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Abstract 

This thesis examines the intersections of visual culture with processes of folklorization in 

Maritime Canada between 1964 and 2007. Throughout this thesis, I explore how visual culture 

helps make history public in the Maritimes for local and tourist audiences alike. Ultimately, I 

question which visions succeed when it comes to looking at this “region’s” past in order to 

visualize its future. I outline chapters that consider how Nova Scotia’s first provincial gallery, the 

Art Gallery of Nova Scotia (AGNS), labelled the cultural production of local self-taught artists 

“folk” art and, by collecting these objects, became the foremost expert in a category of artistic 

expression it had itself created; how the provincial state ideologically and economically invested 

in a certain “folk” aesthetic by gathering objects under the authority of a few prominent 

collectors; how those institutions and collectors who sought to develop contemporary folk art for 

the art market also became concerned with the new confrontation of a global mass culture by the 

last few decades of the twentieth century; how the AGNS transformed self-taught artist Maud 

Lewis from a local tourist attraction in the 1960s into an internationally recognized cultural icon 

by the 1990s through the institutionalization of her life story’s public history; and how those with 

state and corporate authority came to brand the Maritimes for global tourism at the turn of the 

twenty-first century, by employing what they understood to be the region’s strongest cultural 

resources. Part of my rationale here is to explore what it means to label the cultural production of 

self-taught artists “folk” art and the implications of state and corporate investment in this cultural 

form for the public narrative associated with the experience of culture in Maritime Canada. I posit 

a complex hegemonic relationship here between relatively powerful artworld professionals and 

relatively powerless self-taught artists that speaks both to the inequities and contradictions of a 

capitalist liberal order. In doing so, I also tackle the broader implications of writing “the history 

of region” in an age of “global” analyses. 
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Chapter 1 

Visions which Succeed: Regional Publics and Public Folk Art in 

Maritime Canada 

 

I see The Quest as a sturdy little vessel that has sailed through some hurricanes, 

evaded some enemy fire, usefully delivered some passengers to destinations they 

might not otherwise have reached, and even captured a few vessels from the 

other side. … I also foresee the day when the small coastal voyages undertaken 

by this one small craft will come to seem like modest anticipations of a much 

more ambitious, long-distance and international trading patterns prosecuted by 

hundreds and thousands of ships. 

—Ian McKay, “The Quest @ 2006,” Acadiensis 2005 

 

 

When I began thinking about how to best introduce this thesis, one of the first things that came to 

mind was the “sturdy little vessel” McKay writes of here—his 1994 book The Quest of the Folk: 

Antimodernism and Cultural Selection in Twentieth-Century Nova Scotia. I have no doubt that 

my doctoral project owes McKay’s craft a great deal, for it has radically shaped the way I have 

come to think about my academic work. Since my days as an undergraduate, I have sailed 

alongside this vessel as I tried to reconcile my own subjectivity as a student from Nova Scotia 

with my burgeoning interest in writing the cultural history of Maritime Canada.1 In his book, 

                                                      
1 Throughout this thesis, I resist conceptualizing “Maritime Canada” as what McKay calls a 
“naturalized … regional inevitability and a focus of identity” (2000b, 96). Instead, I consider the 
development of “Maritime Canada” as one component in a historical process of liberal state 
formation across Northern North America, which began in the first four decades of the nineteenth 
century (McKay 2000a). Since this time, as McKay points out, attempts to apply fixed definitions 
to either “Maritime Canada” or “Atlantic Canada” have been largely unsuccessful (2000b). Using 
these terms to denote a particular territory (the Maritimes as the Provinces of New Brunswick, 
Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia and, in the Atlantic Canadian configuration, these plus 
Newfoundland and Labrador), to locate a common ethnicity, or to focus a shared identity, offer 
little more than what McKay describes as “fascinating insights into how humans imagine 
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McKay argues that Nova Scotia’s cultural selectors of influence used the province’s tourism 

industry to reformulate and naturalize a regional cultural identity based on rural folk traditions as 

a means to address historical narratives of regional underdevelopment and economic dependence 

(1994). Growing up, my hometown of Yarmouth, Nova Scotia, did indeed seem like one of 

modernity’s plateaus, far away from the new things I was learning about in university and very 

much on the periphery of the centre that I was then trying to understand. Like many students from 

the Maritimes, I was initially attracted to The Quest of the Folk because it made apparent not only 

the intricacies of my own cultural experience in Nova Scotia, but also my complicity in 

reinforcing them.2 As a result of my inclination to read McKay’s book through my own lived 

experience, it became my lesson in hegemony 101 and so it has had a profound impact on my 

research from the beginning. 

The irony of successful cultural studies such as McKay’s in the 1990s is that they came 

about at a time when the world they documented was in the process of disappearing (Denning 

2004). This world, beginning in the mid-nineteenth century, was dominated by systems and 

instruments of knowledge governed by those who spoke what McKay describes as “‘words which 

succeed,’ who [could] convince others of their technical expertise in controlling, or at least 

                                                                                                                                                              

geographies and, over time, turn these imaginings into real lines drawn upon the land” (2000b, 
96). As such, this study uses the term “Maritime Canada” with the assumption that it represents a 
historical process rather than a geophysical place. 
 
2 I am far from the first to give McKay’s work such credit, since The Quest of the Folk is still 
hotly debated well into its fifteenth year of publication. In a 2005 forum on The Quest published 
in the Atlantic Canadian history journal, Acadiensis, Stephen Dutcher writes: “I was a doctoral 
candidate at the University of New Brunswick just beginning the work on my dissertation on the 
origins and evolution of mid-20th-century cooperative wholesaling in the Maritimes when The 
Quest of the Folk came out” (2005, 143). In the end, Dutcher recalls, “McKay’s notion of 
modernity contributed much to the main thesis or argument of the dissertation … [and] this book 
stands as a model of innovative and insightful scholarship that has helped shape the research 
agendas of many of the newer scholars in the field today” (2005, 140–143). As a whole, the 
Acadiensis forum leaves little doubt that for those writing Atlantic Canada’s cultural history, 
navigating The Quest has been a simultaneously exciting and frustrating journey (Creelman 2005; 
Dutcher 2005; Marquis 2005; McKay 2005; Wright 2005). 
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visualizing, the future” (1992, xi). Ultimately, as much as I am influenced by McKay’s work, I 

agree with his assertion that “the world of critical theory has moved along a good deal since 

1994” (McKay 2005, 152). The familiar questions of the last half-century about whose words 

succeed in history-making have given way to new ones about what constitutes a successful vision 

of the future in our contemporary encounters with culture. Indeed, our very understanding of what 

culture is—what forms it takes, who claims and uses these forms, and for what means—seem to 

be changing as we outgrow our familiar tools of cultural analysis. William Germano puts it best 

when he notes that in writing a doctoral thesis, many authors begin by “looking backward to be 

sure it’s safe from Foucault, Freud, Butler, and Bhabha” (2005, 15). While I am certain that 

throughout this thesis I look backward more often than I should, I begin by trying to look 

forward; I think that it is safe to do so. I keep the lessons that The Quest has taught me in mind as 

I discuss the experience of culture in the Maritimes at a time of great culture transition, between 

the last few decades of the twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-first. 

This thesis questions what it means to visualize the future by looking at the past, in this 

case, by using objects of art and culture to think about local history in the Maritimes and its 

impact on contemporary life there. The ubiquity of visual images and material objects in 

everyday life makes this is a potentially rich site for discussion, while at the same time it implies 

the need to carefully deliberate what constitutes a “successful” vision in a changing cultural 

climate. For this reason, I use objects of art and culture both as historical evidence to chart the 

development of Maritime Canada’s culture industry and as sites to analyze the transition from late 

capitalist modernity to neoliberal globalization, which I see as a significant historical marker in 

this particular history and in the fields of critical theory and cultural studies as a whole. Visions 

which Succeed thus emerges at an important historical moment, at a time when those of us who 

write about culture grapple with the implications of what it means to live locally and think 

globally and with the idea that the modern world as we knew it is no more. So, while thinking 

about visions which succeed in and around the Maritimes involves looking at the particulars of 
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place and people’s daily encounters with culture there, I use this thesis to explore the broader 

implications of how visual culture helps make history public at modernity’s culmination—that is, 

in an age in which we grapple with newly globalized cultural forces that we have only just started 

to understand. 

The images and objects of this public history in Maritime Canada are multifaceted. Many 

of them came to my attention during my doctoral research, when I visited the various public 

cultural institutions that now own them. Others I have been aware of since my childhood art 

lessons, when my art instructors (well versed in the teachings of the New York School) explained 

why I shouldn’t spend my days the way so many local artists (including my grandmother) did—

painting the lighthouses that dot Nova Scotia’s shoreline. Still others are less conventional 

“objects” of visual analysis and take the form of museum exhibitions, cultural festivals, popular 

biographies, and websites. What unites them in my mind is the way these objects function in the 

art of public history, in terms of how cultural institutions, governments, and corporations use 

them to advance ideas about an ever-vanishing rural life for a wide range of audiences. In the 

Maritimes, the development of a modern tourist industry has had a great impact on which 

histories make it to public life and which do not. Predictably, the protagonists of modernity (the 

state) and globalization (the corporation) have had a lot to say when it comes to visualizing the 

histories of local populations (Yúdice 2003). But there are also competing visions to these public 

histories, which resist positioning Maritime Canada as either modernity’s hinterland or the last 

stronghold of local authenticity in the age of global culture. Evidence of this resistance can often 

be found in the same objects of visual culture that line the galleries of local museums, illustrate 

coffee table books and travel literature, are reproduced on everything from wall calendars to 

playing cards, and circulate online across virtual networks. 

Evaluating these systems of domination and resistance through visual analysis involves 

looking at the public categorization of cultural objects and the ways such categories as fine art, 

craft, tourist art, decorative art, and folk art naturalize and reformulate social hierarchies (Jessup 
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2001b). Yet the moment of an object’s classification is but one moment in its public life 

(Appadurai 1988; Kopytoff 1988; Lash and Lury 2007). Throughout this thesis, I risk privileging 

the public moments of objects’ biographies in order to discuss their relationship to everyday 

cultural practices within the field of cultural production (including their role in art and culture, 

their function as commodities in capitalist exchange, and the various forms of reception that come 

with their location in public life). Part of my rationale here is to explore what it means to label the 

cultural production of self-taught artists in Nova Scotia “folk art” and the implications of 

processes of folklorization for visualizing public history there. In the first content chapter of this 

thesis, Chapter 3, I examine the beginnings of folk art’s public life in Nova Scotia by looking at 

the relationship between the province’s first art gallery, the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia (AGNS), 

and the collecting habits of U.S. art dealer Christopher Huntington from the early 1970s to the 

late 1990s. Huntington understood folk art production in Nova Scotia as an established tradition 

borne from local labour patterns. To support these claims, he used the historical objects he bought 

and sold while living in the province to chart the disappearance of certain traditions of cultural 

production (among them, woodcarving, landscape painting, and handcraft). As the sources of the 

local antiques he so valued began to dry up in the last quarter of the twentieth century, 

Huntington sought out the art production of contemporary self-taught artists to fill the gap in 

object availability, a collecting pattern that eventually helped to create Nova Scotia’s first public 

art collection at the AGNS. 

Throughout Chapter 3, I make the necessary distinction between history (what happened 

“officially”) and memory (how individuals and communities remember what happened) to 

highlight the ways in which purveyors of public history often negotiate the second to overlook the 

first (Benson, Brier, and Rosenzweig 1986; Frisch 1989).3 In this case, the public history of the 

                                                      
3 Conventionally, scholars employ the term “history” to refer to academic history writing, as 
opposed to “public history,” which generally indicates the work history professionals engage in 
outside the academy, for example, in cultural institutions such as museums and archives. Despite 
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kind of material Huntington collected, and of the conditions under which it was produced, hinges 

on rewriting Nova Scotia’s social, economic, geopolitical, and cultural history prior to the 1960s, 

no matter what distinct goals a given author might have for doing so. It is quite clear that popular 

forms of culture are no longer being interpreted by a single community or institution, but today 

are often “doubly engaged” as well in two parallel yet competing systems of cultural 

production—the state’s and the corporation’s (García Canclini 1988, 486; Guss 2000). Since the 

late 1960s, so-called folk art has become a vehicle for many underemployed people in Nova 

Scotia to supplement their incomes through a developing market for their work and to express 

concerns about the world in which they world. Yet, as the state has increasingly come to use this 

popular form to brand Nova Scotia as a tourist destination, and multinationals have come to 

                                                                                                                                                              

a recent surge in scholarly attention devoted to the study of such institutions, the relationship 
between disciplinary history and history as it takes place in public life is still insufficiently 
understood (Attwood, Chakrabarty, and Lomitz 2008). To grapple with this issue, I employ 
concepts such as “history” and “memory” throughout this thesis in order to explore the way 
museum exhibitions turn “official history” (that which is written in books) or “public history” 
(that which is displayed in museums) into “collective memory” (that which acquires a 
community, collective, or national memory) (Gable and Handler 2000, 237–8). As Eric Gable and 
Richard Handler summarize, “In conventional scholarly usage, ‘history’ refers to the results of 
the work of professional historians, distinguished from memory, the layperson’s recounting of 
personally experienced events that historians may or may not come to consider ‘historical.’ 
Elaborating on that distinction, we would say that history is for the most part not based on 
personal experience but on ‘data’ derived above all from written sources; and further, that history 
is a narrative account of some past sequence of events constructed by a historian ‘located’ at 
some considerable ‘distance’—a distance both personal and temporal—from the events or epoch 
being narrativized. Memory, by contrast, suggests a personal and direct connection between the 
person who remembers and the remembered events. Almost by definition, memory requires 
temporal absence combined with an imaging of personal presence. With memory, a person in the 
‘here-and-now’ remembers his or her participation in some past, ‘there-and-then’ scene or event. 
That is, with memory, a rememberer represents him- or herself as a figure or an actor or a 
character in a scene that is understood by the rememberer to be both temporally distanced 
(located in the past) and phenomenologically real (it ‘truly happened’ and ‘I was there’). A final 
point of contrast between the two terms is that history is primarily associated with written 
evidence (‘documents’) and written results (history as book, as scholarly essay), while memory is 
thought of most frequently as an oral accounting” (2000, 239). My research for this thesis utilizes 
both conventional history methodologies, by way of archival research, and ethnographic tools, 
such as interviews to record personal remembrances/oral histories of past events. Since this 
approach involves the “entanglement of history and memory,” it provides a way to narrow the 
perceived gap between the writers of historical research and the subjects who participated in a 
particular moment or event (Gable and Handler 2000, 239). 
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employ folk art objects to reinvent their corporate images, folk art is today subject to various 

kinds of appropriation, regardless of debates about its development as a pristine cultural mode in 

the province. In Chapter 4, I begin to look at some of these issues by examining the role of 

collectors such as Huntington in establishing a market for the contemporary production of living 

self-taught artists in Nova Scotia during the 1970s. 

This chapter introduces the relationship between folk art and late capitalism by 

considering two competing public narratives regarding visual culture in Nova Scotia: first, the 

province’s cultural naïveté—a perception that makes it a natural site for folk art production—and, 

second, its apparent predisposition to embrace late twentieth-century avant-garde artistic practice, 

of the type associated with the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design (NSCAD). Both versions 

of this public history posit Nova Scotia as a “blank slate” for creative expression, amenable to 

various kinds of influence from outsiders who thought they possessed expert knowledge local 

people lacked. My argument here acknowledges that the collectors, curators, and professional 

artists who became engaged with self-taught producers from Nova Scotia used art production as a 

way to synthesize their liberal politics with public culture. Specifically, the purveyors of the folk 

art market sought to protect what they understood as a regional folk art tradition while 

simultaneously imposing their own (sometimes competing) values on it. I posit a complex 

hegemonic relationship here between relatively powerful art world professionals and relatively 

powerless self-taught artists that speaks both to the inequities and contradictions of a capitalist 

liberal order, one that also conjures up ideas about identifying the winners and losers of public 

history (Ardery 1998; Brison 2005; Jessup forthcoming; McKay 2005). In Chapter 4, I strive to 

move beyond the limiting critique of establishing self-taught artists and collectors as public folk 

art’s heroes and villains in order to examine what I see as a carefully negotiated dialogue between 

cultural producers and cultural selectors in Nova Scotia. To make this point, I examine the 
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particular relationship that developed between Huntington and Lunenburg County self-taught 

artist Collins Eisenhauer during the 1970s, which helped steer both the collector’s taste and the 

artist’s products in new directions. 

In evaluating Huntington’s mediation of Eisenhauer’s work to suit the needs of the 

contemporary art market, I necessarily explore ideas about the circulation of art objects as 

capitalist commodities. More than this, though, I see this chapter as setting up the framework for 

discussing the end of mass culture in the latter half of the twentieth century (Denning 2004). My 

investigation of one collector’s struggle to shield contemporary folk art production from what he 

perceived to be the leveling effects of the modern culture industry takes on new importance when 

placed within the context of neoliberal globalization. And it is important to recognize a break 

between studying the modern culture industry beginning in the middle of the twentieth century 

and examining the development of a global culture industry during its last few decades (Lash and 

Lury 2007). Historian Michael Denning explains this historical transition by locating a period that 

now appears to have ended, “the age of three worlds,” in relation to the current moment of 

globalization (2004). As Denning argues, between 1945 and 1989, those of us who write about 

culture generally divided the world into three to examine relationships between “the capitalist 

First World, the Communist Second World, [and] the decolonizing Third World—as if each were 

a separate planet involved in an elaborate and dangerous orbit around the others” (2004, 2). 

Ultimately, Denning’s argument points to changing ideas about what culture means. If, during the 

middle decades of the twentieth century, culture could be read as a cause (rather than merely a 

manifestation) of social, economic, and political changes, by the first decade of the twenty-first 

century, processes of globalization have changed culture into an expedient (Yúdice 2003). 

Understanding culture as an expedient goes beyond examining various cultural forms as 

commodities. Literary scholar George Yúdice suggests that, under the conditions of globalization, 

the use of culture as a means to achieve an end—that is, the use of culture as a resource to 

accomplish a wide range of goals that were formerly in the domain of social and economic 
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policy—has actually displaced previous understandings of culture (2003). This argument suggests 

that neoliberal globalization has absorbed social distinctions between elite and popular culture, 

philosophical associations of culture as a means of spiritual uplift, and any other historically 

constituted definition of “culture” itself—making the content of culture almost irrelevant under 

the “disorganized” capitalist accumulation of brands and images (Lury 2004). When assessing the 

expedient relation between globalization and culture (Yúdice 2003), there is something to be said 

for looking beyond the rhetoric of globalization’s levelling effect, in which all forms of culture 

are understood to circulate equally across the globe to the reality of unequal access to cultural 

markets in which access to the networks of global culture dictates which cultural forms transcend 

their local contexts. In my mind, this means tracing globalization as a historical process while at 

the same time resisting the temptation to discuss globalization as modernity’s corollary (Curran 

and Park 2000; Giddens 1990; Pieterse 2009). To think about globalization from a historical 

perspective and what it has come to mean for the study of culture, in Chapters 5 and 6 I examine 

how the state’s mobilization of folk art in the 1970s and 80s opened the door for corporate bodies 

to pick up where government investment in culture left off (García Canclini 1993; Guss 2000; 

McKay 1994). 

Read together, Chapter 5 and 6 consider the way cultural institutions have taken on the 

logic of the corporation, as curators (much like the corporate CEOs before them) increasingly 

employ art objects as cultural resources to increase visitor attendance, draw tourists to particular 

sites, and establish their institutions as unique destinations in the age of global culture (Yúdice 

2003). In Chapter 5, I develop this argument by looking at the paintings of Maud Lewis, a self-

taught artist who was active in Digby Country during the 1960s, because her work has taken on a 

leading role in visualizing Nova Scotia’s public history. Lewis’s paintings have been the subject 

of and have provided illustrations for various popular biographies, children’s books, National 

Film Board documentaries, theatrical plays, tourist sites, museum exhibitions, and souvenir 

items—all of which the AGNS carefully mediates in its self-proclaimed role as the keeper of 
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Lewis’s cultural legacy. In Chapter 6, I consider what this public history means in the current 

climate of neoliberalism and investigate the Lewis example in relation to online exhibition 

projects produced by the L.M. Montgomery Institute in Prince Edward Island, before concluding 

with an examination of New Brunswick’s contested Beaverbook art collection. By combining 

these three case studies in Chapter 6, my goal is to consider the extent to which the content of 

culture still matters when it comes to branding Maritime Canada as a site for global tourism. On 

the whole, these two chapters question which public histories are mobilized and which visions 

succeed when it comes to using visual culture as an expedient in the process of tourism 

promotion. 

Throughout this thesis, my intentions are to explore how visual culture helps picture 

history for public eyes in Maritime Canada—in this case, for tourists and local audiences alike. 

This examination necessarily considers how those who sought to advance Maritime Canada’s 

liberal project used the cultural production of self-taught artists to visualize a regional landscape 

and the implications of this visualization for the organizational vehicles of public history (among 

them, museums, archives, and festivals) (Taylor 2002). In addressing the historical particularities 

of these processes, I also tackle the broader implications of writing “the history of region” in an 

age of “global” analyses. That is to say, I want to consider the limiting narrative within the 

discourse of globalization theory that understands global hegemony through its appropriation of 

local culture (Wilk 2002). In my mind, this narrative risks making the Maritimes one more 

“vacant lot” where the global politics of class, race, ethnicity, gender, and sexuality unfold 

(McKay 2000a). Regarding this quandary, McKay candidly asks, “why even have a field of 

Atlantic Canadian history, if ‘Atlantic Canada’ is an empty space upon which we multiply our 

incompatible and incommensurate stories” (2000b, 90)? McKay’s tentative answer to his own 

question is that in order to avoid this ensnarement of universalizing historical analysis, historians 

should abandon the “metaphor of synthesis and encourage a strategy of reconnaissance” (2000b, 
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91). In other words, we should abandon the effort to produce a narrative in which all members of 

a particular community somehow see themselves (McKay 2000b). 

Visions which Succeed aims to follow McKay’s suggestion. To delineate my historical 

framework, for example, I have separated the second chapter of this thesis into coinciding 

thematic sections, each of which lays out the broader theoretical groundwork informing the 

particular historical context in which I have embedded this thesis. In short, Chapter 2 considers 

what it means to write about visual culture in, around, and beyond the age of three worlds 

(Denning 2004). It examines the impact of disciplinary cultural studies and “the cultural turn” of 

the humanities and social sciences on the study of the visual, the relevance of nineteenth-century 

art historical models in the study of visual culture across the historical conditions of liberal 

modernity and neoliberal globalization, the late twentieth-century shift from the modern culture 

industry to the global culture industry and the implications of this transition for writing visual 

histories, and, finally, the role of visual culture in the transition from late capitalism’s industrial, 

production-based economy to the post-industrial, service-based “new” economy. A study this 

theoretically broad involves narrowing my own field of vision in terms of historical context and 

methodology. As a result, I limit my analysis here to the study of visual culture from the 1960s to 

present day, a historical period in which, I suggest, there was renewed opportunity for cultural 

investment in Maritime Canada. I argue that the success of this investment, both state and 

corporate, is highly dependent on the enlistment of popular visual culture—from folk art 

paintings to tourist advertisements—in advancing regional development strategies and the 

economic benefits of tourism. 

While the enlistment of folk art as a popular culture form in resistance to neoliberalism is 

currently peaking academic interest on many of globalization’s counter frontiers, from Chiapas to 

West Bengal, I don’t think a similar case can be made in Maritime Canada. In fact, as I 

demonstrate in the chapters that follow, most of the local artists, collectors, curators, and 

audiences involved in developing folk art as a rubric for understanding popular cultural 
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production embraced state and corporate investment in the work of self-taught artists. My 

argument does not deny moments of protest that are implicit in the politics of folklorization in 

Maritime Canada. Nor do I suggest that the self-taught producers involved were either fully 

complicit in or completely defiant of such processes. This thesis examines ideas about folk art by 

acknowledging that, while processes of folklorization continue to dominate public culture in the 

Maritimes, they also exist in tandem and in tension with competing narratives of the Maritimes as 

a site of elite culture. My brief discussions of the promotion of the Beaverbrook Art Gallery’s 

world-class collection of European art, the framing of NSCAD as the new global centre of 

Conceptual art, and the branding of Prince Edward Island through the fiction of Lucy Maud 

Montgomery are just a few examples of this. The point here is that, as much as ideas about the 

Maritimes as an antimodern tourist playground have been spurred on by the public promotion of 

folk art forms, cultural institutions have also championed conventionally-trained cultural 

producers across the board. In this thesis, I am interested in exploring how conversations 

developed among these various players in the Maritimes, the extent to which the aesthetic of 

certain self-taught producers reified the ambitions of Modernists, antimodernists, Conceptualists, 

and so on, and what these relationships have come to mean for visualizing public history in the 

present. 

Methodologically, this requires consulting public history documents (oral and visual) 

from archives and museums, but also relying on the largely undocumented oral histories from 

people who were active in the contemporary folk art field at this time. Such an approach also 

involves careful consideration of the visual images and material objects that have been advanced 

in museum exhibitions, online virtual history projects, and the visual culture of tourism, all of 

which help to visualize the Maritimes for regional publics and tourists alike. The personal 

memories of collectors, curators, and artists are also part of the telling of this story. Their 

individual recollections of the folk art scene since the 1960s expose both the collaborations 

among people drawn from a range of educational and class backgrounds and the limits of 
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aesthetic heritage in overcoming the persisting inequalities of a capitalist liberal order (Ardery 

1998). To frame my own discussion, I return to McKay’s argument just for a moment, since he 

also felt the need to set a tone in his book for discussing individual players involved in Nova 

Scotia’s folklorization during the early twentieth century: 

Many Nova Scotians have warm memories of Helen Creighton, Mary Black, 

Will R. Bird…. Sustained appraisal of their applied social thought may well seem 

disrespectful, negative, and unfair. This book is not intended as an exercise in 

revisionism for its own sake, but rather an attempt to contribute to the opening up 

of a debate and to the questioning of the ways in which a politics of cultural 

selection has made certain debatable assumptions seem like ‘natural’ 

commonsense. (1994, 40) 

 

Many readers and audiences who encountered early versions of this thesis have asked me where I 

located the heroes and villains of this study. As I think McKay’s caveat makes clear, this is a 

common question when it comes to examining folklorization, and one that in some ways is quite 

easily answered by calling up narratives of cultural appropriation, economic exploitation, and the 

hegemonic social hierarchies of liberal modernity. 

It is also a question that can be quite productive in setting up the framework for 

analysis—and my own tentative answer to this question is, where indeed?4 Beyond reading 

dominant narratives against themselves, what can we as cultural historians glean from studying a 

moment when living people are still actively participating in public history-making? While 

history is always written from the present, I think that these kinds of questions help us think 

beyond the tropes of domination and resistance that qualify many aspects of our work. I admit my 

                                                      
4 Sociologist Julia Ardery identifies a similar quandary (and provides a similar answer) in her 
study of twentieth-century folk art in the U.S., noting, “a reader of this manuscript insisted on 
knowing ‘who the heroes and villains are.’ Who, indeed” (1998, 284)? In The expediency of 
culture, Yúdice responds to his manuscript readers by qualifying the problem of identifying the 
“villains and heroes in this book,” arguing that “most of the situations I examine are more 
complex” (2003, 2). 
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own reliance on these frameworks throughout this project and I certainly do not claim to offer any 

easy answers here. However, I do hope to make clear my own intentions for this thesis, which are 

not to lay blame, establish victims, or deny the realities of lived experience for those who 

participated in making folk art public in Maritime Canada. As this doctoral project establishes the 

frame of reference for what I hope will become my ongoing research, I would like to use this 

thesis to help bridge the gap between the those of us who like to think of ourselves as inhabiting 

some level of “critical distance” to the material at hand and those who form what we might 

describe as the “general audience” of culture (Rogoff 2006; Rogoff 2002c). In my mind, 

narrowing the gap between those who are being represented and those who are conjuring up the 

representation, as well as between those who study and those who are being studied, might be a 

step towards enacting a politics for change (Rogoff 2002a; Rogoff 2006; Yúdice 2003). In the 

chapters that follow, I engage with the experience of culture in the Maritimes by recognizing that 

cultural agency is not enough to enact change (Yúdice 2003). It is just one small part of 

expanding the possibilities for understanding the past, thinking about the present, and looking 

towards the future. 
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Chapter 2 

Disciplinary Anxieties: Establishing a Visual Studies Framework 

 

It should be clear by this point that the disciplinary anxiety provoked by visual 

studies is a classic instance of what Jacques Derrida called the “dangerous 

supplement.” 

—W.J.T. Mitchell, “Showing Seeing,” 2002 

 

But the supplement supplements. It adds only to replace. It intervenes or 

insinuates itself in-the-place-of; if it fills, it is as if one fills a void. If it represents 

and makes an image, it is by the anterior default of a presence. Compensatory 

and vicarious, the supplement is an adjunct, a subaltern instance that takes-(the)-

place. 

—Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology, 1998 

 

 

As a student of visual culture, I have become quite familiar with disciplinary anxieties. During 

my undergraduate studies, I navigated my interest in this field along two sometimes-conflicting 

disciplines—history (my major area of study) and art history (my minor)—and to me it always 

seemed that I could not quite reconcile the two in my research. Even now, as a doctoral candidate 

studying in an art history program, I can’t quite resolve what Mitchell describes as the “territorial 

grumpiness” (2002, 166) that comes with writing “visual history,” a phrase that in and of itself 

smacks not only of anxieties but also of disciplinary tensions and contradictions. Some of these 

anxieties might be explained by distinctions and intersections between textual analysis (since 

historians and literary scholars have primarily concerned themselves with the study of written 

words) and visual analysis (more familiar to art historians who traditionally study visual images 

as individual works of art). Yet, my case studies in Visions which Succeed depend on considering 

both verbal and visual sources, for it is not clear to me that there is really any concrete distinction 
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between these two types of historical evidence other than the methodologies scholars use to 

approach them. Keeping this in mind, it seems to me that historical studies such as this one must 

resist treating differences between words and images as a contested border for disciplinary police, 

for doing so makes both available for use as sources in historical investigation (Mitchell 2002). 

Today, this might seem like a simple enough statement. Traditionally, though, historical 

studies have refrained from treating images in the same way as they have written texts—as 

documentary “evidence” in the strictest sense of the term—and instead have used them as 

illustrations to conclusions already reached by other means (Burke 2001). This has led historian 

Peter Burke to dub social historians of the late-twentieth century a “visually illiterate” generation 

of scholars, a label that situates them as having been out of step with what was at the time 

increasing interest in the visual among their contemporaries in the social sciences and humanities 

(Burke 2001, 10; Rose 2001). As art historian Donald Preziosi points out, disciplinary art history, 

in contrast, has long construed its objects of analysis as inherently evidential (Preziosi 1998). He 

argues that, as the discipline was professionalized, it became “routinely guided by the hypothesis 

that an artwork is reflective, emblematic, or generally representative of its original time, place, 

and circumstances of production. Art objects of all kinds came to have the status of historical 

documents…” (Preziosi 1998, 13; emphasis in original). For critical scholars of any discipline 

dealing with aspects of the visual, it seems clear enough that “art” objects (however defined) are 

no more reflective of the world from which they come than are texts. Images, like texts, present a 

particular viewpoint and also interpret and expand the historical field by bringing to it their own 

meanings (Burke 2001; Corwin 2002).5 

                                                      
5 For the sake of my preliminary point here, I use the term “image” to describe what has 
conventionally been understood as disciplinary art history’s primary object of analysis, but I do 
so with the critical understanding that artists and critics alike have long been challenging notions 
of “art” as an object-bound physicality over the past century. Clearly, “the subject/object 
opposition of established art,” as art historian Kristine Stiles describes it, has been effectively 
challenged through studies on performance, which, by the 1970s, had already examined a wide 
range of artistic practice outside the domain of “images” (2003, 75). Further to this, cinema and 
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Mitchell has long combined the historical consideration of word and image and his 

research articulates, as visual studies scholar Margaret Dikovitskaya argues (2005, 15), “the 

tension between verbal and visual representations, suggesting this tension to be inseparable from 

struggles in cultural politics” (Mitchell 1986, 1994, 1995a, 1995b, 2002). Consistent with the 

strategies of cultural studies, Mitchell calls for counter-hegemonic inquiries into pictorial and 

linguistic systems—the parsing of representational strategies in terms of how these systems 

constitute meaning and how this meaning affects people’s everyday lives (Dikovitskaya 2005). 

There has been much discussion of “the cultural turn” in the humanities and social sciences since 

the middle of the twentieth century, when, as Michael Denning observes, academics seemed to 

suddenly realize that culture (much like Ford’s cars) was being mass produced and could be 

found everywhere (2004). Scholars such as Raymond Williams identified the importance of 

culture as an object of study; in his scholarship it was no longer seen as the purview of the elite 

but was understood instead as “a whole way of life” (Williams 1983 [1958], viii). Since the 

1950s, as “cultural studies” burgeoned into an academic discipline, culture has come to be seen 

“as a cause of—rather than merely a reflection of or a response to—social, political, and 

economic processes” (Dikovitskaya 2005, 1). 

Art History, Visual Studies, and the Cultural Turn 

Since the mid-twentieth century, literary theory has moved on from the idea of searching for 

masterpieces and reading them as “culture” according to a particular canon of value. Similarly, 

many art historians have abandoned the idea of studying visual art as a sovereign object that holds 

a fixed meaning. In “giving up” the hierarchizing of cultural memory, as literary critic Cary 

Nelson terms it, efforts have been made in both fields to understand wider discursive formations 

                                                                                                                                                              

media studies has bolstered these ideas by developing theories about spectatorship, the Lacanian 
scopic field (including French film theorist Christian Metz’s notion of “scopic regimes”), and 
scopophilism—in short, ideas that helped to further theorize ideas of “watching” and “looking” in 
art historical studies (Kemp 2003; Olin 2003; Stiles 2003). 
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surrounding verbal and visual representations (Nelson 2003; Dikovitskaya 2005). Curiously, 

though, as literary criticism began to reject structuralism in the 1960s, much visual criticism 

remained tied to these older semiotic methods (Mirzoeff 1999). Many art historians continued to 

“read art” into the late twentieth century in the same way that their literary colleagues had 

previously “read texts”—according to interpretative meaning regulated by semiotic codes 

(Mirzoeff 1999). One of the most central ideas to shift this verbal and visual reading was Julia 

Kristeva’s notion of intertextuality,6 a concept that fuses Saussarian linguistics (which established 

the relational character of meaning) with Bakhtinian dialogism (which put forth the notion that all 

meaning and logic is dependent on what has previously been said and understood) (Allen 2000; 

Kristeva 1980).7 In terms of visual criticism, the most basic idea put forward by the notion of 

intertextuality is that art does not contain an inherently fixed meaning; instead, meaning is 

imbued by and changed through the viewers who look at or experience it.8 

                                                      
6 While Kristeva’s notion of intertextuality (intertextualité) was originally presented in 1966 in a 
seminar led by Roland Barthes, she developed the idea in her 1974 publication La Révolution du 
langage poétique (Gambaudo 2007). A 1980 edition of Kristeva’s Desire in language: A semiotic 
approach to literature and art also provides a useful glossary of such terminology in her writing. 
 
7 As literary historian Graham Allen explains, “Saussure looked again at the fundamental 
question: what is a linguistic sign? Dividing the sign into parts, Saussure produced a definition in 
which a sign can be imagined as a two-sided coin combining a signified (concept) and a signifier 
(sound-image). This notion of the linguistic sign emphasizes that meaning is non-referential: a 
sign is not a word’s reference to some object in the world but the combination, conveniently 
sanctioned, between a signifier and a signified. … The reference of the sign is to the system, not 
directly to the world” (2000, 8-9). Saussure understood meaning production in language as a 
hierarchical relationship, whereby signs were derived from the structure of the text itself. 
Bakhtin’s dialogism, on the other hand, posits an anti-hierarchical relationship between texts as 
they are seen to be in continuous dialogue with one another, with no given meaning taking a fixed 
priority over any other and, in fact, understands the meaning produced between texts as mutually 
constitutive. As Bakhtin and his colleague Pavel N. Medvedev writes, “Language acquires life 
and historically evolves … in concrete verbal communication, and not in the abstract linguistic 
system of language, nor in the individual psyche of speakers” (quoted in Allen 2000, 19). 
 
8 As Allen summarizes, “Intertextuality, as Kristeva has asserted, has nothing to do with 
influence, sources, or even the stabilized model favoured in historical work of ‘text’ and 
‘context’” (2000, 69). In contrast, Barthes suggests that the text is intertextual at its core, 
foregrounding the importance of the productive reader—famously known as ‘the death of the 
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Reading these intellectual developments in literary and visual criticism in tandem with 

one another, scholars such as Dikovitskaya have suggested that more recent attempts to theorize 

“visuality,” as Hal Foster (1988) once termed it, have developed in a similar way to postindustrial 

understandings of culture. Cultural studies unfolded in relation to literary studies, as a discipline 

that both took culture as its primary object of analysis and expanded the idea of what culture itself 

could mean—most fundamentally, as something beyond the arts and letters (Denning 2004). This 

“cultural turn” in intellectual thought influenced a variety of disciplines in the humanities and 

social sciences, helping to challenge both philosophical and socio-anthropological understandings 

of culture as something that existed on a continuum from high to low. Since disciplinary art 

history was born from the German neo-Kantian tradition—its object of analysis therefore 

contingent on hierarchical notions of aesthetic value—cultural studies has had a profound effect 

on it. In evaluating both elite and popular culture without giving either a privileged status, 

cultural studies examines culture from a non-elite or counter-hegemonic perspective, thereby 

undermining the very tenets of art historical studies (Dikovitskaya 2005). Conventionally, art 

historians tethered their work to the idea that art functioned, as Michael Pordo notes, “to re-unify 

human personality, or at least to console the mind in its confrontation with the material world” 

(1982, 9). Drawn from Kant’s assertion that freedom of action is made possible by freeing oneself 

from the constraints of materialism, which in turn allows space for the mind to freely exercise 

aesthetic judgement, the highest forms of artistic production were seen to be the least utilitarian 

and, therefore, the most free (Pordo 1982; Phillips and Steiner 1999). 

As art historians Ruth Phillips and Christopher Steiner point out, the growth of art history 

and anthropology as genres generated theories that were closely intertwined with such notions of 

cultural uplift when it came to object classification (1999). Sixteenth-century notions of the artist 

                                                                                                                                                              

author’ and one of the more well known tropes of intertextual literary criticism (Allen 2000), 
which has also profoundly influenced visual criticism. 
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as autonomous creator, the late eighteenth-century appropriation of art objects as commodities 

within an emerging capitalist economy, and the nineteenth-century creation of art history and 

anthropology as disciplines meant, as Phillips and Steiner summarize, that “anthropologists and 

art theorists thought with each other’s categories, swapping between them particular concepts of 

the ‘primitive’ and exchanging standard typologies of media and genre” (1999, 6). By the middle 

of the twentieth century, increased study of an expanded visual field displaced belief among 

students of culture in the concept of art’s transcendence with interest in the relationship between 

power and knowledge as it functions in the context of mass capitalist production. This gave way 

to new disciplinary fields concerned with the visual, called, at various points, “visual culture 

studies” or “visual studies.” With this came what many regard as art history’s “dangerous 

supplement”—visual studies—its arrival on the scene prompting me to ask: so, what has the 

supplement supplemented? As new fields concerned with the study of culture in relation to the 

visual and the material world came to reject “art” as their primary object of analysis, they 

supplemented art history’s very underpinnings. There was a void in the very nature of “art” 

history that needed to be addressed. As Dikovitskaya argues, “The scholarship that rejects the 

primacy of art in relation to other discursive practices and yet focuses on the sensuous and 

semiotic peculiarity of the visual can no longer be called art history—it deserves the name visual 

studies” (2005, 49). 

So, we might come to understand visual studies as a field that makes visual culture its 

object of study, thereby expanding the boundaries beyond historically constituted notions of art as 

a cultural form. Visual studies might also be considered the disciplinary branch of what Mitchell 

once identified as the “pictorial turn” in philosophy and linguistics (1992) and which was later 

described more broadly as the “visual turn” of the humanities and social sciences (Jay 2002a; Jay 

2002b; Dikovitskaya 2005). To use Mitchell’s clearest explanation, “Visual studies is the study of 

visual culture” (2002, 166). In opening up the range of visual experience to be examined, as 
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visual culture theorist Irit Rogoff argues, those of us engaged with visual studies investigate a 

great deal more than images:  

At one level, we certainly focus on the centrality of vision and the visual world in 

producing meanings, establishing and maintaining aesthetic values, gender 

stereotypes and power relations with culture. At another level, we recognize that 

opening up the field of vision as an arena in which cultural meanings get 

constituted, also simultaneously anchors to it an entire range of analyses and 

interpretations of the audio, the spatial, and of the psychic demands of 

spectatorship. (2002b, 24) 

 

In this, Rogoff posits visual studies as a field that might help to unframe many of our previous 

engagements with culture, specifically, as she puts it, regarding “presences and absences, 

invisibility and stereotypes, desires, reifications and objectifications” (2002b, 27). By unframing 

these relationships in relation to our conventional categories for understanding visual culture—

“as either highly valued or highly marginalized or outside of the scope of sanctioned vision 

altogether” (2002b, 27)—visual studies also provides a way to think beyond the anxieties of a 

certain generation of disciplinary knowledge. 

Visual Studies and the Age of Three Worlds 

To think outside of established disciplinary conventions, we might move beyond Dikovitskaya’s 

contention that visual studies is “a marriage of art history (a discipline organized around a 

theoretical object) and cultural studies (an academic movement echoing social movements)” 

(2005, 47). We might instead consider the legacies of disciplinary boundaries in fields such as art 

history, which were established in the nineteenth century along national/ist lines, a process that 

determined the character of the discipline itself in a manner consistent with (and part of) the 

emergence of the European nation-state as a way of structuring knowledge (McKay 2000a). 

Indeed, what Denning describes as “the era of nation-focused modernization and development” 

has been a hard one to shake when it comes to visual studies (2004, 9). As a case in point, Ian 
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McKay argues that many scholars are still trapped in the national/ist projects of the past and 

remain “inclined to write ‘continuous national histories’” (2000a, 638)—this, despite the fact that 

since the late 1980s, neoliberal globalization has accelerated the need for new frameworks of 

cultural and historical analysis. Similarly, many visual studies scholars have continued to engage 

in nation building projects—whether they situate their areas of historical analysis before, after, or 

beyond the age of three worlds. The national/ist rubric has profoundly influenced the available 

categories through which the visual could be understood and the ongoing process of 

Canadianization remains largely unquestioned when it comes to the writing of “Canadian” visual 

histories (Jessup, Morton and Robertson, forthcoming).  

Adding to this problematic, conditions of globalization are generally debated from a 

decidedly ahistorical position—that is, according to what Denning describes as “the ahistorical 

logic of global cultural flow, produced, commodified, consumed, homogenized, hybridized, co-

opted, and resisted” (2003, 33). Yet, it seems to me that in order to critically examine 

globalization one must try to understand this “matrix-event” (an event that radically reshapes the 

core values of a given hegemonic system) by positing it in relation to the nation-state as a 

historical formation (McKay 2005, 99). To use the public narrative of Canadian art as an 

example, it would seem that, as visual culture historian Lynda Jessup argues, there has long been 

a conflation of “Canadian art” with “nationalist art” in major federal cultural institutions (2001a, 

143). In other words, as Jessup puts it, “Canadian art was implicitly understood to be nationalist 

art—and thus compellingly ‘Canadian’—in contrast to art that was representative of artistic 

production in Canada” (2001a, 143). Art production in Canada, however, when fashioned as a 

history of “Canadian” art, is similarly nationalizing, despite the efforts of scholars to ignore the 

effective power of the modifier “Canadian” (Jessup, forthcoming). In this sense, ironically, 

Canada’s visual history has always been both a colonial nationalism and a regionalist one and, 

Jessup writes, “the public narrative it produces is grounded in the idea of cultural homogeneity as 

the basis of national culture” (Jessup 2001a, 143). 
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As formations such as the Canadian nation-state become more obvious as historical 

projects to advance a capitalist liberal order (McKay 2000a), ideas about what constitutes the 

national, the regional, and the global are being reevaluated in academic circles. It seems quite 

clear, in turn, that national/ist projects such as the public narrative of Canadian art need also be 

reconsidered. Using Denning’s model of the age of three worlds, I argue for recognition of a 

historical break here between what he identifies as the short period (1945–1989) in which culture 

was understood as mobilizing national/ist projects for the state and its more recent role in the 

post-national moment of neoliberal globalization in which we still find ourselves.9 The 

implications of this historical break for visual studies means reconceptualizing our tools of 

analysis, so to speak, and thinking through visual culture as our object of study in different ways. 

We might do so by examining the complexities of regional politics and social actions, considering 

artistic production and experience in Canada, as Jessup suggests, in terms of “individual issue-

based [moments] isolated from the demands of a continuous national history” (2006, 110). 

The implications of reworking dominant historical narratives for a study of the Maritime 

Provinces are numerous, considering their geopolitical location on what has previously been 

understood as the Canadian nation-state’s economic and cultural periphery. Writing Maritime 

Canada’s history, according to what McKay calls “the old narratives of nation-building,” has 

conventionally meant writing the history of regional underdevelopment and dependency (2000b, 

89). McKay sees these older narrative frameworks as “‘moments’ in the development of regional 

historiography,” which have, since the 1960s and 70s, given way to new interrogative 

approaches—most notably, “neo-Marxist” and “post-Marxist” social history writing (2000b, 89–

                                                      
9 Denning situates “the age of three worlds” between the end of the Second World War, when 
“the old empires were staggering and colonialism was dying,” and 9 November 1989, when the 
Berlin Wall was removed (2004, 26). “Consequently,” Denning notes, “the discourse of 
globalization is largely a reflection on the legacies of the period which now seems to have lasted 
from 1945 to 1989, a period dominated by a particular imagination of the globe, the age of three 
worlds” (2004, 26). 
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90). McKay’s argument suggests that current rethinking of what constitutes “region” after the age 

of three worlds might be understood as “a continuation of, not a break with, the social-history 

revolution of the 1960s and 1970s” (2000b, 90). Clearly, as historical understanding of regional 

interaction in the global marketplace develops, the function of places such as Canada’s east coast 

might be studied in ways that are more specific and contextual—in other words, in ways outside 

of their relationship to current dominant narratives based in central Canada. In addition to 

challenging historically contingent national/ist narratives, it might also be approached in ways 

that disrupt limiting binaries within the current moment of globalization, among them, those 

cultural anthropologist Richard Wilk describes as the perceived “polarities of global hegemony 

and local appropriation” (2002, 194). 

