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ABSTRACT

In this dissertatioh present a method to study transportation usargmic diversityand
access to transportation infrastructure. Ceramic tableware richness, or the number of types
presentjs analyzed over time as a proxy for access to locaspartation infrastructurat seven
sites in Arkansas, dating froapproximatelyl800 to 1930.Previous efforts to look at trade in
historicalarchaeology includinddams (1976), Riordan and Adams (1985), and Adams,
Bowers, and Mills (2001have not thoroughly assessed transporteds a means of trade. This
dissertation looks at the many ways of assessing diversity in archaeology, biology, business, and
economics, as well agavity models for assessing trade and landscapes in geography and
archaeology. Ceramic diversity wasessed ahe followingseven historic archaeological sites
in Arkansas: Bright and Montgomery (3AR47) Aakansas Post, Ashley Mansion (3PU256) in
Little Rock, Lot 9 at Davidsonville Historic State Park (3RA40), the Block House (3HE2B6
and the SandsrHouse (3HE2382) both in Historic Washington State Park, the Ridge House
(BWA209) in Fayetteville, and the Mosearmstead3BE311), in Benton County. The ceramic
diversity was compared to Borchertodos (1967: 30
histograms of the number of patterns by the egbahthe patterns date range falls within.
Finally these histograms were discussed in comparison to the historic modes of transport that
were available to the residents wiha@d at the site in question, dgeneral trends in ceramic
diversity and transportation access for the state of Arkansas are disclissddstogramshow
that river transportation modes including keelboats and steamboats may have a larger impact on

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

One important aspect of human life in history anehgstory, transportation, has been
little studied by archaeologists. Transportation provides us with culture heroes and dastardly
villains (including some who may be considered boéimd gives us important benchmarks in
human achievementlransportationn all forms is immensely useful to human societyibut
also occasionallfraught with dangers, for example: car wrecks, the sinking of the steamboat
Sultana train and plane crashes, GermaBbhts 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 (tgoughbee, Col u
was trying to get to the East IndjeRobert Fulton and the first steamboatiéscend 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 predecessuattdebe rather migratory; in
Paleoanthropology wimediscuss theories of the migration of early modeéamo sapiens
moving out of Africa and settling Europe and Asia, and in Archaeology we discuss the Peopling
of the Americas and Australia. In archaepl@nd anthropologyithout naming these as
transportationye discuss seasonal rounds, seadentary and sedentary lifeways, interaction
spheres, and artifact sourcing, for examplat the copper from the copper plates at Spiro
Mounds comes from ther€@at LakegHamilton Hamilton and Chapmal®74:202) However
we tend tdorget howimportant transportatiois to people in the historic and modern periods.
In the Americas in particular, transportation is a huge part of our national psyche, because man

of uscame from somewhere els&his migration to the New World is a source of both national
1



and continental pride arimuit alsois a source ofleep cultural wounds. It is essential to

recognize that it is alright to be proud that your gggatt grandarents crossed the Plains in a

covered wagon, or landed at Ellis Island from Sicily, or Angel Island from Japanaogbe

(and perhaps also still proud that they survivethdjyour ancestorsame here unwillingly on a

dlaveship, or were forced fnm ancestral homelands in the Americas in the face of-Euro

American settlement and made to live on reservations during the Indian Removals. However
historical archaeologistafrequentlyconsideedhow the material ctlire that these people used
alsotraveled tothe communitesvyh er e ar chaeol ogi st s hdwisuchkd i t . T
itemscame withpeopleduring travel andhow trade in these material gocgisstained them once

they arrived.

Transportation is an important part of our past and presepermitstrade, economic
activity, communication, and the movements of individudtss an underecognized part of our
culture. In particular, n the historical archaeology of the United States, the effects of
transportation on the individuals weudy and theansumer goods they could obtaimould be
studied because it has a great | mpatdact and | mp
diversity has long been studied in historic archaeology to look at ethnicity, religion, price, and
socioeonomic statusseeStewartAbernathy and Ruff (1989), Miller (198&hd 199),

Mansberger (198, Heitzman (1980)SpenceiwWood (1987), and Henry (1991).ransportation
access hasotbeen assessed in historical archaeology using artifact divevghgtl am trying
to do with my dissertation is to introduttee prospect of studyintgansportation to
archaeologistsin this dissertation | present a method to study transportation using material

culture and access to transportation infrastructure. Cetabi@vare richnes®r the number of



types presents analyzed over time as a proxy for access to locaspartation infrastructure at

seversites in Arkansas, dating froapproximatelyl800 to 1930.

The data presented in this dissertation was delielby looking at the ceramics from
severarchaeological sites that date from early American settlemérkansasaround 180 to
approximately 1930. The sitas chronological and regional ordes presented latare Jacob
Bright s Tr\Vdidlilniga i oMa n tag@hkemsay Rodtlatidnal Wenronig|
Arkansas County), Ashley Mansion (l&tRock, Pulaski County), Lot 9 iDavidsonville
(Davidsonville Historic State Park, Randolph County), the Block Hous¢ha®hnders House
(Historic WashngtonState ParkHempstead Countylhe Ridge Houséayetteville,

Washington County)and the MoseFarmsteadBenton County)

In order to onduct theanalsis | took photographsf the ceramic sherds anthrked
artifacts. Later the photos of theseerds were grouped into recognizable patterns, some known
and some not. Then thetypes werassigneknown or general manufacturing date ranges, and
finally put into categori es B@)gepdlationtbasgde ogr aph
transporation epochs. To keep this clear | made comgotdersfor eachepochateach site and
placed the ceramic tymlfolders that dated to within dse brackets within thepochfolders
Bor c her BX)epoths @e6Sail Wagon (172830), Iron Horsel830-1870), Steel Rail
(187031920), and Auto Air Amenity (1920967+). 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 sit€eese graphs and the data from the
ceramics they containavec o mpar ed to the each siteds access

transportation from historical research.



Historical Importance of Transportation in the United States and Arkansas

Thecolonizationand settlemeraf 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 interdependenagipadtkeep
thecountry togethewould have startetb 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 transportatiengy8ts successes and f

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 communicatioSecond, it is an importaaspect otulture
because transportatiasintegral to how we perceive the warld@hird, studying transportation
in the past is informative to understanding the current efficiencies and deficiencies in our present
transporation systems. Archaeologists should study transportation becaudaigreat impact

and importance opastcultures andhistoricp e opl eds | i ves.

Theearlysettlement of the United Statdspended largely on its river systenighe Ohio
and Mississipi river systenwasof prime importance in our first centuag the nation spread
west into the interiorThese major arteries allowed for the movement of settlers, troops, bulk

agricultural commodiés, and consumer goods (Maktig37:30; Hunter 1B7:27-32).

In 1790, while he was Secretary of State, Thomas Jefferson was concerned about the
United States possessing the Mississippi RiveiT homas fAJef fersonds Outl i
Mississippi Questio,andasparaphrased by Meinjg J ef f eitossi wé s epbbhat t he

States O6by Nat ur e dightsda omd tdhbey nTarvd ggtajy & oma wd dGahe N
4



necessaty o uso0 and therefore must be necbssaayibmed, pr
f or ceo (Adgast X1@90(3964n113116) in Meinig 1993:6). Later in 1803, as

President, in his Third Annual Message to the Senate and the House of Represéimtatives

which the quote in my title originates)efferson poimdto the importance of the Mississippi

River for commere and nationhoodotingit he extraordinary agitation
mind by the suspension of our r i ghbyobtahingdepos:i

the Mississippi River,

Athe property and sover eergsecurganintiependest Mi s s i
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 climatelaxtent, promise in due season

important aids to our treasuign ample provision for our posterjtgnd a widespread

field for the bl essings 0lB03(L94dHG@2n and equ

The importance of this unconstrained accessdduississippi River and the port of New
Orleansand earlier ongoing negotiations with the French resulted ibdbisiana Purchase,

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

The US government has long supported transportation systeamcially and by setting
up agencies to maintgirmprove,and oversee transportederal money was appropriated for
the construction of poat service roads andadsbuilt by the militaryin Arkansas starting in
1819 (Makris 193745). Federal funihg was made available for improvements in river
navigation starting in 182@Hunter 197:193). Thesenavigationimprovements consisted of
clearing rivers of snags, shoals, and rafts by Henry Shreve and others under the auspices of the
Topographical Engieers of the War Department (Hunte7Z4.93). In the areaf national

defenseMa kri s (1937:30) s aysConfédd®@acehadbeentolclesetha r st 2



Mi ssi ssippi R | speeifically, the Attle of Arkaksa®ost aut the Arkasas River
in Union hands, as dithe battle on the White River (Makris 1937:31)uring the 1870s the
three important but rival engineers, Thomas Eads, Charles Ellet, Jr., and Andrew Humphreys,
were involved with attempts at improvements in flood cordrothe Mississippi Rive(Barry
1997:7879). Howeverthe Mississippi River Commissipwhich was formeah 1879 took the
worst of theircompetingdeas and instead of constructing outlets, resenam cutoffs, the
Commission developed a leveasly policy, which drastically increased the damage done by
flooding in the Mississippi River, and culminated in the 1927 fi@eldy 1986:17 Barry
1997:90, 157,17/206). The United Statesubsequently gave responsibilftyr building
revetments for bank stdiziation, and othenavigationimprovemenprojects to the Army Corps
of Engineers in 1882 (Clay 1986:17,,&l). Railroad funding waslsomade available by the
federal government. An important example of this is the Transcontinental Railroad (Meinig
1998:6-7, 23, 25 see graphjc

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 transportatid mail was supported by the US
government through contracts and legislatioreiy (US Congress, House 1828, inand also

Meinig 1993:342) says

AThe concept of national roads and canal s
italwaysincuded the transport of mail and person
Government: and more especially, in a country like ours, to make known, by a rapid
circulation, the political di squisition re

The Post alribies themad ley raifrahd, steamboat, sail, stagecoach, sulky,

hor seback, and foot t o -400).| The ubesof spambgats ®ramail Me i n i
6



service started in 1813 when Congress gave the Postmaster General the contractual authority to
do so (Hunter 187:336). 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 I&:341). Federal use ddilroadsfor mail servce begarn 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,

fimail car®, and expres@mail transo (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 perspestorethem. Transportation is an important entryway
into a cultureproviding, 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 privabtya modern exampleh¢ US Peace Cps,
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 ink@gura of its training. Explicitly in their

Handbook, it says

AVol unteers and Trainees may not own a veh
because in most countries, private ownership of a vehicle is inconsistent with Peace

Cor ps 6 sfimadasdligimgd Is addition, use of private transportation can limit
interaction between Volunteers and members

Peace Corps 1996:59).

This use of local transportation quickly integrates its volunteers infod¢heculture and makes

them understand that their own ideas of personal space, privacy and safety are not the only
7



definitions as well as helping the residents of the communities in which they serve see that

volunteersare not above them in economic s&atu

Transportation has a tendency to be dangeandsts tragedieand its triumphsire
intertwined withtransportatiorhistorygiving it a mythic quality. Authors of transportation
histories frequently discuss tragedies and disasters resulting frakswiiees, sinking and
derailments for their particular mode of transport. Gould (19514839 alone devotes more
than fortyfour pages to the horrors of steamboat disastens.ans port ati onds triu
to us as children when we learn of @mbus discovering America or the Wright Brothers testing

their airplane at Kitty Hawk.

Descriptions of historic transportation such as Alvarez (1974) and Huni&f) diScuss
the treatment of individuals based on their class, race, and/or gender an Bistihern
railroads and osteamboats. Alvargd974:126130), in his book Travel on Southern
Antebellum Railroads, 182836(Q says thatlescriptions byoreign travelers on railroads in the
South commented on the egalitarianisraveh in the cars am@white men and women
However, thdareatment 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 wethr¢lalities of slaverfAlvarez 1974:133
137) Women on Southern trains were also sometimes given separate cars to protect them and
provide more gracious accommodations (Aézait974138140). Hunter (1977391-399 415
417, 419441)discusses the discrapzy in treatment of cabin passengers and deck passengers on
steamboatmostly before the Civil Wagnd how this changes over time as more people can

afford to pay for the cabin rates.



Modern Transportation Issues and Historic Causes

The dangers and ha@sm of transportatiodistract fromits 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 dgcreasin
proportion of fuel and employees to run it (Coyle, Bardi and Novack 2004:42)1 Railroads,
steamboats, and barges can manage this, but trucks and airplanes cannot. Understanding the
economies of scale in the transportation industry, as well asiisal&ing 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 andinesses (Coyle, Bardi and Novack 200&/331 While
cheap oil prices made the modern system possible and relatively efficient; higher oil prices,
increasing difficulties in drilhg for more oil, and climate changaused by fossil fuel
consumption inkeiding oil make the current extensive and wasteful use of oil in transportation

increasingly untenable.

Understandindnow our historidransportationnfrastructuresvolved into the modern
systemusedby privatecompaniesand individualswhile funded ad built largelyby Federal and
Stateagenciesshould 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 thishanged 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

9



inefficiency of shipping in the historic period. The research proposed here is merely a start in the
potential ways research in transportation could infdrenfield of archaeology and the public at

large.

While Adams (1976) seminal study of historical trade networks in Silcott, Washjngton
was an introduction to the effects transportation and trade have in the field of historical
archaeology, andespitemore recent works by him and others includtg or dan and Adanm
(1985) StewartAbernathy (1986), andAdams, Bowers, and Mills (2001istorical
archaeologists at this point have not spent a great deal of time focused on the effects
transportatonhas n t he arti facts andltookadliffepeattaptines d | i ve
Cleek (2004, 2006, 2008), attempting to look at transportation more directly and looking less at
the origins of specific objectRRefined ceramics wegredominantly importedniil the mid
1840518505, mainly from Britainmakingtheir manufacturing origina known factor This
means that until the mitiB00s nearly all refined ceramics found archaeologically in the United
States and other European colonies, came from long déstaand 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 distarlonies(see Lockett and Godden 1989:480). In contrast, local
smallscalestoneware and redwaneanufacturers in the United Stafesused on their own
communities and surrounding areas. These little pottegiésen had the production capacity
northe transportation infrastructure to compete on a larger than regional scale until railroad
access became relial{léates and Ormerod 1982 (2009):4).the 1840s and 18508hen the
American refined ceramic industry sedtindustrializingin East Liverpol, Ohiog, even then in

most places of the country the dishes on onebd
10



unless one lived near one of the major industrial ceramic regions, likgGéties and Ormerod

1982 (2009):34).

However, despite the vastmbers 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 tme and within a region. So while people had access to the same types of ceramic
technology (i.e. transfer printing or decal), feterycompanieshatproduced it in Britain for
salein Canada, makiave been diffieent than those say in Arkansa3ne ofthe 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 USreedod after the War of 1812 and the Napoleonic
Wars. The ceramics maiagturers continued to produceramics during these two wars but
demand for their goods was lessened because they could not ship them toahle&ss during
the former war. Wenthe War of 1812 was oveByitish ceramics flooded the American market
(Miller and Earls 2006:321). One known impact in Arkansas is the boom before the Panic of
1837 and the Panic itselfin theMississippi River Valleythere are many instances of 083
impressed factory mark@n wet clay)and factory printeéNew Orleans importers markglaced
after the first firing)for theimportercompanyHenderson and Gainésised on known addresses
for Henderson and Gaindating to the 1840@lack and Brandimde 1987: Figure 4). In this
case there are platesth impressedavenport achor and yeamarks thatlateto themid 1830s
thatalsohave transfer printed importers marks f@w Orleansaddressethat date to th&840s.

Another impact on these ceranaissemblages from Arkansas is the Civil Wdrich effected

11



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 ifonecould get them (Miller and Earls 20(.8). Additionally the US Navy blockaded
Southern rivers and ports shutting off expateh aotton, and also likely impor&uch as

ceramics (Miller and Earls 2@0.8). Both of these factors may show tisetwes in trs
Arkansagesearctsample 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

encompass the 1860s, there are none that date only and conclusikiel{860s.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkk

This dissertation contains six chapters. The second chapter is the literature review which
discusses the researchdrghaeologist&dams (1976), Riordan and Adams (1985), Adams,
Bowers, and Mills (2001)geographes 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 statisttal methods to use in this dissertation. The fourth chapter discusses the history of
the sites used, the history of the siteds res
conducted there. The fifth chapter discusses the results whichtprésehistograms aral
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 atleree appendic Appendix 1 has a list of the specific and general

ceramic types with the date ranges used and sources where | obtaimgdrthation.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Access to historic transportation systems is a topetyatudied in historical
archaeology Access to transportation includes the effects traysitems hadn individuals,
communities, and consumer goodehree published arties are the main sources on the study of
trade systemand by extension transportatioffhesearticlesin c | ude Adamsoés (1976
trade networks in Silcott, WashingtdRi or dan and Adams @esomfiddi®y85) art
flow and artifact sourcing methpdnd Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001) review and expansion
of the Riordan and Adams (1985) meth@kveral other researchers have adapted these two
methods to look at other sites, these include Steslaetnathy (1988) who uses Adamgl976);
and Brooks (nd.), Speulda and Bowyer (1996), Cabak and Groover (1993), and Smits (2004),
who use Riordan and Ahs (1985).While Riordan and Adams (1985) focus very little
attention on actual transportation excapstrady, Adams (1976) makes the following rallying

call:

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

part of the national dtribution 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 davaifelsewhere 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. €houting 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 consump
1976:109).
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Unfortunatelythis call to actiorhas been little noticed. While Adams (1976) is correct that we

cannot know all the links in a transportation networksfegcificartifacts, there is a wealth of

historical knowledgavailableon transportatin systems, particularly railroads and river

transport. This knowledges underusedh historical archaeologyln this chapter, first | discuss

Adams (1976)StewartAbernathy (1986)Riordan and Adams (198%)ho base their work on

the geographical worRred (1964)andAdams, Bowers, and Mills (2001). Then | discuss my

ownwork, Cleek (20042008, which employs the prototype to thenethodthatis used in this
dissertatonwh i | e si mul taneously discuss3Dlhg geogr aph:

transportéion improvement epochs which are integral to its use.

Trade Networks

Adams (197®9) looks atthetrade networkshat are in use ithe community of Silcott,
Washingtorfrom the period oapproximatelyl900 to 1930using oral history and
archaeologidamethods. The six tade network levels Adams (1976)99entifiesare:theflocal,
locakcommercial, areeommercial, regional, national, and internatiobdlo assess these trade
networks, Adams sourced as many marked artifacts as possible and mstaigkdline
distance from their source to Silcott, showing this information with anidf with source
locations marked on,iais well asharing the number of companies by distance and numbers of
artifacts by distance. Finallize discusses each netlkdevel using orahistories and reasonable
postulations about where people would have obtagoeds at that network level and some of

the transportation infrastructure at each level.

While the community of Silcott was first settled in the 1860sp#réod of time studied

by Adams is from about 1900 to 1930 (1976:9Bhis time frametsr addl es t wo of Bo
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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 transpastaperspective it is a time of great changée
national rail systemargely because dhe development of automobiles and airplankdams
study ends up with 109 total identifiable compamiesiucedrom 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 (197@:08109) discusses theays Silcott residents could have obtained
goods and the locations of larger communities, lesdo in a negative manndie makest
sound arduous todvel any distance in the ead900s while simultaneously providing evidence
to the contrary. For example: Alnfrequent tr
very little cash flonexcept, perhaps, in wagers when the Silcott Reds baseball team played
Wa w a w(Adams 1976:108)In all likelihood if a community had a traveling baseball team it
probably had reasonable access to transportatielset he r esi dent sé perspect
arduousness was different from our owAkrchaeologists tend to be biased in a presentist
fashion when it comes to estimating how capable historic and prehistoric peogrie able to
and desired to travel long distances to obtain goods, serviceseldsitas or friendsskirmish,

or just to see a new place.

StewartAbernathy (1986) 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 theoral history of the residents of the Moser Farmstead, historical records, including
information on railroads, and sourceable artifacts, Stedagtnathy (19867-20,145159)

discusses and classifies the systemsiwittich the Moser residents interactdde explains the
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impacts of transportation and trade on specific individuals and occupations (in the archaeological
sense) of the farmstead. StewdAbernathy also discusses how the Moser Farmstaadinked

to the local transportation network, incladidistances to towns and to railro&ti886a:145,

148) Finally he lists the places of origin for ceramics, gleasning jatid liners, and other

items in chart forn{StewartAbernathy 1986a:15657). Considering the paucity of marked

artifacts at tke Moser site, the oral history and historical recoeddly clarifyour understanding

of the individuals who lived there.

In comparison to the artifacts at Mogstire oral history of the site provides a great deal
more detail aboubcal and regional ieractions than the artifacts ever woulthe oral history
in many ways personalizes the site and the artifattisile 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 fewmnetalcans in the assemblage but a vast quantity of mason jars (which account for
mog of the marked glass artifagtshere are very few medi@rbottlesandthere argelatively
few ceramic patterns. The residents of the farmstezrelikely putting up homegrown foods
rather than buying canned foods imported from elsewherkperhaps they used home remedies
more frequently than purchasing @at medicines. The ceramic issue brings about more
guestions than it answerPerhaps the Moser residemtere more austere in tinehoices of
dishes (they had patternsof brown transfer print and sherds of other colors are very rare
because of persal preferenceshe popular styles at the time which tended to be pbain,
maybe the manufacturing process was producing ditbhésere sturdier and did not break as

frequentlyand did not need as many episodes of replacement.
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Commodity Flow

Furtherdeveloping the idea of trade networkRsprdan and Adams (1985)sing the
geographical work oPred (1964)providethe firsttestable methoth historical archaeologp
look at US trade networks from the level of an archaeologicall$itsetwo workswill be
discussed in concert. Teathe commoditythe geography termpanufacturingthe
archaeology termfjow typologythatPred (1964) developed faailroads;Riordan and Adams
(1985)simply source as many marked artifacts as possible and calth#gpercentage of
marked artifacts for eaadf threeaccess zorse(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 Nsgpi, and Silcott in Southeastern
Washington State (1985:7T.0 explain Riordan and Adams (1985) first we have to look at Pred

(1964).

Pred (1964ylivides industry up into three generalized types

1.) fraw material and powsegriented industrigs  €dFRL964:75; Riordan and Adams
1985:6)(such as grain, coal or oil),

2.) Aimarket oriented industrigs(such as cemic tablewares andagricultural
implement® {Pred 1964:78; Riordan and Adams 1985:6),

3a.)flabor and agglomeration industrigzroducingeither goods made of expensive raw
materials that have value added by labor (sudisibger-plated flatware or watchég
(Pred 19641; Riordan and Adams 1985®)

3b.)goods with &low perunit cosb because ofilarge scale producti@grandficheap
labaro (such agiammunitior or ficlothing fastener® (Pred 19641; Riordan and
Adams 1985:9).

Archaeologically, the latter two industry tyggrovide the vast majority of artiéés at non

industrial historicarchaeological sitesnd Riordan and Adams (198ponly deal with them.
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These are the onltypes ofmanufacturing/commaodity flows that will be dewafith in this
dissertation. Pred (1964) dividethese three types of industriesthegir
manufacturing/commodity flows into regional zones of accesf; mgermediate, and low

shown in the figure, below.

HIGH, INTEERMEDIATE, AND LOW ACCESSIBILITY AREAS i =
: 1o” ldd‘“"-b g 8 =
3

655 than 25 26—40
More than 40

“ I
ﬁmﬁ—lﬁo 100 50 GEnaR REV. JAN. 1068 807 p~ B

Fro. 2 Areas of high, intermediute, and low arcessibiling.

Figure 1. Map of Access Areas from Pred (19688). Used with permissionfrom
the American Geographical Society.

