V. CONCLUSIONS

A. PATTERNS OF SETTLEMENT

The Dawsons built their house on a road. This
simple statement, hardly surprising from our point
of view, tells us something important about life in
elghteenth-century Delaware, and about how we
should practice historical archaeology. Seitlement
in the Chesapeake region of Virginia and
Maryland was for a long time focused not on
roads, but on rivers and creeks. Every plantation
was oriented toward the water, and, ultimately,
toward Europe, the market for the tobacco that
was the Chesapeake settlers’ main product. The
settlement of Delaware also began along
waterways, from the Swedish fort at Wilmington
to the Dutch settlements at Appoquemenen

(Odessa) and Swanendael (Lewes) to the houses
of Richard Whitehart and John Powell, built along
the Leipsic River in the 1680s and 1690s (Grettler
et al. 1995). The custom of building on the water
extended even to creeks that were useless for
shipping, such as Augustine Creek in New Castle
County, where Samuel and Henrietta Mahoe built
their farm in the 1720s (Bedell et al. 1998b). But
as the eighteenth century wore on, the forests of
central Delaware were cleared for farms, and the
countryside filled up with people, roads and towns
came to play a greater role in rural life. In
eighteenth-century Delaware, most farm products
on their way to market started their journey on a
road. Where roads crossed navigable creeks,
landings were established, and small towns grew
up around the landings (Catts et al.
1989). This pattern of development

promoted town growth and economic
diversity much more than the southern
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system of isolated plantations, each
with its own landing to carry trade
directly to the world.

Although the Dawsons’ house was
oriented toward a road, it was not built
right next to the road. The “Forrest
Road"™ has been supplanted by U.S. 13
and other modern highways, but from
a study of nineteenth-century maps
(see Figure 3) we estimate that it ran
about 250 feet north of the Dawsons’
cellar. As may be seen from any of the
atlases of nineteenth-century
Delaware, many farms were sited in
this way, along a road but up to 500
feet distant from it. This custom of
placing farms at some distance from
the road makes it challenging for
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adjacent to the road, as they were in
parts of Pennsylvania and New
England, one would find them by
looking within 100 feet or so of all

FIGURE 22:
Plowzone
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known colonial roads. Having to
extend the search for 300 or even 500




feet on either side of each road
requires a vastly greater effort. To

make matters worse, some
Delaware farmers continued Lo
build along creeks. In order to be
sure that we have found all the
eighteenth-century farms in any
part of Delaware, therefore, we
have to look in many different
places, perhaps even in every
suitable building location.

B. RECONSTRUCTING THE
DAWSON FARM

Because about half of the Dawson
farm was destroyed during the
construction of 11.5. 13, and much
of the rest was disturbed by other
twentieth-century  construction
activities, we did not find much
good evidence of how the farm
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information we have on the layout
of the farm comes from the
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surveyor's sketch of 1745 (see FIGURE 23:

Figure 7) and the distribution of
artifacts in the plowzone.

Figures 22-25 show the distribution of four
artifact types in the plowzone of the Dawson Site.
The figures were produced using a computer
program called Surfer, which turns a set of data
points into a continuous surface by estimating the
values in between. The contour lines represent the
number of artifacts, in much the same way that the
contour lines on a topographic map represent
elevation. The peaks in the distribution—that is,
the places where the most artifacts were found—
appear on the maps as groups of concentric
circles. The information provided in these figures
must be treated with caution because of the high
degree of disturbance on the site. No map of the
total artifact distribution has been provided,
because the artifact total includes hundreds of
twentieth-century items that have nothing to do

