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ABSTRACT 

In this dissertation I present a method to study transportation using ceramic diversity and 

access to transportation infrastructure.  Ceramic tableware richness, or the number of types 

present, is analyzed over time as a proxy for access to local transportation infrastructure at seven 

sites in Arkansas, dating from approximately 1800 to 1930.  Previous efforts to look at trade in 

historical archaeology including Adams (1976), Riordan and Adams (1985), and Adams, 

Bowers, and Mills (2001) have not thoroughly assessed transportation as a means of trade.  This 

dissertation looks at the many ways of assessing diversity in archaeology, biology, business, and 

economics, as well as gravity models for assessing trade and landscapes in geography and 

archaeology.  Ceramic diversity was assessed at the following seven historic archaeological sites 

in Arkansas: Bright and Montgomery (3AR47), at Arkansas Post, Ashley Mansion (3PU256) in 

Little Rock, Lot 9 at Davidsonville Historic State Park (3RA40), the Block House (3HE236-19) 

and the Sanders House (3HE236-32) both in Historic Washington State Park, the Ridge House 

(3WA209) in Fayetteville, and the Moser Farmstead (3BE311), in Benton County.  The ceramic 

diversity was compared to Borchertôs (1967:307) transportation improvement epochs using 

histograms of the number of patterns by the epoch that the patterns date range falls within.  

Finally these histograms were discussed in comparison to the historic modes of transport that 

were available to the residents who lived at the site in question, and general trends in ceramic 

diversity and transportation access for the state of Arkansas are discussed.  The histograms show 

that river transportation modes including keelboats and steamboats may have a larger impact on 

ceramic diversity on these historic Arkansas archaeological sites than does railroad transport.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

One important aspect of human life in history and prehistory, transportation, has been 

little studied by archaeologists.  Transportation provides us with culture heroes and dastardly 

villains (including some who may be considered both), and gives us important benchmarks in 

human achievement.  Transportation in all forms is immensely useful to human society but is 

also occasionally fraught with dangers, for example: car wrecks, the sinking of the steamboat 

Sultana, train and plane crashes, German U-Boats attacking passenger ships, or the Challenger 

disaster.  There are also real triumphs in transportation: the building of Roman Roads, Magellan 

and his crew circumnavigating the globe, Columbus ñdiscoveringò the New World (though he 

was trying to get to the East Indies), Robert Fulton and the first steamboat to descend the 

Mississippi River, Henry Shreve clearing the Red River Raft, the building of the 

Transcontinental Railroad, the Wright Brothers testing the first successful airplane at Kitty 

Hawk, and Space Flight.   

Humans as a species and our predecessors tend to be rather migratory; in 

Paleoanthropology we the discuss theories of the migration of early modern Homo sapiens 

moving out of Africa and settling Europe and Asia, and in Archaeology we discuss the Peopling 

of the Americas and Australia.  In archaeology and anthropology, without naming these as 

transportation, we discuss seasonal rounds, semi-sedentary and sedentary lifeways, interaction 

spheres, and artifact sourcing, for example, that the copper from the copper plates at Spiro 

Mounds comes from the Great Lakes (Hamilton, Hamilton and Chapman 1974:202).  However 

we tend to forget how important transportation is to people in the historic and modern periods.  

In the Americas in particular, transportation is a huge part of our national psyche, because many 

of us came from somewhere else.  This migration to the New World is a source of both national 
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and continental pride and but also is a source of deep cultural wounds.  It is essential to 

recognize that it is alright to be proud that your great-great grandparents crossed the Plains in a 

covered wagon, or landed at Ellis Island from Sicily, or Angel Island from Japan, or be angry 

(and perhaps also still proud that they survived it) that your ancestors came here unwillingly on a 

slave ship, or were forced from ancestral homelands in the Americas in the face of Euro-

American settlement and made to live on reservations during the Indian Removals.  However 

historical archaeologists infrequently considered how the material culture that these people used, 

also traveled to the communities where archaeologists find it.  They donôt consider how such 

items came with people during travel, and how trade in these material goods sustained them once 

they arrived.   

Transportation is an important part of our past and present.  It permits trade, economic 

activity, communication, and the movements of individuals.  It is an under-recognized part of our 

culture.  In particular, in the historical archaeology of the United States, the effects of 

transportation on the individuals we study and the consumer goods they could obtain should be 

studied because it has a great impact and importance on cultures and peopleôs lives. Artifact 

diversity has long been studied in historic archaeology to look at ethnicity, religion, price, and 

socioeconomic status; see Stewart-Abernathy and Ruff (1989), Miller (1980 and 1991), 

Mansberger (1987), Heitzman (1980), Spencer-Wood (1987), and Henry (1991).  Transportation 

access has not been assessed in historical archaeology using artifact diversity.  What I am trying 

to do with my dissertation is to introduce the prospect of studying transportation to 

archaeologists.  In this dissertation I present a method to study transportation using material 

culture and access to transportation infrastructure.  Ceramic tableware richness, or the number of 
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types present, is analyzed over time as a proxy for access to local transportation infrastructure at 

seven sites in Arkansas, dating from approximately 1800 to 1930.   

The data presented in this dissertation was collected by looking at the ceramics from 

seven archaeological sites that date from early American settlement in Arkansas around 1800 to 

approximately 1930.  The sites, in chronological and regional order, as presented later are: Jacob 

Brightôs Trading Post and William Montgomeryôs Tavern (Arkansas Post National Memorial, 

Arkansas County), Ashley Mansion (Little Rock, Pulaski County), Lot 9 in Davidsonville 

(Davidsonville Historic State Park, Randolph County), the Block House and the Sanders House 

(Historic Washington State Park, Hempstead County), the Ridge House (Fayetteville, 

Washington County), and the Moser Farmstead (Benton County).     

In order to conduct the analysis, I took photographs of the ceramic sherds and marked 

artifacts.  Later the photos of these sherds were grouped into recognizable patterns, some known 

and some not.   Then these types were assigned known or general manufacturing date ranges, and 

finally put into categories based on geographer John Borchertôs (1967:307) population based 

transportation epochs. To keep this clear I made computer folders for each epoch at each site and 

placed the ceramic type subfolders that dated to within those brackets within the epoch folders.  

Borchertôs (1967:307) epochs are Sail Wagon (1790-1830), Iron Horse (1830-1870), Steel Rail 

(1870-1920), and Auto Air Amenity (1920-1967+).  Finally I made histograms of ceramic 

richness (number of ceramic patterns) per epoch for each site and a graph of the whole research 

assemblage (number of types by epoch for all sites).  These graphs and the data from the 

ceramics they contain were compared to the each siteôs access to local and regional 

transportation from historical research.   
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Historical Importance of Transportation in the United States and Arkansas 

The colonization and settlement of the North American continent in the historic period 

depended heavily on the ability to create and sustain trade, troop movements and transportation.  

Without efficient modes of transportation, trade falters, and the interdependency that helped keep 

the country together would have started to dissolve.  It is important to understand the 

mechanisms that made transportation systems sustainable in the past in order to explain our 

history and to be able to evaluate our modern transportation systemôs successes and failures.   

Transportation should be studied in the archaeological record for the following reasons. 

First transportation is currently and was historically strategically important for trade, the 

movement of the military, and communication.  Second, it is an important aspect of culture 

because transportation is integral to how we perceive the world.  Third, studying transportation 

in the past is informative to understanding the current efficiencies and deficiencies in our present 

transportation systems.  Archaeologists should study transportation because it had a great impact 

and importance on past cultures and historic peopleôs lives.   

The early settlement of the United States depended largely on its river systems.  The Ohio 

and Mississippi river system was of prime importance in our first century as the nation spread 

west into the interior.  These major arteries allowed for the movement of settlers, troops, bulk 

agricultural commodities, and consumer goods (Makris 1937:30; Hunter 1977:27-32).    

In 1790, while he was Secretary of State, Thomas Jefferson was concerned about the 

United States possessing the Mississippi River.  In Thomas ñJeffersonôs Outline of Policy on the 

Mississippi Question,ò and as paraphrased by Meinig, Jeffersonôs positions ñwere that the United 

States óby Natureô and óby Treatyô have óa right to the navigation of the Mississippiô; óit is 
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necessary to usô and therefore must be obtained, preferably by negotiation, but if necessary by 

forceò (Jefferson, August 2, 1790 (1964:113-116) in Meinig 1993:6).  Later in 1803, as 

President, in his Third Annual Message to the Senate and the House of Representatives (from 

which the quote in my title originates), Jefferson pointed to the importance of the Mississippi 

River for commerce and nationhood noting ñthe extraordinary agitation produced in the public 

mind by the suspension of our right of deposit at the Port of New Orleansò and that by obtaining 

the Mississippi River, 

ñthe property and sovereignty of the Mississippi and its waters secure an independent 

outlet for the produce of the western States, and uncontrolled navigation through their 

whole course, free from collision with other powers and the dangers to our peace from 

that source, the fertility of the country, its climate and extent, promise in due season 

important aids to our treasury, an ample provision for our posterity, and a wide-spread 

field for the blessings of freedom and equal lawsò (Jefferson 1803 (1984):511-512).   

The importance of this unconstrained access to the Mississippi River and the port of New 

Orleans, and earlier ongoing negotiations with the French resulted in the Louisiana Purchase, 

including what is now the state of Arkansas (Meinig 1993:11).   

The US government has long supported transportation systems financially and by setting 

up agencies to maintain, improve, and oversee transport.  Federal money was appropriated for 

the construction of postal service roads and roads built by the military in Arkansas starting in 

1819 (Makris 1937:5-6).  Federal funding was made available for improvements in river 

navigation starting in 1824 (Hunter 1977:193).  These navigation improvements consisted of 

clearing rivers of snags, shoals, and rafts by Henry Shreve and others under the auspices of the 

Topographical Engineers of the War Department (Hunter 1977:193).  In the area of national 

defense, Makris (1937:30) says, ñOne of the first acts of the Confederacy had been to close the 
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Mississippi River.ò  In Arkansas, specifically, the Battle of Arkansas Post put the Arkansas River 

in Union hands, as did the battle on the White River (Makris 1937:31).  During the 1870s the 

three important but rival engineers, Thomas Eads, Charles Ellet, Jr., and Andrew Humphreys, 

were involved with attempts at improvements in flood control on the Mississippi River (Barry 

1997:78-79).  However the Mississippi River Commission, which was formed in 1879, took the 

worst of their competing ideas and instead of constructing outlets, reservoirs, and cutoffs, the 

Commission developed a levees-only policy, which drastically increased the damage done by 

flooding in the Mississippi River, and culminated in the 1927 flood (Clay 1986:17; Barry 

1997:90, 157,173-206).  The United States subsequently gave responsibility for building 

revetments for bank stabilization, and other navigation improvement projects to the Army Corps 

of Engineers in 1882 (Clay 1986:17, 21, 31).  Railroad funding was also made available by the 

federal government. An important example of this is the Transcontinental Railroad (Meinig 

1998:6-7, 23, 25 see graphic).  

 Communication is a major factor in producing cultural and governmental cohesion in a 

country, and before the telegraph and telephone, mail was a chief source of long distance 

communication in early America.  The transportation of mail was supported by the US 

government through contracts and legislation.  Meinig (US Congress, House 1826:24, in and also 

Meinig 1993:342) says  

ñThe concept of national roads and canals of course was more than military in its intent; 

it always included the transport of mail and persons to ófacilitate the administration of 

Government: and more especially, in a country like ours, to make known, by a rapid 

circulation, the political disquisition relative to public measures.ôò   

The Postal Service ñdistributed the mail by railroad, steamboat, sail, stagecoach, sulky, 

horseback, and foot to all the peopleò (Meinig 1993:400-401).  The use of steamboats for mail 
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service started in 1813 when Congress gave the Postmaster General the contractual authority to 

do so (Hunter 1977:336).  The use of steamboats for mail service was not entirely successful 

within its official channels, but a great quantity of mail was sent on steamboats through less 

official channels (Hunter 1977:341).    Federal use of railroads for mail service began in 1838, 

when Congress declared all railroad lines as postal routes (Meinig 1998:264).  The Railway Mail 

Service expanded and improved this postal service in the 1870s, with mail sorting cars on trains, 

ñmail carsò, and express ñmail trainsò (Meinig 1998:264).   

Cultural Importance of Transportation  

 Modes of transportation and the experiences people have using them impact how our 

cultures are organized and our perspectives on them.   Transportation is an important entryway 

into a culture providing, tragedies and triumphs, and less visible aspects of culture such as 

expectations for what degree of safety is required or how much personal space is considered 

absolutely necessary for comfort and privacy.  In a  modern example, the US Peace Corps, 

though not particularly anthropological in its training of volunteers, does something important 

for crossing cultures when it denies its volunteers regular use of personal vehicles and makes 

learning to  use the local transportation network an integral part of its training.  Explicitly in their 

Handbook, it says:  

ñVolunteers and Trainees may not own a vehicle in their country of assignment.  This is 

because in most countries, private ownership of a vehicle is inconsistent with Peace 

Corpsô standards of modest living.  In addition, use of private transportation can limit 

interaction between Volunteers and members of the community in which they workò (US 

Peace Corps 1996:59).    

This use of local transportation quickly integrates its volunteers into the local culture and makes 

them understand that their own ideas of personal space, privacy and safety are not the only 
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definitions as well as helping the residents of the communities in which they serve see that 

volunteers are not above them in economic status.   

Transportation has a tendency to be dangerous and its tragedies and its triumphs are 

intertwined with transportation history giving it a mythic quality.  Authors of transportation 

histories frequently discuss tragedies and disasters resulting from wrecks, fires, sinkings, and 

derailments for their particular mode of transport.  Gould (1951:439-483) alone devotes more 

than forty-four pages to the horrors of steamboat disasters.  Transportationôs triumphs are taught 

to us as children when we learn of Columbus discovering America or the Wright Brothers testing 

their airplane at Kitty Hawk. 

 Descriptions of historic transportation such as Alvarez (1974) and Hunter (1977) discuss 

the treatment of individuals based on their class, race, and/or gender on historic Southern 

railroads and on steamboats.  Alvarez (1974:126-130), in his book, Travel on Southern 

Antebellum Railroads, 1828-1860, says that descriptions by foreign travelers on railroads in the 

South commented on the egalitarianism shown in the cars among white men and women.  

However, the treatment of African Americans with segregated cars located immediately behind 

the engine (perceived as the most dangerous location on a train) and the views from the 

windows, struck many of these same travelers with the realities of slavery (Alvarez 1974:133-

137).  Women on Southern trains were also sometimes given separate cars to protect them and 

provide more gracious accommodations (Alvarez 1974:138-140). Hunter (1977:391-399, 415-

417, 419-441) discusses the discrepancy in treatment of cabin passengers and deck passengers on 

steamboat, mostly before the Civil War, and how this changes over time as more people can 

afford to pay for the cabin rates.   
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Modern Transportation Issues and Historic Causes 

 The dangers and heroism of transportation distract from its importance as a factor in trade 

and the economy.  Efficiency in transportation does not always drive the modes used most.  

Economies of scale occur when a shipper can continue adding freight while adding a decreasing 

proportion of fuel and employees to run it (Coyle, Bardi and Novack 2006:141-142).  Railroads, 

steamboats, and barges can manage this, but trucks and airplanes cannot.  Understanding the 

economies of scale in the transportation industry, as well as the subsidizing of the trucking and 

airline business through state and federal funds for highway construction and air traffic 

controllers for airports, is becoming increasingly important for environmental and cost concerns 

for federal and state governments and businesses (Coyle, Bardi and Novack 2006:74-75).  While 

cheap oil prices made the modern system possible and relatively efficient; higher oil prices, 

increasing difficulties in drilling for more oil, and climate change caused by fossil fuel 

consumption including oil make the current extensive and wasteful use of oil in transportation 

increasingly untenable.   

Understanding how our historic transportation infrastructure evolved into the modern 

system used by private companies and individuals, while funded and built largely by Federal and 

State agencies, should be studied at least partially under the purview of history and historical 

archaeology.  With these issues, it is important to understand how goods were shipped to people 

historically, how and why this changed over time, what areas could get which goods historically, 

and the degree of access an area had to goods.  Historical archaeology with its emphasis on both 

material culture (the goods that were actually transported) and the use of historic documents 

might be an ideal combination to study the effects of transportation access and the efficiency or 
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inefficiency of shipping in the historic period.  The research proposed here is merely a start in the 

potential ways research in transportation could inform the field of archaeology and the public at 

large.     

While Adams (1976) seminal study of historical trade networks in Silcott, Washington, 

was an introduction to the effects transportation and trade have in the field of historical 

archaeology, and despite more recent works by him and others including Riordan and Adamsôs 

(1985), Stewart-Abernathy (1986a), and Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001), historical 

archaeologists at this point have not spent a great deal of time focused on the effects 

transportation has on the artifacts and the peoplesô lives we study.   I took a different tact in 

Cleek (2004, 2006, 2008), attempting to look at transportation more directly and looking less at 

the origins of specific objects.  Refined ceramics were predominantly imported until the mid-

1840s-1850s, mainly from Britain making their manufacturing origins a known factor.  This 

means that until the mid-1800s nearly all refined ceramics found archaeologically in the United 

States and other European colonies, came from long distances, and by their very presence prove 

the ability of merchants to transport large quantities of goods from very far away.  The British 

ceramic industry was deeply entrenched in an impressive world trading system designed to 

transport their goods to distant colonies (see Lockett and Godden 1989:37-40).  In contrast, local 

small-scale stoneware and redware manufacturers in the United States focused on their own 

communities and surrounding areas.  These little potteries neither had the production capacity 

nor the transportation infrastructure to compete on a larger than regional scale until railroad 

access became reliable (Gates and Ormerod 1982 (2009):4).  In the 1840s and 1850s when the 

American refined ceramic industry started industrializing in East Liverpool, Ohio, even then in 

most places of the country the dishes on oneôs table would have come from some distance, 
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unless one lived near one of the major industrial ceramic regions, like Ohio (Gates and Ormerod 

1982 (2009):3-4).   

However, despite the vast numbers of patterns and companies that imported their wares 

to the United States, there are both regional differences in these importing companies and may 

well be differences in access to how many patterns a city or town would have had access to both 

over time and within a region.  So while people had access to the same types of ceramic 

technology (i.e. transfer printing or decal), the pottery companies that produced it in Britain for 

sale in Canada, may have been different than those say in Arkansas.  One of the reasons ceramics 

are important to look at is that shipping cost does not matter much in regards to their importation.   

Miller and Earls (2006) discuss the impact of economic conditions, war, and colonial 

strategies on the ceramic trade to the US before and after the War of 1812 and the Napoleonic 

Wars.  The ceramics manufacturers continued to produce ceramics during these two wars but 

demand for their goods was lessened because they could not ship them to the US, at least during 

the former war.  When the War of 1812 was over, British ceramics flooded the American market 

(Miller and Earls 2006:10-11).  One known impact in Arkansas is the boom before the Panic of 

1837 and the Panic itself.   In the Mississippi River Valley there are many instances of 1830s 

impressed factory marks (on wet clay) and factory printed New Orleans importers marks (placed 

after the first firing) for the importer company Henderson and Gaines based on known addresses 

for Henderson and Gaines dating to the 1840s (Black and Brandimarte 1987: Figure 4).  In this 

case there are plates with impressed Davenport anchor and year marks that date to the mid 1830s 

that also have transfer printed importers marks for New Orleans addresses that date to the 1840s.  

Another impact on these ceramic assemblages from Arkansas is the Civil War, which effected 
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the exchange rate of the US dollar to the British pound, when it could take at least $7 to 

exchange for one pound, an increase of 46%, making British ceramics much more expensive, 

even if one could get them (Miller and Earls 2007:18).  Additionally the US Navy blockaded 

Southern rivers and ports shutting off exports such as cotton, and also likely imports such as 

ceramics (Miller and Earls 2007:18).  Both of these factors may show themselves in this 

Arkansas research sample here where there are very few to no ceramics that absolutely must date 

to the 1860s.  While there are ceramics on this sample whose date ranges start, end, or 

encompass the 1860s, there are none that date only and conclusively to the 1860s.   

**************************  

This dissertation contains six chapters.  The second chapter is the literature review which 

discusses the research by archaeologists Adams (1976), Riordan and Adams (1985), Adams, 

Bowers, and Mills (2001); geographers Pred (1964) and Borchert (1967); and my previous 

research on this subject, Cleek (2004, 2006, and 2008).  The third chapter is the methods chapter 

which discusses the practical methods used in this research and the path taken to determine 

which statistical methods to use in this dissertation.  The fourth chapter discusses the history of 

the sites used, the history of the siteôs residents if possible, and the history of the archaeology 

conducted there.  The fifth chapter discusses the results which presents the histograms and a 

summary of the ceramic data with a detailed discussion of what transportation resources were 

available to each site.  My conclusions and suggestions for future research are presented in the 

sixth chapter.   There are three appendices.  Appendix 1 has a list of the specific and general 

ceramic types with the date ranges used and sources where I obtained the information.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

  Access to historic transportation systems is a topic rarely studied in historical 

archaeology.  Access to transportation includes the effects transit systems had on individuals, 

communities, and consumer goods.  Three published articles are the main sources on the study of 

trade systems and by extension transportation.  These articles include Adamsôs (1976) study of 

trade networks in Silcott, Washington; Riordan and Adamsôs (1985) article on their commodity 

flow and artifact sourcing method; and Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001) review and expansion 

of the Riordan and Adams (1985) method.  Several other researchers have adapted these two 

methods to look at other sites, these include Stewart-Abernathy (1986a) who uses Adams (1976); 

and Brooks (nd.), Speulda and Bowyer (1996), Cabak and Groover (1993), and Smits (2004), 

who use Riordan and Adams (1985).  While Riordan and Adams (1985) focus very little 

attention on actual transportation except abstractly, Adams (1976) makes the following rallying 

call:  

ñThe evidence from Silcott [Washington] shows that it was very much 

part of the national distribution network. However, we really do not know 

all of the links in that network.  While straight line distance gives a useful 

measurement for comparison, it does not indicate the actual distance a 

product traveled.   .   .   Without comparative data from elsewhere in the 

Northwest, the relative impact of these events cannot be determined 

archaeologically, nor can the data from Silcott be seen in proper 

perspective.  We can surmise that most material came by rail, but the exact 

route cannot be known.  The routing through jobber and wholesaler, the 

hauling patterns, the warehousing, will all remain unknown. All we can 

say is that the system was successful in transporting the artifacts from 

production in the East to ultimate consumption in Silcottò (Adams 

1976:109).   
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Unfortunately this call to action has been little noticed.  While Adams (1976) is correct that we 

cannot know all the links in a transportation network for specific artifacts, there is a wealth of 

historical knowledge available on transportation systems, particularly railroads and river 

transport.  This knowledge is underused in historical archaeology.  In this chapter, first I discuss 

Adams (1976), Stewart-Abernathy (1986), Riordan and Adams (1985) who base their work on 

the geographical work Pred (1964), and Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001).  Then I discuss my 

own work, Cleek (2004; 2008), which employs the prototype to the method that is used in this 

dissertation, while simultaneously discussing geographer John Borchertôs (1967:307) 

transportation improvement epochs which are integral to its use.   

Tr ade Networks 

 Adams (1976:99) looks at the trade networks that are in use in the community of Silcott, 

Washington from the period of approximately 1900 to 1930, using oral history and 

archaeological methods.  The six trade network levels Adams (1976:99) identifies are: the ñlocal, 

local-commercial, area-commercial, regional, national, and international.ò  To assess these trade 

networks, Adams sourced as many marked artifacts as possible and measured straight line 

distance from their source to Silcott, showing this information with a US map with source 

locations marked on it, as well as charting the number of companies by distance and numbers of 

artifacts by distance.  Finally, he discusses each network level using oral histories and reasonable 

postulations about where people would have obtained goods at that network level and some of 

the transportation infrastructure at each level.   

 While the community of Silcott was first settled in the 1860s, the period of time studied 

by Adams is from about 1900 to 1930 (1976:99).  This time frame straddles two of Borchertôs 
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(1967:307) transportation epochs: the Steel Rail epoch and the Auto Air Amenity epoch which 

are further explained below.  From a transportation perspective it is a time of great change in the 

national rail system, largely because of the development of automobiles and airplanes.  Adams 

study ends up with 109 total identifiable companies produced from a total of 1043 marked 

artifacts (1976:103).  Some of these have multiple iterations of the same brand of object, the 

greatest number being 85 Kerr canning jars.   

 While Adams (1976:108-109) discusses the ways Silcott residents could have obtained 

goods and the locations of larger communities, he does so in a negative manner.  He makes it 

sound arduous to travel any distance in the early 1900s, while simultaneously providing evidence 

to the contrary.  For example: ñInfrequent trips to Wawawai by buggy, train, or boat resulted in 

very little cash flow except, perhaps, in wagers when the Silcott Reds baseball team played 

Wawawaiò (Adams 1976:108).  In all likelihood if a community had a traveling baseball team it 

probably had reasonable access to transportation or else the residentsô perspective on its 

arduousness was different from our own.  Archaeologists tend to be biased in a presentist 

fashion, when it comes to estimating how capable historic and prehistoric peoples were able to 

and desired to travel long distances to obtain goods, services, visit relatives or friends, skirmish, 

or just to see a new place.   

Stewart-Abernathy (1986a) uses Adams (1976) levels of networks in his site report on the 

Moser Farmstead to assess the potential isolation at this farmstead in Benton County, Arkansas.  

Using the oral history of the residents of the Moser Farmstead, historical records, including 

information on railroads, and sourceable artifacts, Stewart-Abernathy (1986a:7-20,145-159) 

discusses and classifies the systems within which the Moser residents interacted.  He explains the 
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impacts of transportation and trade on specific individuals and occupations (in the archaeological 

sense) of the farmstead.  Stewart-Abernathy also discusses how the Moser Farmstead was linked 

to the local transportation network, including distances to towns and to railroads (1986a:145, 

148).  Finally he lists the places of origin for ceramics, glass, canning jar lid liners, and other 

items in chart form (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:156-157).  Considering the paucity of marked 

artifacts at the Moser site, the oral history and historical records really clarify our understanding 

of the individuals who lived there.  

 In comparison to the artifacts at Moser, the oral history of the site provides a great deal 

more detail about local and regional interactions than the artifacts ever would.  The oral history 

in many ways personalizes the site and the artifacts.  While the residents of the Moser farmstead 

were intermeshed in their community via social and business relationships, the material culture 

found at the site tends to be rather sparse and portrays a more independent style of living.  There 

are very few metal cans in the assemblage but a vast quantity of mason jars (which account for 

most of the marked glass artifacts), there are very few medicine bottles, and there are relatively 

few ceramic patterns. The residents of the farmstead were likely putting up homegrown foods 

rather than buying canned foods imported from elsewhere, and perhaps they used home remedies 

more frequently than purchasing patent medicines.  The ceramic issue brings about more 

questions than it answers.  Perhaps the Moser residents were more austere in their choices of 

dishes (they had 3 patterns of brown transfer print and sherds of other colors are very rare) 

because of personal preferences, the popular styles at the time which tended to be plain, or 

maybe the manufacturing process was producing dishes that were sturdier and did not break as 

frequently and did not need as many episodes of replacement.   
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Commodity Flow 

 Further developing the idea of trade networks, Riordan and Adams (1985), using the 

geographical work of Pred (1964), provide the first testable method in historical archaeology to 

look at US trade networks from the level of an archaeological site. These two works will be 

discussed in concert.  To use the commodity (the geography term)/manufacturing (the 

archaeology term) flow typology that Pred (1964) developed for railroads; Riordan and Adams 

(1985) simply source as many marked artifacts as possible and calculate the percentage of 

marked artifacts for each of three access zones (high, intermediate, and low, see map below).  

Riordan and Adams look at four sites Sandy Ground on Long Island, New York, Bay Springs 

Mill and Waverly Plantation, both in Northeastern Mississippi, and Silcott in Southeastern 

Washington State (1985:7).  To explain Riordan and Adams (1985) first we have to look at Pred 

(1964).   

Pred (1964) divides industry up into three generalized types:  

1.) ñraw material and power-oriented industriesò (Pred 1964:75; Riordan and Adams 

1985:6) (such as grain, coal or oil),  

2.) ñmarketïoriented industriesò (such as ceramic tablewares and ñagricultural 

implementsò) (Pred 1964:78; Riordan and Adams 1985:6), 

3a.) ñlabor and agglomeration industriesò producing either goods made of expensive raw 

materials that have value added by labor (such as ñsilver-plated flatware or watchesò), 

(Pred 1964:81; Riordan and Adams 1985:9) or  

3b.) goods with a ñlow per-unit costò because of ñlarge scale productionò and ñcheap 

laborò (such as ñammunitionò or ñclothing fastenersò) (Pred 1964:81; Riordan and 

Adams 1985:9).  

Archaeologically, the latter two industry types provide the vast majority of artifacts at non-

industrial historic archaeological sites and Riordan and Adams (1985:9) only deal with them.  



 

 

18 

 

These are the only types of manufacturing/commodity flows that will be dealt with in this 

dissertation.   Pred (1964) divides these three types of industries by their 

manufacturing/commodity flows into regional zones of access: high, intermediate, and low 

shown in the figure, below.   

 

Figure 1.  Map of Access Areas from Pred (1964:68).  Used with permission from 

the American Geographical Society. 

The method of accessing railroad commodity/manufacturing flows designed by Pred 

(1964:70) was created using the Interstate Commerce Commissionôs Carload Waybill Statistics 

from the year 1959.  Carloads are a measure by volume and weight of the amount of a specific 

classification of freight that fits in the appropriate railroad car for the freight material being 

carried (Coyle, Bardi, and Novack 2006:138-139).  For example, a carload of coal would have 

different weight and volume requirements to reach a carload than a carload of toilet paper would.  

Waybills are, among other things, a description of the contents of a railroad car; they also note 

switching points and train assignments (Coyle, Bardi, and Novack 2006:357).  While Pred 

examines the movements of freight both into and out of each access zone, Riordan and Adams 

(1985) only focus on the very end results of flows into the communities in their sample.  The 
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flows of marked and sourceable artifacts from each of the three access zones are calculated as a 

percentage of the total sourced artifacts from that site.   

Large-scale manufacturers of market-oriented industries in areas of high access to 

markets will  have the greatest volume of outgoing manufacturing flows, and the highest 

proportion of these flows will be within the high access area (short distance) (Pred 1964:78-79).  

A considerable amount of these flows will be to areas in the other two access zones (medium and 

long distance) (Pred1964:78-79).  Intermediate access areas will have a smaller total number of 

outgoing short distance flows than those in high access areas and even less medium and long 

distance flows because of competition; flows to high access areas will be very small  

(Pred1964:79).  In low access areas all outgoing flows, short, medium and long distance, will be 

smaller than those of the other two access areas, flows to high and intermediate access are rare 

(Pred 1964:79).  The typology for labor-and-agglomeration industriesô follows the same pattern 

as the market-oriented industries (Pred 1964:81-82). The results in Riordan and Adams (1985) 

look similar, though on a much smaller scale.     

