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letter from the director

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Integer tellus ante, congue in sodales in, ultricies in turpis. 

Sed lacus lacus, vehicula porttitor adipiscing a, mattis sit amet quam. Maecenas lacus purus, ultricies at tincidunt 

quis, egestas ut libero. Vestibulum vestibulum lobortis orci vel hendrerit. Nulla facilisi. Duis vitae lectus est. Sus-

pendisse neque risus, viverra sed cursus quis, porttitor non quam. Phasellus ac lorem elit, ut varius felis. Nulla sem-

per gravida lobortis. Cras tempus, velit non sodales scelerisque, sem metus dictum justo, eu adipiscing est nunc a mi. 

Cras ultrices purus et purus faucibus eu accumsan metus euismod.

Donec quam felis, varius a accumsan vel, eleifend ac felis. Suspendisse facilisis diam eu leo dapibus vitae congue 

nisi pharetra. Proin pulvinar nunc vel nulla vehicula dictum. Etiam pretium pretium arcu in luctus. Nulla sollicitudin 

porta ultricies. In a vehicula risus. In feugiat, orci a tempor aliquet, dui ligula fringilla arcu, at consequat turpis tortor 

sit amet augue. Aliquam blandit commodo libero, vitae dignissim velit volutpat vitae. Nulla facilisi.

Phasellus nibh nunc, lacinia semper imperdiet in, hendrerit ac libero. Morbi et tincidunt risus. Vestibulum dignissim 

dui a velit vestibulum et convallis massa consequat. Aenean consequat dapibus mi eu venenatis. Proin nec eros nisi. 

Vestibulum ante ipsum primis in faucibus orci luctus et ultrices posuere cubilia Curae; Aenean dolor sapien, condi-

mentum id dignissim non, iaculis vitae est. Integer tincidunt enim nec dolor vestibulum quis porta nunc pulvinar.

Nunc in tincidunt libero. Duis placerat ipsum ut ligula pretium dictum. Nunc lorem ipsum, iaculis ultricies venenatis 

at, adipiscing non dui. Mauris urna augue, dignissim quis pulvinar at, sollicitudin quis enim. Vestibulum leo metus, 

faucibus nec tempor sit amet, consequat sit amet tortor. Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Ut 

eget rhoncus risus. Integer malesuada mi eu nulla faucibus posuere. Nam vitae feugiat odio. Curabitur eu mauris 

enim. Nulla feugiat, metus nec consectetur laoreet, urna orci fringilla nulla, vitae congue turpis tellus quis odio.

Vestibulum ante ipsum primis in faucibus orci luctus et ultrices posuere cubilia Curae; Aliquam eleifend convallis 

volutpat. Aenean luctus lobortis mi, id semper mauris gravida ac. Vivamus dictum vehicula libero. Donec justo nibh, 

hendrerit in cursus eu, dignissim sit amet ante. Nulla iaculis faucibus ipsum sed placerat. Quisque eget vulputate 

urna.

David Stocks 
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For those of us who have come to know and admire the Shakers, the moment 

when Anthony McGill’s clarinet opened the first recognizable strains of Simple 

Gifts at President Barack Obama’s first inauguration, there was a moment of 

pleasant recognition. As he was joined by Yo-Yo Ma, Itzhak Perlman, and Ga-

briela Montero to fill out John Williams’ arrangement of the Shaker song, it was 

probably all that the audience could do not to start singing along – “’Tis the gift 

to be simple, ‘tis the gift to be free…” 

 Simple Gifts, written in 1848 by Elder Joseph Bracket at the Shaker community 

in Alfred, Maine, is one the best known contributions the Shakers have made to 

enliven our popular culture. The song has been heard as a memorable theme 

in Aaron Copeland’s score for Martha Graham’s ballet, Appalachian Spring, and 

with a slightly modified tune and new lyrics by Sydney Carter for his song, Lord 

of the Dance. Carter’s adaptation was then used as a driving force in Michael 

Flatley’s Lord of the Dance Irish step dancing extravaganza. Simple Gifts has been 

performed and recorded by artists Judy Collins, Jewel, and the alternative rock 

band, Weezer. It was even sung by the Ingalls family in their little house on the 

prairie and by a 10-year-old Jodie Foster in an episode of the TV show, Kung-Fu.

 In 1959, when CBS Television began using the tune for Simple Gifts as the in-

troductory theme music for its documentary news series CBS Reports, they were 

probably unaware of the network’s prior history with the Shakers. In the decade 

before, the number of homes with televisions skyrocketed. As television was on 

the brink of becoming more popular than radio, broadcast networks were under 

increased pressure to supply new shows and to brand themselves visually as 

they had done before, in radio, with voice and music. The story of branding CBS 

Television was the Shakers’ first “appearance” on this new media.

William Golden began working at CBS in 1937 in the promotion department. 

Within three years, based on his earlier work in the art department at House 

& Garden magazine, and a good relationship with Frank Stanton, then head of 

CBS’s research, he was promoted to be the company’s creative director. In 1950, 

in response to the need for more effective graphic images for television, Golden 

was asked to develop a new logo. The story of how Golden developed the now 

universally known CBS “eye” logo is a little muddled with extraneous recollec-

tions from some of his co-workers about the stimulus Golden received from 

“hex signs” on Pennsylvania German barns. However, the clear path to his idea 

for the logo leads to a particular piece of Shaker art – a Shaker gift drawing. 

 Shaker gift drawings are works on paper made from the early 1840s to the 

late-1850s that graphically record spiritual visions, or to the Shakers, spiritual 

“gifts.” These inspired drawings were created by a number of untrained artists 

and have become an important part of the body of American folk art. Fewer than 

two hundred of these drawings survive. Early collectors of these drawings, as 

well as, all things associated with the Shakers, were Edward and Faith Andrews. 

In the 1930s Shaker Sister Alice Smith at Hancock gave them a collection of these 

drawings that surprised them in their design, their mysterious symbolism, and 

especially, their very existence. In November, 1935, Edward and Faith Andrews 

included a number of the drawings in the exhibition, “Shaker Handicrafts,” at the 

Whitney Museum of American Art and ten years later presented the drawings in 

an article in  The Magazine Antiques titled, “Shaker Inspirational Drawings” which 

included images of ten drawings. The drawing that would become the Golden’s 

inspiration for the logo was not included in either the exhibition or the article. 

However, by 1950, the community of artists and designers in New York City had 

been exposed to these unique Shaker drawings.

 In that year, the year Golden began his quest to develop a new CBS logo, Alexey 

Brodovitch, famous as the art director of Harper’s Bazaar took on a new project 

– the publication of a magazine dedicated totally to graphic design. The mag-

azine, Portfolio (fig, 3), was published without advertising, supported only by the 

subscriptions of those with a love for graphic design. Although Portfolio lasted for 

only three issues, it achieved a reputation as being the most significant publication 

on design during the twentieth century. The first issue of the magazine included 

an article titled, “The Gift to be Simple,” (incidentally, part of the first line of the 

Shaker song, Simple Gifts) that featured gift drawings from the Andrews’ collection 

and one drawing that was not from the Andrews collection. That drawing (fig. 2), 

untitled and undated, attributed by style and choice of symbols, to Sister Sarah 

Bates of the Mount Lebanon Shaker Community, is from the  Julius and Irene 

Zieget Shaker collection now in the  Philadelphia Museum of Art. It is a detail of 

the “all-seeing eye” (fig. 1) selected by Brodovitch from the upper center of the 

drawing that caught Golden’s attention. Lucky for Golden, Brodovitch chose  to 

reproduce the eye from a black and white negative and printed it as a high-con-

trast image, accentuating the difference between the iris and the pupil.  Golden, 

seeing the potential in the image, handed off the concept for the  Eye logo to 

Kurt Weihs, who was able to refine the drawing to Golden’s standard for ideal 

proportion for its intended use. Weihs was the one who appears most clearly to re-

member the connection between the CBS Eye  and the Shaker drawing in Portfolio 

magazine. The missing link in the story is how Alexey Brodovitch came to do an 

article about Shaker gift drawings in the premiere issue of Portfolio. Edward and 

Faith Andrews were consummate promoters of all things Shaker and it is likely 

that they were involved in getting the materials to Brodovitch. In fact, they had 

had William F. Winter, Jr. a photographer from Schenectady, New York, who had 

done photographs of Shaker furniture for many Edward and Faith Andrews’ publi-

cations, photograph the gift drawing from the Zieget collection. It was apparently 

that negative, apparently supplied by the Andrews, that Brodovitch used to create 

the high-contrast all-seeing eye. It is the connections between the Edward and 

Faith Andrews and Brodovitch that remains to be fully documented.

 Sister R. Mildred Barker, from  the Shaker community at Sabbathday Lake, 

Maine, in making a point about the real significance of the Shakers in the world, 

said she did not “want to be remembered as a chair.” However, Shaker genius, 

expressed in many forms – design, invention, social engineering, family dynam-

ics, theology, and even the simple chair – make it inevitable that the Shakers will 

be remembered in many ways. The story of the development of the CBS Eye is 

one example of how the Shakers unintentionally inspired creative impulses in 

our world. In this case, Shakers experienced a spiritual vision. The vision was 

recorded by a scribe who created a tangible symbol of the all-seeing eye of 

God held aloft by the wings of an angel. The creative director for CBS used that 

impulse to create an image in which the television network makes a case that it 

is their “eye” that will always be “looking at the world.”

Shakers and Popular Culture: 
 the CBS eye
jerry v. grant

   fig 1   Black and white print of the whole gift drawing.
   fig 2   Color photograph of the eye from the Philadelphia Museum collection
   fig 3   Brodovitch’s printing of the eye from Portfolio

fig 1

fig 2

fig 3



 

From the establishment of their communal societies in America in the 1780s and 

continuing for most of a century, the Shakers regarded the display of pictorial 

images with some apprehension. From their earliest years they had labored to 

lead lives dedicated to essential spiritual truths and to reject worldly behaviors 

that would distract them from their quest for a simpler life. Recognizing that pic-

tures could divert Believers’ attention from the communities they were building 

apart from the world, the Shakers sought to limit the presence of these graphic 

images in their villages. 

 Early nineteenth-century gains in print technology promoted the intrusion of 

popular culture into the carefully managed world of Shaker life. Accessible, inex-

pensive, attractive pictures introduced a new world of visual imagery to people in 

the middle strata of American society. For the first time people of modest means 

encountered woodcut engravings in illustrated books and magazines, and espe-

cially what are now generically called “Currier and Ives prints,” engravings and 

lithographs individually produced to be framed and displayed. Once the prov-

ince of elite culture, decorative prints began appearing on the walls of middling 

American homes.

 There is no evidence, however, that any framed artwork adorned the walls of 

Shaker buildings through the middle decades of the nineteenth century. Written 

descriptions of Shaker villages in the antebellum period frequently mention the 

plainness of Shaker interiors, some writers even specifically commenting on the 

absence of framed artwork. For example, when Hervey Elkins recalled the fur-

nishings of the dwelling rooms in his Shaker home at Enfield, New Hampshire, 

from 1837 until 1852, he wrote: “No image or portrait of anything, upon the earth, 

or under the earth, is suffered in this holy place.”1 The observations of visitors to 

both the Western and Eastern Shaker communities consistently made the same 

point. In 1864, when Thomas Low Nichols published his observations about the 

Shaker community at Union Village, Ohio, he wrote: “The rooms and furniture 

are as plain and homely as the external architecture. There is not a moulding nor 

any coloured paper; not a picture or print adorns the walls, nor is there a vase 

or statue.”2 The earliest reliable depictions of Shaker interiors, published in 1857 

from drawings made by Benson Lossing in 1856,3 show rooms at New Lebanon 

with nothing hanging on the walls except a small looking glass. [fig. 1]

 The belief that graphic images could turn the Believers’ attention away from 

the life of the community and outward to worldly concerns was the basis of 

Shaker apprehensions. Almost no one was born a Shaker, and the thousands 

of Believers who converted to the faith came to the Shaker societies with an 

awareness of the visual worlds they meant to leave behind. Real-life experience 

with popular print culture of nineteenth-century America superseded trepidation 

based on fear of the unknown. 

 Despite Hervey Elkins’s vivid recollections of a Shaker life without pictorial 

images at Enfield, New Hampshire, not all Shaker communities seem to have 

been so iconophobic. The American Magazine of Useful and Entertaining Knowledge 

published an illustration of a scene of the Shaker society at Canterbury, New 

Hampshire, apparently made with the assistance of community members, in its 

November 1835 number.4 [fig. 2] This panoramic view, presented in the maga-

zine’s pages among stories and pictures of Revolutionary War hero Patrick Hen-

ry, Christian missionaries in Labrador, and the new Presbyterian Church in Au-

burn, New York, illustrated an account of the numerous buildings and extensive 

lands of the Shaker village and detailed in a respectful tone the worthy beliefs of 

its inhabitants. That Francis Winkley, Israel Sanborn, and David Parker, trustees 

of the Shaker society at Canterbury, supplied the bulk of this account to The 

American Magazine suggests that the Shakers had some confidence in the pub-

lication to tell their story fairly. Equally suggestive of the Shakers’ hopes for an 

objective account of their society was the fact that Nathaniel Hawthorne, who 

would shortly assume duties as the editor of The American Magazine, was favorably 

impressed during his visit to the village in 1831.5 The positive tone of the article 

probably pleased the Shakers because it served their purposes in proselytizing 

about their faith to the potential converts who would be needed to sustain it. 

The depiction of the Shakers as solid citizens and model farmers complement-

ed a handsome illustration picturing a Shaker brother in a broad-brimmed hat 

pointing out the landscape to a worldly visitor in a stylish frock coat and carrying 

a walking stick. Perhaps the scene of these two differently dressed figures over-

looking the prospect portrays the Shaker host showing the village to the actual 

writer of the Canterbury article.

 There is evidence that at least some Shakers had copies of the engraving in 

the 1835 magazine article. In the Shaker village at Alfred, Maine, Brother Joshua 

Bussell copied the woodcut illustration from The American Magazine for his own 

fig 1

fig 2

fig 5

fig 6fig 3

fig 4

“no image or portrait...
is suffered in this holy place” 

How the Shakers Came to Feel More 
Comfortable with Pictures on their Walls

robert p. emlen

1  Hervey Elkins, Fifteen Years in the Senior Order of Shakers (Hanover, N.H.: The   
 Dartmouth Press, 2), 2. 

2  Thomas Low Nichols, Forty Years of American Life, 1821-1861 (New York: Stackpole  
 and Sons, 3), 23.

3  [Lossing, Benson John] “The Shakers,” Harper’s New Monthly Magazine,  (July,  
 ): -.

4  [Winkley, Francis; Israel Sanborn, and David Parker], “The Village of the United  
 Society of Shakers, in Canterbury, N.H.,” The American Magazine of Useful and   
 Entertaining Knowledge 2 (November, 3): 33-3.

5  For a fuller discussion of this article, see Robert P. Emlen, “Canterbury Views: The  
 Enduring Image of a Shaker Village,” Imprint: Journal of the American Historical   
 Print Collectors Society 2, no. 2 (Autumn, 2003): -2.
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about the time the Shakers were emerging from a period of introspective isola-

tion and disengagement from the world, sent what was then known as a “special 

artist”--what a century later might be the equivalent of a photo journalist--to 

visit the community at New Lebanon, New York. Harper’s writer and illustrator 

Benson John Lossing spent several days touring the village with his Shaker 

guides, the sixty-three-year-old stalwart brother Isaac Newton Youngs and the 

forty-eight-year-old progressive elder Frederick Evans, who would become the 

principal advocate for modernization in Shaker life, not only at New Lebanon but 

across the entire Shaker world.13

 The Shakers made Br. Isaac and Elder Frederick specially available to Lossing 

during his two-day stay, to explain their religious practices and community life, 

and to provide him entry to buildings not generally available to visitors. With this 

privileged access he made numerous pencil drawings and watercolor sketches 

to illustrate his article for Harper’s. When it appeared in print a year later it was 

the first detailed illustrated account ever published of life in a Shaker village. 

