slave or servants quarters. The Anthony Hotel achieved a score
of .09 which puts 46.41% of the population in a normal
gistribution below this site, Grant Tenancy achieved guite a
nigh value using this measure. With a score of .86, 80.51% of
the populatiocn in a normal distribution would have had a lower
score., Springaale, projected to be of high economic status,
obtained a similar score, .87, with 19.22 of the populaticn
falling pelow. The William Hawthorn site had a score of 3.15
whiceh means that over 99% of the population in a noramal
distribution woula have a lower score. This fits well with the
documentary evidence as the site 1s known te be in the upper
percentiles of the tax records. 44PM24 achieved ine highest
score, 8.89, According to this, 99.99% of tne population would
have a higher score. It is difficult to say if tnis attribution
is correct as none of the Portsmouth sites had been extensively
researchea, however, 44PM24 is one of two possible locations for
a residence known as Manor Farm. If the results of the combinea
z scores are correct, 44PMZ4, appears to be the more likely
canacigate, as 44PM34, the other candidate, achjevea a relatively
low score.

Bzsed on the results describec above, the Grant Tenancy site
appears to have peen inpabitea by individuals of relatively
nigher econcmic status than most of the sites examined. Because
the arcnival records which were examined presented information
about the owners of the property, rather tnan the occupants of
the site, it is difficult to say if this attribution of status is
correct. Although tenancies are usually thought to be of lower
economic status, the fact tnat an individual deoes not own nis
resicence does nRGL necessarily precluae a higher economic status
{Klein & Garrow 19b4).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIORS

Tris report has presented the results of data reccvery
evecavations at an archeological site known as the Grant Tenene
site. Docunerntary evidence curing the Pnase II investigation hs
revezled trhe presence of a structure in this location on &
nistoric map. The name, H. Grant, associated with the NOUSE wa:l
=150 associated with octner structures in the arez and evidernce
Wwas available which suggested tnat H. Grant lived elsewnhere.
Therefore, the site was interpreted to be the remains of &
tenancy. Since tenancies were poorly Known archeclogically, thne
site was deternined to be eligible to the National Register of
Historic Places., A& considerable agount of documentary research
was devoted to an attempt to answer the question of who livea =z:
the site, ano what their occupation ana positien in tne community
wzs. This effort was complicated by tne fact that during tre
nineteenth century the excavated site was located at or near tne
corners of severzl cdifferent pieces of property with gifferent
nistories. Tne relstively imprecise nature of nineteenth century
property surveys coupleg witn the fact that some of the principsl
landanerks, i.e. the Lencester Pike, haa changed locatlon one or
more tires aquring and since the perioa made it impossibie to
conclucde with certainty which property the glte wes associatec
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with when it was occupied prior to the map indication of its
association with the plantation belonging to Henry Grant in 1860,

It seems likely the structure did not represent the principal
"residence of a property owner as the archival researcn showed
rost of the owners lived elsewhere, Thus the assumption that the
site was occupied by a renter appears to be confirmed, if only by
negative evidence. '

The excavations at the site revealed a foundation with the
remains of a well and subsidiary structure. Several discrete
deposits were located within the foundation including a cellar
fill which was assumed to result from the demolition of the
structure, a refuse deposit containing ash, brick and artifacts
and a cellar floor midden. Based on the volume of stone necessary
for a stone house, it appears as if the house wWas originally
constructed of something other than stone or tnat the stone fromw
the house had been scavenged.

In agaition to the historic component at tne site, a small
prehistoric component was present as welli. This was interpreted
as a procurement slite.

Cnemical analysis of selected soil samples &t the site
revealed the amount of phosphorus and potassiun within the soil
can be a particularly useful diagnoestic tool in determining the
presence of either subsurface features or of a structure. At the
Grant Tenancy site, both phosphorus and potassium levels in
plowzone soil samples were elevated in those parts of the site
thet contained high concentrations of artifacts and assoclated
feztures. Tne levels were especially nhigh from the plowzone
sanples over the buried house feundation.

