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ABSTRACT

Warfare and conflict are familiar topics to anthropologists, but it is only
recently that anthropological archaeologists moved to create a discrete
specialization, known as Conflict Archaeology. Practitioners now actively
pursue research in a number of different areas, such as battlefields,
fortifications, and troop encampments. These advances throw into sharp
relief areas that need greater focus. This dissertation addresses one of
these shortcomings by focusing on the home front by studying Dooley’s
Ferry, a hamlet that once lay on the banks of the Red River, in southwest
Arkansas. Before the American Civil War, it was a node in the commodity
chains that bound the British Atlantic World together through the
production and exchange of cotton for finished goods from the United
Kingdom and northeast United States.

The war drastically altered the community in different ways. The site lost
community members to military service, displacement, and emancipation.
Those who remained were forced to find new ways to cope with the
deprivation brought about by the collapse of antebellum trade networks
that supplied them with food and finished goods. The residents also faced
increasingly complex and ambiguous relationships to government and the
Confederate Army.

For four years, the College of William & Mary and the Arkansas
Archeological Survey investigated the archaeology of Dooley’s Ferry
using multiple excavation and remote sensing techniques. The results
characterized the distribution of historic residences at the site, established
their temporal affiliations, and allowed archaeologists to draw start to
understand how we may study the home front archaeology and add
substantially to an under-studied aspect of Arkansas’s past.



TABLE OF CONTENTS
Acknowledgements
Dedication
f1st of Tables
List of Figures
wiroduction
whapter 1. Atlantic Arkansas
’hapter 2. Living and Laboring in the Great Bend
i“hapter 3. The Archaeology of Antebellum Dooley’s Ferry
~hapter 4. Dooleys Ferry on the Front Line
“tapter 5. “Battles Aplenty at Home”
“.hapter 6. Civilians and Confederates at Dooley’s Ferry
“rapter 7. Fortifying Dooley’s Ferry
‘~hapter 8. Emancipation and Enslavement
“rapter 9. Reconstructing Dooley’s Ferry
.hapter 10.Ghosts of the Atlantic World
~e-terences
Appendix 1: The Past and Present of Conflict Archaeology

Curriculum Vita

iii
vi
vii

viii

30

53

94

129
149
194
216
237
252
269

275
306
333



Acknowledgements

First and foremost, | want and need to offer my deepest and most sincere
thanks to Dr. Jamie Brandon, Station Archaeologist for the Arkansas
Archeological Survey's research station at Southern Arkansas University.
Jamie got me interested in historical archaeology in Arkansas, has always
been a strong supporter and a careful and patient advisor, mentor, and friend.
His encouragements brought me to southern Arkansas to do this project, and
his experience helped me hone my field and lab skills. | gained much of my
expertise in archaeology under his. tutelage, and no amount of thanks will
suffice to express my gratitude. '
Jamie also served on my dissertation committee, along with Frederick Smith,
Scott R. Neison, and Grey Gundaker of the College of William & Mary, and
Matt Liebmann, of Harvard University. | learned many important things from
each of these fine people, and their critical eye and encouraging support
guided me through this project.

Two people in particular, whose passion for and knowledge of southwest
Arkansas history were guiding lights throughout my research. Keenan
Williams, of Hope, and Peggy Lloyd, of the Southwest Arkansas Regional
Archives, in Washington, gave freely of their time and insight, and without their
contributions, this work would never be as complete as it is.

Bud Martin and Patrick Martin were extremely accommodating and helpful,
and granted us access to their land at Dooley's Ferry, upon which virtually all
of this research took place. Bud also shared liberally his knowledge of the
history of the area, and provided insight on historic land use and the layout of
Locus 4.

The fieldwork phase of this project involved literally dozens of people from all
walks of life and from all corners of Arkansas, as well as some Texans who
made the trip out to the site. Many of these folks were members of the
Arkansas Archeological Society; others were students from the University of
Arkansas and Southern Arkansas University. Their names are below, but there
are some | would like to single out for particular thanks.

Anthony Clay Newton, of Magnolia, took part in the shovel testing, geophysical
surveys, mapping, and excavation phases of the project, and supervised
volunteers during most of the 2012 excavations. He also taught me a {ot about
the area and was a good friend throughout my time in southern Arkansas (so
far). David Markus, of the University of Florida, co-directed the 2010 University
of Arkansas Field School that explored Locus 7. John Samuelsen, of the
University of Arkansas and the Arkansas Archeological Survey’'s Computer
Services Program collected the majority of the gradiometer data used in this
dissertation, and Tim Mulvihill, Arkansas Archeological Survey Station
Archaeologist for the University of Arkansas-Fort Smith created a high-
resolution topographic map of the bulk of Trench Segment A.

Dig volunteers not already mentioned include Ernest Turner, James

* Weatherington, Stephanie McDaniel, Debbie Derrick, Luke Morris, Jason
Walbaum, Ashley Applebee, Teka McGlothlin, Logan Smith, Holly Howard,

i



Stephanie Kiilsgaard, David M. Alvirez, Dawn Novak, Bob Campbell, Addison
Ochs, Kelly Schell, Karen Saunders, Alien Plunk, Diana Moxley, Don Bragg,
Hope Bragg, Kenny Bragg, Gary Walker, Ed Black, Shelby Linck, Don Hall,
Dylan Powell, Jim Rees, Vernon Perry, Carolyn Kiilsgaard, John Mowdy, Bob
Haworth, Spencer Tharp, Lydia Rees, Scott Ackridge, Kelsey Greer, Jasmin
Chavez, Ross McDaniel, Donna Stotts, Jeremy Shaver, and Phil Maynard.
Other folks participated in or supported the project in some way or another,
and | would like to acknowledge them here. They are Beniji and Glendon Bobo
of Hempstead County, Nakia Nelson, of El Dorado, Josh Williams and Billy
Nations of Washington, Reverend Beverly Watkins of Sherwood, Meeks
Etchieson of the U.S. Forest Service, David Jeane of Spring Hill, Louisiana,
and Michael Hargrave and Chris White of the U.S. Army Engineer Research
and Development Center.

I would also like to thank Douglas Scott, formerly of the National Park
Service’s Midwest Archeological Center. After overseeing my master's
research at Pea Ridge, Doug has remained a close friend and someone who
has offered insightful critiques and suggestions in the decade that we have
known each other. His collegiality has been a great source of confidence and
he has been a strong role model.

My parents, Christopher and Bette Drexler, of Spring, Texas, have put nearly
34 years’ worth of work into this project. From raising me with an interest in
history and encouraging scholarly pursuits and careful work, they equipped me
with the tools to truly shape and fashion this document. Much of what came to
form in this document is a direct outgrowth of their influence and loving
support.

My deepest thanks, of course, go to Kjarstin Carlson-Drexler, who has shared
in the dissertation process, a journey that has covered nine years and three
states. In addition to vital moral and emotional support, she assisted with
almost all phases of fieldwork, artifact processing, and data analysis. The
myriad ways in which she helped see this project through to completion
exceeds my descriptive abilities.

iii



This Ph.D. is dedicated to my father, Christopher W. Drexler, and grandfather,
Robert V. Drexler

iv



—

© ©®© N o o > 0w N

LIST OF TABLES

. Artifacts Recovered from Shovel Testing, 2008

Artifacts Recovered from Locus 7, 2010

Artifacts Recovered from Locus 8, 2012

Artifacts Recovered from Locus 9 (Excluding Feature 1)
Artifacts Recovered from Feature 1, October-November 2012
Artifacts Recovered from Locus 4, 2008 Shovel Testing
Artifacts Recovered from Locus 4, 2012

Artifacts Recovered from Locus 10

Artifacts Recovered from Locus 11

101
113
119
121
123
157
167
266
267



LIST OF FIGURES
1. Location of Dooley's Ferry
2. Dooley's Ferry

3. View of the Red River Valley at Dooley's Ferry
(Locus 4), 2012

4. Excerpt of 1900 GLO Map Showing Notation for
"Great Indian Mound and Pond"

5. Excerpt from Austin's Mapa Original de Texas

6. Excerpt of Thomas G. Bradford's Map of Texas
(1839)

7. Half Real Coin Recovered at Washington, AR

8. Cotton Fields Stretching into the Distance in Front
of the Wynn-Price House, Garland City

9. Cotton Factor Advertisement Printed in the
Washington Telegraph, January 15, 1862

10.Project Area

11.Shovel Test Locations, 2008

12. Gradiometry Data from Dooley's Ferry, 2010-2012
13.Map of Anomaly Loci, Dooley's Ferry

14.Locus 3, Old Lafayette County Side of the Red
River

15.Loci on the East Side of Red River
16.Flat Glass Dates for Locus 7

17.Excerpt of Venable's 1864 Map Showing Dooley's
Ferry

18. Loci ldentified in 2010
19.Flat Glass Dates for Locus 8

20.Decorated Ceramics Recovered from Locus 8,
2012

vi

17
18

19

31
32

43
45

52

60
96
100
103
106

106
109
111

115
116
118

119



21 Volunteers Excavating Locus 9, October 2012

22.Hand-Painted and Transfer-Printed Ceramics
Recovered from Locus 9

23.Feature 1, November 2012

24 Fragments of a Wiler & Co. Bottle, Test Unit 11,
October/November 2012

-5.Camp Douglas Register of Prisoners, Showing
Samuel Carlock's Name

26 Venable's Map of Dooley's Ferry and Environs,
1864

27 National Archives Copy of Venable Map
28 Location of Loci 4 and 13

74 USGS Quadrangle Map of Dooley's Ferry Showing
Non-Union of Section Lines, 1975

30. General Land Office Resurvey Map of Dooley's
Ferry, 1900

31.U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Map of Dooley’s
Ferry, 1886

52 Plot of Gradiometer Data at Locus 4 (2012)
23.Anomaly Interpretation, Locus 4 (2012)

-14. Excavation Units (Yellow) at Locus 4, 2012
35. Top of 1850s Cistern, Locus 4 (2012)
36.Flat Glass Dates for Locus 4 (n=632)

37.Conducting a Tour of Locus 4 for Visitors and Staff
from Historic Washington State Park

38. Sections of Confederate Trenches at Dooley's
Ferry, 2008-2012

39. Excerpt of Venable's Map of Dooley's Ferry,

Showing Ferry Crossing and Earthworks
(Highlighted)

vii

120

122
124

125

135

145
146
150

154

155

156
158
158
160
161
163

166

218

219



40. Section D (2010)

41. Common Hill Baptist Church Building, 2007
42 Headstone of C.J.H. Betts, Spring Hill
43.Location of Loci 10 and 11

44 Wynn-Price House, Garland City (ca. 1845)

viii

220
248
260
264
273



Introduction

I made my first visit to Dooley’s Ferry one hot August day in 2007. Trying to
recover from the shock of having a previous dissertation project collapse at the last
sossible moment earlier that summer, I had spent the past few months casting around
. Virginia Peninsula, looking for something that piqued my curiosity. During one of
«veral unguished phone calls with my friend and mentor, Dr. Jamie Brandon, he
1 posted that I fly out to Arkansas and check out some of the historic sites there that
«atted an archaeologist’s attention. I had cut my archaeological teeth in Arkansas

. betore, digging at Van Winkle’s Mill, Butterfield Station, Pea Ridge, and Cross
rtootows, all in the Ozarks, so the state was very familiar.

We had already looked at fortifications at Tate’s Bluff, near Camden, and the
-atleficlds at Poison Spring, Marks Mills, and Jenkins Ferry, which were all
xicresting but perhaps a bit too large for a dissertation project. The Camden
t ~»padition, of which the three battlefields were a part, is notorious for the brutality of

h. tighting and post-battle massacres on both sides, and I didn’t want to kick over that
“ vhive for this project. The history of mutual racial atrocities (Christ 2063) of Poison
spreas and Jenkins’s Ferry, the lack of clarity on the battle footprints, and the
leertics of such a multi-sited and complex project made it too large for a dissertation.

We stopped first at a small cemetery, one of the few breaks from the houses
it fields of the area. Perched atop a bluff overlooking the river valley, the Dooley
il Cemetery is on the margins of what was once the Dooley’s Ferry community
«occasionally known as Fay, Arkansas). This cemetery, like so many small cemeteries

v2 vhe area, is on a quiet stretch of road, attracting few visitors. A few of the



headstones indicate membership in fraternal organizations such as the Ordef of the
Eastern Star, and there is at least one World War II veteran’s headstone. The remains
buried there belong to members of the Common Hill Baptist Church, an African-
American congregation, whose former house of worship, probably built in the 1940s,
sits on the site, slowly sinking into a mass of encroaching underbrush. Unlike the other
cemeteries of southwest Arkansas, though, a jagged ditch bisects this one, cutting in
between the graves at right angles, just along the crest of the hill.

The ditch is what remains of a line of Confederate entrenchments, dug hastily
at the close of the Civil War. What was once a site of control and preparation for
violent conflict is now a peaceful resting place for beloved members of the Common
Hill congregation. The juxtaposition of peace and violence, white (Confederate) and
African American, were striking to me. The connection of a relict landscape and an
active, modern one (the graveyard continues to receive new internments) bridges the
gap between past and present, and ties the Civil War history of the site to the residents
of southwest Arkansas today.

I share the conceit of most historians and archaeologists working and living in
Arkansas that the state suffers a horrible misrepresentation when conceived of as a
backwater. It is a refrain and protestation repeated frequently in scholarship on the
state (Blevins 2009; Blevins 2002; Brandon 2004; West 1998). Arkansas is rather, a
nexus. East meets west, north meets south and both of them meet the Midwest. Upland
and lowland converge, progressives and conservatives vie for seats in Little Rock, and
the Southern Tenant Farmers Union (a rural, integrated labor union) cropped up in the

same delta region that witnessed the bloody suppression of black unions in one of the



nation’s worst race riots, at Elaine, in 1919 (Johnson 2000; Moneyhon 1997; Stockley
2009).

Dooley’s Ferry, a community clustered around a crossing on the Red River in
southwest Arkansas, in an area known as the Great Bend, seemed to evoke some of
that complexity and ambiguity, and was, like the state itself, a nexus point.

We, as a nation, are currently commemorating the 150 anniversary of the
Civil War, a difficult task given the nature of the conflict. Though there has never
been a particular drought of Civil War scholarship, these years have seen an uptick in
public presentations and commemorations, publications, and new media devoted to the
war. Where, amidst this cacophony of work does this fit? Why talk about Dooley’s
Ferry, a place that saw no fighting, as an important element of the war? What does this
bring to the story of the Civil War in Arkansas?

To lift a line from Carolyn Nordstrom (1997), this is a different kind of war
story. While historical archaeologists are well on the way to study the front lines of a
war, the home front awaits further exploration. I fundamentally believe that we cannot
consider our approach to the archaeological study of warfare and conflict as being
whole and complete until we better understand, archaeologically and historically, the
lives of the families left behind as well as do those of the warfighters (a neologism
popular in today’s military to encompass soldiers, sailors, and their peers). To recoup
the humanity of all those enmeshed in the process of war-making, we must attend to
the entirety of society. It is also, in my estimation, simply good, thorough science.

Dooley’s Ferry is an excellent place to conduct such an analysis. One of the

earliest of American communities in southwest Arkansas, it was a vital node in the



economic and social networks that tied together the people of the region, facilitating
production, promoting the formation of neighborly bonds, and connecting Arkansans
to the wider world (Chapter 1). It lies in the area that was the first great cotton boom in
Arkansas, and part of the spread of cotton-farming households across the Mississippi
River at the start of the 19" century (McNeilly 2000).

The people of Dooley’s Ferry worked, oversaw, or owned farms both large and
small, some working for themselves, others compelled to work for others. American
agriculture in Arkansas, from the first breaking of the sod, involved the enslaved
(Taylor 2000). A precious few farmers also ran grist or saw mills, the acme of
industrialization in the antebellum rural South (Bolton 1998).

The society that grew up around this production split along lines of race, class,
and gender. Those divisions were drawn and maintained through various means, some
of them internal, others (the overtly violent) external. Both internal and external forms
of boundary maintenance were cultural phenomena born in the colonial Southeast and
carried west as Southerners overspread first the Deep South states of Mississippi and
Alabama, then to the Old Southwest region, comprising Louisiana, Texas, and
Arkansas (Brown 1975; Cash 1991).

The years before the war saw an influx of newcomers, as Arkansas’s
population received immigrants, largely from elsewhere in the South. Though largely
Southern in origin, when the war came, Arkansans were not eager to leave the union.
Internal divisions based on geography and philosophy defeated the first secession bid.
Delta planters, eager to defend slavery against all comers, backed secession, while

small farmers of the Ozark and Ouachita Mountains, fearful of losing political clout,



~ppused it. Only after President Lincoln called for volunteers did a vote succeed,
ihough not without opposition (DeBlack 2003a).

As we shall see, the white residents of Dooley’s Ferry enthusiastically
supported the war. While we don’t know their specific thoughts on secession, most of
‘1w able-bodied men left for the front in the first months of the war (Chapter 4). Like
ather Southerners, Who signed up with great eagerness and excitement at the war’s

i service was a matter of honor, duty, and thrill (McPherson 1994:9—-12). Most of
‘1. came home, while an unfortunate few did not.

While they were at the front, their families had to endure four years of short

oo, empty store shelves, worry for loved ones, and demands from hungry soldiers
w..1tered in their neighborhoods. African Americans faced many of those same
pro ations, plus the fear of Confederates requisitioning them for army labor, or their
-woaurs selling them to cover debts that racked up during the conflict, and the venting
i white frustrations against them. The resulting rends in the social fabric provided
-winy avenues to escape, and the admission of African Americans to the U.S. Army
~Tered not just freedom to refugees but enfranchisement, too. Maintaining law and
~+dvi became a Sisyphean task, one that both local and national authorities struggled
with experiencing both failure and success, particularly during the latter half of the
vt ((Chapter 5).

