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INTRODUCTION

In a region of winding rivers and streams, the Buffalo River cuts one of the most
tortuous paths of all. Deeply entrenched in the Ozark plateau, looping back and forth
between sheer rock bluffs and densely forested hillsides, it meanders for 150 miles across
a straight-line distance of less than 60 miles, from the Boston Mountains in northwest
Arkansas to its confluence with the White River in north central Arkansas. Along its
course it is fed by numerous tributaries. Navigable only by skiff or canoe through most
of the summer and fall, the Buffalo River runs fast and high in late winter and spring and
turns into a raging torrent after a rainstorm at any time of year. In places the valley
broadens out and is filled by rich alluvial soil.

Buffalo National River was authorized by Congress in 1972 for the purpose of
preserving this scenic river in a free-flowing condition. The boundaries of Buffalo
National River hew fairly close to the river valley. Exceptions include two tributary
drainages of Cecil Cove and Richland Valley and some extensive uplands on the upper
and lower river that are contained in the Ponca and Lower Buffalo Wilderness Areas
respectively. The land base includes about 2,000 acres that were incorporated from two
former state parks and about 2,000 acres that were transterred from the adjoining Ozark
National Forest in addition to some 90,000 acres of former private holdings, which
includes 5,000 acres in private ownership under conservation easements.

Within this spaghetti-shaped park is found an abundance of historic resources. A
substantial portion are houses, barns, and other farm outbuildings, reflecting the
agricultural heritage of the area. Among dozens of country churches and schools that
once dotted the valley, the Erbie Chorch and Cold Springs School are two that survive in
good condition. Approximately half of the listed structures are part of a historic district
in Boxley Valley. Another large grouping is associated with the rural community of
Erbie. Many historic structures are ensconced in woods and are seldom seen by park
visitors, QOthers are highly visible and amply interpreted. Perhaps the most outstanding
historic resource in the national river is the Parker-Hickman Farmstead, which dates to
before the Civil War.

Buffalo National River contains abundant historic resources that relate to other
historic themes besides the area’s agricultural heritage. The Rush Historic District
includes dozens of mine and mill ruins, standing structures, and landscape elements that
reflect the area’s mining history. During its heyday around 1915 the area had a working
population in the thousands of people; today visitors can walk an interpretive trail past
ruins and a few remaining standing structures that evoke images of that earlier lime.
Another notable historic resource is the complex of buildings associated with the former
Buffalo River State Park. These buildings were mostly built by the Civilian Conservation
Corps (CCC) and the complex is a fine example of government rustic architecture and
state park planning from the CCC era. Other historic resources found in the park include
cemeteries, foundations, and the remains of old roads, ferry crossings, and additional
mine workings. The National Park Service’s List of Classified Structures (LCS), updated
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for Buifalo National River in 2006, lists a total of 290 historic buildings and structures.
Of these, 210 are listed on the National Register of Historic Places (either mdividually or
as contributing elements in historic districts) and 64 have been determined eligible for
listing. Another four are categorized as “ineligible — managed as resource.”

Other cultural resources include caves that produced saltpeter for the Confederate
Army during the Civil War, and innumerable “bluff shelters” (caves and overhangs)
inhabited at one time or another by prehistoric American Indian peoples. The Buffalo
River valley has a rich prehistory, and archeologists have recorded some 600
archeological sites within the park to date.

The primary purpose of this historic resource study is to develop the history of the
Buffalo River valley so as to assist the National Park Service in identifying, evaluating,
and managing historic resources found within the park. The study focuses on historic
resources, or what is called the built environment, but it seeks to integrate the story of the
built environment with the political, social, and economic history of the area. For
example, this study discusses country schools because they were once an important part
of the built environment of the valley; but rather than merely chronicling when these
schools were built and abandoned, it talks about educational life in the valley and state
education reform movements that affected valley schools. This is called historical
context. In order to assess any historic resource’s significance it is crucial to understand
its historical context.

One component of historical context is geography. In developing historical
contexts for local history, geography is a crucial reference point. This study makes
frequent reference to the three counties that make up most of the Buffalo River
watershed: Newton County, Searcy County, and Marion County. The Buffalo River
spans these three counties in roughly equal thirds, with the upper portion of the river
lying in Newton County, the middle section in Searcy County, and the lower part in
Marion County. (A small portion of the lower watershed, together with a sliver of
Buffalo National River, are within Baxter County.) The three adjoining counties lie
approximately in the center of a 20-county area referred to in this study as both northwest
Arkansas and the Arkansas Ozarks. The Arkansas Ozarks, in turn, refers to that portion
of the whole Ozark region lying within the state of Arkansas. The geographic area
known as the Ozarks or Ozark region encompasses the entire area of uplift in southern
Missouri, northwest Arkansas, northeast Oklahoma, and the extreme southeast corner of
Kansas. Finally, the historic resource study makes frequent reference to the South, which
is generally defined as the eleven states of the Confederacy together with the four border
states of Delaware, Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri.

The history of the Buffalo River follows the main contours of Arkansas and
Southern history. The first five chapters of this historic resource study are essentially
chronological, with chapter breaks corresponding to the major fault lines in the history of
the state and region. The first chapter treats Indian prehistory down to the period of
Indian-white contact, which commenced with the DeSoto expedition of 1539-42. The
second chapter describes the historical experience of different Indian tribes whose
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territory at one time or another included the Buffalo River valley. This chapter spans
from the colonial era to the climax of Indian removal in the 1830s. The third chapter,
which overlaps the second in chronology, discusses European and American exploration
from De Soto to Henry Schoolcraft’s expedition in 1819, and the fur trade that lasted
through the 1820s. The fourth chapter covers American settlement and the expansion of
slavery in the region, roughly from the 1830s to 1860. The fifth chapter focuses on the
Civil War experience in the Buffalo River valley.

Carroliton™

Harrisond
BOONEJCOUNTY

Nerth

§ kilometers

SEARCY COUNTY

JOHNSON COUNTY POPE COUNTY VaN BURER CO.

Map 1: Buffalo River Watershed and Buffalo National River

The remaining five chapters of this study are more topical although they still
generally follow in this chronological vein. Chapter Six discusses agriculture and
industry from 1865 to 1930. Chapter Seven treats community development over this
same time span. Chapter Eight addresses government intervention in the form of
conservation, drought and unemployment relief, and agricultural adjustment during the
crucial decade of the 1930s. Chapter Nine covers out-migration and population
replacement in the postwar era, as well as changes in agriculture to 1972, Finally,
Chapter Ten looks at tourism, outdoor recreation, and the movement to preserve the
Buffalo River as a free-flowing stream.

This historic resource study features a variety of historical actors ranging from
prehistoric peoples to twentieth-century federal agencies, from African-American slaves
to modern-day tourists and outdoor enthusiasts. But one social group holds center stage
through most of the Buffalo River story: the nineteenth-century settlers and their
twentieth-century descendants, a people variously described as Southern highlanders, hill
farmers, and Southern plain folk. These inhabitants of the Buffalo River valley possessed
cultural traditions with an emphasis on kinship, religion, folk arts, and backwoods skills
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that were a complement to the seasonal rhythms of their farm-based economy. The
strong persistence of these cultural norms within a geographic area continually swept by
larger outside influences constitutes one of the major themes of Buffalo River history.

Numerous writers on the Ozarks have remarked on the ethnic homogeneity of the
pioneer communities that took root in the early to mid-nineteenth century and the
persistence of that ethnic homogeneity well into the twentieth century. The settlement
pattern in the Buffalo River valley mirrored the larger pattern of the Ozarks. An
overwhelming majority of settlers in the Buffalo River came from the southern
Appalachians. A surprising number of those came from east Tennessee. They were
predominantly of Scots-Irish or English extraction and followers of one of the revivalist
Protestant denominations, especially Baptist and Methodist. Ozark frontier culture was
largely a transpiant of the “Southern backwoods” culture that had formed in the southern
Appalachians during the late-eighteenth and early-nineteenth centuries — so much so that
historians sometimes refer to the Ozarks and the southern Appalachians together as the
“Highland South.” This is not to say that the population in the Buftalo River valley was
entirely ethnically homogenous — there was a small population of African-Americans
before and after slavery, for example — but it is to say that the valley and the surrounding
region had far less ethnic or racial diversity than most other places in the United States.
This was true as early as the 1840s, when northern states began to receive large numbers
of German and Irish immigrants, and it became even more pronounced in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as American cities absorbed the “new
immigration” of eastern and southern Europeans. These vast migrations hardly
penetrated the Ozarks, so that by 1930, outsider accounts of the “friendly Ozarks”
typically dwelt on the unusual ethnic homogeneity of the population, even describing it as
a survival of an older America. The strong Celtic strain in the population had a profound
influence on agricultural practices, social institutions, and communities. This in turn
shaped the architecture of buildings and cultural landscapes that were made in and around
them.

Ozark studies also frequently point to the hilly topography of the region as a
determining factor in making it a culturally distinctive region. Geographic determinism
was especially influential in early twentieth-century descriptions of this regional
subculture. Some observers reasoned that the hilly topography of the Ozark region, being
in such stark contrast to the flat lowlands extending for hundreds of miles on all sides of
it, tended to discourage trade between Ozark peoples and the outside, producing cultural
conservatism. Interestingly, this theory was first put forward in the 1920s to explain
Ozark prehistory: it was suggested that an “Ozark bluff dweller” culture, which revolved
around hunting and gathering, survived in isolation from the increasingly farming-based
Indian cultures that developed in the Mississippi Valley and on the southern plains.
Although the Ozark blutf dweller concept has since become discredited, it had an
analogue in the way social commentators in the 1920s and 1930s looked at contemporary
Ozark residents. Concerned about the poverty they saw on Ozark farms, these
commentators suggested that the region’s depressed socio-economic conditions stemmed
from geographic isolation, especially the region’s dearth of good roads. This theme of
geographic isolation was expounded by numerous writers from various academic
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perspectives. Folklorist Vance Randolph, cultural geographer Carl O. Sauer, artist
Thomas Hart Benton, journalist Charles Morrow Wilson, sociologist W. O. Cralle,
agricultural economist Conrad H. Hammar, and others described different aspects of
Ozark life starting from the common premise that the area was geographically isolated.
All of these writers were critical of the perceived poverty in the hill farmers’ way of life;
however, their opinions differed over whether hill farmers would by and large thrive or
suffer as they became more connected to modern influences.

Historians in the late twentieth century have taken care not to overstate the theme
of geographic isolation and its corollaries of cultural conservatism and rural poverty.
Historians who have studied agrarian political movements in the decades after the Civil
War, for example, have revealed that a great many southern farmers were politically
sophisticated and forward looking; indeed, some of the political movements that gave rise
to Southern populism in the late nineteenth century began in Arkansas, and Buffalo River
farmers participated in those movements. Or to take another example, historians who
have examined Southern progressivism in the early twentieth century do not accept the
views of commentators of the 1920s and 1930s who construed Southern farmer
opposition to the good roads movement as unenlightened. Rather, historians find that
when Southern farmers opposed public road levies in the early twentieth century they
were acting in reasonable self-interest as they bore a disproportionate share of the tax
burden while urban-based businesses reaped the greatest reward from road improvement.
Again, these insights apply to the actions of Buffalo River farmers as well as other
farmers in the South. Most importantly, perhaps, modern accounts recognize that the
Ozarks’ twentieth-century reputation as an economically depressed region is culturally
loaded and does not necessarily reflect a sense of deprivation on the part of the
indigenous culture. Indeed, some maintain that the hill farmers’ lower material living
standards in the early and mid-twentieth century were substantially a matter of choice as
the hill farmers had other priorities.

Historians Lynn Morrow and Linda Myers-Phinney, co-authors of Shepherd of
the Hills: Tourism Transforms the Ozarks, 1880s — 1930s (1999), go so far as to suggest
that much of the commentary on Southern “hillbillies” and Southern backwoods culture
in the 1920s and 1930s was imposed on those people and places by “Yankee culture,”
which Morrow. and Myers-Phinney describe as suburban, market-based, and consumer-
oriented. “Rural people,” these historians contend, “came to be seen as peculiar in the
face of booming industrialism” (p. 199). Increasingly, Morrow and Myers-Phinney
contend, commentators in the 1920s and 1930s selected themes and details of Southern
hill-country life that reinforced negative stereotypes about “hillbillies.” The tourist
industry, in these authors’ view, played a large role in constructing what they call an
“Arcadian myth” around the Ozarks.

Environmental history offers yet another perspective on what made the area
culturally distinctive. In particular, the perspective of environmental history sheds light
on one of the important features of the Buffalo River story: how the land was settled and
used over time. Many aspects of agricultural land use, including methods of land
clearing, types of crops grown, use of woodlands, and forms of land tenure, labor, and
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technology, changed markedly. Antebellum farming practices were adapted to frontier
conditions in which labor was scarce and land was abundant. After the Civil War,
farming practices gradually changed in response to a changing land-labor ratio as well as
the development of new markets, technology, and other influences. Beginning in the
carly twentieth century, agricultural experts and other commentators increasingly
questioned whether contemporary farm practices were less than optimal or even
environmentally sustainable. While these observations were yet another instance of
negative critiquing by the dominant culture, inhabitants along the Buffalo River
nonetheless did face mounting economic and environmental challenges to their farming
way of life. Even as the resident population showed a strong tendency toward cultural
persistence, its overall numbers dwindied as hundreds of individuals left their farms —
some relocating to nearby towns and others scattering to different parts of the country.
Out-migration began around World War [, temporarily slowed during the Great
Depression, and reached floodtide after World War II. The matter of what caused this
large out-migration is an important element of the story.

This study builds on considerable historical research previously undertaken and
compiled by the National Park Service for Buffalo National River. In particular, long
time park historian Suzanne Rogers has prepared numerous historical reports and
assembled primary and secondary source material from oral histories, census records,
county courthouses, local historical societies, and other area and regional depositories.
Her research material is archived at Buffalo National River headquarters. In addition to
Rogers’ own research, various research files or copies from three historians, Dwight T.
Pitcaithiey, James J. Johnston, and Kenneth L. Smith, are also housed at the park.

