. Ironically, scholars have argued that the continuing use of the exhibits 

following their original display was intended to transform the data displayed from 

ephemera into a dynamic, reusable collection.72 

The aggregative, generalizing impulse fulfilled within social museums is best 

demonstrated by way of the example of an exhibit which was coordinated at the Harvard 

                                                

70 Agnes Holbrook’s introduction to Hull-House Maps and Papers addressed such complicated 
and potentially exploitative encounters and resolved that “The painful nature of many of the questions 
asked, would be unendurable and unpardonable” unless the surveys would lead to real, tangible 
improvements in the neighbors’ lives. See pages 3-16. 

71  Seth Koven, “The Whitechapel Picture Exhibitions and the Politics of Seeing,” in Daniel J. 
Sherman and Irit Rogoff, eds., Museum Culture: Histories, Discourses, Spectacles (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota, 2015), 36. 

72 Michelle Lamunière, “Sentiment and Science: Francis Greenwood Peabody and the Social 
Museum in Context,” in Deborah Martin Kao and Michelle Lamunière, eds., Instituting Reform: The Social 
Museum of Harvard University, 1903-1931 (Cambridge, MA: Yale University Press, 2012), 48. 
 



 

32 

Social Museum. “Motives and Results of the Settlement Movement” was exhibited in 

1908, and was composed of various statistics gathered from a wide variety of settlements 

in the United States and across the world in order to compare their effectiveness.73 

Displaying photographs, maps, annual reports, building plans, and statistics about 

population and neighborhood, the organizers of the exhibit, one of whom was a male 

resident at Boston’s South End House, claimed that “They are the visualized answers on 

all four of the points mentioned- the [social service professional] field, the [settlement] 

constituencies, the activities, and the results.”74 But as the settlement-affiliated organizers 

sought to describe each settlement, they succeeded mainly in flattening out their 

differences because the intent was to create “an exhibit of a movement rather than of a 

group of separate entities which have more or less in common.”75 

The difficulty that the Social Museum had in presenting a coherent settlement 

viewpoint in the “Motives and Results of the Settlement Movement” exhibit 

demonstrates several truths about settlement work. Chief among them was that what most 

of what settlements held in common was a methodology of flexibility and interest in 

hyper-local community social care. A street-level, neighborhood-focused perspective was 

difficult to present when separated from its original context, especially when, as Jackson 

notes, “the ‘facts’ they produced were only provisional [and] that the motion of the 
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neighborhood made a new ‘truth’ every day.”76 Sociologists and institutions like the 

Harvard Social Museum required quantitative data as proof of success. The emphasis on 

data as scholarship, although not unique to settlements, would have a big impact on the 

adaptation of new techniques to document neighborhood life and settlement impact, as is 

evidenced by the rise of the social survey. 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE SOCIAL SURVEY: A SETTLEMENT INNOVATION 

 

The rise of scientific data collection and subsequent exhibition can be traced 

through the four World's Fairs held between 1893 and 1904.77 Prominently introduced to 

the U.S. during the 1893 World's Columbian Exposition in Chicago, the size and quality 

of exhibitions addressing issues in "social economy" increased steadily through the 1897 

Exposition Internationale in Brussels, the 1900 Exposition Universelle in Paris, and the 

1904 Louisiana Purchase Exposition in St. Louis, Missouri until they had "trebled in 

quantity and extensiveness... and told a most complete story."78 Speculated one observer, 

“Perhaps the advancement most marked by the exhibits at St. Louis as compared with the 

co-ordinate displays of 1893 was in the evidences of attention now being paid by the 

government and the American people as well as other nations of the world to economic 

questions, conditions of industry and labor, civic improvement, public health, and 

kindred subjects.”79 This observer neglected to notice or inquire about the cause of this 

shift, but other contemporaries were busy discussing this development and its 

implications. 
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The growing cultural dialogue surrounding social problems had shifted to one 

drawing on the supposed objectivity of statistical data. The work of sociologists Franz 

Boas, Frances Kellor, and W.E.B. DuBois drew on statistics to disprove theories of racial 

determinism, a noble goal in a time when blacks, “non-native” whites, and Asians were 

popularly decried for their supposed hereditary inferiority to “native-born” white 

Americans. Unfortunately, as Khalil Gibran Muhammad has shown in The Condemnation 

of Blackness, this activism by “racial liberals” succeeded in substituting culturally-based 

discrimination for one with a biological basis within a social context that “increasingly 

looked to the social sciences to justify racism and discrimination.”80 In this atmosphere, 

data collection and scientific observation became prominent and important tools for 

sociologists. 

Closely tied to this intellectual atmosphere, the social survey was developed as a 

standard tool of social inquiry; at first, used in settlements and other social service 

agencies, the survey sought to statistically quantify questions of poor health, housing, 

sanitation, and working environments that were largely linked to issues of class in the 

popular imagination. Like the World’s Fairs exhibitions, reformer Carol Aronovici would 

describe in 1916, the invention of the social survey “represent[ed] the cumulative result 

of the growing consciousness among the leaders in social, industrial and governmental 

life of this nation of the need for […] an intelligent and honest facing of the facts that 

have so far stood in the way of a realization of the highest ideals of a potentially ideal 
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democracy.”81 A scientifically-based methodology would yield results for the public 

good when interpreted, through exhibits, “with the accuracy and impartiality that 

characterize the findings of laboratory methods in the field of biology, physics or 

chemistry.”82 Unfortunately, at its later culminating point in the 1920s and 1930s, this 

tool would sometimes become a discriminatory weapon of generalization before being 

discarded altogether in favor of the later technique of sampling.  

Many of the most groundbreaking sociological studies of the 1920s and 1930s are 

attributed to the historically important “Chicago School” of sociology.83 Thus begins the 

story of the rise and fall of the social survey in the same location that Hull-House was 

doing its own pioneering work in the shadow of the 1893 World Columbian Exposition, a 

celebration of American pioneering spirit: The so-called White City, Chicago. 

The story of the rise and fall of the social survey parallels that of the rise and fall 

of women’s contributions to early sociological theory and practice. Some recent 

scholarship has focused on this subject in greater depth in its implications for the 

profession of social work.84 Social scientist Mary Ann Dzuback in particular has 
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persuasively argued that “[by] focusing on the great men who shaped theory in the social 

science disciplines, [existing] accounts have neglected the contributions made by women 

working at the boundaries of disciplines and applying their work to public policy.”85 One 

of the key innovations of the sociological study spearheaded by settlement residents was 

its usability as empathetic, reform-aimed exhibition data. The move away from 

conducting studies as an attempt to influence legislative action erased the memory and 

performance of these innovative methods in sociological use and effectively ended the 

popular exhibition impulse within the sociology field for at least several decades. 

Some of this story has been told previously through the lens of events that 

occurred in Chicago, and like much of the existing literature on settlements, Hull-House 

plays an important role. I will reiterate and expand upon this existing analysis because of 

its well-documented nature and significant, nationwide impact. The robust personal and 

professional networks of women reformers and settlement staff, as well as the outsized 

impact of the University of Chicago Department of Sociology on the national practice of 

the discipline, make this a micro history with macro implications. This story also 

demonstrates the impact that the demise of the social survey and its attendant exhibitions 

had on women sociologists’ participation and recognition of the socially-oriented 

museum exhibition. 