In Search of a Visual Reconnaissance 

One strategy McKay posits when it comes to writing Canadian history—visual or other—is that 

of historical reconnaissance, specifically, of examining particular moments of liberal expansion 

across northern North America (2000a). Mapping the rise of liberalism as the political form of 

modernity in Canada beginning in the mid-nineteenth century (McKay 1992) provides one way to 

historically analyse cultural production from the modern period to present day. Going beyond 

conventional national/ist and socio-cultural narratives, McKay proposes rethinking “Canada” by 

studying “those at the core of this [liberal] project who articulated its values, and those ‘insiders’ 

or ‘outsiders’ who resisted and, to some extent at least, reshaped it” (2000a, 621). McKay thereby 

articulates a way out of the theoretical trap that often comes with challenging national/ist 

narratives, since historians have more often than not re-inscribed the nation as a definitive 

category for analysis in their studies of “Canadian” history, ignoring the deterministic power of 

the adjective “Canadian,” even as they critiqued nationalizing narratives (McKay 2000a). A 

strategy of liberal reconnaissance, McKay suggests, “would entail, rather, probing the Canadian 
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state’s logical and historical conditions of possibility as a specific project in a particular time and 

place” (2000a, 621). 

In rethinking visual history in Canada along these lines, one productive inquiry might 

involve consideration of the experience and practice of art in Maritime Canada. For example, 

Jessup applies this strategy by probing representations of region that those at the core of Canada’s 

liberal project advanced through such cultural institutions as the National Gallery of Canada 

(NGC) and the Art Gallery of Ontario (AGO) (2006). Through their twentieth-century installation 

of work produced by members of nineteenth-century “fledgling art societies” in central Canada, 

among them the Royal Canadian Academy, the Ontario Society of Artists, and the Art 

Association of Montreal, both the NGC and the AGO showcase an elite claim to the regional 

landscape (Jessup 2006). Historically, processes of capitalist modernity have led artists from 

these societies to picture Maritime Canada’s landscape as a recreational environment for elite 

tourists, while local residents—either white settlers perceived to be rural fisherfolk or “culturally 

resilient” indigenous populations (Jessup 2006)—“came to play the role of attraction, … a 

spectacle to be appropriated and enjoyed within the objectifying gaze of tourism” (McKay 1994, 

xv). The reality of this colonial and postcolonial situation has constituted a complex relationship 

between Native and settler societies in the region, one inconsistent with the public narrative of 

Canadian art put forward in these institutions, which visualizes Maritime Canada as a romantic, 

primitive environment (Jessup 2006). 

Alternative readings of many late-nineteenth century paintings by elite European settlers 

in Maritime Canada consider these objects as historical artifacts, examples of what Jessup 

describes as “the capitalist conversation of the countryside and the rise of a tourist economy in 

post-Confederation Atlantic Canada …” (2006, 100). Such paintings by elite white male artists, 

many of whom travelled to the region from metropolitan areas in central Canada, and indigenous 

women craft makers, who produced various kinds of souvenir objects for tourist consumption, 

might be understood, as Jessup does (2006, 108), “as two kinds of tourist art,” both of which 
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increase “the already existing potential to reread seemingly innocuous, pleasantly constituted 

landscapes” of Maritime Canada. Typically, though, the association between art practice in the 

region and the rise of modern tourism has not been made clear, since the work of trained central-

Canadian painters working in Maritime Canada has conventionally been understood as bringing 

European-style academy painting to the newly confederated Canadian nation. By interrogating 

categories of artistic expression such as “tourist art” in relation to the rise of modern and global 

tourist economies, scholars such as Jessup provide the historical grounding to consider 

indigenous souvenir art in relation to the paintings of classically trained Euro-Canadian artists—

since both are, in different yet interrelated ways, products of a modern liberal state. 

In this sense, it is possible, as McKay suggests to resist the tendency to synthesize such 

visual histories “into an account that, in the best of worlds, would be acceptable to everyone” 

(2000a, 621). Euro-Canadian settler landscape painting and souvenir objects made by indigenous 

women in Maritime Canada can be read in relation to one another without collapsing their 

historical meaning into distinct aesthetic categories (Jessup 2006). By reexamining “Canada,” in 

McKay’s words (2000a, 621), “simultaneously as an extensive projection of liberal rule across of 

large territory and an intensive process of subjectification, whereby liberal assumptions are 

internalized and normalized within the dominion’s subjects,” we might come to understand 

Maritime Canada according to the way this “region” historically built its own liberal project 

(McKay 2000b). In working through their language of hierarchy and exclusion, historians might 

also strive to move beyond themes of development and dependency that once seemed so central 

to understanding Maritime Canada and the people who live there (McKay 2000b). There is 

something to be said for considering what McKay describes as “a liberal-order ‘bridge’ 

connecting these autonomous subaltern histories of experience and struggle” (2000a, 626), a 

strategy that allows us to read regional histories in newly productive ways. 
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The Logic of Tourism in Maritime Canada 

One strategy that McKay employs when it comes to rereading regional/ist histories in Maritime 

Canada is to examine the development of a state-sponsored tourism industry. Specifically, 

McKay argues that the fostering of so-called “handicrafts” traditions in twentieth-century Nova 

Scotia by government-initiated work programs were  

a logical and inexpensive avenue for a liberal (and for the most part Liberal) 

government to pursue. Tourists in search of an ‘authentic souvenir,’ and often 

enticed to Nova Scotia by the prospect of experiencing the older and better ways 

of the province, were ironically in the vanguard of commodifying activities 

which had been previously oriented to domestic use. (2001, 119) 

 

By linking late capitalist production in Nova Scotia to historically shifting notions of exchange-

value, McKay points to the way modern markets were sustained by the continuous transformation 

of forms and styles—by new consumer products which, in this case, the liberal tourist state 

marketed as part of historic craft traditions in the province (McKay 1994). Modern tourism, 

though, exploited such local traditions beyond the point of plausibility. As McKay puts it, “When 

every mass-produced industry, from beer to automobiles, shamelessly markets its product by 

draping it in the images of craft legacies that mass production helped extinguish, the aura of the 

craft ideal is diminished through over-exposure” (1994, 279). 

The obvious paradox lies in the fact that Nova Scotia’s business and bureaucratic elites 

considered inhabitants of the province’s countryside to be the guardians of certain authentic 

cultural traditions at the same time that they successfully exploited these traditions as tourist 

commodities (McKay 1994). The historical conditions of late capitalism that bolstered a market 

for tourist art from Maritime Canada, through mass production and the marketing strategies of 

local financiers who saw potential in economic crisis, sets the stage for promoting new versions 

of these products in global culture industry, which, as McKay suggests, radically cancels the 

effects of time and space so central to notions of a primitive folk culture on modernity’s periphery 
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(1994). And while McKay touches only briefly on the material and cultural impact of 

globalization, as the province increasingly promotes everything from festivals to “handicrafts” 

under the guise of supposedly historical folk traditions, tourists continue to arrive in Nova Scotia 

in search of the essentialism the state has trained them to expect: “quaint fishing-coves and signs 

of the Folk (festivals, handicrafts, pre-modern rituals, and so on),” despite the fact that these 

cultural markers no longer possess even a fleeting connection to pre-industrial cultural production 

in the region (McKay 1994, 281; McKay 2001). 

McKay’s work provides the necessary historical background for understanding how state 

sponsored tourism began in Nova Scotia, which he traces to a local variant of antimodernism that 

manifested itself there during the early twentieth century and developed because of two primary 

historical factors: the rise of a state-funded tourist economy used to deal with regional 

deindustrialization and the deterioration of a once-strong radical labour movement, which 

excluded many of those who would normally have mounted a “powerful challenge to the new 

antimodernist common sense” (1994, 35). He writes, 

Tourism’s material impact on cultural life was pervasive and massive. It made 

possible a fully commercialized antimodernism, which (paradoxically) entailed 

simultaneously celebrating the pre-modern, unspoiled “essence” of the province 

and seeking ways in which that essence could be turned into marketable 

commodities within a liberal political and economic order. (1994, 35)10 

                                                      
10 In coining the term “antimodernism,” historian T.J. Jackson Lears describes it as “the recoil 
from an ‘overcivilised’ modern existence to more intense forms of physical or spiritual existence” 
that occurred at the end of the nineteenth century in Western Europe and North America (1981, 
xv). When it comes to the field of cultural history, Lynda Jessup elucidates, “the term 
antimodernism is used to refer to the pervasive sense of loss that often coexisted in the decades 
around the turn of the century along with an enthusiasm for modernization and material progress. 
Thus, antimodernism is often ambivalent and Janus-faced, smacking of accommodation as well as 
protest. It describes what was in effect a critique of the modern, a perceived lack in the present 
manifesting itself not only in a sense of alienation, but also in a longing for the types of physical 
or spiritual experience embodied in utopian futures and imagined pasts. As such, it embraces 
what was then a desire for the type of ‘authentic,’ immediate experience supposedly embodied in 
pre-industrial societies—in medieval communities or ‘Oriental’ cultures, in the Primitive, the 
Traditional, or the Folk” (2001, 3). 
 



 29 

 

Arguably, McKay’s analysis of tourism’s economic legacies in Nova Scotia provides grounds to 

discuss many of capitalist modernity’s contradictions. It also provides a starting point from which 

to examine the vocabulary of region in the first place, since the east coast’s “regional mystique” 

as imagined by local governments has historically influenced everything from the creation of 

craft traditions to national parks in Maritime Canada (MacEachern 2001; McKay 2000b). 

The idea of “Atlantic Canada” itself might have very well begun as a census category—a 

federal invention along with such nineteenth-century terms as “the Lower Provinces”—but now 

somehow has come to represent the collective regional identity of a geopolitical area with 

historically distinct experiences (McKay 2000b). In other words, there is nothing 

commonsensical about the notion of an “Atlantic Canadian” region, which is what is so 

promising about McKay’s liberal order strategy: it provides the potential to examine historical 

projects such as these as moments in writing “region” into Canadian history. It also provides the 

mechanisms to interrogate the national/ist project in Canada by examining it according to its great 

successes and failures, for certainly its inability to latch on in any concrete way in the Atlantic 

Provinces is just one interesting moment in this history. In terms of this thesis, though, expanding 

on McKay’s argument by examining the logic of state tourism in the Maritimes—from capitalist 

modernity to the current conditions of “disorganized capitalism” (Lash and Urry 1987) under 

globalization—could be one way to try and understand how entrepreneurs in New Brunswick, 

Prince Edward Island and Nova Scotia successfully built their own liberal projects in a way 

distinct from (but related to) federal examples.  

Visual Studies and the Simple Forms of Value 

One way to employ McKay’s liberal-order bridge when exploring Maritime Canada’s visual 

history is to examine how a liberal state hegemony fostered the conditions for the development of 

objects associated with categories of artistic expression such as “folk” or “tourist” art to begin 
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with. Phillips and Steiner have effectively suggested the need to move forward from such limiting 

categories in classifying cultural production, the two most obvious being the artefact or 

ethnographic specimen and the work of art (1999, 3). These categories for analysis, constituted by 

the late-nineteenth century development of anthropology and art history as academic disciplines, 

have always been an unsteady binary because, as they argue, “both classifications masked what 

had, by the late eighteenth century, become one of the most important features of objects: their 

operation as commodities circulating in the discursive space of an emergent capitalist economy” 

(1999, 3). Studying objects and images by looking at processes of capitalist commodification, as 

Jessup’s argument demonstrates, helps to collapse previously understood boundaries such as 

artefact/art, which have little to do with the function of such things under the conditions of 

capitalist modernity (Jessup 2002; Phillips and Steiner 1999). 

More than this, though, discussions about “the social life of things,” as Arjun Appadurai 

has famously described it (1986), point to questions about modern class formations under 

capitalism and their relationship to the production of cultural values (Denning 2004). As Denning 

observes, two of the most influential ways of rethinking class formations in relation to the kinds 

of commodities communities use are the theory of the social construction of cultural value and 

the theory of hegemony, both of which serve to move beyond simply critiquing either economic 

commodification or culturalism alone (2004). On the one hand, sociologies of taste such as Pierre 

Bourdieu’s have explored the ways in which cultural hierarchies and values are established 

ideologically through processes of domination and subordination (Bourdieu 1984; Denning 

2004). On the other, resurgences of Antonio Gramsci’s work and his concept of hegemony by 

labour historians in the second half of the twentieth-century furthered examination of the ways in 

which social movements are structured amongst dominant and subordinate classes (Gramsci 

1992; Denning 2004). Bourdieu understands the relationship between class struggle and cultural 

forms as fostered by the categorization of other people—and their culture—by those inside the 

dominant order. In Bourdieu’s theory, as Denning observes, “one finds a turn away from 
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judgment and interpretations of particular cultural works, and toward an exploration of the way 

cultural values, tastes, and hierarchies are established” (2004, 106). Bourdieu writes, 

“‘Distinction,’ or better, ‘class’, the transfigured, misrecognizable, legitimate form of social class, 

only exists through the struggles for the exclusive appropriation of the distinctive signs which 

make ‘natural distinction’” (1984, 250). Dominant classes, Bourdieu argues, mediate symbolic 

struggles and appropriate distinctive qualities and properties to develop a particular set of cultural 

values in a given social world (Bourdieu 1984). 

In other words, Bourdieu suggests that the relationship between social classes and 

cultural forms is relevant not because there are inherent values associated with a particular social 

group, but rather, as Denning summarizes, because cultural forms are “mobilized as visible 

totems of class domination and as symbolic weapons in class conflict” (2004, 106). Class 

struggle, as a result, arbitrates and constitutes social and cultural values, among them, aesthetic 

value in the realm of artistic and cultural production. Yet, in Denning’s assessment of Bourdieu’s 

theories regarding the production of cultural values, Bourdieu’s arguments actually serve to 

mimic the capitalist culture they mean to critique: “If all cultural activity is a means of 

accumulating cultural capital,” Denning cautions, “there is no place for a cultural politics” (2004, 

108). Gramscian notions of cultural hegemony are more productive in this respect, since, while 

Bourdieu outlined the relationship between class and culture, Gramsci laid the groundwork for 

understanding the connection between culture and politics (Denning 2004). Gramsci’s theory of 

hegemony suggests that no cultural form is inherently dissident or dominant. Rather, as Denning 

points out, cultural practice “takes place within a situation” (2004, 111). In other words, since 

dominant classes (bourgeois or working class, depending on the context) rule with a combination 

of persuasion and coercion, cultural forms become associated with the situations of class 

struggle—a way of life, an organized social group, or a historical bloc (Denning 2004). As 

McKay reiterates, “A successful dominant social class does not rule by force alone, nor just 

because it controls the economy…. An effective governing class must create (and keep creating 
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over and over again) consent to its rule among large numbers of people. Hegemony describes 

both the process of creating this consent and the (always-up-for-renegotiation) results” (1992, 

xiv). 

“Hegemonizing,” Stuart Hall reminds us, “is hard work” (quoted in Lipsitz 1988, 146 and 

in Denning 2004, 110) and, as Denning notes, 

The building of hegemonic formations is not only a matter of ideas, and of 

winning hearts and minds, but also an issue of participation, in the sense of 

involving people both in cultural institutions—schools, churches, sporting 

events—and in long term history projects—waging wars, establishing colonies, 

gentrifying a city and developing a regional economy. (2004, 110) 

 

Neo-Gramscians might therefore suggest that, to foster counter-hegemonic cultural politics, we 

need to understand both the power and precariousness of ideological formations (McKay 1994). 

Modern cultural values are, McKay argues, “hardly conceivable … without the project of 

capitalist modernity, without the liberal state, and without the efforts of actual capitalist 

modernizers—the succession of cultural entrepreneurs” (1994, 306). And so, as McKay 

concludes in The Quest of the Folk, ultimately, the hegemonic folklorization of Nova Scotia 

offered Nova Scotians an imperfect answer to questions of identity at a time of great economic 

and cultural crisis, flattering certain aspects of regional society such as tradition, resilience and 

continuity that might have otherwise been understood as conservativism, dependency and 

underdevelopment (1994). Therein lies the power of hegemonic cultural politics, not to mention 

the potential for counter-hegemonic insurgencies, which points to the potential of analyzing 

popular cultural objects and images through the historical expression “of class formations and 

commodity forms” (Denning 2004, 111). No particular formation is inherently subversive or 

resistant to the dominant order, but occurs in a given social situation, organization, conception, or 

historical moment. The history of analysing power and knowledge—from Marx dissecting “the 

simple forms of value” to Foucault anatomizing “the simple forms of discipline” (Denning 2004, 
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87)—has certainly given way to new challenges when it comes to contemporary culture. One 

such challenge, as I now demonstrate, is in understanding hegemonic struggles at the end of mass 

culture and under the conditions of neoliberal globalization. 

Visualizing the Creative Economy at the End of Mass Culture 

Studies of mass culture since the late 1970s have helped move historical discussions regarding 

what constitutes “the popular” beyond ideas about capitalism’s cultural denigration and towards 

what Denning describes as “that contested terrain structured by the culture industries, the state 

historical apparatuses, and the symbolic forms and practices of the subaltern classes” (2004, 98; 

Jameson 1979; Hall 1981; Kelley 1992).11 In fact, through capitalist investment in culture since 

the postwar period, which reflects a certain leveling the culture industries have achieved, “mass 

culture has won. There is nothing else” (Denning 2004, 103). Since, under neoliberalism’s 

transformation of late capitalism, all culture is now understood in economic terms, the relevancy 

of labeling cultural forms might be significantly questioned (Denning 2004). In other words, if 

modernity and mass culture developed together under late capitalism, then, as Denning argues, 

they might also come to an end together as the culture industry changes. In analyzing culture 

from the historical conditions of modernity to the current moment of globalization, I follow 

Denning’s suggestion that all cultural forms be discussed in terms of their current function in the 

global marketplace (2004). 

                                                      
11 Denning and others, including Robin D.H. Kelley, highlight the interpretations of what has 
variously been called popular, mass, commercial, or vernacular culture through two influential 
articles, Fredric Jameson’s “Reification and Utopia in Mass Culture” (1979) and Stuart Hall’s 
“Notes on Deconstructing ‘The Popular’” (1981). The central arguments of both texts, in 
Denning’s words, are “that mass cultural artifacts are at one and the same time ideological and 
utopian, and that popular culture is neither simply a form of social control nor a form of class 
expression, but a contested terrain” (2004, 98). These arguments have since become standard in 
cultural studies, but to some extent have also led to the abandonment of study of working class 
culture, history and struggle, something that, as a result, has made disciplinary cultural studies 
weaker (Denning 2004; Kelley 1992; Lash 2007). 



 34 

Scott Lash and Celia Lury describe culture’s transition from the capitalist economies in 

the first half of the twentieth century to present day as Adorno’s worst nightmare come true 

(2007). Horkheimer and Adorno’s theory of culture industry—in which, as Lash and Lury 

explain, culture “became objective like any other commodity” through the emergent, widespread 

capitalist economy that developed under the conditions of modernity (2007, 3)—is one of the 

primary sources associated with the development of disciplinary cultural studies in the 1970s 

(Adorno 1991; Horkheimer and Adorno 2002). Subsequently, Horkheimer and Adorno’s 

discussion of culture industry has long been debated by those who argue that culture is not only a 

site of domination but also of resistance (Lash and Lury 2007; Hall et al. 1980; Hall and Jefferson 

1993). Lash and Lury posit this debate historically by building on the arguments of classical 

cultural studies to examine the modern culture industry as a particular moment that has passed 

since these questions about counter-hegemonic opposition first emerged. While arguments 

advanced surrounding examples of domination and resistance to the culture industry were no 

doubt well placed at the time, in Lash and Lury’s minds, “since the time of critical theory and 

since the emergence of the Birmingham tradition in the middle 1970s—things have changed” 

(2007, 3). 

Culture, Lash and Lury suggest, has taken on “a different logic” as the modern culture 

industry transformed into a global culture industry, giving culture “a fundamentally different 

mode of operation” (2007, 3). To summarize, in Lash and Lury’s words, 

Our point is that in 1945 and in 1975 culture was still fundamentally a 

superstructure. As a superstructure, both domination and resistance took place in 

and through superstructures—through ideology, through symbols, through 

representation. … What was mostly encountered in everyday life were material 

objects (goods), from the economic infrastructure. … But in 2005, cultural 

objects are everywhere; as information, as communication, as branded products, 

as financial services, cultural entities are no longer the exception: they are the 

rule. Culture is so ubiquitous that it, as it were, seeps out of the superstructure 

and comes to infiltrate, and then take over, the infrastructure itself. … In our 
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emergent age of global culture industry, where culture starts to dominate both the 

economy and the everyday, culture, which was previously a question of 

representation, becomes thingified. (2007, 3-4) 

 

Globalization has thereby shifted the way culture is understood and thought about—from 

commodity to brand, from representation to performance, from identity to difference (Lash and 

Lury 2007; Yúdice 2003). Additionally, though, these transitions have also influenced the way 

cultural historians have come to think about discourses of power. Lash argues that the conditions 

of globalization have mediated a “post-hegemonic” politics—that is, an understanding of power 

after hegemony, which he contends “had a great truth-value for a particular epoch” (2007, 55). 

Hegemony under modernity had a lot to do with what Lash describes as “symbolic domination, 

legitimate power, viable institutions. Each of these three elements presumes that cultural power is 

largely addressed to the reproduction of economy, society and polity” (2007, 55–56). Lash argues 

that there is a historical transition from hegemony (or what he calls “extensive politics”) to a 

“politics of intensity,” which, in general, might be articulated as a shift from epistemological 

regimes of power to ontological ones (2007, 56). To put it another way, Lash articulates a shift 

from a modern liberal capitalist order’s “power over” to neoliberal global order’s “power from 

within,” from an experienced power to an embodied one, which includes executing domination 

and resistance from within one’s own being (2007, 56). 

This is highly relevant for the study of culture, since the argument goes that conventional 

relationships between previously understood notions of culture and class become less relevant; in 

fact, as George Yúdice argues, globalization shifts our entire understanding of what “culture” is 

to begin with. Culture becomes much more than a commodity when it is absorbed into such 

diverse economic and political rationalities as corporate restructuring, provincial unemployment, 

business management, bureaucratic advancement, and regional economic decline—all visible 
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sites of negotiation for public history projects in the Maritimes.12 Yúdice’s argument suggests that 

culture is increasingly being employed as a resource to solve problems that, as he puts it, 

“previously were the province of economics and politics” (2003, 1). As new sites for articulating 

and resisting neoliberalism, global culture industries and creative industries have helped lead to 

the “culturalization” of the so-called new economy—that is, a post-industrial, service-based 

economy built on cultural and mental labour as opposed to an industrial, production-based 

economy built on manufacturing labour (Yúdice 2003).13 As the basis for the new international 

division of cultural labour, capital is favoured over labour, North over South, cultural labourers 

and creative workers over any other kind (Miller 2001). 

Folk Art and the Age of Three Worlds 

It is important to recognize that Lash’s theorization of a post-hegemonic age does not suggest that 

hegemony as a concept is unsound. Nor is he suggesting that globalization has overturned 

hegemony in Yúdice’s sense. Yúdice argues that cultural agency is now controlled through the 

management and administration of culture at every conceivable level, which means, for instance, 

that cultural struggle is no longer an engagement between dominant and subordinate groups. 

                                                      
12 Yúdice examines this development as it occurs in Latin American and the United States, 
exposing the way culture is negotiated globally through its active management and administration 
at the local level. 
 
13 From my perspective as a visual culture historian, the term “creative economy,” the moniker of 
the so-called “new economy” I refer to above, has been messily coined and employed. In most 
discussions of globalization and the role of culture in neoliberal policy, what Toby Miller 
describes as “the four-pronged structure of social scientific knowledge (economy, polity, culture, 
and interiority)” remains completely undisturbed (2001, 1). In other words, the homogenization 
that generally comes with analyzing globalization “fails to address dominant, residual, and 
emergent global trends”—in this case, the role of culture (Miller 2001, 1). Adorno’s notion of 
“culture industry,” Richard Florida’s coinage of the “creative class,” George Yúdice’s 
understanding of the “cultural economy” (2003), and the U.S. and U.K.’s respective rhetoric on 
the “new economy” and the “creative economy” have all influenced how cultural labour and 
creative workers have been thought about and studied. In his critique of these debates over 
terminology, Matteo Pasquinelli argues that the current interest in the idea of “creative industries” 
exposes how “a term is picked up from institutional jargon and brought unchallenged into alt 
culture, and used so far to debate other keywords … and other post-structures” (2007, 71). 
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Rather, according to Yúdice’s line of thinking, culture is a process through which diverse 

constituents (from activists to state governments) employ various inclinations of culture for 

equally diverse sociopolitical and economic means (Yúdice 2004). In other words, the class 

struggle over cultural forms is no longer relevant for Yúdice in a globalized context, since 

globalization has collapsed previously understood boundaries between symbolic cultural values. 

Lash’s suggestion is that while “the hegemonic order works through a cultural logic of 

reproduction, the post-hegemonic power operates through a cultural logic of invention, hence not 

of reproduction but of chronic production of economic, social and political relations” (2007, 56). 

Historically speaking, then, Lash is mapping a transition in progress; the difficulty of studying 

contemporary popular cultural practice through a Gramscian lens is that hegemonic formations do 

not take mass culture into full consideration (Denning 2004). It is precisely this absence that, as 

Denning observes, “can make Gramsci look old-fashioned” (2004, 111). Lash’s arguments might 

therefore be considered as mapping the transition from power that is epistemological, extensive, 

normative, and representative to power that is ontological, intensive, factical, and 

communicational (2007). 

What I mean to stress here is that there is something to be said for seeking new ways to 

think about various forms of cultural practice, particularly when it comes to studying the in-

between moments of a matrix-event such as globalization. And yet this quest must be grounded, 

as Denning asserts, in historical explorations of the social construction of cultural values, of 

hegemonic and post-hegemonic cultural struggle, and the material ventures and limitations 

involved in various cultural practices, for these cultural formations have a concrete (or, in Lash’s 

sense, “real” and “factual”) effect on working people (Denning 2004). As Denning summarizes 

his own argument, “Rather than continue to argue about mass culture, popular culture, and high 

culture, I suggested that we call them all ‘cultural commodities’—to reflect a leveling the culture 

industries have accomplished—and see what difference it makes for cultural studies, working-

class history, and the politics of culture” (2004, 115). Cultural forms do not have a compulsory 
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political significance, since they are continually constituted, appropriated and reappropriated by 

various social movements seeking to direct a given society (Denning 2004). While our various 

sets of abstract cultural maps are never completely appropriate, neither are they void of revision. 

As a result, those who study culture from modernity to globalization should not give up the 

search for more suitable theoretical and conceptual frameworks (Denning 2004). 

When it comes to analysing various incarnations of folk culture, mass culture and popular 

culture, then, both Denning and Yúdice point to the need to look at the respective influences of 

late-capitalist industrial production and neoliberal post-industrial production on cultural 

formations and cultural commodities. In terms of my project here, then, the question remains: 

how might public folk art be theorized from the twentieth to the twenty-first centuries—that is, 

before, during, and beyond Denning’s age of three worlds? Critically investigating what cultural 

anthropologist Betsy Taylor describes as “the vehicles, venues, and activities that folklore uses to 

achieve its goals” implies engaging with both historical and emerging forms of “participatory 

culture-making” (2002, 2).14 I therefore posit one of Taylor’s central questions here: “How will 

                                                      
14 Taylor’s use of the term “folklore” acknowledges the notion of authenticity at the heart of all 
folklore projects, including those that take place in public cultural institutions. As Regina Bendix 
argues, “folklore has long served as a vehicle in the search for the authentic, satisfying a longing 
for an escape from modernity. The ideal folk community, envisioned as pure and free from 
civilization’s evils, was a metaphor for everything that was not modern. Equally relevant is 
folklore’s linkage to politics, where authenticity bestows a legitimating sheen, with political 
charge linked to modernity, affirmatively in revolutions, negatively in counterrevolutions. The 
most powerful modern political movement, nationalism, builds on the essentialist notions 
inherent in authenticity, and folklore in the guise of native cultural discovery and rediscovery has 
continually served nationalist movements since the Romantic era” (1997, 7). Throughout this 
thesis, I discuss the multiple and competing conceptualizations of folk art, which have many 
intersections with the discipline of folklore. While I do not claim to evaluate disciplinary folklore 
studies here, I acknowledge that the notion of authenticity that was central to building this 
discipline and the way it has historically influenced the conceptualization of folk art as a cultural 
form. In art history circles, however, folk art is conventionally discussed in terms of its distinction 
from both fine art and applied art traditions. On the one hand, folk art has been assessed 
according to the same aesthetic principles as modern fine art. On the other, it is thought to share 
characteristics of applied art traditions, in that folk art is characterized as purposeful work for 
everyday use. Moreover, folk art has historically operated at the similar level of temporal and 
spatial distancing used to define the ethnographic artifact, since its conditions of production are 
also typically understood as isolated in time and space from capitalist modernity. Yet folk art’s 
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[the new organizational vehicles of public folk art] interrelate with the forms that have been so 

central in the past—the ‘festival,’ the ‘archive’ and the ‘museum’” (2002, 2)? Such historical 

comparison necessarily entails oscillating between questions of representation and questions of 

communication, the latter of which might help us move towards understanding the staging of 

culture as something that is itself a performative act (Rogoff 2002a).  

Understanding the projection of culture in terms of its historical formations from 

representation—which Yúdice calls “the relation between words and things”—to 

performativity—which hinges on knowledge production under an interpretative framework that 

Yúdice describes as “the performative force” (2003, 43)—might be one way to ground such 

studies. Yúdice suggests that there is nothing that inherently connects people to cultural practices, 

only series of repeated norms that make culture itself useful when achieving a particular goal 

(Oakes and Price 2008; 2003). Theorizing folklorization, therefore, might involve moving back 

and forth from investigating how folk culture was historically staged in previous incarnations of 

public space and how it has come to be articulated in the age of cultural expediency. For instance, 

this could mean tracking a particular artist’s painting from its manifestation in a mid-twentieth 

century museum exhibition to its current role in souvenir object reproductions created for 

worldwide online distribution. In general, one of my central aims throughout this project is to 

move beyond simply deconstructing terms such as “folk” and towards a line of analysis that 

explores the relationship of such social categories to historical issues of cultural commodification 

in its various embodiments. As neoliberalism collapses buffers between the national, regional, 

                                                                                                                                                              

connection to each of these object categories is its shared relationship to global histories of 
capitalist and colonial expansion, which have historically framed the differences between all of 
these interrelated categories: in this case, folk art has been framed as either the remnant of 
preindustrial European cultural production or as the objects produced by non-European peoples 
that have not yet been commoditized (Kelley 1992; Phillips and Steiner 1999). 
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and local, contested claims to cultural practice and cultural forms take on new directions when it 

comes to making history public. 

The Art of Public History 

Taylor argues that public folklore plays an important role in both contesting and concretizing the 

fragmenting effects of neoliberal globalization which, as she points out, materially and culturally 

impairs the very makeup of public space.15 The reorganization of social space under modernity 

coincided with the emergence of public museums, which helped to solidify the formation of what 

Habermas identified as the bourgeois public sphere at the end of the eighteenth century 

(Habermas 1989; Bennett 1995). Building on Habermas’s theories, cultural studies scholar Tony 

Bennett writes that modernity “was closely bound up with the development of new institutions 

and practices which detached art and culture from that function and enlisted it for the cause of 

social and political critique,” leading to an understanding of culture as something that could be 

reorganized according to governmental logic (1995, 25). “Publicness,” then, as it was historically 

constituted under a modern, liberal state, was mediated through a new flurry of institutions in 

which, as Bennett observes, “new forms of assembly, debate, critique and commentary were 

developed” (1995, 25). Today, for those of us who study both the content and structure of cultural 

practice, there is a need to understand how social control is internalized in the new sites of public 

                                                      
15 While Habermas critiques the development of mass culture (drawn from Horkheimer and 
Adorno’s theory of culture industry) because of what he sees to be the degradation of the public 
sphere and the detachment of cultural material from its ties to tradition, Bennett points to Walter 
Benjamin’s argument that the commodification of culture has also helped to politicize art and 
literature (Habermas 1989; Bennett 1995; Benjamin [1936] 2001). This criticism is well known in 
its application to the Frankfurt School, since Adorno and Habermas in particular argued that 
culture (once a space of freedom) had become commodified through technology, capitalist 
markets, and the development of cultural criticism (Adorno 1991; Habermas 1989; Bennett 1995; 
Lash and Lury 2007). As a result, all forms of culture (high and low) became reduced to a kind of 
advertisement and, as Denning summarizes, “The products of the culture industry were a 
degeneration of earlier folk and art forms, and numbed and anesthetized the senses” (2004, 184). 
Of course, this leaves almost no room for opposition, which is why Benjamin’s alternative view 
in “The Age of Mechanical Reproduction” ([1936] 2001) proves so useful here (Bennett 1995; 
Denning 2004). 
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culture, marked by the neoliberal “privatization of all public and cultural space” (Yúdice 2003, 

76; Denning 2004). 

Yet, as Yúdice argues, this “institutional channeling tempers activism, and in the absence 

of viable state institutions, especially in neoliberal developing societies, activism must dovetail 

with the agendas set by NGOs and funders” (2003, 76). Interrogating the potential of public 

folklore projects and the conventional sites of public history-making to resist neoliberalization, 

Taylor suggests that “regional publics are particularly powerful sites of intervention” (2002, 2). 

Taylor pushes her initial discussion of public folklore projects in the U.S. beyond late modernity, 

arguing that the “scalar boundaries within nation-states are increasingly the sites where extra-

national forces prowl. The direction and pace of economic globalisation is driven by the profit 

margin. As neo-liberalism breaks down buffers at the national level, regional and local 

boundaries are increasingly zones of transactability” (2002, 16).16 Yúdice’s and Taylor’s 

arguments thus speak to the marked potential of the larger contexts in which public history 

operates, specifically, in terms of enacting local cultural performances to challenge the 

conventions of neoliberal globalization through such practices as theatre, art making, and 

storytelling. Their arguments also suggest that the realm in which public history practitioners 

narrate public culture is becoming increasingly performative (Stanton 2006). If the art of public 

history is changing under globalization, the sites we have grown familiar with—from the art 

gallery to the cultural festival—are changing too, particularly, as Yúdice notes, “in the context of 

globalization and regional integration” (2003, 186). 

                                                      
16 Taylor’s work investigates the regionally specific mission of public folklore in the United 
States during the twentieth century, which sought to “bring” folk cultures to national populations 
in an effort to empower certain disenfranchised localities and bolster the structure of national 
democracy by appealing to citizens across regional, economic, racial, and ethnic lines. In her 
2002 essay, Taylor convincingly points to the historical importance of investigating processes of 
folklorization and its resistance by those most affected by them (Taylor 2002). 
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Throughout this study, I examine public history projects in Maritime Canada (focusing 

primarily on Nova Scotia, but extending my scope to briefly discuss cases in Prince Edward 

Island and New Brunswick in Chapter 6) as resources to reinvent postindustrial economies. The 

ways that local people’s memories shaped these public history projects are certainly part of 

examining this story, which also implies recognizing the intersections of rural labour, tourism, 

and the changing nature of the art market at the end of the twentieth century. I recognize both the 

limitations and the possibilities of my own study here. When I began this project, I intended to 

explore public history and tourist sites over the span of a century, from museum exhibitions, to 

state-led creative labour initiatives, to the UNESCO-sponsored cultural redevelopment of sites 

such as “Old Town” Lunenburg. The public life of so-called folk art in Nova Scotia seemed to be 

the key to beginning this project from a visual studies perspective, yet I soon realized that an area 

as understudied as this could comprise an entire doctoral project. As a result, I have limited my 

study to the historical development of public folk art in Nova Scotia beginning in the 1960s, a 

time when newly established state cultural institutions came to narrate regional publics by 

collecting and exhibiting the visual and material cultural production of self-taught artists. In 

exploring the transition from state to corporate sponsorship of public folk art in Nova Scotia, I 

have similarly limited my discussion to the images, objects, and narratives that have made it to 

state and corporate-sanctioned public life. For this reason, my thesis does not engage on an 

extended basis with the living self-taught artists who continue to navigate the cultural field of 

public folk art established during the 1960s and 70s. 

Instead, in the coming chapters, I consider the various incarnations of folk art and public 

history in the Maritimes by examining the individual, state, and corporate players who 

successfully mobilized visions of a resilient yet dissipating folk tradition in their development of 

art collections, gallery exhibitions, and tourist sites. To me, this is a crucial time in the art of 

public history in Maritime Canada, because even after decades long struggles with 

deindustrialization to which tourism seemed the only answer, the late twentieth century provided 
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more opportunities than ever before to invest in culture. Indeed, the limits of public culture 

expanded in the Maritimes, as provincial art galleries opened, art colleges transformed, and art 

markets unlocked. Suddenly, the folk culture that decades earlier seemed on the verge of 

disappearing became the basis for public history-making as a new generation of cultural 

producers, cultural selectors, and cultural bureaucrats made their mark on public life. The world 

they encountered seemed uncertain and they asked some potentially immobilizing questions 

about cultural forms and cultural practices. Had collectors discovered the last generation of 

genuine folk artists? Would mass culture extinguish authentic folk art forever? Could a cultural 

institution immortalize a folk art icon as a way to expand its institutional reputation? How can 

local culture be marketed in a global age of diminishing state finances and increased corporate 

sponsorship? For those with the governmental and bureaucratic influence to imagine visions 

which succeed in Maritime Canada, public history became the key to answering these questions; 

looking at a successful past on gallery walls helped to visualize a productive future beyond the 

museum’s reach. 
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Chapter 3 

“Behind Those Weathered Doors”: The State of Nova Scotia’s Folk Art 

Pilgrimage, 1974–1997 

 

This exhibition of folk art is outside the mainstream of contemporary art, most of 

these works come from the still waters of rural Nova Scotia. … In this exhibition 

appear many works assembled by pilgrim collectors who have travelled 

throughout the Province to find these evidences of twentieth-century folk art in 

Nova Scotia. 

—Marie Elwood, Folk Art of Nova Scotia, 1976 

 

You go down the street [in Lunenburg] and you go by these places where there is 

this pseudo-folk art—folk craft or crap, whatever you want to call it—where 

people are trying to make something that will fool the stupid tourist into thinking 

it’s folk art. But this guy was the real thing. 

—Chris Huntington, interview with the author, 2007 

 

By now, Huntington was on a roll. The big question, he later explained, was 

“how many more Charlie Tanners were out there behind those weathered doors?” 

He began to look for them all. And he found many. 

—Ken Martin, A Life of Its Own, 1997 

 

U.S. collector Chris Huntington’s journey to Nova Scotia began like many folklore enthusiasts 

before him, with a decision to “get away from it all” along the province’s rural shores 

(Huntington 1984, n.p.). In 1996, as part of research for an exhibition that surveyed Huntington’s 

vocation as a “folk” art collector, curator Ken Martin interviewed Huntington about his first visits 

to the province during the 1970s. Driving through Nova Scotia to stock his lucrative business in 

Maine, Ezra Peters Antiquities, Huntington remembered, “It was so beautiful. I just said, ‘Why 

don’t we leave this [Ezra Peters] chapter right behind and see what happens, and have a little 
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adventure’” (quoted in Martin 1997, 8). So, in 1974, Huntington and his first wife Ellen sold their 

business in Maine and auctioned off their massive personal collection to move to Eagle Head, 

Nova Scotia (Martin 1997). “Of course,” Huntington later wrote, “we did not know very much 

about our adopted environs; but, in hindsight, we were, no doubt, the right people at the right 

place and time. It did not matter that we knew little of Nova Scotia’s cultural history. … One 

could not say that we witnessed or partook in a renaissance, because practically no artistic 

tradition had existed here” (1984, n.p.). In Huntington’s mind, while the tenets of Nova Scotia’s 

cultural history were incidental, there is little doubt that his involvement in shaping public 

understanding of locally produced “folk” art was considerable; it ensured, at least according to 

Martin, that “the art and the artists would never be the same” (1997, 6). 

Huntington’s decision to relocate to Nova Scotia—a place that he perceived to exist 

outside the reach of modern artistic and cultural movements—would eventually prove worthwhile 

for the collector, the artists he came into contact with there, and the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia 

(AGNS) as a budding institution. Soon after his arrival, Huntington’s desire to lead a quieter, 

simpler life in Nova Scotia was overshadowed by his developing interest in the art production of 

the province’s rural, self-taught artists. He soon amassed a large private collection of work from 

these contemporary producers, developed long lasting relationships with a handful of artists, and 

generated his own strict canon of artistic excellence when it came to establishing object types. 

When Martin’s exhibition opened at the AGNS in 1997, it surveyed the collection that 

Huntington had then spent twenty years putting together and presented his experience of rural life 

in Nova Scotia through the material objects he bought and sold while living there. Entitled “A 

Life of Its Own: Chris Huntington and the ‘Resurgence’ of Nova Scotia Folk Art, 1975–1995,” 

the exhibition both celebrated Huntington’s career as a collector and credited him with fostering 

what then AGNS director Bernard Riordon described as “a favourable climate for self-taught 

artists” (1997, 3) (fig. 1). 

 



 46 

 
 

Figure 1: Photograph of Chris Huntington with a selection of works from the exhibition “A 

Life of Its Own.” c. 1997. 

(From top left: Ralph Boutilier, Fisherman, c. 1997; Sidney Howard, Figure, 1968; Walter 

Cook, Trudeau, c. 1974; Collins Eisenhauer, Mountie, 1966. From bottom left: Walter Cook, 

Dog, 1979. Collins Eisenhauer, Self-Portrait, 1976; Ralph Boutilier, German Shepherd, 1980. 

Image: Ken Martin, A life of its own: Chris Huntington and the resurgence of Nova Scotia 

folk art. Halifax: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1997, n.p. Photograph: Geri Nolan Hilfiker.) 
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The AGNS’s institutional support of Huntington in various public roles—as “guest curator, 

consultant, donor, and philanthropist” (Riordon 1997, 3)—helped Huntington establish himself as 

a cultural producer of influence in the province and, most important for my purposes here, 

radically shaped the way state cultural institutions used folk art as a rubric to classify creative 

expression in rural Nova Scotia. 

In this chapter, as a result, I use Huntington’s relationship with the AGNS as a starting 

point for discussion of the ways in which, beginning in the 1970s, the province’s first state art 

gallery developed the folk art field as a basis of its institutional profile in particular, and of Nova 

Scotia’s cultural heritage in general. I argue that a mutually beneficial relationship ensued 

between Huntington, a private patron, and the AGNS, a state cultural institution, that became key 

to the constitution of Nova Scotia’s folk art heritage for public consumption (Elwood 1976, 12; 

Ardery 1998). What is more, I suggest, folk art became the foundation upon which the AGNS 

built its public profile from the ground up, by giving the gallery a means through which to 

distinguish itself from similar cultural institutions elsewhere in Canada. While Huntington was 

certainly a pivotal figure in delineating the classification of, and audience for, contemporary folk 

art in the province, ultimately folk art’s success as a cultural resource in Nova Scotia came about 

through the state’s ideological and economic investment in making this popular cultural form the 

cornerstone of its newly instituted provincial art gallery. 

Keeping this argument in mind, it is not my intention in this chapter to narrow my 

investigation by giving a private collector and a state cultural institution complete authority in 

constituting contemporary folk art as a field in Nova Scotia. The artists whose objects Huntington 

became known for collecting and the AGNS became recognized for exhibiting—among them 

Charlie Atkinson, Ralph Boutilier, Collins Eisenhauer, Sidney Howard, Albert Lohnes, Clarence 

(Bubby) Mooers, Joe Norris, and Charlie Tanner—each had their own motivations for painting, 

carving, knitting, and drawing before collectors came knocking at their “weathered doors” 

(Martin 1997, 10). The local uses of their work are sometimes difficult to evaluate, given that 
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these artists have all died since the heyday of Huntington’s collecting activity in the 1970s. 

Valuable first-hand accounts of the practice of these little-documented artists have long been lost. 

Ironically, perhaps, this reality leads me to begin this chapter by addressing Huntington and the 

AGNS as central players, since their collaborations on collecting policies and exhibition projects 

offer sites to begin unpacking the history of Nova Scotia’s folklorization during the late-twentieth 

century. In conjunction with the AGNS’s inaugural exhibition in 1976, “Folk Art of Nova 

Scotia,” for example, Huntington recorded over a dozen personal interviews with the living artists 

he patronized as part of his research for the show’s catalogue. Beyond revealing the selective 

transcriptions of these conversations that are reproduced in the exhibition catalogue, the original 

recorded interviews I consulted also provide me with invaluable insight into the lives of Nova 

Scotia’s most promoted self-taught artists. 

Such documents from the AGNS’s institutional history demonstrate how the gallery has 

continually presented folk art as existing outside of its conceptualization as a cultural form. In 

other words, these documents show how the AGNS has historically presented folk art as an ample 

cultural resource simply waiting to be mined, when in fact the gallery has been responsible for 

folk art’s development as a recognized category of cultural production from the outset. What is 

more, while the category of folk art necessitates the myth of the folk artist waiting for 

entrepreneurs such as Huntington to discover them, examination of the AGNS’s development as 

an institution helps to move this study beyond simple exposition of the “discovery” myth that is 

now recognized as central to the critical study of folklore. Such critiques provide important 

background to understanding folk art as a construct, but limiting my investigation to this would 

serve only, as feminist theorist Jessica Benjamin puts it, to “idealize the oppressed, as if their 

politics and culture were untouched by the system of domination, as if people did not participate 

in their own submission” (1988, 9; quoted in Ardery 1998, 6). Indeed, AGNS projects, such as 

the 1976 “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” exhibition, went further than idealizing the self-taught artists 
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of Nova Scotia’s countryside, since these state projects actually institutionalized the artists’ work 

as “folk” to begin with. 

The Culture of Region and the Regionalization of Culture 

The potential of using contemporary folk art as a resource to develop Nova Scotia’s first 

provincial art gallery was not immediately apparent to those making the influential decisions 

about state culture in Nova Scotia. In fact, long before Huntington made his folk art pilgrimage, 

the province was in the process of developing its state art gallery around a fine art collection and 

under the auspices of a private art society called the Nova Scotia Museum of Fine Arts 

(NSMFA).17 A number of local businesspeople and community arts patrons formed the NSMFA 

in 1908, an organization without a physical museum space, as both a means to exhibit the 

association’s privately donated art collection and for the purpose of erecting Nova Scotia’s first 

provincial art gallery. This was not realized, however, until well after 1959, when concrete plans 

were made to erect a permanent building in Halifax to house the NSMFA’s collection of over 200 

donated artworks, 123 of which were historical prints and drawings produced in Britain, 

continental Europe, and colonial North America. The provincial government did not authorize the 

plans until 1968, riding a wave of heightened excitement and federal monies to support heritage 

projects of local culture following Expo 67 (Downton 1989).18 At this crucial time in cultural 

policy-making in Canada, when the decentralization of funding to support cultural projects 

brought about the regionalization of national culture industries, the available channels for cultural 

                                                      
17 Minutes from a NSMFA general meeting, February 9, 1942, Nova Scotia Museum of Fine Arts 
Fonds, MG20, vol. 207. Nova Scotia Archives and Records Management. 
 
