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ABSTRACT 
 

In September of 1777, the British and American Armies were engaged in a series 

of battles known as the Philadelphia Campaign.  Although neither the largest engagement 

of the campaign nor of the American Revolution, the Battle of Paoli gained notoriety due 

to the nature of the conflict.  The British Army, led by General Charles Gray, conducted a 

midnight bayonet raid on General Anthony Wayne’s encamped Pennsylvanians.  The 

brutality of the night resulted in the Battle becoming recognized as the Paoli Massacre.  

This dissertation provides an archaeological exploration of the Battle of Paoli through 

many lenses, contexts, and throughout time.  First, the research illustrates the necessity 

for studying conflict sites in a more holistic manner.  In this realm, archaeologists must 

consider not only the contexts of the battle, but also the cultural contexts that shaped how 

warfare occurred and was experienced.  Therefore, archaeological fieldwork was 

performed on the Paoli Battlefield as well as at the home site of the 18th century property 

owner.  This methodology provides the ability to relate the cultural landscape to the 

landscape of the battle.  Additionally, this dissertation applies both historical and 

archaeological methods to examine and interpret the memory associated with the battle.  

The Battle of Paoli was short in duration, but the memory of the event and the 

commemorations associated with its remembrance spans over two-hundred forty years.  

Thus, this dissertation seeks to expand the understanding of conflict sites beyond a single 

event to include interpretations regarding broader cultural realties that predate the 

conflict, in addition to the remembrance practices that influence society well beyond the 

cessation of conflict.   
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CHAPTER 1 
 INTRODUCTION 

 
 Over the course of the last two hundred years, scholars have devoted much time, 

effort, and thought, to the analysis of the American Revolution.  Historians debate the 

complexities and contradictions of deified leaders: Washington, Franklin, Adams, 

Hamilton, to name a few.  Similarly, military historians attempt to recreate the battles, 

analyzing every map, order, decision, and maneuver.  Regardless of the realm of 

storytelling and interpretation, the American Revolution has engrained itself into the 

ideologies of Americanism.  These ideologies provide a sense of belonging to a diverse 

community, and the population shares a “store of memories” that binds the populous 

together (Shocket 2015:7).  This “store of memory” expands with each generation.  Each 

additional academic endeavor that dives into the American Revolution builds upon 

previous research and interpretations, searching for new meanings and new 

considerations.   

This dissertation rests upon the pantheon of research that predates it. Specifically, 

the aim of this dissertation is to weave together the interdisciplinary avenues of research 

that came before it to broadly study conflict.  Using the American Revolutionary War site 

of the Paoli Battlefield, this research addresses several important aspects of conflict.  The 

battlefield gained notoriety based on the nature of the attack; a midnight bayonet raid 

against encamped American troops.  First, in order to understand the conflict, the 

research takes a narrow and typical approach to the archaeological survey of conflict 

sites.  Research questions in this instance focus on the nature of the battle:  What was the 

formation of the American camp?  What was the nature of the battle?  What information 

may be gleaned to illustrate the tactics and results of the battle?   
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Yet the Paoli Battlefield’s significance goes beyond direct military engagement.  

The battle scarred more than just the soldiers, affecting the surrounding communities, the 

colonies, and the new nation.  Therefore, the dissertation asserts that archaeological 

research at the site of a colonial farm, located on the battlefield, informs the broader 

implications of the battle:  What is the relationship between the community and the 

conflict?  What direct evidence may be unearthed with regards to the battle affecting the 

community? Tying the conflict to the community is a novel approach that illustrates the 

broad reaches of conflict.  Finally, and most importantly, the dissertation seeks to 

examine the legacy of conflict.  Unlike previous studies in conflict archaeology, the 

memory of the conflict presents an opportunity for dissection through the archaeological 

method.  In order to address this concept, questions regarding the memory of the battle 

inform the broad heritage of the conflict: How can the unearthed material culture relate to 

the memory of the conflict?  How does the material culture reflect the changing cultural 

ideologies of the inhabitants and the nation throughout history?  How do memory studies 

tie together interpretations of the battle and the relationship between the battle, the 

community, and the nation?  These research interests underlie the entire dissertation and 

situate this research in the scaffolding of previous studies.  Moreover, it presents 

methodologies that can be applied to other sites for future researchers to build upon.   

Typically, studies of the American Revolution focus on either the conflict or the 

political-ideological revolution, both of which are equally important, but cannot the study 

of conflict provide revolutionary information or means of interpretation?  Cannot the 

study of revolution create new considerations of conflict?  Conflict studies must pull 

from all areas of research to accomplish these aims.  Following the archaeological 
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research by Doug Scott et al. (1989) at the Little Big Horn Battlefield, the field of 

military archaeology has expanded.  Building on Scott’s methodology, American 

Revolution sites have been excavated throughout the Northeast, the mid-Atlantic, and the 

South; however, these sites have been surveyed with research questions directed towards 

only the conflict and the soldiers’ lives.  In this manner, most military archaeology has 

occurred in a narrow scope.  The aim of this dissertation is to expand the scope of 

archaeological research at military and conflict sites. 

In the summer of 1777, the scene of the campaign for the American Revolution 

shifted from New York to Pennsylvania, as the British sought to capture Philadelphia, the 

colonial capital.  The Philadelphia Campaign, as it is known, encompassed some of the 

most intense fighting of the war.  Additionally, non-battlefield sites from the campaign, 

such as the Valley Forge winter encampment, grew to represent the struggle for 

American independence, adding to the lore of the campaign.  Figure 1.1 illustrates the 

seat of war for the Philadelphia Campaign, highlighting important towns, taverns, fords, 

and other landscape features.  Although not the largest battle of the campaign, the Battle 

of Paoli gained notoriety for the nature of the battle: an unprecedented British midnight 

bayonet raid on encamped American regulars.   

As the subject of an archaeological case study, the Battle of Paoli provides ample 

opportunity to engage new research questions that not only focus on the battle, but also 

aim to interpret the consequences of the battle on the civilians who lived in the 

communities affected by the warfare.  Specifically, whereas most military archaeology is 

undertaken as a single component site, the archaeological research at the Paoli Battlefield 

explores many components of the site and how they are intertwined: the battlefield, the 
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lives of the civilians in the eighteenth century and beyond, and the memory of the battle.  

As the home to the second-oldest war memorial in the United States, the Paoli Battlefield 

represents an important context for an archaeological examination of the memories 

associated with the conflict.  Thus, this research creates a new methodological approach 

to studying conflict in a broader scope that may be applied to other sites.   

 

Figure 1.1: Philadelphia: The Seat of War, 1777 (McGuire 2000) 

The structure of this dissertation illustrates the broad scope of conflict studies.  

First, Chapter 2 outlines how other academic endeavors approach, study, and formulate 

research questions regarding conflicts.  Specifically, it focuses on military geography and 

the importance of both cultural and physical landscape features to military cognition in 

the eighteenth century and more recently.  Next, the chapter reviews the anthropological 
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studies of violence.  Although archaeology in North America is most often conducted as 

a subfield of anthropology, many military and conflict archaeological studies are 

conducted by military historians with an archaeological background.  Therefore, many of 

these studies omit the humanistic nature of conflict that a more anthropological study 

provides.  Following the discussion of the anthropological studies of violence, the chapter 

explores the field of conflict archaeology.  Both historical archaeological and pre-

historical archaeological contexts for interpreting conflict are examined, presenting their 

different approaches, and the different types of archaeological evidence that allow for 

interpretation.  Subsequently, Chapter 2 highlights the field of memory studies.  

Memories associated with conflict are poignant and long lasting; however, conflict 

archaeology often overlooks the memories of the events.  Ultimately, these fields of study 

--military geography, anthropology of violence, conflict archaeology, and mnemonic 

studies-- provide the foundation for the dissertation.  Constructed upon these studies, 

Chapter 2 concludes with the formation of a theoretical model that requires consideration 

of the physical landscape, the cultural landscape, the battle landscape, and the mnemonic 

landscape.  This model provides the framework for the rest of the dissertation, allowing a 

more holistic archaeological study of conflicts.   

Building on the theoretical framework from Chapter 2, Chapter 3 focuses on the 

broad histories of the physical and cultural landscapes.  An examination of the physical 

landscape is important for two main reasons.  First, when researchers study conflict, they 

recognize that the physical landscape shapes how generals think, plan, and execute their 

maneuvers.  Controlling the physical landscape, in a military sense, provides the likely 

success or failure of battles and campaigns.  For researchers, beyond the direct military 
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relationship between armies and the landscape, having a broader view of the landscape 

provides a context of how people populate spaces and how they utilize natural resources.  

Therefore, this section examines how natural landscape features and natural resources 

influence where cities, towns, and roadways develop to become culturally important 

landmarks.  In this sense, the physical landscape shapes the cultural landscape: people 

populate areas based on natural resources and the ability to manipulate the environment 

for their benefit.  Thus, the second part of this chapter examines the early history of 

southeastern Pennsylvania, with a specific focus on Philadelphia and Chester County, and 

the individuals who settled there, with an emphasis on the eighteenth century.  The 

diversity of this region’s population also plays a key role in understanding conflict.  The 

variety of cultural ideologies influenced how, when, and where the British and American 

armies moved and fought throughout the region.  In a narrower sense, Chapter 3 also 

examines the site-specific history of the property where the Battle of Paoli was fought, 

the Bowen farm.  Tracing the history of the Bowen property from the eighteenth century 

through the modern period provides important contexts for how the cultural landscape 

becomes a foundation of the battle landscape and the mnemonic landscape. 

Whereas Chapter 3 provides an overview of the physical and cultural landscapes, 

Chapter 4 focuses more narrowly on the detailed histories of the battle landscape and the 

mnemonic landscape.  First, recounting the strategies and troop movements prior to the 

Battle of Paoli creates the context for the engagement.  Next, a detailed history of the 

battle shows the ferocity of the British midnight bayonet raid.  Then British and 

American leaders’ decisions throughout the rest of the fall of 1777 illustrate the 

importance of the Battle of Paoli and the subsequent failure by the Continental Army to 
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defend Philadelphia.  However, the history of the battle does not end with the cessation of 

the Philadelphia Campaign; rather the memory of the Battle of Paoli existed throughout 

the remaining years of the American Revolution and throughout the subsequent two-

hundred and forty years.  This context allows the analysis and interpretation of the 

mnemonic landscape associated with the battlefield.  This discussion points out that the 

brief battle lasted as an organic memory, fulfilling certain societal needs that reflect 

broader cultural ideologies.   

With the theoretical and historical backgrounds established in Chapters 2, 3, and 

4, Chapter 5 initiates a methodology for interpreting the Paoli Battlefield’s cultural 

landscape, using geographic information systems (GIS) software.  First, a brief history of 

the roadways and taverns of southeastern Pennsylvania offers the context for these 

cultural landscape features and their importance in shaping the Battle of Paoli.  Second, 

the eighteenth-century road network, established from period maps, illustrates how 

information and troops moved throughout the region.  Likewise, taverns played an 

important role in these networks, creating spheres of influence reflecting local ideologies: 

Tory or Patriot.  Third, the GIS software is used to help interpret the battle.  Specifically, 

viewshed analyses illustrate what could be seen from both the American and British 

camps; the results allow for judgments to be made regarding whether or not Wayne 

created a “defensible” camp, a controversy that erupted following the battle.  Overall, this 

chapter serves as an illustration of how the cultural landscape and the battle landscape are 

inherently intertwined.   

After the discussion of the interplay between the cultural and battle landscapes, 

Chapter 6 focuses on the archaeology of the battlefield.  First, the chapter examines the 
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archaeology of Wayne’s encampment.  Using geophysical techniques combined with 

ground-truthing excavations, information regarding the formation of Wayne’s camp is 

postulated.  Additionally, two metal-detecting surveys provide materiality to the 

examination of the conflict.   The recovered artifacts are discussed as interpretive objects, 

but their proveniences shed light on the nature of the battle.  The archaeological evidence 

collected from the battlefield is then interpreted within the context of the written records 

and primary documents. 

Since the goal of this dissertation is to broaden the scope of conflict archaeology, 

the research does not explore only the battlefield, but also the cultural contexts associated 

with the battle.  Therefore, Chapter 7 examines the archaeological fieldwork undertaken 

at the Bowen farm, the property on which the battle took place.  First, archaeological 

research was conducted at the site of a barn.  Based on the historical record, it is unclear 

whether the remnants of the barn, visible above the ground surface to the east of the 

battlefield, are vestiges from the eighteenth or nineteenth century.  Two test units were 

excavated to help appraise the cultural landscape.  Next, based on the historical record, 

archaeology was performed to try to identify the location of the Bowen house, which was 

destroyed in the middle of the twentieth century, and which represents an important 

cultural landscape marker.  Additionally, the fieldwork aimed to see if any direct 

evidence of the battle might be unearthed to relate the house to the conflict.  The results 

of the archaeological research identified the foundations of the house and much 

artifactual evidence that highlights the longevity of habitation at the site.  Overall, this 

chapter shows the importance of examining the broader contexts associated with conflict.   
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Another avenue to expand the interpretations of conflict is to incorporate the 

mnemonic landscape.  Chapter 8 combines the archaeological data collected from the 

battlefield and from the Bowen farm, illustrating the importance of interpreting this data 

in the context of memory.  First, the chapter exemplifies how archaeology, as a process, 

serves as an example of memory-making.  Second, interpretations are presented that add 

to the Paoli Battlefield’s history as the second-oldest war memorial in the United States.  

Throughout the battlefield’s history, from 1777 until today, the site has been used 

continually for remembrance practices.  This chapter emphasizes how artifacts 

interpreted in the context of memory are typically overlooked, but here are examined in a 

new context to provide meaning to the site.  The materiality of memory provides new 

information regarding how the site can be re-remembered as it fulfills cultural needs in a 

given era.   

The ninth and final chapter weaves together the many avenues of interpretation 

regarding the Paoli Battlefield.  Rather than viewing conflicts as isolated events, this 

dissertation proposes that many broad avenues of interpretation are warranted at conflict 

sites.  By drawing from other fields of study, archaeology is keenly situated to explore 

the complexities of conflict.  Namely, the physical landscape influences the cultural 

landscape, which subsequently creates the backdrop for the battle landscape.  The battle 

landscape can then be interpreted as influencing the cultural landscape through the 

mnemonic landscape. Most importantly, this dissertation offers a case study in conflict 

archaeology.  The methodologies used at the Paoli Battlefield can be applied to other 

battlefield and conflict sites, providing a more holistic understanding of violence. 
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CHAPTER 2 
IMPORTANCE OF EXAMINING BATTLEFIELDS AND CULTURAL 

LANDSCAPES CONCURRENTLY 
 

Introduction 
 
 Over the decades, much research and several technological developments have 

advanced the subfield of military archaeology.  Yet the lexicon used to discuss the topic 

is problematic.  The issue is vocabulary: War.  Peace. Violence.  Hostilities.  Bloodshed.  

Heroism.  Struggle and Strife.  Combat.  Horror. Terror and Terrorism.  Conflict.  These 

words, poignant and overarching, present our humanistic attempts to characterize the 

uncharacterizable.  However, used so frequently, these words become obtuse and trite, 

failing to capture the intentions of our discourse.  Importantly, though, these words 

emphasize the broad spectrum of approaches to and the dynamics of the study of conflict.  

Instead, conflict begs to be studied holistically, but the traditional approach is narrow.  

For example, researchers from many disciplines have attempted to address the topic: 

archaeologists, anthropologists, artists, economists, geographers, historians, philosophers, 

political scientists, sociologists, theologians, and more.  Despite the expanse of research 

and approaches brought by these many fields, most of their studies are insular from one 

another, existing with only occasional remarks of the others’ existence.   

 Within archaeology, the Paoli Battlefield provides a suitable opportunity to 

expand the interpretations of the archaeology of conflict.  While the field of conflict 

studies is vast and diverse, it is beyond the scope of this dissertation to complete a full 

literature review and analysis of all modes of conflict studies.  Rather, this chapter 

examines the strengths and weaknesses of four fields that are most closely aligned with 

this study’s scope of interpretations and analysis: geography, anthropology, archaeology, 
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and mnemonics.  The aim is to provide a foundation to explain why it is necessary to 

expand the interpretations of conflict using archaeology.   

First, when considering the geography, the tacticians of the Battle of Paoli were 

greatly influenced by the physical and social landscapes.  Moreover, following the battle, 

the site maintained and expanded upon its legacy as a culturally important location.  As a 

result, a historical anthropological approach is used to examine why certain sites engrain 

themselves into the cultural memory.  Third, an examination of the theoretical framework 

of previous archaeological research at military and conflict sites indicates that evidence 

abounds regarding the interpretations of conflict sites; however, this analysis also 

highlights the lack of external, cultural implications and related research questions.  Thus, 

the following chapter explores the concepts of violence and memory in a holistic manner, 

laying the groundwork for the archaeological approaches undertaken at the Paoli 

Battlefield.  They aim to expand the understanding of conflict sites from the narrow view 

of a single event to broader interpretations of the scars left on the physical and cultural 

landscapes.   

  
Military Geography 

 
The principles of war are not, in the final analysis, limited to any one type of warfare, or 
even limited exclusively to warfare itself… but, principles as such can rarely be studied 
in a vacuum; military operations are drastically affected by many considerations, one of 
the most important of which is the geography of the region. 

Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White House, 22 April 1959 
(Quoted in Caldwell et al 2004:5) 

 
Geography, like many social sciences, pulls influence from many other academic 

and scientific pursuits.  As military geographer Sir Edward Sinclair May writes (1909:1), 

“The term Geography is connected with so many sciences, and it has many ramifications 



 

12 
 

. . . So many influences are at work . . ., that it is difficult to decide where some branches 

of geography may or may not be legitimately discussed in connection with military 

inquiry.”  Therefore, on only two distinct characteristics of military geography are used, 

the physical geography and the cultural geography, because they provide the greatest 

influence on the thesis of this dissertation.   

As a former military General, President Eisenhower’s statement at the beginning 

of this section reflects his understanding of the extent of conflict beyond simple 

geographical features.  Landscape features surely influence the where, the why, and the 

how warfare is carried out, but such information needs to be examined outside of a 

geographical vacuum.  In order to understand military geography, researchers must 

consider how military tacticians weaponize geospatial concepts and approaches (Harmon 

et al 2004:8).  Moreover, military geographers attempt to recognize the broader social, 

economic, and cultural factors that are shaped by the ordering of the landscape in a 

militarized manner (Woodford 2005:4).  These ideas clearly indicate how military 

geography approaches war and conflict from a top-down perspective, placing an 

emphasis on state actions and how those macro decisions affect the micro, more social, 

institutions.  Furthermore, the study of military geography ties together the physical 

landscape and the cultural landscape: the physical landscape influences the cultural 

landscape and vice versa.  The following sections illustrate the importance of the physical 

landscape and the cultural landscape individually, but through this analysis the two 

concepts are indeed intrinsically intertwined.   
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Military Landscapes (Physical Landscapes) 
 
 Today, the study of military geography extends beyond analysis of the physical 

environment to include understanding of the geographic information, contexts, and 

landscape techniques within the frame of military cognition.  The first analyses of 

military geography developed within a Eurocentric context, with a special focus on the 

French, the Germans, and the British during the 19th and 20th centuries (Palka 1995).  

Comprehending the military landscape is imperative for military leaders and tacticians, 

and their knowledge of geographic information can be applied either at the macro 

“campaign” level or at the micro “operational” level.  The dichotomy between these two 

operational levels represents the basis for human decision-making.  Furthermore, the 

scales to conceptualize military geography may be further divided into three levels of 

war: strategic, operational, and tactical (Harmon et al 2004).   

 The strategic levels of war can again be broken into smaller scales of analysis: 

global, national, and theater.  Overall, the strategic aims of war typically refer to the 

largest scales of military thought: What are the objectives or desired outcomes?  How can 

these outcomes be most readily achieved?  The operational level of warfare, influenced 

by the strategic aims, considers the planning, logistics, and administration of the largest 

areas of conflict: How can the strategic aims be met on the operational levels?  In such 

analyses, the physical landscape becomes an essential point.  Finally, the tactical level of 

war relates to the most micro levels of consideration: How the strategic plans and the 

operational determinations play out within specific engagements and troop movements 

(Harmon et al 2004).   
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   Considering the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of war, military 

geography’s first focus falls upon an understanding of the physical landscape, 

specifically, what landscape features will aid or hinder the goals of the military tactician.  

Throughout the 18th century, military tacticians were limited by the technology of their 

weapons.  With regards to small arms, the smoothbore flintlock muskets of the period 

were inaccurate, forcing the use of large volleys in the direction of a target.  Additionally, 

three factors further influenced the tactics based on the weaponology: the accuracy or 

inaccuracy of the weapons, and the geographic features, such as elevation and wind 

(Schroeder 2004).  Therefore, in order to maximize the effectiveness of their armies, 

tacticians utilized large linear groupings of men firing in unison.  During battle, men 

marched in columns until they were deployed in linear formations three-to-five men 

deep.  These tactics required relatively flat terrain without obstacles or structures, so 

leaders could maintain order and lines of communications (Addington 1990).  As a result, 

limited by the technology as well as the tactical strategies of the period, the first 

requirement for understanding military geography during the 18th century was the 

consideration of how to best place armies on the terrain. 

 Thus, in an earlier time, the most obvious consideration for armies in terms of the 

physical landscape was topography.  Mountains and hills could create a landscape that 

both aided and inhibited both offensive and defensive aims.  Brigadier General May 

(1909:67) notes, “In truth, if a mountain chain be an obstacle, it is also a screen, and 

behind it a commander may concentrate his forces unobserved, and may effect a passage 

by outwitting his opponent.”  Moreover, mountains influence how and where armies set 

up their lines of operations.  Therefore, a military leader’s understanding of the 
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topography of the landscape influenced how armies marched, where they set up their 

lines, and how engagements transpired across space.  Superior knowledge of topography 

allowed men to manipulate actions, both offensively and defensively, in a manner 

beneficial to their armies. 

 An aspect of topography that often goes overlooked in military studies of terrain 

is the influence of valleys.  First, valleys represent areas of least resistance for travel and 

communication.  Moreover, valleys are often shaped by waterways that provide a means 

to travel quickly and to supply armies with hydration for their troops as and animals.  

Also, roads, both old and new, flow through valleys, since they are more easily passed 

through than mountains.  Valleys, therefore, became a space for rapid movement of 

information and armies throughout a region.   

 While valleys, shaped by rivers and streams, are important for commanders to 

consider, equally important to interpret are the waterways that form them.  Rivers and 

streams create delineating landscape features that often separate and, or, connect space 

and societies.  A waterway provides access to landscapes difficult to reach by land, 

allowing additional men, arms, and supplies to be moved to assist defending armies.  

Likewise, controlling waterways provides a means for an attacking army to sever factions 

of defending armies from those supplies and communications.  One of the best examples 

of the importance of rivers and streams for both attacking and defending armies is the 

Mississippi River during the American Civil War.  The Mississippi River was a major 

artery constantly subjected to violence throughout the conflict.  In the end, the Union’s 

control of the waterway assisted in cutting off the eastern confederacy from the western 

states.  Once the Union controlled the river, they were able to inject troops and supplies 
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throughout the Southern states, allowing them to dictate the movements of the 

Confederate units. 

 Besides the geography on the surface of the land, the geology underlying the 

surface also plays a part in affecting military actions.  Beyond the pertinent topographic 

landscape features that affect military geographies, military geographers must consider 

the geological and the geomorphological features of the landscape.  First, geology is 

important in military geography because bedrock influences the course of streams and 

rivers.  Moreover, geology also inhibits or allows for soil drainage.  For example, during 

the southern campaign of the American Revolution, General Greene employed an 

understanding of the geography to shield his troops from the elements.  During the battle 

of Eutaw Springs, Greene utilized the high hills of Santee as a haven for his retreating 

troops.  The temperatures in the High Hills were as much as five degrees centigrade 

cooler than the adjacent swamps.  Therefore, by retreating to this location, Greene was 

protected by the swamps and could stave off disease caused by the heat and humidity in 

the lower elevations (Boland and Boland 2004).    

 Another example of the importance of geology on military considerations comes 

from Germany during World War I and World War II.  Created to interpret and aid 

military objectives in Europe, the military geological service was deployed to create 

maps based on reconnaissance, applying earth sciences in wartime.  Five military 

geography groups, the Wehregeologengruppen, created maps that delineated and 

interpreted coastal geomorphology, water supplies, locations of quarries, cross-country 

trafficability, and source material.  These maps indicate the importance that the Germans 

placed on understanding the underlying geology of an area as a key point of intelligence 



 

17 
 

for military tacticians.  Notably, during World War I, a conflict fought in trenches, 

understanding the geology of the region often dictated the success, failure, or 

shortcomings of trenches.  Items such as workability, stability, and permeability were 

paramount characteristics that affected the trenches (Rose and Willig 2004). 

 In addition to the physical landscape being examined in a military perspective 

from the top-down, macro perspective, soldiers also analyze landscapes.  Woodward 

(2004) notes that the physical landscapes were also conceptualized by individual soldiers 

themselves.  Woodford (2004:105) defines fieldcraft as follows:  

Fieldcraft involves the acquisition and deployment of low-level tactics and 
survival skills. Fieldcraft is about the activities which we immediately 
recognize as ‘soldiering,’ through their representation in countless war 
films; the patrol moving silently through woodland is a classic movie 
image. Fieldcraft is about camouflage, concealment and moving without 
being detected, blending into the landscape. Fieldcraft is about being able 
to read the landscape. 
 

This definition emphasizes that soldiers should understand the physical landscape not just 

on the large scale, but also on the micro level.  Individual soldiers need to be able to read 

two-dimensional maps and translate them to the three-dimensional realities they 

experience on the battlefield.  Thus, for an army to carry out its aims, it must interpret the 

physical landscape of military geography in both the macro and the micro. 

 
Cultural Landscapes 

 
The physical landscapes where humans interact rarely change, and those most 

frequent geographic changes happen outside the scope of human generations. Yet, the 

principles and perspectives that influence the geographical experiences shift with cultural 

and ideological changes.  As Mackinder (1962:29) points out, “Each century has had its 

own geographic perspective” and therefore its own geographic reality.  Through the early 
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history of geographic studies of militarism, the focus revolved around the tactical and 

strategic nature of the landscape (Anderson 1993).  Recently, though, geographers 

continue to incorporate broader analyses, including military economics, military 

landscapes, militarized environments, and other avenues of interpretation.  So military 

geography has shifted towards examining the multifaceted consequences of the presence 

of military forces and ideologies. 

One of the main differences between the physical landscape and the cultural 

landscape is that the physical landscape is tangible.  Interpretations regarding the 

landscape may change, but unless humans alter it, the physical landscape does not change 

drastically.  On the other hand, the cultural landscapes associated with military geography 

are much more ephemeral and fleeting.  Concepts such as economic landscapes, religious 

landscapes, political landscapes, and social landscapes represent important aspects of the 

intangible nature of cultural landscapes.  Other aspects of the cultural landscapes, such as 

roads, buildings, taverns, homesteads, cities, and more, often provide a material 

presentation of the cultural landscape.  Regardless of the contexts, humans alter the 

physical landscape to meet military needs, resulting in the militarization of the landscape.  

Likewise, the cultural landscape is subjected to the influences of conflict and 

militarization.   

While the tangible cultural landscapes and intangible cultural landscapes are 

related, the relationship between the “seen” and the “unseen” requires consideration.  As 

Upton (1997:175) illustrates when considering landscapes, one must understand “the 

disjunction between visible order and social space.”  Thus, in order to fully interpret the 

cultural landscape, a researcher might divide the conversation into the categories of the 
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tangible cultural landscape and the intangible cultural landscape, then observe the 

convergence and disjunction between the two spheres. 

Knowing the intangible cultural landscape includes recognizing the symbolism 

embedded within space.  Within this space, the symbolic landscape represents how 

inhabitants imbue meaning into the landscape.  One manner that symbolic meaning 

embeds itself upon the landscape is through economics.  Economies connect social 

spaces and private domesticities.  In some cases, goods that are bought in markets are 

brought home for personal consumption.  In other cases, goods are produced at the home-

site and transferred to markets.  Therefore, the ties between public and private economic 

practices move between two distinct social spaces.  Marketplaces represent impersonal 

and distant trade; however, within this space, social norms dictate economic interactions 

(Crang 1998).   

Another intangible landscape is the political landscape.  Within the political 

landscape, tangible spaces arise, but mostly these tangible spaces reflect the underlying 

social stratification.  Importantly, though, nearly any space may become political.  The 

classical Greeks viewed politics as the ways in which “free citizens of a state or polis 

govern themselves through public debates” (Fröden 2011:3). While the Greeks viewed 

politics as a process of discourse, Max Weber defined politics as the operations of the 

state and its institutions.  Both views of politics examine power relationships between 

institutions (Anifowose and Enemuo 1999).  These characterizations of politics are 

narrow: they create barriers that limit the concept of politics to strictly government 

matters.  In contrast, in the anthropological and archaeological research, politics is 
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considered both as top-down and bottom-up (Mitchell 2000).  Additionally, politics 

becomes spatially significant.    

The first example is perhaps the most tangible: the state.  States control land, 

aiming to create and maintain social order and prevent social disorder.  Yet, the top-down 

model overlooks factions within the political landscape.  States may control land, but 

they do not necessarily control an individual’s ideologies.  Obviously, state buildings can 

be arenas of political discourse; however, this top-down model is restrictive.  Political 

discourse is not limited to these institutional spheres, but it also occurs in homes, taverns, 

markets, and other social spaces.  To further investigate the concept of political 

landscape, a researcher must understand the discourse between groups and individuals, 

and examine how this discourse is created, shaped, and molded by the landscape 

(Anderson 2010).     

 
Anthropological Approaches 

  
 To attempt to understand the origins, effects, and nuances of warfare and conflict, 

anthropological approaches provide avenues to interpret the history of violence, its 

ethnographic realities, and how humans culturally adapt to deal with and create meaning 

from conflict.  In the 1980s, the anthropological study of violence reached a climax.  Yet 

the study of violence in anthropology remained a study of non-western societies, and it 

refused to deal with many problematic issues regarding the perpetual nature of violence 

in societies (Accomazzo 2012).  Historically, the anthropological study of violence may 

be broken into three periods: the 1880s-1950s, the 1950s-1970s, and the 1980s to the 

present.  Understandably, each period provides different accounts and interpretations 

grounded in the historical and academic milieus of the periods.  Despite the many veins 
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of theory, several overarching themes exist.   Anthropologists study conflicts and 

violence, and the theoretical approaches of anthropology provide a basis for interpretation 

and expansion of conflict archaeology. 

 At first, as anthropology became a stalwart in academic settings at the turn of the 

20th century, driven by the work and theories of Franz Boas, the resulting fieldwork was 

often driven by “salvage anthropology,” or the attempts to record cultures that were near 

extinction (Accomazzo 2012:542).  The drive to recover the ethnographic evidence of 

threatened cultures resulted in the omission of studies that attempted to understand 

violence.  Moreover, the focus on salvage anthropology blinded anthropologists to the 

notion that many of the cultures being studied had a violent past, and, importantly, a 

violent present.  What little attention anthropologists did pay to conflict and violence 

tends to be rooted in the study of “tribal violence” or “traditional” violence, rather than 

recognizing that these issues are pervasive throughout most cultures and societies 

(Accomazzo 2012:544).  Then, by the 1950s, anthropologists moved away from the 

thesis of studying violence in the micro, to an acknowledgment that violence and conflict 

occur throughout the world’s cultures, and anthropologists started a movement towards 

understanding the underlying causes of conflict.  Importantly, anthropologists began to 

consider violence not just as a local issue occurring between groups, but researchers 

aimed to study violence while examining the larger political-economic, colonial, and 

globalized realties.   

 As anthropology adopted a postmodernist agenda in the late 1970s and 1980s, the 

aim of anthropological studies of violence shifted towards an understanding of the 

intangible aspects of violence: symbolism.  Bourdieu (1977) argued that anthropologists 
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need to understand the symbolic systems of a culture.  In doing so, Bourdieu urged 

anthropologists to interpret the symbolic power dynamics of violence.  As a result, the 

concept of symbolic violence, defined as “the violence which is exercised upon a social 

agent with his or her complicity,” provides the groundwork for much modern 

anthropological theory in the subject (Bourdieu and Wacquant 2004).  By examining 

symbolic violence, anthropologists began to decode the social agents: perpetrators, 

victims, and witnesses, as well as structural activities: customs, rituals, and patterned 

behavior.  These units of analysis, from agency actors to structural institutions, provide 

the basis for an integrated and holistic anthropological analysis of violence. 

  Undoubtedly, violence is a key feature of human social relations.  As such, 

anthropology aims to interpret it.  The results of studying violence through the lenses of 

agency and structure provide a nuanced understanding of conflict and violence from both 

the top-down and bottom-up perspectives: interpreting both the macro and the micro. 

Anthropology has also adopted an important dialectical understanding of the nature of 

violence: imagined and performed (Schmidt and Schroder 2001).  In this respect, the 

nature of violence results in three main approaches to the anthropological study of 

violence. The first approach considers the operations of violence, specifically, 

interpreting the political and institutional causes of conflict.  The second is the cognitive 

approach, which focuses on individuals and the cultural constructions of war within a 

society.  The third approach examines the experiences of violence.  In this last approach, 

violence is understood as not only manifesting as inter-group conflict, but also subject to 

individual realities: violence shapes individuals’ everyday lives (Accomazzo 2012).  
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 How, then, do these approaches influence how anthropologists formulate their 

interpretations of violence?  The first consideration is how violence manifests itself as 

practice.  From the top-down perspective, violence is neither completely idiosyncratic nor 

completely sensible.  Through the lens of violence as idiosyncratic, it is important to note 

that violence is an expression of relationships between two groups.  Likewise, violence 

often seems senseless, especially to both victims and to observers.  Yet, as social action, 

violence cannot be disassociated from a rational perspective—violence in and of itself, to 

one group or individual, at a moment in time, is perceived as rational (Riches 1986).  The 

duality of idiosyncratic violence and sensible violence provides the foundation for much 

anthropological work in these types of studies.  If violence seems completely nonsensical, 

then it is up to the elites of a society to create rationales that help the larger society accept 

the violence, typically through an appeal to morality.   Additionally, anthropology 

acknowledges that violence is never a totally isolated act.  Violence always takes place 

within distinct cultural, historical, and normative behaviors (see Argenti and Schramm 

2010; Ghassem-Fachandi 2009; Martin and Frayer 1997; Riches 1986; Schmidt and 

Schroder 2001).  Therefore, as with many anthropological studies, violence must be 

interpreted holistically, with observers acknowledging the cultural beliefs of both sides 

engaged in conflict and the many external pressures these societies feel. 

 A vein that runs through the anthropological understanding of conflict and 

violence is the influence that these concepts have on individuals’ cultural realities and 

experiences.   This reality has many tangible outcomes, especially when violence shifts 

from belief to practice.  As Schroder (2001) points out, in order to understand these 

realities, a researcher must consider the different contexts in which violence takes place.  
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The first context is the structure of a society.  In this context, researchers must consider 

the political economy of the society and the conflict, that is, what can be won or lost 

through conflict, both on the local level and on a larger societal level.  Also, in this 

context the researcher considers the historical development of warfare because a society’s 

past violence will influence how individuals experience violence in the present.  The 

second context is the cultural context.  Within this context a researcher must interpret the 

significance of violence and conflict within the society being studied.  The third context 

is practical.  In this case, it is important to analyze the concrete events of violence and 

how the material remains and primary sources influence the concluding interpretations.  