Today, the School of Social Service Administration of the University of Chicago 

touts its legacy as having "helped create and define the profession of social work and the 
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field of social welfare." What it does not mention is that it helped to create this field as a 

gendered differentiation from social science, entirely rewriting its own narrative in 1929 

to suit a story of inevitable male scholarly progress. The process began by 1920 with the 

subjugation of the independent Chicago School of Civics and Philanthropy, a social work 

training school with an emphasis on fieldwork and data collection, into the University of 

Chicago as the "Graduate School of Social Service Administration" (GSSSA). 

Segregating the largely female enrollees of the program from their male 

counterparts in the social sciences departments, by 1929 the University of Chicago's 

gendered eclipse was complete. The "Local Community Research Committee" (LCRC), a 

cooperative effort between members of the University of Chicago departments of 

Economics, Sociology, Political science, History, Philosophy, and the GSSSA published 

Chicago: An Experiment in Social Science Research. The volume exists as an exploration 

and justification of the work of this committee at the very lynchpin of the exponential 

growth of the University's social sciences departments. The story it tells is one of 

innovative triumph over the unscientific, sentimental, and politically-compromised early 

work in the discipline. This triumph, it claims, was the result of the work of a handful of 

brilliant male theoreticians working with firsthand data to reclaim professionalism and 

scientific rigor in the social sciences in the service of mankind.86 
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CHALLENGING THE NARRATIVE: 

SETTLEMENT CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE SOCIAL SURVEY 

However, the story should begin in 1895, with the publication of the 

groundbreaking Hull-House Maps and Papers, a collection of social surveys produced by 

the residents of Chicago's Hull-House. Although the publication innovated upon Charles 

Booth’s existing social survey format, transforming the tool into something more 

esteemed and scientific, historian Kathryn Kish Sklar argues that it has not received 

enough scholarly attention. Unlike Booth’s work, Hull-House Maps and Papers was 

diverse in subject matter and boasted multiple reputable authors. The authors championed 

statistics as data sources alongside interpretation in terms of philosophy and personal 

experience. They intended the work for general consumption and ensured that even the 

expensive-to-manufacture maps were included in each edition. In particular, the 

publication revolutionized the portrayal of data in the form of maps, which "conveyed 

more than information.” The maps, as visual aids, “also communicated moral 

imperatives,” and put urgent weight behind them.87 The residents of Hull-House and 

other settlements already understood the power of data exhibition. With this publication, 

they meant to "translate facts into social action" and they embedded themselves in local 

institutions to ensure it.88 Affiliates of Chicago settlements were involved in civic 

enterprises like Chicago’s juvenile court, the Illinois Occupational Disease Commission, 
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the Illinois Board of Charities, and many served in capacities such as public school 

teachers, city ward inspectors, and playground supervisors.89 

The other, parallel innovation alongside the social survey was the creation of a 

social welfare training school by Graham Taylor of the Chicago Commons, a 

seventeenth-ward settlement that Taylor envisioned as "twin to the old Hull-House."90  

The school, which would be become known as the Chicago School of Civics and 

Philanthropy (CSCP), had its roots in professional lectures carried on at Chicago 

Commons. With a grant from the Russell Sage Foundation, Taylor, Julia Lathrop, Edith 

Abbott and Sophonisba Breckenridge founded the school’s research lab (1907) and 

Social Museum (1910) and took the Harvard Social Museum as their model. Taylor’s was 

not the first social service training school, but it closely connected various progressives 

and settlement workers in Chicago across institutions and emphasized an education in 

field work as imperative to the burgeoning professional social worker. Taylor himself 

was embedded within Chicago institutions: he taught in the extension department of 

University of Chicago from 1902 to 1908 and served as director of the Chicago Public 

Library in 1906.91 The CSCP offered classes on exhibition, data collection, etc and also 

developed a guidebook so that groups could make their own exhibits in addition to 

renting exhibits from the CSCP. 
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Sociologists affiliated with the CSCP and Hull-House made innovations in the 

social survey’s format and investigative procedure. As distinct from Booth’s model, the 

gathering of quantitative information was largely an accumulation of work done at a local 

level, often by women's groups. The innovation that made this all possible - the social 

survey - was a settlement mainstay. Resident workers refined the form, methodology, 

analysis, and illustrative presentation of survey data and were responsible for its rise in 

popularity in the U.S. Purveyors of practical philanthropy, and especially settlement 

residents, embedded themselves within neighborhood institutions, so early studies "were 

largely engaged with the meaning and methods of the people's self-supported and self-

managed collective undertakings."92 To make sense of a neighborhood's "disorder," 

"graphic exhibits showing distribution of nationality, income, and institutions were 

prepared as a means of visualizing local problems and recording progress."93 As the 

social survey tactic demonstrated its effectiveness, the didactic and advertisement value 

of exhibiting to the general public spurred the spread of the exhibition impulse. 

Organizations realized that they could go beyond Chautauqua-style lectures with the 

exhibition and interpretation of artwork, historic artifacts, and infographics.94 

Although social settlement workers themselves became intimately familiar with 

the details of social issues in specific areas, they recognized that to capture public 
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attention, they must interpret this information to the public in a sympathetic way. Thus, 

for example, the Philadelphia chapter of the College Settlements Association carried the 

work of the Consumer's League of Pennsylvania - primarily studying the wage and work 

conditions of the region - into the public eye by constructing a map of local sweatshops 

(Fig. 9). The map was meant "to secure such public sentiment concerning sweated work 

in this community, that better regulation of a now unrestricted evil will be inevitable" at 

the traveling Tuberculosis Exhibition of 1906, which attracted 58,518 visitors in its 

Philadelphia stop alone.95 Historian Ruth Crocker explains the settlements’ import in this 

scheme: “Sociologists resident in the settlement would generate the facts on which 

reforms could be grounded, reforms that they themselves would help to draft.”96  

 

REFORMIST ENDS AND MEANS 

The surveys and exhibits worked. This result may seem unsurprising given the 

thorough investigations behind them. Historian Kathryn Kish Sklar has argued this 

female conveyance of information and moral imperative, alongside “relentless” 

“lobbying for middle- and upper-class support” made an impact.”97 In addition, residents’ 

“embedded” status in various city departments also spread knowledge of the potential of 

surveys nationwide. The Russell Sage Foundation established a Department of Surveys 
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and Exhibits in 1912 to facilitate and fund exhibits like Paul Kellogg’s Pittsburgh Survey. 

