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Abstract

This report is an effort to provide an understanding of a former rural community which existed from
about 1860 until 1941. The name of the community was Center Valley and it was located in
southeastern Sebastian County, Arkansas. The study attempts to provide an historical context for
the evaluation of the archeological remains of the area's numerous farms. Since this locality is
located within a portion of the Fort Chaffee Military Garrison which is likely to contain unexploded
munitions, no field work was undertaken as part of this investigation. The reconstruction of the life
of this community and its numerous farms and families depends upon a study of documentary,
photographic, cartographic, and oral historical sources. These investigations were sponsored by the
Fort Chaffee Military Garrison.
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Preface

This study represents an important stage in the study of the communities, families, and people which
once made up the rural landscape now occupied by the Fort Chaffee Military Garrison. At the time
of the creation of what was then called Camp Chaffee in 1941 this 72,000 acre portion of west-
central Arkansas was home to over 1,200 farm families; and across this landscape was spread the
built environment created by Euro-American settlers over slightly more than 100 years. It contained
their homes, farms, schools, churches, post offices, gins, mills, country stores, and communities.
The archeological record created by this occupation of the region is extensive and, excluding the
alterations made over the past half century of use as a military training facility, may well be the pre-
dominant feature of the area's present landscape.

This present study is focused on one small rural community located in the southeastern portion of
Sebastian County; a community known to its residents and neighbors as Center Valley. In many
ways it seemed to have been typical of dozens of other regional communities, but, in other ways it
possessed its own unique character. In this effort we have used a wide variety of information sources
including documentary, cartographic, photographic, oral historical sources as well as a limited
number of observations made directly from the archeological record. The following account is an
amalgam of statistics and stories within which we have attempted to highlight some of the structural
elements of life in Center Valley and to preserve the stories of the unique events and people which
are a part of its heritage.

This community was singled out for particular study for reasons which had nothing whatsoever to
do with the community itself. It was chosen because this was the location of a portion of the
installation which was designated for development as part of a new series of training exercises. The
community itself is situated within what is designated as the Direct Impact Zone (DIZ) of the
installation; that portion of the installation which had been receiving dud-producing artillery fire
since the training exercises conducted during World War II. Because of the extreme hazard
associated with the presence of unexploded ordinance, it had not been included in the original
cultural resource inventory of the installation. Indeed, the Programmatic Agreement between Fort
Chaffee and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) which provides the immediate context
for cultural resource management activities on the installation specifically excludes investigations
within this hazardous area. However, because of the needs of the Joint Readiness Training Center
(JRTC) stationed at Fort Chaffee from 1987 to 1992, a portion of the DIZ, designated as Battle Area
Bear (BAB), was surface-cleared prior to its development of a training site. As part of this effort an
initial examination and documentation of the archeological record was undertaken and reported in
Bennett, Blakely, and Isenberger (1991). When the JRTC activities in this area were expanded to
include the movement of troops and vehicles across a wider corridor, an area called the Military
Maneuver Area, North Zone, the additional investigations which provide the basis for this present
study were undertaken. Prior to undertaking of this effort, discussions between the Fort Chaffee, the
SHPO, and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation (ACHP) were conducted and an
agreement was reached that no field work would be conducted as part of this effort.




At this time we would like to acknowledge the assistance and cooperation of a number of persons
without whom this present study could not have been completed. Above all this includes Jerry
Sturdy of the Fort Chaffee Environmental Branch and Robert Dunn, archeologist with the US Army
Engineer District, Little Rock (USAED,LR). Their patience and support were vital elements in the
completion of the project. We also wish to acknowledge the special assistance of Nicholas Neylon,
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Introduction: The Context of Investigations

The Center Valley project is an attempt to reconstruct a portion of the history and lifeways of a small
rural community in Sebastian County, Arkansas. The Center Valley community was established
during the early settlement of the region in the 1850s and continued as an important element of the
region's cultural life until its dissolution by the creation of Camp Chaffee in 1941. The project,
supported by the Fort Chaffee Military Garrison as part of its cultural resource management program,
involves an extensive program of documentary, cartographic, photographic, and oral historical
research which continues the work begun in the Battle Area Bear (BAB) project. In addition to the
investigations associated with the preparation of this present report, the investigations of the Center
Valley Project included an extensive series of public programs and a major exhibit carried out under
the auspices of the Old Fort Museum, Fort Smith, Arkansas, as part of their sponsorship of work in
local history. This exhibit with associated programming was called Center Valley. It opened at the
Old Fort Museum in early March 1994 and continued until early August 1994. Substantial funding
for this exhibit was provided by local businesses and from the Arkansas Humanities Council.

This volume is one of several products which have been produced by the Center Valley project and,
like the Center Valley project itself, this volume exhibits some distinct differences from what might
be considered more typical cultural resource management projects.

On one level the differences between this and other cultural research management efforts can be
attributed to the nature of the project area which is situated entirely within Fort Chaffee's Direct
Impact Zone (DIZ) which has been subject to artillery fire for more than 50 years. Although a
portion of the area's surface has been officially cleared of unexploded ordinance sufficient to permit
certain types of military activities, it is likely that significant amounts of such unstable explosives
still remain in the area. For this reason it is inappropriate to conduct field research, particularly
subsurface investigations, of a kind normally associated with the location and evaluation of
archeological sites. The hazards and problems of investigations within the DIZ was recognized early
on in the development of the Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Management Program and such
investigations were explicitedly excluded by the Programmatic Agreement for Section 106
compliance between Fort Chaffee, the Arkansas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the
Advisory Council for Historic Preservation (ACHP), as long as the activities conducted within the
area did not undergo substantial change.

Such a change was initiated in 1990 when the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) developed
plans to include a portion of the DIZ within their training activities. This situation presented a
serious challenge to the Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Management program. On the one hand,
it appeared certain that even the limited military training activities conducted within the area would
result in adverse impacts to the archeological record. But, on the other hand, it was impossible to
conduct traditional field investigations within the area to determine the exact nature of these adverse
impacts or to devise appropriate physical mitigation measures. An initial attempt to deal with this
problem was undertaken in 1990 in conjunction with the construction of the Battle Area Bear
training site within the DIZ. This was a limited program of investigations which included surface




survey and site mapping coupled with extensive documentary, pictorial, and oral historical research
(Blakely, Bennett, and Isenberger 1990). This study became the model for this current effort.

The Center Valley project is the result of numerous discussions between a number of agencies
including Fort Chaffee, the U. S. Army Engineer District, Little Rock (USAED,LR), the SHPO, the
ACHP, and Archeological Assessments, Inc. (AAI) who have been concerned to develop a program
of investigation whereby adverse impacts to at least a portion of this archeological record could be
lessened. The extreme safety hazard presented by a dense concentration of shallowly buried live
ordnance precluded traditional archeological mitigation in the Center Valley project area. The Fort
Chaffee Programmatic Agreement for Section 106 compliance specifically excluded areas which had
not been surface and subsurface cleared of live ordnance. However, Fort Chaffee and the U. S.
Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) recognized that a significant portion of regional
history would be lost if nothing were done. In order to create the historical context needed for
evaluating the significance of the numerous historic farmsteads at Fort Chaffee the decision was
made, with ACHP approval, to go forward with an expanded version of the Battle Area Bear project
for Center Valley. Legislative authority for that project and for the rest of Center Valley was Section
100 (a) (2) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

While the circumstances surrounding this effort are unique, the program devised to achieve this goal
stands very clearly within the mainstream of the Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Management
Program. Thus, in order to understand why the Center Valley project developed the way it did, it
is important to understand how the Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Management Program developed.
The following pages provide a context for investigations which we believe will help place this
volume within a more easily interpretable cultural resource management context.

The Fort Chaffee Military Garrison

Fort Chaffee consists of approximately 72,000 acres situated in west-central Arkansas south and east
of the city of Fort Smith (Figures 1 and 2). The facility is located within the Arkansas River Hill and
Valley Belt of the Ouachita Mountain Physiographic Province (Haley 1976). The varied landscape
within the study area consists of long, steep-sided ridges and parallel valleys with occasional narrow
gorges, broad low rolling hills, a small segment of the relatively flat Arkansas River floodplain, and
several large tributary valleys including Vache Grasse Creek and Big Creek. A description of the
major geomorphic features and the processes responsible for their creation and modification is found
in Smith (1986).

It is assumed that the vegetation in the region has, for most of the Holocene period, been part of a
mixed hardwood forest environment with occasional patches of prairie. Modification of the
landscape and clearing of vegetation began with the first large wave of Euro-American settlement
in the area prior to the Civil War. The establishment of farms and the excavation of surface coal
mines had severely impacted the local vegetation by the mid-20th century. With the establishment
of Fort Chaffee in the early 1940s, other extensive modifications have taken place in order for the
facility to fulfill its training mission. Some areas, however, have been allowed to return to a more
natural vegetative setting.
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The construction of what was to become Fort Chaffee began in September of 1941. Originally
named Camp Chaffee in honor of Major General Adna R. Chaffee, the first Chief of Armored
Forces, the installation was to play an important part in the training of armed forces during the
Second World War. The original construction directive provided for facilities to house a division
with supporting troops for a total of 30,000 soldiers. Among other units the 6th, 14th, and 16th
Armored Divisions trained at Camp Chaffee during this period of intensive use.