Distribution of Refined Ceramics Dating to Before
1760 in the Plowzone

with the Dawsons. Instead, Figure 22 shows the
distribution of coarse earthenwares. Coarse
earthenwares made up more than 40 percent of the
total artifacts from the site. Although these
ceramic wares are still made, they are no longer
common, so they are a reasonable approximation
of the overall distribution of eighteenth-century
artifacts. Figure 22 shows high counts of coarse
earthenwares around the cellar and in a wide area
to the southeast, roughly in the center of the site.
The center of the site was, along with the
southwest corner, the most intact portion of the
Dawson Site, so we can reasonably assume that
the artifacts found in this area represent
eighteenth-century activity or trash disposal. It is
harder to know what to make of the high counts of
coarse earthenwares in the northern and
southeastern parts of the site, since these areas
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N 1805). We wanted to know whether
the distribution of refined wares was
different from that of coarse wares,
and whether the distribution of refined
ceramics changed over time. Figure 23
shows that the distribution of the
earlier refined wares is essentially the
same as that of the coarse wares. We
could not identify any special areas
where artifacts of one type or another
predominated, or any other indication
of what archaeologists call “activity
areas.” However, Figures 23 and 24
are quite different from one another;
very little creamware was found in the
northwestern part of the site, over the
cellar. It seems possible, based on this
distribution, that the tenants who lived
on the site after Richard Dawson sold
the property in 1756 built a new
dwelling in the center of the site,
where the creamware counts are
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highest. However, no foundations were
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found in this area, nor was there any
other good indication that a structure
once stood there. There was no well in

the area, and a house in the center of

FIGURE 24:
Plowzone

had been badly disturbed. After the extended
Phase II testing we thought the redware
concentration in the northeast corner might
indicate a work area, perhaps associated with the
malthouse. Further investigation showed,
however, that the soil across the northern part of
the site was too disturbed to support this
interpretation. Nevertheless, this redware must
have come from somewhere in the northern third
of the site. The earth-moving machines that
caused the disturbance could have pushed artifacts
around within the area they traversed, but they
would not have brought in redware from
somewhere else.

Figures 23 and 24 show the distributions of
creamware (1762 to 1820) and earlier refined
ceramics, primarily delftware {1640-1800) and

Distribution of Creamware [1762-1820) in the
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the site ought to have had a well within
the area we excavated. (We assume
that the Dawsons’ well was west of
their house, under U.S. 13} Also, work on other
sites has shown that high plowzone artifact counts
are most often associated not with buildings, but
with yard areas between buildings (Bedell et al.
1998a; Grettler et al. 1995). It still seems most
likely that the later house was west of the cellar,
mnder U.5. 13,

The area of high artifact counts in the center of
the site therefore seems to represent a working
yard behind the Dawsons’™ house. Archaeology
turned up no direct indications of buildings in this
area, but there is indirect evidence that some kind
of structure once stood there. This evidence is the
distribution of handwrought nails (Figure 25). The
highest counts of handwrought nails were found
over the cellar, in the northeastern, badly
disturbed part of the site, and in the south-central




area, roughly between Features 7 and
12. Since this part of the site was
relatively well preserved, the nails may
have come from a shed or other small
structure that stood nearby.

Archaeology tells us only that the
Dawsons' house had a cellar, that they
scattered trash around a working yard
behind their house, and that there may
have been some small buildings around
that yard. Figure 26, our reconstruction
of the Dawsons’ farm, is therefore
based largely on the 1745 surveyors’
sketch of the property. It shows the
Dawsons’ house as a one-story frame
structure, and a log barn, a shed, and
an open-sided malthouse, spread out
along the road.
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custom, Thomas and Mary slept on the
first floor of the house, in their best
bed. Their children may have slept in
the same room, or in the loft overhead.
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Jenney, the Dawsons’ African-
American slave, may also have slept in
the loft, or possibly in the basement.
Separate slave quarter structures were rather rare
in Delaware, and there is no reason to think that
the Dawsons ever had one. Most Delaware slave-
owners had four or fewer slaves, and free and
enslaved members of the household generally
lived in close proximity, often sharing the same
roof. This proximity made their relationships
much closer (although not necessarily better) than
those between owners and slaves on the great
southern plantations.

C. HOUSING IN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY
DELAWARE

The most interesting feature at the Dawson Family
Site was the cellar; in fact, it was the only feature
on the site interesting for more than just the
artifacts in it. The cellar contained sufficient

FIGURE 25:
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Distribution of Handwrought MNails in the

Plowzone

architectural remains, in the form of stains left by
the structural beams, for us to reconstruct how the
Diawsons’ house was built. Our knowledge of the
Dawsons' house reinforces two key points in our
understanding of eighteenth-century Delaware
houses: their great variability, and the temporary
way many of them were built. One of the most
striking things about the dozen or so eighteenth-
century houses that have been excavated in the
state is how different they are from one another.
No two are alike. (Except, perhaps, those that
have left no trace at all.) The Dawsons™ house is
the only one built with wooden sills laid in the
bottom of a cellar. John Powell’s house also
included a section built on ground-laid sills, but
they were laid in a shallow pit (see Figure 17). It
seems likely that the cellar identified at the
Dawson Family Site underlay only part of the