Many cultural properties in Buffalo National River are discussed in reports that
were prepared specifically for the management of those properties, and these reports also
provided useful background for this study. In particular, considerable historical material
is contained in reports on the Parker-Hickman Farmstead, Rush Historic District, Boxley
Valley, and Tyler Bend. A complete listing may be found in the bibliography. In
addition, many cultural properties are treated in a recent study by Thomason and
Associates titled “Buffalo National River Theme Identification Context Studies and
Property Evaluations.” Together with the LCS, the Thomason study was an invaluable
source for providing an overview of existing historic resources within the park.
Additional research for this study was done at local and regional libraries, the Arkansas
Historical Commission, the National Archives, and in a federal government documents
repository library (at the University of Montana). U.S. Census data were used
extensively and are abstracted in several tables throughout the report. Census data were
gleaned for Marion, Newton, and Searcy countics, whose land areas roughly coincide
with the Buffalo River watershed. This study makes extensive use of secondary sources
to place Buffalo River history in a wider context. Works that were particularly helpful
included Edward L. Ayers, The Promise of the New South. Life After Reconstruction
(1992); Charles S. Bolton, Arkansas 1800-1860: Remote and Restless (1998); Thomas A.
DeBlack, With Fire and Sword: Arkansas, 1861-1874 (2003); and Brooks Blevins, Hill
Folks: A History of Arkansas Ozarkers and Their Image (2002).
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Map 2. Historic Resources on the List of Classified Structures
Numbers in parentheses indicate number of structures

1. Boxley Valley
Whiteley School
Doy Edgmon (5)
J. T. Edgmeon (6}
Troy Fowler (6)
Marion Edgman (5)
A F. Casey (8)
Arvel and Elsie Casey (8)
Crphea Duty (9}
J. L. Villines (4)
Boxley Mill (3)
Lieu Duty {7}
Frank Scroggins (4)
Audie Ramsey (2)
R. Hezekiah Villines (4}
Joe S. Villines House
Sam GCiark (2)
Waymaon Villines (2)
Jess Shroll Barn
William Villines (3)
Arningtan Creek (4)
Beaver Jim Villings (7)
Junior Fowler Farmhouse
Clyde and Nellie Villines (8)
Pickle Edgmon {3)
Jeff Villines Corn Crib
Henry Villines {2)
Cld Villines Place (3)
Robert Villines {5)
Fultz/Seamon (3)
Eubank {4)
Dennis Villines Old House
Hall Property Rock Shelter
Pleas Guthrie (3)
Marion Hurley (3)
Old Boxley Bridge Abutments
Boxley Valley House
Villines Cemetery
Whiteley Cemetery

2. Sneeds Creek
Eva Barnes Henderson (4)
Evans-White (2)

3. Erbie District
Rulus Jones (3)
Parker-Hickman (8)
Cherry Grove Cemetery
Janes Cemetery
Young Cemetery
Adair Cemetery
McFadin Cemtery
Shake Reof Cabin
Erbie Church
Huchingson Spring
J. W. Farmer {5)
John Reavis House

4. Shaddox Cabin

5, Collins Cametery

6. Morris Cemetery

7. Nars Cemetery

8. Christy and Lawrence Cemetery

9. Slay Cemetery

10. Arnold Bend
Brown Schaool
Luther Arnold {2)
Arnold Cemetery
Qld Armold House
Old Arnold Cemetery
South of Cemetery (3)

11. Valentine and Mollie Williams House

12. Sod Collier Homestead (4)
13. Horton Cemetery

14. Buffalo River State Park Historic District

CCC Lodge

CCC Housekeeping Cabins {6)

CCC Pavilion

CCC Infrastructure (10)
Duplexes (4}
Cancession Building
Historic Water Tank

Water and Sewer System

Concrete Water Tank
15. Rugh

Mente Cristo Mine (4)

Silver Hollow Mine

Rush (cont.)

Ore Wagon Road

New Town Road

White Eagle Mine (3)
Morning Star Mine (12)

Ben Carney Mine

Capps Mine (2)

Melntosh Mine (5)

Edith Mine and Mill (2)

Red Cloud Mine and Mill {(2)
Lonnie Boy Mine
Taylor-Medley General Store
Storekeeper’s House No. 1
Kastning House No. 3
Brantley House Ruin

Wash House No. 4

Bundy House No. 5

Rush Smelter

Rush Blacksmith Shep
Hicks General Store Ruin
Rush Creek Road

Livery Ruins

Yellow Rose Mine and Mill (2)
Clabber Tunnels

Clabber Field Mine Shaft
Lonnie Boy Pump House
Rush Railroad Grade
Clabber Creek Roadbeds
Mcintosh Hotel

Monte Cristo Ming (3}
Chase-Mulhelland Store Ruin
Hicks Hotel Flowerbeds
Hicks Hotel Bldg Foundation
Pop Campbell House Site
Hillside Prospects and Digs
Courthouse Retaining Wall
Raby House Ruins

16. Laffoon Cemetery

17. Gold Springs School
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Figure 1. View from Buffalo Point. NPS 1960s collection, Buffalo National River.



CHAPTER ONE
PREHISTORY

When archeologists first began to investigate prehistoric cultures in the Ozarks in
the early twentieth century, their efforts focused on well-preserved artifacts found in
numerous caves or “bluff dwellings” that dotted the karst topography of northern
Arkansas and southern Missouri. The numerous cave sites included many located within
the present boundaries of Buffalo National River. Imagining that the cave sites were
year-round habitations and centers of a “bluff dwellers culture,” these early archeologists
posited that the mountainous terrain had inhibited trade and intercourse between the bluff
dwellers and their lowland neighbors. Artifacts recovered [rom the cave siies seemed to
provide evidence of a hunter-gatherer culture that was resistant to outside influences — a
“cultural refugium.” More recent archeology has reinterpreted the cave sites as seasonal
camps or “bluff shelters” rather than “bluff dwellings.” This reinterpretation has
followed from the discovery of habitation sites along ridge tops and terraces at many
locations in the Ozarks and notably at Erbie and Rush within Buffalo National River.
The extent to which prehistoric culture groups in the Ozarks communicated with cultures
in the wider region has been a central concern of Ozark archeology over the past century,
with the evidence pointing increasingly toward an interpretation that the cultural
sequence in places like the Buffalo River valley essentially paralleled that of the
surrounding region.

This chapter provides a chronological overview of prehistory in the Buffalo River
valley and the Ozark region generally. Tt describes the standard culture sequence for
eastern North America — from Paleoindian through Archaic, Woedland, and
Mississippian — as these commonly understood periods of cultural development pertain to
the Buffalo River valley and the Ozarks. At the same time, the chapter offers a historical
overview of archeology in the area, from the bluff dweller concept propounded in the
early twentieth century to recent work on the rise of cultural complexity. Over the course
of the past century, much of the prehistoric archeology in the area has addressed the
question of whether or not the upland environment caused significant cultural divergence
from culture groups living on the surrounding lowland plains. To what extent did trade
networks penetrate the Ozark region? When and where did prehistoric peoples in the
Ozarks shift from nomadic to sedentary life ways? Whether nomadic or sedentary, were
such groups in communication with culture groups outside? These questions speak to the
supposed geographic isolation of the Ozarks, an interpretive theme that continues into the
historic period.

EARLIEST INHABITANTS

About 14,000 years ago the Ozark region was home to mastodon, ground sloth,
giant beaver, bear, and deer, but no human beings. The hills were darkly robed in a
conifer forest of spruce, pine, and fir. The Ozarks lay on the southern margins of the
boreal forest, but that was slowly changing. As the great ice sheet in the north retreated,
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cold air masses over the middle of the continent weakened and warm air masses flowed
northward from the Gulf of Mexico with increasing frequency, bringing higher
temperatures and more precipitation to the Ozarks. As the climate changed, deciduous
tree species such as black ash and hornbeam invaded decadent stands of spruce and jack
pine. By about 12,500 years ago, deciduous forest had largely replaced conifer forest in
the Ozarks. Yet still another 2,500 years would pass before the oak and hickory forest
that is familiar today became established.! Some time in this period of forest
transformation, perhaps 12,000 years ago, human beings came to inhabit the hills.

Known as Paleoindians, these earliest arrivals employed a variety of stone tools
for killing and harvesting big game animals. Evidence of their occupation of the Ozarks
comes from various isolated finds in the region, including Clovis points found in Newton
Logan, and Baxter counties. The distinctive Clovis point is lanceolate in shape (meaning
it tapers to a point) and fluted at the basal end where the point was inserted into a spear
shaft. Named “Clovis” for the site of its discovery in New Mexico, this type of projectile
point is diagnostic of an advance in stone tool making that occurred throughout North
America in the late Pleistocene age.’

1

Paleoindians hunted mammoth, mastodon, and other species of megaflauna that
became extinct at the end of the Pleistocene age. For many years archeologists believed
that Clovis culture revolved around the hunting of big game animals. Since mammoths
and mastodons roamed in large herds across open grasslands and did not occur in
abundance in forested habitat such as was found in the Ozarks, it seemed improbable that
Clovis peoples would have penetrated the mountainous Ozark region where they would
have been unlikely to find large numbers of their favored big game. As archeologists
have accumulated more evidence from archaeological sites, however, it has become clear
that Paleoindians possessed a more diversified hunting and gathering culture than
previously thought. Adapted to local environments, the subsistence base of Paleoindians
included the capture of small game and the harvest of nuts and berries as well as the
slanghter of big game animals. Moreover, the discovery of thousands of Clovis points all
over the continent has led archeologists to reassess Paleoindians in another way. Once
associated primarily with the western United States, it now seems that Paleoindian
peoples, expanded southward and eastward from their ancestral origins in Beringia to
populate nearly all sections of North America by the end of the Pleistocene. For these
reasons, archeologists now interpret the discovery of Clovis-like specimens in the Ozarks
as evidence of Paleoindian occupation. Archeologist John P. Newton speculates (hat
these early hunters ventured into the Ozarks in pursuit of whitetail deer and nuts and
berries, possibly using the abundant caves and bluff shelters for winter habitations.’

" Puul A. Delcourt, Hazel R. Delcourt, Dan F. Morse and Phyllis A. Morse, “History, Evolution, and
Organization of Vegetation and Human Culture,” Biodiversity of the Southeastern United States (New
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1993), 38.
? James A. Scholtz, “A Summary of Prehistory in Northwest Arkansas,” The Arkansas Archeologist:
Butl‘el‘m of the Arkansas Archeological Sociery, 10 (1969), 52-53.

* John P. Newton, “Paleo-Indian in the Arkansas Ozarks: A Preliminary Statement,” The Arkansas
Archeologist: Bulletin of the Arkansas Archeological Society, 16-18 (1975-1977), 85-92,
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Elmo Ingenthron, author of Indians of the Ozark Plateau (1970), places the first
appearance of “Early Man” in the Ozarks cautiously at 9,000 to 12,000 years ago. For
Ingenthron, it is a matter of curiosity whether these Ozark dwellers hunted mammoths
and other great beasts of the Pleistocene before these animals disappeared. He reports
that chipped stone tools were found in association with fossil remains of a mastodon on
the northern edge of the Ozarks in Missouri by a fossil hunter, Albrecht G. Koch, in
1840. Koch sold the artifacts to the Royal Museum of the University of Berlin, where
more than a century later they were analyzed and dated at 7850 B.C. plus or minus 500
years. Ingenthron postulates that as the climate grew warmer and drier at the end of the
Pleistocene, dooming the giant mammals to extinction, they persisted longer in the
Ozarks and Mississippi Valley, which were subject to moist Gulf winds, than they did in
the more arid West. Thus, it is likely that Paleoindians hunted these animals in the
Ozarks prior to their extinction.

Still, the Ozarks lay at the margins of the Paleoindians’ vast domain. “Early Man
only sparsely inhabited the Ozark Plateau,” Ingenthron concludes. “His numbers were
few and his campsites were far apart. There is little or no evidence of permanent
occupation.”™ Thirty-five years after Ingenthron’s assessment, the archeological evidence

of human occupation in the Ozarks in the Paleoindian Period remains thin. Most of it
comes from isolated artifacts found in surface litter or caves rather than embedded in the
ground. No Paleoindian sites have been cxcavated. This contrasts with the next stage in
human cultural evolution in North America, known as the Dalton or Proto-Archaic, for
which archeologists find substantial evidence of an established human presence
throughout the Ozarks.’

Proto-Archaic refers to a
transitional stage of cultural evolution
between Paleolithic and Archaic, when
peoples in the southeastern United States
adopted more diversified hunting and
gathering economies. Their subsisience
came to focus on white-tailed deer, small
animals, fish, and birds, and their toolkit
changed accordingly. This stage is
generally dated 8000 B.C. to 7000 B.C.,
and in the Ozark region is amply
revealed in the archeological record by

Figure 2. Indian Rock House. Prehistoric American indians ~ way of the Dalton spear point.

occupied this well-known cave and dozens of other caves both : .
large and small throughout the Buffalo River valley. Caven ArCheOIOgISt James A. Scholtz describes

Clark photo, Buffalo National River. this stone tool as a lanceolate spear point

1 Elmo Ingenthvon, Indians of the Ozark Platequ (Point Lookout, Missouri: The School of the Ozarks
Press, 1970), 16-17.

3 Jay T. Sturdevant, William J. Hunt, Jr., and Caven P. Clark, Archeological Inventory of the 2004
Prescribed Burn Units, Newton and Searcy Counties, Buffalo Narional River, Arkansas (Lincoln,
Nebraska: United States Department of the Interior, Nutional Park Service, Midwest Archeological Center,
2005), 4.
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whose smooth and concave base is often well thinned by the bifacial removal of several
flakes.® At the Packard Site on the western edge of the Ozarks (in Oklahoma), which was
excavated in the early 1960s, points of this type were associated with a hearth. The
scorched hearth permitted carbon 14 dating, yielding a relatively firm date for this site of
7450 B.C.” Other Dalton sites have been found in a variety of upland and lowland
settings throughout the Ozarks, suggesting that the human population in the Ozarks
expanded and became more settled in seasonal camps during this transitional stage. Itis
also likely that the size of hunting and gathering groups began to increase as people
became more proficient in exploiting seeds, nuts, and fruits.® Archeologists Dan F.
Morse and Phyllis A. Morse, writing about the Central Mississippi Valley due east of the
‘Ozarks, refer to the “Dalton efflorescence” and state “there is little doubt that Dalton
represents a base out of which the Archaic developed in the southeastern United States.”
In addition to modifying their subsistence base, Dalton-siage peoples developed the adz
for woodcraft and cobble tools for grinding vegetables, engaged in trade, lived in
permanent settlements, and buried their dead in cemeteries.’