In July 1946 the post was placed in an inactive status. It was reopened and designated as the home
of the 5th Armored Division in June of 1948. The 5th Armored Division conducted both Basic and
Advanced Individual Training until February 1950 when it was deactivated. At this time the post
was again placed in an inactive status until the 5th Armored Division resumed its Individual and Unit
Training missions in August 1950. In March 1956 the post became a permanent installation and was
redesignated as Fort Chaffee.

In early 1957 Fort Chaffee became the "United States Army Training Center, Field Artillery" and
given an additional mission of training Reserve Forces personnel prior to assuming their duties with
the National Guard or Army Reserve units. Two years later in July 1959 the post was placed in a
Caretaker status.

During the Berlin crisis in the fall of 1961 the post was re-opened as a training center by the U. S.
Army Garrison (4002d) Reserve Unit from Oklahoma and the 100th Infantry Division (Training),
a Kentucky Reserve Unit, was moved to train Infantrymen in Basic and Advanced Infantry tactics.
In 1962 the 100th Division was inactivated and Fort Chaffee's new mission was to support the 3rd
Corps Artillery and the XIX Corps (Reserve). This mission continued until Fort Chaffee was
inactivated at the end of June 1965. Since 1965 many National Guard and Reserve Units have
performed their summer training at the post.

In November 1974 the post was redesignated as the U. S. Army Garrison, Fort Chaffee (Semi-
Active). In 1975 Fort Chaffee served as a Refugee Processing Center for Indochina Refugees. The
Center was closed in December 1975.

Again, the post returned to its mission to provide facilities and support training for National Guard
and Army Reserve Units during annual training and weekend training throughout the year. In this
capacity Fort Chaffee provided facilities and support for the training of National Guard and Army
Reserve Units, totaling in excess of 50,000 personnel annually.

In May of 1980 through February 1982 Fort Chaffee was given the mission to operate a Resettlement
Center for Cuban Refugees.

In October of 1986 the Army approved, as a two year pilot program, the establishment of the JRTC
at Fort Chaffee. This additional training role greatly increased the amount of training exercises
carried out on the installation. Figures for 1989 show total soldier training days to be 436,799
ranging from a daily average in November of 316 to 2,511 in May.




The JRTC supports advanced training opportunities for Army Active and Reserve Component
Infantry brigades and associated Air Force units. Typically, a JRTC training exercise is conducted
over a two week period and consists of eight major phases: pre-deployment/special operations,
deployment, low intensity conflict, preparation for defense/defense, deliberate attack, hasty attack,
post operations recovery, and redeployment.

On 15 April 1991 the Department of Defense announced plans to transfer the JRTC exercises to Fort
Polk, Louisiana, and to close Fort Chaffee as an active training facility. The existing facilities and
training area at Fort Chaffee would be retained to support training of Reserve Units.

Cultural Resource Management Activities

Efforts undertaken to develop a systematic program of cultural resources management at Fort
Chaffee began in the fall of 1986. Prior to that time there had been only a very limited number of
archeological surveys conducted on Fort Chaffee. These had been restricted to narrow corridors
associated with the production and delivery of oil and gas. In fact, less than 270 sites had been
previously recorded for all of Sebastian and Franklin counties combined. As a result of the activities
conducted in compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Protection Act (NHPA)
and Army Regulations 420-40 (AR 420-40) there are now more than 900 individual site locations
recorded on the installation.

The initial activities undertaken as part of the development of the Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource
Management Program were the creation of a background study summarizing previous investigations
within the Ozark and Ouachita mountain regions and the Arkansas River Valley, a reconnaissance-
level geomorphological analysis of the Fort Chaffee landscape, and a survey of approximately 9%
of the installation. The background study (Bennett and Watkins 1987) contains a critical assessment
of past investigations of the region and a summary of the general culture-historical framework
developed by these investigations. The 9% survey was originally designed to provide data to test
a proposed model for the distribution of the archeological record across the installation. The
theoretical basis for this modeling effort was that the archeological record was a characteristic of the
landscape and it used the geomorphological analysis of the landscape provided in Smith (1986) as
an objective base upon which to map the archeological record.

In order to understand how the subsequent cultural resources activities undertaken at Fort Chaffee
developed, three points must be made about the way in which this effort was approached.

. Since the archeological record was viewed as a characteristic of the landscape, the highest
priority was placed on an increasingly sophisticated understanding on the various landforms
and landforming processes at work across the installation. Everything that followed in the
development of this program of cultural resource management has been an attempt to support
that perspective.




. When this process began, the archeological record was viewed as a collection of more or less
independent entities called sites. Consequently documentation of the archeological record
began as an attempt to define site polygons across the landscape created by the
geomorphological analysis.

. Finally, because of the lack of prior investigations in the area, it was necessary to create a
context for the evaluation of the various aspects of the archeological record present at Fort
Chaffee. Because so little was known about the cultural resources present on the installation
there was very little which could be considered insignificant.

Over the next eight years continuing investigations demonstrated the importance of understanding
the integral connection between the archeological record and the landscape. As the understanding
of this relationship deepened it became apparent that the archeological record is best understood not
as a collection of independent sites but rather as a single organic entity. The development of this
conceptual framework resulted in a greater understanding of the totality of the archeological record
and its constituent parts. Consequently, it became apparent that the significance of discrete portions
of the archeological record need not be made on a site-by-site basis. In fact, it can be argued that
proceeding on a site-by-site basis actually hinders the management process.

Another very important facet of these investigations was the increasing awareness of the amount of
documentary, photographic, and oral historical resources available for understanding the various
aspects of the Euro-American settlement of the area. As experience was gained in working with
these resources, particularly as the circle of acquaintance with people whose families had once lived
on Fort Chaffee was expanded, their importance for interpreting the archeological record created by
this settlement became clear. The nature, extent, and availability of these resources has had an
important impact on the way in which the information potential of this portion of the archeological
record was assessed.

All but two of the major cultural resource management projects undertaken at Fort Chaffee were
performed by Archeological Assessments, Inc. (AAI), Nashville, Arkansas, with support from the
US Army Engineer, Waterways Experiment Station (WES), Vicksburg, Mississippi. Individual
projects undertaken as part of this effort were done under the supervision of the USAED,LR
(Contract Numbers DACW03-86-D-0068 and DACW03-89-D-0100) and in consultation with the
Environmental Branch, Fort Chaffee and the Historic Preservation Specialist at TRADOC. Financial
support for this program was provided by Fort Chaffee. The reports of these projects constitute a
series titled Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Studies. Copies of these reports may be obtained from
the Defense Technical Information Service, Alexandria, Virginia.




Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Studies

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

1987 Investigations. Introduction and Summary

Culture Historical Context: The Regional Record

A Cultural Resources Survey: 20% Sample

Archeological Testing at Selected Prehistoric Sites in the Biswell Hill and Gin Creek Areas

Archeological Testing at Selected Historic Period Sites in the Gin Creek and Biswell Hill

Areas

No. 6. Documentary Research on Historical Communities at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

No. 7 Cultural Resources Survey: 1987-1988. 12% Survey

No. 8 An Assessment of the Pre-Euro-American Archeological Record in the Vache Grasse Creek
Area, Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

No. 9 Archeological Testing at Three Euro-American Sites, Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

No. 10 Investigations into Privately Held Documentary, Pictorial, and Oral Historical Resources
Related to Euro-American Farmlife, Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

No. 11 Euro-American Occupation of the Eastern Center Valley, Arkansas. 1857-1941

No. 12 Cultural Resources Survey 1989-1990

No .13 Assessment of Damage to 3SB156

No. 14 Archeological Investigations at the German Prisoner of War Camp Location, Fort Chaffee,
Arkansas

No. 15 World War II Structures at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

No. 16 Archeological Investigations at Seventeen Euro-American Farmsteads, Fort Chaffee,

Arkansas
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These reports have been submitted for review by Fort Chaffee, USAED,LR, TRADOC, the SHPO,
and the ACHP. Comments received from these agencies and officials were considered in the
production of final reports.

An additional report related to cultural resource management at Fort Chaffee is "Geomorphological
Reconnaissance of Fort Chaffee, Arkansas" (Smith 1986) which is the initial geomorphological
analysis of the Fort Chaffee landscape developed by the United States Corps of Engineer, Waterways
Experiment Station (WES). It is presently undergoing revision to reflect additional field data derived
from the survey and testing projects listed above. Upon completion, this will become a part of the
Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Studies series.

Other cultural resource management activities, sponsored by a variety of sources, have been
undertaken at Fort Chaffee. These include an intensive survey with subsurface testing in the area
north of Arkansas State Highway 22 and south of the Arkansas River in association with a proposed
waste water project for the City of Barling, Arkansas, (Bennett 1989), and numerous small scale
projects undertaken in support of natural gas production. It is important also to note that all the
cultural resource management activities at Fort Chaffee are being carried out in accordance with the
Historic Preservation Plan developed for the installation by AAL




A video summary of many of these activities, The Unified Landscape: Earth Science, Archeology,
and Resource Management, was prepared for and shown at the Earth Resources Workshop of the
Legacy Resource Management Program held at Eglin Air Force Base in March of 1993. Copies of
this video can be obtained from Dr. Lawson M. Smith, Geotechnical Laboratory, US Army Engineer
Waterways Experiment Station, 3909 Halls Ferry Road, Vicksburg, MS 39180.