The cerzmics frow the site primarily consisted of pearlware
Wwith various decorative methoas incluaing transfer printing, Danc
painting, shell edge ana finger painting. Of the cecoratec
pearlware snerds, transfer printing was the mpost common., Lesser
anounts of whiteware ana creamware were found. Glass artifects
were relatively sparse and tended to De undiagnoestic, Most cof
the glass artifacts wnich dic contaln diagnostic attributes wore
either from pressed glass pieces or from mold blown pieces. Moo=t
of the identifiable nail fragments were cut, although sons
wrought specimens were present. Other metal artifacts found
included coins, can fragments and various miscellangous naraware
ana tool fragments., Mean Ceramic Dates of 1614.91 using South's
types only anc 1816.37 using the "General Pearlware" category
were obtained for the site.

The Grant Tenancy site does not conform Very closeliy t¢
Soutn's Carolina Pattern with very large percentages of kitoher
iters ana corresponding low percentages of tne other functicnal
classes. Only the furniture and tne tobacco pipe groups weTe
within Socuth's ranges.

When trhe percentages for South's function groups coiained
for the Grant Tepancy site are comparea to the Williap Hswtnorn

13D



site and the Robert Ferguson tenancy, the following results are
ohbtainea. Like William Hawthorn, the Grant Tenancy site
contained a high number of kitchen group artifacts with
percentages of b2.45% and 77.91% respectively. Coleman et al
(1984:170) feel that the high percentage of kitchen items at the
Hawthorn site and in Soutn's Carolina Pattern are indicative of
the length of occupation at these sites, witn botn of these sites
having origins in the 18th century and extending into at least
the mid 19th century. Occupation at the Ferguson site, on the
other site, did not pegin until 1837 (Coleman et al 1984:176).
Although some 18th century materials were present at Grant, they
were not particularly numerous and later ceramic types such as
whiteware and ironstone were in the minority. Based on this,
Grant does not seem to have sustained the length of occupation
that the Hawthorn site did. The preponderance of kitchen itemws
at Grant is therefore somewhat puzzling. Grant Tenancy had less
architecturally related artifacts than eitner of the other two
sites with a percentage of 18.90%. Robert Ferguson nad 45.04%
and William Hawthorn had 32.00%. Coleman et a1 {(1984:176)
attrivute the higher percentage of architectural items at the
Robert Ferguson to the site's 19th century origins and the rise
in metal ang consiruction materials that would accompany such 2
site. The low frequency of architectural materials at Grant
Tepancy site may be the result of scavenging or it may be the
result of its earlier origins., Thne furniture group percentacge
(,20%) at Grant is between the two values obtained for the other
two sites. FRobert Ferguson had a value of .33% anc Williac
Hawthorn had a value of .05%, The arms group at Grant was muceh
lower than either Robert Ferguson or William Hawthorn. Grant nzg
.03%, Rovert Ferguson naa .34% and William Hawthorn hac L12%.
Grant had a much higher percentage of clotning group items thatl
either of the other two sites, 145%. Both Robert Ferguson arnc
Willianm Hawthorn had values of .19%. No personal group iteres
were founa at tne Robert Ferguson site, Grant Tenancy hac =
value of .09% ano Williaw Hawthorn had a value of .05%. Granti
Tenancy had extremely aifferent values than both the oiher sites
for the tobacco pipe ano activities groups. Grant had a value cf
.29% for activities and 2.17% for tobacco pipes. FRoper:
Ferguson had & value of 2.85% for the activities group ana .tE3%
for the tobacco pipe group., William Hawtnorn hsa a value c?
4.42% for tne =ctivities group and .12% for the tobacco Pipe
group.

4

As ¢can be seen from the above, Grant Tenrancy is ncw
particularly close, 1in terms of Soutn's function groups, UC
either the Robert Ferguson site, a known tenancy, or the Willie:x
Kawthorn site, one of known high economic status.