ARCHAIC PEOPLES

Archeologists use the term Archaic in reference to the long expanse of time from
the end of the Pleistocene to the beginning of farming and pottery in North America, a
period of several thousand years when regional cultures, adapting to their respective
environments, developed increasingly sophisticated forms of subsistence and social
organization. In the Ozarks, as in eastern North America generally, the Archaic period
dates from 7000 B.C. to 1000 B.C., at which time the Archaic culture was superseded by
the Woodland culture.'”

Archaic peoples in the Ozarks made seasonal rounds in which they hunted small
game animals, fished in the rivers and streams, and gathered wild foods. They camped
for extended periods where food sources were most abundant, and returned to the same
camp or seasonal village sites year after year. Archaic peoples developed a more diverse
material culture than their Paleocindian forebears. A significant new weapon was the
atlatl, or spear thrower. This device consisted of a shaft about twenty inches in length
with a handle on one end for grasping and a spur on the other end designed to hold the
dart or spear in place. The hunter hurled the spear while keeping hold of the atlatl. This
weapon added to the speed and distance of the missile.”’ Other new tools not known by

¢ Scheliz, “A Summary of Prehistory in Northwest Arkansas,” 53.

! Newton, “Paleo-Indian in the Arkansas Ozarks,” 85.

¥ Milton D. Rafferty, The Ozarks: Land and Life (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1980), 32.

¥ Dan F. Morse and Phyllis A. Morse, Archaeology of the Central Mississippi Valley (New York: Academic
Press, 1983), 71.

" Dates are approximate and not definitive, Rafferty, op. cit., gives dates of 7000 B.C. to 1000 B.C.
Ingenthron, op. cit., does not differentiate Proto Archaic from Archaic and gives dates of 8000 B.C. to 1000
B.C. Daniel Wolfman of the Arkansas Archeological Survey dates the Archaic Stage from 8000 B.C. o
500 B.C. in “Archeological Inventory of the Buffalo National River,” Report prepared for the National
Park Service, Southwest Region and the Arkansas Archeological Survey, July 1974, 14.

"' Ingenthron, Indians of the Ozark Plateau, 19-20.
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Paleoindians included the axe for chopping wood and the celt for grinding or milling
seeds. In their semi-sedentary life, Archaic peoples fashioned other objects useful around
camp such as baskets, sandals, and twined fiber bags. Such pemhable artifacts as these
have been recovered from bluff shelters along the Buffalo River.'?

Within the Buffalo River drainage prehistoric sites dating from the archaic period
are especially numerous around Erbie. It has been sungested that these sites may reflect a
peak of prehistoric occupation along the Buffalo River."”

Littie is known about the types of dwellings built by Archaic peoples. Ingenthron
speculates on the basis of what is known about later cultures that they might have built
thatched brush or mat and mud dwellings on open ground." Some Ozark dwellers made
use of caves or rock shelters. The first Ozark blutf dwelling known to archeologists was
discovered by Dr. Charles Peabody in McDonald County, Missouri, in 1903."
Subsequent archeological investigations by M. R. Harrington in 1923, which he
published in an article the following year and treated at book length many years later in
1660, brought the bluff dwellings wider attention. Harrington argued that the bluff
dwellings were semi-permanent residences, but most archeologists today believe they
were probably occupied only seasonally or used as food surplus storage sites. 6

WOODLAND CULTURE AND THE BLUFF DWELLER CONCEPT

Beginning about 1000 B.C., the inhabitants of eastern North America developed a
farming culture known as Woodland. Farming led to more permanent village sites and
stimulated other cultural changes such as the introduction of pottery, the expansion of
trade networks, and the making of burial mounds. Nevertheless, Woodland peoples seem
to have adopted farming slowly, adding it to their mixed economy of hunting and
gathering only on a marginal basis until about A.D. 400. Indeed, there is evidence that
peoples in eastern North America cultivated crops in a limited way as early as the late
Archaic stage. In the Ozarks, remains of domesticated squash and gourds that are
presumed to date from the late Archaic stage have been found in dry bluff shelters.'”

Commencing in the fifth century A.D., the cultivation of maize spread rapidly and
the human population increased. Archeologists debate whether Woodland peoples
acquired agriculture from Mexico, where it had already existed for a few thousand years,
or whether they developed it themselves. Archeological evidence that Woodland peoples

2 wolfman, “Archeological Inventory of the Buffalo National River,” 15; Sturdevant et al., Archeological
Inventary of the 2004 Prescribed Burn Units, 4.

¥ U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Development Plan, Cultural Landscape Report,
Erbie, Buffalo Narional River, Arkansas (Denver: USDI, National Park Service, 1986), 8.

" Ingenthron, Indians of the Ozark Plateau, 20.

"> Vance Randolph, The Ozarks: An American Survival of Primitive Sociery (New York: The Vanguard
Press, 1931), 6.

1® James A. Brown, Prehistoric Southern Ozark Marginality: A Myth Exposed (Columbia: Missouri
Archeological Society, Inc., 1984), 51.

' Sturdevant ct al., “Archeological Inventory of the 2004 Prescribed Burn Units,” 4.
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cultivated crops that were native to the eastern United States, such as sunflower and
pigweed, lends support to the theory of indigenous development of agriculture.
Archeologist Daniel Wolfman, in his archeological inventory of Buffalo National River,
notes that the vegetable remains found in bluff shelters in the Ozarks “has played an
important role in some of these discussions” as the vegetable remains provide “stron g
evidence for the cultivation of some of these native eastern species.”'®

For a long time archeologists interpreted the bluff dwelling sites as evidence of a
distinctive “Ozark bluff dweller” culture. The concept of a unique culture originated with
Harrington in his seminal paper of 1924, and was further developed by Samuel C.
Dellinger and others.'” Between 1928 and 1934, the University of Arkansas Museum
conducted archeological investigations at 57 bluff shelters in northwest Arkansas. Later
analysis of the material gathered in these excavations suggested that the bluff dwellers
subsisted largely on deer meat, with bison, bear, elk, and raccoon contributing lesser but
significant portions to their diet. According to these studies, the Ozark bluff dwellers
were sophisticated weavers of baskets, cradles, clothes, mats, and fish nets. And in
addition to weapons and tools made of stone, they produced many articles out of bone
and antler. But they made limited use of pottery. What ceramics they had was tempered
by grit (sand was mixed with clay to strengthen it). Their pottery was thicker and Iess
decorative than other Woodland pottery, and it was limited to three principal forms: a
bowl, a beaker, and an urn.?

The bluff dweller concept held that the bluff dwellers lived in isolation in the
rugged Ozark hills, scarcely participating in the expanding trade networks and emergent
farm-based societies of the Woodland culture. Resistant to change, they represented a
“cultural enclave™ of Archaic peoples who clung to an earlier way of life. The bluff
dwellers lived principally by the hunt, supplemented their diet with wild plants and fish,
and practiced a limited amount of farming. Harringlon’s bluft-dweller concept gradually
gained a strong following, even as most archeologists came to support a general
evolutionary model in which widely dispersed human populations acquired new cultural
attributes more or less synchronously.”!

Harrington described a bluff-dweller culture that seemingly flourished for many
hundreds of years and then abruptly ended when a “top-layer culture” succeeded it. The
“top-layer culture” referred to the upper-most strata in the bluff dweller sites, which
exhibited a variety of imported cultural elements dating from a later time period.
Harrington posited that the Ozark bluff dweller culture persisted throughout the
Woodland stage, remaining impervious (o the socially complex cultures that developed in
the Mississippi Valley in the late Woodland stage, until the bluff dwellers were finally
driven out and replaced by another group. Archeologists have speculated about the cause

' Wolfman, “Archeological Inventory of the Buffalo National River,” 16.

¥ See, for example, Dellinger’s article on baby cradles recovered from bluff shelters in Arkansas, which he
noted bore much resemblance to forms found among prehistoric peoples in the Southwest. $.C. Dellinger,
“Baby Cradles of the Ozatk Bluff Dwellers,” American Antiguity, 1, ro. 3 (January 1936): 197-214.

® Ingenthron, Indians of the Ozark Plaieau, 31-42.

2 Brown, Prehistoric Southern Ozark Marginality, 32.
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of their demise, suggesting that it might have been due to climate change or that they
were driven out by hostile tribes equipped with bow and arrow. Other archeologists have
tried to integrate the bluff dweller culture into the wider culture sequence of eastern
North America, suggesting that Harrington’s “top-layer culture” is equivalent to the
Mississippian stage that commenced about A.D. 700.%

A key facet of the bluff dweller concept is the theory that the culture was uniquely
resistant to outside influence. The idea has enjoyed popular as well as scholarly appeal.
In his book Indians of the Ozark Plateau, Ingenthron accepted Harrington’s hypothesis
uncritically, stating that the bluff dwellers were “immune to the cultural
developments...of other people living on the periphery of their domain.” Ingenthron

attributed their isolation to the “geographical barriers of the rugged terrain in which they
lived.”*

Twenty years after Harrington’s synthesis and ten years after Ingenthron’s book,
the Ozark bluff dweller concept came to be disputed. During the 1970s, the rapid growth
of contract archeology (spurred by environmental laws that called for cultural resource
management) generated a wealth of
new archeological data. The
number of archeclogical sites in the
Ozarks increased several fold. Far
from focusing on caves and rock
shelters as previous archeological
investigations had done, the new
sites occurred on ridge tops,
hillslope benches, upland plateaus,
and stream beds — that is, wherever
archeological sites happened to lie
‘ : in the path of modern development.
&jﬂ‘ R YRR Studies by Mark J. Lynott, James E,

Figure 3. Typical bluff shelter in Buffalo Naticnal River. Mostbluffi ~ Price, and others in Ozark National
shelters are not large. This shelter, like many, has been looted by Scenic Riverways, Ozark National

pot hunters. Caven Clark photo, Buffalo National River.

Forest, Buffalo National River, and
other locales pointed to an emergent Mississippian tradition in the Ozarks coincident with
its appearance in the Mississippi Valley. In the mid-1970s, Price synthesized this work
and proposed a revised cultural sequence for the region, based largely on the
development of shell-tempered ceramic technology at sites along the eastern Ozark
border.”* In 1982, Mark L. Raab reinforced this revisionist interpretation. Surveying the
results of a decade of contract archeology in the Ozarks, Raab commented that the long-
held view of the Ozarks as a “moribund backwater of prehistoric cultural development”

2 Ingenthron, Indians of the Ozark Plateau, 44-45; Wolfman, “Archeological Inventory of the Buffalo
National River,” 18-19.

2 Ingenthron, Indians of the Ozark Plateau, 44,

#* Mark J. Lynott, “An Interpretation of Late Prehistoric Cultural Developments in the Eastern Ozarks,”
Theory, Method, and Practice in Modern Archaeoiogy, edited by Robert J, Jeske and Douglas K_ Charles
{Westport, Connecticut: Praeger, 2003), 197.
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needed to be reassessed. Characterization of the bluff dwellers as hunter-gatherers who
possessed an essentially Archaic culture was “increasingly dubious.” In light of new
archeological finds, Raab suggested, it was better to approach the Ozarks archeological
record as a reflection of “adaptations to the region’s biophysical resources.”>

Two years after the publication of Raab’s essay, the bluff dweller concept
sustained a book-length assault by archeologist James A. Brown in Prehistoric Southern
Ozark Marginality: A Myth Exposed. Brown assailed the concept both from the
standpoint of theory and evidence. The Ozark bluff dweller concept was an example of
“geographical barrier theory,” Brown wrote. Borrowing a term from ecology, he likened
this theoretical survival of an essentially Archaic way of life in the Ozarks to a “cultural
refugium.” Brown found this survival implausible. Southeastern cultural systems in the
Woodland stage were easily adaptable to highland and lowland environments; Woodland
peoples had the technology and the knowledge of agriculture to occupy a variety of
habitats without strain. Brown looked at climate factors such as the length of the growing
season and the frequency of drought in the Ozark highlands. With a growing season of
more than stx months, these limitations could not have inhibited the spread of agriculture.
Similarly he considered topography and the challenges of moving through such rugged
terrain. These factors were easily offset by the diversity of Ozark settings available for
human settlement. It was inconceivable to Brown that the geography of the Ozarks could
present a barrier to cultural diffusion.”®

Brown next examined the archeological evidence for a “cultural refugium.” With
the advantage of much new archeological data drawn from hundreds of sites throughout
the Ozarks, Brown proposed a concordant cultural sequence in all parts of the Ozark
region that saw the beginning of pottery production in the middle Woodland stage, the
introduction of hoe technology about the same time, and the appearance of maize
cultivation soon after that. Extending his analysis into the Mississippian stage (or “top
layer” in Harrington’s scheme) Brown found evidence that the material culture of the
Mississippians, notably arrow points and shell-tempered pottery, penetrated into the core
of the Ozarks about the same time that it reached the periphery. In Brown’s view, this
further undermined the plausibility of a “cultural refugium.™’

Brown proposed a new way of looking at the bluft dwellings or “shelters” as he
preferred to call them. They were base camps for specialized foraging activities,
anciliary to main seitlement areas. They were generally used for storage and sometimes
for bird trapping. In retrospect, Brown suggested, the bluff dweller concept would never
have gained support if it had not been for the extraordinary record of perishable artifacts
that were recovered from these sites. In fact, the inhabitants possessed a culture not too
different from other contemporary Woodland and Mississippian peoples.?®

* Mark L. Raab, “Expanding Prehistory in the Arkansas Ozarks,” in Arkansas Archeology in Review,
edited by Neal L. Trubowitz and Marvin D. Jeter, Arkunsas Archeological Survey Research Series 15
(Fayetteville: Arkansas Archeological Survey, 1982}, 233-234.

* Brown, Prehistoric Southern Ozark Marginaliry, 3-4.

7 Ibid, 32-50.

* Ibid, 51.



BUFFALO NATIONAL RIVER HISTORIC RESOURCES STUDY 17

Recent archeological work in Buffalo National River has tended to corroborate
Brown’s argument that the bluff shelters do not indicate the presence of a cultural
refugium in the Ozarks. However, the precise role of the bluff shelters remains largely
speculative and archeologists continue to search for definitive answers.