18 Craft historian Sandra Alfoldy notes that the international attention that accompanied Canada’s 
centennial celebrations meant that the federal government entered “a period of generous spending 
on cultural initiatives,” even after Expo 67 (2005, 121). Social anthropologist Eva Mackey cites 
the official cost of the Canadian Universal and International Exhibition at Montreal (commonly 
known as Expo 67) as equivalent in value to one billion 1992 dollars CDN. Additionally, there 
was a $359 million cost to other branches of the celebrations, which included sponsoring various 
cultural initiatives across Canada (Mackey 1999). 
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funds also became structured in terms of region (Siebert 2006; Gittings 2002).19 This 

regionalization implied that local cultural institutions understood local culture best, since they had 

the knowledge and authority to decide which cultural resources were most valued at the regional 

level. Such federal initiatives meant that, when the private NSMFA was restructured to form the 

state AGNS in 1975, the gallery already had the influence to decide which locally produced art 

objects mattered most for its regional audience. 

Under Riordon’s direction, the new AGNS distanced itself from the principles of the 

NSMFA founders, who were dedicated to exposing Nova Scotians to the best of the European art 

tradition. Minutes from a 1942 NSMFA general meeting highlight the association’s original 

motive for creating the private collection of British and European fine art that would eventually 

become the province’s public holdings: “The Speaker deplores the possibility of a wholly 

Canadian art springing up, which would bear the imprint of every European nation whose fleeing 

people, from their own war torn countries, are finding shelter in Canada and bringing their arts 

                                                      
19 Christopher E. Gittings’s exploration of Canada’s National Film Board offers some insight into 
this historical situation. As Gittings suggests, the development of a French-language production 
unit at the NFB in 1964 coincided with the decentralization of production in 1965, in an Ottawa-
centred attempt “to reconfigure ‘national’ as a category by focusing on the local and specific in 
Canada’s diverse regions” (2002, 89). According to the NFB bureaucrats who developed this 
policy of regionalization at the NFB, the restructuring ensured that Canada’s diverse parts “made 
the whole meaningful” (Gittings 2002, 89). The NFB’s 1976-77 Annual Report explained this 
decentralized approach to funding and production policy more fully: “the objective of this policy, 
in keeping with the role of the NFB, is to provide each region the opportunity to interpret a 
regional subject to a national audience or national subject from a regional point of view” (quoted 
in Gittings 2002, 90). Similarly, Clive Robertson charts the representational politics of federal 
funding for the arts through geographical restructuring programs beginning in the 1960s, when 
the Canada Council first put forth policies of “democratization and decentralization” by 
attempting to reach out to underserved regions (Robertson 2006). As the Canada Council’s 
website notes, “examples included the creation of the Touring Office, the Explorations program, 
the Block Grant program for book publishers, and the Art Bank in the 1970s. Special measures 
were taken to address the under-representation of Council funding in the Atlantic provinces and 
to reach out to artists in the North” (see http://www.canadacouncil.ca/). 
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with them and [that] this new Canadian Art [be] entirely uninfluenced by British art traditions.”20 

The concern that contemporary art practice in Nova Scotia would develop outside of British 

conventions points to the legacy of what Lynda Jessup describes as Britain’s “metropolitan-

periphery relationship” with art production in Canada (2002, 151).21 Bent on maintaining British 

standards of quality in art production, niches of homegrown elite audiences, largely clustered in 

urban areas of central Canada, dictated the kinds of artistic traditions that developed in federal 

Canadian cultural institutions (Jessup 2002). Part of this process, as Jessup points out, was 

aggressive support of the British Canadianism of the Toronto-based Group of Seven by central 

Canadian museums such as the National Gallery of Canada and the Art Gallery of Ontario, state 

patronage that has since been publicly remembered instead, ironically, as helping to foster 

Canada’s first truly “national” art (Jessup 2001a). More than this, Jessup argues, historically, 

what the National Gallery and the Art Gallery of Ontario promoted as “a national art movement” 

was, in reality, an expression of central-Canadian regionalism, her argument suggesting in turn 

that these institutions were also ideologically repressing other regionalist expressions in Canada 

(2001a). 

Similarly, in Halifax, as a private art society founded by the city’s urban elites was 

transformed into a public art gallery for the people of Nova Scotia, the conditions under which art 

practice developed in the province were reinterpreted. In the public history of the AGNS’s 

activities since the 1970s, the gallery is cast as the mediator of “Nova Scotian” culture for local, 

domestic, and international audiences. At the crux of this representation is the portrayal of the 

AGNS as keeper of Nova Scotia’s unique cultural heritage, which is seemingly evidenced in both 

                                                      
20 Minutes from a NSMFA general meeting, February 9, 1942. NSMFA Fonds. MG 20, vol. 207. 
NSARM. Since some of the phrases from these minutes are hand-written jot notes, I have added 
punctuation and grammatical elements to them for the sake of clarity. 
 
21 As Jessup points out, North America’s immigrant populations from eastern and southern 
Europe have been historically distinguished according to what Matthew Frye Jacobson calls 
“whiteness of a different colour” (quoted in Jessup 2002, 145). 
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the collection and exhibition of so-called traditional art objects from the province. It is also 

informed by the gallery’s positioning of rural Nova Scotia as a distinct environment that has 

historically resisted the mechanisms of capitalist modernity in Canada’s urban centres. In other 

words, much as the National Gallery framed its support of the work of British Canadian artists 

from central Canada as bolstering a national school of art, the AGNS cast itself as an institution 

dedicated to preserving distinctly “Nova Scotian” culture, even if this meant overlooking its 

formation as a European-style art society devoted to maintaining colonial British art traditions. 

A case in point is a 1974 acquisitions policy of the future AGNS, which was written to 

explain how the new institution would both protect all provincially-owned works of art and direct 

the collection’s further development (Riordon 2002b). The policy’s priorities are listed as follows 

in a 2002 catalogue of the AGNS Permanent Collection: 

• To acquire important works of art by artists associated with Nova Scotia 
• To acquire a significant representation of Canadian art, both historical 

and contemporary 
• To continue to develop an important collection of Nova Scotia folk art 

and extend it to include significant works from other areas of Canada 
• To acquire works of art by international artists in order to extend the 

range of the collection. (Riordon 2002b, 11–12) 
 

As Riordon notes, the policy was “an outgrowth of the original NSMFA collection, which had 

developed according to the taste and limited finances of its volunteer membership” (2002b, 12). 

Unlike the original society members, who, as Riordon’s comments suggest, selected works based 

on their individual tastes, the AGNS was positioned as having the ability to select artworks that 

would most effectively represent Nova Scotia’s cultural heritage. Significantly, the policy 

identifies “Nova Scotia folk art” as an important acquisitions priority, indicating the gallery’s 

early framing of this category of artistic expression as part of its foundational mandate. To 

develop itself as an institution of significant cultural stature, the AGNS had to create its own 

distinct area of institutional expertise, which would both promote the new gallery to its local 

audience and help to expand its reach beyond the region. 
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In order to do this, however, the AGNS first had to develop a permanent collection from 

its initial NSMFA base and, at the same time, establish itself as an institution outside of Nova 

Scotia by touring its collection across Canada and internationally. To do this, Riordon selected 

objects that he felt most effectively presented the uniqueness of Nova Scotian culture to the 

gallery’s various audiences. In Riordon’s mind, folk art objects were most representative of Nova 

Scotia’s unusual cultural conditions, since he understood folk art’s production to be directly 

connected to the province’s isolation from capitalist modernity. As he wrote in 2002, 

Folk sculpture in Nova Scotia grew out of utilitarian needs and the individual 

situations in which early settlers found themselves in a new land. … By 1850, as 

Nova Scotian society began to take shape, prosperity brought with it a cultural 

resurgence and a Nova Scotian spirit. … When we observe the production of the 

current generation of folk artists, we can conclude that our smaller population, 

less influenced by industrialization and post-industrialization, had been able to 

preserve a folk art tradition lost elsewhere. Our folk art descends from a shared 

past, but our social conditions have permitted its continuous development. 

(2002a, 108; 110) 

 

In the end, the AGNS’s constitution of, and investment in, contemporary folk art as a cultural 

form expressive of Nova Scotia’s supposedly unique cultural traditions also secured the gallery’s 

success as an institution. Much like the National Gallery’s institutionalization of Ontario’s British 

Canadianism through its active support of the Group of Seven, which fulfilled, in Jessup’s words, 

its objective “to bring Canadian art to Canadians” (2001a, 140), by aggressively acquiring and 

touring Nova Scotia folk art, the AGNS subsequently became the foremost authority in a category 

of artistic expression it had created. That is to say, by defining the art practice in Nova Scotia that 

best represented the province as a whole, the AGNS achieved its own goal of visualizing the 

province through a regionalist lens, which simultaneously advanced its institutional profile 

beyond the regional level. 
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“Behind Those Weathered Doors”: Mining Folk Art 

Riordon calls the AGNS’s dedication to making contemporary folk art a collecting priority during 

the 1970s “a calculated decision,” one that came about because such a collection required only “a 

small amount of resources and money [to] develop it” (Riordon 2007). Riordon also identified 

folk art as a resource that had to be mined outside of the artworld system, which required the 

expertise of a knowledgeable collector such as Huntington, who had both the drive and the 

financial means to seek out contemporary objects that best represented Nova Scotia’s unique 

cultural heritage. From the outset of Huntington’s collecting activity in the province, he saw Nova 

Scotia’s cultural history through the handmade objects he selected from antique fairs, flea 

markets, and yard sales. In an interview that I conducted with Huntington in 2007, he described 

his understanding of Nova Scotia in general, and Lunenburg County (where he now lives) in 

particular, as “insular,” using his knowledge of historical material culture to make this point: 

You know what is unique about this culture? I mean I bought a [butter] churn just 

up the road from here, 5 miles, years ago. … It was a beautiful little churn, didn’t 

have a name on it. All whacked together, all blue paint. I turned it upside down, it 

was signed and dated on the bottom: 1897. 1897! If I had this when I was a 

dealer in Maine, I would’ve said 1840. Of course, it’s 1840! No debate! But in 

Lunenburg County, it can be 1897 or 1927 almost. You know, rose head nails, 

you find a rose head nail in something, the cut off point in the United States is 

well before 1850 and here they go almost into the twentieth century. These guys 

were thrifty; they weren’t going to throw those things away. (Huntington and 

McGill 2007) 

 

As Ken Martin notes, while Huntington was honing his entrepreneurial skills in Nova Scotia’s 

developing antiques trade during the 1970s, “he also became aware of a few unsung living artists 

who were producing decorative objects, mostly for their own amusement. Huntington saw the 

kinship between this modern work and antique country arts.” (1997, 8–9). 
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In Huntington’s mind, unlike historical pieces, contemporary folk art was a cultural 

resource that was both readily available and could be replenished, at least for the short time that 

the last generation of genuine folk artists survived.22 Conforming to the conventional strategies of 

folklorization, Huntington identified folk art as authentic when the artists who were producing it 

had developed their skills a generation earlier (Clifford 1986). Indeed, to borrow anthropologist 

James Clifford’s explanation, like every imagined authenticity, Huntington’s process of 

classifying folk art “presupposes, and is produced by, a present circumstance of felt 

inauthenticity” (1986, 114). To counter what he understood as the artificial qualities of 

contemporary life, Huntington went in search of living artists whose work could be easily 

associated with everyday labour practices in Nova Scotia. As Huntington wrote in 1989, there 

was a natural connection between labour and creativity, since the artists he dealt with were naïve 

people “who lived close to the land or sea, worked their asses off all their lives and ended up with 

very little except their humour and their talents” (1989b, 11). 

After establishing contact with Collins Eisenhauer in 1974, an artist who already had a 

reputation beyond Nova Scotia (thanks to local dealer Murray Stewart), Huntington became 

increasingly interested in the production of artists such as Charlie Atkinson, Ralph Boutilier, 

Albert Lohnes, Clarence (Bubby) Mooers, Joe Norris, and Charlie Tanner. This group of artists, 

with which Huntington became associated during the 1970s, was made up primarily of retirees 

from the fishing, farm, and land-based industries, who supplemented their meager incomes by 

producing art objects for sale locally. And, while Huntington made his initial contact with them 

                                                      
22 As Ian McKay argues, those working to preserve Nova Scotia’s cultural traditions during the 
early twentieth-century, among them journalist Helen Creighton and occupational therapist Mary 
Black, “shared a pervasive sense of a dwindling, static, unrenewable resource that middle-class 
people must take steps to salvage” (1994, 102). McKay’s study suggests that in Nova Scotia, 
cultural selectors such as Creighton and Black understood folk culture as “perpetually on the 
point of disappearing, always sinking beneath the waves of modernity” (1994, 293). And yet, 
although Creighton’s predecessor Roy Mackenzie complained of being “too late” to collect folk 
songs when he arrived in Nova Scotia in 1909, generations of folklore enthusiasts have proved 
that folk culture has been “surprisingly resilient” in the province (1994, 293). 
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through local dealers such as Stewart, he wondered, as he put it later, “how many more Charlie 

Tanners were out there behind those weathered doors” (Huntington quoted in Martin 1997, 10). 

He began to search for them all (Martin 1997). By 1975, Huntington had already purchased 

$40,000 worth of objects from the rural artists he had come into contact with all over Nova Scotia 

(Martin 1997). He was always careful to pay them what he felt was a fair price for their work, 

which varied from forty to upwards of a few hundred dollars per item, depending on the piece, a 

significant amount considering that tourists and local dealers were purchasing similar items from 

the same artists for only a few dollars (Huntington and McGill 2007; Martin 1997). 

In his pursuit of what he perceived to be the strongest work, Huntington kept visiting his 

“discoveries” of local talent and became recognized as both a financial patron and someone who 

supported self-taught artists creatively and psychologically (Martin 1997). He provided material 

support, supplying Joe Norris with canvasses to allow the artist to keep up with growing demand 

for his seascape paintings (Huntington 2000; Ferguson 2007). And he exercised direct influence, 

advising woodcarver Clarence (Bubby) Mooers in the artist’s production of life-sized wooden 

sculptures. Huntington later recalled that even though he was uninterested in Mooers’s early 

work, he continued to visit the artist in order to encourage his art practice: 

[I] kept going there, kept expressing interest in what he was making. And the last 

thing made was really wonderful. It’s a life-size figure of a nude woman and 

poodle dog [(fig. 2)]. … I said, ‘Look, I love the figure, but those breasts are just 

too big. … They get in the way of the thing! They’ve gotta be smaller.’ He never 

got ‘em as small as I wanted, but he got ‘em down to a reasonable size. If you 

overdo something like that, people will never really look at the figure. 

(Huntington quoted in Martin 1997, 14–15) 
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Figure 2: Clarence (Bubby) Mooers, Penelope and Poodle. Polychrome wood, 161.5 x 53.0 x 

70.0 cm (Penelope) and 70.0 x 30.0 x 16.0 cm (Poodle). 1976. 

(Image: courtesy of the Canadian Museum of Civilization.) 

 

Even though Mooers remembers Huntington’s involvement in the resulting Penelope and Poodle 

as being much more demanding, the artist’s recollection of these negotiations confirm 

Huntington’s motivations for such creative guidance. Huntington insisted that making repeated 

stylistic suggestions before purchasing the sculpture would help Mooers to elevate the aesthetic 

quality of his woodcarvings. Mooers recalls, 

That was my second attempt at carving and I worked at that for two or three 

months. The first time he [Huntington] come up, I had it varnished—a natural 

finish. He come up and looked at it: “Nope,” he said, “you gotta sand that all 

down and paint it.” And he said, “I want it painted a flat white.” Well I did. 
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Everything had to be done by hand then, we never had no electric sanders or 

anything. So I sanded it all down by hand and went and got a quart of flat white 

paint and painted it. Next time he come up and seen it, well I said if you don’t 

take it now, I’ll burn the wood in the house. But I started out making a man. And 

I had it all pretty well finished like a man and he looked at it and he said, “That’s 

too cute a face onto it to be a man. You gotta make a woman out of it.” I said, 

“how in the hell can I make a woman out of something like that now”? He said, 

“You’ll figure it out.” So, I took a bunch of roofing nails—inch and a half 

roofing nails with shingle nails and a big head—and I nailed them all around, 

where they were supposed to go and the same on this side. And then I got some 

Polyfill (Polyfill dries fast) and sawdust. Well then I started mixing Polyfill and 

sawdust, stirring it up and when I got it mixed up good, I grabbed a handful and 

I’d slop it on over the nails and in around the nails and so on so it would stay 

there. And I done the same with both. I had ‘em looking pretty good! But when 

Chris come up, [shakes head] “too big.” [Laughing] I said, “too big”? “Yeah,” he 

said, “any more than a handful’s a waste” and he said, “You’ve got a lot of waste 

there.” So then I had to rasp and file and get them all down so they suited him. 

And it was after that when I varnished it. After, I got the ok that … the breasts 

were satisfactory. And I figured he’d be taking it after I had it varnished, but then 

I had to do it all over again to paint it white. (Black Sheep Gallery, n.d.) 

 

Mooers’s desire to create a piece that pleased the collector’s tastes in order to make a sale did not 

detract from Huntington’s primary incentive in these negotiations: to add what he saw as aesthetic 

value to the finished work. Eventually, Huntington ensured that Penelope and Poodle “sold for 

quite a bit of money. But if I hadn’t stuck with him, he never would have made that” (Huntington 

quoted in Martin 1997, 15). 

In the end, by requesting that living self-taught artists replicate the aesthetic qualities of 

the “antique country arts” Huntington so valued, such interventions into the artists’ creative 

processes helped to establish an important source of objects for the AGNS. To be sure, both 

Huntington and Riordon understood folk art as the natural cultural output of local labour patterns, 

which meant that the objects they chose for collection and exhibition had to match particular 
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handcraft ideals. Yet, as craft historian Sandra Alfoldy explains, while the common medium of 

handcraft among diverse communities in Canada became a means through which state cultural 

institutions represented unity among these groups, behind each individual craft movement “there 

remained tensions separating the centre from periphery, for it was the centre that continued to 

decide how and what crafts were participants in the cultural shifts of the times” (2005, 183). In 

fact, objects of handcrafted folk art helped achieve the opposite goal in Nova Scotia during the 

1970s, when for the first time a provincial art gallery provided the authority to frame the work of 

living self-taught artists by linking it to an unchanging history of cultural production particular to 

the province. Riordon recognized that handmade items, such as woodcarvings, hooked rugs, and 

painted objects, could be used to symbolize a collective provincial heritage, since, as he argued, 

these handcraft traditions were borne from the common conditions of everyday life in rural Nova 

Scotia. And, with Huntington’s help, Riordon identified certain objects as representing regional 

cultural continuity (rather than cultural change) by connecting post-industrial folk art production 

with Nova Scotians’ supposedly collective culture of industriousness. 

As Riordon explains, Nova Scotia’s seasonal employment in fishing and farming 

industries created a situation in which 

you had people who had spare time to carve or to paint and it was really a hot bed 

of creative expression that was probably in some ways different from other 

provinces…. You might have had 30 to 50 folk artists who were very creative but 

at the same time very accomplished and [their work] was the true expression of 

the common person. [The AGNS] developed a philosophy that we wanted to 

bring this popular art to a wider audience…. (Riordon 2007) 

 

Riordon’s romanticization of contemporary folk art as the creative outcome of Nova Scotia’s 

seasonal unemployment suggests that these objects were also reminiscent of the province’s 

longstanding culture of rural self-sufficiency (McKay 2002). For Riordon, since folk art was 

evocative of a simpler and perhaps more prosperous time in Nova Scotia, once found, it had 
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marked potential to bring this proud cultural history into the present. If they looked hard enough, 

industrious cultural selectors such as Riordon and Huntington could find equally industrious 

cultural producers, whose work, as Ian McKay puts it, would speak “reassuringly of the older, 

better, more spacious days in which handicraft flourished within pre-industrial communities” 

(2002, 120). What is more, acquiring objects that Huntington collected made sense to Riordon, 

since, for the emerging AGNS, purchasing inexpensive objects and labeling them “art” was also 

good economic practice. Riordon remembers that, in 1975, 

the gallery did not have a whole lot of acquisitions funds to buy contemporary 

Canadian art, even though we purchased and received a lot of works. Folk art 

was something that a number of people were interested in. There was a group of 

artists around the province who were very ingenious, very creative and it seemed 

like a good opportunity to build up a niche collection. (Riordon 2007) 

 

During the 1970s, the opportunity that folk art provided for the AGNS also resonated 

strongly with the policies of the provincial government, which had just initiated direct capital 

investment in cultural tourism. Under Gerald Regan’s provincial Liberal government, which won 

its first term by a narrow minority in 1970, tourism was for the first time understood as a valuable 

resource that required legislation. Regan’s government established Nova Scotia’s Department of 

Tourism in 1971, appointing Garnet Brown as Minister of Tourism the same year. According to 

fellow Regan cabinet minister John Hawkins, Brown “led the battle for the [tourism] industry’s 

advancement. … He gave it a department, recognized its financial potential for the Province, and 

gave it a symbol—the Nova Scotia sailing vessel, the Bluenose” (1990, 197–198). More 

importantly, at least, in Riordon’s mind, Brown also “laid down a vision for cultural development 

in the province that, over time, would bring about the establishment of our now-familiar cultural 

institutions and programs” (Riordon 2002b, 7). The AGNS became one such institution and 

Riordon understood that the gallery’s future success was contingent “on the energy, imagination, 

and resources of its staff …” (2002b, 7). In the end, Huntington’s vision of contemporary Nova 
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Scotia folk art succeeded because Riordon, the AGNS, and the government, together, understood 

its potential to visualize the province as a place where “one of a kind” folk artists created their 

wares. 

“A Beautiful Marriage”: Chris Huntington and the AGNS 

The AGNS first exhibited Huntington’s vision as a collector to the public in its inaugural 1976 

exhibition, “Folk Art of Nova Scotia.” Huntington describes the project as “a beautiful marriage” 

between Riordon’s ambitions for the AGNS as an institution and his own eye for collecting what 

he saw as the best art production there was in Nova Scotia (Huntington and McGill 2007). In 

addition to acting as the AGNS’s first exhibition, “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” also toured 

nationally, with venues at the National Gallery of Canada, the Art Gallery of Ontario, and the Art 

Gallery of Greater Victoria. Composed of 110 works, it focused exclusively on twentieth-century 

objects made by self-taught artists who lived in rural Nova Scotia, many of whom were then 

nearing the end of their careers due to advanced age and chronic illness (AGNS 1976). Yet, the 

living artists whose work was selected for the show participated in the project enthusiastically by 

providing interviews for the exhibition catalogue and discussing their artistic process at length 

with Huntington and other members of the exhibition committee. What is more, the artists were 

clearly cognizant of the burgeoning interest the exhibition brought to contemporary folk art from 

Nova Scotia.23 And, while the artists may not have been completely aware of the committee’s 

                                                      
23 Each of the living artists whose work was in the “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” exhibition, and who 
Huntington patronized, participated in lengthy recorded interviews with Huntington and his 
fellow committee members. In my understanding of recordings of these conversations, the artists 
often communicate their interest in the exhibition quite directly, even if they may not have been 
fully aware of the logic behind its organization. For example, in his interview, artist Collins 
Eisenhauer asks Huntington if the exhibition would be composed of “all Canadian” artists. 
Huntington responds, “it’s all Nova Scotian, and it’s going to be made up of probably 25 different 
artists, some of which will be anonymous and some of which will be fairly well known and it will 
include people from—like, in your case—who may have 15 works in the show down to 
somebody who may have one or two….” Eisenhauer then asks Huntington (who is also a 
practicing artist), “some of your paintings going to be in it?” to which Huntington replies, “No, 
no, it won’t be anything like that at all. It’s only going to be self-taught people, almost all the 
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rationale for putting together the exhibition, it would be misleading as to result to suggest that the 

artists were passive participants in the process. 

The AGNS’s first exhibition initiated what has become a longstanding association of the 

gallery with folk art (Riordon 2007). It also established Huntington’s influence as a collector in a 

public capacity, since he was actively involved in every stage of the exhibition’s development. 

Huntington acted as a member of the selection committee, which was comprised of his now 

former wife, collector Ellen Huntington; curator and critic Bruce Ferguson; artist, professor, and 

collector Gerald Ferguson; local antique dealer and collector Murray Stewart, and himself. As 

Huntington puts it, “of the 130 [sic.] works in that show my finger touched 101 of them. … In 

other words, [“Folk Art of Nova Scotia”] was primarily Bernie’s idea, but it was me and my kind 

of genius for the whole thing that made that kind of show” (Huntington and McGill 2007). 

Specifically, Huntington owned 53 of the 110 pieces in the exhibition, which meant that his 

aesthetic preferences as a collector also became the organizational model for the show, one that 

was, in the end, supported by the rest of the committee, who were all well known, like-minded, 

educated members of the arts community in Nova Scotia. 

The curatorial rationale of the exhibition’s organizers is apparent in the “Folk Art of 

Nova Scotia” catalogue, which is comprised of an introduction that sets out the history and 

tradition of folk art production in the province and a collection of short biographies of artists 

included in the show. The introduction, written by Marie Elwood, then Chief Curator of History 

at the Nova Scotia Museum, situates the exhibition by highlighting the role of collectors such as 

Huntington in generating awareness of folk art: “In this exhibition appear many works assembled 

                                                                                                                                                              

people will be in their sixties and seventies and eighties and few of them will be like in their 
forties and there’s one guy who’s young. But most of the people will be self-taught artists in one 
form or another, who will have a vision of their own to make something sort of unusual” (Chris 
Huntington in conversation with Collins Eisenhauer, November 22, 1975, Chris Huntington 
Collection, HUN-A-3 (XII-A-4), Box 205/20, Canadian Museum of Civilization Archives). See 
Appendix 1 for a full transcription of this interview. 
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by pilgrim collectors who have travelled throughout the Province to find these evidences of 

twentieth-century folk art in Nova Scotia” (1976, 12). Elwood’s reference to the collectors’ 

“discovery” of the artists in the exhibition also serves to frame the show’s aesthetic content and to 

establish social distance between the artists and their audience, one dependent on positioning folk 

art as strange to the museum’s public. (As sociologist Julia Ardery observes, “it is strange 

because the people who make it are strangers” [1998, 2]). In this case, Elwood posits folk artists 

as strange to members of a viewing audience who know nothing of life in rural Nova Scotia and, 

as a result, must make their entry into the folk artist’s world through the mediation of a cultural 

institution. 

Elwood’s introduction thus sets the stage for public reading of the exhibition by 

presenting folk art production as “normal” according to the standards of life in rural Nova Scotia, 

which provides the backdrop for folk art as a particular form of creative expression: 

This exhibition of folk art is outside the mainstream of contemporary art, most of 

these works come from the still waters of rural Nova Scotia. … Rural isolation 

and long winters conspire to provide the opportunity for the folk artist to produce 

his works. Since they are not bound by tradition or livelihood to their art, their 

work truly represents them and their habitat. (Elwood 1976, 10) 

 

As bearers of the province’s folk heritage, the objects in this exhibition provided Elwood with 

contemporary evidence that, as Ardery puts it, “vernacular genius had not perished with 

modernity” (1998, 130). In fact, the woodcarvings, paintings, and textile works that comprised 

the show came to be prized as both material remnants of rural life and expressions of shared 

“Nova Scotian” values, among them self-reliance, industriousness, and ingenuity in the face of 

harsh conditions. Moreover, Elwood notes, the folk artist “solves his many technical problems 

intuitively and with a simplicity and directness that is part of the appeal of his work” (1976, 11). 

In other words, Elwood suggests that the production of folk art in rural Nova Scotia is not an 
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isolated outburst of creative activity, but deeply connected to the skills associated with the toil 

and labour of country life. 

It is only natural, then, according to this line of thinking, that the artists’ subject matter 

“comes mainly from the landscape of Nova Scotia,” which Elwood perceives to be the source of 

both the artists’ isolation and their creativity (1976, 10-12). Elwood, however, makes a clear 

distinction between the artists’ lived environment and the landscapes in the exhibition: 

What do we see when we look at his landscape? These are not real scenes, again, 

they are images from memory. There is no feeling that they are painted out-of-

doors. They come from an inner eye, as if the artist were repeating an image 

already formed in his mind’s eye. The light that falls across his pictures is the 

light of other days. The colour in these landscapes is vivid, often used un-mixed. 

Only local colour exists, unmodified by light or atmosphere. (1976, 12) 

 

Elwood sees the paintings as representing not actual places but “landscapes of illusion” (Casteel 

2007, 35)—that is, landscapes inhabited by people and animals that the artist brings together to 

form what Elwood describes as an “imaginative resolution to formal problems” (Elwood 1976, 

12). 

To reinforce this potentially contradictory relationship, in which Elwood perceives folk 

artists as drawing their inspiration from their rural environment and yet as producing artwork that 

represents the imagined landscapes of their “inner eye,” Elwood’s introduction incorporates three 

photographs into its narrative, which were intended to give readers a sense of “the way things 

look” in rural Nova Scotia. Reflecting popular notions of photographs as unmediated records of 

the material world, rather than products of culturally constructed vision, contemporary photos of 

a seaside shanty (fig. 3), an abandoned farmhouse (fig. 4), and a small town streetscape focusing 

on a collapsed barn (fig. 5), provided a seemingly local, real-life context for the artists’ painted 

“landscapes of illusion.” 
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Figure 3: Photograph of a seaside shanty. c. 1976.  

(Image: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, Folk art of Nova Scotia: A travelling exhibition of 20th 

century folk art of Nova Scotia. Halifax, NS: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1976, pp. 10.) 
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Figure 4: Photograph of an abandoned barn with birdhouse. c. 1976. 

(Image: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, Folk art of Nova Scotia: A travelling exhibition of 20th 

century folk art of Nova Scotia. Halifax, NS: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1976, pp. 11.) 
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Figure 5: Photograph of a street scene. c. 1976. 

(Image: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, Folk art of Nova Scotia: A travelling exhibition of 20th 

century folk art of Nova Scotia. Halifax, NS: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1976, pp. 12.) 

 

Revealing little sign of human presence, these photographs come to collectively represent rural 

Nova Scotia as primitive, anti-industrial, barren, and, at worst, abandoned altogether, an 

environment that the folk artist overcomes through pure creativity. There is no doubt that the 

artists in the exhibition would have provided a perspective on these photographs quite different 

from Elwood’s, particularly the scene of the abandoned farmhouse, which foregrounds a carved 

birdhouse painted in a manner consistent with other woodcarvings in the show (fig. 4). The 

introduction, however, was clearly provided for another audience, and Elwood uses these 

photographs of the rural landscape—much as the artists themselves are used—to suggest a 

receding yet resilient way of life in rural Nova Scotia, one presumably both unknown to visitors 

to the exhibition and deserving of the expert attention of public museums. 

Elwood’s introduction thus leaves itself open to a number of questions about what the 

exhibition committee perceived to be contemporary folk art’s audience. The relationship between 

residents of and visitors to Nova Scotia, not to mention the social distance between the province’s 
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urban elites and rural underclass, clearly informs the way the AGNS positioned folk art in this 

exhibition—specifically, as a popular art form of the rural periphery that requires gallery 

mediation in order to be understood by urban residents and elite visitors in the province. The 

biographies in the remainder of the catalogue highlight this relationship by offering snippets of 

conversations that had taken place between the artists and Huntington, who serves in this context 

as representing the institution that now displays the artists’ work. Huntington’s research 

contributions to the catalogue also provide documentary evidence gathered under the collector’s 

authority—photographs (usually of the artist at home),24 interviews (in this case, with a given 

artist’s words melded seamlessly into the biographical narrative), and reproductions of the objects 

in the exhibition (Ardery 1998). This combination of material is what Ardery describes as “a 

tightly choreographed interaction” between “a relatively powerful consumer and a relatively 

powerless maker, a discoverer and a ‘found person’. As a consequence, the artist can never 

actually vouch for him- or herself. ” (1998, 245). 

Most of these short biographical sketches combine information about a given artist’s 

labour practices with the artist’s description of his or her artistic endeavours. For instance, the 

catalogue describes artist Charles (Charlie) Atkinson’s hometown as follows: “The Cape Sable 

community of South Side might strike the visitor as a likely bed for the breeding of folk art” 

(AGNS 1976, 22). And while no explanation is offered as to why Cape Sable is a likely milieu for 

the production of folk art, this association between the two is made quite obvious for the 

catalogue’s intended audience. “The collector or visitor, by definition,” as Ardery points out, are 

“people of leisure with some access to transportation, with both the time and the disposable 

                                                      
24 Although the sources of the photographs are not listed in the catalogue, in Ken Martin’s 
catalogue for the 1997 exhibition A life of its own: Chris Huntington and the resurgence of Nova 
Scotia folk art, he explains that photographer Peter Sheppard documented many of Huntington’s 
encounters with rural artists. Martin’s catalogue uses many of the same folklorist tropes as its 
1976 counterpart, interspersing photographs of the artists’ at home with reproductions of their 
work throughout the text. 
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income for travel” (1998, 245). In this case, the collector makes the initial visit into the folk 

artist’s home, and documents the creative energy that is seemingly apparent in the artist’s lived 

environment, which in turn provides the context for the museum visitor who is encountering the 

artist for the first time in the exhibition. As Ardery makes clear, “the discrepancy between the 

leisured writer or vacationing collector and the homebound artist has been an important dynamic 

in the development of contemporary folk art: a class of roaming collectors and enthusiasts comes 

upon a class of stay-at-home creators, fit for photographing, interviewing, shopping” (1998, 245). 

Ardery argues that since rural folk artists in particular lack the means to travel themselves 

(or “any mechanism of gatekeeping” when it comes to mediating visitors), their homes and 

workspaces have often been turned into tourist sites, a process facilitated by the realities of 

country life where “people commonly know one another, welcome drop-in company, and are 

generous in giving directions” (1998, 245). Huntington no doubt benefited from this situation 

during his travels throughout Nova Scotia. As he recalls, 

My wife and I bought a place down in Liverpool in the little community of Eagle 

Head. [Some neighbours] came in and said you ought to come and see Ralph 

Boutilier painting on the wall of his kitchen. And you know I wasn’t much 

interested in it, but he took me down to the cellar and there was a whirligig of a 

blue jay stuck in the rafters there. I said, “How much do you want for that?” He 

said, “Well it doesn’t work, but I’ll sell it to you for $50.” I said, “I’ll give you a 

hundred.” And one thing led to another and he showed me this book of these life-

sized carvings of fishermen he did, you know, smoking a pipe—these were real 

fishermen! What you see today or what you would’ve seen back thirty years ago. 

And then I went back to thank him and he said, “Well you ought to go and see 

Albert Lohnes, who’s closer.” He was only a mile and a half away and Ralph told 

me to go and look at his crocheted chairs. (Huntington and McGill 2007) 

 

This narrative of discovery is one that Huntington would repeat time and again, a story of a 

collector’s initiation into the folk artist’s world. The details of the story, in which “Huntington 

became convinced that here was a major talent, working undeservedly far from the limelight,” as 
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Martin puts it (1997, 9), is a familiar trope in processes of folklorization, in which educated 

seekers find folk artists in out of the way locales, befriend them, and legitimize their work from 

an outsider’s perspective (Ardery 1998). 

The relationship between Huntington and artists such as Boutilier and Lohnes is crucial 

in this regard, since Huntington’s interest in collecting folk art operated both in conjunction and 

in tension with other members of the “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” exhibition committee, who no 

doubt came to the table with different plans for the show’s development. Riordon, as curator and 

director of the AGNS, was clearly in a position to use Huntington’s knowledge of folk art to help 

build an institutional collection. Ferguson was motivated by an aesthetic and intellectual interest 

in folk art, based on his career as a professional artist and professor at the Nova Scotia College of 

Art and Design (Ferguson 2007).25 Yet, Huntington’s unique position as a commercial collector 

and dealer meant that his interest in folk art was different from that of his fellow committee 

members. As Ardery argues, commercial collectors occupy a unique position in this context, 

since cultural institutions have historically positioned them as “rescuing folk production from 

obscurity, [which] has proved an enormously serviceable perspective on collecting, with the 

power, it seems, to transmute acquisitiveness into noble art. Such a conception implies that 

nonacademic artists ‘deserve’ the sort of appreciation that only experts can provide” (1998, 205). 

The AGNS certainly came into its own as an institution by providing such expertise, 

drawn from Huntington’s own experience in the field. Huntington built his knowledge by 

gathering information about the way local people made use of “folk art” objects before collectors 

and curators labeled it as such. For example, prior to Huntington’s contact with Boutilier, the 

artist created things at the request of family members and people living in his home community, 

                                                      
25 Ferguson, a professor at the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design since the 1970s, was also 
an avid collector of locally produced folk art. His understanding of the Nova Scotia folk art scene 
was informed by collecting patterns in the U.S. and the relationship between major U.S. 
collectors and cultural institutions such as the Museum of Modern Art in New York (Ferguson 
2007). 
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who commissioned him to create whirligigs and woodcarvings to decorate their yards. In 

Lohnes’s case, the artist initially conceived of crocheted chairs as a practical solution to a 

problem he encountered while working as a member of a ship’s crew:  

The captain had a problem. Every time we went out he would be sliding all day 

over his chair. “I’ll fix that some day,” I said. So one day I went to work at it. It 

was the first [crocheted chair] I made. Bored a big hole down through the floor, 

put a big plug, made it good and solid. When he came down he said, “What are 

you doing?” “Making a chair.” “A chair?” I said, “Yes.” I went to shore and got 

some yarn. I never done one before in my life. Then he used to roll back and 

forth, but he couldn’t slide.26 

 

By 1976, a year before his death, Lohnes had produced sixteen crocheted chairs, which were 

composed of wooden chair frames around which he knitted woolen coverings. Lohnes often 

knitted his name at the top of chairs, as well as scenes of oxen teams and images of his own house 

(fig. 6). 

                                                      
26 Chris Huntington in conversation with Albert Lohnes and Ralph Boutilier, November 22, 1975, 
Chris Huntington Collection, HUN-A-1 (XII-A-1), Box 205/20, Canadian Museum of 
Civilization Archives. 
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Figure 6: Albert Lohnes, Covered Chairs. Wool yard over wooden chairs. (Right chair) 93.5 

x 51.0 x 45.5 cm. c. 1960–1975. 

(Image: installation shot from “Comfort Zones: Textiles in the Canadian Landscape,” 

Textile Museum of Canada, May 3, 2001–September 26, 2001, accessed 

http://www.textilemuseum.ca/apps/index.cfm?page=exhibition.detail&exhId=149&language

=eng. Photograph: Simon Glass.) 

 

The rarity and unusualness of objects such as Lohnes’s chairs were no doubt appealing to 

Huntington. More importantly, however, Huntington’s contact with Boutilier and Lohnes 

encouraged him to “put an ad in all the little county papers saying that I was looking for 

woodcarvings. I didn’t put it in for painters because I’d get a bunch of housewife painters—you 

know, ladies that sat there making little paintings of chrysanthemums or whatever and I knew I’d 

go crazy. I would have found something, but I figured, of course, carvings would be safe” 

(Huntington and McGill 2007). 
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“The Appearance of Naturalness”: Collecting Folk Art 

The attention dedicated to woodcarvings in the exhibition, “Folk Art of Nova Scotia,” says more 

about Huntington’s own process of authenticating than it does about the kinds of objects artists 

were producing and the way local people used such objects in their everyday lives. Given what 

Bourdieu calls the “appearance of naturalness” in cultural selection, orienting practices of 

collecting such as Huntington’s posit what “some mistakenly call values in the most automatic 

gestures…” (1984, 466). Huntington’s process of meeting artists in rural Nova Scotia 

distinguishes him as a certain kind of social subject; his taste for collecting certain kinds of 

objects, in turn, becomes a byproduct of his position within a total social system (Bourdieu 1984). 

As Bourdieu reminds us, 

Taste classifies, and it classifies the classifier. Social subjects, classified by their 

classifications, distinguish themselves by the distinctions they make, between the 

beautiful and the ugly, the distinguished and the vulgar, in which their position in 

the objective classifications is expressed or betrayed. … That is why art and 

cultural consumption are predisposed, consciously and deliberately or not, to 

fulfil a social function of legitimating social differences. (1984, 6–7)27 

 

Indeed, the collector, in classifying his collection/his taste simultaneously created standards in 

genre and style for the province’s contemporary folk art: woodcarvings not painted 

chrysanthemums.28 

                                                      
27 Art historian Tom Huhn provides an excellent synopsis of Bourdieu’s arguments on taste and 
value in his review of Bourdieu’s The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on Art and Literature 
(1993). See Huhn’s 1996 review in The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism 54, No. 1 
(Winter): 88–90. 
 
28 I want to be cautious of the kind of critique I mean to offer with regards to Huntington’s 
position at the AGNS. As Irit Rogoff argues, critiquing historically established institutional 
claims to universal representation is nothing revolutionary in the context of museum studies 
(2002a). In other words, if inclusive or complete representativeness of any one thing is found to 
be impossible, which, of course, it always is, this only serves to reinforce the notion that 
museums and their collections are both finite and complete or are (or should be) in the process of 
becoming so. With this in mind, I want to make clear that my intention here is not to censure the 
AGNS’s institutional focus on the art production of Nova Scotia’s self-taught rural artists, since 
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From an institutional perspective, “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” firmly established 

Huntington’s position as a cultural selector of influence. As both the first major and the first 

nationally touring exhibition by the gallery, “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” also provided a basis for 

developing the AGNS’s profile outside of the province. Huntington’s research which, according 

to Riordon, was “an all out attempt to discover unknown and obscure artists in all parts of the 

Province” (1976, 8), subsequently became a means for the gallery to introduce domestic and 

international audiences to art production from Nova Scotia for the first time. The collection that 

Huntington built from the art production of a small group of rural artists allowed the AGNS to 

create the field of twentieth-century folk art in Nova Scotia—a field that, after the success of this 

particular exhibition, stimulated the nation’s authoritative cultural institutions to purchase folk 

art. Interest in the work of poor, nonacademic artists subsequently erupted, paralleling a similar 

development in the U.S. at this time, where, as Ardery points out, “a new highly barbed and 

critical discourse arose around the whole subject of folk art as, at academic symposia, 

anthropologists and folklorists squared off against connoisseurs and dealers, all vying for 

definitional rights. Such conflict, rather than eroding public interest in folk art, of course 

electrified its appeal” (1998, 5). 

Ardery’s examination of the U.S. context for developing folk art as a popular form 

suggests that, during the 1970s, this type of artistic expression “seemed immune from the 

contagions of normalcy threatening the arts: a runaway market, the expansion of arts education, 

stylistic pluralism, and government patronage” (1998, 3). In the face of all this, as Ardery puts it, 

“while fine artists strove for corporate commissions, folk artists appeared naïve—at least they 

were still poor” (1998, 3). In some ways, I believe this is also true of the cultural, social, and 

economic conditions affecting folk art production, collection, exhibition, and branding in 1970s 

                                                                                                                                                              

the case could certainly be made that the gallery was engaged in collecting many other kinds of 
art while it promoted so-called folk art. 
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Nova Scotia, where, as in Appalachia, “rural folk artists appeared ever more exceptional in their 

noncompliance with an increasingly dense cultural system” (Ardery 1998, 3). And so, in the 

coming chapter, I briefly explore such debates as they relate to the Nova Scotia case, to examine 

why Huntington selected the objects he did for his personal collection and, more importantly, the 

way he developed the art production of certain artists to suit the folk art market in Canada and the 

U.S. Certainly, in his desire to avoid what he described as the flower paintings of housewives, 

Huntington sought out particular objects that resonated with his own ideological understanding of 

what “folk art” was during the 1970s. In Chapter 4, I examine the implications of developing folk 

art as a popular from of cultural production for the contemporary art market—in the Nova Scotia 

case, a market dependent on keeping folk art’s makers apart from the economic conditions of late 

capitalism. 
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Chapter 4  

Brokering Folk Art: Collins Eisenhauer and the “Rejection of All 

Things Rotten,” 1972–1991 

 

Folk art exists only within the context of high art and class divisions. In other 

words, folk forms are variants of high forms, produced within closed 

communities. Those forms may take on a life of their own by modification 

through repetition, but the prime object source can usually be identified. As 

[Daniel] Robbins pointed out, however, since World War II and the 

communications explosion, especially in North America, class divisions blurred 

and closed communities vanished, therefore no “folk,” therefore no folk art.29 

—Gerald Ferguson, “On Folk Art,” 1979 

 

In 1979, Carole Collins, editor of Canadian Antiques and Art Review, interviewed Gerald 

Ferguson about his collection of folk art from Canada and the U.S., which he had spent fifteen 

years developing. As part of this conversation, Collins asks Ferguson, “as an artist yourself, does 

that give you some special insight into folk art?” to which he replies “not special, but different. I 

think my response to this work is different from an antique dealer, which unfortunately is where 

most of this material still comes from. And similarly, it’s different from the antique collector who 

uses folk art as an accompaniment to furniture” (1979, 17). After Collins probes the issues 

surrounding folk art’s brokering further, Ferguson elaborates: “The only good thing about this 

material coming out of the antique world if that it holds the price down. I’d hate to think what 

would happen if it got fully into the hands of the art market” (1979, 17). Ferguson’s commitment 

                                                      
29 Ferguson refers here to Daniel Robbins’s 1976 essay “Folk Sculpture Without Folk,” which 
was published in the catalogue for the Brooklyn Museum’s “Folk Sculpture USA” exhibition. 
Robbins’s essay was later republished in Michael D. Hall and Eugene W. Metcalf, Jr., The artist 
outsider: Creativity and the boundaries of culture. Washington: Smithsonian Institution Press, 
1994. 
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to folk art collecting during the 1970s was, according to him, motivated by a purely aesthetic 

interest in works such as Collins Eisenhauer’s Colonel Saunders (fig. 7), which was originally 

used as a mailbox holder in Eisenhauer’s yard (fig. 8). 

 

 

Figure 7: Collins Eisenhauer, The Colonel. Painted wood, eyeglasses. 176.0 x 50.0 x 45.0 cm. 