Cut off from outside supply, the Trans-Mississippi Department (Texas,
\rk:nsas, Louisiana, and the Indian and Arizona Territories) endured a war wholly
ditferent from that which burned across the eastern states (Chapter 5) (Escott 2006;

Kceby 1991). The earthworks that ring the crossing and cut across the river valley to



this day index the attempts by the Confederate government, at the close of the war, to
both defend against Federal threat and to maintain control over a society coming apart
at the seams (see Chapter 7, below).

Moneyhon (1993) described how the war tore communities in southwest
Arkansas asunder. By 1863, unionism (or, at least, anti-Confederatism) was rampant,
with bands of anti-Confederates fighting pitched battles against home guard units. The
Confederacy responded with martial law, executing scores of people in a move to
hammer a lid back on the pressure cooker that the region had become. Civilian morale
collapsed, and the common cause shared amongst whites gained no more traction
amongst the working class, who no longer saw the conflict as being for their
betterment.

The archaeological research detailed in this dissertation focuses on Dooley’s
Ferry and the way that the people who lived there endured, engaged in, and resisted
the conditions brought about by the war. In finding a sizeable footprint for antebellum
and wartime Dooley’s Ferry, this archaeological research goes beyond a simple report.
Arkansas has a plethora of documented Civil War-related sites, the vast majority of
which are dedicated to memorializing battles and fortifications. There are few places
in the state where we have both the preserved space and documentation (historical and
archaeological) to focus on the war on the home front. Dooley’s Ferry, both the
civilian community and the associated earthworks, can be one of these places.
Historian Pierre Nora (1989) refers to such sites as les lieux de mémoire, places where
“memory crystallizes and secretes itself,” and are points on the landscape where we

can pin these different kinds of war stories.



Dooley’s Ferry survived the war, though scathed (as this dissertation will lay
sui). and even grew slightly in the postwar years, adding a few stores, a post office,
1nd a dusting of oil wells (Chapter 9). It remained one of the main crossings on the
iRed River until the 1930s, when the state built a road bridge across the river at Fulton,
twelve miles upstream. No longer forced to pay the ferryman, travelers took the
irdge. which fundamentally altered the way locals move around southwest Arkansas,

..} vhanged perceptions of which towns were hubs, and which were backwaters.
i % oiey's Ferry passed from the former category to the latter. While some of this later
..~V of the place’s history appears here, I will only focus significantly on the
i« ery of the community during the Reconstruction Era. The rest will remain a story
«r. another time and place. I hope this dissertation communicates the potential for
‘nore s esearch on Dooley’s Ferry and southwest Arkansas in general. Historians Mary
~v.!l l'urner and Keenan Williams capture some of this potential, and their work was
¢ of the major guiding influences during the development of this project.

Dooley’s Ferry, today, is a bucolic pastoral landscape. Landowners, such as the

virtins and Collinses, run cattle, gather pecans, bale hay, and occasionally grow

« -hum on lands that once were once cotton fields. Hay has been particularly

siuable in the drought-stricken years of this dissertation research. Highway 82 and
interstate 30, the two main roads through the area, ran thick with flatbeds carrying hay
~anes 10 sell to desperate ranchers in Texas, where the drought of 2011 was the third
worat on record. Agricultural production for export has, therefore, been one of the

ongoing legacies of the area surrounding Dooley’s Ferry. While the crops change, and



the modes of production have shifted over the past 200 years, the productive focus of
the region remains the same.

This dissertation summarizes five years’ worth of historical and archaeological
research at the site. Done in conjunction with the Arkansas Archeological Survey
(ARAS) and Arkansas Archeological Society (AAS), this work benefited from the
time and effort of 51 people who volunteered to come out to Dooley’s Ferry and aid in
every phase of the fieldwork, and dozens more who assisted with the interpretation
and writing process. Their names are in the Acknowledgements section, above, but I
want to mention them here to emphasize that this document is a recordation of the
work of many. I will not deny my own role in organizing and conducting the research,
but this project gained immeasurably by the forest of people who took an interest and
contributed in the field, laboratory, and interpretation.

This throng used a range of field, laboratory, and archival research techniques,
to locate numerous structures at the site of the old ferry crossing. Through historical
and artifact analysis, we were able to assess each for occupational time period and
probable function. We also mapped the extensive system of trenches that guarded the
site, no mean feat given the terrain and thick vegetation covering much of the
earthworks. Through these archaeological efforts twinned with historical research, we
know a little about the people who lived there, their relationships with the wider

world, and how they negotiated the difficult period of the American Civil War.

Battle Front Archaeology

This work is, first and foremost, a study in conflict archaeology (CA). It ties in

with anthropology’s long history of research into warfare and fighting, though in a



way that I feel is rather new. As a subset of the wider four-field approach to
anthropology, archaeology (historical or prehistoric) has dealt with warfare in different
ways. Prehistorians have focused on communities in conflict much more effectively
than have historical archaeologists. LeBlanc (1999), Milner et al (1991), and Arkush
and Allen (2006), among many others, have looked at how warfare affects settlement
patterns, subsistence practices, art and iconography, and virtually every other aspect of
a community’s life. Their work invariably deals with longer time scales than historical
archaeologists studying conflict, and there has yet to be a strong case study dealing
with an individual in the vein of Potter and Owsley’s (2000) research on Irish Brigade
soldiers from the Battle of Antietam.

Historical archaeologists also have a long history of studying warfare and
conflict. Indeed, one of the pioneers of the field in North America, J.C. Harrington,
wrote of “emergency work at sites of nineteenth-century frontier settlements and army
posts which are endangered by construction or flooding incident to water control
projects” as one of the few areas of applied historical archaeology extant at the time of
his writing (Harrington 1955:1122, emphasis added). Though Harrington does not
reference specific works, his mention shows that for as long as there has been
historical archaeology, there has been historical archaeology of conflict.

Much of the early work in this area focused on fortifications. These were easily
findable through traditional archaeological fieldwork methods and were excavatable in
ways analogous to residential or other civilian sites. They also tended to be well-
documented in the historic record by the men who garrisoned them, either through

official bookkeeping and correspondence, or through letters and diaries. Since troops



generally occupied forts for some length of time, historical and archaeological
signatures for the sites were identifiable and substantial, built up through accretion.
Less-frequently studied were battlefields and campsites, both of which were
considered too ephemeral to be dealt with in a scientific, systematic excavation (Scott
and McFeaters 2011). Almost every specialist in conflict archaeology has, in some
publication, bemoaned Hume’s assertion that “little can usefully be said about
battlefield sites. If one side had time to dig in, we may be left with the remains of
fortifications...; if not, the site will have little to distinguish it, except perhaps some
graves and a scatter of hardware that can best be salvaged by using a metal detector”
(Hume 1969:188). Such a condemnation from one of the greats of that era of historical
archaeology set up a perception that we have been trying to topple for years.

Conflict archaeologists, starting with the Little Bighorn project of the 1980s
(Fox 1993; Scott and Fox 1987; Scott et al. 1989), have now rendered Hume’s words
moot. We have been recovering substantial and significant (at times revolutionary)
findings about battlefields from late nineteenth-century South Africa (Pollard 2001) to
ancient Greece (Lee 2001). Others took up the task of developing methods for
studying military camps, which have emphasized the social aspects of camp life,
treating them as mobile cities as much as they were collectivities of soldiers (Geier et
al. 2006). Fortifications remain of interest (Starbuck 1999; Starbuck 2002) as well.
This elaboration of the field has come about in the past 25 years, and continues to

grow and develop along many different lines (Scott and McFeaters 2011).

10



Home Front Archaeology

Amidst this fluorescence of research on conflict themes, one major aspect of
warfare, in my view, still awaits close study; civilians. Granted, there has been a
substantial number of reports on civilians’ houses and other sites in the conflict
archaeology literature (Geier 1994; Manning-Sterling 2000). Almost all of these,
though, are included in the literature because they were on a battlefield or related in
some other way to a specific period of violence, such as use of the site as a hospital.

Many of these projects are the result of federally-mandated archaeology on
National Park lands, such as Manning-Sterling’s (2000) work at Antietam National
Battlefield or similar research at Manassas National Battlefield Park (Galke 2000;
Martin Siebert and Parsons 2000). For many, the concept of a conflict site necessarily
entails some clear association with a battle or some other instance of violence. The
two landmark volumes on Civil War archaeology, Geier and Winter’s (1994) Look fo
the Earth: Historical Archaeology and the American Civil War and Geier and Potter’s
(2000) Archaeological Perspectives on the American Civil War, contain numerous
chapters focusing on civilians, but only Koons’s (2000) research on African
Americans in the Shenandoah makes no fundamental tie to a battlefield, camp, or
major fortification. This makes conflict archaeology really a gloss for military sites
archaeology, a term originally preferred amongst many members of the research
community, but one that places primacy on the military footprint at a site'.

While Dooley’s Ferry has fortifications dating to the Civil War, the earthworks
stem from the latest phases of the conflict, and thus the clearest imprints of the

military do not typify the bulk of the wartime experience for the inhabitants of

! For a longer exposition of this history and state of conflict archaeology, see Appendix 1
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Dooley’s Ferry. By framing this project as, first and foremost, a conflict site, I hope to
challenge some of the epistemological boundaries of the field and open up new areas
for research, primarily home front research. Focusing on civilians and civilians sites
located at great distance from the battlefield yields several advantages to conflict
archaeology.

First, there is a conception amongst our peers that coﬁﬂict archaeologists are,
as individuals, jingoistic and militaristic, engaged in the field more out of a love for
things war-related than from scientific, scholarly curiosity. To this could be added
perceptions of prolonged pubescence or covering for martial inadequacies (few, if any
of us, served in the military). Also, we garner a reputation as being an area populated
overwhelmingly by men (which many are, a situation which is particularly anomalous
given that women earned 59% of the PhDs in anthropology in 1995 (Givens and
Jablonski 2000). While there has been no systematic study of these characterizations
of the field, I can attest to having encountered these perceptions repeatedly at
professional conferences and in discussions with peers. Though the work of numerous
women in this area, such as Natalie Swanepoel, Kim McBride, and Allison Young
would argue against this caricature, it is still a stereotype that I believe we must
confront. Gilchrist (2003) raised concern over the inclusion of women in conflict
archaeology, and points to Dressler (1999) and Sherman (1996) as examples of
scholarship on gender applied to the analysis of images of warfare, playing up the
potential for problematizing gender in conflict, a study area demanding both men’s

and women’s voices.
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Similarly, historical archaeology in general is currently grappling with ways to
merease minority voices within its publications, conferences, and administration
« A phe-Davies 2012). One of the pitfalls of researching American battlefields is that
ihew are almost always engagements fought by whites against either whites or, in the
. ase of Mexican War, Texas Revolution, Spanish-Cuban-American War, Seminole
v, Indian Wars, and World War 11 Pacific Theatre battlefields, non-whites. The
~pauphalist history of these conflicts leaves little for other ethnic groups to find valor
w. ipening up conflict archaeology to look at communities and societies in conflict,
-1 v ng how warfare impacts civilians, be they on the front lines or at home, creates
-+ ~uye in the field for minority voices that would help in a generally-commendable
v 1owards inclusiveness, but also serve as a means to identify culturally-based
~n:is of interpretation that would make for fascinating research. My earlier
L, «itation project, referenced above, was to focus on the San Juan Hill battlefield
«n~1de of Santiago de Cuba, Oriente Province, Cuba. Due to the site’s location, I and
- riher two American archaeologists, both white, who were to work on the project,
111 the opportunity to work with Cuban historians, who challenged many of our
.vnceived notions about the war, and shared how their perception of the conflict
wos radically different from the White Man’s Burden-laced historical narrative of that
ontlict shared by Americans (Pérez 1998).
In addition to these social motivations, there are solid epistemological reasons
ivr vxpanding home front studies within conflict archaeology. These issues have more
te .do with the way we approach the topic and doing good science. I offer these

vhscrvations based on a comparison of historical scholarship on, in particular, the
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Civil War, and current publications in conflict archaeology. Many gaps exist, and we
need to start filling some of these in.

For instance, historians have been very active in exploring the ways in which
gender roles both shaped and were shaped by daily life on the home front during
wartime (Faust 1996; Nelson and Sheriff 2007; Williams 2005), there has been no
parallel movement in archaeology. As it is with gender, so go race, and class; we lag
in both areas. I mention these categories specifically, as they are areas of research very
common to historical archaeologists (Delle et al. 2000), and offer points where we can
build off existing work, with the added factor of wartime, to bring new, fresh insight
into conflict studies in general, not just conflict archaeology.

Making these additions is one of the most important reasons to pursue the
home front as an area of research within conflict archaeology. It is the only way to
capture the totality of the implications of conflict within a community. Of course the
battles and campaigns of a war are central to any war story; that will never change for
either popular or academic studies. However, one cannot look only at soldier
experiences and neglect those of the soldiers’ families, noncombatants, conscientious
objectors, slaves barred from military service, the aged, the young, and all the other
sectors of society whose lives are affected by the state of warfare. Wars are never
fought in a vacuum; our studies of them should not be either.

It is also an opportunity to thwart a possible outcome of the fluorescence
within Conflict Archeology. To set Hume on his head, we now are at a point where we
are certainly not at risk for having too little to do on conflict sites. We run the risk,

though, of swinging too far the other way, and creating intellectual separation from
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peers. A singular focus on the military will inevitably separate us from co-practitioners
who either lack interest in military themes (other historical archaeologists) or who
don’t deal with situations where the military is isolable from the rest of society
(prehistorians). This would be deleterious to the above-stated need to make the field
more inclusive.

But, one might ask, why do we need to have those bridges? There are both
scientific and practical reasons for this. Scientifically, we need cross-fertilization with
other fields to keep a vigorous theoretical discourse alive in the field. At present, the
most audacious of efforts yet attempted is the Bloody Meadows project, which, while
ambitious, lacks rigor. Some conflict archaeologists, particularly in North America,
are flatly hostile to the pursuit of theoretical insight that would move us beyond
particularistic description of sites and provide anything about conflict that would have
utility to our institutional peers, rendering the field of little service outside of the realm
of local history. Granted, support for local history initiatives in a necessary end in
archaeology (McGimsey 1972), but it cannot be the only end.

One signal that we are moving in this direction is the widespread adoption of

“conflict archaeology” as a covering term. Historical archaeologists tried out “military

% 6« % 46

archeology,” “military sites archaeology,” “the archaeology of trauma,” and several
other terms that revolve around the military and brief episodes of fighting, and found
each inadequate to cover the research practitioners were bringing to the table. Cultural
anthropologists used the more wide-ranging concepts of “conflict,” which was chosen
for the recently-minted Journal of Conflict Archaeology and appears to be the default

term for conflict archaeologists (Bleed and Scott 2011; Scott and McFeaters 2011).
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The upshot of this is that we need to grow conflict archaeology to the point
where conflict archaeology means more than military sites. Wars, regardless of
whether they are raging today in Syria or Afghanistan, or past conflicts reaching back
into antiquity, involve more than just soldiers or those civilians caught between the
firing lines. Communities and people go to war. People on the home front support or
oppose them, fund them, fuel them, and fight them. To grasp the fullness of conflict,
we much reach all sectors of society in our analysis. We cannot do this without
working in an understanding of the home front, the battlefront, and the ties that bind

them together.

The Dooley’s Ferry Project
The place I chose to study for this dissertation, Dooley’s Ferry, lies in

southwest Arkansas (Figure 1). It is an area that few are intimately familiar with, so I
will open with a basic orientation to southwest Arkansas and the Dooley’s Ferry
neighborhood. Dooley’s Ferry sits on an oxbow lake, known to locals as Jones Lake
and, much less euphoniously, to the U.S. Geological Survey as the “1916 Cutoff
Lake.” As the latter name suggests, the lake was in fact the main channel of the Red
River, and locals called it “Dooley Bend,” up until the 1910s.

Dooley’s Ferry, occasionally known by the name of “Fay,” lies in a region
known as the Great Bend. This is in reference to the Red River, which above the Great
Bend forms the border between Texas and Oklahoma. Below the Great Bend, the Red
flows south in Louisiana, passing Shreveport, Natchitoches, and Alexandria before

flowing into the Mississippi River near Simmesport.
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As will be covered extensively in Chapter 1, the Red River was the artery that
pumped life into the early American settlements along the Great Bend. In an age
before railroad development and when road construction was, to be generous,
slipshod, rivers provided the main means of communication and trade between coastal
communities and inland settlements, such as Dooley’s Ferry. Those links would shape

many aspects of life in the antebellum era.
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Figure 1: Location of Dooley's Ferry

Dooley’s Ferry, as presented here, consists of two sites, the civilian community
as identified to date, and the Confederate earthworks lining the bluffs overlooking
them. The civilian community consists of the core of the settlement, and an area on the
opposite bank of the old Red River channel where the old ferry road appears as a

distinct depression. The Confederate entrenchments exist as three segments, anchored

17



on Red Lake on their northern end, and the remains of Clear Lake to the South. These
two areas constitute two archaeological sites. The civilian area is 3HE12 and the
Confederate entrenchments are 3HE39. Mark Christ, of the Arkansas Heritage
Preservation Program, oversaw the nomination of the latter portion to the National

Register of Historic Places. It was listed in 2004 as property number 04001031

(National Register of Historic Places 2013).

Figure 2: Dooley’s Ferry

Visitors to the site today encounter an open pastoral landscape dotted with
pecan orchards, wood lines, cattle, and farm equipment. New chicken houses signal
the influx of the latest agricultural pursuit, poultry-raising for Pilgrim’s Pride or
Tyson. The area, once frequently flooded, has only inundated once since the 1960s,

when the Bureau of Reclamation dams on the Red and Little Rivers brought the fickle
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waters of the Red under some measure of control. Pickup trucks fly back and forth
down Hempstead County Road 7, carrying various landowners to and from their
houses in the uplands near the fields. Others come to fish in the oxbow lakes or in
Bois D’ Arc Creek, or hunt deer, fowl, and razorbacks. Though not heavily peopled,

the area is by no means quiet or sleepy.
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Figure 3: View of the Red River Val

The agricultural bustle of the modern day does not capture that of the site’s
earlier American history. The rich alluvial soils of the Red River Valley were an early
draw to American settlers, and were similarly attractive to Native American
communities and European colonists from France and Spain (Chapter 1). For much of
its history, Dooley’s Ferry had more residents than landowners, the reverse of the
situation we see today.