The method of accessimgilroadcommodity/manufacturing flows desigd by Pred
(1964: 70) was created usi ng QGatload Waybill Statistitsa t e
from the year 1959 Carloads are a measure by volume and weight of the amount of a specific
classification of freighthatfits in the appropriate raibad car for the freighthaterialbeing
carried (Coyle, Bardiand Novack 2006:13839). For examplea carload of coal would have
different weight and volume requirements to reach a carload than a carload of toiletqagder
Wayhbills are among othethings 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
examineghe movements of freight both into and out of each access zone, Riordan and Adams

(1985) onlyfocus onthe very end results of flows into the communitiethir sample. The
18
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flows of marked and sourceable artifattsn each of théhree access zonasecalculated as a

percentage of the total sourced artifacts from that site.

Largescde manufacturers of arketoriented industries in areas of high access to

marketswill have the greatest volume of outgoing manufacturing flows, and the highest

proportionof these flowswill be within the hgh access area (short distan@&ed 1964:7&9).

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

long distance) (Pred1964:7®). Intermediate access areas will have a smaller total number of

outgoing short distance flows than those in high access anebeven lessediumand long

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

(Predl964:79). In low access areas all outgoing flows, short, medium and long distance, will be

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

(Pred 1964:79). The typology forlabanda g gl omer at i on i

as the markebriented industries (Pred 1964:82). The results in Riordan and Adams (1985)

look similar, though on anuchsmaller scale.

ndustr.i

Long Distance
Flows

Medium Distance
Flows

Short Distance
Flows

High Access
Area

High

High

Highest

Intermediate
Access Area

Low but more than

3

Low but mor

Higher but much less
than =z

Low Access Area

Lowest

Low but more tharg

Higher but much lesg
than z

Figure 2. Typdogy of Flows to High, Intermediate and Low Access Areas from
summarized from Pred (1964:7879).
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Thefour sitesused by Riordan and Adams drem the three different access areas:

SandyGround 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) (1985ig greatest percentage of s@aisle

market oriented artifacts found at all of thesessitomes from high access areas. htigd

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

Silcott where artifacts from low accessasevere found witla sizablepercentage, and Sandy

Ground which had no artifacts from intermediate access,aeashart belowThe likely

reason that most of the markadifactsat all of these sitesame from the high access areghat

amajority of American manufacting occurred in the high access area and therefore this region

could ship/export more goods both within thigh accesarea ando other areas of the country.

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

manufact r i ng areas in the Northeastern US which
manufacturing capacityo (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). Datais
Provided Courtesy of the Society for Historical Archaeology , Volume 19(2):14.
The results of Riordan and Adamsodé6 (1985)

pattern with laboandagglomeration 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 patteroseas th

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) methodguires relatively largeumbersof artifacts(though
not all of its userkavehadvery many)and time to source themhi mehod as originally
presenteghas utility, despiteRiordan and Adams caveat that they made no adjustments and
provided no controls for timghesitesare from different time periods3ite occupation length,
or the ethnicity, and socieconomic status dhe residents of the oumunities/sites in their
sample (1985:17).They do howevestat that allthe sitesvere occupied by poor people

(Riordan and Adam#985:17). It would be a more rigorous study these werecontrolled

Riordan and Adams (198%,] so use Predds access zones
access to transportation. This lack of adjustment for temporal conicetims dissertation for
example would mean that New Orleans, well acknowledged as a major port for the South,
Midwest, and parts of theNest, during most of the TQ:entury would be considered in the
intermedi ate access zone, d e s p i-based ti@spottatian 6 s
caused New Orleans to be the second largest expodityart the US by tlk 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-1880 were shipped out of

New Orleans (Taylor 1951:9, 198). However, this do¢smean that New Orleans was

necessarily a large manufacturing center, unlike New York and most of the Nathé&hsted

StatesNew Orleans functioned mainly as an entrepidte Riordan and Adams methostead

assumes pattern of behavior basedon&®és data on the flow of good
rail during one specific year, 1959 (Pred 1964:77,80,B3).e d 6 s met hod i s f ocus:s
metropolitan areas that act as manufacturing centers, whereas metropolitan areas that act as

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

Whi |l e Pr ed 6mesdnts &brangy moded forkooking at the shipment of goods
on railroads in the 19508 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 transportafwadhimself,is
somewhat tentative about his methdglven the title of his papewxhichis Toward a Typology of
Manufacturing Flowssounds somewhat tentati{d#964) Pr ed says At he geogr af
differentiation of commodity flows is an extremely complex problem. . . Indeed, the
complexity of the problem and the uniqueness of geographiepfaobably rule out the
possibility of any total solution. Therefore the ideas presented in this paper should be viewed as
no more than beginning suggestionso (1964: 82

a year was 1959?90

Ultimately theg issuesmay not have affected tvalueo f Ri or dan and Adambd
method whichappears to work, but they ought to be rectified in further archaeological research

on transportationIn particular egreater understanding of time and chronology is ingydrt
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While theRiordan and Adams (1985) method has merit, a more sophisticated model may allow

for more in depth analysis.

For the most parArkansasa ¢ c or d i n ¢196d)mod& waaild lhesn the
intermediate access areand thusArkansasshouldhave some outgoing flows of manufactured
goods to surrounding states (short distance flpgesarchaeologicallgnemight find a bottle
from an Arkansas company at a site in Missoltrivould be much lesgkely to find an
Arkansas bottlat a site in Mw York City (long distance flowg)ecause long distance flows are
much smaller when originating in the intermediate access bl@aever this is not what
Ri ordan and Adams (1985) are measuring. They
model, or he very end result of the outgoing flows from other access areas that end up on
historic sites. I f Riordan and Adams were us
to measure the goods that traveled from Silcott or Bay SpringsdWlew Orlens or New
York. Thiscannot be assessed archaeologicallyinstead they are measurthgse

manufacturing flows coming from Ne@rleansandNew Yorkto Silcott or Bay Springs Mill

In Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001), the use of Riordan and Ada@@&5)by others
including Brooks (nd.), Cabak and Groover (19@8) Speulda and Bowyer (1998)assessed
and summarizedandfour communitiesn Alaskaare addedAl as ka i s not part of
originalmap They predict and shotihat the dat&ehaves similarly to that in low access areas.
Thework by other researchers discusserdudes: Brooksd(nd.) work at Ashley Plantation in
SouthCarolinaSpeul da and B o wytlae éosnmynitieshDegon @abak &nd a t
Gr o o (1®993:@03 work inPeoria, lllinois for a sewer construction projeastd Adams,

Bowers and Mills (2001) work dbur communitiesn Alaska.
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About 14 communitieeave been analyzed using this method, including the four original
communitiesanalyzed by Riordan and Adam®8b), theninelisted above, anthe canmunity
of Garnet Montanapresented by Smits (2004), as a conference padewever, Adams,
Bowers and Mills (200)lare inconsistent in how they defiaesite,some of which appear to be
no more tharieaturesor assemblagesandfurther,whether or not h e % ksied at¢ all.
Consequently, it is uncertain how many actual assemblages have been incor@rated.
(2004) work postates Adams et 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 (200d)alagvely small
amounts of data to assess the level of commodity flow in a community (see the totals in the
charts on pages 782). The largessithat of Silcott with 966 artifac{é amunsure why the total
differs from Adams (1976(2001:77). Part of this is the nature of archaeolobgrethere are
often problems with sample sizespecially when dealingith subsets of artifacts.
Archaeologtal samples tend to be rather snaildnonrandomized antthis causs difficulty in

the application otatistics.

In Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2001), the authors make a departure from the work of
Riordan and Adams (1986Y splitting up their data intbme periodsan idea theyook from
Cabak and Groover (1993Yhese time periods are based on changes in transportation which is a
similar tacticto that taken in Cleek (2004)he late time periodf the settlement of Alaska, may
have made the use 0bB ¢ h e r t @pachs(inappréprigte, even if they were known to the
authors Insteagwhen analyzing the Fairbanks aspect of the research the authors use the

Steamboat Era (1961922), the Railroad Era (192®41), and Other for harder to date artifacts
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(2001:8081). 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 aR001:73).

Steamboats supplied Alaska stagtimith theYukonin 18681869 on the Yukon River,
and on the Tanana ahena Rivers in 1900Adams et al2001:80). Admittedly this ismuch
later than on the MississippiWhen looking at the otheéklaskan sitesthose from the
communities of Coldfoot, dfty, and Wisemarnin their researchAdams et al(200182, 91 use
other dateganges which are when titemmunitiesand groups of sitéfeaturesdate to. This
makes comparison betweethesecommunitiesand future comparison with othdrarder than
usingone set of date rangeé more generatedset of date ranges would provide less biased

and easiecomparison.

However this discussion of date ranges supercedes most discussion of trade networks at
thesites in Adams et a{2001) andwho do notdiscuissmuch about actual trade networks
While transportation based date ranges make the data somewhat moretvsiohgportant that
this does not overshadow actual knowledge of trade networks and transportation systems that the
residents of the site, had may have hadccess 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) lookat theirdata from two perspectives. The fjnathich they call
fweighted, calculates the percentage for each access area based on the total number of artifacts
(Adams et al2001:8082). Thisis somewhat problematic when there are multiple itemseof th

same type because it will skew the data set in one direction or an8tmee of the objects that
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have multiple iterations or are from questionable proveniences were thrown out of the analysis
(2001:8082). Thesecondwhich they calfiunweighte@d, cownts each type of gosdrom a

particular manufacturer only oncé& hiscorrects 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 (20042008 with ceramcs. Adams et al(2001:100) concludsthat 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 ceramicé thisdissertatiorwill be analyzed usingate ranges from series of
transportation improvement epoghreposed by Borchert (1967:307The epochsverederived
from increases in thpopulationsizeof metropolitan areas based census dataExamples of
theseémprovementgo transportation infrastructuneclude: thedevelopment of river
steamboatghe population growth in cities that devedaleither because of trade influenced by
the development (such as the port of New Orleamg)natural material extraicin or industry
that supported the transportation developnfgunth as Houstoandthe oil industry)

Borchertodss epochs are

1. fitheSaitWagon,1790-183Q

2. the IronHorse 1830-1870[steamengine powered railroads and steamidoats
3. the Steel Rail 1874292Q [and

4. the AutoAir-Amenity 19260 1 9 6 7 a epdchsh(Borclem 1967:307).

The use of Borchertés epochs in thilbmssed esear ch

time-brackets to place the dated ceramic typesfor analysis However, Is discussion of

26



particular cites, regions, and why peoplereattracted to them is also important for this

dissertation.

InmyMa s t thesi®§Beek (2004)I started to formulate the method usedhis
dissertation. | lookedt two sites, the Sardbook House in Springfield, Illinois (built in 1837)
and the E. S. Hayhurst House in West Branch, lowa (built betweer1BFRQ)(Cleek 2004;
Richner 1997) Both households weresighbors to future presidents and are locatitkin
National Historic SitesStarting with theCook Housel decided to look at its access to
transportation and added tHayhurst Housas a comparison. Riordan and Adams (1985)
providethe only published method of looking at this isduét it provedunsatisfactoryandfor
thereasons discussed abather method was needddy thesis research looked
transportation access using the degree of ceramic pattersityivaes a proxy. It mainly c#
with transportation via railroad, though roads, the Mississippi Ravet thelllinois and

Michigan Canalverediscussed as well.

The basic methodology of Cleek (20@43as to look athe ceramidablewares frontboth
sites, using the actual ceramics for Cook, and the published ceramic data for Hayhtingn and
determinehow manypatterns of tablewarasere found at each si{Richner 1997) The general
sample for each site wasn through a bootstrapping program desid by Lipo (2001) to assess
sample size. To assess transportation access at eatle sisgamic patterns wedatedand
bootstrap samplesererunf or t hose t hat f el [307 transmraton o f
improvement epochsThe corresponding data from each sies compareah totaland within
both sites over time. For both sitegre is ayeneral ample, for Cookherearesamples for each

of the following: 18361870, 18761920, and 1920960; and for Hayhurst theagesamples ér
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18701920 and 1920.960. The latter two epochs were compared between the sites, all three
epochs were compared at Cpakd the tw Hayhurst epochs were comparédnally as a
comparison between the two sites, the actual railroads, rivers, roads, and canals that each site had

access to were discussed.

Themethodof this research seemed to work well, though not athpksamples reached
a plateau in the graphs, suggesting that they were somewhat too Btteats used for further
comparson were problematicecause the numbers were vieigh; this provoked sme doubts.
But in generall wassatisfiedwith it becausét showed that transportation improved at each site
over each succeeding epoch, and that Springfield had better access to transportation than West

Branchwhich makes sense because Springfield is aatityWest Branch is a small town

In 2006, stillfairly satisfiedwith the results, presented a paper at the Society for
Historical Archaeology meetings in St Loi(Sleek 2006) In this paper &dded theeramics
from theMoser sitewhich isin an unincorporated area of Benton County, Arkassisg
StwartAber nat hyés ceramic data sheets) so it cou
archaeology of ArkansgStewartAbernathy 1986a) The ttests were still high and Moser is

rather small compared to the other sites,|lwas still convinced ihadworked.

Subsequently in 2008 engaged iimore intensetudy of diversity indiceand
resampling statistics, of which bootstrapping is doemy comprehensive exams. | then
presentecreworked paper based on the d&teeek2004, 2006), at the SduCentral Historical
Archaeological ConferenceSince the-tests were so high and the graphs clearly showed
statistical differences between the samples,-tests were droppedlhisin turnled to a more

intense look at the graphs themselves duringhvhrealized thaMoser 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 aregCleek 2@8).

One problem with the Moser data that may have affected my analysis iswhatrituch
smaller than the other assemblages Rhode (1988: 709) says that 0
added with decreasing fr eqgwh&kmmay makesmallsrs e mbl age
samples look more rich than they actually arbis 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 18301870 assemblage, again Mosas significantly greater mean richness than Cook
and for 18701920 epoch the Moser and Cook mean richnesses are shutlédoser has a
much higher mean richness for this epoch than HayhNistv, dter actually looking at the
artifacts from Moser, thiseems even more absurd, because &een a norstatistical
assessmenthae reallyis not much ceramic diversityThe Moser assemblage is significantly
smaller than the other assemblages; with 369 total sherds, compared to 1,605 sherds for the Cook

datg and 782 sherds for the Hayhurst data.

Due to the issuasdentified Cleek (2004; 2008), but stilavingsome confidence in the
basic idea of usingeramicpattern diversity to look at transportation accéssye decided to
use histograms of dated pah countgnumber of patterng)er transportation improvement
epoch as the main means of assessing the data in this resHaischpproach shoulgrovide an
easier wayo deciphethetransportation profile for each sitdt shouldbothassess the
ocaupants of & i taecéssto transportationamce easi |l y comparabl e to ar

transmrtation profile. This was mgriginal goalwith the research in 2004t is important to be
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able to bok at transportation access bothsiolation and among geral sites.Hopefully using
histograms will provide more ease of lmexause igersity is very statisticallgomplexand
historical archaeologists do not use complex statistics frequérttly basic idea of using artifact

diversity to assess transpoitat access will be much more usealflsimpler methods are used.

Conclusion

The idea of studying trade systems and transportation iseilbdleveloped in American
historical archaeology. Whilkeade systemesearch started inti®70 s dur i ng t he @A Ne
Ar ¢ h a e omMthoAgams @ 976), he has been the major driver of the idea ever since, albeit
with different ceauthors, Riordan and Adams (1985), and Adams, Bowers and Mills (2001).
While others have alsgsed this method andodified it,including StewarAbernathy (1986),
Brooks (nd.), Speulda and Bowyer (1996), Cabak and Groover (1993), and Smits (2004), none of
theseprojectshas been published in a major journBkcept for StewarAbernathy (1986) and
Cabak and Groover (1993) nonashbeen publisheat all, and thereforghave 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-&8@0smany still come fronBritain
but American manufacturers in places such as East Liverpool, Ohio start challenging the British
imports for markeshare(Gates and Ormerod 1982 (2009%8 These are known factors and
can be held as constant. For most Americans in the 188@s#namics still came from long
distances. Instead of looking mostly at source locations, whichramass are mostly known, |
look at diversity in the types of ceramics at each site because this is more likely to change

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

This chapter discusses the methods and soofaetaused to conduct this research.
The research discussed herée | | use a combination of histogr a
transportation access over time andamparison to each othefhe basic idea that the diversity
of available ceramic tablewares will change based on the accessibility of transpdstiiely
to be solidCleek2004) However he techniques used in previous reseatadiesproved to ke
impractical. Bootstrapping anddsts have their place in assessing sample size prqolidams
they do not really work in assessing the diversity of small sarspldsaghose in this
dissetation. Bootstrapping and otheesampling methodsssess sapte size but donot to

assess actual diversity.

The histograms will be used to | ook at <cer
(1967307) transportation improvement epochihis chapterdiscusses the processes of
analyzing the assemblages, the &g of the sites, document reseatble, archaeologists
consultedand the reassessment of the statistical arsafyom previous research. Herdeok at
how archaeology and other fields, specifically biology, business, economics, and geography
assessidersity. Finally | discuss why | 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 eramicstablewaresccount for the majority of the artifacts used in this

dissertationbutstoneware or redwar@gerealsoused if they were marked bikely from abroad
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and sourceable. Refined ceramics, beyond tablewares, such as mixing bowls or plogsnber
are recorded if they are marked. For plain whitewares and their antecedents, only rims and

marked bases have been consistently collected.

The process adetermininghow many ceramic patterns wemesentat each sitéorms
the bulk of this reseah. Ceramic patternsr typesare a distinct set of decorative motifs specific
to a ceramic form or formsThis research was conducteddsscribingand photograghg each
ceramic sherd The site name, site number, accession number, a brief descoifpti@nobject
all written on a small whiteboard, and a saaieincluded in each photograpltach 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.dlélouse Sorted) and one for everything else
(ie. Block House Remnant)lhe digitalceramicphotograptfiles were sorted intsubfoldersy
typewi t hi n t he s.iThesé8ubfoldemvere theh ddtea bydsgecific pattern dates or
general techrlogy dates. Finallghe subfoldersverecopiedinto the relevanfolders for each of
Bor c her B@epothde9a6c’/n based on t he @dlockhduse t ypebds
17901830) If a ceramic type was found to date to more than one epoch iowiasl gntoboth
folders Finally the typesn each epoch were counted agrdphed into histograms by types per
epoch at each sitélhephotos give a visual record of the data and allow comparison between
sherds several boxes apart to i¢ieey are thesame patterrglarify discrepancies in my written
desciptions of specific patternsTo type the ceramidsused photo$rom the published reports
for each of thesitesthat had them, includingkwas (2009), StewartAbernathy (1988), and
Martin (1977) who provide specificinformato f or t heir si t e@Galdeas s e mbl ¢
(1964)and Lehner (1988pr ceramic marksandCoysh and Henrywood (1982 and 1989)

transfer print patterns
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Certainissuesare inherent in trying to determine pattebesause of the attributes of
manufactured ceramicsFirst, ims and marleys proved to beost important to thprocesof
recognizing patternsCeramic manufacturers often decorate dishes with distinctive designs that
repeatasa band around the edgetbé 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, tiis easier to determine pattavhen large pieces of plates or
teacups arstill extant because there is a larger swath of the original pattern left to Jdnk at
thecircumstances of deposition and excavation of the sherds tiéesize of sherds present at a
site Ceramic assemblages fromnse of the sites have larger shemehkingthe ceramic patterns
easier tadetermine Atthe Block Hbuse for examplenany of thesherdscome froma primary
deposition context in a pit featuf@uendling, Cande Brandon, Tavaszi, Stewdoérnathy, and
Ruff 2002:3641). Other sites have masmaller sherds making it much more difficult to
determine patternsThird, it is much more difficult to determin@atterns or setsith
undecoratedishes, especially creamware anibler refined whitewaredecausenanufactured
patterns of these plainsthesare very similain form, and the manufacturing procetself
produces slight differences in size and rim profile even with the szanafacturegbattern. As
an attempt to deal with these issues at sites with large creamwelnéewareassemblage

photographs were maaé the profile of the sherdas well as on a horizontal plane.

The researchample consistof seversites(in the order in which | analyzed them)
Block House Sanders Houséshley MansionRidge HouseMoser Farmstead r i ght 6 s
TradingPosa n d Mo n t Gavemmat Arkabissis Posand Davidsonville Lot 91 started on

10-9-2009 with the Block House and finished2-2012 withLot 9 at Davidsonville Previously
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excavated collectionsere usedpecifically because is important to utilize an existing

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

guestions, reasons for excaagtand working conditions, the size of the excavations and

assemblages vary, andehas to accepthemin their current state. These assemblages were

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

between assemblages.

2007481, 2008649

Site Name Site Number | Accession Numbers Photo Count
Block House 3HE23619 | 82272, 83514, 84503, BH-1 to
84-513, 86503, 99622 2519

Sanders House 3HE23632 81-500, 921273 SH-1 to 3133

Ashley Mansion 3PU256 85514 AM-1to
1450

Ridge House 3WA209 72-379, 76156 RH-1 to
3354

Moser Farmstead 3BE311 82-665, 821008 MH-1 to
1238

Bright & Montgomery 3AR 47 71-657 BM-95 to
7731

Old Davidsonville, Lot 9 | 3RA40 2004 570, 2004666, 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 cetaaasemblagesTo figureout
which sites to usehad discussions with several Arkansas archaeologists including, George
Sabo, Jamie BrandopheslieStewartAbernathy, KatteenCande, and Jerry Hilliard who have
hadled (or were otherwise involved with)any of the above excavations. | 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 mgsearch needsSpecific sources include: Stewart
Abermathy and Ruff (1989), Guendling, Kwas, Brandon, and Cande (1999), Guendling, Cande,
StewartAbernathy, ad Novak (2001), and Kwa2@0%) f or t he Bl ock and Sal
Ernest (1994) and McAlexander (1999) for Ashley Mansion; Jurney (1S%8)le (198), and
Martin (1979 for the Ridge House; Stewakbernathy (1986) for the Moser Farmstead; Martin
(1977) and Walker (1970) for Arkansas PaatidStewartAbernathy (180) and Cande (2005)

for Davidsonville

Then | applied a set of selection criterwa €ach site.The first of my standards was the
size of the ceramiassemblage. | decided that the sgededo haveat least 200 sherds
because smaflamples did not workell with the bootstrapping method which | wagn
planning to use Another @nsideration waa broad distribution of sites geographically in
Arkansasanda third criterion was a broadmporaldistributionfrom about 1800 to the early
1900s so | <could assess all four 30 &AfMiportat.
consideration was that each site had someoc$oeport (or thesis) slbcould assess the quality of
the workconductedthatwould provide some background on the site, aadfirm thatthe site

had at least 200 sherds.
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Thediscussions with the archaegists 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
Brightos Trading HousaArkansds Pbs@ multgonpomentysiies Taver
both apects of which were located on Lot)2¥hich isthe first colonial era communitiy
Arkansas, and a center of keelboat, flatboat, and steamboat tratispand trade the early
1800s(Martin 1977) | decided to use this site because it is one of thiestdnistoric sites
excavated in the statdt also was a residence for some of the period of occupation discussed in
this dissertation.The Trading House anthvernfurther provide a baseline tlberamicghat
were available in Arkansas at the tiofehe American takeover of this Territory 1803 Bright
was in part a ceramics dealandhe was located at a strategic point on inakgas RiverWhat
Bright and the other &dersat Arkansas Post coutibtainwas probably what as available in

Arkansas at the beginning of tH800s

An important part of te transportation and ceramic diversitpdel is the comparison to
regional and local transportation networl&ackground researain the history of transportation
in Arkansas, and the greater Missippi River Valleyocused particularly oniverine
transportation networksnostly steamboat but also flatboats, keelboats, and Hgsges
Baldwin (1941), Brown (1933), Gould (1951Gudmestad (2011Haites, Mak, and Walton
(1975), Hunter (187), Kane (2004), and on railroad trasport networks (sdeair (1969), L.

