	1.
	  
	TYPE OF DOCUMENT (Check one):
	___ Newspaper 
___ Letter 
___ Patent 
___ Memorandum
	   
	___ Map
___ Telegram 
___ Press release 
___ Report
	   
	___ Advertisement 
___ Congressional record 
___ Census report 
___ Other




	2.
	 
	UNIQUE PHYSICAL QUALITIES OF THE DOCUMENT (Check one or more):
	___ Interesting letterhead
___ Handwritten
___ Typed
___ Seals
	   
	___ Notations
___ "RECEIVED" stamp
___ Other




	3.
	 
	DATE(S) OF DOCUMENT: 
___________________________________________________________________________

	4.
	 
	AUTHOR (OR CREATOR) OF THE DOCUMENT: 
___________________________________________________________________________

POSITION (TITLE): 
___________________________________________________________________________

	5.
	 
	FOR WHAT AUDIENCE WAS THE DOCUMENT WRITTEN?
___________________________________________________________________________

	6.
	 
	DOCUMENT INFORMATION (There are many possible ways to answer A-E.) 

A. List three things the author said that you think are important: 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
B. Why do you think this document was written?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
C. What evidence in the document helps you know why it was written? Quote from the document.
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
D. List two things the document tells you about life in the United States at the time it was written:
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
E. Write a question to the author that is left unanswered by the document:
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________


1. Look at the physical nature of your source. This is particularly important and powerful if you are dealing with an original source (i.e., an actual old letter, rather than a transcribed and published version of the same letter). What can you learn from the form of the source? (Was it written on fancy paper in elegant handwriting, or on scrap-paper, scribbled in pencil?) What does this tell you?
2. Think about the purpose of the source. What was the author's message or argument? What was he/she trying to get across? Is the message explicit, or are there implicit messages as well?
3. How does the author try to get the message across? What methods does he/she use?
4. What do you know about the author? Race, sex, class, occupation, religion, age, region, political beliefs? Does any of this matter? How?
5. Who constituted the intended audience? Was this source meant for one person's eyes, or for the public? How does that affect the source?
6. What can a careful reading of the text (even if it is an object) tell you? How does the language work? What are the important metaphors or symbols? What can the author's choice of words tell you? What about the silences--what does the author choose NOT to talk about?









Now you can evaluate the source as historical evidence.
1. Is it prescriptive--telling you what people thought should happen--or descriptive--telling you what people thought did happen? 
2. Does it describe ideology and/or behavior? 
3. Does it tell you about the beliefs/actions of the elite, or of "ordinary" people? From whose perspective? 
4. What historical questions can you answer using this source? What are the benefits of using this kind of source? 
5. What questions can this source NOT help you answer? What are the limitations of this type of source?
[bookmark: _GoBack]6. If we have read other historians' interpretations of this source or sources like this one, how does your analysis fit with theirs? In your opinion, does this source support or challenge their argument? 