His studies in Pittsburgh worked so effectively by  “putting facts in such simple and 

graphic form as to make them as far as possible part of the common knowledge of the 

community.”98 Historian Louise C. Wade attributes a long list of reform victories to the 

settlement workers who staged these exhibits: For instance, Chicago’s City Council 

passed a housing ordinance following a conference and exhibit on tenement conditions 

staged at the Art Institute in 1897. Other investigations prompted legislative action on 

topics as diverse as occupational disease compensation, meat inspection, and child labor 

laws.99 These exhibits were effective; one sociologist claimed in 1919 that “practically no 

organizations or communities attempt to project programs of social welfare or social 

efficiency” without making a survey of the situation that could lead to public 

interpretation of the statistics.100 

But the social reform end-goal aspect of the social survey as deployed by 

settlements was distasteful to some, who decried it as inconsistent in results and method; 

unscientific in its subjectivity; and overly politicized. The women who were the original 

innovators and collectors of data were not given due credit in the University of Chicago’s 

triumphant narrative, although they provided the ideological scaffolding upon which the 

Chicago School’s later success was built. In some essays in Chicago: An Experiment in 

Social Science Research, the rhetoric was so obfuscatory as to imply that objective social 
                                                

98 Russell Sage Foundation Department of Surveys and Exhibits, Activities and Publications (New 
York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1915). 
 

99 Wade, “The Heritage,” 418-420. 
 

100 Carl C. Taylor, The Social Survey, Its History and Methods, vol. 20, The University of 
Missouri Bulletin Social Science Series 3 (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri, 1919), 2. 
 



 

44 

work did not exist at all prior to the University of Chicago's intervention. Robert Park in 

particular described as "practical rather than theoretic," social settlement-conducted 

studies that "created a new and romantic interest in the slum" while mentioning in the 

same breath that these same amateurish studies were the work of Edith Abbott and 

Sophonisba Breckenridge, two women who were still employed by and lecturing within 

his department.101 Later in the same article, he praises the work of Paul U. Kellogg on 

The Pittsburgh Survey (1907-1908), although Kellogg agreed with Abbott and 

Breckenridge regarding the highly individualized nature of neighborhood surveys: 

“When the subject matter [of a given survey] is not specialized, but concerns the more 

intangible ‘needs’ of a community, the survey becomes necessarily different things in 

different localities. It cannot be thought out at a far-away desk.”102 

Continually throughout the 1929 volume, the LCRC claims credit for firsthand 

data collection techniques and for the social research base map - "a strikingly graphic 

way" to present social data - although these innovations were developed by settlement-

affiliated women, and the supposedly firsthand data was still being collected and 

furnished by these women.103 At this point, women were still present in the department in 

large numbers, performing statistical work and data collection and interpretation as 
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"research assistants." In 1929, at least 32% of the LCRC's research assistants were 

female.104 

The LCRC was created in part to act as a central depository or clearinghouse for 

social science research. Such an organized repository had benefits, but also drawbacks 

because staff made key decisions regarding which studies were to be considered and/or 

included. Still, the designers’ hopes to make data collection and interpretation techniques 

more standardized across studies was laudable.  Many of the women involved (like the 

aforementioned Edith Abbott and Sophonisba Breckenridge) “recognized the limits of the 

settlements’ volunteerism” and believed the LCRC would aid in the professionalization 

of the social work career path in a way that would elevate the new generation of educated 

and driven college women.105 Other women involved in the LCRC, like Helen Jeter, 

embraced the improved reformist possibilities of standardization, seeing in them the 

potential for improved food and housing quality, decreased pollution, and a boost to the 

arts and cultural diversity via integration.106 

The social scientists who administered the LCRC, however, were not advocates of 

a politically-engaged, reform-aimed agenda. In fact, the committee rarely dabbled in 

issues with an "immediate reformist end.” Instead, they sought to differentiate the work 
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of the LCRC from that of the GSSSA, which is categorized as “applied research" 

continuing in the same vein as the settlements’ early social scientists. Rather, the LCRC 

hoped in 1929 to make evident its usefulness in other ways. For instance, community 

studies could be employed to show change over time and the impact of reform 

legislation. They might also be used to lessen wasted tax money, establish expertise and 

standard practice to control the information-gathering circumstances in a more consistent 

way. Most importantly, they might help sociologists build relationships between 

institutions to span political boundaries in the interest of scholarship.107  

The ameliorative use of the social survey was so bothersome to sociologists like 

Robert Park that he introduced what he called the “sociological survey,” one that used the 

same polling and statistical practices as the social survey but was intended to focus on 

larger communities in supposedly nonpolitical ways. He hoped instead to compare them 

and extrapolate the patterns behind social processes in the abstract.108 Despite Park’s 

efforts, the use of this “sociological survey” would not last much into the 1930s. Newer 

methods of statistic-gathering introduced in the 1930s better suited scaled-up, theoretical 

research that, as Robert Park wished, deployed science not to “define problems [but] 

rather test hypotheses.”109  
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Techniques such as sampling as well as probabilistic methodology grew in 

popularity, making less appealing the cost and effort of painstakingly surveying blocks of 

houses or performing hundreds of interviews.110 Most enticing of all, the sampling 

method allowed for study of populations from afar- say, at a desk or in a laboratory. 

Historian Michelle Lamunière argues that this approach aligned American sociology 

departments with their German counterparts, which were enjoying a fair amount of 

prestige at the time, and that this would have appealed to both professors and university 

administrators hungry for academic recognition.111 Accordingly, Park and other 

University of Chicago sociologists were not interested in parts or wholes, but in assessing 

the part as if it were the whole, a kind of synecdochic approach to the study of mankind. 

 

SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH IN FLUX 

But forces outside the academy would ensure the rapid change of the sociological 

field in ways that no one had anticipated. Historian Louise C. Wade shares Jane 

Addams's opinion that the Russian Revolution and the World War changed the trajectory 

of social work away from the goal of social reform. They began to focus more attention 

on casework and nationalistic aims like Americanization and civics education, a response 

in part to criticisms that settlements had been too welcoming to anarchist groups. Instead, 
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social workers drifted toward the sirens call of professional status, an action which has 

ramifications for the development of the discipline that radiate down today.112  

Institutional changes compounded this shift. Independently-owned schools like 

the CSCP that closed or were integrated into larger universities could no longer advocate 

for reform in the way that they had been doing. Once situated in the male-centered spaces 

of sociology departments, “sentimental” goals of social research were discarded and the 

contributions of women rendered invisible. In this atmosphere, the early sociological 

work of settlements was ignored and disappeared into a narrative of male achievement 

and innovation in schools like the University of Chicago. 

This revisionist version of its history would remain intact for decades. By 1968, it 

is evident in a University of Chicago publication of Gerald D. Suttles’ The Social Order 

of the Slum: Ethnicity and Territory in the Inner City, that the work of settlement 

sociologists had been so utterly forgotten that Suttles' fieldwork practices are hailed as 

totally revelatory. David E. Kaufman’s book review in The American Sociological 

Review lauds the fieldwork technique as “another way of exploring community 

organization and cohesiveness, [which] should spark further research.”113 Nowhere is it 

acknowledged that Suttles is claiming to have discovered an aspect of settlement method 

that was at that point at least 70 years old. 