With such a long succession of peoples living at or near the site, and being

unable to address all periods within the contexts of this dissertation, I need to set some
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temporal boundaries for this project only. The archaeological work recovered material
culture covering a vast sweep of time, and identified historic structures that, while
instructive, do not speak to the larger project of studying a community in wartime.
These other components of the site await full explication in other venues.

Given a stated interest in studying the home front during the Civil War, clearly
the war years of 1861-1865 must fall within the ambit of this study. In keeping with
Arlo Guthrie’s quip that “you can’t have a light without a dark to stick it in,” it will be
necessary to include the development of American settlement of the Great Bend and
Dooley’s Ferry specifically, in order to have a frame the changes and strains of the
war. The seeds of the war lay in the economy and social order brought to the Great
Bend with the first peregrinations of Americans to the area in the early 19" century.

After the war, Arkansas’s economy remained focused on agricultural
production, and, to a degree, the social order returned to a state as close to antebellum
years as the changes afforded by emancipation would allow. The process of rebuilding
a society broken apart by war, and the negotiations required to do so are fundamental
to the war’s story, so I'm including the Reconstruction Era as well. We mark the end
of Reconstruction in Arkansas with the election of Augustus H. Garland, a Democrat
and former Confederate congressman, to the governorship in 1874. The succeeding
decades brought the imposition of legal segregation, economic changes brought by
railroads, and a host of other social, economic, and political changes (DeBlack 2003a;
Graves 1990; Moneyhon 1997). Though these changes grade into being more than
happen at a rush, and setting an end point is neither straightforward nor necessarily

meaningful, I will follow historians’ convention here.
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Studying Communities in Historical Archaeology

Wanting to study the community of Dooley’s Ferry in wartime requires the
application of some units and concepts that are becoming well-heeled in historical
archaeology, but entail the appreciation of some nuance. One such concept is
“communify,” an oft-used but seldom-defined term in archaeological research.

The earliest archaeologists to use the term simply meant a spatially-bounded
area, often defining the boundaries of that area themselves, paying little to no regard
for whether those boundaries would have meaning to the people whose material
remains were being studied. Conrad Arensberg (1961) was one of the first
anthropologists to break from this trend, opting instead to look at communities as
social entities. To Arensberg, communities were the minimal social unit required to
reproduce culture. Some of the archaeologists to focus on community, such as
Geismar (1982), continue to use Arensberg’s definition.

Barnes (2011) notes that most definitions used by archaeologists emphasize
co-residence of inhabitants who share cultural characteristics, a definition drawn from
George Murdock (1949), though she criticizes most of those uses as treating the
shared culture as being a “natural and synonymous with the site,” rather than the result
of contestation and negotiation across various lines of social cleavage. Barnes also
notes that communities are not necessarily harmonious social entities. Differences in
class, race, gender, religion, and age all could create discord, and individuals did not

always work towards integration and cohesion (Barnes 2011).
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Barnes’s approach, emphasizing negotiation across social boundaries within a
given spatial field, offers a useful framework for modeling Dooley’s Ferry society.
Though we lack the oral history Barnes used in her study, we can infer and deduce
something of the spatial boundedness of Dooley’s Ferry from maps, and examine
social cleavages using the existing literature on rural antebellum life. Race, class, and
geﬁder not only structured Dooley’s Ferry society, it helped define the pattern of
settlement throughout the region. Elite whites, many of the landowners at Dooley’s
Ferry, lived in Spring Hill, six miles north of the community, where they joined the
same churches, were educated in the same schools, and to appear to have associated
primarily with each other.

The power relations between these various communities and community
sectors were, of course, neither neutral nor equal. The negotiations required to instill
and maintain those relations took many forms, the most visible of which were violent.
Violence of various forms characterized the maintenance of social hierarchies in the
antebellum world, and was a primary means for the re-imposition of hierarchies and
definition of new realities in the years after the war (Williamson 1986).

The war brought another dimension to Dooley’s Ferry community, the
Confederate military. Though military service and proficiency was a staple of
antebellum Southern culture and lore, the war brought home the realities of service to
civilians and soldiers alike, creating complex relationships (Escott 2006) almost
always contested and, at times, very heatedly so (Williams 2005). Not only were
troops stationed in or close to communities composed of outsiders, the process of

military service included an acculturation process that, while predicated on white
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antebellum culture, contained its own codes about duty and mission, and served to
create social distance between soldiers and civilians (Escott 2006:76). That distance
would become a necessity during the war, as soldiers (particularly in the Trans-
Mississippi) would have to compel much of their subsistence from loyal farmers.

Military camps, though not seen as such by Arensberg, are often treated as
such by archaeologists. Most of the cdntributors to Geier et al. (2006) focus on how
camps were crucibles for new social organizations that stressed unit cohesion and
developed unique cultures that was reproduced within the ranks through drill and
discipline. Wiley (1978) wrote that “under the supervision of old-timers’... West Point
ideas of discipline were adopted in the Southern armies... The volunteer had become a
soldier.”

The Confederate military, which came to have a more direct presence at
Dooley’s Ferry as the war dragged on, was an ingressive addition to the community
amongst the others at the ferry crossing. As with relationships across barriers of race,
class, and gender, the civilian/military divide would be a negotiated one typified by a

mixture of support and conflict.

Fieldwork Methodology

This community model serves as a structure for understanding Dooley’s Ferry,
one that must be fleshed out with data of various kinds. As with any historical
archaeological study, historical research on period documents provide much of that
detail, and is combined with material evidence, derived from archaeological fieldwork

for interpreting the war experience at the site.
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By convention, such research is frequently compiled into a document that
follows a set pattern, discussing the historical, geographic, and archaeological
background before introducing the fieldwork done and the analyses completed before
winding up with a discussion of the results of the fieldwork. I organized this document
differently. I have opted for a template that more closely integrates historical and
archaeological data, telling the story of Dooley’s Ferry by seeding the doéument with
equal and alternating parts of each data source. I believe this approach is more
interesting and a better vehicle for conveying the realities confronting the people of
Dooley’s Ferry during wartime. The situations we seek to relay to the public are never
so clean and straightforward as the standard dissertation format would suggest, and I
hope to convey some of that messiness and ambiguity through the (occasionally
challenging) interdigitation of historical and archaeological evidence. Though each
kind of data has its own spatial and temporal registers, I have tried to merge them
effectively here.

I do not believe that this format renders systematic, scientific work impossible.
The archaeological fieldwork driving the narrative of this dissertation was carefully
planned and conducted, and soundly researched. We used a number of approaches
(historic cartographic analysis, shovel testing, and geophysical remote sensing) well-
suited to the types of sites we were looking for, and adhered to the Arkansas
Archeological Survey’s long-established field and lab recordation techniques
throughout.

That strong and ample base of fieldwork makes possible the more integrated

approach to interpretation presented here. I do believe that it thwarts a false sense of
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finality and certitude created by a more report-like format. We know, frankly, rather
little about the historical archaeology of southwest Arkansas, and in future some of the
gaps and lacunae that will remain at the end of this dissertation will gradually be filled

in. For now, though, they must endure.

Interpretive Methodology

Finally, drawing together different lines of evidence and formulation an
interpretation of their meaning and correlation requires a unifying logical base.
Historically, archaeologists have done this in a very intuitive, unstated fashion. Recent
work by Robert Preucel, Webb Keane, and others provides a language for rendering
these logical connections explicit. Peircian semiotics is an emerging tool of social
analysis grounded on the writings of Charles Sanders Peirce. Archaeologists (e.g.
Meskell 2005) have used Peircian semiotics (as opposed to Sausseurean semiology) as
an approach to connecting the signs (icons, indexes, and symbols) encoded in both
material culture and historical documents to cultural meaning. This logic (an
underpinning to theoretical approaches) has grown in popularity amongst
archaeologists in recent years (Preucel 2006; Preucel and Bauer 2001), though its
complexity and novelty can be daunting to approach.

Unlike the earlier semiology of Ferdinand de Saussure, Peircian semiotics
offers a robust means for connecting objects to human thoughts and meanings (Keane
2003:413) and provides archaeologists with a clear, thought-out means for linking
artifacts to past meanings and present interpretations. While I acknowledge Keane’s
(2003) emphasis on the importance of ontological difference in the construction of

semiotic ideologies, and that the passage of time can create difference as surely as can
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location, I have chosen to not problematize differences in semiotic ideology between
southern Arkansas in the 19™ century and the same locale in the 21, A systematic
exploration of any such gulf would be of immense benefit to the field, though it is a

task that exceeds my skills and energies.

Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation will advance through three different chronological sections.
First will be the antebellum period at Dooley’s Ferry, focusing on the immigration of
Americans to the site and the establishment of the ferry proper. I focus particularly on
the social and economic structures that typified the communities of the ferry landing.
The analysis of historic cartography that helps us understand the extension of those
structures will be presented along with an initial discussion of the geophysical surveys
and excavations conducted during the course of this research.

Second, the onset of the Civil War and the different ways in which the conflict
sunk home at Dooley’s Ferry will be covered in detail, along with an analysis of the
Civil War-period archaeology of the site, focusing on wartime artifacts and the
elaborate system of trenches constructed at the site.

Finally, the latter years of the 19™ century, when the white portion of the
community tried to re-form its bonds and re-consolidate its place in the world, while
the newly-emancipated African American population tried to make a new place in the
world, forged new places for themselves in the world. As we shade into the 1870s and
1880s, Arkansas’s place in the world changed, along with the lives of its people. The
Atlantic orientation of the economy shifted, sparking new economies, creating new

opportunities, and presenting the populace with new problems.
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The closing chapter focuses on the ghosts of the war years and the culture that
pave rise to it continue to glide through Arkansas’s valleys and hills. Some of these
are tungible, from decaying cotton gins to a few antebellum mansions sprinkled across
fic Red River valley to an outdoor museum focused on preserving and interpreting
197 (entury Arkansas for the Natural State’s history buffs, schoolchildren, and
i ists. Other legacies are social, and not something one should buy a t-shirt to
Coanmiemorate.,
¢ onelusion

I'here is a difference between violence and conflict. Conflict is commonly (but
«1t invariably) violent. Violence, when committed by groups against other groups,
1w v i the level of conflict, though it can, quite obviously, occur between individuals.
“~ W.I Cash (1991) and other writers of Southern culture have repeatedly
~uplusized, violence was a central part of Southern life. The bellicosity of southern
+ trics ted their eagerness for war and gave them great confidence in their abilities to
+'v1» Northerners. When this did not bear out, and both sides settled in for a long war,
~. ..thern society had to adapt to the situation and try to endure the conflict.
Nourherners, as a group, succeeded on some fronts, and failed on others.

Under the exigencies of the conflict, how did people respond? How did those
re-ponses, affect the lives of loved ones, the bonds of community, and the war effort
1 wcncral? The answers that residents of Dooley’s Ferry offer, through historical and

rhacological research, offer are the substance of this dissertation.
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Section 1: From Union to Disunion (1804-1860)

To grasp the enormity and intensity of the upheaval and rupture of the war
requires some explanation of the shape of life and society around Dooley’s Ferry in
the years preceding the war. The chronicle of the war years is but a few lines in the
greater volﬁme of human habitation in the Great Bend, the documentation and
communication of which has been the province of historians, writers, archaeologists,
anthropologists, and many dedicated others. While the research conducted for this
dissertation recovered historical and archaeological materials dating from the Archaic
Period (9,500-650 BC) to the middle of the 20" century, focus here remains on the
peri-Civil War years of 1850-1875. This section opens the narrative on Dooley’s Ferry
by covering the run-up to the war itself, which will be the focus of Section II.

The chapters in this section form a proscenium for the drama of the war.
Global, regional, and local dynamics structure the narrative as surely as do long,
medium, and short-term historical processes, and I have endeavored to construct this
section as a progressive focusing-in on Dooley’s Ferry in the antebellum period. I use
the Atlantic World concept here to tap into a large canon of writings and concepts that
help emphasize the connectivity between 19"-century Arkansas and the wider world.
It also has close ties to the work of Immanuel Wallerstein (1974) and his World-
Systems Theory (WST) and Fernand Braudel’s (1995) tripartite time scale, which
have been strong influences on my research since my studies at the University of

Nebraska.
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This section begins with a brief description of the pre-Louisiana Purchase
settlement of the area, followed by the influx of American settlement from the east.
The development of a cotton-based, slavery-fueled economy, driven by connections to
the Atlantic World, during the opening decades of the 19 century follows. The steady
growth and cementing of that economy and the ways of life it generated endured until
after the war, though the seeds of new growth \;vere planted during the conflict.

Orser (2012) encourages archaeologists to “ponder and accept the reasons for
selecting the frames of analysis [they choose], and they must appreciate the role that
frame selection plays in interpretation.” I endeavor to do that throughout the following
paragraphs, and would state here that the selection of a primarily civilian site for a
study in conflict archaeology immediately invokes questions and perspectives not

commonly found in studies of predominantly military sites.
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Chapter 1. Atlantic Arkansas

The American settlers who flooded southwest Arkansas after the Louisiana
Purchase were far from the first immigrants to the region, as there have been people
living along the Red River for millennia. This dissertation only examines the final few
centuries of this culture history, leaving much to be done in coming years. The pré-
19" century occupation of the region is an expansive topic, and the curious are pointed
to recent research on the Caddo, particularly Tim Perttula and Chester Walker’s
(2012) recent volume on the subject for more in-depth coverage.

This chapter will paint, with the broadest of brushes, the years and peoples that
preceded the center of the dissertation’s focus. From there, we move into an overview
of American immigration that washed across Arkansas in the decades following the
Louisiana Purchase of 1803. I heavily emphasize the importance of commercial
networks in facilitating and encouraging that migration, and the way in which those

networks relied on the geographic and riverine resources of the area.

The First Immigrants

The earliest known evidence for human occupation of the Great Bend region
comes from the Montgomery site, in northwest Louisiana, that contained a clear
Paleo-Indian component. From that point, a succession of cultural groups have
inhabited the area (Schambach and Early 1982). Most recently, the Fourche Maline
culture coalesced in the vicinity between 1,000 and 500 B.C., remaining in southwest
Arkansas until the emergence of Caddo groups around 800-900 A.D (Schambach

1982). The Caddo established a number of large mound groups up and down the Great
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Bend, including the Crenshaw Mound group opposite Dooley’s Ferry on the Red
River, and Battle Mound, to its south. The 1900 General Land Office map of Dooley’s
Ferry bears a notation for a “Great Indian Mound” north of the site. Based on the
drawing, it appears to be a mound and adjoining borrow pit (Figure 4). According to
Bud Martin (personal communication, 2010), this mound washed into the river one

day around 1950-1960.

-

ii% o See.s, - "? |

A. 5152 CLus s

——
FRURES

Figure 4: Excerpt of 1900 GLO Map Showing Notation for "Great Indian Mound and Pond"

The Caddo people, at contact with Europeans, consisted of three major
branches, the Natchitoches, Hasinai, and Kadohadacho. Of these loosely-amalgamated
bands of agriculturalists, it was the Kadohadacho that occupied the Great Bend region
in Arkansas (L.a Vere 1998)

The influx of disease and a series of fights with the Osage, who roamed the
uplands to the north of the Great Bend, encouraged the Kadohadacho to quit the Great
Bend at the close of the 18 century. They settled around Tso’to (Caddo) Lake,
outside of Marshall, Texas, near to another branch of the Caddo, the Hasinai (Carter
1995). The Freeman-Custis Expedition, which ascended the Red River in 1806,
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recorded visits to these recently-abandoned Kadohadacho villages (Flores 2002), with
Dehahuit, a Caddo chief, guiding them and advising them on the proximity of Spanish
scouts (Carter 1995).

The margins of Stephen F. Austin’s Mapa Original de Tejas (Figure 5),
prepared for presentation to Mexican President Anastasio Bustamente show a number
of historic Native American communities along the Red River. In addition to
immigrant villages at Washington and Long Prairie (downstream from Dooley’s
Ferry), the map shows communities of several different tribes, including the Caddo

(by this time south of the Red River on what is presumably Caddo Lake), Shawnee,

Quapaw, and Delaware.

Figure S: Excerpt from Austin's Mapa Original de Texas

32



Previous Excavations

The Caddo component of the site has drawn the bulk of the archaeological
work at Dooley’s Ferry prior to this project. Unlike many sites, Dooley’s Ferry has a
long history of archaeological research, reaching as far back as the early 20" century.
I'he tirst to dig at the site was the dig crew employed by Clarence Bloomfield Moore,
- "'hiiadelphia, when they visited the site in 1912 (Moore 1912). As he did for other
w1+ in the South, Moore ascended the Red River in the fall and winter of that year,
ropping whenever he spied Native American mounds from the deck of his steamer,
t-. vsopher. He and his diggers would dig into the site, recovering some artifacts and
~izeletons, which Moore used as the basis for a series of wonderfully illustrated and
1sched books on the sites of the river systems he explored (Stoltman 1973:130-
vl
Admittedly, Moore didn’t think much of Dooley’s Ferry. Rather, he didn’t
think much of the mound, known now as Red Lake Mound, which stands at the site to
hi~ Jdayv. Red Lake Mound, at the time, showed signs of recent excavation by other
aehes, and Moore found little in the vestiges of the work of these other diggers and in
1~ owi excavations that piqued his interest. He laconically ended his description of
ite -ite with “the investigation was not pressed” (Moore 1912:620). Thus ends the
iy paragraph Moore devoted to Red Lake Mound. Moore lavished ink on other sites
i+ the area, such as the Foster Site and Battle Mound, south of Dooley’s Ferry, and
which clearly held his interest much better.
Few, if any, professional archaeologists visited the site in the years between
Mowore’s visit and the advent of the Arkansas Archeological Survey. Harry Lemley, an

atrerney from Hope, reported receiving a pipe from W.A. Formby in 1940 that he
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attributed to Red Lake Mound (Arkansas Archeological Survey Site Files; Hoffman
1999). L.E. Sanders, of Bossier City, Louisiana, reported the site to the University of
Arkansas Museum in 1960. Robert Taylor, of the SAU Station of the Arkansas
Archeological Survey, filled out a site form on the site in 1970, noting that there had
been recent excavations on the top of the mound as part of the construction of a cattle
barn. Taylor reportéd, presumably based on conversations with C.P. Jones, the
landowner, and Elmer Thomas, that several skeletons washed out of the mound in the
1927 flood. Taylor conducted a “very hurried” collection that yielded a fragment of
human bone and a few i)rojectile points, though Taylor noted that there were many
more on site that he did not collect (Arkansas Archeological Survey [ARAS] Site
Files).