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

| havealsolookedat government documents regarding transportation and commerce
statisticswith relevance to transpotian history One of thesgthe Carload Wayhbill Statistics
are used by Pred (1964) to form his typology of commaodity flows amsdieh could have been
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tangentiallyapplicableto my researckinterstate Commerce Commission 196Q¢her

potentially impotantsourceghat were assessettludethe Statistics of Railways in the United
Statesthe Annual Report of the Railroad Commission of the State of Arkatfeship

Registers and Enrollments of New Orleans, LouisidimaStatistical Abstract of the Uted

Statesand theHistorical Statistics of United States, Colonial Times to 1@7@rstate

Commerce Commissiai1898 and 1926 Railroad Commission of Arkansés904); Works

Progress Administratio(1941); Chief of the Bureau of Statistics, Treasurgpartment (1878)
(1964); Bureau of the Census, Secretary of the Treasury (1897); Bureau of the Census (1975))
The majormproblem with usingll of these documents scaleThe documents listed above

present transportation statistics omeay macroscale In comparison the archaeological sites in
this samplere on avery microscale. 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 thisesearch is obliteratedecoming so abstracted and summarized that they are

consequentlyoo largegrained for a very fingrained analysis.

It would be usefuto havestatistics of how many loads of ceramics or other goods were
transported by rail ordat to a specific community in a yearmore appropriate scale for a
household level of analysidJnfortunately this scale of datass far unavailable Haynes and
Fotheringham (1984:68) say: AdAThere daad st il | a
federal government and from private industry on the movement of people, information, and

commodities. 0

Similar problens of scaleand acceswereseen inocal, specialized archives and libraries
while looking forsteamboat freight record@encerningivers in Arkansas anualying to find a
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finer-grained source than those abovArchives | assessaulclude: the Arkansas History

Commission, the Butler Center for Arkansas Studies, the University of Memphis Library, the
University of Arkansas Special @ections, the Herman T. Pott Inland Waterways Library at the
University of Missouri, St Loui s, and the Cin
did not find much in most of these archives that waitl my current researclone of the

issueswith steamboats is that they did not have a longlitss¢about5 to 6years on average),

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

or fires, among other disasteksajtes, Mak and Walton 1975:p3The likelihood ofwritten

freight recordsnboardsurviving 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 cords,rand
newspapers from steamboat destinatigessonal communication Sepiberl6, 2009)
Unfortunatelycompany recordare rare in the archives mentioned aboVée types of goods
shipped to the military are not the same as those shipped forrcrabgons Military shipments
would have likely had a higher percentage of weap@ugh as cannonand uniforms and
likely less in the way of ceramics; thus a military crate inventory would not make a good
comparison. Most of thesites are not stearobt destinations, araf thetwo sites that were
ports, Arkansas Pogtredatesegularsteamboaaccess and archives in Little Rock do not seem
to have much in the way of steamboat records though a newspaparduseittle Rock
newspapers might be arther avenue of research in the futuBaie to the nature of steamboat
or keelboatransportation, in which an entire thaf goods on a trip wouldot be meant for one

community, store, or customet a time, it idikely that for nonport communitiessteamboat
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company records and steamboat ads would not necessarily be representative of what was actually

shipped to a destination community.

Oneprimarysourcedoesprovide useful information for this current researdine
University of Alabama Map Litary has amnline collection of digitally reproduced historic
maps including those from Arkansabhey have several historic railroad maipatdocument
the progress of railroad construction over time in comparison to the communthessample.
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 understabe pgople who lived in the

communities used in this research.

The Evolution of the Method

In 2003 | decided to use ceramic diversity as a marker for access to transportation. The
basic assumption is that if a site has more access to transportaiong¢tipants would have had
access to more types dishes, and conversely. Thesearch started with the Sarah Cook
House, in the Lincoln Home National HistoBdae, in Springfield, lllinoiswhich | proposed as
the site withhigheraccess to transpotian (Cleek 2004) The E. S. Hayhurst House, in the
Herbert Hoover National Historic Site, in West Branch, lowa, was added testarch for
comparison, and as used as it was likely to have lower access to transport@lieek 2004;

Richner 1997)

| hadoriginally planned on using both ceramics aedsel glass, ghat the glass

analysis could be compared to the ceramic analysishandifferences in trade between material
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types could be assesdaecause there might be differences in tradedarsehe form and

function of these goodsGlass however proved to be difficult to use for research in this manner
ashe actual (neaessary fordracking sokirce locationth glassis a small portion

of the bottle and finding complete enoughlrks to tell what the contents and source location are
is quite rare within an assemblagéor unmarked vessels and fragments it is difficult determine

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

The Sarah CdoHouse data was analyzed by using the actual artiféxte to time
constraints and the fact that iteddy had a published analystse E. S. Hayhurst House was
analyzedusingits published datéas Richner 1997)Using published analyses instead of
looking at the actual artifacts is something | 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, ranthecerainict a t hr ough Li pods (2

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 cerame ipadtern
assemblageEvenness is the number of occurrences in each clasg auttensamplethis
would be how many sherds of each pattbat can be differentiatad anassemblage.Much of
the basic work on diversity in archaeology can be foundsirias of papers using different
types of statistical methods and diversndicesas proposed ways to deal with sample size
problems when measuring diversfsee Conkey (1980Kintigh (1984), Rhode (1988),

Kaufman (1998), and Baxter (2001)This series fopapershegirs with Conkey (198Q) Conkey
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(1980)looked atthe diversity of aset ofengraved bone and antler objefttsn five cave sites in
France.Kintigh (1984), Rhode (1988), Kaufman (1998), and Baxter (2884 p series of
critiguesinresponsed Conkey 6 s (hbvwdt@ dmbatpsaupsemth sample sidale

dealing with the issue of diversjtgot the actudssues of assessing diversity

Conkey (1980) looked aetsof engraved bone and antler objects from five Magdalenian
[l sites in Spain to test the hypothesis that the Altamira site is an aggregatioAggeegation
siteswould have attracteldrgegroups of people from both short and long distances away from
it bothfor resource acquisition, aridr ritual and social purpose€¢nkey 1980:61®13). The
other four sites are El Juyo, El Cierro, Cueto de la Mina, and La Paloma. She divided what she
calls fAdesign el ementso on the bone and antl e
principleso or hwenre afranged (Gonkey 1§80: 6&5). d¢ien gaaltwas to
assess the level of diversity in these design elements to discern which site/s were the most
diverse thereforeidentifying theaggregation siter sites(Conkey 1980:616). If Altamiravas
an aggregatiosite, 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 tingigown tools and
other objects with them and potentially, leave, trade, or lose them at the aggregati@iteie.
with little or noaggregation would therefore be expected to have a smaller amount of more

similar, mostly locally produced objects.

Conkeyds (1980:617) results show that one
also be an aggregation site because it also has several unimgurealiements. To determine that

Cueto de la Mina might be an aggregation sith,e g r a p h sof different design mb e r
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el ements usedodo by the fAnumber of instances of
evenness), and the Anumber of different princ
of structur al pri nci pthcasesdAltamiCadsrak @utjier, 1aling Pelow 1 8 ) .

the expectedcurvef fidi versity increased in direct pr oj
Conkey says that this |ikely means that diver

sizeo (.1980:618)

As a further checlkConkey usedhe ShannoiWeiner information statistic Hgnd still
Altamira shows the greatest amount of diversity, with Cueto de la Mina being a little bit less
(Shannon 1948)iener 1948Conkey1980:618). Finally, Conkey measare i pr esence/ abs
similarityo of design elements, and of struct
similarity of each site in comparison to the other four sites (1980:619). In these measures
Altamira is most similar in structural princgd, leassimilar in design elementsThe Altamira
and Cueto de laMingitesh ar e mor e similar to each other th:
(Conkey 1980:619). Due to all three of these tests, she concludes that Altamira is likely to be an
aggregabn 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) discubsdasgue of assessing diversity
when looking at assertdges of different sample sizes. Tpeaticularproblemis that smaller
samples can be more diverse than larger samples even when the larger sample appears to have
more types. To deal with this isshie suggests using an unnamed resampling method to create a

simulated sampleHis methodsounds similar to bootstrapping but is apparently not (Kintigh
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1984:454 9 ) . Hi s model assumes fAdan underl ying fre
randomlychosen (Kintigh 1984:45). Instead of comparing the sites directly to each other he

compares them to the simulated diversity for eacha#@thendetermines if the actual data for

the site is more diverse or less than what is predicted by the simuRhode (1988:711)

i mplies that Kintigh does not need a diversit
estimator of true populatieni ¢ h ne s s [hereauihenfiens €onkey (198@s

Ki nt i g h @lso saysthahltandra and Cueto de la ida 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 archaeolodislook at tlesedata. Inareplacement of
Kintighods (1984) s i mnedressioimmams readts were deyy difthentd e u s e
(1988:709).Regression, according to Rhode, instead only requires richness and sample size for
comparison (1988:7)1 Because of these factors Rhode says that regression is useful when the
researcher has fAno knowledge about the nature
artifackc | ass frequencieso, and Ai s t hgsamfdlesizece a hi
effect o (Rhad&desat specifically mention using a diversity index. The
regression metholde used led himto concludleh at ALa Pal oma and Cuet o
artifact classes than expeci@hode 1988:710) Thusthey are more rich and likely to be
aggregation sitesvherea®A | t ami r a i s A mu c h ahddherefore isotlikelyt han e
to be an aggregation sit@hode 1988.710)Rhode says this is because the two methods differ
in how expected values aredev e d , in particular that Kintigho
by therichness an@venness of an assemblage (Rhode 1988:710). Regression can overestimate

the samplesize effect if the data is not normally distributed around the regression line (Rhode
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1988: 713) . Finally Rhode psizdeffectendomeasuriigh at i Me
assemblage diversity are not the same thing, and keeping these two operations analytically

separate may be the most appr opntoasdess éamplet 98 8: 7
size solely, but he agrees that Kintighots (19

assess assemblage diversity (Rhode 1988:716).

Kaufman (1998) suggesasiother way to assess sample sising a resampling method
calledjackknifing. R. Miller (1964:1594) says Tukey (1958, 1962R. Miller 1964, who
proposed the Jackknife methdda d o pt e d Jackkniféfor thismgrocatiure since a boy
scout 6s j ackkni f endready msgrumernd ¢apable ab Heinggmédrincall g h
contingencies bhmdj amkkgiehichg@st be user fArepeat
of interest, each time deleting one of the original observations in turn, resulting in a series of
jackkni fe estimateswmeXKasfenani 4998: 0S¢ .t hd hja:
generate a set of corresponding pseudovalues, and it is the mean of these pseudovalues that
provides the best estimate for the statistic
jackknifing accordig to Kaufman are that it does not matter how the sample was obtained and
assumptions about the distribution are not ne
as normally di s Kaufmdnudesa oh i( ii9 Ot éssedsiyichdeeanxd
sample sizeNlenhinick 1964 irKaufman 1998:80). &ing ths methodhe sitesarerankedby
richnessas follows from highest to lowestCueto de la Mina, Altamira, El Juyo, El Ciero, and
La Paloma (Kaufman 1998:80). Cueto de la Mina and Altaimitiais 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 jackknifingput instead of deting the original observations during
the resampling process they are put back iorocesgalled replacementThe name
bootstrapping refers to the conitweipdeloy tphud d g mt
be based on . . . [thAPventues of Baron Munchausdyy Rudolph Erich Raspefi which
Baron Munchausei h dallento the bottom of aleeplake Justwhenit looked likeall was
lost, he thought t@ick himselfup byhis own bootstraps according to Efron and Tibshirani
(19935). Efron (1979:25wh o f i rst proposed the bootstrap 0
who suggested names more colorful tBaotstrap,including Swiss Army Knife, Meat Axe,
SwanDive, JackRabbitand my [ Ef r on 6 s ] Shptgunwhich) ta faraphrase or i t e,

Tukey, 6écan blow the head off of any probl em

B a x t (B001)paper critiqgues the previous papers and otherdhthakes asimilar
from a statistician6s p o softegresdion ara deseussédlog>r ob | em
linear regressiandoes not work if the number of classes in the population in which the
assembl age was sampilledeiagsiftiynictaemmnoltehaodsde® flfo
not infinite (Baxter 2001:716)fiNonlinear regressiarhas 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 severassuesnvolving background populatiothatarise in archaeolgg The
total population opotentialartifacts that could be found is probably finildowevemo one ever
actually excavates, or even could actually excavate, every sirififectand therefore the actual

total population is unknowable. How that poptida is defined is also uncertain. Would it be
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the total number of items that the siteds occ
that arecurrently still at the site? Do site boundaries mattecould all the potential artifacts in
atown compose a population? Or are all the ceramics that were imported into the United States

from Britain a population?

Baxter (2001:278) <cal | s Ki ntthegimdationwethodand eip®hi@s4 ) ,
t hat Kintigh i s doirrchpess andassoaated confidemcg intenialsarep e ct e
generated for different sample sizes by repea
whose structur e [IEstablishingheleditimacyaf thedpeplulationehed data
drawn from andleterminingwhether the simulated versiacually resembles that population
are two major probl ems wit h 2Q01:@19)iFgrtheérwhermet h o d
large assemblages are assessed compared to smaller osesuthgonmethod shows bias
towards the larger ones, which essentially defeats the purpose of using it to assess sample size
(Baxter 2001:719). When | ooking at Kauf manoés
use of Menhinickoés i ndex ranyhe isaofjackkminmatoe f f ect
mentiont hat Kauf mands assurance that the fApseudov
is not consistent and even does not work with the El Cierro assemblage which is highly skewed
(Baxter 2001:724722). With tle 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 nottatistically significant (20017:22).
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Author Conkey Kintigh Rhode Kaufman Baxter
Method Graphs Simulation | Regression | Jackknifing Bootstraping
Index Shannon Unlisted Unlisted Menhinicks Menhinicks
-Wiener
Most Altamira Altamira Cueto de Cuetode la Altamira
Rich la Mina Mina
Cueto de | Cueto de La Paloma | Altamira Cueto de la
la Mina la Mina Mina
El Juyo= | El Juyo El Cierro El Juyo Unlisted
El Cierro
La El Cierro El Juyo El Cierro Unlisted
Paloma
Least La Paloma | Altamira La Paloma Unlisted
Rich

Figure 7. Comparison of Archaeology Diversity Articles.

In my initial foray into measuring diversity, | attempteduseB a x t boatsfragpping

programas the method to assess diverbity it was unavailabléBaxterpersonal

communicationjuly 9, 2004) | turned to a work byipo (2001) who uses bootstrappingpart
to look at prehistoric ceramics in Arkansas, ardudesa written copy of his program as an
appendix in his publication. digital versionwas made availablgipo personal
communication Jul@1,2004) It worked well with the samples in my tligsout as | have
discussed earlighe addition of the Moser Farmstead in CI€2B06, 2008J¥atally complicated
the results As a final step in theriginal process | rantests. The tvalues were suspiciously

high, suggesting that something was wramith the distribution of the data.
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In an effort to betteunderstand thessatistical techniques Iread Phillbo o d 6 s ( 199 9)
Resampling Methods: A Practical Guide to Data Analygigh proved particularly useful. It
provided mea better understanay of bootstrapping ahstatistics 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 landave difficulties determining original population siamdmanyof the
species they studyre mobile Howeverasthere are many moredjogists than there are
archaeologists there has been more opportunity for more statistiteids&d 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 sliyandices, 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 #neréhe more practical
studiesthatoften use diversitindices, 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 patterniogngfregatingnigrating
shorebird. 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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Soder str om, and GI| i msk aruisMantyagand Cayueda(®Bp | i c her ,
Both studies use Bayesian methods utilizing Markbain Monte Carlo simulation, through one

of the iterations of the BUG@ayesian inference Using Gibbs Samp)ingmputer program
(www.mrcbsu.cam.ac.uk/bugs/welcome.shtadcessed April 6, 2012

http://www.openbugs.info/wdccessed April 13, 201.2)

In order to understand how diversity is structured in biology, | looked at R.J. Whittaker,
Willis, and Field (2001). In biologyiversity is assessed different scalewith 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 tteegssessing. The hierarchical spatial
tiers are often named with Greedtters. Inthe Cody and the R. H. Whittaker tigysnerally the
local levelis called alpha, landscape level is called beta, and regional is gaiteda Cody
1975andR. H. Whitaker 1975bothin R. J. Whittaker et aR001:456. There are also Bennett
tiersthatincorporate time (thousands and millions of years) and space into numerically named

tiers (Bennett 1997 in R. J. Whittaker et al 2001:456).

Thi s syst e ouldbdfamilidatdo aechasabogistskiVhile achaeologists
frequentlystudythe local or site scale, and time deguh short duratiorihey also look at larger
regional and temporal scales for purposes of compariBoghistoric archaeologists do
sometimedook at the regional scate 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 Neolitlfiastern

Woodland, Northwest Coast, Arctic, Southwest, Southeast, and California, or Paleolndian,
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Archaic, Woodland, and Mississippian, or Archaic, Fowfeladine, and Caddo, or

Protohistoric, Colonial, Pioneer, and Ante and Post Bellum.

The use ofliversity indicesn biology has londeen debatedThe 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 wittttibd used.
As with all statistical techniques, certain practitioners have their favorites and authors of articles
rail about the problems of other indices wialeerlookingthe problemsvith those they use. For
exampl e, Noss (19 9nfBicesiasé inforrsation Eucliid3 spectes identity)y are
heavily dependent on sample size, and generally have fallen out of favor in the scientific
community 0 bioogytliterature survepetween 1993 and 1996und486 examples of
tests of richnesand proportional diversity using diversity indices and 339 that looked at
evenness (Stirling and Wilsey 2001:288). Even in a proportiolzatig field, this does not look

like a method that is falling out of favor.

Biological use of diversity indis is more sophisticated than that in archaeology; often
researchers use more thame diversity indexo 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 abonrly,three diversity indices are
discussed andnlyt wo ar e used. St :B48)estndy loakatl diveysity | i1 go s (-
spatially to see if the level of species divergdynumber of species presenth b at popul at
changes based on latitude across temperate, subtropical, and tropical regions of North and South

America. In order to dthis they compiled 32 studies of bat communities ranging in location
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from lowa in the Northo 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 (2005:510) 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 evennesdices could mease diversityin the use ofour
speciegnigratory stpover siteover different years using simulated distributions, and

particularly whether these distributions are relatively even or relatively patchy.

Krementzpersonal communicatidday 2009)suggested a research technique called
capturerecapture. 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. Kremergaggested a work by Dorazio, Royle, Soderstrom, and Glimskar
(2006) to provide a statistical program to assess my data. Dorazi¢2€0&) use a statistical
computer program called WinBUGS to assess their two example studies, on birds and butterflies
respectively, which were studied with the captrgeapture method. WIinBUGS in part stands
for Bayesian inference Using Gibbs Sampling,
analysis of complex statistical models using Markov chain Monte Carlo . . met hods
(www.mrc-bsu.cam.ac.ukugs/ welcome.shtimaccessed April 6, 2012, see Lunn, Best,

Thomas, and Spiegelhalter 2000). (The current iteration of the BUGS program is called
OpenBUGS and can beasssed atttp://www.openbugs.info/wfaccessed April 13, 2012) see
Lunn, Spiegel halter, Thomas, and Best 2009) .
knowl edge of Bay e s i(awv.mslsadam.actuk/bogs/welcemeastgnsl u me d 0
accessed April 6, 2012Bayesian statistids generalre used in archaeologsee for example

Ortman, Varien, and Gripp (2007) who use Bayesian statistjosl¢@ the probabilities of
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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 PreservatioBrtman et al. (2007:246) say that Bayesian

statistics put Aemphasis on modeling prior kn

This combination of using capturecapture methods and WinBU@&sentdifficulties
if used n the archaeological research presehta@. First the combinatiodoes noappeato
provide a way to compareversity between sitegne of themajoraims of my researcbr to
split data up into discrete time periodastead it appears that all of the sites | used would be
lumped togetheas a group (Dorazio et al. 2006:84&econdly he capturgecapture method as
described by Dorazioetdl 2006 : 844) assumes that HdAappropria
randomization, stratification, or clustering) have been used to select a sample a samigge of
that is representative of thecomm ni t y . 0 Whi | e auseduchenetHodsgoy has
select locatios to survey, test, and excavéigese methods weparticularlypopularin the
1970sand early 1980s)t is extremely unlikely that suchatistical rigor was used to select
locations for excavation at any of the sites in this sanffplénad decided to excavate new sites,
the research plan could have been arranged to accommodatefsbese sampling issues, but
old collections with diffeent sampling planand sizes of excavatiowould be inappropriate for
statistical comparison using these methodEhe nature of these particular sites and the reasons
for excavating each of them, including field schools, Society digs, and highwayctiost,
precludes thigevel of statistcal 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, somethatgvould be less likely to occur in the studies of
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birds and butterflies discussed by Dorazio et al. (2006:844), bestaasesof animalswould

likely look at similar kinds of habitats.

The captureecapture metholly itself alsopresents somissues fo practical use in
archaeology. In archaeology, Krementz suggested | could use how many days a site was visited
for excavatioras a form of captureecapturgpersonal communication May 2009 could go
back to the field records and count how many da@yseone conducted excavation, shovel tests,
or surface collection. Unfortunatelincearchaeologists do not release sherds back into the
wild after collection, the chance of-oellecting the same exact sherd is likely nil. Also, the
nature of collectig archaeological data includes frequent changes of and increasing or
decreasing numbers of personnel, because we often involve volunteers in oumamdtogy
the research plan could specify that a certain three people would go out on these gpecific t
days. For a typical contraatchaeologicagbroject this might be moreontrollable But the
Block and Sanders Houses, for example, were excavated in part by four Arkansas Archeological
Society Summer Training Program excavations between 1981 andkww84 200&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 pahteoflay 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 frustratiomh decided that the biology examples were not going to work,
because this research istte diversity of an industrially produced commodity not an organism.

Though they may have more complex techniquedodpists do not agree on how to assess
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diversity any more than archaeologist$ese methods did not quite assess the problem | am

trying to solve.

Business and Economics

Since | was looking at the shipment of a commodiityas possiblehat business,
economicsand geography models might work better since these fields actually look at what | am
trying to measurePaul Cronana proessor in the Walton College of Busingssggestedhat
cluster analysisnight solve my problemandalso that exploratory data analysis might be useful
(Paul Cronan personal communication@2009; Aldenderfer and Blashfield 1984; Hartwig

and Dearing 189).

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 EdandRobertson, and Descantes
(1999) who look at ocher sourcing through geochemical analfienderfer and Blashfield
(1984:9)statethat cluster analysis can be used to do the following: develop a typology,
Ainvestigate usefutoepinecgpentailtisehhemegemerate

exploration, and test hypotheses.

Unfortunately while these aspects of cluster analysis would be useful in many
applications, in thisesearch they would not. Therearsestablishederamic typology ased on
technological improvements (glaze, firing, and decoration technology improvements), decoration
design, and style changes, all of which date to fairly discrete petiods. t hi s sense t he

anal ysi so has al r ead yologyausster amalyses anighd lthve beeAd s ent t
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met hod to approach for creating aendedevnand ept ual

Blashfield 2004:9).

| started my research with a hypothesis and cluster analysis woulddib eeiswer the
guestionthat | am posing; does the level of ceramic diversity change betwesrasd over time
within a site?Cluster analysis could help explore whether the same patterns are available at
more than one site banalysis of the assemblages to date rendersclasalysis moot.|
already know thathe same patterns are availablenafitiple sites in someases, and because |
deliberately chose assemblages coveaibgoad range of discrete time frameknow that it

should not be and is not true in all cases.