MIssISSIPPIAN CULTURE AND THE QUESTION OF CULTURAL DIFFUSION

While the concept of an Archaic cultural persistence in the Ozarks has been pretty
well discredited, the idea that Ozark peoples were less than fully engaged with cultural
advances outside of the Ozark region continues to hold some appeal. This 1s in part
because of archeological interest in prehistoric mounds and the notable absence of
mounds in the Ozarks. The archeological record in Buffalo National River includes
abundant examples of shell-tempered pottery and small arrow points, demonstrating that
Mississippian culture made inroads into the area in some form or another. Yet
occupation sites along the Buffalo that were contemporaneous with Mississippian sites
outside the region show no evidence of formal areas for disposal of the dead and no
evidence of mound building. Inasmuch as elaborate mortuary sites and mound-building
are interpreted as evidence of cultural complexity, the absence of these features in the
Ozarks provokes lingering questions about these prehistoric Ozark dwellers’ relationship
to neighboring peoples.

Prehistoric mounds in the Mississippi and Ohio valleys and the Southeast have
long excited interest. The mounds show wide variation in size, shape, material, and
purpose. There are effigy mounds, burial mounds, great mounds for civic ceremonies,
and shell mounds that may be little more than rubbish heaps. The Great Serpent Mound
in southern Ohio, which loops back and forth in the form of a snake, is the largest effigy
earthwork in the world. Nearer the Ozarks, the Toltec Mounds in the Arkansas River
lowland have vielded evidence of an emergent Mississippian culture dating from the
eighth century, while the Gibson site, near the eastern edge of the Ozarks by the Black
River (about 70 miles east of Buffalo National River) features multiple mounds and
appears to have been a regional capital in the Mississippian s.tage.29 Other mounds are
also found around the edges of the Ozark escarpment.

While mound-building reached a climax in the Mississippian stage, it began much
carlier. There were two outstanding periods of mound building. The first of these
occurred in the middle Woodland stage, approximately A.D. 0 to 400 This cultural phase
found its richest expression in the Hopeweli mound complex in the Ohio Valley. Mound
sites contemporary with the Hopewell mounds are found east of the Ozarks in the lower
White River and St. Francis River valleys. Artifacts recovered from Hopewell and
elsewhere provide evidence of extensive trade networks reaching as far as Lake Superior,
North Dakota, Wyoming, Florida, and the southern Appalachians. This first

¥ Martha Ann Rolingson, “The Toltec Mounds Site: A Ceremonial Center in the Arkansas River
Lowland,” in Bruce D. Smith, editor, The Mississippian Emergence (Washington: Smithsonian Institution
Press, 1990), 27; Morse and Morse, Archaeology of the Central Mississippi Valley, 299.
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efflorescence of mound building waned in the late Woodland stage, approximately A.D.
400 to 700, probably as a result of increased warfare. The second outstanding period of
mound building occurred in what is called the Mississippian stage. Mississippian culture
is also divided into early, middle, and late substages, and reached its highest expression
about A.D. 1200 to 1500. Apparently already in decline when Europeans first
encountered it, Mississippian culture was severely disrupted by European contact and the
devastation wrought by introduced diseases. The late Mississippian substage overlaps
with early European contact, when the archeological record merges with an inittally very
thin historical record left by Spanish and French explorers.™

Archeologists long argued that big mounds were evidence of complex social
systems. According to the public architecture theory, construction of monumental
structures must have required expenditures of energy beyond the capacity of individuals
or families living in tribal, egalitarian societies. It required mass labor and political
organization typical of ranked societies.”’ These notions came under scrutiny when new
discoveries in the 1990s revealed that some large shell and earthen mounds were much
older than previously thought — dating back some 5000 years to the Archaic stage. This
meant one of two things: either that Archaic mound builders had developed hierarchical
social systems, or that monumental archilecture was not by itself evidence of social and
political hierarchy. Whichever way the analysis led, it involved revolutionary new
thinking about the archeology of the Southeast.™

Archeologist James A. Brown, who so effectively demolished the Qzark bluff
dweller concept, published a seminal article in 1985 on the emergence of cultural
complexity in the Mississippi Valley. He suggested a number of indicators for
recognizing hierarchically-organized prehistoric societies: permanent habitations, food
storage facilities, domesticated plants, cemeteries, and interregional trade. He posited
that complexity developed when a people began to follow a sedentary way of life for at
least part of the year. A necessary condition was the ability to produce a food surplus.
Agriculture, he argued, was not a necessary condition but rather seemed to be an indirect
consequence of sedentism.*?

The thrust of Brown’s argument was to push the emergence of cultural
complexity farther back in time. Archeologists once assumed that sedentary farming
economies were usually necessary for the development of hereditary chiefdoms and
stratified societies (though there were rare exceptions, such as the fishing peoples of the
Pacific Northwest). Through the work of Brown and others, archeologists now recognize
that Archaic hunting and gathering communities were capable of developing cultural

3 Wolfman, “Archeological Inventory of the Buffalo National River,” 15-18.

! Michael Russo, “Measuring Shell Rings for Social Inequality,” in Jon L. Gibson and Philip J. Carr,
editors, Signs of Pawer: The Rise of Culiural Complexity in the Southeast (Tuscalaosa: University of
Alabama Press, 2004), 26.

* David G. Anderson, “Archaic Mounds and the Archaeoclogy of Southeastern Tribal Societies,” in Gibson
and Carr, editors, Signs of Power, 270.

* Richard W. Jefferies, “Regional-Scale Interaction Networks and the Emergence of Cultural Complexity
along the Northern Margins of the Southeast,” in Gibson and Carr, editors, Signs of Power, T1.
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complexity too. Archeologists now suggest that the tribe was probably a common form
of social organization from at least the middle Archaic stage, when mounds first
appeared, and that hereditary chiefdom societies came to prominence in many parts of the
Southeast by the late Woodland or early Mississippian stage, when the great temple
mounds arose.”

The great ceremonial mounds and walled cities of the Mississippian stage are
associated with the rise of chiefdoms. Morse and Morse, writing about Central
Mississippi Valley archeology, describe the Mississippian chiefdom organization as
based on agriculture and characterized by permanent (year round) settlements. Usually
the population was dispersed in farmsteads and villages around a preeminent village or
administrative center, “Farmsteads and hamlets related to villages, which in turn related
to a paramount village. Redistribution and storage of surplus took place at the
administrative centers. There were large pyramidal mounds arranged around open
squares in the major villages.™*

The question confronting Ozark archeology is to what extent, if any, prehistoric
Ozark dwellers participated in the extended trade networks and ceremonial centers of the
mound builders. As recently as 1974, archeologist Daniel Wolfman supported the
longstanding view that the Ozarks, or at least its core area, formed a cultural backwater
largely removed from outside developments. “The Arkansas Ozarks were marginal to the
main Woodland stage developments,” he wrote in his inventory of the archeology of
Buffalo National River. “Burial mounds were never introduced into this region and
pottery was not used in great quantity.” As for the Mississippian culture, “in most of the
Arkansas Ozarks this stage is thus far recognized only in a shift to shell-tempered potter
and the almost complete replacement of large spear points by the smaller arrow points.” 6
Newer finds, however, have begun to challenge this view.

In 1979, the Arkansas Archeological Survey conducted a cultural resource
inventory and assessment at Pine Mountain Lake on Lee Creek, Crawford County. (This
site is about 50 miles west of Buffalo National River). Lee Creek drains the western
slope of the Boston Mountains and flows southward, crossing back and forth over the
Oklahoma state line before joining the Arkansas River between Fort Smith and Van
Buren, The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers proposed to build a dam near the head of the
creek in the Boston Mountains. The project area encompassed 89 hectares of floodplain
and terraces bordered by steep slopes of shale, siltstone, and sandstone. In places these
slopes are eroded to form bluff overhangs. At the time of the cultural resource inventory
and assessment these bluffs were already known to contain prehistoric shelters. The
resulting field tests featured 15 bluff shelters and two lowland sites, making it one of the
more intensively studied areas in the Ozarks.”

* Anderson, “Archaic Mounds and the Archaeology of Southeastern Tribal Societies,” 270.

*¥ Morse and Morse, Archaeology of the Central Mississippi Valley, 212-213.

% Wolfman, “Archeological Inventory of the Buffalo National River,” 17-18.

* Neal L. Trubowitz, “Caddoan Settlements in the Arkansas Ozarks: The Upper Lee Creek Valley,”
Midcontinent Journal of Archaeology, 8, no. 2, (1983), 198-201.



20 CHAPTER ONE; PREHISTORY

Archeologist Neal L. Trubowitz, the principal investigator of the site, found
evidence of a mixed economy of farming, hunting, and gathering. He identified the
artifacts as Caddoan, a cultural tradition that showed many of the same traits as
Mississippian and occupied an area west of the Mississippi Valley in Arkansas and
eastern Oklahoma. The site is located about 15 miles upstream from the Parris Mound (a
Caddoan site dated to A.D. 1000-1250) and approximately 50-60 miles from the Spiro
and Cavanaugh Mounds (also Caddoan, dated to A.D. 1250-1400). Trubowitz suggests
that the Caddoan settlements in the Upper Lee Creek valley “appear to be outlying
farming communities associated with the Parris or Cavanaugh ceremonial centers
downstream, through which the farmers were connected to the larger Caddoan interaction
centered on the Spiro site.”™ This is consistent with other descriptions of Caddoan
culture, which describe an economic base of horticulture and wild food collection, a
ranked social system, and a widely dispersed settlement pattern of farmsteads and
hamlets loosely networked into religious or political centers.

Trubowitz concludes his article on the Lee Creek site with another refutation of
the Ozark bluff dweller concept. “The accumulating data indicate that the upper Lee
Creek valley was anything but a
backward area. Caddoan farmers
penetrated the southern Ozarks
and were able to adapt to local
conditions with a mixed economy
of horticulture, hunting, and
gathering. The view that the bluff
dwellers were Indians who led an
Archaic lifestyle will not hold true
on the south side of the Arkansas
Qzarks.” Trubowiltz goes on to
list other sites along the southern
Ozarks fringe that provide
corroborating evidence of
Caddoan occupation.”® The Lee
Creek site may be near enough to
the Buffalo River to be
instructive, or it may not.
Adherents to the view that the

) ) a cul
Figure 4. Representative artifacts found in Buffalo National River: Ozarks formed a cultural
reproduction of a late prehistoric shell-tempered pot found in Fitton backwater generally contend that

Cave, grinding stone, prehistoric corn cobs, cabble tools, projectile : L : o
point. Caven Clark photo, Buffalo National River, prehistoric inhabitants at the edge
of the Ozark escarpment had

* Thid, 199.

¥ Ann M. Early, “Caddoan Settlement Systems in the Quchita River Basin,” in Trubowitz and Jeter,
Arkansas Archeology in Review, 200. See also James A. Brown, Robert E. Bell, and Don G. Wyckoft,
“Caddoan Settlement Patterns in the Arkansas River Drainage,” in Bruce D. Smith, ed., Mississippian
Settlement Patterns (New York: Academic Press, 1978), 169-200.
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frequent contact with the outside and only those inhabitants of the core areas did not.
The Lee Creek site is not within this core area.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, two sites within the Buffalo National River
provided further evidence that the Ozark region was not as isolated as archeologists once
believed. The first site was located in the Erbie area on the upper Buffalo River; the
second was located in the Rush area on the lower Buffalo River. These two
investigations, headed by Robert H. Lafferty I1T and George Sabo 111 respectively,
yielded new evidence of Woodland and Mississippian influence even in this core area of
the Ozark highlands. Both sites contained middens, hearths, and post molds indicating
the size and arrangement of permanent dwelling structures. In the case of the latter site,
the post molds were radiocarbon-dated to the Middle or Late Woodland periods, and the
assemblage of artifacts showed clear evidence of an “Emergent Mississippian” cultural

presen(:e."‘l

The Rush area archeological site was particularly significant because it contained
evidence of continuous habitation from the Dalton-Early Archaic period to the Middle to
Late Woodland period, an unusually long time span, and the upper strata of this cultural
sequence revealed evidence of a gradual shift to a sedentary settlement pattern. The
primary findings of the archeological investigation were that the site had been occupied
as a year-round settlement by a sedentary community with a subsistence economy based
on hunting, gathering, and domesticated plant production, including maize. Sabo
compared the site to five other late prehistoric sites in the Ozarks and the Central
Mississippi Valley. He concluded that cultural developments in the region during the
Woodland to Mississippian transition were produced by “multilineal processes
influeneced mainly by local ecological circumstances and independent sociocultural
factors” which resulted in “regionally distinctive variations on a larger Mississippian
cultural theme.” He found that Ozark dwellers in the late prehistoric period were “active
participants in these processes.”* The archeological investigations at Erbie and Rush
appeared to offer confirmation of the idea that the Ozark region was not particularly
isolated from cultural developments in the Mississippi Valley.

SUMMARY
Prehistoric peoples probably moved into the Ozarks as early as 12,000 years ago

and inhabited the area continuously thereafter. They exploited the variety of lowland and
highland environments that they found on the Ozark Plateau, and utilized the numerous

* Randall L. Guendling, George Sabo 11, Margaret J. Guccione, Sandra L. Dunavan, and Susan L. Scott,
Archeological Investigations at 3MRE0-Area D in the Rush Development Area, Buffalo National River,
Arkansas, vol, 2, Professional Papers No. 50 (Santa Fe: Southwest Cultural Resources Center, 1992), 84-
87, 159-160,

* George Sabo I11, Randall L. Guendling, W. Fredrick Limp, Margaret J. Guccione, Susan L. Scott, Gayle
J. Fritz, and Pamela A. Smith, Archeological Investigations at 3MR80-Area D in the Rush Development
Area, Buffalo National River, Arkansas, vol. 1, Professional Papers No. 38 (Santa Fe: Southwest Cultural
Resources Center, 1990), 319-328.
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caves and overhanging bluffs for shelter and storage facilities. The so-called “bluff
dwellings™ or “bluff shelters™ attracted early archeoclogical interest, in part because the
dry conditions found in some caves preserved a rich archeological record of perishable
basketry and other fiber-based artifacts and in part because archeologists considered them
the permanent dwelling places of a unique “Ozark bluff dweller” culture. The hallmark
of this culture was that it appeared resistant to change; it was thought that the Ozark bluff
dwellers persisted in following a largely Archaic way of life that revolved around hunting
and gathering while peoples in the Mississippi lowlands adopted farming, extensive
trade, and complex social organizations. Subsequent archeological investigations have
largely disproved this concept, replacing it with the view that Ozark dwellers participated
in cultural stages that occurred broadly throughout the Mississippi and Ohio valleys and
Southeast. This reinterpretation is based substantially on the cumulative evidence from
numerous contract archeology studies. It places much emphasis on the appearance and
distribution of shell-tempered pottery. The extent to which Ozark dwellers in late
prehistoric times participated in large trade networks or ceremonial gatherings outside the
Ozarks remains unclear.