There were other periods of research dedicated to the trench line guarding the
approach to the ferry. To maintain the flow of this narrative, the description of that
research has been shifted to Chapter 6, which focuses on the trenches and their
relationship to the ferry community. This research provides a base upon which a more
involved exploration of the Caddo presence at Dooley’s Ferry could be based. Given
the presence of the Crenshaw Mound group (3M16), almost directly across the river in
Miller County, and other major Caddo and Fourche Maline sites in the area, such
research would contribute greatly to our knowledge of the prehistory of the Great
Bend. At the time of writing, John Samuelsen, a graduate student at the University of
Arkansas, has been researching the Crenshaw Mounds for his doctoral dissertation,
building upon his earlier master’s thesis (Samuelsen 2009). Samuelsen builds upon

earlier work by Frank Schambach, long-time station archaeologist for the Arkansas
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Archeological Survey in Magnolia, at that site in 1968 and the 1980s (Cheatham 1983;

Schambach 1971).

European Radiations: Spanish Explorers on the Great Bend

The first Europeans to come to southwest Arkansas came from the northeast, in
the direction of what are now Little Rock and Arkadelphia. In 1539, Spanish explorers
under Hernando De Soto began their exploration of La .Florida, a journey that would
take these 700 explorers across the South and take four years. Their precise route is
much in dispute, though Hudson (1994) and others offer interpretations. Few sites
have been found that can be conclusively linked to their journey, though the discovery
of Spanish trade goods at Parkin State Archeological Park, in eastern Arkansas,
suggests a visit by the Spaniards (Mitchem 1996).

The De Soto chronicles refer to the area around Dooley’s Ferry as the territory
of Naguatex. The Spaniards crossed the Red River in July of 1542, somewhere in the
vicinity of Dooley’s Ferry, though the exact spot is not known (Hudson 1994:95-96;
Schambach 1993:90-91). Given that Dooley’s Ferry was one of the places on the
fickle Red River that was fordable at certain times of the year, it ranks among the

likely crossing sites.

Atlantic Worlds

Permanent European settlements did not occur until late in the ensuing century,
and represent a fundamentally different articulation between Europeans, Native
Americans, and the land of North America. Rather than explore, Europeans came to

settle, extract, and expand. They founded colonies and forged economic networks
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linking them to their European homelands and to Africa. Historians and other scholars
promulgated the term “Atlantic World” to describe these economic networks.

Traditionally, the Atlantic World concept applies to analyses of places on the
eastern seaboard of the United States, as the ties with Europe were strongest during the
colonial period and clearest along coastline, where ports such as Charleston, Norfolk,
and Boston received and sent ships to London and other ports of call. While the
American Revolution challenged these bonds, they remained unbroken and English,
French, and other European goods continued to be traded in the New World well into
the 19" century (Benjamin 2009).

Historical archaeologists have mirrored historians’ interest in the Atlantic
World, applying it primarily to coastal or Caribbean contexts with very direct
connections to overseas trade in the years before the American Revolution (e.g.
Goucher 1999). Much profitable scholarship has appeared under this conceptual
device, and, rather than challenge it, I seek here to expand it.

I have chosen to use the concept here, as the Great Bend, particularly in the
antebellum years, lies at the utter margin of the Atlantic World, though still
fundamentally linked to it. Historians do not have a consensus point for the end of the
Atlantic World. Indeed, some historians follow Gabaccia (2004) in placing the
terminus as late as the 1990s, very different from the Revolutionary cutoff point
espoused by Bailyn (2005). Benjamin (2009) offers preconditions for the ending of the
Atlantic World, which ends not with collapse but with transcendence into the modern
global system we know today. Benjamin suggests the abandonment of enslaved labor,

and the turn in America from exportation to internal consumption as key indicators of
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the breakup of prior economic networks. For reasons that will become clear later in
this dissertation, I follow Benjamin’s keystones and put the end of Atlantic Arkansas
as beginning in the 1870s, though this is little more than a period that marks the
transitioning to a more globalized world, a process of significant duration and whose
true termini are not necessarily of fundamental important to the overall historical

narrative of the Great Bend region.

The French Atlantic

The first Atlantic connection forged in what would become Arkansas was
French. Tied to New Orleans and the rest of the territory of Louisiana by the braided
network of rivers that flowed south into the Mississippi River, the lands that would
become Arkansas were important fur-yielding territories for France, and a move was
made in the late-17™ century to open up more trade in the Lower Mississippi Valley
(Arnold 1991).

That effort included the establishment of a number of trading posts, the largest
and most important in Arkansas being Arkansas Post. Though referred to as Arkansas
Post or The Post of Arkansas, it was actually a succession of installations on the lower
Arkansas River first founded in 1686 (Arnold 1991). As later European settlers would
discover, the Mississippi Delta was a very flood-prone region, necessitating the
shifting of the post in search of dry, healthy ground. The French used the various
Arkansas Posts and other, smaller, settlements to connect to fur trappers and traders in
the southeast (Arnold 1991).

While historical scholarship focuses primarily on Arkansas Post, some French

settlements lay closer to Dooley’s Ferry. The city of Camden, perched atop a bluff
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overlooking the Ouachita River, was founded as Ecore Fabre (Fabry’s Bluff) by
French fur trappers (Arnold 1991). Other towns along the same river, such as
Champagnolle and Smackover (a corruption of chemin couvert [covered way]), also
began life as seventeenth-century French villages (Arnold 2002:46).

Farther west, on the Red River in what is now Oklahoma, Jean-Baptiste
Bénard, Sieur de la Harpe established Fort Saint Louis de Cadodoches, a trading post
designed to both conduct business with the Kadohadacho and to monitor and
antagonize Spanish officials in Texas (Wedel 1978). Founded in 1714, the post
remained a center for commerce and a garrison community until the end of the 18"
century. Though its site is not known at present, Odell (2002) offers a historical
overview of the fort and reports on excavations at archaeological sites in Oklahoma

whose trade goods suggest linkages to La Harpe and his men.

Arkansas and the British Atlantic

Arkansas came into U.S. possession through the Louisiana Purchase of 1803.

The political boundaries of what we know as the Natural State evolved between 1803
and 1828, largely by a series of negative definitions. It was part of the territory that
was not included in Louisiana when the latter became a state in 1812. When Missouri
applied for admission in 1819, the remainder counties became the Arkansas Territory.
The western boundary was set through a series of treaties with Native American
groups that led to the formation of the Indian Territory in 1828. This not-Missouri,
not-Louisiana, and not-Oklahoma piece of the Louisiana purchase is now the state of

Arkansas (Bolton 1998).
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Incorporation with the U.S. meant Arkansas was open to settlement from the
i Lo an extent not seen with the French or Spanish, Americans came to settle the
fand and turn it into an agricultural paradise. Their trade networks bound them tightly
' {ireat Britain (see below), and as such, 1803 saw the transitioning of Arkansas from
‘i trench Atlantic to the British Atlantic World, a change that would bring profound
hanges to the area.

As will be detailed in subsequent chapters, the excavations at Dooley’s Ferry
r.+ered thousands of pieces of broken ceramic and other materials associable with
i Aslantic World. In an area that suffered a severe lack of local production of
woeshed goods, virtually any piece of material culture of sufficient durability to be
v« ered archaeologically will stand as a sign of the Atlantic World that brought it
s the waters. From ceramic factories in the United Kingdom and textile mills and

«uiws in New York and Philadelphia, or even druggists in Louisville; each artifact
' 1inport, and its recovery at Dooley’s Ferry can be taken as a sign for the historical

;- esses that brought it to Arkansas (Pruecel 2007:250).

*ithng the Great Bend

Tracing early settlement in Arkansas is a challenge unto itself. Arkansas, like
it public land states, was largely federal land when it became U.S. territory. With
ihe vxception of pre-existing French and Spanish land claims, which were honored by
he i8S, government, the first governmental record of land transactions would be
+hwn a settler bought the land from the government, receiving a patent from the
Gieneral Land Office in exchange for payment. These patents start the chain of land

ownership that connects with modern land tenure, a chain re-constructible through
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careful research in county courthouses. However, the patent date often postdates,
substantially, the date of actual occupation. Owning land meant the requirement to pay
taxes, and, in a situation where there was little competition for land due to small
numbers of immigrants and the small number and inaccessibility of General Land
Offices in the region, squatting became the rule (McNeilly 2000:23). Though the
Public Land System was operational in Arkansas by 1815, it did not start selling land
until 1822, and then only from offices in Little Rock and Poke Bayou (Batesville).
There was not a land office in southwest Arkansas until 1832, when one opened in
Washington (Bolton 1998:15). This was a dozen years after the first settlers arrived in
Dooley’s Ferry.

Settlers from the east arrived in waves. Among the first pioneers were the early
waves of eastern Native Americans, whose original reservations were in Arkansas, not
the Indian Territory. The Cherokee’s original reservation was established on the
Arkansas River, under what is now Lake Dardanelle. When ordered to remove farther
west, some refused to comply and instead headed south, settling briefly in the Great
Bend. Among these were a band of Cherokee under Duwali, who lived around
Dooley’s Ferry in the winter of 1819. McCrocklin (1990a) reported on excavations at
three sites associated with the Removal period, one Cherokee, one Delaware, and one
the Sulphur Fork Factory, a trading post whose business revolved around supplying
Native Americans (see “King Cotton,” below).

The first Americans to move to the area were predominantly Tennesseeans,
though wealthy Virginians and South Carolinians, as well as their households were

also significantly represented (Meinig 1986:236; Moore 1993). Immigration took off a
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concration later, in the 1830s, with immigrants coming from virtually all of the
Southern states (Bolton 1998:18).

Among those early families came the family and slaves of Thomas Burdine
Biooley. Leaving Wilson County, Tennessee and their circle of friends, which included
e president Andrew Jackson, the Dooleys claimed land in the Great Bend as early
s+ i816, though the date is not certain (McCalman 2003). We can assume that they

»ade the difficult journey up the Red River sometime during the late 1810s, as the
-1 {ir date for their presence was the appointment of Thomas Dooley to the post of
~tpstead County sheriff, which records the date of his arrival as 1820 (Carter 1953),
vt the listing of his name in the U.S. Census of that year for Hempstead County. By
' 'y i had been named colonel of the 5™ Regiment of Arkansas militia, bespeaking
i+ miluence and esteem within early Great Bend society (Shinn 1908:72).

I'he Dooley Family established their farms on a plot of land known as Lost

i10. Several of the early settlement in the Great Bend contained the word “prairie”
heir name, suggesting that open farmland in the Red River Valley, land that
~unred no timber clearance to cultivate, were the first to draw American settlers. The
P'rairie settlement lay along the south bank of the Red River, and Dooley’s Ferry
~rov ded transport for its residents to communities on the north shore (McNeilly
“uin). Though no longer a community, the Lost Prairie name remains a locative
i-onest many locals and some businesses, such as Lost Prairie Pecans, owners of the
{renshaw Mounds. Williams (1951:138-139) attributes the name to the loss of the
slwvamboat Hempstead there in 1840, when it tried to cut across a flooded field to save

i and ran aground, though this story is certainly apocryphal.
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The land where Dooley’s Ferry was established was on the utter outer margins
of the United States. Though the Adams-Oiiis Treaty of 1819 settled the borders
between Spain and the United States, the south side of the river was effectively foreign
country. First Spanish, then Mexican, and finally Texan, it was a liminal spot on the
map (Tyson 1981:88). Reflecting this liminality, Thomas Bradford’s 1839 map of
Texas shows the entirety of Arkansas south of the Red River, and a sizeable portion of
northern Louisiana, as part of Red River County, Texas, even though the county
boundaries clearly overlap the state borders marked on the map (Figure 6).

As its name suggests, Dooley’s Ferry was established by one of the Dooley
family, though not Thomas Burdine. The elder Dooley had received a wound in the
war of 1812, a wound that would lead to his death in 1829 (McCalman 2003), and was
likely not the man who could cope with the strain of operating a ferry. Rather, his son,
George, set up the first of the ferryboats, giving the site its current name. Whereas
Thomas established himself in early Hempstead County society, his son George
became a significant presence in early Lafayette County, on the south side of the Red
River (Arkansas Gazette 1833). George would be commissioned the first coroner of
Lafayette County, serving from 1830-1833, as justice of the peace in 1833, then as
sheriff from 1833 until statehood in 1836 (Carter 1953:838, 862-863).

We do not know the exact date when Dooley’s Ferry opened, but it was likely
around the time of the establishment of the Lost Prairie settlement in the early 1820s.
This is roughly the same period when Spring Hill, Washington, and other early
settlements in southwest Arkansas were being established, so communication across

the Red was important, and Lost Prairie would likely not have endured long without a
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ferry across the Red. Also, it would correspond with the arrival of the Dooley family
at Lost Prairie, giving George Dooley an opportunity to found and name the crossing.

He lived long enough to bury a wife, son, and brother at Lost Prairie (Arkansas

Gazette 1833).

" Figure 6: Excerpt of Thomas G. Bradford's Map of Texas (1539)
The first published reference to Dooley’s Ferry yet identified comes from
1834. That year, English geologist George Featherstonehaugh traversed the territory
(statehood came in 1836), and would sum his experience up in what English scholar
Robert Cochran (1989) would describe as the worst “ink-lashing” Arkansas would
receive in a century. Like previous explorers Thomas Nuttall and Henry Rowe
Schoolcraft, Featherstonehaugh found much to condemn in early Arkansas society,
though unlike the other chroniclers, he offered little comment on any counterbalancing
admirable qualities. Featherstonehaugh traveled across eastern Arkansas, passed

through Little Rock and thence descended the Southwest Trail to Washington. From
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there, he passed some span of time in the home of Richard Prior, an early resident of
Spring Hill, who impressed the wandering Brit with possessing a piano, something
that the culture-deprived Featherstonehaugh was astounded to see a mere “ten miles
from Mexico” (Cochran 1989).

From Spring Hill, Featherstonehaugh set out for Mexico. He made that
crossing at Dooley’s Ferry, noting that the ferryman bid him walk his horse quickly
from the ferry landing, lest he become mired in the soft ground on the far side
(Featherstonehaugh 1844). His relief at exiting Arkansas was palpable, and
underscores the above assertion that the far side of the Red River, though firmly
established to be American territory was, in practice, outside of the United States. This
was a point we tried to drive home during tours of the site for the public. This site was,
for the first few years of its existence, the utter end of the United States.

Meinig (1986) emphasized the parallel existence of French, British, Spanish,
and Luso Atlantic Worlds. Dooley’s Ferry, under this rubric, was the interface
between Spanish and British Atlantics, and though Spanish colonial policy forbade it,
exchange of goods and people across the Red River were transitions between these
worlds. During recent digs at Historic Washington State Park, in the city’s old
commercial district, Arkansas Archeological Society members recovered four Spanish
coins (Figure 7). These small silver disks, all minted in the late 18" century, evoke the
commerce, licit or otherwise, that flowed back and forth between these two worlds.

Legal documents pertaining to the land surrounding Dooley’s Ferry do not
appear until George Dooley patented it in 1837. A land office opened at Washington, a

short distance to the north, five years before. This made the registration site a mere 20
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miles away, instead of the prior 125 miles over rough to non-existent roads to the land
office at Little Rock. As noted above, squatting ruled until the end of the 1830s, and
preemption laws gave squatters first claim in land purchases, which offered little

incentive to buy once a family was already resident (Bolton 1998; McNeilly 2000)

Figure 7: Half Real Coin Recovered at Washington, AR (Photo by Jamie Brandon)

Two events on the Atlantic Coast spurred movement of peoples into and
through the Great Bend region. First, the U.S. government offered veterans of the War
of 1812 bounty lands in reward for their service. Those lands, significantly situated in
Arkansas and other frontier territories, would benefit from settlers trained to fight and
defend themselves, while veterans received compensation for their service. Many
former soldiers headed west to claim their land. Others sold their land to speculators,
who re-sold to pioneer families who had a little money, but not veteran status (Bolton

1998).

45



Also, in 1837, a financial panic gripped the eastern seaboard. Thousands lost
their savings and businesses while incurring insurmountable debt. Many of these
families sought a new start in the west, and both Arkansas and Texas beckoned.
Though the latter was still foreign territory, land was freely available, and many
thousands responded to the siren song of Texas. Indeed, the fact that it was a foreign
country was a catalyst in some céses. Nelson (2012:121) writes that creditors could
not reach indebted immigrants in Texas, a luxury many availed themselves of.

So many people headed west, in fact, that the crossings on the various rivers
that stood between the east and west became bottlenecks for travelers. Large caravans
headed to Texas piled up in the fields around Dooley’s Ferry, waiting for the ferryboat
to take them across the Red River. Wait times stretched into periods of days, even with
the labor of five African Americans being put to the ferry operations (Danley 1986;
Turner 1994:13).

Behind the Tennesseeans, Virginians, and Carolinians came subsequent waves
of settlers from the Deep South states of Alabama and Mississippi. These were scions
of families who had been part of an earlier migration to Alabama and Mississippi
during one of the first cotton booms. With land in Virginia exhausted by tobacco
farming, the opening of new soils in the Deep South drew farmers like moths to a
flame. A generation later, their children headed to Arkansas and Texas, seeking the
same sort of prosperity and land on the new edge of the frontier. Second and third sons
who stood to inherit little sought their own route to prosperity in the howling

wilderness of the Natural State.