 Long Distance 

Flows 

Medium Distance 

Flows 

Short Distance 

Flows 

High Access 

Area 

High    High  Highest 

Intermediate 

Access  Area 

Low but more than 

Ƹ 

Low but more than Ƹ Higher but much less 

than ƶ 

Low Access Area Lowest Low but more than ƹ Higher but much less 

than ƶ 

Figure 2. Typology of Flows to High, Intermediate and Low Access Areas from 

summarized from Pred  (1964:78-79). 
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The four sites used by Riordan and Adams are from the three different access areas: 

Sandy Ground on Staten Island, New York (high access), Bay Springs Mill and Waverly 

Plantation which are both in Northeastern Mississippi (intermediate access), and Silcott in 

Southwestern Washington State (low access) (1985:7).  The greatest percentage of sourceable 

market oriented artifacts found at all of these sites comes from high access areas.  High and 

intermediate access areas have a greater impact on the sites than low access areas, except at 

Silcott where artifacts from low access areas were found with a sizable percentage, and Sandy 

Ground which had no artifacts from intermediate access areas, see chart below.  The likely 

reason that most of the marked artifacts at all of these sites came from the high access area is that 

a majority of American manufacturing occurred in the high access area and therefore this region 

could ship/export more goods both within the high access area and to other areas of the country.  

Pred assumes high access to commodities in New York City and in the more traditional 

manufacturing areas in the Northeastern US which in 1954 had ñmore than 65% of United States 

manufacturing capacityò (1964:71).   

Site High Intermediate Low 

Sandy Ground 99.4% 0% 0.6% 

Waverly 66% 32.5% 1.5% 

Bay Springs Mill 71% 29% 0% 

Silcott 57% 20% 23% 

Figure 3.  Market Oriented Artifacts from Riordan & Adams (1985:14).   Data is 

Provided Courtesy of the Society for Historical Archaeology , Volume 19(2):14.  

The results of Riordan and Adamsô (1985) study show a similar, but more pronounced 

pattern with labor and agglomeration artifacts, see chart below.  Riordan and Adams  (1985: 16-

17) say the data conforms well to their expectations and shows that within the archaeological 
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record, industrially manufactured goods follow the same location based patterns as those 

presented by Pred (1964).  

Site High Intermediate Low 

Sandy Ground No Artifacts No Artifacts No Artifacts 

Waverly 88% 1.1% 10.9% 

Bay Springs Mill 100% 0% 0% 

Silcott 100% 0% 0% 

Figure 4.  Labor and Agglomeration Artifacts from Riordan and Adams (1985:15).  

Data is Provided Courtesy of the Society for Historical Archaeology, Volume 

19(2):15. 

Riordan and Adams (1985) method, requires relatively large numbers of artifacts (though 

not all of its users have had very many) and time to source them. This method, as originally 

presented, has utility, despite Riordan and Adams caveat that they made no adjustments and 

provided no controls for time (the sites are from different time periods), site occupation length, 

or the ethnicity, and socio-economic status of the residents of the communities/sites in their 

sample (1985:17).   They do however state that all the sites were occupied by poor people 

(Riordan and Adams 1985:17).  It would be a more rigorous study if these were controlled.   

Riordan and Adams (1985), also use Predôs access zones without modification for past 

access to transportation.  This lack of adjustment for temporal concerns, in this dissertation for 

example, would mean that New Orleans, well acknowledged as a major port for the South, 

Midwest, and parts of the West, during most of the 19
th
 century would be considered in the 

intermediate access zone, despite Taylorôs (1951:9, 198) assertion that river-based transportation 

caused New Orleans to be the second largest export port city in the US by the late 1820s.  

Additionally, for a few years between the 1830s and 1840, its exports exceeded those of New 
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York City, and a quarter of the total national exports between 1821-1860 were shipped out of 

New Orleans (Taylor 1951:9, 198).  However, this does not mean that New Orleans was 

necessarily a large manufacturing center, unlike New York and most of the Northeastern United 

States; New Orleans functioned mainly as an entrepôt.  The Riordan and Adams method instead 

assumes a pattern of behavior based on Predôs data on the flow of goods and raw materials by 

rail during one specific year, 1959 (Pred 1964:77, 80, 83).  Predôs method is focused on 

metropolitan areas that act as manufacturing centers, whereas metropolitan areas that act as 

transportation centers develop for other reasons, but both have important influences for trade. 

While Predôs (1964) work presents a strong model for looking at the shipment of goods 

on railroads in the 1950s, it may not be an adequate model for examining transportation networks 

of the late 1800s and early 1900s, the purpose for which it was used by Riordan and Adams 

(1985).  It may also not be appropriate for other forms of transportation.  Pred himself, is 

somewhat tentative about his method.  Even the title of his paper, which is Toward a Typology of 

Manufacturing Flows, sounds somewhat tentative (1964).  Pred says ñthe geographic 

differentiation of commodity flows is an extremely complex problem.  .  .  Indeed, the 

complexity of the problem and the uniqueness of geographic places probably rule out the 

possibility of any total solution.  Therefore the ideas presented in this paper should be viewed as 

no more than beginning suggestionsò (1964: 82).  Later Pred (1964:84) asks ñHow representative 

a year was 1959?ò    

Ultimately these issues may not have affected the value of Riordan and Adamôs (1985) 

method which appears to work, but they ought to be rectified in further archaeological research 

on transportation.  In particular a greater understanding of time and chronology is important.  
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While the Riordan and Adams (1985) method has merit, a more sophisticated model may allow 

for more in depth analysis.   

For the most part, Arkansas, according to Predôs (1964) model, would be in the 

intermediate access area, and thus Arkansas should have some outgoing flows of manufactured 

goods to surrounding states (short distance flows), so archaeologically one might find a bottle 

from an Arkansas company at a site in Missouri.  It would be much less likely to find an 

Arkansas bottle at a site in New York City (long distance flows) because long distance flows are 

much smaller when originating in the intermediate access area.  However this is not what 

Riordan and Adams (1985) are measuring.  They are measuring the inverse of Predôs (1964) 

model, or the very end result of the outgoing flows from other access areas that end up on 

historic sites.  If Riordan and Adams were using Predôs model as it is presented they would have 

to measure the goods that traveled from Silcott or Bay Springs Mill to New Orleans or New 

York.  This cannot be assessed archaeologically, so instead they are measuring those 

manufacturing flows coming from New Orleans and New York to Silcott or Bay Springs Mill.     

In Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001), the use of Riordan and Adams (1985) by others 

including Brooks (nd.), Cabak and Groover (1993), and Speulda and Bowyer (1996), is assessed 

and summarized, and four communities in Alaska are added.  Alaska is not part of Predôs (1964) 

original map. They predict and show that the data behaves similarly to that in low access areas.  

The work by other researchers discussed includes: Brooksô (nd.) work at Ashley Plantation in 

South Carolina; Speulda and Bowyerôs (1996) work at three communities in Oregon; Cabak and 

Grooverôs (1993:20) work in Peoria, Illinois for a sewer construction project; and Adams, 

Bowers and Mills (2001) work at four communities in Alaska.   
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About 14 communities have been analyzed using this method, including the four original 

communities analyzed by Riordan and Adams (1985), the nine listed above, and the community 

of Garnet, Montana  presented by Smits (2004), as a conference paper.   However, Adams, 

Bowers and Mills (2001) are inconsistent in how they define a site, some of which appear to be 

no more than features or assemblages, and further, whether or not the ñsiteò is listed at all.  

Consequently, it is uncertain how many actual assemblages have been incorporated.  Smits 

(2004) work post-dates Adams et al. (2001), and looks at artifacts and store invoices from Garnet 

dating from the 1860s to the 1950s.   

Most of the research discussed in Adams, Bowers and Mills (2001) uses relatively small 

amounts of data to assess the level of commodity flow in a community (see the totals in the 

charts on pages 77-82).  The largest is that of Silcott with 966 artifacts (I am unsure why the total 

differs from Adams (1976) (2001:77).  Part of this is the nature of archaeology where there are 

often problems with sample size, especially when dealing with subsets of artifacts.  

Archaeological samples tend to be rather small and nonrandomized and this causes difficulty in 

the application of statistics.   

In Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001), the authors make a departure from the work of 

Riordan and Adams (1985) by splitting up their data into time periods, an idea they took from 

Cabak and Groover (1993).  These time periods are based on changes in transportation which is a 

similar tactic to that taken in Cleek (2004).  The late time period of the settlement of Alaska, may 

have made the use of Borchertôs (1967) epochs inappropriate, even if they were known to the 

authors.  Instead, when analyzing the Fairbanks aspect of the research the authors use the 

Steamboat Era (1901-1922), the Railroad Era (1923-1941), and Other for harder to date artifacts 
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(2001:80-81).  These time periods are based on the founding of the community of Fairbanks in 

1901 and the divergence in artifacts dating pre and post railroad construction which finished in 

1923 (Adams et al. 2001:73).   

Steamboats supplied Alaska starting with the Yukon in 1868-1869 on the Yukon River, 

and on the Tanana and Chena Rivers in 1901 (Adams et al. 2001:80).  Admittedly this is much 

later than on the Mississippi.  When looking at the other Alaskan sites, those from the 

communities of Coldfoot, Tofty, and Wiseman, in their research, Adams et al. (2001:82, 91) use 

other date ranges which are when the communities and groups of sites/features date to.  This 

makes comparison between these communities and future comparison with others harder than 

using one set of date ranges.  A more generalized set of date ranges would provide less biased 

and easier comparison.   

However this discussion of date ranges supercedes most discussion of trade networks at 

the sites in Adams et al. (2001), and who do not discuss much about actual trade networks.  

While transportation based date ranges make the data somewhat more viable, it is important that 

this does not overshadow actual knowledge of trade networks and transportation systems that the 

residents of the site, had or may have had, access to.  Though transportation is discussed 

generally and there is some discussion of which rivers were used, little is said about access to 

these rivers by the communities in the sample other than Fairbanks.   

Adams et al. (2001) look at their data from two perspectives.  The first, which they call 

ñweightedò, calculates the percentage for each access area based on the total number of artifacts 

(Adams et al. 2001:80-82).  This is somewhat problematic when there are multiple items of the 

same type because it will skew the data set in one direction or another.  Some of the objects that 
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have multiple iterations or are from questionable proveniences were thrown out of the analysis 

(2001:80-82).  The second, which they call ñunweightedò, counts each type of goods from a 

particular manufacturer only once.  This corrects the issues of multiple iterations of the same 

artifact type (2001:82, 91).  The latter is quite close to what is done in this dissertation and in 

Cleek (2004; 2008) with ceramics.  Adams et al. (2001:100) concludes that both methods appear 

to have merit, the unweighted method should continue to be explored, and researchers should use 

both to look at different aspects of their data.   

Transportation Access 

The ceramics in this dissertation will be analyzed using date ranges from a series of 

transportation improvement epochs proposed by Borchert (1967:307).  The epochs were derived 

from increases in the population size of metropolitan areas based on census data.  Examples of 

these improvements to transportation infrastructure include: the development of river 

steamboats, the population growth in cities that developed either because of trade influenced by 

the development (such as the port of New Orleans), and natural material extraction or industry 

that supported the transportation development (such as Houston and the oil industry).   

Borchertôs epochs are: 

1. ñthe Sail-Wagon, 1790-1830,  

2. the Iron-Horse, 1830-1870 [steam-engine powered railroads and steamboats],  

3. the Steel Rail 1870-1920, [and]  

4. the Auto-Air -Amenity 1920-ò 1967 and beyond epochs (Borchert 1967:307).   

The use of Borchertôs epochs in this research mainly provides relevant, transportation-based 

time-brackets to place the dated ceramic types into for analysis.   However, his discussion of 
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particular cities, regions, and why people were attracted to them is also important for this 

dissertation.   

In my Masterôs thesis, Cleek (2004), I started to formulate the method used in this 

dissertation.  I looked at two sites, the Sarah Cook House in Springfield, Illinois (built in 1837) 

and the E. S. Hayhurst House in West Branch, Iowa (built between 1870-1872) (Cleek 2004; 

Richner 1997).  Both households were neighbors to future presidents and are located within 

National Historic Sites.  Starting with the Cook House, I decided to look at its access to 

transportation and added the Hayhurst House as a comparison.  Riordan and Adams (1985) 

provide the only published method of looking at this issue, but it proved unsatisfactory, and for 

the reasons discussed above another method was needed.  My thesis research looked at 

transportation access using the degree of ceramic pattern diversity as a proxy.  It mainly dealt 

with transportation via railroad, though roads, the Mississippi River, and the Illinois and 

Michigan Canal were discussed as well.   

The basic methodology of Cleek (2004) was to look at the ceramic tablewares from both 

sites, using the actual ceramics for Cook, and the published ceramic data for Hayhurst, and then 

determine how many patterns of tablewares were found at each site (Richner 1997).  The general 

sample for each site was run through a bootstrapping program designed by Lipo (2001) to assess 

sample size.  To assess transportation access at each site the ceramic patterns were dated and 

bootstrap samples were run for those that fell in each of Borchertôs (1967:307) transportation 

improvement epochs.  The corresponding data from each site was compared in total and within 

both sites over time.  For both sites there is a general sample, for Cook there are samples for each 

of the following: 1830-1870, 1870-1920, and 1920-1960; and for Hayhurst there are samples for 
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1870-1920 and 1920-1960.  The latter two epochs were compared between the sites, all three 

epochs were compared at Cook, and the two Hayhurst epochs were compared.  Finally as a 

comparison between the two sites, the actual railroads, rivers, roads, and canals that each site had 

access to were discussed.   

The methods of this research seemed to work well, though not all of my samples reached 

a plateau in the graphs, suggesting that they were somewhat too small.  T-tests used for further 

comparison were problematic because the numbers were very high; this provoked some doubts.   

But in general, I was satisfied with it because it showed that transportation improved at each site 

over each succeeding epoch, and that Springfield had better access to transportation than West 

Branch which makes sense because Springfield is a city and West Branch is a small town.   

In 2006, still fairly satisfied with the results, I presented a paper at the Society for 

Historical Archaeology meetings in St Louis (Cleek 2006).  In this paper I added the ceramics 

from the Moser site which is in an unincorporated area of Benton County, Arkansas (using 

Stewart-Abernathyôs ceramic data sheets) so it could be in a group of papers on historical 

archaeology of Arkansas (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a).  The t-tests were still high and Moser is 

rather small compared to the other sites, but I was still convinced it had worked.   

Subsequently in 2008, I engaged in more intense study of diversity indices and 

resampling statistics, of which bootstrapping is one, for my comprehensive exams.  I then 

presented a reworked paper based on the data (Cleek 2004, 2006), at the South Central Historical 

Archaeological Conference.  Since the t-tests were so high and the graphs clearly showed 

statistical differences between the samples, the t-tests were dropped.  This in turn led to a more 

intense look at the graphs themselves during which I realized that Moser showed greater mean 
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richness than the Cook and Hayhurst.  This meant that the Cook House with all of its 

transportation access and urban environment had less ceramic diversity than the Moser site 

which is in a rural area (Cleek 2008).   

One problem with the Moser data that may have affected my analysis is that it was much 

smaller than the other assemblages.  Rhode (1988:709) says that ñnew artifact classes are .  .  .  

added with decreasing frequency as assemblage size increases;ò which may make smaller 

samples look more rich than they actually are.  This may have affected the following results in 

which the total Moser sample has a greater mean richness than the Cook or the Hayhurst sites.  

In the 1830-1870 assemblage, again Moser has significantly greater mean richness than Cook 

and for 1870-1920 epoch the Moser and Cook mean richnesses are similar, but Moser has a 

much higher mean richness for this epoch than Hayhurst.  Now, after actually looking at the 

artifacts from Moser, this seems even more absurd, because even from a non-statistical 

assessment, there really is not much ceramic diversity.  The Moser assemblage is significantly 

smaller than the other assemblages; with 369 total sherds, compared to 1,605 sherds for the Cook 

data, and 782 sherds for the Hayhurst data.   

Due to the issues identified Cleek (2004; 2008), but still having some confidence in the 

basic idea of using ceramic pattern diversity to look at transportation access, I have decided to 

use histograms of dated pattern counts (number of patterns) per transportation improvement 

epoch as the main means of assessing the data in this research.  This approach should provide an 

easier way to decipher the transportation profile for each site.  It should both assess the 

occupants of a siteôs access to transportation and be easily comparable to another siteôs 

transportation profile.  This was my original goal with the research in 2004.  It is important to be 
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able to look at transportation access both in isolation and among several sites.  Hopefully using 

histograms will provide more ease of use because diversity is very statistically complex and 

historical archaeologists do not use complex statistics frequently.  The basic idea of using artifact 

diversity to assess transportation access will be much more useable if simpler methods are used. 

Conclusion 

The idea of studying trade systems and transportation is not well developed in American 

historical archaeology.  While trade system research started in the 1970s during the ñNew 

Archaeology,ò with Adams (1976), he has been the major driver of the idea ever since, albeit 

with different co-authors, Riordan and Adams (1985), and Adams, Bowers and Mills (2001).  

While others have also used this method and modified it, including Stewart-Abernathy (1986), 

Brooks (nd.), Speulda and Bowyer (1996), Cabak and Groover (1993), and Smits (2004), none of 

these projects has been published in a major journal.  Except for Stewart-Abernathy (1986a) and 

Cabak and Groover (1993) none has been published at all, and therefore, have likely not had a 

wide audience within the field.   

 For industrially manufactured ceramics, their origins are well established, until the mid-

1800s they are mainly imported from Britain, after the mid-1800s many still come from Britain 

but American manufacturers in places such as East Liverpool, Ohio start challenging the British 

imports for market-share (Gates and Ormerod 1982 (2009):3-4).  These are known factors and 

can be held as constant.  For most Americans in the 1800s their ceramics still came from long 

distances.  Instead of looking mostly at source locations, which for ceramics are mostly known, I 

look at diversity in the types of ceramics at each site because this is more likely to change 

between sites, given their access to transportation.   
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Chapter 3: Methods 

This chapter discusses the methods and sources of data used to conduct this research.  

The research discussed here will use a combination of histograms to assess each siteôs 

transportation access over time and in comparison to each other.  The basic idea that the diversity 

of available ceramic tablewares will change based on the accessibility of transportation is likely 

to be solid (Cleek 2004).  However the techniques used in previous research studies proved to be 

impractical.  Bootstrapping and t-tests have their place in assessing sample size problems, but 

they do not really work in assessing the diversity of small samples such as those in this 

dissertation.  Bootstrapping and other resampling methods assess sample size, but do not to 

assess actual diversity.   

The histograms will be used to look at ceramic pattern diversity within Borchertôs 

(1967:307) transportation improvement epochs.  This chapter discusses the processes of 

analyzing the assemblages, the choosing of the sites, document research, the archaeologists 

consulted, and the reassessment of the statistical analysis from previous research.  Here I look at 

how archaeology and other fields, specifically biology, business, economics, and geography 

assess diversity.  Finally I discuss why I use histograms to present the data.  The use of 

histograms will simplify the analysis process from my previous research and clarify what is 

happening with the ceramic diversity at each site.   

Current Research 

 Refined ceramics tablewares account for the majority of the artifacts used in this 

dissertation, but stoneware or redwares were also used if they were marked or likely from abroad 
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and sourceable.  Refined ceramics, beyond tablewares, such as mixing bowls or chamber pots, 

are recorded if they are marked.  For plain whitewares and their antecedents, only rims and 

marked bases have been consistently collected.   

 The process of determining how many ceramic patterns were present at each site forms 

the bulk of this research.  Ceramic patterns or types are a distinct set of decorative motifs specific 

to a ceramic form or forms.  This research was conducted by describing and photographing each 

ceramic sherd.  The site name, site number, accession number, a brief description of the object 

all written on a small whiteboard, and a scale are included in each photograph.  Each site has a 

folder with a complete set of all of the photos that were taken.  Then these photo files were 

sorted in to two folders one for ceramics (i.e. Block House Sorted) and one for everything else 

(ie. Block House Remnant).  The digital ceramic photograph files were sorted into subfolders by 

type within the siteôs sorted folder.  These subfolders were then dated by specific pattern dates or 

general technology dates.  Finally the subfolders were copied into the relevant folders for each of 

Borchertôs (1967:307) epochs, each based on the ceramic typeôs date range (ie Block House 

1790-1830).  If a ceramic type was found to date to more than one epoch it was copied into both 

folders.  Finally the types in each epoch were counted and graphed into histograms by types per 

epoch at each site.  The photos give a visual record of the data and allow comparison between 

sherds several boxes apart to see if they are the same pattern, clarify discrepancies in my written 

descriptions of specific patterns.   To type the ceramics I used photos from the  published reports 

for each of the sites that had them, including: Kwas (2009a), Stewart-Abernathy (1986a), and 

Martin (1977) who provide specific information for their siteôs assemblage, as well as Godden 

(1964) and Lehner (1988) for ceramic marks, and Coysh and Henrywood (1982 and 1989) for 

transfer print patterns.   
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Certain issues are inherent in trying to determine patterns because of the attributes of 

manufactured ceramics.   First, rims and marleys proved to be most important to the process of 

recognizing patterns.  Ceramic manufacturers often decorate dishes with distinctive designs that 

repeat as a band around the edge of the vessel.  This aspect of ceramic design combined with 

photos in the texts listed above have often helped to determine which interior base matched 

which set of rims.   Second, it is easier to determine pattern when large pieces of plates or 

teacups are still extant because there is a larger swath of the original pattern left to look at, but 

the circumstances of deposition and excavation of the sherds affect the size of sherds present at a 

site. Ceramic assemblages from some of the sites have larger sherds making the ceramic patterns 

easier to determine.  At the Block House for example many of the sherds come from a primary 

deposition context in a pit feature (Guendling, Cande Brandon, Tavaszi, Stewart-Abernathy, and 

Ruff 2002:36-41).  Other sites have much smaller sherds making it much more difficult to 

determine patterns.  Third, it is much more difficult to determine patterns or sets with 

undecorated dishes, especially creamware and other refined whitewares, because manufactured 

patterns of these plain dishes are very similar in form, and the manufacturing process itself 

produces slight differences in size and rim profile even with the same manufactured pattern.  As 

an attempt to deal with these issues at sites with large creamware or whiteware assemblages 

photographs were made of the profile of the sherd as well as on a horizontal plane.   

 The research sample consists of seven sites (in the order in which I analyzed them): 

Block House, Sanders House, Ashley Mansion, Ridge House, Moser Farmstead, Brightôs 

Trading Post and Montgomeryôs Tavern at Arkansas Post, and Davidsonville Lot 9.  I started on 

10-9-2009 with the Block House and finished 2-02-2012 with Lot 9 at Davidsonville.  Previously 
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excavated collections were used specifically because it is important to utilize an existing 

resource.  Using old collections has some complications; the excavators had different research 

questions, reasons for excavating and working conditions, the size of the excavations and 

assemblages vary, and one has to accept them in their current state.  These assemblages were 

also excavated using different sampling strategies making it difficult to make comparisons 

between assemblages.   

Site Name Site Number Accession Numbers Photo Count 

Block House 3HE236-19 
82-572, 83-514, 84-503,  

84-513, 86-503, 99-622  

BH-1 to 

2519 

Sanders House 3HE236-32 81-500, 92-1273 SH-1 to 3133 

Ashley Mansion 3PU256 85-514 AM-1 to 

1450 

Ridge House 3WA209 72-379, 76-156 RH-1 to 

3354 

Moser Farmstead 3BE311  82-665, 82-1008 MH-1 to 

1238 

Bright & Montgomery 3AR 47 71-657 BM-95 to 

7731 

Old Davidsonville, Lot 9 3RA40 2004- 570, 2004-666,  

2007-481, 2008-649 

OD-1 to 

1151 

Figure 6.  List of Site Names, Numbers, Accession Numbers, and Photo Counts. 
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One initial problem was the selection of sites with ceramic assemblages.  To figure out 

which sites to use I had discussions with several Arkansas archaeologists including, George 

Sabo, Jamie Brandon, Leslie Stewart-Abernathy, Kathleen Cande, and Jerry Hilliard who have 

had led (or were otherwise involved with) many of the above excavations.  I also read the site 

forms and other notes, reports, theses, dissertations relating to the above and several other sites in 

order to figure out which would best fit my research needs.  Specific sources include: Stewart-

Abernathy and Ruff (1989), Guendling, Kwas, Brandon, and Cande (1999), Guendling, Cande, 

Stewart-Abernathy, and Novak (2001), and Kwas (2009a) for the Block and Sanderôs Houses; 

Ernest (1994) and McAlexander (1999) for Ashley Mansion; Jurney (1978), Stahle (1978), and 

Martin (1979) for the Ridge House; Stewart-Abernathy (1986a) for the Moser Farmstead; Martin 

(1977) and Walker (1970) for Arkansas Post; and Stewart-Abernathy (1980) and Cande (2005) 

for Davidsonville.  

 Then I applied a set of selection criteria for each site.  The first of my standards was the 

size of the ceramic assemblage.  I decided that the site needed to have at least 200 sherds, 

because small samples did not work well with the bootstrapping method which I was then 

planning to use.  Another consideration was a broad distribution of sites geographically in 

Arkansas, and a third criterion was a broad temporal distribution from about 1800 to the early 

1900s so I could assess all four transportation epochs in Bochertôs scheme (1967:307).  A final 

consideration was that each site had some sort of report (or thesis) so I could assess the quality of 

the work conducted, that would provide some background on the site, and confirm that the site 

had at least 200 sherds.  
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The discussions with the archaeologists above also helped cull several sites.  All but one 

of the sites is primarily a single family residence.  The one site that is not primarily a residence is 

Brightôs Trading House and Montgomeryôs Tavern at Arkansas Post, (a multicomponent site 

both aspects of which were located on Lot 27) which is the first colonial era community in 

Arkansas, and a center of keelboat, flatboat, and steamboat transportation and trade the early 

1800s (Martin 1977).  I decided to use this site because it is one of the earliest historic sites 

excavated in the state.  It also was a residence for some of the period of occupation discussed in 

this dissertation.  The Trading House and Tavern further provide a baseline the ceramics that 

were available in Arkansas at the time of the American takeover of this Territory in 1803.  Bright 

was in part a ceramics dealer, and he was located at a strategic point on in Arkansas River.  What 

Bright and the other traders at Arkansas Post could obtain was probably what was available in 

Arkansas at the beginning of the 1800s.   

 An important part of the transportation and ceramic diversity model is the comparison to 

regional and local transportation networks.  Background research on the history of transportation 

in Arkansas, and the greater Mississippi River Valley focused particularly on riverine 

transportation networks (mostly steamboat but also flatboats, keelboats, and barges) (see 

Baldwin (1941), Brown (1933), Gould (1951),  Gudmestad (2011), Haites, Mak, and Walton 

(1975), Hunter (1977), Kane (2004)), and on railroad transport networks (see Fair (1969), L. 

Huff (1964), C. Hull (1969), Makris (1937), and Miner (1972)).   

  I have also looked at government documents regarding transportation and commerce 

statistics with relevance to transportation history.   One of these, the Carload Waybill Statistics, 

are used by Pred (1964) to form his typology of commodity flows and as such could have been 
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tangentially applicable to my research (Interstate Commerce Commission 1960).  Other 

potentially important sources that were assessed include the Statistics of Railways in the United 

States, the Annual Report of the Railroad Commission of the State of Arkansas, the Ship 

Registers and Enrollments of New Orleans, Louisiana, the Statistical Abstract of the United 

States, and the Historical Statistics of United States, Colonial Times to 1970 (Interstate 

Commerce Commission (1898 and 1926); Railroad Commission of Arkansas (1904); Works 

Progress Administration (1941); Chief of the Bureau of Statistics, Treasury Department (1878) 

(1964); Bureau of the Census, Secretary of the Treasury (1897); Bureau of the Census (1975)).  

The major problem with using all of these documents is scale. The documents listed above 

present transportation statistics on a very macro scale.  In comparison the archaeological sites in 

this sample are on a very micro scale.  These types of documents are compilations of state and 

federal levels of statistics and as a result most of the detail that would be useful for comparison 

purposes in this research is obliterated; becoming so abstracted and summarized that they are 

consequently too large-grained for a very fine-grained analysis.  

It would be useful to have statistics of how many loads of ceramics or other goods were 

transported by rail or boat to a specific community in a year; a more appropriate scale for a 

household level of analysis.  Unfortunately this scale of data is so far unavailable.  Haynes and 

Fotheringham (1984:68) say: ñThere is still a paucity of high quality data from the state and 

federal government and from private industry on the movement of people, information, and 

commodities.ò 

 Similar problems of scale and access were seen in local, specialized archives and libraries 

while looking for steamboat freight records concerning rivers in Arkansas and trying to find a 
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finer-grained source than those above.   Archives I assessed include: the Arkansas History 

Commission, the Butler Center for Arkansas Studies, the University of Memphis Library, the 

University of Arkansas Special Collections, the Herman T. Pott Inland Waterways Library at the 

University of Missouri, St Louis, and the Cincinnati Public Libraryôs Inland Rivers Library.  I 

did not find much in most of these archives that would aid my current research.  One of the 

issues with steamboats is that they did not have a long use-life (about 5 to 6 years on average), 

and the end of this period of use often came to an unannounced and destructive end, by sinking 

or fires, among other disasters (Haites, Mak and Walton 1975:53).  The likelihood of written 

freight records onboard surviving such a violent end is rather slim.   

Annalies Corbin, an underwater archaeologist who studies steamboat wrecks, suggested 

that the best sources were company records, military quartermaster corps records, and 

newspapers from steamboat destinations (personal communication September 16, 2009).  

Unfortunately company records are rare in the archives mentioned above.  The types of goods 

shipped to the military are not the same as those shipped for civilian reasons.  Military shipments 

would have likely had a higher percentage of weaponry, such as cannons, and uniforms and 

likely less in the way of ceramics; thus a military crate inventory would not make a good 

comparison.   Most of the sites are not steamboat destinations, and of the two sites that were 

ports, Arkansas Post predates regular steamboat access and archives in Little Rock do not seem 

to have much in the way of steamboat records though a newspaper ad search of Little Rock 

newspapers might be a further avenue of research in the future.  Due to the nature of steamboat 

or keelboat transportation, in which an entire load of goods on a trip would not be meant for one 

community, store, or customer at a time, it is likely that for non-port communities, steamboat 
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company records and steamboat ads would not necessarily be representative of what was actually 

shipped to a destination community.   

 One primary source does provide useful information for this current research.  The 

University of Alabama Map Library has an online collection of digitally reproduced historic 

maps including those from Arkansas.  They have several historic railroad maps that document 

the progress of railroad construction over time in comparison to the communities in this sample.  

These maps also show old Territorial and County boundaries, as well as recording the locations 

of communities like Davidsonville, that are no longer occupied.  Therefore these maps provide a 

picture of the historic landscape as it may have been understood by the people who lived in the 

communities used in this research.   

The Evolution of the Method 

In 2003, I decided to use ceramic diversity as a marker for access to transportation.  The 

basic assumption is that if a site has more access to transportation, the occupants would have had 

access to more types of dishes, and conversely.  This research started with the Sarah Cook 

House, in the Lincoln Home National Historic Site, in Springfield, Illinois, which I proposed as 

the site with higher access to transportation (Cleek 2004).  The E. S. Hayhurst House, in the 

Herbert Hoover National Historic Site, in West Branch, Iowa, was added to the research for 

comparison, and it was used as it was likely to have lower access to transportation (Cleek 2004; 

Richner 1997).   