CHAPTER TWO
AMERICAN INDIANS IN THE HISTORIC PERIOD

The Arkansas Ozark region was a prized hunting ground for several American
Indian tribes. The mountain country supported an abundance of bears, beavers, deer, and
other animals, which the Indians hunted principally for the commercial value of their
hides and furs. They transported the hides and furs by canoe out of the Ozarks, trading
them to French, Spanish, English, and Americans who operated trading posts downstream
in the Mississippi and Arkansas valleys. In exchange for hides and furs the Indians
obtained knives, kettles, guns, traps, blankets, and other goods that enriched their
material culture, as well as baneful quantities of liquor.

The European and American presence in the area provides a written record of
these tribes, but the historical records shed very little light on Indian use of the Buffalo
River valley or other specific locations within the Arkansas Ozarks in this period.
Historical records primarily document habitations rather than hunting activities and these
habitations were located some distance away: in southern Missouri, northeastern
Oklahoma, and the Arkansas and White River valleys in Arkansas. This chapter provides
an overview of what 1s known about Indian settlement patterns in a wide area around the
Ozarks, from which it is possible to conjecture about Indian use in and arcund Buffalo
National River.

The history of American Indians in the Ozarks can be divided into three phases.
In the first phase, the Quapaw nation appears to have had tenuous control] of the Arkansas
Ozarks as a hinterland to its main settlement area, which centered in the lower Arkansas
and White River valleys. During this phase the Quapaw became established trading
partners with the French at Arkansas Post (near the confluence of the Arkansas and
Mississippi rivers), from which hunting parties ranged into the Ozark region. In the
second phase, which commenced around 1700, the Osage tribe pushed into the Arkansas
Ozarks from the north and east and claimed the area for themselves. The warlike Osage
secured a dominant place in the fur trade over all other tribes in the region, including the
Wichita, Kansa, Caddo, and Pawnee, as well as the Quapaw. In the third phase, which
primarily spanned the first third of the nineteenth century, various groups of Indians in
the eastern United States broke with their tribes and migrated westward in search of new
lands that were far removed from American settlement. The largest contingent of these
immigrants were Cherokee, while smaller numbers came from the Shawnee, Delaware,
and other tribes. These groups established farmsteads in the major river valleys
bordering the Ozarks on the south and east, only entering the hill country on seasonal
hunting and trapping expeditions. The hunting activity nevertheless brought them into
conflict with the Osage. The third phase was a time of incessant hostilities between the
immigrant Indians and the Osage. The intertribal conflict was increasingly conditioned
by white-Indian relations, including trade, treaties, and missionary efforts, all under the
aegis of the United States government.
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THE QUAPAW

The Quapaw nation had not yet formed in 1541 when the De Soto expedition
crossed the Mississippi River into Arkansas. The central Mississippi Valley and lower
Arkansas River valley — the Quapaw’s homeland in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries — were then home to several thousand people who belonged to a number of
warring provinces or chiefdoms. The De Soto expedition gave these provinces the names
Casqui, Pacaha, Quigate, and Coligua. Pacaha, the capital of the most powerful
chiefdom, was said to contain 500 apartment houses, and the entire city was surrounded
by a palisade and a wide moat that connected to the Mississippi River. The records of the
De Soto expedition, although vague and contradictory, provide a unique glimpse of late
Mississippian culture before these peoples were decimated by Old World diseases that
rampaged through the native population in the expedition’s wake. When the area was
next visited by Europeans more than 130 years later, the cities and provinces described
by De Soto no longer existed.'

Some archeologists believe that remnants of these shattered Mississippian
chiefdoms coalesced in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries to form the
Quapaw tribe. Archeologists have recorded a number of major village sites, house
cluster sites, and even hunting station sites as “Quapaw phase,” meaning that they exhibit
consistent styles of pottery and architectural features that identify them as late
Mississippian. The largest of the village sites include temple mounds. The village sites
are located in the Arkansas River valley from its mouth to above Little Rock. Possible
Quapaw phase hunting stations are located south of the river.” Some archeologists
suggest that the Quapaw whom the French found living in villages near the confluence of
the Arkansas and Mississippi rivers were descended from the Pacaha (or Capaha, thus
“Quapaw”) of De Soto’s account,

Most historians, however, believe that the Quapaw arrived in the area only in the
early to mid-seventeenth century and quickly took advantage of an environment rich in
resources and practically depopulated since the time of De Soto. This view meshes with
the Quapaw’s oral tradition that their people came from the Ohio River valley. Legend
describes how the tribe came to a great river shrouded in mist, and while most of the tribe
crossed and went upstream, a splinter group became separated from the rest and drifted
downstream. Linguistically, the Quapaw are among the Dhegian-Siouan speaking
peoples who include the Kansa, Omaha, Ponca, and Osage tribes. The name “Quapaw”
(Ugdkhpa) is translated as “those going downstream’ or “with the current’” and
distinguishes the Quapaw from their erstwhile kinsmen who went upstream on the
Missouri River.”

The French called the Quapaw “Akansa,” after the Algonguin word for them,
trom which is derived “Arkansas.” The earliest report of them is by Father Jacques

' Morse and Morse, Archaeology of the Cenrral Mississippi Valley, 311,
2 re e
Ibid, 300.
* W, David Baird, The Quapaw Indians: A History of the Downstream People (Norman: University of
QOklahoma Press, 1980), 6-5.
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Margquette and Louis Jolliet, who traveled by canoe down the Mississippi River from
Canada in 1673 as far as a large Indian village called “Akamsea.” The Quapaw
welcomed the French and informed them of eight more villages of their kinsmen
downstream. But Marquette and Jolliet did not go farther; they returned northward.*

Nine years later in 1682 another French explorer, René-Robert de 1a Salle,
journeyed down the Mississippi River to its mouth. La Salle encountered two other
R AT W villages of the “Akansa” and learned about a
e % 2% fourth Akansa village called Osotouy,

3% \ | located on the Arkansas River. In 1686,
Henri de Tonty, one of La Salle’s
lieutenants, came up the Mississippi River
from the Gulf Coast and founded Arkansas
Post at this village. The following year, a
member of La Salle’s second expedition by
the name of Joutel visited one of the
“Accancea” villages. Joutel described a
large apartment house made of cedar or
cypress that stood on a mound. Some of the
houses in the village were inhabited by up to
200 people. The French explorers’ accounts,
combined with the archeological record,
suggest that the Quapaw at the end of the
seventeenth century, though living in the

- shadows of the old chiefdoms, were still
Figure 5. Marquette and Quapaw. Encyclopedia of

Arkansas History and Culture website, Ceniral Arkansas quile numerous cﬁompared to what would
Public Library Systern. become of them.”
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In 1698, the Quapaw were struck by a devastating epidemic. One of the
Quapaw’s four principal villages was reduced o a population of about 100 people.
According to a French missionary who visited the stricken village two years later, all the
children and nearly all the women had died, and the surviving men were too weak to
hunt. The Quapaw suffered less severe epidemics in 1721, 1748, 1752, 1777, and 1781,
and there were probably others. One historian of the Quapaw, Morris 5. Arnold,
estimates that the population of the Quapaw tribe declined from perhaps 8,000-10,000 in
1673 to about 700-800 at the end of the eighteenth century.®

Against this backdrop of demographic catastrophe, the Quapaw made a firm and
lasting alliance with the French. The Quapaw habitations increasingly centered at
Arkansas Post. The Quapaw men of warrior age fought with the French against the
Chickasaw and Choctaw, who were located east of the Mississippi and were allied with
the British, and the Quapaw women often married French traders and soldiers who

* Morse and Morse, Archaeology of the Central Mississippi Valley 316.

® Ibid, 317-318.

® Morris S. Arnold, The Rumble of a Distant Drum: The Quapaws and Old World Newcomers, 1673-1804
{Fayetteville: University of Arkansas Press, 2000), 151-154.
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occupied Arkansas Post. Indeed, after several generations of intermarriage, the French,
Quapaw, and mixed-blood residents of Arkansas Post were virtually indistinguishable; all
the men went away on the hunt for half the year and joined in many Quapaw cultural
forms at the post in the other half of the year.’

Despite their dwindling numbers, the Quapaw occupied a strategic place in
France’s bid for empire in North America. Not only did they form a line of defense on
the Mississippi Valley against the British and their allied tribes, but they also controlled
the gateway to Spanish possessions far upstream on the upper Arkansas and Red rivers.
Even after France lost the lower Mississippi Valley to Spain in 1763, the Quapaw
continued to favor French traders over their new Spanish governors in New Orleans. In
the period of Spanish dominion from 1763 to 1803, the Quapaw refused to submit to a
Spanish monopoly and went on trading with people of French citizenship as well as
peddlers of English extraction who came from South Carolina.®

By 1805, the Quapaw were reduced to fewer than 300 warriors. This was the
population estimate of William B. Treat, an agent of the United States government who
arrived in that year to manage Arkansas Trading House. The trading house was the third
such government agency established on the west side of the Mississippi River, and by
setting up these “factories,” as they were called, the United States sought to control
commerce with the Indians in the newly acquired Louisiana Territory. But at first the
United States was no more successful than Spain in this regard; the Arkansas Trading
House lasted just five years and then closed as private traders were always willing to give
the Indians higher prices for hides and furs than the government agent was authorized to
do.

Soon after his arrival, Treat reported that the Quapaw, as well as neighboring
Chickasaw and Choctaw, were already in the service of private traders. One company
named Morgan and Bright was preeminent in the area. Morgan and Bright’s practice was
to choose one reliable hunter and provide him with as much as $10,000 worth of goods
on credit. That individual would then organize a party of 10 or 20 or more other hunters
who would go out on a lengthy hunt, Treat noted that the Chickasaw and Choctaw had
replaced the Quapaw as the favored hunters in the area; the Chickasaw and Choctaw
would go out for four to six months, whereas the Quapaw normally went for just a few
weeks at a time. Treat wrote that these Indians hunted north of the Arkansas River and
west of the St. Francis River, “and so far north west as occasionally to fall in with the
Osage.” Encounters with the Osage were invariably hostile and sometimes deadly.’

Some of the Indians with whom Treat dealt at Arkansas Trading Post hunted in
the Buffalo River valley. This is known from a detailed description of the White River
and its tributaries prepared by Treat, which he pieced together using information received
from Indians. Unfortunately, it is unclear whether Treat’s Indian informants in this case

! Arnold, The Rumble of a Distant Drum, 143-144,

® Ibid, 50-60.

? William B. Treat to Henry Dearborn, Secretary of War, November 15, 1805, Letter Book of the Arkansas
Trading House 1805-1810, National Archives Microfilm Publication M 142, (M142), Roll 1.
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were Quapaw, Chickasaw, or Choctaw. The report, dated June (1806), may be the first
description of the Buffalo River committed to writing. Even though it is filtered through
Treat’s tangled prose, it is a reflection of Indian geographic knowledge.

Twenty miles above this fork, from the south west comes in that of
Buffaloes the mouth of which is two hundred feet across. It is neither
deep nor clear as are the others, but agreeable to Indian information
sufficiently extensive that its source is found in the neighborhood of other
springs passing of[f] in a contrary direction, connecting themselves with
the waters of the Arkansa[s].lO

The United States government’s effort to regulate commerce with the western
Indian tribes belied the new nation’s larger interest, which was to obtain the Indians’
allegiance and ultimately to wrest control of their land. The United States government
wanted to remove Indian tribes located east of the Mississippi to a permanent Indian
frontier west of the Mississippi. In 1818, the Quapaw agreed to a treaty with the United
States by which the tribe ceded an enormous tract bounded by the Arkansas and South
Canadian rivers on the north, the Red River on the south, and the Mississippi River on the
east (the west boundary was ill-defined). In return for the land cession, the Quapaw
received a small reservation on the lower Arkansas River, annuities, and the perpetual
right to hunt in the ceded territory."’

The land cession language in the treaty with the Quapaw of 1818 included an
obscure reference that has particular significance for Buffalo National River. In addition
to the area that was bounded by three major rivers and depicted on a map, this section of
the treaty stipulated that the Quapaw relinquished any claims to an undefined area north
of the Arkansas River.'? This was an acknowledgement that the Quapaw had once
dominated the Ozark region, though they clearly did not dominate the area any longer. If
Quapaw hunters still went to the Buffalo River valley at all in 1818 they did so at their
own peril because the fearsome Osage claimed the hunting territory as their own.

Believing they were secure in their new reservation, the Quapaw did not have
long to enjoy it. American settlers were already taking farms along the Arkansas River,
and in 1819 Arkansas Territory was organized. The citizens of the new territory
demanded that the national policy of Indian removal apply to Arkansas Territory as well
as the states. By 1824, the federal government had begun the anguishing process of
removing the Quapaw tribe to Indian Territory (Oklahoma).

19 «A Description of White River (sent to the Hon. The Secretary of War in June [1806]), M142, Roll 1.

" Baird, The Quapaw Indians, 57.

' Charles J. Kappler, Indian Affairs: Laws and Treaties, vol. 2 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1904), 160.
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THE OSAGE

The Osage were another Dhegian-Siouan speaking tribe who originated in the
forested, lower Ohio River valley. Pushed westward by hostile eastern tribes, the Osage
established a new homeland in the mid-seventeenth century in what is now southwest
Missouri. Here the Osage had the advantage of living on the edge of the woodland and
prairie environments, where they maintained some of their old ways of horticulture and
adopted some new ways of living by the chase. Moreover, the Osage occupied a strategic
location for trade between the French and Spanish, acquiring iron and guns from the
former and horses from the latter. Still pressed by hostile tribes from the east and north,
the Osage steadily expanded their territory to the west and south at the expense of other
native tribes. They became aggressive hunters, traders, and raiders. They raided Wichita
and Caddo villages as far south as the Red River, taking captives whom they traded as
slaves to the Spanish. They became a fearsome tribe, even as they cultivated a strong
friendship with the French."