There have been several major investigations which provide the historical prologue for this present
study. The first of these was a program of site evaluation undertaken for a number of Euro-
American farmsteads; most of which were located in the Gin Creek area which is situated in the
extreme southeast portion of the installation (Blakely and Bennett 1987).

As is almost always the case with programs designed to determine the significance of archeological
sites the primary consideration for the significance of these sites was formulated in terms of criteria
published for considering sites eligible for inclusion on the NRHP in 36 CFR 60. Of these the
criteria almost universally applied in archeological investigations is Criterion D and for sites so
evaluated, the crucial consideration is site integrity; that is, does the site in question still contain
deposits of debris which have been only minimally disturbed since their original deposition and
could, therefore, be attributed to specific periods of the site's use.

Thus, the major goal of this effort was to evaluate the integrity of the archeological record first by
focusing on the fabric of the archeological record and then considering the nature of the artifacts
recovered from the deposits. Weighing these factors, a judgment was made regarding the potential
of the site to yield additional information, beyond that already obtained from the initial survey and
testing work, about the lifeways used during the particular periods of the region's human occupation.
However, because of the lack of an adequate context for the evaluation of Euro-American sites, it
was judged necessary to conduct a study of the documentary resources related to the Euro-American
occupation for such sites. Thus an attempt was made to use these data to develop a context of
interpretation for the Gin Creek area. It was hoped that such a study would establish a link between
the archeological records and the archival data (and perhaps some oral tradition) so that the sites
investigated could be placed more firmly within their history of use. This study was aided
considerably by the contribution of John Worrell, then Director of Research for Old Sturbridge
Village, Massachusetts, who participated in the development of this evaluation program.

There were two very important results of this initial effort. The first was the discovery of the
enormous amount of documentary and oral historical information related to these farms. The second
was we discovered in the course of creating a context for interpretation for the Euro-American sites
evaluated in Gin Creek that while the settlement of the area in the 19th and 20th centuries had been
almost entirely agricultural this settlement was not simply a collection of individual farms. The
Furo-American settlement had developed around small communities and included the development
of numerous support services including stores, post offices, schools, churches, mills, and the like.
Further, while agriculture was clearly the dominant enterprise in the area, other commercial and
industrial activities, particularly coal mining, were also important.




This dual result convinced those working in the Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Management
Program that the next step to be taken was to begin to develop an understanding of the various
communities which had once existed on the lands which were now part of Fort Chaffee. The first
step was the creation of what we have called The Communities Study (Blakely and Bennett 1988)
which identified those elements of the rural landscape which provided what might be called the
infra-structure to these farmsteads were identified. The study provided a narrative discussion of the
development of the various small communities and their associated commercial and economic
facilities. Furthermore, it was possible to designate the location of many of these facilities using
cartographic and documentary resources which could be field-verified.

This study had several immediate positive results. It was determined that most of the archeological
record associated with the community of Auburn was likely to be intact. The location of the nearly
intact remains of a late 19th Century pottery kiln in the community of Cornish was also determined.
On the negative side, it was discovered that there is almost no archeological record extant at the
important social center of Biswell Hill campgrounds and that little is left of the several gins and mills
which once dotted the landscape. The study also provided documentation for the only pre-1940s
structure still standing on the installation, the Maness School House, which was constructed by the
WPA. But most of all it provided an integrating context within which it was now possible to
consider the significance of particular properties. This provided the basis for a much more extensive
effort designed to investigate the availability of privately held documentary and pictorial sources of
information about individual farms and families.

This project, called the Farmsteads Study, had two components. One of the components was the
field examination of two carefully chosen farmsteads and the Osborn-McConnell pottery kiln at
Cornish (Blakely 1990). The properties investigated included a late farmstead, an early farmstead,
and the only known remaining example of an industrial site, the Osborn-McConnell pottery which
was active in the late 1880s. The second component involved an attempt to contact people who had
lived (or who had relatives who had lived) in the area prior to the construction of Fort Chaffee
(Bennett et al 1990). A program of inquiry, greatly assisted by the Public Affairs Office at Fort
Chaffee, was initiated through newspapers articles and television reports. The response to this
inquiry was overwhelming. Literally hundreds of individual responses were received. Subsequent
interviews with respondents revealed a wealth of information about life on these farms in the form
of oral traditions, written stories, diaries, photographs, church records, letters, and the like. In short,
this project discovered an immense but rapidly diminishing resource to be tapped in understanding
the history and lifeways related to the late 19th and early 20th century occupation of the Fort Chaffee
area.

Shortly after the completion of the Farmsteads Study a project emerged which provided us with the
opportunity to use the information sources we had identified in a rather unusual way. As part of the
development of facilities to support the training mission of the JRTC, Fort Chaffee proposed to
develop a live fire exercise facility. This facility, called Battle Area Bear (BAB), was to include an
ambush site with moving targets and fortified base camps. It was designed to provide integration
of infantry, artillery, attack helicopters, and close air support in a single training exercise. This
facility was proposed for construction within the DIZ.
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Since BAB was to be situated within an area that had been surface cleared of ordnance it was judged
appropriate to conduct a pedestrian survey in this area. Such investigations would, however, strictly
avoid any ground disturbing activities because of the possibility of unexploded subsurface ordnance.
This project documented the existence of an extensive archeological record associated with a
community called Center Valley. This archeological record was judged to be both extensive and to
have suffered relatively minor impacts from military activities. Adverse impacts from construction
and live-firing exercises would almost certainly result in the loss of information about the Euro-
American occupation of this portion of the installation.

In order to lessen these adverse impacts a program of site documentation was developed to recover
information regarding the Euro-American farming occupation of this portion of Center Valley. This
was to be done in a manner consistent with previous investigations but within the constraints
associated with the presence of unexploded ordnance within the BAB project area. This program,
developed in consultation with Fort Chaffee, TRADOC, and the USAED,LR as well as the SHPO,
relied heavily on data from documentary, photographic, and oral historical sources. Field
investigations were limited to the recording of the remains of various aspects of the built
environment still present at these locations and the collection of artifact samples. No subsurface
investigations were undertaken.

The subsequent report (Blakely, Bennett, and Isenberger 1990) presented data on over 20 individual
farmsteads within the approximately 700 acres of the project area. Separate chapters on each
farmstead included: -

(1) a discussion and graphic representation of the location of the farmstead within the project area
as well as a representation of the various elements of the farmstead as reconstructed directly from
the archeological record and from oral interviews;

(2) a discussion of the documentary evidence, oral tradition, and observed archeological record for
each farmstead; and,

(3) a summary of the combined data sets.

The report concluded with a generalized depiction of the origin, growth, and development of the
eastern portion of the Center Valley community, emphasizing both continuity and change within this
western Arkansas rural community. The final chapter in this report presented an assessment of the
relative value of the archeological data used in this study which clearly demonstrated the crucial
importance of the documentary, photographic, and oral historical resources. The Battle Area Bear
study provided the immediate impetus for the Center Valley project and the basis for this present
volume.
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Chapter 1. Study Goals and Methods

Background

The Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) has proposed the development of a military maneuver
area within a portion of Fort Chaffee formerly within the Direct Impact Zone (DIZ). The area,
designated as Military Maneuver Area, North Zone, was to be used for tank and infantry exercises
during periods of JRTC exercises (Figure 3). As part of the planning process to change the surface
use of this area and in conjunction with provisions specified in the draft Programmatic Agreement
with the SHPO and the ACHP, Fort Chaffee has performed Section 106 (P. L. 96-515) coordination
for this undertaking. In order to avoid the loss of significant information, Fort Chaffee, in
consultation with the SHPO and the ACHP, has proposed a program of data recovery which,
although it does not incorporate field investigations, seeks to minimize the loss of information
related to potentially significant cultural resources. Such a program has been adopted because of the
extreme safety hazard present in the DIZ and should not be taken as a precedent for future cultural
resource management activities elsewhere on Fort Chaffee. The following paragraphs outline the
proposed data recovery program for this area.

FORT CHAFFEE |

warm ¥

Figure 3. Military Maneuver Area, North Zone
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The Archeological Record

The bulk of the archeological record within the project area was created by the Euro-American
settlement of the area during the 19th and 20th Centuries. This is composed principally of individual
farmsteads but other elements of the infrastructure of the rural communities such as schools and
churches are present as well. The archeological record associated with the pre-Euro-American use
of the area is thought to consist primarily of sparse scatters of lithic debris at or near the surface.
Because of the inability of investigators to enter the area to observe such materials directly, this
portion of the archeological record has not been an important focus of this effort.

Perspective

In keeping with the development of Fort Chaffee Cultural Resource Management Program, the goal
of this effort was to adopt a much more inclusive view of the archeological record present in the
project area than is usually employed in such programs. Traditionally, at least in Arkansas and the
surrounding region, investigations of this type carried out under the general title of Historical
Archeology have tended to focus almost entirely on that portion of the archeological record which
is in the immediate vicinity of the principal farm structures. This practice has been recently
criticized by William Adams. Since we find his remarks concerning "rural archaeology” and
"landscape archaeology" particularly compelling we have reproduced these comments at length
(Adams 1990: 92, 93).

The term "rural archaeology" is suggested here as a means of organizing several
related approaches in the study of human history. Just as urban archaeology
contributes to the understanding of the development of urban areas, rural
archaeology makes possible the integration of understanding about rural sites.
Urban archaeologists might consider rural sites to be nonurban but it is really the
other way around for farms preceded cities in antiquity as well as in American
history.