Lossing’s well-informed and positive description of life at New Lebanon was 

accompanied by eighteen wood engravings made after his watercolor sketch-

es of the buildings and their occupants. [figs. 4 and 5, see also fig. 1] As with 

the account of the Canterbury Shaker community published in The American 

Magazine twenty-two years earlier, Lossing’s article depicted New Lebanon as 

a substantial, modern, and well managed place inhabited by sincere, congenial, 

and progressive people. The heavily illustrated Harper’s article surely found favor 

with the New Lebanon Shakers, 

for whom the need to attract 

converts was a growing concern 

and for whom favorable publici-

ty among the magazine’s 50,000 

readers would have been a boon. 

Though the Shakers were not yet 

ready to embrace the display of 

framed artwork in their villages, 

Lossing’s “accurate, respectful, 

even admiring account of their 

community”14 must have, in ret-

rospect, helped pave the way for 

their gradual acceptance of and 

increasing comfort with the world 

of graphic images. As it hap-

pened, Benson Lossing’s 1857 ar-

ticle in Harper’s New Monthly Mag-

azine was the first of three pictorial 

accounts of Shaker life to appear 

in the popular illustrated press in 

the next few years.  

 British illustrator Ar-

thur Boyd Houghton was the 

next “special artist” to visit at 

what the Shakers called by then 

“Mount Lebanon.” He arrived 

on December 13, 1869, with the 

local correspondent for the New-

York Tribune.15 Houghton was following in the footsteps of his countryman, the 

traveler and writer William Hepworth Dixon, whose visit with the Mt. Lebanon 

Shakers in the summer of 1866 led to the publication of his book New America in 

1867. Frederick Evans, by then a progressive and forceful elder at Mt. Lebanon’s 

North Family hosted Houghton, as he had Dixon. Houghton, like Dixon, stayed 

at the North Family before resuming his journey across America, in hopes of 

visiting John Humphrey Noyes’s religious commune of “Perfectionists and Bible 

Communists” at Oneida, New York, and Brigham Young’s “New Jerusalem” in 

Salt Lake City. While Houghton was not the equal of his predecessor Lossing 

in his written descriptions of the Shakers for his London paper The Graphic, his 

drawings of the Mt. Lebanon community, which were reproduced for the Amer-

ican market in the weekly newspaper Every Saturday, are the most sensitive and 

nuanced illustrations of Shaker life to be published before the arrival of photog-

raphy in Shaker villages.16 [fig. 6]

 Joseph Becker, a special artist for Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Magazine, arrived at 

Mt. Lebanon on Saturday, March 5, 1870, three months after Houghton’s visit 

to the Shakers. Wrote Frederick Evans in the North Family journal, “One of the 

editors and one of the Artists of ‘Leslie’s Pictorial’ of New York, comes here to 

make observations, take notes, make drawings, &c, &c. to publish, concerning 

the Shakers.”17 Following Dixon’s itinerary from the Shakers to Oneida and on to 

Salt Lake City, Becker was the third artist from the popular illustrated press to 

make drawings from personal observation of Shaker life at Mt. Lebanon. The in-

colorful painting of the Shaker village at Canterbury.6 There is no evidence that 

Brother Joshua ever visited his gospel brethren and sisters in New Hampshire; 

he would have known the appearance of their village only from the illustration 

in The American Magazine of Useful and Entertaining Knowledge.

 The Shakers might even have subscribed to a magazine that published such 

a congenial and fair-minded account of one of their communities. Though 

they attempted to avoid novelties that would distract them from their spiritual 

mission, the sober and thoughtful pictures and stories in The American Maga-

zine would have provided useful knowledge for Believers. The entire commu-

nity would have benefitted from having access to illustrated publications in 

a carefully regulated library. Having pictures in books, however, was not the 

same as decorating their buildings by hanging distracting pictures on the walls. 

They tremble at adopting the customs of the world

In 1845, the Shaker central ministry at New Lebanon, New York, issued a revised 

statement of rules and orders meant to define consistent standards of conduct 

across far-flung Shaker communities. Perhaps it was the liberal acceptance of 

illustrated magazines in some Shaker communities that prompted this reac-

tionary response. A frequently quoted section in the “Millennial Laws or Gospel 

Statutes and Ordinances” of 1845 admonished Believers that “No maps, Charts, 

and no pictures or paintings, shall ever be hung up in your dwelling rooms, shop, 

or Office. And no pictures or paintings set in frames, with glass before them shall 

ever be among you.”7 This rule has been frequently understood to mean that 

there were no pictures in Shaker communities, but the evidence suggests that 

this interpretation is incorrect. First, the Shakers’ collaboration in permitting an 

artist to create an illustration of the Canterbury Shaker community, and Br. Josh-

ua’s Bussell’s subsequent use of The American Magazine’s wood engraving of that 

view to create his own landscape painting of the village, demonstrates that the 

Shakers had access to and were well disposed towards the 1835 print. Second, the 

Millennial Laws of 1845 forbade only the display of these images in picture frames, 

not the awareness, ownership and responsible use of them. That the Shaker min-

istry felt it necessary to circulate a prohibition against pictures in frames sug-

gests that graphic images were already present in Shaker villages, and that some 

Believers may have been crossing that line between edification and decoration.  

 The 1845 prohibition against displaying maps, charts, pictures, and paintings 

may also reflect the Shakers’ uneasiness with the flourishing body of paintings 

and drawings produced at this time by Shaker artists. From the 1830s through 

the 1850s the Shakers produced a body of visually arresting watercolor drawings 

of both their earthly villages and what they called their “visions of the Heavenly 

Sphere.” The condition of these drawings when they were rediscovered in the 

20th century reveals that few if any of them of them had been framed and dis-

played on the walls of Shaker buildings. The original brilliant colors of the gift 

drawings suggest that they had never been exposed to the deleterious effects 

of daylight for extended periods of time. The soil and wear rubbed into only 

the back sides of the village views is evidence that the Shakers rolled them into 

scrolls to be stored after they were viewed, instead of framing and hanging them.  

 Eventually, the Shakers themselves became the subject of derision in pop-

ular prints. This practice could only have heightened their concerns about the 

insidious effects of displaying decorative illustrations. [fig. 3] In 1829 an inexpen-

sive lithograph appeared on the market,8 based on a drawing made by a visitor 

to Shaker meeting at New Lebanon, and illustrating the unconventional mode 

of worship that led to the sobriquet “Shakers” in place of Believers. The print 

pictured rows of Shaker brothers and sisters, their homely faces contorted and 

their arms akimbo as they marched together and “labored” in religious dance. 

The scene clearly attracted wide popular attention, enough to encourage com-

petitors to plagiarize and adapt the original print in at least twenty variations.9 

Charles Dickens consulted one of these prints after he was refused admittance 

to Shaker meeting at New Lebanon in 1842:

 “[The Shakers] accompany themselves with a droning, humming 
noise, and dance until they are quite exhausted, alternately advancing 
and retiring in a preposterous sort of trot. The effect is said to be un-
speakably absurd; and if I may judge from a print of the ceremony which 
I have in my possession; and which I am informed by those who have 
visited the chapel, is perfectly accurate; it must be infinitely grotesque.”10

 Being ridiculed in the popular press for the amusement of the idle throngs, 

and experiencing the heavy-handed satire of this image cannot have done much 

to encourage an appreciation for inexpensive prints among the Shakers. Nor 

must the Shakers‘ hearts have been warmed by lurid illustrations published in 

the 1840s and 1850s by seceders from Shaker societies advertising paid public 

performances of Shaker ritual worship,11 or by the ludicrous pictures of min-

strel actors in blackface japing their way through comic Shaker dance. Although 

cheap illustrations that catered to popular taste were available in the world 

surrounding the Shakers’ communities and were undoubtedly known to the 

Believers, there is no evidence that in the mid-nineteenth century the Shakers 

themselves felt any inclination to adorn their walls with decorative framed prints 

in the fashion of their neighbors.

 By the middle of the nineteenth century the popular illustrated press in Amer-

ica had developed the technology to intersperse sophisticated engravings with 

printed text in publications for the mass market. Among the most prominent of 

these journals was Harper’s New Monthly Magazine,12 which, in August of 1856, at 

fig 7

fig 8 fig 9

6  Joshua Bussell’s painting of Canterbury Shaker village, now in the Andrews Shaker 
 Collection at the Winterthur Library, is reproduced in Robert P. Emlen, Shaker 
 Village Views: Illustrated Maps and Landscape Drawings by Shaker Artists of the   
 Nineteenth Century (Hanover, N.H.: University Press of New England, ) and  
 as the cover illustration for Stephen J. Stein, The Shaker Experience in America (New  
 Haven: Yale University Press, 2).
7  Edward Andrews, The People Called Shakers (New York: Oxford University Press,  
 3), 22. The  revision of the Shakers’ “Millennial Laws or Gospel Statutes  
 and Ordinances” have received disproportionate attention from students of Shaker  
 life since they were rediscovered and published by Andrews in 3.

8  The Alexandria Gazette  (September, 2): 3. The author is indebted to Christian  
 Goodwillie for bringing this reference to his attention.
9  Robert P. Emlen, “The Shaker Dance Prints,” Imprint: Journal of the American   
 Historical Print Collectors Society Vol. , no. 2 (Autumn, 2): -2.

10  Charles Dickens, “American Notes for General Circulation,” Brother Jonathan 
 (New York, 3) p. 3.

11  See, for instance, “Great Moral Curiosity,” a playbill illustrated in Daniel Patterson,  
 The Shaker Spiritual (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, ), 02.

12  [Benson John Lossing], “The Shakers,” Harper’s New Monthly Magazine,  (July,  
 ): -.

13  For an insightful explication of Lossing’s account of his visit to New Lebanon, see  
 Don Gifford, “Lossing and the Shakers” in Gifford, ed., An Early View of the Shakers  
 (Hanover, N.H.: The University Press of New England, ), 59-77.
14  June Sprigg, “Foreword,” in Gifford, ed., An Early View of the Shakers, ix.
15  Frederick Evans, “North Family Journal,” Mt. Lebanon, New York, -,   
 December 3, . MS. Collection of the United Society of Shakers, 
 New Gloucester, ME.
16 The Graphic May , 0.

17 Records Kept by Order of the Church….” Shaker Museum / Mount Lebanon.   
 The author is indebted to Jerry Grant, Director of Research at the Shaker Museum  
 / Mount Lebanon, for bringing this reference to his attention. This discovery revises  
 a date I had conjectured for Joseph Becker’s visit to Mt. Lebanon and published  
 in Judith Bookbinder and Sheila Gallagher, eds., First Hand: Civil War Era Drawings  
 from the Becker Collection (Chestnut Hill, Mass.: McMullen Museum of Art 
 College, 200), 30.
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Shakers had access to portrait photographs and some did not. Some looked 

better than others when their pictures were made. All had to draw on community 

funds to pay commercial photographers to make their likenesses and to repro-

duce the numerous portrait images the Believers wanted to collect.

 In some communities the discord sown by acquiring and exchanging portrait 

mementos became intolerable. At Watervliet, New York, in December of 1864, a 

Shaker journalist wrote that “The Ministry introduced...a gift for all who have da-

guerreotypes &c, to commit them to the flames.”23 At Enfield, New Hampshire, 

Hervey Elkins reflected on the Shakers’ distinction between helpful innovations 

and the distracting novelties of popular culture: “In most useful improvements 

the Shakers strive to excel. They tremble at adopting the customs of the world.”24

 Although the unfamiliar experience of displaying portrait photographs in 

bound photo albums proved to have disruptive consequences in Shaker com-

munities, other types of photographs found a better reception. The Shakers em-

braced this new technology for its potential to assist in documenting the built 

environment of their extensive properties; the earliest photograph of a Shaker 

scene, picturing eleven buildings and their surrounding landscape at the com-

munity at Harvard, Massachusetts, is thought to date from around 1860.25 The 

Shakers, writes Magda Gabor-Hotchkiss, “used it to their own advantage: ‘inter-

nally,’ to document events, appointments, and different aspects of their villages; 

and ‘externally,’ to present their way of life to the outside world.”26

 The invention of stereographic photography in the 1850s created a national 

enthusiasm for views that could simulate depth with an offset pair of two-di-

mensional prints. By the mid 1860s, professional photographers were arranging 

to set up their dual-lens cameras in Shaker villages. In her study of early pho-

tography at Mt. Lebanon, Judith Ann Livingston dates the first stereographic 

views of Shaker communities to 1865.27 At Watervliet, New York, for instance, the 

Shakers recorded on October 1, 1868, “The photographer is here taking some 

pictures of the Village &c.”28 Later that month, “A man from Troy came with a 

horse and covered vehicle containing his apparatus for taking stereotype views 

of our village. He had dinner.” The next day, “The photographer, James Irving, 

came again today and brought his wife with him. He has taken a great many 

views of our place and of all of the brothers and sisters.”29

 Photographers like Irving mounted these paired photographs on stiff card-

board mounts and sold them by the thousands. The Mt. Lebanon Shakers pur-

chased dozens of them (in 1874 eleven dozen, in 1875 sixteen dozen, in 1882 

thirty-one dozen)30 and retailed them from their community stores to a public 

ever more eager for handsome images of the pleasant landscape and substantial 

buildings of Shaker villages. Observing the photographers make these pictures, 

seeing the likenesses of their familiar places and friends reproduced as prints, 

and watching visitors pay good money for hundreds of these stereographs in 

the communities’ village stores all further acclimatized the Shakers to a world of 

visual imagery in the 1860s and 1870s.

 The Watervliet journalist’s offhanded mention that James Irving populated 

his photographs of the landscape of Shaker life by posing “all of the brothers and 

sisters” in some of his shots belies the Shakers’ anxiety about the consequences 

of picturing individual Believers. The same criticisms that attached to portrait 

photographs were soon leveled at stereographic views that elevated selected 

community members, and in 1873 the Ministry at Mt. Lebanon distributed a 

notice condemning the ownership and use of all photographs highlighting in-

dividual Shakers. The Ministry’s “Circular Concerning Photographs, Dauguerre-

otypes, Ferrotypes &c” reiterated that section of the “Rules and Orders” of 1860 

creasingly media-savvy Frederick Evans admitted Becker to the dwelling houses, 

workshops, schoolrooms and kitchens of the community, providing him with the 

most intimate access enjoyed to date by an artist visiting a Shaker village. Becker’s 

drawings of these rooms,18 rendered as wood engravings by the staff at Frank 

Leslie’s in New York, were not published until 1873, but were recycled in vari-

ous Leslie’s publications for years thereafter.19 Like Houghton’s drawings for The 

Graphic, they reveal that as late as the winter of 1869-70 the Shakers had resisted 

the popular trends of decorating with framed artwork. The only decoration pic-

tured on the wall of a room in which Shakers had gathered to sing for Joseph 

Becker was a framed copy of their “Rules for Doing Good.” [fig.7]

 The presence of a commercial illustrator in their midst, enlisted by Elder 

Frederick Evans to help promote the Shakers’ efforts to recruit new members 

and replenish their diminishing numbers, must have given a message to the 

faithful. Whether they watched him sketching them at home, or saw the illus-

trated newspapers three years later with wood engravings picturing their gospel 

kindred, the Believers at Mt. Lebanon must have understood that they were liv-

ing in a world of visual print culture.

 During William Hepworth Dixon’s tour of the United States and the Ameri-

can territories in 1866, he collected photographs of the sights he had seen, which 

he would use the following year to illustrate New America. The technology had 

not yet been developed to allow publishers to reproduce photographs along-

side written text, although by projecting a photograph onto a printing block 

and engraving a line drawing of the image they could print a facsimile of it. 