FIGURE 26: Reconstruction of the Dawson Farm Around 1745

house. A deep partial cellar was also found at the
Augustine Creek North Site, a tenant farm
established around 1750 (Bedell et al. 1998h).
That cellar measured 5 by 10 feet and had
bulkhead steps. The other excavated Delaware
houses all had full basements, or only small,
shallow root cellars (Table 22).

The most substantial rural eighteenth-century
houses to have been excavated in Delaware are at
the Charles Robinson Plantation (Thomas et al.
1994) and the McKean/Cochran Farm (Bedell et
al. 1998a). Charles Robinson was a well-to-do
farmer who styled himself “yeoman,” and the
remains of his house, built around 1762, consisted
of stone foundations in a full basement measuring
23 by 26.5 feet. Two houses were identified at the
McKean/Cochran  Farm, both with stone
foundations and full basements. The earlier house,
built by tenants around 1750, measured 15 by 18
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feet, and the later house, built between 1790 and
1800, measured 18 by 28 feet (Plate 25), The later
house may have been the residence of Letitia
McKean, a wealthy woman, and niece of the
governor of Pennsylvania. Samuel and Henrietta
Mahoe's house at the Augustine Creek South Site
also had a full basement, and it probably had brick
foundations, although almost all the bricks had
been removed. This house, probably built in the
1720s, measured 16 by 25 feet (Bedell et al.
1998b), The oldest section of the house at the
William Hawthorn Site had stone foundations
measuring 21 by 29 feet, but no cellar; written
records tell us that it was two stories tall and made
of logs (Coleman et al. 1984),

The other eighteenth-century Delaware houses
studied were much less substantial than these five.
On the majority of these sites, evidence of the
main house was actually meager.




Table 22. House Remains at Rural Eighteenth-Century Sites in Delaware

Occupation House

Site Dates Dimensions* Description of Remains

John Powell! 1680-1730  15x307 Log sills in shallow cellar, 10x11 feet, plus shallow
pits and possible posts

Thompson's Loss and Gain® 1720-1780  24x18 Post in the ground, with two hearths and several small
root cellars

Augustine Creek South’ 1724-1760 16x25 Full basement with traces of brick foundations

William Strickland* 1726-1762  24x17 Partial post pattern with large root cellar

Dawson Family 1740-1760  12x147 Wooden sills in deep basement, 11.8x13.6 feet

Loockerman’s Range” 1740-1765 7 Hearth and small root cellar

Whitten Road® 1750-1800 24x16 8x 1 6-foot post pattern with possible 16x16-foot
addition, based on pits

McKean/Cochran T 1750-1790 15x18 Stone foundations in full basement, probable stone
exterior chimney

William Hawthorn® 1750-1816 21x29 stone foundations of 2-story log house

Charles Robinson” 1762-1781 23x27 Stone foundations in full basement

Benjamin Wynn'® 1765-1820 24x307 Partial post pattern with 10x10-foot cellar and wooden
chimney

Bloomsbury’ 1770-1814  15x207 Blue beads that may have marked dwelling corners

Marsh Grass Site™ 1780-1820  16x207 Partial post pattern with interior carthen hearth and
small root cellar

McKean/Cochran II’ 1790-1830  18x28 Stone foundations in full basement, one interior stone

chimney

*Dimensions in feet. Sowrces: 'Gretder er al. 1995 Guervany 1958;° Bedell e1 al. 1998b; *Cates e al, 1995; *Grewler et al, 1991 “Shaffer et al.
1958; "Redell er al. 1998a; *Coleman er al. 1984, % Thomas er al. 1994; “Grenler e al, 1996; " Heie er al, 1998; “Thomas 1933,