The exploratory data analysis pubtioa (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 ditfiésul Between these two points |
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 valility, the Linder modelgravity modelsarchaeological

spatial studigsandinnovation waves

Economics and business models look at diversity or variability or product differentiation
in a more abstract manner. These models deal more with the toatepmpetition and how
many firms are selling the same types of products in a particular market. An example would be
Anderson and de Palmaés (2001) article on pro
of several brands of yogurt (Dannon,pfait, WeightWatchers, and Hiland), which looks

specifically at price and markshare 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 Yoplaiis on sale, you might buy Yoplait instead. There is a possible analogy

with ceramic purchases. A couple purchases afs#tie shell edge plates, all in the same

pattern, but five or so years have passed and because the family has grown and nyoved, the
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 edgaubethey 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 bestselling of these brands, is not selling enough, and that Hiland, a regional brand, should
probably get out of the yogustisiness 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 | am researching;
instead Aderson and de Palma (2001) l@king at the diversity of markeshare betweefirms

and c¢ o mp a-makidgsstrapegiesrhis study would be more usefakr my researct it
discussedhow many different brands of yogurt are prodyaedow many flavors from all

yogurt brandswhichwould bea 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 Vvar nygdogatmigimuns Al t i
average cost, but always better to increase variety at the expense of average cost when any good
reaches this | evel of output. o I n his articl
of products react to increased conpet, Bernhofen (2001:101resend a model to discern if
Athel ume of trade increases in the degree of

1016, 1018) says fda higher degree of product
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ofba h fir ms. : : [ al | owi ng] producers
from trade | iberalization if they compete ove
trade liberalization in the case of maximum product differenat i on o0 because At he
i mport competition becomes weaker theTheess su
idea might well be useful in examining the causes of innovation in the ceramicsyrmustr

Wedgwood and others, bas | amlooking at the consumer end these ideas are less helpful.
Lancasterodos (1980) and Bernhofends "a@laHh1) st a
century Britishand late f'c ent ury American ceramics industr]
particularlywhy there are so many patterns, but would prove less useful to explain the diversity

of ceramics at a family farmstead. It woulddfenore interest to know why country stores in

the 1800s chose to stock the number of ceramics patterns they sold shéipeat 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 1988:32325). An exarple would be the auto industry, the United States has
several important auto companies and many people hgrhbir cars from these companies,
but many also buy cars from Japanese, German or other European automakers (Hanink

1988:324). While this modelvould not work for this research, Hanink (19827) does state

two importantout somewhat obviolss s umpt i ons: fAGoods not avail a
purchased at the nearest | arger center where
ownersaswél as customers, and firel ative popul ati or
determinant of export i nt enimingagdreasomsifocthe may ha

beginnings of the American phase of thdustrial Revolution.With its focus on iternational
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trade relationshipsetween countriethe Linder model functions on too largeseale to be used
in my research It could howeverbe a lens to look at the ceramics trade between the United

States and Britain in the mitBOOs when the Americateramics 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 exampleavity modelshave beemset up to deal witfactors such as
transportatiorand the movement of people and goods. Gravity models work with two basic
featuresattraction and distance (D. Huff and Jenks 1968:814). Haynes and Fotheringham
(1984:910) explain that gravity models allow study of relativeeast 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, 887, 6365) 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 (197®)e examples discussed in Haynes and
Fotheringlam (1984:48) include plannifgpew roadsor ai rl i ne service, fdde
shopping boundar i es fimigratioodbetwiean goliteal distrittseofivotingp a ct o
patterns, figuring out which states a university should direct its recruitretatts 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 begapropriate. 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
appearshatgeographers and archaeologists seem to have stopped using gravity models, hence

the rehtively old dates for the aboyeiblications.

As an extension of researching spatial analysis in geography, | looked at spatial analysis
and trade in archaeology, #&& involving gravity models, and one not, for example Hodder
(1974), Clark (1979), Hodder and Milt€.980), and Curteis (1996). Hodder (1974175,
179182) does a regressirased gravity model to look at the distribution of sourced pottery
types, Pman 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 mirted elsewhere in the regioirodder and Millett(1980:69) use 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 Northamptonshirgtain, 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 dversity, 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.

Morrilldés (1970) article on innovation wayv

of ideas, and people over time. Using the acceptance of a pgsaziag 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 boundeaskyafigistograms

(1970:261263). The data ipresertdin a visually understandableasle 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 ergiluappropriate data these innovation waves could be used

to explain early EurdAmerican 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
improvementsn the technology of the British ceramics industry; perhaps looking at the

innovation of glazes, or the spreanidpopularity of various decoration teafoes.

Archaeologists dgsomething very similar with the use of battleship curves to look at ceramic

saiation.

Finally | decidecthatthe ceramic diversity and transportation access model would be
much more useable and posgitsiore powerful if it were simple and easy to useventually
realized that | was less concerned with statistical significeraevith presenting the data in an
understandable wayl'wo important sourcegd to this conclusian GeographerShortridge and
Shortridge (1989) present a model for looking at the imported shipment and consumption of
fresh fruits and vegetables to dthjor 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 theitdiota
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, Shorratgd Shortridge (1989:8%7, 9091) present
charts of each of the metropolitan areasd pre
city and below a stacked list of the produce types, forming what is in essence a bar graph formed
out of the actuatlata. 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 typmgon(prefe

rateo) (Shortridg87).and Shortridge 1989: 86

The second sourcklartwig and Dearing (1979s a short publication on exploratory
data analysis. It presents many ways of displaying data in a visual manner and emphasizes that
visual data presgations 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 waysagfrajsgsearch
data. While histograms are not discussed, the way | am using them is in a similar spirit to that of

exploratory data analysis.

These two sourcdst me realize that | had the power to $eyv | wanted to look at my
data. ®metimes it isnore powerful to presenualitative data irsimplehistograns than to
attempt touse complex statistid®e manipulate data for quantitative conclusiondhere are two
thingsthatthe data presentation methoeedgo do:first it needsshowhow ceramidiversity
changes i n r el at:B0@ apochat eAah site dwdcond ib reeed$ ta [9e Gilbte
compare this data between sites, which can be done visually. While sample size is an important
factor in statistics, andconcerted effortvas madeto ensure | 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 ecess; | will use histograms to present this data. The variable orattig, x
B or c h e r B&)shet{arisPoliafion epochis quantitative and continuous becaitss

based on time (Aliaga and Gunderson 2003:2ZIMe variable on the-gxis is thenumber of
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ceramic types or patterns that fall iThet o t

following graphs will be presented:

e histogram of ceramic patterns by epoch for eachasite
e a composite histogram of ceramic patterns per epoal sites,

These graphs should provide a clear and detailed view of what effects transportation has on
ceramic divesity. An example of this comparison would be that the Block House has 197
patterns dating to the Sail Wagon Epoch (:1880) and 266 ptrns dating from the Iron

Horse Epoct{18331870), 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 Archaeologcal Sites

Seven archaeological sites were analyzed for this dissertati@following siteswere
examinedl.J acob Brightodéds Trading Post and William
Arkansas County2. Ashley Mansion, Little Rock in Pulaski Coun@. Lot 9 at Davidsonville
Historic State Parkh Randolph County4. the Block Houset Historic Washington State Park in
Hempstead Countp. the Sanders House Historic WashingtorState Parkn Hempstead
County;6. the Ridge Housd-ayettevillein Washngton Countyand?.the Moser Farmstead in

Benton County

| looked at all of the artifacts from the@essions numbers listed in Fig@éen Chapter
3, with the following exceptions 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 Hous¢solooked at the Arkansas
Archeol ogi cal Surveyo6s Hi sltispossilte thadlrmissefl @het T e ac

smallquantitiesof 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 hasausgsion of the history of the site anterepossible
the residents of it, and then a discussion of the archaeological fieldworlaghieim conducted

at the site.
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Lower Arkansas River Valley, 18001863

Bright and Montgomery, Arkansas Post

ArkansadPostis the earliestturo-Americansettlement in Arkansabut its precise
location has varie(Martin 1977:1) Arkansas Podtlational Memorial3AR47)is located on
the Arkansas Riverlose totherv er 6 s conf l uence withlethe Missis
souttwesto f t h e Mi s sience svithphp Whits Rivero Titiiest Arkansas Post was
established bylenri de Tontyand a few menwvho built aFrenchtrading pstin 1686 about 35
miles (about 56 kmlp the Arkansas River from its confluence vitie Mississipp{Walker
1970:2 Arnold 1991:5. This was not in its current National Park locatiom quite likely at the
site now known as Wallace Bottom (3AR1&1®d 3AR110 (House 2002:259)This first Post
was used on and off teadewith local Natve Americansandlikely to create a French presence
in the region(Arnold 1991:5Walker 1970:2) This first Post was likely abandoney 1699
(Arnold 20@2:48). In 1721this area was reccupiedas a military post anbly engages
(indentured servants) rkiag the area ready for future colonigtio may never have arrived; the
settlement was likely occupied by the freed indentured seraadtsoldierdut even then not
many(Arnold 1991:1217, 28-29;Arnold 20®:49). AThe military posto wa
17250 but reoccupi ed nlnh749he Pdstovay athackedbythe 1 99 1: 17
Chickasawsa s a part of King Geor ge 6s (AWaEdr19%:&7t ween t
31; Arnold 200249).

In aboutl752the French moved their pastEcores Rougei a t . current . [t he
locationof the[Arkansas Po$tNational Memoriab and had B soldiers theréMartin 19772;
Walker 1970:4Arnold 1991:17 32). The Arkansas Post &cores Rougeis 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 34 leagueg10 milesor 16 k) of the Mississippi; this post became known as
Fort Desha during the next centuajthough it was never known by the name whevas
occupied Arnold 1985:216Arnold 1991:36).The Post was likely moved to this location as a
defensive measure OiWduoboi hg phet8S8eveRr ¥eahsinte
(Arnold 2002:50).This location was prone to flooding (Arnold 1991:37).

In 1762 the French ded Louisiana to Spass part of the Treaty of Paris ending the
Seven Yea®War (Arnold 1985:43 Anderson 2000:505 In 1779 the post was moved back to
Ecores Rougeonthighlerl ground but a new fort was not buil't
built one because they feared the Chickasaws would attack (Arnold 199Tt88Yortwas
known as Fort Cdos lll. It was destroyed by the Arkansas River in 1788 (Arnold 1991189).
was yet again replaced by local residents (Arnold 1991:39).

In 1783Spanish and British tensismgrewover the control ofrade on the Mississippi
River. The British harassd Spanish commerce on the river and Brgish andChickasawsven
captured thesome French habitantsitside Fort CarloHl briefly in 1783in whatmay have been
the last battle of the American RevolutifMattison 1957:5465; Walker 1970:5) The Spanish
closed the Mississippi River to American commerce in 1786, and opened again if\¥&8er
1970:5) In 1795 the Treaty of San Lorenzo with US &péin was signed recognizing US
boundary claims with the Mississippi on the West and gave the USdwusgation on the
Mississippiand the right to trade in New OrleafWalker 1970:5)This act eased US conemte
on the Mississippi River. France reacedilouisiana from Spain in 1800 but did not reoccupy
Louisiana Territoryuntil 1803, twenty days before it was purchased by the United States (Arnold
2002:73). The first American in charge of Arkansas Postyeagenant James Many who came

in March of 1®4; he took over the Post from Spanish Captain Caso y Luengo (Arnold 2002:73).
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The firm of Bright and Compangnd its successotgok advantage of this easing of
commercgMartin (1977:3).Jordela had rua small trading post bunn 1804soldpart of the
interestto Bright andtheyformed apartnership (Martin (1977:3)This trading post occupied
Lot 27 in the community of Arkans&®st at its current location withthe Arkansas Post
National Memorial.Jordela died in 1806 and Bright died in 180he trading post was taken
overby James Scubut 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 Montgomery1819 Montgomeryran a tavern ohot 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 1983535@ he
Dropes sold the prapty to Benjamin Babcock in 1820.
1971Fieldwork at Wi | I i am Bri ghtdos Trading Post & Willi
In197lexcavations were carried out at Jacob E
Mo nt g o me r \bdilsto proaide dormprovedinterpretaion of Arkansas Pogor the
National Park Servicand thesis researchaterialfor Patick Martin. These excavations were
conducted in three phasedartin attempted to study the Lot 27 occupations of Jacob Bright and
William Montgomeryarchaeology andistorically 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 semimreld school under the
direction of Michael HoffmamtJ acob Bri ght 6és Trading Post and
located on Lot 2Th Arkansas Posthe Arkansagrcheological Surveyand National Park

Service funded four more weebexcavatiorafterthe field schoo(McGimsey 1977:ix; in
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Martin 1977) | looked at the artifacts from the summer field school and likely the excavations
that occurred in August after the field school waser (accession number-B57).

During a combination of all phaseSexcavatios the crew uncovered several trash pits
(Features 1, 20, and 3%ostmoldgFeatures 3, 4, 34, 380, 42, 43, 44, and 4,Qne hearth
(Feature 39)several trenchesnewell andone cisternkell (Martin 1977:7476). The trenches
(Featured, 11, 14, 22, and 24ere interpreted by Martin as possible palisade trenaiibs
straight sides, postmold stains, and bits of charred wBedture 2 waa well,buried bybrick
rubble (Martin 1977:7§9). This wellwas square, meases 2.5 feet onlesides, and walined
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. FedBums a pobablecistern owell in a pit
approximately 12 feet in diametelté¢d 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,
lllinois, and then later in St Louis, Missouri where he became a ereailthe bar in 1819. The
early career of Chester Ashley centered on legal maneuvers in rétal@om speculation in
Arkansadn which he acted both as a claimant and litigator (McAlexander 199814

Ashley moved to Arkansas in 1820 and in 182Intarried Mary W. W. Eliot in Potosi,
Missouri(McAlexander 199948). 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 otrmde of Markham Street he also built an office building.
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At some point in the 1840s the Ashleys enlarged their house froramahe- half stories to two

full stories; adding a Greek Revival portico and columns (Ernest 1994:19; McAlexander

1999:39). ThAs hl ey ds had f o urnciscAnn, Madyr aedChestéfi Thdom a m, Fr
William Ashley wasmayor of Little Rock from 1851858 and 1861863 when it fell to the

Union Army (Ernest 1994:20ttp://www.littlerock.org/citymanagédivisions/cityclerksoffice/
mayorsoflittlerock.aspccessed August 21, 2012).

Chester Ashleyds career in Little Rock foc
(McAlexander 1999:19). He also held two political appoiets; the first was aiege-camp to
Governor George lzard 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 Colee 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
suddaly in 1848 in Washington, DC at the age of 57, and he was buried in Little Rock
(McAlexander 1999:2P2). Mary Ashley lived in the Mansion until 1863 when Little Rock
was captured by the Union Arnférnest 1994:20) The Ashley Minsion was then used e
Union Army Headquarters by General Frederick Steele until (BGtst 1994:20)

The ownership of this property is unknown from 1866 to 1882 though it may have been
converted into hotel during this perigdrnest 1994:20) By 1882 it was known aké Adams
House (City Directory18811882:210; 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. Oadledfin 1885 and the hotel was operated

by his wife Elizabeth until 1890. In 1891 it was being operated by T. H. Bass.
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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. Cockreth@st 1994:61). The rest of the land in Block 33
was owned by E. H. English. In 1911 the title of the easterrthias of the property was
transferred from E. H. English to Julius Bennett and L. L. Cook; it was subsequently transferred
back to Englishn 1913. Ernest thinks the hotel was demolished between 1916 and 1917 based
on tax valuations of the propery994:61) The use of the property between 1910 and 1917 is
unknown (Ernest 1994:64). From sometime between 1922 and 1923 until approxirdaéely 1
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 whbuilt a metatwalledwarehouse there by 1939
1985 Fieldwork at Ashley Mansion

The first fieldwork at te Ashley Mansion site (3PU25@%jasconducted by Leslie
StewartAbernathyin 1984 as a result of the renowatiof the Heritage West Cenf{@&rnest
1994:67). Both this excavation and espégcihle 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 houseThe artifacts fran this excavation were not analyzed for this dissertation; a sample
of this assemblage of artifacts was analyzed
focus is mainly on the changes in the types of land use of the urban landscape in Little Rock
(1994). | did not use the 1984 assemblagt is not clear where much of it originated because
the lot was used for neighborhood dumping inl#tel800s and early 1900s.

In 1985, during the monitoring for the construction of Arkansas TerritogatdRation

(now known as the Historic Arkansas Museu®ayking Lot, further archaeological deposits
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were uncovered (McAlexander 1999:49)he modern parking lot of the Historic Arkansas
Museum where the 1985 excavation was conducted was previouslydhieriaaf Chester and
Mary As hl e ylhesedépasitshkateamostsolely to the Ashley occupation. This
excavation was run by Barbara Atkins of Arkansas Territorial Restoration with assistance from
Leslie StewarAbernathy and Mary Farmer of theklnsas 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, 1983.analyzed the artifacts from this excavation, Accession number 85
514.

Three major areas were excavated duringgbcondperiodof excavationthe Column
Base Pit, thé@Purloin Pibwhich is a bit of a misnomer, and th8éam Pit (this seems much
more minorin the notegand no maps or soil profiles were foynd hese Pits more accurately
called Purlin Pits wereriginally createdluring to the construction of the Central Supply
Company steel warehouse. Purlin pits are large excavated holes filled witeteartd used as
supports for large buildings (Stewdbernathypersonal communication31-2012). These
purlins were uncovered and needed to be removed by mechanical means prior to the parking lot
construction. The removal of these purlins left pithwriregular perimeters, described by
StewartAb er nat hyl iakse ficaratliebrbend Cpat € 0o n a2l-20E2p mmu ni ¢
The purlin pits had Agreat depositso but the
disturbances in both theireation and destruction), and as a result the excavators tried to keep
vertical controls but not horizontal controls (Steviabernathy personal communicatior2&
2012). This episode of excavation was conducted without the usual square excavesion uni

rectangular trenches though some units approach normality.
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McAlexander (1999:48) omldiscussed the Column Base Ritowever itdoes not
appear that he confined tagtifactanalysis to the artifacts to those from the Column Base Pit
because thegre only a very smesubset to the rest. h€ photographsiMc Al exander 6 s
Appendix C show artifacts that | used for my analyisét| confirmed to bérom the other
proveniencegMcAlexander 1999:48, appendix pages after page Bany more artifactare 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,duatlerery usefusketch map, is a
roughly semicircular pit (SewartAbernathy Madl985b). Based on this m#pvas excavated
in a series of both roughly square and irregular shapes; some appear to be overlapping each
other. During the monitoring of theonstructiorexcavation, brick foundation piers were
uncovered These were found to step out at least three times which Stberiathy thought
would hold up a threstory building (Barbara Atkins Notes 1985:10). As mechanical
excavation continued these brick piers were determined to be lying on a congnelatifon
(Barbara Atkins Notes 1985:14The East Wall 1 Unit has two aligned rectangular stones along
its easternwall (Barbara Atkins Notes 1985:28). There is also stone in East Wall 3 but this is
not in alignment with the others. A possibleintruse bui | der 6s trench i s v
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 Maitsion s
The artifacts themselves are in many respects more useful than the available excavation data

because they can be used to | ook more at the
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residents and users of the block. Due to the circumstaht®s excavations there is not a great
amount of useful information on the excavation of the site.

Northeast Arkansas 18151830
Lot 9 at Davidsonville Historic State Park

The community of Davidsonvilleurrently in Randolph County, Arkansas, armiv
known as Davidsonvillélistoric State Parkwas arearly community in ArkansasThe State
Park has no extant historic structures amplart functionsas a recreation aré@ande, Pebworth,
Evans, and Jenkins 2008Qande personal communication122012. Likely settled by
Tennessean James Davidson, the town of Davidsonville was platted in 1815 and the town plan
was accepted in 18 €ande et al2008:1). Much has been made of the form of the town plan,
known as the @AShel by wawhplaa of Shelbysille,eTénpnessedance r t h e
particularlywhether or not the town actually conforms to the original plat map (Cande 2005:24
25; Dollar 1977:1€23). It became the county seat of Lawrence County, Missouri Territory in
1818and remained a counsgat when Arkansas Territory was split off from Missouri Territory
in 1819(Cande et alk008:12). The county seat was moviedJackson in 182%tewart
Abernathy 1980:8) By 1830the town was denct and by 1883 there were no buildings left
(Cande etla2008:2) The land was donated the State of Arkansas blewtand Mary Davis
and Eugene and Beatrice Slaari957(Cande 2005:15)

Due to the lack of standing historic structures remaining in the park, the town has been
interpreted archaeologid¢gimostly 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.cahadavidsonville/Accessed 1:24-2012). The lot numbers

on the historic town plat correspond to those used in the archaeological descriphiersis a
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little information on actual residents in Davidsonville, for example an Edward McDonald who
became leiglator for the Lawrence County area in the Territorial Legislature purchased Lots 13
and 14 in February of 1817 from William Drope who was previously mesdiorthe section on
Arkansas Post as a New Orleans cotton merchant and the owner of Lot 2@msasPost
(Dalton1945:356357).

More research on the residents of Davidsonvillgeieded and will likly be conducted in
the future. The State Park has recently added an exhibit on the History of Davidsonville in its
Vi sitor 6s Ce n taearchitectuoahfitnrtaconsteict ghost strdctures 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 communicatibrir 2@212).

The lot my research is focused i3 Lot 9 which has been interpreted until recently by
DavidsonvilleHistoricSt at e Par k as t he 0fPo2Q8#d. attthesr 6 s Re s i
pointthere isno archival evidence that Adam Richie lived on Latr 9 any postmaster or post
office waslocated in Lot 9. Despite the locational uncertainty Adam Risfaigthe probably
thefirst Postmaster in Arkansas amoDavidsonville | analyzed artifacts from Lot 9 from the
following accession2004570, 2004666, 2007481,and2008649.

Field Work at Davidsonville Historic State Park

Old Davidsonville has been the subject of sporadic archaeolomilta/érk starting in
the 1970s.In 1972, Samuel D. Smith then of the Arkansas Archeological Survey conducted a
mapping project of Davidsonville essess its alignment to the 1815 plat f&pith1973;in
StewartAbernathy 1980:4.0). Clyde Dollar under 8976contract with the Arkansas
Archeological Survey carried oatlditional documentary research, mainlyassessinghe

accuracy of the town @h, 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 1977:4Z8). Cande (206b:348) says that Dollar was wr@m@and the
original plat was laid out so that it aligned with the Black River rather than magnetic north.

In 1979, Leslie Stewarhbernathy of the Arkansas Archeological Survey conducted the
first actual testing and archaeological excavationatOldDavwds i | | e pri or to t he
the picnic faciltee on t he southern part of the town anc
| aked whi ch wo gdctinsbféhe eorthwestem patthe ¢od/n(Stewart
Abernathy 1980:11)This work hadtiree objectives: to estimate the level of disturbance of the
t ownodos ar cehtwes bylmorg recemst land fuassess the condition of the
archaeological features as of 1979 to help with interpretation activities, and to correlate the plat
map with he townsite itself(StewartAbernathy 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 19® excavation at Old Davidsonvilteok place over eight weeks,
and includedhe Arkansas Archeological Survey/Arkansas Archeological Society Training
Program (Bonath 1981:47).

In April of 2004, KatlteenCande and a crew frothe Arkansas Archeologid¢&urvey
began a multyear study oDavidsonville using archeological, geophysical, and historical means
(Cande 2005:3)! analyzed the following accessions from the field work @ande led between
2004 and 2008Accession numberd004570, 2004666, D07-481,and2008649 but within
those accession numbergnly looked atthose assemblages that came from Lot of the
fieldwork from this phase and the succeeding phases was the result of a contract between the

Arkansas Department of Parks andufism 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 200&i; Cande, Pelorth, Jenkins, and Evans 2007:i; Cande, Pebworth, Evans, and
Jenkins 2008:i; Cande, Pebworth, Evans, and Jenkins 20088)goals of the first phase of this
work consisted of determining the precise location, layout, and construction materials of the
court house amdsidenmce Bvestigaton efithé 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, hree 2 metesquareunits (Test Units 4, 5, and 6) were exated in Lot
9, the MfAPo0ost mE&ante2006:81) TestdJsiti4dvasrexcavated around a large
dolomite block visible at the ground surface which is likely the foundation footer for the south
east corner ohie house.Test Unit 5 contaieda continuous section of a foundation line
consisting of at least 6 major dolomite slabs (Cande 2005:71,Té3}.Unit 6 likely a@me down
on the northwedbundation corner (Cande 2005:78). The foundation of the strucewas
thoughtlikely to continue under the state park road (Cande 2005:74, 76).