1976. Collection of the Canadian Museum of Civilization. 

(Image: Carole Collins, “On folk art: A conversation between Carole Collins, editor of 

Canadian Antiques and Art Review and Gerald Ferguson in Halifax, June, 1979,” Canadian 

Antiques and Art Review 1, no. 2 (October), pp. 18. Photograph: by Gary Wilson.) 
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Figure 8: Photograph of Collins Eisenhauer at his home in Union Square, Nova Scotia, with 

The Colonel as mailbox holder. 1975. 

(Image: Carole Collins, “On folk art: A conversation between Carole Collins, Editor of 

Canadian Antiques and Art Review and Gerald Ferguson in Halifax, June, 1979,” Canadian 

Antiques and Art Review 1, no. 2 (October), pp. 16. Photograph: Peter Sheppard.) 

 

In other words, Ferguson understood his impulse to collect as distinct from both the historical 

interests of antique dealers such as Huntington and the intellectual pursuits of Modernist artists 

such as Pablo Picasso.30 For Ferguson, understanding Colonel Saunders aesthetically, meant 

                                                      
30 In his conversation with Collins, Ferguson mentions Picasso’s interest in folk as a counterpoint 
to his own collecting practice. Picasso’s fascination with Iberian and Catalan Romanesque 
sculpture is well documented. During the 1970s, however, art historians understood Picasso’s 
appropriation of these sculptural forms in his own work as an aesthetic interest in “folk” art (in 
this case, defining “folk” in terms of race). For example, Stephen C. Foster refers to a number of 
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appreciating the sculpture as a well-executed work of art rather than as a piece of interior 

decoration, or as a source for his own creative inspiration as an artist. As he puts it, “The Colonel 

is an idiosyncratic expression to satisfy Eisenhauer’s creative energies—very publicly 

displayed—and in this respect, very close to the individualistic spirit in much of contemporary 

art” (1979, 17). 

Ferguson’s lament for what he describes as “the Modernist perversion of folk art” and his 

fear of the art market’s potential infiltration into folk artists’ “closed communities” (1979, 17) 

was no doubt informed by his knowledge of contemporary folk art’s command of the U.S. 

collecting scene beginning in the late 1960s (Ardery 1998). It was then, as Julia Ardery observes, 

that a “healthy and highly speculative art market” developed in the U.S. around a combination of 

government patronage and corporate sponsorship in the arts, making a wide range of 

contemporary art (both “folk” and “fine”) available to newly emerging middle-class collectors 

(1998, 155). While the prices of “Old Master” works soared, increased access to art education and 

widespread mainstream interest in arts production sent middle-class collectors on a search for 

contemporary artworks within their price range (Ardery 1998). The burgeoning of a middle-class 

art market at this time, as historian Jeffrey Brison points out, has a longer history in the cultural 

sponsorship policies of the New Deal and their failure to endure the Second World War. As 

Brison suggests, “it was not until 1965, during Lyndon Johnson’s presidency, that a direct 

relationship between the state and the arts re-emerged with the creation of the National 

                                                                                                                                                              

undated sculptures from the Iberian peninsula as “Iberian folk sculpture,” based on what he 
describes as “the lack of development in these works [which] refers to a particular evolutionary 
phase in the growth of a folk tradition” (1979, 269). To make this argument, Foster draws on 
earlier Picasso scholarship such as J.J. Sweeney’s 1941 “Picasso and Iberian Sculpture,” which 
similarly understands Picasso’s interest in terms of developmental aesthetics: “Unorthodox in 
formal idiom, these [Iberian] sculptures gave the impression of a complete disregard for any 
refinements of manual dexterity, much less technical virtuosity” (1941, 193). For a postcolonial 
reading of Picasso’s interest in Romanesque sculpture produced in Iberia and Catalonia, see 
Patricia Leighten, “The white peril and L’Art nègre: Picasso, primitivism, and anticolonialism,” 
in Race-ing art history: Critical readings in race and art history, ed. Kymberly N. Pinder, 233–
260. London: Routledge, 2002. 
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Endowment for the Arts and Humanities” (2005, 146–147). Brison thus argues that the transition 

from private to corporate philanthropy in the U.S. during the early twentieth century—made 

possible by the Carnegie and Rockefeller creation of research councils and professional 

associations to advance higher education in the arts and letters—were important historical 

markers in developing a national system for cultural funding in the 1960s (2005).31 In Canada, by 

comparison, “the partnership between Canadian intellectuals and American philanthropy 

facilitated Canada’s transition from a private, localized system of cultural patronage to a system 

of corporate cultural patronage with the nation-state as the major patron” (Brison 2005, 11–12). 

Brison’s argument certainly challenges anyone who might seek to make a sharp historical 

demarcation between Canada’s “public” and the U.S.’s “private” sponsorship in the arts. 

Moreover, it provides an important historical context with which to examine the development of 

an international market for contemporary folk art from Nova Scotia. In my reading of this 

situation, in which a newly-expanding art market supplied middle-class collectors with a wide 

range of interesting and accessible art, works such as Eisenhauer’s came to reify the postmodern 

concept of “mass culture” for collectors on the hunt for reasonably priced objects that suited their 

taste for “original artworks” (Ardery 1998). That is, as Ferguson and other like-minded 

participants in Nova Scotia’s folk art scene became concerned with the new confrontation of a 

global mass culture—as Brison puts it, “governed solely by the logic of supply and demand” 

                                                      
31 At the base of Brison’s larger argument is the notion that both the Carnegie and Rockefeller 
trusts were, as he puts it, “instrumental in the transition between two eras and two systems of 
cultural patronage” (2005, 11). In his examination of Carnegie and Rockefeller’s central role in 
developing and maintaining a cultural and intellectual infrastructure in Canada, Brison maps the 
creation of such institutions as the Canada Council, the National Gallery of Canada, and the 
precursors to the Social Sciences and Research Council of Canada. Brison suggests that 
Canadians who were looking to “build institutions, pursue research, organize and rationalize areas 
of expertise, and establish themselves as ‘cultural authorities’ looked to the Manhattan offices of 
the Carnegie Corporation and the Rockefeller Foundation for funding, as well as for ideas and 
inspiration” (2005, 11). In other words, according to Brison, Canada’s “national ‘tradition’ of 
institutionalized public support for the arts and letters … was constructed, moreover, under the 
watchful eyes of the leaders of American corporate philantrophy” (2005, 12). 
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(2005, 76)—objects such as Colonel Saunders came to play the role of intermediary. On the one 

hand, these objects reframed mid-twentieth century notions of mass culture, which at the time, as 

Denning suggests, “seemed as far from customs and morals as from the pursuit of perfection, as 

far from ‘folk’ culture as from elite culture” (2004, 80). On the other, they provided a new 

material base for collectors to synthesize their liberal politics with aesthetics, as members of an 

enlightened class attempted to mend the problems of their quickly changing society by 

developing new sets of cultural tools. Ironically, at a time when “anything could be art,” as critic 

Arthur Danto observes, Nova Scotia’s folk art field emerged in a manner irreconcilable with 

perceptions of the province as one of folk culture’s “closed communities” (Danto quoted in 

Ardery 1998, 157). 

Blank Slates and the Particulars of Place 

In 1968, Gerald Ferguson arrived in Halifax at the age of 31 to teach art history at the Nova 

Scotia College of Art and Design (NSCAD) and to act as director of the College’s new Anna 

Leonowens Gallery (Stacey and Wylie 1988). The period in which Ferguson relocated to Nova 

Scotia from the U.S., where he had attended graduate school with newly appointed NSCAD 

president Garry Neill Kennedy, is understood as a time of great transition in Nova Scotia’s arts 

community. In the public history of this transition, many writers present Canadian ex-patriot 

Kennedy and his collaborator Ferguson as transforming NSCAD “from a small, provincial art 

school to an education centre known internationally as a hotbed of activity in the latest modes of 

art creation” (Stacey and Wylie 1988, 76). What is more, authors and critics have since come to 

read Kennedy’s presidency as the moment that brought NSCAD into the age of Conceptual art 

and into line with the ideals of the New York School of Modernism (Barber 2001; Lippard 1973; 

Nasgaard 2008; Stacey and Wylie 1988). In short, Kennedy’s policies during the 1960s and 70s, 

which included bringing Ferguson and nine other new instructors to NSCAD, have since been 

interpreted, in the words of one author, as “breaking the college’s geographical and cultural 
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isolation” (Nasgaard 2008, 338).32 When it came to locating such policies in this particular 

region, though, Kennedy remembers: “The place was unimportant. I could have done it 

anywhere” (quoted in Stacey and Wylie 1988, 188). 

The particulars of place may not have been important to Kennedy in his pursuit to 

develop NSCAD as “the best art school in North America” (Levine 1973, 15),33 but neither were 

they relevant for collectors Ferguson and Huntington. Both Kennedy, an artist heavily influenced 

by the New York avant-garde, and Huntington, a U.S. art dealer, came to Nova Scotia with the 

understanding that NSCAD, Halifax, and the province in general were sites vacant of creative 

expression. In their exhibition catalogue celebrating NSCAD’s centennial in 1988, Robert Stacey 

and Liz Wylie note, “Kennedy viewed both NSCAD and Halifax as blank slates, ready to become 

                                                      
32 In fact, in 1967 Kennedy fired four contract faculty instructors and hired ten new ones from 
outside Nova Scotia. Despite the fact that Stacey and Wylie’s 1988 AGNS exhibition, 
“Eighty/Twenty: 100 Years of the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design” questions how one 
might “bridge the gulf (more perceived than actual) yawning between the two principal phases” 
of the institution’s history, the exhibition itself positions Kennedy’s 1967 as a revolutionary year 
in which NSCAD “underwent as seismic severance of ‘Then’ from ‘Now’” (1988, 21). Craft 
historian Ellen Easton McLeod notes that, for example, when the school now known as NSCAD 
was originally founded as Victoria School of Art and Design, the institution’s primary focus was 
to train women in the arts and crafts and design (1999). As McLeod argues, such initiatives to 
provide art education for women in Canada were in fact quite rare, since as “fine handwork was 
viewed as a ‘natural’ female attribute, Canadian decision makers felt there was little need to 
provide this art education to women” (1999, 75). The Victoria School of Art and Design (VSAD) 
was actually an innovation in itself, providing essential education and job training for women 
teachers and artists in the arts and crafts, a legacy which is overlooked in the “Eighty/Twenty” 
catalogue. Art historian Sandra Flood argues that, during its early years, the VSAD’s survival as 
an independent institution meant “uncertain prospects, poor pay, and a wide range of clients and 
facilities” for its predominantly female supporters” (2001, 175). This struggle for institutional 
survival and its relationship to the status of craft in disciplinary art history is largely ignored by 
Stacey in the catalogue’s “Eighty” section. By consciously choosing to eliminate this aspect of 
NSCAD’s history, “Eighty/Twenty” all but ignores early signs that Nova Scotia’s “blank slate” 
held significant alternatives to Kennedy’s Modernist agenda during the 1960s and 70s. 
 
33 This oft cited phrase in discussing NSCAD’s past comes from artist and critic Les Levine’s 
1973 article “The Best Art School in North America?” Art in America 61: 15. The essay praised 
NSCAD’s unique learning situation under Kennedy, who supported such initiatives as the 
Visiting Artists Program, which brought in artists from around the world to interact with students, 
and the Lithography Workshop, which allowed students to collaborate with visiting artists on 
printmaking projects. 
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the kind of receptive environment for the vanguard art he envisioned” (1988, 76). In turn, 

Huntington’s assertion that “practically no artistic tradition had existed” (1984, n.p.) in Nova 

Scotia before his arrival made it clear that he understood the province’s rural artists as inhabiting 

the same “closed communities” that Ferguson saw global mass culture annihilating (1979, 17). 

Huntington also shared Ferguson’s interpretation of the leveling effects of mass culture, since 

Huntington was always cautious to separate folk artists who produced “the real thing” from those 

who made works in multiples for the tourist trade. Indeed, like many of their liberal counterparts 

in the 1960s and 70s, Ferguson and Huntington simultaneously mourned and adapted to changing 

ideas about culture itself, as it began to take on a new logic in the capitalist economy (Lash and 

Lury 2007; McKay 2005). 

Denning suggests that during the mid-twentieth century, “a powerful hermeneutic arose 

which could read the scars capitalist reification has left on the sentences, brush strokes, and 

rhythms of modern art as well as of mass culture” (2004, 105). To be sure, Ferguson and 

Huntington were among those at the forefront in Nova Scotia asking the paralyzing question of 

cultural practice: do any cultural forms, including folk art, escape the logic of the commodity 

(Denning 2004)? In my reading of the situation, the manner in which Collins Eisenhauer’s 

mailbox holders, Ralph Boutilier’s whirligigs, and Albert Lohnes’s knitted chairs came to be 

regarded as “twentieth-century folk art” is deeply connected to the relationship between class 

formations and commodity forms. And, as with most attempts to examine this relationship, my 

study of such objects interprets them in terms of the way they function both as products of the 

culture industry and in the communities that use them (Denning 2004; Bourdieu 1984; Jameson 

1984). To be clear here, I borrow Denning’s explanation of this approach: 

This is not merely a reprise of an older Marxism, because it begins not from an 

assumption that cultures are somehow attached to already constituted classes, but 

that cultural conflicts are part of the process of class formation, the forging of 

alliances among class fractions, social groups, and ethnic and racial communities. 

(2004, 105) 
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Nowhere, perhaps, are these questions about the commodification of folk art within Nova Scotia 

communities more apparent than with regard to the work of Lunenburg County artist Collins 

Eisenhauer (b. 1898–d. 1979). As products of one of the best documented artists working in Nova 

Scotia during the 1970s, Eisenhauer’s work has retained its position in the highest folk art 

echelon long after his death, leading curator Ken Martin to suggest that Eisenhauer was “the most 

accomplished self-taught artist in Nova Scotia—and possibly the entire nation” (1997, 9). 

Supported by prominent collectors such as Ferguson and Huntington, Eisenhauer’s work would 

become extremely important in helping to develop the folk art collections of major cultural 

institutions across Canada. 

The “fit” or suitability of Eisenhauer’s work to both the tenets of the folk art market and 

the development of public collections did not emerge by accident. Indeed, Eisenhauer’s 

reputation as Canada’s most accomplished folk artist came about as collectors developed 

Eisenhauer’s product through the principles of contemporary fine art practice. What is more, 

collectors and institutions have valued Eisenhauer’s work because of the perception that the artist 

resisted the mass production systems associated with Nova Scotia’s tourist market; in that 

conventional narrative of folklorization, Eisenhauer was understood as producing artwork for his 

own pleasure and enjoyment and without concern for the tourists who flocked to Lunenburg 

County in search of folk art. Huntington insists, for example, that even though Eisenhauer had 

been interested in painting since he was a child and had carved a deer’s head sometime in the 

1930s, he developed a serious art practice only in 1964, just fifteen years before his death (Martin 

1997). Huntington greatly admired Eisenhauer’s early work, which consisted of carved and 

painted wooden swans, chickens, cats, and a few human figures that Eisenhauer used to decorate 

his lawn and workshop (figs. 9–11). 
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Figure 9: Collins Eisenhauer, Swan. 

Painted wood, tree branch. 42.0 x 52.0 x 

3.0 cm. 1975. 

(Originally owned by Chris Huntington. 

Collection of the Canadian Museum of 

Civilization. Image: CMC artifact 

catalogue.) 
 

Figure 10: Collins Eisenhauer, Rooster. 

Painted wood. 44.0 x 37.0 x 13.5 cm. c. 

1975. Collection of the Canadian Museum 

of Civilization. 

(Image: CMC artifact catalogue.) 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Collins Eisenhauer, Cat. 

Painted wood. 34.3 x 59.7 x 15.5 cm. c. 

1964. Originally owned by Gerald 

Ferguson. Collection of the Canadian 

Museum of Civilization. 

(Image: CMC artifact catalogue.)  
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In my 2007 interview with Huntington, he recalled the first time he visited Eisenhauer’s home: “I 

drove way the hell out in Lunenburg County right by Eisenhauer’s front yard and there were all 

those carvings in the yard. There they were” (Huntington and McGill 2007). In emphasizing his 

discovery of Eisenhauer’s carvings, which the artist had placed in full view of passersby, 

Huntington’s story is consistent with those he has repeatedly told about his first encounters with 

Boutilier and Lohnes (Huntington and McGill 2007; Martin 1997). Yet, it also dramatically 

departs from other accounts by Huntington of his first encounter with Eisenhauer’s work, which 

he had admired in Murray Stewart’s local antique shop before moving to the province 

(Huntington and McGill 2007; Martin 1997). In other words, even though Huntington came into 

contact with Eisenhauer’s work through the regular channels of the art market (in this case, a 

commercial antique shop), the ongoing mythology surrounding various collectors’ discovery of 

Eisenhauer maintains the artist’s isolation from these sites of capitalist exchange. 

Debating Huntington’s first encounter with Eisenhauer’s work in terms of a sequence of 

events is hardly important, since it is Huntington’s narrative that I am most interested in exploring 

here. In emphasizing his discovery of folk art treasure troves in the front yards, living rooms, and 

cellars of rural Nova Scotia, Huntington’s narrative reveals a reciprocal relationship between 

himself, as inquiring outsider, and Eisenhauer, as accepting insider, one that speaks both to 

Huntington’s position as an acknowledged expert and as a welcomed interloper into the artist’s 

life. This is an important point to make, since Huntington’s position—as an outsider whom artists 

such as Eisenhauer welcomed into their world—allowed him to have a great deal of influence in 

developing the kinds of objects that can now be located in public museum collections throughout 

Canada. Huntington wrote in 1984 that he and his first wife Ellen came to Nova Scotia “well 

equipped with all of our adult-years experience related to the arts in one way or another and we 

had been here a very short while when fate led us to realize that we were living amidst a rich, 

untapped resource of creative productivity and imaginative potential” (1984, n.p.). According to 

this line of thinking, the Huntingtons, Ferguson, Stewart, and a number of other interested parties 
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had the capability to advance an unknown artist such as Eisenhauer in the public realm based on 

an acute understanding of art world mechanics, such as appropriate price points, subject matter, 

interpretation and influences, as well as channels for distribution. 

While the manner in which these collectors directed their aesthetic energies towards 

Eisenhauer certainly vary, Chris Huntington, Ferguson, and Stewart all shared a similar 

understanding of the “closed communities” in which rural artists produced their work—work that, 

in their minds, only expert intervention could make visible to the outside world. For example, in a 

narrative similar to Huntington’s story of stumbling across Eisenhauer’s front yard, Stewart 

recalled how he first became aware of Eisenhauer’s art: 

Well it starts by telling you how I met Collie. I was buying antiques from a man 

in Headville who had driven by and stopped and had seen a thing and tried to buy 

antiques from Collie and came to see me and said he’d seen a yard full of carved 

animals, and was I interesting in carvings? So he said we should go up sometime. 

I don’t think you’ll like them enough to buy anything, but it would be fun to see 

them so one Saturday, we’ll go up to see them. So a couple of weeks later we 

went up for a Saturday morning and afternoon, he brought me up and we drove in 

by Collie’s workshop, parked, and I looked around and I guess probably near 

fainted. I said you don’t suppose this man will sell any of these things do you? It 

was like a circus—the yard, the workshop, everything’s covered with carvings. 

So we knocked on the door and I was introduced to Collie and we looked around 

and he said he would sell some things. This was around February of 1972—

things were still frozen to the ground. There were geese and there were swans 

and there were chickens and there were ducks and cats and an Indian chief and an 

Indian maiden and horses nailed up to the barn and a large carving of a lady over 

the workshop door and on and on and on. … That was the beginning.34 

 

                                                      
34 Chris Huntington and Murray Stewart in conversation with Collins Eisenhauer, April 26, 1976, 
Chris Huntington Collection, HUN-A-1 (XII-A-1), Box 205/20, Canadian Museum of 
Civilization Archives. 
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Huntington documents Stewart as being Eisenhauer’s first major patron and, in a 1976 interview, 

Huntington asked Eisenhauer about these initial sales. Eisenhauer recalled, “I was pleased with 

the matter, but it kind of destroyed the looks of my lawn. And the shop.”35 Photographs taken by 

Peter Sheppard, who documented many of Huntington’s folk art excursions during the 1970s, 

depict Eisenhauer’s woodcarvings in their original context (figs. 12 and 13), indicating that 

Eisenhauer created them with a particular method of display in mind. 

 

 

Figure 12: The gable of Collins Eisenhauer’s workshop, Union Square, N.S. 1976. 

 (Image: Ken Martin, A life of its own: Chris Huntington and the resurgence of Nova Scotia 

folk art. Halifax: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia: 1997, pp. 13. Photograph: Peter Sheppard.) 

 

                                                      
35 Huntington and Stewart in conversation with Eisenhauer, 1976, Huntington Collection, CMC 
Archives. 
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Figure 13: Eisenhauer posed with Women of My Dreams (1976), Union Square, N.S. 1976. 

(Image: Ken Martin, A life of its own: Chris Huntington and the resurgence of Nova Scotia 

folk art. Halifax: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia: 1997, pp. 9. Photograph: Peter Sheppard.) 

 

Figures such as the one Eisenhauer attached to the side of his workshop (fig. 12), or playfully 

posed with for Sheppard’s camera (fig. 13), have come to take on new meaning in the public 

institutions that now own them. Specifically, as this group of collectors came into contact with 

Eisenhauer, they perceived themselves as intermediaries between the “closed communities” in 

which they imagined folk art to be produced and the ever-expanding field of the art market. 

Huntington soon began to find a reserved commercial market for Eisenhauer’s work 

outside of local collectors, transforming both the carvings’ local use value, which, until his 

contact with Huntington, Eisenhauer sold as lawn ornaments to his neighbours or to local dealers 

such as Stewart for about twelve dollars apiece (Huntington and McGill 2007), and the channels 
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through which this work was displayed. In Huntington’s recollection, “the first contact 

[Eisenhauer] made was Murray Stewart. He was getting little or nothing, but when I came along, 

I told him he wasn’t getting enough money” (Huntington and McGill 2007). Huntington clearly 

saw himself as educating Eisenhauer about asking prices, going as far to purchase works at a 

price that prevented him from turning what he saw as an appropriate profit. As he puts it, “I paid 

a hundred bucks for things and I couldn’t sell them for $175” (Huntington and McGill 2007). 

Huntington’s intervention into Eisenhauer’s sales practices helped to develop a relationship 

between discoverer and discoveree that served to both enhance and legitimate the conditions of 

Eisenhauer’s art production. Without Huntington’s intercession, so goes the conventional line of 

thinking, Eisenhauer would have never achieved his full potential as an artist. In the romantic 

aspirations of those who developed the contemporary folk art field—who advanced ideals of pure 

creativity apart from material gain—Eisenhauer came into his own with Huntington’s support. 

What remains clear, though, is that the developing market for his work stimulated Eisenhauer’s 

imagination and his aesthetic choices which, to some extent, also spurred the artist’s patrons in 

new directions. 

Finding Authenticity in the Age of Mass Culture 

Part of Eisenhauer’s commercial success can be attributed to Huntington’s belief that 

Eisenhauer’s work was worthy of institutional interest, since Huntington’s involvement with such 

projects as the “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” exhibition also meant that museums across Canada 

began to purchase objects from his private collection (Huntington and McGill 2007). Huntington 

later observed that this widening interest in Nova Scotia’s rural artists fundamentally changed his 

role as a collector-dealer. He wrote in a 1989 edition of Upper Canadian magazine, 

The Folk Art dealer has many dilemmas. Controlling the flow of work from the 

artists he or she represents is fraught with difficulties. … From my experience, 

few people have shown any real concern for the long range wellbeing of the Folk 
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Artist. What I see more of is to give the old guy fifty bucks, tuck it under your 

arm and run with it. Once a relationship had been established the with artist, the 

dealer should strive to become a buffer between opposing values—the greed of 

modern society and the naïveté of people who have lived close to the land or sea, 

worked their asses off all their lives and ended up with very little except their 

humour and their talents. (Huntington 1989b, 11) 

There is no doubt that Huntington spent a great deal of time, energy, and money in his efforts to 

market contemporary folk art in Nova Scotia. His methods were also consistent with those of 

other dealers across the art market system, in which various types of buyers (institutional and 

individual) depend on dealers who have taken the time to establish personal relationships with the 

artists from whom they buy (Plattner 1996). Yet in his reading of the contemporary folk art 

market, Huntington also places himself at the centre of the commercial and artistic exchange 

between several interested parties. In the same article he lamented, “I believed that anyone 

looking for Nova Scotia folk art would be better off to buy from me because I always had the best 

pieces. It really didn’t work out that way, however. Many people preferred to drive all over the 

place and pick up what I had left behind” (1989b, 12). 

In his willingness to build the personal relationships necessary to generate the kind of 

artistic production he desired, Huntington became more directly involved in the production 

techniques of individual artists in Nova Scotia than any other collector of his generation. He 

clearly drew a fine line between what he understood as meddling in a given artist’s art practice 

and recognizing the market demand for certain kinds of objects. In his 1989 article, he was quick 

to caution, 

The dealer must be a juggler of sorts, struggling to keep the act in the air, to keep 

his influence positive and its effect right for everyone concerned. There is a 

highwire to walk. He must try not to interfere and bring detriment to the creative 

process while still encouraging the artist. He must be sensitive to the difference 

between suggestion and direction. … The dealer must also demonstrate 

intelligence in marketing; and, while all art promotion is subject to hype, it never 
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seems more distasteful than when flogging a truly genuine, beautiful country-

breed old timer. (1989b, 11) 

It is certainly possible to interpret this statement in a number of ways. I would suggest, though, 

that Huntington’s initial self-positioning as the “country-breed old timer’s” mediator, mentor, and 

even saviour increasingly gave way to his role as a cultural broker in institutionalized settings 

(Yúdice 2003). That is to say, what began as Huntington’s desire to protect rural artists from the 

general public and the negative effects of modernity—since, in his view, these artists were both 

the source of his careful investment practices and ignorant of the art market’s rules of 

engagement—transformed into his ability to advance a certain aesthetic in the public institutions 

that purchased objects from him (among them, the AGNS and the Canadian Museum of 

Civilization). 

To bring this discussion back to Eisenhauer’s conventional success (in other words, the 

success he found selling and exhibiting his work outside of his own community), in the remainder 

of this chapter I investigate the manner in which Eisenhauer’s practice became heavily dependent 

on Huntington’s commercial and artistic interventions. In discussing this, I want to be clear about 

the nature of my argument. Certainly, it is not my intention to deny Eisenhauer’s agency in 

negotiating with Huntington as a patron. As Michael Chibnik points out, there is a always a 

tension when it comes to reading the power relationship between untrained artists and the range 

of collectors who buy their work: 

Observers of the folk art scene in Mexico often assume that … traders are 

exploiting artisans by buying pieces for much less than their market value in the 

United States. Yet the wood carvers eagerly seek out dealers and often speak 

about American wholesalers and store owners with affection and respect. Some 

might regard these artisans as having a “false consciousness” in which they are 

unaware of how traders take advantage of them. These same carvers and painters, 

however, have shown themselves to be quite willing to protest the unfairness of 

local merchants, political leaders, and government bureaucrats. (2006, 117) 
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Chibnik’s account makes clear that so-called folk artists cannot merely be dismissed as passive 

participants in their own subjugation, since they often negotiate their relationships with dealers 

with an acute awareness of the stakes involved. In my mind, Eisenhauer and his fellow rural 

artists were neither fully resistant to nor complicit in their own submission, since, as Denning 

argues, a given social group or community “must have a sense of agency in order to imagine 

realistic narratives about itself” (1998, 249). 

In other words, one cannot assume that Huntington duped Eisenhauer into either 

producing certain kinds of objects or selling them for a particular price, since Eisenhauer was no 

doubt aware, at least to some degree, of the market that an influential collector such as 

Huntington could open up to him. To begin with, because of his already well-established 

relationship with Huntington, Eisenhauer’s work became the focal point of the 1976 “Folk Art of 

Nova Scotia” show. In total, the exhibition showcased nineteen Eisenhauer pieces (the largest 

number of works included by any of the participating artists) drawn from the private collections 

of exhibition committee members Huntington, Stewart, and Ferguson. As part of his research for 

the exhibition, Huntington interviewed Eisenhauer about his art practice and included many of the 

artist’s statements in the accompanying catalogue. Snippets of Eisenhauer’s half of the 

conversation shed some light on his perception of himself as an artist and of the aesthetic choices 

he made in his practice: 

The first thing I made was a swan. … Well I thought it was nice to make, I 

wanted to try it and I was cleaning up an island over here in the lake and I found 

a neck, a crooked root over there that would make a good neck for a swan and I 

brought it home and went at it and I made it. I stuck it out in my yard to look at. 

Then I made another one and another and another one. (Eisenhauer quoted in 

AGNS 1976, 31; omissions in original) 

The catalogue selects such Eisenhauer quotations from recorded interviews that Huntington 

conducted as part of his research for the exhibition. The original interviews, which are now held 
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in the Canadian Museum of Civilization Archives, reveal the line of questioning that Huntington 

used to generate this discussion with Eisenhauer. As a result, these recordings clarify 

Eisenhauer’s statements by revealing the reciprocity between collector and artist. 

Specifically, Huntington’s questions draw connections between Eisenhauer’s education, 

his experience as a manual labourer, the rural environment he grew up in, and his art practice. 

Huntington asks Eisenhauer “how do you see yourself as an artist?” to which Eisenhauer replies, 

“I am pleased. It’s helped me out a lot financially.” Huntington probes this issue further:  

CH: Well, it’s helped you out financially, how about spiritually? Do you think all 

this interest in your carvings encourages you to work and make different things? 

… You know the problem is, as we discussed before, you made so many of the 

same things, so many swans. … But I think consistently you’re making the most 

interesting things you’ve ever made now. That’s my feeling. I think you made 

wonderful things in the past, but you know you made a lot of things that are kind 

of stereotypes—you know, you seen one, you seen ‘em all sort of thing. It’s 

interesting to get into each carving having a personal identity, so it would be 

interesting to see what sort of things you make. 

CE: There aren’t too many artists, I don’t think, that would start out at first with 

the best thing they ever did. 

CH: No, I think those early swans you made were certainly as good as anything 

you ever made. … But for instance, I think that the cat and the violin player is 

one of your finest carvings and I think the swans are amongst your finest 

carvings. I mean obviously your talents are just as strong as they ever were…. 

You know it’s one reason why I’m happy you’re no longer making chickens by 

the dozen, because that was a waste of energy.36 

                                                      
36 For simplicity’s sake, I have edited part of Huntington’s actual conversation here in which he 
states, “Its just a matter of, you know it’s one reason why I’m happy you’re no longer making 
chickens by the dozen, because that was a waste of, seems to be a waste of energy.” See 
Appendix 1 for a full transcription of this interview. Chris Huntington in conversation with 
Collins Eisenhauer, Mahone Bay, NS, 1975, Chris Huntington Collection, HUN-A-1 (XII-A-1), 
Box 205/20, Canadian Museum of Civilization Archives. 
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CE: Well it wasn’t because it helped me to live, helped to keep me living. 

CH: Oh yes, all I’m thinking is the whole body of your work is as good now and 

you’re getting more money for things and you’re making a broader range of stuff. 

And it will be interesting to see what the future has in store.37 

This negotiation between Huntington and Eisenhauer is surely more complex than a simple 

mediation between an artist’s economic struggle and a collector’s resistance to the mass-

production of “stereotypes” for the tourist trade. While Huntington was clearly trying to steer 

Eisenhauer away from creating multiples of the same subject and encouraging him to think about 

each work’s execution as an individual creative act, Eisenhauer was also navigating his own 

relationship with Huntington as a patron. Even in this short conversation, Eisenhauer openly 

negotiates his account of his own financial and creative needs as an artist with Huntington’s 

interpretation of the work. No doubt multifaceted and limited to neither the economic benefits of 

producing, nor to Kantian notions of achieving spiritual enlightenment through art production, 

Eisenhauer’s relationship with Huntington points to well-established discussions about 

exploitation and resistance common to the study of folk art and its market (Ardery 1998; Chibnik 

2006; Fine 2006). 

This exchange between Huntington and Eisenhauer reminds us, in sociologist Gary Alan 

Fine’s words, “that the art market depends on social, embedded relationships” (2004, 221). From 

Huntington’s perspective, developing these relationships was necessary to help Eisenhauer and 

his counterparts produce the best work possible. In an onscreen interview he conducted for Alex 

Busby’s 1993 documentary Folk Art Found Me (produced in conjunction with the National Film 

Board), Huntington explains how the relationships he developed with rural Nova Scotia artists 

ultimately improved their work: 

You have to be as sensitive as you possibly can. You certainly don’t tell them 

what to do and you don’t ask them to “make another one of those” because you 
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know that you can sell it. That’s the biggest problem I see in the whole folk art 

thing, is that sort of mass production aspect of it and you know they’re nice 

people and they want to satisfy you or somebody else and they get victimized by 

that. … They’re not always the best work, that stuff that they did before they 

were ever contacted by a human being or, you know, by civilization or by the 

mainstream of art, or whatever. It isn’t always the best. Sometimes the best came 

at the end after all of this information has been sort of stuffed through their heads 

and they filter it through and they make what they can out of it. I just always go 

back to looking at the individual piece, you know and either it has it as a work—

it has a life of its own or it doesn’t. (Huntington quoted in Busby 1993) 

 

In making a distinction between the demands of tourists asking artists to “make another one of 

those” and his own artistic interventions, Huntington once again establishes his own expertise 

within the folk art field. As Fine interprets such mediations, in the minds of many folk art dealer-

collectors “authenticity can be lost, but not regained. … Just as self-taught artists should not be 

MFAs, they also should not be MBAs” (2004, 59). In other words, Huntington understood his 

interventions as generating creativity first and profitability second. Moreover, in his desire to 

encourage the production of original works of art in line with the principles of Modernist art 

practice, Huntington applied the familiar discourse of avant-garde originality to the folk art field. 

Yet, in art historian Rosalind E. Krauss’s words, “the actual practice of vanguard art tends to 

reveal that ‘originality’ is a working assumption that itself emerges from a ground of repetition 

and recurrence” (1986, 157–158). In Krauss’s outline of the standard classification system of art 

objects, these two extremes (originality and repetition) “seem bound together in a kind of 

aesthetic economy, interdependent and mutually sustaining, although the one—originality—is the 

valorized term and the other—repetition or copy or reduplication—is discredited” (1986, 160). 

So how could Huntington mediate this apparently contradictory relationship between 

originality and repetition? How could he strike a balance between maintaining a tradition-laden 

                                                                                                                                                              
37 Huntington in conversation with Eisenhauer, 1975, Huntington Collection, CMC Archives. 
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authenticity and encouraging a progressive art practice by drawing on Modernist doctrine? In my 

interpretation of his interventions, Huntington walked this tightrope by supporting certain 

appropriations over others. A case in point is Eisenhauer’s Adam and Eve tableaux (figs. 14 and 

15), which were among the carvings drawn from Huntington’s and Stewart’s private collections 

for the “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” exhibition. 

 

Figure 14: Collins Eisenhauer, Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden. Painted wood, tree 

branch. 42.0 x 52.0 x 3.0 cm. c. 1975. Originally owned by Chris Huntington. Collection of 

the Canadian Museum of Civilization. 

(Image: CMC artifact catalogue.) 

 

 

Figure 15: Collins Eisenhauer, Adam and Eve. Painted wood, tree branch. 30.0 x 35.0 x 28.5 

cm. c. 1975. Originally owned by Patricia and Murray Stewart. Collection of the Canadian 

Museum of Civilization. 

(Image: CMC artifact catalogue.) 
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Soon after, the CMC purchased both versions of the scene for its permanent collection. A hand 

written note from Eisenhauer’s artist’s file at the CMC explains Huntington’s creative influence 

on these two carvings:38 

Chris suggested that Eisenhauer go back to carving small figures, which he 

(Chris) thought were more interesting. He suggested “Adam and Eve” as a 

theme—Eisenhauer made two, one which was in the N.S. Folk Art show and the 

other, which is this one. Eisenhauer has some drawing he had made years before 

which included and Adam and Eve scene—he referred to these. 

Each of these sculptures consists of Adam and Eve figures posed on painted wooden platforms. 

Eisenhauer captures the moment of temptation in the Old Testament narrative, when Eve plucks 

and eats fruit from the forbidden Tree of Knowledge before offering it to Adam (figs. 14 and 15). 

Both sculptures are also examples of Eisenhauer’s deviation in subject matter and style, since 

they mark clear departures from both his life-sized yard carvings and the subjects he dealt with on 

a smaller scale. Many of the small-scale carvings Eisenhauer did before the Adam and Eve 

tableaux portray social and sexual relationships between humans and animals. Accordion Player 

and Dancing Cat and Woman and Swan (figs. 16 and 17), for example, depict a dance involving a 

musician and a pair of cats and an encounter between human and animal lovers, respectively. 

 

 

 

                                                      
38 This document is located in Eisenhauer’s institutional artist’s file at the CMC, not in public 
archival records. The “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” catalogue lists both examples of Eisenhauer’s 
Adam and Eve carvings in its exhibited works section, indicating that both works were part of the 
show. 
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Figure 16: Collins Eisenhauer, Accordion 

Player and Dancing Cats. Painted wood. 

22.0 x 21.5 x 17.0 cm. c. 1970. Collection 

of the Canadian Museum of Civilization. 

(Image: CMC artifact catalogue.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17: Collins Eisenhauer, Woman 

and Swan. Painted wood, tree branch. 

21.0 x 21.5 x 12.0 cm. c. 1975. Originally 

owned by Chris Huntington. Collection of 

the Canadian Museum of Civilization.  

(Image: CMC artifact catalogue.) 
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These unconventional human-animal interactions—particularly those with obvious sexual 

dimensions—titillated Huntington and Stewart as collectors. In a 1975 conversation with 

Huntington and Eisenhauer, Stewart said to Eisenhauer, “The older carvings you made about the 

men and women making love … there’s a lot of beauty in them. … They’re pretty romantic,” in 

response to which Huntington quipped “I’m not so sure the general public would see them as 

romantic.”39 Huntington then clarified his reading of Eisenhauer’s erotic carvings, explaining, 

“It’s not a question of subject matter … in folk art carvings. It’s an important element of it and 

think you’ve made a very interesting broad range of subjects.”40 It is clear, though, that today 

Huntington regards Eisenhauer’s erotic carvings as among the artist’s finest.41 And it is possible 

that Eisenhauer used this erotic subject matter as the basis for the Adam and Eve tableaux. It is 

also possible that, in suggesting this theme to Eisenhauer, Huntington was providing what he 

regarded to be an established folk art image, drawn from the work of such nineteenth-century 

self-taught artists as Pennsylvania carver Wilhelm Schimmel. Schimmel’s rendition (fig. 18), in 

which Adam and Eve modestly don fig leaves inside a gated Garden of Eden, is the 

acknowledged source for Kentucky carver Edgar Tolson’s Temptation (fig. 19), the second 

                                                      
39 Huntington and Stewart in conversation with Eisenhauer, 1976, Huntington Collection, CMC 
Archives. 
 
40 Huntington and Stewart in conversation with Eisenhauer, 1976, Huntington Collection, CMC 
Archives. 
 
41 In my conversation with Huntington, he discussed a small exhibition that one of Eisenhauer’s 
granddaughters was then in the process of developing with Black Sheep Gallery. The exhibition, 
appropriately entitled “The Grandfather of Nova Scotia Folk Art: A Collins Eisenhauer 
Retrospective” ran from July 14–September 14, 2008 and included swan carvings, drawings, and 
unique works, such as a diorama of a blacksmith shop (Black Sheep Gallery website, accessed 22 
January 2009). Huntington noted that the exhibition would have “some decent things there. 
There’s no pornographic carvings, but there are other very good pieces” (Huntington and McGill 
2007). 
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element in Tolson’s eight-part Fall of Man series, which depicts sequential episodes from the 

Adam and Eve narrative in the book of Genesis (Ardery 1998). 

 

Figure 18: Wilhelm Schimmel, Adam and Eve. Wood, painted decoration. 50.8 x 38.7 x 57.8 

cm. c. 1850-1900. Titus C. Geesey Collection, 1955. Collection of the Philadelphia Museum 

of Art. 

(Image: Philadelphia Museum of Art online database.) 
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Figure 19: Edgar Tolson, Temptation of Adam. Carved and painted wood. 37.5 x 31.1 x 20.3 

cm. c. 1974. Collection of the Smithsonian American Art Museum. 

(Image: Philadelphia Museum of Art online database.) 

 

Much like Eisenhauer, Tolson began carving Adam and Eve at the request of U.S. 

collector John Tuska, who identified the theme as “very traditional subject matter for American 

carvings, in fact primitive carving. … I thought [Tolson] might have an interpretation that would 

be kind of interesting” (Tuska quoted in Ardery 1998, 107). Tuska and his wife Miriam were 

aware of Schimmel’s carving and had seen similar nineteenth-century carvings by self-taught 

artists living in the U.S. in various museum collections across New York City (Ardery 1998). 

Tolson recalled the exchange in much the same way: 
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What got me started on that story was the Tuskas from Lexington. She [Miriam 

Tuska] was up one time. And her husband, John, he told her to ask me could I 

carve naked people, and I told her I didn’t know, that I’d never tried. And that’s 

what got me started on the Adam and Eve story. They were naked. And I made 

up my mind that I would carve the Adam and Eve, in the Garden of Eden. And 

that’s what started it all. (Tolson quoted in Ardery 1998, 107-108) 

Ardery notes, that from 1968 to 1976, what is now the Smithsonian’s National Museum of 

American History showcased the first version of Tolson’s Temptation alongside an Adam and 

Eve tableaux by George López of Córdova, New Mexico, in an installation labeled “American 

Folk Craft Survivals” (fig. 20) (Ardery 1998). 
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Figure 20: Photograph of a display case in “American Folk Craft Survivals,” on view at the 

Smithsonian’s “Hall of Everyday Life,” Museum of American History, 1968–1976. 

(Source: Julia Ardery, The temptation: Edgar Tolson and the genesis of twentieth-century 

folk art. Chapel Hill and London: University of North Carolina Press, 1988, pp. 108. 

Original Smithsonian Institution Photo no. 68496.) 

 

As a result, Tolson’s work was widely accessible to people visiting the Washington, DC, 

museum, where several smaller Tolson carvings were also available for purchase in the 

institution’s gift shop (Ardery 1998). Newspapers from Washington to Kentucky covered the new 
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museum installation, generating widespread demand for Tolson carvings and making the 

Temptation a theme he repeated throughout his career (Ardery 1998). 

Given Tolson’s national exposure in the U.S. during the 1970s, collectors in Nova Scotia 

with knowledge of the U.S. folk art market, among them Ferguson and Huntington, were no 

doubt aware of Tolson’s Temptation, especially as interest in this particular series expanded 

beyond cultural institutions and elite Kentucky collectors such as Hall.42 In 1981, Tolson stated, 

“that’s mostly what I guess I carve now, is Adam and Eve, The Temptation, the beginning of 

time. And most everybody comes who wants a piece of my work, that’s the first thing they order. 

And I guess I’ve made more of them than any other piece of I know of” (quoted in Ardery 1998, 

187). According to Rick Bell, a student photographer who befriended Tolson during the 1970s, 

Tolson “would knock that thing [The Temptation] out. … He knew that was a sure seller and 

popular and [it] basically became very mechanical. That was his bread and butter. Almost all 

artists have a bread and butter piece” (Bell quoted in Ardery 1998, 187). In Tolson’s case, Hall 

encouraged the artist to expand his “bread and butter” piece into the eight-part series, since, in 

Hall’s words, “it was key to the building of his reputation because it … would force his critics to 

back off and start to deal with him as an innovative artist. It … would convince people that he 

wasn’t just a craftsman repeating himself, endlessly doing the Temptation pieces” (1998, 143). 

At the same time that Hall was steering Tolson away from repeating Adam and Eve 

carvings, Huntington’s suggested theme helped to generate media interest in Eisenhauer’s work. 

A 1979 article published in ArtsCanada magazine commented directly on Eisenhauer’s Adam and 

                                                      
42 In one portion of their 1976 interview with Eisenhauer, Huntington and Stewart actually debate 
whether or not Michael Hall was aware of Eisenhauer’s work specifically. See Appendix 2 for a 
full transcription of this interview. Huntington and Stewart in conversation with Eisenhauer, 
1976, Huntington Collection, CMC Archives. 



 

 106 

Eve series, publishing both the Huntington and Stewart-owned versions of the tableaux, which 

CMC had by then purchased: 

There is a genuineness here, a rejection of all he [Eisenhauer] sees as ‘rotten’ in 

today’s world, of half-truths and fancy ways. His joy is in the making, in the 

creation. He has on several occasions carved variations on Adam and Eve in the 

garden. These pieces reflect the innocence he once felt in the world, but equally 

what he knows the world can be. They are accomplished miniatures from an 

artist with very definite visions of good and evil, and of fantasy and reality. It is 

what allows him to take his work from these earthly dogs to this small Garden of 

Eden and beyond. (Donaldson 1979, 22) 

While this analysis of Eisenhauer’s Adam and Eve clearly reproduces many tropes of 

folklorization, it is also clear that Huntington’s choice of subject matter was easily malleable to 

conventional ideas about poor, rural, and marginalized cultural producers. I must caution, as 

Ardery does, that reducing Huntington and Eisenhauer’s working relationship to an exchange 

between a powerful collector and powerless artist ignores the extent to which Eisenhauer, Tolson, 

and their contemporaries cultivated, created, and performed the folk artist role (Ardery 1998). 

Eisenhauer could make himself many things to many people, depending on the situation. For 

Huntington, Eisenhauer enhanced his practice by exploring themes beyond his yard art in order to 

please the collector and, in my reading of the relationship, to ensure that Huntington would 

continue to buy pieces from him. To the writers of ArtsCanada, Eisenhauer was a natural 

primitive, naïve to the ways of the world and beholden to his rural, religious teachings, which had 

imbued him with “very definite visions of good and evil.” To institutions such as the CMC, 

Eisenhauer was a cheeky old-timer who poked fun at religion. In the 1983 exhibition catalogue 

for the CMC’s “From the Heart: Folk Art in Canada,” which included Huntington’s Adam and 

Eve, Eisenhauer’s work was read as part of a longstanding tradition in folk art: 
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The story of Adam and Eve cast out from Paradise after committing the original 

sin has inspired a great number of artists, heirs of the Judaeo-Christian tradition. 