Rural archaeology is defined here as the study of sites which can only occur within
a rural context--exploitative and extractive sites like those associated with farming
timbering and mining. The mere location in a rural setting does not mean that a site
lies within the topic of rural archaeology, since ghost towns, forts, and other kinds
of sites do not reflect a specifically rural phenomenon. While distinct from urban
archaeology, rural archaeology shares some processes in common, like central
places and transportation networks. A rural center or node can become an urban
setting eventually, and so rural researchers must be familiar with urbanization as a
process. Similarly, if archaeologists view frontiers in a dynamic sense, rather than
as an edge phenomenon, then the rural area is the frontier for the city urban
landscape. The rural frontier ebbs and flows with soil exhaustion, clear cutting of
forests, rise and fall of demand for products, access to national markets, and family
life cycles. The rural landscape is the battleground between humans and nature
where only temporary victories exist. People clear a forest, plant crops, exhaust the
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soil, die, the forest returns--only to be cut again in a few generations, and the
process begins anew. As long as equilibrium is maintained, the landscape is rural,
but if humans win a tactical victory in one area it becomes a town or city, and the
ground so polluted as to make nature's task impossible without considerable time.
Rural archaeology is, in part, landscape archaeology or landscape history.

Landscape Archaeology

Landscape archaeology could also be called settlement archaeology, but landscape

- history is perhaps a better term. Settlement archaeology is familiar to most

archaeologists as a movement within the discipline to put archaeological sites within
a geographic and environmental context. The word "settlement" in the name,
however, has subtlety affected the direction which this area of study has followed,
for it focuses upon settlements, meaning villages and dwellings therein, rather than
the landscape upon which those settlements were built. when the landscape is
addressed at all, usually only fixed variables like soils, slope factors, distance to
water, or other resources are the subject of analysis...

Archaeologists would have a better understanding of rural sites by focusing on
landscape history. Because archaeology began as a study of urban sites and
monuments, the concept of the archaeological site has been that of the house lot,
containing the house, yard, and outbuildings. Such a definition is appropriate only
in an urban setting, if even then. Using a systems approach, that kind of site is but
one small subsystem of the urban system. The system is what archaeologists should
be trying to understand, not the subsystem of the house lot.

Some scholars refer to the built environment as being separate from a natural
environment. While this dichotomy is useful for some purposes, it is nevertheless
artificial. The built environment, of course, is never really separate from the natural
one, but many human cultures like to think that they are above nature, not part of it.
Humans build houses, ditches, and fences, and nature tears them down, rots them
away, and covers them over. A better viewpoint would use the affected environment
and the unaffected environment. The forest woodlot on a farm provides an example
of the affected environment (L. Allen 1888:323-329). From the woodlot has come
firewood and fence posts, squirrels for the pot, polk for the salads, and nuts for the
Christmas stockings. While the forested woodlot may appear to be "natural" it is no
longer unaffected by humans. Certain species of trees have been selected and cut for
special purposes, for example, hawthorn cut for fence posts. In addition, when
farmers clear adjacent land for planting, the forest is border by an ecotone not
previously present, with the wildlife biomass increased in potential, as deer and
rabbits, for example, find food in the fields and shelter in the forest. Similarly, a
forest stream may be natural and unaffected, but it flows into tilled fields or pastures,
it is no longer either natural or unaffected, due to the actions of soil erosion, cattle,
and other factors. The fence built across a prairie farm becomes a new habitat for
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plants and animals as trees and shrubs grow from seeds lefi in bird droppings. The
built environment has become a natural one.

A new definition of what composes a site in a rural setting therefore must be
proposed. While this reformulation may cause headaches for cultural resource
managers, the rural site is the property owned or controlled by an individual or
family. A site is more than just the house, yard, and outbuildings. Thus, a 640 -acre
farm comprises a site. The farm is a higher-order subsystem, containing many other
subsystems. It must be studied in its entirety, not in pieces. Such a site includes
affected and unaffected environments. All areas used by a farm family to produce
a crop or to produce energy would be included whether the land was owned or
leased.

This definition of a rural site was espoused by landscape architects in the 1970s as
"open space that is vital for maintaining the traditional man-land relationship of our
historic small towns, farmsteads, battlefields, ghost towns, agricultural areas,
cemeteries, mines, trails, and camps" (Tishler 1976:54) The survey form William H.
Tishler (1976:55) used to study farmsteads, included virtually all the variables an
historical archaeologist would choose:"The farmstead survey form...contained a
matrix for classifying landscape characteristics including topography, vegetation
and surface water features for four zones making up the farmstead setting: the
vicinity of the buildings, the immediate area around the buildings, the site edges
within visual proximity, and the landscape extending around the site."”

The landscape history of a farm would detail the history of its land acquisition and
usage, and the following questions might be asked: When were forests cleared?
When and why were roads and fences built? What tillage practices were used? What
crop rotation was used? Once exterior energy sources were captured, what was the
effect on the woodlot and on the pasture? Were horses, mules, and oxen kept on the
farm after powered farm machinery was used? Was the woodlot cleared for crops,
once oil and coal became available for heating and cooking? How does
diversification of land use vary through time? What crops were planted? When were
orchards planted? Were they replanted after the trees reached maturity?

What the Center Valley project has attempted to do is to widen this investigatory focus to what we

believe to be the next logical scale for analysis; the rural community.

Historical Context

The following pages have been taken largely from the Historic Preservation Plan prepared for the
Fort Chaffee Military Garrison. They suggest guidelines for the evaluation of archeological sites.
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. Historic Property Definition. Army Regulation 420-40 defines Historic Properties as

Any prehistoric or historic building, district, site, structure, or object that is included
in, that is eligible for inclusion in, or that may be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
The term includes artifacts and remains that are related to such a building, district,
site, structure, or object.

The criteria to be used for determining eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP are stated in 36 CFR.60
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, and culture
is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity

of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and:

A that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history, or

B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;
or
C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or

method of construction or that represent the work of a master, or that
possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and

' distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; or

D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

Of the properties recorded at Fort Chaffee all but a very few must be evaluated using Criterion D.
The Communities Study (Blakely and Bennett 1988) determined that only two locations on Fort
Chaffee that could be said to retain sufficient integrity to be assessed significant using other Criteria;
these were the Maness School and the town of Auburn, to which Criterion D should also be applied.

Historic Contexts and Property Types. In applying these criteria to make a judgment about the
significance of properties the following statement from National Register Bulletin 16, "Guidelines
for Completing National Register of Historic Places Forms" [U. S. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service, Interagency Resources Division 1986] (NRB 16: 6) was also considered.

The Secretary of the Interior's standards state three distinct requirements for
properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places. First of all, properties
must possess significance. Second, the significance must satisfy at least one of the
National Register criteria. And finally, significance must be derived from an
understanding of historic context. The standards recognize that all that possesses
age is not necessarily significant, and what is significant can only be determined in
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relationship to the historic development from which it emerged and in relationship
1o a group of similarly associated properties.

In applying this to Fort Chaffee the final judgment regarding which portions of the archeological
record are to be considered significant, that is, as Historic Properties, must be made by a process
which proceeds from the general to the particular. In this process, the general is understood as an
Historic Context which is defined in NRB 16 in the following way.

A historic context is a body of information about historic properties organized by
theme, place, and time. It is the organization of information about our prehistory
and history according to the stages of development occurring at various times and
places. (NRB 16: 7)

Bulletin 16 further describes historic contexts by stating

Historic contexts may be developed at a variety of geographical levels or "scales.”
The geographic area selected may relate to a pattern of historic development of
political division, or it may relate to the present day division of planning
jurisdictions. All of the historic contexts for a geographical area, whether a state,

land management area, or locality, together make up the history or prehistory of the

area broken down into a series of historically meaningful segments, each segment
being a single historic context. Grouped together as a set, the historic contexts for
a specific community form a comprehensive summary of all aspects of the
community's history and prehistory. (NRB 16: 7,8)

Thus the historic context provides the general frame of reference for the assessment of particular
properties. The bridge between historic contexts and particular properties is provided by the concept

of Property Type.

Historic context is linked with tangible historic resources through the concept of
property type. A property type is a grouping of individual properties based on a set
of shared physical or associative characteristics. Physical characteristics may relate
to structural forms, architectural styles, building materials, or site type. Associative
characteristics may relate to the nature of associated events or activities, to
associations with a specific individual or group of individuals, or to the category of
information about which a property may yield information. (NRB 16: 8)

In developing historic contexts and associated property types for Fort Chaffee it has been necessary
to rely primarily on data generated directly from the investigations conducted on the installation.
To date appropriate sets of historic contexts for this portion of Arkansas are still under development
by the SHPO. Further, Davis (1982), which was created in the early 1980s to provide such guidance
for archeological resources (both prehistoric and historic), does not define either historic contexts
or suggest research problems for the Middle Arkansas River Valley which is the region, as defined
by that document, within which Fort Chaffee is situated.
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Euro-American Historic Contexts and Property Types. In contrast to the prehistoric period there
is a wealth of documentation from which to create an understanding of the development of the
historic period settlement. The following paragraphs are a summary prepared to assist in defining
Historic Contexts.

Euro-Americans first entered the area which was to become Arkansas and the Arkansas River Valley
on trips of exploration, searching for riches. These groups, led by individuals such as DeSoto in the
1540s, and later by exploring missionaries in the 17th Century, opened the region to the trappers and
traders who would be the first Euro-Americans to spend considerable time in what was to become
Arkansas.