The diminishment of women’s contributions to exhibition and educational 

technique aligns temporally with the strategic elimination of women's contributions to 
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what is seen as a renaissance period for the "New Museum" at the turn of the twentieth 

century, the history of which has not been explored at any length by scholars. Women 

were trained as the earliest docents in museums, and contributed heavily to the 

development of adult education initiatives with common aims to settlements.114 Despite 

their efforts, the sociological work of women like Sophonisba Breckenridge was 

subsumed under the work of Chicago School male faculty like Robert Park. Similarly, 

women museum workers like Louise Connolly of the Newark Museum are overshadowed 

in memory by their male counterparts like John Cotton Dana. 
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CHAPTER 4 

MUSEUMS AND SETTLEMENTS REACT TO A CHANGING WORLD 

 

Just as the nation-building focus after World War I changed sociological work, so, 

too, did it change museum practice. Individuals nationwide developed museums focused 

specifically on history and civics as a response to a perceived vital need to provide an 

object lesson in citizenship. Educators widely constructed civics curriculums in a way 

that would promote the upholding of a hierarchical societal scaffolding, and well-

connected women docents and museum educators linked these curricula with new 

museum education initiatives. Writing in 1917, contemporary museum educator Laura 

Scales was open about the citizen-building nature of this avenue of interpretation. Scales, 

a member of the Women’s Education Association of Boston, wrote frankly of the 

assimilationist goals of her interpretive museum work with young people, some of whom 

were immigrants: “Some of the [gallery] stories were chosen with a patriotic end in view. 

This winter the subject of the stories has been definitely America and citizenship.”115 

Scales and many of her contemporaries saw a pointed connection between learning about 

the past and its relationship to the future, and the task of defining how Americans should 

act. 
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Following the Great War, Americans had begun to turning their focus outward to 

the rest of the world rather than inward upon its disappeared frontier. If Frederick 

Jackson Turner was correct about the nature of American democracy, the outward-

leaning, colonialist approach was necessary. For these ventures to succeed, a strong sense 

of the American identity was required, one bolstered by public interpretation of past 

events to fit a progress narrative. As Turner had predicted, now was time for a reckoning 

of “new demands for considering our past ideals and present needs” in order to preserve 

“all that was buoyant and creative in American life.”116 

 Unfortunately, the pluralistic and culturally democratic aims of the progressive 

“new museum” devotees did not serve these patriotic aims. Instead, an institution-

centered view of museums as expertly curated repositories of civilization emerged in the 

postwar cultural sector. Local organizations such as state historical societies gained in 

popularity with the goal of elevating local histories to fit into a narrative of American 

progress and the “cultivating among the masses of that civic patriotism which is 

inevitably the outgrowth of an attractive presentation of local history.”117 Ultimately, the 

authoritarian claim of these organizations to tell broad narratives of civilization 

culminated in the search for or creation of a usable past that could connect American 
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history back to the democratic practices of the ancient Greeks and forward again to the 

Great War. 

 Connecting the links of this chain of progress was important for the purposes of 

nationalism, as America gained world influence following World War I. Historian Jeffrey 

Trask places the innovative new museological practices of period room displays within 

this historical context in his study of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, Things American. 

Although several progressive museum practitioners saw nation-making potential in their 

new, democratically-influenced practices, Trask argues, it was Robert de Forest who 

looked to advance and even broader goal of redefining civic taste. De Forest “integrated 

museums into a larger social agenda: to refashion the aesthetics of American cities by 

carefully selecting elements from the past to shape the modern built environment of 

homes, neighborhoods, and cities."118 In this way, de Forest shaped the presentation of 

the past in his museum displays at the Met, and influenced the philanthropic solutions of 

the present through his position at the Russell Sage Foundation. He also attempted to 

carefully manipulate the future of city design to fit his belief that ordered homes and 

ordered cities would result in ordered citizens.119 

The flattened version of history presented in period rooms and other historically-

inspired displays at museums like the Metropolitan Museum of Art served several aims. 

Firstly, they created a vision of the past that conformed to nationalistic and patriarchal 
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rhetoric. They also bolstered the old, pre-progressive idea of the sanctity of art. For 

instance, Edward Robinson expressed his wish at the opening of the Met’s American 

Wing that the many historical period rooms- essentially large visual displays of 

seemingly indisputable historical circumstances- would “teach the present and future 

generations of our people that the men to whose struggles they owe the foundation of the 

American Commonwealth were refined in their taste and by no means indifferent to 

beauty.”120  Historian Neil Harris has documented several other such contemporary 

efforts toward “the inculcation of nationalistic pride in artistic accomplishments and civic 

commitment to the national ideal.”121 They now believed it patriotic to emulate elite, 

Anglo-American standards of taste, rather than to create one’s own standard of beauty. 

This type of thinking among conservative art critics made it possible for museums to 

walk back their commitment to a culturally democratic museum agenda, instead 

emphasizing the exclusivity of the beautiful spaces and objects of the institution.122 

This period marks a turn away from a focus on community and advocacy within 

museums. This would last for another 30 years until social workers, activists, and 

settlement-affiliated staff and advocates helped to bring it back. It also marked a general 

change in the way social aid organizations functioned, prioritizing amelioration of 
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material conditions over reform advocacy. If the museum could return to an advocacy 

role after years of insularity, social aid organizations could, too. 

 

 

NEW-OLD MODELS OF SETTLEMENT IDEOLOGY 

AND MUSEUM PRACTICE 

The pressing Civil Rights issues of the 1960s and 1970s impacted many 

institutions and cultural norms in the United States and around the world. Internal 

divisions emerged within both the social work and museum worlds during this period as a 

direct result of activist movements and emerging ideas about cultural pluralism. The 

immediate impact of movements like the Black Power Movement extended to museums, 

who were undergoing their own identity crisis. 

In 1971, the director of the Brooklyn Museum, Duncan Cameron, provoked that 

“Our museums are in desperate need of psychotherapy.” Labeling what he saw as a 

contemporary problem of “role definition,” Cameron laid out his argument that the 

American museum was encountering a sort of identity crisis in his essay “The Museum, 

A Temple or the Forum.”123 Although Cameron was prescient enough to identify the 

crisis in the museum institution as one of identity, he did not connect the crisis he was 
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experiencing with the development of early museology, instead claiming them as 

“relatively new museum ailments.”124  

Theoretical museologist Peter van Mensch did make this connection at a 1995 

symposium stewarded by the International Council of Museums International Committee 

for Museology (ICOFOM). Van Mensch contrasts what he called “turning points in 

museum history, frequently described as ‘museum revolutions,’” of two eras: that of 

1880-1920 and 1960-1980.125 Recognizing the professionalization of museum work in 

the earlier era, van Mensch nevertheless missed the political nature of early exhibition 

practice, stating that “Although the changes resulted from the synergy of discussions on 

practical, theoretical, and critical levels, the emphasis was on practical museum work.”126 

He claimed that extra step for the ‘revolution’ of 1960-1980, identifying the impetus for 

change as “the wish to develop museums as social institutions with political agendas.”127 

This impetus for change would prompt a “new museology” that incorporated the 

language of revolution.  

In The Social Work of Museums, museum studies scholar Lois Silverman points 

out that this “new museology” movement was in truth a resurgence of the 19th century 

conception of museums as institutions of social service. Citing public museums, 

settlement house museums, traveling exhibitions, ecomuseums and neighborhood 
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museums, Silverman illustrates this movement as a theoretical revival, with 

enhancements, of the very old idea that communities should be integral to museum 

function and that museum display could be used as an activist tool.128 The numerous 

social movements taking root in the 1960s and 1970s triggered this revival as they 

influenced all aspects of public life, including the work of museums. Despite Duncan 

Cameron’s skepticism of their function, the institutions that he named in his article, such 

as the Anacostia Neighborhood Museum, introduced practices that would come to further 

define the role that museums of the civil rights era would play in interpreting and 

disseminating social movements.  