In Europe, painters, sculptures and all types of anonymous craftsmen have 

immortalized this story from the first pages of the Bible, which seeks to explain 

the presence of evil in the world. This age-old tradition was brought to American 

by the first European settlers and inspires folk artists even today. … The variety 

of the media used, the regional flavour of the tradition, and the diversity of the 

interpretations of the story, provide an indication of the scope of this 

phenomenon. … In [Eisenhauer’s] scene the artist proposes a folk interpretation 

of original sin that borders on irreverence for traditional religious teachings. 

(Blanchette, Einarsson, Inglis, Mattie, et al. 1983, 126–128) 

Indeed, Eisenhauer’s work was part of a longstanding folk art tradition, one heavily 

moderated and reinforced by collectors who had a vested interest in the resulting objects. Yet, at 

the centre of this market for Eisenhauer’s ware remains Eisenhauer, the cultural worker, 

reminding us, as Denning puts it, “that the apparent confrontation between cultural commodities 

and cultural consumers obscures the laborers in the culture industry” (2004, 94). By 

understanding Eisenhauer as a cultural labourer, we might read his process of repetition not as the 

simple reproduction of a set expression of predetermined identity. We might instead understand 

this process as Eisenhauer’s own mediation of his labour, which enabled him to continue 

producing the “bread and butter” pieces that sustained him to the end of his life. This is not to 

deny the aesthetic and creative interest Eisenhauer brought to his work, but rather to suggest that 

he simultaneously negotiated the art market to suit his own needs. Huntington’s interventions, as 

he would no doubt acknowledge, only went so far, in that artists such as Eisenhauer had to be 

willing to take him up on his suggestions. In the words of Huntington’s second wife, Charlotte 

McGill, “Chris’s contribution went beyond telling these folks that they were artists. He showed 

them that there is a bigger life outside of their own community and that what they were doing 

entitled them to a place there. He encouraged people to reach and stretch themselves and see 
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themselves as dignified human beings, because that’s how he saw them” (quoted in Martin 1997, 

21). The trick for those of us who study these relationships is to understand them beyond systems 

of domination and resistance, since there is nothing inherent connecting a given cultural form to 

practices of subordination and opposition (Denning 2004; Oakes and Price 2008; Yúdice 2003). 

Finding Folk Art in the Age of Globalization 

Collins Eisenhauer died in 1979, shortly after the AGNS’s “Folk Art of Nova Scotia” exhibition 

wrapped up its national tour. Written and recorded sources documenting Eisenhauer’s 

relationship with Huntington are limited primarily to the collector’s own research interviews for 

this exhibition, articles in popular magazines and newspapers, and exhibition catalogues. Gauging 

the cultural and economic exchange between Huntington and Eisenhauer thus proves difficult, 

even though Eisenhauer remains to this day one of the most recognized figures to come out of 

Huntington’s promotion of the art practice of rural Nova Scotia. However, some of the younger 

artists from whom Huntington continued to collect into the 1990s are still living and remember 

their experiences with Huntington fondly. Many also regard the excitement surrounding the 1997, 

“A Life of Its Own,” exhibition and the filming of Busby’s 1993 Folk Art Found Me as a time of 

heightened commercial interest in their work.43 In the final section of this chapter, I briefly 

discuss the implications of that particular moment for Nova Scotia’s contemporary folk art 

market, which I believe affected Huntington’s subsequent retreat from public life. Both the 

                                                      
43 I spoke to three such artists, who happen to be brothers and who were filmed and interviewed 
in Folk Art Found Me—Bradford, Leo, and Ransford Naugler. Leo and I had a brief conversation 
about his experiences with Huntington that was not recorded and he declined my request for a 
more formal interview because of his poor health. Ransford and I also spoke briefly at the Nova 
Scotia Folk Art Festival in 2007, but he later declined my interview requests. As a result, while 
all of these conversations helped to shape my understanding of their relationships with 
Huntington, the Folk Art Found Me project and the NSFAF, my recorded interview with Bradford 
is the only source that I have obtained permission to use in this thesis. 
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AGNS exhibition and Busby’s film fostered longstanding commercial interest in the work of the 

participating artists, helping to sustain their practices to present day and marking them as success 

stories in the province’s folk art scene. 

Ken Martin observes that by the late 1980s, Nova Scotia folk art began to sell en masse 

and that, with the art market’s renewed interest in this material, Huntington once again “became a 

major driving force of the contemporary folk-art scene, promoting a new group of artists” (1997, 

18). By that time Huntington had opened up his own commercial gallery in Blockhouse, Nova 

Scotia, called Wild Goose Chase, which represented a number of living self-taught artists—this, 

despite the fact that, as he put it, “I don’t exactly have the same feelings about it that I did [with] 

my first involvement in the whole thing. I think [I] kind of got sucked in” (quoted in Martin 1997, 

19). Martin notes that, when it came to this “second generation” of artists, Huntington “objected 

[to] the repetitious, sometimes disingenuous character of the later pieces, a trend that reflected 

rising market pressures” (1997, 19). So, to take back some of the control of production value that 

Huntington felt he had lost, he and McGill co-founded the Nova Scotia Folk Art Festival, a public 

market where artists could sell their work to individuals and institutions under Huntington’s 

mediating guidance (Martin 1997; Wylie 1995). In its first year in 1989, the NSFAF sold nearly 

$10,000 worth of work and donated forty per cent of the commission collected on artists’ sales to 

the AGNS (Wylie 1995). In 1991, though, Huntington and McGill disassociated themselves from 

the festival, a decision they made, according to one writer, based on their inability to achieve 

financial success without absorbing the festival’s managerial costs (Wylie 1995). 

Martin writes that Huntington “was frustrated by new market factors beyond his control. 

One, ironically, was folk art’s rising popularity. Suddenly, Nova Scotia folk art was chic. … 

Pursuing affordable status symbols, retail consumers now pressured artists to replicate their most 
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celebrated pieces (‘Make me one just like that!’) or commissioned custom, vanity pieces” (1997, 

20). In my interview with Huntington, he reflected on such issues: 

What happens is that somebody comes into the Folk Art Festival and sets up their 

booth next to your booth. If you’re a folk artist and then they’re doing windmills 

and they’re selling like hotcakes, you’re looking over there and thinking. And the 

next year, you come back and you’ve got windmills. Well, anyway… so I think 

that whole thing is dead. But the irony of the whole thing is that there is always a 

folk artist out there. (Huntington and McGill 2007) 

In my mind, the irony lies in the way Huntington’s public forum for controlling the contemporary 

folk art market came to represent what he most deplored: the continued repetition of subjects and 

themes, the demands of tourist commissions, and the artists’ desire to fulfill such orders to please 

consumers. Furthermore, Huntington’s ongoing requiem about folk art’s demise as the result of 

market influence refuses to acknowledge that the market’s actual organization is dependent on the 

objects themselves (Lash and Lury 2007). The commodification of culture in the middle of the 

twentieth century (along with the products of factory labour) had, much to Huntington’s chagrin, 

given way by the late 1980s to the production of globally recognized brands (Lash and Lury 

2007). As brand recognition became the new objective of neoliberal capitalism, purchasing an 

identifiable folk art object made by an identifiable artist had taken on increased importance. As 

NSFAF participant Bradford Naugler recalls, 

I do peacocks. I did forty for a doctor’s convention for all over the world. They 

commission me from Ottawa to do it, so I done that and I made peacocks for 

months. I had the whole room full. They shipped them to them and paid for it to 

where the doctors was in. I said surely now if I need a doctor sometime, I’m 

going to get one, but we’ll see how that goes! … See this is why I like it [being 

an artist], because, you know, what could you ask for more? There’s always 

something exciting going on. (Naugler 2007) 
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In taking his work beyond the local context of the NSFAF, in which artists set up booths 

with a select group of objects for sale and generated commissions for future works, Naugler also 

began advertising his home studio on the internet alongside artists of various training 

backgrounds (fig. 21). 

 

 

Figure 21: Bradford Naugler’s 2008 studio advertisement on the Studio Map website. 

(Image: http://www.studiorally.ca/DIR-southshore.html.) 

 

This has not only helped Naugler to expand the points of access to his own art practice, but his 

self promotion and negotiation of the art market also reminds us of the importance of reading an 

object in ways that do not privilege any particular moment in its life. In other words, it helps us to 

move beyond looking at a given object’s production, circulation, or reception (Appadurai 1988; 

Lash and Lury 2007). As Lash and Lury argue,  

It is tempting either to run these three moments together or to give undue 

prominence to one of them so that one of production, distribution or reception 

becomes the “determining instance” which dictates the meaning of the product in 
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every other context. In either case, the result is more or less the same: a delicately 

balanced sequence of relations is obscured to be replaced by a simplistic set of 

reductions, ignoring the changes in objects as they circulate through networks, 

trajectories, cycles or “lives” of production promotion and reception. (Lash and 

Lury 2007, 19) 

 

Lash and Lury thus suggest that questioning how objects are transformed—and, in turn, how they 

themselves transform other things—helps to locate the “global wave of collector frenzy” within 

the context of market principles (Lash and Lury 2007, 17). 

Despite this frenzy, many of the collectors who were active in Nova Scotia during the 

1960s and 70s, including Ferguson, have since retreated from the contemporary folk art scene. In 

1994, Ferguson reflected on the connections between this historical moment and art making.44 

This time, Ferguson discussed the “anti-objects” of NSCAD’s conceptual art scene during the 

1960s, which he described as “the last breath of modernism, before art became enmeshed in those 

messy real life activities” (2001, 33). While I will abstain from using this particular sentence to 

interpret Ferguson’s ideas about contemporary art practice more generally, I do think that his 

separation of “art” from the muddled qualities of “real life” speaks volumes about the public 

perception of folk art in Nova Scotia. Much like Huntington, Ferguson notes that he became less 

interested in collecting contemporary folk art when artists began producing pieces “made to 

order” (Ferguson 2007). And while Ferguson is quick to clarify that he does not begrudge any 

artist who takes advantage of growing market conditions to make a living (2007), it seems to me 

that such belief in folk art’s essential apathy to capitalism pays little attention to the fact that 

cultural forms cannot actually be separated from their market. As I argue in the final two chapters 

                                                      
44 In 2001, Ferguson published an edited transcript of a paper he presented to the Universities Art 
Association of Canada (UAAC) panel entitled “Conceptual Art: The NSCAD Connection, 1967–
1973,” at the Anna Leonowens Gallery in Halifax, November, 1994. See Ferguson 2001. 
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of this thesis, if objects of art and culture have long taken on the same logic as the commodity, 

the conditions of globalization have, as Lash and Lury suggest, subsequently “made them spin out 

of the control of their makers” (2007, 5). 
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Chapter 5 

Visualizing the Tourist Landscape: Making Maud Lewis in Nova Scotia, 

1964–1999 

 

[I]t is not about the image of places as beheld by tourists, but rather the processes 

and practices of signification—where tourism takes up discourses and 

representations and uses them in ordering places, making meanings, making 

distinctions, and thus making places through actions. It is not about what 

representations show so much as what they do. 

—Mike Crang, “Circulation and Emplacement,” 2006 

 

We decided to do a number of things to make sure that Maud’s legacy was 

maintained, but of course Maud and her artworks pulled at the heartstrings of 

people but also she represents that human condition in terms of triumph of the 

human spirit. If you looked at her hands, all gnarled up, and yet she created this 

and brought so much joy to so many people. She was chosen because she was a 

bit of an icon. 

—Bernard Riordon, interview with the author, 2007 

 

 

In 1999, the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia (AGNS) annual report included a statement from then 

director Bernard Riordon extending thanks to all those who contributed in making painter Maud 

Lewis “Canada’s best loved folk artist” (1999, 4). This thanks was no doubt well deserved, 

considering the lengthy process involved in building Lewis’s said reputation. And, certainly, 

when the AGNS established the Maud Lewis Authority the same year in order to coordinate what 

Riordon describes as “all activity relevant to the marketing of Maud Lewis images,” her 

endearing reputation was solidified (AGNS 1999, 4). The Authority established the Maud Lewis 
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Trademark on the gallery’s behalf, formally registering it with the Canadian Intellectual Property 

Office in January 1999 and, as Riordon explains, allowing “the AGNS to establish contact with 

potential licensees and conclude licensing agreements with companies and individuals” (AGNS 

1999, 4). In licensing the copyright to control reproduction of all Lewis paintings, Riordon 

illustrated how, in “sharing the Maud Lewis phenomenon with the world,” he was acting as an 

institutionally recognized expert in his own market (AGNS 1999, 4). In short, in taking on a role 

similar to the corporate CEOs before them, curator-directors such as Riordon have increasingly, 

as George Yúdice remarks, “steer[ed] the meaning and status of their products and their image 

through the system of distribution (acquisition, exhibition, and interpretation as regards art)” 

(2003, 240). 

In this chapter, I pick up on my examination of the marketing strategies and institutional 

policies of the AGNS by examining the case of painter Maud Lewis (b. 1903–d. 1970), who, as a 

result of AGNS promotion, has subsequently become Nova Scotia’s best-known “folk artist,” 

both inside and outside the province. I question how Lewis’s work helped to visualize a tourist 

landscape in Nova Scotia by interrogating her historical relationship with visitors to the province 

and her subsequent ascendancy to public life there. Indeed, Lewis’s work is often understood as 

synonymous with Nova Scotia itself. So, what accounts for the metonymic relationship between 

“Maud” (as she is most commonly known in public presentations of her work) and “Nova 

Scotia,” and how did her vision come to stand in for an antimodern understanding of the province 

as a whole?45 I think that to answer these questions entails understanding Lewis’s vision of Nova 

                                                      
45 In his book The intemperate rainforest: Nature, culture, and power on Canada’s west coast, 
Bruce Braun poses similar questions to consider the association between Emily Carr’s landscape 
painting and visualizing British Columbia: “When Carr traveled the inlets and passages of the 
coast in the early decades of the twentieth century, what did she see? What social, spatial and 
ideological relations enabled and constrained her gaze? And how are these relations carried 
forward into the present? To answer this last question, it will be necessary to inquire into Carr’s 
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Scotia has come to represent and, in turn, what this particular way of visualizing the province—

bound up in ideas about Lewis’s ability to visualize aspects of everyday life in rural Nova Scotia 

imagined as lost to most of the province’s modern populace—means when her work is publicly 

exhibited and reproduced for tourist souvenirs. Much like Emily Carr’s B.C. landscapes, or Tom 

Thomson’s northern Ontario wilderness canvasses, it is difficult to imagine painting Nova Scotia 

without thinking of Maud Lewis’s work. 46 

And yet, as cultural geographer Bruce Braun points out using Carr as his example, this 

association between artistic representation and locality is not “simply the logical outcome of how 

she represented the region’s landscape. Rather, it was the product of critics and historians who 

consistently framed … [her] art in terms of an organic relationship between an artist and her 

surroundings” (2002, 162). As I demonstrate, Lewis’s transformation from rural artist to 

                                                                                                                                                              

popularity. What accounts for the metonymic relation between ‘Carr’ and the ‘west coast’? How 
did her vision come to stand for the west coast as a whole” (2002, 161)? Carr’s landscapes 
became institutionalized in the public eye through her association with the Group of Seven and 
the travel mythology of seeking out an untapped wilderness to paint a barren landscape or, in 
Carr’s case, remnants of a supposedly receding indigenous culture. I think it is worth parsing the 
AGNS’s institutionalization of Lewis’s paintings in a similar vein, since the public display of her 
work in a provincial art gallery has helped to extend her audience beyond local buyers and tourist 
circles by building a particular association between Lewis and rural Nova Scotia. In other words, 
it is worth considering how Lewis’s vision of her own environment came to represent everyday 
life in rural Nova Scotia and what this representation has come to mean. 
 
46 See for example Ross D. Cameron’s discussion of the development of Tom Thomson as an 
iconic Canadian artist, which he suggests came about through both the policies of major cultural 
institutions and mass reproduction of his paintings on souvenir items. As Cameron points out, 
Thomson’s Ontario wilderness paintings “are iconic in Canada: The West Wind has been a central 
piece of the collection of the Art Gallery of Ontario since its donation in 1926, just as A Northern 
River, Spring Ice, and The Jack Pine are prominent in the collection of the National Gallery of 
Canada in Ottawa. … More importantly, Thomson is an iconic figure in Canadian culture. 
Thomson’s is an image that has been lodged deep in the national consciousness. This fact has 
become fundamental to how his paintings are read” (1999, 185-186). Similarly, Lynda Jessup 
argues that by venturing outside of Toronto to paint places such as Georgian Bay, Muskoka, and 
Algonquin Park Thomson (and the Group of Seven by extension) came to be understood as 
representing “the ‘real’ Canadian artist [who] stood outside the constraints of civilization” 
(2001a, 133). 
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internationally recognized cultural icon was made possible by the development of Lewis’s 

artwork into a cultural resource, one that subsequently allowed Lewis to transcend her local 

context.47 According to Yúdice’s conception, the idea of using culture as a resource to an end 

such as this entails managing it at every conceivable level (governmental, bureaucratic, or 

corporate). In Lewis’s case, this process can be traced historically and began with popular interest 

in her paintings during the 1960s, largely on the part of journalists and writers who were in search 

of novel, unique examples of antimodern culture in Nova Scotia, much like Riordon and 

Huntington would be ten years later.48 The irony here is that Lewis’s work also represented that 

which Huntington most deplored, bordering on the chrysanthemum painting of housewives and 

negotiating the demands of a burgeoning tourist market for hand-made souvenir art. During her 

heyday in the 1960s, Lewis produced hundreds of nearly identical scenes of people and animals 

against farmlands and seascapes to meet the requests of her ever-increasing tourist customers 

(figs. 22 and 23). 

 

                                                      
47 Sales of Lewis’s paintings set auction house records for Canadian folk art when a private buyer 
reportedly paid $12,650 for a Lewis piece in 2005. CanWest News Service reports that Heffel 
Fine Art Auction House in Toronto set a record when it sold a small scene of three skiers hurtling 
down a hill to a private buyer for $12,650 CDN in 2005 (Foot, 2005). Since this all-time high for 
a “folk art painting” (although it remains unclear how Heffel defines this category), Lewis’s 
undated Deer in the Woods sold for $16,100 CDN in 2007. 
 
48 Regarding practices of cultural selection in Nova Scotia, Ian McKay (1994) argues that those 
who reimagined Nova Scotia as an antimodern, folk society during the beginning of the twentieth 
century were searching for particular cultural traditions. More often than not, they selected certain 
songs or craft techniques to suit their own ideological projects rather than actually inventing 
traditions from thin air. As McKay puts it, “Shaped by ideologies and social processes of which 
they were not fully aware, such cultural producers did not conspire to falsify the past. Their 
sincerity and good intentions are not at issue. What is at issue is the conservative essentialism 
they installed as a way of seeing their society” (1994, 40). 
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Figure 22: Maud Lewis, Oxen in Winter. Oil on panel with oak frame. 15.5 x 15.5 cm. 1967. 

Originally owned by Chris Huntington. Private collection. 

(Image: Red Kettle Art and Collectibles, accessed March 10, 2009 

http://www.redkettle.com/products/canadian-folk-art/lewis-oxen-winter.htm.) 

 

 

Figure 23: Installation of four Lewis oxen scenes, “Maud Lewis a Centennial Exhibition,” 

Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, Yarmouth, 2004. 

(Image: Photograph by Anne Morton.) 
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Lewis understood the market demand for her small panel paintings during her lifetime 

and was no doubt also aware of the widespread interest in her work generated by radio, television, 

newspaper, and magazine stories written about her during the 1960s. What has since solidified 

Lewis in Nova Scotia’s public history, though, is the AGNS’s exhibitionary treatment of her work 

and its subsequent maintenance of “everything Maud Lewis,” which ensures that the particular 

narrations of Lewis’s life put forward in these popular forums are now the basis for Lewis’s 

cultural legacy. As I argue throughout this chapter, Lewis’s public history has long been narrated 

by reading her paintings as extensions of her life story, as it has been constructed in popular 

biographies, magazine and newspaper articles, documentary films, television series, theatrical 

plays and, in the end, the installation of her artwork at the AGNS. The AGNS’s successful 

capitalization of popular understandings of Lewis, I argue, entails a gentle merging of her 

established authenticity (based on historical understandings of art as a form of enlightenment in 

spite of material constraints) with new models of distinctiveness in “cultural capitalism” (in 

which Lewis’s artistic production became the means to market the AGNS as a world-class 

cultural institution).49 I pick up on the connections between late capitalism and the role of 

culture’s “content” in the following chapter, where I examine the AGNS’s marketing of Lewis in 

relation to the developing global culture industry at the end of the twentieth century. In this final 

                                                      
49 Economist Jeremy Rifkin explains this historical shift from industrial to cultural capitalism 
during the middle of the twentieth century as a process in which “old institutions grounded in 
property relations, market exchanges, and material accumulation are slowly being uprooted to 
make room for an era in which culture becomes the most important commercial resource, time 
and attention become the most valuable possession, and each individual’s own life becomes the 
ultimate market” (2000, 11). In this way the cultural sphere was absorbed into the commercial 
sphere, although as Rifkin points out “the commercial sphere always has been derivative of and 
dependent on the cultural sphere … because culture is the wellspring from which agreed-upon 
behavioural norms are generated” (2000, 11). Yet when the commercial sphere risks devouring 
the cultural sphere—as Rifkin argues it does—“it threatens to destroy the very social foundations 
that give rise to commercial relations” (2000, 12). Achieving a balance between these two realms 
is, according to Rifkin, the most challenging task of the current era. 
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chapter, I provide the historical background to Lewis’s current status as cultural icon by 

examining how the AGNS expanded on a larger public history project beginning in the 1960s, 

one dedicated to making Lewis’s work authentic by relating its aesthetic qualities to everyday life 

in rural Nova Scotia. 

Between 1964, when a CBC radio programme made the first public commentary on 

Lewis’s work, and 1999, when the AGNS first secured the right to license Maud Lewis products, 

an important transition took place in late capitalism. During the 1960s, Lewis was actively 

making paintings for tourists, local gallery owners, and private patrons such as the Woolaver 

family of Digby County. At this time, her work participated in what Arjun Appadurai (1988) 

describes as a shift in the mass production of goods from the terms of exclusivity (whereby the 

cost of purchasing a commodity has a direct impact on its value) to those of authenticity (Lash 

and Lury 2007). As Lash and Lury summarize, “in this latter regime [of authenticity], value is 

typically established in relation to an origin—that is, to an individual, an event, organization or 

place that is established as pre-existing the object or work. The good is then a trace or an index of 

that individual, event, organization or place” (2007, 141). The fact that, during the 1960s, Lewis 

sold her panel paintings from her home for about five dollars apiece suggests that the current 

market value of these works was based on constructed notions of their authenticity—that is, on 

the idea that the paintings were created by an artist whose claim to that identification was 

predicated on the idea that she produced work outside of modern artistic principles. In other 

words, the paintings’ original conditions of production, combined with their use as barter in an 

imaged “pre-capitalist” commercial exchange between Lewis and her patrons, helps to bolster the 

contemporary cachet of Lewis’s work as “folk art” in the eyes of collectors and institutions. In 

this chapter, I argue that the terms in which Lewis’s work was understood shifted from those of 

authenticity in the 1960s to the those of iconicity in the 1990s, when the AGNS began using 
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elements of Lewis’s publicly constructed biography to advance its institutional claim to Nova 

Scotia’s folk heritage. As part of this heritage, I contend, Lewis’s work transcended the cultural 

logic of late capitalism (Jameson 1984) to enter a new capitalist realm beyond the age of three 

worlds, one in which, as Lash and Lury put it, “value is established not in relation to either price 

(as a mark of exclusivity) or origin (as a mark of authenticity), but in relation to information (that 

is, as a mark of distinctiveness)” (2007, 141). 

Making Meanings, Making “Maud”: Public History at the AGNS 

This chapter traces the development of Lewis’s publicly constructed biography through the 

recollections of the freelance writers, local patrons, and visiting tourists who bought work from 

Lewis during her lifetime. In the last section of this chapter, I connect Lewis’s public biography 

to the AGNS’s subsequent development of her cultural persona into something iconic, 

specifically by looking at the public reception of the 1997 AGNS exhibition “The Illuminated 

Life of Maud Lewis.” Understanding this interplay between Lewis’s artistic production, 

biography, and iconicity helps to locate the disjuncture between Lewis’s own vision of her life in 

Nova Scotia and the various people who have since interpreted this life through her paintings. 

The relationship between viewer and viewed, which Nicholas Mirzoeff has termed a “visual 

event” (1999, 13), is one that constructs Lewis’s artistic treatment of the Nova Scotia landscape 

as an autobiographical extension of her lifelong hardships. As with most public history projects, 

the origins of this narrative can be traced back to individual and collective memories, in this case, 

the memories of Lewis’s family, friends, patrons, and neighbours who publicly told stories about 

her life both before and after her death in 1970. Since this time, those who narrate Lewis’s public 

history have combined these mnemonically gathered biographies with the AGNS’s more recent 

mediation of her work, which the gallery has undertaken both in exhibitions and through its 

licensed reproductions of her paintings. This process of creating Lewis-as-icon is also a direct 
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extension of creating Lewis-as-authentic; only the logic has changed. It is now one in which Nova 

Scotia’s cultural authenticity in the face of modernity gives way to its distinctiveness in the face 

of globalization. 

That visions of Lewis have succeeded in transcending this historical break, I suggest, is 

largely due to the ongoing public campaign to narrate Lewis’s life story through her paintings. 

This public interest in Lewis’s painting certainly began in a familiar site of modern culture 

industry, when in 1964 Cora Greenaway, a freelance journalist and “heritage activist” working 

with the CBC in Nova Scotia, produced a radio interview with Lewis.50 In 1965, widespread 

interest in Greenaway’s radio segment led to a television spot on the CBC series Telescope. The 

resulting thirty-minute feature about Lewis documented her daily life in the tiny house she shared 

with husband Everett, while providing contextual information about Lewis’s paintings from local 

art collectors and professionally trained artists. Lance Gerrard Woolaver, Lewis’s self-proclaimed 

biographer, is just one of the many people who credits Greenaway with discovering Lewis by 

way of these CBC projects, which for the first time made Lewis known to radio and television 

audiences across Canada.51 And although Greenaway did not directly offer commentary in these 

                                                      
50 The interview with Maud Lewis was conducted by Ian Laidlaw on 27 February 1964 for use on 
the CBC radio programme Trans-Canada Matinee. I base my description of Greenaway as a 
“heritage activist” on her widespread work in building Nova Scotia’s heritage industry, including 
her foundational role in developing the Heritage Trust in Canada in 1959, which eventually led to 
the formation of Heritage Canada in 1973. Greenaway is well known for her actions in the 
“discovery” and preservation of various sites in Nova Scotia, among them Halifax’s Historic 
Properties, the Ross Farm, and the “Croscup Room,” a nineteenth-century painted parlour 
originally situated in a home in Karsdale, which, after Greenaway’s twenty-year battle, was 
bought and preserved by the National Gallery of Canada. 
 
51 Woolaver mentions the 1965 Telescope broadcast as the first in a series of “outsider” (that is, 
outside of Digby County) interest in Lewis. In 2006, the provincial government awarded 
Greenaway the Order of Nova Scotia for her work in promoting regional culture and heritage. 
Among the many things for which the Order praised Greenaway was her discovery and 
promotion of Lewis during the 1960s. Curiously, this discovery is not documented in the 1998 
NFB documentary The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis, which contains an interview with 
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broadcasts, she was interviewed as part of a National Film Board documentary entitled The 

Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis (1998), which provides some clues as to her understanding of 

Lewis’s life. In the documentary, which also incorporates the early CBC footage into its visual 

narrative, Greenaway states, 

The contrast between [Lewis’s] daily life and her paintings was day and night. I 

would say that her daily life was poor, it was poor in every way—poor in the way 

she lived and poor in mind. Everett was a [pausing]… he was stingy, stingy, 

unbelievably stingy, and Maud was a giver. Her life was not good, definitely not, 

it was miserable. But never mind, if she got fed up with what was happening in 

the house, she just got out her brushes and her paint and she painted one of these 

lovely scenes where everything is all roses. … Yes, her body held her down, but 

not her mind, not her soul. That was hers and nobody else could squash it. 

Nothing squashed it. You see the little things in life could mean a lot to her. She 

didn’t ask for much, she gave and in her painting she gave us this joyful mind 

and that’s why those pictures are so delightful. When I’m in a bad mood I look at 

them, look at these cheerful colours, look at that, and then I feel ashamed. Maud 

painted that. Maud who was deformed, who has arthritis, who lived a miserable 

life, we might as well say, in a little house and with Everett who was, well, not 

Prince Charming, and yet out came beauty. Out came joy—absolute, 

unadulterated happiness. That takes some doing and you have to have a beautiful 

mind and a beautiful soul, otherwise you can’t do it. That’s what made her an 

artist. There were no limits to her world. Her world was full and large and open 

with wide skies. And that’s what she teaches, that it isn’t how you live, it isn’t 

your real circumstances, but it’s what’s inside you that can make or break you 

and it made Maud. Life never broke her no matter what happened. Painting was 

breathing for her; it was her life’s blood. (Greenaway quoted in d’Entremont 

1998) 

                                                                                                                                                              

Greenaway about Lewis’s life. In this film, Greenaway is identified as an art historian and not as 
someone who knew Lewis personally, thereby giving her a position of critical objectivity in 
relation to her biographical subject. 
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Here, Greenaway interprets Lewis’s art production as a powerful alternative (indeed, an answer) 

to her miserable social and economic conditions. What is more, Greenaway understands Lewis as 

transcending her lot in life: in the words of one writer, that of “a rural, isolated, poverty stricken, 

handicapped, female folk artist—the ultimate marginalized outsider” (Pearse 1997, 26). 

Greenaway thus posits Lewis’s artistic production as an innate form of creative 

expression and as a direct representation of Lewis’s experience as one of Nova Scotia’s many 

working poor. In 1988, Greenaway published a magazine article about Lewis, entitled “Maud’s 

Folk Fantasies,” in which the author provides a similar account, this time positioning rural Nova 

Scotia as a natural environment in which “a true primitive artist” might emerge (Greenaway 

1988, 58). Greenaway notes that Lewis’s career as an artist began when “an American lady 

suggested she try her hand at painting a picture,” for until then Lewis was known only in her 

immediate community for painting decorative trimmings on windowboxes and small objects for 

people “who owned summer homes in the area” (1988, 58). In this simple statement, Lewis’s 

“discoverer” narrates her work through the lens of tourism, which, in this case, becomes a marker 

of Lewis’s isolation from the outside world. To reinforce this social distance between Lewis and 

her tourist patrons, Greenaway goes on to describe Lewis’s “primitive” technique, which 

Greenaway sees as informed by the fact that Lewis “never had a lesson in her life: she had never 

been to an exhibition. The closest to seeing a painting was from a colour photograph in a 

magazine” (1988, 58). 

Greenaway’s writing suggests that she understood Lewis’s paintings as creative 

compositions, limited as they might be by Lewis’s rural isolation and lack of formal training. 

Lewis’s innate creativity gave her “an inborn feeling for composition, a sense of colour and a 

sharp observant eye,” according to Greenaway: “Asked how she could paint a snow scene with 

trees with yellow, green and red leaves. Her answer was ‘Bare trees are so dull, and besides a 
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freak snowfall does happen in the fall’” (1988, 58). Through this narrative, Greenaway introduces 

Lewis’s paintings as a marginal form of cultural expression that requires an adjective such as 

“authentic” to begin with (Denning 2004). Yet, it is crucial to recognize that, in 1988, Greenaway 

wrote Lewis’s life story at a moment when many writers were increasingly concerned with the 

commodification of cultural forms in what they saw as simple places such as Nova Scotia. In this 

context, Lewis’s apparent depiction of this vanishing world was appealing because it appeared as 

evidence of her ability to resist the levelling effect of mass culture. As Greenaway saw it, since 

Lewis’s art practice rose above the economic consequences of late capitalism, her paintings were 

all the more valuable. Greenaway thus posits Lewis’s painting as a kind of escape from all the 

negative effects of postindustrialism that left the artist and her neighbours without steady 

employment. As a result of this ingenuity, Greenaway sees Lewis as creating “folk fantasies,” 

paintings that depict scenes of “what we dream about” and, thus, as providing a means to uplift an 

entire community in difficult times (1988, 60). 

Greenaway’s interpretation of Lewis’s work as a means of cultural (and, consequently, 

spiritual) elevation in the face of working-class hardships is hardly unique when it comes to 

narrating Lewis’s life. Nor would Greenaway’s early CBC broadcasts be the last examples of 

public interest in Lewis’s story outside of Nova Scotia. The airing of Greenaway’s CBC projects 

stimulated the interest of the popular press in Lewis—that “frail woman with a bold brush,” as 

one writer called her, who was marveled to do extraordinary things in an isolated part of an 

isolated province (McCoy 1967, 39). Following the 1965 Telescope broadcast, articles 

immediately appeared about Lewis in newspapers across Canada, among them the Moncton 

Times in New Brunswick, Toronto’s Star Weekly in Ontario, and the Port Alberni Times in 
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British Columbia.52 Soon after, a 1967 issue of the Fredericton-based Atlantic Advocate magazine 

dedicated a feature-length article to Lewis and described one of her paintings, “with its fresh, 

clear outlines and primitive colours,” as revealing “an unspoiled talent rarely equaled” (McCoy 

1967, 37). As for the frail woman who painted it, the article’s author informs us, “Mrs. Maude 

[sic.] Lewis … loves animals. She loves people. She loves life. Money, beyond what is required 

to buy food and fuel, is a matter of complete indifference to her” (McCoy 1967, 39). The 

insinuation in these early readings of Lewis is quite clear: she was a disadvantaged person in 

mind and body but not in spirit, for Lewis’s artistic practice allowed her to rise above her 

experience with the ordinary world. 

Most of all, Lewis’s painting generated widespread curiosity because it was understood 

as “art for art’s sake” in the most conventional understanding of the phrase. The idea has given 

rise to the mythology evidenced in most discussions of Lewis, one that is historically rooted in 

the standard classification system of art objects and the Kantian foundations of disciplinary art 

history. As people outside of Digby County began to discover this “frail woman with a bold 

brush,” Woolaver writes that he “was astonished when [Nova Scotia] Premier Robert Stanfield 

came to Marshalltown to visit the Lewises. The status of Stanfield in Digby, in the 1960s, was 

impressive: not quite God, but pretty close” (1996a, xvii). Solidifying Lewis’s heightened 

exposure beyond even Nova Scotia was U.S. President Richard Nixon’s commissioning of two 

Lewis paintings in the 1970s, a result, the Digby Courier reported, of Nixon’s introduction to 

Lewis’s work byway of a White House aid’s private collection of folk art. Greenaway writes that, 

                                                      
52 I am grateful to the Canadian Woman Artists History Initiative at Concordia University’s 
website for bringing two of these newspaper articles to my attention. The CWAHI’s website also 
provides a list of articles about Lewis published in local newspapers between 1965 and 1970, 
including the Digby Courier, the Yarmouth Herald and Halifax’s Chronicle-Herald and Mail 
Star. See http://cwahi.concordia.ca/ (accessed April 13, 2009). 
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while Lewis “painted local landscapes with naïve charm, … no one was more surprised than 

Maud Lewis herself when her work gained far-reaching acclaim” (1988, 57). As Lewis’s 

neighbour, Mrs. Lloyd MacNeil, commented during her interview with Telescope, “A poet is 

without honour in his own country. And that’s the way it was with Maud, she needed outside 

recognition before the people in this area were aware of her work.” Taking MacNeil’s statement 

to heart, Lance Woolaver went on to expand the narrative of Greenaway’s 1988 essay in a 

number of forums, and much like his predecessor, Woolaver used his personal memories to write 

Lewis’s public history. Woolaver’s projects have since laid the groundwork for making Lewis’s 

life public and, as with most exercises in public history, they demonstrated a marked distinction 

between a writer’s memory and an artist’s life. 

Authenticating Biography: Narrating Lewis’s Life Story 

In the absence of artworld credentials, Lewis’s work became valuable through the public stories 

Woolaver wrote about her life, which reestablished for a new generation of viewers a connection 

between her artistic process and her economic straits. And while this is a familiar narrative when 

it comes to authenticating folk artists, the extent to which Lewis’s public biography enhanced her 

reputation matters a great deal in this context. What matters is that Lewis had the right biography, 

the right story, and the right life for making folk art, not to mention for becoming a folk art icon 

(Fine 2004). What is more, Lewis’s biography has since become central to understanding, and 

even appreciating, her paintings. This, in my mind at least, explains why Lewis’s public history 

has been so longstanding in Nova Scotia, even though the objects she produced were often at 

odds with canons of artistic value that reject souvenir art as a legitimate form of creative 

expression (Phillips and Steiner 1999). While Eisenhauer’s visions were successful because 

reputable entrepreneurs such as Huntington authenticated them by navigating Eisenhauer’s work 
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along established artworld principles, Lewis’s paintings achieved public acclaim through the 

reputation of her story. 

The growing interest in Lewis’s painting from outside Digby County led Woolaver to 

reconsider the artist whose work his father had patronized since his childhood. After a trip to 

Europe some time in the 1960s, during which he viewed the work of Modernist painters such as 

Vincent van Gogh for the first time, Woolaver could not overlook the similarities between these 

“extremely simple … splashes and waves and pigments” and Maud Lewis’s paintings of Nova 

Scotia landscapes: “I could not forget the van Goghs,” he writes. “They were a revelation. His 

farmers and cattle were as engaging as Maud’s children and oxen” (1996a, xviii). Woolaver’s 

newly refined interest in Lewis began his literary work on the artist, which started with a short 

article he co-authored with his mother, Shirley Woolaver, after Lewis’s death in 1970. Published 

in a 1975 edition of Chatelaine magazine, and entitled “The Joyful Art of Maud Lewis,” the 

Woolavers begin their tale by telling readers how Maud started each morning:  

In a 10-by-12 foot shack in the country an old woman wakes to the cold. Her 

husband is laying a fire in the wood stove that is their home’s only source of 

heat. She waits for her husband to help her because her has been crippled by 

arthritis. … There is no running water, no toilet, no electricity. It is cold inside 

the house. … Her husband makes breakfast and they eat it together. Then he 

rises. He has snares in the woods set for rabbits. Before he goes she asks for her 

paints, so he extracts them from the loft. She sits in the corner of the room all 

morning, painting bright, summery butterflies and bluebirds. She is very happy. 

(Woolaver and Woolaver 1975, 51) 
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Much like van Gogh (the proverbial tortured artist), Lewis’s public history is one of artistic 

triumph over hardship.53 And much like Greenaway, the Woolavers’ narrate this history by 

locating Lewis “among the poorest of the poor,” her home “the humblest in a desperate area” 

(Woolaver and Woolaver 1975, 51–52). In connecting Lewis as “primitive artist” to her life in 

rural Nova Scotia—since, as they put it, “the word ‘primitive’ serves equally well to describe the 

conditions under which she lived and worked” (1975, 53)—the Woolavers supplement Lewis’s 

lack of formal training by legitimating her life’s experiences (Fine 2004). More often than not, 

establishing this authenticity after Lewis’s lifetime required linking Lewis as a painter to her 

impoverished existence in rural Nova Scotia, bolstering ideas about Lewis’s everyday genius 

against her professionally trained artist contemporaries (Ardery 1998; Fine 2004). 

The Woolavers’ commemoration of Lewis establishes a clear connection between Lewis 

and rural Nova Scotia, a landscape best visualized through the naïve eye of the folk artist. This 

story follows a familiar trajectory, in which Lewis is perceived to capture a vision of rural Nova 

Scotia that evades most modern people, and is in line with a more extensive memorial to Lewis’s 

life produced in 1976, the NFB’s documentary tribute Maud Lewis: A World Without Shadows. 

The film briefly interviews Everett on his experiences since his wife’s death and shows him 

tending to her gravestone, offering a tour of her former workspace, and recounting their life 

together in Digby County. As scenes of Lewis’s painting are overlaid with shots of Digby 

landscapes (figs. 24 and 25), the film begins with the narrator asking: “Know how you keep a 

little of your childhood inside you, a place to go when things aren’t going right? That’s what you 

                                                      
53 As art historian Vojtěch Jirat-Wasiutyński argues, van Gogh’s retreat from Paris into the 
French countryside of Arles had a lot to do with contemporaneous ideas about escaping the 
exhaustion of modern life: “the pace of life in the modern city and its consequences (alcoholism, 
madness, and degeneration) were a major preoccupation in nineteenth-century France; rest in the 
countryside was usually prescribed as an antidote” (2001, 187–188). 
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see when you look at one of Maud’s paintings. It’s that world, from when you were a child—with 

no shadows in it.” 

 

 

Figure 24: Still from Maud Lewis: A World Without Shadows showing a painting of skiers. 

VHS. 1976. Directed by Diane Beaudry. Ottawa: National Film Board of Canada. 
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Figure 25: Still from Maud Lewis: A World Without Shadows showing school children 

playing in Digby County. VHS. 1976. Directed by Diane Beaudry. Ottawa: National Film 

Board of Canada. 

 

To narrate Maud’s supposedly child-like “world without shadows”—which refers to both the 

formal qualities of her paintings and the idea that hers was a happy existence despite material 

poverty—the filmmakers pays tribute to Lewis’s life in Nova Scotia by inter-cutting shots of her 

paintings with pans of Digby’s countryside throughout the corresponding biographical narration. 

The documentary’s title draws on an interview with Halifax gallery owner Bill Ferguson 

conducted for the 1965 Star Weekly magazine article: “Her work is marvelous. … In her primitive 

style there are no shadows. Everything is playful and innocent, and people love it” (1965, 13). 
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Murray Barnard, the article’s author and researcher of the Telescope piece on Lewis, goes on to 

explain that “Maude [sic.] Lewis’s work glows with a simplicity that is suited to the rural scene—

no shades or shadows” (1965, 15). 

A World Without Shadows clearly establishes a relationship between the formal 

simplicity of Lewis’s paintings and the simplicity of everyday life in rural Nova Scotia. 

According to the film’s narrator, the two are synonymous since Lewis drew her artistic influence 

from “the farmers in the Annapolis Valley, the fishermen and scallops draggers in Digby, and 

inland the lumber roads with the oxen coming down them. Maud used to perch up on the front 

seat of Everett’s Model T Ford and while he’d be peddling fish, she’d just watch and then she’d 

paint all through the winter from her memory.” Chronicling Lewis’s life onscreen is deeply 

connected to her geographic positioning in Digby County. Lewis’s unique ability to capture 

“picturesque Nova Scotia,” as Barnard explains, is heavily dependent on her capacity to resist 

“the distractions of modern society” (1965, 13). While, according to Barnard, “it is almost 

impossible to be a primitive painter, and so there are very few … by a trick of her environment 

Maude [sic.] Lewis is a natural primitive” (1965, 13). Similarly, the film’s narrator understands 

Lewis’s artistic expression as a function of her isolated, rural milieu: “I guess this is a 

reminiscence is what you’d call it, about Maud Lewis and the world she saw and painted. … She 

never took a painting lesson. She never even saw any works of art. She was kind of cut off from 

everything, except what was inside her.” 

After the successful reception of the Chatelaine article, Lance Woolaver similarly began 

tracing Digby County’s landscapes, people, and animals through Lewis’s paintings. Woolaver 

writes, 

Later, searching for a story to accompany the paintings, I began arranging [the 

family collection of Lewis works] by season, moving them back and forth …, the 

winter scenes on the left, the summer ones on the right. I saw that Maud had 
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captured every happiness in Digby County: every trade—a fisherman hauling 

lobster traps, a farmer plowing a field, a blacksmith in his forge; every place—

the little bridge and brook in Acacia Valley, the old wharf in Barton, the 

lighthouse at Point Prim; every animal, flower and bird—cats in the tulips, oxen 

under the summer bower, robins in the apple blossoms. (1996a, xix) 

 

Searching for a regional story in the series of Lewis paintings that his father, Judge Philip 

Woolaver, had collected over the years led Lance Woolaver to write two works of fiction, drawn 

directly from Lewis’s “scenes of horses and oxen and the curving country roads. They were 

published, in 1979, under the titles Christmas with the Rural Mail and From Ben Loman to the 

Sea. ‘Lucky Digby to be so immortalized,’ read a review of these little books, the first in Canada 

to use [Lewis’s] folk art as illustration” (Woolaver 1996a, xix). Indeed, in immortalizing Digby 

County, Woolaver’s stories also immortalized Maud Lewis—the strange old lady from his 

childhood whose paintings authenticated his personal memories by visualizing the community 

where he grew up as an antimodern paradise. 

These two short fictions celebrating Digby County would have perhaps been sufficient 

venues for Woolaver to explore Lewis’s paintings, except that he was to become further drawn to 

Lewis’s work byway of a meeting with family friend and well-known Canadian photographer 

Bob Brooks some time in the 1990s (Woolaver 1996a). Brooks had visited the Lewises 

immediately following the 1965 Telescope broadcast in order to take a series of portraits of Maud 

and Everett in their home.54 Woolaver and Brooks made the decision to collaborate on a 

                                                      
54 Brooks notes that, when the editors of Toronto’s Star Weekly magazine saw the Telescope 
broadcast, they “thought that the quaint story would appeal to their readers” (Brooks and 
Woolaver 1999, 3). The magazine editors asked Brooks to do a photo-story on Lewis and, at the 
time, Brooks remembers that he “had no idea who she was” (Brooks and Woolaver 1999, 3). The 
photographs from Brooks’s initial visit to the Lewises illustrate both the Star Weekly article and 
Woolaver’s biography on Lewis. 
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biographical project about Lewis in order to help foster renewed interest in Lewis’s painting. 

After Maud’s untimely death in 1970—the result of what many believe to be complications of a 

broken hip she suffered a few years earlier—and Everett’s violent murder in 1979, the Lewis 

home was removed from its original site along the main highway that runs through Digby 

County.55 Woolaver laments that after that, “nothing remained to show that Maud Lewis ever 

lived in Digby County. Even her gravestone read ‘Maud Dowley’” (1996a, xix). Woolaver 

therefore produced two major works about Lewis: a biographical book entitled The Illuminated 

Life of Maud Lewis (1996a), illustrated with both Lewis’s own paintings and Brooks’s 1965 

photographs, and the fictionalized theatrical script that drew on the title of the 1976 NFB 

documentary, World Without Shadows (1996b).56 

In his account of the artist’s life in The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis, Woolaver 

carefully outlines the details of Lewis’s life as he knew them, beginning with his personal 

recollections from childhood experiences as Lewis’s neighbour and building towards a 

descriptive blending of information about Lewis’s life, drawn from her living relatives and local 

community members around Digby County, including Woolaver’s own father, who is identified 

as one of Lewis’s primary patrons throughout her artistic career. Woolaver is careful in this book 

to document the shift from Maud Lewis’s (née Dowley) relatively secure childhood in Yarmouth 

County, despite a developing disability, to the death of her parents and the subsequent 

                                                      
55 It has been widely reported that an intruder attempting a robbery of the Lewis home killed 
Everett in 1979. More often than not, the story of Everett’s murder is told by commenting on the 
stash of money many people in the community thought he was hiding—the collected profits of 
Maud’s lifelong work that she was never allowed to enjoy (Greenaway 1988; d’Entremont 1998; 
Woolaver 1996a). 
 