Finally, the researchers need to focus on the representational contexts: how does conflict 

become engrained in society and how do narratives develop to serve cultural needs; 

essentially, how is cultural meaning and memory assigned to an event.  With all of these 

contexts in mind, a researcher can fully interpret the multifaceted nature of conflict and 

violence and their far-reaching consequences.  

 

Conflict Archaeology 
 
 Today, the archaeological study of conflict is broken into two categories, those 

that study and interpret conflict before written documentation, prehistoric conflict 

archaeology; and the studies that utilize historic documentation as an aid to 

archaeological interpretations, historic conflict archaeology.  Despite the different time 

periods and the nature of societies being studied, both forms of conflict archaeology 

attempt to answer similar research questions, notably what are the fundamental causes of 

conflict and what are the effects of warfare (Arkush and Allen 2006).  These questions 
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touch on many significant anthropological themes that range in scale from the largest 

societal issues to the smaller ways in which cultural ideologies influence how battles and 

warfare are carried out.  These anthropological themes are often easily neglected due to 

the need to use what little material culture remains following conflict.  Therefore, it is the 

aim of conflict archaeology, studying the prehistoric and historic periods, to deduce the 

different cultural and ideological values that create conflict and how the conflicts are 

expressed through warfare.   

 When considering the differences between prehistoric and historic conflict 

archaeology, there are many similarities, but also a glaring difference, most notably how 

archaeological evidence is utilized to interpret violence.  Prehistoric conflict archaeology, 

more often than not, focuses on the indirect consequences of warfare.  For example, 

prehistoric conflict archaeology often examines trauma on human remains, burials with 

weapons, and the social identity of warriors (Kristiansen 1999; Treherne 1995).  In 

addition, prehistoric conflict archaeology tends to examine the presence and intensity of 

violence and the implications that violence has for early state formation and social 

complexity (Gilchrist 2003).  In prehistoric conflict studies, direct evidence of conflict is 

often elusive, beyond the trauma found on human remains.  On the other hand, historic 

archaeology of conflict most often utilizes direct evidence of violence.  Obviously, the 

tangible nature of documentary and primary evidence allows for the study of specific 

arenas of conflict.  Therefore, historic archaeology of conflict relies more heavily on the 

material culture of conflict and landscape evidence.  Thus, the differences between the 

loci of analysis between prehistoric and historic conflict archaeology is not simply 

theoretical, but also based on the evidence at hand.  However, the theoretical teachings of 
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both forms of study should not be mutually exclusive.  Prehistoric conflict archaeology 

should consider the direct evidence where available and historic conflict archaeology 

should incorporate the analyses of the indirect consequences of conflict.   

Despite the focus of conflict archaeology on warfare, the study is much broader 

and incorporates many issues.  As Saunders (2012:xi) concludes, “Conflict archaeology, 

crucially, is not restricted to battlefields nor to large-scale wars between nations, but 

embraces any kind of (often, but not exclusively, armed) conflict (and its wider social and 

cultural correlates and consequences), at any level, within a single nation, or between 

nations.”  Thus, one of the main aims of conflict archaeology is to interpret objects and 

landscapes not as separate entities, but as aspects of human experience that are 

intertwined.  In such studies, the interconnections between the material culture and 

landscapes appear on many scales.  Most notably, the shift from battlefield archaeology 

or military archaeology to conflict archaeology is a result of the growing research 

questions and interpretations applied by a multidisciplinary anthropological archaeology.  

Thus, it is important to note that these issues are not isolated only to conflict during the 

historical period, and the conclusions, methods, and interpretations may also be applied 

to prehistoric conflict archaeology studies. 

An example of the broader interpretations of conflict is Arkush’s (2011) work 

regarding hillforts in the Andes of South American.  Arkush takes both a landscape and 

material culture perspective to analyze the prehistoric remains of conflict.  Noting the 

amount of time and labor required to construct a hillfort, as well as their pervasiveness 

across the landscape, Arkush extrapolates that the societies that constructed them were 

deeply concerned with conflict.  The construction of hillforts not only served functional 
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purposes of defense, but also symbolized a broader shift in social relationships.  As more 

complex societies arose, the typical ways of stratifying society shifted from religious 

iconography and elite privilege to new beliefs and practices related to landscapes and 

external societies.   

Indeed, Arkush takes a landscape and material cultural approach to analyze 

conflict in prehistoric societies.  For example, Arkush not only mapped the location of 

hillforts in the Lake Titicaca region, but also analyzed viewsheds from these forts.  By 

charting which forts had lines of sight between them, she was able to deduce clusters of 

forts that could remain in contact with one another across many kilometers distance.  The 

lines of sight between hillforts represent connections between cultural units across the 

region.  Moreover, Arkush also utilized the material culture found at these hillfort sites to 

further tie together cultural groups using ceramic typologies found at the sites to further 

identify possible coalitions through space.  In all, Arkush believes that the landscape and 

material cultural interpretations of hillforts are characterized by both large-scale social 

relationships driven by both the need for security and for maintaining relationships within 

social organizations.   

 While conflict archaeology remains in its infancy, historical archaeology is 

coming of age.  In 1969 (188), Ivor Noël Hume, often considered one of the founders of 

historical archaeology, discussed what evidence, if any, would be left from battlefield 

sites: and he reached what has since been shown to be an incorrect conclusion: “Little can 

usefully be said about battlefield sites. . . . The site will have little to distinguish it, except 

perhaps some graves and a scatter of hardware. . . . There can be no meaningful 

stratigraphy (as far as the battle is concerned), and the salvage of relics becomes the be 
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all and end all.”  The nearsightedness of Hume’s statement remained the paradigm for 

decades.  But by the 1980s, with the archaeological work at Little Bighorn by Scott et al., 

the study of battlefields became a legitimate scientific endeavor. Scott showed that 

through the use of metal detectors to carefully record artifacts’ point-proveniences and 

the use of forensic techniques for artifact analysis, archaeology can illuminate the 

dynamic nature of battlefields.  However, even at the turn of the twenty-first century, 

with a growing number of archaeological research studies being undertaken at battlefield 

sites, Scott et al. (2007:1) note that such archaeological research has “had little or no 

theoretical orientation or explanatory goal[s].”  However, progress is being made: the 

continuing growth of conflict archaeological studies sees a shift in scholarship that is 

theoretically backed, driven by specific research questions, incorporates new 

technological approaches, and provides more interpretations regarding the multifaceted 

nature of conflict. 

 In the United States, one of the driving forces behind the study of military and 

battlefield sites has been the National Park Service.  In 1996 Congress signed into law the 

American Battlefield Protection Act, authorizing the creation of the American Battlefield 

Protection Program (ABPP).   Today, the ABPP sets out to accomplish three goals: to 

protect battlefields and sites associated with armed conflict; to encourage planning, 

preservation, management, and interpretations of these sites; and to raise awareness of the 

importance battlefields have as a cultural resource (National Park Service).  In their 

attempts to better analyze battlefields sites, the ABPP established KOCOA as a unit of 

analysis.  The acronym stands for Key Terrain, Obstacles, Cover and Concealment, 

Observation, and Avenues of Advance.  The utility of this acronym allows archaeologists 
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to interpret features that would have been important for decision-makers during conflict.  

Over the last two decades, KOCOA has been a staple of archaeological research for 

military sites.  Many Civil War and American Revolution War sites have been studied 

and protected through the auspices of the ABPP and KOCOA analysis, which provide for 

the understanding of the broad landscape.   

 Despite the utility of KOCOA, it is a limited tool.  First, KOCOA focuses directly 

on battlefields.  While the ABPP acknowledges the importance of other forms of conflict 

sites, it is outside the scope of their legislation to mitigate sites that are not defined as 

“battlefields.” A second shortcoming of KOCOA is that it does not take into account 

many of the cultural landscape features that are important to investigating and 

interpreting battlefields.  Recently, some researchers are moving away from a strict 

KOCOA analysis. For example, Scott and McFeaters (2011) published an article 

outlining the expansion of KOCOA to consider the concept of “battlespace.”  In 2001, the 

Army Manuel 3-0 Operations defines battlespace as “the environment, factors, and 

conditions commanders must understand to successfully apply combat power, protect the 

force, or complete the mission.”  In order to meet this objective, battlespace is divided 

into six distinct spheres (Figure 2.1): Home Station, Information Environment, Area of 

Interest, Force Projection Base, Area of Influence, and Area of Operations.  Similar to 

KOCOA, battlespace was developed from the Army Field Manual; however, battlespace 

conceptualizes the landscape differently than KOCOA, taking into account the decision-

making processes of military commanders.     
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Figure 2.1: Battlespace, from Army Field Manuel 3-O 

 
  Unlike KOCOA, the battlespace model serves as a more predictive model.  It 

allows for researchers to understand why a battle unfolded in a certain manner, taking 

into account cultural perspectives and information available to commanders during the 

battle.  Thus, the model provides insight as to the frame of thought of commanders and 

how their decisions were influenced outside the confines of the simple landscape features 

that a KOCOA analysis provide.  For the archaeologist, battlespace represents a unit of 

interpretation regarding the material remains from conflict, linking them to the 

conceptual ideologies of commanders.  As Scott and McFeaters (2011:105-106) argue, 

“Military behavior, whether in post, camp, or on the battlefield, is best described as an 

element of society, a subcultural unit that mirrors the greater society’s cultural ideals, 

constraints, and orientation.”  Thus, not only does conflict archaeology aim to interpret 

the militarized landscape, but it attempts to understand how the military and conflict are 



 

31 
 

representative of larger social and cultural conditions.  Yet, in many cases this goal is left 

unattained. 

Methods of Conflict Archaeology 

In addition to the development of the theoretical background regarding the 

conceptualization of conflict sites, the methodologies of conflict archaeology continue to 

develop.  The most notable advances in conflict archaeology pertain to the utility of 

remote sensing.  The earliest and most valuable development in conflict archaeology is 

the use of the metal detector.  Prior to Scott et al.’s (1989) research at the Battle of Little 

Big Horn, the value of the metal detector was questioned as a viable tool for scientific 

archaeology.  However, the scientific application of metal detectors at the battlefield in 

Montana created a revolution among researchers interested in interpreting battle 

landscapes.  The methodology utilized by Scott, surveying large transects, was later 

adapted by others, such as Pratt (2009), who created the 2x2x90 methodology, which 

provides maximum coverage over a given area.  Mapping the precise location of metal 

battle debris, along with the forensic analysis of these artifacts, allows archaeologists to 

interpret more precisely the fluidity of the battle landscape.  Thus, small-scale artifact 

analysis aids in landscape interpretations (Geier et al 2011; Sutherland 2005; Connor and 

Scott 1997; Sivilich 1996; Scott et al 1989).  

As previously stated, guided by primary documents and textual data, historical 

conflict archaeology often looks for direct evidence of violence.  However, as Smith 

(2007) notes, historical maps should not be taken at face value since they are products of 

their producers, who have certain cultural values and conceptualizations of landscapes.  

Therefore, as researchers consider the past landscapes of conflict, they must also consider 
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how the landscape has changed over time and what remains may be left.  One tool for this 

is aerial photography.  Parrington’s (1979) article about the geophysical and aerial 

photography at Valley Forge National Historical park illustrates how the most simple 

form of remote sensing, aerial photography, can detect traces of military events left on 

the landscape even after over 200 years.  Additionally, aerial photography has served 

conflict archaeologists well when examining World War I landscapes. Undoubtedly, 

aerial photography played a large role in intelligence reconnaissance during the Great 

War.  Today, modern aerial photographs are compared to historic photographs to trace 

archaeological remains.  According to Stichelbaut (2006:238), visible traces of the 

conflict can be divided into three categories:  natural and topographic features, structures 

and relics, and traditional archaeological and historical traces.  Moreover, Stichelbaut 

notes that utilizing aerial photography provides a more accurate analysis than historical 

maps, which, as previously noted, are often inaccurate and biased.   

Technological tools continue to expand the viability of conflict archaeology to 

detect and interpret archaeological remains and landscapes.  One notable tool in the 

conflict archaeologists’ repertoire is LiDAR, light infrared detection and ranging.  

LiDAR has been used throughout Mesoamerican archaeology for its ability to “see” 

through vegetation to detect ruins, roads, and other cultural features.  For conflict 

archaeology, LiDAR allows archaeologists to read more accurately the topography and to 

search for cultural remains, such as trenches, impact craters, and the remnants of 

fortifications.   

The study of fortifications represents a growing and important focus of conflict 

archaeology.  Unlike battlefields, fortifications are often inhabited for long periods of 



 

33 
 

time, are altered and changed by their occupants, and reflect the social and economic 

tendencies of the occupants (Scott and McFeaters 2011).  Important work undertaken at 

many American Revolution forts illustrates these ideas: Fort Stanwix, New York (Hanson 

and Hsu 1975), and Fort Watson, South Carolina (Freeman 2001), are two examples.  In 

order to locate such sites, conflict archaeologists often turn to remote-sensing techniques 

such as ground-penetrating radar, magnetic conductivity or resistivity, and 

magnetometry.  Each methodology has specific applications in specific contexts, based 

on environmental factors and the types of features the researchers are examining.  As 

Bevan (2006) points out, many of these geophysical techniques are best utilized in 

tandem with one another.    

  
Memory 

  
 Myth, memory, remembrance, and history intertwine into a cultural mosaic that 

evolves from distinct historical, social, and political contexts.  Moreover, these concepts 

exist at the intersection of many disciplines of study: anthropology, archaeology, cultural 

studies, history, geography, and more.  Anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski describes 

myth as “a story about the past which has the function of justifying the present and 

thereby contributing to social stability” (Kammen 1991:17).  Claude Levi-Strauss later 

expanded this idea, proposing that myth can be “activated [or deactivated] in order to 

legitimize a version of history that is useful or attractive” (Kammen 1991:17).  These 

theoretical positions exemplify the difficulty in teasing apart history and myth and how 

they are reflected in periods and places in time.   

 In considering history, one often thinks of dates, places, and people.  These ideas 

are seemingly concrete.  Dates are accurate.  Places exist.  People lived their lives and 
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had experiences.  However, the data utilized by historians, mostly primary documents, 

may be subjective.  Certainly most deeds, directories, census information, and other 

official documentation exist without bias; however, other primary resources, such as 

journals, speeches, and even newspaper articles, represent the feelings, emotions, and 

perspectives of individuals in the past and are therefore more subjective.  How historians 

interpret and utilize these materials represent the subjectivity of the historians; therefore, 

history should be viewed, to an extent, as a cultural construction.  Although objectivity is 

the aim of most historians, history is shaped by the cultural realities of each historian’s 

present.  Thus, how historians write about past events is shaped by the cultural present.    

Unlike history, the concept of memory finds its roots squarely in selectivity and 

subjectivity.   Furthermore, the concept of memory may be subdivided into specific 

entities: individual memory, collective memory, popular memory, national memory, and 

so forth.  Regardless of the scale, individuals and groups “arouse and arrange [their] 

memories to suit [their] psychic needs” (Kammen 1991:9).  Historian Alfred F. Young 

(1999:88) comments on the entanglement between personal and public memories, stating:  

Private memory is what an individual remembers about an event he or she has 
experienced or observed.  Public memory, on the other hand, is what a society 
remembers collectively or, after most private memories have faded or 
disappeared. . .  Public memory flows from private memory as well as from 
official memory promoted by those we might call the “keepers of the past.” 
 

 Historian David Blight (1989:1169) further explains the idea of constructed memory: 

“Historical memory is … a matter of choice, a question of will.  As a culture, we choose 

which footprints of the past will best help us walk in the present.”  

The idea of the subjectivity and objectivity related to history and memory do not 

represent concrete classifications, but rather history and memory are intertwined. Much 
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of the evidence for these entanglements emerges through the study of ethnographic data 

and oral traditions.  The emphasis on oral history is often viewed as an attempt to give 

privilege to voices that, for many reasons, are often silenced in history.  Moreover, the 

focus on the less-objective history leads to a more processual view of mnemonics, 

resulting in the ability to interpret memories as a source of negotiation between state-

level memory and individual or smaller-group memory (Argenti and Schramm 2010).  

Thus, it is important to examine these ideas of history and memory concurrently; not in 

opposition, but rather through their entanglements. 

 Understanding the construction of memory becomes paramount for 

archaeologists, especially historical archaeologists who rely heavily on the historical 

record to guide their research.  For example, in discussing the conceptualization of 

collective memory, James Delle (2008:65) summarizes how a contested memory 

influences a society and researchers: 

The production, reconstruction, and reproduction of memories are processes 
closely related to socialization, enculturation, and the expression of political and 
social power. Any individual can only remember what they themselves have 
experienced, or have been told. When events from the distant past are 
remembered beyond the life span of those who experienced the events in 
question, the memory of those events becomes increasingly dependent on the 
authority of those memorializing them, whether through ritual practice or 
inscriptive commemoration. When specific events, or versions of events, are 
chosen to become part of an authorized public memory, they become ensconced 
in heritage narratives that are continually reproduced as authentic representations 
of past events. This sense of authenticity can be used to privilege specific 
remembrances, which in turn can be used to reinforce visions of the past 
commensurate with the political aspirations of local, regional, or national 
governments, and can thus be used to suppress alternative memories.  

Notably, Delle’s excerpt exhibits how memories are not created just to be suitable for 

individuals, but in many cases the creation of memory serves as socialization; they 

become ingrained within a society.  Once there, the uncontested collective memory may 
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be difficult to change.  Paul Shackel (2000:vii) furthers this idea, stating, “Interest groups 

create their own memory and define a usable past.”  So, Shackel’s statement seems to 

reinforce Levi-Strauss’s sentiments, that memories are useful in creating a history that is 

palatable to a society.  In contrast, as an archaeologist, Shackel reflects how the material 

culture unearthed can “either bolster public memory and tradition, or it can help 

contradict the status quo by providing an alternative past” (2000:viii).  Nearly every 

archaeological site maintains some sort of memory, whether it is individual memory, 

popular memory, or nationalistic memory.  Therefore, archaeologists, in their research 

questions, methodology, and interpretations, must be willing to address these issues, 

relating how the archaeological data reflects, supports, or contests the mnemonics of the 

period being studied, but also the present social and cultural ideologies.   

Examining the history of how societies create memory represents how, in many 

cases, memory is created from the top-down by cultural institutions, as opposed to from 

individuals.  Alternatives to this paradigm exist.  For example, in many cases the roots of 

myths are unclear; however, it is often the state or the politically powerful groups that 

reify myths into the fabric of society.  This idea of myth is paramount in American 

culture.  For instance, Fisher (1926:6) notes how, even in the early 19th century, 

American Revolution mythologies arise:  

It is curious that American myth-making is so unlike the ancient myth-making 
which as time went on made its gods and goddesses more and more human with 
mortal loves and passions.  Our process is just the reverse.  Out of a man who 
actually lived [such as George Washington] among us and of whose life we have 
many truthful details we make an impossible abstraction of idealized virtues.   
 

This idea reflects itself in ways that dispel authenticity from tradition.  Other examples 

highlight how the government has allowed a myth to be continued and presented as a true 
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historical fact.  For example, in Philadelphia the Betsy Ross house was saved in 1892 as 

the birthplace of the American flag.  While the details of Betsy Ross actually living in the 

house are murky, a call to national pride led to its acquisition and survival.  Likewise, 

Abraham Lincoln’s log-cabin birthplace is often scrutinized as inauthentic, but one of the 

early supporters of saving his “home” noted, “Lincoln was born in a log cabin, weren’t 

he? Well, one cabin is as good as another” (Kammen 1993:29).  These examples show 

how American ideology and storytelling often outweigh the faithfulness of the “real” 

story.   

 Although the prior examples are pertinent, they do not reflect the active role that 

the government used in creating the ideology of memory in the United States.  Especially 

after the Civil War, the government took a leading role in creating memory.  It was 

during the period of Reconstruction that the government utilized memory and memorials 

as a way to aid in the reunification of the country.   

 Considering the archaeological interests of memory, three distinct focuses arise: 

materiality, landscape, and memorial.  As for materiality, archaeology, unlike history, 

relies on the material evidence unearthed at archaeological sites.  As a result, objects and 

their proveniences indicate how individuals interacted both within and across social 

groups.  Moreover, the materials and their patterns that archaeologists discover provide 

an avenue of interpretation.  Beyond the level of collections, though, the material remains 

themselves are vessels of memory.  Andrew Jones, in Memory and Material Culture, 

argues that artifacts are not simply objects to be remembered, but they serve as a tool to 

aid societies in remembering (Jones 2007).  In addition, these artifacts provide a sense of 

authenticity to an event (Jones 2007:9).  So the ability of a person to hold an object that 
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was present during a conflict provides a tangible realism to the event; it removes the 

abstract nature of memory and solidifies it as an experience.   

 As for landscapes, many archaeologists note that material culture is an artifact 

embedded with meaning; in the same light, landscapes are exemplars of both artifact and 

meaning.  As previously discussed, landscape is a cultural construction.  Therefore, when 

viewing them within the context of memory, “landscapes and places are not simply 

‘containers’ or screens to which memories are attached, but rather they can be said to 

work as memory” (Argenti and Schramm 2010:25).  Thus, in considering landscape as a 

mode of memory, researchers must analyze the space, the meaning, and the reasons for 

applying memory to the area.   

More than any other type of site, military landscapes are subject to the politics of 

memory.  The power embodied in the relationship that individuals experience with a site 

is best illustrated by the Marquis de Lafayette’s 1824-1825 trip to the United States, 

where he visited the places where he was eternally connected.  Thomas Chamber, in 

Memories of War, relates how, throughout Lafayette’s tour of Brandywine Battlefield, he 

provided a detailed narrative of the battle and troop movements; however, arriving at the 

location where he was shot in the leg, Lafayette fell silent.  Members of his party, in an 

effort to praise him, pointed to the soil “‘on which he had spilled his blood,’ calling it 

[an] ‘indestructible monument’” (Chambers 2012:88).  Lafayette’s return to Brandywine 

demonstrates the relationship between individuals and the emotions that certain locations, 

particularly military sites, can produce. 

While landscapes represent cultural constructions, within the context of memory, 

landscapes provide a “media through which the past might be constituted” (Jarrett 
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2013:199).  Over time, the memories associated with landscape shift, becoming 

reimagined and reconstructed.  An important aspect of the resulting created-memory is 

the construction of monuments, which can be interpreted both literally, as physical 

markers, and metaphorically, as vessels of meaning.  They help to maintain and preserve 

a landscape, intact, as a monument.  The concept of monument, both physically and 

metaphorically, requires active construction.  The monumentality of a specific landscape 

allows the creation of collective memory.  As Jarrett (2013:199) notes, “Monuments play 

a part in creating ‘historical consciousness,’ reinforcing social structure and embodying a 

communal past, and linking this past to the present by incorporating these significant 

locales in the construction of identities, generating memories and framing future actions 

at specific places.”  Within this light, the landscapes of monuments and their meanings 

become official political statements that favor certain narratives.   

Recognizing the significance of the monumental landscape is especially important 

for battlefields and military sites.  Unlike Europe, which has experienced historical and 

state-led conflict for centuries, North America’s documented history with battlefields is 

much shorter.  In remembering battlefields, Americans sought meaning within the 

“sacred” landscapes (Chambers 2012:12).  Especially pertinent is the “official” memory 

at Revolutionary War sites.  Following the last shots of the war, people associated 

personal and emotional memories tied to specific places.  As Chambers (2012:15) 

indicates, “Battlefields provide a particularly rich cultural context for . . . constructions of 

memory.  They serve as loci where societies and nations invent and legitimatize their 

histories, traditions and myths.”  Yet despite the powerful nature of military sites, only 

three monuments to Revolutionary War soldiers “rose at the places they fought” prior to 
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1830: Paoli; Fort Griswold, Connecticut; and Lexington, Massachusetts (Chambers 

2012:90), and only the “Revolutionary Monument” in Lexington pre-dates the one at 

Paoli (1799 to 1817) (McGuire 2000).  Importantly, though, Chambers points out how 

two of these three sites, Paoli and Fort Griswold, were sites of massacre, and they were 

commemorated to soldiers “as victims of, rather than participants in, violence” 

(Chambers 2012:90), showing an important reflection of how society regarded and 

interpreted violence.    

Underlying the discussion of memory lies the concepts of remembrance.  

Although intertwined, the distinction between the two is paramount.  Memory, as 

discussed, is an active process of creating a representation of the past.  Remembering, on 

the other hand, deals less with creation and has more to do with recollection, taking the 

memory as an object, pulling it from storage, and creating a discourse around it (Jones 

2007).  Jones (2007:25) breaks the concept of remembering into two categories: primary 

remembering and secondary remembering.  Primary remembering relates to the 

experience of a time and “describes the ways in which instances of experience are 

retained in the mind before they disappear” (Jones 2007:25).  This type of remembering 

is important because it creates a connection to the past; without them we would live in a 

series of unconnected moments.  Secondary remembering is a twofold process through 

which a person retrieves the past experience and then revives the experience (Jones 

2007).  Here it is important to reflect that this mode of remembering requires an 

individual to experience past objects and events.  Furthermore, the act of remembering 

creates a dialogue between experience and space, landscape and artifact.  Therefore, 
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remembrance should be viewed not only as a cognitive experience, but rather as a 

dynamic dialogue between the material and cultural worlds.   

While memory is often conceived of as an active process, destruction is also a 

process of memory: forgetting.  Allowing the destruction of objects and landscapes is one 

way a society chooses to forget certain things.  Such active destruction takes place on the 

individual and societal levels.   However, what is remembered and what is forgotten do 

not represent polarities, but rather a tension; often the process of remembering omits 

certain narratives, creating gaps.  Likewise, the process of forgetting is subjected to the 

cultural and ideological norms at a given time.  Thus, society picks and chooses what to 

remember.  Therefore, although forgetting can occur actively, it may also happen through 

simply letting memories lapse, not remembering.   

A final aspect of memory is commemoration, which highlights how memories and 

material culture are interwoven (Jones 2007:44).  Commemoration is, like memory, an 

active practice embodying the intersection of individuals and societies.  The practice of 

commemoration is often thought of as a formalized structural activity, but in many 

instances the process is far more personal.  Memorialization, which is undoubtedly linked 

to commemoration, provides an avenue for society to collectively remember.  The 

society, in an appropriate way and in an appropriate medium, formally and ritualistically 

acknowledges a memory.  Such memorialization allows a memory to continue and 

endure through performative actions.   

  An analysis of memory reveals that many ideas are intertwined and overlapping.  

Researchers must consider the memories, the material culture, the landscape, and their 

monuments.  Understanding these simultaneously tangible and intangible objects, within 
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their political, historical, and cultural contexts, provides units for evaluating distinct 

episodes in time and their cultural significance.  Although often subjectively created, 

memories, as Malinowski postulates, serve cultural needs.  Groups and individuals utilize 

the tangible, artifact, landscapes, and monuments to create the intangible: memory, which 

fulfills a cultural need.   

Discussion 
 
 Exploring how geography, anthropology, archaeology, and mnemonics approach 

conflict illuminates many themes that overlap.  The most conspicuous similarity among 

all of these fields is the use of dichotomies.  Notably, the dichotomies exist within the 

realms of method, theory, practice, and even ideology.  Obviously, overlaps between 

method, theory, practice, and ideology exist, influencing how researchers approach and 

conceptualize conflict.  Important dichotomies, such as examining conflict in a top-down 

versus bottom-up manner, provide usefulness in narrowing the scope of the research.  

Similarly, understanding the micro- and the macro-causes and realities of conflict aids in 

exploring the concept on its different scales.  The data utilized by researchers represents 

the direct evidence of conflict, as well as the indirect evidence, illustrating how conflict 

has both tangible and intangible consequences.  Moreover, the experiences of conflict 

touch on the personal and the collective, the public and the private.   

 These dichotomies are useful because they create small units of analysis and 

theory that can easily be digested.  On the other hand, a binary approach oversimplifies 

and omits how such dichotomies are overlapping and intertwined.  By consistently 

utilizing a binary approach, the dichotomies become reified, and they obscure nuances, 

which are key to understanding conflict in a holistic manner.  As Hughey (2012:644) 
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notes, when exploring cultural practices in a binary manner, the analyses provided 

become “dull, empty and somehow meaningless.”  Applying a binary approach to 

conflict oversimplifies the fields and creates false constraints.  Additionally, 

conceptualizing conflict between the polarities creates false rigidity; inherently, 

dichotomies provide equal weight to each pole.  Yet in reality every conflict is different 

and should be approached with a methodology unique to the social, historical, political, 

and economic contexts.  Therefore, rather than view conflict as a series of dichotomous 

relationships and units, researchers should consider the inter-subjective meanings that 

exist between the binary to create distinctive approaches that assess the entangled nature 

of conflict studies.   

 When this idea is applied to battlefield sites, then the adjacent community 

becomes important.  In 1984, Michael Parrington, Helen Schenk, and Jaqueline Thibaut 

published the article, “The Material World of the Revolutionary War Soldier at Valley 

Forge.”  In their concluding paragraphs, the authors seek to expand the understanding of 

and focus on military sites:  

All too frequently military occupation sites are seen as entities isolated from 
their cultural matrices.  The indiscriminate sampling of such sites will not 
enlighten us as to some of the more important social questions involving 
military culture.  We need to know more about the material relationship 
between military sites and the surrounding civilian communities, as well as 
more about the structure of military society itself. While these questions are 
certainly subject to historical, documentary research, we suggest here that 
archaeological investigation, carried out under thoughtfully defined research 
objectives, can provide important new information. (158) 
 

As previously discussed, military archaeology has expanded its research interests to 

include all sites of conflict ranging from prehistoric to historic sites.  Moreover, recent 

works are beginning to examine modern conflict, or conflicts that occurred post World 
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War II (Pollard and Banks 2006; and Saunders 2012a, 2012b.).  So, in a sense, the call 

from Parrington et al. to expand military archaeology is occurring, even though those 

expansions remain narrow; however, three decades later, researchers are viewing conflict 

through tunnel vision, still not necessarily examining the greater contexts of the conflicts 

at hand, or as Parrington et al (1984:158) note, much is omitted when not studying “the 

material relationship between military sites and the surrounding civilian communities.” 

 Undoubtedly, conflicts affect more than those directly engaged in conflict.   

However, as shown, no research has broached this study archaeologically.  In a sense, 

archaeologists have created the false dichotomy of sites being either military-conflict 

sites or non-military, non-conflict sites.  In order to fully confront this issue, I have 

developed the following conceptual model for archaeologists to address the impact of 

conflict, not just on combatants, but on the community as well.  The model proposes that 

in order to examine the material impact of conflict, one must consider the physical 

landscape, the cultural landscape, the landscape of battle, and the mnemonic landscapes, 

as well as how over time these landscapes are intertwined. Figure 2.2 provides an 

illustration of this conceptual model: 
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Figure 2.2: Conceptual Model for Expanding the Scope of Military Archaeology 

The conceptual model outlined above simplifies the complex relationships 

between the four landscapes.  The model predicts that the physical landscape influences 

the cultural landscape, which dictates the battle landscape, which finally becomes 

ingrained in society as a part of the mnemonic landscape.  However, these units of 

analysis may more accurately reflect what archaeologist David L. Clarke refers to as a 

“coupled system.”  According to Clarke (1968:50), “Coupled systems are often said to be 

in dynamic equilibrium one with another, and in such cases although each system is 

changing they are jointly changing in such a way as to trace a path through successive 

equilibrium points.”  Rather than viewing these landscapes as rigid systems, they need to 

be viewed dynamically, so that a change in one unit may lead to changes in the other.  In 

essence, archaeologists must understand each unit of analysis, its changes over time, and 

how those changes affect the other units of analysis.   
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Moreover, in the analysis of these different landscapes, a researcher may begin 

any study with a focus on any one of them; however, the remaining landscapes need to be 

considered to holistically understand and interpret the research questions at hand.  

Holism, used throughout this dissertation with regards to the interpretation of conflict 

sites, refers to the necessity of taking the complex causes and effects of conflict and 

examining each individually.  Then, when each piece is understood in its own context, 

this model requires that concepts be re-entangled to understand the overarching themes, 

problems, and interpretations.  Thus, it is important to understand the micro aspects 

associated with each landscape to understand the broader issue of conflict and the impact 

that violence has on society and the cultural ideologies at a macro level.  

The first step in expanding the scope of military archaeology is to consider the 

physical landscape.  As discussed earlier in this chapter, landscape features affect how 

military tacticians conceptualize the battlespace. The topography of the land influences 

how troops move across space, where defensive positions are set up, and how battles 

unfold.  Additionally, valleys, streams, and vegetation also play a role in the leaders’ 

decision-making processes.  Currently, many conflict archaeologists do a thorough 

analysis of these features, namely through KOCOA analyses.  More broadly, though, 

conflict archaeologists must continue to incorporate an examination of the physical 

landscape on both the large scale and small scale: regional landscapes are equally 

important as the smaller spaces.  To properly study the physical landscape, researchers 

may apply methods from cultural ecology, understanding the inseparable nature of 

environment and cultural decision-making (Clarke 1968:124).   
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 The second consideration for the conflict archaeologist is the cultural landscape.  

This form of landscape is made up of intangible cultural conceptions, as well as cultural 

features.  Where battles take place is greatly influenced by the intangible perceptions of 

the landscape.  For example, understanding the economic landscapes often dictate where 

battles take place.  One method for destroying an opposition’s army is to decimate the 

opponent’s economy.  Therefore, industrial and economic centers become targets.  In 

addition, the symbolism embedded within a space influences conflict.  Cultures project 

meaning upon different landscapes, and therefore a victory at a symbolically important 

space, such as the capture of an enemy’s capital, damages the ideologies of the 

community.  This concept also ties into the political landscape.  Politically, governments 

maintain social order and prevent social disorder; therefore, if a military can prevent the 

social organization of government from functioning, the military can expedite a victory.  

 The third idea in the conceptual model is an understanding of the landscape of 

battle.  Again, for the most part conflict archaeologists have successfully focused on this 

topic through KOCOA analysis and more recently with Scott and McFeaters’ (2011) 

concept of battlespace.  Mostly, conflict archaeologists examine the tangible evidence left 

from the battle in order to analyze how the conflict unfolded.  Importantly, though, they 

should also consider how the physical and cultural landscapes influence the battle 

landscapes.  Specifically, they must not only study how the cultural landscape influences 

the battle through landscape features, such as roads, but also how cultural ideologies also 

can affect the decision-making practices of the military.  An underlying, yet important, 

vein in this analysis is a consideration of the historical contexts of violence.  In order to 

fully comprehend and analyze conflict, researchers must consider past periods of violence 
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in order to understand how the violence is experienced in the moments of battle.  Thus, 

they can see how, unlike in many conflict studies, in analyzing the battle landscape, they 

must consider both the tangible landscape features as well as the intangible features, such 

as cultural ideology.   

 Finally, the conceptual model calls for an understanding of the post-battle, 

mnemonic landscape.  Typically, this is the landscape most commonly neglected in 

conflict archaeological studies: how do battles and conflict influence landscape use once 

the violence stops.  In studying this aspect of conflict, researchers must apply the 

anthropological approaches to violence and mnemonics.  How cultures adapt to and 

remember their violent past indicates much about the cultural consequences of conflict, 

and aids in revealing the periods of conflict being studied. 