The establishment of Arkansas Post at the end of the 17th Century just upstream on the Arkansas
River from where it emptied into the Mississippi River provided one outlet for goods gathered
upstream by trappers. The names or stories of such trappers are lost, but there can be little doubt that
the lands that became Sebastian County, Arkansas, and even Fort Chaffee itself, would have been
used by such individuals and groups over the 130 succeeding years after the establishment of
Arkansas Post. Some hint at the general knowledge of this region acquired by trappers can be seen
in the French place names and Spanish Land Grants given along the Arkansas River prior to 1803.
Although they had yet to be occupied, Spanish claims were made for land along the Arkansas River
on what became Fort Chaffee.

The sale of Louisiana to the United States in 1803 had a dramatic effect on this region. While
trapping and hunting certainly continued after the transfer of this region, official voyages of
exploration and the mapping of the region began soon thereafter. As the size and character of the
land became known, and as the Euro-American population grew in the east, various Indian tribes and
nations were moved west into this general region. As this happened an American military presence
was required and in 1817 the military garrison at Fort Smith on Belle Pointe was established. While
boat travel had been the preferred means of transportation to this point, once the fort was established
a military road connecting it with other sites to the east was required. This road, which follows the
course of State Highway 22, was completed in 1819.

With a permanent Euro-American presence established at Fort Smith, interest in the region grew.
Federal law required land to be surveyed and maps drawn as the first step leading up to the
settlement of a region. In 1825 and 1826 William Clarkson surveyed the township and range lines
for the region, and between 1825 and 1843 Clarkson and a variety of subsequent surveyors surveyed
the section and quarter section lines, allowing the General Land Office maps to be prepared which
provided an organized framework for land title and transfer. The first of these lands were offered
for sale in December 1828. By this time the Indian tribes had been moved either north of the
Arkansas River or west into Oklahoma.

Prior to 1828 the sole means of transportation to Fort Smith were the Arkansas River and Little

Rock-Fort Smith Military Road. In the vicinity of what is now Fort Chaffee, habitation was
technically illegal since the land had not be readied for public sale. Clearly some squatted on lands
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along both transportation options, but, for the Chaffee region, up to 1828 only Aaron Barling had
been specifically granted land through a special act for land near what is now the town of Barling.

When the lands were opened for public sale between 1828 and 1848, there was no immediate rush
to take up all the land. The first lands taken tended to be along the river and the military road. This
caused the Chaffee lands to be settled, generally, from north to south and from west to east over the
next decades. In a sense, settlement spread out from Fort Smith. Blakely and Bennett (1987)
designated the years prior to 1870 as the pioneer period for the Chaffee region.

Euro-American settlement required a civil government, sources for supplies, and markets for
products. In the late 1820s, 1830s, and 1840s, when the population was small, Fort Smith and Van
Buren served these needs. As the population grew, however, a more immediate civil government,
roads, and some sort of general store became ever more pressing needs. New counties with new
county seats arose (Charleston in Franklin County, Greenwood in Sebastian County, and Waldron
in Scott County), and new roads were built connecting these regional foci of life. With these new
roads cutting through previously uninhabited lands, additional growth was fostered through access.
In addition, supply stores and post offices were established in such towns replacing the general need
to go to Fort Smith. Now more local merchants made this trip and not the general farmer.

Other communities began to grow at service points; where major roads merged, where mills and gins
were established, and where churches grew, but in the 1840s and 1850s, inevitably, these were small.
Chismville, Chocoville, and Jenny Lind are examples of such communities.

Our study of census records revealed that most inhabitants viewed themselves as farmers at this time,
few other occupations being found. Certainly, grist millers, gin operators, and carpenters were
present, but they were few in number. It is equally clear from the same source that most farms were
largely self-sufficient in the provision of basic foodstuffs as many small crops were grown or
gardened on each farm. Very little was sold for cash. The only cash required at this time would have
been cash for taxes and those foodstuffs desired but impossible to grow such as coffee and sugar.

To suggest that the farmers were largely self-sufficient does not imply that they were isolated. From
the earliest times these farmers of 40 and 80 acres had neighbors, many times neighbors or relatives
from times prior to moving to Arkansas. They shared religious beliefs and a sense of community.
These families would inter-marry and would help each other during planting, harvest, and emergency
situations. Since only about one-third of the lands taken were under cultivation, their animals
certainly ran together in the wood lots. It was the pioneers who began the small communities of the
region while at the same time running largely self-sufficient farmsteads.

These communities of the 1850s and 1860s share little with the common perception of "small
community," such as present day Boles or Abbott, Arkansas. A small group of houses were not
located contiguously. Instead the communities were defined by a larger sense of geography--all the
residents of one mountain or one valley would view themselves as a community even though it had
no center of population--Center Valley, Gin Creek, Hardscrapple, Biswell Hill, Lone Star, and
others--population centers only developed later.
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The first step towards cementing these identities was the establishment of rural post offices. This
process began in the 1850s, was abandoned during the Civil War and reintroduced in the 1870s. Post
offices such as New Market in Gin Creek, Brunner in the Lone Star region, Milor along Vache
Grasse Creek near the military road, Round Knob on Spradling Ridge, and Vache Gras (location
unknown) were rural post offices established usually as a room in the postmaster's house. Thus, a
meeting place was established and the postmaster might enter to a small degree into marketing some
durable goods, or might even run a mill. These post offices might be located near churches or
cemeteries, or might cause them to move near to them, but in no case in this period did a population
center, however small, arise.

A second type of community also existed at this time, the plantation. While this type of
farm/community was rare in the Chaffee region, a few developed north of the Military Road and at
Jeast one in Eastern Center Valley. Here farms of over 1,000 acres were run through slave labor.
These farms produced almost all their own needs as well as a cash crop--cotton. Such farms were
to have a short duration as most were divided soon after the Civil War, but at least one or two did
survive into the 20th Century using tenant and hired labor.

The Civil War was the major event of the pioneer period. Men enlisted in both Federal and
Confederate Armies in outfits established in this vicinity. Thus, although no major battles were
fought in the Chaffee region, the impact was great since conflicting loyalties caused deep divisions
within the communities. Bushwhacking, murder, and general lawlessness overtook the region
causing many families to hide and bury their possessions and to move either north or, south, or to
Fort Smith for safety. It was only from late 1865 until 1867 that some of these families returned to
set up life anew.

A new wave of settlement began around 1870, and this group of people and their descendants
dominated the region until 1941. Blakely and Bennett (1987) called the period from 1870 to about
1895 as the period of settlement when the region expanded to its greatest extent. As the landscape
became filled with additional farms, new roads connected them to create an infrastructure of ever
increasing complexity. Life on the farm became simplified but more repetitive. The 40 to 80 acre
farms in general remained at that size, but they increased the number of acres in production from
one-third to about two-thirds. Many crops of subsistence were abandoned as the staples were grown
or raised in addition to cash crops--cotton, primarily, but also fruits, at this time. The cash was then
used to acquire more non-locally produced staples and goods. By the end of this period the coal
mines had just come into production and this provided cash employment (full or part-time) for many
individuals.

With the abandonment of many post offices during the Civil War, a new period of postal growth
occurred from the mid-1870s through the 1880s. Post offices were established at Barling,
Langston=Auburn, Montrose=Central, Actus=Jenny Lind, Lone Star, Cornish, Crescent, Massard,
New Market, Floyd=Narrows, Buckley=Rye=Neal, and Randolph. In general these post offices
started off simply as a postal room in a private house, but now a second force was at work.
Community schools were being raised as quickly as post offices and many times the two operated
most successfully near each other, with the school also serving as a church with a nearby cemetery.
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The connection of these entities caused some "communities" to blossom into small villages: Cornish,
Auburn, and Massard being the best examples on the base where a couple of houses, a general store,
and even a blacksmith shop and, perhaps, a gin would develop.

The shift from almost total economic self sufficiency to a partial cash economy was accompanied
by the beginnings of a middle class--school teachers, music teachers, druggists, peddlers, dress
makers, merchants, and doctors became ever more present in the Chaffee region. These people in
turn, while still deriving major support from their own farms, helped form the pool of people who
might move into the smaller new villages.

A major economic downturn in the mid-1890s ended the period of settlement and began, what
Blakely and Bennett (1987) called, the period of economic growth which lasted into the mid 1920s.
Some trends which had begun in the previous period continued while other, more ominous, trends
began which were to affect the communities. Farm sizes remained about the same with more land
in cultivation. At the same time additional population growth brought the most marginal properties
on line. Thus, maximal agricultural practices were underway. While this increased production and
growth in the short term, these farmers probably did not recognize the damage being done to the soils
through such practices--only the following depression would bring this to light.

Farms still produced a majority of the staples of life, but ever more effort and land became devoted
to cash crops. Cotton continued to be king, but fruits, truck farms, cream, eggs, turkey farms, and
the raising of exotic animals for wool all were cash crops which could be had. Coal mining was also
available for cash as needed although by this time company towns like Fidelity served the larger coal
company's needs.

Changes in transportation also had a major impact. Railroads ran across what became Chaffee by
1900, providing a means of transportation for goods and people who were removed from the water.
At the same time automobiles entered with a rush and proved to be every man's means of getting
about thus launching concerted efforts toward road improvement.