56 Woolaver first presented the play as a dramatic reading at King’s Theatre in Annapolis Royal 
on 24 June 1995. Eventually, Woolaver and his collaborators moved the reading to the AGNS in 
Halifax and went on to develop a full stage production of the play for King’s Theatre and, in 
1996, to publish the script (Woolaver 1996b). 
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squandering of her inheritance by her brother Charles, and finally to her seemingly inevitable 

economic demise into poverty and subsequent marriage to Everett Lewis in 1938—which 

Woolaver suggests was largely initiated by Maud out of financial necessity. In a chapter entitled 

“A Wedding Without Bells,” Woolaver notes that, after her parents’ death, Lewis’s older brother 

Charles abandoned her and moved to Digby to live with a relative. In 1937, Woolaver explains 

that Everett posted a notice in local stores advertising for a woman to “live-in or keep house” 

(1996a, 16). Maud, the only applicant, married Everett within a few weeks of answering the 

advertisement. 

Woolaver chronicles Lewis’s life against the backdrop of his childhood village in Digby 

County, where Maud and Everett Lewis made their home and where they both lived out the rest 

of their lives: 

There were some marvelous and strange things in this congenial countryside, not 

the least among them, Maud Lewis. To my childish eyes she personified much 

that was alluring and yet strange in the world. Maud lived with her husband 

Everett in a little house so close to the Marshalltown roadside that a truckdriver 

could roll down his window and toss a cigarette through the door. They were an 

odd threesome—wife, husband, and house. Everybody knew them. Few came to 

call…. However, the house did befit the little hunchback Maud, who could be 

seen most days in the window smoking a Cameo (1996a, xv-xvi). 

 

Woolaver reiterated the shift from Lewis’s middle-class upbringing to her life with her husband, 

observing, “Maud’s standard of living may have declined after marrying Everett but she didn’t 

seem to mind. She not only willingly accepted the little house as her lot in life, but she was 

pleased and proud to be Everett’s wife” (1996a, 29). In this storyline, which represents Maud’s 

material poverty through vivid descriptions of a difficult albeit happy life in Everett’s tiny house, 

Woolaver re-establishes the pervasive narrative in earlier accounts about Lewis, once again based 
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on the idea that her art production was the means through which she circumvented her destitute 

reality. “Like most artists,” Woolaver notes, “she did not paint solely for money. She found joy 

and pleasure in composing colourful images that celebrated the happy memories of her childhood 

and the simple activities of rural life” (1996a, 40). 

Similarly, Woolaver reads Lewis’s transition from child to adult as representative of her 

increasing isolation from the modern world. Her childhood, Woolaver explains, was a “happy 

period in Maud’s life” and “created the lasting impressions that later formed the basis of her life’s 

work” (1996a, 6). Woolaver notes that, while historical evidence shows that Lewis’s disability 

did not prevent her from participating in everyday public excursions, she remained an outcast of 

sorts in comparison to those around her. Woolaver makes this point by providing visual analysis 

of a 1935 photograph (fig. 26) taken of Lewis and several teenage acquaintances in Yarmouth 

County: the snapshot shows “Maud in a long, dark dress. The ‘modern’ girls wore slacks, and one 

lady, evidently the comedienne of the group, wore overalls. Still, the photograph shows Maud 

alone, separated from the other girls and hiding one hand under her elbow” (1996a, 13). 
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Figure 26: Photograph of Maud Dowley (far left) in Yarmouth County, 1935. 

(Image: Lance Woolaver, The illuminated life of Maud Lewis. Halifax: Nimbus Publishing 

and Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1995, pp. 13.) 

 

Woolaver here establishes the larger context for Lewis’s development as an artist, representing 

her as someone who responded to modernity from its margins. Lewis is increasingly the outsider 

because of disability, not to mention an unplanned pregnancy out of wedlock (which resulted in 

the private adoption of the child that Lewis was told died at birth), rural isolation, economic 

hardship, and, finally, her association with the marvelous and the strange of Digby’s countryside. 

Aestheticizing Biography: Visualizing Lewis’s Life Story 

In the rhetoric of folklorization, Woolaver uses Lewis’s biography to establish the authenticity of 

her art practice. What distinguishes Woolaver’s understanding of Lewis from those before him, 

though, is his melding of the well-trodden narrative of cultural elevation with a reading of 

Lewis’s painting that helped make her biography public beyond her lifetime. To establish Lewis’s 
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“creativity without credentials” (Fine 2004), Woolaver went beyond linking Lewis’s paintings to 

Digby’s landscapes and used them to visually supplement the elements of her life story that could 

no longer be filled in after her death. And while this biography has since become crucial in 

evaluating Lewis’s work publicly, ironically it has also hindered assessment of Lewis’s creative 

choices. Woolaver understood Lewis’s paintings as autobiographical renderings, which suggests 

that, although Lewis demonstrated creativity, the primary function of her art practice was to tell 

stories about her life. This is significant, for feminist art history scholars such as Griselda Pollock 

have long argued that standard biographical readings of women’s art interpret it as only speaking 

about their life’s events, “indexing directly to experience and offering no problems for 

interpretation” (1999, 97).57 This feminist re-reading of artist’s biographies makes clear that 

Woolaver’s accounts of Lewis’s painting deny the artist’s critical thinking, which, as Pollock 

notes, would make the “work itself vivid by decoding the dynamic process of how meaning is 

produced and exploring what kinds of readings its signs make possible” (1999, 98). In Pollock’s 

words, such a reading posits Lewis’s paintings as “a transparent screen through which you have 

only to look to see the artist as a psychologically coherent subject originating the meanings the 

work so perfectly reflects” (Pollock 1999, 98). 

What I am interested in here is how Woolaver’s writing used Lewis’s artistic production 

to construct her aesthetic biography for public consumption—that is, writing Lewis’s life story in 

                                                      
57 A standard art historical example of this criticism is Whitney Chadwick’s argument about the 
tendency to use Baroque artist Artemisia Gentileschi’s biography to read her pictorial 
representations through iconography (2007). As Chadwick points out, archival evidence suggests 
that Gentileschi’s father’s assistant (and her painting teacher), Agostino Tassi, raped her at the 
age of nineteen. A trial ensued in 1612 after Tassi withdrew his promise of marriage and removed 
several paintings from the Gentileschi house. The modern critical reception of Gentilsechi’s 
artwork, including Judith Decapitating Holofernes (1618), has, according to Chadwick, often 
“found intimations [in the scene] of Gentilsechi’s personal experience as the recipient of Tassi’s 
sexual advances” (2007, 112). 
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the absence of first-hand information, but giving “coherence to a life” by using her paintings to 

build a biographical narrative (Benton 2007, 79). And while Woolaver’s tendency to read 

biography through art is nothing new (since both the artworld and disciplinary art history have 

historically had a high tolerance for these narrations), the significance of this biographical 

rendering with regards to Lewis is that cultural institutions such as the AGNS now largely regard 

Woolaver’s writing as the preeminent source on Lewis’s life. Specifically, the AGNS has since 

made use of Woolaver’s writing to inscribe Lewis’s work with biographical meaning and, in turn, 

to read her cultural production as a direct extension of her life’s difficult and often tragic 

circumstances. Woolaver’s reading of Lewis’s artwork thus clearly demonstrates how the 

meaning of a painting can change once it is imbued with biography (Fine 2004). In a curious 

reversal of most self-taught artists from Nova Scotia, Lewis’s public history has allowed her work 

to escape a deauthenticating association with tourism and its ongoing classification of work such 

as hers as souvenir art. 

A case in point is Woolaver’s use of Lewis’s paintings as illustrations to his 1996 

biography to visually connect her work with her perceived life experiences. For example, 

Woolaver uses Max, an undated oil painting in the Woolaver family collection, as a visual aid for 

his discussion of Lewis’s illegitimate child (fig. 27). 
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Figure 27: Maud Lewis, Max. Oil on panel. 27.9 x 35.5 cm. N.d. Collection of the Woolaver 

family. 

(Image: Lance Woolaver, The illuminated life of Maud Lewis. Halifax: Nimbus Publishing 

and Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1995, pp. 14.) 

 

Max depicts a living room decorated with stockings and a Christmas tree. At the centre of the 

scene is an infant in a cradle nursing a bottle, the rest of the room devoid of human figures. 

“Maud’s pregnancy,” Woolaver speculates, “may have been the catalyst for [her brother] Charles’ 

abandonment of her” (1996a, 15). In the same way as Woolaver understands this real life event, 

Max also becomes a catalyst through which to view Lewis’s experience and vulnerability as a 

single woman, a situation that Charles “appears to have been insensitive to … and more 

especially to her incapacity to support herself, taking steps to separate himself from any 
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responsibility to her well-being” (1996a, 15). Woolaver’s analysis points to Pollock’s contention 

that “the legendary form of biographically construed artistic subjectivity … effectively 

collaborates with canonical devaluation of women artists” (1999, 111). In other words, Woolaver 

sees Lewis’s artistic production as a means to narrate her life—or at least what he deemed to be 

her significant life experiences—not as an independent expression of her creativity, which would 

allow the possibility of Max conveying some other type of meaning. In Pollock’s argument, such 

understanding of women’s artistic practice means that it becomes a creative impulse produced 

“under certain pressures” and “caged in existing metaphors” (1999, 111). 

According to Woolaver’s narrative, then, Lewis’s art practice does not produce discursive 

meaning. A painting of a nursing infant can only be read as a cathartic representation of her own 

tragic experience with motherhood. Similarly, Woolaver offers only one possible reading of an 

untitled, undated oil painting (fig. 28) by Lewis that portrays a young man walking through a 

stream and pulling behind him a boat in which a dog and a woman with a kerchief in her hair sit: 

“The white dog with the black spot is a common Maud Lewis subject, while the brother and sister 

could only be looked upon as a late-in-life recollection of her happy childhood” (1996a, 72). 
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Figure 28: Maud Lewis, Untitled. Oil on particleboard. 21.5 x 29.5 cm. N.d. Collection of 

Catherine J. Wilkins. 

(Image: Lance Woolaver, The illuminated life of Maud Lewis. Halifax: Nimbus Publishing 

and Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1995, pp. 73.) 

 

Woolaver juxtaposes this reading of Lewis’s painting with the idea that, after their parents’ death, 

“Charles was anxious to get Maud ‘off his hands’ and hastily sent her ‘up the Shore’ to stay with 

Aunt Ida Germaine in Digby. As was remarked in Yarmouth, ‘He didn’t have her too long and 

then shipped her up to Digby’” (1996a, 13). Indicating Maud’s own distancing from Charles, 

Woolaver notes that, during a 1965 interview with “an admiring journalist, she implied that 

Charles was dead, although in fact he outlived her by two years. Maud never spoke of her family 

to her Marshalltown neighbours. It was as though they had never existed” (1996a, 15). And, of 
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Maud and Everett’s “wedding without bells,” Woolaver writes, although “[n]o one living today 

recalls their wedding,” Maud herself “remarked upon it in one painting, a unique horse and buggy 

scene with a tall lanky Everett and the tiny little Maud on a country road, advancing between 

rows of apple trees and tulips. There are no well wishers present, just the flowers and the 

blossoms—a quiet wedding. ‘I call it The Wedding Party,’ Maud Lewis said the purchaser of the 

work” (1996, 21) (fig. 29). 

 

 

Figure 29: Maud Lewis, The Wedding Party. Oil on panel. 27.9 x 35.5 cm. N.d. Collection of 

the Woolaver family. 

(Image: Lance Woolaver, The illuminated life of Maud Lewis. Halifax: Nimbus Publishing 

and Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1995, pp. 17.) 
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The extent to which Woolaver uses biography in reading paintings such as The Wedding 

Party is significant, since Lewis’s visual biography has become the very foundation for her post-

mortem success in the artworld. Lewis’s life story legitimates her paintings, which are informed 

as a result by her participation in tourism; she was a poor old lady who sold things on the side of 

the road, but who has since been given her due through the public recognition an art gallery can 

provide. Unlike the artists Huntington and the AGNS patronized during the 1970s, Lewis did not 

live long enough to make sense of these interpretations of her life’s work in the gallery space. 

Yet, by acknowledging Lewis’s early role as a souvenir artist, the AGNS ensures that Lewis’s 

association with tourism has never been antithetical to her position as a creative artist. What is 

more, the fact that Lewis repeated scenes at the request of her patrons has not prevented the 

AGNS from displaying these panels side by side in its exhibitions, nor from reproducing these 

scenes on T-shirts for sale in its gift shop. In the transition from authenticity to iconicity, Lewis’s 

story is once again a perfect fit. In the remainder of this chapter, I briefly introduce the 

connections between tourism, Lewis’s painting, and the AGNS’s self-proclaimed role as the 

keeper of Lewis’s public legacy. 

Visualizing Nova Scotia’s Tourist Landscape 

In 1997, the AGNS launched its first major Lewis retrospective, which bore the same title as both 

Woolaver’s book and the 1998 NFB documentary, “The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis.”58 The 

exhibition toured nationally for three years and received heavy coverage by newspaper and 

                                                      
58 In fact, these three projects developed in tandem and were all partially funded when the AGNS 
secured Scotiabank as a corporate sponsor in 1995. The 1998 NFB documentary was originally 
released for television on the Bravo network and documents Riordon’s opening of “The 
Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis” at the Canadian Museum of Civilization in June 1997. The film 
also interviews many of the people who helped to construct Lewis’s public life, including 
Greenaway and Judge Philip Woolaver. 
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television journalists, who were generally as interested in the process of putting together the final 

installation of Lewis paintings as they were with the exhibition itself. In the introduction he 

provided to Woolaver’s book, Bernard Riordon explains the gallery’s rationale for assembling the 

“definitive” collection of Lewis’s paintings: 

In 1996, almost thirty years after Maud’s death, the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia 

sent an invitation to anyone who owned Maud Lewis paintings to come and assist 

in developing the definitive inventory of works on which to base the exhibition 

and this book. In the spirit of Maud’s own open door, those who were once her 

customers and patrons came and made it possible for the public to connect once 

again with the work of one of Canada’s best loved folk artists. (1996, xii) 

 

At the exhibition’s opening, Riordon told reporters, “The response was tremendous. We had 

people lined up with Maud Lewis paintings on the days we did clinics. Everyone had a story on 

Maud, it seems. It was just a wonderful experience” (quoted in “Works of Folk Artist Lewis” 

1997). From its very inception, “The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis” exhibition paid tribute to 

Lewis’s relationship with the tourists who visited her home and, as Riordon notes, 

On most fine days the charmingly decorated door to Maud Lewis’s house was 

open, inviting travelers along the road who read her sign, “Paintings for Sale” to 

stop. Over the years many visitors accepted her invitation, whether by chance or 

by design, and in exchange for a few dollars became owners of her delightful 

works of art—a pair of cats, an ox, or a pony and sleigh, whatever Maud had for 

sale at the time. (1996, xii) 

 

By inviting visitors to stop in and buy paintings, Lewis’s house became a tourist destination in its 

own right, for it gave tourists the chance to visit a folk artist in her natural environment—to 

engage in an act of cultural entertainment equivalent to antiquing or safari hunting (Ardery 1998). 

As Julia Ardery observes, “the home tour functions to certify objects that have not been fully 

authorized by an established art world; its very detachment from systematic handling, of course, 
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nominates the work to the category ‘folk art’ in the first place” (1998, 244). What is more, the 

economic system within which tourists imagined that they purchased Lewis’s paintings—whether 

as products of a cottage industry or objects of pre-capitalist barter—became the precursor of the 

folk art markets in which collectors such as Huntington so profited. 

The tourist traffic surrounding Lewis’s home not only helped to authenticate her 

paintings as legitimate folk art, but also served to naturalize Lewis’s positioning as a homebound 

artist who knew little of the world outside rural Nova Scotia. As the narrator to A World Without 

Shadows puts it, “Maud’s world was never any bigger than 60 miles in any direction, but she got 

so much out of it.” Conventionally, establishing Lewis’s rural isolation has meant highlighting 

the way both Digby County and the tiny home she shared with Everett confined her. In the 

Telescope broadcast, Lewis tells the interviewer, “Halifax. That’s the furthest I’ve been. And 

that’s a long time ago, before I even got married,” giving fodder to a narrative that ensures 

Lewis’s sole connection to the outside world came via her contact with visitors. More than this, 

though, the tourists who visited Lewis during her lifetime are typically understood as appreciating 

her local talent before Nova Scotians came calling to buy paintings. Claire Stenning and Bill 

Ferguson, who were owners of the commercial gallery Ten Mile House (Bedford, NS) at the time 

of the Telescope broadcast, go as far to credit tourists with their subsequent discovery of Lewis’s 

work: 

Some tourists passing through dropped in with one of the Lewis paintings 

looking for a frame and we were so delighted with what we saw that we had to 

find out where [the paintings] came from and we hunted her down. … [Maud and 

Everett] do love talking to the people passing by, the tourists and so forth and 

they get a great deal out of this. So their wants are really quite simple: their 

meeting with the general public and their animals and their little plot of ground 

and so forth. They don’t want much. 
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This reading of tourism in relation to Lewis’s art production, of which, Stenning notes, only the 

“more sophisticated members of the community” were aware, suggests that the modern society 

around Maud and Everett marginalized them in their home environment and, as a result, created 

the perfect “closed” atmosphere for folk art creation in the first place (McKay 1994). 

Narrating Lewis’s painting through her encounter with tourism has had a direct impact on 

the AGNS’s exhibitionary treatment of her work. While the gallery clearly draws on the 

biographical characterizations of Lewis put forward by Greenaway and Woolaver, it also 

interprets Lewis’s art practice as the product of her contact with tourists. By positing Lewis’s 

lifetime as a golden age in folk art collecting, the AGNS uses Lewis’s artwork to locate a 

disjuncture between the folk tourism of the 1960 and 70s and the contemporary commercial 

market for this type of artistic production. In conjunction with “The Illuminated Life of Maud 

Lewis” exhibition, in 1997 CBC television’s The National Magazine broadcast a segment on 

Nova Scotia folk art that picks up on this line of thinking. Reporter Laurie Brown laments the 

passing of folk art tourism in Nova Scotia while being filmed walking through the AGNS’s 

permanent folk art galleries: 

Folk art: they say you either get it, or you don’t and over the last decade, there’s 

been an alarming increase in the number of us who do get it. And that’s creating 

a booming market for Nova Scotia’s folk art. But it’s also changed the nature and 

the character of the work. Gone are the days when folk artists hung signs on their 

mailboxes and sold their work for five and ten dollars. … What’s different is that 

over the last twenty years, folk art has moved from the houses of Nova Scotia 

into art galleries around the world (Brown 1997). 

 

The segment implies that, by the end of the twentieth century, tourists no longer had access to 

artists such as Lewis at home, leading to (or, perhaps, necessitating) the intervention of cultural 

institutions as a way to protect Nova Scotia folk art’s material legacy—or, in some cases, to 
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protect living artists from the demands of an increasingly dense commercial market for their work 

(Ardery 1998). What is more, installing Lewis’s painted objects to establish her association to 

tourism, such as this “Painting for Sale” roadside sign from the Woolaver family collection (fig. 

30), the AGNS’s retrospective ensured that the gallery came into its own as the new site to tour 

both “Maud Lewis” and “folk art” in Nova Scotia. 

 

Figure 30: Lewis’s roadside “Paintings for Sale” sign. N.d. Marine paint on blackboard. 

76.2 x 61 cm. Collection of the Woolaver family. 

(Image: Lance Woolaver, The illuminated life of Maud Lewis. Halifax: Nimbus Publishing 

and Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 1995, pp. xviii.) 

 

Lewis’s positioning as a souvenir artist whose work had universal appeal for Nova 

Scotians and visitors to the province alike is not without its contradictions. Consistent with the 



 

 149 

flexible strategies of folklorization, in which golden ages and antimodernist sentiments may be 

adjusted to suit the shifting tides of modernity, Brown demarcates between Lewis’s attempt to 

keep up with tourist demands for her work and those artists with disingenuous intentions to reap 

profit. Of Lewis’s work, Brown notes,  

She painted a rosy picture of rural Nova Scotia that Walt Disney couldn’t have 

dreamed up. … Maud Lewis painted oblivious to the outside world and that has 

always been a big part of the appeal and intrigue of folk art. It soon became a 

popular outing for the people of Yarmouth and Digby Counties to visit Maud 

Lewis and buy a painting. Many of those same people visited the exhibition in 

Halifax. … Lewis painted for the income, so when a customer asked for another 

painting of her kittens or her covered bridge, she was only too happy to oblige. 

Now, in the fine art world, art created for only money in mind very quickly gets a 

reputation as a cheap date. 

 

As Brown describes the material realities of Lewis’s life, which are out of line with Kantian 

models of cultural enlightenment and yet in tune with Lewis’s positioning as a tourist artist, the 

screen cuts to images of Lewis’s multiples that line the exhibition’s walls (fig. 31). 
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Figure 31: Lewis’s covered bridge and kitten scenes as installed for “The Illuminated Life 

of Maud Lewis,” 1997, AGNS. 

(Image: Stills from Laurie Brown. “What is Folk Art?” The National Magazine. June 16, 

1997. Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, accessed http://archives.cbc.ca/lifestyle/ 

pastimes/clips/ 14058/.) 

 

In the popular press surrounding “The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis” exhibition, the 

conventional contradictions between the art production and the consumer demands of tourism are 

disregarded. Rather than succumbing to the deauthenticating nature of a commercial art market 

that would challenge her positioning as a folk artist, Lewis is reconceived within an 

authenticating narrative that situates her within a world then on the verge of extinction in Nova 

Scotia. In other words, Lewis is perceived as resisting art market commercialism based on the 

simple fact that she humbly sold paintings from her home on the side of a country road, the last 

site of access to a time in which folk artists awaited their eager clientele outside of the artworld 

system. 

In this way, both Lewis’s paintings and the route tourists travelled to buy them helped to 

visualize Nova Scotia for the AGNS’s public, a journey that now ends at the gallery itself. In the 

quotation at the beginning of this chapter, Mike Crang describes this process of “ordering places” 

for tourism through culture—as he puts it, of dividing Britain “into Brontë country (west 
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Yorkshire around Haworth), Austen Country (literary Hampshire as the local council has it), 

Lorna Doone Country (Exmoor),” et cetera (2006, 47). Certainly, ordering “Maud Country” in 

Nova Scotia depends on visualizing an antimodern provincial landscape through Lewis’s 

paintings, but the process of generating this destination is also bound up in the larger visual event 

surrounding Lewis’s biography. This ongoing relationship between viewer and viewed illustrates 

how, in span of a few decades after her death, Lewis’s cultural production, and indeed her 

constructed persona, have become staples in the AGNS permanent collection, in the Canadian art 

market, and in tourist paraphernalia about Nova Scotia. In recent years one would not be hard 

pressed, for example, to begin the Nova Scotia tourist experience by visiting Lewis’s work at the 

AGNS in Halifax, then by driving through the Annapolis Valley to visit the site of Lewis’s 

original home in Marshalltown, by participating in the nearby town of Digby’s Maud Lewis Folk 

Festival in celebration of the hundredth anniversary of Lewis’s birth and, to top off this cultural 

experience, by taking in Lance Woolaver’s play about Lewis’s life, “World Without Shadows,” at 

Festival Antigonish, one of several venues in the play’s production in Nova Scotia over the last 

ten years. 

Crang describes this process of constructing places through representations—of shaping 

imaginary landscapes—by posing a “reflexive recognition that [historically] the tourist industry 

was about precisely making and selling images” (2006, 47). More than this, though, I would 

suggest that Lewis’s story continues to resonate in public culture because of the AGNS’s 

successful campaign to establish Lewis as a cultural icon for Nova Scotia, one whose work would 

draw visitors to the province in general and the gallery in particular well into the twenty-first 

century. As Riordon’s quotation at the beginning of this chapter demonstrates, Lewis’s life story 

made her transformation from artist to icon possible in the first place. In a press interview about 

“The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis” exhibition’s national tour, Riordon highlighted Lewis’s 
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potential for both the AGNS and for Nova Scotia as a whole: “I think she is a national hero. She 

is developing into a national icon, and I firmly believe that she can be to Nova Scotia what Anne 

of Green Gables is to Prince Edward Island” (Riordon quoted in Cox 1997, A.2). In the absence 

of Lewis’s homebound authenticity, the AGNS has come to understand her iconicity as key to 

maintaining interest in both Lewis’s work and the gallery itself. And visualizing Nova Scotia’s 

tourist landscape as “Maud Country” has been the AGNS’s most fruitful venture to date. 

By 1997, “The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis” was the most well attended exhibition 

the AGNS had ever organized. Yet this temporary exhibition was only the beginning of the 

gallery’s involvement in making “Maud” a cultural icon. In the coming chapter, I examine the 

AGNS’s permanent installation of Lewis’s Digby County home, a decades-long project that has 

today become the crucial context for solidifying the gallery as a site for global tourism. I begin by 

considering the implications of using Lewis’s house as a means to bolster cultural tourism and 

economic development in Nova Scotia. The AGNS financed what came to be known as its “Maud 

Lewis Project” with government monies and by securing Scotiabank’s extensive and ongoing 

corporate sponsorship of its Lewis related activities. This next chapter expands my analysis of the 

historical relationship between folk art and public history in Nova Scotia by taking this discussion 

to the present, and by examining the role visual culture comes to play in branding the Maritimes 

for global tourism. The notion of imbricating culture with capital, in which art production, state 

funding programs, and corporate sponsorship overlap like roof tiles in global culture industry, 

posits questions about the expanding role of the culture as resource in our current episteme. 
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Chapter 6 

The Experience of Culture: “Brandscaping” the Maritimes in Global 

Culture Industry, 1998–2007 

 

In recent years, urban centres in particular have acquired a new spatial definition 

through the territorialization of brands, resulting in new means of identification 

that correspond to the selection of specific brand identities. This has given rise to 

a completely new vocabulary of brandcities, brandlands, and brandscapes. These 

arise from the conjunction of two principles: an increasing exteriorization of 

corporate identities combined with an artificial making of place. Brandscapes 

constitute the physical manifestations of synthetically conceived identities 

transposed onto synthetically conceives places, demarcating culturally 

independent sites where corporate value systems materialize into physical 

territories. … Today more than ever, brandscapes as physical sites have become 

the key elements linking identity, culture, and place. 

—Anna Klingmann, Brandscapes, 2007 

 

 

In 2009, Prince Edward Island’s provincial government launched a forceful new tourism 

campaign in an attempt to reach beyond the audience their for usual television and radio 

advertisements. According to Tourism Minister Valerie Docherty, it represents “a huge shift” in 

the 2009 campaign in non-traditional media: “It will be Tourism PEI’s most extensive online 

campaign to date,” she reported (quoted in Thibodeau 2009). With an ambitious goal to increase 

tourism revenues in PEI by three per cent over the next year, which Docherty herself calls an 

“aggressive” move, the provincial government is also attempting to bring in visitors by tapping 

into new “vertical markets,” among them those grounded in culinary, golf, and cultural 

experiences (Docherty quoted in Thibodeau 2009; TAC and Tourism PEI 2008). Returning to this 
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government investment in branding experience with location, CEO of Golf PEI Barry MacLeod 

notes, “The brand coverage we get from a partnership like the Golf Channel not only puts us on 

the map in the mind of the serious golf travelers, but also with Golf Tour wholesalers who 

wouldn’t have ordinarily represented or carried PEI as an alternative world class destination for 

their customers” (quoted in Tourism PEI 2009). When it comes to establishing PEI as a world-

class destination for culture, however, branding location is much less straightforward; in the 

contemporary context, such branding involves carefully mediating exactly what constitutes the 

“content” of culture. A case in point is one of Tourism PEI’s new online video ads, which follows 

a vacationing couple charging through the Art Gallery of Ontario and calling out the names of 

artists and stylistic periods as they race from room to room, as though they are paying due 

diligence to a predetermined list of “must see” works of art, despite the frantic pace it dictates. 

When the slogan for PEI’s new tourism campaign appears onscreen—“take a vacation you don’t 

need a vacation from”—the ad concludes by cutting to another couple on holiday, this time 

leisurely walking along a PEI beach. 

In branding PEI’s tourist experience according to the notional struggle between culture 

and nature, this advertisement once again posits the Maritimes along a sharp divide on which, as 

Bruce Braun puts it, “a series of familiar dualisms (culture/nature, modern/premodern, 

civilized/primitive, artificial/real, masculine/feminine) [are mapped]. By this view, things have an 

assigned place” (2002, 110; MacEacheran 2001). Up to this point, I have discussed such dualisms 

as they relate to Nova Scotia’s assigned place in culture during the late twentieth century. In this 

chapter, I extend my argument both beyond the age of three worlds and beyond Nova Scotia, to 

consider the contemporary experience of culture in Maritime Canada more broadly. Since the last 

few decades of the twentieth century, it has become increasingly clear that late capitalism no 

longer simply produces objects and things but also sensations, lifestyles, and environments. 
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Under the conditions of neoliberal globalization, these post-Fordist production and consumption 

patterns suggest that tourism now involves branding experiences as much as it does branding 

destinations. As the PEI example demonstrates, this often means mobilizing conventionally 

recognized tropes in cultural experience (in this case, notions about PEI as a quiet seaside retreat 

away from the bustling culture of modern, urban life) for a wide range of purposes. It also calls to 

mind the contemporary relevancy of such pervasive historical narratives when it comes to 

branding local culture for global tourism. 

In the quotation at the beginning of this chapter, architect and critic Anna Klingmann 

calls this linking of locations with experience “brandscaping,” indicating a movement away from 

the production of culture as commodity and towards the production of culture as brand.59 Scott 

Lash and Celia Lury go further to suggest, “If culture industry [in the twentieth century] worked 

largely through the commodity, global cultural industry [in the twenty-first] works through 

brands. … The commodity works via a logic of identity, the brand via a logic of difference” 

(2007, 5). Creating a brand-name image to accompany a brand-name destination is not without its 

challenges in the age of globalization, when, increasingly, such investments must rely on using an 

established place image as a cultural expedient (Minca 2005; Yúdice 2003). Of course, such place 

images vary according to the destination and available resource. If the tourist industry no longer 

functions by commodifying representations to draw in new visitors but, according to a logic of 

branding, a particular destination against its global competitors, to what extent does the content of 

culture still matter? George Yúdice argues that under neoliberal globalization’s patterns of 

widespread capitalist accumulation, “the content of culture recedes in importance as the 

                                                      
59 I am grateful to Will Smith, a fellow doctoral candidate studying the cultural history of Atlantic 
Canada, for bringing Klingmann’s work to my attention after he listened to a version of this 
chapter that I presented at the International Council of Canadian Studies Biennial Conference in 
2008. 
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usefulness of the claim to difference as a warrant gains legitimacy. The result is that politics 

trumps the content of culture” (2003, 23; emphasis in original). Yúdice thus makes a case for 

culture as a resource for politics, one that extends across a wide range of agendas with contested 

views about the content of culture. 

To make this clear, we might use what Yúdice sees as culture’s better-known resource 

counterpart, nature. When it came to carving out national parks from Maritime landscapes up to 

the 1960s, for example, historian Alan MacEacheran effectively shows how these “natural 

selections” were as much about stimulating tourism as they were about preserving a particular 

vision of the “natural” landscape (2001). Since the landscapes and wildlife of western Canadian 

parks were out of sync with Maritime ecology, federal officials chose coastal areas for the first 

three national parks in Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, and PEI, choices that also took precedence 

over local penchants for inland sites (MacEacheran 2001). As MacEacheran puts it, “Those living 

in the region did not necessarily define themselves in terms of the sea, and looked to their land for 

a place scenic enough to be a national park. But park staff assumed that in a place called the 

Maritimes, the sea must be a paramount feature of any national park” (2001, 101). So, when the 

national/ist vision for park sites across Canada was inconsistent with Maritime landscapes, these 

landscapes were dutifully reconceived to suit the task at hand: establishing natural seaside 

wonders in Fundy and Cape Breton made up for the absence of sublime scenery as in Banff or 

Jasper (MacEacheran 2001). According to Yúdice’s conception, the hierarchization of culture 

under modernity (in this case, as MacEacheran suggests, the attempt to establish parks as sites of 

elite culture and leisure) gives way to the expediency of culture as resource under globalization 

(where such distinctions between high and low culture take a back seat to culture as expedient).60 

                                                      
60 The idea of “discovered nature,” then, is comparable to that of “discovered culture”: it has 
become all but common sense that, like the necessity of preserving nature in order to capitalize on 
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Yúdice’s argument hinges on the idea that, like nature, culture has no intrinsic content 

and that there is no inherent logic linking particular practices to a given culture, only an expedient 

logic of using culture as a resource for political gain, social welfare, or to increase quality of life 

in the context of the state’s diminishing economic resources (2003; Oakes and Price 2008). 

Certainly, this is a convincing line of argument. It puts forward the need to study culture as a site 

of governance and proposes a shift away from the interpretation of cultural content towards 

examination of the various institutions of culture—community, state, or corporate (Yúdice 2003; 

Irr 2008). This, for instance, explains how a multinational such as Scotiabank, a state cultural 

institution such as the AGNS, and a self-taught artist such as Maud Lewis can all make use of the 

folk artist image for their own benefit, albeit, to varying degrees of profitability. Such varied 

claims to cultural representation and agency are expedient, Yúdice writes, “insofar as they 

multiply commodities and empower community” (2003, 25). The trick for those of us who study 

these processes is to try and understand what this cultural expediency accomplishes in social life, 

politics, and discursiveness (Yúdice 2003). The point here, at least in my mind, is that cultural 

agency (in terms of securing rights to particular forms of cultural expression) is not enough to 

enact change when it comes to resisting the mechanisms of neoliberal globalization. 

As I demonstrate in this final chapter, Maud Lewis’s art practice takes on a different 

function within the context of global culture industry, since a self-taught artist’s agency in 

negotiating his or her own creative expression for profit only goes so far. As Yúdice puts it, “it 

                                                                                                                                                              

it as a resource, cultural traditions also must be maintained if they are to be employed as 
expedients (Yúdice 2003, 2). As environmental historian William Cronon has shown, colonialism 
in combination with the development of capitalist industry ensured that “nature” became seen “in 
terms of commodities…[and treating] members of an ecosystem as isolated and extractable units” 
(1983, 21). In terms of a neoliberal understanding of nature-as-resource, Yúdice suggests, the 
management of “nature” entails preserving the parts of an ecosystem as resources, knowledges, 
and technologies in order to ensure, for example, biodiversity in a particular habitat (2003, 1–2). 
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helps to engage in a struggle when you have a good knowledge of the complex machinations 

involved in seeing an agenda through a range of multiscale, intermediary instances populated 

with others’ similar, overlapping, or different agendas” (2003, 3). It is within this context—of 

Yúdice’s assertion that individual or community expressions of identity cannot in and of 

themselves challenge the global culture industry’s regime of power—that I now consider the 

contemporary experience of culture in the Maritimes. In this final chapter, I examine the 

“brandscaping” of Maritime Canada for the purposes of global tourism. I argue that the process of 

deciding which cultural resources will succeed as brands goes beyond debating who can lay claim 

to these representations. In global culture industry, difference rather than identity is the means to 

branding a geopolitical region, since the value of the “Maritime” brand lies in its distinctiveness 

from other brands (Lash and Lury 2007). In the sections that follow, I examine three such 

Maritime brands: the Maud Lewis case in Nova Scotia, the fictionalized literary heroine Anne of 

Green Gables in PEI, and the contested Beaverbrook art collection in New Brunswick. I 

investigate how historical ideas about a distinctly “regional” culture in the Maritimes are 

currently being reframed to draw tourists there, bolstering an “experience economy” (Pine and 

Gilmore 1999; Klingmann 2007) in a manner consistent with the productive strategies of global 

culture industry. 

In this, I follow Yúdice’s persuasive argument, which exposes how the global circulation 

of culture defies conventional boundaries of cultural classification (2003). Yúdice suggests that 

differences between mutually dependent constructs such as the “folk” and the “modern” become 

less important under the auspices of neoliberal appropriation. With this in mind, it might be 

asked, what are the mass consumers of Lewis paraphernalia or the tourists who visit the AGNS to 

see her tiny house really looking for in this context? And what does this mean for the circulation 

of Lewis images in a global culture economy? When it comes to “marketing Maud,” I argue that 
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the content of culture, especially in terms of reading her visual culture production, is crucial. 

AGNS curatorial practices base the preservation of Lewis’s supposedly primitive art on the way 

she came to represent the perceived essence of Nova Scotia. Yet, such practices are also bound up 

in the larger process of creating “authentic” Nova Scotian traditions that are both easily 

naturalized and commercially viable (McKay 2001, 125). In 1995, when the AGNS secured 

Scotiabank as a sponsor for “The Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis,” their partnership represented 

the first phase of the gallery’s Lewis project. 

Making Distinctions, Marketing “Maud”: Scotiabank at the AGNS 

The AGNS’s “Maud Lewis Project” was a massive undertaking during the 1990s and 

corresponded with Bernard Riordon’s determination to expand the institution’s physical gallery 

space. In 1993, Riordon embarked on a strategic planning process that included a proposal for the 

AGNS Phase II Expansion, which would incorporate the adjacent Provincial Building into the 

main institution and dedicate an entire gallery to Lewis’s work.61 Part of the logic for securing 

this new building was to install Lewis’s Digby County house in the gallery space which, as the 

AGNS Strategic Plan noted in 1994, was understood as “a key asset in the future of the Gallery” 

(23). More than this, the AGNS expansion project developed alongside a larger goal: securing 

financial support beyond Nova Scotia’s provincial government. The Strategic Plan makes clear 

that the AGNS would tap into new funding avenues by seeking out corporate sponsorship, noting, 

“Sponsorship giving had its glory days in the 1980s. Companies are now assessing much more 

carefully than they ever did in the past the real marketing benefits for sponsoring this or that 

                                                      
61 After the legislation of the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia in 1975, the institution was housed in a 
number of temporary locations until 1988 when the gallery moved into the former Dominion 
Building on Hollis Street in Halifax (AGNS 1994). The original Dominion Building is now 
known as Gallery North, the adjoining Provincial Building as Gallery South. 
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special cause or event” (1994, 38). In other words, the Strategic Plan acknowledges that a 

successful corporate relationship means developing shared values between gallery and 

corporation. During the 1980s, art historians critiqued what Brian Wallis then referred to as “a 

new era for museums: the age of corporate sponsorship. … The museum and the multinational 

corporation speak the same language; they both understand that an exchange is being offered—

promoted for patronage” (1986, 28–29). Indeed, as the global cultural industry developed in the 

wake of the age of three worlds, corporations have become dominant cultural producers and, as 

Yúdice argues, “rather than homogenization, a global corporation [now] … wants local relevance, 

in every locality” (2003, 209; Denning 2004). 

Increasingly, for a museum such as the AGNS, the shift from a modern culture industry 

dominated by the state to a global culture industry dominated by the corporation has meant that, 

in Yúdice words, “economy and culture go together” (2003, 251). Even in 1986, Wallis 

suggested, “corporate advertising has moved away from the promotion of products or services 

and toward the encouragement of an idealized life-style which will harmonize with the 

corporation’s goals and purposes” (29). In other words, corporations have come to the forefront in 

branding experiences and, in the context of global culture industry, corporate success not only 

means establishing a corporation’s connection to a given location but also branding locations by 

distinguishing them from one another (Lury 2004). For the AGNS, this meant securing a 

corporate sponsor that would share Riordon’s vision of Lewis’s work as somehow uniquely Nova 

Scotian. Riordon stated in 1996 that the Maud Lewis Project “has the potential to be the Anne of 

Green Gables of Nova Scotia in terms of tourism and cultural industry” (quoted in Medel 1996, 

A2). As a result, Riordon’s line of attack to make “Maud” a lasting icon in Nova Scotia involved 

thinking beyond a nationally touring exhibition: it meant rethinking, as the Strategic Plan 

indicates, 
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how galleries “conduct their business.” The need to replace lost public dollars 

has led to more emphasis on private donations and generated income. Art 

galleries are raising endowments, establishing planned giving programs, and 

using other modern fund development techniques to increase revenues. Galleries 

are also operating gift shops and cafeterias, renting facilities and acting more 

often with a fee-for-service operating system. (AGNS 1994, 12) 

 

At the AGNS, employing “Maud” as a cultural resource has been the key to achieving 

financial success into the twenty-first century. As Riordon explains, when it came to securing 

corporate sponsors for the AGNS, folk art often made the most sense: “because of the 

accessibility, we had immediate sponsorship support, we had the media all over [the exhibitions], 

and even though were doing other things that were very, very relevant, the projects somehow 

didn’t attract the media attention” (Riordon 2007). I argue that Lewis’s work appealed to 

Scotiabank as a company because it allowed the corporation to reestablish its historical 

foundations in Nova Scotia by supporting local “folk art.” Scotiabank, which was founded as the 

Bank of Nova Scotia in Halifax in 1832, quickly established branches through the Caribbean 

beginning in the nineteenth-century, in order to facilitate colonial trade with the U.S., rather than 

with domestic trading partners (Quiqley 1989). From its inception, many historians have argued 

that the Bank of Nova Scotia disadvantaged local borrowers (nationally and regionally) in favour 

of brokering loans throughout the Caribbean to generate the production of raw materials such as 

rum and sugar after the abolition of slavery (Frost 1982; Quiqley 1989). As Neil Quiqley 

suggests, from the last few decades of the nineteenth century to the beginning of the twentieth, 

“as the importance of the overseas business of Canadian banks grew, critics feared that domestic 

loans were being reduced because of the banks’ international operations” (1989, 798). With the 

absence of both local banks and U.S. financial investment in many Caribbean centres, Canadian 

banks such as the Bank of Nova Scotia—which established multiple branches in Jamaica (1889–
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1930), Cuba (1906–1926), Trinidad (1906), Puerto Rico (1910–1919), and the Dominican 

Republic (1921–1930)—gained significant political influence within local administrations 

(Quiqley 1989). 

The intertwining of such imperial and corporate interests, combined with the Bank of 

Nova Scotia’s amalgamation with Canadian businesses such as the Bank of New Brunswick 

(1913), the Metropolitan Bank (1914), the Bank of Ottawa (1919) and, more recently, the 

Montreal Trust (1994), helped make the transition from local bank to national and international 

institution (Frost 1982; Scotiabank 2009).62 In the 1960s and 70s, Scotiabank once again made 

majors expansions into Asian, Central, and South American markets, concretizing its corporate 

reputation, the Scotiabank website states, as “one of the world’s most truly international banks” 

(Scotiabank 2009). Reading this corporate history in relation to Scotiabank’s current investment 

in Maud Lewis suggests that the AGNS provided the perfect opportunity to cross-brand the bank 

as a local company supportive of local art and culture. A press release, entitled “Scotiabank’s 

commitment to the Arts,” makes the corporate desire for this association quite clear: “At 

Scotiabank we believe very strongly in supporting the communities where we live and work, and 

support initiatives and causes that are important our employees and customers” (Scotiabank 

2008).63 Wallis argues that corporate desire to sponsor certain kinds of exhibitions, such as 

“regional themes or themes related to particular products,” usually implies “the proliferation of 

                                                      
62 For a detailed account of Scotiabank’s “nationalization,” see James Frost, “The 
‘Nationalization’ of the Bank of Nova Scotia, 1880–1910,” Acadiensis 12, no. 1 (1982): 2–38. 
Citing Frost’s argument, Ernest Forbes and Del Muise note that, by the 1920s, the Bank of Nova 
Scotia, “for at least a generation had been responsible for the transfer of spectacular quantities of 
investment capital outside the region” (1993, 257). 
 
63 The press release also outlines many of Scotiabank’s corresponding sponsorship projects, 
including the Scotiabank Group Fine Art Collection, which purchases contemporary artwork from 
around the world; the Scotiabank Giller Prize, the largest cash prize awarded for fiction in 
Canada; and the Sobey Art Award, which gives $50,000 annually to its recipient artist. 
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tame exhibitions of Impressionist paintings, generic theme shows … and historical exhibitions 

with few direct ties to social and material culture either of the art exhibited or of the present day” 

(1986, 29). Not surprisingly, then, in its attempt to bolster its corporate identification with Nova 

Scotia, Scotiabank associates itself with an antimodern notion of regionality, one echoed in the 

sponsorship message that accompanies Woolaver’s text: “When Maud Lewis sat in her tiny 

Digby, Nova Scotia, house, in front of an empty canvas, little did she know that her work would 

touch the hearts of thousands of people across Canada and around the world. For, in Maud’s art, 

there is a silent yet colourful celebration of the simple, magical life that many yearn for today” 

(Godsoe 1996, n.p.). 

Scotiabank thus brands Lewis’s story as both particular to Nova Scotia and universal to 

its global customers. Similarly, Riordon’s introductory remarks to Woolaver’s book outline the 

universal value of Lewis’s local vision: 

The artwork of Maud Lewis epitomises the best of [the folk art] tradition by 

illustrating an art form that has emerged from the heart and soul of Canada, free 

from the trappings of ‘high art.’ It is a spontaneous and tangible extension of the 

life and experiences of its creator. This is the art of the ordinary person and it 

reflects a re-visiting of values, a re-examination of the essence of life and a purity 

of purpose and vision that provides one of the most exciting avenues of visual 

expression in the world today. (Riordon 1996, xi) 

 

The assumption here is that Lewis’s work is openly accessible to those who view it, that her 

work, “free from the trappings of high art,” requires no outside knowledge of Nova Scotia, art 

canons, or historical context to appreciate its beauty and value. David Guss points out that this 

apparent democratization of regional culture is normally expedited through the identification of 

regional culture with “historically marginalized groups … identified with folklore and popular 

culture” (2000, 98), which also helps support the claim that Lewis’s work is intertwined with 
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regional identity. In many ways, then, corporate sponsorship campaigns of folk and popular 

culture, including Scotiabank’s support of the Maud Lewis Project, is what Guss calls a “perfect 

equation” (2000, 101): Lewis represents “an apolitical expression of a simpler folkloric age,” 

which almost completely explains the interest of “a large multinational corporation in search of a 

theme with which to reinvent its own identity” (2000, 101). Even though Scotiabank remains a 

transnational corporate entity with subsidiaries across the globe, connecting its corporate image to 

Lewis allows it to act as a leading agent of cultural production in Nova Scotia. 