The second year of the daeological research Biavidsonvilleunder the direction of
KathleenCande of the Arkansas Archeological Survey began inlJi2905 and endedide 30,
2006(Cande 200&3). However the excavation discessin this report was conductddring
thefall of 2004 (Cande 20@623). During thisphaseof researctCande and her crew planned to
continue geeaeferencing the topography of the town withotat station, conduct geophysical
reconnaissancepnduct further archaeological excavatiand archival resear¢@ande

2006x:3).

75



Between September 26 and October 25 of 2004 further excavations were conducted at the
Lot9fiPo st mast er 6 s 0amded -d emrceew alnedgeCn excavating w
Feature 1 in Lot 35, a large pit feature associated with a possible (&aehe 200&23). The
2004 excavation work at the @Possqomaaamiser 6so r e
(Test Units 7 an®). Unit 7located the front wall foundation of tfieP 0 s t md@usee r 6 s 0
uncovering a segment of dolomite foundation line and Usér8ple& the backyard midden
(Cande 200&26).

Thenext phase of the research project at Davidsonwele conducted betenJuly of
2006 and June of 20@&ande Pebworth Evans, and Jenk2®08:4). During this phase Cande
and her crew from the Arkansas Archeological Survey completed the following activities:
examined partsf Lot 9 with groundpenetrating radaexcavatd the chimney fall ana possible
outbuilding in Lot 9 along with other activiti¢€ande 200&4-5).

In Lot 9 theyexcavatedhree units over the chimney fall (31, 32, and 13&gsuring 2
metersquarel by 2 metes, and 1 by metersrespectivelythes units uncovered the fire box
(Cande 200B:50). This chimney falhad first been tested by Stewatternathy in 1979
(StewartAbernathy 180:13, 15; inCande 2008:49-50). They also excavated twosguare
meter units (Units 34 and 35) in Lot 9 near ¢last edge of the park road (Cande 2088). The
artifacts in thee units date from the 1830%840s later than those elsewhere in the town
indicating that some residents stayed after the County Seat was moved in 1829 (Cande
200&8:59). To see if the houseundation potentially continues under the park road they
followed the known fandation lines with a probe aedcavatedJnit 38 anapproximatelyl by

4 meter unit (Cande 2006%5). Unit 38 contained foundation remains in two areas. Continuing
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this effat they also dug a shovel test next to the road which also contained brick fragments and
large pieces of dolomite (Cande 20(&5-56).

During the Fall of 200&nd the Spring of 2009 the ldakefieldwork of the project at
Davidsonvillewas conducted (@ae, Pebworth, Evans, and Jenkins 200913). ot 9 they
removed the park road that was thought to cover part 6f Ao s t ma s t e rfodrglationy esi de
the road and an area thre oppositeside ofthe road from thexcavated foundation compose
Strip Bak 4 (Cande et aR009:25). In the roadbed they excavated three slightly irregularly
sized units (Units 45, 46, 47, 48) (Cande e2@09:26). All four units contained portions of the
house foundation though some were likely damaged by the road ctinstrut Unit 46 they
found what appears to be fAintentionally burne
possibly be the remains of a mudcat chimney (Cande 20@9:27). To further understand the
inside construction of the house they ext¢esldhree units in the interior of the hoysmits 49,
50, and 51)Cande et al2009:29). 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 (Candeet al.2009:30). Due to the continuous dolomite foundation Cande.édtaale
interpreted the structure as possibly being t
frameo (AROtOI9f 8dt)s from this and ptewvwdsodsresicds:t
include four Spanishcoifsone of whi ch was mi nt etdospoons,Gu at e m:
and a gun cock (Cande et 2009: 37, 4546, 50).

Southwest Arkansas 1832872

Block House Historic Washington State Park

The Block Hous€3HE236-19) is situated in théown of Washington in Southwestern

Arkansas This historic ountyseatwas established 1824 and is located on the Southwest
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Trail (Kwas 200&3-4). Abraham Block was born in Schwihau, Bohemia in approximately
1780, angprobably immigrated to Virginia or Maryland about 1792 at about age (Kwas
200:26-27, Kwas 2009b:42LeMaster 19948 He married Frances Isaiah Isaacs in 1811
Richmond andCharlottesville Virginia, daughter of a merchant who was the firsorded man
of Jewish descent in Richmofidwas 200&27-28). They married at Congregation Shearith
Israel a Sephardic Synagogue in New York @twas 2009b:4%0). Abraham and Fanny
Block first settled in Richmond, Virginiand had six children thereho survived infancy
Hester, Simon, Rosina, Isaac, Augustus, Henry, and D&hdaham Block and his relatives are
some of the first Jewish settlers west of the Mississippi Raret he and his wife are some of
the first Jews to settle in Arkansas (Kwa92926-27).

Abraham Block came to Arkansas from Virginia in 1823 and had set up business in
Washington Arkansasdy 1825 (Kwas 20086). FannyBlock and tleir children came to
Washington in 1826, and five more children were born, Virginius, Eyderiet, Rosalie Ellen
and Laura (Kwas 20@&30). AbrahamBlock purchased 3 lots on Block 19 in Washington in
183 and had thbouse built theréhatis the focus of this research.

When Block had arrived in Washington he had formed a partnership with Juisodo
who owned fAmills, a cotton ga3h), Hecownddhsownl | er vy,
store by at least 1832 and perhaps several years e&lomk bought his store stock mostly in
New Orleans, but at least once in New York. The Blocknass empire expanded both with
Abraham and his sons with stores in Paraclifta, Centre Point, and Fultdnolesale Grocers in
New Orleans, and also a sawmdltanyargdand son Henry Block served as an agent for a
Steamboat Packet between Fulton and/ KeleangKwas 200932-33). Abraham Block

owned up to a total of 13 slaves by 18%Q.least some of those slaves probably lived in the
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detached kitchefKwas 2009a:47)In 1857 Abraham Block dieduring a trip taNew Orleans
at about age 76 and FanBiock died in New Orleans in 1871 at age(Ksvas 200940, 42).
The Block family ceased living in the house in Washington in 1866 when Fanny moved to New
Orleans withher childrenEugene an®osalieEllen (Kwas 200&41).

The Lots 3 and 4 of Block M®ere first purchaseish 1829 ly William P. Hickman
(Guendling, Kwas, Brandon and Cari#99:33). Abraham Block purchased Lot 4 from
Hickman in 1832he also purchased Lot 1 from the Trustees of Washington and Lot 2 from
Allen M. Oakley the same year. 11859, David Block sold all four lots to Virginius Blockn
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, l&77
Charles and Rebec#dhite sold Block 19 to John Justus; Montgomery thinks that maybe the
deed was challenged after the public auction (1981:ii, 891883, the heirs of John Justus sold
the property to Mrs. Kate E. Jett. In 1903, William A. Jett and Kate E. Jett sokl Bddo Mrs.
JennieCat s . William A. Jett may be Abraham Bl oc
Benjamin Jett (see Figure 3.4, Kwas 2809). In 1958, Edwin C. Catts and Martha Moore
Catts sold Block 19 to the Pioneer Washington Found@lmmtgomey 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, thoughltasreeersome workconducted
more recently.l analyzed all theeramics and marked artifacts from the following accessions:
82-572,83-514, 84503, 84513, 86503, and®9-622 with the exception of any artifacts on
exhibit. These field projects have been conductedHerfollowing reasons:t&tePark

management amaiitigation issuesfor interpretation of the housand as Arkansas
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Archeological Survey and Society Summer Training Proggroavations.Thefirst field work
at the Block House started in 1980 and was conducted by Leslie Sfdveartathy of the
Arkansa Archeological Survegn behalf of Old Washington State Park to develop a master plan
for managing the park and its historic properties (Kwas 2@3Y. This first survey consisted of
two days of auger testing and surface collectimoughouthe park(Kwas 2009a:2j3

The Block House was then the subject of the Arkansas Archeological Survey and
Societyds Summer T raraiahaivedayks eBch im §982ad1198B (Kwast w o
200%:19). During the 182 Summer Taining program the focus was on axating the Zoom
detached kitchen which had been torn down in {$8@wartAbernathy 198&2). The aim of
this field work was to determine exactly where the detached kitchen was lowdteling its
relation to the rest of the structuresonthe héuset , and compasmHeuseit t o t he
detached kitchen (Guendling, CanBeandon,Tavaszi, StewatfAbernathy, and Ruff 2002:2).
The work conducted during the 1982 Summer Training Prograsnentirely in the backyard of
the house andonsisted of 1auger tests, backhoe stripping, and 12 excavation. ufiis
fieldwork uncovered 17 feature®uring the 1983 Summer Training Progrédine rest ofeature
14 was excavatednd 16furthertest unitswere excavated elsewhere in yard

There are severadatures that are associated with the kitchen and date to the Block
occupatio of this property; Features #d X are discussed in more depth. Feature 1, a post
hole, which wasssociated with two stone slabatwerelikely pier supports (Guendling at.
2002:24, 27). Feature 2 walso a post hole with a slanted brick in it (Guendling.et al
2002:28). Features 6A and 6B werneost mold andnassociated pit probably to replace a
floor joist (Guendling et aP0®:28, 30). Features 8A and 8Bwe pit and post mold

associated with Feature 2, a posthole, for a support post. Featuasdr3 ash concentration
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(Guendling et al2002:3031). Feature 15 waa pit filled with trash that likely started out as a
posthole (Guendling et.&€002:33) Feature 16vas a small brick feature of unknown purpose
with a square basilike shape made of local brickGuendling et al2002:3336). The walls
werelined with uprightbricks, which were likely natortared together though theresasome
mortar inthe 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 waa large trash pit or cellar below the kitchen (Guendling 208R:3641).
Feature 14 was found at tBéock House towards the end of th@82 Summer Training program
and was fully excavated daog the 1983 Summer Dig. It waspit 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 ofthe detached kitchen at the Block House (Guendling 208P:3637; Stewar
Abernathy 198&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 g@escheter of this
feature as the walls of holes tend to slump when they dry out, causing mixing with the cellar fill
(StewartAbernathy 198&3-4). There is also a great deal of rodent disturbance. The south wall
of the pit was possibly lined with plaimg as it was still vertical when excavated though there is
no evidence of planking.

The fill in this feature dates from approximately 18#0(StewartAbernathy 1985a:3
4). This feature contains a large quantity of bricks, faunal remains, eggbhetial, glass
bottles and ceramics, mostly associated with serving food, but not mree (Guendling et
al. 200239-40). Though it has been tentatively interpreted as a cellar, Guendlinglein&s it
may more likely be a trash pit with a shduration of use that would predate the construction of

the kitchen (2002:4@1). 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 arobgieal evidence i metersvide
by approxmately11-14 meters inength; ithad two rooms and a porch on the north side
(Guendling et al2002:4143). It probably was constructed between 1842 and 1852 and it likely
served as quarters for Block familyds sl aves
Other smaller scale excavations have also been conducted at the Block Huoke.
mounted ager tests and surface collections were performed by St&barhathy of the
Arkansas Archeological Survey February of 1984orior tothe gradingof the progerty to make
a swalen order to fix drainage issues whiclusedthe house sills to r¢StewartAbernathy
198a:3). Three front porch piers were found two in units (Features 18 and 19) and one in a
Shovel Test (Feature 20ptewat-Abernathy suggestetiat excavation should be conducted
around the house piers to assess their condition, dafsereernwall, assess where the bottom
of the porch piers are in relation to the buried land surface, and disassemble the house piers to
find diagnostic artifact useful in better dating of the construction of the house (Stewart
Abernathy 1984 in Guendling et 2002:2).
In March 1984 Stewahbernathy excavated the house pidreding three linear piers
(Features 22, 23, and 24nd an Lshaped piefFeature21) (StewarAbernathy198&:9-20).
During this episode of excavation a chimney h&sature 2)a brick screen wakround the
perimeter of the foundation on the west and south sides of the laduseed soil horizon, a
robber trench for a stairwayn@d a potential prehistoric hearth were also uncovered.
In 1986StewartAbernathy and his crefurther assessithe front porch piers. fie
previouslyexcavated piers were more thoroughly documeatetia fourttpier (Feature 29wvas
discoveredand the sil horizon was sampled furthéStewartAbernathyl1986b:1).Porch piers,

Features 20 and 29 were linear, ons W&haped (Feature 18) and one may have besmaped
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(Feature 19) Due to these discoveries this origipairch is estimated to be about 3tere wide
and it likely covered the entire front of the seuwhereas the modern pouarily coversthree
guarters of the house (Stewadernathy 1986 in Guendling et al2002:3). They also found
evidence of the sheet midden known previously in the batke housesurrounding the area of
the front porch, and it was found at the base of the front porch piers.

In March and April of 1999, thHlistoric Washington State Park asked the Arkansas
Archeological Survey to conduct further archeological wortheside and backyards of the
house to improve interpretation of the giBiendling et al2002:3) 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 conigdakin part to map the distribution of midden material
across the lot (Guendlirgg al 1999:35). Two, 1 by 2 metetest units were excavated one south
of the house and one on the slope of the ravine, both in areas with dense midden rhterial.
middendensity is highest in two areas of the yard, with concentrations west and southwest of the
house (Guendling et.d@999:40). A front end loader was used to dig fivenches(Trenches A,

B, C, D, and E) removinmidden fill west of the detachddtchen;this uncovered a chimney
base which wanot part of tle kitchen, and a large trash gauendling et al1999:34, 36;
Guendling et al 2002:4)The trenching found two concentrations of brickbigmneof which
was a chimney basand the other vgaassociad with a septic tanlgndtwo trash concentratian
(Guendling et al1999:4445). Feature 31, located in Trench Agigrash concentration with a
layer of ash overlying &nd itlikely represergda single episode of discard (Guendling et al
1999:4547). Feature30is a brick chimney base which is associated with Fe@2eemidden
deposit; both located in Trench C (Guendling ef899:4754). A 2 metersquareaxcavation

unit was opened to more fully assess the brick rubble concentration ofeF@@iuThe Feature
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32 midden deposis 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 midderthis chimney indicaithat therehad been another structure on the lot
which was confirmed by Markus (2048:49) during excavations in 2010.
Sanders HousgHistoric Washington State Park

The Sanders House (3HE238) is also located in Washington, Arkansas. Simon
Sanders waborn in Wake County, North Carolina in 17@&avas 2009:79). 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 1815amed{ed tats
secretary in 1817Sometime 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 2@080). Simon Sanders matd marriedhis wife Zenobia
Meredithin Denmark, Tennessee in 1830 (Kwas 2089). Zenobia Meredith was born in 1811
in Mecklenburg County, Virginia (Kwas 20880). Simon and Zenobi§anders moved to
Columbusjn Hempstead County, Arkansas in 188Bae Simon Sandersecame a store
bookkeeper and in 1834 also became the Columbus Postmaster and an ageArkantas
GazettgKwas 200&81). In 1835 Simon Sanders served as secretary of the Council concerning
the statehood of Arkansas (Kwas 2884). In about 1837 Simon and Zenobia Sanders moved
to Washington, Arkansas, where Simon worked as a stor&kéepér, Postmaster, and also as a
Justice of the Peace (Kwas 2@@4-85). In 1838, Simon Sanders ran for Hempstead County
Circuit Court Clerk anavon; he kept this position until 1868 when he lost to David C. Casey as

part of Reconstruction changes in governmémigs 200@:85, 95). After the he lost this
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election, Simon Sandessarted a real estate agency which he ran for ten years (Kwas2%)09
He died in 1882 in St. Loust the home of his daughter Zenobia Sanders(Bwlhs 2008:96).

The Sanders family purchased two house lots on Block 32 in&B&& may have
included a house (Kwas 20885-86). n 1841 Sanders bought the remainivg tots on this
block, and probably built the currently standing structure baEtvig44 and 1845 (Kwas
20092:86-87). Simon and Zenobia Sanders had four children together Sarah Virginia, Isabella,
Joseph, and Zenobia (Kwas 2@@- 85, 87). Their son Jeph ded as a toddler and in 1848,

Si mo n 6 Zenobia $arders died (Kwas 2@8/-88). Their three surviving daughters were

likely cared for by a slave named Betsy £ é@fwas 2009:89). Betsy Cary was one of a total of

six domestic slaves owned bytBeander 6 s f ami | y, most or all of
other family members and births to their other slaves; there are no known records of Simon
Sanders ever purchasing any slaves (Kwas 2689 In 1852 Simon Sanders married Martha

Cook (Kwas 200890). Simon and Martha Sanders had one son, Simon Jr., and Martha died in
1855 (Kwas 200892, 94). Sarah Virginia Sanders, Simon Sanders daughter married Augustus
Garlandin 1853. Augustus Garland was elected governor of Arkansas in 1874, was a US

Serator from 18771885, and then was the US Attorney General (Kwas 200%

In 1878 Simon Sanders sold his house to Albert and Cornelia Baird who had at least two
children(Kwas 2009at02-103). The Bairds lived in the house until 1899 when they satd it
Frankand Laura Harknessho lived there with their seven children and two servants. The
Harknessds added an addition complsquare. il t he e
Harkness family dd the house in 1906 to Lon Ed Cowlingyendlng, Cande, Stewart
Aberndhy 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 monthin 1911the Madison V. Wilson and his granddaughter and her
husband Frances and William Frazm@ughtthe housérom Edgar and Maud Black (Guendling
et al 2001:16; Kwas 2009103). The Fraziers lived in the house until 1956. They sold the
house to C. J. Volentine who sdlte 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 SaHderse, the first in 1981 and
the second in 1992The first exploratory fieldwork at the Sanders House consisted of ten auger
tests conducted over two days in 1@8@er the supervision of Leslie StewAtiernathy of the
Arkansas Archeological Survéi{was 200%: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 P&nlow Historic Washington State Pafkpm June 26 to July
12 and directedby Leslie StewarAbernathy (Stewasfbernathy 198&1). The main objective
of this 1981 work was to find the detached kitchen. The second episode of field i882in
from September 8 tOctober 1, was directed lRandall Guendling and Leslie Stewvar
Abernathy of the Arkansas Archeological Surteylarify the footprint of the detached kitchen
so it could be accurately reconstructediyansas State Parks for interpretive purposes
(Guendling, Cande, Stewahbernathy, and Novak 2001:3).analyzedhe ceramics and
marked artifacts from Accession numbers38D and 921273, 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 fieldwostartedwith three days of work prior to the Training
Program to search for building piers from June2&3 1981, with a crew of three (Stewart
Abernathy 1982 15). They excavated tw0.5 by 1meter units, uncovering a post h@feature
1) and an in situ linef 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 (StewaiAbernathy 1982 16A). The yard was divided into quadrants and excavation
focused on the northeast and southwest quadrants of theR@ud.2squareneter 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 attentioseon further exposing the
in situ brick line (Feature 3) with asguaremeterunit. Another 2 metesquareunit was added
to the nortleast, in which was encountereéiy-laid brick paving(Feature 4). Efforts then
changed to expose as much of thigk pavingas possible, with a total efghtunits excavated,
five, 1 by 2 meter units anthree 2 squaraneterunits There wee two areas of brick paving,
Features 4 and 14The Feature 1#rick paving partially underliethe Feature 4 brick paving
(StewartAbernathy 1982 21). The brick paing wason top of a 1615 cm layer of sheet
midden; this midden material probably dates to the 1-88d9s (StewarBbernathy 198a22).
Immediately above the brick paving wadayer of ash and brick rubble whialas named
Feature 19it may be related to the kitchen chimney {&tewartAbernathy 1982 24;

Guendling et al2001:3.

An additional 1 by 2 meter unit was excavated to follow the brick line (Feature 3)ebut
bricksstopped StewartAbernathy 1982 16A). Anadditional line of bricks (Feature 16) was
also found, to the grid east of both Feature 3 and Featurketbrick lines, likely support piers

for the detached kitchen or other foundation featureth postdate the brick paving (Stewart
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Abemathy 1982:25). To attempt to find the base of the chimney which was thought to be below
a fig tree a 2squaremeter unit was excavated grid east to the fig (BtewartAbernathy

1982a16A). No chimney base was found, though a ceramic drain pipéoeated An

additional 2squaremeter 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) (StewarAbernathy 198216A -16B). There areseveral soil stains (Features 5, 6, 7, and 8)
that may have held wooden post supports for the detached kipdesihlyindicating that not

all of the piers were necessarily brick (Stewaloernathy 198a27).

The purpose of the 1992 episode of exdawaivas to clarify the location and footprint of
the detached kitchen so that Old Washington State Park could reconstruct it for interpretive
purposes (Guendling et. &001:3). To assess artifact distribution, the sheet midden, and
possible features, thieconducted systematic auger testing over Ledsoh 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 (@&gesickhl
2001:23). To better assess the features, the upper layer of midden was stripped mechanically
(Guendling et al2001:22). The mechanical strippingformedthe crew that the soil stains
mentioned above (Features 5, faiid 8) were not pier pports for the detached kitch#rough
the two brick alignments (Features 3 and 16) are (Guendling2§Cdl: 23, 56).

There are five important features uncovered in the 1992 excavations that predate the
construction of the detached kitchen: a chimbage (Feature 25), an irregular pit (Feature @4),
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

2001:2535). Feature 25, the chimney bapeedates the kitchen and whileniés near the
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footprint of the detached kitchen, it was not within it, noswaanywhere near the fig tree
(Guendling et al2001:2629). Therear wall of thaJ-shaped chimney base is 212éters it

was 90 cmin width, and four courses of bricks remain though the top course is fragmentary
(Guendling et al2001:2629). The chimney was probably destroyed sometime between 1842
and 1851, based on a ceramic importers mark from Henderson ares @&io occupied the
address listed between the above dates (Guendling et alZH)01Feature 44 vgaan irreglarly
shaped refuse pit, which wéocated underneath the southern portion obtiek paving of
Feature 4. This, 2 meters long by 90 cmentiy 50 cm deep, pitas filled with largerefuse
items including an iron kettle, a fireplace poker, and a dust pan (Guendlin@@d=l29).
Feature 46 waa roughly rectangular groupinglricks one course deep, thatlikely to be a

pier support ok structure, but ivaslikely too far away to have been part of the foundation of
the detached kitchen (Guendling et2101:30, 33).Feature 47, waa squareshaped pit feature
filled with refuse (Guendling et 22001:3334). Feature 48 vgaa rectagular pit feature, the
base of which is finished with digid brick paving. It was filled with trash but the brick paving
suggests it started out its use life as a storage pit (Guendlin@@0a135).

Several additional kitchen features were uncestén 1992 Features 3 and 16, the brick
alignments are still interpreted as pier sopg. Feature 28 waa more substantial alignment of
bricks located north of Feature 3, thoughtgly out of alignment with it (Guendling et.al
2001:4041). The brcks in Feature 28 are laid one course deep and three acrbsse wa a
scatter of bricks immediately to the east of Feature 28 forming a rough right angle, which may
indicate the corner of th&ructurehowever these bricks are also likely to have listurbed

by the construction of a septic tankeatures 51 and 5%ere square postholes located to thste
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of Feature 28. Feature 49 sv@catedo the west of Feature 28 andsxasmall irregularly
shaped area of brick and stone paving (Guendliad) 2001:4344).

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 suppothereast side of the kitchen) sva
further brick cluster, Feature 45. Both of thesegave clearly been disturb@uendling et
al. 2001:45, 49) Featre 29 wa an intrusive square posthole dug into the Feature 4 brick paving
(Guendling et al 2001:480). Features 30 and 32 veesmall brick clusters, interpreted as
interior pier suppds (Guendling et aR001:5052).

Northwest Arkansas 18341919
Ridge House Fayetteville

The Ridge House is located on Center Street in Fayetteville, Arkansasoudesstarted
out as a dogtrot log house andsprobably built between 1834 and 183&&a on both tree ring
and land title information (Stahle 1978:38). Thetfowner of the property wé/lacajah H.
Clark who obtained title to the property in July of 1836emay have built it as his initials are
incised into the mortar chinking of theuse (Stahle 1978:37Macajah Clark was a doctor in
Fayetteville. He sold the house to Joseph M. Shepard in 1B86I¢é athistoricalwashington
county.orgkidgehouse.html access&@1-2012). Martin (1979:2) says that Sarah Ridge
purchased the hous®m Joseph M. Sheppard in 184Barah B.N. Ridgékely significantly
upgraded the houseound 184®y enclosing the dogtrot and plastering the interior (Stahle
1978:46).