I had originally planned on using both ceramics and vessel glass, so that the glass 

analysis could be compared to the ceramic analysis and that differences in trade between material 



 

 

40 

 

types could be assessed because there might be differences in trade based on the form and 

function of these goods.  Glass however proved to be difficult to use for research in this manner 

as the actual makerôs mark (necessary for tracking source locations with glass) is a small portion 

of the bottle and finding complete enough marks to tell what the contents and source location are 

is quite rare within an assemblage.  For unmarked vessels and fragments it is difficult determine 

the minimum number of vessels.  For these reasons I removed glass from the analysis.   

 The Sarah Cook House data was analyzed by using the actual artifacts.  Due to time 

constraints and the fact that it already had a published analysis, the E. S. Hayhurst House was 

analyzed using its published data (as Richner 1997).  Using published analyses instead of 

looking at the actual artifacts is something I have avoided with the current research.  The ceramic 

data was entered into an Excel database.  Finally after realizing, to a degree, how complex the 

concept of diversity is, I, with some help, ran the ceramic data through Lipoôs (2001) 

bootstrapping program.  

 Diversity in Archaeology 

 Diversity is composed of two important parts: richness and evenness.  Richness is the 

number of classes in a set; in the case of this research the number of ceramic patterns in an 

assemblage.  Evenness is the number of occurrences in each class; in the current sample this 

would be how many sherds of each pattern that can be differentiated in an assemblage.   Much of 

the basic work on diversity in archaeology can be found in a series of papers using different 

types of statistical methods and diversity indices as proposed ways to deal with sample size 

problems when measuring diversity (see Conkey (1980), Kintigh (1984), Rhode (1988), 

Kaufman (1998), and Baxter (2001)).  This series of papers begins with Conkey (1980).  Conkey 
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(1980) looked at the diversity of a set of engraved bone and antler objects from five cave sites in 

France.  Kintigh (1984), Rhode (1988), Kaufman (1998), and Baxter (2001) are a series of 

critiques in response to Conkeyôs (1980) paper on how to combat issues with sample size while 

dealing with the issue of diversity, not the actual issues of assessing diversity.    

 Conkey (1980) looked at sets of engraved bone and antler objects from five Magdalenian 

III sites in Spain to test the hypothesis that the Altamira site is an aggregation site.  Aggregation 

sites would have attracted large groups of people from both short and long distances away from 

it both for resource acquisition, and for ritual and social purposes (Conkey 1980:610-613).  The 

other four sites are El Juyo, El Cierro, Cueto de la Mina, and La Paloma.  She divided what she 

calls ñdesign elementsò on the bone and antler objects into three broad classes of ñstructural 

principlesò or how the design elements were arranged (Conkey 1980: 615).  Her goal was to 

assess the level of diversity in these design elements to discern which site/s were the most 

diverse, therefore identifying the aggregation site or sites (Conkey 1980:616).  If Altamira was 

an aggregation site, Conkey proposes that it should have a greater diversity of design elements 

and have different design elements than the other four sites.  These groups of people would vary 

somewhat in their cultural practices, including their art.  They would bring their own tools and 

other objects with them and potentially, leave, trade, or lose them at the aggregation site.   Sites 

with little or no aggregation would therefore be expected to have a smaller amount of more 

similar, mostly locally produced objects.   

 Conkeyôs (1980:617) results show that one of the other sites, Cueto de la Mina, might 

also be an aggregation site because it also has several unique design elements.  To determine that 

Cueto de la Mina might be an aggregation site, she graphs the ñnumber of different design 
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elements usedò by the ñnumber of instances of the use of design elementsò (or richness by 

evenness), and the ñnumber of different principles usedò by the ñnumber of instances of the use 

of structural principlesò (Conkey 1980:618).  In both cases Altamira is an outlier, falling below 

the expected curve if ñdiversity increased in direct proportions to sample sizeò (1980:618).  

Conkey says that this likely means that diversity at Altamira ñis not simply a function of sample 

sizeò (1980:618).   

As a further check, Conkey used the Shannon-Weiner information statistic H¹, and still 

Altamira shows the greatest amount of diversity, with Cueto de la Mina being a little bit less 

(Shannon 1948, Wiener 1948, Conkey 1980:618).  Finally, Conkey measures ñpresence/absence 

similarityò of design elements, and of structural principles, and then calculates an average of 

similarity of each site in comparison to the other four sites (1980:619).  In these measures 

Altamira is most similar in structural principles, least similar in design elements.   The Altamira 

and Cueto de la Mina sites ñare more similar to each other than Altamira is to any other siteò 

(Conkey 1980:619).  Due to all three of these tests, she concludes that Altamira is likely to be an 

aggregation site, and with the results of the tests it is possible that Cueto de la Mina might be as 

well.   

 The next researcher to look at diversity in a reassessment of the data from the engraved 

bone assemblage is Kintigh (1984).  Kintigh (1984:44) discusses the issue of assessing diversity 

when looking at assemblages of different sample sizes.  The particular problem is that smaller 

samples can be more diverse than larger samples even when the larger sample appears to have 

more types.  To deal with this issue he suggests using an unnamed resampling method to create a 

simulated sample.  His method sounds similar to bootstrapping but is apparently not (Kintigh 
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1984:45-49).  His model assumes ñan underlying frequency distributionò and that the objects are 

randomly chosen (Kintigh 1984:45).  Instead of comparing the sites directly to each other he 

compares them to the simulated diversity for each site, and then determines if the actual data for 

the site is more diverse or less than what is predicted by the simulation. Rhode (1988:711) 

implies that Kintigh does not need a diversity index because his method is ñan unbiased 

estimator of true population-richness parameters.ò  The result confirms Conkey (1980), as 

Kintighôs method also says that Altamira and Cueto de la Mina are more diverse than the other 

sites, and Altamira is interpreted as likely being an aggregation site while Cueto de la Mina, 

though somewhat less diverse is interpreted as possibly being one as well (1984:50).   

 Rhode (1988) is the next archaeologist to look at these data.  In a replacement of 

Kintighôs (1984) simulation method, Rhode uses regression and his results were very different 

(1988:709).  Regression, according to Rhode, instead only requires richness and sample size for 

comparison (1988:711).  Because of these factors Rhode says that regression is useful when the 

researcher has ñno knowledge about the nature of the underlying population of distribution of 

artifact-class frequenciesò, and ñis therefore a highly useful approach for illustrating sample-size 

effectò (1988:712).   Rhode does not specifically mention using a diversity index.    The 

regression method he used led him to conclude that ñLa Paloma and Cueto de la Mina have more 

artifact classes than expected (Rhode 1988:710).ò  Thus they are more rich and likely to be 

aggregation sites, whereas Altamira is ñmuch less rich than expectedò and therefore is not likely 

to be an aggregation site (Rhode 1988:710).  Rhode says this is because the two methods differ 

in how expected values are derived, in particular that Kintighôs simulation method is influenced 

by the richness and evenness of an assemblage (Rhode 1988:710).  Regression can overestimate 

the sample-size effect if the data is not normally distributed around the regression line (Rhode 
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1988:713).  Finally Rhode points out that ñMeasuring the sample-size effect and measuring 

assemblage diversity are not the same thing, and keeping these two operations analytically 

separate may be the most appropriateò (1988:716).  Rhode is using regression to assess sample 

size solely, but he agrees that Kintighôs (1984) simulation method is an appropriate method to 

assess assemblage diversity (Rhode 1988:716).   

 Kaufman (1998) suggests another way to assess sample size, using a resampling method 

called jackknifing.  R. Miller (1964:1594) says Tukey (1958, 1962 in R. Miller 1964), who 

proposed the Jackknife method, ñadopted the name óJackknifeô for this procedure since a boy 

scoutôs jackknife is symbolic of a rough-and-ready instrument capable of being utilized in all 

contingencies and emergencies.ò   In jackknifing the user ñrepeatedly recalculat[es] the statistic 

of interest, each time deleting one of the original observations in turn, resulting in a series of 

jackknife estimatesò (Kaufman 1998:75).  The next step is to use the jackknife estimates ñto 

generate a set of corresponding pseudovalues, and it is the mean of these pseudovalues that 

provides the best estimate for the statistic of interestò (Kaufman 1998:75).  The advantages of 

jackknifing according to Kaufman are that it does not matter how the sample was obtained and 

assumptions about the distribution are not necessary, because only ñthe pseudovalues are treated 

as normally distributedò (1998:75).   Kaufman uses Menhinickôs index to assess richness and 

sample size (Menhinick 1964 in Kaufman 1998:80).  Using this method the sites are ranked by 

richness, as follows, from highest to lowest: Cueto de la Mina, Altamira, El Juyo, El Ciero, and 

La Paloma (Kaufman 1998:80).  Cueto de la Mina and Altamira in this analysis are very similar 

but rank differently than previously and the other three sites group together closely.   
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 Baxter (2001) suggests using a resampling method known as bootstrapping.  

Bootstrapping is similar to jackknifing, but instead of deleting the original observations during 

the resampling process they are put back in, a process called replacement.  The name 

bootstrapping refers to the concept of pulling oneself up by oneôs bootstraps ñwidely thought to 

be based on .  .  .  [the] Adventures of Baron Munchausen by Rudolph Erich Raspe" in which 

Baron Munchausen ñhad fallen to the bottom of a deep lake.  Just when it looked like all was 

lost, he thought to pick himself up by his own bootstraps,ò according to Efron and Tibshirani 

(1993:5).   Efron (1979:25) who first proposed the bootstrap ñwish[ed] to thank the many friends 

who suggested names more colorful than Bootstrap, including Swiss Army Knife, Meat Axe, 

Swan-Dive, Jack-Rabbit and my [Efronôs] personal favorite, the Shotgun, which, to paraphrase 

Tukey, ócan blow the head off of any problem if the statistician can stand the resulting mess.ôò   

Baxterôs (2001) paper critiques the previous papers and others that he sees as similar 

from a statisticianôs point of view.  Problems with two forms of regression are discussed.  ñLog-

linear regressionò does not work if the number of classes in the population in which the 

assemblage was sampled is finite, because ñlog-linearity cannot holdò if the number of classes is 

not infinite (Baxter 2001:716).  ñNonlinear regressionò has problems with interpretation if the 

number of classes in the population where the sample comes from is not somehow restricted 

(Baxter 2001:716).   

There are several issues involving background population that arise in archaeology.  The 

total population of potential artifacts that could be found is probably finite. However no one ever 

actually excavates, or even could actually excavate, every single artifact and therefore the actual 

total population is unknowable.  How that population is defined is also uncertain.  Would it be 
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the total number of items that the siteôs occupants ever brought there?  Or all those discarded and 

that are currently still at the site?   Do site boundaries matter, or could all the potential artifacts in 

a town compose a population?  Or are all the ceramics that were imported into the United States 

from Britain a population?   

 Baxter (2001:718) calls Kintighôs work (1984), ñthe simulation method,ò and explains 

that Kintigh is doing the following: ñexpected richness and associated confidence intervals are 

generated for different sample sizes by repeatedly sampling from a óbackgroundô population 

whose structure has yet to be defined.ò   Establishing the legitimacy of the population the data is 

drawn from and determining whether the simulated version actually resembles that population 

are two major problems with Kintighôs method according to Baxter (2001:719).  Further, when 

large assemblages are assessed compared to smaller ones, the simulation method shows a bias 

towards the larger ones, which essentially defeats the purpose of using it to assess sample size 

(Baxter 2001:719).  When looking at Kaufmanôs (1998) work, Baxter points out that Kaufmanôs 

use of Menhinickôs index may have more effect on the results than the use of jackknifing, not to 

mention that Kaufmanôs assurance that the ñpseudovalues can be treated as normally distributedò 

is not consistent and even does not work with the El Cierro assemblage which is highly skewed 

(Baxter 2001:721-722).  With the bootstrapping method Baxter proposes, his data shows again 

that Altamira is the most rich of the sites, with Cueto de la Mina being slightly less, though the 

difference is not statistically significant (2001:722).   
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Author  Conkey Kintigh  Rhode Kaufman Baxter 

Method Graphs Simulation Regression Jackknifing Bootstraping 

Index Shannon

-Wiener 

Unlisted Unlisted Menhinicks Menhinicks 

Most 

Rich 

Altamira Altamira Cueto de 

la Mina 

Cueto de la 

Mina 

Altamira 

 Cueto de 

la Mina 

Cueto de 

la Mina 

La Paloma Altamira Cueto de la 

Mina 

 El Juyo= 

El Cierro 

El Juyo El Cierro El Juyo Unlisted 

 La 

Paloma 

El Cierro El Juyo El Cierro Unlisted 

Least 

Rich 

 La Paloma Altamira La Paloma Unlisted 

                  Figure 7.   Comparison of Archaeology Diversity Articles. 

 In my initial foray into measuring diversity, I attempted to use Baxterôs bootstrapping 

program as the method to assess diversity but it was unavailable (Baxter personal 

communication July 9, 2004).  I turned to a work by Lipo (2001) who uses bootstrapping in part 

to look at prehistoric ceramics in Arkansas, and includes a written copy of his program as an 

appendix in his publication.  A digital version was made available (Lipo personal 

communication July 21, 2004).  It worked well with the samples in my thesis, but as I have 

discussed earlier the addition of the Moser Farmstead in Cleek (2006, 2008) fatally complicated 

the results.  As a final step in the original process I ran t-tests.  The t-values were suspiciously 

high, suggesting that something was wrong with the distribution of the data.   
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 In an effort to better understand these statistical techniques I read Phillip Goodôs (1999) 

Resampling Methods: A Practical Guide to Data Analysis which proved particularly useful.  It 

provided me a better understanding of bootstrapping and statistics as a whole.  Having exhausted 

the resources on measuring diversity in archaeology, my search branched out into other fields 

including biology, business, economics, geography, and spatial studies in archaeology.   

Biodiversity 

 Those studying biodiversity have similar sample problems to those of archaeologists: 

they look at plots of land, have difficulties determining original population size, and many of the 

species they study are mobile.  However as there are many more biologists than there are 

archaeologists there has been more opportunity for more statistical methods to become part of 

their canon of what should and should not be used.   

 Biology research literature deals with the concept of diversity in several ways.   

Biologists look at diversity as a problem of scale, for example see R.J. Whittaker, Willis, and 

Field (2001), who discuss proposed hierarchical tiers to define levels of spatial and chronological 

effects on diversity.  There are articles on the actual diversity indices, both proposing new ones 

and offering comparison or critique, for examples see Menhinick (1964), McIntosh (1967), 

Hurlbert (1971), Noss (1990), and Stirling and Wilsey (2001).  Then there are the more practical 

studies that often use diversity indices, such as Stevens and Willig (2002) who assess the level of 

diversity in New World bat populations based on latitude, and Payne, Schindler, Parrish and 

Temple (2005) who assess the diversity of spatial patterning of congregating migrating 

shorebirds.  Finally there are the somewhat more esoteric articles that explain how to actually 

assess diversity using complex statistical techniques, for example see Dorazio, Royle, 
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Soderstrom, and Glimskar (2006) and Golicher, OôHara, Ruis-Montoya, and Cayuela (2006).  

Both studies use Bayesian methods utilizing Markov-chain Monte Carlo simulation, through one 

of the iterations of the BUGS (Bayesian inference Using Gibbs Sampling) computer program 

(www.mrcbsu.cam.ac.uk/bugs/welcome.shtml, accessed April 6, 2012; 

http://www.openbugs.info/w/ accessed April 13, 2012).   

   In order to understand how diversity is structured in biology, I looked at R.J. Whittaker, 

Willis, and Field (2001).  In biology, diversity is assessed at different scales with a series of 

suggested hierarchical tiers based on spatial and chronological concerns.  This framework allows 

the researcher to say what level or scale of diversity they are assessing.  The hierarchical spatial 

tiers are often named with Greek letters.  In the Cody and the R. H. Whittaker tiers generally, the 

local level is called alpha, landscape level is called beta, and regional is called gamma (Cody 

1975 and R. H. Whittaker 1975, both in R. J. Whittaker et al. 2001:456).  There are also Bennett 

tiers that incorporate time (thousands and millions of years) and space into numerically named 

tiers (Bennett 1997 in R. J. Whittaker et al 2001:456).   

 This system of ñtiersò should be familiar to archaeologists.  While archaeologists 

frequently study the local or site scale, and time depths of short duration they also look at larger 

regional and temporal scales for purposes of comparison.  Prehistoric archaeologists do 

sometimes look at the regional scale to assess diversity (see Conkey (1980) above for an 

example).   Archaeological naming schemes often denote both specific location and time, and 

often also technology or culture, such as Paleolithic, Mesolithic, and Neolithic, or Eastern 

Woodland, Northwest Coast, Arctic, Southwest, Southeast, and California, or  PaleoIndian, 

http://www.mrcbsu.cam.ac.uk/bugs/welcome.shtml
http://www.openbugs.info/w/
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Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian,  or Archaic, Fourche-Maline, and Caddo, or 

Protohistoric, Colonial, Pioneer, and Ante and Post Bellum.      

 The use of diversity indices in biology has long been debated.  The problem is that 

diversity is a very complicated concept to measure, all of the methods used have issues, and even 

if you have a strong background in statistics someone is bound to disagree with the method used.  

As with all statistical techniques, certain practitioners have their favorites and authors of articles 

rail about the problems of other indices while overlooking the problems with those they use.  For 

example, Noss (1990:356) says ñDiversity indices lose information (such as species identity), are 

heavily dependent on sample size, and generally have fallen out of favor in the scientific 

community.ò   Yet a biology literature survey between 1993 and 1997, found 486 examples of 

tests of richness and proportional diversity using diversity indices and 339 that looked at 

evenness (Stirling and Wilsey 2001:288).  Even in a proportionally large field, this does not look 

like a method that is falling out of favor.     

 Biological use of diversity indices is more sophisticated than that in archaeology; often 

researchers use more than one diversity index to look at different aspects of their data.   Stevens 

and Willig (2002:549) for example, in their study of New World bat populations list a total of 14 

diversity indices, some of which look at richness, but others instead assess evenness, dominance, 

and diversity.  In the five archaeology articles discussed above, only three diversity indices are 

discussed and only two are used.  Stevens and Willigôs (2002:548) study looks at diversity 

spatially to see if the level of species diversity (or number of species present) in bat populationsô 

changes based on latitude across temperate, subtropical, and tropical regions of North and South 

America.   In order to do this they compiled 32 studies of bat communities ranging in location 
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from Iowa in the North to Paraguay in the South, and found that the level of diversity increased 

as the equator was approached (Stevens and Willig 2002:547, 557).  In another study Payne, 

Schindler, Parrish, and Temple (2005:507-509) look at the spatial patterning of migration 

strategies of four species of shore birds using five evenness indices to assess which worked best.  

Payne et al. (2005) wanted to see if evenness indices could measure diversity in the use of four 

species migratory stopover sites over different years using simulated distributions, and 

particularly whether these distributions are relatively even or relatively patchy.     

 Krementz (personal communication May 2009) suggested a research technique called 

capture-recapture.  In biology, this would mean that you plan your research trips to go out to the 

same spot more than once (likely twice) and using the same techniques assess how many animals 

you have captured.  Krementz suggested a work by Dorazio, Royle, Soderstrom, and Glimskar 

(2006) to provide a statistical program to assess my data.  Dorazio et al. (2006) use a statistical 

computer program called WinBUGS to assess their two example studies, on birds and butterflies 

respectively, which were studied with the capture-recapture method.  WinBUGS in part stands 

for Bayesian inference Using Gibbs Sampling, is a free statistical program that uses ñBayesian 

analysis of complex statistical models using Markov chain Monte Carlo .   .  . methodsò 

(www.mrc-bsu.cam.ac.uk/bugs/ welcome.shtml, accessed April 6, 2012, see Lunn, Best, 

Thomas, and Spiegelhalter 2000).  (The current iteration of the BUGS program is called 

OpenBUGS and can be accessed at: http://www.openbugs.info/w/ (accessed April 13, 2012) see 

Lunn, Spiegelhalter, Thomas, and Best 2009).  The WinBUGS website also states that ña 

knowledge of Bayesian statistics is assumedò (www.mrcbsu.cam.ac.uk/bugs/welcome.shtml, 

accessed April 6, 2012).  Bayesian statistics in general are used in archaeology, see for example 

Ortman, Varien, and Gripp (2007) who use Bayesian statistics to judge the probabilities of 

http://www.mrc-bsu.cam.ac.uk/
http://www.openbugs.info/w/
http://www.mrcbsu.cam.ac.uk/bugs/welcome.shtml
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accuracy of their predictive model of settlement of prehistoric Southwestern Colorado in the 

region surrounding Mesa Verde, using the cultural resource data base from the Colorado Office 

of Archaeological and Historic Preservation.  Ortman et al. (2007:246) say that Bayesian 

statistics put ñemphasis on modeling prior knowledge using probabilities.ò 

 This combination of using capture-recapture methods and WinBUGS presents difficulties 

if used in the archaeological research presented here.  First the combination does not appear to 

provide a way to compare diversity between sites, one of the major aims of my research or to 

split data up into discrete time periods.  Instead it appears that all of the sites I used would be 

lumped together as a group (Dorazio et al. 2006:844).  Secondly the capture-recapture method as 

described by Dorazio et al. (2006:844) assumes that ñappropriate procedures (e.g., 

randomization, stratification, or clustering) have been used to select a sample a sample of units 

that is representative of the community.ò  While archaeology has and can use such methods to 

select locations to survey, test, and excavate (these methods were particularly popular in the 

1970s and early 1980s), it is extremely unlikely that such statistical rigor was used to select 

locations for excavation at any of the sites in this sample. If I had decided to excavate new sites, 

the research plan could have been arranged to accommodate some of these sampling issues, but 

old collections with different sampling plans and sizes of excavation, would be inappropriate for 

statistical comparison using these methods.    The nature of these particular sites and the reasons 

for excavating each of them, including field schools, Society digs, and highway construction, 

precludes this level of statistical sophistication.  Third, a large majority of the types of ceramics 

found on each of these sites are not found on any of the other sites in the sample because of 

personal taste and temporal issues, something that would be less likely to occur in the studies of 
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birds and butterflies discussed by Dorazio et al. (2006:844), because studies of animals would 

likely look at similar kinds of habitats.   

  The capture-recapture method by itself also presents some issues for practical use in 

archaeology.  In archaeology, Krementz suggested I could use how many days a site was visited 

for excavation as a form of capture-recapture (personal communication May 2009).  I could go 

back to the field records and count how many days someone conducted excavation, shovel tests, 

or surface collection.  Unfortunately, since archaeologists do not release sherds back into the 

wild after collection, the chance of re-collecting the same exact sherd is likely nil.  Also, the 

nature of collecting archaeological data includes frequent changes of and increasing or 

decreasing numbers of personnel, because we often involve volunteers in our work.  In biology 

the research plan could specify that a certain three people would go out on these specific two 

days. For a typical contract archaeological project this might be more controllable.  But the 

Block and Sanders  Houses, for example, were excavated in part by four Arkansas Archeological 

Society Summer Training Program excavations between 1981 and 1984 (Kwas 2009a:13).  The 

number of people and who those people were probably varied considerably day by day, and year 

by year.  Some could only come for a week or a few days and others the whole two weeks.  

Others might have taken or taught classes part of the day and so would only count as half a visit.  

This would be difficult to assess several months after the excavation, let alone 31 years ago.   

 With some frustration I decided that the biology examples were not going to work, 

because this research is on the diversity of an industrially produced commodity not an organism.  

Though they may have more complex techniques, biologists do not agree on how to assess 
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diversity any more than archaeologists.  These methods did not quite assess the problem I am 

trying to solve.   

Business and Economics 

 Since I was looking at the shipment of a commodity, it was possible that business, 

economics, and geography models might work better since these fields actually look at what I am 

trying to measure.  Paul Cronan, a professor in the Walton College of Business, suggested that 

cluster analysis might solve my problems and also that exploratory data analysis might be useful 

(Paul Cronan personal communication 06-08-2009; Aldenderfer and Blashfield 1984; Hartwig 

and Dearing 1979).   

 Cluster analysis is used in archaeology, for example Marean and Bertino (1994) who use 

it to assess carnivore effects on faunal assemblages, Sutton (1998) who uses it to look at dietary 

reconstruction with prehistoric coprolite analysis, and Erlandson, Robertson, and Descantes 

(1999) who look at ocher sourcing through geochemical analysis.  Aldenderfer and Blashfield 

(1984:9) state that cluster analysis can be used to do the following: develop a typology, 

ñinvestigate useful conceptual schemes for grouping entities,ò generate hypotheses from data 

exploration, and test hypotheses.    

 Unfortunately, while these aspects of cluster analysis would be useful in many 

applications, in this research they would not.  There is an established ceramic typology based on 

technological improvements (glaze, firing, and decoration technology improvements), decoration 

design, and style changes, all of which date to fairly discrete periods.  In this sense the ñcluster 

analysisò has already been created.  Absent this typology cluster analysis might have been a 
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method to approach for creating a ñconceptual scheme for grouping entitiesò (Aldenderfer and 

Blashfield 2004:9).   

 I started my research with a hypothesis and cluster analysis would not readily answer the 

question that I am posing; does the level of ceramic diversity change between sites and over time 

within a site?  Cluster analysis could help explore whether the same patterns are available at 

more than one site but analysis of the assemblages to date renders cluster analysis moot.   I 

already know that the same patterns are available at multiple sites in some cases, and because I 

deliberately chose assemblages covering a broad range of discrete time frames, I know that it 

should not be and is not true in all cases.   

 The exploratory data analysis publication (Hartwig and Dearing 1979), with its emphasis 

on clear visual presentations of data and the exploration of different methods of presenting it, 

helped formulate my eventual solution to these statistical difficulties.  Between these two points I 

read many articles in an attempt to find a model that looked at diversity of a good or concept 

spatially and chronologically, in fields and topics including economic geography, business, 

economics, product diversity or variability, the Linder model, gravity models, archaeological 

spatial studies, and innovation waves.  

 Economics and business models look at diversity or variability or product differentiation 

in a more abstract manner.  These models deal more with the concepts of competition and how 

many firms are selling the same types of products in a particular market.  An example would be 

Anderson and de Palmaôs (2001) article on product diversity in regards to the perceived quality 

of several brands of yogurt (Dannon, Yoplait, Weight-Watchers, and Hiland), which looks 

specifically at price and market-share relative to the cost to produce. Early in their article 
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Anderson and de Palma (2001:115) talk about preferences and replacement, so if you usually 

buy Dannon but Yoplait is on sale, you might buy Yoplait instead.  There is a possible analogy 

with ceramic purchases.  A couple purchases a set of blue shell edge plates, all in the same 

pattern, but five or so years have passed and because the family has grown and moved, they no 

longer have enough plates because some broke and there are more people to feed.  When they go 

buy more plates the store does not have the same pattern bought previously, so the couple makes 

do, and buys a few more in another pattern of shell edge, because they only need a few and are 

not ready to buy a whole new set.  Anderson and de Palma come to the conclusion that Dannon, 

the best-selling of these brands, is not selling enough, and that Hiland, a regional brand, should 

probably get out of the yogurt business because its profit is too low in relation to its fixed cost 

(2001:122, 128).  This is a very different way to look at diversity than what I am researching; 

instead Anderson and de Palma (2001) are looking at the diversity of market-share between firms 

and companyôs profit-making strategies. This study would be more useful for my research if it 

discussed how many different brands of yogurt are produced, or how many flavors from all 

yogurt brands, which would be a closer analogy to my research.   

 There are other ways that researchers in business and economics look at product 

diversity, also called variety or differentiation.  Lancaster (1980:S79)  in his article on the effects 

of competition on product variety, says ñIt is never optimal to produce any good at minimum 

average cost, but always better to increase variety at the expense of average cost when any good 

reaches this level of output.ò  In his article on how international firms that make the same class 

of products react to increased competition, Bernhofen (2001:1012) presents a model to discern if 

ñthe volume of trade increases in the degree of product differentiation.ò   Bernhofen (2001:1015, 

1016, 1018) says ña higher degree of product differentiation increases the market power position 
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of both firms.   .  .  [allowing] producers  .  .  .  to charge a higher priceò  and further  ñfirms lose 

from trade liberalization if they compete over homogenous productsò but  ñfirms will gain from 

trade liberalization in the case of maximum product differentiationò because ñthe intensity of 

import competition becomes weaker the less substitutable the products are for each other.ò  The 

idea might well be useful in examining the causes of innovation in the ceramics industry by 

Wedgwood and others, but as I am looking at the consumer end these ideas are less helpful.  

Lancasterôs (1980) and Bernhofenôs (2001) statements explain some aspects of the 18
th
 and 19

th
 

century British and late 19
th
 century American ceramics industriesô business strategies, 

particularly why there are so many patterns, but would prove less useful to explain the diversity 

of ceramics at a family farmstead.   It would be of more interest to know why country stores in 

the 1800s chose to stock the number of ceramics patterns they sold in their shop at a particular 

time.    

 The Linder model explains how two countries with similar economies can trade by 

differentiating their goods within a class from one another, and that distance acts as a deterrent to 

this trade (Hanink 1988:324-325).  An example would be the auto industry, the United States has 

several important auto companies and many people here buy their cars from these companies, 

but many also buy cars from Japanese, German or other European automakers (Hanink 

1988:324).  While this model would not work for this research, Hanink (1988:327) does state 

two important but somewhat obvious assumptions: ñGoods not available locally must be 

purchased at the nearest larger center where they are availableò which likely applies to store 

owners as well as customers, and ñrelative population sizes between countries also must be a 

determinant of export intensityò which may have implications for timing and reasons for the 

beginnings of the American phase of the Industrial Revolution.  With its focus on international 
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trade relationships between countries the Linder model functions on too large a scale to be used 

in my research.  It could however be a lens to look at the ceramics trade between the United 

States and Britain in the mid-1800s when the American ceramics trade starts industrializing.   

Spatial Analysis in Geography and Archaeology 

 Since my questions involve spatial and temporal issues, an assessment of spatial analyses 

is important.  For example gravity models have been set up to deal with factors such as 

transportation and the movement of people and goods.  Gravity models work with two basic 

features: attraction and distance (D. Huff and Jenks 1968:814).  Haynes and Fotheringham 

(1984:9-10) explain that gravity models allow study of relative instead of absolute distance and 

look at more qualitative issues involving movement and transportation across a landscape.  They 

are used in many fields for the purposes of spatial and greater geographical analysis (Haynes and 

Fotheringham 1984:11, 50-57, 60-65) including: transportation see Eliot Hurst (1973), marketing 

and retailing see Bucklin (1971), urban analysis, political science, and even archaeology see 

Hodder (1974), Jochin (1976), and J. Clark (1979).  The examples discussed in Haynes and 

Fotheringham (1984:48) include planning ñnew roadsò or airline service, ñdefining retail 

shopping boundaries,ò looking at the impact of ñmigrationò between political districts on ñvoting 

patternsò, figuring out which states a university should direct its recruitment efforts at, 

determining the best size for a new store, and locating new stores or hospitals for the greatest 

amount of use.  