The Osage tribe grew more populous and thrived as it increased its domain. By
the late eighteenth century the tribe numbered perhaps 5,000, including 1,000 warriors.
Although the Osage people controlled a vast area, their winter villages were clustered in
just a few locations on the Osage River. In the bottom lands nearby the villages they
grew crops of corn, beans, and pumpkins, which they planted in April and gave one
hoeing before they departed on the summer hunt in May. About August they returned to
harvest the crops, some of which they cached for winter, and then they left again for the
fall hunt. Returning again in about late December, they stayed in the village for two to
three months before setting out on the spring hunt. On this hunt they sought beaver and
bear for the value of their furs and hides, and they carried these animal products to
trading posts, and then returned to the village for the spring planting. Such was the usual
subsistence cycle of the Osage, augmented here and there by the gathering of wild foods
and raiding expeditions.'*

In spite of their economic prosperity, however, the Osage faced growing pressures
at the end of the eighteenth century. The Osage’s aggressive ways earned them the
enmity of surrounding tribes, including plains tribes to their west such as the Kiowa,
Comanche, and Pawnee, who became armed with guns. The Osage’s raiding undermined
Spanish authority over southern plains tribes, prompting the Spanish to make repeated
gestures to unite the tribes in a war against the Osage. There were other perils attending
the tribe’s economic prosperity. The fur trade and raiding presented new opportunities
for individuals to gain wealth and prestige, which eroded the traditional leadership
structure of the tribe. Under the influence of Spanish and French intrigue, the tribe
splintered. The splinter group, followers of a headman named Clermont, moved their

" Willard H. Rollings, The Osage: An Ethnohistorical Study of Hegemony on the Prairie-Plains
{Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1992), 5-7; James B. Christianson, “The Early Osage — ‘The
Ishmaelites of the Savages,’” Kansas History, 11, no. | (Spring 1988), 3-6.

' Jedidiah Morse, A Report to the Secretary of War of the United States on Indian Affairs {1822} (Reprint,
St. Clair Shores, Michigan; Scholarly Press, Inc.: 1972), 205-206.
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winter village to the lower Verdigris River in what is now northeast Oklahoma. This so-
called “Arkansas band” of Osage soon came to outnumber the parent group.15

The Osage were still the most powerful tribe in the region at the time of the
Louisiana Purchase in 1803, but the advent of American dominion over the territory
challenged the Osage in decisive new ways. The United States government wanted the
Osage to share their vast hunting grounds with
eastern Indians who were displaced by white
settlement in Georgia, Tennessee, Kentucky, and
Ohio. In increasing numbers, emigrant groups of
Cherokee, Chickasaw, Delaware, and Shawnee left
their homelands in the eastern states and settled
along the Arkansas and White River valleys, where
they encroached on the Osage’s hunting grounds.
White settlers also began to trickle into these
valleys. The United States government sought to
establish peaceful relations between the Osage
tribe and the new groups, nominally recognizing
the Osage’s superior right to hunt in the area.
However, when any members of the Osage tribe
committed depredations against the intruders, the

i

Figure 6. Osage warrior painted by Julien Fevret

de Saint-Mermin in the early 1800s. Texas United States government treated these incidents as
ﬁeyf!”d History website, University of Texas, hostile acts by the whole tribe. Using such acts as
LSIA.

a pretense for withholding its support and
protection of the tribe, the United States government allowed and even encouraged
further encroachment on the Qsage’s hunting grounds by eastern tribes and white settlers
alike. As retaliatory raids back and forth between the Osage and the intruders went on
virtually unchecked by the United States, the Osage steadily lost ground to the swelling
population of Cherokee and allied Indians. The decline of the powerful Osage tribe
occurred over a relatively brief span of about thirty years, and by the early 1830s this
tribe had been pushed out of the Ozarks. '6

As with the Quapaw, few historical records exist that provide specific details on
Osage use or occupancy of the Arkansas Ozarks, let alone a specific place such as the
Buffalo River valley. What is known about the Osage in the Ozarks comes from the
written accounts of fur traders and explorers. Historian Willard Rollings, examining the
records of the Arkansas Trading House for 1806-07, deduced that the Osage hunted in the
Ozarks prolifically. Rollings computed that in the span of one year the Osage brought
$20,000 worth of furs, “a remarkable quantity,” down the Arkansas River. Assuming an
average selling price of $1.50 to $2.00 per bear skin and $.40 per deer hide, Rollings
explains, this statistic reflects a harvest of thousands of animals.”” Nor was this the
whole extent of it, for the Osage also carried furs northward out of the Ozarks to Fort

'* Rollings, The (sage 10-11; Christianson, “The Early Osage,” 6-7.
" Rollings, The Osage, 257-267,
7 Tbid, 217-219.
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Clark on the Missouri River. A member of the Lewis and Clark expedition in 1804

reported seeing “one perogue Loaded with Bare Skins and Beav and Deer Skins from the
: ol

osoge village.

The Osage hunted in the Ozarks for menths at a time, moving camp from place to
place and using waterways to transport their bountiful harvest of hides and furs to the
trading posts. But they continued to concentrate at a few locations during the winter
months. In 1813, George Sibley, the trader or “factor” at Fort Osage near present-day
Kansas City described how the Osage tribe was distributed in three bands. The Great
Osage, numbering about 400 families, had village sites on the Osage and Neosho rivers,
The Little Osage, with about 250 families, lived farther north on the Neosho River and
nearer the fort. Clermont’s band, also called the Arkansas band, had about 600 families
and dwelt on the Verdigris River. It was this band, according to Sibley, who refused to
give up the country north of the Arkansas River. In 1820, Sibley responded to an inquiry
by the eminent geographer Jedidiah Morse about this latter group: “Of the ‘Chaneers’ or
Arkansas tribe of Osages, I need say nothing, because they do not resort here to trade. |
have always rated that tribe as about an equal half of all the Osages. They hunt chiefly in
the Arkansaw and White Rivers, and their waters.”!” Although Sibley admitted to limited
knowledge about this band’s seasonal rounds, he seemed to think that they hunted on the
tributaries of the White River, which probably included the Buffalo.

The United States made no less than six ratified treaties with the Osage from 1808
to 1825. Three of these agreements were little more than pronouncements of peace with
little real effect. The other three involved land cessions by the Osage and various
commitments by the United States in return. By the Treaty of November 10, 1808, the
tribe relinquished all of the land between the Missouri and Arkansas rivers as far west as
a line running due south of Fort Clark, or about 25 miles east of the present-day Kansas-
Missouri state line south of Kansas City. This vast tract included all but the western
fringe of the Arkansas Ozarks. Within this area the Osage could hunt in accustomed
places and any tribe “in amity with the United States” could not hunt there. However, the
United States held the right to assign portions of the tract as hunting grounds for other
tribes whenever the United States thought it was appropriate to do so. In return for the
land cession, the Osage tribe was to obtain a trading post (Fort Clark), blacksmith, mill,
farm implements, and annuities.” Clermont’s band did not participate in this treaty or
recognize it as legitimate; nevertheless, the land cession made in the name of the Great
and Little Osage nations encouraged settlement of the Arkansas and White River valleys.

Clermont and his band continued to contest ownership of the Arkansas Ozarks
even as the United States made another cession agreement with the Great and Little
Osage. By the Treaty of September 25, 1818, representatives of the Great and Little
Osage bands agreed to cede all of the land in Missouri and Arkansas west of the previous

" Charles Floyd quoted in Paul Schullery, Lewis and Clark Among the Grizzlies: Legend and Legacy in the
American West (Guilford, Connecticui: Falcon, 2002), 13.

" George Sibley quoted in Morse, A Report 1o the Secretary of War of the United States on Indian Affairs,
204.

* Kappler, Indian Afjairs: Laws and Treaties, vol. 2, 95-96.
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cession. Finally, in the Treaty of June 2, 1825, Osage tribal leaders made a third cession,
ceding all land between the Kansas River and the Red River as far west as a line drawn
south from the headwaters of the Kansas River. Clermont joined in this treaty, which
reaffirmed the cessions made in previous treaties that he had not been a party to. Within
the ceded area the United States reserved a tract that would become known as the Osage
Reservation.”!

Embattled and impoverished, the Osage had little choice but to move to the
reservation in Indian Territory (Oklahoma) and accept the federal government’s proffered
malerial assistance and protection. Still, the transition to reservation life was gradual and
many tribal members continued to hunt in the Ozarks. Probably they still hunted in the
Buffalo River valley; certainly they hunted as far away as the White River, sometimes
with fatal consequences. In the spring of 1826, for example, five tribal members went to
visit an unnamed settlement on the White River and were murdered despite their peaceful
intentions. When word of the killings reached the reservation, an avenging party of
Osage returned to this settlement and killed many of its inhabitants.*

The federal government sought to make the Osage into sedentary farmers but
harsh conditions on the reservation would not allow it. For example, the United States
employed a government farmer at the Osage Agency to teach the Indians about white
methods of farming, but the farmer merely farmed for himself and when tribal members
tried to gather corn from his field in January that he had failed to harvest in the fall he
complained to the government that the Indians were stealing his crop, for which the
government compensated him $2 per bushel. Meanwhile, the Osage planted crops in
their accustomed manner along the river bottoms, leaving them untended whenever they
departed on their summer, fall, and spring hunts.?

Gradually the Osage ceased hunting in the Arkansas Ozarks. Rollings estimates
that the tribe finally abandoned their old hunting ground in the carly 1830s after Congress
passed the Indian Removal Act of 1830 and more emigrant Indians arrived in the area.
Opposed by Cherokee and other Indians, the Ozarks had become too dangerous for them,
Instead they went west and hunted buffalo on the plains.?*

THE CHEROKEE

The Cherokee who lived in southeast Missouri and Arkansas from the 1780s
through the 1820s are often called “emigrants’” or “pioneers,” not the usual appellation
given (o Indians on the frontier. This is because they parted with the main body of the
Cherokee tribe, left their homeland in the southern Appalachians, and traveled to the west
in search of new lands remote from the pressures of encroaching white settlement.

2! Kappler, Indian Affairs: Laws and Treaties, vol. 2, 167-168, 217-218.

2 John F. Hanitranik to James Barbour, Secretary of War, May 23, 1826, National Archives Microfilm
Publication M234, Letters Received by the Office of Indian Affairs 1824-81 (M234), Roll 631,

# B. Finley, Missionary 1o the Osage, to James Barbour, Secretary of War, April 7, 1826, M234, Roll 631.
* Rollings, The Osage, 267.



32 CHAPTER TWQO. AMERICAN INDIANS [N THE HISTORIC PERIOD

Moreover, when they arrived in their new home they established farmsteads that looked
and functioned about the same as white farmsteads in the region. Still, the Cherokee
migration into southeast Missouri and Arkansas was a distinctive Indian movement that
differed in marked ways from the simultaneous movement of white settlers into the
region. Emigration was a collective action taken by many groups of tribal members.
More importantly, it was a political choice couched within Indian-white relations. With
the United States government bent on removing the Cherokee (and other eastern tribes) to
the west of the Mississippi River, emigration seemed like an act of liberation to some, an
act of capitulation to others. Once established west of the Mississippi River, the
Cherokee emigrants were treated by the United States government as a western branch of
the Cherokee Nation; indeed, the United States government tried to persuade the
remaining Cherokee to follow them there. The history of the Cherokee in Arkansas is
complicated because these emigrants continued to be affected by the internal politics and
external pressures besetting the main body of the Cherokee Nation in the southern
Appalachians.

The Cherokee tribe was divided in the Revolutionary War, a portion siding with
the Americans and another portion with the British. The pro-British faction suffered the
destruction of their homes and fled to Chickamauga Creek, where their settlements
became known as the Lower Towns. These Cherokee were distinguished from the pro-
American or Patriot faction in the Upper Towns. In 1782, the people of the Lower
Towns relocated to the Tennessee River, where they were joined by many Loyalist
refugees. After the Revolutionary War, these Cherokee of the Lower Towns continued to
resist American subjugation and with their Creek allies fought numerous small
engagements with white settlers on the Tennessee frontier. In 1785, the tribe made peace
with the United States in the Treaty of Hopewell. This precipitated the first emigration to
the west as a small contingent of Cherokee refused to accept the treaty and departed
down the Tennessee, Ohio, and Mississippi rivers to Spanish Louisiana. Settling on the
upper St. Francis River in what is now the southeast corner of Missouri, these Cherokee
remained in contact with the tribe and were joined by a trickle of other Cherokee
emigrants over the next two decades. The largest influx in this early period occurred in
1796, when a man named Connetoo and a band of followers arrived on the St. Francis
River.” William Treat, the factor at Arkansas Trading House, estimated there were 600
Cherokee living along that river in 1806.%°

Meanwhile, factionalism within the tribe continued to prompt more emigration.
A chief named Little Turkey managed to unite the tribe tenuously in the late 1790s but
the Upper and Lower Towns still held separate councils. In 1805 and 1806, leaders of the
Lower Towns took bribes from a United States agent for their support of land cessions.
When the Upper Town chiefs learned of this betrayal, a group of them murdered one of
the chiefs of the Lower Towns, a man named Doublehead. In response, the Lower Town
chiefs threatened to make an agreement with the United States to exchange all of their

* Robert A. Myers, “Cherokee Pioneers in Arkansas: The St. Francis Years, 1785-1813,” Arkansas
Historical Quarterly, 61, no. 2 (Summer 1997); 130-134. Connetoo also went by the name John Hill and
was probably either a mixed blood or a white man adopted into the tribe.

. Rollings, The Osage, 236-237.
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part of the Cherokee lands for an equivalent tract in the west. This constituted the tribe’s
first removal crisis.”’