46



In Southwest Arkansas, these newcomers fill in the areas previously occupied
by more affluent and earlier settlers from the eastern seaboard. They don’t appear to
have quite the level of wealth or quite the number of slaves as do the earlier arrivals,
and constitute the core of a middle class and working class in the region.

These different areas of society came together to produce one of the first true
cotton economies in the territory and later state of Arkansas. Today, fhe delta counties
in eastern Arkansas that lie along the Mississippi River are known as the agricultural
region, with the southwest region known more for its silviculture (the annual football
game between SAU and UA-Monticello is known as the Battle of the Timberlands).
150 years ago, this was not the case. The deltaic parts of Arkansas were, as they are
today, full of ricﬁ, clayey soils that held water well, meaning that much of that region
was a bog impenetrable to travelers, uncultivable to farmers, and beset by clouds of
mosquitoes (Bolton 1998:13, 16-17; McNeilly 2000:16). With mosquitoes came
malaria, a disease whose transmission was a mystery to antebellum Americans, but
which could prostrate an entire town during the summer months, as Sam Williams
(Medearis 1979), a printer’s devil in Fulton (12 miles from Dooley’s Ferry) wrote in
his reminiscences of early Arkansas. Agricultural development of the delta waited
until the 1850s, when large-scale efforts to dike and drain the swamps made the soils
accessible (Medearis 1979).

Southwest Arkansas lies in the western gulf coast plain, a relic seacoast that
left a thick layer of sandy soil across the region. This sandy soil allows water to
percolate through much better than in other regions, meaning less work was required

to set up farming operations in the state, which was particularly advantageous for the
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first wave of immigrants, who did not enjoy the connections to markets and the
possibility of bringing in more agricultural equipment (Bolton 1998).

This first cotton boom brought families like the Dooleys to southwest
Arkansas specifically to set up cotton farms and plantation. The vestiges of this early
economy are still visible in places like Garland City, where the massive Wynn-Price
House, constructed in 1845, still stands. Even further, dozens of former cotton gins
and seed warehouses dot the timberlands outside of the Red River Valley, testimony to

the cotton plantation economy that once covered the region.

Rolling on the Red: Trade in Early Southwest Arkansas
That cotton production does little good to the people of the area if they can’t

transport it somewhere for sale, and early Arkansas did not favor travel. Railroads
were not constructed to any significant level before the Civil War began. At war’s
outset, only sixty-six miles of track had been laid in the state, mostly in a single line
extending west out of Memphis (DeBlack 2003a). There had been some interest in
developing a line that ran across Arkansas to either Fulton or Dooley’s Ferry, and
plans were being worked on in the 1850s, but political infighting led to their early
demise (Woods 1948). It wouldn’t be until the 1870s when the track would run across
the state.

Roads were longer in length, but of poor quality. There was only one
significant road across the state, running southwest out of St. Louis to Little Rock to
Washington. The development of the road, variously known as the Military Road or
the Old Southwest Trail, was actually a sticking point in whether or not the territory

would move towards statehood. So long as Arkansas remained a territory,
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maintenance of the Trail was funded by the federal government (Bolton 1998).
Statehood shifted that burden to the people of Arkansas, resulting in taxation and the
commissioning and coordination at the county level.

Outside of this one thoroughfare, roads were undeveloped tracks through the
wilderness that could quickly become impassable during rainy seasons. Even during
the war, roads through places like Moro Bay or Jenkins Ferry could be completely
washed out, impeding traffic for days if not weeks (Atkinson 1955). Dooley’s Ferry
was one of the places where these rough tracks came together, with two roads
converging at the crossing and carrying on to Texas on the far shore.

In the absence of reliable roads and rails, rivers would serve as the major
thoroughfares of the early Great Bend region. This was true for all of Arkansas, as the
rivers of the state, including the Red, Ouachita, Arkansas, St. Francis, and White, were
the conduits for settlement and the flow of goods for the first generations of American
settlement. The earliest settlements of the state were all located on or in close
proximity to either a river or the Southwest Trail. Fort Smith and Little Rock laid on
the Arkansas. Camden (nee Ecore Fabre) overlooked the Ouachita, Helena girded the
Mississippi, and Washington lay athwart the Southwest Trail.

This traffic lay at the mercy of seasonal highs and lows in river levels and
made flooding a serious problem. The land nearest the river frequently lay in the hands
of wealthy individuals, who sought to establish large plantations along the riverbanks.
The high cost of transporting cotton to the river cut into the profit margins of the
owners of lands farther in. Those who got land along the river first saved more money

and insulated their position (McNeilly 2000). As all of Arkansas’s significant rivers
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feed into the Mississippi at some point, riverside landowners inevitably looked to New
Orleans as a primary market for bringing goods in and sending cotton out.

The Red River was no exception to this. Though choked by the Great Raft
from around 1500AD (Lenzer 1978:56-59), people still traded along it and used it as a
commercial artery. Once it ran clear, thanks to the efforts of Captain Henry M. Shreve,
the namesake of Shreveport, steamboats could travel up to Dooley’s Ferry and
beyond. Beginning in the 1830s, then, it served as a major avenue of trade for
southwest Arkansas, and would remain so until the railroad took over in the 1870s
(Sherwood 1944).

Cotton from the Great Bend passed through the “factorage system” en route
from field to market. Planters and farmers generally did not sell their produce on the
open market. Rather, the grower contracted with one or more cotton “factors” who
would oversee the sale. These factors took the crop to market and either sold it or held
it until their experience told them that the price was best. After taking their percentage,
the factor would send the proceeds of the sale to the planter (Woodman 1990).

Major factors were located in significant port cities, such as Charleston or,
salient in the Trans-Mississippi South, New Orleans. Smaller franchises operated in
inland river cities such as Mempbhis or Shreveport, though these frequently formed
partnerships with New Orleans factors. The factors also typically oversaw the
purchase of goods for the plantations (Woodman 1990).

Roughly Y of the country’s annual cotton crop went to Northern textile mills,
while the rest went to Europe, primarily the textile mills of Great Britain. This export

focus tied the United States, and particularly the South, to the British Isles throughout
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the 19™ century. The focus on cotton production and the labor system it entailed, or
was seen to entail, would be the major catalyst for the Civil War.

This puts the development of southwest Arkansas as a cotton economy fully
enmeshed in the Atlantic World. Despite its remove from the coast, the Atlantic World
reached up the rivers of Arkansas and connected its small towns and plantations to
Eur(;pean countries such as the United Kingdom that used colonial nations or former
colonies, including the United States, as grounds for developing economies of raw
material production, such as cotton, timber, and other materials. In return, those
former colonies, including Arkansas, received English finished goods, from ceramics
to clothes. This organization of production is essentially the core/periphery dynamics
of World Systems Theory (Benjamin 2009; Wallerstein 1974). That Arkansas’s wealth
was 97% invested in agricultural pursuits at the onset of the war shows the extent to

which it was a producer of raw materials for manufacturing elsewhere (Bolton 1998).

Conclusion

Dooley’s Ferry is a node in this network, binding together the farms and
plantations of the area and offering a point of communication with Shreveport, New
Orleans, and points beyond. It facilitated the immigration of settlers to Texas. Some of
these folks were “deadbeats” — to borrow a term from Nelson (2012) — running from
debts. Others were helping to break Texas off from Mexico, as both Davy Crockett
and Sam Houston are said to have passed through Dooley’s Ferry to fight in the Texas
Revolution (Medearis 1976).

It was a point where people carried cotton to be warehoused for eventual

loading onto steamboats bound for New Orleans It was part of a cotton commodity
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chain (Gereffi and Korzeniewicz 1994) that was one of the foundations of the British
Atlantic World. Without that economic chain, there would be little impetus for the
development of southwest Arkansas. Without that network, there’s no early cotton

boom and no subsequent development of markets and regions within the state.

Figure 8: Cotton Fields Stretching into the Distance in Front of the Wynn-Price House, Garland City

Travel to the Red River Valley today, and, depending on the year, the open
cotton fields still stretch away to the horizon, and are harvested along much the same
cycle of production as was a century ago, though with modern technology (Figure 8).

Though new industries, such as the timber industry that rose in the early 20"
century and the oil booms of the 1920s and 2000s now dominate local economic life,
the cotton economy that came first left an indelible imprint on the region; in the
distribution of its towns and the social and cultural attitudes of its people, for better
and worse (Chapter 10). Those connections forged during the first half of the 19“‘
century drove the development of local economic and social life, which are the foci of

the following chapters
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Chapter 2. Living and Laboring in the Great Bend

The connections of antebellum Arkansas to the Atlantic World drove the
ceonomy of the early American settlement of the Great Bend. It was an economy
venred towards agricultural production, with cotton serving as the focal cash crop for
the repion. This orientation towards cotton production dictated the social siructure of
he - sgron. Like the rest of the South, that system was predicated upon the coerced
~ihoy of African Americans (McNeilly 2000:3—4).

l'he organization of labor inherent in the spread of capitalist production to the
i represented a sea change from the preceding occupants. While certainly a
~atihied society with grades of lineages (Schambach 1993), the preceding groups of
* widoan horticulturalists lacked the rigid and heavily-policed social system that
metivans would bring to the Great Bend to grow crops for global trade. This chapter
vivines how the labor demanded of American immigrants to produce cotton for their
«iLmiie World connections shaped local society and culture, and how each were

-+ititained throughout the antebellum period.

tong Cotton

Different work regimes were in play at Dooley’s Ferry down through the years.
I he Kadohadacho were horticulturalists, and were replaced first by trappers and
waders. then by historic Native American tribes from the Southeast that hunted
carensively (McCrocklin 1990a), and finally by an emerging agricultural economy

fovused around cotton production.
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To a point not seen in other points of Arkansas at the time, southwest Arkansas
became a serious cotton producer as early as the 1820s (Bolton 1998:50; McNeilly
2000:3). Southwest Arkansas did not have the restraints on production that came with
eastern Arkansas. The delta counties that would explode with planting in the 1850s
were rich in alluvial clays, which held water very well and were, consequently, very
boggy. It wasn’t possible to farm those areas at first, as rendering the soil arable
required the construction of large berms and ditches to drain the soil (Bolton 1998:13).

Southwest Arkansas, on the other hand, had deep sandy soils, augmented in
river valleys by more fertile loams and clay loams. Though these soils were less
productive than those of the Arkansas Delta, they didn’t require substantial effort to

start a farm on, and they weren’t as pestilent and malarial as the wetter lands farther
east (Bolton 1998; McNeilly 2000). They did, however, have to be cleared of the

current residents.

Clearing the Fields: Historic Native Americans on the Great Bend

As we shall see throughout this dissertation, race structured much of Arkansas
history and culture. Race, of course, means more than a simple dichotomy of black
and white. The Great Bend has a history of settlement by Native Americans stretching
back millennia. Just across the Red River from Dooley’s Ferry lies the Crenshaw
Mounds Site, one of the largest known Caddo/Fourche Maline mound groups in the
region (Samuelsen 2009:17). Numerous other well-known sites, such as the Foster site
(which was one of the bases for local Caddoan ceramic typologies) and the giant
Battle Mound, dot the fields of the river valley upstream and down (Moore 1912;

Schambach 1982). By the time of sustained European presence in the 17" and 18"
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veniuries, the region was home to the Kadohadacho, one of the major divisions of the
¢ addo confederacy (Schambach 1993). Sometime around 1800, prior to American
~«1ticment, the Kadohadacho departed the area in favor of lands farther south, around
¢vpress Creek and Caddo Lake in present-day east Texas (Bolton 1998:68).

This is not to suggest that southwest Arkansas had no indigenous residents,

nowever. The first Cherokee reservations during the Removal period were located in
vt aesas, primarily along the Arkansas River, north of the Great Bend. When the
-t of a treaty with the U.S. government in 1817 compelled the Cherokee south of
. ‘ikunsas to move north, a small faction under the leadership of Duwali (also
“yu v variously as “Bowl,” “The Bowl,” “Chief Bowles™) departed, instead, for Lost
... They hoped to make homes of their own choosing. Local whites cut short their
v the following year, mounting a raid on Cherokee settlements on Lost Prairie and
+ i them into Texas (Logan 1997:14).

Four potential Cherokee sites have been documented in southwest Arkansas.
~it rocklin (1990a; McCrocklin 1990b) reports on investigation at two of these sites,
b all four lie within three miles of Dooley’s Ferry on the southern side of the Red
« . He focuses on Tara I (3M1292) and Tara II (3MI297), both of which contained
~-hejantial, single-component middens of animal bone, English buttons and ceramics,
and preces of bottle glass. Many of the glass fragments showed signs of stone tool-like

~ciessing. Two other sites, Queen’s Plantation #4 (3M1149) and Tara #5 (3M1309),
~.re reported by McCrocklin based on the resemblance of their artifact signatures to

V:oa | and Tara I1. Archaeologist John Riggs re-visited Tara #5 in 2005 and, while he
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did not recover additional materials, heard that landow;lers had recovered “a Spanish
coin, trade beads, a pipe and bullets” (ARAS Site Files).

None of these sites contained period farming implements, which McCrocklin
took to be evidence of the Cherokee relying on hunting during their stay in the area
(McCrocklin 1990a; McCrocklin 1990b). The large numbers of unfired and fired small
arms projectiles recovered at all four sites were taken to be both evidence of hunting
and the violent end of the settlements.

Historically, McCrocklin used passages from the accounts of the 1806
Freeman-Custis Expedition, a Red River counterpart to Lewis and Clark’s Voyage of
Discovery to bolster his claim. Unfortunately, this undercuts his interpretation of the
sites being Lost Prairie Cherokee. The site referenced in the Freeman-Custis accounts
lies south of present day Garland City, roughly 5-10 miles south of the reported sites.
Additionally, the Freeman-Custis Expedition passed through the area 13 years before
the arrival of the Lost Prairie Cherokee, under Duwali, in 1819 (Flores 2002). This
does not mean that the sites are not historic Native American, however, nor does it
mean that they are not Cherokee sites.

The artifacts recovered from Tara I and Tara II do support the conclusion that
they are historic Native American and linked to the Removal period. The lack of
agricultural implements and evidence for hunting suggest a transitory population, and
the trade goods and early 19" century ceramics would be more likely seen on historic
Native American sites than immigrant European American ones. This pattern also
largely corresponds to three historic Coushatta villages excavated by McCrocklin and

others on the Red River just below the Great Bend, for which there was more
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historical documentation that helped establish the sites’ identities as historic Native
American. This artifact pattern been used by Perttula (2011) and others to identify
other historic Native American sites in the Great Bend and adjoining areas.

McCrocklin (1990a) mentions a “probable Delaware” site in addition to the
aforementioned Cherokee sites, though he never delves deeply into the material record
of this sité. He does reference an 1819 letter from John Fowler, factor at the Sulphur
Fork Factory (also investigated by McCrocklin) which describes Cherokee and
Delaware villages facing each other across the Red River. McCrocklin (1985)
elsewhere explored Coushatta villages lower on the Red River, in Louisiana, dating to
the 1790-1835 period, which contained more elaborate assemblages and were much
more conclusively identified.

The mere presence of early-19™ century Native American sites in the region is
a factor of the drawing of racial lines in early American society. The Cherokee,
Choctaw, and other “Civilized Tribes” of the southeast endeavored to culturally
assimilate to European Americans, to the point that, at times, only language and
family names served as the denotata of their tribal affiliation. Regardless, they were
dispossessed of their homelands and forced to move first to the Arkansas Territory,
then to the Indian Territory (now Oklahoma).

That there were Cherokee and Delaware living in Arkansas in the early 1800s
(and that they are not today) is evidence that, regardless of one’s physical appearance,
the ancestry-based racial categories of the period and cultural context ruled. Those

who were not white could not maintain a claim to the land in the face of American
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expansion. The rich lands of the Red River region would become the center of cotton

production, and they would be owned by whites.

Building a New Economy

The river system that facilitated settlement of southwest Arkansas also served
as the primary mode of transportation for goods coming into and out of the region
(Moneyhon 2002:25). The alluvial lands borciering Arkansas’s rivers were lush and
produced lots of agricultural commodities. So much so, that by 1860, roughly 98% of
prope@ in Arkansas was bound up in agricultural pursuits. Industrial development
suffered under this system, with most areas having at best grist or saw mills and a
smattering of cotton gins. Nothing like the industrial development taking place in the
northeast at the time occurred in Arkansas before the war (Moneyhon 2002:13).

Cotton farmed in Arkansas went through several stages before becoming a
finished product, most of which took place outside the state’s borders. Farmers planted
cotton seeds in April or May and weeded the growing plants throughout the summer.
Bolls began to open in August, which signaled the onset of picking, which lasted
through the fall (Dattel 2011:32-33). Picking by hand, slaves (and some poor whites)
would loop a long cloth sack over their shoulder, which they filled as they picked their
way across the field. Workers picked from sunup to sundown, trying to get the crop in
before the weather turned cold. Genovese (1974:321-322) records that sometimes,
when a plantation fell behind in its picking, slaves from neighboring plantations would
be sent to assist, often working by moonlight. Though additional labor, it was also a
chance for slaves to socialize with neighbors, and such instances of shared labor were

brief periods of pleasure in the annual work cycle.
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Once grown and harvested, the cotton would have to be seeded before it could
twe haled. Typically, this meant carrying the raw cotton to a gin; th;)ugh where gins
were not available farmers picked the cotton by hand. This was laborious work, often
requiring one person’s labor for a full day to separate one pound of cotton (Dattel
’G11:32). When a gin was available, the cotton would be fed into a hopper above the
21’s whirling steel blades, which would separate cotton seeds from the fibers. |

After the seeds were removed, fibers would be bound together into a bale,
~ommonly weighing around 500 pounds, and wrapped with burlap, jute, or some other
ieph sacking material. The bale would then be warehoused until some kind of
rrasssport arrived to carry them to the coast (Dattel 2011:33).