 This chapter lays out the importance of understanding military geography (both 

physical and cultural geographical considerations), the anthropology of violence, conflict 

archaeological studies, and mnemonics as four fields that need to be analyzed and 

interpreted to fully comprehend conflict.  My conceptual model for understanding 

conflict incorporates these units of analysis to interpret how these fields converge across 

a time interval.  Examining the interplay of the physical landscape, the cultural landscape, 

the battle landscape, and the mnemonic landscape over time weaves together broader, 

more holistic, interpretations of conflict studies.  Applying this conceptual model to the 

Battle of Paoli shows that conflicts are not and should not be interpreted as isolated 

events.  Rather, conflict has deep-rooted origins in cultural ideologies and practices.  

Moreover, the model allows for conflict archaeology to interpret not only the direct 

tangible evidence, but it also creates a methodology to analyze the intangible 
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consequences of conflict on members of society not typically included in conflict 

archaeology studies.   
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CHAPTER 3 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

  
Introduction 

 
 Understanding the many different contexts of conflict provides holism that 

weaves together the multifaceted complexities of warfare.  The previous chapter laid out 

a conceptual framework for understanding and expanding the archaeological 

interpretations of conflict.  Analyzing the physical landscape, the cultural landscape, the 

battle landscape, and the mnemonic landscape provides important insights into 

understanding how the Battle of Paoli was shaped by events and conditions in the past, 

and how the battle affected the on-going interpretations of events throughout time.  The 

following chapter is divided into two parts. First, the chapter discusses the physical 

landscape associated with the Battle of Paoli.  Second, an analysis of the cultural 

landscape reflects the battle’s influence on the area’s people, places, and ideologies.  

These two sections mirror the first two units of analysis discussed in Chapter 2.  Through 

the analysis of the physical landscape and the cultural landscape evidence abounds to 

indicate how these overarching landscapes became the backdrop for the Battle of Paoli.   

 
The Physical Landscape 

 
 To understand the many ways that humans interact with the physical environment, 

it is important to interpret the physical landscape and the geological factors that shape it.  

The physical landscape makes up the settings where humans interact.  Landscapes can 

have both direct and indirect influences on human behavior (Marsh and Lewis 1995:17).  

The following section examines the landforms and geology of Pennsylvania with a 

specific focus on the Southeastern portion of the state and Chester County in particular.   
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 The natural regions of the United States are divided into 34 regions, known as 

Physiographic Provinces.  Although helpful in determining what regions have similar 

landscapes, it is important to acknowledge that when examining regions on such a large-

scale, generalizations are “allowable and advisable” (Fenneman 1938:v).  The large-scale 

grouping of Physiographic Provinces allows for different regions to be compared, 

contrasted, and interpreted, but the large-scale nature of the divisions need to be 

understood as an important context in and of itself.  Physiographic Provinces are 

distinguished by structural frameworks that create distinctive landforms with unique 

vegetation, soils, water, and other resources (Hunt 1967:3).  Pennsylvania is divided into 

seven physiographic regions: the Central Lowlands Province, the Appalachian Plateaus 

Province, the Ridge and Valley Province, the Blue Ridge Province, the Piedmont 

Province, The New England Province, the Atlantic Coastal Plain Province (Shankman 

and James 2002:292).  These landforms reflect areas with similar topographic and 

geologic conditions.  Unlike the conditions in other states, the landforms in Pennsylvania 

have distinct boundaries that are sharp and “unsubtle” (Marsh and Lewis 1995:18).   

The Piedmont Province and the Atlantic Coastal Plain Province represent two 

physiographic regions that are influential to the research associated with this dissertation. 

The Piedmont Province extends from Alabama in the South and to New York in the 

North with elevations ranging between 100 feet to 1200 feet (Hunt 1967).  Most of the 

rocks found in the Piedmont Province are metamorphic and include gneiss and schist, 

with other outcrops of marble and quartzite (Hunt 1967:169).  The Atlantic Coastal Plain 

Province extends from Florida in the South to Maine in the North (Atwood 1940).  This 
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Province is characterized by a gentle slope towards the Atlantic Ocean that formed as sea 

levels retreated, leaving a flat alluvial plain (Atwood 1940:35).    

 In Southeastern Pennsylvania, the Piedmont Province is divided into three 

sections, the Piedmont Upland Section, the Piedmont Lowland Section, and the 

Gettysburg-Newark Lowland Section.  Broad rolling hills and valleys characterize the 

Piedmont Upland Section (Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural 

Resources 2000b).  In contrast, the Piedmont Lowland Section consists of broad, low 

hills that developed on limestone and dolomite rock.  Although most of this section is 

present in Lancaster County, a small vein runs through the Northern part of Chester 

County (Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 2000c).  

Finally, the Gettysburg-Newark Lowland Section consists of low, rolling hills formed on 

red sedimentary rocks that formed when Africa and North America separated nearly 200 

million years ago (Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 

2000d).   Figure 3.1 illustrates and demarcates the landform areas within Pennsylvania 

with the approximate study area located in the red circle.   
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Figure 3.1: Physiographic Provinces of Pennsylvania, Study Area Circled in Red 
(Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 2000a) 

 

 In addition to the physiographic landscape of Southeastern Pennsylvania, it is also 

important to consider other factors, such as climate and water resources.  Throughout the 

year, the climate of the region favored productivity for a wide variety of crops and 

livestock (Lemon 1976:32), which provided for Native Americans as well as later 

European settlers.  The winters in Pennsylvania were variable, but the summers and falls 

provided comfort (Swank 1908:79).  Beyond the climate are water resources.  

Southeastern Pennsylvania has three major rivers: the Delaware, the Susquehanna, and 

the Schuykill (Lemon 1976:37).  These rivers and their many tributaries allowed for 

water to be easily accessed by humans.       
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 The climate and the water resources of Southeastern Pennsylvania supported a 

variety of other natural resources.  A letter from William Penn to the Duke of Ormonde, 

written in 1683, highlights the diversity of natural resources that Pennsylvania yielded.  

Penn’s description includes trees such as “mulberry, white and red, walnut, black, gray, 

and hickory, poplar cedar, Cyprus, chestnut, ash, sassafras, gum, pine, spruce, oake, 

black, white, and red” (quoted in Swank 1908:78).  In addition to these trees, Penn tells 

of the abundant animal resources: “elks, deer, raccoons, beaver, rabbits, turkeys, 

pheasants, heath-birds, pigeons, and partredges [sic]” (quoted in Swank 1908:78).  The 

rivers also yielded many resources such as a variety of fish and waterfowl (Swank 

1908:78).   

In addition to abundant natural resources, the soils across the region are an 

important aspect of the physical environment.  Soils are complex phenomena that occur 

in unique settings across landscapes (Dixon 2002:195).  Specifically, soils form from the 

addition, translocation, transformation, and removal of materials, creating distinct soil 

horizons that have diagnostic physical, chemical, and biological make-ups (Dixon 

2002:178).  Due to the wide varieties of soil composition across the landscape, only the 

soils within the study area of the Paoli Battlefield are discussed.   

Within the study area four soil classifications exist: Baile Silt Loam (Ba), Glenelg 

Silt Loam (GgB), Manor Loam (MaC), and Manor Loam (McD) (USDA 2013).  Baile 

Silt Loam soils are located in depressions of footslopes and are created from the 

weathering of mica schist.  Generally, these soils are not well suited for agriculture.  

Glenelg Silt Loam exists on slopes of three to eight percent.  Located on interfluves and 

hillslopes, GgB soils are found on sideslopes and are created from the weathering of mica 
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schist, resulting in prime farmland.  Manor Loam (MaC) soils develop on landscapes 

with a slope of eight to fifteen percent.  Like Glenelg Silt Loam, MaC soils exist on 

sideslopes, formed from the weathering of mica schist, and are considered prime 

farmland.  MaD soils have the same characteristics as MaC soils; however they are found 

on greater slopes (fifteen to twenty-five percent); thus, these soils are not considered 

applicable for farming (USDA 2013).  Figure 3.2 illustrates the locations of the soils 

present within the study area.   

 

 
Figure 3.2: Map of Soil Classifications within Study Area (USDA 2013) 

  

Understanding the natural environment of Southeastern Pennsylvania provides an 

imperative context for interpreting the human ecology of the region.  As Lewis (1995:2) 

reflects, “It was no single thing that made the [Pennsylvania] Piedmont so attractive, but 

rather a combination: fertile soils, a benevolent climate, an absence of topographic 
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obstacles, and easy access to main avenues of Atlantic trade.”  Lewis’s statement 

illuminates the importance of the physical landscape with specific regards to how it 

influences the cultural landscape.  A region’s environment determines the manner in 

which people settle, develop, and conceptualize the landscapes where they interact on a 

daily basis.  Thus, although by no means comprehensive, the previous discussion 

illustrates the important features of the physical landscape that create a context for 

interpreting the cultural landscape.   

 
The Cultural Landscape: Places, People, Ideologies 

 
 Cultural landscapes develop both consciously and unconsciously, based in part on 

the physical landscape because it influences how, when, and where people conceptualize, 

populate, and develop the spaces where they exist, the cultural landscape.  As Wilbur 

Zelinsky (2002:389) notes, “We cannot do meaningful historical studies without 

appreciating geographical circumstances.”  Zelinksy illuminates the importance of 

considering the physical geography of a space as an influential aspect of the cultural 

geography.  Therefore, understanding and interpreting concepts, such as economic 

landscapes, religious landscapes, political landscapes, and social landscapes, presents 

opportunities to incorporate a holistic interpretation of cultural space by examining 

smaller units of analysis.   

Pennsylvania, the backdrop for the Philadelphia campaign, was founded on 

William Penn’s concepts of diversity; yet, as Miller and Pencak (2002:xxviii) point out, 

despite Penn’s vision, “German, Scots-Irish, Quaker, and Welsh communities tended to 

stick together” as they arrived from Europe.  The homogeneity of early Pennsylvania 

communities lasts to the present where the residents’ allegiances within Pennsylvania 
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center on their hometown as opposed to the state (Miller and Pencak 2002:xxvii).  The 

history of Pennsylvania’s cultural landscape may be interpreted in terms of intersecting 

landscapes: the horizontal and the temporal.  First, Pennsylvania developed regionally 

across the landscape, resulting in distinct sociocultural areas (Zilinsky 2002:393).  Figure 

3.3 illustrates the history of Pennsylvania’s genealogical development and the dates 

associated with the founding of different parts of the state.  Second, the spaces of 

Pennsylvania, once settled, were reproduced and reincorporated over time by new 

technologies, economies, and changing ideologies (Zilinsky 2002:394).  So the early 

settlers of Pennsylvania created their own socio-cultural niches, which over time began to 

integrate. 

 
Figure 3.3: Genealogical Map of Pennsylvania, Adapted from Northumberland County 

Historical Society 
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The following section examines both the horizontal and temporal aspects of 

Southeastern Pennsylvania.  An exploration through the history of Philadelphia and its 

surrounding regions provides a context regarding the cultural landscapes that influenced 

the Battle of Paoli.  Here, the development of the cultural landscape becomes a unit of 

analysis that needs to be incorporated into the broader analysis of conflict.  Thus, 

understanding the history provides three units for interpretation at three different scales: 

Philadelphia, Chester County, and the Bowen house. 

 
Philadelphia 

 
 William Penn received his charter for the land that would be known as 

Pennsylvania in 1681.  He quickly set out to establish Philadelphia as a “greene Country 

Towne” because he wanted to avoid the dirt and congestion that he observed in London 

(Bronner 1982: 33).  The first land buyers were “merchants, shopkeepers, and artisans 

from London, Bristol, Dublin, and other British towns” (Dunn and Dunn 1982:2).  Rather 

than adhering to the layout that Penn radically designed, the first settlers clung to the 

ideas of the old world and quickly developed the land along the Delaware River.  

Philadelphia’s population grew rapidly, driven by trade.  Merchants were able to bring 

goods from the Delaware River and the Atlantic Ocean to trade with farmers from fertile 

lands on the outskirts of the city (Dunn and Dunn 1982:18).  In addition to economic 

opportunities, the early settlers of Philadelphia were often drawn by Penn’s guarantees of 

religious freedom.  Thus, the rights of private property and religious freedom were the 

cornerstones of the early colony and its inhabitants (Dunn and Dunn 1982:29).  

 Philadelphia’s rise to prominence took a winding course throughout the 18th 

century (Bronner 1982:35).  As Europeans flooded not only to the city, but also the 
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surrounding countryside, Philadelphia grew as a home of shipping and mercantile 

interests.  At the turn of the 18th century, Philadelphia had four shipyards dedicated to 

building trade ships, as well as riverboats and fishing crafts.  The creation of these 

shipyards represents the importance that trade would have on Philadelphia.  By the 

1750s, the shipyards moved from the heart of the city between High Street (today’s 

Market Street) and Callowhill Street, to docks further north or south.  The old shipyards 

became wharves that handled the growing import and export businesses housed in 

Philadelphia (Lippincott 1926:218).  By 1771, Philadelphia was handling 50,000 tons of 

goods entering and exiting the wharves (Lippincott 1926:219).  Thus, the production of 

seaworthy ships and the import and export of goods via the Delaware River became the 

backbone of Philadelphia’s economic rise through the 18th century.   

Throughout the 18th century a wide variety of goods passed through Philadelphia.  

Exports, such as wheat, flour, bread, lumber, furniture, and mineral resources, drove the 

economy of Philadelphia  (Bronner 1982:37).  Markets sprang up throughout the city 

during the second quarter of the 18th century.  The High Street Market (Front Street to 

Third Street), the New Market (Second Street between Pine and Cedar (South) Streets), 

and the Callowhill Market (Northern Liberties) offered venues for retail merchants to 

trade their goods and socialize (Bronner 1982:62).  Near the time of the Revolution, 

industrialization began to further spark economic opportunities.  Scottish businessman 

Patrick M’Roberts observed the advances of Philadelphia’s manufacturing as artisans 

produced many goods: “clocks, watches, locks, guns, flints, glass, stone ware, nails, 

paper, cordage, cloth, etc.” (Olton 1974:1).  Such economic opportunities arose in the 
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young city because trade goods from close to home were cheaper than those that would 

normally be imported from England (Olton 1974:2).     

 Philadelphia’s economic success in a relatively short period of time, from its 

founding to the Revolutionary period, is nothing short of miraculous (Burt 1945:69).  The 

explosion of economic opportunity is reflected in the population growth of the city.   In 

1700, the population of Philadelphia stood around 2,200 individuals, but by 1760, that 

number increased to 19,000 (Nash 2006:45).  The results of such growth are mixed.  

First, the growing economic opportunities in Philadelphia lead to a quality of life unseen 

in other colonial and British cities: “Poor people, both men and women, will get near 

three times more wages for their labour [sic] in this countrey [sic] than they can earn 

either in England or Wales” (Burt 1945:70).  Despite the rosy economic scene that Burt 

paints, other historians contend that early Philadelphia was riddled with inequality.  Nash 

reflects that Philadelphia during the 18th century is really a story of two cities.  The first 

tale is that depicted by Burt (1945): economic opportunity driven by the industrious 

craftsmen.  In contrast, the second is a city with growth built on instability.  Through the 

exploitation of indentured and slave labor, the economy grew, but a gap widened between 

the elites and the lower classes (Nash 2006:47).   

 The two stories are most readily illustrated through the passage of time.  During 

the first fifty years of the city, the wealth did tend to be spread equally; however, as 

Philadelphia pushed into the middle of the 18th century, disparities between incomes 

became more obvious (Illick 1976:111).  The changes in economic class coincided with 

changes in social classes and social relationships.  Yet, as a densely packed city with 

people of all groups communicating with one another, “The distance between the 
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workbench and the street was very small . . .  and the relationship between the craftsman 

and his clientele had political and social dimensions” (Nash 2006:61).  Thus, during the 

middle of the 18th century, Philadelphians’ lives extended beyond their shop doors and 

beyond the burgeoning markets.   

The overall economic success of Philadelphia during the 18th century and the 

daily interactions between individuals and groups in different social conditions mask the 

widening disparities and differences.  For example, women played a large role in the 

social and economic realities of the city.  Women assumed many roles in Philadelphia, 

including as retailers, proprietors, and artisans.  Nash (2006:61) notes the variety of roles 

that woman occupied in the city: “At least one third of all retailers were women, and 

perhaps one fifth of all inns, taverns, and boardinghouses were female managed.”  When 

considering the different social and economic roles of the citizenry of Philadelphia, so the 

city was not as male-centric as it is often conceptualized.  This first point of diversity 

helps illustrate the social complexity inherent in Philadelphia during the 18th century.   

As illustrated by the social role that women had in the early economy of 

Philadelphia, the relationship between economic class and social class are intrinsically 

tied together.  Revolutionist Thomas Paine reflected upon the characterizations of 

professions and their intrinsic social values.  Paine breaks early colonial society into two 

categories: “petty producers,” such as farmers and manufacturers, and merchant 

capitalists  (Rosswurm 1987:14).  Paine describes farmers as the “first useful class of 

citizens . . . because everything originally comes from the earth” (Foner 1945:1142-

1143).  Similarly, Paine viewed manufacturers as providing useful services to society 

with their products.  On the other hand, Paine views merchants and shopkeepers as 
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“useful but not important,” noting that their contributions to society were not in tangible 

goods, but rather in profits (Foner 1945:1142-1143).  Another socioeconomic class 

present in colonial Philadelphia was the wage earners.  These individuals performed 

unskilled labor and were therefore often viewed as the lowest rung in the society 

(Rosswurm 1987:17).  Thus, using the framework described by Paine, Philadelphians 

would have ranked groups and individuals based on their “usefulness,” creating a socially 

and economically stratified society.  Philadelphia remained an extremely class-conscious 

city throughout the 18th century.  Yet, social mobility existed in Philadelphia far beyond 

what residents would have found in England (Thayer 1982:99).   

Aside from socioeconomic classes, Philadelphians were also distinguished by 

their religious beliefs.  As previously discussed, Pennsylvania was founded upon the idea 

of religious freedom and liberty.  Throughout the 18th century, immigrants came to 

Philadelphia and its countryside seeking religious freedoms.  Quakers were among the 

first arrivals and composed a majority of religious sects in the young city.  By the middle 

of the 18th century, however, Quakers made up just a quarter of the city’s population 

(Thayer 1982:100).  While the number of Quakers in Philadelphia declined, the number 

of Presbyterians drastically increased (Thayer 1982:100).  Following the Great 

Awakening in the 1730s, the many new Protestant sects that were born in Europe traveled 

to Pennsylvania seeking religious freedom.  Presbyterians came from Scotland and 

Ireland, Lutherans came from German-speaking regions, Reformed Calvinists, Roman 

Catholics, Moravians, and others quickly arrived in Philadelphia (Klepp 2002:83).  These 

groups remained somewhat insular from one another.  Philadelphia, like many other 

diverse places, experienced tensions and suspicions between religious sects, especially 
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between Protestants and Catholics.  Regardless of tensions, each group inherently 

acknowledged that each sect maintained the right to express themselves as guaranteed by 

Penn’s Charter of Liberties (Thayer 1982:101).   

In addition to religious beliefs, social class, and economic class, the ethnic 

diversity of early Philadelphia represents both a melting pot as well as separation and 

segmentation among groups.  An often-cited description comes from J. Hector St. John 

de Crevecoeur, who described the citizens of the American colonies as “strange mixture 

of blood, which you will find in no other country. . . . Here individuals of all nations are 

melted into a new race of men” (Landsman 2010:111).  However, de Crevecoeur’s 

analysis continues into a paradox: people from varying beliefs and backgrounds lived 

“side by side” (Landsman 2010:112).  This paradox seemingly illustrates that, although 

diverse, the early colonies were not integrated.  Philadelphia was no exception to these 

observations.   

Indeed, Philadelphians arrived from around the world.  The first settlers of 

Pennsylvania were English Quakers who followed William Penn to his new colony 

seeking religious freedom.  Shortly after the establishment of Pennsylvania and 

Philadelphia, migrants came from throughout Europe: English, Dutch, French, Scots, 

Irish, Swedes, Finns, Welsh, and Germans all flooded into Philadelphia.  Often hidden in 

the influx of immigrants from Europe were the Native Americans whose land the 

European settlers were infringing upon as well as slaves from Africa.  Thus, Philadelphia, 

more than the rest of the colonies, represented a “fractious diversity” (Taylor 2001:272).  

A demographic stress grew within the early colony as the ideals of pluralism pushed 

against the ideology of ethnic cohesion. 



 

64 
 

The diversity of economic, social, and ethnic ideologies often expressed 

themselves in Philadelphia through discourse regarding political power and subjugation.  

Although Penn planned a colony for the liberties of religious expression, considering the 

times, he did not anticipate such freedoms to spill into freedom of public expression.  

Freedom of expression, though, developed throughout Philadelphia during the 18th 

century.  As freedom blossomed often political expression grew, along with concerns 

regarding the consequences of such liberties.  Thompson (1999:115) notes, “The 

assumption that every man possessed an opinion, and that each was as worthy of 

consideration as the next, held egalitarian implications that affronted the hierarchical 

organization of society and government.”  Thus, with the diversity in population, 

economic, religious, social or ethnic, Philadelphia’s population represented a mosaic of 

political beliefs.  

Throughout the beginning of the 18th century, political power was firmly 

entrenched in a small number of Penn’s early proprietors, mostly Quakers.  But founded 

upon the ideologies of autonomy, Pennsylvania’s General Assembly provided an entity 

for all freemen to have a voice (Lincoln 1968:41).   By the middle of the century, the 

Assembly of Pennsylvania became more representative, therefore prying power away 

from the original gentry (Lincoln 1968:23).  The growing diversity in political 

representation drove the movement of allegiances from the Crown in England to local 

authority.  Although the Quaker dominance of the Assembly diminished through the 18th 

century, there remained a provision that required “the possession of a fifty pounds 

personality [sic] or of a freeholding” to maintain a voice in the Assembly (Lincoln 

1968:78).  Being disenfranchised by property and wealth requirements, many 
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Philadelphians still expressed their political discontent through town meetings and 

extralegal conventions.   

 
 

Chester County 
 
 After Penn received his land grant, he created three counties for governance: 

Philadelphia County, Bucks County, and Chester County.  In the 18th century, Chester 

County was much larger than it is today, encompassing what would later become 

Lancaster and Delaware counties.  By the later half of the 18th century, Chester County 

had a population of about 30,000 individuals residing in fifty-four townships (Warden 

1998:1).  Although many mills and small industrial villages arose along the shores of the 

Schuylkill River, the majority of Chester County in the 18th century was composed of 

small independent farms.  The average family farm covered 125 acres with seven head of 

cattle, three or four horses, eight pigs, ten sheep, and chickens (Klepp 2002:88).  Farm 

size often related to location: smaller farms were found in eastern Chester County near 

the city; whereas larger farms were often situated farther west (Warden 1998:1-2).   

Examining the make-up of these farms, Klepp (2002:88) describes how land was 

often subdivided: “Fifty-three acres were under plow, in hay meadow, or in orchards.  

Another twenty acres were pastureland.  Three acres were devoted to the house, barns, 

springhouse, and corncribs, while the remainder was woodlot, providing lumber fuel, and 

foraging for cattle and pigs.”  In addition, these family farms were far from the mono-

crop fields that dot the landscape today.  Rather, the family farmers harvested and sold a 

variety of goods to market: “vegetables, fruit, flax” among others; as well as animal 

byproducts, such as pork and beef, cheese, and butter (Klepp 2002:88-90).  Thus, Chester 
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County in the 18th century was a prime example of mixed farming. However, the images 

of Chester County farming in the 18th century are often stereotyped in an idyllic manner.  

The reality, though, is quite different.  Rather than self-sufficient units, family farms were 

entangled in a complex system of credit and debit among storeowners, millers, 

shopkeepers, and merchants (Kleep 2002:90).   

The family farmers of Chester County came from the many European cultural and 

ethnic backgrounds also populated Philadelphia throughout the 18th century.  Swedes 

were among the first settlers; however, following Penn’s land grant, Chester County’s 

population surged with Welsh Quakers (Beidler 2002:493).  These early Welsh settlers 

came from the “upper, educated class of Wales” (Browning 1912:19).  Nine men met 

with Penn in London to discuss what would be known as the “Welsh Tract” of Chester 

County.  This tract of land called for 30,000 acres to be granted in blocks of 5,000 acres.  

The agreements associated with each one of these tracts stipulated that the land owners 

would essentially become barons: “Those with whom he [the landowner] divided the land 

settled with him, in his grant, and looked on him as their leader, and it was not necessary 

he should remove to, and reside with them on his purchase” (Browning 1912:33-34).  

Although the meeting between Penn and the Welsh gentlemen, who would become the 

first purchasers, took place in 1681, it was not until 1687 that the land was first surveyed.   

The majority of the Welsh who populated Chester County throughout the 18th 

century were industrious Quakers.  In moving to the New World, the Welsh immigrants 

sought community.  According to Landsman (2010:90), the Welsh Quakers desired 

“farms large enough to settle their families and provide future homes for their children so 

that they would not have to move outside of their families, their communities, and the 
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Society.”   Thus, the Welsh Tract resulted in the creation of somewhat insular 

communities.  The settlers’ sense of community felt among the early pioneers echoed in 

their sense of community, economics, and politics.    

By the time of the American Revolution, Quakers were the largest religious group 

in Chester County, comprising nearly 40 percent of the total population.  Moreover, as 

early settlers, the Quakers in Chester County had centralized their economic prestige and 

political support.  The economic, social, and political contentment among the residents, 

combined with Quaker passivism, led many colonists in the region to join the 

independence movement slowly (Warden 1998:4-5).  Even as sentiments towards 

independence grew, Chester County’s large Quaker population desired a “passive 

resistance” to the Crown, as opposed to active militarism (Warden 1998:12).   

Debates among Chester County residents were not just about how to best attain 

independence, but whether or not the colonies should split away from Britain.  Chester 

County was home to an active group of loyalists, many of whom were the wealthy 

Quakers.  Once violence reached the county in the summer of 1777, many loyalist gangs 

began operations in the county (Warden 1998:19).  Therefore, though less ethnically 

diverse than Philadelphia to the east, Chester County experienced the same political 

tensions that were felt throughout the Colony before, during, and after the American 

Revolution. 

 
Willistown and the Bowen Property 

 
 Analysis of the Bowen property, the property on which the Battle of Paoli took 

place, provides important contextual information regarding the cultural landscape before, 

during, and after the battle of Paoli.  By interpreting the development of the landscape 
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with particular significance paid to the landowners’ economic means and social and 

political ideologies, significant information can be gleaned regarding the conflict itself.  

Moreover, how the cultural landscape changed over time reflects broader societal values.  

Therefore, the following section delineates the history of the Bowen property’s history 

from 17th century land grants through the 20th century as the property was becoming 

memorialized as a public park.   

Much of the following information comes from primary sources held at the 

Chester County Archives.  Deeds, wills, depredations, and maps provide insights into the 

property history.  However, the documentary data regarding the early Welsh Tract 

contains many gaps.  Moreover, tracing the early settlers from Wales creates problems in 

and of itself.  As Beidler (2002:496-497) notes, “Researching Pennsylvanians who came 

from Wales can be made difficult by the group’s comparatively small number of 

surnames—just thirty-nine make up 95 percent of all surnames.”   On the other hand, the 

traditional Welsh naming patterns can be of some assistance.  Generally, “sons were 

named, in order, for paternal grandfather, maternal grandfather, paternal great-

grandfather, and father’s maternal grandfather; daughters were named in a similar 

fashion” (Beidler 2002:497).  The research regarding the Bowen property highlights these 

issues.   

 As a previous section highlights, Welsh settlers drawn by Penn’s vision of the 

Welsh Tract, first inhabited much of Chester County.  In 1681, at Penn’s London meeting 

with potential land-grantees, two Welsh leaders purchased properties that were smaller 

than the original 5,000 acres that Penn requested.  Following the meeting, John Burge 

and Edward Pritchard purchased 750 acres and 2500 acres respectively (Cox Richardson 
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1964:6).  Much of this land would become incorporated into a town known as 

Willistown, today part of Malvern.  Figure 3.4 illustrates the early property lines of John 

Burge and Edward Pritchard, drawn from deed records, to which I have added additional 

notations.  Tax lists show that in 1715, despite being a part of the Welsh Tract, all settlers 

in this region were Englishmen (Browning 1912:491).  This may be due, in part, to the 

fact that many of the men who purchased land within the Welsh Tract did not 

immediately settle their lands, so the first inhabitants were “second generation English 

settlers.”  Moreover, the baronies that Penn promised never truly developed, perhaps in 

part from the influx of non-Welsh settlers (Cox Richardson 1964:5).  Despite the slow 

growth of the region in the first quarter of the 18th century, roads, churches, mills, and 

taverns quickly developed across the landscape in the second quarter of the 18th century: 

Sugartown Road, 1733; Conestoga Road, 1741; and The Warren Tavern, 1745, provide 

three examples. 

Through a pair of land purchases in 1764 and 1770, Welshman Ezekiel Bowen 

purchased 192 acres.  This land makes up much of today’s Malvern Borough.  The 

property originally extended between today’s Warren Avenue on the east, to the original 

Poyer property on the west, and from what is today’s northern border of Malvern 

Preparatory School, to the North edge of the Borough.  After purchasing the 192 acres, 

Bowen began to sell off portions of his property.  In a deed from May of 1772, Ezekiel 

Bowen and his wife Mary sold approximately 53 acres of land to Griffith Jones (Chester 

County Archives 1772).  This parcel is located on the north side of King Road, at the 

edge of the borough.  The farm owned by Bowen was the site of the Battle of Paoli in 

1777. 
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Figure 3.4:  “Three Ancient Tracts” (Cox Richardson 1964: 4), Annotated by Kalos 

  The next recorded land transaction that Bowen performed was in 1803 when he 

sold another parcel to Thomas Griffith and Jehu Griffith, Bowen’s stepson.  Notably, 

Bowen and his wife Esther made this land transfer as husband and wife.  There are no 

primary documents that cite what happened to his first wife, Mary, but it is likely that she 

passed away at some point between 1772 and 1803, and during the interim, Bowen 

remarried Esther Griffith.  This deed also points out that Esther, like Bowen, had been 

previously married and was a widow.  Her previous husband, Benjamin Griffith, was the 

father of Thomas and Jehu.  Upon his death, Benjamin left about 100 acres to his two 
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sons.  Thus, as the 1803 deed notes, the land transfer perhaps served as a dowry between 

Bowen and the sons of Benjamin Griffith, Bowen’s stepsons (Chester County Archives 

1803).   

 Following the 1803 land sale, Bowen, in 1805, registered his will with the state.  

The will provides important insights into Bowen’s wealth, possessions, and familial 

relationships.  First, Bowen notes that his estate should satisfy all of his debts.  Following 

the payment of his debts, Bowen leaves one third of his land holdings to his wife, Esther.  

Next, he leaves five-hundred pounds to his son, Benjamin, and should Benjamin die, the 

money passes to Benjamin’s children, Bowen’s grandchildren.  Notably, Bowen requests 

that of his grandchildren, the sons should receive “double as much as the daughters” 

(Chester County Archives 1805).  The will continues to divide monetary funds among his 

grandchildren.  In addition to providing funds for his family, Bowen also bequeaths ten 

pounds to St. Peter’s Church, requiring that the interest on the ten pounds should be used 

to pay the minister who officiates at the church.  Finally, Bowen calls for the remainder 

of his estate, notably the property, to pass to his son Benjamin (Chester County Archives 

1805).   

 Shortly after filing the will, Bowen passed away, and it was executed on the 

November 26, 1805, just four months following its registry.  Judging from the mark that 

he left on the will, compared to the mark that he left on his earlier land transactions, it 

appears that Bowen was in poor health.  Figure 3.5 illustrates the ornate mark Bowen left 

earlier in his life, compared to the later scratch-like mark.  Following his passing, 

Bowen’s estate was inventoried and appraised at 1500 pounds, fourteen schillings, and 

zero pence.  A table in Appendix A provides an itemized list of Bowen’s estate.   
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Figure 3.5: Comparison of Ezekiel Bowen’s Mark (Chester County Archives 1772 and 
1805, annotated by Kalos) 

 
 A year following the execution of Bowen’s will, the Bowen farm passed to Jehu 

Griffith (Chester County Archives 1805, Cox Richardson 1964:8).  Following Jehu’s 

inheritance of the Bowen property from his stepfather, the trail of documentation 

becomes murky.  However, based on the evidence that does exist, Jehu Griffith’s 

daughter, Hannah, who was born in 1820, owned and maintained the property until 1889 

(Cox Richardson 1964:9).  During the Griffith’s ownership of the Bowen property, little 

is recorded regarding the development of the home site.  More documentation exists with 

regard to the western portion of the property, as it is associated with the burial and the 

1772

1805
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monument dedicated to the men who lost their lives during the battle, which will be 

discussed later in this chapter.   

The maps from the late 19th and early 20th century provide insights regarding how 

the Griffiths altered the landscape from the simple log structure where Ezekiel Bowen 

resided.  The first map with any reference to Hannah Griffith’s ownership of the Bowen 

property comes from an 1873 atlas of Willistown (Figure 3.6).  This map highlights only 

a single structure on the property; however, the scale and context of the map does not 

mean other outbuildings or structures were not present. Two maps from 1883 present two 

different perspectives on the property.  The first map (Figure 3.7) comes from land 

surveys with regard to farms; it notes the Griffith property with a barn and a house.  The 

second map (Figure 3.8) comes from the same survey; however, this map provides more 

detail with regard to the types of structures on the properties, both in terms of structure 

(stone, brick, frame), as well as utility (barn or house).  Just fourteen years after the 

publication of the Kirk map, an 1897 map (Figure 3.9) illustrates a greatly expanded 

cultural landscape on the Griffith property.  As opposed to the singular structure in the 

previous maps, this map shows a stone main house, accompanied by a barn and three 

frame outbuildings.   

In the 20th century, a 1900 map published by J.L. Smith (Figure 3.10) represents 

important illustrations regarding the Griffith property.  First, it notes that Hannah Griffith 

no longer owns the property herself, but the property belongs to her estate.  Second, it 

shows frame structures that are attached to the main stone house.  Later, in 1912, maps 

illustrate that the property officially passed from the Griffith family and therefore away 

from Ezekiel Bowen’s kin (Figure 3.11).  At this point, Harry B. Rosengarten owned the 
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property.  This map is crucial for other reasons as well.  First, the map depicts plans for 

future subdivisions of the property: First Avenue and Second Avenue are planned to 

extend east and west through the northern part of the property.  In addition, Wayne 

Avenue, Griffith Avenue, Prospect Avenue, and Powellton Avenue are planned to run 

north-south and connect to Monument Avenue.  The second crucial aspect of this map is 

that it shows fewer outbuildings associated with the Bowen-Griffith farm.   

The Bowen-Griffith farm continued to undergo changes through the first half the 

20th century.  The property eventually passed from Rosengarten to the Malvern 

Preparatory School.  During this time the home of the Bowens and the Griffiths finally 

came down.  However, through much of the second quarter of the 20th century, the house 

stood in ruins.  Finally, after a fire in the 1950s, the house was torn down.  Many of the 

logs from the Bowen house were used in the construction of the Malvern Boy Scout 

cabin, located on the Paoli Memorial Parade Grounds to the west adjacent the battlefield.  