By 1997, Riordon writes, “Scotiabank solidified its association with Maud Lewis by 

endowing a permanent gallery in the AGNS Phase II Expansion” (2001, xi). The resulting 

Scotiabank Maud Lewis Gallery has since maintained a permanent display of Lewis’s artwork at 

AGNS Halifax, in the newly connected Provincial Building. The new gallery renovations meant 

that, for the first time, Lewis’s Digby County home could be included in the AGNS’s collection, 

becoming what Riordon describes as “a permanent focus for our internationally recognized folk 

art collection” (2002, x). The interest in Lewis’s home has been a longstanding component of the 

telling of her story. In fact, all of the popular writing on Lewis, the Telescope broadcast, the series 

of Brooks photographs, and the NFB documentaries pay particular attention to the small 

Marshalltown house Lewis lived in with Everett for over thirty years (fig. 32). 
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Figure 32: Still from Maud Lewis: A World Without Shadows showing the Lewis home in 

Digby County. VHS. 1976. Directed by Diane Beaudry. Ottawa: National Film Board of 

Canada. 

 

It would seem that along with rural Nova Scotia, assigning Lewis a primitive dwelling establishes 

a certain context for her artistic production. The house, which, as these sources note, Lewis 

painted inside and out with the same flower and animal motifs found in her paintings, measures 

4.11 by 3.79 metres and, at its peak, is 4.37 metres high. After Everett’s death in 1979, a group of 

Digby residents formed the Maud Lewis Painted House Society in order to try and purchase the 

house from Everett’s heirs and to maintain it as a heritage site in Marshalltown (Hamilton 2001). 

When, in light of the house’s rapid deterioration, it became clear that the group could not 

raise the funds necessary to preserve the house onsite, the Society looked for alternative ways to 

conserve Lewis’s home (Hamilton 2001). In 1984, the Society asked the AGNS to assume 

responsibility for the house and, in turn, the gallery approached the Nova Scotia provincial 
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government, which assisted in purchasing the Lewis’s home in 1984 (Hamilton 2001). Later that 

year, the AGNS purchased both the house and the property on which it stood, eventually moving 

the entire structure along with its original contents into storage (Riordon 2001, ix; Riordon 2007). 

The AGNS officially opened the newly constructed Scotiabank Maud Lewis Gallery in June 

1998, which had been executed as part of the AGNS’s overall $2.5 million expansion project and 

supported by a Scotiabank endowment, which paid for conservation of the badly deteriorating 

wooden house, where Lewis lived.64 After the AGNS conservation team structurally dismantled, 

stabilized, and reinstalled the house, and conserved the painted objects within it, the Lewis’s 

former home became a permanent part of the AGNS collection (fig. 33). 

 

                                                      
64 After the AGNS confirmed a $125,000 investment from Scotiabank to support “The 
Illuminated Life of Maud Lewis” exhibition, the corporation made a $175,000 donation to 
construct a permanent exhibition space for most of the exhibition’s works. It was part of an 
overall $400,000 endowment that also paid to conserve the Maud Lewis Painted House. 
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Figure 33: Installation view of the fully restored Maud Lewis House, June 4, 1998, 

Scotiabank Maud Lewis Gallery, Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, Halifax. 

(Image: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, “The Painted House of Maud Lewis,” 

http://www.artgalleryofnovascotia.ca/ml_interactive/home_frameset.html.) 

 

Today, the gallery still has most of this original installation intact, including the restored Maud 

Lewis Painted House, many of the painted objects originally found within it, and a selection of 

Lewis paintings—a permanent homage to the artist whose “door was always open to passersby” 

(Riordon 2001, xii). 

The history of the Lewis house conservation project has also been documented online, as 

part of an interactive virtual tour called “The Painted House of Maud Lewis.” Sponsored by 

Scotiabank, the virtual exhibition gives an overview of the conservation techniques used to 
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preserve Lewis’s house, together with a visual timeline of the project, which serves to showcase 

the process of transporting Lewis’s home from its original location (fig. 34, left) to the site of its 

restoration at the AGNS (fig. 35), and the dedication of a memorial cairn by the AGNS on the 

original Marshalltown site (fig. 34, right). 

 

  

Figure 34: (Left) Photograph of Lewis’s house in Marshalltown, Digby County, NS, March 

1981. (Right) Photograph of the installation of Brian MacKay-Lyon’s memorial sculpture 

on the original house site. 

(Images: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, “The Painted House of Maud Lewis,” 

http://www.artgalleryofnovascotia.ca/ml_interactive/home_frameset.html.) 
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Figure 35: Sketch depicting the planned installation of Lewis’s house in the AGNS’s Gallery 

South. 

(Image: Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, “The Painted House of Maud Lewis,” 

http://www.artgalleryofnovascotia.ca/ml_interactive/home_frameset.html.) 

 

As Riordon explained in the 1996–1997 AGNS annual report, “The Maud Lewis project provided 

a high level of excitement for the Gallery. The many components, including the exhibition, the 

co-published book [with Woolaver], the CD ROM,65 products made from Maud Lewis imagery, 

                                                      
65 In the original installation of the Scotiabank Maud Lewis Gallery, the AGNS produced an 
interactive CD-ROM that visitors could access at a corner kiosk in the gallery space. In her MA 
thesis, Laurie Dalton describes the CD thusly: “The Maud Lewis CD-ROM … is comprised of 
seven sections: Gallery and Games, Rural Nova Scotia, Comfortable Beginnings, Life if 
Marshalltown, What is Folk Art?, Maud’s Art Work, and Maud Lewis’s House. Within each 
section, visitors are invited to click on an icon, which then gives them an interactive and 
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the restoration of the house, and the Marshalltown memorial have encompassed the energies of 

everyone associated with the Gallery. This project has provided very positive results as we reach 

out to new communities” (1997, 4). No longer visiting Lewis at her home in Digby County, 

today’s tourist can explore her world without shadows in the comfort of an urban gallery setting, 

before ordering lunch a the gallery café and perhaps purchasing a Lewis reproduction from the 

gallery shop to help commemorate a Halifax visit. Certainly, since the extended neoliberal 

economies of the 1980s developed, as art historian Philip Weiss points out, “[t]he notion of the 

museum as a guardian of the public patrimony has given way to the notion of a museum as a 

corporate entity with a highly marketable inventory and the desire for growth” (cited in Krauss 

1990, 5) 

In 2000, Riordon reflected on the success of one of the AGNS’s many ventures in 

corporate sponsorship, which he understood as a mutually beneficial relationship between the 

gallery and the corporation: “It has long been our wish to join with corporations in our pursuit of 

bringing business and the arts together. This project has provided an opportunity for corporations 

to participate not only as sponsors, but also as a part of the art” (4).66 With this, as Guss puts it, 

“the circle has truly closed. While the company may have begun its association with popular 

culture in order to promote its name and conceal its foreign identity, it has now become its very 

embodiment” (2000, 127-8). In my mind, successfully closing this circle involves developing a 

working partnership between a state cultural institution and a corporate sponsor, one that makes 

                                                                                                                                                              

educational introduction to folk art and the work of Maud Lewis. … In one of the larger sections 
of the CD-ROM, visitors can create their own Maud Lewis ‘original’ by clicking on imagery 
typically found in the artist’s paintings” (2003, 36). 
 
66 Riordon made this statement in relation to the 2000 “Wallpapers” exhibition, which the AGNS 
launched in conjunction with its NSCAD Archive project. The exhibition partnered NSCAD 
faculty, alumni, and guests artists with corporate CEOs, photographing the corporate heads in 
front of the artist’s wallpaper they sponsored. See Riordon 2000. 
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folk culture expedient by branding it as something useful to all parties involved. In other words, 

while the expectation might be that folk culture across the globe, as Guss speculates, is “being 

rapidly devoured by a market hungry for new products and consumers and a central government 

in need of unifying symbols,” I, like Guss, see evidence that such relationships are inherently 

ambiguous and contradictory (2000, 6). What is more, I argue that the so-called “content” of 

culture is still important in deciding which cultural forms transcend their local contexts and are 

mobilized by state and corporate interests to begin with. In this case, it is clear that Lewis’s 

decidedly local story was the key to developing her painting as a cultural resource beyond Nova 

Scotia, which helped both the AGNS and Scotiabank to achieve certain goals. Branding Lewis’s 

painting as quintessentially Nova Scotian yet universally appealing also implies that people 

outside this local context will look at Lewis’s work; otherwise, what benefits would such 

branding generate? In the coming sections, I expand on this idea in order to pose a few questions 

regarding the role of “content” in cultural expediency. 

The Content of Culture: Anne of Green Gables and Cultural Tourism in PEI 

Riordon’s comparison of Maud Lewis to Lucy Maud Montgomery’s fictional literary heroine 

Anne Shirley—a character better known by the title of Montgomery’s first novel, Anne of Green 

Gables—is an important starting point to extend my discussion of branding the Maritimes beyond 

Nova Scotia. Riordon’s evaluation certainly makes clear the conventional view that “Anne” is a 

cultural success story in Montgomery’s home province of PEI, a landscape that provides the 

setting for the series of eight Anne novels Montgomery wrote in her lifetime (b. 1874–d. 1942). 

That Anne is now understood as synonymous with PEI culture is also made clear on the website 

for the “Anne 2008” Centennial, which the Province of PEI organized around the 100th 

anniversary of Montgomery’s first novel:  
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For the people of Prince Edward Island, Anne means summers filled with visitors 

seeking Green Gables House and “Avonlea.” No matter what your relationship to 

her, Anne is a powerful icon and the book’s success worldwide is proof of the 

universality of the quest for the things we all wish for in life: friendship, love, 

acceptance and a home. (Government of PEI 2008) 

 

The process of branding “Anne” in PEI is a familiar story in the development of the expediency 

of culture for tourism. The way that such brands become brand environments to which tourists 

feel a certain attraction, however, has a lot to do with what Celia Lury describes as “the tests and 

trials of object-ivity.” That is to say, the brand, “as a set of relations between products and 

services,” is an object that can be expanded upon in various contexts (2004, 1). The extent to 

which I understand “Anne” as brand thus hinges upon both its association with everyday life in 

PEI and its positioning as a cultural object dynamic enough to meet the needs of the changing 

market for tourism. That a brand is expedient, or, as Lury would have it, objective means that it 

can easily change, depending on the context. 

When it comes to “Anne,” academics credit the brand’s ability to navigate the standard 

line between elite and popular culture, for example, through such initiatives as the University of 

Prince Edward Island L.M. Montgomery Institute’s SSHRC-funded biennial conference 

(Cormack and Fawcett 2003). Of the 2000 conference, which centered on the intersections of 

Montgomery’s work with popular “Anne” culture, researchers Patricia Cormack and Clare 

Fawcett recall,  

Popular and folk translations of Montgomery appeared throughout the 

conference: registrants were greeted by women in period costume and straw hats 

with freckles drawn on their faces; an artisan exhibited and discussed the quilt 

she had made to represent Montgomery’s life and works; Montgomery’s 

granddaughter, Kate Macdonald Butler, gave a keynote address written in the 

style of a letter to her dead grandmother; and participants were encouraged to 
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attend the musical, Emily™. Nevertheless, the core of the conference involved 

academic interpretations of such popular translations and events which placed the 

conference firmly in the realm of high or elite culture. (2003, 180) 

 

For Cormack and Fawcett, such catering to the popular following of Anne of Green Gable is a 

crucial factor in the Institute’s ability to maintain ongoing studies of Montgomery, allowing the 

research organization to sustain “legitimacy in the eyes of two constituencies—scholars and 

Montgomery readers and fans” (2003, 182). To make this argument clear, Cormack and Fawcett 

outline a schema of the characteristics of high, folk/popular and mass culture as it relates to Anne, 

making distinctions between understandings of Montgomery’s literary works (high), the 

handmade “Anne” souvenirs produced by local craftspeople (folk/popular), and the mass 

produced “Anne” objects that have developed since the 1994 establishment of the PEI’s “Anne 

Authority” (which I will outline below) (fig. 36). 

 

 

Figure 36: Characteristics of high, folk/popular and mass culture. 

(Source: Patricia Cormack and Clare Fawcett, “Cultural gatekeepers in the L.M. 

Montgomery tourist industry,” in Literature and tourism, eds. Hans-Christian Andersen and 

Mike Robinson. Cengage Learning EMEA, 2003, pp. 174.) 
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The fact that Cormack and Fawcett even developed a chart of cultural distinction makes 

clear “Anne’s” contested cultural terrain in PEI. It also poses a dilemma about how to map the 

cultural form in the age of globalization; as Denning puts the question, “how does one map the 

relations between the polite forms of high culture, the products of a commercial or a mass culture, 

and the marginal or oppositional forms that seem to demand some adjective like ‘authentic’ or 

‘organic’” (2004, 112)? While I agree with Denning’s contention that global culture industry has 

achieved a certain leveling of cultural forms, and with Yúdice that culture’s use as an expedient 

trumps discussion of the relevancy of cultural forms under the conditions of neoliberal 

globalization, I also wonder to what extent the content of culture makes “Anne” brandable in the 

first place. Without relying on a model of cultural distinction that would locate the cultural forms 

surrounding “Anne” within a dichotomy of elite and popular, I think that there are questions to be 

asked about content. How, for example, do the various incarnations of “Anne” as representing 

high, folk, popular, or mass culture help to mobilize the “Anne” brand for tourism? What is it 

about “Anne” that distinguishes PEI as a unique site of cultural tourism in an increasingly 

globalized world? And, how can we understand PEI as a site of global culture industry, since 

arguably, it is as affected by neoliberalism as its more widely studied, urban-Canadian 

counterparts. 

The Art Gallery of Ontario’s newly constructed Frank Gehry building in Toronto or the 

2010 Vancouver Winter Olympics are perhaps better known incarnations of branding local 

culture in Canada for the purposes of global tourism (Hanna and Walton-Roberts 2004; Jenkins 

2005; Phillips 2000; Siebert 2006). Yet, projects such  “Anne 2008” speak to the longstanding 

association of “Anne” as an object of cross-cultural appeal. In other words, “Anne’s” historical 

associations with both world culture and regional locality make it a forceful brand to contend 

with, one that has the potential to push PEI’s tourism industry to new levels of global outreach. 
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To provide a case in point, in the remainder of this section I investigate a series of online 

exhibitions by the Montgomery Institute and the Confederation Centre Art Gallery in 

Charlottetown, which illustrate the way “Anne” helps to brandscape PEI for tourism. When I 

began writing this chapter, the first of the “Anne ‘08 Virtual Exhibits” had just been launched in 

honour of the Anne Centennial (online since February, 2008). Entitled “Annes of the World,” and 

drawing on the L.M. Montgomery Collections at the UPEI Library, the exhibition features cover 

art for over a dozen Anne of Green Gables books translated into more than twenty languages. A 

future exhibition will feature “Japanese-language Montgomeriana,” since, as the website notes, 

“Anne’s popularity in Japan is well-known” (Montgomery Institute 2008). “Annes of the World” 

highlights the apparently lesser-known aspects of what the exhibition describes as “the 

extraordinary global reach of Anne,” demonstrated visually through her assorted incarnations on 

paperback covers (Montgomery Institute 2008). 

These book covers depict Anne at various stages from childhood to young womanhood 

and against various world landscapes, including a highly stylized cartoon Green Gables House in 

the Korean rendition (fig. 37) and, in a Polish-language version, a loosely sketched silhouette of a 

pen-and-ink farmhouse isolated in the woods (fig. 38). 
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Figure 37: Seoul: Ungjin Ch’ulp’an, 1995. 241 pp. ISBN: 890101226X. 

(Image: L.M. Montgomery Institute, “Annes of the World,” February 2008, 

http://www.lmmontgomery.ca/node/127.) 

 

 

Figure 38: Cover at by Bogdan Zieleniece. Warsaw: Nasza Księgarnia, 1956. 342 pp. 

(Image: L.M. Montgomery Institute, “Annes of the World,” February 2008, 

http://www.lmmontgomery.ca/node/127.) 
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Taken together, most of these book covers depict Anne either looking from her window to the 

outside world or en route to Avonlea holding an overnight case. Transition and travel are implicit 

here, as Anne seems to be continuously growing up and on the move throughout PEI’s 

countryside—if not throughout the globe by way of these book covers. These larger themes of 

transition, travel and translation demarcate “Anne’s” cross-cultural mobility beyond PEI, evoking 

a character who easily transcends her local context. While Anne’s journey from her orphanage to 

her new home in Avonlea is a plotline that accounts for the travel theme, each cover from the 

exhibition also features Anne’s most recognizable characteristic, her red braided hair. As Lury 

argues, such brand recognition is important when it comes to global translation: “In such 

practices, the brand seeks to incorporate not only (aspects of) the consumer but also (aspects of) 

the context of use or wider environment, inserting itself into activities and entities that exceed the 

individual consumer and are understood in terms of collectives such as fans, lifestyles or 

communities” (2004, 42). What is more, the first step to achieving such recognition is often 

achieved by legally registering a trademark, ensuring “protection of the monopoly of use of a 

mark in relation to particular classes of goods. This monopoly is held to have a twofold purpose: 

protection of the owner from unfair competition, and protection of the consumer from ‘confusion’ 

as to the origin of the goods” (Lury 2004, 101). 

Much like Maud Lewis in Nova Scotia, state cultural authorities in PEI trademarked 

“Anne” by jointly licensing her imagery with Montgomery’s heirs, Ruth Macdonald and David 

Macdonald. The jointly owned Anne of Green Gables Licensing Authority (better know as the 

“Anne Authority”) was established in 1994 

to protect the integrity of the images of Anne, to preserve and enhance the legacy 

of L.M. Montgomery and her literary works, and to control the use of Anne of 

Green Gables and related trademarks and official marks, including Green Gables 

House (“Anne” trademarks). By “images of Anne” we mean words and images 
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depicting the fictional characters, places and events described in Montgomery’s 

novel Anne of Green Gables and related novels. (Government of PEI 2009) 

 

Cormack and Fawcett note that this partnership between the province and Montgomery’s heirs 

has not been without its conflicts, since the Montgomery descendents had already trademarked 

“Anne” in 1988 and made licensing agreements with an Ontario marketing company called 

Avonlea Traditions Inc. (2003). Debates about who owned the cultural rights to “Anne” soon 

surfaced among local craftspeople who “had been producing Anne crafts and merchandise for a 

rapidly growing tourist market. Island craftspeople were disturbed that an off-Island company 

now had the legal right to screen their work and collect a 5 per cent royalty on sales” (2003, 183). 

Quoting one member of the Anne Authority licensing committee, Cormack and Fawcett note, 

“There’s an attitude here on the Island … [relating to] proprietorship for Anne … People here 

don’t feel they should have to pay royalties” (2003, 183). “Anne’s” extraordinary global outreach, 

it would seem, could not make up for these local grievances over claims to cultural authority. 

If culture is now the grounds on which governments, corporations, individuals, and 

communities claim “rights in the public square” (Rosaldo 1997, 36; quoted in Yúdice 2003, 22), 

the tension between global “Anne” and local cultural rights becomes increasingly palpable when 

it comes to branding. As Yúdice argues, claims to culture (whether based on identity or ideology) 

mean little in the context of cultural expediency, since culture’s role in the global marketplace 

upstages a cultural form’s potential for use in exercising either domination or resistance (2003). A 

case in point is a more extensive virtual exhibition launched by the Montgomery Institute and the 

Confederation Centre Art Gallery, entitled “Picturing a Canadian Life: L.M. Montgomery’s 

Personal Scrapbooks and Book Covers.” Online since 2002 in English and French, “Picturing a 

Canadian Life” was translated into Japanese to celebrate Expo 2005, the World’s Fair held in 

Aichi, Japan from March 26th to September 25th. The exhibition is currently (April 2009) 
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available both in its original incarnation in English and French and also in its newer Japanese-

language version. Its content is loosely arranged around Montgomery’s life and what is described 

as her “visual imagination,” taking as its starting point not the author’s literary texts but her 

personal scrapbook pages (which document everything from fashion trends to travel 

photography) and the various manifestations of Anne images through historical publications of 

Montgomery’s novels around the world. 

As one section of the exhibition, entitled “A Writer’s Visual Imagination: Elements that 

Inspired L.M. Montgomery’s Stories” notes,  

When Montgomery described her way of seeing, she talked in terms of ‘pictures.’ 

She recalled, as pictures, the vivid summer of 1883 when the Captain from the 

wrecked ship the Marco Polo stayed at the Macneill place in Cavendish and 

heaped its parlor table with gold to pay the crew. She remembers, as pictures, the 

rapidly passing colors on her first train trip out west in 1880 to Prince Albert, 

Saskatchewan to visit her father. Perhaps she described the images in her mind as 

pictures because she herself was also a photographer. … Some of the images in 

the scrapbooks may have served to inspire Montgomery’s later descriptions—or 

they may have been collected because they reminded her of things she was 

already creating. Either way, some of the scrapbook pictures and book covers 

invite our consideration of the way Montgomery used images. (Montgomery 

Institute and CCAG 2005) 

 

The “Picturing a Canadian Life” virtual exhibit, much like the virtual tour of Maud Lewis house 

at the AGNS, helps the tourist to visualize Montgomery’s world before visiting PEI in person. 

Take for example one of exhibition’s central installations of visual material, the book covers from 

Montgomery’s various novels (Anne stories and others). Similar to “Annes of the World,” the 

book cover section of “Picturing a Canadian Life” highlights Anne’s various global incarnations: 

“In Japan, Anne has appeared as a spunky child and as a dreamy cartoon character. In Sweden 
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and Finland she has been an appealing child and in Norway, a grown woman. A marvelously 

colorful cover from Korea shows Anne somewhere between the child and the woman” 

(Montgomery Institute and CCAG 2005). The exhibition invites the viewer to picture 

Montgomery’s life through her eyes: “While you look at the selected covers and jackets … 

consider what the images suggest to you about the context in which they were created and the 

stories they were meant to sell” (Montgomery Institute and CCAG 2005).  

The way in which the exhibition presents the historical context of the covers suggests that 

“Anne” has always been a simultaneously local and global phenomenon. Indeed, these illustrated 

“Anne-scapes” directly connect the exhibition to a particular vision of PEI, while the same time 

suggesting that “Anne” has always been depicted in various global contexts. The 1935 Anne of 

Green Gables cover, for example, shows a teenaged Anne looking out from a picturesque seaside 

harbour, with all the necessary components of what an imagined Avonlea might look like: local 

flora, sandy cliffs, and island greenery in the distance (fig. 39). 
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Figure 39: Anne of Green Gables cover, printed 1935. 

(Image: L.M. Montgomery Institute and Confederation Centre Art Gallery, L.M. 

Montgomery’s Book Covers, “Picturing a Canadian Life: L.M. Montgomery’s Personal 

Scrapbooks and Book Covers,” Confederation Centre Art Gallery, 2005, 

http://lmm.confederationcentre.com/english/covers/flash/ coverintro.html.) 

 

The exhibition remarks that the 1935 seaside village “looks more Japanese than North American” 

and, similarly, notes of the 1933 edition that Anne and her adopted family “look as though they 

belonged to an English village” (fig. 40) (Montgomery Institute and CCAG 2005). 
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Figure 40: Anne of Green Gables Silver Anniversary dust jacket, printed 1933.  

(Image: L.M. Montgomery Institute and Confederation Centre Art Gallery, L.M. 

Montgomery’s Book Covers, “Picturing a Canadian Life: L.M. Montgomery’s Personal 

Scrapbooks and Book Covers,” Confederation Centre Art Gallery, 2005, 

http://lmm.confederationcentre.com/english/covers/flash/coverintro.html.) 

 

The distinction that each makes between “Anne’s” local and global presences might be 

understood as a well-established branding strategy in PEI, one that overshadows “Anne’s” loyalty 

to her home province when necessary. When it comes to visualizing PEI in the age of global 

tourism, both PEI and “Anne” are branded and re-branded based on the target audience. As 
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literary critic Calvin Trillin points out, “In tourist promotion, I was told by a provincial tourist 

official while I was on the Island, P.E.I. markets relaxation to Ontario, beaches and scenery and 

seafood to Quebec, and history and culture to New England. To Japan, it markets Anne” (1999, 

216). Trillin notes that a number of Anne sites on PEI have accompanying information labels and 

pamphlets full of Japanese script and are heavily featured in Japanese tourist guidebooks and 

travel magazines, citing as examples the Anne of Green Gables Museum at Silver Bush (the site 

of Montgomery’s wedding), Green Gables House (the original site that inspired Montgomery’s 

Anne stories, was owned by her cousins, and which gave the book its name), as well as the L.M. 

Montgomery Cavendish Homestead (where the author was born). One such magazine held a 

survey in 1992 and “listed the places its readers most wanted to visit as New York, Paris, London, 

and Prince Edward Island” (1999, 217).67 

To transform the virtual visitors and armchair tourists who frequent the “Picturing a 

Canadian Life” website into on-site consumers, the final component of the exhibition is dedicated 

to “Cultural Tourists.” Divided into six sections (with headings such as “Why Study 

Montgomery?”, “The Life of L.M. Montgomery,” and “L.M. Montgomery’s Impact Globally”), 

                                                      
67 Other important sites in what Trillin calls the “Anne sprawl” of PEI might involve, as the Anne 
2008 website suggests in its “Anne Itinerary” section, embarking on a three-day tour of Anne-
related activities: visiting Avonlea Village (which, the website notes, has “recreated the type of 
rural community where Anne lived”), stopping by Gateway Village (a mock late nineteenth-
century PEI streetscape where you can “fulfill a lifelong urge to have long red braids” and “have 
your photo taken while dressed as Anne”) and taking in Anne of Green Gables, the Musical at the 
Confederation Centre of the Arts, which has been running in Charlottetown since 1965 (Trillin 
1999, 214). This mass marketing and consumption of Anne is further entrenched by the ironic 
production of so many Anne-goods made in Japan (Akamatsu 1999, 201), either for sale in their 
home market or to be imported for sale in PEI. One can always seek out the “Best Anne Buys” by 
purchasing items licensed by the Anne Authority (among them “Straw Hat with braid already 
attached,” “Anne of Green Gables Society Memberships,” or the mistaken “raspberry cordial,” 
which, in the original novel, Anne’s friend Diana became intoxicated after drinking, since it was 
actually current wine). 
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this portion of the exhibition opens with a digital image of Green Gables House in Cavendish. To 

explain why cultural tourists should, in fact, “study Montgomery,” the exhibition states, 

Because Montgomery is so popular internationally, exploring her life and work 

shows us how Canada is seen by millions. For many people, Montgomery’s work 

is all they know of Canada. How do the values suggested in the works compare 

with Canadian values today? … Over a quarter of a million people visit the 

Green Gables site in Cavendish each year, and many are discovering other 

historic properties associated with Montgomery’s life and work on Prince 

Edward Island. (Montgomery Institute and CCAG 2005) 

 

With these final remarks, the exhibition reminds its visitors that “Anne’s” global success story is 

locally contingent—regionally, in PEI, and nationally across the whole of Canada. And, not 

surprisingly, the exhibition highlights Montgomery’s global impact as encouraging foreign 

investment in PEI. For instance, when Green Gables House caught fire in May 1997, the 

exhibition reminds us, “the Japanese responded immediately by sending money to restore and 

repair the building” (Montgomery Institute and CCAG 2005). 

A number of arguments could be made regarding “Anne’s” use as expedient in PEI. It 

could be argued, for example, that since the province is tapping into an established “Anne” fan 

base for cultural tourism, “Anne’s” relationship to the popular makes this branding a success 

story. It could similarly be suggested that “Anne’s” popularity is ongoing because of initiatives 

such as the Montgomery Institute, which navigates between conventional categories such as elite, 

folk, popular, or mass culture with relative ease in its efforts to ensure the brand’s resiliency. 

According to Yúdice’s argument, it seems possible to discard the “content” of culture or the 

categories of cultural forms altogether, in favour of analyzing the neoliberal structure of cultural 

expediency under globalization. This implies, for example, that “Anne” no longer navigates 

betwixt and between cultural categories since Montgomery’s character is now a brand that is 
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firmly connected to political agendas for tourism and economic development above anything else. 

The relationship between cultural content and cultural systems ensures that all content does not 

circulate equally in the global economy. So what does it mean for governments, institutions, 

individuals, and communities to claim culture from a place such as PEI? If establishing Maud 

Lewis and Anne of Green Gables as universal heroes with distinctively regional stories means re-

visualizing Nova Scotia and PEI to fit this need, whose ends are being achieved? 

“Art in Dispute”: Branding Scandal at the Beaverbook Art Gallery 

Scott Lash and John Urry assumed in 1987 that culture was becoming “disposable and depleted 

of meaning” (10) under globalization. Yet, today it seems obvious that a wide range of agents 

with parallel needs and goals can work to reframe the meanings behind objects, images, and 

brands for their own purposes: Montgomery’s “pictures” can be reinvented as the Province of 

PEI’s and Lewis’s world without shadows is also Scotiabank’s. The fact that culture’s utility now 

trumps its content does not make debates about content irrelevant. The contested claims to culture 

often expose its potential as expedient in the first place. A case in point is a 2005 exhibition at 

New Brunswick’s Beaverbrook Art Gallery in Fredericton, an institution of recent interest 

because of its legal disputes with the gallery founder’s heirs over its original permanent 

collection. The debate arose surrounding the nature of a 211-piece art collection assembled by the 

gallery’s founder, Lord Beaverbook (William Maxwell Aitken), which the gallery board claims 

he subsequently donated to the new institution beginning in 1959 and over a number of years. In 

2004, the Beaverbrook Canadian Foundation and the Beaverbrook United Kingdom Foundation 

(each headed by Lord Beaverbrook’s grandsons, Timothy Aitken and Sir Maxwell Aitken, 

respectively) made the claim that the artworks were on long-term loan to the gallery and insisted 

that they be returned to the family foundations. A lengthy and highly publicized court case 

ensued, continuing until 2007 when the New Brunswick Supreme Court ruled that Lord 
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Beaverbook did in fact bequeath 85 of the contested works to the gallery as irrevocable gifts. In 

the end, 43 of the artworks were returned to the Beaverbook U.K. Foundation, while 78 of the 

remaining pieces are still currently in dispute with the Canadian Foundation (Riordon 2006).68 

LLP Deborah Cushing summarizes the issues of the U.K. Foundation case as follows: 

At issue in the arbitration was whether the works in question were gifted to the 

Beaverbrook [Gallery] or, if not gifted, were intended to remain on permanent 

loan to the Beaverbrook [Gallery] as long as the paintings were on exhibit. The 

U.K. foundation argued that the works were not a gift to the Beaverbrook or if 

they were a gift, that the foundation had valid defenses to the Beaverbrook’s 

claim. The arbitrator divided the works in issue into two categories: the 88 works 

in issue that were located in the Beaverbrook prior to or at the time of opening of 

the Beaverbrook [in 1959] (opening works in issue) and the remaining 45 works 

in issue that were acquired by the U.K. foundation after the opening of the 

Beaverbrook (postopening works in issue). Included in the opening works in 

issue were several paintings that had been taken by the U.K. foundation and had 

either been sold or retained without providing compensation to the Beaverbrook 

(converted works). (2008, 304) 

 

Mainstream media coverage of this court battle between the gallery and the U.K. Foundation was 

extensive, taking on the language of a real-life television court drama. Using this heightened 

                                                      
68 I have not been able to account for the discrepancy between the 211 artworks in dispute and the 
210 artworks that are accounted for in the literature surrounding the court case (comprised of four 
artworks in Lord Beaverbrook’s original collection that were removed from the gallery during the 
1980s, the 85 artworks the gallery won in the court case, the 43 artworks that were returned to the 
Beaverbrook U.K. foundation, and the 78 remaining artworks that are still in dispute with the 
Canadian Foundation). The 144-page arbitration document does not reference the 78 paintings the 
gallery claims are currently in question with the Canadian Foundation. LLP Deborah Cushing 
notes that, “as part of its claims to title to the artworks in dispute, the Canadian foundation 
maintains that in 1970 it purchased 77 paintings that were in display in the Beaverbrook from 
Lady Beaverbrook and the Sir James Dunn Foundation” (2008, 299). Cushing’s 2008 article 
provides a detailed analysis of the various parties’ complex legal claims and the resulting 
decision. The 2004 arbitration document can be accessed on the Beaverbrook Gallery’s website, 
http://www.beaverbrookartgallery.org/media_details.aspx?me=1&id=7. 
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exposure to the gallery’s advantage, Bernard Riordon—who has been the Beaverbrook Gallery’s 

director and CEO since his retirement from the AGNS in 2002—launched a major exhibition, 

entitled “Art in Dispute,” to publicly respond to the legal battles. With the exception of four 

works that were removed from the gallery in the 1980s, and two pieces that were on tour at the 

time of the installation, the exhibition placed the entire 211-work collection on display for the 

first time since the Beaverbook Gallery’s opening (figs. 41–44). 

 

 

Figure 41: “Art in Dispute,” north wall installation. 2006. 

(Image: Courtesy of the Beaverbook Art Gallery.) 

 

 

Figure 42: “Art in Dispute,” east wall installation. 2006. 

(Image: Courtesy of the Beaverbook Art Gallery.) 
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Figure 43: “Art in Dispute,” south wall installation. 2006. 

(Image: Courtesy of the Beaverbook Art Gallery.) 

 

 

Figure 44: “Art in Dispute,” west wall installation. 2006. 

(Image: Courtesy of the Beaverbook Art Gallery.) 

 

As Riordon writes in his introduction to the poster/pamphlet that accompanied the 

exhibition, “The decision to display the entire collection was made early in 2005 and was a result 

of requests from members of the Beaverbrook Art Gallery and the public to learn more about the 

artworks.” (2006, n.p.). In Jacques Poitras’s reading of the salon-style exhibition, which he 

outlines in his book documenting the Beaverbrook case, Riordon “transformed the legal feud into 

a marketing coup” (2007, 23). In order to solidify the gallery’s claim to the contested collection, 

“Art in Dispute” incorporated letters from Lord Beaverbrook that documented the provenance of 

the works as gifts to the Province of New Brunswick, which Riordon installed on the gallery 
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walls alongside the artworks. What is more, in his introduction, Riordon purports that New 

Brunswickers across the board were claiming the contested collection as their own: “The people 

of New Brunswick have rallied behind the Gallery with a great show of support” (2006, n.p.). 

Riordon acknowledges that “Art in Dispute” was meant to both highlight the gallery’s 

longstanding relationship with its founder and to further bolster the gallery’s legal claim: “[the 

show made] the case that this is the patrimony of New Brunswick, … the patrimony of Canada. 

These are artworks that were gifts and our evidence shows that they were gifts and not loans. And 

you want to, of course, ensure that the public had an opportunity to see them and so there could 

develop a ground swell of support of the gallery’s cause” (Riordon 2007). 

By branding what Riordon calls a “world class collection” as New Brunswick’s cultural 

patrimony, “Art in Dispute” also became the means to draw visitors (specifically international 

visitors) to the gallery and, perhaps more importantly, to New Brunswick as a whole. Steeped in 

the controversy of the legal battle, “Art in Dispute” was written about in a number of publications 

worldwide, including Fortune Magazine and the London Times. With the exhibition’s launch, the 

Beaverbrook experienced a rise in attendance of over 20% (Beaverbrook Art Gallery 2007). In 

the exhibition’s wake, Riordon began exploring how to best “take the masterworks of the 

Beaverbrook Art Gallery on an international and national tour. In New Brunswick, it’s a question 

of confidence. And confidence-building can be developed by our cultural activities” (2007). 

Despite Riordon’s subsequent decision to follow legal council advising against the tour, which 

warned that the remaining contested artworks, once outside of the gallery’s jurisdiction, could be 

subject to seizure, Riordon’s goal to build New Brunswick’s confidence is certainly being 

achieved in cultural terms. Riordon’s institutional goal is now to expose the world to New 

Brunswick. In order to achieve this, he states, 
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I’ve signed up for three more years and I feel that in order to again make the arts 

more relevant, you have to have proper facilities, you have to have private 

funding, and you have to have government support and in order to do that you 

have to have proper spaces. So I think the model that basically we developed in 

Nova Scotia could be developed here. (Riordon 2007) 

 

Clearly, Riordon understands his objective to generate outside interest in New Brunswick as a 

cultural battle, one that might be at least partially won by using what he sees as the province’s 

greatest cultural resources. 

While the Beaverbrook’s ongoing battle with the Foundations is a potentially rich site of 

analysis in and of itself,69 the staging of the “Art in Dispute” exhibition is particularly relevant to 

this discussion because the concept behind it takes on a logic similar to the AGNS’s branding of 

Maud Lewis. In other words, beyond its function as a commodity, the Beaverbrook art collection 

also acts as a brand in that it is understood within the logic of difference (Lash and Lury 2007). 

Lash and Lury summarize the fundamental characteristics of the transition from commodity to 

brand in global culture industry: 

Commodities have value in units of abstract equivalence. Goods are commodities 

to the extent that they exchange, not for other goods, but for money, for units of 

abstract equivalence on markets. But as a consumer you cannot go to market and 

buy a brand. Brands do not typically exchange at all. They are only for sale on 

capital markets, where their value is a function of the expected future profits 

above those contributed by all other assets (those that produce the commodity). 

(2007, 6) 

 

To use Riordon’s work at the AGNS as a counterpoint, in Nova Scotia Maud Lewis’s work 

became the means to brand regional difference for tourism. And while, no doubt, the 
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Beaverbrook’s use of its original permanent collection has not been fully realized, Riordon 

certainly seems to understand it in a similar vein. As Riordon collapses the line between folk art 

and fine art in the transformation of provincial art collections into expedients, these collections-

as-brands become new sources of cultural production. Like the members of the Beaverbrook 

Gallery’s board of trustees and Lord Beaverbrook’s descendents, brands have memories; 

instituting a brand means tapping into its historical public associations, its trajectory in public life, 

and the current role in might play in achieving a particular goal. That successful branding is itself 

achieved by established brand difference in relation to other brands, in turn, means that a 

collection such as the Beaverbook’s must differentiate itself from others. This process has only 

just begun for Riordon in New Brunswick, where which visions succeed into the new millennium 

remain in dispute. 

                                                                                                                                                              
69 The Beaverbook U.K. Foundation is currently appealing the NB Supreme Court’s decision, 
while the Canadian Foundation waits for a court date to be scheduled after this appeal is heard. 
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Chapter 7 

Conclusion: The Content of Culture 

 

I’ve been thinking about … doing a book, myself, although I probably won’t. I’m 

thinking about it. I was thinking about doing a book with pictures [of my 

artwork], you know, pictures and a little history on each picture. … I think it 

would work because I’ve got thousands of pictures. I’ve got enough pictures to 

fill ten books. And I do paintings, and all that, and it would take a long time even 

to get ready to do a book. I guess you wouldn’t recall [all the artworks]. It would 

take quite a while. But anyway, that would be the only reason I wouldn’t. You 

know, because otherwise, if somebody was going to write a book, I wouldn’t 

mind doing it, but I want to get a certain percentage. But you know, that ain’t the 

way it works. Not usually! … I don’t care who got the picture so long as they 

ain’t going to take it and use it and press it out there and then try to do something 

out of sorts with it. … You don’t know what people do. And I guess maybe they 

got to, they’ve got to do it somewhat. Otherwise, you’d get no publicity. I mean 

you’ve got to have publicity. I mean people wouldn’t find me down here in a 

lifetime. …  I mean this is good for you, whatever you’re doing here with the 

interview and it’s also good for me. 

—Bradford Naugler, interview with the author, 2007 

 

 

During an interview that I conducted with self-taught artist Bradford Naugler as part of my field 

research for this thesis, he discussed his plans to write a book about his art practice and to 

illustrate it with photographs of his paintings and woodcarvings (Naugler 2007). This project, he 

explained, would not only allow him to control the dissemination of reproductions of his artwork, 

but also generate “publicity” for his art practice outside of such venues as the Nova Scotia Folk 

Art Festival (NSFAF) (Naugler 2007). My conversation with Naugler led me to rethink the 
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informal discussions I had had with his contemporaries at the NSFAF, in which many artists 

described the regular occurrence of festival attendees taking unauthorized photographs of the 

artwork they had placed on display. The artists complained about the fact that they would often 

see these photographs printed on postcards or in coffee table books, recognizing that these images 

had been published without their consent. While this reality certainly affects the way self-taught 

artists such as Naugler have attempted to control the circulation of images of their artwork, it has 

also had an important impact on the methodology of this thesis. Despite the fact that I made 

repeated attempts to set up formal interviews with festival artists, the majority of them denied my 

requests.70 In explaining his decision not to participate in my study, one artist said that he was 

reluctant to conduct an interview with me because of the negative experiences he had in the past. 

For example, when discussing his art practice with a camera crew who were interested in filming 

a certain kind of “folk” performance—in this case, one evidenced by a colloquial manner of 

speaking—the artist told me he became frustrated when the interviewers repeatedly asked him to 

accentuate certain words and refrain from using others during the conversation.71 At the same 

time, many artists told me that they understood their commercial success as dependent on their 

willingness to “talk to the camera.”72 One artist revealed that without achieving a certain level of 

comfort while being filmed, “you’re not going to have your work known at all.”73 

                                                      
70 I made initial contact with many practicing self-taught artists at the annual Nova Scotia Folk 
Art Festival in Lunenburg (August 6, 2007). Additionally, during this same research trip, I visited 
the studios of several artists in the Lunenburg area who have been involved with this festival in 
the past. All of the interviews with these artists were conducted in confidentiality, and the names 
of interviewees are withheld by mutual agreement. I have listed all of these anonymous 
interviews by date in the bibliography that accompanies this thesis. 
 
71 Interview with artist, August 4, 2007. 1 of 3. 
 
72 Interview with artist, August 4, 2007. 2 of 3. 
 
73 Interview with artist, August 4, 2007. 1 of 3. 
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Even though my doctoral field research did not provide me with the material I had 

expected it would, the difficulties I encountered in accessing folk art’s “closed communities” in 

rural Nova Scotia are the ultimate irony of this project. Despite Gerald Ferguson’s assertion that, 

by the end of the twentieth century, folk art’s “closed communities” were opening up because of 

the changing nature of the marketplace, even as a “local” myself, I could not obtain access to the 

artists who lived there. While I certainly benefited from the mechanisms of the contemporary folk 

art field (since such venues as the NSFAF allowed me to make relatively easy contact with the 

province’s most commercially successful self-taught artists), it was clear from the artists I spoke 

with that they had set procedures for negotiating access to their work, in this case, by denying 

interviews when they felt it was necessary. At the same time, much like the collectors and cultural 

institutions I examine throughout this study, I also experienced the ease with which those in 

search of folk art could purchase works from self-taught artists in rural Nova Scotia. Even though 

I made initial contact with artists such as Naugler at the festival, I could have just as easily found 

their home addresses listed in the phone book, much like Chris Huntington did in the 1970s. In 

fact, when driving to meet Naugler after he agreed to let me visit him during an open studio tour 

that he was hosting, I became lost while trying to find his house. After obtaining directions at a 

local gas station to the address Naugler had provided, the attendant recognized the location and 

offered a detailed description of how I might find several other self-taught artists in the area, 

including two of Naugler’s brothers. Like many people driving through Lunenburg County, I 

effortlessly encountered the circuits through which visitors to Nova Scotia access contemporary 

folk art—a circuit based, for local residents, on the ubiquity of folk art production. 

The case studies in this thesis have addressed these questions of access in a number of 

ways, although each chapter might also be read within the larger context of folk art’s historical 

development as a cultural field. Chapter 3 makes clear that the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia’s 
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institutional history, Chris Huntington’s “encompassing vision” as a folk art collector, and the 

public history of contemporary folk art in Nova Scotia cannot be separated from one another 

(Ardery 1999, 178). Moreover, this chapter demonstrates that understanding a state cultural 

institution’s ideological and economic investment in folk art necessitates analyzing folk art’s 

cultural and material value for self-taught artists, collectors, curators, and policy-makers alike. 

Chapter 4 brings the cultural and material dimensions of folk art’s multiple and competing 

conceptualizations to the forefront. Specifically, it questions the ways in which folk art’s 

principle definition as a cultural form produced on the fringes of capitalist modernity operates in 

tension with its actual histories of exhibition and exchange. This chapter therefore suggests that 

folk art is an important lens, and Nova Scotia an appropriate site, through which to analyze the 

intersections of culture with global capitalism. Chapter 5 similarly examines folk art as a cultural 

object of capitalist exchange, by assessing self-taught artist Maud Lewis’s financial dependency 

on Nova Scotia’s tourist market. In doing so, this chapter demonstrates the means by which the 

AGNS transformed a few individual recollections of Lewis’s life into a public history that 

became the basis to frame its entire folk art collection. The Lewis case is discussed further in 

Chapter 6, which examines how the artist’s work became an increasingly useful marketing 

strategy at the AGNS in the 1990s, especially after the gallery acquired Lewis’s Digby County 

home. Lewis provides just one example in this chapter of the state’s employment of culture 

throughout the Maritimes as a resource to brand the region for global tourism. 

The familiarly of “folk” art objects in Nova Scotia, as I have demonstrated throughout 

this study, owes more to the success of state and corporate investment in the politics of 

folklorization than it does to the willingness of local residents to offer driving directions. At the 

same time, however, simply discussing state and corporate appropriation of popular art forms 

does little, in and of itself, to expand the possibilities for understanding the current relevancy of 
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folk art as cultural “content” when it comes to writing history in and beyond “the age of three 

worlds” (Denning 2004). That is to say, understanding the state and corporate ability to narrate 

visions which succeed in the Maritime Provinces also means recognizing the break between the 

historical conditions of capitalist modernity and the contemporary conditions of neoliberal 

globalization, which, in this case, affected the way folk art successfully developed as a cultural 

field above other, competing visions. It may seem obvious enough to identify the fundamental 

inequity between Bradford Naugler’s current access to the means to advance his own vision for 

his work and, historically, the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia’s or Scotiabank’s. Yet, the importance 

of such discussions lies in their ability to elucidate the necessity of historicizing globalization. 

What I mean to stress here is that studying the changing function of cultural forms in the 

marketplace helps to make clear the difference between the rhetoric of deregularization (such as 

the leveling effect the culture industries have had in making all culture “mass”) and the reality of 

unequal access to cultural markets (in which artists such as Naugler struggle to make their visions 

seen in the global circulation of commodities). As George Yúdice makes clear, culture is 

expedient insofar as there is a fit or suitability between culture and the global marketplace (2003). 

Beyond this, though, the content of culture comes into play when it comes to deciding which 

visions succeed under the neoliberal restructuring of the culture industries. Why folk art? and why 

Nova Scotia? seem like simple enough questions. Yet, I argue, these seemingly simple questions 

can help to generate more complex discussions regarding the role of cultural content after the age 

of three worlds. 