 If I had wanted to take this study on a more Geographical Information Systems/Science 

(GIS) route gravity models would have been appropriate. This is a possible way to further 

develop transportation and archaeology research in the future.  However, gravity models would 
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not provide a method to look at diversity which is the current focus of this study.  Additionally, it 

appears that geographers and archaeologists seem to have stopped using gravity models, hence 

the relatively old dates for the above publications.   

 As an extension of researching spatial analysis in geography, I looked at spatial analysis 

and trade in archaeology, three involving gravity models, and one not, for example Hodder 

(1974), Clark (1979), Hodder and Millett (1980), and Curteis (1996).   Hodder (1974;175-177, 

179-182) does a regression-based gravity model to look at the distribution of sourced pottery 

types, Roman tiles, coins, and axes around the centers that produced them.  J. Clark (1979:1, 5, 

8) uses a gravity based distance decay model to look at trade at Duro Europus in Syria using 

coins minted elsewhere in the region.  Hodder and Millett (1980:69) use a gravity based 

regression analysis to look at the density of the number of Roman period villas around towns in 

Britain to see if they are like houses in the country for people who live in towns.  Curteis (1996) 

analyses Iron Age coins in Northamptonshire, Britain, plotting their finds on maps of the region, 

based on the metal they were made with (gold, silver, and bronze), and by which tribal group 

minted them, and also presents the information in histograms.  None of these articles specifically 

deals with diversity, and the models used are not appropriate for my research but it is important 

to look at how other archaeologists have looked at trading systems.   

 Morrillôs (1970) article on innovation waves looks at the spatial and intellectual diffusion 

of ideas, and people over time.  Using the acceptance of a pasture-grazing subsidy by farmers, 

and the acceptance of tuberculosis controls by cattle farmers among other examples, Morrill 

plots out successive waves of acceptance over time and space bounded by the use of histograms 

(1970:261-263).  The data is presented in a visually understandable mode.  Innovation waves do 
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not address the research question posed in this dissertation and the sites in this sample are not set 

up for this form of research.  With enough appropriate data these innovation waves could be used 

to explain early Euro-American settlement in Arkansas radiating out from the Mississippi and 

Arkansas River Valleys.  It could also be used to look at the history of the development of 

improvements in the technology of the British ceramics industry; perhaps looking at the 

innovation of glazes, or the spread and popularity of various decoration techniques.  

Archaeologists do something very similar with the use of battleship curves to look at ceramic 

seriation.   

 Finally I decided that the ceramic diversity and transportation access model would be 

much more useable and possibly more powerful if it were simple and easy to use.  I eventually 

realized that I was less concerned with statistical significance than with presenting the data in an 

understandable way.  Two important sources led to this conclusion.  Geographers Shortridge and 

Shortridge (1989) present a model for looking at the imported shipment and consumption of 

fresh fruits and vegetables to 18 major metropolitan areas in the United States for the year 1985.  

They show their data entirely with charts and maps, and present no math formulas.  This model 

is surprisingly similar to the one presented in this dissertation in that it looks at the  diversity of a 

category of goods, in this case produce, and its shipment to specific locations.  It does not look at 

time as a factor, but certainly this study could be replicated for various years and comparisons 

could be made.  Beyond these factors, Shortridge and Shortridge (1989:86-87, 90-91) present 

charts of each of the metropolitan areasô preferred and avoided produce, with the name of the 

city  and below a stacked list of the produce types, forming what is in essence a bar graph formed 

out of the actual data. This makes it very obvious that people in Los Angeles, San Francisco-

Oakland, and Boston, consumed a vast amount of many types of produce in 1985 versus St Louis 
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which lists no preferred produce types (preferred is ñtwo or more times the average consumption 

rateò) (Shortridge and Shortridge 1989:86-87).   

 The second source, Hartwig and Dearing (1979), is a short publication on exploratory 

data analysis.  It presents many ways of displaying data in a visual manner and emphasizes that 

visual data presentations can allow the viewer to make a better assessment than a statistically 

derived value, though this is not always the case (Hartwig and Dearing 1979:9).  Exploratory 

data analysis encourages the user to explore different but appropriate ways of displaying research 

data.  While histograms are not discussed, the way I am using them is in a similar spirit to that of 

exploratory data analysis.   

 These two sources let me realize that I had the power to say how I wanted to look at my 

data.  Sometimes it is more powerful to present qualitative data in simple histograms than to 

attempt to use complex statistics to manipulate data for quantitative conclusions.   There are two 

things that the data presentation method needs to do: first it needs show how ceramic diversity 

changes in relation to Borchertôs (1967:307) epochs at each site and second it needs to be able to 

compare this data between sites, which can be done visually.  While sample size is an important 

factor in statistics, and a concerted effort was made to ensure I had similarly sized assemblages, 

the method also needs to be useable for one site samples for which sample size is a much smaller 

issue.  For the basic question of this research, does ceramic diversity change in relation to 

transportation access; I will use histograms to present this data.  The variable on the x-axis, 

Borchertôs (1967:307) the transportation epochs, is quantitative and continuous because it is 

based on time (Aliaga and Gunderson 2003:227).   The variable on the y-axis is the number of 
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ceramic types or patterns that fall into the date range from Borchertôs (1967:307) epochs.  The 

following graphs will be presented:  

 histogram of ceramic patterns by epoch for each site and  

 a composite histogram of ceramic patterns per epoch at all sites,  

These graphs should provide a clear and detailed view of what effects transportation has on 

ceramic diversity.  An example of this comparison would be that the Block House has 197 

patterns dating to the Sail Wagon Epoch (1790-1830) and 266 patterns dating from the Iron 

Horse Epoch (1830-1870), whereas the Sanders House is less rich in the Sail Wagon Epoch with 

128 patterns, but more rich than the Block House in the Iron Horse Epoch with 281 patterns.   
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Chapter 4: The Archaeological Sites   

 Seven archaeological sites were analyzed for this dissertation.  The following sites were 

examined: 1. Jacob Brightôs Trading Post and William Montgomeryôs Tavern at Arkansas Post, 

Arkansas County; 2. Ashley Mansion, Little Rock in Pulaski County; 3. Lot 9 at Davidsonville 

Historic State Park in Randolph County; 4. the Block House at Historic Washington State Park in 

Hempstead County; 5. the Sanders House at Historic Washington State Park in Hempstead 

County; 6. the Ridge House, Fayetteville in Washington County, and 7. the Moser Farmstead in 

Benton County.  

 I looked at all of the artifacts from the accessions numbers listed in Figure 6, in Chapter 

3, with the following exceptions: I did not look at any artifacts that were on display in exhibits at 

the Arkansas Post National Memorial, Davidsonville Historic State Park, Historic Washington 

State Park, or the very small exhibit at the Ridge House.  I also looked at the Arkansas 

Archeological Surveyôs Historic Artifact Teaching Collection.  It is possible that I missed other 

small quantities of artifacts that for various reasons were not with the rest of their accession.    

 This chapter is organized both chronologically and geographically starting with the 

earliest site in the sample.  Each site has a discussion of the history of the site and where possible 

the residents of it, and then a discussion of the archaeological fieldwork that has been conducted 

at the site.  
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Lower Arkansas River Valley, 1800-1863 

Bright and Montgomery, Arkansas Post 

Arkansas Post is the earliest Euro-American settlement in Arkansas, but its precise 

location has varied (Martin 1977:1).  Arkansas Post National Memorial (3AR47) is located on 

the Arkansas River close to the riverôs confluence with the Mississippi River and a little 

southwest of the Mississippiôs confluence with the White River.  The first Arkansas Post was 

established by Henri de Tonty and a few men who built a French trading post in 1686, about 35 

miles (about 56 km) up the Arkansas River from its confluence with the Mississippi (Walker 

1970:2; Arnold 1991:5).  This was not in its current National Park location but quite likely at the 

site now known as Wallace Bottom (3AR179 and 3AR110) (House 2002:259).  This first Post 

was used on and off to trade with local Native Americans and likely to create a French presence 

in the region (Arnold 1991:5; Walker 1970:2).  This first Post was likely abandoned by 1699 

(Arnold 2002:48).  In 1721 this area was re-occupied as a military post and by engages 

(indentured servants) making the area ready for future colonists who may never have arrived; the 

settlement was likely occupied by the freed indentured servants and soldiers but even then not 

many (Arnold 1991:12-17, 28-29;Arnold 2002:49).  ñThe military postò was ñabandoned in 

1725ò but reoccupied ñin 1731ò (Arnold 1991:17).  In 1749 the Post was attacked by the 

Chickasaws as a part of King Georgeôs War between the French and English (Arnold 1991:17, 

31; Arnold 2002:49).   

In about 1752 the French moved their post to Ecores Rouges ñat.  .  .  [the current] 

location of the [Arkansas Post] National Memorialò and had 50 soldiers there (Martin 1977:2; 

Walker 1970:4; Arnold 1991:17, 32).  The Arkansas Post at Ecores Rouges is 15 leagues from 

the Mississippi (Arnold 1991:32).   In 1756, the Post was moved further down the Arkansas 
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River to within 3-4 leagues (10 miles or 16 km) of the Mississippi; this post became known as 

Fort Desha during the next century, although it was never known by the name when it was 

occupied (Arnold 1985:216; Arnold 1991:36).  The Post was likely moved to this location as a 

defensive measure ñduring the Seven Yearsô Warò to protect French interests on the Mississippi 

(Arnold 2002:50).  This location was prone to flooding (Arnold 1991:37).   

In 1762 the French ceded Louisiana to Spain as part of the Treaty of Paris ending the 

Seven Yearsô War (Arnold 1985:43; Anderson 2000:505).  In 1779 the post was moved back to 

Ecores Rouges, on ñhigh[er] groundò but a new fort was not built until 1781 when local residents 

built one because they feared the Chickasaws would attack (Arnold 1991:39).  This fort was 

known as Fort Carlos III.  It was destroyed by the Arkansas River in 1788 (Arnold 1991:39).  It 

was yet again replaced by local residents (Arnold 1991:39).     

In 1783 Spanish and British tensions grew over the control of trade on the Mississippi 

River.  The British harassed Spanish commerce on the river and the British and Chickasaws even 

captured the some French habitants outside Fort Carlos III  briefly in 1783 in what may have been 

the last battle of the American Revolution (Mattison 1957:54-55; Walker 1970:5).  The Spanish 

closed the Mississippi River to American commerce in 1786, and opened again in 1787 (Walker 

1970:5).  In 1795 the Treaty of San Lorenzo with US and Spain was signed recognizing US 

boundary claims with the Mississippi on the West and gave the US free navigation on the 

Mississippi and the right to trade in New Orleans (Walker 1970:5). This act eased US commerce 

on the Mississippi River.  France reacquired Louisiana from Spain in 1800 but did not reoccupy 

Louisiana Territory until 1803, twenty days before it was purchased by the United States (Arnold 

2002:73).  The first American in charge of Arkansas Post was Lieutenant James Many who came 

in March of 1804; he took over the Post from Spanish Captain Caso y Luengo (Arnold 2002:73).   
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The firm of Bright and Company and its successors took advantage of this easing of 

commerce (Martin (1977:3).  Jordela had run a small trading post but in 1804 sold part of the 

interest to Bright and they formed a partnership (Martin (1977:3).  This trading post occupied 

Lot 27 in the community of Arkansas Post at its current location within the Arkansas Post 

National Memorial.  Jordela died in 1806 and Bright died in 1807.  The trading post was taken 

over by James Scull but only until 1808.  James Scull then sold the property to Samuel Moseley 

who likely occupied it until 1818.  In 1818 Moseley sold it to Mr. and Mrs. William Drope who 

rented the property to William Montgomery in 1819; Montgomery ran a tavern on Lot 27 until 

1821 (Martin 1977:4).  William Drope was a cotton merchant in New Orleans, ran a business in 

Arkansas Post, and also owned property in Davidsonville, Arkansas (Dalton 1945:356-357).  The 

Dropes sold the property to Benjamin Babcock in 1820.    

1971 Fieldwork at William Brightôs Trading Post & William Montgomeryôs Tavern 

In 1971, excavations were carried out at Jacob Brightôs Trading Post and William 

Montgomeryôs Tavern both to provide for improved interpretation of Arkansas Post for the 

National Park Service and thesis research material for Patrick Martin.  These excavations were 

conducted in three phases.  Martin attempted to study the Lot 27 occupations of Jacob Bright and 

William Montgomery archaeology and historically but both occupied the site briefly which 

would make them difficult to sort out from the longer occupation of Samuel Mosely whose 

activities at the site are much less known (Martin 1977:4).     

The University of Arkansas Museum sponsored a summer field school under the 

direction of Michael Hoffman at Jacob Brightôs Trading Post and William Montgomeryôs Tavern 

located on Lot 27 in Arkansas Post; the Arkansas Archeological Survey and National Park 

Service funded four more weeks of excavation after the field school (McGimsey 1977:ix; in 
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Martin 1977).  I looked at the artifacts from the summer field school and likely the excavations 

that occurred in August after the field school was over (accession number 71-657).  

During a combination of all phases of excavations the crew uncovered several trash pits 

(Features 1, 20, and 35), postmolds (Features 3, 4, 34, 36, 40, 42, 43, 44, and 47), one hearth 

(Feature 39), several trenches, one well and one cistern/well (Martin 1977:74-76).  The trenches 

(Features 7, 11, 14, 22, and 24) were interpreted by Martin as possible palisade trenches with 

straight sides, postmold stains, and bits of charred wood.  Feature 2 was a well, buried by brick 

rubble (Martin 1977:78-79).  This well was square, measures 2.5 feet on all sides, and was lined 

with intact bald cypress planking attached to corner supports.  The crew excavated it to a depth 

of about 18 feet, stopping due to water issues.  Feature 48 was a probable cistern or well in a pit 

approximately 12 feet in diameter filled with brick rubble and domestic trash (Martin 1977:80).    

Ashley Mansion 

 Chester Ashley was born sometime between 1789 and 1791 in Westfield, Massachusetts, 

and a few years later his family moved to Hudson, New York (McAlexander 1999:8).  He went 

to Williams College and then studied to be a lawyer in Litchfield, Connecticut (McAlexander 

1999:8, 10).  Ashley went west to establish himself as a lawyer, stopping first in Edwardsville, 

Illinois, and then later in St Louis, Missouri where he became a member of the bar in 1819.  The 

early career of Chester Ashley centered on legal maneuvers in relation to land speculation in 

Arkansas in which he acted both as a claimant and litigator (McAlexander 1999:14-18).   

Ashley moved to Arkansas in 1820 and in 1821 he married Mary W. W. Eliot in Potosi, 

Missouri (McAlexander 1999:18).  Mary Eliot was from St. Genevieve, Missouri.  In around 

1822, Chester and Mary Ashley acquired Block 33 on Scott and Markham Streets in Little Rock 

(McAlexander 1999:19).   On the other side of Markham Street he also built an office building.  
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At some point in the 1840s the Ashleys enlarged their house from one-and- a- half stories to two 

full stories; adding a Greek Revival portico and columns (Ernest 1994:19; McAlexander 

1999:39).  The Ashleyôs had four children: William, Francis Ann, Mary, and Chester. Their son 

William Ashley was mayor of Little Rock from 1857-1858 and 1861-1863 when it fell to the 

Union Army (Ernest 1994:20; http://www.littlerock.org/citymanager/divisions/cityclerksoffice/ 

mayorsoflittlerock.aspx Accessed August 21, 2012).        

 Chester Ashleyôs career in Little Rock focused on law and political advising 

(McAlexander 1999:19).  He also held two political appointments; the first was aide-de-camp to 

Governor George Izard in the territorial militia, and the second as one of several directors of the 

State Bank (McAlexander 1999:20).   In 1844 Ashley made a successful attempt to run for one of 

Arkansas Electoral College positions.  He then ran in a special election to replace the deceased 

US Senator William S. Fulton and won.  He won a second term in 1846.  While in the Senate he 

served on the Senate Judiciary Committee (McAlexander 1999:21).  Chester Ashley died 

suddenly in 1848 in Washington, DC at the age of 57, and he was buried in Little Rock 

(McAlexander 1999:21-22).   Mary Ashley lived in the Mansion until 1863 when Little Rock 

was captured by the Union Army (Ernest 1994:20).  The Ashley Mansion was then used as the 

Union Army Headquarters by General Frederick Steele until 1866 (Ernest 1994:20).   

The ownership of this property is unknown from 1866 to 1882 though it may have been 

converted into hotel during this period (Ernest 1994:20).   By 1882 it was known as the Adams 

House (City Directory 1881-1882:210; in Ernest 1994:59).  In 1884 Nicholas Oakleaf purchased 

it and renamed it the Oakleaf Hotel (Ernest 1994:59).  Nicholas Oakleaf had previously operated 

several saloons and a restaurant in Little Rock.  Oakleaf died in 1885 and the hotel was operated 

by his wife Elizabeth until 1890.  In 1891 it was being operated by T. H. Bass.   

http://www.littlerock.org/citymanager/
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Block 33 was divided by 1883 with the western third of the lot including part of the land 

beneath the hotel owned by S. R. Cockrell (Ernest 1994:61).  The rest of the land in Block 33 

was owned by E. H. English.  In 1911 the title of the eastern two-thirds of the property was 

transferred from E. H. English to Julius Bennett and L. L. Cook; it was subsequently transferred 

back to English in 1913.  Ernest thinks the hotel was demolished between 1916 and 1917 based 

on tax valuations of the property (1994:61).  The use of the property between 1910 and 1917 is 

unknown (Ernest 1994:64).  From sometime between 1922 and 1923 until approximately 1930 

the M. J. Seisel Co. owned the eastern section of the property.  The western portion of the 

property was purchased by the Scott Street Realty Company in 1923; they rented it to the Central 

Supply Company who built a metal-walled warehouse there by 1939.   

1985 Fieldwork at Ashley Mansion 

 The first fieldwork at the Ashley Mansion site (3PU256) was conducted by Leslie 

Stewart-Abernathy in 1984 as a result of the renovation of the Heritage West Center (Ernest 

1994:67).    Both this excavation and especially the subsequent one in 1985 were salvage 

excavations.  A month of machine and hand excavations produced intact brick foundations, 

column bases, and a full basement from the 1840s house, and even part of the cellar from the 

1820s house.  The artifacts from this excavation were not analyzed for this dissertation; a sample 

of this assemblage of artifacts was analyzed by David Ernest in his Masterôs thesis though his 

focus is mainly on the changes in the types of land use of the urban landscape in Little Rock 

(1994).  I did not use the 1984 assemblage as it is not clear where much of it originated because 

the lot was used for neighborhood dumping in the late l800s and early 1900s.   

 In 1985, during the monitoring for the construction of Arkansas Territorial Restoration 

(now known as the Historic Arkansas Museum) Parking Lot, further archaeological deposits 
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were uncovered (McAlexander 1999:45).  The modern parking lot of the Historic Arkansas 

Museum where the 1985 excavation was conducted was previously the location of Chester and 

Mary Ashleyôs backyard.  These deposits date almost solely to the Ashley occupation.  This 

excavation was run by Barbara Atkins of Arkansas Territorial Restoration with assistance from 

Leslie Stewart-Abernathy and Mary Farmer of the Arkansas Archeological Survey, and John 

Miller of the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department, as well as a volunteer crew of 

other professional and avocational archaeologists.  The fieldwork was conducted from October 

25 to November 14, 1985.  I analyzed the artifacts from this excavation, Accession number 85-

514. 

 Three major areas were excavated during this second period of excavation: the Column 

Base Pit, the ñPurloin Pitò which is a bit of a misnomer, and the I-Beam Pit (this seems much 

more minor in the notes and no maps or soil profiles were found).  These Pits more accurately 

called Purlin Pits were originally created during to the construction of the Central Supply 

Company steel warehouse.  Purlin pits are large excavated holes filled with concrete and used as 

supports for large buildings (Stewart-Abernathy personal communication 8-21-2012).  These 

purlins were uncovered and needed to be removed by mechanical means prior to the parking lot 

construction.  The removal of these purlins left pits with irregular perimeters, described by 

Stewart-Abernathy as ñcrater-likeò or ñbomb crater-likeò (personal communication 8-21-2012).  

The purlin pits had ñgreat depositsò but the stratigraphy was not very good (likely because of the 

disturbances in both their creation and destruction), and as a result the excavators tried to keep 

vertical controls but not horizontal controls (Stewart ïAbernathy personal communication 8-21-

2012).  This episode of excavation was conducted without the usual square excavation units or 

rectangular trenches though some units approach normality.   
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 McAlexander (1999:48) only discussed the Column Base Pit.  However it does not 

appear that he confined his artifact analysis to the artifacts to those from the Column Base Pit 

because they are only a very small subset to the rest.  The photographs in McAlexanderôs 

Appendix C show artifacts that I used for my analysis that I confirmed to be from the other 

proveniences (McAlexander 1999:48, appendix pages after page 90).  Many more artifacts are in 

fact associated with the Purloin Pit.  Little discussion of the Column Base Pit apparently exists 

beyond its soil profiles.       

 The Purloin Pit, as assessed from a not quite to scale, but very useful sketch map, is a 

roughly semi-circular pit (Stewart-Abernathy Map 1985b).  Based on this map it was excavated 

in a series of both roughly square and irregular shapes; some appear to be overlapping each 

other.   During the monitoring of the construction excavation, brick foundation piers were 

uncovered.   These were found to step out at least three times which Stewart-Abernathy thought 

would hold up a three-story building (Barbara Atkins Notes 1985:10-11).  As mechanical 

excavation continued these brick piers were determined to be lying on a concrete foundation 

(Barbara Atkins Notes 1985:14).  The East Wall 1 Unit has two aligned rectangular stones along 

its eastern wall (Barbara Atkins Notes 1985:28-29).  There is also stone in East Wall 3 but this is 

not in alignment with the others.  A possible intrusive builderôs trench is visible in East Wall 2 

starting along the east wall and possibly continuing along a diagonal into East Wall 1 (Barbara 

Atkins Notes 1985:31).  

 There is little other available data available on the excavation of the Ashley Mansion site.  

The artifacts themselves are in many respects more useful than the available excavation data, 

because they can be used to look more at the use of the property by the Ashleyôs and the other 
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residents and users of the block.  Due to the circumstances of the excavations there is not a great 

amount of useful information on the excavation of the site.   

Northeast Arkansas 1815-1830s 

Lot 9 at Davidsonville Historic State Park 

  The community of Davidsonville currently in Randolph County, Arkansas, and now 

known as Davidsonville Historic State Park, was an early community in Arkansas.  The State 

Park has no extant historic structures and in part functions as a recreation area (Cande, Pebworth, 

Evans, and Jenkins 2008:2; Cande personal communication 12-17-2012). Likely settled by 

Tennessean James Davidson, the town of Davidsonville was platted in 1815 and the town plan 

was accepted in 1816 (Cande et al. 2008:1).   Much has been made of the form of the town plan, 

known as the ñShelbyville Squareò, after the 1806 town plan of Shelbyville, Tennessee and 

particularly whether or not the town actually conforms to the original plat map (Cande 2005:24-

25; Dollar 1977:10-23).  It became the county seat of Lawrence County, Missouri Territory in 

1818 and remained a county seat when Arkansas Territory was split off from Missouri Territory 

in 1819 (Cande et al. 2008:1-2).  The county seat was moved to Jackson in 1829 (Stewart-

Abernathy 1980:8).  By 1830 the town was defunct and by 1883 there were no buildings left 

(Cande et al. 2008:2).   The land was donated to the State of Arkansas by Newt and Mary Davis 

and Eugene and Beatrice Sloan in 1957 (Cande 2005:15).   

Due to the lack of standing  historic structures remaining in the park, the town has been 

interpreted archaeologically mostly as a community as a whole, with probable former residences 

discussed as lot numbers, and less by the particular individuals that lived in each structure (see 

http://www.arkansasstateparks.com/olddavidsonville/ Accessed 12-14-2012).  The lot numbers 

on the historic town plat correspond to those used in the archaeological descriptions.  There is a 
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little information on actual residents in Davidsonville, for example an Edward McDonald who 

became legislator for the Lawrence County area in the Territorial Legislature purchased Lots 13 

and 14 in February of 1817 from William Drope who was previously mentioned in the section on 

Arkansas Post as a New Orleans cotton merchant and the owner of Lot 27 in Arkansas Post 

(Dalton 1945:356-357).   

More research on the residents of Davidsonville is needed and will likely be conducted in 

the future.  The State Park has recently added an exhibit on the History of Davidsonville in its 

Visitorôs Center, contracted with an architectural firm to construct ghost structures of the 

Courthouse and Tavern, and provides tours of the town site the park as well as interpreting the 

area as a natural area (Cande personal communication 12-17-2012).   

The lot my research is focused on is Lot 9 which has been interpreted until recently by 

Davidsonville Historic State Park as the ñPostmasterôs Residenceò (Cande 2008:49).  At this 

point there is no archival evidence that Adam Richie lived on Lot 9 or if any postmaster or post 

office was located in Lot 9.  Despite the locational uncertainty Adam Richie was the probably 

the first Postmaster in Arkansas and in Davidsonville.  I analyzed artifacts from Lot 9 from the 

following accessions: 2004-570, 2004-666, 2007-481, and 2008-649.   

Field Work at Davidsonville Historic State Park 

  Old Davidsonville has been the subject of sporadic archaeological fieldwork starting in 

the 1970s.  In 1972, Samuel D. Smith then of the Arkansas Archeological Survey conducted a 

mapping project of Davidsonville to assess its alignment to the 1815 plat map (Smith 1973; in 

Stewart-Abernathy 1980:9-10).  Clyde Dollar under a 1976 contract with the Arkansas 

Archeological Survey carried out additional documentary research, mainly on assessing the 

accuracy of the town plan, positing that the plan was actually laid out as a parallelogram rather 
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than a square in an effort to align it with the Black River which if true would render the historic 

plat inaccurate (Dollar 1977:10-23).  Cande (2006b:348) says that Dollar was wrong and the 

original plat was laid out so that it aligned with the Black River rather than magnetic north.   

In 1979, Leslie Stewart-Abernathy of the Arkansas Archeological Survey conducted the 

first actual testing and archaeological excavation at Old Davidsonville prior to the ñupgrading of 

the picnic facilitiesò on the southern part of the town and the construction ñof a small fishing 

lakeò which would have inundated sections of the northwestern part of the town (Stewart-

Abernathy 1980:11).  This work had three objectives: to estimate the level of disturbance of the 

townôs archaeological features by more recent land use, assess the condition of the 

archaeological features as of 1979 to help with interpretation activities, and to correlate the plat 

map with the town-site itself (Stewart-Abernathy 1980:12).   

In 1979, Shawn Bonath was hired to be the Arkansas Archeological Survey Station 

Archeologist at Old Davidsonville (the position lasted only 18 months because of state budget 

cuts) (Cande 2005:43).  The 1980 excavation at Old Davidsonville took place over eight weeks, 

and included the Arkansas Archeological Survey/Arkansas Archeological Society Training 

Program (Bonath 1981:47).       

In April  of 2004, Kathleen Cande and a crew from the Arkansas Archeological Survey 

began a multi-year study of Davidsonville using archeological, geophysical, and historical means 

(Cande 2005:3).  I analyzed the following accessions from the field work that Cande led between 

2004 and 2008; Accession numbers 2004-570, 2004-666, 2007-481, and 2008-649 but within 

those accession numbers, I only looked at those assemblages that came from Lot 9.   All of the 

fieldwork from this phase and the succeeding phases was the result of a contract between the 

Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism and the Arkansas Archeological Survey to provide 
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better documentation and improve interpretation; subsequent years work was funded through 

grants by the Arkansas Natural and Cultural Resources Council (ANCRC)  (Cande 2005:2; 

Cande 2006a:i; Cande, Pebworth, Jenkins, and Evans 2007:i; Cande, Pebworth, Evans, and 

Jenkins 2008:i; Cande, Pebworth, Evans, and Jenkins 2009:i).  The goals of the first phase of this 

work consisted of determining the precise location, layout, and construction materials of the 

courthouse and ñpostmasterôsò residence, investigation  of the layout of the actual town in 

comparison to the plat map, and to provide information for and improve the park interpretation 

of the town (Cande 2005:3).   

In April of 2004, three 2 meter square units (Test Units 4, 5, and 6) were excavated in Lot 

9, the ñPostmasterôsò residence (Cande 2005:71).  Test Unit 4 was excavated around a large 

dolomite block visible at the ground surface which is likely the foundation footer for the south 

east corner of the house.  Test Unit 5 contained a continuous section of a foundation line 

consisting of at least 6 major dolomite slabs (Cande 2005:71, 73).  Test Unit 6 likely came down 

on the northwest foundation corner (Cande 2005:74-75).  The foundation of the structure was 

thought likely to continue under the state park road (Cande 2005:74, 76).   

The second year of the archaeological research at Davidsonville under the direction of 

Kathleen Cande of the Arkansas Archeological Survey began in July 1, 2005 and ended June 30, 

2006 (Cande 2006a:3).  However the excavation discussed in this report was conducted during 

the fall of 2004 (Cande 2006a:23).  During this phase of research Cande and her crew planned to 

continue geo-referencing the topography of the town with a total station, conduct geophysical 

reconnaissance, conduct further archaeological excavation, and archival research (Cande 

2006a:3).   
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Between September 26 and October 25 of 2004 further excavations were conducted at the 

Lot 9 ñPostmasterôsò residence and Candeôs crew began excavating what became known as 

Feature 1 in Lot 35, a large pit feature associated with a possible tavern (Cande 2006a:23).  The 

2004 excavation work at the ñPostmasterôsò residence consisted of two 2 meter square units 

(Test Units 7 and 8).  Unit 7 located the front wall foundation of the ñPostmasterôsò house 

uncovering a segment of dolomite foundation line and Unit 8 sampled the backyard midden 

(Cande 2006a:26).   

The next phase of the research project at Davidsonville was conducted between July of 

2006 and June of 2008 (Cande, Pebworth Evans, and Jenkins 2008:4).  During this phase Cande 

and her crew from the Arkansas Archeological Survey completed the following activities: 

examined parts of Lot 9 with ground-penetrating radar, excavated the chimney fall and a possible 

outbuilding in Lot 9 along with other activities (Cande 2008a:4-5).   

In Lot 9 they excavated three units over the chimney fall (31, 32, and 33) measuring 2 

meter square, 1 by 2 meters, and 1 by 3 meters respectively; these units uncovered the fire box 

(Cande 2008b:50).  This chimney fall had first been tested by Stewart-Abernathy in 1979 

(Stewart-Abernathy 1980:13, 15; in Cande 2008b:49-50).  They also excavated two 2 square 

meter units (Units 34 and 35) in Lot 9 near the east edge of the park road (Cande 2008b:58).  The 

artifacts in these units date from the 1830s-1840s later than those elsewhere in the town 

indicating that some residents stayed after the County Seat was moved in 1829 (Cande 

2008b:59).  To see if the house foundation potentially continues under the park road they 

followed the known foundation lines with a probe and excavated Unit 38 an approximately 1 by 

4 meter unit (Cande 2008b:55).  Unit 38 contained foundation remains in two areas.  Continuing 
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this effort they also dug a shovel test next to the road which also contained brick fragments and 

large pieces of dolomite (Cande 2008b:55-56).   