In addition to the logs, the new Scout cabin included the stone sill from the Bowen house 

(Cox Richardson 1964:8).  A 1933 map and a 1950 map further illustrate a change in 

landscape.  The former (Figure 3.12) shows that the barn built by Hannah Griffith in the 

19th century was taken down, and the latter (Figure 3.13) illustrates the complete removal 

of all structures on the Bowen-Griffith property.  In addition, these maps depict how 

suburbanization was rapidly encroaching upon the farm field that was once the site of the 

battle in 1777.   
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Figure 3.6: Cropped version of 1873 Atlas showing Hannah Griffith’s property (Witmer 
1874) 
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Figure 3.7: 1883 Breau’s Farm Map showing Hannah Griffith’s Property  

(Kirk 1883:76) 
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Figure 3.8: 1883 Map with Sanborn Information (Kirk 1883:221) 
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Figure 3.9: 1897 Sanborn Map of Hannah Griffith’s Property (Kiser et al 1897:12) 
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Figure 3.10: 1900 Map of Hannah Griffith’s property (Smith 1900:33) 

 
 

 

 
Figure 3.11: 1912 Mueller Map showing the Former Bowen-Griffith property (Mueller 

1912:15) 
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Figure 3.12: 1933 Map of the Site of the Bowen Farm (Franklin Survey Co. 1933:11) 
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Figure 3.13: 1950 Franklin Survey map showing the former Bowen-Griffith Farm 

(Franklin Survey Co. 1950:13) 
 

 As primary documents, land agreements and maps provide important information 

regarding land ownership and cultural features, such as the location of buildings and 

roadways; however these materials do not consider the more micro remnants of the 

cultural landscape.  In the case study laid out in this dissertation, other primary resources 

provide insights into the material world of the inhabitants of the property.  Most notable 

are county records: wills and depredations.   

 Wills represent important documents in constructing the material world of 

individuals.  Specifically, they indicate the objects and values that individuals interacted 
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with on a daily basis.  The table located in Appendix A provides the objects that Ezekiel 

Bowen owned and their value.  Most objects are typical of an 18th century Chester 

County farm.  Under closer scrutiny, though, they can help create a reconstruction of the 

physical space.  For example, Bowen’s Will cites his ownership of “A Bed and Bedding 

Upstairs” (Chester County Archives 1805).  Although many sources describe the house 

on the Bowen property in the 18th century as a log structure, no details remain about its 

construction technique.  But Browning (1912:39) lays out a description of common 

Welsh log homes in the New World: 

The directions for building the log house are particular as to trees, how to get 
them ready, etc.  It should be “thirty foot long and eighteen foot broad,” “with a 
partition neer the middle, and an other to divide one end of the House into two 
small Rooms,” and a loft over all, the floor of which to be of “clapbord” . . . “This 
may seem a mean way of Building, but ‘tis sufficient and safest for ordinary 
beginners.” [sic] 

 
Combining these two points of information, a deduction can be made regarding the 

appearance and utility of the Bowen house.  The log structure was likely quite sizeable.  

The first floor, if built to the specifications described by Browning (1912), would be 

approximately 540 square feet.  Moreover, integrating information from Browning to 

Bowen’s Will, it becomes clear that there was useable space above the first level, which, 

if the same size as the lower level, would also be 540 square feet, for a total of 1080 

square feet of living space.   

 In addition to wills providing data regarding the material realm of homes, 

depredations filed by landowners in 1782 indicate the material realms of other 

landowners.  In 1782 the government set out to document the destruction of property 

during the American Revolution.  Such depredation reports were meant to obtain funds 

(reparations) from the British during the peace talks.  Surprisingly, the Bowen family did 
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not file for depredations as a result of the conflict that took place on their property; 

however, eleven residents in Willistown did.  The plunder of the British army varied by 

landowner with items including pigs, horses, cows, crops, money, stoneware and more.  

One landowner, Thomas Jones, even filed that he lost a servant to the British Army: “1 

Servant man whose time is compuled [sic] to be worth Eleven pounds.  This servant 

joined the British Army, which acct. is certified by his widow, Hannah Jones” (Chester 

County Archives 1782).  Most notable in the list of depredations from Willistown is that 

filed by Esther Griffith.  As previously discussed, Ezekiel Bowen and Esther Griffith 

married one another after they were both left widowed.  In a depredation, Esther filed for 

the loss of “4 nimber [sic] cows & 2 Yearling cows” worth 24 pounds (Chester County 

Archives 1782).  It is surprising that Bowen did not personally file for any depredations; 

however, his connection with Esther Griffith creates a direct relationship between Bowen 

and the financial aftermath of the conflict.  Additionally, though he may not have filed 

for repayment, his property was the site of the battle, and therefore directly impacted, 

although perhaps not monetarily.   

 

Discussion 

 The previous section of this chapter lays out the cultural history of a broad 

geographic region, pointing out the social, political, and economic complexities that 

existed in the 18th century through the 20th century.  As all archaeologists note, context is 

of the utmost importance.  Illustrating the cultural landscapes of Philadelphia, Chester 

County, Willistown, and the Bowen property provides important contexts for discussing a 

litany of issues.  The Philadelphia Campaign did not happen in isolation as a series of 
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battles and conflicts.  Rather, the Campaign was strongly influenced by the cultural 

landscape.  Therefore, to truly understand the Philadelphia Campaign and the Battle of 

Paoli, we must understand the details of the cultural landscape.  From an archaeological 

perspective, it is important to recognize the significance of the cultural groups that were 

interacting with the physical and cultural landscapes prior to and after the conflict.  

Incorporating the cultural landscape into the archaeological study of conflict illuminates 

aspects of violence that are often overlooked; specifically the roles of diverse groups and 

how they can be understood in the context of conflict.  Thus, the previous discussion 

constitutes important background for interpreting the conflict holistically.  However, as 

one aim of this dissertation, the cultural history background is just one unit for 

interpretation; the battle landscape provides the next. 

 

Discussion 

 Chapter 2 makes the argument that military sites and conflict sites are products of 

many factors, and many avenues of interpretation exist to holistically understand them.  

This chapter lays out the complex histories of the physical landscape and the cultural 

landscape.  These histories, though, are not isolated from one another.  Rather they are 

overarching and dynamically intertwined within a multifaceted historical web.   

 First, the physical landscape needs to be interpreted for several reasons.  

Fundamentally, it is the physical landscape that affects human actions and interactions.  

Landscape features, such as topography, water resources, and soil compositions, greatly 

influence how, when, where, and why individuals and groups settle, utilize, and benefit 

from the natural environment.  In the case of Southeastern Pennsylvania, the landscape 
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was especially appealing to settlers from Europe.  The Philadelphia region’s natural 

resources, most notably fertile soils for farming, brought many immigrants to the region.  

Beyond the soils, though, the Delaware River and Schuylkill River provided access for 

travel and trade throughout the mid-Atlantic region, to the other colonies, and to Europe.  

Undoubtedly, the natural resources of the physical landscape influenced how people 

began to populate and conceptualize the spaces where they interacted in Southeastern 

Pennsylvania.   

 As the physical landscape drew European immigrants throughout the 17th and 18th 

centuries, these settlers brought with them their cultural conceptualizations of the world 

where they began their lives.  The physical landscape was one of the factors that drew the 

first immigrants from Europe, but it was also William Penn’s plan for Pennsylvania that 

played a significant role in pulling individuals and groups from diverse backgrounds to 

the colony.  Quickly, Pennsylvania and Philadelphia, one of the most important cities in 

North American, became the epicenter for social, economic, and political strength and 

diversity in the New World.  As more settlers came and the population expanded, new 

cultural connections developed into a complex social, political, and economic web of 

relationships.  These intangible webs of cultural connections are also tied together 

through roadways, taverns, and other cultural landscape features.  Thus, the cultural 

landscape developed in a specific manner that was influenced not only by the individuals, 

but the physical landscape. 

 Beyond the overarching importance of the physical landscape and the cultural 

landscape, these units of analysis inform the archaeological research of the Battle of Paoli.  

As stated above, the physical landscape enticed European settlers to the region.  Among 
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those settlers were the Bowens.  The historical research into the Bowen property helps 

relate the daily lives of those who lived on the property.  Specifically, the inventory 

performed following the death of Ezekiel Bowen shows the objects that the family would 

have interacted with on a daily basis.  It also provides a glimpse as to the objects and how 

they were valued at the time.  Knowing the objects that were present at the property in the 

18th century helps tie together the archaeological evidence to the lives of those who 

inhabited the space.  In order to connect the Bowens and the community of Willistown to 

the Battle, it is important to understand their lives, how they lived, and how they 

conceptualized the their social space.  Thus, the historical background of the physical 

landscape and the cultural landscape provides specific information that creates the 

context for the study of the Battle of Paoli and provides the setting for the archaeological 

research.   
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CHAPTER 4 
BATTLE HISTORY AND THE MEMORY OF PAOLI 

 
Introduction 

  
 Whereas the previous chapter provided broad contexts for the Battle of Paoli, this 

chapter examines the battle in much finer detail.  Specifically, the following chapter 

discusses the historical background associated with the battle landscape and the 

mnemonic landscapes.   These backgrounds coincide with the final two landscapes 

developed in the theoretical framework created in Chapter 2.  Archaeological studies 

demand to be studied in scale.  As such, the measure of detail regarding the historical 

background is equally as important.  As the previous chapter describes, the broad 

historical contexts of the physical landscape and the cultural landscape play significant 

roles in interpreting conflict sites, but here more details regarding the battle landscape 

and the mnemonic landscape are imperative.  Exploring the details of the battle and how 

it has been remembered through time is important to provide the context for interpreting 

the material remains of battle.   

 
The Battle Landscape: The Battle of Paoli 

 
 Many military historians look at battles in terms of a battle’s decisiveness.  The 

outcomes of one battle influence the concurrent contexts of the greater war.  In 

anthropology, Franz Boas lays out this idea, calling it historical particularism.  Boas 

(1920:314) writes, “In order to understand history it is necessary to know not only how 

things are, but how they have come to be.”  Applying these concepts to conflict 

archaeology, it is important to examine broad contexts of battles.  Researchers must 

understand how previous battles create circumstances that affect the subsequent battles.  



 

88 
 

Moreover, it is important to consider how these battles are interpreted following the 

cessation of violence.  In the case of the Battle of Paoli, interpreting the Philadelphia 

Campaign provides ample context.  

 
Philadelphia Campaign: Actions Before the Battle of Paoli 

 
 At the start of 1777, the American Revolution was situated in New York and New 

Jersey.  General William Howe occupied New York City with outposts in Amboy and 

Brunswick, New Jersey.  Meanwhile, General George Washington occupied a defensive 

position in Morristown, New Jersey.  Throughout the spring of 1777 the British and 

American armies engaged in small indecisive skirmishes (Wood 1990:92).  Unable to 

destroy Washington’s army in New Jersey, Howe set his sights on Philadelphia, the 

capital of the colonies.  Many historians debate Howe’s intentions in setting out for 

Philadelphia (Stephenson 2007:267).  Some view the capital as not holding much 

strategic significance, but the occupation of the capital would represent a symbolic blow 

to the young confederation of states.  Additionally, by distracting Washington in a series 

of battles for Philadelphia, Howe would prevent Washington from “interdicting General 

John Burgoyne” as he marched from Canada (Stephenson 2007:267-268).  Moreover, 

beyond the strategy of disrupting Washington and the symbolic nature of Philadelphia, 

the city was important as an economic and industrial hub: controlling the city would 

weaken the Americans’ ability to pay for and provide supplies for an on-going conflict.   

 Once Howe made the decision to attack Philadelphia, he debated with his officers 

about whether his army should march through New Jersey or sail southward from New 

York, then march north.  On July 23 Howe and 15,000 British and Hessian troops 

boarded over 260 ships and sailed down the coast of New Jersey (Wood 1990:92).  Howe 
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reached the Delaware cape on July 29, where he rendezvoused with Captain Sir Andrew 

Snape Hamond.  The men discussed whether it would be prudent to continue up the 

Delaware River for a direct assault on Philadelphia, or to continue further south and up 

the Chesapeake Bay.  Howe made the decision to launch a land-based attack on 

Philadelphia from the Chesapeake, but sailing from the mouth of the Delaware up the 

Chesapeake was grueling.  It took another twenty-five days for Howe’s armada to reach 

the Head of Elk, Maryland, fifty-four miles from Philadelphia (Carrington 1877:366).  

During the period at sea, Howe’s men had to throw overboard 300 dead and dying horses 

(Stephenson 2007:270).  Both men and animals were starving.  Figure 4.1 illustrates the 

path of war as it transitioned from New York to Southeastern Pennsylvania.   
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Figure 4.1: Seat of War September 1777 (McGuire 2000:15) 

 During the British journey from New York, Washington relied on his intelligence 

networks, attempting to predict the movements and goals of Howe’s voyage.  At first, 

Washington wondered why Howe would move south, as opposed to assisting Burgoyne 

in the north.  Washington was “puzzled . . . being unable to account upon any plausible 

Plan . . . Why … [Howe] should go to the southward rather than cooperate with Mr. 

Burgoyne” (Stephenson 2007:269).  Although Philadelphia was the likely goal of Howe’s 

movements, his location to the southwest put in jeopardy Lancaster, the colony’s largest 

inland city, producer of important military supplies, and site of British and Hessian 
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prisoner of war camps (McGuire 2006:123). Washington debated whether it was 

Lancaster or Philadelphia that was Howe’s aim.  However, Howe’s intentions quickly 

became clear as his troops moved northward from the Head of Elk through Maryland and 

into Delaware. 

 At Cooch’s Bridge, near Aiken’s Tavern, the British advance encountered an 

American outpost.  Skirmishing erupted and after a few volleys from both sides, the 

British army, along with Hessian Jägers, pursued the fleeing Americans.  The pursuit, 

though, was limited to the advanced guard; the mass of Howe’s army did not pursue.  

Following the battle known as Cooch’s Bridge, Howe camped on the field and sat idle for 

five days.  Howe’s lack of pursuit allowed Washington to flee the Delmarva Peninsula 

and reorganize his troops and his strategy (McGuire 2006:160-162).   

 As previously discussed, each battle influences the next.  This is exemplified with 

the Battle of Brandywine, following the Battle of Cooch’s Bridge.   Howe’s non-pursuit 

of the Americans allowed Washington to move freely away from a larger conflict and 

dictate the next engagement.  On September 9, Washington positioned his army on the 

east side of the Brandywine Creek, which varied in width between fifty and 150 yards 

(Wood 1990:95).  Washington posted Brigadier General John Armstrong’s Pennsylvania 

militia on the most defensible terrain along his left flank.  General Nathanael Greene’s 

divisions, along with Wayne’s Pennsylvania regulars, were stationed in the center.  

Finally, John Sullivan’s division made up Washington’s right flank.  Overall, the terrain 

played a key role in the battle.  Armies could ford the Brandywine Creek only at certain 

locations.  Moreover, Washington’s army was settled on high ground that was densely 
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wooded.  In theory, Washington and his army of 11,000 men had a formidable defensive 

position (Stephenson 2007:270).  

 On the night of September 10, British General Knyphausen began to position his 

troops along the west banks of the Brandywine.  On the morning of September 11, Lord 

Cornwallis marched 7,500 British and Hessian troops north from Kennett Square.  

Howe’s plan was to have Knyphausen direct a frontal assault on the main force of 

Washington’s army.  Meanwhile, Cornwallis would march 12 miles to the north to an 

unprotected ford of the Brandywine and attack Washington’s right flank.  The battle 

began in the morning and continued throughout the heat of a warm September day.  At 

5PM Washington wrote to Congress, “It still continues” (McGuire 2006:240).  As the day 

turned to evening, Cornwallis’s flanking maneuver allowed the British to capture the 

field.  Despite Cornwallis’s pincer maneuver, Washington was able to rally his flank and 

prevent the complete destruction of his army.  The British, after taking the field, again did 

not pursue Washington.  One British officer noted, “General Sunset saved the Rebell 

Artillery and prevented a pursuit, but they retreated in the utmost confusion to Chester 

and many of them never stopt [sic] til they got to Philadelphia” (Quoted in McGuire 

2006:261). 

 As Howe remained on the fields near the Brandywine, Washington moved his 

army deeper into Chester County.  On September 15, Washington camped his army near 

the White Horse Tavern.  The tavern, one of the oldest in the county, lay at the 

intersection of six major roadways.  The roads led to Philadelphia, to Lancaster, to the 

iron furnaces of what is now Berks County, to Wilmington, to Chester, to Valley Forge, 

and to Swedes Ford, the best crossing of the Schuylkill River (McGuire 2000:28).  While 
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camped near the White Horse, Washington wrote to John Hancock in Philadelphia, “We 

are moving up this [Lancaster] Road to get in between the enemy and the Swedes Ford 

and to prevent them from turning our right flank, which they seem to have a violent 

inclination to effect, by all their Movements” (Quoted in McGuire 2000:29).  This quote 

outlines Washington’s intentions, but importantly too, it shows how he is weary of being 

flanked on the right as he was at the earlier Battle of Brandywine.   

 On September 16, Washington’s and Howe’s armies came into contact with one 

another.  Skirmishing began in mid afternoon.  The Pennsylvania militia, which was the 

first to encounter Cornwallis’s men, quickly crumbled under pressure.  A large-scale 

battle between the armies, though, would not materialize.  Rain from a tropical storm 

bogged down the roadways.  As a result, the British were unable to pursue the American 

Army.  Captain Ewald, of the Hessian Jägers noted, “This terrible rain caused the roads to 

become so bottom-less that not one wagon, much less a gun, could get through” (Quoted 

in McGuire 2000:36).  Thus, this series of skirmishes became known as the Battle of the 

Clouds.   

Unfortunately, few journals exist from Hessian officers like Ewald that can 

corroborate his perspective.  However, as the historian who translated his diary 

proclaims, “His accuracy and reliability are clear not only from corroborating evidence 

but from the commendations and praise he received, the esteem in which he was held, 

and the innate honesty of the man himself”  (Tustin 1979:xxii).  Despite some limitations, 

Ewald’s journal provides important information as a seemingly “neutral” observer, 

bringing both criticism and praise upon the American and British armies.  For these 
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reasons, a certain amount of prominence may be placed upon Ewald’s words, especially 

with regards to the Philadelphia Campaign.   

 

The Battle of Paoli 

The rains that fell on the 16th continued through the next day, slowing the 

movements of both armies.  Washington moved to resupply his army at Warwick 

Furnace, where he could attain gunpowder not drenched in the rain.  Meanwhile, the 

British made camp near the Boot Tavern.  On September 18, word reached Washington 

that the British were disembarking from their camp near the Boot Tavern and moving 

towards the White Horse Tavern, where they arrived later on the same day. After 

receiving word of the British movements, Washington provided orders to General 

Anthony Wayne and his Pennsylvania Regulars to move behind the rear of the British to 

“harass” them as they marched from the White Horse Tavern (McGuire 2000:43).  At the 

same time, Washington ordered General Smallwood and his Maryland Militia to 

rendezvous with Wayne’s corps.  

 On September 19, Wayne and his 2200 men, made of the 1st and 2nd Pennsylvania 

Brigades, arrived two miles behind the British camp at Tredyffrin, which stretched 

northeast to southwest.  Washington urged Wayne to be careful not to let the British 

know of his whereabouts: “—Give me the earliest Information of every thing Interesting 

& of your moves that I may know how to govern mine by them—the cutting of the 

Enemy’s Baggage [supply wagons] would be a great matter—but take care of 

Ambuscades” (McGuire 2000:65).   
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Wayne and Washington continued to exchange correspondence throughout the 

evening of the 19th, with at least one note falling into Howe’s hands, revealing 

Washington’s plans.  Late in the evening of the 19th, Wayne moved his camp from near 

the Paoli Tavern to a position south of the Warren Tavern on the farmland of Ezekiel 

Bowen.  During his court martial in October, Wayne described his position south of the 

Warren Tavern:  

“To you . . . who know and are Acquainted with the Nature and manner in which 
Encampments are and Ought to be Chose in the face of an Enemy—I need say no 
more than, that the Ground we lay on was the Strongest and Best suited for our 
Purpose, that could be found for many Miles . . . the Disposition was Perfect for 
Defense.” (Quoted in McGuire 2000:73-74)   
 

Colonel Thomas Hartley, a commander attached to Wayne’s brigades, echoed the 

sentiments at Wayne’s court martial:  

[It was] on some high Ground above the Warren Tavern on the Lancaster Road.  
the Right of his Division towards Philada.  In part of the Front was a small wood 
and a Corn Field—on the Right a small wood and some open Fields—there were 
Roads passing the Flanks. . . .  Genl. Wayne being acquainted with the Country 
chose the Ground himself. (Quoted in McGuire 2000:74)   

 
 In addition to selecting his campsite due to the strategic nature of the landscape, 

Wayne selected the location due to the sentiments of the landowners.  The land where he 

camped belonged to Ezekiel Bowen, and the farm to the west belonged to Cromwell 

Pearce, and both landowners were “friends of Independence” (McGuire 2000:74).  

Moreover, the farms had numerous springs, so the army would have access to fresh 

water.  Wayne, a farmer from the area, understood the devastation that an army could 

cause on the land, and therefore he ordered his men not to disassemble the fences that 

lined the farm fields, especially since the landowners were patriots.  Wayne was also 
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following direct orders from Washington with regards to this matter.  In his General 

Orders, issued on September 4, Washington wrote, 

Notwithstanding all the cautions, the earnest requests, and the positive orders of 
the Commander in Chief, to prevent our own army from plundering our own 
friends and fellow citizens, yet to his astonishment and grief, fresh complaints are 
made to him. … We complain of the cruelty and barbarity of our enemies; but 
does it equal ours?  They sometimes spare the property of their friends: But some 
amongst us, beyond expression barbarous, rob even them!  Why did we assemble 
in arms?  Was it not, in one capital point, to protect the property of our 
countrymen? . . . if officers in the least connive at such practices, the 
licentiousness of some soldiers will soon be without bounds. (Quoted in McGuire 
2000:77)  

 
Wayne’s actions, combined with Washington’s orders, would produce a disastrous 

outcome for Wayne’s men.   

 While Wayne’s men camped dangerously close to Howe’s army in Tredyffrin, 

Washington moved his main army of 7000 men to Howe’s opposite flank.  Therefore, 

Howe was encircled with Wayne to his right flank and Washington to his left, so Howe 

had to take action, removing the initiative from the Continental Army.  With intelligence 

from his spy network, Howe learned of Wayne’s position to his rear and plotted a 

surprise attack (McGuire 2000:87).  Figure 4.2 shows the movements of the American 

and British Armies leading up to the Battle of Paoli. 
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Figure 4.2: Movement of the American and British Armies preceding the Battle of Paoli 
(McGuire 2000:75) 

 
 In the afternoon and into the evening of September 20, Wayne received word 

from “old Mr. Jones” that his position behind Howe had been compromised and was no 

longer secret (McGuire 2000:144).  For reasons unclear, Wayne did not move his 

location.  Rather, he expanded his picket network, establishing six pickets along the 

roadways surrounding his camp.  Picket 1 was located one mile from Wayne’s camp at 

the Paoli Tavern.  Picket 2 was stationed half a mile at Wayne’s rear right.  Picket 3 was 

located to right of the artillery.  Picket 4 held a position three quarters of a mile to the 
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right of the camp on the Lancaster Road.  Picket 5 stood at the Warren Tavern.  Picket 6 

was to the left of the camp at the fork of two roads (McGuire 2000:88-89).   

 Remaining information from the time does not recount the discussions that Howe 

had with his officers as to the best strategy; however, he eventually decided to send 

Major General Charles Grey and between 1200 and 1500 infantry to lead an attack on 

Wayne’s encampment.  Prior to marching out, Grey ordered his troops to unload their 

muskets and remove their gunflints.  Captain André later recalled the order in his journal:  

It was represented to the men that firing discovered us to the Enemy, hid them 
from us, killed our friends and produced a confusion favorable to the escape of 
the Rebels and perhaps productive of disgrace to ourselves.  On the other hand, by 
not firing we knew the foe to be wherever fire appeared and a charge [of 
bayonets] ensured his destruction; that amongst the Enemy those in the rear would 
direct their fire against whoever fired in front, and they would destroy each other. 
(Quoted in McGuire 2007:93)    
 

Around 10 PM on Saturday, September 20, Grey’s force departed the main of the British 

camp at Tredyffrin.  The British, as they left camp, did not know the precise location of 

Wayne’s troops, only that they were near the Warren Tavern.  As the British marched 

toward the Warren, they collected any civilians they encountered to prevent word from 

reaching Wayne regarding the British movements.  

 Upon reaching the Warren Tavern, the British were at a loss as to specific 

location of the American camp.  The British awoke a blacksmith from near the Warren 

and coerced him to divulge Wayne’s location.  The blacksmith led the British eastward 

down the Lancaster Road, where they encountered Picket 4.  The picket fired a volley, 

but was ineffective, falling to the British bayonets and sabers.  Hearing the fire from the 

picket and with intelligence pouring into his camp, Wayne began to order his men to 
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form their battle lines.  Despite these orders, Wayne still did not know from which 

direction the British would attack (McGuire 2000:100).   

 At midnight on September 21, Wayne rode through his camp, shouting orders at 

his men.  Hearing the gunfire from the picket, Wayne quickly realized the British would 

be coming from his right flank, the east.  He ordered the baggage and artillery to 

withdraw to the west.  As Picket 4 gave way and the surviving men retreated, they were 

quickly followed by the British Dragoons.  Picket 3, seeing men running at them in the 

night, opened fire on the retreating men, so the British plan of friendly fire proved 

correct.  Meanwhile, in camp Wayne dispatched the 1st Pennsylvania’s light infantry to 

support the pickets while the remainder of the men moved to retreat to the west.  As 

Wayne watched his men retreat, he realized that their maneuver had stalled; the well-

fenced fields were creating a bottleneck for the artillery.  In addition, the rain-soaked 

field made the movement of the field pieces particularly difficult.  Wayne’s decision not 

to destroy the fences was delaying his retreat and subjecting his men to the wrath of the 

British bayonets (McGuire 2000).   

 Three waves of British soldiers stormed the American camp.  Swarming through 

the American campfires, the British burned the American huts and put the straggling 

American soldiers to bayonet.  Wayne continued to struggle to organize a fighting retreat.  

He ordered the 4th Pennsylvania Regiment to form a battle line and defend the rear of the 

retreating troops.  Wayne hoped that by this time General Smallwood and the Maryland 

Militia would be nearby to aid in the retreat; however, they did not arrive.  By the time 

that Smallwood was within a mile of the American camp, his men heard the gunfire from 

the retreating Americans.  Then Smallwood’s men were engaged by some of the advance 
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British forces, and Smallwood’s militia quickly scattered, despite his efforts to organize 

battle lines to cover the retreat.  Soon, nearly 1000 of his men had vanished into the night 

(McGuire 2000:124).  Figure 4.3 shows the British movements as they entered the 

American camp and the subsequent American retreat.   

 

Figure 4.3:  The Battle of Paoli (McGuire 2000:117) 

The fighting associated with the Battle of Paoli took less than an hour.  The 

British pursued the Americans for two miles before returning to the former campsite to 
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collect the dead and wounded.  From the British perspective, the attack was an 

astonishing success:  they were able to drive Wayne from the field and to capture 

valuable supplies.  One British officer reported that the army made off “9 loaded wagons 

with four horses each and brought off their cattle.”  Captain André expanded the booty, 

bragging, “We took eight wagons and teams with flour, biscuit and baggage” (McGuire 

2000:132).  Despite taking the field, the British eventually continued after the American 

army, leaving the devastation to the citizens. 

The number of dead and wounded varied through different accounts.  The number 

that holds the most weight comes from Colonel Adam Hubley, who received numbers 

from an eye-witness.  In a letter, Hubley later relayed the number: “We bury’d our Dead 

next day in the field of Battle, (52 brave fellows) All kill’d by the sword & bayonet” 

(Quoted in McGuire 2000:146).  On the morning of the 21st, civilians from the area 

descended upon the field to care for the fallen and wounded.  The field was soaked in rain 

and blood.  Bodies, slashed by bayonet and sword, were strewn about the field.  A 

Willistown farmer, Joseph Cox, noted how the landscape was dotted with dropped 

muskets, lost equipment, and bits of ragged clothing.  The fences that Wayne original left 

intact were dismantled and destroyed.  Thus began the clean-up following the battle 

(McGuire 2000:147).   

  

After Paoli: The Battle of Germantown and the March to Valley Forge 

As was the case following the battles of Cooch’s Bridge and Brandywine, the 

British did not actively pursue the defeated enemy.  Washington moved his army 

northward, situating himself between the British Army and Reading.  Howe, though, 
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sought Philadelphia.  Washington’s movements to the North created an open path for 

Howe to march on the capital city.  On September 26, Howe’s army paraded uncontested 

through the streets of Philadelphia.  Howe stationed the majority of his troops in 

Germantown, hoping to seize an opportunity to move out and attack the Continental 

Army.  Washington, although beaten throughout September, wanted to engage Howe and 

retake Philadelphia.  For the first time, he truly took the initiative in the Philadelphia 

Campaign (Taaffe 2003:94).  On Saturday, October 4, Washington marched on 

Germantown (McGuire 2000). 

After reconnoitering the British camp at Germantown, Washington planned his 

attack.  He would send four separate columns to simultaneously assail the British from 

four different directions (Taaffe 2003:95).  One prong on Washington’s multi-frontal 

attack was Conway’s Pennsylvania Brigade.  Although not present at Paoli, these 

Pennsylvania men “were eager to give the ‘bloodhound’ a payback for” the Paoli 

Massacre (McGuire 2000:169).  So, in an eerily similar manner to the British attack at 

Paoli, Conway’s brigade stealthily moved towards the British’s pickets with sabers drawn 

with the intention of “surprising and silencing them without firing a shot” (McGuire 

2000:169).  Wayne’s men too, were seeking vengeance.  As his wave of troops moved 

towards the British lines, shouts of “Revenge Wayne’s affair!” roared above the gunfire 

(McGuire 2000:170).  Wayne himself later recounted the battle in a letter to a relative 

following the Battle of Germantown, “Our People Remembering the Action of the Night 

of the 20th Sepr. Near the Warren—pushed on with their Bayonets—and took Ample 

Vengeance for that Nights Work” (Quoted in McGuire 2000:171). 
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If Washington’s attack went as planned, then the attack from four different 

avenues would encircle the British and provide an American victory; however, due to 

dense fog and the inability to communicate on their marches, the four columns of the 

Continental Army arrived at the British camp at different times.  Moreover, as before 

with many of the events during the Philadelphia Campaign, Howe’s spy network and 

patrols learned of the Continental Army’s movements.  Johann von Ewald, a Hessian 

Jäger, relates a story of intelligence he was offered prior to the Battle of Germantown by 

a local landowner, Professor Smith.  Smith, who owned “a country seat close to the 

jaeger post,” received protection from Ewald’s company, and at one point he came to 

Ewald with information.  Recounting the words of Professor Smith, Ewald describes their 

conversation (Ewald: 1979:92): 

My Friend, I confess to you that I am a friend of the States and no friend of the 
English government, but you have rendered me a friendly turn.  You have shown 
me that humanity which each soldier should not lose sight of.  You have protected 
my property.  I will show you that I am grateful.  You stand in a corps which is 
hourly threatened by danger of the first attack when the enemy approaches.  
Friend, God bless your person!  The success of your arms I cannot wish.—Friend!  
General Washington has marched up to Norriton today!—Adieu! Adieu! 
 

In his own words, a stunned Ewald (1979:92-93) writes,  

I stood for quite a while as if turned to stone.  I thought over this man’s entire 
conversation, hurried to camp, and reported it. . . Meanwhile, it was true!  
Washington had drawn up to within a German mile of the English army.  Since 
the entire countryside was devoted to him, no person except this honest man 
would let us know.  We could not learn much from our patrols because they were 
constantly betrayed by the country people and attacked, and did not dare to 
venture farther than they could get support. 
 
Ewald’s exchange with Professor Smith is a powerful one.  First, it points out how 

much the British occupation of the countryside surrounding Philadelphia was not 

welcomed by most citizens.  Second, it shows how the British Army relied heavily on 
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information from the citizens.  As Ewald notes, British patrols were constantly badgered 

and could produce only a limited amount of intelligence on their own.  Third, and most 

importantly, the interaction represents the blurring of loyalties.  Since Professor Smith’s 

property was defended by Ewald’s Jaeger corps, he felt indebted.  In order to repay 

Ewald for not destroying his property, Smith betrayed his loyalties to the Continental 

Army, not to protect the British army, but rather to reciprocate a single individual for his 

kindness.  Thus, Ewald’s journal provides evidence that despite the seemingly wide 

differences in sympathies between the Tories and the Patriots, such lines could often be 

crossed for personal reasons.   

The Battle of Germantown, did not begin as a well-coordinated surprise attack by 

the Continental Army, but rather a series of disorganized waves of Continental troops 

pushing into prepared British lines.  One of the lasting legacies of the Battle of 

Germantown was the confrontation between the Americans and the British at the Chew 

House.  Approximately 120 British troops barricaded themselves inside the two-story 

stone structure as the initial wave of the American assault broke through the British lines.  

Sullivan and Wayne ignored the “little fort” and continued to push forward.  However, 

when Knox arrived at the house, he felt it unwise to leave a small garrison of British at 

the rear.  With Washington’s approval, Knox began to bombard the house.  Sadly, the 

attack on the Chew house resulted in little more than wasted energy and resources by the 

Americans, as the British repelled waves of attacking Continentals (Taaffe 2003:100).   

 In all, the Battle of Germantown lasted three hours, resulting in 70 dead for the 

British and upwards of 150 for the Americans (Taaffe 2003:104).  The British were able 

to repel the American attack, and in doing so, inflict twice as many casualties.  By all 
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metrics, the British won.  However, Howe and the British failed to destroy Washington 

and his army.  Germantown became the last major conflict of the Philadelphia Campaign.  

Battles continued along the Delaware River, but the Continental and British Armies 

would not engage again. 

 Following the Battle of Germantown, Washington and the Continental Army 

entered a period of introspection.  Many of Washington’s generals were called to an 

inquiry regarding their actions throughout the Philadelphia Campaign.  On October 13 

and 14, Lord Sterling presided over Wayne’s hearing regarding the Battle of Paoli; a 

hearing that Wayne himself requested.  Many accused Wayne of not sufficiently 

protecting his troops or being drunk prior to the attack.  On November 1, 1777, the ruling 

of Wayne’s court marshal was published: 

The Court, having fully considered the charge . . .  are unanimously of opinion 
that General Wayne is not guilty of the charge exhibited against him, but that he 
on the night of the 20th ultimo did everything that could be expected from an 
active, brave and vigilant officer, with the orders which he then had.  The Court 
do acquit him with the highest honor.  The Commander in Chief approves the 
sentence.  (Quoted in McGuire 2000:183) 
 

The verdict of the court martial closed the official book on “Wayne’s Affair.” 

Over the next month, Washington considered the viability of waging a winter 

campaign against the British in Philadelphia, but heeding the advice of his fellow 

officers, Washington decided that a winter campaign would not be fortuitous.  The 

question then became, where should the army camp?  Three options existed: Wilmington, 

Delaware; the Lancaster-Reading region; or along the west edge of the Schuylkill River.  

Each position had both advantages and disadvantages.  After weighing his options, 

Washington chose to move his army to Valley Forge as it would provide control over the 

region close to the city and allow him to react to the British should they move from 
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Philadelphia.  On December 19, 1777, Washington and the 12,000 men of the 

Continental Army marched into Valley Forge (Taaffe 2003:151).   