At first, farmers simply dumped seeds in some out-of-the-way place near the
predessing site. There they would decay, unused. After the war, however, various
~nirepteneurs tried to make the seeds marketable. Amongst the explored possibilities
inv-inded pressing the seeds to collect their edible oil; giving the world Crisco and a
number of other products. Rather than being discarded, seeds would be stored in a
oecnally-equipped barn adjacent to the gin, and eventually shipped to a factory where
.y would be hulled and pressed for their oil (O’Brien et al. 2005). The Plantation
~¢riculture Museum outside of Little Rock and Historic Washington State Park, north
1 Hope, both have gins as part of their historical interpretation, showing visitors how
thos staple of 19™ century Arkansas agriculture was processed.

Places like Dooley’s Ferry were points of aggregation for cotton bales from the
surrounding neighborhood and warehoused. We know this because a deed of sale

struck between William Burton, William Cunningham, and Robert Carrington, in
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1838, in which Burton and Cunningham sold the land around the ferry to Carrington,

included the following memorandum:

It is hereby distinctly understood by and between the undersigned

that Robert Carrington is not to have any benefit resulting from the

ferry, known as Dooley’s, on the Red River, the present year, nor

of the Ware House — but is to have his ferriage account free of

charge (Hempstead County Courthouse 1838:155-156).

Before being loaded, however, the cotton would have to be sold. Cotton
marketing in antebellum America involved numerous transactions in disparate places.
These transactions, and the flow of cotton between them, constituted a commodity
chain, linking Arkansas through the Atlantic World to the northeastern United States
and the United Kingdom (Gereffi et al. 1994:2).

At the outset, beginning with completed bales of cotton, the producer of the
cotton would typically contract with a merchant or cotton factor to sell the cotton. In
southwest Arkansas, this meant dealing with one of a number of factories situated in

New Orleans (Woodman 1990). These factors would advertise in local papers, such as

the Washington Telegraph (Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Cotton Factor Advertisement Printed in the Washington Telegraph, January 15, 1862
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In New Orleans, factors would negotiate sale prices with cotton brokers, who
were representatives of mills and banks, frequently based in London or Scotland, or
directly with cotton buyers located in southern port cities (Woodman 1990:26-28).
Both seller and broker/buyer would inspect the cotton for quality and haggle over a
price. If sold to a broker, the cotton would then be loaded onto a ship and sent to the
mill. If sold directly to a buyer, the buyer might warehouse the crop until he could
command a better price. These buyers, sometimes referred to as speculators, were
known to have cotton shipped from one port to the next, looking for the best price.
This usually was a matter of shipping from the South to New York and thence to
Europe. In fact, this pattern became so regular that, in the 1850s, “in transit” sales
were developed. Rather than ship to New York, factors removed samples of the cotton
and shipped the bales to England. The samples would be used to check prices in New
York, and, if the speculator deemed it worthwhile, could re-direct the sale to New
York (Woodman 1990:28)

Factors also acted as purchasing agents, forwarding farming supplies to
plantations upon request. Purchases were usually made based on credit extended to the
planter, which was usually extended based on the next year’s crop. Such an
arrangement benefitted both factor and planter. Planters did not have to oversee
purchases directly, and did not have to personally navigate global cotton markets or
oversee the details and complexities of international shipping (Woodman 1990:38—
39). Factors and buyers, while having to deal with those issues, had the social
connections and business experience to make a go of it where an individual farmer or

planter would not. They benefitted financially from their position as intermediaries,
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and the crop-lien system accorded them influence in the production deci;ions their
clients made annually. Creditors could dictate crop choices, and as cotton was the
main cash crop of the South, cotton was the product of choice (Moneyhon 2002:30-
32). This system would continue after the war, but the holders of credit would move
inland, amongst the planting communities, becoming what is widely known as the
“crop-lien system” (Clark 1946:43).

This arrangement, based on Arkansas’s river systems, also meant that the only
market for Arkansas products was out of state, as was the only source for finished
goods. New Orleans merchants charged high rates to Arkansas farmers for overseeing
cotton sales, and were often accused of price gouging in the sales of plantation
supplies. These factors helped limit capital accumulation amongst all sectors of
Arkansas society, including white elites, causing planned infrastructural developments
to flounder due to a lack of investments (Moneyhon 2002:32). This stunting of growth
included the failure of antebellum plans to build a railroad from Gaines’s Landing, on
the Mississippi River, to Dooley’s Ferry on the Red (Adams 1952:86-87), which
would have broken New Orleans’s monopoly on Arkansas produce and likely turned

the ferry into a place of much greater economic, social, and political significance.

Other Pursuits

Moneyhon (2002) uses the ratio of corn to cotton grown as an index of the
extent to which different counties in Arkansas could be considered enmeshed in a
cotton economy. By the time of the war, both Lafayette and Hempstead Counties,

comprising the two sides of Dooley’s Ferry, fit Moneyhon’s description. Both
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counties were heavily engaged in its production, and had been throughout the
antebellum period. Yet, they were not producing only cotton.

In addition to the fruit of the boll, the region produced substantial quantities of
corn, wheat, rye, tobacco, oats, wool, peas, beans, butter, cheese, honey, beeswax, rice
(in very small amounts) and both Irish and sweet potatoes (U/.S. Census Office 1864).
Unlike cotton, howéver, these products were not being grown for international
exchange. These were the subsistence crops that served as the bases for local diets.
That same schedule, drawn from the 1860 U.S. Census, enumerates the swine kept in
each county for meat, cattle used both for farm work and food, and horses and mules,
work animals par excellence.

In an area as heavily focused on agricultural production as was Dooley’s Ferry,
it comes as little surprise that industrial lagged markedly behind other parts of the
country. Mills and gins provided the most advanced machinery anywhere in the state
before the war, save for a few more advanced facilities in cities such as Little Rock
(Moneyhon 2002:33). Grist mills were a vital necessity for producing wheat and
cornmeal for local consumption. Sawmills became widespread in the timberland
regions of southern Arkansas and the Ozark and Ouachita Mountains, though an
export-focused timber industry did not develop significantly until after the war, when
the extension of rail lines made it possible to move cut lumber long distances at low
rates (Goodspeed Company 1890). Henry Merrell (1991:238-239) migrated to
Arkansas in 1856 to establish a mill in the hills of Pike County, using one of the few

reliable mill seats on the Little Missouri River. Throughout his autobiography, Merrell

63



complains frequently of many things, including the ingratitude and rascality of his
neighbors, but writes nary a word about a surplus of competition.

Cotton gins were similarly important to the economy. Some plantations owned
their own, ginning both their own cotton and that of neighboring farms (for a price).
Early gins were hand-cranked, but these were rapidly replaced by larger versions
fueled by horsepower. The larger facilities could prodﬁce two or three bales per day,
often creating lines at the gin house (Dick 1948:252-253). Though Hempstead and
Lafayette Counties are today dotted with numerous old cotton gins, many of them
defunct, the 1860 Manufacture Schedule attached to the U.S. Census reported only one
gin in Hempstead County (U.S. Census Office 1865).

That same year, there were twenty other manufacturers of various stripes
operating in Hempstead County, including lumber mills, saddle and wagon
manufacturers, cobblers, brick-makers, a furniture maker, and two manufacturers of
agricultural implements. None were reported for Lafayette County (U.S. Census
Office 1864; U.S. Census Office 1865). It is telling that the industrial development of
the two counties bordering Dooley’s Ferry was almost wholly dedicated to industries
supporting agricultural production, showing little promise of expanding the economy
to other frontiers. At war’s outset, there was nothing that could be justly called a

factory in the whole of southern Arkansas (McKenzie 1965:47).

The Culture of Cotton Production

The economy that grew up in southwest Arkansas in the early 19" century
fundamentally shaped the people who engaged with it and made it run. They lived in

households and communities that were structured by a number of different factors.
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t worical archaeologists traditionally point to race, class, and gender as the major
“ructuring registers of American history (Delle et al. 2000), though teasing out the
relationships between these factors is never a simple task. Brandon (2009) sketches the
history of archaeologists’ grappling with race and class, and emphasizes how the
ropics covered in this section, following Hartigan (2005), entail identities and
dvramics that are unique to the temporal and geographic locale under study. The

. vsoeetions between race, class, and gender drawn here for early-19" century
«ithwest Arkansas are unique to that area, though they may closely resemble other
ciaces particularly the other towns and farmlands across the South from which
\rkansans, white and black, immigrated in the early 19" century.

While I would generally agree that race, class, and gender are the primary axes
1 wacial organization in the antebellum South, I will suggest that this best holds only
!.v. auring peacetime. Wartime, as we shall see in Section 2 (below) creates other
~newderations while simultaneously challenging the manner in which race, class, and

- oder are marked and maintained. Other registers, such as political affiliation and
avnuary membership, take on added significance while residents renegotiated the
- iures of signification and demarcation that clove society along race, class, and
wnder,

To clearly understand how these various axes structured Southern society, we
secd o unit of analysis that lets us see how these distinctions would play out on a day-
«: Jay basis. Historical archaeologists frequently use the household as a convenient
point of entry, as do I here. Brandon and Barile (2004) and Pluckhahn (2010) both

movide analyses of this concept as an analytical unit. I follow Brandon and Barile’s
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(2004:8) use of Julia Hendon’s (1996) and E.A. Hammel’s (1984) statement that
households are “the next bigger thing on the social map after an individual.” Gereffi et
al (1994:12) also point to households as an under-studied but crucial concept for
understanding the composition and construction of commodity chains, such as that
which tied Dooley’s Ferry to a global cotton-producing industry, and for
understanding how those chains helped give shape to individual identities across the
registers just mentioned.

Households at Dooley’s Ferry meant more than the physical structure and more
than the nuclear family associated with them. Thinking particularly about the Carlock
household, erstwhile residents of Locus 4 (Chapter 5), our understanding must be
expansive enough to encompass both the eponymous nuclear family and its non-kin
enslaved workers, have sufficient spatial elasticity to encompass both the house and
the ferry landing, and reflect the instability of the slave-owning household as a unit
when reckoned through time.

Of course, these needs breed the necessity of caveats. Households, as
frequently used by archaeologists and historians, reflect the definition of household as
used by official documents, such as the U.S. Census (Fox-Genovese 1988:31-32).
This definition understood the household to revolve around a household head
(typically the white male), with women and children included in the Population
Schedule ranged under the heads’ name, and African-American household members
listed in the accompanying Slave Schedule, again by the name of the owner.

It would not be until after emancipation that African Americans, as a group,

show in the Population Schedule under their own names and as comprising their own
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households. Combining scholarship on the structure of enslaved families in the
antebellum south with either Hammel’s definition of a household, or even that of Fox-
Genovese (1988:32), who sees them as a social unit that pools resources and labor,
opens the door for discussing households as more complex, multivalent concepts than
heretofore dealt with in archaeology.

Some archaeologists have begun to break away from the Census-based model
of household definition. Anderson (2004) examines “nesting” of households within
plantation communities in the Bahamas, wherein household defined for an elite white
male could include several plantations that collectively and individually constitute
households. Within these two levels, planter and slave households could be isolated,
reflecting the multivalency of social bonds and obligations generated by the
maintenance of a large, enslaved workforce. Battle (2004) accomplishes something
similar, isolating enslaved households within a plantation context.

Both Battle and Anderson look at multivalent or nested households within a
single plantation context, where the size of the enslaved population and the barriers to
movement were such that households could be easily defined within the plantation’s
boundaries. Such a model is unlikely to hold for Dooley’s Ferry, largely because it is
not a plantation site (though there were plantations in the area), and, based on what we
know of the structure of slave families and communities in the area suggest that, in
such situations, families of enslaved laborers accomplished many tasks that would fit
many definitions of a household, yet transcended the boundaries of the homes and

plantations that were the site of their enslavement.
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Kaye (2007:49), Blassingame (1972:85), and Malone (1992:227-228), among
others, mention marriages that transcended plantation and neighborhood boundaries.
Though Malone argues that they were not common in Louisiana, due to the difficulty
in securing a pass and the danger posed by slave patrols, that these relationships
existed suggests a need for an equally elastic household concept.

While Malone contends that disparate households were rare, Hahn (2003:35)
suggests that slaveowners “had to yield to demographic realities and pressure from
their slaves, and to permit regular social interaction across farms and plantations” that
helped to maintain households, both as social units and as a composition of physical
sites including houses and garden plots. Members of a family might collectively
perform productive functions usually associated with a household — functions such as
tending a garden, raising children, or providing emotional and spiritual support —
while being dispersed across several plantations or farms. Their comparatively
infrequent periods of coresidence (weekly instead of daily) give their households an
slower pacing than we generally employ in the application of the household concept,
yet their maintenance of these bonds and behaviors provides the functional and
perceptual basis that gave the household reality (Hahn 2003:35; Kaye 2007). It may
have been a reality only taken seriously by the people who composed these
households, but whether whites accorded them any attention is really beside the point.

Galindo (2004:195) offers an example of a physically-disparate household,
where different members of Spanish colonial households in south Texas and northern
Mexico occupied different parts of the landscape while holding property jointly and

working in concert to produce as a single unit. This is similar to the concept of
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household that I envision here, though the basis for the dispersion matters greatly.
Amongst the ranchos of south Texas, dispersed households were a matter of
environmental adaptation and a system worked out through kin networks grounded on
cooperation and mutual benefit (Galindo 2004:195). African-American households in
the antebellum South, conditioned by slavery, were neither so consensual nor an
adaptation to the environment. They were, instead, a social adaptation to the violence
of the period and the cultural context in which they arose.

The difficulty with the concept arises from the rarity with which such
households might be noted in the historical record (Malone 1992:228), and the
difficulty in identifying such an arrangement archaeologically. Having adumbrated
this reading of the household concept, where can we take it? I don’t know that there is
the documentary or material base in hand to advance it any further right now, but I
think it important to call attention to this alternative reading of the household concept
as a potential area for future research, and also to decenter the Census-like definition
of the antebellum household.

Over the following paragraphs, I will try to tease apart how race, class, and
gender structured households. Working within the constraints of the available
documentary and material base developed through the course of this project, and
needing to focus on the spatially-bounded loci at Dooley’s Ferry, I employ the more
conventional model for households just critiqued, fully acknowledging its limitations
and accepting that, in studying these households, we are only catching one set of

households that may have incorporated Dooley’s Ferry.

69



Race and Class

Perhaps more than any other factor, race shaped social life in cotton-producing
areas. Skin color dictated opportunities, rights, and freedoms (or lack thereof)
throughout the antebellum era. Slavery in Arkansas did not begin with American
settlement, however. Europeans brought slaves to the region in the colonial era
(Taylor 1958:3), though we should remember that the De Soto expedition included
500 Native American brought in chains to serve the Spaniards, who numbered 300
(Schambach 1993). Slavery exploded in scale and importance during the early 19t
century, and was increasing in importance in Arkansas at war’s outset. Indeed, the
increase in the number of enslaved persons in the state was greater between 1850 and
1860 than at any other time in the state’s history, driven largely by the opening of
marshy delta lands to production in that decade (Bolton 1998; Taylor 1958).

Both Genovese (1974) and Gutman (1977) consider the system of slave labor
common throughout the South to be fundamentally a class system, though one where
race a priori dictated a person’s position within the hierarchy. Though both white and
black Arkansans lived in poverty, skin color dictated that poor whites occupied a
slightly higher social position than African Americans, a distinction continually
enforced by both elite and working-class whites (Du Bois 1995:541). Growing cotton
in southwest Arkansas for exchange through the Atlantic World lay at the base of this
race/class juncture. Of course, other crops were grown elsewhere in the South, with
southern Louisiana, South Carolina, and the Georgia coast turning out sugar cane, rice,
and indigo (Meinig 1986:293; Stampp 1956:47).

Regardless of crop, Arkansas slavery was the outgrowth of a centuries-long
developmental process that traversed the South and was rooted in the early colonies of
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ihe Mid-Atlantic (Meinig 1986:286-287; Stampp 1956:6). The first African
Amiericans had been brought to North America in bondage in the 1620s, arriving at
varly English settlements on the Virginia Peninsula (Morgan 1975:295-312). Though
iniallv twinned with white indentured servitude, black slavery persisted into the 18"
~entury. where white servitude did not, creating an association between skin color and
~lavery that marginalized African Americans economically, socially, and politically
Ceonovese 1974:31). From the Chesapeake and Carolina coast, slave-based agriculture
evad across the eastern seaboard in the 18™ century, then expanded into the Deep
“ uih states at the dawn of the 19™ century before spreading down the Gulf Coast and
t.imbyng the rivers into Arkansas and Texas in the 1820s and 1830s (Meinig 1986).
Conveying the scope and variety of ramifications that enslavement held for
African Americans working on Red River Valley farms and plantations surrounding
Vocicy's Ferry is difficult. Drawing on representations of slavery in popular culture,
el s the 1977 miniseries Ro&ts, we often think first of the beatings administered by
-« »seer or owner; or the breakup of nuclear families through sale or probating estates.
-4 ¢ memoirs from Hempstead County (Lankford 2003:134-155; Riley 2004:123—
' «»» underscore the cruelty that haunted the residents of the area’s plantations and
rarme. But it’s more complex than that, and the outrages of slavery were not isolated
- these moments of terror when the slave trader came to carry off a child or husband,
+ +hen an overseer broke out the lash.
Looking at slave families and households in historical literature offers a

number of avenues towards understanding how race shaped communities such as

isooley’s Ferry. Slavery struck at the very definition of family. Based on West African
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kinship traditions (Hahn 2003:17), slave families prized ties of obligation and kinship,
forming close-knit, extra-lineal communities that emphasized communal decision-
making and social life. Malone’s (1992) research underscores the importance of
family and the various ways in which non-kin within plantation communities could be
incorporated into familial structures as a means of maintaining social relationships and
combating the instability bred of enslavement. The elasticity of slave family networks
allowed for children left alone by the sale or death of a parent to be extended
supervision and support (Moneyhon 1999:43). Berlin (2007:55) suggests that the lack
of stable and long-standing church congregations or formal ties to the state meant that
these family groups were the primary source of group identity for many of the
enslaved.