Analysis of the faunal remains undertaken at the Rhcoroert
Ferguson tenancy and tne William Hawthorn site inagicated cettle
(Ros taurus), sheep (Qvis aries) and pig (Sus scrofe) 285 lre
wajor components of animal protein in the dlet. A large numper
of teetn, heaa azna foot elements were founa, incicating at-hore
putchering and reering of tnese aninals (Colemzn et 21 19043100,
There was & noticeable lack of butchering or saw Warks on tne
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remains which the author s attribute to the preparation of
wholesale meat cuts for marketing {(Coleman et al 1984:180). In
agdition, no eviagence of wild food utilization was found, which
is attributed to the "settled nature of New Castle County, even
in the late 18th century" (Coleman et al 1984:180). High quality
meat cuts were absent from both sites and it appears as if the
occupants of both sites wWere consuming inferior cuts such as
those used for stews and soups (Coleman et al 1984:180).
Coleman et al feel that the higher quality meat cuts resulting
from the on-site butchering provided a saleable surplus while the
lower quality cuts were consumed by the occupants of the sites.
They conclude that, based on the pattern observed at both William
Hawthorn and Robert Ferguson, "food consumption nabits may not
vary witnh socio-economic status" (Coleman et al 1984:180).

Similar butchering patterns were observed at the Grant
Tenancy site; no symetrically sawed portions indicating
systematic butchering was found. However, according to Dr. Davia
Clark (Appenaix 1I1), this may be a reflection of the time perioa
during whicn the site was occupied as evidence of synwetrically
sawed butchering techniques is most commond after the mid 1800%'s
(Appencix 1II).

Like the other sites, cow, pig and sheep remains constituted
the major domestic food resources at Grant Tenancy. Chicken was
alse found. However, in c¢ontrast to the other sites, Grant
Tenancy incicatea utilization of wild fooa sources as well.
Rabbit, pox turtle, oyster and hard shell c¢lam remains were
founc. Tne reason for tnis difference is unclear. Colemwan et &l
(1964:180) feel that the absence of wild food resources is
related to the settled nature of tne area as early as Lhe i8Lh
century. Since evioence of wila rescurce utilization was found
&zt Grant Tenancy whien is in a similar rurai setting in the sale€
arez, this seemws unlikely at least in the immediately locel
setting. Tne species represented in the Grant assewblage are
present even in the more heavily urbanized modern area toaay.
Pernzps the cifference 15 the result of indiviacual fooc
preferences by the occupants of tne sites or, at tne Williarc
HBawthorn site at least, the contexts from which the faunail
repzins had been taken were cisturped.

Also in contrast to the Williem Hawthorn and the Robert
Ferguson sites, evidence of high quality meat cut consumption W&s
found at the Grant Tenancy site. Altnough not gefinitive, this
lernds creacence to the assertion that the site was geceocupied by
individuals of somewhat hignher economic status than WE&E
originally anticipatea.

At the beginning of tne 19th century, changing econonic
conditions ana patterns of agricultural production resultea in
the consolicdation of lana tenure into the hands of fewer
ipndiviguals in northern Delaware. bDecause Lheé OWDErs of the
lands had business interests ana freguently lived in the urbarn
centers, it wes necessary Lo maintain a system of tenancy ir
oraer to facilitate agricultural procuction. The Grant Tenancy
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site was originally felt to be such a tenancy and the work at the
site was gesigned to allow a wore precise aocumentation of the
spocial ang economic status of the occupants of the site.
Altnough somewhat jnconclusive, current evidaence indicates that
the site was not owner occupied and it appears to have been &
tenancy Based on Clark's faunal analysis, at least some degree of
agricultural production is evident in the form of animal rearing
and butchering, however, it is difficult to say if this was
solely for nousenold use or for market.