On the title page of New America Dixon proclaimed in flourished print that his 

book contained “Illustrations from Original Photographs,”20 and indeed, among 

the illustrations in New America are included dramatic, full-page engravings of 

“Main Street, Salt Lake City” and the “Bible Communists--Prophet and Family” 

at Oneida. However, there are no pictures of the Shakers to be found in the 

first edition of New America, nor in the second or third editions. It was not until 

the fourth edition of this book that Dixon’s publishers were able to include a 

Shaker image, and even then, it was a small engraving copied from a studio pho-

tograph of an unnamed Shaker sister and captioned modestly “Shaker Lady.”21 

Even though Dixon was keen on gathering illustrations for his publication; and 

although the Mt. Lebanon Shakers were pleased to spend several days escorting 

him around their village, it seems that in the summer of 1866 they were unwill-

ing or unable to supply him with a more graphic illustration of life in the Shaker 

community.

Pernicious influences

The arrival of photography in Shaker villages in the 1850s accelerated the slow 

march of popular culture into the Believers’ lives. The Shakers seem to have en-

joyed a newfound ability to share portrait photographs of themselves with their 

gospel kindred in distant villages, maintaining a sense of community across the 

miles that separated them. A journal entry from 1857 records the excursion of a 

group from the Shaker community at Shirley, Massachusetts, to have their por-

traits made at a professional photographer’s studio in Boston.22

 Not surprisingly, this practice soon proved controversial as the specter of 

vanity and discord accompanied the benefit of visual communication. Some 
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“which, we believe, wisely prohibits among Believers, the use of these things, 

except the photographs of landscapes, villages, &c. The pictures of individuals, 

as the persons of our Brethren and Sisters, or our Friends or relatives in outside 

society, are inadmissable to be kept by Believers, and the Leading Authorities of 

New Lebanon, never have given their union and approbation to have any such 

pictures taken.”31

 After making their case about the pitfalls of vanity, about creating invidious 

distinctions among Believers, and about the monetary cost to a community of 

this frivolous practice, the Ministry brought down the hammer. 

 “We therefore request, that all Photographs, Dauguerrotypes, Ferro-
types, or sum pictures of any name of description, of persons, in an individ-
ual capacity, or in groups, unconnected with general landscape or village 
scenery at large, possessed by Believers, should be destroyed, at once, that, 
as individuals, and as a people, we may be freed from their pernicious 
influences, and that the resent and future generations may know and feel, 
we have a living and practical testimony against this worldly evil.”32

 The following month a journal entry at Watervliet recorded that at a meeting, 

“Then came up the subject of pictures taken by way of Photographs, Dauguer-

rotypes & Ferrotypes. It had been carried too far, and must be checked, None but 

those taken in scenery are approved of, all personal & individual, or groups of in-

dividuals not attached to scenery, must be given up to the Elders or destroyed.”33

 Latter-day readers of the 1873 “Circular Letter” might naturally assume that 

such a strongly worded edict from the Central Ministry settled the issue of own-

ing personal images. It was a sign of the changing times in Shaker life, however, 

that their directive seems to have been ignored. As Charles Nordhoff was con-

ducting research for his 1875 study The Communistic Societies of the United States,34 

he visited fourteen of the sixteen Shaker communities, collecting illustrations of 

Shaker life to accompany the personal observations he was making about the 

various societies. Because Harper Brothers was publishing this book, Nordoff 

already had access to the eighteen wood engravings of Shaker scenes that ap-

peared in Benson Lossing’s 1857 article in Harper’s New Monthly Magazine, where 

at the time Nordhoff was an editor.35 Nordhoff chose to reproduce twelve of 

Lossing’s wood engravings in The Communistic Societies, though he also acquired 

additional photographs available for sale in the Shaker stores at Enfield, New 

Hampshire, and at Mt. Lebanon. Back at Harper Brothers, these photographs 

were transferred into photo engravings.

 Without supporting evidence, it may not be possible to know when the orig-

inal photograph of a Shaker scene was made. Most do not bear a printed date, 

and many remained in production for decades after they were taken. However, 

the publication of Nordhoff ’s Shaker photographs-cum-wood engravings in 

The Communistic Societies provides a date before which the original photographs 

must have been created. That can be no later than the publication date of 1875, 

and was likely 1874, when Nordhoff visited the communities and acquired the 

cartes-des-visites photographs and stereographic views.

 Among the most prominent of the Shaker wood engravings in The Com-

munistic Societies are two full-page illustrations, one a group portrait of eleven 

readily identifiable Shaker brothers and sisters, entitled “A Group of Shakers” 

and one a portrait of Elder Frederick Evans. [fig. 8] The portrait of Elder Frederick 

was copied from a carte-de-visite photograph of Evans [fig. 9] bearing the name 

of the photographer’s London studio. That would date this photograph to his 

1871 visit to Britain,36 two years before the Central Ministry issued its “Circular” 

concerning the insidious effects of portrait photography. However, the fact that 

the Mt. Lebanon Shakers supplied Nordhoff with this image so soon after the 

ministry’s full-on attempt to quash this pernicious behavior suggests that its at-

tempts to stem the tide were to little avail. Photography was here to stay in Shaker 

villages, and with it came an increasing comfort with the world of visual imagery.

We are indebted to The American Socialist for this picture

Supplying Nordhoff with photographs to illustrate his admiring account of 

them in The Communistic Societies was as close as the Shakers had ever come 

to publishing their own visual images. They finally took that step in 1878, with a 

new look for their monthly journal The Shaker Manifesto. First issued in 1871, The 

Shaker Manifesto appeared under several titles and formats until January of 1878, 

when it assumed a new name and on its cover printed a line engraving derived 

from a photograph of the Shaker village at Canterbury. This three-inch-wide 

landscape view was the first illustration of a Shaker scene to be published by the 

Shakers, and this first modest effort seems to have overcome their iconophobia 

and reticence.

 In that year the Perfectionists of the Oneida Community, 140 miles to the 

west of Mt. Lebanon, published William Hinds’s American Communities,37 con-

sisting of ten “brief sketches” of communal societies then active in the United 

States, including an extensive and complimentary account of the United Society 

of Shakers. For the frontispiece of his American Communities Hinds reproduced a 

view of the Mt. Lebanon Shaker village, the largest and most visually imposing 

Shaker village in the largest communal society in America. As he gathered illus-

trations for his book, Hinds acquired from the Mt. Lebanon Shakers a photo-

graph taken from the roof of the North Family’s great stone barn [fig. 10], which 

he sent to the Photo Engraving Company in New York to be copied as a line en-

graving. At the time Hinds was also associate editor of the Oneida Community’s 

monthly journal The American Socialist, which served as the publisher for Ameri-

can Communities, and which publicized the forthcoming book in the February 21, 

1878, issue of the journal. Prominently placed above the fold, just beneath the 

masthead of The American Socialist, the engraving “The Shaker Village of Mount 

Lebanon, N.Y.” makes quite an impression. [fig11]. 

 The extended caption accompanying the landscape view of the North, 

Church, and South families was the equal of the visual image in glorifying the 

Shaker community at Mt. Lebanon. Printed in larger type than the rest of the 

front-page stories, it reads:

 The above view of the Shaker Society at Mount Lebanon (printed 
from a plate of the new work on the “American Communities”) gives 
some idea of that flourishing settlement; but in order to fully appreciate 
the place one must traverse its streets, inspect its dwellings and work-
shops, churches and schools, barns and warehouses, and go over its culti-
vated fields. There are on every hand such signs of comfort and plenty as 
are rarely seen elsewhere. But all is the result of the industry and econo-
my of its inhabitants. The American nation—burdened as it is with debt, 
taxation, and misery of one kind or another—could not do a wiser thing 
than to sit for awhile at the feet of the Shakers, and learn from them the 
lessons they are so well qualified to teach. Better remedies for the hard 
times” could not be found than Shaker industry and economy, Shaker simplic-
ity in food and apparel, Shaker hatred of debt.38
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 Viewing this illustrated description of their society in The American Socialist, the 

Shakers could not help but be impressed with the power of visual imagery to am-

plify the written word, and, more to the point, to help represent their most admi-

rable qualities to a public they needed to reach outside the insular world of their 

communities. In short order they borrowed the engraving block from the Oneida 

Community and in April of that year used it to print their own full-page illustration 

in The Shaker Manifesto. [fig. 12] A caption printed beneath the engraving reads:

 View of Shaker Village at Mt. Lebanon, N.Y. We are indebted to The 
American Socialist for this picture. It is to be found in the new work entitled 
“American Communities.” The view is taken from the top of the North Fam-
ily’s great barn, looking southward. 39

 Deciding to use the Perfectionists’ engraving of Mt. Lebanon in their own 

publication was a significant turning point for the Shakers in their struggle to 

avoid the snares of vanity and the seductive allure of popular culture. While the 

cover wraps of The Shaker Manifesto with their tiny pictures of Shaker villages 

could be discarded after the magazines were received, which they generally were 

when the individual numbers were gathered and bound into yearly volumes, the 

full-page engraving of Mt. Lebanon was printed on an interior page and pre-

sented as a highlight of the number. Though The Shaker Manifesto’s editor Elder 

George Lomas was new to writing picture captions, he would soon get the knack 

of it. Having seen the impact of the Perfectionists’ publication of the engraved 

photograph of Mt. Lebanon, he took it upon himself to have his own printing 

block engraved from a photograph of the village at Canterbury. In the August 

number that scene became the second full-page illustration to appear in The 

Shaker Manifesto,40 and thereafter these landscape views of Shaker villages be-

came a regular feature of the monthly magazine. In 1883 six of these engravings 

were assembled and published by the Shakers in Elder Giles Avery’s Sketches 

of “Shakers and Shakerism.41 The following year, when the Shakers published a 

second edition of Shakers and Shakerism,42 they expanded the number of those 

full-page village views to fourteen.

 The societies in the Maine bishopric provided an exception to the growing 

Shaker custom of purchasing commercial stereographic views of themselves 

and their villages. The Maine Shakers were not opposed to the idea of photog-

raphy; the brothers at Alfred made a photographic survey of individual buildings 

after their village was renovated in the 1870s, and at New Gloucester Br. Delmer 

Wilson maintained a photographic darkroom for over half a century.43 Perhaps 

their communities did not attract the attention of commercial photographers, 

or perhaps they were just too frugal to outlay the cash to become involved in 

the business of retailing photographic images. For whatever reason, they did 

not have panoramic photographic views of their villages to illustrate the bucolic 

settings of the Maine societies in The Shaker Manifesto.

 That changed in the fall of 1879 with the news that a commercial publish-

er planned to produce gazetteers, or geographical and cultural dictionaries, of 

several of the more populous counties in Maine. The gazetteers were to contain 

drawings of every town and village in the counties, and the Shaker villages were 

to be included.44 On December 17 the keeper of the Church Family journal at 

New Gloucester recorded that: “Elder Otis has arrived late in the evening with 

an Artist who has come to take a view of our village to insert in the forth com-

ing History of Cumberland County.” The next day the journalist wrote: “Phares 

Fulton Goist, the artist, drew a picture of the Church and the Village on Poland 

Hill.” On December 19, “Elder Otis returned to Alfred by noon train. The Artist 

completed drawing the picture of our lovely Villages and returned to Biddeford 

by evening train. It was a splendid picture.”45

 Six weeks later at Alfred, “Phares F. Goist the artist came to day and took 

a Bird’s-eye view of our beautiful Shaker Home which is to be inserted in the 

forthcoming History of York. Co.” On February 2 came the entry in the Church 

Family journal, “The Artist Phares Fulton Goist, who came on the 29th last to 

take a picture of our village, came this afternoon with it perfected. It is correctly 

and beautifully executed and we all admire it.” Three weeks later the book was in 

print. “The Agent distributing the History of York County came to day, and Elder 

John took two copies and 200 views of our Village agreeably to the promise 

made when he subscribed.”46

 Phares Goist’s drawings of New Gloucester and Alfred [fig. 13 and fig. 14] 

were soon reproduced in the Shaker Manifesto’s serial publication of Shaker 

village views, and then were used to represent the Maine communities among 

the fourteen illustrations of Shaker villages in Giles Avery’s Sketches of “Shakers 

and Shakerism.” 

Beautifully framed pictures hung from the walls

The journal entries by the Maine Shakers concerning the commercial drawings 

of their villages are particularly illuminating for several reasons. They record the 

Shakers’ unabashed admiration for an illustrator who could construct conjec-

tural views of their villages from an imaginary vantage point in the sky. They 

also express the Shakers’ enjoyment and approval of his drawings. These obser-

vations, so casually rendered in 1879 and 1880, would have raised concerns not 

many years before about the potential of artwork to lead Believers astray. More 

significant, however, is the passing reference to Elder John Vance’s ordering 200 

additional prints of the bird’s-eye view of Alfred. It was one thing to view this 

illustration bound in a copy of the History of York County, but these 8 ½ x 11 

½” offprint lithographs were produced on unbound sheets of paper. They were 

framing prints, intended by the Shakers to be distributed to their friends and 

gospel kindred. The Shakers meant these pictures to be displayed. After watch-

ing Phares Goist at work and after seeing the clever pictures the commercial 

artist produced, Elder Joshua Bussell, the longtime maker of village views for the 

Maine bishopric, started drawing his own pictures of the Shaker communities 

at New Gloucester and Alfred in such a way that they, too, could be framed and 

hung on the walls.47

 How was such a development received in other Shaker villages? Apparently 

without much commotion. At Mt. Lebanon Daniel Crossman wrote in his diary, 

“Mar 6, 1880…Views of Alfred came to Eldress Matilda from Eldress Harriet 

Goodwin, 2 for each lot of Elders in Society. It shows to good advantage.”48

 A passing observation in 1873 by the Canterbury elder Henry Blinn was a har-

binger of the Shakers’ comfort with the idea of framed artwork. Stopping to tour 

the United States Armory in Springfield, Massachusetts while he was changing 
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trains en route to visit the Shakers in Kentucky, Elder Henry made special note of 

“Beautifully framed pictures hung from the walls”49 in the armory’s offices. With 

the benefit of hindsight, we can see that the respected elder’s comment reveals 

how far the Shakers had already traveled down the road to hanging pictures on 

their own walls. In hindsight we can recognize the pronouncements in the “Mil-

lennial Laws” of 1845 not as proof of the absence of pictures in Shaker villages, but 

as an attempt to control their increasing popularity. The futile campaign to restrict 

the spread of portrait photographs with the “Circular Letter” of 1873 only confirms 

how much part of the fabric of Shaker life these images had already become. 

 The Shakers made no formal announcement that they had resolved their 

concerns about hanging framed portraits and landscape views on the walls of 

their buildings. This worldly practice seems to have been gradually adopted 

without fanfare throughout the Shaker societies. Instead, we can read the com-

ments of the visitors who were permitted entrance to the Shakers’ rooms in the 

1870s and 1880s. Though as late as 1860 an English visitor described a Shaker vil-

lage that had “no flowers, no pictures, no music…”,50 it was just sixteen years later 

that a visitor to the Hancock Shaker Village observed “the furniture [includes] an 

easy sofa, comfortable chairs, and a rich black walnut writing desk; on the walls 

a picture or two.”51 Over at Mt. Lebanon a journalist noted that at the Church 

family dwelling

  “the utmost plainness and neatness prevailed, though here and there 
an upholstered chair, a picture upon the wall or a well-filled shelf of books 
displayed a refined taste, and suggested the idea that the waves of the 
outer world are beating relentlessly against the shores of this island of 
asceticism….”52

 Late-nineteenth-century photographs of Shaker room interiors confirm these 

visitor accounts and serve as visual evidence of the Believers’ increasing comfort 

with hanging framed pictures on their walls. For instance, a photograph of sisters 

knitting and sewing at Canterbury in a room bedecked with framed artwork [fig. 