 Cameron also recognized that, as illustrated by several recent major museum 

exhibition protests and conference dust-ups, the museum as an institution must undergo 

reform. Unknowingly harkening back to John Dewey, George Herbert Mead, Ellen Gates 

Starr and Florence Kelley, Cameron posited that such reforms might serve to introduce 

“the democratization of culture, or, to use an expression I prefer, to the creation of an 

equality of cultural opportunity.129” At least in an aspirational sense, Cameron linked 

exhibition to reform and cultural democracy, just as settlement innovators had decades 

before.  

It would have been hard even for elite, cloistered institutions to ignore the seismic 

ripples of the protests of the 1960s and 1970s once they began to target mainstream 

museum practice. We can understand this change in museums from a brief overview of 
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two exhibits that sought to incorporate African American art into museums in New York.  

In 1969, the Metropolitan Museum of Art enlisted Allon Schoener to curate an exhibition 

called “Harlem on My Mind: Cultural Capital of Black America, 1900-1968.” The 

exhibit, which played off Schoener’s prior successful technique of photographic 

projection used in the 1967 “The Lower East Side: Portal to American Life (1870-1924),” 

did not in the end contain any physical artworks by Black artists. Bridget R. Cook 

describes the exhibition as the emergence of Black culture in the Met “not as creative 

producer, but as ethnographic study.”130 The critical response was intensely negative, and 

protests mounted. A Black Emergency Cultural Coalition was founded to immediately 

address issues of the lack of black representation, and most famously, the organization 

would boycott the 1971 Whitney Contemporary Black Artists in America exhibit over 

charges that black artists were not afforded greater participation in the curatorial 

process.131 

These tensions led to in-fighting among professionals inside the museum as well 

as outside it. The proceedings of the 1969 Seminar on Neighborhood Museums reveal a 

particularly fraught series of encounters between those who seemed to enthuse about 

community-led museums and programming and those who expressed their worries about 

the potential paternalism of the scheme. One of the concerned conference goers, Colin 

“Topper” Carew expressed indignation: “You white people are here to get your rhetoric 
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so you can go out and help your own hustle.”132 Amidst the tension, social worker, 

former settlement worker, and then-Museum Director of the Anacostia Neighborhood 

Museum stood out as an advocate for community museums as a place for communities to 

not only discuss their concerns but display and confront them. That director, John Kinard, 

clarified that a “community museum must speak to the needs, hopes, the disgusts, and the 

desires of the people within close geographical boundaries to the center itself. The 

museum must [embody] a whole new creature capable of expressing the experiences of 

the people in the area and dramatizing them.”133 Kinard’s experience as a community 

organizer informed his interventionist and peacemaking approach, which other attendees 

seemed to admire: “I think our problem is to create more John Kinards; someone who 

understands that there are voices in the community [that should be amplified]. Out of this 

comes then an expression of needs and ideas that lead toward solutions.”134 

By 1971, when Duncan Cameron wrote about the museum field’s identity crisis, 

relations between museum professionals and the communities they supposedly served 

had soured profoundly. Cameron referenced a protest scene at the 1971 AAM meeting, 

noting that “The majority of the American museum professionals present were not only 

shocked but greatly surprised by these developments. They did not expect to find protest 

                                                
132 Emily Dennis Harvey and Bernard Friedberg, eds., A Museum for the People: A Report of 

Proceedings at the Seminar on Neighborhood Museums, Held November 20, 21, and 22, 1969, at MUSE, 
the Bedford-Lincoln Neighborhood Museum in Brooklyn, New York (New York: Arno Press & The New 
York Times, 1971). 35. 
 

133 Harvey and Friedberg, eds., 27-28. 
 

134 Harvey and Friedberg, eds., 31. 
 



 

59 

against museums and art galleries.”135The chickens had come home to roost. Urban-

situated, non-elite communities did not feel represented or served by mainstream 

museums, and wanted their voices heard. One solution envisioned to this problem was 

the creation of the “neighborhood museum,” often conceived of as a satellite or branch 

campus of a larger, established institution that could serve a given local community 

somewhat independently. 

Other scholars have recently examined this time period’s museum context in 

greater depth and complexity than I will here.136 The multiple and varied examples of 

neighborhood museums have the potential for further research. In particular, the 

motivations and level of success of major mainstream museums that opened or sought to 

open branch institutions during this time period deserves more focus. The Black Power 

Movement in particular had a profound but as yet unexamined impact on museum 

advocacy and public services. 

Founders, like S. Dillon Ripley of the Smithsonian, conceived of the 

neighborhood museum as a place where a community’s specific local concerns could be 

addressed, and which can be compared with the settlement method of community 

engagement. Kinard described its proposed function in a 1972 article co-written with 

Esther Nighbert: “The neighbourhood museum through its various functions 

encompasses the life of the people of the neighbourhood...Through the various media of 
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its exhibits the museum reflects the priorities already determined by neighbourhood 

people and other community agencies and is, thereby, able to present the issues that 

demand attention.”137 Echoing the rhetoric of early settlement pioneers, Kinard advocated 

for traditional, mainstream museums to “offer their vast resources and their expertise to 

the people of the deprived areas of our cities” to empower them to control their own 

cultural and community centers and museums.138 

The Anacostia Neighborhood Museum (now Anacostia Community Museum) 

was one of three leading neighborhood museums founded in the United States in the 

1960s, alongside the DuSable Museum of African American History (Chicago) and the 

International Afro-American Museum (Detroit).139 Following the democratic leanings of 

its foundation, which was accomplished with the close collaboration of several 

community groups, the ANM centered the issues of the neighborhood from its inception. 

In doing so, it also emulated the flexibility, topicality, and ameliorative activism of 

settlements and their museums, such as the Chicago Municipal Museum. From the start, 

Kinard and Nighbert explain, the museum put the subject matter in the hands of its 

patrons by conducting polls “to determine the most important questions facing Anacostia 

residents.”140 The ANM followed the example of earlier black neighborhood museums by 

commissioning a “mobile division bus” to carry condensed exhibits out into the 
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community, demonstrating flexibility of method and location.141 Teachers could also 

check out “shoebox exhibits” on loan with touchable artifacts to teach children. The 

ANM also engaged exhibits that sought to effect social change and legislative reform. 

The most prominent of these exhibits was 1969’s “The Rat -- Man’s Invited Affliction.” 

“The Rat” was a shockingly graphic exhibition that explored a real, local 

community issue: the large-scale infestation of urban dwellings by aggressive rats. 

Children in the neighborhood expressed fear of the animals and their consequences, and 

“The Rat” was conceived to answer their questions and concerns.142 Andrea Burns 

explains that investigation prompted by the exhibit’s influence revealed that the problem 

was partially bureaucratic: “Nobody knew which office was responsible for rat control in 

Anacostia, and therefore nothing was done.”143 The ANM was able to segue this publicity 

into an accepted proposal for funds from the Carnegie Corporation to study urban 

problems “which are national in scope but are reflected microcosmically in Anacostia.”144 

The resultant exhibit, which also received funding from the Department of Housing and 

Urban Development, was entitled “Evolution of a Community” and utilized “slide shows, 

information from various community agencies, drawings, photographs, and oral history 

interviews” to tell a story from the point of view of local residents.145 In many ways, the 
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graphic exhibit had come full circle from the settlement house to the neighborhood 

museum. 