During the Fall of 2008 and the Spring of 2009 the last the fieldwork of the project at 

Davidsonville was conducted (Cande, Pebworth, Evans, and Jenkins 2009:5).  In Lot 9 they 

removed the park road that was thought to cover part of the ñPostmasterôsò residence foundation; 

the road and an area on the opposite side of the road from the excavated foundation compose 

Strip Back 4 (Cande et al. 2009:25).  In the roadbed they excavated three slightly irregularly 

sized units (Units 45, 46, 47, 48) (Cande et al. 2009:26).  All four units contained portions of the 

house foundation though some were likely damaged by the road construction. In Unit 46 they 

found what appears to be ñintentionally burnedò, ñvery hard, dense clayò that they think could 

possibly be the remains of a mudcat chimney (Cande et al. 2009:27).  To further understand the 

inside construction of the house they excavated three units in the interior of the house (Units 49, 

50, and 51) (Cande et al. 2009:29).  Units 50 and 51 have dolomite blocks that are likely pier 

supports; the portion of foundation found in Unit 50 had previously been partially exposed in 

Unit 38 (Cande et al. 2009:30).  Due to the continuous dolomite foundation Cande et al. have 

interpreted the structure as possibly being two stories with window and ñwas either log or wood 

frameò (2009:31).  Artifacts from this and previous excavations of the ñPostmasterôsò residence 

include four Spanish coins (one of which was minted in Guatemala) , a Jewôs harp, two spoons, 

and a gun cock (Cande et al. 2009: 37, 45-46, 50).     

Southwest Arkansas 1832-1872 

Block House, Historic Washington State Park  

The Block House (3HE236-19) is situated in the town of Washington in Southwestern 

Arkansas.  This historic county seat was established in 1824 and is located on the Southwest 
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Trail (Kwas 2009a:3-4).  Abraham Block was born in Schwihau, Bohemia in approximately 

1780, and probably immigrated to Virginia or Maryland in about 1792 at about age 12 (Kwas 

2009a:26-27; Kwas 2009b:42; LeMaster 1994:3).  He married Frances Isaiah Isaacs in 1811 of 

Richmond, and Charlottesville, Virginia, daughter of a merchant who was the first recorded man 

of Jewish descent in Richmond (Kwas 2009a:27-28).  They married at Congregation Shearith 

Israel a Sephardic Synagogue in New York City (Kwas 2009b:49-50).  Abraham and Fanny 

Block first settled in Richmond, Virginia and had six children there who survived infancy: 

Hester, Simon, Rosina, Isaac, Augustus, Henry, and David.  Abraham Block and his relatives are 

some of the first Jewish settlers west of the Mississippi River, and he and his wife are some of 

the first Jews to settle in Arkansas (Kwas 2009a:26-27).   

Abraham Block came to Arkansas from Virginia in 1823 and had set up business in 

Washington, Arkansas by 1825 (Kwas 2009a:6).  Fanny Block and their children came to 

Washington in 1826, and five more children were born, Virginius, Eugene, Juliet, Rosalie Ellen 

and Laura (Kwas 2009a:30).  Abraham Block purchased 3 lots on Block 19 in Washington in 

1832 and had the house built there that is the focus of this research.   

When Block had arrived in Washington he had formed a partnership with John Johnson 

who owned ñmills, a cotton gin, a distillery, and a storeò (Kwas 2009a:31).  He owned his own 

store by at least 1832 and perhaps several years earlier.  Block bought his store stock mostly in 

New Orleans, but at least once in New York.  The Block business empire expanded both with 

Abraham and his sons with stores in Paraclifta, Centre Point, and Fulton, a Wholesale Grocers in 

New Orleans, and also a sawmill, a tanyard, and son Henry Block served as an agent for a 

Steamboat Packet between Fulton and New Orleans (Kwas 2009a:32-33).  Abraham Block 

owned up to a total of 13 slaves by 1850.  At least some of those slaves probably lived in the 
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detached kitchen (Kwas 2009a:47).  In 1857 Abraham Block died during a trip to New Orleans 

at about age 76 and Fanny Block died in New Orleans in 1871 at age 75 (Kwas 2009a:40, 42).  

The Block family ceased living in the house in Washington in 1866 when Fanny moved to New 

Orleans with her children Eugene and Rosalie Ellen (Kwas 2009a:41).   

The Lots 3 and 4 of Block 19 were first purchased in 1829 by William P. Hickman 

(Guendling, Kwas, Brandon and Cande 1999:33).  Abraham Block purchased Lot 4 from 

Hickman in 1832; he also purchased Lot 1 from the Trustees of Washington and Lot 2 from 

Allen M. Oakley the same year.  In 1859, David Block sold all four lots to Virginius Block.  In 

1866, Virginius Block sold Block 19 and the house to his sister Rosalie Ellen Block 

(Montgomery 1981:ii).  In 1875, John Justus bought Block 19 at public auction, but in 1877 

Charles and Rebecca White sold Block 19 to John Justus; Montgomery thinks that maybe the 

deed was challenged after the public auction (1981:ii, 39).  In 1883, the heirs of John Justus sold 

the property to Mrs. Kate E. Jett.  In 1903, William A. Jett and Kate E. Jett sold Block 19 to Mrs. 

Jennie Catts.  William A. Jett may be Abraham Blockôs grandson by Hester Block and Dr. 

Benjamin Jett (see Figure 3.4, Kwas 2009a:29).  In 1958, Edwin C. Catts and Martha Moore 

Catts sold Block 19 to the Pioneer Washington Foundation (Montgomery 1981:ii).   

Field Work at the Block House 

 Several episodes of fieldwork have been conducted at the Block House.  This dissertation 

focuses on the work from the 1980s and 1990s, though there has been some work conducted 

more recently.  I analyzed all the ceramics and marked artifacts from the following accessions: 

82-572, 83-514, 84-503, 84-513, 86-503, and 99-622, with the exception of any artifacts on 

exhibit.  These field projects have been conducted for the following reasons: State Park 

management and mitigation issues, for interpretation of the house, and as Arkansas 
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Archeological Survey and Society Summer Training Program excavations.  The first field work 

at the Block House started in 1980 and was conducted by Leslie Stewart-Abernathy of the 

Arkansas Archeological Survey on behalf of Old Washington State Park to develop a master plan 

for managing the park and its historic properties (Kwas 2009a:23).  This first survey consisted of 

two days of auger testing and surface collection throughout the park (Kwas 2009a:23).    

The Block House was then the subject of the Arkansas Archeological Survey and 

Societyôs Summer Training Program for two and a half weeks each in 1982 and 1983 (Kwas 

2009a:19).  During the 1982 Summer Training program the focus was on excavating the 2-room 

detached kitchen which had been torn down in 1959 (Stewart-Abernathy 1985a:2).  The aim of 

this field work was to determine exactly where the detached kitchen was located including its  

relation to the rest of the structures on the house lot, and compare it to the Sanderôs House 

detached kitchen (Guendling, Cande, Brandon, Tavaszi, Stewart-Abernathy, and Ruff 2002:2).   

The work conducted during the 1982 Summer Training Program was entirely in the backyard of 

the house and consisted of 12 auger tests, backhoe stripping, and 12 excavation units.  This 

fieldwork uncovered 17 features.  During the 1983 Summer Training Program the rest of Feature 

14 was excavated and 16 further test units were excavated elsewhere in yard.   

There are several features that are associated with the kitchen and date to the Block 

occupation of this property; Features 16 and 14 are discussed in more depth.   Feature 1, a post 

hole, which was associated with two stone slabs that were likely pier supports (Guendling et al. 

2002:24, 27).   Feature 2 was also a post hole with a slanted brick in it (Guendling et al. 

2002:28).   Features 6A and 6B were a post mold and an associated pit probably to replace a 

floor joist (Guendling et al. 2002:28, 30).  Features 8A and 8B were a pit and post mold 

associated with Feature 2, a posthole, for a support post.  Feature 13 was an ash concentration 
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(Guendling et al. 2002:30-31).     Feature 15 was a pit filled with trash that likely started out as a 

posthole (Guendling et al. 2002:33).  Feature 16 was a small brick feature of unknown purpose 

with a square basin-like shape made of local bricks (Guendling et al. 2002:33-36).  The walls 

were lined with upright bricks, which were likely not mortared together though there was some 

mortar in the interior of the basin.  It may have been used to hold the base of a wooden pier to 

keep it dry, but the actual purpose is unknown. 

Feature 14 was a large trash pit or cellar below the kitchen (Guendling et al. 2002:36-41).  

Feature 14 was found at the Block House towards the end of the 1982 Summer Training program 

and was fully excavated during the 1983 Summer Dig.  It was a pit feature 1.5 meters by 3 

meters by 80 cm deep, with a basin shape and flat bottom, which was uncovered under the rear 

room of the detached kitchen at the Block House (Guendling et al. 2002:36-37; Stewart-

Abernathy 1985a:1).  The feature was excavated mostly in natural levels. Due to the nature of the 

soil in Washington which is very sandy, it was difficult to determine the exact perimeter of this 

feature as the walls of holes tend to slump when they dry out, causing mixing with the cellar fill 

(Stewart-Abernathy 1985a:3-4).   There is also a great deal of rodent disturbance.  The south wall 

of the pit was possibly lined with planking as it was still vertical when excavated though there is 

no evidence of planking.  

The fill in this feature dates from approximately 1825-1840 (Stewart-Abernathy 1985a:3-

4).   This feature contains a large quantity of bricks, faunal remains, eggshell, charcoal, glass 

bottles and ceramics, mostly associated with serving food, but not in preparing it (Guendling et 

al. 2002:39-40).  Though it has been tentatively interpreted as a cellar, Guendling et al., thinks it 

may more likely be a trash pit with a short duration of use that would predate the construction of 

the kitchen (2002:40-41).  However it may also have been used as a root cellar prior to the 
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construction of the kitchen.  The detached kitchen from archaeological evidence is 7 meters wide 

by approximately 11-14 meters in length; it had two rooms and a porch on the north side 

(Guendling et al. 2002:41-43).  It probably was constructed between 1842 and 1852 and it likely 

served as quarters for Block familyôs slaves as well as functioning as a kitchen.   

Other smaller scale excavations have also been conducted at the Block House.  Truck-

mounted auger tests and surface collections were performed by Stewart-Abernathy of the 

Arkansas Archeological Survey in February of 1984, prior to the grading of the property to make 

a swale in order to fix drainage issues which caused the house sills to rot (Stewart-Abernathy 

1986b:3).  Three front porch piers were found two in units (Features 18 and 19) and one in a 

Shovel Test (Feature 20).  Stewart-Abernathy suggested that excavation should be conducted 

around the house piers to assess their condition, define the screen wall, assess where the bottom 

of the porch piers are in relation to the buried land surface, and disassemble the house piers to 

find diagnostic artifacts useful in better dating of the construction of the house (Stewart-

Abernathy 1984 in Guendling et al. 2002:2).   

In March 1984 Stewart-Abernathy excavated the house piers, finding three linear piers 

(Features 22, 23, and 24) and an L-shaped pier (Feature 21) (Stewart-Abernathy 1986b:9-20).  

During this episode of excavation a chimney base (Feature 2), a brick screen wall around the 

perimeter of the foundation on the west and south sides of the house, a buried soil horizon, a 

robber trench for a stairway, and a potential prehistoric hearth were also uncovered.  

 In 1986 Stewart-Abernathy and his crew further assessed the front porch piers.  The 

previously excavated piers were more thoroughly documented and a fourth pier (Feature 29) was 

discovered, and the soil horizon was sampled further (Stewart-Abernathy 1986b:1). Porch piers, 

Features 20 and 29 were linear, one was L-shaped (Feature 18) and one may have been L-shaped 
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(Feature 19).  Due to these discoveries this original porch is estimated to be about 3 meters wide 

and it likely covered the entire front of the house, whereas the modern porch only covers three-

quarters of the house (Stewart-Abernathy 1986b in Guendling et al. 2002:3).  They also found 

evidence of the sheet midden known previously in the back of the house surrounding the area of 

the front porch, and it was found at the base of the front porch piers.   

In March and April of 1999, the Historic Washington State Park asked the Arkansas 

Archeological Survey to conduct further archeological work in the side and backyards of the 

house to improve interpretation of the site (Guendling et al. 2002:3).  Guendling and his crew 

systematically auger tested the rear of Lot 4 along the ravine, and Lots 2 and 3 south of the 

house.  These auger tests were conducted in part to map the distribution of midden material 

across the lot (Guendling et al. 1999:35).  Two, 1 by 2 meter test units were excavated one south 

of the house and one on the slope of the ravine, both in areas with dense midden material.  The 

midden density is highest in two areas of the yard, with concentrations west and southwest of the 

house (Guendling et al. 1999:40).  A front end loader was used to dig five trenches (Trenches A, 

B, C, D, and E) removing midden fill west of the detached kitchen; this uncovered a chimney 

base which was not part of the kitchen, and a large trash pit (Guendling et al. 1999:34, 36; 

Guendling et al 2002:4).  The trenching found two concentrations of brick rubble one of which 

was a chimney base and the other was associated with a septic tank, and two trash concentrations 

(Guendling et al. 1999:44-45).  Feature 31, located in Trench A, is a trash concentration with a 

layer of ash overlying it and it likely represented a single episode of discard (Guendling et al. 

1999:45-47).  Feature 30 is a brick chimney base which is associated with Feature 32 a midden 

deposit; both located in Trench C (Guendling et al. 1999:47-54).   A 2 meter square excavation 

unit was opened to more fully assess the brick rubble concentration of Feature 30.  The Feature 
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32 midden deposit is similar to that of Feature 30 and contains ash, charcoal metal and brick.  

The brick chimney base consists of six courses of brick and is probably coterminous or slightly 

predates the midden.  This chimney indicated that there had been another structure on the lot 

which was confirmed by Markus (2011:46-49) during excavations in 2010. 

Sanders House, Historic Washington State Park 

The Sanders House (3HE236-32) is also located in Washington, Arkansas.  Simon 

Sanders was born in Wake County, North Carolina in 1797 (Kwas 2009a:79).  He had a lifelong 

career in public service starting with an 1814 job in the North Carolina office of Secretary of 

State, moving on to be a clerk for the North Carolina Legislature in 1815 and promoted to its 

secretary in 1817.  Sometime between 1828 and 1829, Sanders moved to Denmark, Tennessee 

which is located in the western part of the state where he worked in a counting room and in the 

mercantile business (Kwas 2009a:80).  Simon Sanders met and married his wife Zenobia 

Meredith in Denmark, Tennessee in 1830 (Kwas 2009a:81).  Zenobia Meredith was born in 1811 

in Mecklenburg County, Virginia (Kwas 2009a:80).  Simon and Zenobia Sanders moved to 

Columbus, in Hempstead County, Arkansas in 1833, where Simon Sanders became a store 

bookkeeper and in 1834 also became the Columbus Postmaster and an agent for the Arkansas 

Gazette (Kwas 2009a:81).  In 1835 Simon Sanders served as secretary of the Council concerning 

the statehood of Arkansas (Kwas 2009a:84).  In about 1837 Simon and Zenobia Sanders moved 

to Washington, Arkansas, where Simon worked as a store bookkeeper, Postmaster, and also as a 

Justice of the Peace (Kwas 2009a:84-85).  In 1838, Simon Sanders ran for Hempstead County 

Circuit Court Clerk and won; he kept this position until 1868 when he lost to David C. Casey as 

part of Reconstruction changes in government (Kwas 2009a:85, 95).  After the he lost this 
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election, Simon Sanders started a real estate agency which he ran for ten years (Kwas 2009a:95).  

He died in 1882 in St. Louis at the home of his daughter Zenobia Sanders Bull (Kwas 2009a:96).   

The Sanders family purchased two house lots on Block 32 in 1839 which may have 

included a house (Kwas 2009a:85-86).  In 1841 Sanders bought the remaining two lots on this 

block, and probably built the currently standing structure between 1844 and 1845 (Kwas 

2009a:86-87).  Simon and Zenobia Sanders had four children together Sarah Virginia, Isabella, 

Joseph, and Zenobia (Kwas 2009a:84- 85, 87).  Their son Joseph died as a toddler and in 1848, 

Simonôs wife, Zenobia Sanders died (Kwas 2009a:87-88).  Their three surviving daughters were 

likely cared for by a slave named Betsy Cary (Kwas 2009a:89).  Betsy Cary was one of a total of 

six domestic slaves owned by the Sanderôs family, most or all of whom were acquired through 

other family members and births to their other slaves; there are no known records of Simon 

Sanders ever purchasing any slaves (Kwas 2009a:88).  In 1852 Simon Sanders married Martha 

Cook (Kwas 2009a:90).  Simon and Martha Sanders had one son, Simon Jr., and Martha died in 

1855 (Kwas 2009a:92, 94).  Sarah Virginia Sanders, Simon Sanders daughter married Augustus 

Garland in 1853.  Augustus Garland was elected governor of Arkansas in 1874, was a US 

Senator from 1877-1885, and then was the US Attorney General (Kwas 2009a:92).     

In 1878 Simon Sanders sold his house to Albert and Cornelia Baird who had at least two 

children (Kwas 2009a:102-103).  The Bairds lived in the house until 1899 when they sold it to 

Frank and Laura Harkness who lived there with their seven children and two servants.  The 

Harknessôs added an addition completing the ell in the rear of the house to make it square.  The 

Harkness family sold the house in 1906 to Lon Ed Cowling (Guendling, Cande, Stewart-

Abernathy and Novak 2001: 16).  A. E. Brown bought the house from Cowling in 1907 and then 

sold it to G. W. Brown in 1909.  In about 1911, G. W. Brown sold it to Edgar and Maud Black 
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who kept it for about a month.   In 1911 the Madison V. Wilson and his granddaughter and her 

husband Frances and William Frazier bought the house from Edgar and Maud Black (Guendling 

et al. 2001:16; Kwas 2009a:103).  The Fraziers lived in the house until 1956.  They sold the 

house to C. J. Volentine who sold the house to the Arkansas Publicity and Parks Commission in 

1964; the ownership of the house was then transferred to the Pioneer Washington Restoration 

Foundation.   

Field Work at the Sanders House 

 There are two major episodes of excavation at the Sanders House, the first in 1981 and 

the second in 1992.  The first exploratory fieldwork at the Sanders House consisted of ten auger 

tests conducted over two days in 1980 under the supervision of Leslie Stewart-Abernathy of the 

Arkansas Archeological Survey (Kwas 2009a:97).  In 1981 the Arkansas Archeological Survey 

and Arkansas Archeological Society held their annual Summer Training Program at the Sanders 

House in Old Washington State Park (now Historic Washington State Park) from June 26 to July 

12 and directed by Leslie Stewart-Abernathy (Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:1).   The main objective 

of this 1981 work was to find the detached kitchen.  The second episode of field work in 1992, 

from September 8 to October 1, was directed by Randall Guendling and Leslie Stewart-

Abernathy of the Arkansas Archeological Survey to clarify the footprint of the detached kitchen 

so it could be accurately reconstructed by Arkansas State Parks for interpretive purposes 

(Guendling, Cande, Stewart-Abernathy, and Novak 2001:3).  I analyzed the ceramics and 

marked artifacts from Accession numbers 81-500 and 92-1273, with the exception of any 

artifacts that may be on display at the park or not located with the other artifacts for other 

reasons.   
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 The first part of the 1981 fieldwork started with three days of work prior to the Training 

Program to search for building piers from June 23-25, 1981, with a crew of three  (Stewart-

Abernathy 1982a:15).  They excavated two, 0.5 by 1 meter units, uncovering a post hole (Feature 

1) and an in situ line of bricks (Feature 3).  The second part of the field work was to find the 

remaining corners of the structure and its chimney; this work occurred during the Training 

Program (Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:16A).  The yard was divided into quadrants and excavation 

focused on the northeast and southwest quadrants of the yard.  Four, 2 square meter units were 

excavated in the southwest quadrant, where several postholes were found two of which may be 

associated with the kitchen.  In the Northeast quadrant attention focused on further exposing the 

in situ brick line (Feature 3) with a 2 square meter unit.  Another 2 meter square unit was added 

to the northeast, in which was encountered dry-laid brick paving (Feature 4).  Efforts then 

changed to expose as much of this brick paving as possible, with a total of eight units excavated, 

five, 1 by 2 meter units and three, 2 square meter units.  There were two areas of brick paving, 

Features 4 and 14.  The Feature 14 brick paving partially underlies the Feature 4 brick paving 

(Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:21).  The brick paving was on top of a 10-15 cm layer of sheet 

midden; this midden material probably dates to the 1830s-1840s (Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:22).  

Immediately above the brick paving was a layer of ash and brick rubble which was named 

Feature 19; it may be related to the kitchen chimney fall (Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:24; 

Guendling et al. 2001:3).   

An additional 1 by 2 meter unit was excavated to follow the brick line (Feature 3), but the 

bricks stopped (Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:16A).  An additional line of bricks (Feature 16) was 

also found, to the grid east of both Feature 3 and Feature 4.  The brick lines, likely support piers 

for the detached kitchen or other foundation features, both post-date the brick paving (Stewart-
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Abernathy 1982a:25).  To attempt to find the base of the chimney which was thought to be below 

a fig tree, a 2 square meter unit was excavated grid east to the fig tree (Stewart-Abernathy 

1982a:16A).   No chimney base was found, though a ceramic drain pipe was located.  An 

additional 2 square meter unit was excavated in what was presumed to be the southeastern corner 

of the kitchen; this unit uncovered two postholes and a depression of unknown purpose (Feature 

22) (Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:16A -16B).   There are several soil stains (Features 5, 6, 7, and 8) 

that may have held wooden post supports for the detached kitchen, possibly indicating that not 

all of the piers were necessarily brick (Stewart-Abernathy 1982a:27).   

The purpose of the 1992 episode of excavation was to clarify the location and footprint of 

the detached kitchen so that Old Washington State Park could reconstruct it for interpretive 

purposes (Guendling et al. 2001:3).  To assess artifact distribution, the sheet midden, and 

possible features, they conducted systematic auger testing over Lots 1-4 on Block 32 (Guendling 

et al. 2001:22).  The auger tests indicate that the west and north areas of the block were little 

used for household activities because of a lack of midden fill and artifacts (Guendling et al. 

2001:23).  To better assess the features, the upper layer of midden was stripped mechanically 

(Guendling et al. 2001:22).  The mechanical stripping informed the crew that the soil stains 

mentioned above (Features 5, 6, 7, and 8) were not pier supports for the detached kitchen though 

the two brick alignments (Features 3 and 16) are (Guendling et al. 2001: 23, 56).   

There are five important features uncovered in the 1992 excavations that predate the 

construction of the detached kitchen: a chimney base (Feature 25), an irregular pit (Feature 44), a 

roughly rectangular alignment of bricks (Feature 46), a square pit feature (Feature 47), and a 

basin shaped pit feature with its base lined with dry laid bricks (Feature 48) (Guendling et al. 

2001:25-35).  Feature 25, the chimney base, predates the kitchen and while it was near the 
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footprint of the detached kitchen, it was not within it, nor was it anywhere near the fig tree 

(Guendling et al. 2001:26-29).  The rear wall of the U-shaped chimney base is 2.24 meters, it 

was 90 cm in width, and four courses of bricks remain though the top course is fragmentary 

(Guendling et al. 2001:26-29). The chimney was probably destroyed sometime between 1842 

and 1851, based on a ceramic importers mark from Henderson and Gaines who occupied the 

address listed between the above dates (Guendling et al 2001.:29).  Feature 44 was an irregularly 

shaped refuse pit, which was located underneath the southern portion of the brick paving of 

Feature 4.  This, 2 meters long by 90 cm wide by 50 cm deep, pit was filled with large refuse 

items including an iron kettle, a fireplace poker, and a dust pan (Guendling et al. 2001:29).  

Feature 46 was a roughly rectangular grouping of bricks one course deep, that is likely to be a 

pier support of a structure, but it was likely too far away to have been part of the foundation of 

the detached kitchen (Guendling et al. 2001:30, 33).  Feature 47, was a square-shaped pit feature 

filled with refuse (Guendling et al. 2001:33-34).  Feature 48 was a rectangular pit feature, the 

base of which is finished with dry-laid brick paving.  It was filled with trash but the brick paving 

suggests it started out its use life as a storage pit (Guendling et al. 2001:35).   

Several additional kitchen features were uncovered in 1992.  Features 3 and 16, the brick 

alignments are still interpreted as pier supports.  Feature 28 was a more substantial alignment of 

bricks located north of Feature 3, though slightly out of alignment with it (Guendling et al. 

2001:40-41).  The bricks in Feature 28 are laid one course deep and three across.  There was a 

scatter of bricks immediately to the east of Feature 28 forming a rough right angle, which may 

indicate the corner of the structure; however these bricks are also likely to have been disturbed 

by the construction of a septic tank.  Features 51 and 52 were square postholes located to the east 
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of Feature 28.  Feature 49 was located to the west of Feature 28 and was a small irregularly 

shaped area of brick and stone paving (Guendling et al. 2001:43-44).   

There were several new features uncovered in the south room of the kitchen in 1992 as 

well.  South of Feature 16 (a brick alignment pier support on the east side of the kitchen) was a 

further brick cluster, Feature 45.  Both of these piers have clearly been disturbed (Guendling et 

al. 2001:45, 49).  Feature 29 was an intrusive square posthole dug into the Feature 4 brick paving 

(Guendling et al 2001:49-50).  Features 30 and 32 were small brick clusters, interpreted as 

interior pier supports (Guendling et al. 2001:50-52).   

Northwest Arkansas 1834-1919 

Ridge House, Fayetteville 

 The Ridge House is located on Center Street in Fayetteville, Arkansas.  The house started 

out as a dogtrot log house and was probably built between 1834 and 1836 based on both tree ring 

and land title information (Stahle 1978:38).  The first owner of the property was Macajah. H. 

Clark who obtained title to the property in July of 1836.  He may have built it as his initials are 

incised into the mortar chinking of the house (Stahle 1978:37).  Macajah Clark was a doctor in 

Fayetteville.  He sold the house to Joseph M. Shepard in 1839 (Poole at historicalwashington 

county.org/ ridgehouse.html accessed 10-1-2012).  Martin (1979:2) says that Sarah Ridge 

purchased the house from Joseph M. Sheppard in 1840.  Sarah B.N. Ridge likely significantly 

upgraded the house around 1840 by enclosing the dogtrot and plastering the interior (Stahle 

1978:46).   

 Sarah Bird Northrup Ridge, a white woman, was the widow of John Ridge, a Cherokee, 

who was one of the signers of the Treaty of New Echota.  They met while John Ridge attended 

the Foreign Mission School in Cornwall, Connecticut (Wilkins 1988:121-122; 131-133).  John 
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Ridge became ill while attending the school and was cared for by the family of the Schoolôs 

steward, John Northrup, and particularly his daughter Sarah Bird Northrup (Wilkins 1988:129-

133).  John Ridge and Sarah Northrup married in 1824 in Connecticut (Wilkins 1988:146).  The 

Ridges had seven children John Rollin, Clarinda, Herman, Aeneas, Susan Catherine, Andrew 

Jackson, and Flora Chamberlin (Dale and Litton 1995: unnumbered front matter Genealogy).   

John Ridge, his father Major Ridge or The Ridge, and his cousins Elias Boudinot and 

Stand Watie were leaders of a faction of the Cherokee Nation that supported moving the tribe to 

Indian Territory as a way of relieving pressure from white settlement in their ancestral 

homelands particularly in Georgia and as a method of cultural survival rather than assimilation 

(Wilkins 1988:241, 287-291).  However the majority of those in the Cherokee Nation and their 

Chief John Ross fervently disagreed with this stance.  Both factions were against Removal early 

on (Wilkins 1988:209).   John Ridge, his father, and his cousins were heavily involved in 

negotiations with Washington for the tribe on the issues of the treatment of the Cherokees by the 

state of Georgia and Removal.   

Gold was discovered on Cherokee land in Georgia in 1829 (Wilkins 1988:209).  The 

discovery of gold precipitated the 1829 Georgia legislature to pass an Indian code which began 

the enforcement of Georgia State law on Cherokee land, annexed Cherokee tribal lands, nullified 

Cherokee laws, forbid meetings of the Cherokee General Council, nullified contracts between 

Cherokees and Whites unless witnessed by two white men, and prohibited Cherokees from 

mining gold on their lands (Wilkins 1988:210).  In response the Cherokee Nation ñapplied to the 

Supreme Court for an injunctionò to prevent Georgia from applying these laws against the 

Cherokee (Wilkins 1988:216).  The Supreme Court ruled that they did not have jurisdiction in 

the case because the Cherokees were not a foreign nation (Wilkins 1988:222).  In 1831 the 



 

 

92 

 

Georgia Legislature passed another law that made it illegal for a white person to stay in the 

Cherokee lands in Georgia unless they had taken ñan oath of allegiance to the state and secured a 

special permit from the governorò (Wilkins 1988:226).  A court case involving missionaries 

fought this new law and went to the US Supreme Court which this time overturned both laws 

(Wilkins 1988:235-236). However President Andrew Jackson refused to enforce the decision 

(Wilkins 1988:235-236).   This refusal on the US governmentôs part to act in favor of the 

Cherokees against Georgia was pivotal convincing John Ridge, his father, and cousins that 

Removal was the best option for the tribe, thus dividing the Cherokee Nation into factions over 

the issue of Removal (Wilkins 1988:240).  The result was that the faction that supported 

Removal signed the Treaty of New Echota on December 29, 1835 (Wilkins 1988:289). The 

legitimacy of this faction to act for the Cherokee Nation as a whole is unlikely and the 

ramifications in Cherokee politics and life from this action reverberate into the present.   

Many of the members of the faction that signed the treaty including John Ridge and his 

family moved west in 1837.  The Ridge family first settled at Honey Creek in Oklahoma and 

opened a store (Wilkins 1988:311).  The majority of the people of the Cherokee Nation were 

removed by US Army from their ancestral lands between 1838 and 1839, this torturous journey 

on which more than 4000 died, is now known as the Trail of Tears (Wilkins 1988: 319-328).  On 

June 22, 1839 John Ridge, Major Ridge and Elias Boudinot were assassinated for their role in 

signing the Treaty of New Echota (Wilkins 1988:335). 

In 1840 Sarah Ridge and her children moved into the house and they lived there 

intermittently until 1858; they also resided on their farm in Osage Prairie in Benton County, 

Arkansas (Martin 1979:2; Letter S.B. N. Ridge to Stand Watie, 10-22-1844 in Dale and Litton 

1995:20-21; Poole at historicalwashingtoncounty.org/ridgehouse.html accessed 10-1-2012).  
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Sarah Ridge died in 1856 and her family sold the house to Joseph Holcombe in 1858 (Poole at 

historicalwashingtoncounty.org/ridgehouse.html accessed 10-1-2012).  Holcombe sold the house 

to John Scarborough in 1861.  The same year Scarborough sold the house to Tandy Kidd, who 

was murdered in 1862.  As a result of this the house was sold in a Sherriffôs sale in 1867 to J.D. 