Eighteenth-century  builders used several
technigues that leave little or no trace on a plowed
site. Sometimes wooden wall sills were laid
directly on the ground, as in the Dawson cellar,
Log structures often had thin brick or stone
foundations that were set in very shallow trenches
or even laid directly on the ground surface. Frame
buildings were sometimes raised on brick piers,
with small square foundation piles under the
corners and other structural points. These, too,
were often set directly on the ground, and only
rarely was one dug deep enough to survive
plowing. Sometimes wooden blocks were used
instead of brick piers. Wooden blocks might be set
in quite deep holes or they might be set on the
surface. As a result of these techniques, the
architectural remains at many Delaware sites are
confusing and fragmentary. No foundations of any
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kind were found at the Bloomsbury Site (Heite et
al. 1998), and there was no trace of the later

structures that must have stood at the Whitten
Foad Site. At Bloomsbury, the size of the house
has been estimated as 15 by 20 feet, based on a
void among the other features of the site and the
discovery of four blue beads in the plowzone that
may once have marked the building corers, but
from this information we can only guess at the
size and nature of the building. The Loockerman’s
Range Site had not been plowed, but even so the
only remains of the tenant house that stood there
were a hearth and a small root cellar (Grettler et
al. 1991). At the John Powell and Whitten Road
sites, house dimensions were estimated [rom
clusters of shallow pits that may actually have had
nothing to do with those houses (Gretiler et al.
1995; Shaffer et al. 1988). At several sites, the







Table 23. Craftsmen in the Kent County Probate Inventories, 1729-1768 (continued)

Name Craft Date  Total Craft-Related Items Farm and Livestock
WValue*

Hugh Tanner 1760 390.8.4  £132 worth of skins; “curing 19 cattle, 16 sheep, 26

Torbert shop,” “tanyard,” 3 slaves pigs, wheat, corn, flax

Richard Shoemaker 1763 2816 1 set shewmakers tools & none

Newman lasts, bench, apron™ £1.50

Dhavid Cooper 1765 3334 Coopers tools 0.7.6 2 cattle, 0 pigs, wheat,

Hannah rye, cormn

James Johns  Tailor 1766  208.7.9 Tailors tools, thread, “shop 5 horses, 8 cattle, 14
goods,"” shears, sleeve board,  sheep, 36 pigs, 30 geese,
“kotchbord,” pressing irons Crops

Thomas Shoemaker 1766 2243 Shoemaker's tools 2 horses, 5 cattle, 3 pigs,

Dean flax, rye, wheat, rye

Richard Weaver (1) 1768  13.11.2 “Weaver's loome & tacklin,” none

Dixon 2 spinning wheels

*Values in pounds, shillings, and pence.

were not many such large industrial concerns in
rural Delaware, but slaves may have done much of
the work at tanneries and mills. Many of
Delaware’s farmers owned one or two slaves, and
some of these may have had the skills to work at
both farming and craft work, just as their owners
did.

Of the 24 craftsmen in the sample, 14, or about 60
percent, also had farms. Their inventories include
livestock, crops, and farming implements, in many
cases showing that they managed average or even
larger-than-average farms. James Johns, who died
in 1766, left a well-equipped tailor's shop and
also a thriving farm with five horses, eight cattle,
14 sheep, 36 pigs, 30 geese, and quantities of
wheat, flax, and corn. Other men kept a few
animals but do not seem to have had full-scale
farms. The inventory of Benjamin Johnson, a
saddler who died in 1744, lists “16 dozen gearth
buckles,” a quantity of leather, a pair of saddler’s
shears, and also one horse, two cows, and one pig.
Since Johnson was well-off enough to own a wig
and clothes with silver buttons, he must have
derived most of his income from saddlery.
Because these men mixed farming with their craft,
we should not consider Table 23 a complete or
accurate aecounting of craft activity among the
200 people whose inventorics were included in

the sample. It is based mostly on how these men
identified themselves, or were identified by the
neighbors who inventoried their estates, and there
is no reason to think that these identifications
were consistent. Samuel Mahoe of New Castle
County identified himself sometimes as a weaver
and sometimes as a “yeoman,” or farmer (Bedell
et al. 1998b).