An examination of spatial patterning and organization at the
H. Grant Tenancy site indicates that, in addition to the main
structure, the remains of at least one, perhaps two, service
buildings were present. A similar pattern of a low number of
auxiliary structures was observed at the Robert Ferguson site
(Coleman et al 1983:91), a known tenant farm. If a low number of
subsidiary structures is characteristic of tenant farms, 1t would
only be representative of those tenant farms at which the tenants
were living adjacent to or in close proximity to the wmain farm,
or zt those in which the tenants had access to agricultural
facilities at & larger farm. It would not be the expecled
pattern at tenant properties which were leased as working faros.
In this case, one would expect a greater number of service
buildings. In any event, based on the results of the prsent
excavations, tnhe Grant Tenancy site does not appear 1o have &
sufficient nuwmber of service builaings to have been a Working
farm. However, it i1s possible tnat the subsidiary structures
were locatea farther away from the main nouse, outsice tne inpeacl
zone for tnis project.

Refuse disposal patterns at ihe Grant Tenéncy site were &ls:
exar ined anc comparea to other sites in order Lo detlerLine now
closely tney conformwed. in general, the refuse disposal palLerns
a2t the Grant Tenancy site wWere closer to the Brunswick pattert.
observed by Soutn (1977) in which refuse was present arcund all
entranceways, than tnose observed at either the Mudstone EBranch
(Eeite 1984) or the Robert Ferguson site (Colenan et al 1653,
wnich attempts were made to keep the front yarg area cleear
refuse. No¢ evicence for temporal or functional geparstion
refuse deposits was found.

-
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As previcusly stated, one of thg research goals was &
gocumentation of tne econompie status of the occcupants cf tre
Grant Tenancy site. Ip this research, the econombic status wes
measurea by exanining tne gecorative methods on the refined wWnite
earthenwares. DBased on Miller's (16580) work, this sttribute ws=:s
nypotnhesized to De &N indication of economic status betause c’
the cost differences belween Lhese dqecorative wethods.

One way of examining tne decorative methods in orcer lc
determine econcnic status is to sum deviation from the LEan or oz

scores for thess decorative methods. Trhis gives & Singae,
normalizec score by wnich relative econonic sStatus Ley Le
2ttiributeg. I+ is, in effect, a ranking rethod DECEUSE the
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seores are obtained by pooling the data from a group of sites and
determining the position of particular sites within the pool, in
relation to the others.

Using this method, the Grant Tenancy site appears to be of
relatively high economic¢ status, This 1is suppeorted to some
extent by the results of the faunal analysis which indicatea the
consumption of high quality meat cuts. This does not necessarily
contradict the tenant status ¢f the site as there are at least
two schools of thought regarding the level of economic status
among tenancies. Klein and Garrow (1984:80) feel that the
relationship between tenancy and socio-economic status is not
clear-cut. They feel that middle and even high status
individuals often rented property and that tenancy alone is not a
reliable indicator of economic status (Klein and Garrow 1984:80).
Coleman et al, on the other hand, feel that tenancies are often
lower economic status individuals (Coleman et al 1983:24) at
least compared to individuals living in the main house on the
Same PpProperty. Tne work at Grant Tenancy sSeens to support
Klein & Garrow's contention.

Therefore, based on the results obtained during thnis
research, the Grant Tenancy site appears to have Deen occupied by
individuals of nigher economic status than most of tne other
sites examined in tnis stuay. In the absence of documentary
evidence anc vessel form analysis for cost inaex values,
deviation from the mean in terms of the frequencies of certairn
kinas of decoration on refined wnite eartnenwares seems to be the
most fruitful method tested in this stuay of obtaining some idesz
of the economic status of a particular site. However, this
methogd nheeds 1O be tested more extensively before 1t can be
determined useful,

At their most basic, the statistical methods used ln tnis
stuay simply demonstrate that ceramic assemblages vary in a
significant non-randonm manner for reasons that have yel Lo be
getermined. We have hypothesized that socio-economic Status 1is
the reason for this variance, However, other factors exist which
cannot be discounted, These include personzl preference,
relative availability of ceranics zt sites, i.e. the aistributicr
of available decorative types basea on the proximity of the site
to a major trade route or port, and urban Vs, rural site
position,
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