Walker and J.R. Pettigrew.  J.R. Pettigrew sold it to Z.M. Pettigrew in 1873, who used the 

structure as a boarding house until 1908.  The ownership is unknown until 1925 when Lillian 

Cory purchased it; she owned it until 1971 (A. D. Poole n.d, at historicalwashington county.org 

/ridgehouse.html accessed 10-1-2012).  The house is currently owned by the Washington County 

Historical Society.   

Fieldwork at the Ridge House 

 There three episodes of work at the Ridge House in 1972, in 1974, and in 1976.  This 

research deals only with the artifacts from the 1972 and 1976 excavations (Accession Numbers 

72-379 and 76-156) and so will discuss the 1974 excavation only very briefly.  The first 

archaeological excavations at the Ridge House were conducted from March 13 to 19 and during 

the early summer of 1972 by staff members of the Arkansas Archeological Survey and students 

from the University of Arkansas (Martin 1979:1).  The results and known paperwork from this 

excavation consist of a seven page report by Patrick Martin (1979) including a site map, a one 

sheet Field Specimen Log, and some photos with few feature and unit designations.  This 

excavation was conducted at the request of the Washington County Historical Society in advance 

of preservation and restoration work (Martin 1979:1).  The objectives of the field work were to 

determine what the original structure was like and the ñsequence of additions,ò find outbuildings 

and important features on the lot, and collect artifacts to understand the material culture of the 

occupants (Martin 1979:1).  A total of 13 units were excavated in units of various sizes. 
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 To assess the construction of the house they excavated three units along its west wall 

(Units 1, 2, and 3) (Martin 1979:2-3).  Excavation revealed a portion of a brick walkway in the 

southwestern part of the unit and the base of the chimney in the northeastern part of the unit.  

Through the excavation of these units they uncovered the foundation of the original house; the 

western side of which is about 16 feet long with a dry-laid roughly squared sandstone block 

foundation (Martin 1979:3).   

The rest of the excavation was conducted in the backyard to the north of the house.  

Features in the backyard included two square post molds without artifacts and a shallow pit with 

four bricks and 2 stones at the bottom in Unit 4 (Martin 1979:4).  More importantly they 

excavated a root cellar which measured 9 feet by 13 feet and 5 feet deep with a stairway leading 

into it.  It likely had a wooden stairs and floor.  The artifacts in this cellar date to the late 1800s 

and early 1900s many of which are bottles.  Martinôs dating might be a little off, because the 

childôs teaset creamer with a picture of Old Main (the oldest structure on the University of 

Arkansas Campus) on it is decal, not painted, and would therefore date no earlier than the 1890s 

not 1871 when Old Main was built (Martin 1979:5).  This root cellar was also discussed later as 

the ñshed cellarò (Jurney 1978:11).  Unit 9 contains a probable trash pit which was roughly 

circular in shape, five feet across and about 18 inches deep; Martin thought it dated to the 1850s 

(1979:5).  There were also three post molds in vertical alignment which may have been a fence 

line according to Martin, and a partial limestone foundation which was visible on the surface of 

the northeast corner of the lot (1979:6).   

 The 1974 episode of excavation was periodic from spring through fall of 1974 (Donat 

1979).  It appears to be mostly conducted by avocational volunteers though Norma Hofrichter 

and Peggy Hoffman who were associated with the Arkansas Archeological Survey and 
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University of Arkansas Museum respectively, were involved.  There is a set of detailed records 

consisting of plan view and profile drawings of units, lists of artifacts by unit, and a one page 

summary written by Pat Donat.  Donat (1979) says that they found three brick and stone 

foundations (probably foundation piers) and that these and the one mentioned by Martin (1979:6) 

could possibly be an outbuilding foundation.  Two pits filled with ash were also excavated.  The 

artifacts from this episode of excavation were not part of the sample used in this dissertation, 

because most of the material from the 1972 and 1976 excavations were from pit features and I 

felt I had a large enough sample with these two assemblages. 

 In July and October of 1976 Clyde Dollar, David Jurney and David Stahle (the former 

was then a PhD student in the History Department of the University of Arkansas and the latter 

two were graduate students in the University of Arkansas Anthropology Department) led the 

final episode of excavation at the Ridge House (Jurney 1978:12; Stahle personal communication 

10-23-2012).   This was a Washington County Historical Society Dig (Stahle personal 

communication 10-23-2012).  They were asked by the Washington County Historical Society, 

who owns the house, to excavate below the addition in the rear of the house prior to restoration 

of the structure.  The main area of this excavation was the rock-lined basement below the 

addition.  Two Masterôs theses Jurney (1978) and Stahle (1978) were respectively written all and 

in part about this excavation.  There are also some photos of the excavation, better labeled than 

those from the 1972 excavation, two field notebooks one by David Jurney and one by David 

Stahle which include Field Specimen logs with the numbers split between the two of them, and a 

set of profiles drawn life-sized on clear plastic sheeting (painterôs drop cloths).   

 The basement is rock-lined and hand-dug (pick-axed) into approximately three feet (1 

meter) of sandstone bedrock with a prepared dirt (clay) floor (Stahle 1978:37; Stahle personal 
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communication 10-23-2012).  It measures 15.5 feet by 26 feet (7.39 meters by 4.83 meters), and 

it was by excavated to a depth of 5.5 feet (1.7 meters) (Jurney 1978:12).  Jurney (1978:21-22) 

thinks that the basement and the addition above it were constructed between 1840 and 1853.   

Jurney in his thesis describes three ñmajor filling episodesò drawn in profiles.  Dale 

Fournier-Hackbarth attempted a Masterôs thesis comparing the ceramics in the Ridge Cellar to 

Jurneyôs data on the faunal assemblage.  However according to Stewart-Abernathy, Fournier-

Hackbarth told him that the ceramics cross-mended from top to bottom; it appears she did not 

finish her thesis (Stewart-Abernathy 1982b:304; personal communication 09-14-2012).  The 

cross-mends from top to bottom can be explained by a combination of the following: the fill in 

the majority of the cellar was a secondary deposit and there is rodent disturbance, noted both in 

the original plastic profiles, the field notes, and by the presence of a mouse trap found in the 

assemblage (76-156-102) (Jurney Field Notes 1976:18, 23).    

Jurney felt that the Stratum 3 deposit dates after the death of Sarah Ridge in 1856 (Jurney 

1978:22).  He bases this on the high percentage of pork which he claims may be a 

Reconstruction era diet (Jurney 1978:22).  However pork remains form a high percentage of 

faunal material in many Southern historic sites dating both before and after the Civil War, (for 

example see Stewart-Abernathy and Ruff 1989).  The ceramics in the basement in general, 

though by no means all, predate the 1850s and 1860s with many of the patterns in fact dating to 

the 1830s and 1840s or earlier. This may indicate that they likely come from the Clark 

occupation of the house.  The ceramic dating does not necessarily mean that the filling episode 

did not occur after Sarah Ridgeôs death as this is not a primary deposit.   Stahle remembers that 

the very bottom layer, which Jurney describes as RB4, they felt was associated with the Ridge 

occupation of the house as it contained small fragile objects like eggshell and needles which 
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were then covered with the fill layers (Stahle personal communication 10-23-2012; Jurney n. d.:2 

Ridge House Strata Index).   This is probably what Jurney meant by ñin situ cellar materialsò 

(Jurney n. d.:2 Ridge House Strata Index). 

Stratum 2, the second episode of filling, is composed heavily of ash which Jurney says 

indicates the basement is being used more for refuse disposal (1978:22).  Stratum 1, the most 

recent strata has some rubble fill.  Jurney thinks Stratum 1 was deposited prior and after the 

construction of the interior gable chimney and the surface was stabilized with rubble (Jurney 

1978:22).     

Moser Farmstead, Benton County 

The Moser Farmstead site (3BE311) is located in Benton County, Arkansas, near Rogers 

and Lowell.  It dates from about 1875-1919 (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:1).  The first Euro-

American occupant of the property was Joseph Baker in 1852; he acquired 16 more hectares in 

1854 (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:13).  Joseph Baker died in 1889 and Calvin Baker, his son, took 

over the property.  Calvin Baker sold most of the property to Cooper Wilmoth in 1869, but kept 

one hectare in his name.  In 1874 Wilmoth sold the property to Alonzo Bishop.  Bishop is the 

owner most likely to have built the house; previously the land was probably used solely for 

farming purposes (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:14).  In 1877, Alonzo Bishop sold the property to 

his father John Bishop.  In 1878 Cooper Wilmoth died and because neither John nor Alonzo 

Bishop had paid the promissory note for purchasing the property, the administrator of Wilmothôs 

will, R.W. Ellis sued the Bishops for money owed.  The Bishopôs claimed personal and 

homestead property exemptions and lost in court, they turned over the 32 hectare farm to Ellis in 

1880.   
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In 1882, Henry Morgan Sharp bought the property from Ellis (Stewart-Abernathy 

1986a:14).  His son John Sharp and his wife Laura legally owned the farm starting in 1901 and 

lived there until 1907 but probably started living there shortly after it was purchased by Henry 

Sharp, though their exact date of their original occupation is unknown.  John Sharp and Laura 

Moser married in 1883 and had four children, Bertha, Berlin, Earl and Nellie (Stewart-Abernathy 

1986a:15).  Sometime between 1904 and 1907 the Sharps moved to California for health reasons, 

and the farmstead was then occupied by tenants.  The first of these tenants is the Nichols family.   

In 1907 John Sharp rented the farm to his brother-in-law Jeff Moser (Stewart-Abernathy 

1986a:15).  Jeff Moser was married to Rosa Lee Parker in 1899, and they had three sons, Daniel 

Marion, Erie Olan, and Dallas (Stewart-Abernathy1986a:16).  In 1915, Jeff Moser bought an 

adjacent farm from his brother-in-law John Sharp, and moved off of this property with his 

family.  Earl Sharp, John Sharpôs son rented the property from his father starting in 1915 

(Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:17).  Earl Sharp expected to be drafted during World War I, but 

eventually joined the Navy instead.  In 1917, John Sharp rented the property to the Ben 

Coonfield and his family who left in 1919.  In 1919 John Sharp sold the farm to Quincy Chastain 

as an expansion of his farm and this part of his farm was used for pasture.   

Field Work at the Moser Farmstead 

 The fieldwork at the Moser Farmstead was conducted as part of mitigation for the 

relocation and widening of US Highway 71 by the Arkansas State Highway and Transportation 

Department (AHTD) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in Benton County, 

Arkansas.  The first survey for this project was carried out by the Federal Highway 

Administration in 1979, when two prehistoric sites were found, the roadway was altered to avoid 

them (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:2).  The second stage of the survey was conducted by Burney 
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McClurkan of the AHTD to evaluate 3BE306 a prehistoric site, and also reported the Moser 

House (3BE311).  I analyzed the ceramics from Accession numbers 82-665 and 82-1008. 

The first assessment of the Moser Farmstead was conducted by Robert Lafferty via a 

contract between the AHTD and the Sponsored Research Program of the Arkansas Archeological 

Survey as part of six days of field work in March 1982 (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:2).  Lafferty 

and his crew conducted controlled surface collection, shovel tests, excavated five test units, and 

three backhoe trenches.  This work found a seven meter long pit feature, and two other pit 

features, and Stewart-Abernathy and Lafferty (1982:48) suggested that either the highway be 

realigned to avoid the site or excavation to mitigate the damage to the site.  The AHTD and 

FHWA took the mitigation option, and Leslie Stewart-Abernathy and his crew from the 

Arkansas Archeological Survey conducted excavation at the Moser Farmstead for 20 days in 

July and August of 1982.   

Stewart-Abernathy had five goals for the Moser excavation (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:3-

4).  First he wanted to gain an understanding of the farmstead plan so it could be used as a 

baseline for excavation of other farmsteads in Arkansas.  The second goal was to look at the 

Sharp and Moser familiesô access to trade networks to assess the accuracy of the stereotype of 

self-sufficiency among Ozark residents.  The third goal was to compare the assemblages in the 

major features excavated at the site to look at chronological and spatial differentiation of 

activities at the site.  The fourth goal was to look at the curation behavior of the residents or the 

cycling of material goods from useful to other categories of behavior.  The fifth goal was to look 

at the dietary habits of the residents of the site.   

 The fieldwork of July and August 1982 involved the following: rototiller-aided surface 

collection, excavation of three additional backhoe trenches and reopening of the previous three, 
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backhoe-stripping to locate features, hand excavation of units and features with a 1 by 2 meter 

grid system, and soil samples for chemical analysis and flotation (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:21-

23, 25).  There are three areas of the farmstead that were focused on for research: first is the 

ñfarmstead core areaò which includes the house site, a cellar, smokehouse, cistern, buried 

midden, and storm cellar; the second is the area around the well; and third the ñfarmstead core 

peripheryò surrounding the house area (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:23).  There was no effort made 

to excavate the house itself, which was known via oral history to have been salvaged by a 

neighboring farm family (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:24).  The farmstead periphery was assessed 

by means of surface collection in a series of 38, 5-meter diameter circles, two of these were 

judgmental samples and the rest were stratified random samples (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:47-

48).  These circles were rototilled to aid detection of artifacts.   

 Feature 1, the cellar was first uncovered in Backhoe Trench 1 by Lafferty in March of 

1982.  Subsequently, eight, 1 by 2 meter test units, and one, 2 by 3 meter block were excavated 

in and surrounding the cellar (Stewart-Abernathy1986a:24-25).  Additionally the areas over and 

surrounding the cellar was stripped with a backhoe, Laffertyôs Backhoe Trenches 1 and 2 were 

reopened, and Backhoe Trench 6 was excavated.  These activities worked to delineate the extent 

of the cellar.  In the process of discerning the edges of the cellar they found a wall line of 

mortared limestone slabs; this was interpreted as the foundation of the kitchen ell (Stewart-

Abernathy 1986a:24-26).  The cellar was slightly inset from this foundation, and the original 

cellar floor was excavated by the occupants to uneven depths varying from 20 cm below the 

current ground surface to 70 cm at its greatest depth.  During the backhoe stripping they also 

found a horseshoe-shaped extension of the stone wall which formed the entry into the cellar; and 

this was confirmed by oral history (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:27).  The cellar floor is known to 
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oral history to have had only exposed subsoil for flooring, this was confirmed by the excavation, 

and the cellar was likely filled in three episodes (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:29-30).   

 Feature 2, the storm cellar, was likely constructed in around 1913, after a bad storm in the 

region and probably abandoned by 1920 based on the artifacts (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:35-36).  

It was uncovered with Laffertyôs Backhoe Trench 3, backhoe stripping, and a 1 by 1.5 meter 

excavation unit (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:36-37).     

 Feature 3 was the well which was located away from the house at the bottom of the bluff 

and was likely filled by the 1950s (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:37).   Since its actual location was 

then unknown the general area was stripped with a backhoe (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:38).  The 

backhoe stripping found an area of fieldstones, known through oral history to have been used to 

fill the well.  To further aid detection Backhoe Trench 5 revealed and transected the well.  The 

well was excavated with the backhoe to a depth of 1.5 meters below surface, measured 

approximately 3.5 meters wide, and was unlined.  An artifact collection was made from the back 

dirt mostly dating to the 1940s and 1950s.   

 Feature 4 was a cistern, located next to the cellar and it was not fully excavated (Stewart-

Abernathy 1986a:39-40).  The cistern was noted by Dallas Moser to be possibly six to eight 

meters deep, a depth that would cause significant safety issues if excavated, because he had seen 

it empty when one of his brothers cleaned it sometime between 1907 and 1915.  Because of these 

issues, Stewart-Abernathy decided that efforts should be focused on determining the form and 

the contents of the upper portions of the cistern, rather than complete excavation (1986a:40).  

The top of the cistern is shaped like a keyhole with a circular cistern opening and a trapezoidal 

filter box constructed out of brick, plaster, and cement.  They decided to remove the top 30 cm 

because it was likely contaminated by the backhoe stripping and then excavate the rest in 
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arbitrary 10 cm levels and bisect the feature (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:41).  However standing 

water was discovered among the chert rubble at 38cm, and by 50 cm bailing was necessary; after 

this depth natural levels were used.  Two major soil strata were found, from 30-80 cm the matrix 

consisted mainly of chert cobbles and brick rubble, and from 80-150 cm the matrix was mostly 

chert fieldstones; excavation ceased at 150 cm.  The cistern is likely a conical shape.   

 Feature 5 was a rectangular pit of unknown purpose that was below the smokehouse 

(Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:43).  It had been filled by Ken Keenen, the owner of the farm at the 

time of the excavation, in the 1950s or 1960s.  The pit was known to Dallas Moser who 

remembered his older brother falling through the smokehouse floor into it, but did not know its 

use (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:44).  The artifacts found in it date from the 1880s to early 1900s 

and it is likely a trash pit (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:45).      

 Feature 6 was a buried soil horizon containing a blanket midden deposit which was found 

in Backhoe Trench 2 (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:45-46).  There was a layer of fill on top of this 

midden, probably from the original digging of the cellar (Feature 1), and indicating that the 

midden predates the cellar.  This fill was stripped off with a backhoe, known as Backhoe 

Stripping Area 4, and a 1.5 by 2 meter unit was excavated into the midden.  To explore the 

midden in a different location, a 0.5 by 1.5 meter unit was excavated in Backhoe Stripping Area 

1, near Backhoe Trench 4 and the cistern, this was not covered with cellar or cistern fill.  Though 

sparse, the artifacts in the midden helped date the cellar construction to the mid to late 1880s or 

early 1890s (Stewart-Abernathy 1986a:47).  

Conclusions 

 This chapter has discussed the previous historical and archaeological research conducted 

at Jacob Brightôs Trading Post and William Montgomeryôs Tavern, Ashley Mansion, Lot 9 at 
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Old Davidsonville, the Block House, the Sanderôs House, the Ridge House, and the Moser 

Farmstead.  The next chapter will discuss the results of my research on the ceramics and 

transportation at these sites.   
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Chapter 5.  The Results 

This chapter discusses the results of the ceramic diversity analysis and how they relate to 

trends in transportation improvements in and around the region of each site.  The ceramic 

diversity data is presented in histograms by number of ceramic types per epoch.   The data was 

collected with handwritten notes and photographs of ceramic and other artifacts from each site.  

The photos include the site name, site, number, accession number, and a brief description all 

written on a small whiteboard, and a scale.  Each photo was given a number as it was 

downloaded from the camera that designated the site it came from and its number in the order it 

was taken, for example Block House _0001.  The photo numbers were then correlated with the 

notes on each artifact.    

When the data collection was finished all of the photos were placed in folder with a 

complete set of photos from that site. Then the photos were copied and split into two separate 

folders; one with ceramics (i.e. Block House Sorted) and one with the other marked objects (i.e. 

Block House Remnant).  The sorted ceramics folder was split into numerous other subfolders 

each containing different ceramic patterns, or the remaining ceramic photos that for various 

reasons I was unable to definitively type.  When the ceramics photo files were as sorted as 

possible, a date range was added to their subfolder name.  Finally these ceramic subfolders were 

copied into folders (ie. Block House 1790-1830) named with Borchertôs (1967:307) 

transportation improvement epochs that their ceramic date range indicated that they fell into.  If a 

ceramic typeôs date range straddled more than one epoch the subfolder was copied into both of 

the Epoch folders.  The number of subfolders in each epoch folder was counted and the results 

were graphed in the histograms that follow in this chapter.  For the histograms in this dissertation 
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the x-axis consists of the Borchertôs (1967:307) transportation epochs and the y-axis consists of 

the number of types or patterns per epoch.   

This chapter is arranged regionally and chronologically starting with the Arkansas River 

Valley, then Northeast Arkansas, Southeast Arkansas, and Northwest Arkansas.   

Transportation in the Lower Arkansas River Valley 

Bright and Montgomery, Arkansas Post Transportation Access 

Early forms of transportation in Arkansas include keelboats and flatboats on its rivers and 

wagons, foot, and horse by road or path.   The early settlement in Arkansas often though not 

always followed its river corridors.  The Arkansas River Valley contains several of the earliest 

Euro-American settlements in Arkansas likely in part because of its easy access to regional river 

transportation (see Map, Figure 12).  The first Euro-American settlement in Arkansas is the 

military installation and community of Arkansas Post; while posts by this name have existed in 

the surrounding area since 1686, the current National Park Service location has been occupied 

since at least 1779 and possibly as early as 1749 (Arnold 1991:13; Martin 1977:2; Walker 

1970:2, 4).  When the United States acquired this region as part of the Louisiana Purchase in 

1803, several trading posts in the community were regionally involved in the fur trade with 

Native Americans (Bearss 1964 Part I:13-14).  The furs were transported to the trading posts 

likely by horse, foot, or small boat, and exchanged for trade goods shipped upstream to the post 

via keel boat.  When the furs were shipped out of Arkansas they were shipped downstream either 

by keelboat or flatboat.  Flatboats were used only on downstream journeys with the lumber often 

being sold for scrap at the end of the journey whereas keelboats could be used going upstream or 
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downstream though going upstream was an extremely laborious process conducted by poling, 

cordelling, rowing, or sailing (Baldwin 1941:61-66).   

An example of the abilities and difficulties related to transportation access for trade in 

early Arkansas is illustrated by the Arkansas Trading House, one of Bright and Companyôs 

competitors.  In 1805 the US set up a government run trading post or factory called the Arkansas 

Trading House to trade with the Native Americans; this was not a financial success and it closed 

in 1810 (Martin 1977:2).  It was run by John B. Treat, who was apparently well treated by the 

local Native Americans, but because of competition with other local trading posts he had to pay 

more for the furs he traded, despite that these furs were of lower quality than those of the other 

firms (Bearss 1964 Part I:13).  Bearss says that ñThe skins were often poor and many were 

damaged during transportationò though whether in transport to the trading post or from the Post 

to New Orleans is unclear (1964:13).  Morris (1969:32) says furs in the South were less valuable 

because animals in the warmer climate had thinner furs than those in the north, and the furs 

rotted more easily in the warm weather.  In 1807 the Arkansas Trading House made $96,000, 

though the next year there was a significant decline (Bearss 1964 Part I:13).  During Treatôs 

tenure at Arkansas Post, he reports that two or three Frenchmen traded at the Post with goods 

obtained from Detroit, having descended the Wabash River in Indiana to the Ohio and then the 

Mississippi and Arkansas River (Bearss 1971:11 in Martin 1977:3).   

  It is important to remember that despite only having access to human or animal powered 

transportation until 1820 when the first steamboat (the Comet) landed there, Arkansas Post likely 

had some of the best access transportation in the state for much of its early settlement (Hunter 

1977:51).  The first steamboat to descend the Mississippi River (the New Orleans) did so in the 

winter of 1811-1812 and it took several years for steamboat technology improvements and the 
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end of Fultonôs monopoly of the Mississippi River for river communities to have regular access 

to them (Hunter 1977:5, 14 and 51-52).  Other cities on the Arkansas River had their first landing 

by a steamboat a couple years later, for example Little Rock and Fort Smith in 1822 (Hunter 

1977:51).  By 1833 five to six steamboats were trading on the Arkansas River (Hunter 1977:51).  

It took a while for steampower to fully overtake the use of keelboats because even after 

steamboats began trading on the Arkansas River consistent access to them lagged.  In 1827, 

Hewes Scull, an Arkansas Post merchant and cotton gin operator, put the following ad in the 

Arkansas Gazette (June 19, 1827 in Bearss 1964 Part II:248):  

ñThe Subscriber having just returned from New Orleans, has opened, in his new brick 

store, at the Post of Arkansas, a handsome assortment of Seasonable Goods, consisting of 

Dry Goods, Groceries, Liquors, Hard Ware, Crockery, and Glass Ware, Saddlery, 

Medicines, Boots, Shoes, and Hats, of every description; all of which he will sell low, for 

cash, or on short credit.   

He also informs the public, that his Cotton Gin, on the incline plane principle is 

now completed, and ready to receive Cotton, which he will gin bale on the most 

reasonable terms; and assures the public, that the staple of their Cotton should not be in 

the least injured, and their bales made in the handsomest manner.  He will always have 

ready two keel-boats, one of 10 and the other of 20 tons for the convenience of persons 

bringing cotton to his gin, and a cart and oxen to haul it up.ò 

 

 

This advertisement both illustrates merchant strategies for acquiring goods and how cotton 

dealers went about their business.  If Scull actually had two keelboats always at the ready to ship 

cotton downstream to New Orleans, he may have had quite the business empire.  He is clearly 

acting as a dealer in ceramics or crockery as it is denoted above.  The advertisement is from 

about seven years after the first steamboat, the Comet, landed at Arkansas Post, demonstrating 

the mixed strategies of utilizing the various forms of river transportation available in Arkansas in 

the 1820s.   
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Figure 8. NPS Map of Arkansas Post National Memorial Showing Historic 

Shorelines and Fort Hindman now covered by the Arkansas River (NPS Harpers 

Ferry Center, (1997) http://www.nps.gov/hfc/cfm/carto-detail.cfm?Alpha=ARPO. 
 

 The community of Arkansas Post, while in a strategic location from a military standpoint 

had issues attracting and keeping a civilian population.  One major reason for this is that 

Arkansas Post was settled on land that floods.  In fact flooding was a major reason (though not 

the only one) to move of Arkansas Post around the landscape so frequently; some of the former 

Arkansas Postsô were more prone to flooding than the current one.  A further issue that 

discouraged population growth is that Arkansas Post is located on an active meander loop 

(Featherstonhaugh 1844:234-234 in Bearss 1964:9-10; Martin 1977:1-2).   Therefore the 

shoreline was and is continually being eroded (Featherstonhaugh 1844:234-234 in Bearss 

1964:9-10; Martin 1977:1-2).  The map of the Park provided by the National Park Service shows 

approximate locations of historic shorelines and the Confederate Fort Hindman, all now 
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completely eroded by the river and underwater (nps.gov/arpo/index.htm ïclick on park map- 

accessed 01-28-2013).  

It was named the territorial capital of Arkansas in 1819, but in 1820 the territorial 

legislature voted to move the capital to Little Rock by 1821 because ñit was not centrally located 

and its climate was considered unhealthyò (Walker 1970:6-7).  The town experienced another 

brief rise starting in 1840 with the building of a branch of the State Bank of Arkansas, but by 

1843 the bank was liquidated statewide because of corruption, financial abuses, and a delayed 

reaction to the ñPanic of 1837ò (DeBlack 2002a:111-112; Walker 1970:8).  In 1855 the Arkansas 

County Seat was moved from Arkansas Post to the newly developing town of DeWitt in hopes, 

though perhaps unrealistic, of attracting railroad interest (Walker 1970:8).   

All of these setbacks led to population decline but the Civil War once again pointed out 

the townôs militarily strategic location in holding the Arkansas, White, and Mississippi rivers.  

The Confederate Army occupied it as the Post of Arkansas or Fort Hindman in 1862; it fell to 

Union naval and army troops in January 1863 (Walker 1970:9).  By 1930 when the land became 

Arkansas Post State Park, several families still lived in the area (Walker 1970:9-10).    
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Bright and Montgomery Ceramic Results 

 

Epoch # of Types

Sail Wagon 1790-1830 384

Iron Horse 1830-1870 329

Steel Rail 1870-1920 65

Auto Air Amenity 1920-1967 13

Total Types 430 

Figure 9.  Bright and Montgomery Ceramic Diversity Data. 

The community of Arkansas Post could likely obtain whatever ceramics were available in 

the regional trade of the Southeastern United States because of the fur trade and because it was 

the major center in early Arkansas.  The first known occupant of Lot 27, Jacob Bright, ran a 

trading post on the property, so he likely had ties to importers in New Orleans and elsewhere for 

ceramic purchases and sold or traded them at this property.  The later occupant of the site, 

William Montgomery, ran a tavern on the lot, and while he may not have been selling ceramics 

he was likely using them in larger quantities than would a residential site.  As a possible result of 

these two factors the quantity of ceramics in the Bright and Montgomery assemblage is much 

larger than that at any of the other sites in this research sample.   
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Some of the ceramic sherds do not appear to have been used, particularly some of the 

creamware, despite the vast majority being broken into very small pieces.  Lack of use is 

suggested by the lack of knife scratches, crazing, or discoloration, and with the glaze still very 

bright and clear.  This lack of use, the quantity of the ceramics, and the occupations of the 

residents may indicate that at least Jacob Bright and possibly his successors may have been 

dumping store stock that broke during shipment, or overstocks.   

For this and all of the sites that follow, there is some correlation between the number of 

photos and the number of sherds.  The number of photos is not indicative of the number of actual 

sherds because I took photos of groups of sherds of the same pattern, and took multiple pictures 

of the same sherds.  However the quantity of photos needed to document the collection should 

give a very rough indication of the prevalence of a particular pattern at a particular site.  Ceramic 

patterns with large numbers of sherds that may strengthen the case for dumping of store stock 

just by sheer quantity are Blue Willow (148 photos), Boy Piping (92 photos), and Milkmaid (98 

photos).  Montgomery and his employees may have also dumped dishes that broke during the 

process of serving meals and washing them.  Either of these occupants or those in the interim 

may also have discarded dishes left over from when they ceased occupation of the site.   

The ceramics assemblage from Lot 27 also contains a sizable amount of probable British 

hard paste porcelain teawares with overglaze painted decoration in approximately eight patterns 

at least one of which includes gilt.  Nothing similar was found at any of the other historic sites in 

this research sample.  There are at least 184 total photos of painted hard paste porcelain in eight 

patterns, plus 66 photographs of sherds I could not type, and 6 relief molded.  Additionally there 

appears to be at least one set of Chinese export porcelain teacups or small bowls with a total of 
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82 photos; while Chinese Porcelains were also found at other sites in Arkansas, they consisted 

mostly of rarer sherds of plate rims or ginger jars, not teawares and less obviously a set.   

Both the British and Chinese porcelain were expensive ceramics at the time, and 

therefore less likely to be casually discarded or generally found archaeologically, being 

something a family would likely carefully curate. There is a sizable quantity of these vessels, 

especially the British Hard Paste porcelain, multiple sherds were found within most accession 

numbers that included ceramics.  The general rarity of these types of ceramics in the 

archaeological record and the quantities that they are found in Lot 27 provide further evidence 

that Jacob Bright and his successor were dumping store stock.   

 The ceramic assemblage from Bright and Montgomery is consistent with a site that has 

its major occupancy from 1804-1821 as much of the assemblage could be dated within this 

range. That the bulk of the ceramics in the assemblage date to Martinôs (1977) proposed start and 

end dates for the site clearly shows in the graph above (Figure 9).  The largest quantities of 

ceramics date to the Borchertôs (1967:307) Sail-Wagon (1790-1830) and Iron Horse Epochs 

(1830-1870).   There are some ceramics that definitely date somewhat earlier though these may 

be the result of curating a particular object or dumping episodes from earlier occupations of the 

Post.  Those ceramics that clearly predate Jacob Brightôs occupation include green glazed 

creamware that dates from 1759-1775 and Santonge, a French ceramic that dates from 1620-

1800 (Aultman, Grillo, Bon-Harper, and Galle 2008; Louis Berger & Associates et al. 1996).   