These improvements in transportation initially helped the villages grow, allowing quicker and easier
access from farm to village and from village to town. An increased middle class seems to have
encouraged, for the first time, people leaving the farm and heading to the city permanently. Thus
by the 1920s, some farms which had been in one family for 60 years were sold to others as the later
generations of the original family moved away. Since no highly productive land remained on which
to expand, emigration served as one way to stem the population tide.

The success of more rapid and improved transportation had a dramatic effect which began to appear
in the 1900s --consolidation. Most post offices and school districts could now be larger because of
the ease of transportation. This idea was not lost and soon rural community post offices which had
not blossomed into villages and the neighborhood school began to be closed and merged into ever
larger geographic units--the economics of the situation seemed to required it.

21




The impact of the mid-1920s on the Chaffee region was dramatic. With large areas of soil seriously
depleted, with the arrival of weevils which attacked the cotton crops, with an economic depression,
and, finally, with a several years of less than average rainfall, the agricultural and economic basis
of the region was seriously damaged. Blakely and Bennett (1987) called the period from the mid-
1920s to 1941 retraction.

On the farms, cotton, fruits, and most other cash crops became far less profitable, if not unprofitable.
The only cash source remaining for the farms was cream and eggs. Many families lost their farms
for taxes. In a sense, it resulted in farms going back to the period almost 75 years previously where
the economics of the farm had to be largely self-sufficient. At the same time County Demonstration
agents taught better canning and preserving skills to the women and the Department of Agriculture
promoted better soil management through terracing and other techniques.

Depression and economic duress brought on additional consolidation. By the late 193 0's, virtually
all school districts and post offices had been consolidated into the major towns of the region:
Barling, Charleston, and Greenwood. While this removed several important social and economic
functions from these communities elements of the built environment which supported these functions
were put to other uses. The old school buildings still survived as churches or community centers.
These were used throughout the year for a variety of social gatherings including picnics and singing
schools.

Retraction was a difficult period and many people moved on to cities, but many stayed and continued
to work the land and live and interact primarily within their local communities. In 1941 Camp
Chaffee was formed taking over 72,000 acres of privately owned land and turning it into a military
base. Many deeply resented the loss of their lands but could do nothing about it. With the advent
of the base many worked there as civilian employees or in businesses supported by military revenues.
Today, 50 years later, various communities from the Chaffee region still hold weekly or monthly
gatherings of friendship. While the structures they formerly occupied are now gone the
communities, such as Gin Creek, Lone Star, and Center Valley, have survived.

Given this understanding of the area's history it is clear that the historic context most appropriate to
the Euro-American archeological record at Fort Chaffee would be the Development of Rural
Communities in Western Arkansas. In keeping with the studies conducted previously it is possible
to subdivide this historic context into the four phases of development suggested earlier for the Euro-
American settlement of the area: Pioneer Occupation, Settlement, Economic Growth, and Retraction.

If this historic context were applied to the areas surrounding Fort Chaffee there would be a large
number of different property types to be considered. These would include churches, schools, stores,
light industries (gins, mills, etc.), and farms. Because of the wholesale removal of those elements
of the built environment associated with such property types from Fort Chaffee, the development of
most of these as property types would not be applicable to the management concerns of the
installation. The Osborn-McConnell pottery is the only example of light industry for which
substantial evidence remains. There does still exist, however, the remains of a number of structures
with their associated artifact scatters which together constitute the core of the Auburn Community.
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Finally, there is the Maness School, the sole surviving pre-1941 structure on the installation, which
is an example of WPA School construction and, as such, has been judged eligible by the Arkansas
SHPO, to be eligible for nomination to the NRHP.

Other than these exceptions, all of the property types other than farms have been largely obliterated
from Fort Chaffee. For this reason the primary property type to be used in organizing this portion
of the archeological record is the Euro-American farm.

Euro-American Farm - This property type is meant to include all the elements of the farm including
buildings, animal pens, open-air work areas, fields, and woodlots. While evidence is scanty for the
carliest farms on Fort Chaffee it seems likely that these were composed of very limited elements of
the built environment; perhaps only a single, small structure and a few acres of cleared land. By the
Jate 1880s, however, the organization of farms had become much more complex.

In defining the archeological record present at the typical or model farm it is necessary to look at
both the physical archeological remains and those documentary, pictorial, and oral historical
resources available for making such a determination. In ranking the properties against such a model
the following guidelines are suggested.

(1) Farms associated solely or primarily with pre-1880 occupation should be judged and ranked
solely on the basis of the condition and number of intact features present.

(2) Farms occupied after 1880 should also be judged on the basis of their physical integrity but
should also be ranked according to the quality and quantity of documentary and oral historical
resources available. Those which show the greatest amount of documentary and oral historical
resources as well as those which possess high site integrity should be judged as the best examples

of this property type.
Modeling the Archeological Record

The Center Valley project was undertaken to provide an extensive context for the understanding of
the nature and scope of the various activities conducted at these farms over the course of nearly a
century. In this way we hoped not only to recover data which would otherwise not be gathered,
integrated, or interpreted about these particular farms, but to provide a much broader and much more
detailed Historic Context for the interpretation of similar properties present on Fort Chaffee and
elsewhere in the region.

Because of the landscape analysis provided by Smith (1986) an excellent initial landscape model for
the natural setting of the Center Valley community was available. Using this source it has been
possible to develop this model further using additional information from the GLO survey and later
soil surveys to provide an accurate and informative model for the area's natural setting.

In addition, it was also possible to map major elements of the built environment constructed and
used during the 19th and 20th Century occupation of the area using a variety of documentary,

23




cartographic, and photographic sources which include GLO maps and notes, Sebastian County
Atlases of 1887 and 1903, the Arkansas highway map of 1936, and aerial photographs taken for the
U. S. Department of Agriculture 1938. By combing these cartographic and photographic sources
with information taken from abstracts, tax and census records, and information provided by former
residents of the area composite maps for the development of the Euro-American built environment
and settlement of the area have been in a computer graphics medium.

Research Goals and Questions

Using these excellent resources, it was possible to develop a series of models for the Euro-American
settlement and occupation of the area within a Geographic Information system (GIS) format and to
pursue a productive set of inquires by focusing on these resources rather than artifacts recovered by
more traditional archeological methods. This was done by combining the information recovered
through documentary and oral historical investigations with the spatial data relating to the
arrangement of individual farmsteads and the distribution of farmsteads across the landscape. Using
these data sets regarding the region's natural and built environment it is possible to address questions
about the lifeways of residents at both the community and individual farmstead scales and to
compare these as they may (or may not) have changed over the period from about 1850 to 1940.

Assuming that the area's history follows that documented in the earlier studies of the Gin Creek
region (Blakely and Bennett 1987) and the eastern portion of Center Valley (Blakely, Bennett, and
Isenberger 1990), the following is a listing of the questions presently identified for the project.

1) Were there differences in the distribution of farmsteads and rural landuse practices during the
different periods of the region's development?

2) Were there major differences in the nature and/or arrangement of farmstead elements during each
of the periods of the region's development?

3) Were there major differences between the nature and/or arrangement of farmstead elements at
different periods of the region's development?

4) Were there major differences in the activities practiced at the individual farmsteads occupied
during each of the periods of the region's development?

5) Were there major differences in the activities practiced at the individual farmsteads at different
periods of the region's development?

6) What effect(s) did past landuse practices have on the landuse practices of subsequent periods?
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Research Activities

Documentary Research. A search of the title abstracts for the lands within the project area was
undertaken in the real estate records for Fort Chaffee on file with the USAED,LR. Histories of land
ownership and farmstead developments similar to that developed in Blakely and Bennett (1987) were
formulated. Once land ownership records were clarified, searches of the census and tax records were
undertaken to provide additional information regarding the former residents of the various
farmsteads. Newspaper accounts were examined for information about particular residents and
events. This activity was conducted primarily by Jeffrey Blakely with assistance from W. J. Bennett,
Jr. Ben Boulden also spent many hours scanning records related to commodity prices and climatic
data. Research related to the soils within Center Valley was done by Robert Brinkmann.

Personal Interviews. Numerous interviews were conducted with previous residents of the Center
Valley community and surrounding area regarding the ownership, organization, and activities known
to have taken place at these farmsteads and communities. Interviews were conducted on with both
individuals and groups of former Center Valley residents. These were conducted primarily by Mary
Bennett, W. J. Bennett, Jr., John Northrip, and Jeffrey Blakely.

Photographs. During this project a concerted effort was made to locate and re-photograph pictures
of the various aspects of life in the Center Valley community. As a result the project has compiled
more than 200 images of families, individuals, and rural life in this community. This activity was
undertaken primarily by John Northrip.

Data Synthesis and Reporting. This portion of the project has been undertaken by the production
of a number of maps developed for the Center Valley area by William Isenberger. These maps depict
changes in the physical environment, built environment, and landownership over the period from
about 1850 to 1941. These were developed within a Geographic Information System format and
serve as the spatial basis for the very large quantities of information about the former residents
retrieved from the census, tax, and other public records. These map products form the basis for this
current report.