Consider two men whose inventories included
cooper’s tools, Richard Empson (d. 1729) and
Thomas Watson (d. 1755). Empson’s inventory
lists “several soris of Coopers worke with staves™
and some tools, valued at around £4, and he is
specifically called a cooper. However, he also had
seven horses, 11 cattle, 23 sheep, an unspecified
number of pigs, and a wheat crop worth £30;
altogether, his livestock and crops were worth
more than £100. Thomas Watson had a similar
investment in cooper’ s tools and barrel parts and
a smaller farm, but unlike Empson, he is not
identified as a cooper. The inventory of Purkins
Venables (d. 1768) lists enough tools to have
enabled him to practice at least two trades
professionally. He had joiner’s tools worth more
than £6, as much as most of the men identified as
joiners, and he also had a loom with tackling and
gears and two spinning wheels. Perhaps his wife
was the weaver, but if Purkins was a carpenter he




had to fit that work into the time left after running
his farm, which included five cattle, four sheep,
23 pigs, three beehives, and crops of corn, flax,
and beans. Even some of the men without farms
had some livestock or produce on hand. Joseph
Nixon (d. 1750) owned little bevond the “2 old
trowels & plum line & rule™ that suggest he was a
mason, but he did have two turkeys and some flax,
Certain craft items, especially carpenter’s tools,
but also cooper’s and shoemaker’s tools, looms,
and partly tanned skins, are rather widely
distributed in the inventories and do not
necessarily identify the owner as a professional.

One conclusion to be drawn from the inventories
is that craft work was highly valued and well paid
in eighteenth-century Delaware (cf. Main 1965).
Men who had large farms and herds of animals
still found it profitable to spend time working as
coopers, joiners, and tailors. Why then were some
craftsmen so poor? Although the inventories do
not suggest a definite answer to this question, the
most likely reason is that most of them were
young, Many other factors. from injury to
incompetence, might have been responsible, but
age was probably the most important reason.
Three of the 10 craftsmen without farms were in
the category of people without beds, which means
they probably did not have their own household,
and most of these bedless people seem to have
been young, single men. If they stayed healthy and
had a little luck, some of them could expect to
become successful farmers later in their lives.

2. Archaeology

The Dawson Family Site 1s instructive for
archaeologists who want to study rural industry,
because the Dawsons” documented malthouse left
no archaeological remains. Christopher Jones,
who lived at the Thomas Williams Site for several
years in the 1790s, was identified in the records as
a shoemaker, but there was no evidence of
shoemaking at the site (Catts and Custer 1990).
Some industnal or craft activities may leave no
traces in the ground to be discovered 200 years
later. Carpentry, the most common trade in the
inventory sample, would be hard to document
under the best of circumstances. The tools

carpenters used were mostly items that any farmer
might have one or two of, and the products of
their work (houses, barns) would have been
somewhere other than in the carpenter’s own yard.
Coopering would also be hard to detect, because
all farmers had a few barrels lying around, and the
most common remains of a tailor’s work would
likely be thimbles, needles, buttons, and other
small sewing-related itemns that would hardly
distinguish a professional tailor or seamstress
from an industrious homemaker.

Nevertheless, archaeology can help us learn
something about mural crafismen. At the
Bloomsbury Site, dozens of pieces of shoe leather
were found preserved in the bottom of a well
(Heite et al. 1998). The picces seemed to be from
old shoes that had been salvaged for reusable
leather. The shoemaker at Bloomsbury was
evidently a recycler of sorts, using parts of some
old shoes to repair others, or perhaps to make
entirely new shoes. In the same well were found
some of the long, curved needles used by
shoemakers, and even a pair of needles threaded
together in the characteristic shoemaker's style.
None of the written records that describe the
residents of the site mentions shoemaking, so the
archaeology in this case added something entirely
new to our knowledge of the residents’” economic
activities. Such may often be the case when we
deal with poor people and members of minority
communities, who are not well documented in the
eighteenth century (some of the Bloomsbury
residents were Native Americans). Archaeology
may be the only way we will ever find out about
the craft activities of many people who lived on
the margins of eighteenth-century society.

The trades of blacksmith Benjamin Wynn and
weaver Samuel Mahoe were identified from
written records, but the archacology of their farms
helps us form some notion of the balance between
their craft activities and farming in their
household economies. Benjamin Wynn lived just
east of Dover between about 1765 and 1300
(Grettler et al. 1996). The only structures
identified at the site of his residence were a house
and a blacksmith shop (Figure 28). The house
remains consisted of a small cellar, a hearth or