15] was reproduced in The Granite Monthly in 1893.53 Interior views of prints and 

drawings hanging on the walls at Enfield, Connecticut were published in 1897.54 

A photograph of Shaker sisters at the well-decorated Church Family at Mt. Leba-

non [fig.16] was published in The Ladies Home Journal in 1898.55 The pictures do not 

look out of place in these rooms. As John Kirk has observed, they were just one 

component of an ever more complex visual environment, “as the floors and walls 

were enriched with patterned linoleum, carpets, and wallpaper, and the walls were 

hung with maps and framed and unframed pictures.”56

 On November 10, 1898, Enfield, New Hampshire brother George Baxter not-

ed in his journal, “Elder Orville Dyer’s Portrait is placed in the middle hall of 

stone dwelling in memory of his consecrated labor in its construction.”57 In Jan-

uary of the next year, an observation in his contribution for The Shaker Manifesto‘s 

“Home Notes” was so muted that it passed almost without notice: “A beautiful 

feature [of our Thanksgiving service] was the numerous pictures of arisen ones 

of our other Communal homes, decorating wall and piano.”58

 In retrospect it seems inevitable that the Shakers would come to adopt the 

worldly practice of hanging pictures on their walls, no matter how fervent their 

protestations to the contrary. Their apprehensions about the allure of worldly 

influences outside their communities, and their concerns about the pitfalls of 

vanity abated as popular culture brought the customs of the modern world to 

their doorways. As they embarked on a second century of life in America the 

Shakers’ widening embrace of visual images reflected an evolving understand-

ing of themselves as increasingly modern people living in modern communi-

ties. They came to understand that hanging pictures of themselves and their 

homes on the walls of their rooms, far from undermining the integrity of their 

Shaker lives, reflected their enduring commitment to their community of Be-

lievers and honored the gospel kindred who had consecrated their lives to the 

Shaker faith.

fig 1   “Finishing Room.” Wood engraving . Harper’s New Monthly Magazine 15 ( July, 1857)
fig 2   “The Village of the United Society of Shakers, in Canterbury, N.H.,” wood engraving,  American Magazine of Useful and Entertaining Knowledge 2 (November, 1835)
fig 3   “Shakers Near Lebanon, State of N. York” Stipple line engraving ca. 1829. Private Collection.
fig 4   After Benson Lossing, “Interior of the Meeting House.” Wood engraving . Harper’s New Monthly Magazine 15 ( July, 1857)
fig 5  After Benson Lossing, “Northern Portion of the Shaker Village.” Wood engraving . Harper’s New Monthly Magazine 15 ( July, 1857)
fig 6   After A. Boyd Houghton, “Dinner-Time at Mt. Lebanon.” Wood engraving. The Graphic, May 5, 1870.
fig 7   After Joseph Becker, “New York—The Shakers at Lebanon—Singing Meeting.” Wood engraving. Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Magazine 35 ( January 11, 1873)
fig 8   “Elder Frederick W. Evans.” Wood engraving. Charles Nordhoff, The Communistic Societies of the United States (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1875).
fig 9  “Elder Frederick W. Evans, Shaker.” Photograph, 1871. Collection of Hancock Shaker Village Library and Archives, Pittsfield, Massachusetts
fig 10  “Mt. Lebanon Shaker Village to the South.” Photograph, ca. 1871. Shaker Museum / Mt. Lebanon
fig 11   “The Shaker Village at Mount Lebanon, N. Y.” Engraving. The American Socialist February 21, 1878.
fig 12   “View of Shaker Village, at Mt. Lebanon, N.Y.” Engraving, The Shaker Manifesto April, 1878. 
fig 13   “‘Shaker Village’ from the North West, West Gloucester, Maine.” W. Woodford Clayton, History of Cumberland County, Maine: with illustrations and biographical   
 sketches of its prominent men and pioneers (Philadelphia: Everts & Peck, 1880). 
fig 14  “Shaker Village, Alfred, Maine.” Lithograph. W. Woodford Clayton, History of York County, Maine with illustrations and biographical sketches of its prominent men and   
 pioneers (Philadelphia: Everts & Peck, 1880).
fig 15   W. C. Kimball, photograph of Shaker Sisters at Canterbury. Ca. 1893. Shaker Museum / Mount Lebanon
fig 16   Photograph of Shaker sisters at Mt. Lebanon, Ca. 1897. Shaker Museum / Mount Lebanon
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that male and female might, loving, subsist

 as one in God, yet be denied the work

 of natural generation, for the spark

  of earthly love, what they called “fleshing off,”

they impatiently, contemptuously dismissed.

  Beside their great burned stone barn in my self

I burned for these, by their own paradigm

 strictly extinct, the obscure forest plot

 to which their congress with the world of spirit

  led them at last. And how could it surprise,

when I was summoned from my broken dream

  by a regretful and insistent voice

belonging, not to their Mother Ann Lee,

 but the headmistress of the boarding school

 the place was now? I fit some vagrant’s profile,

  challenged to state my business, where a Coke can

propped a listening casement, as she told me

  this place was private and I must move on.

I came to this place as I had done before, 

 first tasting the blessèd water of the spring,

 because a stillness in me needed testing

  against more than the rumor of the world.

So I drove up from the valley’s pig manure

  and dirt-track speedway to the ancient seed-bed

of radical truths—but found it somehow less, 

 become mere factories or human hives, 

 lodgments for such fiercely circumscribed lives,

  whose windows, set in row on empty row,

I had admired for light and lovliness

  seemed purely repetitious to me, though

their Elder, after all, had warned that “beauty, 

 absurd and abnormal, has no business with us”

 (the sky-blue ceiling of the meeting house,

  slim shank of a chair or curve of a box)

“as long as people live in misery.”

  It angered me, such willful paradox:

Mount Lebanon
karl kirchwey

 

 Passed to Immortality.  

    —Shaker grave marker •  •  •

“Mount Lebanon,” from Mount Lebanon: Poems by Karl Kirchwey, copyright (c) 2011 by Karl Kirchwey.  
Used by permission of Marion Wood Books, an imprint of G.P. Putnam, a division of Penguin Group (USA) Inc.
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Stone wall in the 
North Pastures, 
now overgrown, 
at Mount Lebanon.  
Note the 28-inch 
shovel.
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God is in the Details  

restoring the historic gutters at the circa 
1829 north family brethren’s workshop 
by peter a. watson, jr. 

Introduction

Gutters seem like a fairly prosaic subject. Rain rolls down the roof, is captured 

in channels along the eaves, and then is diverted away from the building foun-

dation through piping.  But in the Shaker world, the details of everyday life and 

work took on an enhanced spiritual purpose and represented opportunities to 

tap into both the practical and artistic talents of the brethren and sisters. Water 

was a precious commodity at Mount Lebanon and other communities, and the 

North Family Shakers developed an elaborate water management system of 

interconnected mill ponds, cisterns, and aqueducts to power manufacturing 

operations, water crops, and maintain the sparkling cleanliness that was so 

highly valued in the religion.1 Rainwater, in particular, was valued for its soft-

ness in laundering operations and an article in a Shaker publication notes that 

at Mount Lebanon “all rainwater from roofs in utilized for laundry purposes.”2 

Both fresh and waste-water were recycled through multiple uses to such a 

degree that one commentator stated “Shaker water wasn’t any good when they 

were done with it because it was all worn out.”3  Gutter systems, and associated 

cisterns and catch basins, were then, like everything else at Mount Lebanon,  

 

part of the warp-and-woof of Shaker communal life.   

 So, when the Shaker Museum | Mount Lebanon undertook a project in 2011 

to restore the historic gutters on the Brethren’s Workshop, the Museum leader-

ship knew they would need a special team versed in both the historic building 

technology of the period and the distinctive way it was shaped by “Shaker hands” 

into larger systems of use and meaning at the North Family community.  Fortu-

nately, the Museum had access to both sets of rare skills.  Under the leadership 

of Don Carpentier, who has an unmatched practical knowledge of early Amer-

ican building technology, and Museum Director of Collections and Research 

Jerry V. Grant, who provided the Shaker perspective, a team of craftsman from 

David E. Lanoue, Inc. and interns from the North Bennett Street School were 

able to create an unusually faithful restoration of the historic gutter system.4  

This work was accomplished using period tools and period materials in a dis-

tinctly Shaker way. This essay documents the process with some brief excursions 

into the history of gutter technology in the early Republic.  

fig 1 fig 2 fig 3

The Brethren’s Workshop and Sister’s Laundry (circa 1829)

The six-story Brethren’s Workshop is the oldest surviving structure at the North 

Family site and the only one constructed of brick (Fig. 1).  It was the heart of man-

ufacturing activities at the North Family and contained a waterwheel in the base-

ment, fed by an above-ground sluiceway or penstock, that powered wood-work-

ing tools in the shop.5 The Brethren’s Workshop also originally housed the 

Sister’s laundry operation.6  Soon after the completion of the building, a Shaker 

journal noted, “1829, November 24 - Sister’s wash in the Brother’s Workshop for 

first time.”7  The large new brick shop was sheltered by a relatively steep gabled 

roof, which provided a large surface area to collect rainwater. A metal gutter 

system fabricated of tin was installed on the east elevation of the structure, most 

likely as part of the original construction.8 A detail of a historic photo dating to 

the 1880s shows the original gutter system with its distinctive semi-cylindrical 

“leader heads (Fig. 2).”

 Leader heads, also called “conductor heads” or “rain hoppers,” were open ba-

sins at the top of the downspout or “leader pipe” which served as a kind of tem-

porary expansion tank, preventing excess storm water from a heavy rain storm 

from spilling over the top of the gutter. The larger diameter of the basin collect-

ed more water than the smaller dimension pipe below and maintained a steady 

flow of air to accelerate the flow of the water down the leader pipe.   

 The Brethren’s Workshop gutter system was probably connected to the large 

brick cistern that still exists in the basement although later building changes 

have obscured this relationship.9 Once installed, the Brethren’s Workshop gut-

ters remained in place for nearly one hundred and fifty years. The same gutter 

system appears in HABS photos taken in 1930s (see Fig. 1) and is still intact in a 

photo from 1972 (Fig. 3).10 

fig 4 fig 5

fig 6

1 The remains of this extensive waterworks were recently analyzed and mapped in  
 a 200 Historic American Landscapes Survey (HALS) conducted by landscape   
 architects from the National Park Service.

2 Charles F. Wingate, “Shaker Sanitation” in The Manifesto (Canterbury, NH: by the  
 United Society of Believers), Vol , May , .

3 June Sprigg, By Shaker Hands. (New York: Alfred A. Knopff Inc., .), p. .

 

4 The gutter restoration project was part of a larger restoration campaign of the   
 east elevation of the Brethren’s Workshop led by John Mesick of Mesick-Cohen-  
 Wilson-Baker-Architects. The gutter restoration project team also included   
 restoration carpenter Peter Smith and metalworker Mike Fountain from preser-  
 vation firm David E. Lanoue, Inc., and North Bennet Street School interns William  
 Burns, Frank Di Franchesco and Jarred Lodge. Funding for this project was 
 provided by a New York State Environmental Protection Fund (EPF) grant and a  
 private foundation. 

5  The aboveground aqueduct ran from a millpond to the northwest through an 
 opening in the south end of the Brethren’s Workshop. At some point – probably 
 due to problems with freezing in cold weather or the Shakers’ desire to build a   
 lumber-storage building just south of the Workshop, the water was run underground  
 in wooden piping. Later this piping, found to be too small, was replaced with cast  
 iron pipe. 

6 It is also possible that waterpower was used to mechanize some of the laundry 
 operations at an early date. During the 0s, the Mount Lebanon Shakers had 
 perfected a waterpower driven “wash mill” (an early commercial washing machine),  
 patented under the name of Shaker trustee, Brother Nicholas Bennett. An improved  
 model of that machine was later manufactured and sold by the Canterbury, New  
 Hampshire Shaker community.

7 Garden Journal, North Family, Mount Lebanon, New York, -. Shaker 
 Museum | Mount Lebanon, Old Chatham, New York (NOC, mss. no. 03).

8 A number of pieces of evidence point to 2 as the installation date for the gutters.   
 First, the project team found a section of the original tin gutter in the basement 
 constructed using the small 0 x  inch tin sheets that were the largest size available  
 prior to 30. Second, the semi-cylindrical form of the leader head was common  
 in the United States during the first several decades of the nineteenth century but  
 had been supplanted by more box-like forms with scrolled brackets by 30-0  
 (see discussion in next section). Third, remnants of the original strap used to 
 secure the leader pipe to the building were hand-tooled using a “burring machine.”  
 By mid-century, this same work would have been done with a “gutter beading  
 machine” which leaves a different quality of marks on the surface of the metal.  
 Lastly, and perhaps most conclusively, is the Shaker’s sophisticated water manage- 
 ment practices and the initial use of the Brick Shop as a laundry.     

9 During the 0s and 0s, the south side of the Brethren’s Workshop was  
 extensively reworked. A shed addition was built along the original exposed basement  
 wall, the openings reconfigured, and the wall itself refaced with sawn stone. These  
 changes eliminated evidence of any original direct gutter connection to the cistern.  
 By 3, when the workshop was photographed for the HABS project, the south  
 leader pipe was terminated with an elbow section that dumped the storm water 
 directly on the roof of the shed addition (which is no longer extant). It is very   
 unlikely this was the original Shaker configuration.

10 It is likely, however, that at least some components of the gutter system were   
 replaced over time.
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Historic Gutters:  Shaker and Non-Shaker 

The earliest gutters and downspouts used in the North American colonies were 

wholly made of wood.11 By the time of the Revolution, however, public buildings 

and finer residences in major cities began to be outfitted with imported metal 

gutter components made of lead.  By 1800, lead gutter components were in-

creasingly replaced with more economical tin (tin-coated iron) or terne (lead and 

tin-coated iron) components built up from sheet metal. In the New York State 

and other parts of the Northeast, it was common to use a mix of tin and wood 

elements. A typical early nineteenth century arrangement was to employ a wood 

“built-in gutter” that had been carved out of a single log (Fig. 4) with a tin lead-

er head and downspout on the front of the house, and a simpler “attached” tin 

“half-round” gutter (Fig. 5) and downspout on the less important rear elevation.12  

 Shaker gutters follow the basic forms used in the outside, non-Shaker world.  

Shaker communities tended to install the more utilitarian half-round gutter 

systems (rather than built-in gutters) on both the front and rear elevations of 

the building.  This was in keeping with the “plain,” functionalist orientation of 

the members.  Rather than being concealed, Shaker gutters at Mount Lebanon 

and other communities were rather prominently displayed (Fig. 6).  While it was 

uncommon in Shaker usage, the distinctive semi-cylindrical leader head used  

at the Brethren’s Workshop replicates a relatively common early nineteenth 

century form in New York State.13  Fig. 7 shows a circa 1815 example from Eagle 

Mills, New York in the collection of Don Carpentier that is virtually identical 

to the Brethren’s Workshop leader head minus the decorative elements. Fig. 8 

shows another undecorated example in-situ on a group of commercial struc-

tures in Philadephia.

 The size and proportions of the Brethren Workshop and “worldly” gutters 

were dictated by the available manufacturing technology of the period. In the 

early decades of the nineteenth century, the largest tin sheets manufactured 

were 10 x 14 inches.  The standard 3-inch diameter of leader pipe was the result 

of rolling a full sheet into a tubular form. Dimensions of other components such 

as gutter pans and leader head basins were similarly based on combinations of 

half and full sheets. By 1830, larger 10 x 20 inch tin sheets began to be available, 

and gutters and leader heads became correspondingly larger.  Leader head styles 

changed as well becoming more boxy and featuring decorative scrolls.14 Fig. 9 

shows an exuberant example of these later designs in the collection of Don Car-

pentier. Both stylistically, and in terms of construction, however, the Brethren’s 

Workshop gutters relate to the earlier Federal period worldly examples.

fig10

fig 13

fig 16

fig 11

fig 14

fig17

fig12

fig15

fig18

fig 7

fig 8

fig 9

11 This section is based on a recent conversation with Don Carpentier who provided  
 me with helpful background information on the topic and showed me many period  
 examples in the Eastfield Village collection.

12 This particular example of a wooden gutter relies on the beefiness of its construc- 
 tion alone to withstand the elements. Other period examples were lined with either  
 lead or tin sheeting or tarred or painted to extend their lifespan and prevent water  
 from a failed gutter entering into the wall cavity below.