Those who have studied these moments, before and after the age of three worlds, have 

tended to address the content of culture in two ways. On the one hand, examinations of processes 

of modernization through capitalist expansion have tended to write the history of hegemonic 

cultural struggles between dominant and subordinate groups. In other words, they have tended to 
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address content as it relates to the battle for cultural hegemony, in terms of which cultural forms 

become associated with the winners and losers of history. In his analysis of the development of 

northern North America’s capitalist liberal order beginning at the end of the nineteenth century, 

for example, Ian McKay suggests that certain words succeed in the process of history-making 

(1992). As he points out, some words succeed over others because all words do not circulate 

equally; in fact, there exists a complex hegemonic struggle between those with the bureaucratic 

and governmental influence to speak words which succeed through history—that is, with the 

power to speak “history” itself—and those who do not (McKay 1992). In contrast, those who 

study the development of neoliberal globalization have written about content insofar as it relates 

to the embodied struggle for cultural rights against the ever-expanding power of the global 

market. As Yúdice argues, at the end of the twentieth century, neoliberal globalization fostered 

the use of culture as resource, which meant that, beyond their function as commodities, cultural 

forms now circulate globally “with ever increasing velocity” (2003, 4). According to Yúdice, this 

means that certain cultural forms succeed in the global marketplace not because of their 

connection to communities or corporations, but because of their utility in achieving the competing 

goals of communities and corporations alike. For Yúdice, in other words, content becomes a 

secondary concern to culture’s utility in achieving particular goals. 

Much like McKay, Yúdice does not study culture in general but examines the success of 

certain cultural forms at a particular historical moment. It seems quite clear to me that if, as 

McKay suggests, all words do not circulate equally in history, neither do all cultural forms 

circulate equally through the supposedly endless, open networks of global culture industry. 

Moving forward from Yúdice’s claim that the global flow of cultural commodities came about 

because of the utility of particular cultural forms in advancing either neoliberal domination or 

subaltern resistance to these processes, there is something to be said for reinserting cultural 
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content back into this discussion. The importance of bringing content back to the debates about 

the cultural dimensions of globalization is that particular histories of place—in this case, in the 

Maritimes—help to reintroduce the nuances of unequal access to power under neoliberalism. 

Despite the fact that artists such as Naugler continue to struggle for some form of control over 

their cultural production in the global marketplace, these struggles are contingent on the fact that 

contemporary folk art from Nova Scotia has successfully transcended its local context. This 

success has, in my view, everything to do with content, since the historical determination of states 

and corporations to differentiate cultural forms from one another in the global marketplace 

necessitates selecting an appropriate cultural history for a particular place. Visions which succeed 

under neoliberal globalization depend on the ability of their advocates to articulate the 

particularities of culture outside of its local address, a conversation that will continue to affect 

governments, corporate entities, and communities of folk artists alike. 
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Appendix 1 

Chris Huntington in conversation with Collins Eisenhauer, Mahone 

Bay, Nova Scotia, 1975 

 

(Source: Chris Huntington in conversation with Collins Eisenhauer, November 22, 1975, 

Chris Huntington Collection, HUN-A-3 (XII-A-4), Box 205/20, Canadian Museum of 

Civilization Archives.) 
 

Chris Huntington (CH): When were you born? 

Collins Eisenhauer (CE): Just a little while ago,1898. 

CH: And you told me before that you spent most of your life working… well let’s go back and 

talk about your family a little bit, how many brothers and sisters did you have? 

CE: Well I only had 7 brothers and 7 sisters… 

CH: Only 7 brothers and 7 sisters? 

CE: No… I had 6 brothers, I was the 7th… 

CH: So there were 14 in your family?  Did you grow up over there in the house on Eisenhauer 

Road? 

CE: Well, I thought I was growing up [laughs]!   

CH: So that was uh… how long had your… had like your grandparentslived there? 

CE: No, father built that. 

CH: So do you remember living any place before that? Or were you born there… 
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CE: I was born there. 

CH: Where did your father live before? 

CE: He lived in the Cornwall.  

CH: So he was moving up country? 

CE: Yes, he was moving in the woods. 

CH: Do you know anything at all about his parents? 

CE: I can just remember his father, grandmother I can’t remember. 

CH: Did they come from Germany? 

CE: No, their parents came from, my great-grandparents, came from Germany.  

CH: And do you know where your grandparents lived?  Did they live in Cornwall? 

CE: They lived in the Cornwall. 

CH: I see.  What did your father do? 

CE: Everybody [laughs]! 

CH: He did everybody? 

CE: Everybody he could! He missed up on some of them! 

[laughter] 

CH: Did he ever work? Or did he just do? 

CE: Oh yes, he was a stonemason. 

CH: Is that right? 

CE: A trade. 
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CH: That’s interesting. What recollections do you have of growing up over there? I mean, 

anything memorable from your childhood? Anything that’s particularly interesting that made you 

different from the other children, or were you a normal kid? 

CE: Well, I was a black sheep, I guess that would make it a litlle bit different. 

CH: How were you a black sheep? 

CE: Well, I don’t know, I guess I always figured that I was the guy that was a black sheep in the 

family. 

CH: Did you create trouble and were you troublesome to your family? 

CE: I guess they thought I was.  I thought different.  I thought they were the ones causing trouble. 

CH: Were you what they call a prankster? 

CE: No, no.  I was very mild, meek. 

CH: Quiet? 

CE: Too quiet. 

CH: What were you thinking about all that time you were so quiet? 

CE: Thinking about making a noise sometime [laughs]! 

CH: I guess you’re making a noise now! Did you draw when you were a child, did you have an 

inclination towards drawing at all? 

CE: Yes I did, I used to draw postcards, remember when you used to get the postcards already 

stamped… and I’d draw them, my father would be working in the woods someplace and he’s take 

these cards and sell them for 5 cents a piece. Already stamped it was a good buy! 
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CH: In other words, he sold them to the guys he was working with and they could send them off 

to some people and friends and like that? 

CE: Right. 

CH: So what sort of drawings did you do on those? 

CE: Oh anything that came to my mind, flowers, birds, things like that. Not much scenery, it was 

too small. 

CH: Not any of those around any place that you know of? 

CE: I don’t know of any. 

CH: If you ever come across one it would be kind of interesting to see it. What about, did you go 

to school? Were you one of the fortunate people that actually saw a schoolhouse? 

CE: I did see it, I went by it one day [Huntington laughs]! When I was trying to get my birth 

certificate, I thought maybe the school registrar was going to help me out, but I found out that I 

was 13 years old when I started school.  Well that’s when I left school, I don’t know how they got 

it mixed up, I was just there I guess because it was… 

CH: But you did go to school? 

CE: I went to school, finished my third grade and just graded and four, and had to quit on account 

of helping to make a living for the family, at thirteen years old. 

CH: Shucks, that’s nothing [laughs]!  Ah let’s see… so what was your first job?  

CE: My first job?  

CH: Or what were some of the things you did when you first started out? 
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CE: When I started on my own, when I was 14 years old, hiring out for myself, not for my father 

(he used to hire me out doing odd jobs, out sawing wood and stuff). But I went out in the Valley 

apple picking, that was my first 14-years-old… from that on… 

CH: Were there large groups of people picking apples, were they? 

CE: No, no, just three of us. I was in the main crew. 

CH: Then what sort of work did you do after that? 

CE: Well I did everything that you could mention I guess. I worked on all kinds of farm work, I 

worked in Belliveau woods as a logger, I worked in the harvest field, worked in tabacco fields… 

CH: Where did they raise tabacco? 

CE: In Ontario. 

CH: So you went all the way up there? 

CE: Yup. 

CH: What’s the furthest you’ve traveled? 

CE: Well, the furthest I’ve traveled by land is Manitoba, I guess that was the longest trip. And by 

sea I was down to Barbados by boat, my first and my last! I made two trips in one [laughs]! 

CH: You went to sea in other words. What kind of boat? 

CE: Yes, it was a trading boat, we took lumber down and brought sugar and molasses back, it was 

the land of sugar and molasses.  We left off shore there below Halifax, was in war time, struck the 

Sou’west Baker sand dune and lost the boat. 

CH: First World War? 

CE: Yes, First World War. 
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CH: You were in the navy or something were you? 

CE: No, no, trading vessel. 

CH: I see. Were you ever in the army or anything? 

CE: I was in a little while in the 64th battalion, but I got turned down because I couldn’t stand the 

marches. Well I enlisted too young. Anyway. A little white lie! But I wanted to go with my 

brother, he was going and he was of age, so he made himself a little bit older and then I was a 

little bit older, but it didn’t help much, I still got turned down! That’s why I went on the boat, I 

wanted to do something. So I took that trip down there on boat, I thought I was helping. 

CH: Did you spend time in Barbados? Did you sort of go to shore and that kind of thing? 

CE: We was there about two weeks, just to unload and load. 

CH: Were you impressed with that part of the world?  

CE: I liked it, I would have liked to see more of the islands while I was down there. That’s what I 

figured on when I left here.  

CH: It’s kind of a solid blue ocean. 

CE: Yah, but we unloaded there and loaded right back for Halifax and the vessel got lost coming 

home so I didn’t see any of the other islands. 

CH: Did you like going to sea? 

CE: Yah it’s a good healthy life. But I made a vow that when I was floating around in the night 

that if I ever got my feet on shore again I’d keep them there. 

CH: So you were quite young when you did that… 

CE: 17. 
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CH: 17. What sort of life did you have after that? In your 20s? 

CE: I wouldn’t like to tell ya [laughs], when I got in my 20s. 

CH: You were raising hell? 

CE: Some of it! 

CH: Well that’s good. How old were you when you got married? 

CE: Well, I got married young, I was 33 years old. I should have known what I was doing, 

shouldn’t I? [laughs] 

CH: I don’t know… How many children did you have? 

CE: Four, three girls and a boy. 

CH: Now when did you, outside of the postcards you did, what recollection do you have about 

having an interest in making pictures or making objects? When did that start to show up? 

CE: Well, the first that I used a knife on anything, I made a chain out of wood and I thought I 

could handle a knife, but I didn’t do so much, I never had the time …[illegible], I didn’t so much 

of it, only when I was young about those postcards. When I had a little time. After I got married it 

was right during the depression and I couldn’t think about it.  I had to keep my mind on other 

things, so… 

CH: Did it ever occur to you at that time that you’d like to make something, or was it just that you 

were so busy you didn’t even think about it? 

CE: So busy I didn’t think about it. After our first baby was born, my wife and her was living in 

the Annapolis Valley and I was driving a pair horses, I couldn’t come home for Christmas, so 

they come home to spend Christmas and I did a painting on Christmas day that hung up on there 

on the wall… 
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CH: This one here? 

CE: Yeah. That was when our little baby was born. So… 

CH: You did that sort of as a present for the family or something? 

CE: It was just to see if I still had a little of that sticking in me that I would have like to have done 

when I was smaller. 

CH: So did you do that from a picture? 

CE :Yah that was a little 4x4 card I did that from. 

CH: Would you say life was pretty hard back then? 

CE: Well if it gets any harder than that, I don’t know [chuckles]… 

CH: You’d rather not be around? 

CE: I don’t know. I’d rather someone else to see what it’s like. Yes it was tough. 

CH: Where did your wife come from? 

CE: …[illegible] … she moved away. 

CH: She was far away? 

CE: Yes, I had to walk for her too. Sometimes we didn’t have no car and I had to walk in at night 

after my day’s work was done, over, then walk back before daybreak. 

CH: I’m glad when you got there you didn’t want to rush away. You want to rough up some! 

CE: Oh no, I had to stay to do the job there [laughs]. 

CH: So what was her maiden name? 

CE: She was Sadie Corkum. 



 

 233 

CH: Is that a name that’s still around these parts? 

CE: Oh yes quite a few Corkums around. 

…………[illegible] 

CE: Thought I could make a go of it and farm a little bit, I was doing the farming, I was going it 

with a team of horses and I couldn’t even keep them any longer. 

CH: So then what did you do? 

CE: Well I went back into the woods again with my two hands to try and earn a living. And I did 

alright at it. We our three meals a day. 

CH: So when did you take up carving? 

CE: Well that I started about 12 years ago, I had a little time on my hands and I thought I wanted 

to make use of the talent, I thought it was too late in life to start and do anything at painting. So I 

thought I’d put the talent out where I could work of my spite at it, chip at it.  Then I guess I, I 

made something out of it. 

CH: What was the first thing you made, do you remember? 

CE: The first thing I made was a swan. 

… [illegible] 

CE: Um, no, Mr. Murray Stewart bought that. 

CH: Why did you make a swan? 

CE: Well, I thought it was nice to make, I wanted to try it and I was cleaning up an island over 

here at the lake and I found a neck, a crooked root over there that would make a good neck for a 

swan and I brought it home and I went at it and I made it. 
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CH: So you stuck it out in your yard? 

CE: I stuck it out in my yard, to look at it. 

CH: And then what did you make, another one? 

CE: Another one. And another one and another one… 

CH: So you just were making swans in the beginning. 

CE: Yes. Then I started, after I had my lawn trimmed up, I started making something that looked 

like a human being, I had a girl stuck in my shop down there for me to look at and it kind of 

pleased me after I had it out. 

CH: Which girl was that? 

CE: When I had down there into the shop… [illegible] 

CH: Did she have a nice personality? 

CE: Very.  

CH: Was she gentle to touch? 

CE: No! Well, she was kind of gentle. When I was making her I had to go in all kinds of places 

and she never hollered, so. 

CH: She liked it? 

CE: I think she did! 

CH: So what did your neighbours think about all this? 

CE: Well, really my neighbours didn’t like that girl because they had a daughter over here that 

they thought I was trying to make her over, it looked like so much like her that I half believed it 

myself! 
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CH: You half believed it? Those neighbours over there weren’t too keen about it, what did people 

in general think? Were they amused by what you were doing? 

CE: Well, they must have been, because they’d stop and look at it and go away laughing! I don’t 

know if they was making fun of it or what 

CH: Did you have anybody prior to Murray stopping over here, people that wanted to buy things? 

CE: Well yes I had a number of people stopping to buy, but if I asked a price it was  too much. I 

thought I’d want enough for the colour of my labour and my wood… 

CH: So what sort of prices were you asking? 

CE: Well, I was asking twelve dollars at that time. 

CH: For a swan? 

CE: For a swan. And that was too much money for the ordinary person. So that’s why I got the 

lawn built up like I did. 

CH: But you did occasionally sell something or give it away… 

CE: Yes, I gave a lot of it away and I sold a few. Quite a few. It helped me get material, get 

enough out of it to buy a little wood and some paints. 

CH: So about three or four years ago, Murray came along, and he started to talk business. Did he 

buy quite a number of things the first time he came? 

CE: Yes, he did. Bought quite a number of things off of the lawn and every once in awhile he’d 

drop back and get more. Eventually he got the lawn all cleaned off. 

CH: Did he set the prices or did you set the prices? 
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CE: Well sometimes I’d tell him what I’d wanted for it and he’d give me what I wanted for it. 

Sometimes he’d, if I didn’t know just what to ask he’d offer something and I’d take it. 

CH: How did you feel about your yard being sort of cleaned off, did that bother you at all, or you 

just figured you’d fill it back up? 

CE: Well, I figured the next week I’d do that but after people began to buy, it never happened. 

CH: If you told us once that all of those carvings of the men and women making love and that 

sort of thing, you said you made a bunch of those some years ago. Can you tell me something a 

little more about that? 

CE: Well, that’s all I can tell you, that I made them and that they got picked up and I don’t know 

by who. I think it was in some people in the western shore came in on a Sunday, the wanted to 

see in the shop and they picked up all those kind of things. That was the biggest buy, that was 

before Murray showed up, that was the biggest sale… 

CH: What sort of money did you charge to them? 

CE: Oh I sold them for, I think anywheres from 5 to 10 dollars. 

CH: About how many of those were they? 

CE: Oh there must have been a dozen of those. 

CH: They thought they were funny as hell did they? 

CE: Oh they did, they had great fun… they said they didn’t dare show them to anybody, they was 

going to take them home and look at them themselves. 

CH: They were local people? 

CE: Yes they were. 
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CH: Nobody you’ve ever seen before again? Now you made the large figure of the woman some 

years ago and presumably after that you started to make some more large figures. When did you 

make the mailman, the one that I bought? 

CE: When? 

CH: Yes. Just roughly speaking, how many years? 

CE: Well, let’s see, he stood there, he must have been there 8 or 10 years. 8 years I suppose. 

CH: When did you start making the small figures, these are the ones of just the men and the 

women or just single figures.  

CE: Oh them I started one time when I was sick. I wanted something to just sit and think… 

CH: Would you say that was a couple of years after you first started carving, or was it longer 

ago? 

CE: Yes, I would say it would be about 2 years. 

CH: What did you think, so what went through your head when you started making the carvings 

of the men and the women? Were you doing that primarily to amuse yourself or did you think that 

other people would find them entertaining, or… 

CE: No I wasn’t thinking about anybody else, I was just thinking about having them to look at 

myself and it drawed the public’s attention – everybody traveling would stop and look at them 

and I liked that, I was getting a good kick out of that. That done me almost as much good as 

somebody buying it. 

CH: Well wasn’t the story when Carl Conrad came along that time and bough all those carvings 

including the four ones of men and the women, didn’t you have those hidden someplace? They 

weren’t out in plain sight were they, didn’t you have them tucked away? 
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CE: Yeah I did, I did… 

CH: When then out of curiosity, if you originally made them with the idea of the public seeing 

them, why did you have the last batch hidden away? 

CE: Well I got a little bit sensitive and my wife was saying it was dirty and all that so… 

CH: She was right [laughs] 

CE: She was, and I knew it. 

CH: So how did Carl… did you just happen to show them to him one day thinking he might be 

amused by them, was that it? 

CE: I think it was that he seen one by mistake, I didn’t have it hid quite good enough. I think 

that’s how that happened. 

CH: I see. How much did you charge him for those? 

CE: Oh I really… 

CH: I guess you probably had a lot price on all the stuff he bought. 

CE: Yeah I don’t remember what, but it seemed to be a satisfactory price for that time. 

CH: What about today? 

CE: Wouldn’t be! [Huntington laughs] 

CH: When did you first start carving the cats? Was that early or was that later? 

CE: I think after maybe half a dozen swans I might have made a, tried a cat. 

CH: One of the two that belonged to… [illeg.]  

CE: [illegible] 
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CH: Did Murray give you ideas or was he pretty much satisfied to let you do whatever you want? 

CE: He never give me any ideas, he didn’t have any ideas. 

CH: Tell me about the politicians, how did you conceive of those? 

CE: Well I my head… I [did?] a parade out here in New Germany, a year ago on the first of July. 

CH: Was that the first time you ever did anything like that? The parade, I mean you only did it 

once. 

CE: Yeah I did it once. I just took my ponies and the empty wagon and I felt lost and on my way 

home I started planning making the politicians for the next year. And I just made it too, just had 

them finished in a year. I mean steady work, all the time I could spare at it. 

CH: How did the people like them? 

CE: They took it as an insult I guess. 

CH: Is that right? 

CE: Yeah, it was eight days before election and they thought I was hitting the politicians but I 

wasn’t. 

CH: Well people must have still been entertained by it? 

CE: Well, yes there was a lot of people, but it was the judges you see that… 

CH: Oh I see so they judged the different… so you didn’t win a prize? 

CE: No I didn’t win anything! 

CH: Is that right. Well it just goes to show… out of curiosity, now you’ve been on television at 

least once, have you been on more than once? 

CE: Well I’ve been on three times that I know of but it was all the same program. 
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CH: In other words they came once and they took some pictures and they used segments in 

different places.  

CE: Yes. 

CH: How many years ago was that? 

CE: I think that was three years ago. Three years I think in October that they took the pictures 

here. 

CH: Is there anybody that has a really good photograph of your lawn when it was full of stuff? 

CE: I don’t… uh… yes but it’s not here, it’s up in the States… this fella took some movies every 

time he was done here, every summer he come down here, he always took pictures of the lawn. 

CH: He had a movie camera? 

CE: Yeah a movie camera. 

CH: Can we get some good pictures of what your lawn looked like in its heyday? 

CE: He’d bring them down, he’d take them back with him, then he’d bring them down the next 

summer when he come down here and he’d show the picture to us. 

CH: Well if he comes back again, ask him if there’s any way you could get blown up photographs 

from those.  That would be nice to have for your album and also that would be interesting to me, 

just to have on record. How long would it take you to make a swan? A day or something like 

that? 

CE: I can’t make them in a day. 

CH: A few days… 

CE: I think if I wanted to finish it, it would take me all of three days. 
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CH: What about a large size, maybe the mailman you have now is not the best example, because 

it’s not [illeg] all the figures on it… but how long did it take you to make that? 

CE: Well I suppose it took me a week. The head takes really longer than any of the rest of it, 

according to the size of it. 

CH: Do you find that to tackle a life-sized figure is something you have to get psychologically 

geared up to, does it require something special that the other carvings don’t have, or do you sort 

of see it all the same? 

CE: I see it all the same… 

CH: It’s all carving… 

CE: It’s all carving… 

CH: It’s a little maybe when you get down to doing the intricate thing like the chair that the 

woman’s turning in or something like that… How do you like these small figures you’re doing 

now, how do you feel about them? 

CE: Well I like doing them, they don’t take that much material! [Huntington laughs] 

CH: Do you find a little more pleasure say in doing them than say doing a swan or doing a cat or 

is it all the same? 

CE: It is because I can keep more quiet in doing it with just my hands and my brain. The bigger 

things, well you’ve got to keep moving around and there’s more handling to it. The smaller things 

you can do, well you have it right in your hand. 

CH: How’s your brain these days?  

CE: Well if I got one it’s alright! I haven’t been brainwashed! 
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CH: When you were… throughout your life, did you see yourself as being in any way different 

than the people around you, or did you figure you were just another person just like everybody 

else? 

CE: I always thought that I was just another person and I think that I’m still just another person. I 

don’t see myself any different than anybody else. 

CH: Well the reason I ask that question is because it seems to me that you have a bit of an 

interesting vision as an artist and it’s a vision that not just anybody would have up here. I mean a 

lot of people make carvings but they don’t make carvings as interesting as you. So I was just 

curious as to whether you saw yourself as possibly different. I think I remember as a time in my 

life, somewhere in between when I was 17 and 18 or 19, somewhere in that period where I started 

to sense that maybe I was a little different kids I was growing up with and I don’t mean in a big 

way, just in a slight way that I was seeing the world a little differently then they were. I was just 

curious as to whether you had that feeling or not. How do you see yourself as an artist… 

CE: No good! [laughs[ 

CH: Come on now! Give me a serious answer to that because obviously you’ve have a lot of 

interest, I mean there’s a growing interest in what you’re doing and you have to take it pretty 

seriously. You must be really pleased to have gotten as far along the ladder as you are. 

CE: I am pleased, it’s helped me out a lot financially. 

CH: Well it’s helped you out financially, how about spiritually, do you think all this interest in 

your carvings encourages you to work and make different things? 

CE: Yes it does. 

CH: Do you think you’re going to be famous some day? 
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CE: Oh I wouldn’t know… 

CH: You really doubt that? 

CE: I would like to be, but I don’t...  

CH: I think you’ve got a pretty good chance. I think it depends, to some extent it’s going to 

depend on what you make between now and when you close your eyes for the last time. You 

know you’re really on the track to making… you know the problem is as we discussed before, 

you made so many of the same things, so many swans… 

CE: But it would have to be between now and when I close my eyes because after I close my 

eyes, I’m not going to do it anymore [laughing]. 

CH: Well what I meant was, you’ve already made a lot of things, but I think consistently you’re 

making the most interesting things you’ve ever made now. That’s my feeling. I think you made 

wonderful things in the past, but you know you made a lot of things that are kind of stereotypes, 

you know, you seen one, you seen ‘em all sort of thing. It’s interesting to get into each carving 

having a personal identity, so it would be interesting to see what sort of things you make. 

CE: There aren’t too many artists I don’t think that would start out at first with the best thing they 

ever did.  

CH: No, I think those early swans you made were certainly as good as anything you ever made, 

you know, so it’s… but for instance I think that the cat and the violin player is one of your finest 

carvings and I think the early swans are amongst your finest carvings and you know, so it doesn’t, 

I mean obviously your talents are just as strong as they ever were. Its just a matter of, you know 

it’s one reason why I’m happy you’re no longer making chickens by the dozen, because that was 

a waste of, seems to be a waste of a energy… 
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CE: Well it wasn’t because it helped me to live, helped to keep me living. 

CH: Oh yah, all I’m thinking is the whole body of your work is as good now and you’re getting 

more money for things and you’re making a broader range of stuff.  And it will be interesting to 

see what the future has in store. 

END 
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Appendix 2 

Chris Huntington and Murray Stewart in conversation with Collins 

Eisenhauer Mahone Bay, April 26, 1976 

 
(Source: Chris Huntington and Murray Stewart in conversation with Collins Eisenhauer, 
April 26, 1976, Chris Huntington Collection, HUN-A-1 (XII-A-1), Box 205/20, Canadian 
Museum of Civilization Archives.) 
 

Chris Huntington (CH): Murray Stewart, Collins Eisenhauer, April 26, 1976. Made by Chris 

Huntington. We’ll start off Murray by asking you when you first met Collins and what the 

circumstances were and what your recollections of that are. 

Murray Stewart (MS): Well it starts by telling you how I met Collie, I was buying antiques from a 

man in Headville who had driven by and stopped and had seen a thing and tried to buy antiques 

from Collie and see and came to see me and said he’d seen a yard full of carved animals, and was 

I interesting in carvings? So he said we should go up sometime, I don’t think you’ll like them 

enough to buy anything, but it would be fun to see them so one Saturday, we’ll go up to see them. 

So a couple of weeks later we went up for a Saturday morning and afternoon, he brought me up 

and we drove in by Collie’s workshop, parked, and I looked around and I guess probably nearly 

fainted. I said you don’t suppose this man will sell any of these things do you? It was like a 

circus, the yard, the workshop, everything’s covered with carvings.  So we knocked on the door 

and I was introduced to Collie and we looked around and he said he would sell some things. This 

was around February of ’72, 1972, things were still frozen to the ground, there were geese and 

there were swans and there were chickens and there were ducks and cats and an Indian chief and 

an Indian maiden and horses nailed up to the barn and a large carving of a lady over the workshop 
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door and on and on and on… a flying pheasant on a post, which he gave me…  Collie came out 

and he said he would sell some things. That was the beginning.  

CH: Do you remember what you bought, roughly? 

MS: Oh I bought probably three or four chickens, swans, I bought three horses, I bought a 

pheasant whirly-gig… a number of things at that time, you know being fairly unsure as to 

whether I could sell them, but sure that I wanted to buy them myself. Didn’t buy nearly 

everything that was there. 

CH: What did you buy, a dozen things? 

MS: Oh probably bought … [ill] 

CH: What are your recollections of that Collie? Was that your first serious sale? 

Collins Eisenhauer (CE): Yes, and as I remember it, it was quite a little while ago and there’s 

been a lot of things going since then, but it sounds as though that was just about what happened. 

CH: Do you have recollection about being particularly pleased, you know that day, after the sale? 

CE: I was pleased with the matter, but it kind of destroyed the looks of my lawn. And the shop. 

MS: It was probably a bit of an exciting moment for me and in some ways an exciting moment 

for Collie, that somebody would really show that much interest and excitement in the work.  

CE: Up until that time, I wasn’t thinking so much about selling, I was thinking about making and 

trimming up things around here, make it look good. 

CH: You were, you had obviously sold and given away quite a number of things over the years 

prior to meeting Murray, sort of you were selling around twenty dollars for a carving, is that 

right? 
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CE: Yes 

CH: Would you have any recollection at what rate they sold, did you sell one every couple of 

months or something like that back before Murray came along? 

CE: No I don’t think it was… 

CH: Not that often? 

CE: No the space between was further than that, it was just once in awhile that I would sell one. 

CH: Anyone every come and buy more than one other than Murray back then? 

CE: I don’t think so until you and Murray showed up. And I seemed to livened it up a little bit 

that somebody else was buying, then they would buy more. It woke other people up I guess. 

CH: Well I think it was also a time in which suddenly people were starting to look at this stuff, 

they were just the main reason. Before everybody wanted some things that had some age to them, 

but people were starting to be responsive.  Murray, do you have any recollections of people in the 

trade, people’s first reaction to the various sorts of carvings. 

MS: Well as I say, I bought the things purely on speculation because I loved them myself and 

took them home and sort of placed them around my yard, near my barn, and didn’t have them 

very long before I had a customer from Ontario come up and see the folk art and came along and 

after a night’s sleep told me he’d buy them all. Which sort of spurred me on, I came up… 

CH: He bought them all? 

MS: He bought them all, I came up shortly after and probably bought another 15 pieces from 

Collie and by this time the yard was getting pretty bare. So then I bought the Indian chief at this 

point, which was probably the most impressive figure sitting there. The customer in the meantime 



 

 248 

had gone home and sold the carvings, and mind you everything was cheap at this point, Collie 

was selling them cheap, I was selling them cheap. 

CE: Who was the guy who bought them? 

MS: Bob Amirault. And he sold them fairly quickly in basically one shot in Toronto. 

CH: Perfect. 

MS: Yeah, got on the phone with me and fairly excited said that he’d like a few more and 

anytime I’d bought some more and… [ill.] you so we started the whole thing. At this point, 

Collie’s yard was getting very, very lean, so we sort of felt that he should probably start carving 

again to fill up his yard, of course we hadn’t given him the chance to fill up his yard since.  But 

yeah, there was some instant interest.  I think Collie’s carving is probably fairly instrumental to 

some degree in creating excitement in contemporary folk art in Canada.  He really seemed to 

come at just the right time. 

CH: Would you say as far as interest, would you say it was the first [Brubbinville?] that you did, 

what was it, ’74? 

MS: It was ’74. It was probably two years after… 

CH: Would you say that that was the first time you were aware that there was maybe more 

financial potential in these carvings.  I remember you telling me about a cat that you had sold 

some time ago or something that had changed hands a few times and about the price… 

MS: No, I don’t think, you know the sort of instant awareness then, I think the awareness was 

already there you know like everything else, things start out at a price and they work their way up 

and as they’re exchanged… 
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CH: Well what I was getting at a little more explicitly was whether you had any recollection of 

when you kind of suddenly realized that these things were changing hands and you know that 

somebody was asking more money than what you had originally envisioned them at. 

MS: Hmm, I see. Probably before that first folk art show. 

CH: Before that. 

MS: Before that… probably at that point, there was a lot of instant impulse, everybody wanted to 

get in on something new, but as far as real appreciation goes, it’s probably only really beginning 

now, instead of buying these things as sort of funky folk things, people are starting to think of 

them as art, which goes along with it… 

CH: Would you say that possibly, you bought somewhere in the vicinity of forty carvings in the 

first three purchases that would bring you up to the time of the Indian chief and including that? 

MS: Up to the point, probably somewhere close to cleaning out Collie’s yard, there must have 

been forty carving, would you say Collie? 

CH: Do you have much sense of where they have gone since you sold them? 

MS: I probably know where 50% of the works are… 

CH: Still in the hands of dealers? 

MS: Still in the hands of dealers and collectors, 50% of them, where as the other 50%, I don’t 

really know. Again presumably, pretty much in the hands of collectors I would say. And of 

course, there have been a lot of works since, Collie’s made a lot of works and I’ve probably 

handled over 100 works of Collie’s at this point. 

CH: Collie do you have any recollection of what it meant to you to find out that the National 

Gallery, is it…? 
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MS: The Canadian Centre for Folk Culture Studies at the National Museum of Man… it’s a 

national museum… 

CH: So it’s a national museum, but it’s a specific area of the museum? 

MS: It’s the folk collection… 

CH: Did that have any special meaning to you to know that they had bought your political 

figures? 

CE: Well it made me quite happy that they had gone someplace and that somebody would see 

them? 

CH: Do you have any recollection of feeling maybe all of the sudden that you were more of a 

serious artist than you had thought? 

CE: Yes, made me feel as though I was a little more of a somebody [laughs]. 

CH: Hometown boy makes good, huh? Where have you, how have you gotten your wood for 

carving over the years? Have you gone out and got it yourself and how have you … 

CE: I got some myself and most of it I bought. 

CH: What would you look for in the wood? When you were going out shopping for wood, what 

different characteristics would you look for? What kind of wood, how well aged, and what size 

and that sort of thing? 

CE: At first, making small things, I’d go to the place where they had been kiln dried real hard and 

then I came to the place where I couldn’t get the bigger stuff that way. I had to take it local or 

from pine and get it painted and let it dry as long as I could… 

CH: How long would you let it dry? 
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CE: Well as long as I could… 

CH: Did you put in it a building or outdoors? 

CE: I left it outdoors, I didn’t have a room big enough to put it in. 

CH: How much wood would you get at a time? 

CE: Well at first I’d get just enough to work at until it was used up, but this last I got, I got a 1000 

feet. 

CH: How many carvings can you make with a 1000 feet? 

CE: I don’t know… that’s left to be seen because this is the first time I’ve bought 1000 feet at one 

time. 

MS: I’ve often wanted to ask Collie, I mean I’ve never sat down to do it, a couple of questions 

about before I certainly came along and before there was a big interest in his carvings, I was 

wondering what you felt about sitting here with a yard full of carvings and nobody sort of coming 

along and showing a great deal of interest. And I was also wondering what your neighbours 

thought of them just sitting there? What did they think? 

CE: Well I wasn’t thinking anything but doing something then, I mean my main thing was to do 

something and to keep busy… 

CH: But there were quite a number of people that did come by to look at them though? 

CE: Oh yes, a pile of people come by, I mean that pleased me too. It seemed as though they was 

interested and that it was something they wasn’t seeing everyday. 

CH: Let me go back and ask you a couple of questions that I asked earlier and that we missed on 

the tape.  Tell us a little bit about your method of working, how you start, let’s say you’re doing a 

large figure, what your tools are and so on… 
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CE: Well I started the large one, I used a chain saw to rough it out and then take a plane or a 

drawing knife and smoothen it up. And the smaller stuff, well I just use a knife. 

CH: A jack knife?  

CE: Jack knife, yes. 

CH: How about painting? What sort of decisions are involved in painting a figure? As far as what 

type of paint, what kind of paint do you use? 

CE: Well I use different kinds of paint. 

CH: Do you use enamel paints? 

CE: Some of the smaller figures I use enamel paints… 

CH: You often paint the figures more than once? 

CE: Twice, I paint all of them a second coat. 

CH: Are you often dissatisfied with the way you paint something and paint it again? 

CE: I do that different times. 

CH: I’m not so sure if I asked you too much, I know I asked you some questions on the other side 

of the table about your past and I was curious what sort of man your father was? 

CE: In which way? 

CH: Well, was he in any way more clever than the average person? 

CE: Well he had a lot of cleverness, he was a stone mason which everybody wasn’t and he was 

very particular about his work, he was a good stone mason.  But other than that, he was just 

ordinary… 

CH: He didn’t have any particular artistic inclinations? 
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CE: No. 

CH: We had at an earlier time somewhat a discussion about the deer’s head that came out of your 

old family house over in New Bruns… 

CE: Scarsdale… 

CH: We were trying to recall about when that was done, you felt that that was the first carving 

that you actually did, is that right? The first sort of serious piece… 

CE: Well yes, to form anything like an animal. 

CH: That was made around the time that you were married or was it before? 

CE: No, it was after I was married. My, you see my second child was a baby. 

CH: So roughly when are we talking about? 

CE: Roughly what time? 

CH: Yeah, how many years ago? 

CE: Must be 30 plus. 

CH: I think we decided it was in the ‘30s anyway. 

CE: It was in the ‘30s. 

CH: Was it about the time you made those drawings too? 

CE: I made the drawings shortly after that. 

CH: And then you had a long period where you didn’t really make much of anything… 

CE: Yeah, I was just doing other work then. That chair that I had, that rocking chair, that was 

made around the same time as that deer head. 
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CH: What about some of these sort of little things, like coat racks that you have around the house, 

were these made a number of years ago? 

CE: Some of them were and some of them, more recently, maybe 8, 10 years ago. 

CH: What about the painting, like the painting back over there over the mantle, the one of the 

waterfalls, the mill off to the left? 

CE: Well that there I did the first year I was married. 

CH: And what about the painting out in the kitchen on the glass door? Is that a more recent one? 

CE: Oh that’s quite recent. 

MS: Collie you telling me one time, I guess it’s a couple of years ago, why you became a 

carpenter, you were telling me about when you were a young boy still in school… 

CE: Yeah. 

MS: That you wanted to be a painter, could you tell us that story? 

CE: Well, that’s what was my big thing when I was going to school, it though that I wanted to be 

a painter, I thought that was a wonderful thing and then I couldn’t do it because as soon as I got 

out of school I had to go to work… 

MS: To help the family? 

CE: Yeah, I had to leave school when I was in my, when I had just finished my third grade, so 

that left painting out because I had to help maintain the rest of the family, so I didn’t have a 

chance to do anything I until here about, I guess about, 12 years ago and it was too late to start up 

painting so I took up carving to fill the gap.  And I’m glad I did! 

MS: We’re all glad you did!  
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CE: But I really don’t think I’d have been a real good painter, because that kind of sloppy stuff up 

there those look as though I’m not a very good painter… 

CH: Well actually that’s not a bad painting. 

MS: So that was the beginning. I’d like to tell you something that I’ve haven’t told you that I just 

learning recently. You’re aware that two of your cat carvings were in the recent show on folk art 

of cats in New York? I showed you the catalogue? 

CE: Yes, the catalogue. 

MS: Well I learned that very recently, two weeks ago, that on The Today Show in New York, the 

tv show? I don’t think we get it here, I don’t think you’ve ever seen it… 

CE: No…  

MS: It’s quite a famous show, it’s on all the time… 

CH: On every morning… 

MS: On every morning, uh, somebody from the cat show was interviewed and they had your cats 

on the show and they talked about you on The Today Show, on tv, I just wondering what your 

reaction was about that? 

CH: How did you find out about that? 

MS: I was talking to somebody from the States here recently when I was in Toronto… 

CH: Who saw it or… 

MS: Yeah who saw it… 

CH: It would be interesting to know more about it… 

MS: Yeah it would be… so how do you feel about that Collie, you’re famous! 
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CE: That makes me feel kind of happy. 

MS: You’re famous from New York to Toronto. 

CH: What’s interesting about that show is it’s a show called “The American Cat” and how they 

could justify putting in two Nova Scotia carvings is beyond my conception because they could 

have called it “The North American Cat” and put in cats from Quebec and elsewhere, but this was 

really seems like they were really taking a liberty to include those two cats. 

MS: Well they were quite open about it in fact on the tv show, they talked about Collins 

Eisenhauer from Nova Scotia and he got a good mention. 

CE: Well the people who had them cats they were American, so… 

CH: John Souris, was one of the people, I don’t know who the other one was because it just said 

“private collection.” 

MS: I don’t know either. 

CH: I think it’s probably fair to say that the, I don’t know anything about Canada, I don’t have 

any understanding of the marketing in Canada, but I wouldn’t say that you’re exactly famous in 

the States because there are some people who have some good carvings and I was thinking that 

Gerry Rice had that fairly early swan advertised, and in the Maine Antiques Digest and when I 

was down there he offered it to me at cost and I know Sholancoff [?] has one, which he, you 

know… so in other words nobody’s rushed into buying them so I don’t think you know, it would 

be sort of misleading to say that you were internationally famous, but I think that it’s a growing 

thing and that this show will be a real opportunity to let the public see a range of… 

CE: This is all Canadian? 
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CH: It’s all Nova Scotian, and it’s going to be made up of probably 25 different artists, some of 

which will be anonymous and some of which will be fairly well known and it will include people 

from like in your case who may have 15 works in the show down to somebody who may have 

one or two, if they’re not this interesting or if the range of things they do isn’t is broad… 

CE: Some of your paintings going to be in it? 

CH: No, no it won’t be anything like that at all, it’s only going to be self-taught people, almost all 

the people will be you know in their 60s and 70s and 80s and a few of them will be like in their 

40s and there’s one guy who’s young, but most of the people will be self-taught artists in one 

form or another who will have a vision of their own, to make something sort of unusual.  For 

instance there’s one man who’s 81 years old by the name of Albert Lohnes from West Berlin who 

went to sea all of his life and was a sailor or what not and he knitted coverings for chairs, they’re 

completely, like the chair that your self-portrait is sitting on, he would take a chair like that and 

completely knit the whole surface of it so that no wood would be showing in different patterns or 

stripes and in some instances he would put an image like a barn, his barn or somebody he know 

that had an oxen team or this sort of thing, and you know there’s no place else you would find 

anything just like those chairs. It’s a thing the man came up with all by himself and there’s 

another man who is retired because he had a heart-attack, a fisherman from Lower Prospect, who 

paints all these sort of things with the harbour with islands and seagulls and you know he does 

this day in and day out.  And you know he’s never been to an art museum or never been out to an 

art gallery in his life, and the only time he may go to one is at the time of this show, so… that’s 

the general idea of this exhibition, that everything in it will have a relationship each work will 

have a relationship one to another, but at the same time they’ll be a very broad range of the sort of 

things… Say, who made that shoe? 
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CE: [ill]. 

CH: That’s macaroni glued on there? 

CE: Macaroni, yeah. 

MS: Just to get back to the, talking about fame, I don’t know what fame is, but it seems to me that 

everybody I’ve met who has a sincere, more than passing interest in folk art is aware of Collie, 

there’s an awareness probably in all of North America, probably in the big city centres where 

there are a lot of collectors, Collie’s name comes up and Collie is referred to, Collie is used in 

comparison with other carvers… 

CH: I would say that’s true in Canada, I would question whether or not that’s true in the States 

only because I have no experience of it. 

MS: Well, I’ve, uh, the name has come up…  

CH: I mean Michael Hall for instance…  

MS: He was aware. 

CH: He was? 

MS: Oh yeah. 

CH: You’re sure? 

MS: I’m positive. 

CH: I think it’s a growing this, I think that there needs to be, see there hasn’t really been in the 

past a vehicle for people to see you’re work, a full range of it.  They see a piece here and they’ve 

seen a piece there.  For instance in the cat show, one of the figures was pretty typical of what you 

make and the other figure didn’t have too much to do with the overall, the one that you sold to 
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Jack, didn’t seem to me to have as much to do with the whole body of work that you’ve made as 

the other cat and so somebody seeing that one cat, or say the cat that Jerry Ferguson has would 

have sort of a distorted idea of what your work generally looks like.  So this would be an 

opportunity for people to see, like the early swans, to see you know the best rooster or the best 

cat, you know, a full range of life sized figures, maybe several small figures, you know that 

would have… what we’re going to try and do is include something that covers pretty much the 

whole range of everything you’ve made from the very kind of crude things, like some of the 

geese that you made or you know the turkey that Jerry has up to something that’s more refined, 

like your self-portrait. 

MS: Let’s talk about the self-portrait, I’d like to know how Collie feels about doing a self-

portrait, you know how important it is to him. 

CE: What was that? 

MS: How do you feel about having done your self-portrait, about seeing your self-portrait? 

CE: Well I feel as though I done a poor job, in the face part. 

MS: How did you feel about actually sitting down to carve yourself? 

CE: Well, I felt foolish. I sat down looking in the mirror trying to get something that looked like 

me [laughter]. And then it came out backwards [laughter]. 

CH: How do you feel about it looking back, are you pleased with it? 

CE: Yes, I’m pleased with it. 

CH: Have you always sort of seen your carvings, not all of them, but have you seen your carvings 

as having humour? Or did you never think so much about that? 
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CE: Well I did, I tried to make them as humourous as I could, but I like to see something in them 

too. 

CH: Do you have any favourites? 

CE: Not really, they’re all favourites.  

CH: Does it hurt you to see them go? 

CE: I do, I cry [laughs]! That girl is going to make me have a foolish night… 

CH: She might get kind of lonely…  

CE: Yeah. 

CH: Isn’t that something. 

MS: Well, we’ll see to it that she’s not lonely. 

CE: Well, you’ll have to use her good going down in the truck. 

MS: We’ll use her good. 

CH: Do you have any feelings or thoughts about how you respond to making different sorts of 

things, like do you enjoy making the figures, the large figures you’ve just made like the one of 

Colonel Saunders or the self-portrait more than say the smaller carvings of the dogs or the women 

dancing, do you enjoy those say more than sort of the chickens or the swans that you were 

making? How do you feel about all those? 

CE: No I don’t think, as far as that goes, it’s all the same, as long as I do something as good as I 

can – anything. 

CH: Do you ever get excited when you’re working, do you sort of say, you know ‘hot-dog, this is 

really coming great, I’m really, really getting a kick out of it,’ or is it just sort of a job?  
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CE: No, on smaller things sometimes I get a little bit nervous working at the small things, they’re 

do delicate, that I have to lay it down and leave it for a while until I cool off. I think the tape is 

almost finished, we have two or three minutes, is there anything else you want to ask Collie? 

MS: Yes I think we should talk to Collie about some of the carvings about the men and women 

making love and about how he felt about making those and why he did them, some of the older 

carvings you made about the men and women making love? 

CE: Oh I was just doing that to see if I knew how myself [laughter]. And I had a daughter! 

MS: Did you do it as a joke or did you do them as a serious thing, or? 

CE: Well, yes and no! 

MS: I’d say some of the earlier ones, there’s a lot of beauty in them and it seems to me that they 

weren’t entirely as a joke, is that true? 

CE: Yeah, that’s true. 

MS: They’re pretty romantic. 

CH: I’m not so sure the general public would see them as romantic! We had some people down 

last night looking at a couple of them and boy they were really interested in them, where they 

wouldn’t have been interested in a different subject.  It’s not a question of subject matter I think, 

you know, in folk carvings or folk art carvings… it’s an important element of it and I think that 

you’ve made a very interesting broad range of subjects, who knows what is yet to come.  Got any 

big ideas in the back of your mind? 

CE: No. 

CH: Little ideas? 
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CE: We’ll wait and see. 

CH: How are your hands? Do you have any problems with your, you’re age now, are you 76 or 

77? 

CE: I had a little trouble with my hands at first when I came out from the hospital, I didn’t know 

if I was going to work anymore, but I’m coming around. I’d hate to see them go… 

CH: Well you’ll have to start carving with your mouth, we’ll sharpen your teeth… 

MS: How old are you now Collie? 

CE: I’ll be 78 next month. 

MS: You should be good for another 20 years anyway. 

CH: Well I think we probably draw this to a close, I think the tape is about to run out in another 

minute or two. So I think we have a pretty good record of some of your ideas and thoughts and 

manners of working and I hope we get a chance to do this again sometime, we’ll get some more 

questions. 

END 

 