While the Americans constructed a log city at Valley Forge, Howe and 16,800 

British and Hessian troops occupied Philadelphia.  The differences in winter camps could 

not be starker.   While the Americans dealt with supply shortages and poor troop morale, 

the British troops enjoyed the “diversions” that Philadelphia offered: drinking, gambling, 

plays, assemblies, concerts, clubs, and even “whoring” (Taaffe 2003:169).  At this point, 

neither army desired a winter campaign.  The British, in Philadelphia, grew complacent, 

having won every battle of the Philadelphia Campaign and satisfied that Washington’s 

army was in shambles.  The Americans, in Valley Forge, received no respite from 

campaigning, as they constructed their log city, fortified the camp, and under General 

Von Steuben began to reorganize and practice military drills.  Thus, the Philadelphia 

Campaign ended with the British and American armies camped twenty miles apart, 

resting until the spring.    

 

Discussion 

 From July to October of 1777, the Philadelphia region became the seat of war for 

the American Revolution.  From the British landing at the Head of Elk, Maryland, until 

the two armies entered their winter camps, over 30,000 troops moved throughout the 

region, fighting battles, fighting the elements, and foraging for supplies.  Entire volumes 

have been dedicated to the discussion of the Philadelphia Campaign.  The brief summary 

of events outlined here provides a foundation for my archaeological fieldwork and 

interpretations.  Specifically, the discussion of the Philadelphia Campaign shows that 
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each battle influences the next.  Additionally, each battle sways the thoughts, actions, and 

goals of an army’s commander.  Moreover, even within the context of military history, 

the battles of the Philadelphia Campaign did not happen in isolation from one another, 

and they did not happen in isolation from the community.  The discussions of historical 

background and historical contexts provide an avenue not only to focus on the 

combatants, but also to consider the larger consequences of conflict.   

 
The Mnemonic Landscape: “Remember Paoli!” 

 
 Chapter 2 outlines the importance of studying memory and its association with 

conflict.  Importantly, many writers agree that memory is created in order to satisfy the 

broad social needs of the cultural present (Argenti and Schramm 2010; Delle 2008; 

Jarrett 2013; Jones 2007; Kammen 1991; and Shackel 2000).  In this case, it is important 

to examine the different historical contexts that existed over the last 239 years and how 

they influenced the creation of memory associated with the Paoli Battlefield.  The 

remembering process associated with the Battle of Paoli truly began in the days and 

nights immediately following the battle.   

Officers on both sides relayed their accounts of the events, and obviously, each 

officer and individual involved in the battle maintained different perspectives.  For 

example, the accounts from the British side tend to discuss the conflict in terms of 

coordination and execution of tactics.  In contrast, the Americans focus on the brutality of 

the British nighttime bayonet raid.  The dichotomy of interpretations presents itself in the 

writing of a British aide to General Grey, Captain John André, who wrote in his journal:  

About 200 killed or wounded remain’d on the field[.]  We brought away near 80 
prisoners & of those who escap’d a great number were stab’d with bayonets or cut 
with broad swords, as great a number at least never stopped till they got to their 
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own homes, in short this harassing corps is almost annihilated by the loss of that 
night & by the subsequent disertions.  On our part we had only 7 or eight kill’d & 
wounded.  (Quoted in McGuire 2000:133)   

 
Although André mentions the use of bayonet, he does so in passing and in a matter of fact 

manner.  Similarly, British Grenadier Sir George Osborn relayed an account of the battle 

to his brother: 

The affair of Peoli, which has struck more terror than any we have yet had, was 
conducted by Genl. Gray with the 42nd, 44th and one Battn. Of Light Infantry . . . 
without permitting a man to load.  It was a fair surprise in the night and the 
slaughter was exceeding great.  I was ordered the night after to pass the Schuylkill 
with the Light Company and Grenadiers of the Guards only and was fortunate that 
our enemy had no inclination to retaliate for their late misfortune.  (Quoted in 
McGuire 2000:140) 

 
Again, Osborn rcounts the event as gruesome; however he does so in a manner that 

reflects the battle as any other event in the conflict, with no hyperbole or dramatic 

language.   

A comparison of these accounts to two accounts from Patriots elucidates the 

differing perspectives.  The first account comes from William Hutchinson, a 

Pennsylvania militiaman, who, although not present at the battle, saw first hand the 

barbarity of the evening: 

The second morning after the Paoli massacre, and whilst we were at McClellan’s 
[Tavern], a circumstance took place . . . A Quaker, a stranger, came to our 
quarters and brought with him a man which he said he had found lying in the 
woods whose clothes, coat, vest, and rousers were stiff with gore.  He . . . had 
been singled out at the close thereof as a special subject for the exercise of the 
savage cruelty of the British soldiers.  He told us that more than a dozen soldiers 
had with fixed bayonets formed a cordon round him, and that every one of them 
in sport had indulged their brutal ferocity by stabbing him in different parts of his 
body and limbs, and that by a last desperate effort, he got without their circle and 
fled. . . . He had neither hat, shoes, nor stockings, and his legs and feet were 
covered with mud and sand which had been fastened to his skin by mixing with 
his own blood as it ran down his limbs.  (Quoted in McGuire 2000:130) 
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The story of this unfortunate soldier provides grim details regarding the British actions on 

the night of the Battle.  Such brutality did not follow the era’s “rules” of war, and it was 

unexpected.  In addition, the story illustrates how, just a couple of days after the Battle, 

the event, in the American perspective, was being called a massacre.  A second story 

comes from Marmaduke Cromwell, grandson of Cromwell Pearce, who explains what 

happened on his family’s property the night of the battle: 

The British dragoons came to Grandfather Cromwell’s house and demanded that 
grandmother [Margaret] should come to the door.  She made her appearance with 
. . . Uncle Cromwell at her side.  A brutal soldier, pointing his pistol at her breast, 
asked for her husband.  She replied that she did not know where he was.  They 
searched the premises and found a wounded soldier who had obtained shelter 
there after the battle or massacre.  They placed a rope about his neck and led him 
away to the British camp.  (Quoted in McGuire 2000:135) 

 
Hutchinson’s and Marmaduke’s stories are important for multiple reasons.  First, they 

demonstrate how the Americans, even shortly after the battle, were traumatized by the 

actions of the night.  Second, the stories reflect how the terrible experiences that evening 

were not isolated to just the soldiers.  Both stories reflect the community’s role in taking 

care of the wounded, as well as how they too were directly affected by the battle.  

Although more stories exist, these four, two from the British side and two from the 

Patriots’ side, illustrate how the process of remembering the Battle of Paoli began 

immediately after the conflict.   

 These personal examples show how certain individuals recall the battle and create 

imagery around it.  However, as discussed in Chapter 2, societies often use the individual 

stories to create an “official” story regarding events.  In the case of the Paoli Battlefield, 

the first “official” story developed following General Wayne’s court martial.  The aim of 

the court martial was to determine whether or not Wayne did everything in his power to 
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protect his troops in the face of the impending British attack, and it acquitted Wayne of 

any wrongdoing.  With the closing of the inquiry, the commission published a report, 

which, according to McGuire (2000:181) contains “vituperative commentary” in both the 

original (in brackets) and edited versions: 

[“The action of the Night of the 20th Sepr. near the Warren—has been variously 
and very Erroneously Represented—and the Conduct of Genl Wayne [words 
illegible] placed in a very unfavorable point of view by men equally Devoid of P[-
---] as they are of truth and Bravery/Honor. . . . But after the Expiration of five 
Weeks (during which period the tongue of Slander was not Idle). . . .”] 
 the Action of that Night has caused much Speculation—the tongue of 
Slander has not been Idle—But however sanguine some Gentlemen were in their 
Attempt to Detract from the Merits of the Genl. And Worthy Officers and 
Soldiers of his division (who with unparalleled Bravery stood the bayonet of the 
Enemy—saved all the artillery and Effected an honorable Retreat) In the face of 
Every Difucolty and Danger) they find themselves Egrideously Deceved in 
pressing a Charge which could Proceed but from the Worst of Motives and the 
Worst of Hearts. (Quoted in McGuire 2000:181) 
 

This publication provides paramount information for demonstrating how the memory of 

the Battle of Paoli would develop.  First, the findings from the court marshal and the 

publication of its findings become the first steps in creating an “official” history. The 

language that the commission uses is therefore important in dictating how individuals 

who read the findings should feel regarding the event.  Language, such as “Bravery” and 

“honor,” creates a sense of skill and values among the ranks of the Continental Army.  

Meanwhile, the “bayonet of the Enemy” alludes to the gruesome nature of the British 

attack and elicits images associated with the Patriots’ narratives described above.  Thus, 

these statements illustrate how Americans were to view the efforts of the revolution as 

noble and the British actions as atrocious.   

 Although the court martial that acquitted Wayne published its findings in the 

beginning of November, thereby creating an official narrative of the events, it took time 
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before the Battle of Paoli was discussed in a ubiquitous manner.  At first there was no 

consensus as to how to refer to the event.  In the days and weeks following the attack, 

many names were used: “The affair of Peoli [sic]”; “Wayne’s Affair”; “General Wayne’s 

false step” are three examples of the Americans struggling for an identity to the event.  

Importantly, these names all highlight the humanity of the event.  On the other end of the 

spectrum, the British accounts exemplify the military aspect of the event: “[The] surprise 

of a Rebel Corps in the Great Valley”; “the Attack made by Major General Grey against 

the Rebels near White Horse Tavern”; “the Action at the Warren”; or “the payola battle 

or Sticking Night” (McGuire 2000:184).  Finally, the moniker of “Paoli Massacre” 

became a part of the vernacular lexicon to describe the event, which eventually found its 

way into the histories written about the event. 

 The difficulty in creating a universal name for the conflict was not limited to the 

Battle of Paoli.  Many Revolutionary War era conflicts and events held different names in 

the official and vernacular lexicons.  As Young (1999:xvii) relates, “More than names are 

at stake in what…[,] when [, and how]” historical events are recalled.  The Boston Tea 

Party serves as an example.  Although the term “tea party” is ubiquitously repeated in 

texts and conversations today, it was not seen in a written history until the 1830s, fifty 

years after the event (Young 1999:88).  Importantly, few survivors of the American 

Revolution remained; therefore the memory of the event was becoming politicized as “a 

safe public memory” of the event that downplayed its radical nature (Young 1999:124).  

With the example of the Boston Tea Party and the Battle of Paoli, the importance of 

naming a dramatic event was as much political as it was personal.  The political elites 

following the Boston Tea Party were careful to maintain their status; likewise, calling the 
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Battle of Paoli the “Paoli Massacre” served as a way to bring new individuals to the cause 

of independence and to fortify faith in the justness of the conflict for those continuing the 

fighting. 

 Beyond creating a memory regarding the event, the Battle of Paoli, like many 

battlefields, began to develop as a place of memory.   Local citizens and soldiers from the 

Continental and the British Armies returned to the battlefield the following day.  After 

sorting through the wounded, fifty-two Patriot soldiers lay dead on the field.  They were 

interred in a central location along the Bowen-Pearce property line in a mass grave, 

measuring 12 feet by 60 feet (McGuire 2000:185).  A British officer who revisited the 

field noted the internment:  

The very visible marks of attention . . . bestowed on [the burial] by a few . . .  
fellow citizens. . . . The grave has been dug north and south, and the bodies 
regularly laid east and west.  The hats, shoes, clothing and armor [accouterments] 
of the gallant, though unfortunate wearers, have been consigned to the grave with 
them.  (Quoted in McGuire 2000:186) 

 
The grave was then marked with a heap of stones.  Whether knowingly or not, the 

creation of the burial ground produced a sanctified landscape entrenched with meaning.     

The embedded meanings associated with battlefields are both personally and 

culturally constructed.  Undoubtedly, the site of the Battle of Paoli, marked with the 

stones of the mass burial, was an important cultural site for those who fought in the 

battle, as well as the community scarred by the events.  Yet, as the Revolution wound to a 

close, the site around the Paoli Battlefield quickly returned to its original use, farm fields.   

In the years following the American Revolution, American citizens and 

politicians did not take much interest in remembering or memorializing the soldiers, 

officers, battles, and events of the eight years of war that took place across the continent.  
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The historical context of the early 19th century provides important information regarding 

the thoughts of those who began the efforts to memorialize the Paoli Battlefield.  On July 

4, 1817, President James Monroe was just moving into the White House that had to be 

rebuilt after it was burned in 1814 during the War of 1812.  Occurring forty years 

following the American Revolution, the War of 1812 created a new generation of war 

veterans.  Recognizing the fragility of life and memory, these veterans wanted to preserve 

the stories of the past.  Notably, Colonel Cromwell Pearce, son of the elder Cromwell 

Pearce, who owned the property adjacent to the Bowen Farm in 1777, returned to Chester 

County after serving in the 16th U.S. Infantry Regiment during the War of 1812 (McGuire 

2000:186).  Pearce, along with fellow veterans Major Isaac Barnard and militia surgeon 

William Darlington, mobilized a committee to preserve the grave of the soldiers who fell 

at the Paoli Battlefield.   

The men promoted a resolution to dedicate a memorial on the evening of 

September 20, 1817, forty years to the day from the battle.  After meeting with several 

veterans groups, a committee decided to consecrate a simple marble monument.  In 

August, just a month before the planned dedication, a simple neoclassical marble obelisk 

was selected and purchased for $175, including its pedestal of Pennsylvania blue marble 

(McGuire 2000:187).   

Dr. William Darlington wrote the inscriptions that appear on the four sides of the 

monument.  The inscriptions on the monument illustrate the tragedy of the night of 

September 20, the spirit of the Revolution, the heroism and bravery of the American 

patriots and leaders, and the national unity brought by their sacrifices.  These words 
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provide important insights into the collective consciousness of those who sought to 

protect the burial site in 1817 (Table 4.1). 

West Side North Side South Side 

Sacred 
to the memory of the 

Patriots 
who on this spot 

fell in a sacrifice to 
British barbarity 

during the struggle for 
American Independence, 

on the night of the 
20th of September, 1777 

 

The Atrocious Massacre 
which this stone 
commemorates 
was perpetrated 
by British troops 

under the immediate command 
of 

Major General Grey 
 

Here repose 
the remains of fifty-three 

American Soldiers 
who were the 

victims of cold-blooded cruelty 
in the well known 

“Massacre at the Paoli” 
while under the command 

of 
General Anthony Wayne, 

an officer 
whose military conduct, 
bravery and humanity, 

were equally conspicuous 
throughout the 

Revolutionary War 
 

Table 4.1: Inscriptions on the 1817 Paoli Monument 

With the monument purchased, efforts began to prepare the site for the obelisk.  

The grave at the time straddled the property line of Cromwell Pearce and Ezekiel Bowen 

(McGuire 2000:194).  Members of the Pennsylvania militia and local citizens volunteered 

their time and sweat, as William Brooke of the Pennsylvania militia reports: 

They proceeded to dig the foundation for the monument, and soon discovered that 
for the better security of the superstructure it would be advisable to disinter that 
portion of the relics of the patriotic soldiers which occupied the dimensions of the 
foundation. . . . The principal parts of the bones of four bodies were raised, and a 
repository being formed in the center of the foundation, they were again carefully 
committed to earth. (Quoted in McGuire 2000:188)   

 
In addition to disinterring some of the fallen, workers constructed a four-foot high stone 

enclosure, 65 feet long and 20 feet wide, surrounding the interred soldiers.  
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 The ceremonies for the dedication of the monument commenced on September 

20, 1817, at 10 AM at the Paoli Tavern.  Over 400 local militiamen in uniforms paraded 

from the Paoli Tavern down Lancaster Pike, past the Warren Tavern, past the site of 

Wayne’s pickets, to the former battlefield.  The local media was present to record the 

scene.  In addition, General Wayne’s son, Isaac, was present as a guest of honor, along 

with Reverend David Jones, who was the chaplain of Wayne’s 1st Pennsylvania Brigade.  

Isaac Barnard provided the formal address: 

A Period of forty years is this day completed since a number of our brave 
Countrymen fell [as] a sacrifice near this spot in the cause of American 
Independence.  The soil which was consecrated by the remains of those warriors 
has lain neglected & exposed without a single stone to indicate to the passing 
traveller where slept the champions of our Country’s freedom.  In a few short 
years the place of their interment would have been involved in doubt & 
uncertainty[;] fruitless would have been the zeal of the patriots who might have 
sought at a future day to designate the ground which wraps the followers of the 
gallant Wayne. (Quoted in McGuire 2000:189) 

 
After a brief summary of the evening, Barnard continued, recalling to his listeners the 

importance of their efforts of memorialization: 

These men who fell far from their homes and their friends were deposited in one 
Common grave in this retired & sequestered spot and here we raise this 
Monument as a standing record of our gratitude for their services & respect for 
their Memories—to honor those who have nobly fallen to obtain the liberty and 
blessings which we now enjoy is a high and sacred duty—and to perform this 
duty we have now assembled and it is a source of delightful pleasure to see 
present on this occasion so numerous & so respectable a body of our fellow 
Citizens [.]  This pleasure is greatly heightened by viewing among the number so 
many of the surviving Patriots of the Revolution who shared in the Sufferings of 
their fallen Companions.   
 In the presence then of this united assemblage we will now Compleat [sic] 
the monument to departed worth.  (Quoted in McGuire 2000:189-190) 

 
Barnard’s address provides key insights into the ideologies of those commemorating the 

Battle of Paoli.  First, Barnard notes the deterioration of the site.  The original burial was 

not constructed to be a site of remembrance; rather it was created in a quick and crude 
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manner.  However, as previously mentioned, in creating a burial place, the site became 

sanctified.  Kenneth Foote (1997) notes that scenes of traumatic violence either become 

sanctified or obliterated from memory.  Barnard’s statement illustrates his belief that the 

lack of maintenance was a disservice to those who gave their lives for the cause of 

independence.   

The concept of relating sacrifice to independence represents the second concept 

that may be gleaned from Barnard’s oration.  Knowingly or not, he creates a dichotomy 

between the justness of the cause of independence and the brutality of the British 

soldiers.  He recalls the suffering not only of the fallen, but all servicemen.   

Undoubtedly, Barnard aimed to connect the veterans of the War of 1812 to the veterans 

of the Revolution.  Furthermore, Chambers (2012:90) associates the brutality of the event 

to the momentum of memorialization: “Their innocence proclaimed the justness of the 

patriot cause and the treacherousness of British tyranny.  Local pride and community 

activism succeeded in building monuments to remember [those fallen in service to 

country].” Thus, the development of the 1817 monument stems from the historical 

context of the War of 1812, the original sanctification of the landscape by the creation of 

the burial, which stemmed from the brutal treatment of the Americans at the hands of the 

British, and the local citizens who sought to connect and unite their community and tie 

the sacrifices of their era to the sacrifices of those who perished forty years prior.   

 Importantly, the site of the grave and monument were on private land held by the 

Pearces and the Bowens.  In 1822, Pearce’s son deeded part of their property, twenty-two 

acres, “in trust as a place of parade forever, for the use and benefit of all volunteer corps, 

lawfully organized” (Hickman 1877:77) to the officers of the local militia, the Chester 
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and Delaware Battalions of Volunteers (Cox 1964:23).   As the location of the grave and 

monument straddle the Pearce/Bowen property line, a portion of the memorial remained 

on the Bowen property; however, in 1832 the Griffith family, the decedents of Ezekiel 

Bowen, deeded 10 perches, the land on which the burial existed, to the Chester and 

Delaware County Militia leaders (Cox 1964:23).  These land transactions show how the 

Bowen descendants and the Pearce descendants were directly related in the construction 

of the sacred landscape and the commemorations practices that took place on their 

properties.  Moreover, it may be postulated that the fact that the Bowen’s began to plow 

the field following the battle was more from economic necessity as opposed to lack of 

concern for the symbolic importance of the former battlefield.  Ceding 10 perches 

allowed the Bowens to partake in creating a sacred space, while maintaining their 

economic interests.   

Over the next sixty years, the story of the Paoli Massacre flourished, reflecting the 

verbosity of the 19th century.  Beyond Paoli, many early 19th century historians 

“produced flowery, romantic accounts of the Revolution,” often with less care towards 

facts and more interest in creating satiating fables.  As McGuire (2000:191) notes, 

“Victorian history writing was much like Victorian architectural remodeling: filled with 

additions, embellishments, improvements, and corrections.  Often a core of facts 

provided the basis for flights of fancy and imagination.”  Therefore, during the 19th 

century, the memory of Paoli became a social construction.  Paoli, unlike other battles 

that occurred in the Revolution or the War of 1812, was surrounded by controversy and 

unusual circumstances.  Thus, it becomes evident that remembering Paoli was as much to 

do with creating a narrative as it was remembering actual events.    
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 The imagery created around the Battle of Paoli became most salient during the 

efforts to re-memorialize the monument in 1877.  As noted, the story of the Paoli 

Battlefield was embellished throughout the 19th century, but the monument itself had 

fallen into shambles from disregard and neglect.  So at the beginning of the third quarter 

of the 19th century, the locals of Chester County were aware of the “injury” and 

“deface[ment]” of the memorial (Hickman 1877:3).  In July of 1875, a local militia 

group, the Centennial Minute Men of Chester County, took it upon themselves to make 

an appeal to repair the monument and the grounds.  Fundraising began to attain money 

for a new monument that would replace the one erected in 1817.  Over the next two 

years, sufficient funds were ascertained for the new monument.   

 With the monies in hand, the process of revitalizing the memorial grounds began.  

The new monument was placed where the old one had stood, towering over the old one, 

standing at 22 feet.  The old monument was not discarded; rather it was re-stationed at 

the south end of the burial “preserved as a relic of the past” (Hickman 1877:6).  The old 

stone wall was torn down and a wrought iron fence, standing five-feet high, was 

constructed around the burial space.  During the destruction of the old stone wall and 

while the installation of the new fence was taking place, workers encountered the remains 

of some of the interred soldiers.  The bodies of these soldiers were removed and placed at 

the other end of the burial site.  According to Burns (1940:64), when the men were 

encountered, 100 years after their initial interment, all that was left were “small pieces of 

cloth, cloth-covered pewter buttons, bayonets, and a knife blade or two.”  When the base 

of the new obelisk was set, so was a copper box to serve as a time capsule.  The contents 

of the time capsule are listed in Table 4.2. 
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Number Object(s) 

1. Original subscription list, dated July 4th, 1875, with name of projector of 
monument and the subscriptions obtained on that day. 

2. Address on Monument project to the citizens of Chester county. 

3. List of Contributors. 

4. Specifications and contract. 

5. Officers of the day. 

6. Large handbill of dedication ceremonies. 

7. Portrait of Gen. Anthony Wayne. 

8. Chester and Delaware County newspapers. 

9. Names of President and Vice President of the United States. 

10. Name of the Governor of Pennsylvania. 

11. Names of County officers, with their signatures. 

12. Confederate money: $50, $20, $5, and $1. 

13. Specimens of Colonial and Continental money. 

14. Likenesses of President and Vice President of United States. 

15. Ticket of admission to the counting of the Electoral vote, 1877, House of 
Representatives, signed by T. W. Ferry, President of Senate, and Samuel J. 
Randall, Speaker of House. 

16. Silver coins, as follows: Trade dollar, ordinary dollar, half dollar, quarter 
dollar, dime and two three cent pieces; five cent nickel, two cent piece, one 
cent piece, old copper penny, and half- penny, copper. 

Table 4.2: Contents of 1877 Time Capsule (Hickman 1877:7) 

The list of objects entombed in the time capsule provides important insight into 

the cultural realities of the time with specific information regarding the process of 

remembering.  Following the Civil War, memory began to be viewed as less individual 

and more communal.  As Kammen states (1991:95), “The societal implications of 
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personal memory for collective consciousness received sustained attention” following the 

Civil War.  In addition, the fourth quarter of the 19th century saw an interest in veterans 

associations, such as the Centennial Minute Men of Chester County.  The functions of 

such groups varied, but mostly their aims were “social, militaristic, political, historical, 

and above all patriotic” (Kammen 1991:103).   

The objects in the time capsule reflect these broader social and historical contexts.  

First, the time capsule contains much paraphernalia regarding the leaders of the efforts, of 

the country, and of those who fought the battle.  Importantly, these items reflect the 

transition of how memory was conceptualized throughout the 19th century.  Through 

much of the 19th century, history and memory focused solely on an event’s important 

leaders (Kammen 1991).  In this instance, though, the inclusion of the iconic leaders, in 

this case General Wayne, is used to promote national unity.  The concept of unity is also 

presented in the inclusion of Confederate money.  In this case, the Confederate money 

represents active efforts of unification and patriotism.  In essence, by including the 

money, the funders of the second monument were equating the sacrifices of the South 

with those who fought on the Paoli Battlefield a hundred years earlier.  Finally, as a 

collective, the objects have symbolic value.  As a group, “such symbols also convey 

messages and guidelines about the society’s origins, its most cherished values, and the 

allegiances that it requires of its members” (Kammen 1991:200).   

 On September 20, 1877, a second dedication ceremony took place, marking the 

one-hundredth anniversary of the battle.  According to accounts, approximately eight- to 

ten-thousand people attended the celebration (Hickman 1877:7).  Much pomp and 

circumstance surrounded the events of the dedications, but an address by Washington 
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Townsend, President of the dedication ceremonies, provided the most salient oration (full 

transcription of Townsend’s speech appears in Appendix B). 

Townsend’s speech provides an important nexus for interpreting the acts of 

remembering Paoli.  Prior to 1877, the remembrance of the Battle of Paoli was both 

locally and nationally significant, but the act of remembering was left to the communities 

surrounding the battlefield.  With Townsend’s oration, we see how in 1877, broader 

issues of nationalism and unity become paramount to remembering.  He states, in his 

description of the new monument, “It will serve, it is hoped, for many generations to 

come, as an altar around which lovers of their country will annually assemble to render 

their tribute of admiration for the patriots of that day” (Hickman 1877:14).  The concept 

of togetherness as one nation was a product of the end of the Civil War and the feeble 

attempts at reconstruction.  The language utilized in Townsend’s speech reflects a 

struggle to heal the wounds of the past conflicts, both the Civil War and the 

Revolutionary War, to clarify that regardless of political or moral positioning, there is 

more that unites the citizens than divides them.   

A second point that may be raised from Townsend’s oration is the differentiation 

between memorialization in the United States and memorialization in monarchal societies 

such as Britain.  The following passage from his speech illustrates this point:   

Around such altars the people of monarchies gather to celebrate the exploits of 
military leaders, and the deeds of kings whose victories have tended to rivet the 
chains of despotism upon the people, but ours will be the grateful duty to 
celebrate upon this consecrated ground the virtues and services of those, more 
meritorious, who struggled to secure civil and religious liberty to American 
citizens. (Hickman 1877:14-15)  

When the first monument was erected in 1817, America had just ended a second war with 

Britain, both of which, despite many casualties, solidified the United States as a 
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legitimate nation.  Then, following the Civil War, when the country nearly tore itself 

apart, the struggle was to maintain, or, as some may argue, to create the feeling of a 

united nation.  One tactic that is often used in these situations is to differentiate oneself 

from the “other.”   

In Townsend’s speech, he reflects how, unlike the monastic memorials of Britain, 

this new memorial will be for all Americans who have struggled for independence, not 

just during the American Revolution, but throughout the 100 year course of Nationhood.  

This concept echoes in the history of the fourth quarter of the 19th century.  It was during 

this period that the United States began to view itself as a single entity, as opposed to a 

series of united, but independent, states.  For example, in responding to a letter to the 

editor, The Washington Post, in April 24, 1877 (p. 4) writes, “There was a time a few 

years ago when the United States was spoken of in the plural number.  Men said ‘the 

United States are’ . . . But the [Civil] war changed that. . . . Whatever we may have felt 

once, it is now seen to be better for us all to say ‘the United States is’. . . .”  Thus, 

Townsend’s comments, combined with the historical contexts of the late 19th century, 

illustrate how memorials serve as part of the creation of a singular ideology of 

nationhood that differentiates it from other societies. 

A third point regarding Townsend’s speech is related to the “otherness” of Britain.  

The previous paragraphs develop the idea of how a single ideology of a nascent nation is 

formed, but that process began even before the hostilities of the American Revolution 

began.  Most of the battles of the American Revolution resulted in British victory.  In 

order to maintain optimism and cohesion among the fragile states, propaganda became a 

valuable tool.  Without victories to write about in newspapers, many publishers turned to 



 

123 
 

describing the barbarity of the British Army.  Davidson (1941:365) notes the importance 

of describing the British in this manner, “The most important theme of the war 

propaganda was the depravity and cruelty of the English. . . . By arousing hatred and 

disgust for the British, the propagandists hoped not only to spur the people on to greater 

efforts in support of the army but also to prevent a possible settlement short of 

independence.”  Donaldson’s statement certainly shows the feelings at the time of the 

Battle of Paoli in 1777, but they also reveal how those feelings remained in 1877 when 

Townsend spoke.  Classifying the British as cruel and unsavory provided a unifying 

ideology for Americans.   

A fourth and final point regarding Townsend’s speech encapsulates the prior three.  

As a whole, Townsend’s words strike a chord regarding how memory is created.  In the 

beginning, he discusses how those present were in attendance to act in remembrance of 

the sacrifices made by a few for the liberties felt by all.  However, at the end of his 

speech, Townsend describes how individual memories may fade into darkness, but the 

monument will stand everlastingly as a dignified reminder of the events that took place a 

hundred years earlier.  The start and conclusion of the speech demonstrates the idea that 

humans are vessels of memory, but when memorials are created, they outlive the 

individuals and become incorporated into the ideology of the community.   

The 1877 monument stood atop the burial until the middle of the 20th century.  In 

1964 the memorial was again altered, but with far less fanfare than with the 1817 and 

1877 dedications.  During this new revitalization, the wrought iron fence was removed.  

In its stead was a reconstructed stone wall that emulated the one that was constructed 

surrounding the burial in 1817.  Stones for the wall were taken from the remnants of the 
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Ezekiel Bowen house, which had burned several years earlier.  In addition to recreating 

the stone wall, the 1877 monument was removed from the top of the burial and placed 

nearby on the Paoli Memorial grounds.  The 1817 monument was encased in Plexiglas, 

the inscriptions barely visible, and placed upon the mound where it stood until 1877.   

Little documentation has been uncovered regarding the reordering of the 

memorial in the 1960s; however, the plaque attached to the new stone wall provides 

insights.  It reads: 

This wall reconstructed 1964 under the supervision of Raymond S. Cox 
and J. Gilmore Wilson.  The wall contains some stones taken from the old 
foundations of the Ezekiel Bowen log cabin, which was standing the night of the 
“Paoli Massacre” September 20, 1777.  This cabin being located about ½ mi. East 
of the Cemetery 
 The wall and top were reproduced as near as possible with the original 
documentary evidence after considerable research was found in the Historical 
Society of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia.   
 Funds for the reconstruction of this enclosure were provided by the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania during the Administration of Governor William 
W. Scranton.  (Transcribed from Photo, Author’s collection) 

 
The reconstruction and revitalization of the Paoli monument sits appropriately within the 

framework of 1960s remembrance practices.  As the United States churned towards its 

bicentennial, the focus of many individuals, groups, and institutions was on creating and 

maintaining a sense of patriotism.  Historic sites, museums, and restoration projects 

received state funding for efforts to reveal national pride (Kammen 1991:537).  In 

addition, the commemoration in the 1960s focused on recreating the past, as evidenced 

by preservation efforts at Colonial Williamsburg (Kammen 1991:603).  An important 

aspect of the reconstruction of the stone wall around the burial is the fact that stones were 

used from the foundation of the Bowen House.  As previously noted, the home was 

destroyed in the middle of the 20th century.  The use of the stones from the house creates 
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a tangible connection between the cultural landscape and the mnemonic landscape.  

Figure 4.4 shows the monument as it stands today. 

 

 

Figure 4.4: 1817 Paoli Monument Present Day (Author’s Collection) 

These characteristics of the preservation efforts are reflected at the Paoli 

Battlefield.  First, rather than turning to the local community for funding, as the memorial 

committees did in 1817 and 1877, the funding for the revitalization of the Paoli 

monument came from the state of Pennsylvania.  This effort exhibits how memory and 

memorial had become more institutionalized as the government’s domain.   Second, the 

rehabilitation of the Paoli monument focused on recreating the original 1817 monument.  

Here, it is apparent that commemoration practices in the middle of the 20th century 
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focused on a nostalgia for the past.  It was more important to recreate the past monument 

than create an entirely new one.  Thus, the efforts in the 1960s to protect the Paoli 

monument reveal the changing trends in how commemoration was taking place.   

 The major effort for revitalizing the Paoli Battlefield’s status occurred in the 

1990s.  Malvern Preparatory School owned the 44-acre parcel of land that is today 

memorialized as the Paoli Battlefield.  In the late 1990s, the school wanted to sell the 

land to expand its endowment, and with suburbanization in full swing, many developers 

were actively seeking to purchase the land for development (Jesdanun 1998).  Rather than 

selling to the highest offer, the school, recognizing the historical significance of the site, 

allowed non-profit groups to organize and attempt to purchase the property for a 

discounted rate of $2.5 million.     

 Some in the community called for the National Park Service to step in and 

purchase the land, incorporating it into the nearby Valley Forge National Historical Park.  

The precedent for such actions exists: In 1988, the United States Congress designated and 

purchased 558 acres of Manassas Battlefield in Virginia for $118 million to protect it 

from development and add it to the National Park Service system.  Those efforts, though, 

were not necessarily viewed as a sustainable avenue to battlefield protection (Jesdanun 

1998).  Therefore, it was up to local groups and organizations to raise the funds necessary 

to protect the battlefield. 

 In 1998, the Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund (PBPF) was incorporated as a 

Pennsylvania Non-Profit Corporation to help facilitate the area’s fundraising and 

preservation efforts (Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund 2014).  When Congress failed to 

allocate funds for purchasing the Battlefield in October of 1998, the burden of 



 

127 
 

preservation fell squarely on the PBPF and local interests (Weidener 1999a:B1).  The 

PBPF launched a campaign for funds through many outlets.  An important and unusual 

method was the Pennies for Paoli campaign with one-hundred West Whiteland Township 

fourth graders collecting and donating 40,000 pennies for the cause (Weidener 1999a:B1).  

Spurred by growing local support, legislation was reintroduced to the House in 1999 to 

provide matching funds for what the PBPF had raised.  In October of 1999, the 

legislation, known as the “Patriot-Act,” passed the Senate (Weidener 1999b:B1).  Finally, 

on November 5, 1999, the land was transferred from Malvern Prep through the PBPF to 

Malvern Borough (Weidener 1999c:B9).   

 Although designated as a National Register of Historical Places site in 1997, 

efforts continue for the Paoli Battlefield to be recognized at the highest levels of 

government (Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund 2014).  Chester County received an 

American Battlefield Protection Program grant to aid in applying to the National Park 

Service for the Paoli Battlefield to be designated as a National Historic Landmark.  

Achieving National Historic Landmark status, the highest official status given to 

historical sites, would allow the PBPF to apply for grants and funding for continued 

research and interpretative actions.  The endeavors today illustrate how remembering 

Paoli continues.  Each period of remembrance embraces different cultural values given 

the historical context.  In the end, though, the march towards National Historical 

Landmark status illustrates how memory and remembrance are active processes that 

incorporate individuals and groups.   

 The memorial ceremonies that took place between 1817 with the dedication of the 

first memorial obelisk through the yearly Memorial Day parades that still take place at 
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the site, illustrate the importance of the space in creating and the memory associated with 

the Battle of Paoli.  As Young indicates, rituals at a site of conflict allow for a public 

memory to become reified and embedded within society (1999:108).  Therefore, in the 

case of the Paoli Battlefield, the ritual practices that have taken place at the site over the 

course of two-hundred years create an institutionalized memory of the conflict that 

symbolizes the sacrifices of the soldiers in creating nationhood against the British. 