The establishment of slave families and households varied across the South.
Though they were not recognized by law, marriages were the foundation of slave
families, were taken very seriously, and were events much celebrated within slave
neighborhoods (Berlin 2007:55; Gutman 1977:269-270). Marriages tended to be long-
lasting, even though sales of one partner or another could break them up (though in
some instances slaves remained faithful to a departed spouse for years after the
sale)(Blassingame 1972:90-91; Malone 1992:171). Indeed, many former slaves’ first
task after emancipation was to set out in search of a spouse or child sold off in the
years before the war. A fortunate few actually» succeeded in finding their loved ones
(Foner 2002:82-84).

Choosing a spouse was a difficult process. Owners encouraged slaves to marry

within the farm or plantation household, believing that this would anchor the husband
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and wife, discouraging either from running away (Berlin 2007:55; Blassingame
1972:90). They were even known to purchase a slave’s new spouse from a
neighboring farm so as to have both members resident. Children produced by the
couple would only tie the parents more closely to the land and the slaveowner.
Running away as a family was seen to be more difficult than absconding alone
(Gutman 1977:267-269), and parents were unlikely to leave children or spouses to the
mercy of the slaveowner. Certainly the access to a spouse afforded by coresidence
could be enticing in comparison to the irregularity of association inherent in marrying
someone from another farm.

Yet, many slaves objected to this pattern. They knew that, under the slave
system, they could not legally defend their family member from the assaults of whites,
and any physical resistance could mean death (Genovese 1974:483-486; Moneyhon
1999:43). Parents could not keep children from being beaten, nor could children
defend their mothers and fathers. Husbands and wives would have to stand by and
bear witness to assaults upon their spouse, unable to intercede. Given the propensity
for white men to sexually abuse female slaves, husbands who married within their
immediate neighborhood or plantation would have to stand by as their wives were
raped (Blassingame 1972:88-89; Fox-Genovese 1988:326; Stampp 1956:354).

In such a situation, defending one’s family could be impossible, and the
impotence enforced by the slave system could challenge gender, parental, and
communal bonds and responsibilities. In the face of these strictures, enslaved
communities developed mechanisms for recouping a measure of respectability and

honor stripped of them by owners. For instance, enslaved men, though not able to
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defend their families could, through extra labor and learning of skilled trades, bring
additional food to the table or improve the houses and furnishings of the family’s
living space. Providing in this manner was a source of respect and dignity as a man
within the community; one less prone to challenge from an owner (Genovese
1974:486).

Mothers were fondly remembered for their care and protection, though they
controlled very little of a child’s upbringing, as the slaveowner orchestrated
everything from prenatal care to birthing to nursing of the infants. In addition to
performing her daily labor as assigned by the owner, she would have work for her
family to do, work that often left her exhausted (Genovese 1974:494-501). Children
on large plantations were frequently placed in the care of older women while their
mothers were sent back to toil in the fields, yet found ways to keep tabs on the child
and aid in their growth and development.

While it may seem curious to write paragraphs stating that “mothers were
fondly remembered for their care and protection,” something that we readily associate
with mothers in the modern context, or that fathers were accorded respect if they put
food on the table, an equally banal statement, we must remember that the
historiography of the slave family has not always seen it as a genuine institution.
Beginning with E. Franklin Frazier’s (1939) The Negro Family in the United States,
the slave family was seen as an accommodation to the demands of the slave system,
and little more. It was the result of the master’s desires, not those of the enslaved.
Stampp (1956) and Elkins (1959) both adopted this view, which remained dogma until

the 1970s, when a new wave of scholars, such as Genovese (1974), Blassingame
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(1972), and Gutman (1977), re-evaluated the subject. The more recent scholarship of
Malone (1992), Hahn (2003), and Berlin (1998) have built upon and in some ways
tempered the work of the scholars in the 1970s (Moneyhon 1999:25-27). The
discussion here follows from these later works by emphasizing the close, loving ties
that existed within slave families and the various functions that those families
provided to their members.‘As Blassingame (1972:89) emphasized, slave families
were a crucial survival mechanism for people caught within the grinder of this labor
system.

The closeness of slave families stands in sharp distinction to the rapidity with
which such closeness could be broken up. When debts ran high or money ran short,
when an owner wanted to generate capital for a new purchase, or when an owner
thought that his chattel were becoming unruly, he or she could simply sell members
off. Some of these sales were within the neighborhood, as Friedlander (1985) noted for
slave sales at Yaughan and Curriboo plantations, South Carolina, in the 18" century.
In other instances, long-distance sales removed family members to placés where they
could not be reached by the loved ones left behind, often resulting in permanent break-
ups of households. Moreover, there were no legal protections for slave marriages,
largely due to the interference such safeguards would have on the profitability of
slave-based agriculture (Genovese 1974:52-53). Moneyhon (1999:41-42) found that,
in Arkansas, slave families were less stable than those in Deep South states to the east,
largely as a result of a greater proportion being held on small farms, which were more
prone to boom-and-bust economic cycles that could compel them to sell off slaves,

thus breaking up families, to meet financial crises.
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While they lasted, the support that an enslaved African-American received
from family and household members was a paramount means of coping with and
adapting to the demands of enslaved labor. Families provided relief from the physical
violence meted out by slaveowner or overseer, boosted self-esteem, consoled
individuals when they were hurt or coping with the loss of loved ones, and offered the
loving affirmation of peers (Blassingame 1972:90-94).

Blassingame also points out how important slave households were for children,
as they provided a place where children could learn the rudiments of surviving the
labor system they were born into, provide them with religion, morals, and instruction
other than that which the slaveowner would provide, and also provided a source of
approval other than the master (Blassingame 1972:94). This accorded African
Americans alternative interpretations to the forms of religious and moral instruction
used by owners to maintain order. French sociologist Michel de Certeau (2002)
pointed out that such alternative readings by subjugated individuals caught within such
totalizing systems are powerful tools for mentally subverting authority and regaining
some measure of intellectual emancipation, self-respect, and moral superiority on the
part of the oppressed.

Against this communal emphasis, the individualism of slavery stands in sharp
contrast. Within the legal and economic structures of slave labor, the only relationship
that bore any merit was that connecting the slaveowner to an individual slave (Hahn
2003). As an isolated piece of property, the slave could be sold without regard to the

social networks she or he was tied into. As a piece of property, an enslaved African-
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American was alienable, both from the owner-slave relationship, and alienable from
the community and family of which he or she was a part.

The day-to-day life that enslaved African Americans lived depended greatly on
the organization of labor at their place of enslavement, which in the 19" century
tended to fluctuate with the size of the establishment. Small farms, usually owned by
middling or lower-class whites and, occasionally, free blacks, tended to work
differently from plantations (Bolton 1999:8-9). Historians and archaeologists have
used a number of different methods for differentiating small farms from plantations,
including the acreage of an establishment, but the majority use the number of slaves
held on a particular farm. Many consider farms with fewer than twenty slaves as being
small farms, while plantations had more than that number. Arkansas was home to both
ends of the spectrum. Numerous small farmers had one or two slaves; while the
plantation districts along the Red and Mississippi Rivers saw some large plantations
flourish in the years before the war (Moneyhon 1999). The largest was Sunnyside
plantation, in Chicot County on the Mississippi River, with 543 slaves working 12,000
acres of Arkansas Delta land (Gatewood 1991:11).

Small-scale farmers, those who owned fewer than twenty slaves, tended to be
resident on the lands being worked, often living under the same roof as the enslaved
workforce. With only a few people working the land, the owner and slaves would
frequently have to work together to accomplish the tasks required of running the farm.
If the owner made enough money and bought enough people, he could remove himself
from fieldwork, though only a few rose so high. As both white and black residents of

these smaller farms worked shoulder-to-shoulder, social bonds between them tended
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to be tighter (Bolton 1999). Note that I am not saying that they were necessarily
emotionally more closely bonded to one another, as familiarity did not always
engender affection. Indeed, the inability to maintain separate spaces could be an
unpleasant aspect of the master-slave relationship for both sides of the equation
(Genovese 1974).

These small farms were less-likely to be producing only one crop for export.
With small resources and limited productive capability, small farmers had to produce
more of their own subsistence, and had neither the inputs (land, equipment) nor the
staffing to grow, pick, and bale large quantities of cotton. This meant that small farms
were more diverse producers instead of being cotton monocroppers. They had to
produce subsistence as well as cash crops.

This diversification mean that small farms tended to offer greater variety in
work, alleviating the boredom and monotony experienced on plantations. From
working in the fields to helping tend garden patches, to mending fences or, in the case
of Locus 4 (below), operating the ferry, small holdings offered workers more variety
and a more rounded farming experience. Of course, the paternalistic nature of slavery
meant that the enslaved could neither choose which of these various tasks they were to
work on day-to-day, nor could they work elsewhere from their owner, should they
have so desired (Genovese 1974:9).

True plantations, those with twenty slaves or more, tended to focus on cash
crop production exclusively, usually cotton, with some subsistence crops grown
alongside. Their acreage was much larger, and it was common for the productive acres

to be scattered widely within the plantation, or to have a single white owner’s land
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dispersed across several counties, with work crews being shifted back and forth as
needed. Establishments such as these could consist of several distinct farms, each with
a local overseer, with the production of all organized by the overall landowner in a
flagship plantation.

On these plantations, African Americans tended to live in discrete quarters,
separate from whites, and were often subjected to work organized in gangs,
emphasizing repetition of the same task, either from sunup to sundown, or on a task
system, wherein a worker could have free time in the evening once he or she finished a
set amount of work. Those work gangs would often include both women and men,
with children being minded by a few designated (and often, older) women in a specific
place on the plantation, away from their parents.

Plantations, as they were geared towards mass production of cotton, offered
monotonous and back-breaking work. Cotton picking could last for months, involving
towing long canvas sacks up and down rows, removing cotton fibers from the bolls by
hand, stooping from sunup to sundown in the intense late summer heat. The one silver
lining to plantations came in living arrangements (Bolton 1999). Large enslaved
workforces were not lodged within the main house on a plantation. Typically, a few
house servants would live either in an outbuilding nearby the main house, or in a small
room or closet within it, and the field workers would be housed in a distinct quarter,
generally near to but spatially distinct from the whites’ lived space. These quarters
allowed for much greater freedom of association during off hours than would be
experienced on small farms, and were places where families could flourish, true slave

communities could develop.
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At Dooley’s Ferry, we know Locus 4, the ferryman’s house, was a site of
enslavement. The 1860 U.S. Census lists three African Americans as slaves to Samuel
Carlock, ferryman, farmer, and head of the household ensconced at Locus 4 (U.S.
Census Office 1860). Their lives would likely have mirrored those of fellow slaves
held on small holdings. Across the river lay the sprawling plantation of C.M. Hervey,
resident of Spring Hill. Hervey had 40 enslaved workers there, and an additional 12,
probably house servants, in Spring Hill, making him one of the larger slaveowners in
the area.

Yeoman white families, those who owned small farms and keeping either no or
only a few slaves, tended to start young. Husbands and wives typically wed in their
late teens, and started producing children soon thereafter, and family sized tended to
run large. Children offered labor that was not typically paid and that would be
emotionally bonded to the landowner, contributing to the wealth and health of the
household. As families grew, older children could help in the child-rearing duties
entailed by younger children, which would both ease the burden on the parents and
help train the older children to be parents, themselves.

Money was perpetually tight for these farmers, who had to use next year’s crop
to secure debts owed to stores, local planters, and banks. Ensuring a good harvest
required long hours of backbreaking work, which could be rendered moot by a hail
storm, flood, drought, and plagues of insects, fire, or any of a host of other concerns.
Fortunately, the boll weevil had yet to arrive.

For both white and black Arkansans, parties provided relief from the arduous

labor conditions and brought people together from across neighborhoods. Antebellum
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Southerners loved barbeques, picnics, religious meetings, and a host of other forms of
get-togethers. For the enslaved, these often took place on Sunday, the one day of the
week when owners, by tradition, did not make them work. For whites, dates could
range more widely. Everybody marked the arrival of Christmas with celebrations that
included special food and drink, and frequently the exchange of some kind of gift.
Labor during these break times freqilently brought cash payments to slaves, which
many carefully saved towards purchasing their own or a family member’s freedom.

Cashin (1990:56) writes that antebellum planter families typically had a
nuclear core, but the addition of aunts, uncles, cousins, and grandparents. Social life
and daily activities both revolved around these extended family units, which could
encompass multiple households, sometimes spread across great distance. Extended
visits between family members, lasting weeks or, as with the case of children, up to a
year, built very strong ties between extended family members, and much socializing,
child-rearing, marriage, and public activity were conducted along these blood lines
(Cashin 1990:57-66). Of course, the ability to maintain such elastic familial bonds
was fueled by the financial resources of their position within society.

Though slavery was the norm, not all blacks in antebellum America were
enslaved. There were several thousand free blacks in the South, though their liberties
were carefully circumscribed. There were several hundred free blacks in Arkansas in
the decades before the war, though they lived under very close scrutiny (Taylor 1958).
To be permitted residence in the state, they had to have document proving their
emancipated state on hand and present them upon demand. A bond of $500 had to be

submitted to the local court. Failure to make such a deposit could result in the subject
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being fined, whipped, or hired out (effectively rendered a slave) until the debt to the
county was settled (Bolton 1999:14).

Between statehood in 1836 and the late 1850s, the climate towards free blacks
in Arkansas cooled significantly. There were few places where free blacks could find a
home. Higgins (2004) relates the travails of one such family, that of Peter Caulder,
who settled in the mountain counties of the Ozarks. Caulder was one of the earliest
American settlers in Arkansas, helping to establish Fort Smith as a soldier in the U.S.
Army in the 1810s and 1820s. After his military service, he farmed in Newton County,
in the Ozarks near the Missouri border, until just before the war.

By the late 1850s, white sentiment towards free blacks turned toxic, as whites
feared that free blacks would, at the very least, tacitly encourage slaves to run away by
serving as living examples of African Americans who were not held in bondage. At
worst, free blacks (so the fear went) would be active agents of emancipation, aiding
those who sought liberty in the north. As a result, Arkansas simply outlawed free
blacks. In 1858, Arkansas passed a law forcing free African Americans to choose
between vacating the state forthwith or voluntarily enslave themselves to a white
citizen of their choosing. Not surprisingly, most of the free blacks in the state left,
including Peter Caulder and his family, though the difficulty in enforcing the law led
to its repeal the following year (Higgins 2004).

Despite the law’s repeal, it would appear that at the time of the war, there were
no free blacks living in either Hempstead or Lafayette Counties. Census records do not
report anyone of African-American heritage in the Population Schedules. There had

been free blacks living there in the past. In the 1830s, Dolly Pennington, a free woman
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of color, lived in Washington, Hempstead County, where she worked as a cook and
waitress at a local tavern. She saved enough by her labors to purchase her daughter in
1834, Nancy, whom she manumitted five years later. Like Peter Caulder, Dolly and
Nancy vacated the state in 1858 in the face of the newly-inked ban on free persons of

color (Peggy Lloyd, personal communication, 2013).

Gender

As mentioned before, gender, race, and class all interdigitate; and puzzling out
which one trumps the other is a delicate exercise. We now turn to gender as a
category. Gender codes separated work and social behavior amongst whites much
more than among African Americans, particularly among the middle and upper
classes. From the 1840s on, whites — particularly among the middle and upper classes
— divided the world into very distinct private and public spheres. The private sphere
roughly equates with the household, and was the domain of the woman. Men, on the
other hand, dominated in the public sphere, the world of business and politics carried
on outside of the home. Women were not expected to have a voice in the outside
world, and were restricted from voting. They frequently found themselves unable to
conduct business or legal proceedings without a male relation through whom to work,
and almost invariably lost parental rights in the rare cases of divorce. Numerous
documents encountered during this research referred to a man “et ux,” meaning “and
wife.” The wife’s name was rarely ever recorded, even if the property being
adjudicated was hers or the transaction was based on her associations or holdings.

These restrictions came with protections, at least for white women. These

protections were not extended to African-American women. While subject to the
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confinements of what constituted “women’s work,” and subject to and creating
gendered roles within enslaved communities, the system of white supremacy under
which they lived accorded no enduring recognition of their womanhood. African-
American women received none of the concerns or considerations accorded to white
women by white men, and were frequently treated as the simple objects of their lusts
and curiosity. Du Bois found this de-feminizing of black women to be the one aspect
of slavery that he could never forgive.

Given that most opportunities for women’s work outside of the home in
antebellum America were in factories, particularly, in the northeast, it should come as
no surprise that women were not heavily employed off the farm in the South (Massey
1994:11). A few Southern women found work outside of the farm, significantly as
shopkeepers or other tasks that did not involve hard manual labor, which was
stereotypically the province of males.

For Southern white men, gender codes focused strongly on militarism and
bellicosity. Escott (2006:2) summarizes the work of numerous historians by noting
that “the South’s distinctive character was its devotion to a strong military tradition.”
Southerners provided a disproportionate number of troops to fight in the Mexican
War, counted several antebellum Secretaries of War among their number, and were a
large part of the intellectual movement known as the “Military Enlightenment” of the
1830s and 1840s (Escott 2006). Service in the local militia was considered essential
for white males aspiring to climb the social ladder in local society, and militia musters
and drills became as much social events as preparations for combat. For Southern

whites, “the military was an ultimate expression of manhood” (Thomas 1989:342).
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Miiitias. widespread before the war, exploded in popularity after John Brown’s Raid
oi Harper’s Ferry, Virginia in 1859, as Southerners sought to prepare for the feared
vasion of Northern Republicans (Nelson and Sheriff 2007:46)

Militias provided the basis for many early volunteer units, and offered a
swpulace of men who were at least familiar with the expectations of military service, if
not is realities. The extent to which that training translated into battlefield success is
i hatable, but it at the very least bred the belief in Southern military superiority

! +. o1t 2006:3). They would find that the mechanization of warfare brought about
- +in,. the war cared little for the élan of the men on the battlefield and cut down
<-~v.urd and stalwart in equal numbers.