In May 1808, President Thomas Jefferson received a delegation of Cherokee from
the Upper and Lower Towns and listened to a recitation of the tribe’s grievances and
internal differences. In a second communication in January 1809, Jefferson stated that
the United States government was a “friend of both parties” — supportive of those who
would stay and live by tilling the soil and those who would go west and continue to live
by the hunt. Regarding the latter, Jefferson encouraged them to send an exploring party
to the Louisiana Territory to decide upon a suitable place on the Arkansas or White rivers
where they might relocate. Jefferson promised that the government would then arrange
for a reservation of land there proportional to the amount of land that the tribe would cede
in the east and the number of emigrants located in the west, 28

The promise of a reservation in the west was enough to trigger a much larger
emigration — perhaps 1100 people during the next two years.”” One documented
emigrant party was that of the Bowl and his 63 followers. In January 1810, the United
States issued the Bowl a passport to lead his group down the Tennessee River in a dozen
canoes and one flatboat. According to the passport, the Bowl intended to settle on either
the Arkansas or White rivers. The Bowl was implicated with other chiefs in the bribery
scandal of 1805 and may have feared the same fate as Doublehead if he remained in the
Lower Towns. In any case, he stayed in Arkansas just a few years and then went to
Spanish Texas.™

The Cherokee who lived along the St. Francis River were farmers and hunters.
They grew corn and raised cattle and hogs. Some owned slaves or operated stores. They
dressed in homespun clothes in more or less the style of their white neighbors and dwelt
in houses of vernacular American design. They hunted deer and buffalo and other game,
and their hunting excursions probably took them as far west as the Buffalo River. By
1811, the Cherokee emigrants could boast to their kinsmen back home that they had
plenty to eat in their new home and were prospering there. But the anticipated sanctuary
from white settlers still eluded them. Hundreds of whites were squatting on lands that
they had settled, and bad men were stealing their livestock and committing other
depredations against them. The whites, for their part, petitioned the secretary of war for
protection from the Cherokee after one individual was murdered and disemboweled in an
apparent highway robbery.”!

7 William G. McLoughlin, Cherokees and Missionaries, 1789-1839 (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1984, 31,

2 Thomas Jefferson to Deputies of the upper and lower towns, January 9, 1809, in The New American State
Papers, Indian Affairs, vol. 6 (Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly Resources Inc., 1972), 201; Charles C.
Royce, “The Cherokee Nation of Indians,” Fifth Annual Reporr of the Bureau of Ethnology to the Secretary
of the Smithsonian Institution 1883-84 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1887), 203-204.

¥ McLoughlin, Cherokees and Missionaries, 31.

* Myers, “Cherokee Pioneers in Arkansas,” 137. Myers explains how the Bowl was erroneously linked
with the Muscle Shoals Massacre of 1794 in an account of 1869. As a result, historians have mistakenly
placed the Bowl and his followers on the Arkansas River in 1796,

' Ibid, 152-153.
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In 1812, the Cherokee on the St. Francis River suddenly left. A major factor in
their departure seems to have been the occurrence of three massive earthquakes that
shook the St. Francis River valley in the winter of 1811-1812. Sparse documentation
suggests that the earthquakes led to flooding, which wiped out many farmsteads though
with few reported deaths. Many Cherokee took the earthquakes as a doomsday sign or
even the work of Tecumseh, a Shawnee leader who had been warning Indians up and
down the Mississippi Valley about the need to renounce non-Indian cultural influences
and return to the old ways. In June 1812, a Cherokee prophet named the Swan, claiming
to have been visited by a messenger of the Great Spirit, warned of more disaster if the
people remained on the St. Francis River. An American naturalist, Louis Bringier,
witnessed the Swan make a speech in the Cherokee settlement of Crowtown. Reporting
on the event five years later, Bringier stated that the prophecy so rattled the Cherokee that
in two or three months the place was abandoned. Leaving their farms and cattle behind,
the Cherokee moved west to the White and Arkansas rivers. According to Bringier, those
who went to the White River soon moved onward to the Arkansas.’

In the Arkansas River valley the Cherokee found fertile land for farming and
relative seclusion from white settlers. They had also situated themselves on a main route
to buffalo country (by continuing up the Arkansas River), and nearer to good hunting
grounds in the Ozarks, which they could approach by any number of routes leading north
from the Arkansas River valley. However, these beneficial features brought them into
further conflict with the Osage. Partly to assist them in making peace with the Osage, the
United States government appointed an agent, William H. Lovely, to the western
Cherokee. Lovely took up residence at the site of an old Osage settlement, in the midst
of a fifty-acre plum orchard, in July 1813.% Lovely died four years later, his efforts to
bring peace having mostly fallen short, and in January 1818 the United States established
an army cantonment near the Lovely residence in a further attempt to end hostilities
between the two tribes. The cantonment soon went by the name Fort Smith.*

A few years after the Cherokee arrived on the Arkansas River, they were joined
by yet another wave of emigrants from the tribal homeland in the southern Appalachians.
Once again, the emigrant wave was precipitated by a political crisis in the east. In
September 1816 and June 1817, Major General Andrew Jackson and other United States
officials met with a cabal of Cherokee chiefs. Using threats and bribery they obtained
two treaties with devastating consequences for the Cherokee Nation. Tn the first, the
Cherokee ceded 2.2 million acres in Tennessee. In the second, the Cherokee ceded
additional lands in Tennessee, Georgia, and Alabama. The United States pledged to
establish a reservation for the Cherokee in Arkansas between the White and Arkansas
rivers, maiching the ceded area acre for acre. Treaty annuities were to be divided

* Ibid, 154-155; L. Bringier, “Notices of the Geology, Mineralogy, Topography, Productions, and
Aboriginal Inhabitants of the Regions around the Mississippi and its confluent waters,” American Journal
of Science and Arts 3 (1821): 41,

* Grant Foreman, Indians and Pioneers: The Story of the American Southwest before 1830 (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1930), 38-39.

¥ Foremun, fndians and Pioneers, S7.
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proportionally between the eastern and western Cherokee based on a census to be taken
of both populations one year hence. This gave eastern Cherokee an opportunity to move
west and be enumerated in their new home. Ostensibly the latter treaty was supposed to
fulfill the terms that President Jefferson had presented so benignly in 1809, but in reality
it involved coercive measures that plunged the tribe into another removal crisis.”

With so much riding on the population split between eastern and western
Cherokee, the numbers were soon in dispute. The Cherokee council maintained that no
more than 3,000 to 3,500 of their tribesmen were in Arkansas or enrolled to go there, and
that 12,000 o 13,000 would remain in the east. Tennessee Governor Joseph McMinn
reported that 5,291 Cherokee resided in Arkansas or were enrolled to go, leaving about
10,000 Cherokee in the east. The Cherokee finally accepted the United States
government’s figures as a basis for apportioning tribal annuities.*®

Meanwhile, hundreds, perhaps thousands, of Cherokee who at first enrolled to
emigrate later refused to leave. The United States agent, Return J. Meigs, responding to
official pressure, registered many more people than were willing to make the journey.
The trip to Arkansas took from 60 to 70 days and was fraught with danger. White settlers
were known to plunder the eastern Indians as they made their way west. The flatboats
that the United States government contracted for their voyage down the Tennessee, Ohio,
and Mississippi rivers were sometimes leaky and rotten. Emigrant parties had been
known to run out of provisions along the way.”’

The new emigration strengthened the western Cherokee’s standing in relation to
the Osage, but they still faced incessant attacks by that powerful tribe. After Lovely’s
death in February 1817, and before the arrival of an army garrison at Fort Smith on
December 25 of that year, the Cherokee determined to take matters into their own hands.
Holding councils with other Indian groups in the region, Cherokee chiefs Tahlonteskee
and Takatoka persuaded them to join in a war of extermination against the Osage. They
raised an army of about 600 men, composed of Cherokee, Shawnee, Delaware, Quapaw,
and cleven white settlers and advanced up the Arkansas and Grand rivers (in what is
today northeast Oklahoma) toward the main village of Clermont’s band of Osage. Here
the emigrant army employed a ruse, luring one Osage chief into a trap and killing him.
But when the emigrant army reached the Osage village they found that the men had
deserted it. Some accounts state that the Osage men of warrior age were away hunting
and the women, children, and old men were left in the village; others state that the
warriors fled to the hills and the women, children, and old men hid in a cave. The
accounts agree that the emigrant army slaughtered the 90 to 96 defenseless Osage people
whom they found, and then burned the village.38
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Following this bloody demonstration, the western Cherokee addressed a memorial
to Secretary of War John Calhoun requesting that they be recognized as a separate
people. One month later they sent a delegation to Washington to demand the reservation
that had been promised in the treaty of 1817. On orders from Washington, Governor
William Clark sought peace between the Osage and the Cherokee and persuaded their
chiefs to convene with him in St. Louis in September 1818, where they agreed to a truce.
The Osage chiefs signed a treaty by which they ceded an area between their villages on
the Verdigris River and the Cherokee settlements on the Arkansas River (roughly the area
along the present-day Arkansas-Oklahoma state line north of Fort Smith) — a buffer zone
that was intended to give the Cherokee the outlet to the buffalo country that they desired.
United States officials insisted that the Osage cession was necessary before they could act
on the Cherokee reservation.”

The Cherokee reservation — encompassing the whole Buffalo River valley and
much of the Arkansas Ozarks — emerged by degrees over the next seven years. As
stipulated in the 1817 treaty, the eastern boundary was to start at Point Remove, or
Budwell’s old place, on the Arkansas River, and follow a strai ght line in a northeast
direction to Chataunga Mountain, or the hill above Shield’s Ferry, on the White River.
After one failed effort, the General Land Office accomplished this survey in 1819,
clearing the way for the removal of white squatters on the Cherokee side of the line
between the Arkansas and White rivers. But the western limits of the reservation were
left undetermined to allow more time for eastern Cherokee to remove to the west,
because the reservation was to include enough area to match further cessions in the east
“acre for acre” and provide a quantity of land in “just proportion” to the number of
emigrants. Recognizing the open-ended and unsatistactory nature of this arrangement,
the eastern Cherokee made another cession by treaty in 1819 “in final adjustment” of the
terms contained in the 1817 treaty.*® Still the United States was dilatory in closing the
western boundary of the Cherokee reservation in Arkansas. In 1824, the General Land
Office ran a provisional linc between the Arkansas and White rivers but the Cherokee
rejected it, stating in a letter to President James Monroe that the line omitted valuable
land in the Arkansas Valley and would cast them “from their farms and houses to rugged
and dreary mountains.”' In 1825, the government ran another provisional line from
Table Rock Bluff on the Arkansas River in a northeast direction to the mouth of the Little
North Fork on the White River.*

The Cherokee used most of the reservation for hunting grounds, but a few
Cherokee resided in the remote hills in preference to the more traveled Arkansas and
White River valleys. Historian Dwight T. Pitcaithley finds evidence in early land survey

* Royce, “The Cherokee Nation of Indians,” 222; Kappler, indian Affairs: Laws and Treaties, vol. 2, 167-
168.

“ U.S. House, Memorial of John Rogers, Principal Chief, 28" Cong., 1" sess., 1844, H. Doc. 235, 6
Kappler, fndian Affairs: Laws and Treaties, vol. 2, 177-181.

' Letter quoted in Dwight T. Pitcaithley, Let the River Be: A History of the Ozark's Buffalo River (Santa
Fe: Southwest Cultural Resources Center, National Park Service, 1987), 7.

1 Royce, “The Cherokee Nation of Indians,” 245, 251.
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records of a Cherokee village located on Bear Creek in southwestern Searcy County in
1829. Notes from a subsequent survey in [834 stated that whites were living on Bear
Creek and “cultivating the land which had been improved by the Indians.” ** There are
vague reports that a large Cherokee village called Sequatchie occupied the edge of the
Buffalo River at the mouth of Spring Creek. But historian James J. Johnston’s research
in Cherokee records suggests there was no such village and that it is confused with the
Bear Creek settlement.* In addition to these two specific locations, some accounts refer
to Cherokee living on or near the upper Buffalo River. These accounts mostly come from
oral traditions passed down by some of the earliest white settlers, many of whom were
married to Cherokee. For example, Newton County historian Walter Lackey states that
John Brisco and his Cherokee wife Nancy settled on the upper Buffalo in 1825 when
many Cherokee still lived in the Buffalo River drainage.”’

Travelers” accounts provide a fuller impression of Cherokee seftlements along the
Arkansas River, where most of the population appears to have concentrated. Thomas
Nuttall, a naturalist who journeyed up the Arkansas River in 1819, described how the
Cherokee farms, upon his coming to Point Remove on the eastern boundary of the
reservation, formed a continuous line on both banks of the river. Their cabins and farms
were “thickly scattered.” Their houses were “decently furnished,” their farms “well
fenced and stocked with cattle.” Nuttall reckoned that the more prosperous Cherokee
owned property worth several thousand dollars. The first Cherokee village going up the
Arkansas River was called the Galley and consisted of about a dozen families. Nuttall
reported that the inhabitants dressed in a blend of native and European styles, and that
their house architecture and furniture were imitative of the whites.*

Another account was given by Edwin James, a member of explorer Stephen
Long’s expedition in 1820. The expedition stayed at the house of Chief Tom Graves in a
village located at Rocky Bayou. James wrote in his journal: “His house, as well as many
we passed before we arrived at it, is constructed like those of the white settlers, and like
them surrounded with enclosed fields of corn, cotton, sweet potatoes, etc. with cribs,
sheds, droves of swine, flocks of geese, and all the usval accompaniments of a thriving
settlement.” Traveling from west to east down the Arkansas River, the Long expedition
struck Chief Takatoka’s small village on the lllinois Bayou and then turned northward,
going overland from the head of the Tilinois Bayou to the upper drainage of the Little Red
River. Crossing these uplands the party passed by *“two or three scattered plantations of
Cherokee.”” Possibly one or more of these habitations was the same as the Cherokee
village on Bear Creek recorded by the General Land Office surveyor in 1829,

* Pitcaithley, Ler the River Be, 7.