13 Although historic photos show that attached metal gutters were used on most of  
 the structures at Mount Lebanon (including the Great Stone Barn), none of these  
 examples employed a leader head. Research by Jerry Grant has discovered only one  
 other Shaker example in a historical photograph of the Centre Family Dwelling   
 at the Shaker community at South Union, Kentucky. These leader heads have been  
 removed.  

14 These designs correspond to the large scroll brackets veneer on late Empire 
 “Grecian” style furniture.
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Fabricating the Brethren’s Workshop Gutter

By the time the Museum acquired the North Family site in 2004, the histor-

ic gutters were gone and only a few original gutter hooks survived along the 

eaves. So, all the components needed to be re-fabricated. The first step in the 

process reflected probably the only substantial departure from nineteenth cen-

tury practice. The original Brethren’s Workshop gutters were fabricated using 10 

x 14 inch sheets of tin-coated wrought iron. While of small size, these sheets 

were extremely durable due to the properties of the wrought iron used and the 

multiple layers of tin deposited on the surface during the hot-dipping process.   

Sheet metal of this type and dimension is no longer manufactured, so Carpentier 

specified the use of 16-ounce lead-coated copper sheeting which was cut down 

to the 10 x 14 inch dimensions available during the period (Fig. 10).  

 

 The gutter pan forms were then built up around wood molds in a series of 

operations using period tools.15 First, the inner lip of the gutter was doubled 

by making a 3/8 inch fold with a “bar folder”. Next, the outer lip of the gutter 

section was created by rolling the edge of the sheet into a tight tube using a 

“gutter beader” (Fig. 11). This stiffened the gutter section up and provided an 

anchor to attach the front of the gutter hook. Next, the gutter section was 

turned over and rounded into the desired half-round profile using a “slip roll-

er” (Fig. 12).  The completed sections were then laid on a wood “gutter form” 

(Fig. 13), where they were soldered together (Fig. 14).  The 14-inch long sections 

were built up into two large sections spanning the entire fifty-four foot width 

of the building.16

fig 19

fig 22

fig 20

fig 23

fig 21

fig 24

Fabricating the Leader Pipe

The construction of the leader pipe also began with a full sheet laid length-

wise.  The edges of sheet were turned up and folded over using a bar folder, in 

opposite directions, to form a “lock seam.”  The sheet was then rounded into a 

tubular form using the slip roller and the seam locked together (Fig. 15). Next, 

the leader pipe section was placed on a “conductor stake” and the lock seam was 

flattened down with a hammer to lock it tight (Fig. 16).  The seam was finished 

with a “grooving tool” and soldered to further reinforce it (Fig. 17).  The upper 

part of each section was then flared outward on a “beak horn stake” to allow 

the parts to fit together (Fig. 18).17  The completed sections of leader pipe were 

then assembled (Fig. 19) and soldered together to form the desired length for 

the installation.

Fabricating the Leader Head

Like the other gutter components, the leader head was constructed from a series 

of parts that were soldered together. The back of the unit was formed from a 

full sheet of lead-coated copper. The first step was to tool a pair of grooves on 

the long sides of this sheet to receive the sides of the basin using a “square pan 

swedge” (Fig. 20). The edges of the sheet were them turned back with the bar 

folder to stiffen them up.  The front of basin was formed from a full sheet and 

rounded using the slip roller.  The basin front was then soldered into the grooves 

on the back. Next, the top of the basin was edged with a “burring machine” to  

create a raised edge to receive the top rim which was then cut out and soldered  

in place (Fig. 21).  The bottom funnel was then cut out, and the edges overlapped 

and soldered together.  Next, the funnel was soldered to the bottom of the basin 

that had also been prepared with the burring machine (Fig. 22). Lastly, a section 

of leader pipe was soldered onto the end of the funnel (Fig. 23). Fig. 24 shows 

the completed unit, which represents what is probably the first leader head made 

for a Shaker building since 1829 when the Brethren’s Workshop was finished.

Gutter Hooks

Several of the original wrought iron gutter hooks were still in place below the 

roof eave allowing them to be replicated by Michael J. Saari, a blacksmith from 

Woodstock, Connecticut (Fig. 25).  The design of these gutter hooks is, according 

to Don Carpentier, “very unique” and represents the practical Shaker aesthetic 

at work.  Rather than the typical worldly design which required an additional 

cross piece or “gutter strap” connecting the outer edge of the gutter lip with the 

adjoining roof eave to prevent the gutter being knocked out of place by high 

winds, the North Family Shakers invented a simpler and more elegant solution.  

The Shakers added a spur to back edge of the gutter hook to hold the rear of 

the gutter pan and curved the front inward to form a spring that snugly locked 

the gutter in place.  The resulting gutter hook is both more sculptural and more 

effective than worldly designs of the period.

fig 25

15 Most of the tools used in the gutter fabrication project date to the mid-nineteenth  
 century but reflect tin-working technology that was available to the Shakers in 2  

 when the Brethren’s Workshop was built. This historic tool collection was still in situ  
 in the circa 30 Clapper Tin Shop from West Sand Lake, New York that Don   
 Carpentier acquired and moved to Eastfield Village during the 0s.

16 Each of the two sections was carefully pitched down from the middle of the build- 
 ing toward the leader heads to ensure that the rainwater drained properly.

17 To facilitate fitting the sections together properly, the bottom portion of each leader  
 pipe section was also crimped using a “crimping machine” but this technology dates  
 to the late nineteenth century.
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Conclusions

Figs. 26 and 27 show the completed Brethren’s Workshop gutter installation.  

Before being attached to the building, all of the gutter components were 

primed and then painted with a handmade linseed oil paint ground in a paint 

mill replicating the period treatment. Following historic photos, the gutter was 

painted white to match the restored plaster cove molding and the leader head  

and leader pipe painted red to match the main body of the building which paint 

analysis had showed to have been originally painted a similar color.  The resto-

ration of the gutters at the Brethren’s Workshop amply demonstrates that for 

the Shakers, and committed museums and historic sites that seek to interpret 

and honor this heritage,  “God is in the details.”  

fig 27

fig 26

fig 1   Brethrens’ Workshop, east elevation, Historic American Building Survey (HABS, NY, II-Neleb. V, 
  31-1), (1939)
fig 2   Detail of circa 1888 photo showing Brethren’s Workshop gutter and leader head.  Collection of 
  Shaker Museum | Mount Lebanon.
fig 3   East Elevation of Brethren’s Workshop showing intact leader heads, circa 1972. Photo: James Baker,   
  Architect of Record for the Darrow School.
fig 4   Built-in gutter carved from a single log, circa 1799, New York State, collection of Don Carpentier,   
  Eastfield Village.  Photo: Peter Watson.
fig 5   Section of tin gutter, circa early 1800s, New York State, collection of Don Carpentier, Eastfield 
  Village.  Photo: Peter Watson.
fig 6   South elevation of North Family Sisters Second Dwelling, Historic American Buildings Survey 
  (HABS NY,11-NELEB.V,25-3), circa 1930.
fig 7   Tin leader head, circa 1815, from Eagle Mills, New York.  Collection of Don Carpentier, Eastfield 
  Village.  Photo: Peter Watson.
fig 8   Circa 1868 photo showing tin leader heads on a row of commercial structures, Front Street, South 
  of Dock, Philadelphia. Collection Free Library of Philadelphia.
fig 9   Painted scroll form tin leader head, circa 1840, collection of Don Carpentier, Eastfield Village.  
  Photo: Peter Watson.
fig 10   Jarred Lodge cutting down lead-coated copper sheeting to period 10 x 14 inch dimensions. 
  Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 11   William Burns watches Don Carpentier rolling the lip of the gutter section using a gutter 
  beader. Photo: Jerry Grant.
fig 12   Using a slip roller to round the gutter section. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 13   Laying the gutter sections on the gutter form in preparation for soldering. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 14   Mike Fountain soldering the gutter sections together. Photo: Jerry Grant.
fig 15   Locking the seam on the leader pipe section. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 16   Don Carpentier flattening the lock seam with a hammer. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 17   Frank Di Franchesco using a grooving tool to finish the seam. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 18   Jarred Lodge flaring the top of the leader pipe section on the conductor stake. Photo: Peter Smith. 
fig 19 Assembling the leader pipe sections in preparation for soldering. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 20   Don Carpentier using a square pan swedge to crease the back of the leader head. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 21   Soldering the top rim onto the basin of the leader head. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 22   Don Carpentier forming the bottom funnel. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 23   Soldering a section of leader pipe onto the leader head.  Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 24   The completed leader head, ready to be primed and painted. Photo: Peter Smith.
fig 25   Original (top) and reproduction (bottom) Shaker gutter hooks. Photo: Jerry Grant.
fig 26   Restored gutters on the east elevation of the Brethren’s Workshop. Photo: Peter Watson.
fig 27   Detail of restored gutters.  Photo: Peter Watson.
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The second war between Great Britain and the United States, known in history 

books as the War of 1812, was caused by the decision of Britain to prevent trade 

between America and France during the years of the French Revolution. The 

British seized American merchant vessals in the West Indies and often impressed 

or forced into service sailors from those ships. American leaders divided over the 

proper response to these circumstances. President George Washington hoped 

to end the problem by negotiation; another political faction including Thomas 

Jefferson called for military action, if necessary. This maritime conflict continued 

into the new century, including Napoleon’s blockade of the British Isles in 1807. 

More American sailors were impressed by the British navy, fanning the call for 

warfare against Great Britain. In June of 1812, during the presidency of James 

Madison, Congress passed a declaration of war. 

The war did not go well for the United States; it also divided the population. 

Among low points in the conflict were the capture and occupation of Wash-

ington D.C. in August of 1814 when the British burned the Capitol, the White 

House, and other government buildings. The war also resulted in extreme-

ly high taxation for Americans as well as several thousand combat-related 

deaths. In December 1814 a peace treaty was signed in Belgium. The conflict, 

however, did not end immediately. The Battle of New Orleans took place in 

early January 1815, resulting in an American victory under the leadership of 

General Andrew Jackson.

The War of 1812 was the context from which twenty-four male Shaker leaders 

from the New Lebanon and Watervliet, New York, villages signed a Declaration 

dated February 2, 1815, opposing the conflict and stating their reasons for refus-

ing “to aid or abet the cause of war and bloodshed” in any way. This Declaration, 

sent to both the civil and military leaders of New York state, affirms the Shakers’ 

“sense of duty to God” and to themselves and their “fellow-creatures.” The pub-

lished text provides a rationale for the Shakers’ refusal “to aid or abet the cause of 

war and bloodshed” against Great Britain in any way, whether “by bearing arms, 

paying military fines, hiring substitutes or rendering any equivalent for military 

services.” Three explicit judgments follow which explain why the Shakers reached 

this negative decision regarding the conflict. The reasons for their public oppo-

sition to the War of 1812 also apply to warfare at any time. The Shakers held to a 

pacifistic position in the decades and centuries that followed when the United 

States was repeatedly involved in warfare.

This “Declaration” is striking evidence of the nature of the arguments mounted 

by the members of pacifist religious groups such as the Society of Friends, i.e. 

the Quakers, and the Society of Believers in Christ’s Second Appearing, i.e. the 

Shakers. These religious communities have played a substantial role in public 

debates regarding the role of military force in the life of the nation and the 

function of warfare in the resolution of human problems. This 1815 statement 

marks with clarity the abiding Shaker witness against warfare and the use of 

force and violence. 

The first and perhaps primary reason that the Shakers opposed the war against 

Great Britain was that their “duty to God” required that they “abstain from all 

acts of violence” against other humans, meaning that they could never “aid 

or abet the cause of war.” In the “Declaration” they state that this duty has 

been revealed by God through the human conscience to which “perfect obe-

dience” is required. The Shakers regarded themselves as “faithful soldiers” in 

the “cause” of Christ who is “The Prince of Peace.” They were to set an example 

for others by subduing evil, including “the spirit of war.” As disciples of Christ, 

they affirmed, they will “not bear arms.” God has called the Shakers “to set the 

example of peace, and to maintain it at all hazards.”

The political principles on which the young American nation rested were the 

second reason for the Shakers’ opposition to war, namely, the unalienable right 

of citizens to believe and act according to their own consciences, thereby wor-

shiping, serving, and obeying “God rather than man.” This second argument 

underscores the commitment of the Shakers to “sacred and charitable purpos-

es.” The “Declaration” includes quotations from a written Shaker “Covenant” 

that affirm the primary “charitable and religious purposes” of the community. 

This “Covenant” also explains why Shakers were not willing to use their “conse-

crated property” to pay fines in support of the war or to hire substitutes in the 

conflict. They consecrated their financial resources to charitable and “benevo-

lent purposes” which justified their “exemption” from military service. Thus the 

Shakers separated themselves from “the politics of earthly governments” and 

affirmed their fundamental belief in the “liberty of conscience.”

The third argument in support of the Shakers’ antiwar views draws from the 

most significant political documents of the young nation, namely, the Declara-

tion of Independence, the Constitution of the United States, and the constitu-

tion of the state of New York. All of these, the Shakers assert, affirm “liberty of 

conscience” and its “free exercise.” Any violation of this freedom is a “species of 

tyranny” of a kind that the Shakers linked to Antichrist and others who have re-

sorted to force and persecution to achieve their goals. Such political means are 

not appropriate, they declared, in “this nation and state, founded on the most 

benign and liberal principles ever established on earth.” The Shakers asserted 

that “peace with all men” is “one principal tenet” of their religious profession. 

For these reasons they affirmed that they were exempt from having to do “any 

thing as an equivalent for military services.”

This Declaration is a striking affirmation of the Shakers’ opposition to warfare. 

It is clear evidence that the Shakers were pacifists. This document is a powerful 

statement of the right of individual conscience as it relates to the use of military 

force to resolve tensions and conflicts between nations. Shaker dissent against 

the War of 1812 anticipates the arguments of religious pacifists and religious 

opponents of warfare throughout the history of the United States. 