There is a more significant quantity of ceramic types that date after William Montgomery 

is presumed to have has ceased the operation of his Tavern in 1821.  These include underglaze 

painted chrome colored teawares that date after 1830, ironstone that post-dates 1840, the blue 

transfer print pattern Wild Rose that is most popular from 1830-1850, and two Davenport 
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transfer print patterns that are thought to post-date 1836, the Scottôs Illustrations and Rose 

patterns (Kwas 2009a:104-105; Coysh and Henrywood 1982:399; Louis Berger & Associates 

1996:17; Maryland Archaeological Conservation Lab 2012c & e: Accessed 01-07-2013).  This 

indicates that there may be a continued occupation of Lot 27 after William Montgomery moved 

his tavern operation to the Mississippi River in 1821 (Martin 1977:5).   

While it is possible that this later material is was produced through dumping on the lot 

there is enough of it that it more likely indicates that someone else lived on the lot after 1821.  

The bulk of the ceramics that post-date 1830, and particularly that post-date 1870 are residual 

because some wares and styles of ceramics, particularly whiteware and porcelain are in use for 

long periods.  Residual in this sense means that they are ceramics with long manufacturing 

periods such as Blue Willow or soft paste porcelains, that likely date earlier but it is hard to refine 

the date range because of lack of stylistic, manufacturing changes, makerôs marks, or research 

stylistic trends.  In the case of porcelain there does not appear to be much archaeological 

research on stylistic changes in its decoration over time.   

 The ceramics at Brightôs Trading Post and Montgomeryôs Tavern indicate that there was 

a vibrant trade in ceramics in the community of Arkansas Post in the very early 1800s.  This is in 

spite of its reputation as an isolated frontier post and backwater community.  While population 

decline and probably flooding eventually undermined the community of Arkansas Post its early 

years provide positive evidence of the importance of transportation in the state of Arkansas.   

Ashley Mansion, Little Rock Transportation Access 

Ashley Mansion is located in Little Rock on the Arkansas River where the river exits the 

uplands and enters the Mississippi Alluvial Plain (Stewart-Abernathy personal communication 

03-14-2013).  As was discussed in the previous section the first steamboat on the Arkansas was 
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in 1820; the second steamboat (the Eagle) on the Arkansas reached Little Rock in 1822 (Hunter 

1977:51).  Between 1833 and 1848 the number of steamboats serving the Arkansas River 

increased from five to six in 1833 to about 30  in 1848 (Hunter 1977:51).  The beginnings of 

steamboat access in Little Rock occur at about the same time, 1822, that Chester and Mary 

Ashley bought Block 33 on Scott and Markham Streets (McAlexander 1999:19).  Likely the 

prospects of a growing community with a growing population drew the Ashleys to the area.  

Federal government funding to improve the Arkansas River began in 1832 with snag removal 

and channel improvements (Makris 1937:19).   

Given its rather central location, Little Rock was also connected to the rest of the state by 

roads.  It is on the Southwest Trail, the major road system heading southwest from the St Louis 

area down to the Red River in southwestern Arkansas, with connections to Louisiana and 

Oklahoma (Makris 1937:14).  A road called Pyeattôs Road was built between Arkansas Post, 

Cadron and Crystal Hill ña few miles up the Arkansas River from where Little Rock now standsò 

in 1807 (Herndon 1922:506); this later became part of the Memphis to Fort Smith military road 

(Makris 1937:5).  Surveying of the eastern half of the Memphis to Fort Smith Road began in 

1826 and construction began in 1827 (Longnecker 1985:206).  In 1826 there was a stagecoach 

route from Arkansas Post to Little Rock probably using Pyeattôs Road; it took three to four days 

and also carried the mail (Herndon 1922:510).   

The first railroad to be constructed in Arkansas was the Memphis and Little Rock 

Railroad (L. Huff 1964:260).  In fact it was the only railroad constructed before the Civil War, 

and even then it was not completed until after the Civil War (L. Huff 1964:260).  In 1859 the 

first 38 miles were completed from Madison, Arkansas (on the St. Francis River) to Hopefield, 

Arkansas (which was across the Mississippi River from Memphis) (L. Huff 1964:260).   The 
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second section (49 miles) of the railroad from Little Rock to DeValls Bluff on the White River 

was completed on January 26, 1862, a little more than a month (March 7-8, 1862) before the 

Battle of Pea Ridge in Northwestern Arkansas (L. Huff 1964:262; http://www.nps.gov/peri/ 

index.htm Accessed 04-14-2013).  The two sections of the railroad left a major gap that was not 

completed until the end of the War.   

Taking the train from Little Rock to Memphis in 1862 involved ña combination of 

railroad, steamboat and stagecoachò to complete the journey (L. Huff 1964:264).  First there was 

a ferry trip from Little Rock to the north side of the Arkansas River where the track started, then 

ñthree to four hoursò train ride to DeValls Bluff, then one took a steamboat from ñDeValls Bluff 

to Clarendonò (7 hours), then a 45 mile stage coach ride (12-15 hours) to Madison, when arriving 

there for another three hour train ride to Hopefield, and finally a ferry ride across the Mississippi 

to Memphis (L. Huff 1964:264-265).  The gap between the two sections of the Memphis and 

Little Rock Railroad was finally completed in 1871 (Makris 1937:78).   

This railroad had several ownership and subsequent name changes 1873 and 1904.   

 Up until 1873 it was the Memphis and Little Rock Railroad Company (Makris 1937:78). 

 1873 it was bought by the Memphis and Little Rock Railway Company (Makris 

1937:78). 

 1877 it was bought by the Memphis and Little Rock Railroad Company No. 2 (Makris 

1937:78). 

 1887 it was bought by the Little Rock and Memphis Railroad Company (Makris 

1937:78). 

 1898 it was bought by the Choctaw and Memphis Railroad Company (Makris 1937:79). 

http://www.nps.gov/peri/
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 1900 it was bought by the Choctaw, Oklahoma and Gulf Railroad Company (Makris 

1937:79). 

 1904 it was leased for 999 years by the Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railroad 

(Makris 1937:81). 

Other railroads also were built through Little Rock or had branch lines that did.  In 1889 the 

St Louis Southwestern constructed a branch line into Little Rock via Altheimer and England, 

Arkansas (Makris 1937:85).  The Cairo and Fulton Railroad which became the St Louis Iron 

Mountain and Southern in 1874, and finally the Missouri Pacific in 1917 goes through Little 

Rock as well (Makris 1937:74).  The Little Rock and Fort Smith rail line started out as a branch 

of the Cairo and Fulton Railroad in 1853 (long before it was actually built), separated from it in 

1855, and later was subsumed under the St Louis, Iron Mountain and Southern in 1874, and then 

the Missouri Pacific system in what appears to be 1906 (the six is not very clear) (Arthurs 1938: 

unnumbered Missouri Pacific Family Tree, 23-24).  
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Ashley Mansion Ceramic Results 

 

Epoch # of Types

Sail Wagon 1790-1830 138

Iron Horse 1830-1870 197

Steel Rail 1870-1920 105

Auto Air Amenity 1920-1967 43

Total Types 212 

 Figure 11. Ashley Mansion Ceramic Diversity Data. 

Ashley Mansion is located in Little Rock, less than two blocks from the Arkansas River.  

The results of this analysis indicate at least as clearly as the archaeology that those deposits that I 

analyzed, from the backyard of the house, were a relatively sealed context.  The only sherds that 

likely post-date 1870 in the last two epochs are 3 types of decaled porcelain and whiteware that 

likely date to no earlier than 1890 and as such were intrusive.  Based on the circumstances of the 

excavation and that at least some are from surface collection contexts, a few intrusive sherds are 

not a surprise.  The others that fill up the last two epochs are objects that might well date earlier 

because the date ranges extend for long periods that cross multiple epochs.  There is a definite 



 

 

118 

 

increase in the number of patterns between the Sail Wagon (138) and the Iron Horse (197) 

Epochs.   

Of the total 212 types of ceramics only eight have more than 20 photos the largest of 

which are Davenport Ruins (65 photos in five colors) and Enoch Woods Venetian Scenery (38 

photos).  Another 24 types have between eight and 19 photos; all the rest have less than 8 photos.  

This likely indicates that most of the rest of the types come from single vessels which would be 

in contrast to those at the Block House or Bright and Montgomery where they were likely 

dumping store stock as well as household trash.  The Ashley Mansion assemblage is more 

indicative of trash solely from a family unit, even though it also likely included slaves.  This 

assemblage is very clearly not heavily contaminated trash from the Lotôs later occupation by a 

hotel and boarding house.  

The assemblage from the 1984 excavation of the basement of Ashley Mansion would 

have been more problematic for analysis because those ceramics originated in a variety of 

contexts, some of which did not occur on the lot itself.  The chronology of the filling episodes in 

the basement is uncertain but includes refuse from nearby restaurants dating to the 1880s and 

later and other deliberate dumping episodes from unknown locations (Ernest1994:6-7, 65-66).   

In comparison, those deposits in the Ashleyôs backyard, with the minor exception of the few 

sherds of decal, it is possible and perhaps likely that all of the Ashley assemblage dates no later 

than 1863 when the Union Army captured Little Rock and General Frederick Steele used their 

home as the Union Army Headquarters (Ernest 1994:20).   
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Transportation in the Northeast Arkansas 

Lot 9, Davidsonville Transportation Access 

 The town of Davidsonville was located on the banks of the Black River in what is now 

Randolph County, Arkansas.  There are two Black Rivers in Arkansas, one in the southwestern 

part of the state that feeds into the Ouachita River in Louisiana, and the one relevant here in the 

northeastern part of the state that starts in Missouri and merges with the White River in Arkansas 

near Jacksonport.  The northern Black River is navigable but steamboat access and interest in 

improvements by the US Army Corps of Engineers seem to have been slower than they were on 

other rivers in Arkansas. Other rivers in the state, or on its borders started seeing improvements 

in the 1830s but the lack of discussion on improvements in early newspaper articles may indicate 

that on the Black this did not happen until much later. For example, an article in the Daily 

Arkansas Gazette entitled ñImprovements of Arkansas Rivers (January 28, 1880, page 4, issue 

60, Column B) about how the Corps of Engineers were going to make improvements to the 

Black River described this stream course as ñregarded as affording very good facilities for 

navigation,ò but goes on to explain that this is only the case when the boat is small and the water 

is high enough.   

For most of the period of its settlement, the residents of Davidsonville would have been 

served primarily by keelboats from the south and possibly flatboats from further north in 

Missouri.  According to Huddleston, Rose, and Wood (1998:17-18) the first steamboat to go up 

the White River was the Waverly, captained by Pennywit in 1831, it went as far as Batesville.  

Later that year the Laurel and the Bob Handy started serving the White River, the latter 

subsequently served the Black River instead.  Moffat indicates that the Bob Handy went up the 

Black to Davidsonville in May, 1831, but does not say if this is the first boat (Moffat 1956:198; 
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Huddleston et al 1998:17-19).  It probably was the first boat, based on the information provided 

by Huddleston et al (1998:17-19).   By 1868 and probably much before steamboats were making 

regular trips up the Black River as evidenced by this ad:  

ñRegular New Orleans, White and Black River Packet, Twice a Month.  The Elegant 

Side-Wheel Steamer John D. Perry will regularly in the above trade during the season, 

signing bills of lading for cotton or other freights by Memphis and Little Rock Railroad.  

Pat H. Wheat, Master, WM Gibbs, Clerk.ò (Daily Arkansas Gazette, Little Rock, 

Wednesday February 19, 1868 Issue 65, Column A).   

 

Beyond the use of the White and Black Rivers the people of Davidsonville also had 

access to the Southwest Trail a road network that starts roughly in St Louis or Ste. Genevieve, 

Missouri and goes southwest down through or near Davidsonville, Arkansas, Little Rock, 

Washington, to Fulton, on the Red River, and through a branch that starts in Hot Springs leads 

down into Monroe or Nachitoches, Louisiana (Kwas 2009a:4; Herndon 1922:505-506).  This 

road system may have and probably did exist prior to the colonization of the area by Euro-

American settlers.   

Whether the Southwest Trail actually went through Davidsonville is a bit of a debate, but 

according to Mitchells Travelers Guide Through the United States, a map from 1834, it looks 

like it may have (S. Augustus Mitchell 1834 http://cartweb.geography.ua.edu 

:9001/StyleServer/calcrgn?cat=North%20America%20and%20United%20States&item=/US1834

b.sid&wid=500&hei=400&props=item%28Name,Description%29,cat%28Name,Description%2

9&style=simple/view-dhtml.xsl Accessed 02-28-2013).  Even if the Trail did not, it was part of a 

local transportation system which would have provided residents of and travelers to 

Davidsonville access to the wider region, and would have been an important way of getting 

http://cartweb.geography.ua.edu/
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information and goods to and from the town especially before steamboats started ascending the 

White and Black Rivers in 1831 (Huddleston et al 1998:17-19).   

 

 

Figure 12.  Arkansas in Mitchellôs Travelerôs Guide through the United States, 

1834. (Mitchell (1834) Image courtesy of the Alabama Department of Archives and 

History). 

 

Another indication of how people traveled in the area of Davidsonville, and how fast 

things changed is indicated by the postal routes.  The first US Post Office in Arkansas was 

established in June of 1817 in Davidsonville and the second was in Arkansas Post in July of 

1817 (Yarbrough 1959:45).  The first postal route that included Arkansas, in about 1817, started 

in St Louis, Missouri, went through Herculaneum, Missouri to Davidsonville, Cadron, and 

finally on to Arkansas Post with some smaller stops on the way (Post Office Department 
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Advertisement 1817 in Carter 1951:271; Herndon 1922:508).  This first postal route was 546 

miles round trip and it was supposed to be completed once a week by horseback (Post Office 

Department Advertisement 1817 in Carter 1951:271).  By 1823 the route had changed and went 

from Greenville, Missouri to Davidsonville, to Batesville which was supposed to take 

approximately a week by horseback; this is approximately 292 miles round trip on modern roads 

(Yarbrough 1959:46; http://maps.google.com/ Accessed 04-8-2013).  By 1830 this route is listed 

as an ñUnproductive Post Roadò taking in $61.67 with transportation costing $660 (Carter ed 

1954:191).   

Lot 9, Davidsonville Ceramic Results 

 

Epoch # of Types

Sail Wagon 1790-1830 122

Iron Horse 1830-1870 110

Steel Rail 1870-1920 30

Auto Air Amenity 1920-1967 16

Total Types 129  

 Figure 13.  Lot 9 at Old Davidsonville, Ceramic Diversity Data. 

http://maps.google.com/
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 The town of Davidsonville was actively settled by approximately 1815 and was 

beginning to decline by the late 1820s and early 1830s, so it makes sense that the largest number 

of patterns would be found during the first epoch of Borchertôs (1967:307) scheme which dates 

from 1790-1830 (Cande et al 2008:1-2). It may be somewhat counterintuitive because this is also 

the period when the town has access only to transportation via the Southwest Trail road system 

and by keel and flatboats.  While the number of types is lower in total than the other sites, the 

sample was also smaller because I chose to use a subset of artifacts that come from a specific lot 

(Lot 9) from rather than using artifacts from the Feature 1 at the Public House in Lot 35.  This 

was due to time constraints and since it was a single family dwelling it would be more similar to 

the rest of my research sample.  Despite the smaller sample the results show similar trends to 

those at other sites, particularly those at Arkansas Post which dates to around the same period.   

While the number of types is highest in the Sail Wagon Epoch, with a total of 122 types, 

the number of types does not decline very far in the next period, the Iron Horse Epoch (1830-

1870), dropping to 110 types.  While many of these patterns in the Iron Horse Epoch continue 

over in date range from the Sail Wagon Epoch a few, particularly four of the blue shell edge 

patterns are likely to have been manufactured no earlier than the 1840 and may be as late as the 

1860s (Maryland Archaeological Conservation Lab 2012b: Accessed 01-11-2013).  This likely 

indicates that at least at the residence located on Lot 9, the decline of the town of Davidsonville 

was slower than has been traditionally presented.  The types that are in the last two Epochs are 

all carry-overs from previous epochs of types that were manufactured for long periods of time, 

like slip-decorated whitewares and the Blue Willow transfer print pattern.   
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Transportation in Southwest Arkansas 

Block House, Washington, Arkansas Transportation Access 

The nearest navigable river to Washington, Arkansas is the Red River and was first 

ascended by steam boat in 1814 by the Enterprise (Hunter 1977:51).  Unfortunately the Red 

River posed problems for navigation in the early 1800s because of the Great Red River Raft.   

The Great Raft was ña tangled mass of timber which blocked the river for more than one hundred 

milesò; it blocked the river past Nachitoches, Louisiana though at least some small boats 

bypassed it using smaller streams by 1831 (Hunter 1977:52).   Henry Shreve started clearing the 

Red River Raft with government funding in 1833 (Sherwood 1944:58,60; Hunter 1977:52).   The 

Raft was cleared to Shreveport by 1836, and more fully cleared by 1839 (Sherwood 1944:58,60; 

Hunter 1977:52).   

The Raft would have created difficulties for Abraham Blockôs business concerns.  While 

we know that Abraham Block was traveling to New Orleans to acquire goods for his store based 

on the Henderson and Gaines Importers marks stamped on the bottoms of dishes at found 

archaeologically at his home, the route he took to get to New Orleans in the early years is 

unknown.  From on his location in Washington, Arkansas the Red River might be the most 

obvious choice but perhaps not the practical one.  The Washington Telegraph, the newspaper for 

Washington, Arkansas in which Abraham Block and his sons advertised, did not start publishing 

until approximately but maybe a little before 1840, leaving few hints to how Abraham Block 

transported his store stock in the early years (Kwas 2009a:78).   

Abraham Block and his family were living in Washington probably by 1828 and 

definitely by 1832, so if he was using the Red River he would have had to travel down to 

Nachitoches until at least 1836 (Kwas 2009a:300; Hunter 1977:52).  It was possible to use minor 
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channels to go around the Raft as early as 1831 (Hunter 1977:52).  He may have traveled to 

Shreveport and then taken the Red River; it is also possible, perhaps likely, in his early years in 

business that he traveled overland to the Ouachita River or less likely the Arkansas River.  Block 

or at least his sons utilized the Ouachita River with Camden as a port.  An ad from D & V Block 

which took over Abrahamôs Washington Store illustrates this: ñJust Arrived!  Good News To the 

Citizens of Hempstead and Adjoining Counties.  The subscribers are just receiving direct from 

New Orleans via Camden, A Fresh Assortment of Goodsò (Washington Telegraph February 21, 

1855 in Montgomery 1981:87).  There was a road from Point Chicot on the Mississippi River via 

Camden, to Washington and continuing on to Fort Towson, Oklahoma by 1836 (Herndon 

1922:508).  A stagecoach route from Little Rock to Washington started in 1838 (Herndon 

1922:511).   

Abraham Block and his sons are likely to have used a variety of routes to acquire store 

stock both from New Orleans and elsewhere.  Steamboats were used on the Ouachita River from 

1819 and the first to attempt it was the James Monroe (Pearson and Saltus 1993:20; Thatcher 

1970:5).  In the early period of his business Abraham Block may have taken the Southwest Trail 

which forms a major street in Washington, Arkansas (Franklin Street) either up to Little Rock 

where it intersects with the Arkansas River or possibly backtrack to northeast of Greenville, 

Arkansas and take the branch of the Southwest Trail that ends in Natchitoches, Louisiana where 

he could meet up with the Red River (Kwas 2009a:4-5 maps).  Later in his business dealings he 

may have just traveled to Fulton, a little bit southeast of Washington and located on both the 

Southwest Trail and the Red River.  His son Henry Block ran a riverboat packet out of Fulton for 

several years starting in about 1850 (Kwas 2009a:33).  In a Washington Telegraph advertisement 

(January 22, 1851 in Montgomery 1981:84), Henry Block advertises ñRegular Red River 
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Packets. The Steamers St. Charles.  .  .  and Jim Gilmer.  .  .  will run as regular Packets during 

the season between Fulton and New Orleans, connecting at Shreveport, regularly every ten days.  

.  .  The Jim Gilmer had recently been repaired, and is not excelled by any boat running above 

the raftò (the last italics are mine).   

Augustus and Henry Block in 1854 moved to New Orleans and operate a store at 41 

Canal Street (Washington Telegraph October 25, 1854 in Montgomery 1981:87).  This was just 

down the street from where Henderson and Gaines, ceramics importers whose marks are found at 

the Block House and other sites in this sample, were operating at 45 and 48 Canal Street until 

1852, and by 1854 are operating still very close by at 99 Canal Street (Black and Brandimarte 

1987:figure 4).  A & H Blockôs Ad says in part: ñRemoval. A & H Block Wholesale Grocers. 

New Orleans. Having removed to the large and commodious stores, Noôs 28 Common Street and 

41 Canal Streetò (Washington Telegraph October 25, 1854 in Montgomery 1981:87; Black and 

Brandimarte 1987:figure 4).  Removed or removal is an archaic way of saying moved.  This ad 

indicates just how interconnected the Block family was with ceramic importation in New 

Orleans.   

The Block family were not just connected with the local Southwest Arkansas and the 

entrepôt of New Orleans but also connected as far away as New York ñThe subscriber has just 

received direct from New York a large and splendid assortment of HATS, BOOTS, SHOES, 

SADDLERY, STATIONARY, CLOTHING, etc.ò, and Louisville, Kentucky from which they 

imported ñ2000 apple and peach treesò in 1849 to be sold from both ñA. Block and Sons [in] 

Washington, and Block Brother and Co., [in] Fultonò (Washington Telegraph January 6, 1847 

and February 7, 1849 both in Montgomery 1981:9, 79). 
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Block House Ceramic Results 

 

Epoch # of Types

Sail Wagon 1790-1830 197

Iron Horse 1830-1870 266

Steel Rail 1870-1920 145

Auto Air Amenity 1920-1967 87

Total Types 302 

Figure 14.  Block House Ceramic Diversity Data.   

The Block family began living on Lot 19 in Washington, Arkansas in 1832 at the 

beginning of the Iron Horse Epoch which in Arkansas was most realized by the use of the 

steamboat. 266 types of ceramics date within this the Iron Horse Epoch.  However there are also 

a significant number (197) of ceramic types that predated this time period.  Some of these dishes 

may have been brought to the site when the Block family moved to the lot, and others are from 

types like dark blue transfer print or early underglaze painted patterns (not chrome colors) that 

date across more than one epoch.   Abraham Blockôs occupation was running a general store in 

Washington where among many other items he sold ceramics.  Abraham Block and his sons 

eventually built quite the business empire in Southwestern Arkansas, Texas, and New Orleans.  
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Steamboats were the dominant form of transportation during the periods when Abraham Block 

and Sons were in business in Washington and surrounding areas.  Most of the ceramic artifacts 

excavated at the Block House date to this period between 1830 and 1870.    

           

Figure 15.  Ruins Saucer (Photo # Block_1524).  Photo by the Author. 

        

Figure 16.  Millennium  Platter (Photo #s Block _1659 & BlockMillennium_0005).  

Photos by the Author.  Whole Plate Courtesy of a private collection. 

 

The artifacts show a similar pattern in disposal to that at Bright and Montgomery where 

there were large quantities of artifacts of the same patterns.  At Block there are ceramics from 

several specific patterns which occur in multiple colors such as Ruins (146 photos in 
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approximately 3 colors), Rose (33 photos, 2 colors), and Spanish Lady (75 photos, 2 colors) 

mostly from the company Davenport, as well as the pattern Water Lilly (41 photos and at least 12 

further instances that I took no photos of it) that only occurs in one color at the site.   

While some of these dishes were possibly used by the Block family it is likely that at 

least some of them were dumped store stock.  Similarly to Bright and Montgomery these patterns 

occur in large quantities, some are burned and some appear to be in almost new condition, also 

while many of these patterns occur in other sites in this sample they do not occur in nearly the 

same quantities or in quite a wide range of colors as they do at Block.   

In comparison to Block and to Bright and Montgomery, many of the recognizable 

patterns at the other sites in the sample occur in samples of what may be one dish if refitted; they 

appear to be from single acquisitions or limited breakage.  This has the result of making the 

assemblage at the Block House somewhat less diverse during its prime period of occupancy than 

the Sanders House in Washington and the Ridge House in Fayetteville, although at first 

assessment of the collection the Block assemblage seemed to be obviously more diverse.  The 

issue is that the bulk of the Block assemblage occurs numerically within a few types or it has less 

evenness (whether or not the assemblage is characterized by similar levels of sherd counts within 

a pattern) whereas Sanders and Ridge counts for the types are more even.   

The latter two epochs at the Block House have less in the way of ceramic types likely for 

several reasons.  The lot which had been occupied by the large Block family (who were likely 

dumping store stock) and up to 13 slaves had a smaller occupancy after the Civil War (Kwas 

2009a:41.  While it was owned by Rosalie Ellen Block from 1866 to 1875, it also appears that 

she was living in New Orleans after 1866 (Kwas 2009a:29, 41).  It may have then been rented 
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out but even still a smaller number of people, who were not dumping store stock, likely occupied 

the lot because slavery was over.   

Sanders House, Washington, Arkansas Transportation Access 

 In the early years of Simon and Zenobia Sanders residence on Lot 32 in Washington, 

Arkansas, most of the dishes they used were likely shipped to Washington by steamboat via the 

Ouachita or the Red Rivers and then shipped overland from Fulton, Shreveport, or Camden.  

Steamboat tonnage in general increased and reached its greatest tonnage after the Civil War: ñBy 

1865 the total stock of steamboat tonnage on western rivers was at an all-time high.  .  . this 

evidence stands in contrast to the belief that steamboating had entered a period of decline in the 

1850s.  In fact, this period did not arrive until the 1880sò sic (Haites, Mak, and Walton 1975:23).  

This indicates that well into the 1870s and 1880s the residents of the Sanders House (which by 

1878 no longer includes the Sanders family) were likely buying dishes that were in part shipped 

by steamboat to Fulton or Camden as they had been since the 1820s.   

Starting in 1874 though, the railroads were beginning to make inroads in Southwest 

Arkansas.  The Cairo and Fulton Railroad was established by ñan act of Congressò in 1853 (Fair 

1998:193).  In 1874 the Cairo and Fulton Railroad bypassed Washington and went through 

nearby Hope instead (Kwas 2009a:11).  At about the same time, 1874, it completed its trunk-line 

from St Louis, Missouri to Fulton, Arkansas, and the Cairo and Fulton Railroad merged with the 

St Louis and Iron Mountain Railway, becoming together the St Louis, Iron Mountain and 

Southern Railway (Makris 1937:73).  Later in 1917 this route and the rest of the holdings of the 

St Louis, Iron Mountain and Southern became part of the Missouri Pacific (Makris 1937:74).  

While the bypassing of Washington, Arkansas by the railroad is often noted in histories of the 

town as one of its several death knells, likely the coming of the railroad as close as Hope was 
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useful for residents and businessmen.  Several townspeople appear to have tried to encourage 

another railroad to build in their town as in 1874 it sounds like they were conducting a feasibility 

study of what they proposed as the ñWashington and Shreveport Railroadò, a potential 

connection to the ñSouthwestern Railroad Companyò (Daily Arkansas Gazette-Little Rock 

Thursday January 22, 1874 Issue 32, Column C).  While it is doubtful that this plan was fully 

implemented, a spur line was built to Washington including a station house on Franklin Street 

(Stewart-Abernathy personal communication 03-14-2013).  The construction of the Cairo and 

Fulton Railroad, among many others, was part of a state government supported plan to build 

railroads in Arkansas and improve the Stateôs economy (DeBlack 2002b:218).  While these 

attempts to support railroad construction did produce a vast increase in railroad mileage it also 

left the state deeply indebted (DeBlack 2002:218-219). 

Not much later there were other railroads in the general area of Washington, though none 

went through the town itself.  The Texarkana and Northern Railroad which started out as a 

lumber railroad in 1885, later became part of the Kansas City, Pittsburg and Gulf, and finally 

became the Kansas City Southern Railway in 1900 which went from Kansas City to Port Arthur, 

Texas (Makris 1937:89-90).  In 1906, the Midland Valley Railroad Company built a branch line 

from Silverdale, Kansas to Hope, and Fidelity, Arkansas (Makris 1937:90).   
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Sanders House Ceramics Results 

 

Epoch # of Types

Sail Wagon 1790-1830 128

Iron Horse 1830-1870 281

Steel Rail 1870-1920 188

Auto Air Amenity 1920-1967 130

Total Types 335 

 Figure 17. Sanders House Ceramic Diversity Data. 

The Sanders House was occupied by a relatively small family for the time and they were 

not dealing in ceramics.  But their ceramic assemblage particularly in the Iron Horse Epoch that 

saw the peak of its use is more diverse (rich) than the Block House.  This is even though the 

Block House was located in the same town and that it was occupied somewhat longer, by more 

individuals between 1830 and 1870.  The Sanders family likely moved onto the lot around 1839-

1841 (Kwas 2009a:86-87).  While the Sanders family has a similar assemblage of dishes to the 

Block family, meaning that there are many patterns it has in common with the Block family, and 

also has types with more than one vessel represented, it has a more even distribution of vessels 

represented by each type.  For example the Block House has 146 photos of Ruins in 
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approximately three colors whereas the Sanders House has 35 pictures of this pattern in six 

colors.  There is also Mayerôs Spanish Lady where the Block House has 75 photos in two colors 

and the Sanders House has nine photos of one to two pieces of hollowware in one color. While 

the Sanderôs House has patterns that are represented by more photos than the same pattern at the 

Block House, for example Muleteer (58 photos for Sanders, 8 for Block) and Scottôs Illustrations 

(28 photos for Sanders; 13 for Block), all of the patterns at Sanders are represented by 58 or less 

photos, with many consisting only of one or two photos.  There is another cluster of 

approximately 10 patterns with approximately 21 to 34 photos.   

While both sites have their peak in the Iron Horse Epoch, the Block House drops off 

further in the Steel Rail Epoch with 145 types whereas the Sanders House has 188 types.  This 

difference may have occurred because the Block family was no longer living in their structure 

and dumping store stock there, despite that it continued to be occupied, whereas the Sanders 

family continued living in their structure and going through dishes (Kwas 2009a:41,96; 

Montgomery 1981:ii). 

Transportation in Northwest Arkansas: Fayetteville and Benton County  

Ridge House and Moser Farmstead Transportation Access 

 The Ridge House in Fayetteville and the Moser Farmstead in Benton County are unique 

in this sample as they are not close to any navigable rivers and the local road system has been 

little studied.  While the nearby White River is navigable, it is generally thought to be only 

navigable by steamboat as far as Batesville though by keelboat it was navigable likely as far as 

Branson, Missouri (Makris 1937:64).  However from 1907-1911 a few very small steamboats at 

least one operated with gasoline ran excursions and small amounts of freight on the Upper White 

River between Branson and Forsythe and see also the modern map of 1876 era steamboat 
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landings which shows many landings between Batesville and Branson suggesting that there was 

commerce above Batesville (Huddleston, Rose and Wood 1998:133, 89).  By modern roads 

Fayetteville is somewhere between 93 and 114 miles away from Branson according to Google 

Maps (http://maps.google.com/ Accessed 04-8-2013).   