Report Organization

This report contains 17 chapters. This first chapter attempts to provide the reader with an
understanding of the project goals and methods. The second chapter presents a discussion of the
physical setting of the community of Center Valley. Chapters 3 and 5 describe how the initial
settlement was made and discuss events of the Civil War and its aftermath. Chapters 4 and 6
through 14 offer a series of "snap-shots" of the area, taken at ten year intervals. Chapters 15 and 16
are devoted to a consideration of particular elements of community composition and structure as
viewed through time. In Chapter 17 we offer our concluding comments and recommendations.
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Chapter 2. The Natural Setting

There are a number of ways to think about the location of Center Valley. In the following paragraphs
we will consider some of these different ways and several of the more prominent characteristics of
its natural setting. The characteristic which we have chosen to highlight is the soil which formed
the basis for the agriculture from which the people of Center Valley gained their livelihoods. We
have done so because of its extreme importance in the economic life of the community and because
it has been possible for us to assess, albeit in a limited fashion, the impacts made by the Euro-
American use of this critical resource.

Politically, Center Valley was located within what was to become Bates Township in the
southeastern portion of Sebastian County, Arkansas. As far as we have been able to determine its
location is marked on only on two maps, the 1887 Sebastian County Atlas (Figure 4) and the 1903
Sebastian County Atlas (although on the 1903 reference it is referred to as Central Valley).

nter Valley on the 1887 Sebastian County Atlds

26




While Center Valley never had any defined limits or boundaries it did possess two focal points. One
was the school and, therefore, much of our attention has been focused on what was known as School
District No. 69; a political unit which provided us with the only clear, non-arbitrary boundaries used
in this study. The location of the school was changed once during the life of the community. The
school building also served as a worship center for Sunday services for many protestant groups, even
after the educational activities had been removed from the community. The other important center
of the community was the Center Valley cemetery which continued to serve as the focus of
community spirit and a gathering place for residents who had left the community. Although it is no
longer in the same location, the Center Valley cemetery continues to be the spiritual center of this
now dispersed community.

Physiography

The landscape within which Center Valley was situated is dominated by high ridges and low valleys
(Figure 5). The highest ridges consist of sandstone and lower ridges are underlain by shale. Adjacent
to the base of the ridges are aprons of colluvial deposits. These sediments formed as slope wash and
gravity removed sediment from the ridges for redeposition at the base of the hill. The Big Creek
stream system drains the Center Valley area and flows north and northeast. For much of its length.
the stream reworks and redeposits colluvium, although there are some significant deposits of
alluvium in the northeastern portion of the study area.

1.9 0 1.9 3.8 Miles
! - o

Figure 5. The Center Valley Landscape
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Physiographically, this area is
situated in the extreme northern
fringe of the Ouachita
Mountains. The most striking
topographic features of the
immediate area are Potatoe
Hill, a stark peak which
dominates the horizon to the
northeast (Figure 6) and the Big
Creek Narrows cut through
Devils' Backbone Ridge to the
south. The area is underlain by
complexly folded
Mississippian sandstone and
shales. The folds trend
approximately east-west in the
Fort Chaffee area, although in
Center Valley, the folds trend
in an east-northeast direction.

Lo

Figure 7. Big Creek Narrows

Figure 6. View of Potatoe Hill from the west.
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Vegetation

When the surveyors of the General
Land Office (GLO) established the
Section, Township, and Range lines for
this area in 1827 they noted that the
area contained several small prairies
surrounded by a mature oak-hickory
forest (Figure 8). The woody
vegetation noted in the GLO notes was
dominated by various species of oak
including post oak, black oak, and
black jack oak, with a few red oak. The
largest of the oaks was a red oak which
measured about 24" inches in diameter.
Most, however, measured less than 15"
inches. The surveyors also noted the
presence of some hickory, elm, ash, and
at least one large cottonwood.
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Figure 8. GLO coverage

While there is no early narrative description of this area, there is a description made by Thomas
Nuttall in 1821 of what is most likely a similar setting located some 10 miles to the west (Lottinville:

1980: 161, 162).
May 3rd

From this (Cedar) prairie, and more particularly from a hill which partly traverses
it, the mountains of the Pottoe appeared quite distinct, the Sugar-loaf on the east,
and the Cavaniol, about three miles apart, on the west side of the river; the latter is
to all appearance much the highest, and presents a tabular summit. The extensive
and verdant meadow, in every direction appeared picturesquely bounded by woody
hills of different degrees of elevation and distance, and lacked nothing but human
occupation to reclaim it from barren solitude, and cast over it the air of rural

cheerfulness and abundance...

On the 9th, I again rode out to Cedar prairie, accompanied by the Doctor, and one
of the soldiers, whose intention was to hunt. Several deer were discovered, but all too
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shy to be approached. We spent the night about the centre of the first portion of the
prairie, which is divided into two parts by the intersection of s (sic) small wooded
rivulet; and thou gh the evening was mild and delightfully tranquil, the swarms of
musquetoes, augmented since the recent freshet, would not permit us to sleep.

It is truly remarkable how greatly the sound of objects, becomes absorbed in these
extensive woodless plains. No echo answers the voice, and its tones die away in
boundless and enfeebled undulations. Even game will sometime remain undispersed
at the report of the gun. Encamping near a small brook, we were favoured by the
usual music of frogs, and among them head a species which almost exactly imitated
the lowing of a calf. Just as night commenced, the cheerless howling of a distant
wolf accosted our ears amidst the tranquil solitude, and the whole night we were
serenaded with the vociferations of the two species of whip-poor-will.

The dawn of a cloudy day, after to us a wakeful night, was ushered in by the
melodious chorus of many thousands of birds, agreeably dispersing the solemnity of
the ambiguous twilight.

Amongst other objects of nature, my attention was momentarily arrested by the
curious appearance of certain conic hillocks, about three feet high, generally
situated in denudated places, and covered over the minute pebbles, these on closer
examination proved to be the habitations of swarms of large red ants, who entered
and came out by one or two common apertures.

Weather

The climate of the region is classified as sub-humid and for the period of 1892 to 1992 the average
mean temperature for the area, as measured in Fort Smith some 20 miles to the west, was 60.8
degrees. The highest recorded temperature was 113 degrees Fahrenheit on 10 August 1936 and the
lowest was minus 15 degrees Fahrenheit on 12 February 1899. Average rainfall was 39.91 inches
with a highest rainfall of 71.81 inches in 1945 and the lowest of 19.80 in 1917. Snowfall has
averaged 6.4 inches per year with the greatest single accumulation, 17.5 inches, occurring on the
18th and 19th of February 1921. The average date of the first killing frost is 7 November and the
average date of the last killing frost is 22 March, providing a growing season of approximately seven
months.

Soil

The Sebastian County Soil Survey (Cox, Garner, and Vodrazka 1975) illustrates seven different soil
series within the Center Valley area. Soil series consist of soils that contain nearly identical horizon
sequences in profile. All of the soils in a series consist of identical major horizons that are uniformly
thick. In addition, master horizon sequences do not vary within a soil series. The soil series often are
divided into smaller areas called soil mapping units. These are differentiated on the basis of slope,
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stoniness, or variations in texture in the surficial horizon within a region. There are thirteen soil
mapping units that constitute the soil landscape in the Center Valley study area. The soil series and
soil mapping units are listed below. A review of the major characteristics of the soil series found
within the study area is provided below.

Soil Series Soil Mapping Unit

Barling Series Barling silt loam

Cane Series Cane fine sandy loam, 3 - 8% slopes
Enders Series Enders silt loam, 3 - 8% slopes

Enders silt loam, 8 - 12% slopes
Enders-Mountainburg association, rolling
Enders-Mountainburg association, steep

Leadvale Series Leadvale silt loam, 1 - 3% slopes
Leadvale silt loam, 3 - 8% slopes

Mountainburg Series Mountainburg sandy loam, 3 - 12% slopes
Mountainburg stony sandy loam, 3 - 12% slopes
Mountainburg stony sandy loam, 12 - 35% slopes

Taft Series Taft silt loam

Wing Series Wing silt loam

Soils of the Barling series form in moderately well drained flood plains. Specifically, the Barling
series soils are located in the flood plains of intermittent tributaries to Big Creek in the northeast
portion of the study area. These soils are typical of flood plains in that they have a thick A horizon
underlain by differentiated B horizons.

The Cane series soils form on colluvial foot slopes in the uplands of the study area. Cane soils are
commonly found adjacent to the highest ridges of the study area. These soils consist of a thin
surficial plowed zone underlain by a B horizon, a textural B (Bt) horizon, and differentiated fragipan
(Bx) horizons. The fragipan restricts the growth of roots and the flow of water through the soil. The
Cane series soils are low in natural fertility.

The Enders series soils are found on the slopes of mountains underlain by shale. The location of
these soils is strictly dependent on the underlying bedrock geology. These soils consist of very thin
surficial O and A horizons underlain by differentiated B and textural B horizons. A C horizon is
found below a depth of 48 inches. Due to the extreme slopes, these soils are unsuitable for
agricultural development. Plowing and planting would be very difficult in many of the areas covered
by Enders series soil. The shale parent material provides few natural nutrients for the soil which
causes them to be very low in natural fertility.
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The Leadvale series, similar to the Cane series, forms on colluvial foot slopes in the upland portions
of the study area. They are found on the colluvial aprons adjacent to steep bedrock ridges. These
soils consists of a thin surficial Ap horizon underlain by differentiated B, textural B (Bt), and
fragipan (Bx) horizons. The fragipan limits root penetration and restricts drainage. The soils also
are low in natural fertility.

