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CONTRIBUTI SCIENTIFICI

Tassonomia e tipologia dei Musei agricoli

A QUESTIONNAIRE REGARDING THE TYPOLOGY AND TAXONOMY OF
AGRICULTURAL MUSEUMS AND THE RELEVANT ANSWERS
(Gaetano Forni)

I. THE QUESTIONNAIRE

‘ PREMISE. Answers to the preceding questionnaire (AMIA n. 10) have shown
that there is no contraposition, but in part coincidence, in part reciprocal integration,
among history and archaeology and ethno-anthropology. This last, as it moves away from
its origins of a practical-operative type (knowledge of the actual situation of the
indigenous people was provided by colonial powers), recognizes more and more the
necessity of a diachronic formulation. On the other hand, history admits the usefulness
of integration between traditional written sources and other sources, oral etc.
The present questionnaire, as is evident to the reader, is connected with the
first. IT IS VERY VALUABLE TO KNOW THE OPINION OF EVERYBODY WHO IS INTERESTED
AND INVOLVED IN THIS SUBJECT.

1) Is it obvious and opportune to consider as agricultural museums all those
museums dealing with agriculture, from any point of view (ethnographical, economical,
technical etc.)?

2) Is it opportune to elaborate a typology of agricultural museums in conformity
with the change of their formulation, which in turn depends on the formulation of
the discipline or disciplines that have led to its realization (e.g. historical-agricultural
museums etc.)?

3) Apart from a typology of a quantitative kind (surface, number of exposed
items, number of visitors etc.) and a typology founded on a specialized subject
(agriculture, viticulture etc.), or on a juridical position, do other preferable or possible
typologies, besides those suggested in the preceding question, exist?

4) Does the development level of production techniques deeply influence other
cultural aspects: way of life, social structures etc?

5) Is it obvious that the principal aim of an agricultural museum is that of
production techniques?

6) To let visitors better understand the importance of technical-productive
components within a culture (in an anthropological sense) is it in any way necessary
to show, in an agricultural museum, relations with other cultural aspects, such as
social structures, way of life, religious beliefs etc.?

7) What is the relation between the “explicit” (that illustrated) and the “implicit”
(that indirectly referred to)? Does the former acquire a symbolical value? Which
aspects of agriculture reality has the most potential? The productive tecnique?

8) Is it really useful to distinguish, as has been proposed by Mewes, between
agricultural museums (i.e. according to his terminology, relating to agricultural pro-
duction) and agrarian ones (i.e. relating to one or more sectors of agriculture: not
only production, but also social structures, ideology etc.)?

9) What is the conceptual and operative relation between an agricultural museum
and an ecomuseum?

CONCEPT AND DEFINITION OF MUSEUM RELATING TO AGRICULTURE. A taxonomy
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of agricultural museum is necessary not only for scientific purposes (museography and
museology), but also for the practical exigences of communication and information.
This holds true for the various aspects connected with agriculture e.g. tourism,
school, spare time etc.

A taxonomy of museums concerning agriculture comes directly from the definition
of agriculture: an economical and technical activity, directly or indirectly based (as
the source of food) on the existence of most people, from the Neolithic age to today,
thus it affects the way of life of people that deal with it.

Let us consider that a museum of agriculture is one that illustrates and
documents it in any form. A taxonomy of agricultural museums is strictly related
to the components and aspects of agriculture that the museum focuses on, as well
as the way by which the function and position of man is involved in agricultural
production. It concerns, even more, the behaviour, characteristics and way of life
‘of a population devoted to agriculture and with synchronic or diachronic (historical)
dimensions of what is illustrated and demonstrated. Moreover exhibition techniques,
juridical position etc. are important.

On the premise that, as alteady stated, a museum is classified as agricultural
if agriculture is documented fully ot even partially by some of its aspects or com-
ponents, then other specifications about ‘the type of agricultural museum ie. the
prevalent character, must be added. Thus we will have agricultural-historical museums
which will regard agriculture in its diachronic dimension.

The specification “historical anthropological museum of Lombard agriculture”
points out that museum is not restricted to the technical aspects of agriculture,
but extends its documentation to the cultural, religious, social and linguistic aspects.
All this not only with regard to the agrarian history relating to the present Lombard
ethnos, but also relating to the preceding ethnos: Longobard, Celtic, Etruscan etc.

In the end, the specification “Lombard” indicates its main regional character.

In conclusion, the specification of an agricultural museum, besides indicating
the reference (regional, national, ecc.) has to teport, with one or more adjectives,
the type of scientific perspective and dimension that characterizes it: historical,
anthropological, ethnological etc. It is obvious that in some particular cases, such
as in an agricultural-settlement type museum, it will be necessary to point out if it
is an “open air museum”, an “ecomuseum” etc.

THE FUNCTION OF THE ERGOLOGICAL COMPONENT IN A MUSEUM OF AGRICULTURE.
If agriculture is a productive economical activity its level of development coincides
with that of adopted techniques and of productivity. These deeply influence social
structures, the way of life of people and their “Weltanschauung”. It is sufficient to
say that social diversification, both horizontally (the existence of artisans, traders etc.
besides farmers) and vertically (the existence of an aristocracy, military class, sacerdotal
class etc.) depends on the level of productivity of technical instruments e.g. the use
of the plough as well as of the hoe. Also to be considered is that even within the
confines of a founded religion such as Christianity the religiousness of the peasant
class and that of the working class is different.

Thus in an agricultural museum it is necessary to illustrate not only the technical
structure of the type of agriculture, but also to illustrate the human aspects (social,
religious etc) ‘connected with it.

E. MEWES’ MUSEOLOGICAL CONCEPTION. E. Mewes is a Rumanian scholar who
classifies “agricultural” museums as those that document and illustrate agricultural
“production” in its varied aspects, and “agrarian” museums as those that deal with
everything concerning agriculture, not only the productive aspect. He also distinguishes
“ethnographical” museums as those that illustrate the way of life of a population