 

Discussion 

 Chapter 3 illustrates the importance of the physical landscape and the cultural 

landscapes.  These landscapes represent the bedrock for interpreting the direct history of 

the Battle of Paoli and how its legacy is remembered.  This chapter lays out the detailed 

histories of the battle landscape and the mnemonic landscape.  These landscapes, though, 

are not isolated from one another; rather they are fundamentally intertwined.   

Interpreting each of these historical backgrounds has filled volumes; however, the 

magnitude of their significance stems from their relationship to one another.  The 

connection of these landscapes becomes most important to understanding how battles and 

conflict take place. 

 The physical and cultural landscapes are important data units for interpreting the 

Battle of Paoli.  As noted in the background of the Philadelphia Campaign and the Battle 

of Paoli, the cultural landscape was paramount to determine how commanders planned 

and moved across space.  The cultural landscape features that made the Philadelphia 

region prosperous influenced how the American and British armies exploited the 

landscape.  Yet the cultural landscape was not a passive participant in the Philadelphia 
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Campaign.  Local individuals actively contributed by providing information to both 

armies.  Moreover, in this case, it was the citizens who were often left with the aftermath 

of the conflict.  It fell to them to assist the injured, to inter the dead, and to rebuild the 

landscapes ravaged by war.   

 In addition to revitalizing their communities after the conflict, the local citizenry 

took responsibility to establish and maintain the memories associated with the war.  The 

Battle of Paoli provides significant insights into how the memory and memorial of battles 

were left to everyday men and women.  As illustrated by the historical background, the 

process of remembrance and memory is active.  The Battle of Paoli’s memory and 

memorials are greatly influenced by the cultural landscape and the battle landscape.  

Obviously, the battle needed to take place for the memory of it to be established, but 

rather than coming from the government or the military, the memorialization efforts came 

from the community.  The cultural and historical contexts of each historical period 

represent how the narratives of memory change over time.   

 Thus, the historical background presented in this chapter and the previous chapter 

illustrates why it is important to examine each landscape.  The physical landscape 

influences the cultural landscape, which affects the battle landscape, which creates the 

mnemonic landscape.  Together these four landscapes provide holism.  Holism, though, is 

not only about looking at the larger portrayal of an event.  It requires the dismantling of 

macro interpretations into smaller pieces.  These four landscapes represent small pieces 

that warrant independent interpretation.   Then, once interpreted, the pieces can be fit 

together into the whole.   
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CHAPTER 5 
EXAMINING THE CULTURAL LANDSCAPE AND THE BATTLE 

LANDSCAPE THROUGH GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS) 
 

Introduction 
 
 Throughout written human history, maps have symbolized important 

representations regarding the worlds where individuals and groups lived and interacted. 

Maps, providing information from a cultural moment in time, reify particular worldviews, 

which can be problematic.  As alluded to in Chapter 2, maps maintain the ability to “lie.”  

Such documents are subject to the cultural conventions and perspectives of their creators.  

Additionally, many historic maps capture only the two-dimensional aspects of the 

landscape.  After the 19th century, topographic maps began to represent the third 

dimension in a two-dimensional manner.  Despite the growing accuracy of mapmaking, 

aided by satellites in the 20th and 21st centuries, maps still account for only tangible 

physical and cultural landscape features, omitting the human cognitive aspects of the 

spatial world.   

 Combining historical data and accounts with geographic information, this chapter 

aims to illustrate the dynamic nature of the landscape in the 18th century.  By populating 

geographic information with troops and their movements, the broader impact of conflict 

can be delineated.  Moreover, attempts are made to interpret the intangible aspects of the 

landscape, such as the social, political, and ideological networks.  The following chapter 

is broken into three sections to better elucidate the Battle of Paoli.  First, the chapter 

outlines the historical background associated with roadways and taverns during the 

colonial period in southeastern Pennsylvania.  Second, using Geographic Information 
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Systems (GIS) software, an interpretation of the cultural landscape is provided.  Finally, 

again using GIS, new analyses are presented regarding the battle.   

 
Background: Roadways, Taverns, and the Battle of Paoli 

 
 An important aspect of understanding the cultural landscape of Southeastern 

Pennsylvania in the 18th century is the discussion of two anthropogenic landscape 

features: roadways and taverns.  These landscape features aid in the interpretations of the 

political, economic, and social contexts of the regions.   

Indian trails were the primary mechanism upon which early colonial travelers 

journeyed.  Native Americans in the Middle Atlantic region utilized “go-betweens,” or 

footpaths, as a means of communication.  These early travelers carved out pathways that 

would later be utilized by colonists.  The trails carved by Native Americans did not 

supply colonists with the roadways and paths like those in Europe; most Native trails 

were a “mere twelve to eighteen inches wide” (Merrell 1999:131).  Colonists describe the 

treachery of the early roads in their journals, with their words ranging from the horror of 

the roadway, to lamenting the hills of the Susquehanna Valley.  They recorded their 

phrases in English, German, Onondaga, and Delaware, all of which were commonly 

heard among Pennsylvania travelers (Merrell 1999:131).   

Early travelers encountered many challenges.  Pennsylvania in the 17th and 18th 

centuries remained a dense forest.  In many areas, travelers hacked through trees and 

bushes to make progress.  Even in areas where paths were present, tree falls could block a 

path and slow a traveler for hours.  After rains, the paths often became entrenched with 

mud, mud holes, mire, and marsh that could swallow a traveler’s cart.   In addition, many 
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pathways led directly to streams, and crossing was a grueling task, so many travelers 

would travel days to find an easy point to cross.   

Not all problems that early travelers experienced stemmed from the roadways or 

the lack of them.  Weather constantly toyed with travelers.  Each season had its perils.  

During the winter months, snow could completely halt a traveler’s expedition.  In the 

spring, the rivers and streams were high, and food supplies for both the men and horses 

were low.  In the summer, the once-high rivers were dry, limiting water sources.  In 

addition, intense heat and mosquitoes plagued the travelers.  The fall seems to have been 

the best time to travel because the temperatures were milder, and food was available from 

the harvest; yet any unexpected delays could push a journey into the winter when cold 

and hunger could quickly dispose of the travelers (Merrell 1999:136).   

The treachery of the early colonial roads and travel were not all negative; rather 

informal rules dictated sharing, which created a sense of camaraderie among travelers.  

The common cliché “misery loves company” certainly holds true for those who traveled 

by land in the Pennsylvania colony: “The path’s perils brought travelers together in a 

crucible of common experience” (Merrell 1999:136-137).  Informal rules ordered that 

when a man met other travelers, they must share provisions.  These rules dictated sharing 

despite race, color, or creed.  Records point to many Europeans spending time with 

Native American groups, and the colonists were treated with a double ration.  Many 

colonists shared their provisions with Native Americans as well, a concept overlooked in 

many histories (Merrell 1999:137).   

The sharing that travelers experienced on the roads was not limited to provisions.  

Colonial roadways created spaces for the exchange of knowledge and culture.  Days 
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could pass on the roads without a traveler encountering another group.  Therefore, when 

one group of travelers encountered another, the “air was often thick with conversation” 

(Merrell 1999:139).  Some of the best discourse occurred between colonists and Native 

Americans.  Conrad Weiser, an early Pennsylvanian traveler, wrote how he had many 

invitations to Onondaga houses “for the purpose of talking. . . , and thus we passed the 

hours away, in relating old or new events or traditions, and smoking tobacco” (Merrell, 

1999:139).  Thus, the rules of the roads that promoted sharing and hospitality also led to 

cultural exchange.   

The hardships of early travel were most often felt in the evening when travelers 

attempted to set up their camps.  Many times travelers found an open area of ground near 

the trail.  Yet in other instances travelers found themselves stretched out on rocky, damp 

soil, or keeping warm around the fire.  Records discuss how travelers crawled into hollow 

tree trunks to stay dry.  On occasion, travelers took the time and energy to create simple 

huts from the materials present on the land.  Some who traveled on the roads packed 

tents, but they added weight to the cargo, space that took away from other more 

necessary provisions.  A lucky few travelers encountered abandoned cabins or trail 

lodges; however, many of these structures were in a state of disrepair.   

As the 18th century progressed, colonial roads improved.  Philadelphia was a hub 

for westward travel in Pennsylvania.  Soon there were as many as seven roads stretching 

from Philadelphia westward: the Baltimore Pike, Street Road, the Strasburg Road, the 

Lancaster Turnpike, Old Conestoga Road, Ridge Road, and River Road (Ball 1970:51).  

These roads became a source of communication among the colonists, resulting in the 
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spread of ideas and of people.  As the roads developed, so did their accommodations: 

taverns sprung along roadways to provide shelter for travelers. 

 In the 17th century, the word “ordinary,” a British term for a fixed-price room and 

meal, was falling out of fashion.  Likewise, the word “inn” was rarely used in the 

colonies.  By the start of the 18th century, “tavern” entered the vernacular to describe a 

place for food, drink, and rest (Earle 1900:30).  Taverns had existed in Pennsylvania in 

the late 17th century.  For example, in 1685, Philadelphia had seven licensed taverns 

(Kelly 1973:160).   As the 18th century progressed, more taverns arose in Philadelphia 

and its vicinity.  Many of these taverns became situated along the roads out of 

Philadelphia, providing travelers with rest stops as they traveled for business, commerce, 

and visiting friends and relatives.  There were specific laws dictating the service and 

operation of taverns, as well as unwritten rules that influenced behavior.   

 In the late 17th century, Pennsylvania strongly adhered to William Penn’s Quaker 

ideals.  As such, “the path of righteousness was rigidly prescribed for the tavern keeper” 

(Earle 1900:160).  Under Quaker regulations, the prices for beverages were strongly 

controlled:  one penny per quart for beer and two pence for malt beer.  Meal prices were 

also controlled: tavern keepers could not charge more than seven pence for a meal of beef 

or other meat.  In addition, tavern keepers could charge up to six pence for hay for a 

traveler’s horse, but the tavern keepers were not allowed to charge for tethering the 

animal.  Laws also required taverns to display signage.  However, many colonists were 

illiterate, so a sign usually consisted of simply a symbol.  Many travelers learned to find 

roads by being pointed to tavern signs (Earle 1900:160).    
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 Taverns in the early 18th century were egalitarian places, especially in 

Philadelphia.  Tavern-goers of all social and economic classes gathered within taverns.  

The rich drank beside the poor, and they often conversed openly about a broad range of 

topics (Thompson 1999).  The egalitarian nature of taverns in the early part of the 18th 

century stemmed from the notion that taverns were public spaces and “no agreement 

existed within groups and no group dominated the space” (Salinger 2002:5).  As a 

traveler rode further west from Philadelphia, he would encounter the same egalitarian 

rules governing taverns.  Travelers ate at the same table, regardless of their social status.   

In many cases, the “country” taverns were simply a homeowner who welcomed 

guests for the evening.  Since these houses were not originally built to house travelers, 

rooms were small and many times cramped.  Rooms typically contained only two beds.  

Often four men, who were strangers to one another, would share the beds.  After a 

traveler had fallen asleep, the tavern keeper might enter with a candle and escort another 

man to the bed.  Any traveler who objected to a stranger as a bedfellow “was regarded as 

obnoxious and as unreasonably fastidious” (Earle 1900:78-79).   

 Despite the egalitarian nature of taverns, they remained the domain of men 

throughout the 18th century, especially on the roadways.  While men traveled for 

business, trade, and pleasure, women did not travel for such purposes.  Women traveled 

less often than men, and for different reasons, mostly as a means of relocation or to visit 

family.  In addition, women had to coordinate their travels around their domestic 

responsibilities and childbirth.  When they did travel, women were usually escorted by a 

husband, relative, or servant, and most women planned with friends to travel from house 

to house to avoid the taverns (Imbarrato 1998:32).   
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 Although there were problems associated with women traveling and staying at the 

taverns, evidence shows that women did occasionally stop at roadside taverns.  In spite of 

the intermittent female traveler, taverns did not adapt to women; rather taverns forced 

women to adapt to them (Imbarrato 1998:36).  A 1704 traveler named Sarah Knight 

records her stay at a tavern, describing her bed as extremely hard and with scant 

“coverings.”  In addition, she notes that she was awakened as the tavern keeper began to 

make up another bed “for the men” (Imbarrato 1998:38-39).    

The complexities of women’s travel in the 18th century dictated their actions as 

travelers and therefore limited their access as tavern patrons.  However, some women 

played a role in 18th century taverns as owners.  Widowed women who lived outside the 

city limits often turned their homes into rest stops for travelers.  In addition, cities, 

especially Philadelphia, housed many female tavern owners.  However, many female 

tavern keepers were looked upon scrupulously (Imbarrato 1998:41), and there was a 

stigma about what type of establishment female keepers ran (Salinger 2002:55).   

Overall, tavern keepers were responsible for the actions and drunkenness of their 

clientele.  By the mid-18th century, the section of Philadelphia on Race Street between 

Front Street and Third Street was called “Helltown” (Kelly 1973:161).  This area housed 

many “dens,” which contained “the worst in tavern behavior—drunkenness, brawling, 

and prostitution” (Salinger 2002:145).  Many women operated these dens and did so 

without a license from the government (Kelly 1973:161; Salinger 2002:145).  Between 

1720 and 1776, thirteen women were indicted for operating taverns without licenses or as 

brothels.  In addition to operating these illegal taverns, women were commonly patrons at 

these unscrupulous institutions, typically as prostitutes (Salinger 2002:55). 
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 Despite some seedy institutions, taverns became an established part of colonial 

life.  Although taverns served alcoholic beverages, they were not places to get drunk 

(Taylor 1997:194), but they became gathering places for discussions of news, politics, 

and the mundane.  These spaces, both in the country and in the city, were dynamic places 

that served as the focal point of colonial social life.  Traveling artisans would move along 

from tavern to tavern to sell their goods or their skills.  Often public rooms could be 

rented out for large events, such as estate sales.  Tavern-goers could rely upon a supply of 

local newspapers, and many times they were read aloud for the illiterate.  Thus, it is news 

and politics that were truly the center of tavern life (Salinger 2002:56).  

 As the 18th century wore on, colonial taverns began to shift from egalitarian 

spaces to stratified and politically focused domains.  Rice (1983:121-122) describes the 

social and political discussion that occurred in taverns: 

Group discussions were a traditional part of tavern social activity.  Within the 
tavern context, ordinary citizens had an opportunity to express their opinions and 
hear the viewpoints of others.  … Politicians found working within the tavern 
where large crowds gathered was a means of securing public attention.  John 
Adams commented in 1761, “These [public] Houses are in many places the 
Nurseries of our Legislator….” 
 

From the start of the American colonies, the colonists had a feeling of exclusivity, and 

over time they began to distance themselves from their “mother land,” which lay across 

the ocean.  Political awareness grew from individuals going to taverns and hearing 

discussions and political banter.   

 Many political groups were born from the discussions that began in taverns. 

Benjamin Franklin’s Junto, which he formed in the 1720s to debate philosophy, politics, 

and science, met in taverns.  Another example of political groups forming in taverns is 

the Tun Tavern.  Located on the east side of Water Street, Philadelphia, the Tun Tavern 
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“was the birthplace of American Masonry in 1732 and the United States Marines in 

1775” (Kelly 1973:166).   Thus, taverns became a center for political debate and political 

education.  Such ideals were especially evident as the American colonies moved towards 

the idea of succession from the British Empire. 

 As the colonies steamed towards revolution, most colonists fell into three 

categories: “The few who benefited from British rule in some fashion, the few who 

resented British rule but had much to lose from rebellion, and the many who both hated 

British policies that hampered American growth and had little to lose from a conflict” 

(McDougall 2004:215).  The ideologies of these groups were echoed in tavern life as the 

American Revolution approached.  Many taverns were considered “Tory” taverns, where 

those loyal to the king would go.  On the other hand, many taverns were sympathetic to 

the Revolution and became known as “patriot” taverns.   

 The discussions in the taverns were not simply drunken banter.  John Adams 

recalls a discussion he overheard in a tavern leading up to the Revolution: 

Within the course of the year, before the meeting of Congress in 1774, on a 
journey to some of our circuit courts in Massachusetts, I stopped one night at a 
tavern in Shrewsbury about forty miles from Boston, and as I was cold and wet, I 
sat down at a good fire in the bar-room to dry my great-coat and saddle-bags, till a 
fire could be made in my chamber.  There presently came in, one after another, 
half a dozen, or half a score substantial yeomen of the neighborhood, who, sitting 
down to the fire after lighting their pipes, began a lively conversation on politics.  
As I believed I was unknown to all of them, I sat in total silence to hear them.  
One said, “The people of Boston are distracted.”  Another answered, “No wonder 
the people of Boston are distracted.  Oppression will make wise men mad.” A 
third said, “What would you say if a fellow should come to your house and tell 
you he was come to take a list of your cattle, that Parliament might tax you for 
them at so much a head?  And how should you feel if he was to go and break open 
your barn ….” (Quoted in Earle 1900:172) 
 

Adams was no doubt among patriots; however, his recording provides a snippet of the 

types of conversations that were taking place throughout the colonies.   
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 Political opinions shaped the names of taverns as well.  Many taverns were 

originally named for Kings of England or other English nobles.  For example, some 

taverns, first called “King’s Arms,” “King’s Head,” and “St. George and the Dragon,” 

removed any connection to England and created names based upon American symbolism, 

such as eagles and portraits of George Washington (McDougall 2004).  

 Once the American Revolution turned violent, taverns became important centers 

for the dissemination of news and for the stories of victories and defeats.  Throughout the 

War, “the tavern was the rendezvous for patriotic bands who listened to the stirring words 

of American rebels, and mixed dark treason to King George with every bowl of punch 

they drank” (Earle 1900:172).  Yet, taverns were not just places for talk during the 

Revolution; they played important strategic roles for Generals with troops on the march.  

The Battle of Paoli reflects the importance of taverns during the American Revolution. 

 Four taverns played an important role in the Battle of Paoli: The White Horse 

Tavern, The General Warren Tavern, the Paoli Tavern, and Howell’s Tavern.  The White 

Horse Tavern was the westernmost tavern, first opened in 1715.  Just before the 

Revolution, a patriot and member of the Continental Congress, John Kerlin, purchased 

the tavern, and General Wayne, a friend of Kerlin’s, sponsored strategy sessions at the 

inn.  On September 15, 1777, Washington, moving his troops from Germantown and 

marching towards the White Horse, camped his troops at the high ground near the tavern.  

General Howe found out about Washington’s encampment and sent his troops upon the 

Rebels.  While Howe’s troops moved on Washington, Cornwallis, with 13,000 men, 

marched North toward the White Horse.  Then Washington received notice that the 

British army was on the move and only a few miles away, so “he quickly ordered his 
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troops away from the inn and up the slopes of the south valley hill” (Twaddell 1984:39).  

Finally, a sudden rainstorm moistened the hill, slowing the British advance, and allowing 

Washington and his men to escape.    

Thus the White Horse Tavern was a center for the Continental Army prior to the 

Battle of Paoli, but its role in the Revolutionary War was not over.  Following the Battle 

of Paoli, General Wayne retreated to the west towards the White Horse, which again 

became a rendezvous point for the Americans.  General Smallwood and the Maryland 

militia were moving towards Wayne’s encampment that had just been under attack.  

Wayne sent Captain Thomas Buchanan of the 1st Pennsylvania Regiment to meet with 

Smallwood.  Thomas recounts: 

I was sent forward [by Wayne] to Gen. Smallwood, that lay at the White Horse, to 
get him to cover our retreat and fix a place of rendezvous, &c.  He sent me 
forward to try to stop as many of his broken troops that had taken the road to 
Downingtown.  (Quoted in McGuire 2000:124) 
 

So the White Horse tavern played a role shortly before and after the Battle of Paoli,  as an 

encampment for Washington and later a rendezvous point for Wayne and his retreating 

troops. 

 The General Warren Inn opened in 1745.  After changing hands through the 

middle part of the 18th century, Peter Mather leased the property, beginning in 1774.  

Mather was a strong British loyalist who catered to the “King’s men” during the 

Revolution.  The tavern became a “gathering place for Tories and opponents of the 

revolutionary cause.  Secret meetings were held here by British officers to share 

intelligence gathered on revolutionary strategy” (Twaddell 1984:29).   

During the Battle of Paoli, the Warren played a significant role.  The British 

information placed Wayne’s encampment near the Warren; however, the British did not 
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have an exact location, so when the British troops reached the Warren Tavern, they were 

at a loss about which way to turn.  Local lore describes Mather exiting his tavern to lead 

the British to Wayne’s camp; however, there is no evidence to support this claim.  In fact, 

an interview of Mather’s daughter, who was eight at the time of the battle, points to 

Mather’s assistance of the British as a myth.  One source relates how Mather “was home 

on that night, that the British, in their march to surprise Wayne, came to the house and 

urged [him] . . . to pilot them, but that he positively refused and did not go, and [his 

daughter] . . . added that it was a dreadful night to them” (McGuire 2000:96).   

Thus, the Warren played an essential role during the Battle.  Although the 

directions may not have been from the Mather family, the British did find their way to the 

Continental camp from a local person.  The blacksmith from the “Warren Shops,” which 

were not far from the Warren Tavern, was forced to divulge the information about 

Wayne’s whereabouts. Wayne himself, knowing the area, chose the location for his camp 

on high ground, but near enough to roads and taverns that he could set up pickets, one of 

which was at the Warren (McGuire 2000).   

 The Paoli Tavern, two miles east of the Warren, opened on St. Patrick’s Day, 

1769, but when it opened, it did not have a name.  On the tavern’s opening night, a toast 

was made to General Pasquale Paoli, a Corsican General who defied the French.  For his 

honorable actions, he “gained the admiration of both the court and the commoners.  In 

essence, he became the ideal patriot and champion of liberty [at that time],” so his name 

was attached to the new tavern (Twaddell 1984:23-24).   Prior to any fighting, the Paoli 

became a favorite meeting place of patriots, and officers occasionally met at the Paoli to 

discuss strategy (Twaddell 1984:24).  The patriotic clientele of the Paoli Tavern played a 
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small but integral part in the Battle of Paoli.  Between the hours of 8 and 10 PM on the 

evening of the battle, a local man came to the camp and reported that  

he had been down at the Paoli [Tavern], where he had seen a servant or some 
other Person who had been in with the enemy, where the Soldiers had told him, 
that they would attack Genl. Wayne’s Party that Night.  That they would have 
done it the Night before had he not changed his Ground.  (Quoted in McGuire 
2000:85-86) 
 

This warning provided Wayne with news about an inevitable attack, and it was provided 

with information obtained by a local at the tavern.  

 The final tavern that was directly involved with the Battle of Paoli is Howell’s 

Tavern, the most eastern of the four.  In 1762 David Howell was granted a license to 

open a tavern.  Prior to the onset of the Revolution, many patriots met at Howell’s Tavern 

to discuss the political climate (Grace 1987:84).  At the intersection of Swedesford Road 

and Bearhill Road, the tavern was located at an important road juncture.  When Howe’s 

army set up camp in Tredyffrin, Major General Charles Grey used Howell’s Tavern as 

his headquarters.  It was from this tavern that he led his men on their march down 

Swedesford Road towards Wayne’s encamped troops (Grace 1987:79).   

 Colonial America contained a dynamic society with an ever-growing and 

changing landscape.  Originally travel was limited to waterways, but shortly roadways, 

based upon Indian trails, became wider and more serviceable.  Roadways created a 

spread of information, ideas, and people.  The movement of people created a need for 

wayside stops.  Taverns filled this need, providing travelers with food, drink, and a place 

to rest.  Moreover, taverns came to fulfill other social needs; specifically they became 

political arenas for debate regarding the American Revolution.  Taverns, like the society, 

were divided between Tories and Patriots.  So during the American Revolution, taverns 
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played an integral role in the political struggle.  Specifically, the four taverns surrounding 

the area of the Battle of Paoli illustrate the greater role that taverns played during the 

War.  Taverns served as places for political discourse, stations for generals and spies to 

share information, and places to reorganize following a retreat. 

 

Interpreting the Cultural Landscape 

 Southeastern Pennsylvania in the last quarter of the 18th century presents an 

important period for interpreting cultural landscapes.  As referenced in Chapter 3, 

southeastern Pennsylvania had a diverse population spread from the densely packed 

shores of Philadelphia’s Delaware River to the small family farms of Chester County.  

Although the population was dispersed, Philadelphia’s residents had great mobility both 

socially and spatially.  The road network that connected Philadelphia to Chester and 

Lancaster Counties accounted for much of the city’s wealth.  Goods from the interior of 

Pennsylvania could be moved efficiently to Philadelphia’s ports and world markets.  

Despite this connectivity, traveling in the 18th century remained difficult and time 

consuming.  As Rice (1983:46) notes, “A person did not have to be traveling a great 

distance to be in need of a tavern.  A trip of ten miles” may require a night’s stay at a 

tavern.   

 Travel times could vary greatly due to road conditions, weather, and the means of 

transportation.  Loaded wagons, for example, could weigh up to three-thousand pounds, 

meaning the horses that pulled them needed to stop often for rest and water, limiting the 

distance they could travel to between twenty and thirty miles a day (Wenger 2008:114). 

Similarly, a train of pack horses, each with an individual load of two-hundred pounds 
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could travel only about fifteen miles per day (Swank 1908:103).  So while Chester 

County’s taverns were used as stopovers for travelers, local farmers, craftsmen, 

merchants, and industrialists would go to taverns due to their proximity to the 

establishment.  Therefore, taverns began to reflect the political, economic, and social 

ideologies of the local patronage, and as a result, taverns began to cater to both local 

clients and travelers (Sismondo 2011:70).  Consequently, taverns became the unofficial 

“political, social, and economic center[s]” throughout the region (Sismondo 2011:100). 

 Applying the nature of 18th century Chester County taverns as both travel 

destinations and local rendezvous to their spatial distribution provides an important 

interpretive lens for the cultural landscape.  Figure 5.1 shows the locations of the taverns 

that were in operation during the fall of 1777.  In addition to showing the location of 

taverns at the time of the Battle of Paoli, the map indicates the roads that were available 

to travelers, locals, and the American and British armies during the period.  Importantly, 

most of these taverns were not only located along major roadways, but also at the 

intersections of roadways.  A buffer of 2.5 kilometers around each of the taverns (Figure 

5.2) shows series of interconnections.  The 2.5-kilometer buffer was selected because it 

represents a walk of about half an hour at a typical walking speed of five kilometers an 

hour.  On the map, the first set of interconnected taverns is a group of five taverns to the 

north, and a second group of taverns to the south are more closely intertwined.    
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Figure 5.1: Location of Taverns in Southeastern Pennsylvania, Fall 1777 
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Figure 5.2: 1777 Taverns with 2.5 Kilometer (1.55 mile) Buffer 
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As discussed in Chapter 2, the physical landscape often influences the cultural 

landscape.  Notably, Chapter 2 indicates that valleys become avenues through which 

information and people can move quickly.  So hills and valleys provided the locations for 

development of southeastern Pennsylvania with regards to roads and taverns.  In a two-

dimensional sense, the groupings of taverns seem to follow roadways, but when 

examined with topography, the importance of the Great Valley of Chester County 

becomes apparent.  Figure 5.3 shows that the majority of the taverns in Chester County 

were located either on the north side or the south side of the Great Valley, the low area 

running roughly east to west through the region (Figure 5.3).  In terms of development it 

served as a divider between regions.  Despite one main road, Swedesford Road, which 

runs through the heart of the Valley, few taverns developed in this area.  

The likeliest rationale for how the roads and taverns of southeastern Pennsylvania 

developed is a multifaceted explanation.  First, rather than being settled by immigrants 

and based on their interactions with the landscape, much of the area surrounding 

Philadelphia was land grants from the 17th century.  At the time, few actual ground-

surveys were undertaken.  So land was assigned and developed without direct knowledge 

of the realities of the landscape.  Second, as discussed early in this chapter, the first 

roadways to fan out from Philadelphia were Native American paths.  Then the European 

settlers manipulated the earlier passages to suit their needs.  Thus, the location of roads 

and taverns in this region was based on both the topographic landscape, as well as the 

cultural landscape.   
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Figure 5.3: Taverns with Topography 
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The 2.5-kilometer buffers not only show how the taverns can be spatially 

interconnected, but also illustrate a sphere of influence that surrounds each one.  The 

dialogue that took place at taverns reflects the ideologies of those who lived nearby and 

frequented the social spaces.  The 2.5-kilometer buffer was selected because it represents 

a typical half-hour walk, but it does not take into account riding a horse or traveling by 

carriage.  However, the buffer does provide a sense of where locals would go to express 

themselves, or how far they would have to travel to go to a tavern where individuals 

shared their ideologies.  Obviously, difficulties abound when attempting to represent the 

spheres of influence, an intangible conceptualization, in a geographic and cartographic 

manner.  Such representations are especially difficult because in southeastern 

Pennsylvania, on such a small scale, most of these taverns were located within a 

relatively short distance from one another.   

On a broader scale, deductions regarding the spatiality of ideologies associated 

with tavern patrons could be more profound.  For example, Arkush’s (2011) work in the 

Andes shows how hillforts can be interconnected, based on distinctive artifactual 

evidence, and therefore they can be grouped together based on their topographic and 

spatial locations.  Her work focuses on a more expansive scale where forts and spheres of 

influence were separated by a hundred kilometers or more.  However, when narrowed 

into a smaller region, distinctions can be murkier.  As previously discussed, southeastern 

Pennsylvania was diverse, but many ethnic and religious groups clustered together, so the 

population was both intertwined and distinct.  Therefore, the spatial analyses regarding 

the influences of taverns may not show distinct boundaries, but are a metric to help 

elucidate the nature of the cultural landscape. 



 

150 
 

The incongruent nature of the cultural landscape may also be delineated through 

the examination of the interrelationships between roads and taverns.  The roadways near 

the Battle of Paoli serve as an example.  As much as roadways create access to different 

regions, they can also be limiting.  To analyze the limiting role of roads, it is important to 

examine the road networks and the associated taverns that are most directly associated 

with the Battle of Paoli: The White Horse Tavern, the Warren Inn, the Paoli Tavern, and 

Howell’s Tavern.  The 2.5-kilometer buffer used to display the social network does not 

account for the actual ability to travel throughout these spaces.  Therefore, it is important 

to measure the distance that a 2.5-kilometer travel-distance affords through the road 

networks.  Figure 5.4 illustrates the road networks associated with each of the four 

taverns pertinent to the study of the Battle of Paoli.   

 
Figure 5.4:  Taverns Associated with the Battle of Paoli and 2.5 kilometer Buffers Along 

Roadways 
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 Travel distances on the roads between the four taverns reveals important aspects 

regarding the cultural landscape.  First, there is notable overlap between some of the 

taverns.  Along the Lancaster Road, the road that runs east to west between the White 

Horse Tavern and the Blue Ball Tavern, the respective 2.5-kilometer travel networks 

overlap.  Additionally, the White Horse Tavern network overlaps with the Warren Tavern 

network, which overlaps with the Paoli Tavern network.  The Paoli Tavern is then 

connected to Howell’s Tavern via Bear Hill Road, which runs north-south.  Aside from 

the connections among the taverns, the 2.5-kilometer road-network shows gaps between 

the taverns.  Most notable is the gap along Swedesford Road between the Warren Tavern 

and Howell’s Tavern.  In terms of the cultural landscape, the extra travel time between 

the Warren Tavern and Howell’s Tavern may not be significant; however, in the context 

of the Battle of Paoli, this gap may have been substantial, a theory which will be 

discussed later in this chapter.        

 As the previous discussion and maps show, historical contexts, roads, taverns, and 

topography all greatly influenced the spatial development of southeastern Pennsylvania. 

The maps created and discussed in this section illustrate how the cultural landscape is 

nuanced and problematic.  Examining the role that roads and taverns play in the 

development of the region is hindered by the complexities of ideologies that are spatially 

condensed.  Despite the limitations of interpreting the cultural landscape geographically, 

the analyses allow for important interpretations.  First, the analysis shows how the 

development of taverns and roadways are intrinsically connected.  As travel increased 

throughout the region, the number of taverns increased as well.  Second, the roads that 

developed in southeastern Pennsylvania were based on Native trails, which the European 
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settlers converted to their own needs.  Finally, the 2.5-kilometer buffers show that the 

relationships among the taverns are further illuminated.  Specifically, they depict the 

social spheres of influence that locals could utilize for economic, social, and political 

purposes.   

 
 

Interpreting the Battle Landscape 
 
 The archaeological study of American Battlefields gained vitality following the 

National Park Service’s work under Doug Scott at The Little Big Horn Battlefield in the 

1980s.  In 1996, Congress passed the American Battlefield Protection Act, and in turn the 

American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP), which together aimed to identify, 

protect, and interpret battlefields throughout America.  One of the key tenants of the 

ABPP was the adoption of KOCOA analyses.  KOCOA, an acronym that stands for Key 

terrain, Obstacles, Cover and concealment, Observation, and Avenues of advance and 

retreat, was adapted from the U.S. Army’s Field Manuel (Scott and McFeaters 2011:115).  

The following section will examine the Battle of Paoli through the lens of KOCOA.  

More importantly, it will also consider how the cultural landscape affected the events 

related to the battle, a factor omitted in a traditional KOCOA analysis.  Combining 

KOCOA with broader cultural factors illustrates the importance of moving beyond 

studying battlefields strictly as events disassociated from other cultural realities.   

 In order to examine the battle landscape, the locations of the American and British 

armies have been identified and created from period maps.  The most helpful map with 

regards to the Battle of Paoli is a period map from English cartographer William Faden’s 

“British Camp at Trudruffrin” (Figure 5.5).  A British officer who was present at the 
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battle drew this map, later in 1777 shortly after the conflict; however the name of the 

officer has not been identified (McGuire 2000).  Incorporating first-person accounts and 

map data from the 18th century, the locations of the British and American camps were 

positioned on the landscape.  The locations of the American Pickets were placed based on 

firsthand accounts and McGuire’s (2000) analysis.  In addition, the location of homes, 

churches, and taverns help to show the cultural landscape at the time.  The resulting map, 

Figure 5.6, creates the basis for interpretation regarding the battle landscape.   
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Figure 5.5: “British Camp at Trudruffin” map by William Faden, 1777 (Library of 

Congress) 
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Figure 5.6: Position of the American and British Armies, September 20, 1777 

 
The subsequent map provides important details regarding KOCOA.  First, it is 

noticeable that Wayne’s troops were perched on higher ground than the British, who were 

further to the north and east in the Great Valley.  Therefore, it would appear that Wayne’s 

troops controlled the terrain.  Second, Wayne dispatched six pickets around his camp.  

The pickets were located at major roadway intersections and near taverns.  In this 

manner, it appears that Wayne wisely protected the possible avenues of the British 

approach.  In addition, Wayne afforded himself many routes of retreat to the west if the 

British were to attack.  The seeming defensibility of his camp echoes in Wayne’s own 

words: 

To you . . . who know and are Acquainted with the Nature and manner in which 
Encampments are and Ought to be Chose in the face of an Enemy—I need say no 



 

156 
 

more than, that the Ground we lay on was the Strongest and Best suited for our 
Purpose, that could be found for many Miles . . . the Disposition was Perfect for 
Defense. (Quoted in McGuire 2000:73-74) 
 

Not pictured in the map are other important landscape features.  For example, to 

accommodate the farmers, Wayne ordered that a fence to his west be kept in place, but 

that fence eventually inhibited his retreat.  However, it appears that Wayne indeed held a 

better strategic advantage, based on landscape, than the British.  