The AAM, moved from complacency to preliminary action by the upheaval in 

discourse among museum professionals, convened a committee in 1972 to investigate 

problems of racial relations and representation in museums and offer solutions. The 

committee, chaired by John Kinard (ANM) and James Elliott (Wadsworth Athenaeum), 

produced in July 1972 a report to the Department of Housing and Urban Development 

called “Museums: Their New Audience.” The report strongly underscored the need for 

topical exhibitions, acquisitions, and programming, and proposed that more institutions 

embrace the branch model citing “these new needs and new opportunities call for new 

approaches, and these in turn are best found when sought by looking and listening among 

the new constituencies.”146 Moreover, the authors connected to the present day 

controversy earlier museum practitioners who had insisted that “the museum [was] to be 

an active instrument for social change” from the institution’s introduction to the United 

States.147 Although the authors did not identify settlement sociologists as the source of 

the exhibition methods they sought to reintroduce, they acknowledged the settlement 

houses’ influence on the development of the new, improved neighborhood museum 

model. Communities, they observed, would conceive of “the new thing coming into 

existence” as a multipurpose exhibition space and activism center “combining… features 
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of the traditional settlement house with some of those of the new participatory 

politics.”148 

Meanwhile, social workers were undergoing upheaval in their own professional 

organizations. Joyce M. Bell’s The Black Power Movement and American Social Work 

provides a solid overview of how this crisis played out in the settlement and community 

center world in tandem with the ‘revolution’ in museum practice. Settlements, which had 

organized themselves in national federations in order to better weather hard financial 

times, found themselves poorly prepared to deal with the highly individual and sensitive 

nature of civil rights activism in their neighborhoods. According to Bell, “Black 

settlement workers were seeking a move away from issues of access and toward a greater 

focus on representation, empowerment, and institutional leadership within their 

profession”149 Settlement workers affiliated with or sympathetic to the Black Power 

movement and other activist organizations found themselves in a rift with those who 

weren’t.  

These differences came to a head at meetings of the National Federation of 

Settlements (NFS), led at the time by Director Margaret Berry. Like contemporary 

museum professionals, some social workers felt the need for intervention in the pressing 

topical issues of the time. Just as the Smithsonian had urged curators to reexamine 

African-American history and incorporate it immediately into its exhibits, so too did the 
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NFS issue a 1969 bibliography of “negro history.” The volume encouraged use by social 

workers to augment and deepen their current understanding of black-white relations. NFS 

Board Member St. Clair Drake prompted in its introduction, “It is the job of all of us to 

continue to search for and demand more of such honest and accurate documentation so 

that it may be brought into the classroom, the settlement house, the scout troop, the 

library and the home.”150 

Nevertheless, black social workers in particular felt marginalized within their own 

profession. This alienation led to the formation of the Black Caucus of the NFS, and a 

New Directions Committee which was “largely a response to both Black Power 

challenges to the settlement movement and black dissent inside the organization.” The 

Black Caucus lobbied for several reforms to the management of the NFS, including 

monetary focus on more social justice work; a restructuring of the Board; and increased 

black male leadership.151 They also advocated for an NFS conference on racial issues, 

which was eventually held in February 1970 as the “Techni-Culture Conference.” 

Bell argues that one of the most prominent critiques of settlements, and one that 

resonates with contemporary arguments against museum practice as brought up at the 

1969 Seminar on Neighborhood Museums, was the argument for self-determination in 

minority communities and institutions. The early settlement method, good intentions 

aside, had emphasized middle-class whites as mouthpieces for the oppressed in their care, 

rather than allowing control of issues by marginalized community members themselves. 
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The 1960s and 1970s, dominated by community activists like Saul Alinsky and members 

of the Black Power Movement, was a period of direct action and protest. This new focus 

rendered the older model, institutionalized in settlements and museums, of doing work 

“for” the community instead of “with” it, outmoded and. It also revealed the self-serving 

nature of such work and the complications of scaling solutions from a local to a national 

focus. 
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CHAPTER 5  

CONCLUSION 

 

Changes in settlements and museums, along with the greater societal impact of 

movements like the Black Power Movement and Women’s Liberation, had their impact 

on mainstream museum practice. More museums began to consider models of operation 

that the social work role of the museum that had embodied practice in the beginning 

decades of the century. As the examples of the public reaction to the very different 

methodologies of the “Harlem On My Mind” and “The Rat” exhibitions show, social 

issues had become impossible for museum practitioners to ignore. 

Lately, museums have seemed to undergo a resurgence of this sense of identity 

crisis. In response, museums professionals are reassessing methods of education and 

community engagement, as well as the contents of their collections in an effort to serve a 

more relevant and involved societal role. As Lois Silverman notes, “Today, the world's 

museums are embracing starkly bolder roles as agents of well-being and as vehicles for 

social change.”152 At least one museum organization has embraced the influence of the 

settlement model fully; the Neighborhood House in Detroit has acted as a 

settlement/public history exhibit space. 

Settlement workers have always been innovators. It’s part of the settlement 

method to improvise, to be flexible in presenting information and providing services to 

their communities. To this end, the innovations made by settlements on the existing 
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social survey served to bolster political impact in service of various constituencies. 

Providing visual, scientific impact to bare facts made evidence of living and working 

conditions more compelling to audiences, who were moved to enact attendant reform 

legislation. In Chicago alone, the evidence in Hull-House Maps and Papers as well as the 

surveys and exhibits undertaken by Hull-House, the Chicago School of Civics and 

Philanthropy, and the Local Community Research Committee helped enact educational, 

public health, housing, and vocational safety reforms. 

To a wider extent, settlement workers pioneered a method of visually-driven 

information exhibition which merged “sympathy and science” in an effective enough way 

that it influenced policymakers, museum professionals, and academics. Settlement-

affiliated exhibit makers like Lawrence Veiller, Edward Burchard, and William I. Cole 

incorporated the visual display tactics pioneered in settlement art galleries and museums 

on a larger, more nationally visible scale. Settlement theory and practice also had 

philosophical influences on key museum theorists like John Dewey, Fiske Kimball, 

Robert de Forest, and John Cotton Dana. 

Although their influence is forgotten today, the exhibition and community 

outreach methods of early settlement workers remain in use. Many of these innovations 

were revived in the 1960s during the advent of the “new museology,” manifesting in 

localized neighborhood museums like the Anacostia Neighborhood Museum. The people-

centered approach of settlements can also be seen in a modern resurgence of social work 

within museum practice, as evidenced by the programming of the Museo del Norte in the 

Neighborhood House in Detroit. 
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Public historians, museum professionals, and social workers alike should 

reevaluate the origin narratives that exclude settlement innovation and early influence on 

museum practice. If museums are to successfully incorporate more aspects of social work 

into museum practice, having a clearer vision of the historical efficacy or ineffectiveness 

of certain methods could be a useful strategic tool. Similarly, settlements and community 

centers in operation today can benefit from this reclamation of a usable past in their own 

practice and in the interpretation of their own public histories and institutional narratives. 