Sarah Bird Northrup Ridgex white womanwas the widow of John Ridge, a Cheegk
who was one of the signers of the TreatiNefv Echota They met while John Ridge attended

the Foreign Mission School in Cornwall, Connecti@¥ilkins 1988121-122, 131-133). John
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Ridge becamédl while attending the school and was cared for byftremi | y of t he Schi

steward John Northrupand particularly his daughter Sarah Bird North¢iplkins 1988:129
133) JohnRidgeand SaraiNorthrupmarried in 1824 in Connecticut (Wilkins 1988:14@he
Ridges had seven children John Rollin, Claritdierman, Aeneas, Susan Catherivedrew
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 factiortled 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 Georgiad as a method of cultural survival rather than assimilation
(Wilkins 1988:211,287-291). However the majority ahose inthe Cherokee Nation and their
Chief John Ross fervently disagreed with this staf8wth factionsvere against Removal early
on (Wilkins 1988:209). John Ridgkis fatherand his cousins were heavily inved 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 {\8218ins 1988:209) The
discovery of gold precipitated the 2BGeorgialegislature to pass an Indiande which began
the enforcement of Georggtatelaw on Cherokee land, annexed Cherokee tribal lands, nullified
Cherokee laws, forbitheetings oftte Cherokee General Counaiyllified contracts between
Cherokeesind Whites unless witnessed by two t&hnen and prohibited Cherokees from
mining gold on their land@Vilkins 1988:210). n r esponse the Cherokee
Supreme Court for an injunctiono totherevent
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 1988120231 the
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Georgia Legislature passed another taatmade it illegal for a wite person to stay in the
Cherokee I ands in Georgia unless they had tak
speci al permit from t heAcgudeaserinmobvingbmisgioiariesk i ns 19
fought thisnewlaw and went to the US $reme Court which this time overturned both laws
(Wilkins 1988:235236).However President Andrew Jackson refused to enforce the decision
(Wilkins 1988:2352 3 6 ) . This refusal on the US governi
Cherokees against Georgiasyaivotalconvincing John Ridge, his fath@nd cousins that
Removal was the best option for the tribe, thividing the Cherokee Natidnto factionsover
the issue of Remov@Wilkins 1988:240) The result was that the faction that supported
Removal gned the Treaty of New Echota on December 29, 18akins 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 membersf the faction that signed the treatgluding John Ridge and his
family moved west in 1837. THeidge familyfirst settled at Honey Creek in Oklahorad
opened a store (Wilkins 1988:31Ihe majority of thgpeople of theCheroke Nationwere
removedby US Armyfrom their ancestral lands between 1838 4839, this torturous journey
on whichmore than 400died, is nev known as the Trail of Tears (Wilkins 1988: 3328). On
June 22, 1839 John Ridge, Major Ridge and Elias Boudiac¢ 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 thethkved
intermittently until1858; they also residedn their farm inOsage Prairien Benton @unty,
ArkansagMartin 1979:2 Letter S.B. N. Ridge to Stand Watie,-22-1844 in Dale and Litton

1995:2021; Poole ahistoricalwashingtoncounty.org/ridgehouse.html accessed2(I12).
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Sarah Ridge died in 1856 and her family sold the house to Josémintbe in 185&8Poole at
historicalwashingtoncounty.org/ridgehouse.html accessed2l@1 2) Holcombe sold the house
to John Sarborough in 1861. The same y&aarborough sold the house to Tandy KidHo
was murdereth 1862 As aresult of thistheohuse was sold in a Sherrif
Walker and J.R. Pettigrew. J.R. Pettigrew sold it to Z.M. Pettigrew in, ¥8¥8Bused the
structure as a boarding house until 1908. The ownershikimwm until 125 when Lillian
Cory purchased it; shewned it until1971(A. D. Poole n.dathistoricalwashingtoounty.org
/ridgehouse.html accessed-12012). The house is currently owned by the Washington County
Historical Society.
Fieldwork at the Ridge House

Therethree episodes of work at thédge House in 1972, in 1974nd in 1976 This
research deals only with the artifactsnfrthe 1972 and 1976 excavations (Accession Numbers
72-379 and 76156)and so will discuss the 1974 excavation only very brieflge first
archaeological excavatiomas$ the Ridge House were condeatfrom March 13 to 18nd during
the early summer dif972 by staff members of the Arkansas Archeological Survey and students
from the University of Arkansg®artin 1979:1). The results and known paperwork from this
excavaion consist of a seven pageport by Patrick Martin (1979) includiregsite mapa one
sheet Field Specimen Lognd some photos with few feature and unit designatidhss
excavation was conducted at the request of the Washington County Historie#y 8oadvance
of preservation and restoration work (Martin 1979:1). The objectives of the field work were to
determine what the original structure was likeande fAsequence of addition
and important features on the lot, and colltfacts 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, andB) (Marin 1979:23). Excavation revealedortion of a brick walkway in the
southwestern part of the unit and the base of the chimney nottieeastern part of the unit.
Through the excavation of these units they uncovered the foundation of the origiregltheus
western side of which is about 16 feet lamth a drylaid 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 includseb squae post moldsvithout artifacts and a shallow pit with
four bricks and 2 stones at the bottonuUnit 4 (Martin 1979:4). More importantly they
excavated a rootetlar which measure® feet byl3 feet and 5 feet deep with a stairway leading
into it. It likely had a wooden staiesd floor. The artifacts in this cellar date to the late 1800s
and early 1900s many of which are bottlééa r t i n6s dating might be a |
chil dés teaset creamer with antheUcversityed of OI d
Arkansas Campus) anis decal, nopainted and would therefore date no earlier than the 1890s
not 1871 when Old Main was bu{¥artin 1979:5) This rod cellarwas also discussed lates a
thefished cellad Jugney 1978:11)Unit 9 contains a probable trash wiich was roughly
circular in shape, five feet across and about 18 inches deep; Marightit dated to the 1850s
(1979:5). There weralsothree post molds in vertical alignmemsiiich mayhavebeena fence
line accordilg to Martin, and a partial limestone foutida which wa visible on the surface of
the northeast corner of the lot (1979:6).

The 1974 episode of excavation was peridicion spring through fall of 197¢onat
1979). It appears to be mostly conductgdbocational volunteethiough 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. Tisesieset of detailetecords
consisting of plan view ahprdile drawings of unitslists of atifacts by unit, ané one page
summary written by Pat Donat. Donat (1979) says that they found three rulickome
foundations (probablfoundation piers) and that these and the one mentioned by Martin (1979:6)
couldpossibly be an outbuilding foundation. Two pits filled with ash were also excavated. The
artifacts from this episode of excavation were not part of timpksaused in this dissertation,
because most of the material from the 1972 and 1976 excavationSavengt features and |
felt I had a large enough sample with these two assemblages.

In July and Octobeof 1976 Clyde Dollar, David Jurney and David Stalite former
was then a PhD studenttime History Department of the University of Arkansas arellaitter
two weregraduate students in the University of Arkansas Anthropology Department) led the
final episode of excavation at the Ridge Ho(Beneyl978:12 Stahle personal communication
10-23-2012. This was a Washington County Historical Society (Stahle personal
communication 123-2012). They were asked by the Washington County Historical Society,
who owns the hous& excavate below the addition in the rear of the house prior to restoration
of the structure.The main area of this excavati was the rochkined basement below the
addition. TwoMa st er 6 s t heses Jur neyregpdcivéhdritenalhadd St a h |
in part about this excavation. There are also some photos of the excavatiotealbeitethan
those from the 197@xcavation, two field notebooks ohg David Jurney and one by David
Stahle which include Field Specimen logs with the numbers split between the two ofticem,
set of profiles drawn lifesized on clear plaste heet i ng ( pas).nterds drop cl

The asement is rockned and handlug (pick-axed)into approximately three feét

meter)of sandstone bedrock with a prepared (@ikdy) floor (Stahle 1978:37Stahle personal
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communication 1£23-2012. It measure$5.5 feet by 26 fed7.39 meters by 4.8®eters) and
it wasby excavated to a depth of 5.5 fé&t7 metersjJurney 1978:12)Jurney (1978:2-P2)
thinks that the basement and the addition above it were constructed between 1840 and 1853.
Jurneyin histhesislescr i bes t hrieeo drevagnerofies.Dalel i ng
FournierHackbarth attemptedda st er 6 s t hesi s comparing the
Jurneyods dat a o n. Howeeer accardimydol Stewadioeraatni, Faurgier
Hackbarth told him that the ceramics €sonended from top to bottant appears she did not
finish her thesigStewartAbernathy 198B:304; personal communication-19-2012). The
crossmends from top to bottom can be explained by a combination of the following: the fill in
themajority of thecellar wa a secondary deposit and there is rodent disturbance, noted both in
the original plastic profileghe field notesand by the presence of a mouse trap found in the
assemblagér6-156-102) (Jurney Field Notes 1976:183).
Jurney fé thatthe Stratum 3leposit dates after the death of Sarah Ridge in (B56ey
1978:22). Heases this on the high percentage of pork wh&klaimsnay be a
Reconstruction era diet (Jurney 1978:2Powever pork remains form a high percentage of
faunal mateaal in many Southern historic sites dating both before and after the Civil War, (for
example see Stewaftbernathy and Ruff 1989)The ceramics in the basement in general,
though by no means all, predate the 1850s and 1860s with many of the pattashdating to
the 1830s and 1840s or earlier. Timayindicate that thejikely come from the Clark
occupation of the houserhe ceramic dating does not necessarily mean that the filling episode
did not occur after Sar mdrydBosit Gtahdlesemdntherd that a s
the very bottom layer, which Jurney describes as RB4, they felt was associated witlgthe Ri

occupation of the house acdntained small fragile objects ékeggshell and needles which

96

ep

ce

t

h



werethen covered with the filayers (Stahle personal communication2i®2012 Jurney n. d.:2
Ridge House StratalndexXT hi s i s probably what Jurney meant
(Jurney n. d.:2 Ridge House Strata Index).

Stratum 2, the second episode of filling, is compdseavily of astwhich Jurney says
indicates the basement is being used more for refuse disposal (19@&r22ym 1, the most
recent strata has some rubble fill. Jurney thiBkatum lwas deposited prior and after the
construction of the interior gdbchimney and the surface was stabilized with rubble (Jurney
1978:22).
Moser Farmstead, Benton County

The MoserFarmsteadite (3BEB311) islocated in Benton County, Arkansas, near Rogers
and Lowell. It dates from about 1871919 (StewartAbernathy 186a:1) The first Eure
American occupant of the @perty was Joseph Baker in 1852;duoguired 16 more hectares in
1854 (StewarAbernathy 1986a:13)Joseph Baker died in 1889 and Calvin Baker, his son, took
over the property. Calvin Baker sold mosttwé 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 (Stewt-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
Bi shop had paid the promissory note for purch
wi Il , R.W. El'lis sued the Bishops for money o0\
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 (SteAagrnathy
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 datetloéir originaloccipation is unknown. John Sharp and Laura
Moser married in 1883 and had four children, Bertha, Berlin, Earl and Nellie (Stebemiathy
1986a:15). Sometime between 1904 and 1907 the Sharps moved to California for health reasons,
and the farmstead was theccupied by tenants. The first of these tenants is the Nichols family.

In 1907 John Sharp rented the farm to his bretidaw Jeff Moser (Stewabernathy
198@:15). Jeff Moser was married to Rosa Lee Parker in 1899, and they had three soris, Danie
Marion, Erie Olan, and Dallas (Stewd#bernathy1986a:16). 1h915,Jeff Moser bought an
adjacent farm from his brothar-law John Sharp, and moved off of this property with his
family. Earl Sharp, John Sharstpringin®a5n r ent ed
(StewartAbernathy 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 Sisatd 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 Mosdfarmsteadvas conducted as part of mitigation for the
relocation and widening of ¥ 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 twprehistoric sites were found, the roadway was altered to avoid

them (StewarAbernathy 1986a:2). The second stage of the survey was conducted by Burney
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McClurkan of the AHTD to evaluate 3BE306 a psttric site, and also reported the Moser
House(3BE31). | analyzed the ceramics from Accession number6@2and 821008.

The first assessment of the Mos@rmsteadvas conducted by Robert Lafferty via a
contract between the AHTD and the Sponsored Research Program of the Arkansas Archeological
Survey as art of six days of field work in March 1982 (Stewatiernathy 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 featlite;caother pit
features, and Stewaftbernathy 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 StewAtiernathy and his crew from the
Arkansas Archeological Survey conducted excavation at the Nfasersteador 20 days in
July and August of 1982.

StewartAbernathy had five goals for the Moser excavation (Stebernathy 1986a:3
4). First he wanted to gaan 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 familiesd access to trade net
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 curagbawor 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: rotetiided surface

collection, excavation of three additional backhoe trenches and reopening of the previous three,
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backhoestripping to locate features, hand excavation afsuand features with aldy 2 meter
grid system, and soil samples for chemicalysia and flotation (StewaAbernathy 1986a:21
23, 25). There are three areas of the farmsteaavidra focused on for researdinst is the
Afarmstead core areao which includes the hous
midden, and stormtel ar ; t he second is the area around t
p e r i pshreunging the house area (Stewslernathy 1986a:23). There was no effort made
to excavate the house itself, which was known via oral history to have been salyaged b
neighboring farm family (StewaAbernathy 1986a:24). The farmstead periphery was assessed
by means of surface collection in a series of 3@\eber diameter circles, two of these were
judgmental samples and the rest were stratified random samm@es(&bernathy 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 dloekewere excavated
in and surrounding the cellar (Stewaternathy1986a:225). Additionally the areas over and
surrounding the cellar was stripped with a ba
reopened, and Backhoe Trench 6 was excavdatbdse 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; tmssinterpreted as the foundation of the kitchen ell (Stewart
Abermathy 1986a:246). The cellar wa 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 strippingahey al
found a horsesheghaped extension of the stone wall which formed the entry into the esithr;

this was confirmed by oral history (Stewafdbernathy 1986a:27). The cellar floor is known to
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oral history to have had only exposed subsoil for floorinig,was confirmed by the excavation,
and the cellar was likely filled in three episodes (Steviaernathy 1986a:230).

Feature 2, the storm cellar, was likely constructed in around 1913, after a bad storm in the
region and probably abandoned by 192641l on the artifacts (Stew#ernathy 1986a:336).
It was uncovered with Laffertyds Backhoe Tren
excavation unit (Stewarbernathy 1986a:387).

Feature 3vasthe well which was located away from theuse at the bottom of the bluff
and was likely filled by the 1950s (Stewadbernathy 1986a:37). Since its actual location was
then unknown the general area was stripped with a backhoe (Stdvesinathy 1986a:38). The
backhoe stripping found an arefefieldstones, 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
approximatéy 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 ws a cistern, located next to the ceadit was not fully excavated (Stewart
Abernathy 1986a:320). The cisten was noted by Dallas Moser to be possgikyto 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 StewarfAbernathy 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 cispemimmy 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 fea(@®wartAbernathy 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 usedvolmajor soil strata were found, from-80 cm the matrix
consisted maimy of chert cobbles and brick rubble, and from18D cm the matrix was mostly

chert fieldstones; excavation ceased at 150 cm. The cistern is likely a conical shape.

Feature Swas a rectangular pit of unknown purpose that was below the smokehouse
(Stewat-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, budtdidow its
use (StewarAAbernathy 1986a:44). The artifacts found in it date from the 1880s to early 1900s
and it is likely a trash pit (Stewaftbernathy 1986a:45).

Feature 6 waa buried soil horizon containing a blanket midden deposit whicliowad
in Backhoe Trench 2 (Stewahbernathy 1986a:486). Therewvas 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 \&itrackhoe, 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 cistérs was not covered with cellar or cistern fill. Though
sparse, the artifacts in the midden leelgate the cellar construction to the mid to late 1880s or
early 1890s (Stewabernathy 1986a:47).

Conclusions
This chapter has discussed the previmstorical and archaeological research conducted

at Jacob Brightoés Trading Post and William Mo
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Ol d Davidsonville, the Bl ock HopandtleMoserhe Sande
Farmstead The next chapter Widiscuss 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 intransportation immvements in and around the region of esith The ceramic

diversity data is presented in histograms by number of ceramic types per efjoeklata was
collected with handwritten notes and photographs of ceramic and other artifacts from each site.
Thephotos include the site name, site, number, accession nuanbderprief descriptiorall

written on a small whiteboardnd a scale. Each photo was given a number as it was
downloaded from the camera that designated the site it came from and its muthberder it

was taken, for example Block House _0001. The photo numbers were then correlated with the

notes on each artifact.

When thedata collection was finished all of the photos were placéaoldier with a
complete set of photos from that sitdnen 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 ceranfadder was split into numerous othsubfolders
each contiaing different ceramic patterns, or the remaining ceramic photos that for various
reasons | was unable to definitively type. Whendir@amis photo fileswere as sorted as
possible a date range was added to tiseibfoldemame. Finally these ceransabfoldersvere
copied intofolders(ie. Block House 1790 8 30) named wi t:37 Borchert 6s
transportation improvement epodhsit their ceramic date range indicated that they fell into. If a
ceramic typebs dat e r an gesubfoidevasicodied idtbathofr e t han
the Epoclfolders. The number osubfolderan each epoch foldevascounted and the results

were graphed in the histograms that follow in this chagfer.the histograms in this dissertation
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the xaxisconsistsoftn Bor chert 6s (1967: 307 )-axiscomsistsghor t at i

the number of types or patterns per epoch.

This chapter is arrangedgionally and chronologically starting with the Arkansas River

Valley, then Northeast Arkansas, Southeast Areanand Northwest Arkansas.

Transportation in the Lower Arkansas River Valley

Bright and Montgomery, Arkansas Pos$ Transportation Access

Early forms of transportation in Arkansas include keelboats and flatboats on its rivers and
wagons, foot, and horsg boad or path. The arly settlement in Arkansaten though not
always followed itgiver corridors. The Arkansas River Valley contains several of the earliest
Euro-American settlements in Arkansideely in partbecause of its easy access to regionat
transportatior{see Map, Figuré2). The first EureAmerican settlement in Arkansas is the
military installation and comunity of Arkansas Post; whilgosts by this name have existed in
the surrounding area since 1686, the current National Parlc&é&ycation has been occupied
since at least 1779 and possibly as early 49 (Arnold 1991:13Martin 1977:2; Walker
1970:2, 4). When the United States acquired this region as he bbuisiana Purchase in
1803,several trading posts in themmurity wereregionallyinvolved in the fur tradavith
Native Americans (Bearss 1964 Part +148). The furs werdransported tohe rading posts
likely by horsefoot, or small boat, and exchanged for trade goods shipped upstréhepost
via keel boat.When the furs were shipped out of Arkansas they weppsti downstream either
by keelboat or fldioat. Fatboats were used only on downstream jourmveiys the lumbeioften

being sold for scrap at the end of the journey whereas keelboats could beingaghgtream or
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downstream though going upstream wagatremely laborious process conducted by poling,
cordelling, rowing, or sailing (Baldwin 1941:@&b).

An example of the abilities and difficultieslated taransportatioraccess fotrade in
early Arkansas is illustrated by the Arkansas Trading Hposee of Br i ght and Con
competitors. In 1805 the US set up a government run trading post or factory called the Arkansas
Trading Houseo trade with the Native Americans; thwas not a financiaduccess 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 tradinghsdsasl to pay
more forthefurs hetraded, despite thabése fursvere of lower quality thathose of thether
firms (Bearss 1964 Part |1 :13). Bearss says t
damaged during transportationd though whether
to New Orleanss unclear (1964:13)Morris (1969:33 says furs in the South were less valuable
because animals in the waenclimate had thinner furs than those in the north,taedurs
rotted more easily in the warm weathém.1807 the Arkansas Trading House m&€é,000,
though the next year there was a significant
tenure at Arkansas Pple reports that two or three Frenchmen traded at the Post with goods
obtained from Detroit, having descended the Wabash Riveadiana 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 until820 when the first steamboat (fBemej 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 steambodb descend the Mississippi River (tNewOrleang did so in the

winter of 18111812and it tak several years for steamboat technology improvements and the
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end of Fultonds monopoly of the Mississippi R
to them(Hunter 1977:514 and 5352). Othercities on the Arkansas River had their first landing
by a steamboat a couple years later exampld_ittle Rock and Fort Smith in 182Hunter
1977:51) By 1833 five to six steamboats were trading on the Arkansas fMueter 1977:51)

It took awhile for steampower to fully overtake the use of keetbdecause even after
steamboats began trading on the Arkansas River consistent access to themlihaty§2d,
Hewes Scull, a Arkansas Posherchant and cotton gin operator, put the following ad in the

Arkansas Gazettgune 19, 1827 in Bearss 1964 Ra48):

AThe Subscriber having just returned from
store, at the Post of Arkansas, a handsome assortment of Seasonable Goods, consisting of
Dry Goods, Groceries, Liquors, Hard Ware, Crockery, and Glass Warde§add
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 clviie 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 keeboats, one of 10 and the otlw#r20 tons for the convenience of persons
bringing cotton to his gin, and a cart and

This advertisement both illustrates merchant strategies for acquiring goods and how cotton
dealers went about their business. If Scull actuallytivadkeelboatslwaysat 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 thest steamboat, th€Eomet landedat 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 PosNational Memorial Showing Historic

ARKANSAS POST
NATIONAL MEMORIAL

g e

Shorelines and Fort Hindman nawv 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 aticting 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; soenemher
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discouraged population growth is that Arkansas Post is located on an active meander loop

(Featherstonhaugh 1844:2234 in Bearss 1964:90; Martin 197:1-2). Therefore the

shoreline was and is continually being eroded (Featherstonhaugh 18232i8/Bearss

ng

1964:910; Martin 19771-2). The map of the Park provided by the National Park Service shows

approximate locations of historic shorelines and the €imrate Fort Hindman, all now

108

t



completely eroded by the river and underwater (nps.gov/arpo/indeixchitk on park map
accessed 028-2013).

It was named the territorial capital of Arkansas in 1818,n 1820 the territorial
legislature voted to movte capi tal to Little Rock by 1821 ¢k
and its climate was ¢ o0n sT7).dkertosvd expenehcedahothbry 6 ( Wa
brief rise starting in 1840 with the building of a branch of the State Bank of Arkénsay
1843 the bank was liquidatstatewide because of corruption, financial abuses, and a delayed
reaction to the @Paalilledl2pWalker 893078pin 1855 thdBArkarsas 2 0 0 2
County Seat was moved from Arkansas Post to the newBlaf@ngtown of DeWitt in hopes,
though perhaps unrealistif, attracting railroad intere¢@alker 1970:8)

All of these setbacks led to population decline but the Civil War once again pointed out
the townds militarily st rsaWhetegandMiskissippavers.on 1 n h
The Confederate Army occupiédas the Post of kkansas or Fort Hindman in 1862fetl to
Union naval and army troops in JanuaB63(Walker 1970:9). By 1930 when the land became

Arkansas Post State Padeveral fariies still lived in the area (Walker 19701D).
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Bright and Montgomery Ceramic Results
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Figure 9. Bright and Montgomery Ceramic Diversity Data.

The community of Arkansas Post could likely obtain whatever cerameics available in
the regional trade of the Southeastern United Sketesuse of the fur trade and because it was
the major center in early ArkansasheTfirst known occupant of Lot 27, Jacob Bright, ran a
trading post on the property, so he likely hiagd to importers in New Orleans and elsewhere for
ceramic purchases asdld or tradedhem at this property. The later occupant of the site
William Montgomery ran a tavermon the lof and while he may not have been selling ceramics
he was likely usinghem 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 eramic sherddo not appear to have been ygstticularly some of the
creamware, despite the vast majority being broken into very small pieaels.of usds
suggested by the lack ohite scratches, crazingr discoloration andwith the glaze stilvery
bright and clear This lack of use, the quantity of the ceramics, and the occupations of the
residents may indicate that at least Jacob Brighpasdiblyhis successors may have been
dumping store stock that broke during shipmenbverstocks.