 
Viewsheds 

 One of the great tools provided by GIS software is that it does not only display 

geographic information, but it also allows for its interpretation.  One of the most 

commonly used tools in the GIS toolbox is the viewshed analysis tool.  Viewsheds allow 

the visible terrain from a given point to be highlighted.  The tool therefore shows not only 

what terrain is visible, but also where “blind” spots might be located.  Importantly, 

viewsheds demonstrate the visibility in both directions.  For example, if point “B” is 

visible from point “A,” it follows that point “A” is visible from point “B.”   Despite the 

applicability of viewsheds, there are some limitations.  First, viewsheds deal solely with 

topography; viewsheds do not take into account structures or vegetation.  Second, 

viewshed analyses are based on modern topographic scans from airborne light-detection 

and ranging data (LiDAR).  Therefore, as today’s viewshed information is projected back 

in time, it is important to take into account that we do not have information regarding 

vegetation, which could have affected visibility.  In contrast, topography does not 

drastically change, so the use of modern topographic data is less problematic.   

An example of the application of viewsheds to study battlefields comes from 

Heckman (2007).  Heckman used viewshed analyses to show how a seemingly defensible 
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position held by Confederate forces during the American Civil War, was, in fact, 

susceptible to an attack.  The Confederate position at the top of Lookout Mountain 

provided expansive vistas of the surrounding landscape; however, furrowing and a bend 

in the slope of the mountain created blind spots that allowed the attacking Union Army to 

encroach upon the Confederates undetected (Heckman 2007:82).   

 Applying Heckman’s viewshed methodology to the Battle of Paoli, similar 

circumstances are depicted.  As noted, Wayne selected his position on high ground that 

he believed was highly defensible.  However, performing a viewshed analysis (Figure 

5.7) illustrates how, although he held the higher ground, there were several blind spots in 

his field of view.  Notably, Wayne positioned his army on the south side of the ridge.  As 

a result, Wayne’s forces had a greater view to the south of his encampment than to the 

north, but the British were camped in the Great Valley farther to the north and east.  

Rather than providing a view of where the British were camped, their location in the 

valley was not visible.  Therefore, camping on the south side of the ridge may have 

seemed defensible, but Wayne’s location actually blinded him from early detection of the 

British camp and subsequent maneuvers.  Despite the limitations of Wayne’s viewsheds, 

the concept may not be telling the entire story with regards to the Battle of Paoli due to 

the nature of the British attack.  By attacking at night, the British used darkness to their 

advantage.  Obviously, the darkness further inhibited the viewsheds at the time.  So, the 

Americans would not have been able to see the British leave their camp at night, they 

were inhibited from seeing the camp prior to the battle, and they could not reconnoiter 

information from afar during the day and evening hours.  
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Figure 5.7: American Army’s Viewshed 
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Wayne did not simply believe that his position was defensible due to the physical 

landscape, but also because he dispatched six pickets around his camp.  These pickets 

would act as sentries should the British attack.  Wayne stationed the pickets at important 

landscape features: roadway intersections and taverns.  At these locations, the pickets 

could, in theory, control the flow of intelligence and detect if the British troops were 

maneuvering for an attack.  In essence, the pickets expanded Wayne’s viewsheds.  The 

pickets’ viewsheds (Figure 5.8) illustrate what areas were visible from the six pickets’ 

locations.  First, the viewsheds show that the pickets had a greater view to the north not 

visible from Wayne’s encampment, but many gaps still existed.  Most notably, one gap 

was along the route of the eventual British attack via Swedesford Road.  Not until the 

British reached the intersection of Swedesford Road and Old Morehall Road, three 

quarters of a mile from the northern-most picket, Picket 5, would the British advance be 

in view.  Despite the limitations of the viewsheds, Picket 1, the easternmost picket near 

the Paoli Tavern, had a commanding view along Lancaster Road.  This analysis shows 

that even with pickets providing more control over the landscape, the American camp 

was still susceptible to the British advance.   
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Figure 5.8: American Picket’s Viewshed 
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 Overall, the viewsheds from the American camp and the American pickets 

illustrate how a seemingly defensible location may in fact have created weaknesses.  On 

the other hand, the British camp’s viewsheds tell a different story.  Rather than take high 

ground for their encampment, the British camped in the Great Valley.  Like the 

Americans, they were positioned along roadways and near taverns, the importance of 

which has already been discussed.  In conventional military thinking, low-lying land is 

not ideal.  Figures 5.7 and 5.8 show that despite their lower position, the British 

encampment remained out of the American’s view.  Examining the viewsheds (Figure 

5.9) from the British camp raises important interpretations regarding their location.   

 The most pronounced aspect of the British Army’s viewshed is that it is limited to 

the Great Valley.  At their lower elevation, it seems obvious that they were not able to see 

beyond the slopes of the hills to the north and to the south.  The viewshed illustrates, 

though, that from their location, the British had good views of the hillslopes that faced 

their encampment, especially to the north.  In essence, these views would have allowed 

the British to see the movement of Wayne and his troops if they would have advanced 

from the south, or if Washington and the main force of the Continental Army would have 

encroached from the north.  One of the gaps in the British viewshed is along Swedesford 

Road.  As previously discussed, this gap along Swedesford Road was also present for the 

American viewshed.  Thus, in interpreting the viewshed of the British Army camped at 

Tredyffrin, it becomes evident that despite their location in lower terrain and with no 

view of Swedesford Road, the British maintained visibility over a large portion of the 

region. 
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Figure 5.9: Viewshed from the British Camp 
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Travel Distance 

 Earlier in showing the significance of the cultural landscape, this chapter 

calculated and discussed spheres of influence regarding travel distances and the 

dissemination of information based on a half-hour walk (2.5 kilometers) at an average 

speed (5 kilometers per hour).  In an attempt to understand how armies would utilize the 

road network, it is important to first understand that armies march, move, and convoy 

differently than civilians.  Unfortunately, little is documented regarding the manner in 

which men and armies moved throughout space in the 18th century.  Moreover, little 

evidence documents the loads that soldiers of that era carried and how that weight 

impacted troop movements.  It is known that through the 18th century, much of the war 

equipment was transported by auxiliary units, limiting the loads that individual soldiers 

carried to about 15kg (Knapik 2004:45).   

Despite the limited information regarding the speed at which men marched, 

examining the current U.S. military’s protocols regarding the speed of march can be used 

as a baseline.   According to the Army Field Manual 21-18, the average marching pace 

for a military unit should be approximately four kilometers per hour across roadways.  

This speed, though, decreases for units marching at night, to 3.2 kilometers per hour 

(United States Department of Army 1962:17).  Another factor to consider is that in some 

cases the armies led what are known as “forced” marches.  According to the Army Field 

Manual 21-18, forced marches are also executed at a speed of four kilometers per hour; 

however, rather than stopping to rest for ten minutes every hour, the army presses on 

without rest (United States Department of Army 1962:20).  In the context of the Battle of 

Paoli, Grey’s men were likely not carrying any supplies, which would have slowed down 
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their march.  So it is possible to project that Grey’s men would have been marching at 

approximately 3.2 kilometers per hour.  Figure 5.10 illustrates how far 3.2 kilometers 

extends along the 1777 road network for both the Continental and British armies.   

The travel distances between the American and British camps along the roadways 

show how the camps were quite close, but still over an hour’s nighttime march apart.  

The figure illustrates that despite being geographically close, the road networks available 

to the armies increased the travel time between the two camps.  In addition, a comparison 

of the map of the travel distances between the two camps and the viewshed maps reveals 

that the gap in the viewsheds between camps also appears along the path of the British 

approach.  Thus, this distance along Swedesford Road appears to have played a 

significant role in the battle.  It was the route that the British took as they advanced on 

Wayne’s encampment because  Swedesford Road, which cuts through the Great Valley, 

provided easy travel for the British.  Moreover, the lack of viewsheds and the fact that the 

portion of Swedesford Road stretched beyond an hour’s march from the American camp 

allowed the British to maintain the secretive nature of their attack.   
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Figure 5.10: 3.2 Kilometer distances from American and British Camps along the 1777 
Road Network 
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Discussion 
 
 The aim of this chapter is to lay out and discuss the influence of, and 

interconnections between, the physical landscape, the cultural landscape, and their 

influence on the battle landscape through geographic interpretations.  Situating the 

analysis of the spatial landscape in the context of this dissertation illustrates the 

importance of examining the entanglements of the different landscapes.  As a case study, 

the Battle of Paoli illustrates how the conceptual model outlined in Chapter 2 warrants 

study in terms of spatiality.  Based on the historical contexts outlined in Chapters 3 and 4, 

this Chapter shows how the physical, cultural, and battle landscapes are intrinsically 

connected.  First, the physical landscape aids or limits the expansion of cultural landscape 

features, specifically roads and taverns.  Viewing the spatial layout of taverns shows how 

the two develop together.  Taverns grew along the roadways at intervals representing 

travel distances.  In addition, each tavern became known for specific social and political 

ideologies.  In this manner, the layout of taverns not only shows their relationship to 

travel, but also how taverns reflect the ideologies of citizens who live nearby.   

 Undoubtedly the American and British armies took the physical and cultural 

landscapes into consideration while marching, camping, and fighting battles.  In terms of 

the battle landscape for the Battle of Paoli, the maps created for this chapter illuminate 

the impact of the physical and cultural landscapes on the battle.  In terms of the physical 

landscapes, the viewsheds show how the landscape allowed the British army to conceal 

its troop movements.  Importantly, a GIS analysis of the physical landscape indicates that 

Wayne, who believed that his location on higher ground was highly defensible, did not 
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actually hold a strategic advantage.  In reality, the British, camped at a lower elevation, 

were able to move without detection through the Great Valley.   
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CHAPTER 6 
 ARCHAEOLOGY AT PAOLI BATTLEFIELD 

 
Introduction 

 
 Battlefield preservation represents a relatively new undertaking in American 

history.  Prior to the creation of the National Park Service’s American Battlefield 

Preservation Program in 1996, the research and protection of American battlefields fell to 

local historians and local governments.  The lack of specific federal oversight and 

understanding regarding the historical significance of a battlefield’s research potential led 

to the inadvertent destruction of many potential sites, a number of them in Pennsylvania.  

Over the last two-hundred and forty years, southeastern Pennsylvania has been subjected 

to massive urban and suburbanization.  As shown in Chapter 5, the geographic area of 

significance associated with battlefields is expansive.   

Although small in size by comparison to many landmark battlefields from the 

American Revolution and the American Civil War, the forty-four acres that remain 

preserved as the Paoli Battlefield Park present ample research opportunities.  First, the 

protected portion of the park represents the location where the fiercest fighting between 

the Continental and British armies took place.  Second, based on the historical record, the 

open space that remains is the area where General Anthony Wayne instructed his men to 

camp.  Finally, unlike other remaining battlefield tracts, after the battle, the preserved 

portion of the Paoli Battlefield returned to use as farmland following the battle.  

Therefore, it was not subjected to modern destruction associated with urban and suburban 

sprawl, but rather only plowing, which does not drastically displace the location of 

artifacts associated with the battlefield and the patterning of the artifacts remains salient 
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(Roper 1972; Sivilich 1996).  For these reasons and the historical significance of the 

battlefield, an archaeological plan was developed to research the site.   

In 2009, the Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund (PBPF) reached out to Dr. David 

G. Orr at Temple University.  The PBPF hoped that Dr. Orr, an expert on military and 

battlefield archaeology, could advise the organization on the best practices regarding an 

archaeological exploration of the battlefield.  At that time, Dr. Orr invited me, in my first 

semester of graduate studies, to join the planning process and to develop research 

questions associated with the archaeology of the battlefield.  Our first question focused 

on the less ephemeral aspects associated with the battlefield: what was the composition of 

General Wayne’s encampment?  Prior to General Baron Von Stueben’s publication of his 

drill manual, which he developed following the Valley Forge winter encampment, 1777-

1778, the Continental Army did not have universal rules to dictate the composition of a 

camp.  However, the historical record states that General Wayne, a stickler for military 

order, established a camp in a manner that he thought was defensible and exploited the 

landscape to his advantage.  Then, following the Battle of Paoli, Wayne came under 

criticism and was court-marshaled for not properly organizing his camp, providing 

circumstances which allowed the British to easily attack the Pennsylvanians.  So the first 

aim in studying the Paoli Battlefield archaeologically was to gather evidence to interpret 

the organization of Wayne’s camp.   

Based on Wayne’s desire for an orderly camp and the subsequent burning of the 

camp, one might predict the location of campfires and the burned wigwams would be 

prevalent in the geophysical survey and located in a somewhat orderly manner.   

Evidence for the order of camp-related features comes from archaeological work at 
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Valley Forge National Historical Park.  Specifically, archaeological research at 

Muhlenberg’s Brigade within the park illustrates that hut locations are positioned in 

groups.  Although they are often not the straight rows that Washington requested, the 

huts’ locations indicate a relatively orderly configuration.  Additionally, trash pits 

associated with the encampment provide important information regarding camp life 

(Kalos 2015a).  Therefore, a geophysical survey associated with Wayne’s encampment 

should be able to identify the locations of huts and trash pits, identifying a general sense 

of the camp layout. 

The second objective of the archaeological research sought to investigate the 

nature of the battle.  The description of battle itself has been complicated by the added 

myths that accumulated over the centuries following the battle.  These myths led to 

speculation regarding the conflict, resulting in many research questions: Did Wayne 

properly organize a fighting retreat? What was the nature of the battle?  Did the British 

truly use only their bayonets while storming through the camp, or did they, in fact, fire 

their muskets?  Can it be determined, archaeologically, the nature of the “massacre”?  

The research of Scott et al. (1989) at Little Big Horn reveals how archaeological 

approaches can help demystify the legends about battlefields, and his methods would be 

adapted to the Paoli Battlefield research.   

The following chapter outlines and discusses the methods utilized to study the 

Paoli Battlefield.  First, this chapter examines the nature of the Wayne’s encampment 

through the use of geophysical techniques and traditional archaeological test excavations.  

Second, it illustrates the utility of a metal-detecting survey in identifying aspects of the 
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camp and the battle.  Finally, it presents an examination of the archaeological findings 

and interprets the nature of Wayne’s encampment, the battle, and the battlefield.   

 

The Archaeology of Wayne’s Encampment 

 In November 2009, John Milner and Associates (JMA) archaeologists Wade Catts 

and Peter Leach volunteered their time, services, and equipment to conduct a geophysical 

survey.  As a result of our discussions regarding the value of different geophysical 

techniques, including ground-penetrating radar, magnetometry, electric resistivity, and 

electric conductivity, Catts and Leach decided to use a magnetic gradiometer.  By 

detecting variations in the magnetism of the Earth’s soils, magnetometers are best utilized 

in the uncovering archaeological features, landscape changes, and metallic objects (Leach 

2009:2).  Ground-penetrating radar is best for detecting buried foundations and shaft 

features, which were not expected at the site, therefore not selected.  Moreover, ground-

penetrating radar is best used at small, localized sites, due to the vast amount of data it 

produces (Oswin 2009:61).  Electric conductivity excels in identifying “mounds, ditches, 

banks, and the like, if there is significant contrast between fill and nonfill” (Clay 

2006:84).  With the field at Paoli being plowed following the battle, it is unlikely that an 

electrical conductivity survey would be able to detect any features, especially since such 

surveys most commonly identify near-surface features (Clay 2006:81).  Likewise, the 

typical probe-depth used in electric resistivity benefits near surface features (Somers 

2006:112).  Also, such surveys are more time consuming than a magnetometer survey.   

Based on the nature of the soils and the types of expected anomalies, the selection 

of the magnetometer is appropriate for the characteristics of the Paoli Battlefield.  For 
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instance, the use of a magnetometer maintains three important benefits, compared to 

other geophysical methods.  First, magnetometers excel at detecting large iron objects, 

such as the Continental Army’s many cannon, other weaponry, and their military 

accouterments.  Second, magnetometers are capable of detecting areas of burning.  Heat 

is able to agitate an object’s magnetic structure “to the point where it loses all orderliness 

and becomes random” (Oswin 2009:23).  Then, when it cools, the earth’s magnetic field 

weakly re-magnetizes the object (Oswin 2009:23-24).  Thus, a magnetometer can identify 

where heat from a fire altered the soil.  As a campsite, we know that Wayne’s men had 

many hearths for heating and cooking.  Moreover, the historical records state that when 

the British stormed the American camp, they set the American’s “wigwams,” huts to 

protect the gunpowder, ablaze.  Therefore, a magnetometer survey can highlight the 

layout of the American camp.  Finally, magnetometers allow the identification of soil 

disturbances.  According to Leach (2009:4), topsoil is more magnetic than the subsoil, so 

the alteration of soil stratigraphy can result in the identification of archaeological 

features: “Digging a hole, such as a trash pit or a posthole, turns up the soil, so the result 

would be noticeable on a magnetometer” (Kalos 2015b:32).   

As previously noted, the Paoli Battlefield returned to farm field and plowing 

following the battle.  It is likely that the plowing of the field disturbed archaeological 

features that may have been associated with the campsite.  However, any archaeological 

feature that extended below the level of plowing would likely still be intact, although 

truncated.  It is possible that post holes and trash pits could extend beyond the 10-12 

inches of the plow zone.  Likewise, Aspinall et al. point out that burned soil associated 

with cooking fires can be detected up to a meter below the topsoil (2008:147).  Therefore, 
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evidence of campfires and the burned wigwams should be evident below the plowzone. 

Thus, in the case of the Paoli Battlefield, locating the trash pits or postholes from the 

wigwams, in addition to areas of burning, should any extend beyond the plowzone, could 

help identify the location and formation of Wayne’s encampment.  However, if such 

features do not extend beyond the depth of plowing, the features identified in the 

geophysical survey may be less reliable. 

An important consideration in selecting a magnetometer survey and a specific 

type of magnetometer is the type of soils across the landscape.  In this case, the soils in 

the area of the geophysical survey are Glenelg Silt Loam (GgB) (USDA 2013).  These 

soils, as discussed in Chapter 3, are characterized as well-drained soils, created from the 

weathering of mica schist.  In addition, as with most of the soils in the region, the GgB 

soils contain a fair amount of iron, which aids in the identification of magnetic anomalies 

(Scollar 1990:422).  Another consideration for the use for geophysical survey is the 

historic use of the land.  In the case of Paoli Battlefield, following the conflict the field 

returned to its utility as a farm field and was farmed through the 1990s (Kalos 2015b:32).  

Performing a geophysical survey on a plowed field could be problematic; however as 

Aspinall, Gaffney, and Schmidt (2008:98) point out, “it may be best to leave the surface 

to weather, or wait until a crop has been sown” before performing a survey.  In the case 

of the Paoli Battlefield, the surface has been unplowed for nearly twenty years, so past 

agricultural activities would likely not have a great affect on the success of the survey, 

especially with regard to archaeological features that extend below the plowzone.  As a 

result of all these factors, a magnetometer was selected for the geophysical survey.  Thus, 
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the magnetometer has potential to identify many features and objects associated with the 

battle, and the soils were also ideal for such techniques. 

With these interests in mind, a 2000-square-meter grid was laid out on a portion 

of the battlefield (Figure 6.1).  The grid runs roughly from southwest to northeast along 

the extant tree line along the south end of the battlefield.  The area for survey was 

selected based on the historical record: the Patriots were camped along a tree line at the 

south end of the field (McGuire 2000).  During the survey, the area of interest was 

traversed in a unidirectional manner at 50 cm intervals, using a Geometrics G858-G 

Cesium Vapor gradiometer (Leach 2009:2).  These types of gradiometers measure the 

“total magnetic field, are highly sensitive (0.01nT sensitivity), and fall within the 

optically-pumped Alkali-Vapor category of magnetometers” (Leach 2009:2). 

 

Figure 6.1:  Area of Magnetometer Survey, Paoli Battlefield (Leach 2009) 
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 The results of the magnetometer survey provide intriguing insights regarding soil 

anomalies.  Overall, the survey area shows relatively quiet background magnetic levels 

(Leach 2009:3).  The results also yielded many distinctive positive monopolar, simple 

dipolar, and complex dipolar anomalies scattered throughout the survey area.  Figure 6.2 

illustrates the raw data from the geophysical survey.  The positive monopolar anomalies 

are consistent with areas of burning, possibly indicating the areas of the American’s 

hearths or where their wigwams were burnt.  The location of these monopolar anomalies 

illustrate a certain pattern (Figure 6.3).  The anomalies appear in parallel rows with other 

columns intersecting at roughly a forty-five degree angle.  Combining the nature of the 

anomalies consistent with burnt soil, their patterning, and the historical record, it appears 

that these features may highlight the location of Wayne’s encampment and the layout of 

where the wigwams were located. 
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Figure 6.2:  Raw data from Magnetometer Survey (Leach 2009) 

Leach, 2009
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Figure 6.3: Locations of Single Monopolar Anomalies Located in a Linear Pattern 
(Leach 2009) 

 
 In addition to the monopolar anomalies, the dipolar anomalies, both simple and 

complex, provide important evidence of the archaeological resources that may remain on 

the battlefield.  Simple dipolar anomalies are often associated with large iron objects.  

Complex dipolar anomalies, on the other hand, are often quite difficult to interpret since 

they are magnetized as both positive and negative, resulting in many possible causes for 

the anomaly (Leach 2009:3).  The possible causes for detecting these complex dipolar 

anomalies include combustion features, irregular iron objects, rodent borrows, and other 

forms of soil disturbance (Leach 2009:3).  Figure 6.4 illustrates the location of the simple 

dipolar anomalies located within the study area.  In addition, this figure highlights the 
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location of plow scars, which speaks to the history of the land as a farm field that had 

been utilized over the course of hundreds of years.  Importantly, two clusters of simple 

dipolar anomalies appear in the southwestern and southeastern corners of the survey area.   

 

Figure 6.4: Location of Simple Dipolar Anomalies and Plow Scars with Clusters of 
Anomalies Highlighted by Ovals (modified from Leach 2009) 

 

 As with other forms of geophysical surveys, the magnetometer survey is a non-

invasive form of data collection, but the information obtained by the magnetometer 

survey helps direct ground-truthing excavations.  Conversations with Leach from JMA 

identified four potential anomalies, two monopolar and two simple dipolar anomalies, for 

ground-truthing excavations (Figure 6.5).  Anomaly four was selected as the best possible 

candidate for either a hearth or burned hut; therefore this anomaly was selected for 

Plow%Scars%and%
Dipolar%
Anomalies%

Leach, 2009
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excavations.  In May of 2011, with assistance from fellow Temple University Graduate 

students, test excavations at anomaly four began.   

 

Figure 6.5: Location of Potential Anomalies for Excavations 

 Using a total station, the position of the anomaly was located in the field.  Then an 

arbitrary 5-foot by 5-foot test unit was situated along a magnetic north-south axis with the 

anomaly located in the center of the unit.  The test unit was excavated by hand, using 

natural stratigraphic levels with soils screened through ¼ inch wire mesh.  Plow scars 

were identified within the test unit; however, unfortunately, the excavation did not 

identify any features. The only artifact recovered from the excavation was a small piece 

of Bakelite, which came from the plow zone.  There was, however, much oxidation on 

the small rocks (schist and quartz) that were present in the unit.  It is likely that these 
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oxidized minerals may have caused the magnetometer to detect a possible anomaly. 

Unfortunately, due to the lack of time and financial constraints, further archaeological 

testing was not conducted.  More extensive excavations can elucidate the nature of the 

anomalies. 

 

Metal Detecting the Battlefield 

 Since the work of Scott et al. at Little Bighorn Battlefield, archaeologists have 

adopted metal detecting as a valuable tool for identifying and interpreting battlefield 

sites.  In a plowed field that does not have significant stratigraphy, the use of metal 

detectors does not disturb the stratigraphic sequence and allows for vast areas of land to 

be surveyed scientifically.  The soils in the battlefield consist of Glenelg Silt Loam (GgB) 

in the western portion of the field, Manor Loam (MaC) in the northeast where the land is 

at a slope of eight to fifteen percent, and Manor Loam (MaD) in the southeast of the field 

where the slope is fifteen to twenty-five percent (the attributes of soils are discussed in 

depth in Chapter 3) (USDA 2013).  With the Battlefield Restoration and Archaeological 

Volunteer Organization (BRAVO), led by Dan Sivilich, a series of metal-detecting 

surveys were undertaken in March, April, and May of 2010.  Prior to the metal-detecting 

survey, a series of three datum points were laid in the ground across the battlefield 

(Figure 6.6).  The datum points were marked with a sub-centimeter accurate GPS unit 

that was geo-rectified using a GPS monument located in Malvern Borough.  From these 

datum points, any recovered artifacts could be spatially mapped by total station with sub-

centimeter accuracy.  The importance of having such accurate point-provenience of the 

artifacts is echoed by Scott et al. (1989:24) at Little Bighorn:  
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It was not enough to know generally that one or several artifacts came, for 
example, from Last Stand Hill.  We needed to know the exact location of an 
artifact, as well as its depth or orientation in the ground, so that we could 
understand its contextual relationships with all other artifacts. 
 

Through this methodology, the research by Scott et al. was able to recreate the battle in a 

precise manner.  Thus, the methodology for metal detecting used to survey the Paoli 

Battlefield is inspired by previous successful archaeological work.  Since the field has 

been plowed following the battle, the depth and orientation of the artifacts will have 

changed since their original deposition; however, as noted by Roper (1972) and Sivilich 

(1996) the provenience of the artifact remains relatively unchanged and still provides 

important evidence of the camp and the battle. 

 

Figure 6.6: BRAVO Survey Datum Point 

 Over the course of three days, volunteers from BRAVO surveyed the battlefield, 

offering a total of 243 man-hours in the survey.  Each volunteer brought his or her own 
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metal detector.  According to Pratt (2007), having a variety of models of metal detectors 

benefits any archaeological survey: the different models of detectors, operating at 

different frequencies, allow for artifacts that would be missed at one frequency to be 

detected by a metal detector at another frequency.  Prior to the surveys, the volunteers 

were instructed to locate and excavate each object they identified without discarding it, 

even if it was not related to the battle.  This methodology allows for objects to be 

interpreted beyond the battle landscape and incorporated into broader analyses of the 

property.   

Overall, sixty-six artifacts were identified and excavated and their locations were 

mapped using the total station.  Then each artifact’s location was digitized in GIS 

software (Figure 6.7).  Most of the artifacts that were uncovered from the metal-detecting 

survey were located on the western portion of the battlefield.  This is likely due to a 

couple factors.  The first is methodological: this area was surveyed more intensively than 

other parts of the field.  Near this location the historical record mentions that a fence 

slowed the American retreat.  So this area saw the heaviest fighting (McGuire 2000); 

therefore survey work focused in this area.  Second, since this location was subject to 

heavy fighting, it is where many of the 18th century artifacts were found (Figure 6.8).    

Sixty-four of the sixty-six artifacts associated with the battlefield came from the 

metal-detecting survey.  The breakdown of the artifact type from the metal-detecting 

survey is illustrated in Figure 6.9.  A variety of different types of objects were found 

across the battlefield.  As is the nature of a metal-detecting survey, some objects likely 

were not detected during these rounds of the survey; however the objects collected 

provide important insights regarding the battlefield.  



 

183 
 

 

 

Figure 6.7: Location of Artifacts from Metal-Detecting 
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Figure 6.8: Location of 18th Century Artifacts from Metal-Detecting Survey 
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Figure 6.9:  Breakdown of Artifacts Found by Metal-Detecting 

At the time of the survey, two local residents approached BRAVO and me with 

artifacts that they had found on the battlefield, and the residents wanted to donate them to 

the PBPF.  The collectors coming forward with artifacts recovered from the field indicate 

that some looting of the site has taken place.  One of the collectors noted that he searched 

the field when he was concerned that the housing development would ruin the site.  

Regardless of intentions, relic hunters often damage archaeological resources.  In the case 

of the Paoli Battlefield, it is unlikely that much damage occurred.  Although more 

collectors than the two who came forward likely metal-detected the field, a lone relic 

hunter or two would likely not be able to locate and damage the entire site.  Additionally, 

since the 1990s the field has been property of Malvern Borough, who has posted 
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warnings against illegal metal-detecting and policed the area.  Therefore, despite some 

limited looting activity, much of the archaeological record should remain intact.   

The two collectors who came forward donated the artifacts that they had removed 

from the property.  One collector brought an axe head, which he found on the battlefield 

in the 1990s in the woods along the southern portion of the field.  This collector indicated 

the location, and a point where he found the object was plotted using GPS.  The other 

collector brought a six-pound cannon ball that he found on the field, but he did not 

remember the location of the find, so no point was plotted for this artifact.  Although 

these two artifacts lacked precise provenience, they still provide information regarding 

the battle.  First, the axe head, based on typology, likely comes from the 18th century and 

could have been used by the American troops to fell trees for construction of their huts.  

Second, the cannon ball, even without its provenience, speaks to the loss of the American 

munitions during their retreat from the British.   

Of the items found, many artifact classes can be associated with the battle itself, 

most notably, the impacted musket balls, the melted lead, and the melted pewter.  These 

artifacts speak directly to the conflict that took place on the field.  The impacted musket 

balls (n=2) illustrate that the Americans fired their weapons in retreat.  Based on the 

diameter of these musket balls (0.519 in and 0.452 inches respectively), the balls likely 

came from rifles (Sivilich 2016).  The melted lead (n=4) and melted pewter (n=1) reflect 

how the British burned the American huts that were constructed to house the munitions.  

These artifacts likely melted in the burning of the American camp.   With regard to horse 

accouterments, it is unclear whether these artifacts were from the American horses during 

the battle or during the site’s use as farmland. 
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 The other artifacts recovered during the metal-detecting survey are representative 

of the site’s history following the battle.  Nails, for example (n=14), were found in a 

variety of conditions and of a variety of manufacture techniques.  Wrought nails (n=5) 

date to the period of the battle, while machine-cut nails (n=6) may have been used to 

create fences in the 19th or 20th centuries.  The remaining nails (n=3) were of 

indeterminate manufacture.  Importantly, no modern wire nails were recovered.  

Likewise, the four buttons recovered from the battlefield date to the 19th century.  Two of 

the buttons are from Marines’ uniforms, identified by the 13 stars on the face and the 

eagle holding a fouled anchor.  These buttons illustrate the history of the battlefield in the 

19th century when it was used as a military training ground and as a memorial parade 

ground.  Similarly, four pieces of white metal were found (two flag-holder pieces for the 

Coast Guard Auxiliary and two pieces of an urn); these are also associated with the site’s 

history as a memorial grounds.  Details regarding the significance of many of these 

objects will be discussed in Chapter 8. 

 Not only do the artifacts themselves show the existence of conflict and the history 

of the site post-conflict, but also their locations provide pertinent information.  

Importantly, the location of the 18th-century artifacts on the western portion of the 

battlefield highlights the nature of the conflict.  Specifically, the impacted musket balls 

and the 18th century coins were found in a linear pattern.  The soldiers may have dropped 

objects, such as the 18th-century coins, as they escaped from the battle.  The impacted 

musket balls likely represent the retreating American troops, turning and firing their 

weapons upon the British.  Importantly, these objects, although static in their location for 

the last two-hundred and forty years, speak to the dynamic nature of the battle as men 
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moved across the field.  Additionally, some of the melted lead, a buckle, and a wrought 

iron nail were found in the area of the geophysical survey, the same area that is suspected 

to be the location of the American’s wigwams.  Thus, these artifacts further point to the 

location of the American camp.   

 

Discussion 

 The archaeology at the battlefield portion of the Paoli Battlefield seeks to examine 

and interpret the landscape of battle.  As discussed in the history of Paoli Battlefield 

(Chapter 4), there are many aspects of the Paoli Battlefield that influence its significance.  

Prior to the battle, Wayne camped on what he thought was a defensible landscape.  As 

Chapter 5 illustrates, the landscape where Wayne chose to camp was actually a hindrance 

to its defensibility.  Moreover, little is known about the actual arrangement of the 

encampment itself.  However, the magnetometer survey that was undertaken in the fall of 

2009 provides some insight in terms of the possible lay out of the American’s camp.  

Despite the lack of evidence from the ground-truthing excavations, more anomalies exist 

within the soil and should be subjected to archaeological testing.  Importantly, the 

quantity of anomalies and the regular patterning of these anomalies seemingly indicate 

the camp formation.  Examining other monopolar targets and expanding the excavation 

efforts to the dipolar anomalies will yield more information regarding the American 

camp.  Additionally, as the cost of geophysical surveys decreases, the area subjected to 

remote sensing can be expanded and tested.  Further geophysical testing in an area of the 

field that was likely not part of the camp may help illustrate the importance of the area 

already surveyed.   
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 In addition to describing the nature of Wayne’s encampment, the archaeological 

work at the Paoli Battlefield highlights the nature of the battle.  The 18th century artifacts 

unearthed at the Paoli Battlefield speak both to the site’s use as an encampment and a 

battlefield.  The musket balls found help to show the Americans engaged in a fighting 

retreat; however, more evidence like exists.  Carried our over two decades, Sivilich’s 

(2016) research at Monmouth Battlefield in New Jersey reprsents how metal-detecting 

surveys are most fruitful when performed not in single or even multiple surveys, but 

rather over the course of many years.  In addition, when surveyed, the field at Paoli 

Battlefield was covered in mown grass.  Plowing the field would increase the success of 

any subsequent metal-detecting surveys without significantly affecting the location or 

stratification of the artifacts.   

 The provenience of the artifacts should not be understated, rather emphasized.  

The historical record indicates that the burial mound was placed at the site of the fiercest 

fighting; a location where the Americans attempted to squeeze through a fence line and 

escape the British bayonet.  The artifacts collected in the western portion of the 

battlefield, near the mass grave, highlight the desperate nature of the American’s retreat.  

The impacted musket balls, coins, and melted lead and pewter, represent the terror of the 

night: the musket balls point to the fighting retreat; the coins show that men were 

dropping important items without care for their recovery, and the melted lead and pewter 

represent the fires that the British set throughout the American camp, burning the stores 

of munitions.    

Beyond the provenience of the artifacts related to the battle, the location of 

artifacts associated with the commemoration practices in the 19th century signifies the 
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importance of this section of the battlefield.  After the battle, the Paoli battlefield became 

the site for many remembrance practices.  The pieces of flag holders and urn are 

importantly located near the site of the burial mound.  The clustering of the remembrance 

artifacts near the site of the grave show the importance of the site throughout history and 

how the site of death transformed to a location of commemoration.  The location of these 

artifacts emphasizes the importance of the property not only in terms of the battle, but 

also in the context of the commemoration practices that occurred throughout the 19th and 

20th centuries.  The site of the fiercest fighting later became the direct site of the 

commemoration practice representing the importance of the location. 