Of course, these distinctions were maintained to the point that one’s financial
uation allowed for one to engage in such fissioning of familial worlds. This is where
~wler and class come together. Amongst working class whites, who did not have the

toveny of exempting one half of the household from labor in the fields, women worked
4-1:2side men, both parties working together to bring in a crop (McNeilly 2000:100).
'« 1dea of women dominating only the domestic sphere while men went out in public
.- 1 luxury many could not afford. In some ways, poverty was less confining than
atHuence, at least for women. Fox-Genovese (1988:288) observed that women on
smallholdings tended to have less conscribed social positions and more expansive
+!os i managing affairs, directing production, and controlling household
onsumption and market activity than did their fellow women on larger farms, who

were trained from childhood for other pursuits.
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For African Americans, gender conditioned the labor that people were assigned
to do, though African-American men and women on small farms worked in the fields
along with their owners (Stampp 1956:34-35). These roles broke down to some extent
on large plantations. Women and men worked in mixed-gender gangs on large
holdings, graded based on their physical stamina and strength. Young men and women
after théir childbearing years but not yet old constituted the “first gang” or “main
gang” that did the heaviest work. Older children and child-bearing females formed the
“second gang” or “hoe gang,” while young children being introduced to labor, the
elderly, and women nursing infants formed the “trash gang,” of whom the least labor
was expected (Hahn 2003:20).

Gender differentiation really divided the skilled tasks, such as driving wagons,
servicing machinery, or operating equipment in gins and mills, which were
preferentially allocated to men (Hahn 2003:20). Women, conversely, were used as
laundresses, cooks, and other tasks considered appropriate to women. Annual events,
such as corn-shucking or hog-killing, which frequently took on a carnival-like aspect,
were also highly-gendered labor practices, with men performing the laborious tasks,

relegating women to the role of spectators (Genovese 1974:318-320).

Policing the Lines that Divide

Rural southern society in the antebellum era was a highly-structured system of
classifications kept in place through both internal self-regulation and external
imposition, which frequently involved violence. Order and stability were highly
valued, and when achieved, were considered by those at the top rungs of society to be

evidence of a harmonious, healthy community (Brown 1975). As we shall see, that
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lurmony and health could only be seen with the bird’s eye view. For enslaved African
\mericans and poor and middling whites, people situated at the frog’s level (Wright
1978 borrows this concept from Nietzsche), living in the rural South brought a mixture
ol violences, some structural and others active, some used by them and others used
aw.nnst them, which helped shape their worldview, limited opportunities, and could
place their very wellbeing into jeopardy.
F'rom its very early history, the region had some form of police service. Both

I reoas and George Dooley served as sheriffs in the region in the late 1820s and early
“N20s (Gioodspeed Company 1890). Sheriffs, in that period, were mostly reactive civil
~viants, sent out after a crime was committed in hopes that they might apprehend a
reraciiator, not a policeman walking a beat in hopes of deterring crime. Sheriffs also
scived as tax collectors and court officers, performing much of the leg work for local
2o emment. Still, their enforcement capabilities made them the chief arbiters of legal

-wfence within these frontier communities.

American law-enforcement was rooted in the colonial era and largely derived

v [inglish legal codes brought over the water with the earliest colonists. Over time,
Aistinet legal traditions arose in North America, with English law serving as the root
t« tinited States legal codes. Colonists adapted their legal codes to their new cultural
contexts. Walker (1980) lists emphasis on Biblical authority, fewer capital offenses,
wad the greater use of vigilantism (a result of the life on the thinly-populated and
ander-regulated frontier) as distinctly American alterations to European, largely

British, legal codes.
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Areas such as Louisiana, that operated under another colonizer’s laws before
annexation had to endure the tribulations of conforming to new American legal
systems. Such transitions were of particular interest to African Americans, as different
colonizers legislated slavery differently. For example, in Louisiana, slaves lived under
the France’s Code Noir, issued in 1724. The Black Code, as it translates, consisted of
protections and penalties, and had numerous avenues for emancipation (Taylo'r
1958:14-17). Life under succeeding American legal systems did not offer as many
protections or possibilities for freedom (Berlin 2007).

Colonial legal systems maintained religious, economic, familial, and racial
order (Walker 1980), though extra-legal violence (vigilantism) was common and
popular. Indeed, this tendency towards violent imposition of a set moral and social
order endured long after the war in the form of anti-Reconstruction groups like the Ku
Klux Klan and in the rash of lynchings, bombings, and arsons leveled against African
Americans and “miscreant” whites both (Hartman and Ingenthron 1988:3-9). Though
it is less common today, the Klan is known to still be active in the area, with a cross
burning occurring in nearby Fouke in August of 2005 (Associated Press 2007).

There are a few references to violence occurring in the Dooley’s Ferry area in
the 19" century. In 1831, a man identified only as “Crandell” stabbed a man named
Gardiner to death while Gardiner worked on a farm in Lost Prairie, just across the Red
River from Dooley’s Ferry. The crime, rooted in some unfortunate aspect of the men’s
previous acquaintance, appeared in papers as far away as Baltimore, Charleston, and

New London, Connecticut. There is no evidence that Crandell was pursued, as he
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escaped into Mexico “immediately after committing the outrage” Baltimore Patriot &
Mercantile Advisor 1831).

Vigilantism does appear in a few newspaper accounts associated with Dooley’s
Ferry. In 1875, a man named Jones was accused of murdering W.J. Murphy in Fulton,
upstream from the crossing. Many of the townspeople of Fulton turned out to chase
down Jones, tracking him to Dooley’s Ferry, where he attempted to cross the Red
River. Jones did not go easily, shooting and killing one of his pursuers, a Mr. Tillar,
during his escape attempt. Jones never made it across the river, being shot to death in
the water (New Orleans Times 1875).

Moving beyond the imposition of law and order, violence was also used to
maintain social hierarchies. The widespread employment of the lash, stocks, ball and
chain, and other forms of physical punishment on plantations and farms helped
maintain the social hierarchy, keeping African Americans subservient to whites
through brute force (Stampp 1956:172-177; Taylor 1958:204-206). Demonstrating
the power to subject another to pain without retribution was a powerful symbol of the
hierarchy at work, for both the victim of the abuse and any other slave who might
witness the incident (Nordstrom 2004:62-63). Sallie Crane, enslaved in Hempstead
County, recalls numerous beatings with cowhides and birch sprouts, which tended to
leave splinters in her skin that had to be softened with soapy water before removal.
“They jus’ whipped me ‘cause they could, ‘cause they had the privilege” she told a
Works Progress Administration recorder, “it wasn’t nothin’ I done; they just whipped

me” (Lankford 2003:136-137). Other forms of torture, from sexual assault to
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execution, were sanctioned by convention if not by law when committed against the
enslaved.

Tracing specific instances or patterns of such violence in antebellum America
is difficult, particularly in instances where we lack memoirs written by former slaves.
Slave accounts suggest that while individual owners were more or less eager to
employ beatings and torture against their chattel, it was rare to find a slaveowner who
would not resort to physical correction (Genovese 1974:64). Legal documents or
newspapers of the period were unlikely to record this violence unless it became
markedly more extreme than the norm, as in cases where a person was beaten to death
or given a remarkable number of lashes by an owner.

There are reports of instances of more extreme violence. Oral histories from
the Great Bend tell of the assault and mass-murder of a number of African Americans
during the antebellum period. The identities and number of victims are lost to history,
as are the names of the murderers, though Lee (2011). The stories tie back to one of
the oxbow lakes along the Red River in the vicinity of Dooley’s Ferry. One day in
1849, a young woman named Mariah, who once lived at Dooley’s Ferry, witnessed a
group of men leading a number of slaves in shackles to the water. The white men
sexually assaulted the women and children before executing them, then forced the
male slaves into the water, where they were either shot or forced to drown. Mariah
watched from a nearby bush, unable to move. When safe, she fled home and told her
owner, Richard Burton, of the event. Burton, fearing for Mariah’s well-being and at
odds with some of the local landowners, carried his household south to Bossier Parish,

Louisiana, where he became an innkeeper (Lee 2011:44—46). Mariah handed the
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account of the incident down to her children, Chloe and Tisby, who kept the narrative
alive, handing it down through the family until descendant Ann Lee, of Minneapolis,
Minnesota, recently published the account.

As stated above, such horrific episodes of violence are hard to verify through
the historical record, and, in this case, the oral history only recently recorded is our
chief evidence for its occurrence. Discussions with several experts on local history did
not produce additional information, though the supposed site of the incident, known as
Spirit Lake, has been suggested to derive its name from the souls of the people
murdered there in the 1840s (Anonymous, personal communication, 2012).

While slave systems allowed owners the latitude to deploy violence against
recalcitrant African Americans, they were not the only people sanctioned to use
violence against the enslaved in antebellum America. Many communities formed slave
patrols, consisting of members of the community who would guard roads at night,
looking for African-American slaves traveling between farms without a pass (Lovett
1995:306). Numerous instances exist of slave patrols meting out physical punishment
against those who were unfortunate enough to be caught by them (Wyatt-Brown
1983:378-379).

This model of organized violence did not just apply to African Americans. At
the outbreak of the war, vigilance committees, consisting of civilians and modeled on
slave patrols, roamed throughout southern Arkansas, seeking not just slaves without
passes but also any white person who might be a unionist headed north. Alfred E.
Mathews, an Ohioan working in Texas when the war broke out, walked home through

Louisiana and Arkansas in the opening months of the war. He reported that bands of
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“regulators” patrolled the woods around Lewisville, just south of Dooley’s Ferry
(Figure 1), searching for unionists and abolitionists. Just prior to his passing through,
these regulators had fallen upon three men who were out looking for lost cattle, but
had gotten lost and could not provide a satisfactory explanation for being where they
were discovered. The regulators killed all three men (Mathews 1861:20-21).
Mathews, boﬁnd for the north, was understandably concerned for his safety while

passing through the area. His route likely took him within 10 miles of Dooley’s Ferry.

Labor and the Formation of Dooley’s Ferry

In Chapter 1, I laid out the connections between the Great Bend region and the
Atlantic World. Those connections had everything to do with the economy and society
that came to govern the American period at the ferry crossing, the subject of this
chapter. While archaeologists, historians, and others posit a range of relationships
between economy and society, many historical archaeologists follow the work of
Delle, Mrozowski, and Paynter (2000) as well as Hall and Silliman (2006) in placing
economic arrangements as among the most important determinants of social
Qrganization and historical forces.

Much of life in early American Arkansas flows from the international capitalist
links of the Atlantic World; links that focused around the production of agricultural
goods for export, partially to mills in the northeastern United States but primarily for
English establishments. Though those economic arrangements did not require
enslaved workers, it certainly profited by them, and the 1850s was a decade of
increasing profitability for slavery in Arkansas (Taylor 1958). Houston’s (2008:65)

study of Hempstead County (including Dooley’s Ferry) slaveholding found that
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slavery in 1860 was profitable on the order of a 10.4% return on investment, a margin
that was increasing with time, up from 7.6% in 1850. From settlement to war, the
neighborhood surrounding Dooley’s Ferry was geared towards the production of
cotton as a raw material to be distributed throughout the Atlantic World, to the
exclusion of all other pursuits (Houston 2008:70-71).

We know from documents that the area in and surround Dooley’s Ferry was
replete with farms and plantations housing and working hundreds of enslaved African
Americans and producing significant quantities of cotton. The area was an active and
thriving rural community, albeit one highly structured along lines of race, class, and
gender. But what, really, did the community look like? What were the physical
dispositions of its buildings and its people, and what more can we learn of the
quotidian details of the lives of the people who once lived there? Though they were
not celebrated in the ways that the residents of Washington are today, they lived their
lives as part of the regional culture(s) and were integral to the functioning of the
overall economic system that brought Arkansas its wealth.

To answer that question, and to begin to weave the fabric of the community as
a basis against which we might reflect the effects of the coming and progress of the
Civil War, we turned to archaeological fieldwork. Over the course of five years (2008-
2013), several different institutions collaborated to identify numerous structures and

recover thousands of artifacts that let us begin to answer some of these questions.
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Chapter 3. The Archaeology of Antebellum Dooley’s Ferry

To this point, I have focused on the world into which Dooley’s Ferry grew.
The foregoing pages set the scene for the changes in social and economic structure
that the inhabitants of Dooley’s Ferry encountered during the Civil War years.
Numerous archaeologists, both professional and avocational, have worked to ideﬁtify
and excavate several parts of the landscape surrounding the ferry crossing during the
course of this fieldwork. The result offers us an understanding of the antebellum
disposition of the community’s working and living spaces and provides a material
record of the lives lived along the Red River over the course of the past several
centuries. This allows us to properly conceive of the changes in the landscape and to
understand the shape of the community that endured the war. It also provides a
framework to understand the changes in the structure in the community and the built
environment that occurred during the war.

Such a long project that encompasses so many phases is difficult to synthesize
with historical data in meaningful fashion. I have elected the following format. This
chapter will introduce the major efforts in geophysical prospection, shovel test survey,
and open-block excavation that provided the frame for the archaeological analyses
present throughout this dissertation. Additionally, this chapter highlights the portions
of the excavation that identified antebellum or wartime features and contexts as a
means of establishing the footprint of the Dooley’s Ferry community at the outbreak

of the war.
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Other elements of the archaeological research that are significant portions of
this project, but are more aptly discussed in other sections, will only be briefly
rcferenced here. Primary among this group are the excavations at the ferryman’s house
11 ocus 4) and the mapping and interpretation of the Civil War earthworks on the lands

wuronnding the ferry community, discussed in (Chapter 5), below.

I'he Archaeological Project

Over the course of the past five years, with the support of the College of
A & Mary, the Arkansas Archeological Survey, and the U.S. Army Engineer
. ~uch and Development Center, a team of archaeologists has worked to answer a
cianer of questions about the archaeological record of Dooley’s Ferry and sought to
i 1siand what insight archaeological research can throw on the antebellum and Civil
W e neriods for southwest Arkansas. This research has taken a landscape approach to
o ferry crossing site, emphasizing test excavations on numerous loci of activity
-+l than extensive excavations of a single site. This approach has necessitated the
-+« ! several technologies that facilitate spatially-extensive survey, and yielded
s wihi- that tell us much about how the community of Dooley’s Ferry looked in the
+ i 19" century, and how it connected with the wider Atlantic World. This research
+ooivssed in several stages, building on the advice and expertise of many scholars

«he. contributed time and insight to the project.

Exploratory and Mapping (2007)

This project began in 2007, following the afore-mentioned collapse of a
previous project in Cuba. Of the sites Jamie Brandon showed me during my first visit

1 southwest Arkansas, Dooley’s Ferry most engaged my attention and curiosity.
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Though I had worked on several battlefield projects, including National Park Service
surveys of Pea Ridge, Wilson’s Creek, and the Little Bighorn, I was looking for a
project that would help to round out conflict archaeology as a whole by focusing on

civilians and civil-military interactions during wartime. Tate’s Bluff, while a beautiful

set of fortifications, did not provide that opportunity, whereas Dooley’s Ferry did.

Figure 10: Project Area

Trench Mapping (2007 and 2012)
The first field phase of the project consisted of a trip during December of 2007

to map the bulk of the trenches on the bluffs surrounding the old community. These
included the stretch cutting through the Common Hill Baptist Church graveyard and

the adjoining section across the road. The timing of this work was fortuitous, as the
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latter portion had been clear-cut recently, and is, at the time of this writing, thick in
young, tall trees, and mapping would be impossible.

The last segment of trenches, on the hill adjoining Red Lake, lie in heavy
timber, making them virtually impossible to map with surveying equipment.
Additionally, the forest covering the trenches was largely coniferous, and therefore
hostile to global positioning system (GPS) data acquisition. These were left for a later
date. In 2012, just prior to the Arkansas Archeological Society’s annual Training
Program dig, we received notification that the landowner had sold the timber rights to
the area including this final section of trenches, and that the land had been logged,
leaving it in open, bare earth. I availed myself of the opportunity to map the final
section with a GPS unit. During the aforementioned Training Program dig, Mr. Tim
Mulvihill, of -the Arkansas Archeological Survey’s research station at the University of
Arkansas at Fort Smith, began a high-density map of the final trench section.

Mapping the trenches started one facet of the interpretive aspect of this
research, as we had to conclude who built them, when, and with what considerations
in mind. The result of this aspect of the work is summed up in Chapter 7, and shows
how such positions can assume multiple meaning in troubled times, and how, by the
end of the Civil War, the people and government’s relationships had become

ambiguous under the strains of deprivation.

Shovel Testing (2008)

The next year saw the inception of subsurface investigations of the civilian
community lodged behind those earthworks. Lying immediately adjacent to the Red

River, a watercourse known for frequent and significant floods, we needed to be sure
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that there were intact and reachable archaeological deposits there (Pearson 1982). The
Red River has occupied its current meander belt for only about the past 200 years, and
in that time has frequently changed course. Portions of the channel have wandered up
to 2,000 feet in as little as twenty years (Albertson et al. 1996:25). Floods could either
have scoured away the remains of the old community or buried them under feet of
alluvium. Either caée would have made further study at the site fruitless. This kind of
activity in the area around Dooley’s Ferry led Albertson et al. (1996:25) to write that
“the modern meander belt is not likely to contain prehistoric sites,” though the
survival of Red Lake Mound indicates this assessment is likely invalid for the area
immediately surrounding Dooley’s Ferry.

Human activity has also greatly remodeled the landscape of rural Arkansas.
Land-leveling was and is a common agricultural practice that can either strip
archaeological sites from the landscape or bury them in newly-imported fill; either of
which conditions could render the archaeological record at the site inaccessible. This
practice was a particular concern for archaeologists working in agricultural regions in
the Arkansas Delta (McGimsey and Davis 1968).

Between natural and cultural disturbances to the site, I was more concerned the
former. Excavations at the Cedar Grove site (3LA27), nearby in Lafayette County, in
the 1980s had to contend with 2m of alluvial silt laid down by the 1927 flood
(Boudreaux 1999; Martin et al. 1987; Rose 1983; Rose 1985; Schambach et al. 1982;
Trubowitz 1984; Trubowitz et al. 1984). If Dooley’s Ferry had been similarly
impacted by those or any of the numerous floods that rolled through the area,

archaeological techniques would not have reached the desired deposits.
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