—Stephen J. Stein

Rejecting War 
The Shakers’ 1815 Declaration 
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We the Elders and Deacons or Trustees of the Society1 of Believers (commonly 
called Shakers) of New-Lebanon and Watervliet, in the State of New-York, 
having taken into our most serious consideration the state of our Society, as 
it respects the unhappy war in which this country is engaged, take the liberty 
for and in behalf of the Society, to address the following sentiments to the 
civil and military offices of this State, as our reasons for refusing to aid or abet 
the cause of war and bloodshed, by bearing arms, paying military fines, hiring 
substitutes or rendering any equivalent for military services.
 Our objections are founded on a sense of duty to God, to ourselves and to 
our fellow-creatures; and are supported first, by divine revelation; second, by 
the natural rights of man; third, by the Constitution and fundamental laws of 
our country.
 I. Our duty to God is paramount to all other duties; and is made known to 
us by the revelation of divine light only. This being given to God, establishes 
in us a principle from which we cannot deviate without a direct violation of 
that law which is planted in our souls by the finger of God himself, and which 
we property call conscience, or the throne of God in the heart of man. This duty 
may be great or small in proportion to the degree of light given: for, to whom 
much is give, of him shall be much required; and to whom little is given of him little 
shall be required.
 It is immaterial to us in what way or manner the mind and will of God 
is revealed to us, provided we are convinced that it is, in truth, his mind and 

will; perfect obedience thereunto being our indispensable duty. That God 
has required of us to abstain from all acts of violence against the lives of our 
fellow-creatures, is a truth in which we are as firmly established as we are that 
there [p.4] is a God, who has revealed himself in his Son Jesus Christ, and 
through him to all his true followers. Considering ourselves called to be such, 
and having enlisted under the banners of this King of kings and Lord of lords, 
who has expressly declared that his Kingdom is not of this world, and which 
he assigns as a reason that his servants would not fight, we feel ourselves 
impelled, by the most sacred and solemn obligations, to abstain from all acts 
that tend to aid or abet the cause of war. 
 Therefore, being fully convinced of the call of God to us, we consider it our 
indispensable duty to obey this call, and to sacrifice every other consideration 
that may stand in competition with it. And being called into the Kingdom of 
Christ now established on earth,2 it is required of us to be faithful soldiers in 
his cause, even at the expense of our lives. We cannot therefore render service 
to any authority which stands in competition with his will. He has expressly 
declared that, The Son of man came not to destroy men’s lives, but to save them.3 
And it is evident that, both in precept and example, he utterly forbid all acts of 
violence against the lives of mankind.
 But it may be objected by the advocates of war, that wars have not only 
been tolerated, but even authorized by God himself; many examples of which 
are recorded in the sacred writings, under the Mosaic dispensation. True; but 
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it ought to be considered that wars arising from the ambitious and revengeful 
passions of mankind, or even from the professedly more reasonable causes 
of supporting and defending certain supposed rights, (whether real or 
imaginary,) differ very essentially from wars authorized by the command of 
God. Those wars, authorized under the dispensation of types and shadows, 
were figurative4 of the spiritual warfare of God’s people against the corrupt 
and contentious passions of human nature, which must be subdued by and 
in every true follower of Christ. And it is evident that when Christ came, he 
abolished the law of types and shadows, and established a new law5 for the 
government of his followers, and said, “Ye have heard that it hath been said, 
[under the law] Thou shalt love thy neighbor and hate thine enemy: But I say 
unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that curse you,” &c.6 This we can- [p.5] 
not do while we are promoting their destruction. Put up thy sword into the sheath 
----Thou shalt not kill.7 This command of our Creator, no human authority can 
disannul. None but he that gave life, can give authority to take it away.
 Christ is called The Prince of peace;8 and his work was to put an end to war, 
and establish a Kingdom of peace. And as we are called to be the subjects of 
his Kingdom, we feel it our duty to obey the laws of the King of Kings, rather 
than the authority of any earthly government which tends to counteract his 
precepts. And should we once consent to aid the cause of war, we should, from 
that moment, view ourselves as traitors to the cause of Christ; and as such, 
should justly forfeit and inevitably lose the life of Christ out of our souls.
 It may be asked, Cannot a man be a Christian, and yet bear arms in defence 
of his country? To which we answer, Christ has expressly said, “No man can 
serve two masters.”9 And every rational man will readily acknowledge that 
it is impossible for a soldier to serve the cause of two governments, whose 

interests, institutions and civil policy are altogether incompatible with each 
other. Is it not then much more inconsistent, yea, impossible, for a soldier of 
the Prince of peace, whose divine Master’s policy is to save life and diffuse 
the blessings of peace and happiness, to serve the cause of the Prince of war 
and bloodshed, or of any earthly government whose object is to destroy life, 
and which must naturally extend the calamities of war and misery among 
mankind?
 The Prince of peace has plainly said, “My Kingdom is not of this world. If 
my Kingdom were of this world, then would my servants fight.10”  Therefore, 
because his Kingdom is not of this world, his servants cannot be allowed 
to fight. Follow me-----Every one that is perfect shall be as his master.11 And it is 
evident that the Apostles and primitive Christians did follow his example, were 
governed by his laws and precepts, and would not take arms, nor aid the cause 
of war; but when called upon for that purpose, they answered, “We are already 
soldiers of Christ, and cannot serve any other power.”12 This refusal on their part 
was one principal cause of persecution, and often cost them their lives. [p.6]
 As before observed, we have enlisted under the banners of Christ; hence 
we consider ourselves as his soldiers, engaged in his cause; and therefore 
cannot swerve from our duty as such, to serve any cause incompatible with 
his. If it should be asked, what is our warfare, seeing we claim the character of 
soldiers? We answer, Our warfare is the warfare of Christ, the great Captain of 
our salvation. It is a warfare against the darkness of this world. And this warfare 
we maintain by setting the example in our lives, conduct and conversation, 
in all things, of subduing and governing the evil passions and propensities 
of human nature, which are productive of sin and misery, of which the spirit 
of war is the worst; being the cause of the greatest calamities and the most 

multiplied distresses that ever were inflicted upon the human race. Therefore 
we cannot deviate from a course of life which has a tendency to diminish 
these calamities, without being traitors to him who has called and chosen us. 
Agreeable to this is the language of the Apostle, when he says, “The weapons 
of our warfare are not carnal-----We wrestle not against flesh and blood, but 
against the rulers of the darkness of this world, &c.13

 It may be said, If all the people in the United States were of this opinion, 
and acted upon these principles, the enemy would overcome the country. We 
answer; This plea is similar to that of the Jews against Jesus Christ, viz. “If we 
let him thus alone, all men will believe on him; and the Romans will come and 
take away our place and nation.”14 This plea of the Jews is an undeniable proof 
that the disciples of Jesus would not bear arms; for otherwise they might have 
been as serviceable against the Romans as their unbelieving neighbours. Yet, 
notwithstanding this hostile plea of the Jews against the Saviour of the world, 
it is evident that the very cause of their place and nation’s being taken way by 
the Romans, was their rejecting the day of their visitation, and persecuting the 
promised Messiah and his followers.15 And we are firmly persuaded that those 
who subject themselves to the cross of Christ, and after this example, subdue 
those evil propensities which lead to war and strife, render more essential 
service to their country than they possibly could do by [p.7] bearing arms and 
aiding war. For it must be granted, that to live such a life, requires a superior 
degree of virtue; and God himself declared to Abraham, that ten righteous 
souls would have saved Sodom from destruction.16

 But it may be asked, Shall we not defend ourselves in time of actual 
invasion? Or must we hazard the conquest and destruction of our country by 
a tenacious adherence to these principles? Will our religion protect us?

 We answer; Were mankind divested of pride and ambition, all wars would 
cease. The professors of Christianity are looking for a time when, according 
to ancient prediction, there shall be universal peace; when implements of war 
shall be transformed into implements of peace. But how is this great event to 
be brought about? We believe, beyond all controversy, that God has called us 
to this very work; and that it is required of us to set the example of peace, and 
to maintain it at all hazards. And though the work, in its present stage, may 
appear very small and inconsiderable, perhaps even contemptible in the eyes 
of mankind; yet it ought to be remembered that every important dispensation 
of the work of God, always had a small beginning, and increased through the 
labours and example of its subjects.
 As we are confident that the all important æra has commenced, which in its 
progress will fully establish that universal peace, so long predicted; so we are 
equally confident, that every faithful subject of this work will be protected by 
the interposition of heaven, without the use of arms. And would any country 
or nation conform to the principles of perfect justice and moral rectitude, 
and confide in the protection of Divine Providence, instead of relying on 
the force of arms, they might be as well protected in this day, as in ancient 
dispensations. For it is worthy of observation, that under the dispensation of 
types and shadows, when wars were tolerated by divine authority, the greatest 
deliverances were wrought without the use of sword or spear. Witness the 
deliverance of the children of Israel from the Egyptians; and also that of 
the kingdom of Judah, under the reign of Jehoshaphat, from the greatest 
coalition that perhaps ever exist- [p.8] ed;17 with many instances of the like 
nature, recorded in the sacred writings, and other ancient records, as well as 
others of a more recent date. It is therefore evident, that the injustice, pride 
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and ambition of man, in confiding in his own strength, is the very cause of his 
not receiving the protection of an over-ruling Providence against his enemies 
in this day.
 II. Upon the principle of rights, asserted in the act of our country called the 
Declaration of Independence, and which are therein termed unalienable, we 
feel ourselves authorized to maintain, That all souls whom God has created are 
free, and have a right to believe according to their own conviction, and to act according 
to their own faith. Agreeable to this right, we consider ourselves at full liberty to 
worship God according to the dictates of our own consciences, and to devote 
ourselves and services to him in whatever way and manner we believe to be 
most agreeable to his will. Hence we feel ourselves fully authorized to dissolve 
all engagements, whether natural, civil or political, that may interfere with, 
or obstruct us in our obedience to the requirement of our divine Lord and 
Master; and upon this plain principle, that we ought to obey God rather than 
man. And whoever would forcibly hinder or impede any person from thus 
acting, would, in so doing, subvert the right of conscience, and act in direct 
opposition to the fundamental principles of every free government.
 In pursuance of this right therefore, and from a settled conviction that it is 
the requirement of God, we have solemnly dedicated and devoted ourselves 
and services, together with all our temporal interest, to sacred and charitable 
purposes. And by a written Covenant we have stipulated the object and manner 
of this dedication, and solemnly bound ourselves to the sacred performance 
of the same: as may be seen in the following extracts from the said Covenant.
 “Art. IV. We------solemnly and conscientiously dedicate, devote and give 
up ourselves and services, together with all our [p.9] temporal interest, to God 
and his people; to be under the care and direction of such Elders, Deacons 

or Trustees as have been, or may hereafter be established in the said Society, 
according to the first Article of this Covenant.”
 “Art. VI. We further covenant and agree, that it is, and shall be the special 
duty of the Deacons or Trustees-------to appropriate, use and improve the said 
joint interest, for the benefit of the said Society, for the relief of the poor, and 
for such other charitable and religious purposes as the gospel may require, 
and the said Deacons or Trustees, in their wisdom, shall see fit: Provided 
nevertheless, that all the transactions of the said Deacons or Trustees, in their 
use, management and disposal of the aforesaid joint interest, shall be for the 
benefit and privilege, and in behalf of the whole body of said Society, (to which 
the said Deacons or Trustees are, and shall be held responsible,) and not for 
any personal or private interest, object of purpose whatever.”
 “Art. VIII.--------We do, by virtue of this Covenant, solemnly and 
conscientiously, jointly and individually, for ourselves, our heirs and assigns, 
promise and declare, in the presence of God and each other, and to all men, 
that we will never hereafter, neither directly nor indirectly, make nor require 
any account of any interest, property, labour or service, which has been, or may 
be devoted by us, or any of us, to the purposes aforesaid; nor bring any charge 
of debt or damage, nor hold any demand whatever against the said Society, 
not against any member or members thereof, on account of any property or 
service given, rendered, devoted or consecrated to the aforesaid sacred and 
charitable purposes.”
 Our persons and property having been, for many years, thus devoted and 
consecrated to God, we cannot therefore appropriate either to any use not 
comprehended in this Covenant, without committing the crime of sacrilege: 
not can it be required by any existing law of man. In all ages of the world, both 

under the law and gospel, and even among heathen nations, whatever has 
been devoted to sacred and pious uses, has been regarded as consecrated and 
irredeemable.
 In the Levitical law it was declared, that whatever was devoted to sacred 
use, whether persons or property, should never be re- [p.10] deemed; and 
because it was consecrated to the Lord, it was thenceforth considered as 
dead to every other end and purpose. And so tenacious were the Jews of this 
principle, that they considered no calamity so great, and no crime so awful as 
the violation of consecrated property. Such property, among them, was often 
signally protected, or the violation of it signally punished by the interposition 
of Divine power. Witness the calamity brought upon the Philistines, for seizing 
and carrying away the Ark of the Lord, in the days of the prophet Samuel:18 and 
also the miraculous protection of the treasures, which had been consecrated 
to sacred and charitable purposes, in the Temple at Jerusalem, in the days of 
Onias the high priest.19 Hence the sacred Temple and its consecrated treasures 
were held in the highest veneration, by that chosen people, so long as they 
continued to walk in obedience to the divine laws and precepts, enjoined upon 
them by their great Law-giver.
 It is unnecessary to multiply examples in support of this principle, since 
it is a well known truth, that consecrated property, by the general consent of 
mankind, in all ages, has been held sacred to the purpose for which it was 
devoted. As the Jewish dispensation was typical of the dispensation of the 
gospel, in which the true Church of Christ is considered as the sacred Temple 
of God, and the consecrated property of the members its visible treasure; so 
we view this Temple and its treasure, as much more sacred than that of the 
Jews, as the substance is more sacred than its shadow.

 Objections may be raised against the total and absolute consecration of the 
property and personal services of a whole society; that it is inconsistent with 
civil policy, and may prove injurious to the community, and therefore cannot 
be authorized by Divine Providence: that no other denomination of christians 
ever pretended to assume the privilege of devoting the whole property of their 
society, and all their personal services to sacred uses: that the ministers of 
religion and a certain portion of property, for divine services, being all that is 
generally found necessary to be devoted to sacred purposes.
 That such a consecration is inconsistent with good policy, or injurious to 
the community, is an objection without any founda- [p.11] tion in truth: facts 
prove the reverse, as will soon appear. The example of others, unless it can 
be proved to be more virtuous than our own, can form no objection against 
us. It certainly argues a greater degree of virtue for a man to devote his whole 
service and property to sacred purposes, than a part only; and he is as fully 
authorized, both by the laws of GOD and the rights of man, to do the former 
as the latter. It must be granted that one man has as good a right to dedicate 
himself and service to the Lord as another. He has also as good a right to 
devote his property as his services. And a whole Society must have as good 
a right as an individual to do the same: for every true follower of Christ is 
a practical preacher of righteousness to the fallen race of man: as saith the 
Apostle, “Ye are a chosen generation, a royal priesthood.”20 Having therefore 
a part in this ministry and priesthood, they have a moral and religious right 
to claim an exemption from political and military affairs. Convinced that we 
are called of God into this distinguished work, therefore, agreeable to this 
calling, we have and do abstain from the politics of the world, and from all the 
honours and emoluments of office.

3 3



0 

 This refusal on our part to intermeddle with political affairs is, by some, 
made an objection to our claim to the right of exemption from military 
services, upon the ground that if peace be our object, we ought to aid its cause 
by voting for such public officers as will be disposed to promote that object. 
But should we do this, we should unquestionably have no more claim to the 
right of exemption than any other people; since we should thereby involve 
ourselves in the political affairs of the world, and consequently obligate 
ourselves, equally with them, to support the measures of government, which 
may tend to war as well as to peace. But it ought to be remembered that Christ 
has said, “My kingdom is not of this world.” And we cannot, as we have already 
shewn, intermeddle with the affairs of both. The candid will therefore readily 
acknowledge that this refusal is a clear evidence of our sincere and entire 
devotion to the service of God; since it must appear obvious to every one, that 
otherwise we should naturally be as ambitious of honor and distinction in the 
political world as the rest of our fellow men. So far then [p.12] from being an 
objection to our claim, it is an additional proof of the justice and equity of it.
 It may be said by some, that our object in claiming an exemption from 
military services, and from paying an equivalent, proceeds from a parsimonious 
desire of screening ourselves from public expenses. But no person who is 
acquainted with our Society, can reasonably draw this conclusion; because 
such must know that we have given sufficient proof to the contrary.
 We do not wish to make an ostentatious display of our liberality, by 
proclaiming to the world our acts of benevolence and charity; but as a 
reasonable plea of the right of exemption from military services, we deem it 
expedient to show that we have rendered more essential service to our country, 
by the nature and tendency of our institutions, and by our voluntary acts of 

benevolence, than we possibly could do by supporting the war, even if it were 
not contrary to our faith.
 In the first place, by maintaining our own poor, the towns to which we 
belong are wholly released from that charge; which probably would be much 
more every year than the amount of our annual muster fines. This may easily 
be conceived by considering the expense of supporting the number of paupers 
that would probably be found among upwards of six hundred people, allowing 
them to be on an average with the ordinary state of society. 
 Secondly. As public donations for the relief of the suffering inhabitants 
of New-York, Portsmouth, and other places, who had been distressed by 
pestilential fevers, fires, war, earthquakes.21 &c we have sent, from time to 
time, in money, provisions, &c. to the amount of nearly four thousand dollars, 
exclusive of private donations and continual acts of charity to the suffering 
poor, the widow and the fatherless within our vicinity, and to other objects of 
charity, who are continually applying for assistance from various parts of the 
country, the amount of which cannot be correctly ascertained, but as a very 
moderate calculation must exceed 1000 dollars a year.22