 

Figure 18. 1831 GLO Map of Fayetteville, T16N, R30W (Survey Plat of Township 

16 North, Range 30 West, of the Fifth Principal Meridian, Arkansas, Approved 

November 12, 1833).  (Image is in the Public Domain, and available via the BLM at 

http://www.glorecords.blm.gov/details /survey/default.aspx? dm_id=6594&sid 

=pukdrjjy.oio#surveyDetailsTabIndex=1. Accessed 03-05-2013.) 

http://maps.google.com/
http://www.glorecords.blm.gov/details%20/survey/default.aspx
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There are multiple lines of evidence that a road system that included Fayetteville has 

existed since at least the 1830s.  A General Land Office Survey Plat map by Deputy Surveyor 

Nicholas Rightor, who conducted a survey of Washington County, Township 16N, Range 30W 

on September 1, 1831 shows what appear to be two roads crossing through Fayetteville (General 

Land Office 1831, Accessed 03-05-2013).  One of these roads, Rightor labels as the ñArkansas 

Roadò and is oriented roughly Southwest to Northeast.  The other road is unlabeled as to name 

but is oriented roughly Southeast to Northwest.   

A letter from Delegate A. H. Sevier (of the House of Representatives) to William 

Hendricks (a US Senator from Indiana), asking for the construction of a road from Jackson (then 

in Lawrence County) to Fayetteville in Washington County in 1831 shows the concern of the 

Arkansas government officials about roads in the northern part of the state: 

ñThe other road, I spoke to you about is leading from Jackson in Lawrence Countyðto 

Fayetteville in Washington countyðThis road is of vital importance to us.  It will be  the 

means of connecting our populous counties in the Northern part of our Territory with our 

frontier and exposed countiesðThere is nothing at this time but an Indian trail between 

these two pointsðThe distance is about one hundred and seventy miles--The government 

own nearly every foot of the land through which it should passðIt is a high, broken 

country and over which a good road can be made at a trifling expenseðI need not dwell 

upon the propriety of keeping up a connection [with (with is crossed out)] between our 

frontier counties and the Northern counties of our Territory and the States of Missouri 

and Illinoisò (Delegate Sevier to William Hendricks, may 25, 1831, in Carter ed. 

1954:340-341).   

 

A report of military road construction from Jackson to Fort Smith also discusses a road from 

Fayetteville to Fort Smith:  

ñI have opened and entirely Completed the road from Jackson in the direction of Fort 

Smith 78 miles. The road is for a new one extremely goodðIt now intersects the old road 

leading to Fayetteville and Fort Smith at the crossing of the North fork of the White 

riverðand will be of great advantage to the country even should no appropriation be 

made to complete it, as it opens a direct route from the eastern parts of Arks. to 
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Washington County the most populous in the Territory.ò (Richard DC. Collins to the 

Quartermaster General, 8 January, 1836, in Carter ed. 1954:1146).   

 

Campbell says that this was called the Military Road and it started in St Louis, went 

through Jefferson City, Missouri and then through Jackson and is what is now known as the Old 

Wire Road (1928:19).  The road from Fort Smith or Van Buren was used to carry freight by ox-

cart to Fayetteville (Campbell 1928:19-20).  Campbell says  

ñthrough the first quarter of a century, nearly all freight came by water to Van Buren.  As 

the railways began to dip into southwest Missouri freighters began meeting it at Rolla, 

Newburg, Springfield, Pierce City, Neosho since the 2000-foot crest of the Boston Range 

did not have to be scaled that wayò (1928:19).   

 

There is some mutual confirmation of this in the story of the rebuilding of Peter Van Winkleôs 

Mill near War Eagle in 1866.  Hicks says  

ñHe [Peter Van Winkle] sent to the east coast for the boilers and supplies which were sent 

to St Louis and then brought by boat down the Mississippi to the mouth of the AR to Van 

Buren and then hauled by wagons over the Boston Mountains to their location in Van 

Hollow.  .  .  hauling by ox cart three boilers twenty-four feet in length and four feet in 

diameter.  .  .  The great flywheel said to be 20 feet in diameter & weighing 20,000 lbs 

was brought from St Louis to Rolla which was the closest railroad pointò (Hicks 

1990:25).   

 

There is a railroad, the Southwest Branch Railroad (later part of the St Louis-San Francisco), that 

goes to Rolla, Missouri by 1861 (Miner 1972: map insert between pages 84-85).  This story 

about Van Winkleôs boilers and flywheel may be a conflation of two different mill construction 

related efforts, one before the Civil War and one after the Civil War.   

It appears that there were two routes from Van Buren to Fayetteville, one that went 

through ñLeeôs Creek.  .  .  Evansville.  .  .  Cane Hill, Prairie Grove, to Fayetteville or by Rudy, 

Frog Bayou, and Hazel Valley by way of Elkinsò (Campbell 1922:19).  There were stagecoaches 
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using these roads and others from at least the 1840s onwards when Wade and J. T. Pollard 

opened a stagecoach route (Campbell 1922:19). The better known Butterfield Stage took over the 

Pollardôs lines in 1857 and provided mail and passenger service from St Louis and Memphis to 

San Francisco, the two aspects of the route meeting in Fort Smith (Campbell 1922:19; Wright 

and Bynum eds. in Ormsby, and Ormsby 1998:vii,-viii, 9).  The St Louis Route started in Tipton, 

Missouri taking the railroad to Tipton (Campbell 1922:19; Wright and Bynum eds. in Ormsby, 

and Ormsby 1998:vii,-viii, 9).  The route from St Louis traveled through Springdale and 

Fayetteville, Arkansas on the way to Fort Smith (Campbell 1922:19). 

Postal routes in early America were a vital mechanism for communication between far 

flung communities as is indicated by the following requests.  These requests also, whether they 

were successful or not, may indicate some of the transit routes available to early settlers in 

Northwestern Arkansas and the networks between communities.  The letters also indicate 

competing factions within the region (see letter from William Hull to Delegate Sevier, December 

6, 1833 in comparison that of the petition by William M. Ball, which follows February 17, 1834 

though it appears that Hull may have put aside his differences because he later signed Ballôs 

petition; in Carter ed. 1954: 858-859; 881-883).  A Letter from Obadiah B. Brown of the Post 

Office Department to Delegate Sevier in 1831 says ñthat the Contractor on Route from Little 

Rock to Fayetteville has been required to visit Mulberry in Compliance with your requestò; 

indicating that there is likely a road or trail that would allow movement between Little Rock and 

Fayetteville (Obadiah B. Brown to Delegate Sevier December 29, 1831, in Carter ed. 1954:444).   

In 1836 this route is requested to change with a petition that even includes Chester 

Ashley who is discussed above:  
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ñthere should be a mail route established from Little Rock the seat of Government, by 

way of Jonathan Hardins on the East fork of Cadron Creek Conway County.  .  .  thence.  

.  .  to Clinton, the County seat of Van Buren.  .  .  thence to Bear Creek in Searcy 

County,.  .  .  thence to Searcy Court House,.  .  .  where it intersects the mail route 

leading from Batesville to Washington Court Houseò (Memorial to Congress by 

Inhabitants of the Territory March 7, 1836, in Carter 1954:1184-1185).  

 

It is not clear that this route would include Fayetteville though B.H. Smithson the Post Master in 

Fayetteville signed it.   

In a letter with enclosed petition from William M. Ball to Delegate Sevier in 1834 a 

group of citizens asked for a Postal Route going from  

ñCrawford Courthouse, thence to Mulberry, Russellôs on White Oak, Hilburn on the head 

Waters of White River to Fayetteville the seat of justice of Washington County and from 

thence by osage Spring to the Seat of justice of Green County Missouri a distance of 

about one hundred and sixty milesò (William M. Ball to Delegate Sevier, Petition to 

Congress by the Citizens of the Territory to the Honorable the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States in Congress Assembled February 17, 1834, in Carter 

1954:882). 

 

In 1835 ñCitizens of Barry County Missouri and Washington County Arkansas Territoryò 

requested a ñMail route from Springfield the Seat of Justice of Green Co: Missouri by the head 

of flat river to Fayetteville the Seat of Justice of Washington County Arkansas Territoryò 

(Citizens of Barry County Missouri and Washington County Arkansas Territory December 16, 

1835, in Carter ed. 1954:1134-1135).  The latter two petitions for mail routes indicated the lack 

of speed at which the government moved to provide local residents with improvements to their 

Postal Service and possible changes in strategy.   

 Railroads also affected the residents of the Ridge House and Moser Farmstead.  The 

major railroad to pass through Rogers and Fayetteville is a branch line of the St Louis-San 

Francisco Railroad which first came through Rogers in 1880 and Fayetteville in June 1881 
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(Miner 1972: map insert between pages 84-85,124).  It branches off the main line from Pierce 

City, Missouri, and in Arkansas goes through Rogers, Fayetteville, Van Buren, Fort Smith  and 

then through Oklahoma to Paris, Texas (Miner 1972: map insert between pages 84-85).  There 

were several other railroads that came through the region and likely would have influenced local 

commerce and trade.   The Arkansas and Oklahoma Railway chartered and built a railroad from 

Rogers to Gravette in 1898 to connect to the Kansas City, Pittsburg and Gulf (this later became 

the Kansas City Southern) and in 1900 it was bought out by the St LouisïSan Francisco Railroad 

(C. Hull 1988:242).  In 1904, the Rogers Southwestern was chartered to run between Rogers and 

the Kansas City Southern at Siloam Springs, but construction was stopped between Springtown 

and Siloam Springs because of a lack of money in 1907 (C. Hull 1988:248, 250).  The company 

was sold and renamed the Arkansas, Oklahoma and Western in 1907 and finally continued the 

track to Siloam Springs (C. Hull 1988:250).   They also wanted to extend the lines eastward to 

the Missouri and North Arkansas via Eureka Springs, but it only got as far as Monte Ne on track 

it purchased from the then defunct Monte Ne Railroad in 1909 (C. Hull 1988:250-251).  The 

Kansas City and Memphis bought the Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Western track and built new 

track between Cave Springs and Fayetteville in 1912 but was abandoned ñduring World War Iò 

(C. Hull 1988:252).   

The Fayetteville and Little Rock Railroad was constructed to provide lumber for railroad 

ties for the St Louis-San Francisco beginning in 1886; it was completed from a junction south of 

Fayetteville and east to Pettigrew by 1897 (C. Hull 1988:347-348, 351).  The railroad started out 

as an independent, then became part of the St Louis-San Francisco in 1887 but kept its own 

name, in 1926 the Frisco took over completely, and it was abandoned by 1937 (C. Hull 

1988:348, 358).  In 1884 the Pacific and Great Eastern built a railroad from Fayetteville to 



 

 

140 

 

Wyman, Arkansas (Campbell 1928:23; Charles W. Stewart http://www.encyclopediaofarkansas. 

net/encyclopedia/ entry-detail.aspx?entryID=1006 Accessed 02-18-2013).  In 1900 the Ozark 

and Cherokee Central Railroad, began construction in Fayetteville and eventually went as far 

west as Okmulgee, Oklahoma and was bought out by the St Louis-San Francisco (Campbell 

1928:23).   

Ridge House Ceramic Results 

 

Epoch # of Types

Sail Wagon 1790-1830 118

Iron Horse 1830-1870 282

Steel Rail 1870-1920 201

Auto Air Amenity 1920-1967 135

Total Types 332 

 Figure 19. Ridge House Ceramic Diversity Data. 

At the Ridge House the bulk of the ceramic types date to the Iron Horse and Steel Rail 

Epochs with 282 and 201 types respectively.  This makes sense because the structure was likely 

not built by Macajah Clark until at least 1834 and possibly as late as1836, and even the town of 

Fayetteville was not founded until 1828 (Stahle 1978:38; Campbell 1928:5).  These dates 

http://www.encyclopediaofarkansas/
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coincide with the road building and petitions for mail routes discussed above.  The ceramics in 

the first epoch are types whose date range crosses multiple epochs such as blue transfer print and 

some of them may have been brought with Macajah Clark when he moved in.  It is interesting 

that the bulk of the ceramics came during the period where roads were the only option.  However 

these ceramics likely did not come just by road.  They probably came by steamboat to Van Buren 

or Fort Smith and made the rest of the journey by road.  The Ridge House and the Sanders House 

have very similar numbers of types for the Iron Horse Epoch; 282 types for the Ridge House and 

281 types for the Sanders House.  For both it appears that a combination of steamboat and road 

travel was not detrimental to the number of types that were discarded at the site.   

 There are 332 total types of ceramics, 64 of which have 10 or more photos and 22 of 

which have between 20 and 60 photos.  However two of the larger amounts of photos, a 

Sydenham Shape tureen by T. R. Boote (25 photos) and a blue and black transfer print serving 

dish (31 photos) are both each likely to represent one vessel.  In comparison the Sanders House 

has a total of 335 types 54 of which have more than 10 photos and 21 have between 20 and 58 

photos.  These two assemblages are remarkable similar in size and date to about the same times.  

Both are more diverse than the Block House.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

142 

 

Moser Farmstead Ceramic Results 

 

 

Epoch # of Types

Sail Wagon 1790-1830 18

Iron Horse 1830-1870 52

Steel Rail 1870-1920 86

Auto Air Amenity 1920-1967 73

Total Types 90 

Figure  20. Moser Farmstead Ceramic Diversity Data. 

The Moser Farmstead is the only site in my sample that shows an increase in the number 

of types in the 1870-1920 Epoch; it also shows a decline (by 13 types) between this epoch and 

the 1920-1967 epoch.  There are at least two reasons for this increase in types in the later 

periods.  The occupants of the Moser Farmstead did not begin occupation of the site until at the 

very earliest 1874, though the property was likely used for farming before this period (Stewart-

Abernathy 1986:14).  By 1919 the house was likely no longer occupied (Stewart-Abernathy 

1986a:17).  This makes the only period of occupation solely within the Steel Rail (1870-1920) 
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Epoch.  Secondly the Moser Farmstead Site is in a rural area where it would have been much less 

likely to have had access to community garbage pickup.   This means that the objects from the 

1870-1920 epoch that were used on the site and eventually discarded were more likely to have 

still been there when Stewart-Abernathy excavated the site, than at many of the other sites.   

There are 24 types out of 90 total types that have ten or more photos representing them, 

though at least two of these patterns likely represent only one vessel. The greatest number of 

photos is 34 and there are 34 photos of both the Rococo brown transfer print pattern and an 

ironstone pattern of plain plates.  66 types have nine or less photos.   Many of these patterns 

consist of various forms of plain or molded whitewares or ironstones (which are called heavy 

whitewares in the analysis) that were in style at this time and are somewhat difficult to split into 

types based on their general similarity to each other and how the manufacturing processes 

worked.  The few items in the first two epochs are mainly ceramic forms that were popular for 

long periods like the Blue Willow pattern and porcelains for which only broad date ranges are 

known.  The total assemblage looks like it dates to the Steel Rail Epoch.  This is the only site in 

my research sample that mainly dates from the late 1800s to the early 1900s, and it appears to be 

solidly so with little to no earlier contamination.  There are four types of transfer print, three of 

them are of a style known as the Aesthetic Movement that shows ñJapaneseò influences; the last 

is of the Blue Willow pattern which has been in use since the late 1700s and is still used by many 

companies today (Maryland Archaeological Conservation Lab 2012a Accessed 12-12-2012) .  

The Blue Willow pattern at Moser is represented by only one sherd.   Most of the sherds of decal 

decorated ceramics also represent only one vessel each, not whole sets.   
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Conclusion 

 

 Figure 21. Total Ceramic Diversity. 

While it in some ways is counter-intuitive, the largest and seemingly most diverse of the 

assemblages is Bright and Montgomery.  During the first epoch it was briefly the Territorial 

capital, and most of the goods available in Arkansas likely were shipped into this community.  

These high numbers of ceramics types are perhaps magnified by the occupations of Bright and 

Montgomeryôs residents and likely dumping patterns.  The other sites, with the exception of Lot 

9 at Old Davidsonville and the Moser House, reach their greatest extents during the Iron Horse 

Epoch from 1830-1870.  To a degree this makes sense because the rise of the steamboats during 

this period deeply impacted the lives of Arkansans and their ability to access markets, but the 

railroads seem to have less of an impact or more of a negative one.   
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Part of this may be explained by the impacts of the Civil War in the South, and that 

Arkansas to a large degree was not building railroads before the war.  The decades after the Civil 

War were years of deprivation and rebuilding for many residents and this may have impacted 

decisions about ceramic purchases.  These years were also years when the ceramic industry was 

changing from cheap dishes imported from Britain to dishes of somewhat higher quality many 

still from Britain but increasing amounts from domestic sources, particularly Ohio (Gates and 

Ormerod 1982 (2009):3-4).  Residents purchasing dishes made from clay that had a thicker body 

that was fired at higher temperatures, more like stoneware, in plainer shapes may have needed to 

replace them less frequently because they were made more sturdily than the earlier earthenware 

transfer wares.  Sturdier dishes are less prone to breakage and therefore would be less likely to be 

discarded as frequently.   

 From a transportation perspective during these later epochs while trains were available 

the companies that ran them were not particularly stable and railroads often only lasted for short 

periods before bankruptcy, receivership, and buyouts occurred.  It is possible that in Arkansas, 

river transportation was a more secure and stable way of transporting goods like ceramics, even 

if they then needed to be transported long distances by road to reach a particular town like 

Fayetteville or Washington, Arkansas.  

 An additional issue is that at some period in recent history people in urbanizing 

communities began having access to garbage pickup, and so no longer dumped broken dishes in 

holes in their yards but instead swept them into trash cans to be removed from the lot entirely.  

The website environmentalistseveryday.org which represents the National Solid Wastes 

Management Association and the Waste Equipment Technology Association, says that in the 
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very early 1900s ñwet garbageò (probably food waste) was used to feed pigs in piggeries well 

into the 1930s and outlawed in the 1950s because of trichinosis.  Moreover ñby 1910, nearly 80 

percent of American cities had some sort of organized solid waste collectionò, and by the 1920s 

cities started using landfills (http://www.environmentalistseveryday.org/publications-solid-

waste-industry-research/ information/ history-of-solid-waste-management/20th-century.php 

Accessed 02-19-2013).  This beginning of garbage collection would have been at about the same 

time as the Steel Rail Epoch between 1870 and 1920 and might explain the decline in quantity of 

ceramic types across the sites in this sample from Arkansas.  The Moser Farmstead, which was 

located in a rural part of Benton County does not show this trend.  The drop off in types at Moser 

does not occur until the Auto Air Amenity Epoch starting in 1920.  While these two epochs, 

particularly the first, are the prime period of occupation for Moser Farmstead which may have 

affected the trend, it was also a rural site and therefore would likely have had less access to local 

garbage collection at this time.   
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

In this dissertation I looked at how transportation affects ceramic diversity at seven 

historic archaeological sites in Arkansas which date from approximately 1800 to 1930; 

presenting the data in histograms of numbers of ceramic types by Borchertôs transportation 

improvement epochs (1967:307).  The research in this dissertation shows that for at least through 

the 1870s transportation has an effect on the shipment of ceramics in Arkansas.  In the epoch 

from 1870-1920 it appears there is perhaps a change in how residents discard their trash at least 

in the relatively urban areas in the research sample; the one rural site does not show this trend 

until the Auto Air Amenity Epoch.  The difference here may have been that the Moser Farmstead 

is more rural than the other sites.  Looking more closely at further rural archaeological sites 

might broaden the picture of how people accessed transportation historically in Arkansas and 

how their access to ceramics changed.   

The analytical method used in this dissertation is different than the only other method that 

has been used to assess trade and transportation networks in historical archaeology, that of 

Adams (1976), also used by Stewart-Abernathy (1986a), and its further development by Riordan 

and Adams (1985), Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001).  The Adams (1976)/Riordan and Adams 

(1985) method, first works mostly by looking at levels of trade networks and second by artifact 

sourcing, with less attention to actual transit networks (with the possible exception of Stewart-

Abernathy 1986a).   My research on ceramics would be strengthened with further comparison to 

marked artifacts, as I had originally intended, as it would provide a direct comparison to the 

research presented in the articles listed above.  I collected information on marked artifacts and 

will hopefully use it for comparison in future publications or presentations.   
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The statistical methods used in this dissertation evolved from those used in Cleek (2004, 

2006, and 2008), for several reasons.  First there were issues of sample size, as most 

archaeological collections are not large enough for many of the statistical methods that are 

frequently imposed upon them.  Secondly, the methods in used in archaeology such as 

simulation, regression, jackknifing, and bootstrapping are meant to resolve sample size issues, 

not to measure diversity (Conkey 1980; Kintigh 1984; Rhode 1988; Kaufman 1998; Baxter 

2001).  To measure diversity itself, one must use one, or more, of a multitude of diversity 

indices. In other fields, such as biology, those who look at diversity do so in a more sophisticated 

way, using the measures, like bootstrapping, used only singly in archaeology, then run their data 

through multiple diversity indices; which may include several other steps as well.  To assess the 

validity of oneôs data using these methods, one ought to have much more statistical training than 

is generally available to the average archaeologist, and even then few biologists appear to agree 

on any one method.  I also looked at business and economics methods, and geographical 

methods, before finally settling on using histograms which were much simpler to interpret.   

As to whether the histogram method worked, the answer is potentially mixed.  Six of the 

seven sites show declines in the numbers of ceramic types present after 1870.  The Moser House 

is the only site that shows an increase in the number of patterns present in the 1870 to 1920 

Epoch.  There several potential explanations for this.  First, three of the sites, Bright and 

Montgomery, Lot 9 at Davidsonville, and Ashley Mansion were either no longer occupied by 

this point and likely had not been for some time, or in the case of Ashley Mansion, the deposit I 

looked at was sealed with little contamination from later occupations at the site despite the 

continuing occupation of the site.  Second, Arkansas as a State was deeply affected by the Civil 

War and Reconstruction, which disrupted trade routes and the local economy which would likely 
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have deterred ceramic purchases.  None of the sites have ceramics that were absolutely and only 

manufactured in the 1860s, there are many whose date ranges pass through, start, or end at this 

point, but none do so absolutely.  This may indicate how severely the ceramics trade was 

affected by transit disruptions caused by the Civil War.  Miller and Earls (2006:10-13, 18) 

discuss the impacts of the Civil War on ceramic prices and access because of naval blockades; 

they also discuss issues of stockpiled British ceramics being sold in the US after the War of 

1812.  Third, while Reconstruction fueled a railroad boom in Arkansas, much though certainly 

not all of the construction did not occur until the 1880s, and early 1900s, and even then many of 

these railroads were not particularly successful.  So while it may appear that Arkansans had more 

access to transportation with the coming of the railroads, the process of construction was slow 

and potentially not as influential on the ceramic trade as expected.  Fourth, and this may be hard 

to quantify, there may be cultural changes in how people dealt with their domestic trash.  As was 

discussed in the conclusion of Chapter 5, the results of the last two epochs may have been 

negatively impacted by municipal garbage collection, or lacking that, perhaps attitudes changed 

on whether it was alright to dump domestic trash on your own lot.   

The types of transportation discussed in this dissertation are the Rivers including the 

Arkansas, Red, Ouachita, White, and Black Rivers, traversed by flatboats, keelboats, and 

steamboats, railroads including the Cairo and Fulton and its successors, the Memphis and Little 

Rock and its successors, St Louis-San Francisco, and several shortline railroads, and Roads 

particularly the Southwest Trail, post, and military roads and their connected stage routes and 

postal routes.  While I did look at archaeological sites in the Arkansas River Valley, Northeast 

Arkansas, Southwest Arkansas, and Northwest Arkansas more research could be conducted on 

this subject.  I did not look at transportation in Southeastern Arkansas because none of the sites I 
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looked at were located there, though Arkansas Post is relatively southeastern.  While there has 

been some historical archaeological research in Southeast Arkansas, for example Lakeport 

Plantation, not much has been written up.  

In this research I also confined myself to transit that could have reasonably been accessed 

by people living on the lots in question, so for example I did not look at railroads in Northeastern 

Arkansas because Davidsonville was no longer a viable community by the time railroad 

construction began in Northeastern Arkansas.  I did look at railroads in Little Rock because 

construction had begun on the Memphis and Little Rock Railroad before the start of the Civil 

War, and the block was occupied after railroads were constructed even though I did not look at 

these later assemblages at Ashley Mansion.  Further research on transportation in many of these 

areas and how it impacted the people who lived near it can and should be conducted.   

Particular examples of this sparseness in available published sources include: the Black 

River of Missouri and Arkansas, the Ouachita River, and the Red River.  While the Black River 

is discussed some in Huddleston, Rose and Woodôs (1998) book on the White River, it was about 

the only source I found that dealt with it in any detail.  In regards to the Ouachita River the only 

source I found that dealt with it in any depth is Thatcher (1970).  The Red River is more 

frequently discussed in literature on Arkansas rivers but even most of this is in reference to the 

Great Raft, not commerce (Sherwood 1944; Dethloff 1967; Hunter 1977:52).  While some 

railroads in Arkansas have been researched in depth (see Miner (1972) on the St Louis-San 

Francisco, and Hull (1988) on numerous shortline railroads for those most relevant to this 

research), others, particularly the history of the Cairo and Fulton, St. Louis, Iron Mountain and 

Southern, and Missouri Pacific system, have been dealt with in depth in two excellent, highly 
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researched, unpublished theses with only minimal local availability (see Makris (1937) and 

Arthurs (1988)), and Miner (1983) who only deals with the history of the Missouri Pacific 

Company from 1956-1983.  There is also little compiled information on early historic roads in 

Arkansas, other than Longnecker (1985) on the road from Memphis to Little Rock and some 

brief discussions in Herndon (1922).  Surprisingly there is also little information available on the 

Southwest Trail. Most of the information I found on roads came from documents compiled in 

Carter (1954).   

Ceramics form the bulk of the research in this dissertation.  While historic ceramic 

research in archaeology has come a long way in historical archaeology, there are some 

inconsistencies and areas for improvement.  The dating of technological improvements, styles, 

and particular patterns is one area that could be improved. For specific types like creamwares, 

pearlwares (if one accepts the term), and whitewares there is general agreement on dates, but for 

others like non-blue transfer prints, shell edge decoration styles, and the various decorative 

methods on soft-paste porcelains there is either much disagreement or little attention paid except 

for very broad dates.  Ceramic importers are another aspect of ceramic research that needs 

further assessment.  While there has been much research on Henderson and Gaines as importers 

of Davenport ceramics through New Orleans, by Black and Brandimarte (1987) S. Hahn (2011), 

T. Hahn (2011) and Stewart-Abernathy (personal communication 12-07-2009) others, so much 

so that the region served by New Orleans is in better shape than most, more research in this area 

would still be useful here and elsewhere.  It would be interesting to know if there are regional 

variations as to which companies are imported where.   



 

 

152 

 

For this dissertation research in particular, possibly one of the most useful outcomes of 

the research is the large collection of digital photos of ceramics.  Each photo, with the exception 

of close-ups, has a small whiteboard with the site name, site number, accession number for the 

artifact, a brief description, and a scale.  While not every photo is perfect and my interpretation 

of patterns and connections with other objects improved over time, these photos provide a visual 

and digital record of a sizable collection and sample of excavated historical ceramics in 

Arkansas.  They also represent an approximately 130 year slice of time in ceramic 

manufacturing.  While I am not exactly sure what I will to eventually do with these photos, I 

think that a publication similar to Pollan, Gross, Earls, Pollan, and Smithôs (1996) Nineteenth-

Century Transfer Printed Ceramics from the Townsite of Old Velasco (41BO125), Brazoria 

County, Texas: an Illustrated Catalog, and Blake and Freemanôs (1998) Nineteenth-Century 

Transfer-printed Ceramics from the Texas Coast might be a good model, and/or possibly an 

online database through the Arkansas Archeological Survey who own or hold most of these 

ceramics in their collections.  Actual photos of ceramics in archaeological reports, antique 

collectors guides, and antique ceramics dealersô websites proved immeasurably useful to my 

research.  There are many ceramic patterns and in particular transfer print patterns that are 

unknown, unnamed, and un-described; good photos and further discourse would help improved 

our knowledge of the unknown patterns.   

The photos, a copy of my notes, and the completed dissertation, and hopefully eventually 

the completed database will be permanently deposited in the Arkansas Archeological Survey 

Registrarôs Office in Fayetteville, Arkansas.  Copies of the relevant photos, database, notes, and 

dissertation will be deposited at the Historic Washington State Park, Davidsonville Historic State 
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Park, Arkansas Post National Memorial, the Washington County Historical Society, the 

University of Arkansas Museum Collections, and other associated agencies. 

One way to broaden this research would be to look at historic records from general stores 

in Arkansas, particularly purchasing records.  The Special Collections at the University of 

Arkansas has several sets of historic store records for Arkansas.  Although none of these store 

records are from communities in my sample, one of these storeôs records that might be 

particularly interesting are the purchasing records from Phillip Pennywit who owned stores in 

Van Buren and Fort Smith, and also was involved in the steamboat business (Pennywitt 1853-

1878).  These purchasing records show where he went to purchase store goods including 

ceramics purchased in New Orleans from Henderson and Gaines.  There are factory printed 

Henderson and Gaines importers marks on British ceramics at several of the sites in my sample.  

Pennywit also traveled as far as Boston and New York to obtain store stock.  These store records 

would provide an avenue for further research on the topic of transportation in Arkansas.  Store 

records would provide a picture of both what was available in general in a particular community, 

and particularly what could be purchased that would not survive in the archaeological record.  

Store records would also provide more detailed information on business, transportation and 

community networks.   

There are several other avenues this research can take, other plausible reasons for the 

results, and several additional hypotheses that could be tested.  These include:  

 Comparison between the ceramic diversity data and that of marked artifacts to 

assess differences in transportation access. 

 Comparison between general store purchasing records and ceramic diversity data. 
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  How much effect does the Civil War era blockades of southern rivers have on 

ceramic consumption elsewhere in the South?  Do other southern states also have 

a lack of in ceramic types dating to the 1860s? 

 Are there regional differences in the ceramic manufacturing companies that 

import to various regions of the US and Canada?  How much can this be tracked 

by importers marks? 

 How much effect does local municipal trash collection have on the deposition of 

ceramic artifacts on a houselot? 

 What are the effects on ceramic diversity of moving from the one entrepôt for 

goods at Arkansas Post the very early 1800s to multiple entrepôt in the late 1800s 

and early 1900s? 

 How much effect does the homogenization of ceramics as plain vessels, (i.e. 

ironstone) in the mid to late 1800s, have on ceramic diversity?  How much effect 

do plain ceramic vessels have, on the ability of researchers to differentiate 

between patterns? 

 How much effect does the higher quality of ceramics (higher firing temperatures 

and thicker vessel bodies) during and after 1840s-1850s have on the quantities 

and diversity of the ceramics purchased for a household? 

 How much effect does the switch between almost solely British manufacturing 

prior to the 1840s and 1850s, and the addition of American manufacturing in the 

1840s and 1850s have on ceramic diversity? 

 Is there less of a difference between river transported ceramics and railroad 

transported ceramics in other states?   

Transportation research is an important area for historical archaeology to explore further.  

The transportation access and ceramic diversity method presented here should be developed 

further and assessed in other states and regions of the country. While historical archaeologists 

look at many important aspects of past peoplesô lives, including race, slavery, ethnicity, religion, 

urbanization, agency, industrialization, power relationships, diet, and many others, we have not 

really spent much time looking at transportation, its development or its effects on the people we 

study.   
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