Finally, historiographers can reassess the dominant streams of scholarship surrounding 

the settlement movement to be more inclusive of studies of method and intellectual 

influence upon other individuals and institutions. There are many opportunities for 

further research into these subjects. Settlements were not ineffective, and they are not 

extinct. 
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APPENDIX A 

LUTHERAN SETTLEMENT HOUSE PROJECT 

 

INTRODUCTION: “WHAT’S A SETTLEMENT HOUSE?” 

Over the past several years, as I’ve studied women reformers in the Progressive 

Era, I have only come across a handful of people who, when I mention social settlements 

or settlement houses, have even a passing familiarity with the subject. Even then, their 

conceptions were generally negative, evoking scenes of paternalistic middle-class white 

women slumming out of boredom or misguided nationalism. I was advised to write about 

“why the settlement houses failed.” The reality of the situation is, as always, more 

complex. I began to understand this when I came out of a coffee shop on Frankford 

Avenue in Fishtown, Philadelphia one day and came face-to-face with a real, live 

settlement: the Lutheran Settlement House, operating in the same building that it has 

since its founding in 1902. 

Curious to determine the settlement presence in the city, I performed a survey of 

Philadelphia-area settlement-oriented organizations founded in the Progressive Era and 

listed in The Handbook of Settlements (1911), Proceedings of the Ninth Conference of the 

National Federation of Settlements (1919), Anna Davies’ 1905 The Commons article “A 

Glance at the Philadelphia Settlements,” and The Philadelphia Colored Directory (1907). 

Originally hoping to focus on organizations without religious affiliation, I eventually 

included these organizations as long as they were listed as operating “in a settlement 

spirit,” rather than solely as a religious mission or charity. 
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Of the 18 organizations established between 1886 and 1911, I found that 10 (or 

56%) are still operating in Philadelphia, though many are now administered by umbrella 

groups. Five of the settlements (The College Settlement, Settlement Music School, 

Neighborhood House, Lutheran Settlement, and The Lighthouse) function under their 

original names. Three of the settlements (Southwark House, Neighborhood Centre, and 

St. Martha’s House) operate as part of United Communities Southeast Philadelphia. The 

Friends Neighborhood Guild was folded into the Federation of Neighborhood Centers, 

and The University Settlement is now managed by Diversified Community Services. 

There have been some changes in the settlements over the past century, largely 

due to the changing needs of urban populations. Some organizations have narrowed their 

focus: for instance, the College Settlement primarily organizes summer camps and nature 

excursions for disadvantaged children. None of the settlements employ “resident” staff 

any longer. Their audience has widened; they now serve diverse populations of various 

ages, races, creeds, nationalities, and income levels. Although their mission statements 

may have been updated, the services these institutions render are not unlike those 

envisioned by their founders: social work, clubs, educational programs, food, and 

medical assistance. 

Given their long record of community engagement, and the impact that these 

organizations still have in Philadelphia, it is interesting to note that none of them appear 

to engage this history beyond a short web entry on their origins. That is, it’s interesting, 

but not unpredictable: in performing preliminary research, I noted that it does not seem 

that very many still-functional settlements (in fact, none, in the Philadelphia area) 
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incorporate a museum or other space to interpret and reflect upon their own history or 

that of their constituencies. The surprising thing is that settlements and settlement 

workers historically often utilized exhibitions to advocate for their constituencies, as well 

as incorporating settlement ideologies of democratic education and community support 

into museum work. Their influence can be seen in the many museums that now provide 

community-centered programming, often lauded as a way to make more diverse 

audiences feel welcome and engaged. Despite this legacy, and an existing audience of 

invested community members, settlement-sponsored exhibitions seem to have all but 

disappeared. 

My question, which I will endeavor to answer by working with a local settlement-

originated organization, is this: Could history professionals partner with existing social 

welfare organizations to assess the overlap in their mission statements, and come to a 

mutually beneficial solution? What might this model look like, and is there a usable past 

upon which it might be based? To answer this question, I embarked upon institutional 

research for a partnership with the Lutheran Settlement House of Philadelphia. 

 

LETTER OF INTENT 

The Lutheran Settlement House is an institution deeply embedded in the 

Fishtown/Lower Kensington area of Philadelphia. The changing landscape and 

populations of the neighborhood have demonstrated varying needs and circumstances 

across the 20th and 21st centuries. The LSH’s consistent community involvement is 

inseparable from this rich history, and its reliable presence in the neighborhood remains 
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one of its greatest assets. Examining the institution’s evolution illustrates its important 

role as agent of local social change, while revealing valuable lessons about sustainably 

weathering times of plenty and times of challenge while serving its core mission- “to 

empower individuals, families, and communities to achieve and maintain self-sufficiency 

through an integrated program of social, educational, and advocacy services.” 

         The Lutheran Social Mission Society, the umbrella organization under which the 

Lutheran Settlement House operates, has a legacy of service in multiple areas of the city 

of Philadelphia. At various times since its incorporation in 1911, the LSMS has offered 

social ministry services in South Philadelphia (Martin Luther Neighborhood House); 

West Philadelphia (Haverford Center, 639 N. 39th St; Jane Addams Place, 25 S. 43rd St.); 

North Philadelphia (Tioga Lutheran Community Center, 3536 N. 16th St.). The Lutheran 

Settlement House has continuously operated out of the Fishtown neighborhood since 

1911, making it the longest-held LSMS institution. While grappling with growing pains, 

financial constraints, and the challenge of providing tapered social services to individual 

neighborhoods throughout its tenure, the organization has consistently demonstrated the 

settlement values of self-assessment, innovation, and experimentation. 

         Most settlement houses engage in a localized, experiment-based approach to 

social welfare. The Lutheran Settlement House was no exception; in fact, LSMS worker 

Sister Sophie Damme described the South Philadelphia location as a “living laboratory” 

in a 1947 article.153 Flexibility of method allows for agile response to changing 

                                                
153 This document and others used to compose this letter of intent may be found in the collections 

of the Evangelical Lutheran Church of America and the Lutheran Theological Seminary at Philadelphia. 
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neighborhood needs. It often results in innovative and beneficial local programming and 

services tailored to community demands- but experiments can also be based on 

misguided assumptions, or implemented in an ineffective or even harmful way which 

may not be visible except in hindsight. To examine the long history of the Lutheran 

Social Mission Society institutions is to reveal many pragmatic and impactful efforts to 

aid communities, as well as some that may require recognition or reconciliation. Both 

types of revelations are valuable and serve as a “usable past” from which the LSH may 

choose to draw. The key to the institution’s incredible staying power lies within the 

accumulation of many decisions over many years. This long community presence, and all 

of the lessons that come along with it, are an invaluable asset to the Lutheran Settlement 

House. 