Forthis andall of the sites that followthere is some correlation between the number of
photos and the number of sherdsieThumber of photos ot indicative of the number of actual
sherds because | took photos of groups of sherds of the same, @attetook multiple pictures
of the same sherds. oever thequantity of photos needed to document the colleciould
give a very rough indication of the prevalence of a particular pattern at a particul&esiaenic
patterns with large numbers dfesds that may strengthen the case for dumgirsgore stock
just by sheer quantity ailue Willow(148 photos)Boy Piping(92 photos), antilkmaid (98
photos). Montgomery and his employees may halsodumped dishes that broke during the
process oferving meals and washing them. Either of these occupants or those in the interim
mayalsohave discarded dishes left over frarhen they ceased occupation of the site.

The ceramics assemblage from Lot 27 also contains a sizable amount of probadfie Briti
hard paste porcelain teawares with overglaze @aidécoration in approximately eighatterns
at least one of which includgdt. Nothing similar was found at any of the otlnstoricsites in
this research sampl&here are at least 184 total pb® of painted hard paste porcelain in eight
patterns, plus 6photograph®f sherds | coulahot type, and 6 relief moldedddditionally there

appears to be at least one set of Chiegpert porcelain teacups or small bowisth a total of
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82 photoswhile Chinese Porcelains were also found at other sites in Arkdhegsonsisted
mostly of rarer sherds of plate rims or ginger jars, not teawares and less obviously a set.

Both the British and Chinese porcelaiereexpensiveceramics at the time, and
therefore less likely to be casually discarded or generally found archaeolqdpeaity
something a family would likely carefully curate. There is a sizable quantity of these yessels
especially he British Hard Paste porcelamultiple sherds were foungithin mostaccession
numberghat 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 dumporg stock.

The ceramic assemblage from Bright and Montgomery is consistent with a site that has
its major occupancy from 18au821 as much of the assemblage could be dated within this
range. That the bulk of the ceramics in the assemblage date todsurtin{) pr&@ dsedstart and
enddates for the site clearly shows in the grapbve(Figure9). The largest quantities of
ceramics date to th® o r ¢ h(E967B07) SaikWagon (179a1830) and Iron Horse Epochs
(18301870). There are some ceramics thafinitely 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 Ja
creamware that des from 17591775 and Santongea French ceramic that dates from 1620
1800 @ultman, Grillo, BorHarper, and Galle 20080ouis Berger & Associatest al.1996)

There isa more significanguantityof 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 thdaigss1840, the blue

transfer print pattern Wild Roseahis most popular from 1830850, and two Davenport
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transfer print patterns that are thought to julade 1836, th&c ot t 6 s flkrldRogest r at i ons
patterngKwas 200@%104-105; Coysh and Henrywood 1982:399; Louis Berger & Associates
199617; Maryland Archaeological Conservation Lab 20&2e: Accessed 0D7-2013. This
indicates that there may be a continued occupation of Lot 27 after William Montgomery moved
his tavern operation to the Mississippi River in 18@artin 1977:5).

While it is possible that this later material is was produbeough 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 ceramidbat pstdate1830, and particularlthatpostdate 1870 areesidual
because some wares and styllesesamics, particularly whiteware and porcelain are in use for
long periods Residual in this sense means that they are ceramics with long manufacturing
periods such aBlue Willowor soft paste porcelains, that likely date earlier but it is hard toerefi
the date range because of | ack of stylistic,
stylistic trends In the casef porcelain there does not appear tarhech archaeological
research on stylistic changes in its decoration over time.

Thecerami cs at Brightoés Trading Post and Mol
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 corgmWfiile 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 Riegre the river exits the
uplands and enters the Mississippi Alluvial Plain (Stesdaernathy personal communication

03-14-2013) As was discussed in the previous section the first steain he Arkansas was
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in 1820; the second steamboat (Hagle 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 iA&8Hunter 1977:51)The beginnings of
steamboat access in Little Rock occur at about the same time, 1822, that &icMeary

Ashley bowght Block 33on Scott andMarkham Street (McAlexander 1999:19). Likely the
prospects of a growing community wittgeowing population drevihe Ashleysto 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 connectecttesit of the state by
roads. It is on the Southwest Trdiile major road system heading southwest from the St Louis
area down to the Red River in southwestern Arkameidls connectiongo Louisiana and
Oklahoma (Makris 1937:14) A r o a d c a IRbad was Buyt between Arkansas Post,
Cadron and Cryst al Hill fAa few miles up the A
in 1807 (Herndon 1922:50&this later became part of the Memphis to Fort Smith military road
(Makris 1937:5) Surveyingof the eastern half of the Memphis to Fort Smith Road began in
1826and construction began in 18@ngnecker 1985:206 In 1826 there was a stagecoach
route from Arkansas Post to Little Rock proba
and a$o carried the mail (Herndon 1922:510).

The first railroad to be constructedArkansasvas the Memphis and Little Rock
Railroad(L. Huff 1964:260). In facit was the only railroad constructedforethe Civil Watr,
and everthenit was not completedriil after the Civil War(L. Huff 1964:260). In 185%he
first 38 miles wereompletedrom Madison, Arkansas (on the St. Francis River) to Hopefield,

Arkansas (which was across the Mississippi River from Memphid)ff 1964:260). The
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second sectio(®9 miles) of the railroad from Little Rock to DeValls Bluff on the White River
was completed on January 26, 18&4ttle more than anonth(March 78, 1862)before the
Battle of Pea Ridgm Northwestern Arkansgs. Huff 1964:262 http://www.nps.gov/peri/
index.htmAccessed 044-2013. The two sections of the railroad left a major gap that was not
compketed until the end of the War.

Takingthe train from Little Rock to Memphia 1862i n v o laesomldnationof
rail road, st ea ntbamagleteshajdurnsit. ldudf £96402649. Rirét there was
a ferry trip from Little Rock to the north side of the Arkansas River where the track started, then
i t htofeuehourdtrain ride to DeValls Bluff, tanonetook a steamboat frofiDeValls Bluff
to Clarendon (7 hours), then a 45 mile stage coach ridel&2ours) to Madison, when arriving
there for anothethreehour train ride to Hopefield, and finallyferry ride across the Mississippi
to Memphis (. Huff 1964264-265). The gap between the two sections of the Memphis and
Little Rock Raitoadwas finally completed in 1871 (Makris 1937:78).

This railroad had several ownership autbsequent name changes 1873 and 1904.

Up until 1873 it was the Memphand Little Rock Railroad Company (Makris 1937:78).

e 1873 it was bought by the Memphis and Little Rock Railway Company (Makris
1937:78).

e 1877 it was bought by the Memphis and Little Rock Railroad Company (Makis
1937:78)

e 1887 it was bought by the Li# Rock and Memphis Railroad Compgaiakris

1937:78)

e 1898 it was bought by the Choctaw and Memphis Railroad Con(adsris 1937:79)
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e 1900 it was bought by the Choctaw, Oklahoma and Gulf Railroad Con(ietkyis
1937:79)
e 1904 it was leasefbr 999years by the Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railroad
(Makris 1937:81)
Other railroadsalsowere builtthrough Little Rock or héhbranch lines thatid. In 1889 the
St Louis Southwestern constructed a branch line into Little Rock via Altheimer and England,
Arkansas (Makris 1937:85)T'he Cairo and Fulton Railroad which laew the St Louis Iron
Mountain and Southeiin 1874 and finally the Missouri Pacifim 1917goes through Little
Rock as wel(Makris 1937:74) The Little Rock and Fort Smittail line started out as hranch
of the Cairo and Fulton Railroad in 1838r(g before it wasactuallybuilt), separated from it in
1855,and later was subsumed under the St Louis, Iron Mountain and Soutii&7v4 andthen
theMissouri Pacificsystem in what appesato be 1906 (the six is not very clear) (Arthurs 1938:

unnumbered Missouri Pacific Family Tree-23).
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Ashley MansionCeramic Results

Figure 11. Ashley Mansion Ceramic Diversity Data.

Ashley Mansion is locatedh Little Rock, less than two blocks from the Arkansas River
The results of this analysis indicate at least aglglea the archaeology that thaseposits that |
analyzed, from the backyard of the housere a relatively sealed contexthe only sheds that
likely postdate 1870 in the last two epochs argpes ofdecaledborcelainand whitewarghat
likely date tono earlier thari890 and as sualereintrusive. Based on theircumstancesf the
excavation and that at least some are from sudalection contexts, a few intrusive sherds are
not a surpriseThe 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 eploetesis a definite
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increasan 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 2Bgotos the largest of
which are DavenpoRuins(65 photosn five colorg and Enoch Woodgenetian Senery(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 Brgd 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 isveryclearlynotthe i | y cont aminated traslhyafrom th
hotel and boarding house.

Theassemblage from tHE984 excavation of the basemehiAshley Mansiorwould
have been more problematic for analysis because those ceramics originated in afvariety
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 unknogatitms (Ernest1®:6-7, 6566).
I n comparison, those deposi t sexceptiontottbe fedks hl ey 6's
sherds of decal, it is possible and perhaps likely that all of the Ashley assemblage dates no later
than 1863 when the Union Arnoaptured 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 baoikéhe Black River in what isow
RandolphCounty, Arkansas. There are two Black Rivers in Arkansas, one in the southwestern
part of the statéhatfeeds into th®uachita Rierin Louisiana, and the omelevantherein the
northeastern part of the stahat 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 toliesve slower than they were on
other rivers in Arkansa®ther rivers in the stater on its borders started seeing improvements
in the 1830%ut the lack ofliscussioron improvements earlynewspaper articlamay indicate
that on the Black this did not happen until much lder example, ararticle in theDaily
Arkansas Gazetent i t 1 ed fAl mpr ovement 28, 2880, pageldassugas Ri v
60, Column Babou how the Corps of Engineers weageing to make improvements to the
Black River describethis stream course s gd@rdea as affording very good facilities for
navigatond but goes on to explain that this is onl
is high enough.

For most of thgeriod ofits settlement, the residents@&vidsonville would have been
sened primarily bykeelboats from the south and possibly flatboats from further north in
Missouri According toHuddleston, Rose, and&ud (1998:1718) the first steamboat to go up
the White River was th@/averly captained by Pennywit in 1831, it went asda Batesville.

Later that year theaurel and theBob Handystarted serving the White River, the latter
subsequently served the Black River instelldffat indicates that thBob Handywent up the

Black to Davidsonville in May1831, but does not say this is the first boafMoffat 1956:198;
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Huddleston et al 1998:119). Itprobably waghe first boat, based dhe information provided
by Huddleston et g1998:1719). By 1868 and probably much before steamboats were making
regular trips up the B&k River as evidenced by this ad:

ARegul ar New Orl eans, White and Bl ack Rive

SideWheel Steameiohn D. Perrywill regularly in the above trade during the season,

signing bills of lading for cotton or other freights lllemphis and Little Rock Railroad.

Pat H. Wheat, Master, WM Gi bliteRoclCI er k. o (D

Wednesday Februa@d®, 1868 Issue 65, Column A).

Beyond the use of the White and Black Rivers the people of Davidsonville also had
accessd 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,
Washingtonto Fulton, on the Red Riveand through a branch that starts in Sptingsleads
down intoMonroe orNachitoches, Louisiangwas 200%:4; Herndon 1922:50506). This
roadsystem may have and probably did exist prior to the colonization of the area by Euro
American settlers.

Whether the Southwest Trail actually wentilngh Davidsonville is a bit of a debate, but
according tadMitchells Travelers Guide Through the United Statesap from 1834, it looks
like it may have (S. Augustus Mitchell 18B#p://cartweb.geography.ieaiu
: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/viewdhtml.xslAccessed 028-2013). Even if the Trail did not, it wasmpaf 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

120


http://cartweb.geography.ua.edu/

information and goods to and from the town especially before steamlaréas stscending the

White and Black Rivers in 1831 (Huddleston et al 1998:9)
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Figure 12 Arkansas in Mitchell s Traveleroés
1834. (Mitchell (1834) Image courtesy of the Alabama Departmewf 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 USOffase in Arkansas was
establishedn June of 1817 in Davidsonville andetsecond was in Arkansas Post in July of
1817 (Yarbrough 1959:45). €liirst postal route that included Arkansas, in about 1817, started
in St Louis, Missouri, werthrough Herculaneum, Missoud Davidsonville Cadron, and

finally on to Arkansas Postith some smaller stops on the way (Post Office Department
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Advertisement 1817 in Carter 1951:27JrHdon 1922:508)This first postal route was 546

miles round trip and it wasupposed to be completedce a week bydrseback (Post Office

Department Adversement 1817 in Carter 1951:271By 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 1959:46http://maps.google.comccessed 048-2013). By 1830 this route is listed

as an fAUnproductive Post Roado taking in $61.
1954:191).

Lot 9, Davidsonville Ceramic Results

Lot 9 Old Davidsonville Ceramic Diversity
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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.
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The town of Davidsonville was activebettled byapproximately 1815 and was
beginning to decline by the late 1820s and early 1830s, sak#srsense that the largest number
of patterns would be found d:807isamegne whickdates r s t
from 17901830(Cande et al 2008:2). It may be somewhat counterintuitive because this is also
the period when the town hascass only to transportation via the Southwest Trail road system
and by keel and flatboat&Vhile the number of types is lower in total than the other sites, the
sample was also smaller because | chosséa subset of artifacts that come from a spedific
(Lot 9) fromrather than sing artifacts fronthe Featurel at the Public House in L&5. This
wasdue to time constrainend since it was a single family dwelling it would be more similar to
the rest of my research sampleespite tb smaller saple the results show similar trends to
those at other sites, particularly those at Arkansas Post whichi@atesind 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 rda#cline 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 WagagooEh a few, particularljour of the blue shell edge
pattens are likely to havbeen manufactured no earlier than the 1840 and may be as late as the
1860s(Maryland Archaeological Conservation Lab 20128bcessed 0411-2013. This likely
indicates that at least at the residence located on Lot 9, the decletoivh of Daidsonville
was slower thahas beertraditionally presented. The types that are in the last two Epochs are
all carry-overs from previous epochs of types that were manufacturéohigperiods of time,

like slip-decorated whitewares and tBkie Willowtransfer 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 RedaRivevas first
ascended by steam boat in 1814 byEheerprise(Hunter 1977:51) Unfortunately the Red
River posed problems for navigation in the ed890s because of the Great Red River Raft.
The GreatRaftvas fa t angl e dvhianhblecled thefriveta nrare than one hundred
mi | e s 0 ; dthetivertpasbNadhitoches, Louisiana though at least some small boats
bypassed it using smaller streams by 1831 (HUu€r:52). Henry Shreve stéed clearing the
Red River Raftvith government fundingn 1833(Sherwood 1944:58,60; Hunter 1977:52)he
Raft was cleared to Shreveport by 638nd more fully cleared by 1839 (Sherwood 1944:58,60;
Hunter 1977:52)

TheRaft would have created diffi culWhiles
we know that Abraham Block was traveling to New @nle to acquire goods for his sthased
on theHenderson and Gaines Importers marks stamped on the bottoms of dishes at found
archaeologically at his homthe route he took to get to New Orleamshe early years
unknown. Fromon his location in Wdsngton, Arkansas the Red Rivaight be the most
obvious choicdut perhaps not the practical onEhe Washington Telegraplthe newspaper for
Washington, Arkansas in which Abraham Block and his sons advedisgeabt start publishing
until approximatéy but mayben little before1840, leaving few hints to how Abraham Block
transported his store stock in the early years (Kwas208p

Abraham Block and his family weting in Washington probably by 1828 and
definitely by 1832so if he was usinghe Red River he would have had to travel down to

Nachitoches until at least 188&was 2009a:300; Hunter 1977:52).w&s possible to use minor
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channels to go around the Raft as early as {88hter 1977:52 He may have traveled to

Shrevepa and thertaken the Red Rivett is also possiblegperhaps likelyin his early years in

business that he traveled overland to the Ouachita Biless likely theArkansas Rive Block

or at least his songilized the Ouachita Rivexith Camden as a poriAn a from D & V Block

which took over Abrahamdés Washington Store il
Citizens of Hempstead and Adjoining Counties. The subscribers are just receiving direct from

New Orleans via Camden, A Fresh Assortment ofdsecd0 ( Was hi ngt on Tel egr a:
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 latRRock 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 elsewheséamboats were used on the Ouachita River from
1819 and the fitsto attempt it was th@ames MonroéPearson and Saltus 1993;dhatcher
1970:9. In the early period of his business Abraham Block may have thkeSouthwest Trail
which forms a major street in Washingtdwkansas (Franklin Street) either up to latRock
where it intersects with the Arkansas River or posdiblgktrack to northastof Greenville,

Arkansas and take the branch of the Southwest Trail that endscinitNehes, Louisiana liere

he could meet up with tHeed River (Kwas 2009a:8 maps) Later in his business dealings he

may have just traveled to Fultamlittle bit southeast of Washingtand 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 alidl850 (Kwas 2009a:33)n aWashington Telegrapadvertisement

(January 22, 185ih Montgomery 1981:84 , Henry Bl ock advertises AR
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Packets. The Steame®s Charles . . andlim Gilmer . . will run as regular Packets during
the sason between Fulton and New Orleans, connecting at Shreveport, regularly every ten days.
. . Thedim Gilmerhad recently been repaired, and is not excdlieany boat running above
therafd (t he |l ast italics are mine).

Augustus and Henry Block in 58 movel to New Orleans and operadestore at 41
Canal StreefWashington 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 logr sites in this sample, were operating at 45 and 48 Canal Street until
1852, and by 1854dre operating still very close by @ Canal StregBlack and Brandimarte
1987:figure4)A & H Bl ockds Ad says in part: fARemoval
New Orl eans. Having removed to the | arge and
41 Canal Streeto (Washington Tel eg;Blacgénd Oct obe
Brandimarte 1987:figure)4 Removed or removal is an archaic way of sayineged. This ad
indicates just how interconnected the Block family was with ceramic importation in New
Orleans.

The Block family werenot just connected with the local Southwest Arkansas and the
entrepot of New Orleans but also connected as farawdgas Yor k A The subscri b
received direct from New York a large and splendid assortment of HATS, BOOTS, SHOES,
SADDLERY, STATIONARY, CLOTHING, et, andLouisville, Kentucky from which they
importedii2000 apple and peach tréés 1849 to be sold ém bothfiA. Block and Songin]
Washingtonand Block Brother and Cofin] F u | t(Washington Telegrapbanuary 6, 1847

and February 7, 1849 both in Montgomery 1981:9, 79).
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Block HouseCeramic Results

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 lmyeeHEpoch.However there aralso
a significant number (197) of ceramic types that predated this time p&arde of these dishes
may have been brought to the site when the Block family moved to tlamtbothers are from
types like dark blue transferint or early underglaze painted patge(not chrome colors) that
date across more thanoneepoghbr aham Bl oc k d s
Washington where among many other items he sold ceramimsham Block and his sons

eventudy built quite the business empire in Southwestern Arkarisasas 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 areasof Mesteramic artifacts

excavatedt the Block Housédate to this period between 1830 and 1870.

Figure 16. Millennium Platter (Photo #sBlock _1659& BlockMillennium_0005).

Photaos by the Author. Whole Plate Courtesy ofa private collection

The artifacts show a similar pattern in disposal to that at Bright and Montgomery where
therewerelarge quantities of artifacts of the same patternsBlé¢k there are ceramicsoim

several specific pattermghich occur in multiple colorsuch afkuins(146 photos in
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approximately 3 colorsRose(33 photos, 2 colorspndSpanishLady (75 photos2 colors)
mostly from the company Davenport, as well asghtteriWater Lilly (41 photos and at least 12
further instances that | took no photos othi@t 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 duatpstore 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 inheearly t
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 jithefjtted
appear to b&om single acquisitions or limited breakagéhis has the result of making the
assemblage at the Block House somewhat less diverse during its prime period of occupancy than
the SanderBlouse in Washington and the Ridge House in Fayettealtleoughat first
assessmerdf the collectiorthe Block assemblagesmed to be obviously more diversghe
issue is that the bulk of the Block assemblage occurs numerically within a few types or it has less
evennesgwhether or not the assemblage isr@cterized by similar levels of sherd counts within
a patternwhereas Sanders and Ridge counts for the types are more even.

The lattertwo epochs at the Block Houbave less in the way of ceramic typisly for
several reasons. The lot which haéeccupied by the large Block famifywho were likely
dumping store stockgnd up to 13 slaves had a smaller occupancy after the Civi{KMeas
2009a:41 While it was owned by Rosalie Ellen Block from 1866 to 1875, it also appears that

she was living ilfNew 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 pegpio were not dumping store stotikely occupied
the lot because slavery was over.
Sanders HousgWashington, Arkansas Transportaton Access

In the early years of Simon and Zenobia Sanders residence on Lot 32 in Washington,
Arkansasmost of the dishes thaysed werdikely shipped to Washington by steamboat via the
Ouachita or the Red Rivers and then shipped overland from Fulteveplot, or Camden.
Steamboat tonnage generaincreased and reached its greatest tonnage after the Civil WarB y
1865 the total stock of steamboat tonnage on western rivers was atiare dligh. . . this
evidence stands in contrast to the beahett steamboating had entered a period of decline in the
1850s. I n fact, this psig(Hated, Makj add Walboh 1985r28).i v e u
This indicates that well into the 1870s and 1880s¢ke&lents 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 1874hough, the railroads were beginning to make inroads in Southwest
Arkansas.The Cairo and Fulton Railroad was establi
1998:193).In 1874 the Cairo and Fulton Railroad bypassed Washington and went through
nearbyHope insteadKwas 200@11). At about the same time, 1874, it completedriigk-line
from St Louis, Missouri to Fulton, Arkansasdthe Cairo and Fulton Railroad merged with the
St Louis and Iron Mountain Railway, becoming together the St Louis, Iron Mountain and
Southern RailwayMakris 1937:73) Laterin 1917 thisrouteand the rest of the holdings of the
St Louis, Iron Mountain and Southdsecame part of the Missouragific (Makris 1937:74)

While the bypassingf Washington, Arkansdsy therailroad is oftemotedin histories of the

town as one of its several deatteks likely the coming of the railroad as close as Hope was
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useful for residents and businessmen. Severaldpgople appear to have tried to encourage
another railroad to builoh their town as in 1874 it sounds like they were conducting a feasibility
ss udy of what they proposed as the fAWashington
connection to the ASout hwestern -IRtkeiRbck oad Comp
Thursday January 22, 1874 Issue 32, Column\&Zhile it is doubtful that thiplan was fully
implemented, a spur line was built to Washington including a station house on Franklin Street
(StewartAbernathypersonal communicatidd3-14-2013). The construction of the Cairo and
Fulton Railroad, among many othgngas part of a state governntesupported plan to build
railroads i n Ar kansas abeBlack 20ppr218y Whiletlese St at e 0 s
attempsto support railroad construction did produce a vast increase in railroad mileage it also
left the state deeply indebtédeBlack 20@:218219)

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 1889aterbecame part of the Kansas Cityttéburg and Gulf, anfinally
became the Kansas City Southern Railwa¥900whichwentfrom Kansas City to Port Arthur,
Texas(Makris 1937:890). In 1906, the Midland Valley Railroad Company built a branch line

from Silverdale, Kansas to Hope, and Hige Arkansas (Makris 1937:90).
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Sanders HouseCeramics Results

Sanders House Ceramic Diversity
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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 eramics But their ceramic assemblage particularly in the Iron Horse Epoch that
saw the peak of its usgmore diverse (rich) than the Block HousEhis iseven though the
Block Housewaslocated in the same town atitht itwas occupiedomewhatonger, by more
individuals between 1830 and 1870he Sanders family likely moved onto the lot around%8
1841 (Kwas 2009:86-87). While the Sanders family has a similar assemblage of dishbs
Block family, meaning that there are many patterns it hasimmon with the Block family, and
also has types with more than one vessel represented, it has a more even distribution of vessels

representeddy each type.For example the Block House has 146 photd3whsin
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approximately three colors whereas thedgais House has 35 picturefsthis pattern in six

colors. There is also My e $pansh Ladyvhere the Block House has 75 photosamo colors

and the Sanders House mase photos of onéo two pieces of hollowware in omelor. While

t he Sand baspaternsithal areerepresented by more photos than the same pattern at the
Block House, for exampl®luleteer(58 photos for Sanders, 8 for Block) a8aa o tlliustéasons

(28 photodor Sanders; 13 for Blockall of the patterns at Sanders are represgby 58 or less
photos, with mangonsisting 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 inthe Steel Rail Epoctvith 145 typeswhereas the SandeHouse ha$88types. This
difference may have occurred because the Block family was no longer living in their structure
and dumping store stock therkespitehat it continued to be occupiaghereas the Sanders
family continued living in their structure and going through digkegas 200%41,96
Montgomery1981.:ii).