* George E. Lankford, “Shawnee Convergence: Immigrant Indians in the Ozarks,” Arkansas Historical
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Chief Takatoka, who had been a respected headman in the east, served as the
western Cherokee’s principal chief until the arrival of Chief Tahlonteskee in 1817,
whereupon Takatoka reluctantly acknowledged the tribal leadership of Tahlonteskee.
Tahlonteskee died within a year, and John Jolly took his place by reason of lineal
descent. In 1824, the western Cherokee adopted a written constitution and code of laws.
Their government was separated into three branches, with the executive branch headed
by a principal chief and an assistant principal chief. John Jolly became principal chief,
and Takatoka assistant principal chief.” Even before the western Cherokee adopted a
written constitution, they maintained law and order among their people by employing a
mounted police force. These “regulators” were composed of three bands of light horse,
each numbering ten men and led by a captain. The captain also served as a judge in
determining an arrested person’s guilt or innocence, and when a white man was arrested
and found guilty he was turned over to white authorities for punishment,*

Four missionaries traveled up the Arkansas River to the Cherokee settlements in
1820. Chief Takatoka opposed them, thinking that they were agents of the United States
who wanted to make peace between the Cherokee and the Osage. But Chief John Jolly
welcomed the missionaries, inviting them to select a site for a school. The missionaries
established Dwight Mission on the west bank of the Tllinois Bayou about five miles from
its mouth. The setting was described as “a gentle eminence, covered with a growth of
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Figure 7. Artist's sketch of Dwight Mission, near present-day Russellville. Encyclopedia of Arkansas History and
Culture website, Central Arkansas Public Library System.

“ U.S. House, Memorial of fohn Rogers, Principal Chief. 7.
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oak and pine. At the foot of the eminence issues a large spring of pure water.™ By
1824, the mission included a church, school, children’s dormitory, dining hall, several
cabins for the missionaries and their families, grist mill, saw mill, smokehouse, and
carpentry shop. There was a cemetery on a hill ncarby. The site of Dwight Mission was
inundated by Lake Dardanelle, but the cemetery still stands above the reservoir.”’

The war between the Cherokee and the Osage continued after they made peace in
1818. Indeed, as the Cherokee delegation was returning from St. Louis it encountered a
party of Osage near the White River and stole 40 horses. In the event four horses were
killed and three wounded, which the Osage took as an act of war.”> The incident was
notable in that it occurred east of the Cherokee reservation, somewhere in the vicinity of
Batesville. As the enmity of the two tribes persisted through the 1820s, the Cherokee
increasingly carried the fighting into Osage territory. Sometimes the Osage sent war
parties down the Arkansas River as far as Fort Smith. Fighting in the Ozarks was less
well documented. Cherokee and Osage feared onc another when they hunted in the
Ozarks, but these clashes were not recorded.

The Cherokee eventually succumbed to the same pressures from white settlement
that drove the Quapaw and Osage out of Arkansas Territory. Citizens of the territory
deplored the United States government’s action in creating a Cherokee reservation. They
claimed that the land held valuable mineral deposits and should not be reserved for
Indians. In 1828, the national council of the western Cherokee sent a delegation to
Washington to discuss grievances, but it specifically withheld authorization for the
delegates to agree to any land cession. Contrary to its instructions and authority, the
delegation signed the Treaty of May 6, 1828, whereby the western Cherokee surrendered
all their land in Arkansas in exchange for 7 million acres in Indian Territory (Oklahoma).
The treaty was disavowed by the tribe’s national council, but ratified by the United States
Senate and proclaimed by President Andrew Jackson. The treaty gave the emigrants 14
months to vacate the area. Subsequently it became apparent that the lands pledged to the
Cherokee in Indian Territory overlapped with lands pledged to the Creek tribe by another
treaty. Consequently, the western Cherokee were made to accept a further agreement,
February 14, 1833, embodying a modified description of their new territory.>

Little is known about the gradual movement of Cherokee out of Arkansas. It
seems to have occurred over a long duration, perhaps 1828 to 1835. Their migration was
eclipsed by the larger, longer, and more traumatic movement of Cherokee out of the
southern Appalachians in 1838 known as the “Trail of Tears.” Suffering terrible
privations on this forced westward journey, thousands of Cherokee died enroute. One
detachment of 1,090 Cherokee took a route that dipped into Arkansas north of Batesville,
went up the White River to Cotter, and then up Crooked Creek through Yellville. From

M Foreman, Indians and Pioneers, 93.
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there the route continued west through present-day Alpena, Huntsville, and Fayetteville
where it joined the more commonly used northern route. Like other routes composing
the Trail of Tears, this route was named for the leader of the expedition, John Benge, a
mixed-blood Cherokee. At Yellville the Benge route comes within about 15 miles of
Buffalo National River.™* Other routes went north or south of the Arkansas Ozarks.
When Congress authorized the Trail of Tears National Historic Trail in 1986, there was
insufficient historical information on this route to include it in the designation. The
National Park Service nonetheless proposed to interpret the Benge route in its initial
management plan for the Trail of Tears National Historic Trail. In 2006, Congress
authorized a new feasibility study and the National Park Service made the study and held
public hearings in Arkansas and other affected states in 2007.

b

Figure 8. Trail of Tears. Painting by Robert Lindneux, 1942. Public Broadcasting System website.

Yellville was a young settlement in 1838. It began as a trading post on the edge
of a Shawnee village, which may have numbered about 300 occupants and was known to
the whites as Shawneetown. The traders gave this settlement the name Yellville at the
request of Arkansas’ first state governor, Archibald Yell.>> Local tradition holds that a

5% National Park Service, Comprehensive Management and Use Plan, Trail of Tears National Historic
Trail, (Denver: National Park Service, Denver Service Center, 1992), 20.

> Historic Genealogical Society of Marion County Arkansas, “Shawneetown (Marion County) Arkansas,”
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the Genealogical Society’s typescript, the Shawnee settled in the area about 1820, having migrated from
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number of Shawnee persisted in the area in 1838, and when Benge’s complement of
Cherokee exiles came to town an unknown number of them quit the march and melted
into the Indian community.56

When the eastern and western Cherokee were finally reunited in their new
homeland in Indian Territory they were divided into three parties. The eastern Cherokee
were bitterly divided between the “Treaty” or “Ridge” party, followers of Major Ridge,
his brother John, Elias Boudinot, and his brother Stand Watie, who had consented to
removal west of the Mississippi River in the Treaty of New Echota of 1835; and the
“Government” or “Ross” party, supporters of Principal Chief John Ross, who had
opposed that divisive and fateful treaty. The western Cherokee, uprooted from Arkansas
but nonetheless first on the ground in the Indian Territory, were called the “old settler”
party. These party divisions would shape Cherokee politics for decades to come.”’

OTHER EMIGRANT INDIANS

Emigrant Indians from other eastern tribes also settled in Arkansas in the second
and third decades of the nineteenth century. The two most significant groups in point of
numbers were the Delaware and Shawnee, while others included the Kickapoo, Peoria,
Miami, Wea, Piankeshaw, Michigamea, and Muskogee. Groups of Delaware and
Shawnee moved to northwest Arkansas between about 1818 and 1821 and formed
settlements on the upper White River just north of today’s Buffalo National River.
Though not as numerous as the Cherokee in all of northwest Arkansas, they were locally
more c:onspic:uous.58

The Delaware tribe originally inhabited the area along the Delaware River and
Delaware Bay in what is now Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland. In
1818, the tribe was forced to cede its remaining lands and remove east of the Mississippi
River. While most of the tribe emigrated to what is now eastern Kansas, a portion
entered northwest Arkansas. Henry Schoolcraft did not note the presence of Delaware
Indians when he explored the upper White River country in the winter of 1818-19, but the
Delaware villages were shown on a map accompanying his published journal in 1821,
The map placed them along the river’s east bank where the river bends southward, about
15 miles below Buffalo City.”

Ohio by way of Missouri. In addition to Shawneetown there were two other villages: “Little Shawnee
Town” located about a mile southwest on Crookad Creek, and “Upper Shawnee Town” located near the
mouth of Clear Creek.
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The Shawnee tribe was, like the Delaware, an eastern woodland tribe. Although
by the late eighteenth century the tribe was centered in the Ohio Valley, it comprised five
named bands, each with its own distinctive history and traditions, and these bands were
widely scattered from Pennsylvania to Georgia. Considered one of the most hostile
castern tribes to expansion of the new American nation, the Shawnee produced the
famous leaders Tecumseh and his twin brother Tenskwatawa (“The Prophet”), who
inspired a pan-Indian rebellion against the United States during the War of 1812, After
the rebellion was crushed, the defeated Shawnee were induced to remove to a land grant
on the west side of the Mississippi River near Cape Girardeau, Missouri. Graduall Y,
beginning in about 1815, some of the Shawnee who had removed to this grant chose to
emigrate farther west. Tt is not known precisely when the Shawnee settled on Crooked
Creek, just north of Buffalo National River, but it appears to have been some time
between 1817 (when Shawnee and Delaware warriors first joined with Cherokee in a war
against the Osage) and 1820.%

The Shawnee presence in the area is mentioned in few documents of the period,
but it has been described by numerous local historians over the years, Historian George
E. Lankford has assembled and analyzed this evidence in a recent article. Lankford
verifies the central role of Shawnee leader Quatawapea, also known as John Lewis, in
founding the Shawnee emigrant community. Lewis, once a close political associate of
Tecumseh, broke with Tecumseh in 1813 and sided with the United States. Lewis
communicated with the western Cherokee when they were looking for allies against the
Osage, and in the years following he sought to establish a separate Shawnee nation in the
Ozarks parallel to the separate Cherokee nation located there. But Lewis was unable to
draw sizable numbers of followers. A treaty with the Shawnee and Delaware in 1832
called for the removal of their tribal members out of Arkansas. The treaty provided cash
inducements for them to remove to Kansas. Even so, historian Lankford observes, the
Arkansas Shawnee dispersed in different directions, with some going to Texas and some
to Kansas.®' Lankford suggests the probability that all the Arkansas Shawnee had left
Arkansas by 1833, although this contradicts other accounts that mention Shawnee still
living in the area when the name of the main village was changed to Yellville (1835) and
during the Trail of Tears (1838).

AMERICAN INDIANS AND THE ENVIRONMENT

American Indian peoples developed lifeways that were well adapted to the
environments in which they lived. In the Ozarks, they exploited a variety of terrestrial
and aquatic resources, utilized the diversity of plant life found in highland and lowland
microclimates, and practiced agriculture in bottomlands where rich soil and long growing
seasons produced the most favorable results. Tn living close to nature, Indian peoples
also modified the environments in which they lived. If the Buffalo River valley of

* Lankford, “Shawnee Convergence,” 404-4()7.
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aboriginal times bore the footprint of humankind far less profoundly than it does todays, it
was nevertheless an anthropogenic or culturally-shaped landscape.

Probably the most significant impact that aberiginal Indians had upon the
environment was their use of fire. Indians burned forests and grasslands to rejuvenate
plant growth and increase the food supply for deer and other animals, which in turn
created a more abundant supply of game for the hunt. They set fire 1o forest underbrush
to clear the forest floor and make the hunting of deer easier. They used wildfire to drive
animals from one area to another. Indians also used fire to stimulate the forest production
of nuts, seeds, and berries for their own (:onsumption.62

While use of fire in pre-Columbian times is mostly a matter of conjecture, Indian
burning practices are well documented in the historical literature. When Europeans
arrived in North America they found forest clearings that were the result of annual or
semi-annual burning in order to preserve good conditions for hunting. Explorers and fur
traders reported on the frequency of fire and smoke in their wilderness travels. Settlers,
living in wooded areas recently dispossessed of their Indian inhabitants, noted the
increase in underbrush, and travelers recorded those settlers’ impressions. G. W,
Featherstonaugh, traveling through the highlands of east Tennessee in 1834, commented
that “The white men...having driven the Indians out, the underwood is beginning to
spring up thick as the settlers say in comparison Lo ils ancient state.”

Indian burning had more effect in some environments than in others, depending
on human population density, the relative frequency of lightning-caused “natural” fires,
climate and topography, and other factors, Wherever fires of human origin
predominated, Indians produced what ecologists term an “anthropogenic fire regime.” In
such environments humans largely determined how often a forest burned and began anew
the process of ecological succession. The Ozark region, according to ecologists R. P.
Guyette, R. M. Muzika, and D C. Dey, constitutes one such environment. In modern
times, lightning-caused fires represent less than one percent of all wildfires, and it is
likely that in prehistoric times lightning-caused fires were rare also. By studying fire-
scarred trees in oak-pine forests of the upper Current and Jack Fork River watersheds in
the Missouri Ozarks, these three ecologists compiled a dendrochronological fire history
and compared it to changing human population densities in the area over a span of three
and a half centuries. They found that Indian burning was relatively light compared to the
anthropogenic fire regimes that developed under the influence of Euro-American
occupation {an average of 12 percent of acreage burned annually in the period 1680-
1850, compared to 38 percent in the period 1851-1890 and 29 percent in the period 1891-
1940). The authors found this pattern to be primarily a function of human population
density. In other words, even though Indians were culturally disposed to do intentional
burning, they set fewer fires than non-Indians because they were far less numerous.*
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Agriculture was another way in which aboriginal Indians reshaped the landscape.
In the Mississippian period, they cultivated extensive land areas. Maize is a high energy
grain that rapidly exhausts soil fertility unless the soil is renewed by spreading manure or
by lying fallow for lengthy periods, so Indians mainly planted corn in bottomlands where
alluvial soils were replenished by flooding. The spread of agriculture led to population
expansion, especially along major rivers. When Indian populations drastically declined
as a result of European-introduced diseases, most of the Indians’ extensive com fields
were abandoned. As these areas reverted to a wild state, they provided fertile ground for
the rapid growth of early and mid-successional lowland vegetation, especially cane.

When European and American explorers first came upon these areas, they
described vast canebrakes occupying the broad, alluvial floodplains of the major river
valleys. In 1820, Stephen H. Long found the lower Arkansas River valley “generally
clad with rich forests and luxuriant cane brakes,” which the settlers had to clear for their
plantations.®® As ecologists Steven G. Platt and Christopher G. Brantley note, these
European and American observers failed to realize that the primeval wildemess they
thought they were encountering was “actually 200-year-old regrowth in a formerly
extenstvely modified environment.” Indeed, even as the abandoned corn fields were
overtaken by canebrakes the Indians regularly burned the cane, presumably because the
stands of cane attracted bison herds, and regular burning maintained the bison herds,®®
Smaller but still plentiful canebrakes occurred in the Ozarks, perhaps a telltale sign of
abandoned agricultural fields or Indian burning in those locations as well. As late as
18435, surveyors of the General Land Office recorded frequent “cane pastures” in their
survey notes as they ran township and section lines crisscrossing the Buffalo River
valley.*” Extensive livestock grazing and farming would eventually eradicate all but a
scattering of canebrakes in the Southeast.

It is possible that rapid growth of canebrakes, following on the heels of declining
Indian agriculture, was an important factor in the coming of the American bison, which
was not known in the Southeast b