         There are clear advantages to a comprehensive assessment of the Lutheran 

Settlement House’s history- and not simply at an internal, institutional level. Due to the 

adaptive nature of settlement and social welfare work, the history of the LSH parallels 

that of the neighborhood and of its residents. Important work involving community 

members in the interpretation of the history of the neighborhood has already been 

conducted at various times by Lutheran Settlement House staff, particularly those 

involved with the Adult Learning Center and the now-defunct Women’s Program. By 

conducting classes at various levels that asked residents to reflect on the neighborhood’s 

past, these staff members created a conduit through which students could interpret the 

issues of their present. The final reports of nearly 30 of these projects were published 

throughout the 1980s and 1990s and included several local and oral history undertakings, 
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such as Women in the Community: A Curriculum Manual for Students and Teachers 

(1982), A Curriculum in Employment: Women and the World of Work (1983), Teaching 

Reading through Oral Histories (1984), Remembering: Oral Histories Told by Adult 

Students in Basic Reading Classes at the Lutheran Settlement House Women’s Program 

(1988), Playing It Safe: Dramas, Stories, and Lessons about AIDS (1992), Silent No 

More: Voices of Multi-Cultural and Working Class Peoples in Modern America (1992), 

and a student-composed magazine titled “What’s On Our Minds?” (1994). Community 

investment in examination of the relationship between Fishtown’s past, present, and 

future resulted in several spin-off education and advocacy programs including the 

Community Women’s Education Program, the Fishtown Civic Association, the Women’s 

Community Revitalization Project, and the oral history work of Ken Milano, Torben 

Jenk, and Rich Remer. 

         Fishtown/Lower Kensington is currently experiencing a wave of redevelopment 

and gentrification. This is a source of considerable confusion, dissociation, and 

resentment to longtime residents watching coffee shops and luxury apartment buildings 

replace familiar landmarks like the hosiery factory along Frankford Avenue. As the 

Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia notes, “Fishtown’s self-sufficiency, 

physical geography and persistent social networks make the community unique and 

resilient, rich in historic meaning, as well as a functioning place.”154 For this reason, 

                                                
154 “Fishtown.” Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia. 

http://www.preservationalliance.com/explore-philadelphia/philadelphia-neighborhoods/fishtown/. 
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families who have lived in the neighborhood for generations are alarmed and alienated by 

a lack of connection with incoming populations. 

Community groups and activists have reacted to these changes with public art 

projects like Blueprint for a Just Neighborhood, a 2017 installation (implemented in part 

by the Women’s Community Revitalization Project) that addressed local redevelopment 

by asking: “What does it mean to reconstruct the city in a way that everyone can partake 

in and benefit from?”155 Other local history projects that seek to utilize the area’s 

abundant living memory include Ken Milano’s Kensington History Project, and the 

Philadelphia Public History Truck’s 2013-2014 “Manufacturing Fire” exhibition.156 

These endeavors seek to bridge the gap between the new residents and the old. By 

bringing these groups together, the hope is to start a conversation, share perspectives, and 

instill a mutual sense of local pride rooted in the relation of the neighborhood’s past to its 

present and future. But these periods of connection are temporary and based around 

specific big questions, like gentrification. There are few, if any, places where the myriad 

generations and demographics of people who live in Fishtown may regularly meet in a 

way that could connect them individually. 

This connective purpose is one that the Lutheran Settlement House has 

historically striven to provide. Work in its earliest decades brought diverse groups 

together through services to children of working parents, as well as various recreational 
                                                

155 Karen Chernik. “In Kensington, Pop-up Art Installation Tells Story of Gentrification.” Curbed 
Philadelphia. June 2, 2017. https://philly.curbed.com/2017/6/2/15729320/philadelphia-gentrification-art-
installation-kensington. 

156 Manufacturing Fire. Philadelphia Public History Truck. 
https://historytruck.omeka.net/collections/show/1. 
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and social events. Its long presence has afforded opportunities to serve new arrivals to the 

residents- and recently, the LSH has reached out to immigrants from post-Communist 

Albania, for example. Far from seeing the influx of yet another new group into the area as 

an impediment to being able to meet the needs of its constituents, therefore, the LSH has 

reason to view it as an opportunity to bring disparate groups together in a way with which 

it already has over a century’s worth of experience- and the fact that much of this work 

has taken place within the very space still inhabited by the LSH lends its historical impact 

further credibility. 

  Extending this integrative approach is most obviously beneficial to the LSH in 

that it would raise the institution’s profile among the neighborhood’s incoming young 

professionals, expanding the potential pool of donors and/or volunteers. More broadly, 

promoting joint understanding and connection between residents of all stripes has the 

potential to unite them in a sense of commitment, civic pride, and community ownership. 

The LSH’s rich history and connection to local community are proof positive that the 

neighborhood has met and navigated innumerous similar challenges before. This 

legitimacy and confidence is a currency from which every resident in the Fishtown area 

may benefit. 
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APPENDIX B 

IMAGES 

 
Fig. 1. 

“Outlook Tower, Edinburgh, showing different storeys.” From: Patrick Geddes. Cities in 
Evolution: An Introduction to the Town Planning Movement and to the Study of Civics. 

London: Williams & Norgate, 1915. Page 324. Available from: 
https://hdl.handle.net/2027/mdp.39015050972952. 
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Fig. 2. 

“Butler Gallery and Reading Room, Pond & Pond, Architects.” From The Inland 
Architect and News Record 17, no. 2 (March 1891). Available from: 

https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=mdp.39015007566295. 
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Fig. 3. 
Chicago Daily News, Inc., photographer. “Woman standing over two children painting in 

an art class at Hull House,” DN-0076596, ca. 1924, Explore Chicago Collections, 
Chicago History Museum, http://chsmedia.org/media/dn/07/0765/DN-0076596.jpg 
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Fig. 4. 
Chicago Daily News, Inc., photographer. “Miss Jane Addams holding a women garment, 

sitting between a loom and a spinning wheel in a room,” DN-0084134, 1927, Explore 
Chicago Collections, Chicago History Museum, 

http://chsmedia.org/media/dn/08/0841/DN-0084134.jpg 
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Fig. 5. 
“Woman Spinning in Labor Museum.” Seven Settlement Houses-Database of Photos 
(University of Illinois at Chicago), University of Illinois at Chicago. Library. Special 

Collections and University Archives, 
http://collections.carli.illinois.edu/cdm/ref/collection/uic_7sh/id/3499. 
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Fig. 6. 
Creator unknown. "Model of Block on Lower East Side from the Tenement House 

Exhibition of 1900." 1900. Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Columbia University, 
Community Service Society 

Collection. http://css.cul.columbia.edu:443/catalog/rbml_css_1266. 
 



 

91 

 
Fig. 7. 

“Municipal Museum, Chicago.” From: Charles B. Ball, “The Municipal Museum of 
Chicago.” The Commons 10, no. 5 (April 1905). Available from: 

https://hdl.handle.net/2027/uiug.30112067578036. 
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Fig. 8. 
“Diagram of Exhibits.” From The Handbook of the New York Child Welfare Exhibit. 

Available from: https://hdl.handle.net/2027/miun.ahl7990.0001.001. 
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Fig. 9. 
“Sweated Work in portion of Italian District of Philadelphia.” From: Consumers’ League 

of Philadelphia, Eighth Annual Report of the Consumers League of Pennsylvania 
(Philadelphia: The League, 1908). Available from: 

http://collections.carli.illinois.edu/cdm/ref/collection/uic_7sh/id/3499. 
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