Transportation in Northwest Arkansas. Fayetteville and Benton County
Ridge House and Moser Farmstead ransportation Access

The Ridge House in Fayetteviléand the MoseFarmsteadn Benton County aranique
in this sample athey arenot close to any navigable rivers and the local syatiem has been
little studied While the nearbyVhite River is navigable, it igenerallythought to beonly
navigable by steamboat as far as Batesthibeigh by keelboat it was navigalilely as far as
Branson, Missouri (Makris 1937:64However from 19071911 a few very small steamboats at
least one operated with gasoline ran excursionsaradl amounts of freight on the Upper White

River between Branson and Forsy#rel see also thmodernmap of1876 erasteamboat
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landingswhich shows manyandingsbetweerBatesvilleand Bransosuggesting that there was
commerce above Batesvilleluddleson, Rose and Wood 1998:139). By modern roads
Fayetteville is somewhere between 93 and 114 miles away from Branson according to Google

Maps(http://maps.google.comccessed 048-2013.
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Figure 18. 1831 GLO Map of Fayetteville, TL6N, R30WSurvey 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.asp® dm_id=6594&sid
=pukdrijjy.oio#surveyDetailsTabindex=1. Accessed 085-2013.)
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There are multiple lines of evidence that a road system that included Fayetiaville
existed since at least the 1830s. A General Land Office Survey Plat map by Deputy Surveyor
Nicholas Rightor, who conducted a survey of Washington Coilintynship 16N, Range 30W
on September 1, 1831 shows what appear to be two roads crossing throutgvilay&eneral
Land Office 1831Accessed 085-2013. One of these roads, Rightoc
R o a a&hd 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. Seviéof the House of Representativés)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 188iws the conca of the
Arkansaggovernment officials about roads in the northern part of the state:
AThe other road, | spoke to you aleout i s |
Fayetteville in Washington courdtyThis road is okital importancdo us. It will be the
means of connecting our populous counties in the Northern part of our Territory with our
frontier and exposed count@&4d here is nothing at this time but an Indian trail between
these two points The distance is about one hundred and seventy-Alilesgovernment
own nearly every foot of the land through which it should ¢dtsss a high, broken
country and over which a good road can be made at a trifling expémnsed not dwell
upon the propriety of keeping up a connection [with (with is crossedlmit)jeen ou
frontier counties and the Northern counties of our Territory and the States of Missouri

and Il linoiso (Delegate Sevier to William
1954:340341).

A report of military road construction from Jackson twtFSmith also discusses a road from
Fayetteville to Fort Smith:

Al have opened and entirely Completed the
Smith 78 miles. The road is for a new one extremely §obdow intersects the old road

leading to Faye#ville and Fort Smith at the crossing of the North fork of the White

riverd and 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#th mo st popul ou@ichad DG. GallinsTogher i t or y .
Quartermaster General, 8 January, 1836, in Carter ed. 1954:1146).
Campbell says thahis was called the Military &ad and it started in St Louis, went
through Jefferson City, Missouri angein through Jackson and is what is hoewn as the Old
Wire Road (19289). The road from Fort Smith or Van Buren was used to carry freight by ox
cart to Fayetteville (Campbell 1829-20). Campbell says
At hrough the fir st algfneightcamerby vafertcavVarcBeirert. Ay vy n
the railways began to dip into southwest Missouri freighters began meeting it at Rolla,
Newburg, Springfield, Pierce City, Neosho since the 2000 crest of the Boston Range
did not have t dl9B8#).scaled that wayo
There is some mutual confirmation of thisinthestorydéfe r ebui | ding of Pete
Mill near War Eagle in 1866. Hicks says
AHe [ Peter Van Wi nkle] sent to the east co
to St Louis ad 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 twefyr feet in length and four feet in
diamete. . . The great flywheel said to be 20 feet in diameter & weighing 20,000 Ibs
was brought from St Louis to RMKdkd a which w
1990:25).
There is a railroad, the Southwest Branch Railroad (later part of the Stauksancisco), that
goes to RollaMissouriby 1861 (Miner 1972: map insert between page8®4 This story
about Van Winklebds boilers and fl ywheel may b
related efforts, one before the Civil War and onerahe Civil War.
It appears that there were two routes from Van Buren to Fayetteville, one that went

through ALeedbs Creek. . . Evansvill e.

Frog Bayou, and Haz el ampbell 1922y19) Thgre weee gtagecbacHes ki n s
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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 ttiok over
Pol | ar oh&87ahdipovides mail and passenger service from St Lang Memphis to
San Franciscahe two aspects of the route meeting in Fort S@dmpbell 1922:19Vright
and Bynum eds. in Ormsby, and Ormsby 1998wii, 9). The St Louis Route started in Tipton,
Missouri taking the railroad to Tipton (Campbell 1922:19; Wright and Bynum eds. in Ormsby,
Fayetteville, Arkansas on the wayRort Smith(Campbell 1922:19).

Postal routes 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 earlyigettle
Northwestern Arkansas and the networks between communities. The letters also indicate
competing factions within the regigsee letter from William Hull to Delegate Sevier, December
6, 1833 in comparison that of the petition by William M. Ball, vihicllows February 17, 1834
though it appears that Hull may have put aside his differences becdatgde gned Bal | 0s
petition; in Carter ed. 1954: 8559; 881883). A Letter from Obadiah B. Brown of the Post
Office Department to Delegate Sevierl831ls ays At hat the Contractor ¢
Rock to Fayettevilehdseen required to visit Mulberry in
indicating that there is likely a road or trail that would allow movement between Little Rock and
Fayetteville (Oldiah B. Brown to Delegate Sevier December 29, 1831, in Cart&®®4.444).

In 1836 this route is requested to change with a petition that even includes Chester

Ashleywho is discussed above:
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At here should be a mail thecaatoeGowmmeatpbyi s hed

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,. herwit intersects the mail route

| eading from Batesville to Washbymgton Cour

Inhabitants of the Territorilarch7, 1836, in Carter 1954:1184185).

It is not clear that this route would include Fayetteville though B.HtHSon 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
ACrawford Courthouse, thenceHibunoibeheadr r vy,
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 si xttySevierAetdiecndo ( Wi | | i a
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).
I n 1835 ACitizens of Barnrgyt oGo uwCnotuyn t Mi sAsr ckuarnis aasn
requested a AMail route from Springfield the
of flat river to Fayetteville the Seat of Jus
(Citizens of Barry County Missouand Washington County Arkansas Territory Debeml6,
1835, in Carter ed. 1954:113435) The latter two petitions for mail routes indicated the lack
of speed at which the govenent moved to provide local residemtsh improvements to their
Postal Serce and possible changes in strategy.
Railroads also affected the residents of the Ridgeseand MoselFarmstead The

major railroad to pass througtogers andrayetteville is a branch line of the St Lodan

Francisco Railroawhichfirst came thraghRogers in 1880 and FayettevilleJunel881
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(Miner 1972:map insert between pages83.124) It branches off the main line from Pierce

City, Missouri, and in Arkansas goes through Rogers, Fayetteville, Van Buren, Fort Smith and
then through Oklahoento Paris, Texas (Miner 1972: map insert between pag85)84here

were several other railroads that came through the region and likely would have influenced local
commerce and tradeThe Arkansas and Oklahoma Railway chartered and built a railroad f
Rogers to Gravette in 1898 to connect to the Kansas City, Pittsburg andh@udterbecame

the Kansas City Southerahd in 1900 it was bought out by the St Lé&an Francisco Railroad
(C.Hull 1988:242).1n 1904, the Rogers Southwestern wagtenadto run between Rogers and

the Kansas City Southeat Siloam Springs, but construction was stopped between Springtown
and Siloam Springs because of a lack of money in 1G0FAll 1988:248, 250). The company

was sold and renamed the Arkangaklahoma and Western in 1907 and finally continued the

track to Siloam Springs( Hull 1988:250). They also wanted to extend the lines eastward to

the Missouri and North Arkansas via Eureka Spribgs itonly got as far as Monte Ne on track

it purchasedrbm the then defunct Monte Ne Railroad in 1909Hull 1988:256251). The

Kansas City and Memphis bought the Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Western track and built new
track between Cave Springs and Fayetteville i
(C. Hull 1988:252).

The Fayetteville and Little Rock Railroad was constructed to provide lumber for railroad
ties for the St LouisSan Francisco beginning in 1886; it was completed from a junction south of
Fayetteville and east to Pettigrew by 18€@7Hull 1988:347348, 351). The railroad started out
as an independent, then became part of the St{Sand-rancisco 1887but kept its own
name,in 1926 the Frisco took over completeindit wasabandoned by 193 (Hull

1988348, 358).In 1884 the Pafic and Great Eastern built a railroad frofayettevilleto
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Wyman, ArkansagCampbell 1928:23Charles W. Stewatittp://www.encyclopediaofarkansas
net/encyclopediagntry-detail.aspx?entrylD=100A8ccessd 0218-2013. In 1900 the Ozark
and Cherokee Central Railroad, began constructibayettevilleand eventuallyvent as far
west as Okmulgee, Oklahoraad was bought out by the St Loi8an Francisco (Campbell
1928:23).

Ridge HouseCeramic Results

Ridge House Ceramic Diversity
500
450
400
350
300
250
200
150 m# of Types
100
50 Total
0 . ' ' L . Types=332
Sail Wagon Iron Horse Steel Rail Auto Air
1790-1830 1830-1870 1870-1920 Amenity
1920-1967
Epoch # of Types
Sail Wagon 1790-1830 118
Iron Horse 1830-1870 282
Steel Rail 1870-1920 201
Auto Air Amenity 1920-19 135
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 likel
not built by Macajah Clarkntil at least 1834 and possibly as laté&&6, and even the town of

Fayetteville was not founded until 1828t&hle 1978:38; Campbell 1928:5). These dates
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coincide withthe road building and petitions for mail routes disedssbove. The ceramics in
the first epoh are typesvhose date rangeasses multiple epochs suchldige transfer prinand
some of them may have been brought with Macajah @dgn hemoved in It is interesting
that the bulkof the ceramics came daog the period where roads were the only option. However
these ceramics likely did not come just by rodtiey probably came by steamboat to Van Buren
or Fort Smith and made the rest of the journey by rddek Rdge House and the Sandétouse
have verysimilar 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 discardedsatth

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 blaek pranséerving
dish (31 photos) are both each likely to represent one vdasebmparison 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 remarkableasimgize and date to about the same times.

Both are more diverse than the Block House.
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Moser Farmstead Ceramic Results

Moser Farmstead Ceramic Diversity
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m # of Types

1920-1967
Epoch # of Type
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 MoserFarmsteads the only site in mgample that shows an increase in the number
of types in the 1872920 Epoch; it also shows a declitg (3 types) between this epoch and
the 19201967 epoch. There are at least two reasons for this increase in types in the later
periods. The occupant$ the MoseFarmsteadlid 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 (Stevadrnathy

198&:17). This makes the only period of occupation solely within the Steel Rail-{1¥T)
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Epoch. Secondly the Mosdfarmsteadbite is in a rural area where it would have been much less
likely to have had access to community garbage pickup. Thisstleat the objects from the
18701920 epoch that were used on the site and eventually discarded were more likely to have
still been there when Stewakbernathy excavated the site, than at many of the other sites.
There are 24 types out of 90 total tgghat 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 photobaihthe Rococabrown transfer print pattern and an
ironstone patternfglain plates.66 types have nine or less photdslany 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 ddfsplit into
types based on their general similarity to each other and how the manufacturing processes
worked. The few items in tHest two epochs are mainly ceramic forms that were popular for
long periods like th&lue Willowpattern and porcelairisr 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 ddtesn the late 1800s ttheearly 1900s, and appears to be
solidly so with little to no earlier contaminatiorThere are four types of transfer print, three of
them are of a style known as the Aesthetic Mo
is of theBlue Willowpattern which has been in use since the late 1700s ahlll ised by many
companies todagMaryland Archaeological Conservation Lab 202&essed 142-2012).
TheBlue Willowpattern at Moser is represented by only one sherd. Most of the shdetsabf

decorated cerami@dsorepresent only one vesssth, not whole sets
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Conclusion

Total Ceramic Diversity
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Figure 21. Total Ceramic Diversity.

While it in some ways is count@ntuitive, the largest and seemingly most diversehef t

assemblages is Bright and MontgomeBuring the first epocht wasbriefly 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
Mont go mer y ansl likelyedsnmpm @aitérrss.The other sitesyith the exception of Lot

9 at Old Davidsonvilland the Moser Houseeach their greatest extents during the Iron Horse
Epoch from 183@.870. To a degree this makes sense because the rise of the steamboats during

this perial 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 Samdthat
Arkansas to adrge 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 abouteramicpurchags These years were also years when the ceraghistry was
changing from cheap dishes imported from Britain to dishes of somewhat higher onzatity
still from Britain but increasing amounft®m domestic sources, particularly Olf®ates and
Ormerod 1982 (2009):3). Residentsyrchasing dishes madrom day that had a thicker body
thatwas 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. Sturdierdlies 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 ancadsladten 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 tramsted long distances by road to reach dqaar town like

Fayetteville or Washington, Arkansas.

An additional issue is that at some period in recent history people inzirgan
communities began having accesganbage pickup, and so no longer dechproken dishes
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 TémynaAssociation, says that in the
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very early 1900s Awet garbageodo (probably food
into the 1930s and outlawed imet 1950s because of trichinosis. Moredvdry 1910, near |
percent of American citeshads@ sort of organized solid waste
cities started using landfilldtp://www.environmentalistseveryday.org/publicatisadid-
wasteindustryresearchinformation/history-of-solid-wastemanagement/20tbentury.php

Accessed 049-2013). This beginning of garbage collection would have been at about the same

time as the Steel Rail Epoch between 1870 and 1920 and might expldéeckine in quantity of

ceramic types across the sites in this sarfipla Arkansas The Moser Farmstead, which was

located in a rural part of Benton County does not show this trend. The drop off iatyypeser

does not occur until the Auto Air AmeniBpoch starting in 1920. While these two epochs,

particularly the first, are the prime period of occupation for M&semsteadvhich may have

affected the &nd, it was also a rural site and therefore would likely have had less access to local

garbage cection at this time.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

In this dissertation | looked at how transportation affects ceramic diversigyemn
historic archaeological sites in Arkansas which date from approximately 1800 to 1930;
presenting the datainhigga ams of numbers of ceramic types
improvement epochd 967:307) The researt in this dissertation showsat for at least through
the 1870s transportation has an effect on the shipment of ceramics in Arkansesepoch
from 18701920 it appears there is perhaps a change in how residents discard their trash at least
in the relatively urban areas in the research sgrttpdeone rural site does not show this trend
until the Auto Air Amenity Epoch The difference here may ¥abeen that the Moser Farmstead
is mare rural than the other sites. Looking more closefyrier rural archaeological sites
might broaden the picture of how people accessed traasiparhistorically in Arkansas and

how their access to ceramics chadg

The analytical method used in this dissertat®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 StewAlernathy (1986a), and itsrther development by Riordan
and Adams (1985), Adams, Bowers, and Mills (2000he 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 sametworks (with the possible exception of Stewart
Abernathy 1986a). My research on ceramics would be strengthened with further comparison to
marked artifactsas | had originally intendedas it would provide a direct comparison to the
research presésd in the articles listed above. | 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 reasofistst 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 ininsedhaeologgud as
simulation, regression, jackiimg, and bootstrapping areeant to resolve sample size issues,
notto measure diversity (Conkey 1980; Kintigh 1984; Rhod&81 Kaufman 1998; Baxter
2001). To measure diversity itself, one must use,@nenore of amultitude of diversity
indices.In other fields, such as biologyydse who look at diversityo soin a more sophisticated
way, usingthe measuredike bootstrappingusedonly singly in archaeology, then run their data
through multiple diversity indicesvhich may include several other steps as well. To assess the
validity of o n edéta 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 ag
on any one method. | also looked at business and economics methods, and geographical

methods, before finally settling on using histograms whiehewuch simpler to interpret.

As to whether the histogram method worked, the answer is potentiallg.nikeof the
seversites show declines in the numbers of ceramic types present after 8y ®oser House
is the only site that shows an increase in the number of patterns present in the 1870 to 1920
Epoch. There several potentiaxplanations for th. Firstthree of the sites, Bright and
Montgomery, Lot 9 at Davidsonville, and Ashley Mansiagre either no longer occupieg
this point and likely had not been for some timreinadhe case of Ashley Mansion, the deposit |
looked at was sealed witlttle contamination from later occupations at the site despite the
continuing occupation of the site. Second, ArkansasStst@ was deeply affected by the Civil

War and Reconstruction, which disrupted trade routes and the local economy which woyld likel
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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 sviére ceramics trade was

affected by transit disruptions caused by the Civil Wiiller and Earls (2006:0-13,18)

discuss the impacts of the Civil War on ceramic prices and access because of naval blockades;
they also discusssues of stockpiled Brgh 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, anthernerany of

these railroasl were not particularly successfiBo 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. ,Fndtthis may be hard

to quantify, there may be cultural changes in how peojz# wéh their domestic trash. As was
discussed in theonclusionof Chapter 5, the results of the last two epochs may have been
negatively impactetly municipal garbage claction, or lacking that, perhap#titudeschangd

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 Riveeersed by flatbds, keelboats, and
steamboatsailroads including the Cairo and Fultand its successorthie Memphis and Little
Rock and its successors, St Le&ian Francisco, and several shoetrailroads, and Roads
particularly the Southwe@trail, post, and military roads and their connected stage routes and
postal routes. While | 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.l did not look at transportation in Southeastern Arkansas because none of the sites |
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looked at were located there, tlypuArkansas Post is relativelgigheasternWhile there has
been some historical archaeological resear@outheast Aransas, for example Lakeport

Plantationnhot much has been written.up

In this researclalso confined mgelf to transit that could have reasonably been accessed
by people living on the Istin question, so for example | did not look at railroads in hNeastern
Arkansas because Davidsonville was no longer a viable community by the time railroad
construction began in Northeastern Arkansas. | did look at railroads in Little Rock because
construction had begun on the Memphis and Little Rock Railroad kemstart of the Civil
War, and the block was occupied after railroads were constructed even thoughtlloak rad
theselater assemblaged Ashley MansionFurther research on transportation in many of these

areas and how it impacted the people Wed near it can and should be conducted.

Particular examples of this sparseness in available published sources include: the Black
River of Missouri and Arkansashe Ouachita River, and the Red Riv@vhile the Black River
is discussed some inHuddles n, Rose and Woodoés (1998) book ¢
the only source | found that dealt with it in any detéilregards to the Ouachita River the only
source | foundhat dealtwith it in any depth is Thatcher (1970yhe Red River is more
frequently discussed in literature on Arkansas rivers but even most of this is in reference to the
Great Raftnot commercéSherwood 1944; Dethloff 1967; Hunter 1977:5%hile some
railroads in Arkansas have been researched in deptVi{ner (1972)on the St LouisSan
Franciscoand Hull (1988) on numerous shortline railrofmtsthose most relevant to this
researc)y others, particularly the history of the Cairo and Fulton, St. Louis, Iron Mountain and

Southern, and Missouri Pacific systemyébeendealt with in depth in two excellent, highly
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researchedunpublished 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 1958.983. Ther is also little compiled information aarlyhistoric roads in
Arkansas, other than Longnecker (1985) on the road Memphis toLittle Rockand some

brief discussions in Herndon (1922%urprisingly there is also little information available on the
Sauthwest Trail Most of theinformation | found on roadsamefrom documents compiled in

Carter (1952

Ceramics form the bulk of the research in this dissertation. While historic ceramic
research in archaeology has come a long way in historical aroggieblere 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 (ibneacceps the term), and whitwares there is general agreement on dates, but for
otherslike nontblue transfer prints, shell edge deconastyles, and the various decorative
methodson soft-paste porcelains there is either much disagreement or little attention paid except
for very lroad 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 OrleamgBlack and Brandimarte (198%) Hahn(2011),
T. Hahn(2011)andStewartAbernathy (personal communicati@@-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 beestarg to know if there are regional

variations as to which companies are imported where.
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For this dissertation research in particular, possibly one of the most useful outcomes of
the research is the large collectiof digital photos of ceramics€Eachphoto, with the exception
of closeups, 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 witthet 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. Whilé am not exactly sure what | wib eventuallydo with these photos, |
think that a publication similar WNipeteénthl | an, G
Century Transfer Printed Ceramics from the Townsite of Old Velasco (41B0O125), Brazoria
County, Texas: an lllustrated Catalog and Bl ak e anMNinefeen®dGemuayn 6s (199
Transferprinted Ceramics from the Texas Coasght bea good modeland/or possibly an
online database through the Arkansas Archeological Suvtaeyown or holdnostof these
ceramicsn their collections Actual photos of ceramics in archaeological reports, antique
coll ectors guides, and antique ceramics deal e
research. There are many ceramic patterns and in parti@rafer print patterns that are
unknown, unnamed, and escribed; good photos and further discourse would help improved

our knowledge of the unknown patterns.

The photos, a copy of my notes, and the completed disseytatidrmopefully eventually
the @mpleted databaseill be permanently deposited in the Arkansas Archeological Survey
Registrardos Office in Fayetteville, Arkansas.

dissertation will be depded at theHistoric Washington State Park, dsonville Historic State

152



Park, Arkansas Post National Memorial, the Washington County Histoocat$, the

University of Arkansas Museum Collectiorms\dotherassociated agencies.

One way to broaden this research would be to look at historic refcondgieneral stores
in Arkansasparticularly purchasing records. The Special Collections at the University of
Arkansas has several sets of historic store records for ArkaAkhsughnone of these store
records are from communities in my samiee d these stor@ secords 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 buslaeagwitt 1853
1878. These purchasing recordsosv 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 traved 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 Ark&hsas.
records would provide a picture of both what was available in general in a gartiooimunity,
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 avenuas thsearch can takether plausible reasons for the

results,and several additional hypotheses that could be tested. These include:

e Comparison between the ceramic diversity data and that of maurtikeatts to
assess differences in transportation axces

e 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 ceamic 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?

e How much effect does local municipal trash collecthave on the deposition of
ceramic artifacts on a houselot?

¢ What are the effects on ceramic diversity of moving from the one entrepot for
goods at Arkansas Post the very early 1800s to muéigiepot in the late 1800s
and early 1900s?

¢ How much effectioes 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 hawm the abilityof researcher® differentiate
between patterns?

e How much effect dagthe higher quality of ceramics (higher firing temperatures
and thicker vessel bodies) during and after 18¥8Es0s have on the quantities
and diversityof the ceramis purchased for a household?

e How much effect does the switch between almost solelysBrtianufacturing
prior to the 1840s and 1850s, ahd adlition of American manufacturing in the
1840s and 1850save on ceramic diversity?

e Isthere 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 countryhistioitecal archaeologists
|l ook at many i mportant aspects of past peopl e
urbanization, agency, industrialization, power relationships, diet, and many others, we have not
really spent much time looking transportation, its development or its effects on the people we

study.
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