 Thirdly. The money expended and labour performed, in making and 
repairing the public roads and building bridges in [p.13] our vicinity, over and 
above our legal taxation, allowing five shillings for each day’s work, amounts to 
more than four thousand dollars. 
 Fourthly. Those whom we send out as missionaries, instead of taking 
contributions from others, or being chargeable to those among whom they are 
sent, their expenses are defrayed by the Society. In this way we have expended 
many thousands of dollars.
 When it is considered that these sums, thus expended, are not drawn from 

the avails of trade or the profits of speculation; (for with these we have nothing 
to do;) but are the fruits of honest industry, it will readily be acknowledged, 
by every candid, considerate person, that the consecration of our property 
and personal services to sacred and benevolent purposes, so far from being 
inconsistent with good policy, or injurious to the community, is in fact, directly 
the reverse. But as we have performed these acts agreeable to our own faith 
and sense of duty to God and man, we claim no honour on this account: nor 
are they mentioned with any other view than as proofs of our sincerity, and 
evidences of our just claim to the right of exemption from that service which 
is contrary to every feeling of our souls, and which unavoidably deprives us of 
property devoted to sacred and benevolent purposes. We believe these things 
are not generally known and considered.23 [p.14]
 But it is argued that government is necessary for the protection of civil 
society, and therefore must be supported; that we are as much protected by 
the government, and can as well avail ourselves of the protection of the civil 
law as any other people; and therefore ought to bear our proportion of the 
public burthens.
 We answer in the words of the Apostle, “We know that the law is good, if 
a man use it lawfully; knowing this, that the law is not made for a righteous 
man, but for the lawless and disobedient.”24  Those who will not be governed 
by the law of Christ, must submit to the laws of man. But there is no need of 
the compulsion of human laws to govern those who are governed by the laws 
of Christ: for they violate no law, nor even disobey any, that does not stand in 
competition with the law of God.
 We grant that civil government is necessary in the present state of the world. 
And it is to the providential work of God we owe the establishment of those 

benign institutions by which our civil and religious rights are protected; we 
gave a right, therefore, to avail ourselves of these; and for the civil protection 
which they afford us, we willingly render tribute to whom tribute is due. For 
this we have the example of Christ, who permitted Peter to pay tribute for him 
as well as for himself.25

 But it is said, civil government cannot be supported without military aid; 
and if the government which protects our civil rights, is exposed to foreign 
invasion, why should we not defend it by force of arms? To which we answer. 
As we are the subjects of the Kingdom of Christ, who have separated ourselves 
from the politics of earthly governments; we have therefore nothing to do 
with their protection and defence against foreign invasion. The only benefit 
we claim of the governments is, protection against the abuses of those lawless 
members of society who violate its internal regulations. For this we pay 
liberally; and what more can justly be required of us? We are the friends of 
our country and its government; but we are also the friends of man: and the 
principles of true Christianity inculcate universal benevolence and good will to 
all the human [p.15] family; therefore we cannot, by a partial connection with 
one community, assist in the destruction of another. But if the subjects of any 
government think war to be necessary, or for their interest, and have given the 
government power to declare it, they have a right, according to their own lows, 
to make war and support it, and on them rests the responsibility. It is not for us 
to direct the conduct of those whose faith it is to bear arms and shed blood; we 
are not called to condemn them; to their own master they stand or fall. All we 
claim is liberty of conscience for ourselves; and we are willing that all others 
should enjoy the same.
 We are however, far from believing war to be necessary for the support of 
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civil government. It is worthy of remark that, according to all the records of 
history, both ancient and modern, those nations which have most cultivated 
the arts of war, and for a season, have had the greatest success in arms, have 
eventually met with the most signal destruction by the same means. On the 
other hand, those nations which have been the most averse to war, and whose 
chief object has been to cultivate the arts of peace and cherish the principles 
of virtue , have enjoyed the greatest tranquility , and the highest degree of 
national prosperity. Many examples might be adduced to prove the truth of 
this remark, which are powerful evidences that the spirit of war, instead of 
being a benefit, is most destructive to a nation. This also verifies the words of 
Solomon, “He that diggeth a pit, shall fall therein; and those of Christ, “They 
that take the sword, shall perish by the sword.”
 It is granted by some, that we ought to be exempt from personal services; 
but still they insist that we ought to pay a tax as an equivalent. But we would 
ask, What is this but indirectly supporting the cause of war? And should we 
consent to do this, it would be a virtual acknowledgement, that government 
has a right to require our support of a cause which our consciences condemn: 
or in other words, that liberty of conscience is not our natural right; but may 
be purchased of government at a stated price. Such a concession involves in 
it a principle derogatory to the Almighty; because it requires us to purchase 
of government liberty to serve God with our persons, at the expense of 
sinning against him with our property. This we cannot do. And certainly, if the 
government requires of us that which would be a [p.16] direct violation of our 
consciences, it claims a power which the Almighty does not
 It ought to be remembered that conscience is the throne of God in man; 
and whoever usurps authority over conscience, usurps the throne of God. 

Nay more; whoever requires the violation of conscience, exalts himself above 
God and all that is called God.26 It is a truth, clearly supported by reason and 
revelation, that God never required any more of men than obedience to the 
dictates of his own conscience. If our hearts condemn us not, then have we confidence 
towards God.27 ----This is the condemnation, that light is come into the world, and men 
loved darkness rather than light, because their deeds were evil.28

 It has been asserted that liberty of conscience respects religious opinions 
and worship only; and not our duty as members of the community at large. But 
let it be remembered that God requires the whole heart, mind and strength. 
Therefore our duty to him requires not merely opinions, and the seasons and 
acts of religious worship; but all our time and talents, together with the use 
and improvement of all our temporal property. Hence our duty as men and 
members of civil society is, to do all that we do to the honour and glory of God, 
and for the good of our fellow creatures, agreeable to his will.
 Since the establishment of Society in this State, we have paid to the amount 
of 4000 dollars in military fines. And we have sufficient evidence that a large 
portion of this sacrifice has never benefited the State. Whereas, if we had been 
left to dispose of this money according to our own faith and covenant, it might 
have been a great benefit to the community, by relieving the distressed. This 
then, is certainly robbing the poor, the widow and the fatherless; the relieving 
of whom is one great object of our association. Nay more; is it not robbing 
God? since these sums were drawn from consecrated property.29

We have heretofore paid muster fines in time of peace, for peace’ sake, being 
unwilling to make difficulty; though we have always remonstrated against it. 
But the war has materially altered our situation in this respect. We cannot now 
do any thing of this nature, without directly supporting the cause of war and 

bloodshed;  and consequently we cannot proceed any further in this manner: 
for it is as decidedly against our consciences to procure [p.17] a substitute, or pay 
an equivalent, as to render our personal services; since they equally promote 
the same cause. Therefore, viewing the liberty of conscience more dear to us 
than life itself, we feel ourselves impelled by the most sacred obligations of 
duty, to decline rendering our personal services, hiring substitutes, paying an 
equivalent, or doing any thing whatever, to aid or abet the cause of war, let the 
consequences be what they may.
 III. By the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution of the United 
States, and of this State, our religious rights and liberty of conscience are 
clearly defined, and amply secured. In the first it is declared that, “We hold 
these truths to be self evident, that all men are created equal; that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these 
are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. That to secure these rights, 
governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the 
consent of the governed.” Consequently, no man or set of men have a right to 
require the services or property of others, without their consent, or through 
their immediate representatives, elected by their own free suffrages.
 In the Constitution of the United States, it is declared that “Congress shall 
make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 
exercise thereof.” These are the fundamental principles of free government. 
By what authority then can we be prohibited from the free exercise of our 
religion? Liberty and the pursuit of happiness are declared unalienable rights. 
To controul or oppress the liberty of conscience, in any manner, is the most 
pointed violation of these rights. For there is nothing existing in the mind of 
man, that bears the name of liberty, so sacred as the liberty to act according 

to the dictates of his own conscience; nor is there any thing that can possibly 
so abridge the pursuit of happiness, as to prevent the free exercise of this 
liberty. This seems to have been duly appreciated by the wise framers of the 
Constitution. Hence they did not merely establish a toleration of religion; but 
made it a positive and fundamental principle, that no laws should be made to 
prohibit the free exercise thereof.
 In the Constitution of the State of New-York it is declared, “That the free 
exercise and enjoyment of religious profession [p.18] and worship, without 
discrimination or preference, shall forever hereafter be allowed within this 
State to all mankind. Provided that the liberty of conscience hereby granted, 
shall not be so construed as to excuse acts of licentiousness, or justify practices 
inconsistent with the peace or safety of this State.”
 We are far from claiming, under the name of religious liberty, an 
exemption from the moral obligations of civil society: any plea of this nature 
would at once expose its own hypocrisy. And whoever is fully acquainted with 
our principles and practice, will not apply the charge of licentiousness to any 
of our proceedings. Nor is there any thing in our tenets or institutions that 
can, with any propriety, be said to have the least tendency to justify practices 
inconsistent with the peace or safety of the state; but directly the reverse, as 
we have sufficiently proved. Therefore we are, by the above declaration, not 
merely tolerated in our religious profession; but fully and positively secured in 
the free exercise and enjoyment thereof.
 As the Almighty, by the very law of our existence, has given us liberty of 
conscience, and by his All-wise Providence, he has put it into the hearts of the 
founders of this American republic, to secure this liberty by wise and equitable 
laws; therefore we deem it very improper to impose upon the good sense 

0 



 

of the administrators of government, by petitioning for a right which we 
hold by tenure from our Creator, and which is already so clearly established 
by the Constitution and fundamental laws of our country. Previous to such a 
measure, we must, in effect, relinquish our claim to the gift of our beneficent 
Creator, by a virtual acknowledgment that the liberty of conscience, instead of 
being a gift of the Almighty, is the grant of human authority.
 Dominion over conscience if the worst species of tyranny. It was this that 
constituted Antichrist in his worst forms; and it is that which the virtuous 
among mankind have groaned under for thousands of years. The experience 
of all ages has proved the impossibility of controuling the conscience. Fines 
and imprisonments, fire and sword, racks and tortures, gibbet, banishment 
and death have all been tried in vain, and have only proved its unconquerable 
nature. Therefore, every thing of a coercive nature, under whatever 
name, practiced against conscience, must be con- [p.19] sidered as direct 
persecution. For if the free exercise of conscience can be abridged in one 
thing, why not in another? Then where is the barrier to prevent as complete 
tyranny as ever existed?
 It may be urged that without coercive measures, government would soon 
lose all its authority, and be unable to protect or defend itself in any case. But 
however just or reasonable it may be to coerce those who give no proof of their 
conscientious aversion to war, is very foreign from us to say; but admitting its 
reasonableness, it can furnish no argument in favour of coercing conscience. 
The experience of all ages proves that it has never been for the strength or 
benefit of any government or nation to attempt to bring any man to yield 
his services beyond his conscience. But those nations where it has been the 
most practiced, have been marked as the theatres of the greatest misery and 
destruction. We maintain, that a real conscientious man will render all the 
services he can to government, consistent with this duty to God, without the 
compulsion of human laws.
 To follow peace with all men, is one principal tenet of our profession. 
We are far from wishing to speak disrespectfully of the rulers of our land; 
nor are we willing to wound or irritate the feelings of any; but we deem it a 
duty which we owe to ourselves, and to the public officers of government, 
to offer the foregoing statements, in plain and unequivocal terms, for their 
information. We cannot believe that the administrators of the government 
and constitutions of this nation and state, founded on the most benign 

and liberal principles ever established on earth, would ever have required 
our personal services, or allowed the taking of the property which we have 
devoted to sacred and charitable purposes, for objects so contrary to the use 
for which it was intended, had it not been for the want of proper information 
and consideration on the subject. And we confidently trust that when they are 
fully informed of the objects of our institution; the manner in which we have 
devoted ourselves and property; the conscientious feelings which have led us 
to this measure, and the beneficial effects of it, they will consider it just and 
reasonable that we should be, and that we are of right, exempt from any other 
sacrifices than those which we make freely and volun- [p.20] tairly, agreeable to 
our own faith: and consequently that there is no necessity of a law to require 
us to do any thing as an equivalent for military services.
 Note. It is worthy of the consideration of the enlightened state of New-York, 
that the military officers of the states of Massachusetts and New-Hampshire 
have wisely considered the religious and constitutional rights of our Society; 
and for many years have exempted our brethren, in those state, from military 
services, and from rendering any equivalent whatever for the same; and that 
their conduct in this respect, has been sanctioned by the Legislatures of 
those states.
 The foregoing Declaration and statements, are respectfully submitted to 
the consideration of the civil and military officers of the state of New-York.

 DAVID MEACHAM,
 RICHARD SPIER,
 JOHN FARRINGTON,
 RUFUS BISHOP,
 ABIATHER BABBIT,
 DAVID OSBORN,
 PETER DODGE,
 JETHRO TURNER,
 NATHAN SPIER,
 AMOS STOWER,
 ARTEMAS CLARK,
 MORRELL BAKER,
 
New-Lebanon, Feb. 2nd, 1815.

Footnotes:
1 Though the Believers of New-Lebanon and Watervliet form two Societies; yet 
 we have chosed to adopt the term Society, in the singular, as compre hending 
 all of our community in this State, who are associated upon the principles of a 
 joint compact.
2 The Kingdom of heaven is within or among you. Luke xvii. 21.
3 Luke ix. 56.
4 Heb. x. 1.
5 Heb. viii.6—10.
6 Matt. v. 43, 44.
7 John xviii. 11.   Ex. xx. 13.
8 Isa. ix 6.
9 Matt. vi. 24.
10 John xviii. 36.
11 Luke vi. 40.
12 Wright’s Martyrology, vol. I.
13 Cor.  x 4.  Ephe. vi. 12.
14 John xi. 48.
15 See Christ’s lamentation over Jerusalem. Luke xix. 41-44.
16 Gen. xviii. 32.
17 Jehoshaphat commanded an army of 1,160,000 men, besides those who were set 
 to guard the fenced cities. See 2 Chron. xvii. 14 to the end. Yet, notwithstanding 
 this immense military force, he said, “We have no might against this great company  
 that cometh against us.” See chap. xx. 12. Hence we may conclude that the coalition  
 formed against him must have been without a parallel.
18 1 Sam. ch. v.
19 2 Macc. ch. iii.
20 1 Pet. ii. 9.

21 This alludes to the inhabitants of Caraccas, in South-America, who suffered 
 from Earthquakes.
22 This reckoned for 30 years past, amounts to more than 30,000 dollars.
23 Whatever some may imagine to the contrary, we as a people, are not exempt from  
 those calamities which unavoidably attend a state of war. A large Society of our  
 people in the Indiana Territory has suffered much. In the time of General Harrison’s  
 campaign against the Indians, several divisions of his army, as different  times,  
 encamped in that Society; in consequence of which they suffered the loss of nearly  
 all their living, and the whole Society,  which consisted of nearly 400 people were  
 obliged to perform a journey of several hundred miles through the wilderness,  
 under great sufferings and difficulty, to seek a shelter among the Brethren of their  
 own Society, in the states of Ohio and Kentucky. Their damage and loss, which  
 consisted mostly in grain, cattle and other articles of provision, consumed and  
 taken away by the army, exclusive of what was paid for, was supposed to exceed  
 10,000 dollars; the whole of which was borne without assistance from any other  
 source than the people of our denomination.  The weight of these things we  
 feel; and we are not idle spectators of the multiplied calamities which are visited  
 upon mankind; and as our duty requires, we faithfully endeavour to alleviate  
 the sufferings of our fellow-creatures, not by saying, Be ye fed and be ye clothed; but  
 by actually ministering to their necessities. To this we may add, that our Society has  
 never been any expense to the government, for we have never employed its aid in  
 the regulation or support of our own concerns.
24 1 Tim. i. 8, 9.
25 Matt. xvii. 27.
26 1 Thess. ii. 4.
27 John iii. 21.
28 John iii. 19.
29 See Mal. iii. 8, 9, 10.
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 DANIEL HAWKINS,
 LEVI PEASE,
 SETH Y. WELL,
 JOSEPH HODGSON,
 EBENEZER BISHOP,
 CALVIN GREEN,
 SAMUEL SPIER,
 STEPHEN WOODWORTH,
 STEPHJEN MUNSON,
 CALVIN WELLS,
 OLIVER TRAIN,
 STEPHEN WELLS.
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 It is a period of transition for the Shaker Museum|Mount Lebanon, but it is 

not a time of rest. Over the past year the Museum has continued preparations to 

move its collection from Old Chatham to its new campus in New Lebanon, New 

York. Collection staff members are cleaning, cataloguing objects, and consoli-

dating them into the Museum’s most environmentally protected storage spaces.