The Mountainburg series soils are very thin and cover the steep sandstone ridges throughout the
study area. They consist of a surficial plowed A horizon underlain by a B horizon and a textural B
horizon (Bt). Sandstone bedrock is encountered at a depth of 18 inches. The shallow nature of these
soils make them unsuitable for agriculture. These soils, like many soils formed on sandstone, are
low in natural fertility. The soils are stony and are located on steep landscape positions.

The Taft series soils are found on colluvial slopes in the western section of the study area. These
soils are similar to many of the other colluvial soils found in the study area. They contain a thin
surficial A horizon underlain by a fragipan. The soil horizon described above probably is bimodal
due to the deposition of post settlement colluvium and subsequent soil development.

The Wing series soils form in wet seep areas along slopes. Wing series soils are found in a portion
of the northwest quarter of the study area. These soils consist of thin plowed A horizons underlain
by differentiated textural B (Bt) horizons, and a C horizon. Bedrock is encountered at a depth of 60
inches. The sodium content of the soil is very high due to the lack of good drainage. Areas covered
by Wing series soils are often ephemeral wetlands because the drainage is very slow after intense
rain storms.

For this project, the soils were generalized into four categories:

(1) Soils formed on bedrock ridges;

(2) Soils formed on colluvial slopes;

(3) Soils formed in alluvium; and,

(4) Soils formed near seeps on foot slopes.

The distribution of these generalized soil units is shown in Figure 9 and their relative percentages
are given below. Each of these units and the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) soil mapping units
found within each is discussed below. Cox, Garner, and Vodrazka (1975) describes these in greater
detail.

Generalized Mapping Unit Area (acres) % of Study Area
Soil 1. Soils formed on bedrock ridges 4,262 44.7
Soil 2. Soils formed on colluvial slopes 5,424 52.4
Soil 3. Soils formed on alluvium 151 1.5
Soil 4. Soils formed near seeps or foot slopes 145 14
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Figure 9. Distribution of Generalized Soil Mapping Categories

By far, the most extensive soils are those formed on bedrock ridges and the soils formed on colluvial
slopes. Both of these generalized soil mapping units have severe limitations to agricultural
development. The distribution of the generalized soil mapping units and their extent varies greatly.
The soils formed on colluvial slopes are the most extensive soils in the area and cover 52.4% of the
landscape. The soils formed on bedrock ridges also are extensive and cover 44.7% of the study area.
These two soil mapping units are distributed in alternating east-northeast bands in the Center Valley
area. Their distribution is indicative of the folded ridge terrain of northeast Arkansas. The soils that
formed in alluvium constitute only 1.5% of the soil coverage in the Center Valley area. These soils
are located in the northwest portion of the study site in narrow (0.25 mile wide) tributary valleys of
the Big Creek drainage system. The soils that formed near seeps on footslopes cover only 1.4% of
the landscape. These soils are found in the northeast portion of the Center Valley project area
between the narrow tributary valleys of Big Creek. The soils formed near seeps on footslopes and
the soils formed in alluvium constitute a very small portion of the study area.
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Soils Formed on Bedrock Ridges. The Center Valley area consists of sandstone and shale bedrock
which is complexly folded. The soils that formed on the weathered bedrock have properties of the
surficial sandstone or shale. The SCS mapped seven soils that formed directly on bedrock. These
seven soils can be grouped into three categories defined by bedrock parent material: soils formed
on shale, soils formed in sandstone, and soils formed in a combination of sandstone and shale.
Although each soil is compositionally distinct, they are mapped here as one unit (Figure 9).

The first group of compositionally distinct soil that formed on bedrock are the Enders silt loam
3-8% slopes and the Enders silt loam 8-12% slopes. The areas covered by these soils are low shale
ridges between higher sandstone ridges. These soils are only slowly permeable and water can run off
of the soil at a rapid rate. These physical properties in combination within the surficial slope, cause
the soil to have a high potential for erosion if the surface is cleared. The Enders soils are thin, and
have a substrate of clay formed from the weathering of shale. Unweathered bedrock is encountered
between 3.5 to 8 feet. The soils are naturally unfertile and are not suitable for extensive agriculture.

The second group of compositionally distinct soil that formed on bedrock are the Mountainburg
sandy loam 3-12% slopes, Mountainburg stony sandy loam 2-12% slopes, and the Mountainburg
stony sandy loam 12-35% slopes. Found at the highest elevations in the study area, these soils form
on the sandstone ridges and mountains in the Fort Chaffee area. Unlike the Enders soils, the
Mountainburg soils are very permeable and thus very droughty. The soils are rocky and thin and
naturally unfertile. In addition, they have a high potential for erosion if cleared. In profile, bedrock
is found within twenty inches of the surface. These combined properties make the soil not suitable
for extensive agriculture.

The third group of compositionally distinct soil that formed on bedrock are the Enders-Mountainburg
rolling and the Enders-Mountainburg steep. These soils formed on shale, sandstone, or bedrock that
is composed of muddy sandstone or sandy shale. The soils have properties of both the Enders and
Mountainburg soils. They are either droughty or impermeable and are likely to erode if cleared.
These properties cause the soil to be naturally infertile and unsuitable for extensive agriculture.

In summary, the soils formed on bedrock ridges are not suited to agricultural development. They are
infertile and their cultivation causes severe erosion.

Soils formed on colluvial slopes. Adjacent to the ridges in the Center Valley area are extensive
colluvial aprons consisting of gravity derived and slope-wash sediment which drapes the edge of the
hills. The colluvial sediment consists of a mixture of sand, silt, clay, and coarse deposits that are
poorly sorted at most localities. The SCS mapped four soil units on the colluvial slopes. They are
the Cane fine sandy loam, the Leadvale silt loam 1-3% slopes, the Leadvale silt loam 3-8% slopes,
and the Taft silt loam.

The Cane fine sandy loam consists of a thin A horizon underlain by a textural B horizon and a
fragipan which causes the soil to be somewhat impermeable. Furthermore, the fragipan restricts root
penetration. In addition, the soils are low in fertility and would not be suitable for intensive
agriculture.
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The Leadvale silt loams are similar to the Cane fine sandy loam in that they have a fragipan at depth
and that they are naturally infertile. The Soil Conservation Service discusses the Leadvale soils,
describing them as:

..... suitable for cultivation if they are protected from erosion. Most areas are cleared

and were cultivated in the past, but they are now used mainly for pasture and

meadow. These soils respond well to fertilization, and they are easy to till (Cox,
~ Garner, and Vodrazka 1975: 14).

These soils, like the Cane fine sandy loam, are unsuitable for widespread agriculture unless modern
soil conservation and fertilization techniques are utilized.

The Taft silt loam has similarities akin to the Cane fine sandy loam and the Leadvale silt loams. The
Taft silt loam has a fragipan at depth which reduces permeability and root penetration and it is low
in natural fertility. In describing the agricultural potential of the Taft silt loam, Cox, Garner, and
Vodrazka (1975: 24) states:

If drained and well managed, Taft soils are suited for most crops grown in the
county. Most areas are used for pasture or meadow. These soils respond well to
fertilization. They are easy to till, but they contain excess water for long periods
after rain .

The Taft silt loam, unlike the other soils, is more suited for agriculture than the other soils classified
as soils formed on colluvium. The reason that they are more suitable for agriculture is that they
formed on a flatter area than the Cane fine sandy loam and the Leadville silt loams. The flatness of
the landscape covered by the Taft silt loam decreases the potential for soil erosion. Although the
Cane fine sandy loam is naturally low in fertility and has a fragipan that reduces permeability and
root penetration, it can serve as a suitable medium for agricultural development with modern
fertilization and drainage techniques.

All of the soils formed on colluvial slopes category have some limitations to agricultural
productivity. They all have a fragipan that limits drainage and root penetration. In addition, the soils
are low in natural fertility and are, at best, suitable for pasture and meadow. The soils can be used
for more intensive agriculture if soil conservation is employed in combination with modern drainage
and fertilization techniques.

Soils formed in alluvium. The Center Valley area is drained primarily by the Big Creek stream
system which is a small stream that flows north and northeast through the study area. Although Big
Creek is important to the local ecology of the area, it has not left extensive deposits of alluvium in
Center Valley. Instead, it has reworked and redeposited colluvium without significantly changing
the sedimentary properties of the deposit. However, Big Creek and one of its tributaries have left
a narrow (< 0.25 mile in width) deposit of alluvium in the northeast corner of the Center Valley area
on which an alluvial soil formed . The alluvial soils mapped by the SCS are the Barling silt loam
which are thick, moderately fertile soils that are well drained and suitable for a variety of crop types.
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Due to its topographic position, the area covered by the Barling silt loam is prone to periodic
flooding. This soil is the most suitable soil for agriculture in the Center Valley area.

Soils formed near seeps on foot slopes. Springs, or seeps, can be found throughout the Ouachita
Mountain region of Arkansas where a water table intersects the lands surface. These wet areas
modify the soils of a region by causing them to be continually, seasonally, or periodically flooded.
In the northeastern portion of the Center Valley study area, there is one location that is significantly
modified by a seep in a flat valley. Here the Wing silt loam formed on colluvium underlain by shale
bedrock. These soils are modified as a result of periodic wetting. The Wing silt loam is low in
natural fertility and is only slowly permeable. The permeability of the soil is low due to the high clay
content of the soil. In addition, the soils are high in sodium due to the fact that the soils are not
leached or well-drained. The soil is not suited for agricultural development.

Summary

In genera