 The Museum continues to be a collecting institution, always in search of 

objects that help tell the Shaker story. In the past year, the Museum has acquired 

a number of items by gift, promised gift, and purchase, and while it keeps a spe-

cial lookout for items specifically related to the Shakers of Mount Lebanon, the 

Museum’s mission is to tell the whole Shaker story.

 The most significant gift to the Museum this year is a collection of Shaker 

items assembled over the years by Ellsworth Kelly and Jack Shear. As an artist, 

Ellsworth was drawn to the practical minimalism in design and the usefulness 

of Shaker objects. Jack, a photographer, is interested in Shaker buildings and 

landscapes as well as their furniture and household objects. The collection in-

cludes more than two dozen pieces that are in the process of being catalogued, 

conserved, and moved to the Museum. 

 The Museum has had long relationships with many collectors of Shaker mate-

rials. The Upton family of Troy, New York – Charles, Helen, and their children Russ 

and Jim – were deeply interested in Shaker history. Charles and Helen regularly 

included the Shakers in the courses they taught, Jim wrote his honors thesis at 

Union College on “The Shakers as Pacifists in the Period between 1812 and the 

Civil War,” and Charles, Helen, and Jim all served on the Museum’s Board of Trust-

ees. Charles passed away in 1980; in 1988 Helen began transferring some of the 

objects from their collection to the Museum. In all, several hundred objects were 

given to the Museum, including furniture, books, photographs, manuscripts, and 

ephemera. This year, Jim Upton continues the family’s support of the Museum’s  

collection by donating a beautiful Mount Lebanon cabinetmakers’ workbench.

 The workbench is one of those objects that has everything one expects of 

a Shaker object:  it is beautiful, it is simple, it is substantial, it is useful, and it is 

well documented. The workbench was probably made in the 1830s or 1840s. It is 

nine feet four inches long, nearly three feet deep, and is well fitted out with eight 

drawers and a cupboard for tools and all the appropriate vises to hold materials 

in place. In the late 1920s or early 1930s, William F. Winter, Jr. photographed the 

workbench as it was installed by the Shakers in a workshop. In 1937, this photo-

graph was used by Edward and Faith Andrews in their book Shaker Furniture: The 

Craftsmanship of an American Communal Sect (Plate 48). They described the work-

bench as being “In the brethren’s shop at the North family, New Lebanon. Used 

by the last elder and minister at the central Shaker society.”

 A careful examination of the photograph – looking at the distance between 

the top of the windows and the ceiling and the direction of the floorboards 

– confirms that the photograph was not taken in the building generally des-

ignated as the North Family Brethren’s Workshop. By estimating the distance 

between windows as compared to the length of the workbench, it appears that 

the only building with these architectural features in which a male member 

of the family might have had a shop is the Deacons’ Workshop. By darkening 

the image, it seems likely that the trees outside the windows are snow-covered 

Norway spruce – the same species of trees planted just east of the Deacons’ 

Workshop. With this information, Museum staff made arrangements with its 

tenants living in the Deacons’ Workshop to examine the likely rooms, confirming 

that the workbench had once resided in the northeast room of the first floor of 

the building. The “last elder and minister at the central Shaker society,” that is, 

Mount Lebanon, was Elder Walter Shepherd (1852-1933). Elder Walter joined the 

North Family in1888. He was sent to lead the Shaker Society at Enfield, Con-

necticut from 1895 until he returned to the North Family in 1917 where, in 1919, 

he became the lead in the Shaker Ministry. At his death in 1933, the Ministry was 

relocated to the Shaker community at Canterbury, New Hampshire.

 Although Elder Walter is not documented as a cabinetmaker, it is traditional 

that most male Shaker leaders would have had a workshop in which they per-

formed whatever kind of hand labor they could contribute to the Church. Although 

undocumented until now, this room was probably Elder Walter’s workshop.

 The Upton family acquired the workbench in 1956. Jim Upton remembers the 

circumstances of the purchase. The Uptons had asked Hancock Sister Frances 

Hall if she had any tailoring counters available for sale. Sister Frances took them 

into the basement of the Trustees’ Office at Hancock to show them a counter. 

While there they saw the workbench. Like so many other things, it had been 

brought over to Hancock in 1947 when the North Family at Mount Lebanon 

closed. Liking the workbench more than the counter, the Uptons asked to pur-

chase the workbench and a large Wendell Willkie poster (the Uptons also collect-

ed political memorabilia) lying near the bench instead of the counter. After the 

expected struggle to move the large workbench into their home in Brunswick, 

New York, it became the centerpiece of their study.

Recent Aquisitions
jerry v. grant

Opposite page: Shaker boxes collected by Ellsworth Kelly, photograph by Jack Shear



 

Philip Van Keuren gave the Museum an oval box made during the middle of the 

nineteenth century at Canterbury, New Hampshire. The sides and top of the box, 

were heavily decorated with floral carvings by one of its owners. The Museum, 

quite unintentionally, has developed a very interesting collection of decorated 

oval boxes over the years.

Through the kindness of Jack Shear, the Museum was able to purchase a num-

ber of items from the J. J. Gerald and Miriam McCue Collection for the library. 

The gift included five mounted photographic portraits of Shaker Sisters not pre-

viously held in the collection, a copy of a printed “Table Monitor” used in Shaker 

dining rooms to instruct members on proper manners, and a lot of three books 

that included No Cross No Crown by William Penn that had been given in 1846 

to Brother Derobigne M. Bennett, a Shaker who left the society later that year 

and eventually became a noted author and the publisher of The Truth Seeker, a 

magazine for “freethinkers.”

  
The Museum has also purchased several items in the past year, among them, a 

broadside titled “Rules for Doing Good.” Sometimes inaccurately called “John 

Wesley’s Rule,” this anonymous saying was thought of highly by the Shakers. 

They either printed them, had them printed, or purchased them to hang in their 

homes and sell in their stores at Mount Lebanon. Several wonderful late nine-

teenth century stereographic views have been acquired this year adding to our 

collection of photographs documenting the Mount Lebanon community. Two 

manuscript items were also purchased this year. A typed 1895 letter from Wil-

liam Dean Howells to the literary critic and essayist, Hamilton Wright Mabie, 

concerning Howells’ desire to use a story Mabie had shared with him about elop-

ing Shakers. Mabie’s story soon after turned into Howells’ novel, The Day of Their 

Wedding, published in 1896. The second item is a December 1846 letter from Rob-

ert White, father of North Family Eldress Anna White, to Hancock Elder Grove 

Wright containing the text of a letter White had sent to Gaylord Clark, editor of 

the Knickerbocker magazine. Clark had reviewed a pamphlet critical of the Shakers 

in his magazine and White wrote a letter to the editor explaining that his intimate 

knowledge of the Shakers was not at all in line with the critical remarks published 

by Clark. White invited Clark to visit the Shakers at New Lebanon. He did so with 

the result of turning his opinion of the Shakers one hundred eighty degrees.

Along with Shaker objects and document, our friends have continued to supply 

us with secondary sources about the Shakers that enhance our research col-

lection. We thank each and every one for their thoughtfulness and generosity.

the shaker museum | mount lebanon has acquired 
a number of other interesting objects in the past year:
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Multi-year Donors for 
Preservation at Mount Lebanon 
$500,000+

Environmental Protection Fund/New York 

State Office of Parks, Recreation, and 

    Historic Preservation 

New York State Department of Transportation

$250,000+

Save America’s Treasures/National Park Service

US Department of Housing and Urban 

    Development

$100,000+

Anonymous

Annual Donors
Nov 1, 2011 – Oct 31, 2012

$100,000+

Ellsworth Kelly Foundation

$25,000+

Paul Cassidy and Vernon Evenson

Warden and Pat Williams

$10,000+

Jeff Bailey and John Lillis

Douglas and Pamela Paul

Peck Stacpoole Foundation

$5,000+

Jonathan and Whitney Clay

Jeff Daly and Gary Delemeester

George and Adele Wailand

Rob and Carol Williams

 
$1,000+

Michael Adlerstein

John Broome and Thea Bennett

Mike and Christine Benson

Frederick Cawley and Amy Facca

Denise Clayton

Walter and Besse Craigie

John and Denise Dunne

Norma Edsall and Alice Corbin

Sheldon Evans and Martha McMaster

Paul Feuerman and Bruce Grivetti

Michael and Anne Golden

Francis Greenburger and Isabelle Autones

Judy Grunberg/T Backer Fund

Scott and Ellen Hand

Peter Hansen and Petra Krauledat

Ed Herrington, Inc. 

Gregory and Lauree Hickok 

Ian and Madeline Hooper/The Non Nobis  

    Solum Foundation

Boyd and Catherine Hutchinson

Candace King-Weir

Jeff Lick and Steve McCarthy

Matthew Marks

Roger McNamee

Doug North and Ellen Cole

Robert Okun and Ingrid Lederhaas

Jeffrey and Doralynn Pines

Michael and Barbara Polemis

Shaker Workshops

Stephen and Devonia Stein

Herbert Teitelbaum and Ruth Abram

Robert and Becky Thomas

Jay and Eileen Wallace

Peter Watson and Stephanie Aeder

Dennis Wedlick and Curtis DeVito

The West Firm

$500+

Serge Bervy/Bervy Excavation Corp

Mary Gail Biebel

Darrow School

Robert Doherty and Laurie Abramowitz

Diane Durgin

Newell Eaton and Allie Middleton

Irene Gibson

Robert and Rae Gilson

Max and Elisabeth Gitter

Randy Hatch

George Hebbard and Cynthia Valles

Charles Hewett and Charles Olbricht

Darin Johnson and Greg Keffer

Greg and April Mountain

Anthony and Dawn Murad

Museumwise

David and Janet Offensend

Robert and Viola Opdahl

David and Ann Pearce

Thomas Perkins and Sarah Brown

Jan Hird Pokorny Associates, Inc. 

Rishi Prashad/Risa Management Corp

Douglas Reed

James Romanchuk & Sons, Inc. 

Rosemarie Rosen

Seth Rosenberg and Catherine Lebow

William and Sandra Soule

David and Lore Squier

Katherine Stell

Paul and Virginia Strull

Peter and Kate Van Denmark

$250+

Adam and Roz Abram

Bruce Baldwin and Jeannine Tonetti

Berkshire Farm Center

Benjamin Bischoff

Edward Bonfield and Emmy Zuckerman

Robert and Katherine Booth

Pamela Dalton

Don and Belinda Eddy

Ray Egan

Timothy Galvin and Ellen Sheppard

Tom Gerety and Adelia Moore

Gary Grill and Dawn Hoag

Peggy Hawkins

Ruth Houghton

IBM Matching Gift Program

Lew Kaplan and Lesley Oelsner

Charles and Joan Knauss

Gregory Long and Scott Newman

Patricia McDonald

John McEnrue and Jack Kralik

Liz McIlvaine

Metz-Wood Harder Insurance

Robert and Jo Dare Mitchell

Charles and Ann Mott

Vaughn and Skippy Nixon

Joe Ogilvie and Fiona Lally

Len and Mary Ann Policastro

Ben and Cindy Puccio

Morris Raker and Jan Wohlberg

Jeffrey and Karen Ross

Bruce Sagan and Bette Cerf Hill

Robert and Martha Sermier 

Ed Spiro and Ellen Kay Schwartz

Jason and Kate Shaw

Michele Steckler and Cathy Grier

Lowell and Jan Steinbrenner

Christian Steiner and Frank Heller

David and Mary Tobin

Ralph Warton and Stephanie Bernheim  

$100+

Patrick Allen 

Binnie Antolowitz 

Andrew Appel and David Hamilton

Backwater Grille

Doug and Ah-nee Banker

Michael Belknap and Martha Burke Hennessy 

Jim Bennet

Robert Bixby and Carol Stiglmeier

Martha Boice

Roy Brady and Laura Hawkins

Paul Brown and Ruth Reiter

Ken and Julie Burns

John Carroll

Alfred and Patricia Clark

Dominick Cucinotta and Walter Lowden
Joan Davidson
Rick Debeauclair
Scott and Beth DeWolfe
Andrew Dolkart and Paris Baldacci
Rob and Julia Emlen
Terence Evers

Thank You to our Supporters
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Wilson and Winifred Fergusen
Janice Fingar
Cheryl Fishbein
Art Fisher
Alan and Judy Fishman
Thomas Fynan and William Loutrel
Magda Gabor-Hotchkiss
Errol Glasser

W. Gordon Goold

Kurt Hasbrouck

Nancy Hillenburg

Hope Holiner

B.H. Holliday

Barbara Johnson

Bob and Alice Jones

Elliot and Asha Kaufman

John Kingsley and Pamela Cohen

Robert and Luise Kleinberg

Jeff and Donna Knight

George and Darlene Kohrman

Tom Lillis 

George and Christa Lordi

Rosemary and Chase Lyons

Bill Matthiesen and Elizabeth Stell

John McKenna

Stephen and Miriam Miller

William Moore

Joseph and Flo Morse

Peter and Jean O’Hara

Dan and Joyce Pariser

Robert Peduzzi and Diane Smook

Philip and Miriam Pierce 

Albert and Julia Rothenberg

Richard and Ann Rudick

Kathryn Salensky

Jill Salerno

Jack and Diane Sasson

Adam Schwartz 

Regina Severs

Patterson Sims and Katherine Homans

Raymond Sola

Dick Soloman and George Hadley

Barbara Syer

Frank Tosto

Steve Trombetti and Eric Maffei

James and Nora Tuttle

United Way of the Northeast

Kim Vaugeois

Gregory Vogler and David Highfill

George Vollmuth and Janet Langlois

Jonathan Wadleigh and Joanne Womboldt

Kevin Walsh and Susan Reiss

Ed Warzala

Joseph and Laurel Whitaker

Katherine Wickham

Barry Willner

Bob and Nancy Wolf

Noel and Frances Yauch

Susan Zweig

 

contributors 
Robert P. Emlen is University Curator and Senior Lecturer in American Studies 

at Brown University, and Adjunct Faculty in the Department of the History of 

Art and Visual Culture at the Rhode Island School of Design.  He serves on the 

Museum’s Collections Committee.

Jerry V. Grant is the Museum’s Director of Collections and Research.

Karl Kirchwey directs the Creative Writing Program at Bryn Mawr College 

and is currently serving as the Andrew Heiskell Arts Director at the American 

Academy in Rome.

Stephen J. Stein is Chancellor’s Professor, Emeritus at Indiana University and 

the author of The Shaker Experience in America.  He serves as a Life Trustee of 

the Museum.

Peter A. Watson, Jr. is a preservation consultant and serves as a Trustee of the 

Museum.
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craft or highlighting 
an event

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consecte-
tur adipiscing elit. Integer tellus ante, 
congue in sodales in, ultricies in tur-
pis. Sed lacus lacus, vehicula porttitor 
adipiscing a, mattis sit amet quam. 
Maecenas lacus purus, ultricies at tinci-
dunt quis, egestas ut libero. Vestibulum 
vestibulum lobortis orci vel hendrerit. 
Nulla facilisi. Duis vitae lectus est. 
Mount Lebanon suspendisse neque 
risus, viverra sed cursus quis, portti-
tor non quam. Phasellus ac lorem elit, 
ut varius felis. Nulla semper gravida 
lobortis. Cras tempus, velit non sodales 
scelerisque, sem metus dictum justo, 
eu adipiscing est nunc a mi. Cras ul-
trices purus et purus faucibus eu ac-
cumsan metus euismod.
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