 On the whole, the magnetometer survey and metal-detecting surveys provide 

some evidence about the nature of both the encampment and the battle components of the 

Paoli Battlefield.  It is the aim of this dissertation to examine the interrelationships 

between the physical landscape, the cultural landscape, the battle landscape, and the 

mnemonic landscape in an archaeological manner.  The archaeological work summarized 

in this chapter provides the interpretation of the battle landscape.  As is the nature of both 

magnetometer surveys and metal-detecting surveys, their repeated use at the site will 

certainly glean more archaeological data.  Yet, from the data at hand, a sense of Wayne’s 

encampment can be observed.  Moreover, the artifacts found by the metal-detecting 

survey corroborate the historical record.  Undoubtedly, continued archaeological research 

at the Paoli Battlefield will add to the knowledge of both the encampment and the battle; 

however, the work performed for this dissertation shows how archaeological approaches 

can help to interpret the battle landscapes.     
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CHAPTER 7 
ARCHAEOLOGY AT THE BOWEN FARM 

 
Introduction 

 
 One theme regarding the Battle of Paoli is the differences in expression between 

the British and Americans who were involved in and affected by the conflict, illustrated 

by the written narratives and period maps.  Chapter 4 explains that after the battle the 

British focused on the tactical aspects of the fighting; whereas the Americans focused on 

the humanistic atrocities they experienced that night.  The differences in the American 

and British perspectives of the battle were not only based on the written histories and 

constructed memories, but also on the maps that define the battle.  The best map 

produced regarding the Battle of Paoli, “The British Camp at Trudfruffin” (Figure 5.5, 

page 149), omits the location of the Bowen house, which stood near the avenue of the 

British approach.  In contrast, a map created by the Tredyffrin Easttown Historical 

Society in 1937 provides the location of the Bowen house in relation to the British 

advance into the American camp (Figure 7.1).   

 Unfortunately, little documentary evidence exists that depicts how the Bowens 

and the inhabitants of the house affected the battle or were affected by the battle.  

According to McGuire (2000:194), Bowen “and his family still lived on the farm [during 

the battle].”  Aside from this information, nothing is known regarding the relationships 

between the Bowens and the battle.  The lack of information is astounding, considering 

the location of the Bowen farmhouse in relation to the battle.  Therefore, archaeological 

research at the Bowen farm can aid in adding to the understanding of the home and the 

inhabitants during the battle as well as during the years following the battle.   
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Figure 7.1: Map of British Advance into American Camp. Bowen House (“6”) in the 
map is mislabeled as “Griffith Farm house” (Burns and Teamer 1937) 

 
 As discussed in Chapter 2, the Bowen house existed until the middle of the 

twentieth century.  After its destruction, the area where the house stood was left to be 

overgrown by the woods.  Therefore, without any modern disturbances to the landscape, 

the area has credible research potential.  Archaeological research at the Bowen farm has 

the potential to provide a multifaceted view into the Battle of Paoli.  First, it is possible 

that the research could illuminate direct evidence regarding the battle’s impact on the 

house and the inhabitants.  Finding musket balls or other military accouterments would 

highlight how the battle directly impacted the house and its occupants.  Although the 

farm is not directly mentioned by either the American or British armies as consisting of 

any strategically important structures, the sentiments of the landowners allowed Wayne 

to set up his camp on their property.   
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Beyond the battle, however, the house represents an important cultural landscape 

feature.  Since the aim of this dissertation is to expand the interpretations of conflict, the 

Bowen house represents an important cultural landscape feature that was present before 

the battle, withstood the battle itself, and then became a direct witness to the 

remembrance practices that took place on the property over the next two-hundred and 

forty years, even following the homes destruction.  Revealing the nature of the structure 

and its history would provide important information regarding the life-ways of the 

Bowens and the later landowners.  Specifically, the archaeological research was expected 

to show how the structure went through many phases of construction and how the utility 

of the space reflects the cultural needs as the landscape shifts meanings throughout time.   

Today, the site of the Bowen farm and its outbuildings exists in woodlands along 

the eastern portion of the battlefield property (Figure 7.2).  In March of 2012, I conducted 

a walking survey of the wooded area in search of any extant remains that might be 

identified.  March provided an opportune time for such a survey because there were no 

leaves on the trees, and the leaves that had fallen in the fall were compacted by the snow, 

allowing for me to traverse the densely wooded area and to interpret the ground surface 

more clearly.  During the survey four extant features were identified.  The first is the 

foundation remains of the barn.  The second is a concrete slab cistern-type feature.  The 

third feature identified in the survey was a shaft feature.  Finally, the foundation of what 

appears to be a springhouse was found further to the south near the head of the stream.  

Each of the features was photographed and documented.  The location of the four 

features is illustrated in Figure 7.2. 
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Figure 7.2: Location of the Four Extant Features Associated with the Bowen Farm 
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After the walking survey of the wooded area of the Bowen farm was conducted, 

the subsurface archaeological work could commence.  The archaeological research 

performed at the Bowen farm began in the summer of 2012 with a small-scale excavation 

near the extant foundation remains of the barn.  In the summer of 2015, the second phase 

of archaeology at the Bowen farm was an investigation of the farmhouse.  The 2015 

research was much more in-depth than the 2012 survey, running for eight weeks.  For all 

the excavations a volunteer workforce was used.  Volunteers ranged from high school 

and college students to professionals and retirees.  Although from all walks of life, each 

volunteer brought an enthusiasm and interest in the history of the site and the role 

archaeology plays in understanding the social space of the Bowen farm and the Battle of 

Paoli.  

 
Archaeology at the Bowen Barn 

 
 The archaeological work performed at the Bowen barn was undertaken with the 

goal of understanding the construction techniques as well as to provide an interpretation 

of the broader social space associated with the Bowen farm.  In Chapter 2, the social 

landscape of the Bowen property was discussed.  The barn foundation that exists on the 

property today is likely the barn that was constructed by Hannah Griffith in the fourth 

quarter of the 19th century.  The Bowens, the property owners prior to Hannah Griffith, 

also had a barn on the property; however, it is not documented in any historical 

documents or maps.  Therefore, another aim of the excavations at the barn was to 

determine if the barn built by Hannah Griffith was an entirely new structure or if it was 

adapted from an earlier barn built by the Bowens.   
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 The above-ground extant portion of the barn that remains varies in its 

preservation.  The remains of the barn indicate that it was likely a typical Pennsylvania 

bank barn, oriented on a roughly north-south axis, with the bank on the north end of the 

barn.  No foundation wall is visible above ground on the west end of the bank; however 

further south from the bank, loosely stacked schist and quartz stones represent the 

foundation wall.  On the east, there is evidence of the foundation wall for both the 

embankment and the barn itself.  No evidence of the south wall of the foundation is 

extant.  A concrete slab covered the lower level of the barn.  In a discussion with Wade 

Catts, from JMA, regarding the nature of the barn, he noted that often grain barns were 

later transformed into dairy barns and the floors were solidified with concrete for the 

animals (Catts 2012, pers. comm.).  

In order to better understand the construction of the barn, two test units were 

placed along the interior and exterior portions of the eastern foundation wall.  The soils in 

this portion of the site straddles two soil types, Manor Loam (MaC) and Baile Silt Loam 

(Ba), the attributes of which are discussed in detail in Chapter 3 (USDA 2013). The 

location of the two units, each five-feet by five-feet, was chosen because the eastern wall 

was the most intact of any portion of the above ground foundation.  By situating one test 

unit on the interior of the wall and the other on the exterior, it was hoped that a builder’s 

trench might be located and a sense of the construction techniques identified.  Both units 

were excavated by hand using shovels and trowels.   Units were excavated by 

stratigraphic level.  The soils were screened through quarter-inch wire mesh and all 

artifacts were placed in bags within their corresponding contexts.  Figure 7.3 provides a 

planview of the barn with the location of the two test units. 
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Figure 7.3:  Planview of Barn Foundation and Test Units 
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Unit 1, Interior Foundation 

 Unit 1 of the barn was placed along the interior of the foundation wall.  The 

location of the unit was along what would be the embankment of the bank barn.  

Additionally, the unit was placed as close to the wall as possible, but it remained about 

0.5 feet from the foundation.  Upon excavation, a distinct difference in soils became 

evident below the first level along the eastern portion of the unit (West: 10YR 4/2, Silt 

Loam; East: 10 YR 2/1, Silt Loam) (Figure 7.4).  This segment was excavated as a 

separate context as it could have been representative of a builder’s trench associated with 

the wall.  Additionally, this area was called “Wall 1” and dug according to the 

stratigraphic sequence that was encountered during the excavations.   

 

Figure 7.4: Opening Planview of Level 2 and Wall 1, Level 1 

 After removing five stratigraphic layers from the west portion of the unit and two 

layers from the “wall” section along the east portion of the unit, the 0.5-foot space 

between the unit and the foundation wall was excavated as an extension of the entire unit.  
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The goal of this excavation was to interpret the construction of the wall. A total of seven 

stratigraphic levels were removed from the extension.  Overall, the levels that were 

identified were composed of sedimentation, likely from back-filling following the 

construction of the foundation.  The excavations on the west ended on B-horizon soil at a 

depth of 1.92 feet below ground surface (10YR 4/3 silt loam, with 40-45% schist 

inclusions).  The eastern portion of the unit went significantly deeper, indicating that this 

area was dug out during the construction of the foundation.  Figure 7.5 illustrates the 

south profile of Unit 1 and the extension.  Unfortunately, no discrete builder’s trench was 

identified; however the area that went deeper along the foundation wall may represent an 

area that was disturbed during the construction of the structure. 

 

 

Figure 7.5: South Profile of Unit 1 and Unit 1, Extension 
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Unit 2, Exterior Foundation 

 Unit 2 is located to the east of Unit 1 along the exterior foundation wall of the 

barn.  The unit gently slopes away from the foundation wall from west to east.  Unlike 

Unit 1, Unit 2 was placed closer to the foundation wall with only about 0.2 feet between 

the western edge of the unit and the foundation of the barn.  There were only four 

stratigraphic layers in Unit 2, and no evidence of a builder’s trench was identified within 

the unit.  One feature was identified in the southwest corner of the unit within the third 

stratigraphic level.  Its looser soil composition and several articulated bones identified the 

feature.  Upon excavation, the bones were apparently bundled in a cloth and taped 

together with clear packing tape.  The majority of the bones were collected as an intact 

entity, while other bones were found as the feature soil was screened.  In the field, the 

feature was identified as a burial of a small household pet.  After cleaning and 

cataloguing in the lab, the burial was identified as a feline.  After the unit was excavated, 

the 0.2-foot extension was removed.     

 The extension of Unit 2 provided much more insight regarding the construction of 

the barn foundation.  Upon excavation of the extension, the profile of the foundation wall 

became visible.  Notably, evidence of mortar could be seen between the stones of the 

foundation that was not present on the stacked stones that were visible above the ground 

surface.  Additionally, an area of mortar was present at the base of the foundation in the 

northwest corner of the unit.  Therefore, it appears that the base of the foundation was 

placed on a layer of mortar.  Moreover, the foundation that became visible after 

excavation illustrates that the wall itself likely consisted of stones with mortar.  However, 

when the barn was destroyed, much of the foundation and its mortared stones were 
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removed.  Figure 7.6 illustrates the west profile of the extension of Unit 2, illuminating 

the construction of the foundation wall.    

 

Figure 7.6: West Profile of Unit 2 Extension 

Artifact Assemblage 

 A total of 2807 artifacts were recovered from the excavations of Units 1 and 2 at 

the barn.  A total of 1457 artifacts came from Unit 1, and a total of 1350 artifacts were 

recovered from Unit 2.  The artifacts recovered from the excavations at the barn have 

been washed and catalogued.  As the broader aim of the research is to interpret the key 

aspects of the landscape, a full analysis of the artifacts is beyond the scope of this 
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dissertation.  However, a brief summary of what was uncovered provides important 

insight into the history of the barn and its construction.   Therefore, for this discussion, 

artifacts are grouped into broad categories: metal, faunal remains, ceramics, glassware, 

stone, plastic, and other.  Figure 7.7 represents the artifact breakdown between the two 

units, based on the categories mentioned. 

 

Figure 7.7: Artifact Categories by Excavation Unit 

The chart above shows important differences between the two test units.  The 

units are similar in the number of ceramics, stone, plastic, and other materials that were 

recovered, but important differences exist between Unit 1 and Unit 2 in terms of metal, 

glass, and faunal remains.  First, Unit 1 contained many more metal artifacts (n=1339), 

both as a subset within the unit and as compared to Unit 2 (n=206).   Ninety-two percent 

of all the artifacts recovered from Unit 1 fall into the category of metal.  The large 

amount of metal from Unit 1 is in the form of wire (n=966).  The wire is very fine and 

likely “chicken” wire.  Thus, it seems like the wire was used in the interior of the barn to 
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keep animals in specific areas.  Aside from wire, Unit 1’s metal was mostly nails 

(n=261), eighteen percent of the unit assemblage.  Unlike the composition of metal in 

Unit 1, Unit 2 had much less wire (n=28) and had a greater percentage of nails (n=145).  

A total of 406 nails were recovered from Units 1 and 2, the majority of which were of 

machine-made manufacture (n=284), seventy percent of the collection of nails.  The 

machine-made nails date to the 19th century (Hume 1970:252-254).  The remaining nails 

from both units were wire (n=45), wrought (n=2), or of indeterminate manufacture 

(n=75). Overall, between Unit 1 and Unit 2, metal objects made up fifty-five percent 

(n=1545) of the entire collection.  

The second big discrepancy between the artifact assemblages in Unit 1 and Unit 2 

is the number of glass objects.  Unit 1 had a total of 76 glass objects; whereas Unit 2 had 

887 objects.  Of the 76 pieces of glass recovered from Unit 1, 13 pieces were window 

glass and 56 were bottle glass.  On the other hand, Unit 2 contained more window glass 

(n= 815), as opposed to bottle glass (n=67).  Both types of artifact class tell important 

aspects regarding the barn.  First, the amount of window glass fragments that were 

uncovered signifies that it is likely that the barn had glass windows.  The fact that the 

majority of the window glass recovered was found in Unit 2 indicates that when the barn 

was damaged and destroyed, the glass was knocked out and away from the structure.  

Second, the amount of bottle glass found in both Unit 1 and Unit 2 indicate that the area 

around the barn was not just an agricultural space, but it was also used for consuming 

beverages.  Unfortunately, most of the bottle glass is highly fragmented, so determining 

minimum vessel number remains outside the scope of this dissertation.  Importantly, too, 
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is the fact that glass makes up the second largest artifact category between the two units.  

Glass artifacts were thirty-four percent (n=963) of the entire assemblage.   

The final discrepancy between the Unit 1 and Unit 2 artifact assemblage is in the 

faunal remains category.  Two types of faunal remains were recovered from both units: 

shell and bone.  In terms of shell, both units had a comparable number of specimens: Unit 

1 had five shells; whereas Unit 2 had three.  With regards to bones, none was recovered 

in Unit 1, but 226 were found in Unit 2.  The number of bones excavated from Unit 2 is 

biased by the cat burial, which consisted of 215 bones.  Aside from the cat burial, only 

nine other bones were recovered from Unit 2.   

There was very little diversity in the types of artifacts recovered from the two 

units excavated near the barn.  Metal and glass comprised eighty-nine percent of the 

entire collection. The collection mostly falls into an agricultural or industrial function 

group, unsurprising given the context of the units and the utility of the barn.  Based on 

the types of nails, the most chronologically significant type of artifact recovered, the bulk 

of the collection dates to the 19th century; however the fact that two hand wrought nails 

(18th century) were recovered points to the possibility of an earlier structure.  

The small number of ceramics (n=19) recovered from the two test units do 

provide important dating of the structure.  Notably, fifteen of the ceramics were redware.  

Aside from a modern piece of a redware flowerpot, these artifacts date to the 18th century. 

Two pieces of whiteware are representative of either the 19th or 20th centuries.  

Intriguingly, two pipe stem fragments provide the oldest datable artifacts from the barn.  

The first stem fragment, with a bore diameter of 5/64ths of an inch, dates to 

approximately 1710-1750.  Another pipe stem fragment with a bore diameter of 6/64ths 
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of an inch dates to 1680-1710 (Hume 1970:298).  Thus, although small in number these 

artifacts represent an earlier occupation in the region of the barn. 

 
Discussion and Interpretations 

 
 The excavations undertaken at the barn in the summer of 2012 represent the first 

preliminary testing into the cultural landscape of the Bowen farm.  The surface survey of 

the barn illustrates that the barn was likely a bank barn used for the storage of field crops.  

The addition of a concrete slab at the lower level of the barn points to a shift in utility of 

the barn from crops to cattle.  Although these surface findings are important, subsurface 

testing could provide much more information.  It is understood that the extant 

foundations of the barn were from the 19th century and constructed by Hannah Griffith.  

 Unfortunately, the excavation of the two units did not yield any evidence of an 

original barn or any clear evidence of a builder’s trench that would have allowed for a 

more accurate dating of the feature.  The largest selection of datable artifacts comes from 

the 19th century; however more information regarding accurate dating is lacking.  Despite 

this shortcoming, the excavations did provide insight into the construction methods used 

for the barn.  The stones of the foundation were both quartz and schist, found naturally on 

the site.  The lower courses of the foundation had evidence of mortar; whereas the upper 

levels of stone were apparently stacked without mortar.  In addition, the foundation itself 

was placed on a level of mortar.   

 The artifacts recovered from the two excavation units were plentiful.  The two 

major classifications of artifacts, metal and glass, comprised nearly ninety percent of the 

over 2800 artifacts.  Unsurprisingly, few personal items or domestic items were found in 

either of the test units.  The majority of the findings are related to agriculture and 
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industrial activities.  Therefore, the artifactual evidence supports the notion that the barn 

was used mostly for agricultural purposes.  Combining the information garnered from the 

excavations and the abundance of 19th century artifacts and lack of many 18th century 

materials, it can be determined that the barn was constructed in the 19th century, likely by 

Hannah Griffith.  Although by no means extensive, the preliminary testing at the barn 

allows for archaeology to corroborate the limited historical record.  Moreover, the 

excavations allow for a more nuanced understanding of the cultural landscape associated 

with the Bowen farm.  Over time, landowners reshape their landscapes to fulfill varying 

and shifting needs.  The construction of the barn in the 19th century indicates that the 

previous barn was inadequate for Griffith’s needs; therefore she had a new one erected.   

  
(Re)Discovery of the Bowen House 

 
 In the summer of 2015, archaeological work began in a wooded area where the 

Bowen house once stood.  As Chapter 3 outlines, the house stood as a log structure in the 

18th century.  When Hannah Griffith inherited the property, she began to expand the 

house as well as the landscape, adding several outbuildings.  Unfortunately, the historical 

documents regarding the Bowen property from both the 18th century and the 19th century 

are limited.  To date, only one image of the Bowen house has been located (Figure 7.8).  

This image is from a watercolor postcard that dates to the first quarter of the 20th century.  

Importantly, the postcard illustrates how, in the bottom right corner of the structure (from 

the angle of the image), the log structure remains within Griffith’s expansions.  Of note, 

too, is the label associated with the image: the structure is misidentified as the 

headquarters of Wayne during the battle.  In reality, no evidence exists that officers 

quartered at the Bowen house. 
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Figure 7.8: ca. 1910 Postcard of Bowen House (Courtesy PBPF) 

 The (re)discovery of the Bowen house is an important aspect of research for 

interpreting the Battle of Paoli.  First, the house was located directly in the line of the 

British attack on Wayne’s troops.  Despite the prominent location of the house, neither 

the Americans nor the British mention the house or the inhabitants and their role in the 

battle.  The lack of information regarding the Bowen house from the time of the battle is 

surprising.  As discussed in Chapter 4, the Pearce house, which was located to the rear 

and the left (southwest) of the American camp, was directly affected by the battle and its 

aftermath.  It is likely that the Americans and the British were cognizant of the role that 

homeowners played in the battle.  So why then is the Bowen house omitted?  In spite of 

this oversight, the Bowen house represents an important aspect of the cultural landscape, 

and interpreting the house can aid in understanding the battle itself.   
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A second consideration regarding the Bowen house is the role that it played in the 

19th and 20th centuries as a distinct feature of the memory of the battle.  Once the battle 

ended, the process of remembrance began.  Obviously, having over fifty soldiers interred 

on the property made forgetting the battle unlikely.  Moreover, as a site of remembrance, 

the individuals who lived in the Bowen house were likely active participants in or witness 

to the immediate and the later remembrance ceremonies.  The historical record also 

indicates how, over time, local residents viewed the conflict not only as a military 

engagement, but also as a part of their cultural fabric.  This concept may be inferred from 

the map that was published by the Easttown Tredyffrin Historical Society in 1937 (Figure 

7.1), showing the Bowen house prominently in the interpretations of the battle.   

Following the walking survey of the wooded area of the Bowen farm in 2012, a 

secondary walking survey was undertaken to determine the likely area of the site that 

contained the Bowen House.  McGuire (2000:74) provides the most detailed analysis of 

where the Bowen house once stood: “Ezekiel Bowen’s log farmhouse stood to the right 

rear of the camp, on the slope of a notch in the hills . . . The notch contained numerous 

springs, which flowed southward to Crum Creek, and the bottom of the notch area was 

marshy and wet.”  McGuire’s analysis coupled with the historic maps (See Chapter 3) 

served as guides for selecting the excavation site.  An area was chosen on a hill to the 

east of the barn and to the west of Warren Avenue.  The location was flat and stood at the 

end of a steep slope, likely the “notch” that McGuire described.  Likewise, the area to the 

south was marshy and contained the springs that McGuire noted.  In addition, two large 

schist stones were lying flat and adjacent to one another.  Therefore, based on the historic 

record and the walking survey, this area was selected for excavations.  Figure 7.9 locates 
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the area of excavation in the woods in relation to the extant features from the walking 

survey. Figure 7.10 provides an overview of the excavation location.   

 

Figure 7.9:  Location of Excavations 
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Figure 7.10: Site Overview for Excavations at the Bowen House, Looking North 
 

 Once the site for excavation was identified, the underbrush was cleared and a grid 

of test units was placed on the landscape.  The grid was placed on a magnetic north axis.  

A total of eight units were created in a two-unit by four-unit grid.  Although these units 

were laid first, the grid could also be expanded in other directions as needed.  

Excavations at the Bowen house followed natural stratigraphic layers using shovels and 

trowels.  All soils were screened through quarter-inch wire mesh and artifacts were 

collected based on their unit and stratigraphic level.  Soil structures, textures, colors, and 

inclusions were recorded.  Like the location of the barn, the soils in this area straddle 

Manor Loam (MaC) and Baile Silt Loam (Ba) (USDA 2013).  Level forms were used to 

document the excavation of each unit and level.  Photographs and scaled drawings 

documented the excavations. A Temple University undergraduate student, who was 

performing an independent study, several volunteers from the community, and I carried 
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out the excavations at the Bowen house, which ran for approximately eight weeks.  

Figure 7.11 illustrates the layout of the grid and unit numbers; note that some of the units 

were placed on the landscape, but not excavated.     
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Figure 7.11:  Layout of Test Units at the Bowen House 
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Excavations began in Unit 2, the southeastern most unit where the possible 

foundation stones peeked through the ground surface.  The removal of the first layer of 

soil (10YR 2/1, Black Loam, very loose and highly organic with less than 10% 

inclusions), revealed stones that were suspected to be part of the foundation; they showed 

signs of being mortared together.  The stones that run roughly northwest to southeast 

through the unit did not form a vertical wall.  Rather, the two large stones create an 

overhang with the soils sloping beneath.  In order to better understand the foundation, 

Units 2, 3, and 4 were opened.  The excavation showed that the foundation did not follow 

a linear structure (Figure 7.12).  Instead, the first two stones identified were at a near 

forty-five degree angle to another wall.  This smaller wall was relatively miniscule and 

came to an abrupt end.  In addition, this smaller wall was faced with plaster, something 

that was absent or not yet visible on the adjacent wall.  In Unit 4, the smaller wall came 

to a ninety degree junction with a third wall.   

Rather than forming a square corner, the foundation walls uncovered in Units 1 

through 4 raised many questions.  First, the orientation of the structure remained unclear.  

Second, the “half” wall provided little information regarding the broader foundation 

without more context.  Another note regarding the foundation is that there was much 

bioturbation along the smaller foundation wall.  The bioturbation was identified at the 

interface between the first (10YR 2/1 Black, Loam) and second stratigraphic levels 

(10YR 3/3 Dark Brown, Silt Loam 25-30% inclusions).  The soil associated with the 

bioturbation consisted of much looser compaction and contained many nuts and leaves in 

the soil matrix.  Moreover, when excavated, the bioturbation did not maintain its regular 

shape and undercut the level.  It is likely that a rodent at one point used the area along the 
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foundation as protection for its home.   In order to better understand the foundation, more 

test units (Units 5 and 7) were opened to the north.  Unit 6 was omitted from excavations 

because it appeared that the foundation would not be present in the unit.   

 

Figure 7.12: Plan View of Excavations Units 1-4 with Foundation, Looking East 

The excavation of Unit 5 provided much important information regarding the 

Bowen house.  First, unlike the amorphous aspects of the foundation discovered in Units 

1-4, a corner of the foundation wall was uncovered in Unit 5.  The corner of the 

foundation turns to the west, showing that this corner was likely the northeast corner of 

the structure.  Like portions of the wall in Units 1, 3, and 4, the foundation wall of Unit 5 

was covered in plaster.   The presence of plaster on these foundation walls signifies that 

this portion of the structure was likely visible, indicating that there was a basement.  
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Another key aspect regarding Unit 5 is that it was excavated to a greater depth than many 

of the other units, over three feet below the ground surface.   As such, the profile from 

Unit 5 provides a representative profile of the site (Figure 7.13 and Figure 7.14).   

The first level of Unit 5 consisted of very loose and organic soil (10YR 2/1 Black, 

Loam).  It is a relatively thin level at 0.1 feet in depth.  The second stratigraphic level was 

lighter in color (10YR 2/2, very dark brown) and was a silt loam as opposed to loam.  

The third level represents a destruction level.  This level was noted as being browner 

(10YR 4/4, Brown) than the previous two and contained many voids.  In addition, the 

destruction level had many large schist stones.  It is likely that when the house burned, 

the remaining superstructure was felled and pushed into the basement.  Concerned with 

the lack of compaction in the destruction level, a split spoon sample was taken.  At about 

two feet below the opening of the level, the split spoon hit a piece of wood.  At first, it 

was considered that there may be remnants of a wooden floor.  However, after excavation 

it became evident that the wood was not in fact from a floor, but from wood siding 

(Figure 7.15).   Importantly, at the level of the wood siding, there was much evidence of 

burning.  The house burned at some point in the 1950s and was destroyed shortly after.   
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Figure 7.13: West Wall Profile, Unit 5 
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Figure 7.14: Unit 5 West Profile  
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Figure 7.15: Planview of Unit 5 Showing Wood Siding in situ, Pre (top) and Post 
(bottom) Excavation 
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With the northeast corner of the structure identified, excavations were shifted 

further to the west with the hopes of identifying the northwest corner.  Units 9 and 10 

were excavated with these aims in mind.  The portion of the foundation that was 

uncovered in Units 9 and 10 differed greatly from the portions of the foundation found to 

the east.  Rather than being covered in plaster, the foundation in Units 9 and 10 were 

unfinished.  Additionally, there was little evidence of the foundations having mortar 

between the foundation stones.  Moreover, in Unit 9, one of the large foundation stones 

stood at an angle to the rest of the foundation stones.  This stone is larger than the other 

foundation stones, so it is possible that it was a header for a small basement window.    

Another possibility is that the stone was dislodged when the building was torn down or 

when stones were removed from the foundation to create the stone wall surrounding the 

burial mound in the battlefield as discussed in Chapter 4.  Figure 7.16 illustrates the 

North Profile of Unit 9, showing the dry-stacked stones and a large stone dislodged at the 

western end of the foundation.   

Another important aspect of the excavations in Units 9 and 10 was that neither 

unit yielded a corner to the structure, indicating that the foundation of the building is 

larger than originally postulated.  The magnitude of the structure can also be deduced 

from the size of the foundation wall identified in Units 9 and 10.  These two units were 

excavated to the greatest depth on the site (4.1 feet below ground surface in Unit 9, and 

3.1 feet below ground surface in Unit 10).  Unfortunately, the excavations in these two 

units failed to find the base of the foundation.  Excavations through the destruction level 

of these units had the same qualities as in Unit 5: many large stone inclusions, but also 

many pockets and voids in the level.  This was most notable as the south wall of the units, 
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which were not supported by the presence of the foundation, consistently collapsed 

during excavations.  Therefore, without reinforcement, further excavation beyond four 

feet below ground surface would have posed safety concerns.   

 

 
 

Figure 7.16: North Profile of Unit 9 
 

 Rather than move farther westward to find the northwest corner of the foundation, 

excavations moved to the southeast to better determine the nature of the unusual 

foundation walls found in Units 1-4.  Therefore, Units 15-18 were placed to the south and 

east of Unit 2 (see Figure 7.10). The excavations in this area of the site quickly revealed 

another corner of the foundation.  Like the portion of the foundation found in Units 1-5, 

the foundation identified in Units 15-18 had evidence of plastering on the walls.  Despite 

some similarities, the identification of the corner of the foundation in these units raised 
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many questions.  First, rather than continuing farther to the west, the foundation came to 

a halt; similar to the east-west portion of the foundation found in Units 1-4.  Second, the 

foundation uncovered in Units 15-18 was not solid; rather an area of loose fill was 

present.  This area was designated Feature 5 (Figure 7.17).    

 

Figure 7.17: Feature 5 South Profile 

 Feature 5 was identified by the loosely compacted soil and rubble in the 

foundation wall.  At first it was thought that the area of the feature may have been a 

window box or similar structural feature.  There were two stratigraphic sequences in the 
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feature.  The first was a 10YR 4/4 brown sand loam with brick, mortar and stone 

inclusions.  The second level had a slightly browner color (10 YR 4/3, Dull Yellowish 

Brown) and was a different texture: loam as opposed to sand loam.  This level was much 

more compact and thinner than the first at 0.2 feet compared to 1.04 feet.  Importantly, 

there was much charcoal and ash inclusions in the second level.  The second level came 

to a close on a level of stone and plaster.   

 Once fully excavated, the nature of Feature 5 became slightly clearer, but its exact 

purpose remains murky.  Along the exterior of the foundation wall a large stone sits at 

roughly a forty-five degree angle to the level of the top of the foundation.  This large 

stone appears to have been a header that eventually shifted positions.  Additionally, the 

rear of the feature, rather than several stones, is a single stone sitting vertically.  Rather 

than being a header for a window, it is likely that the feature represents a small opening 

for a coal chute.  As Figure 7.18 illustrates, the feature has a small opening in the 

Southeast corner.  It is likely that this gap was once larger so that resources could easily 

be transported into the basement.  Moreover, the nature of the second level of the feature 

supports this hypothesis.  As the second level contained much charcoal and ash, and the 

level was very compact, it appears to indicate that over continued use, traces of these 

resources settled on the base of the feature.  Therefore, with the nature of the foundation, 

and the information gained from the excavation of Feature 5, it appears that there was a 

basement, and it served as a space for the storage of coal or other resources. 
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Figure 7.18: Feature 5 After Excavation, Note Gap in Southeast Corner 

Discussion 

The excavations at the Bowen House reveal much information regarding the 

nature of the structure.  From the historical record, we know that the house originally 

stood as a log structure, likely of one and a half stories.  Once the property was passed to 

Hannah Griffith, she began to remake the cultural landscape, adding out-buildings and 

additions to the house.  The archaeology of the Bowen house shows that a substantial 

foundation was present for the home.  Unfortunately, no builder’s trench or concretely 

datable architectural features were identified that allow for the documentation of the 

original foundation.    
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Despite the lack of some information, some propositions can be made.  Having 

identified the southeast and northeast corners of the structure, we know the width of the 

house was approximately 24 feet.  Without finding either the northwest or southwest 

corners of the foundation, it is difficult to conjecture the length of the structure.  Chapter 

3 states that the typical style of early Welsh log structures construction were 18 feet by 30 

feet (Browning 1912:39).  Additionally, the diversity of early settlers in Chester County 

brought with them many construction techniques with individuals adopting the 

architectural traits of other settlers.  As Williams and Williams (1962:11) note, “It must 

be realized that very few houses exist . . . that can be presented as ‘pure’ examples of one 

architectural design,” and many variations exist.   

Many complexities are involved with stylistically judging a house from the early 

18th and 19th centuries; the problems are compounded when examining only a small 

portion of the foundation.  However, certain information regarding the Bowen house may 

be surmised from the evidence at hand.  For instance, Figure 7.19 provides a scaled 

planview of the foundation and the excavation units.  As previously noted in Chapter 3, 

the Bowen house originally stood as a one and a half story log structure.  Later, in the 

19th century, Hannah Griffith expanded the house.  It is unclear whether the foundations 

uncovered archaeologically date to the original house or the later construction episodes.  

An important feature of the foundation unearthed is the presence of the corner foundation 

for a fireplace.  A corner chimney was a common construction technique from the early 

Swedish settlers in Pennsylvania, a stylistic choice that varied greatly from other early 

construction techniques (Kauffman 1975:66).   
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Figure 7.19: Planview of Bowen House Foundation 
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The location of the fireplace in the corner of one of the rooms raises the question 

of whether this portion of the foundation was the oldest and then expanded to the north.  

Although this notion is a possibility, the archaeological evidence seemingly refutes this 

hypothesis.  First, the corner foundation of the fireplace is connected seamlessly to the 

east wall of the foundation to the north.  Therefore, it is likely that the foundation for the 

fireplace and the northern extent of the foundation were installed simultaneously.  

Second, Feature 5, the likely coal chute, is directly across from the fireplace foundation 

in the southeast corner of the structure.  As Kaufman (1973:173) notes, coal became a 

staple of heating homes in the middle of the 19th century.  Additionally, some evidence of 

coal was recovered from the excavations.  Although small in quantity (n=4), these pieces 

of coal may support the hypothesis of Feature 5’s use.  Therefore, based on the 

archaeological findings regarding the fireplace and the coal chute, this portion of the 

foundation likely dates to the period of Griffith’s expansion of the house. 

Another interpretation of the Bowen house is that it could have been similar to a 

Quaker bank house.  As described in Chapter 3, Bowen and his family were Welsh 

Quakers.  A Quaker bank house, according to Williams and Williams (1962:51) is “built 

into a hillside—has a stone basement,” and dates to the later portion of the 18th century.  

These homes are typically long and narrow, 14 feet by 33 feet (Williams and Williams 

1962:51).  These features are characteristic of the Bowen house, partially supported by 

both the historical record and archaeological evidence.  However, other aspects of the 

Quaker bank house do not match with the Bowen house.  For example, the typical 

Quaker bank house used stone and brick for the superstructure (Williams and Williams 
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1962:51).  Therefore, it is unlikely that this type of house represents the form of the early 

Bowen house, which was a log structure.   

Overall, the archaeological evidence of the foundation does not shed much light 

onto the nature of the original Bowen house.  Originally, one hypothesis is that the 

western portion of the foundation, represented in Unit 9 and 10 by the dry stacked stones, 

might be the older section of the structure; however, without further testing, this 

hypothesis remains unproven.  Despite not finding direct evidence of the original 

structure, the research does provide evidence of the later constructions and expansions of 

the home by Griffith in the 19th century.  The portion of the foundation uncovered reveals 

a sizeable structure, 24 feet in width.  Despite not finding the northwest or southwest 

corners of the house, we may deduce that the home was longer than 30 feet.  Further 

archaeological work to find these corners would be desirable.  Additionally, the 

archaeological work represents how the house was likely broken into more than two 

rooms.  The partial foundations in the east, where the fireplace and coal chute are present, 

indicate that there were likely two rooms on the eastern side of the house.  Judging from 

the ca. 1910 postcard, the house appears as a center-hall colonial. Again, in this case, the 

historical record and the archaeological evidence coincide.   

 

Artifacts from the Bowen House Excavations 

 The overall artifact assemblage from the excavations at the Bowen house reflect 

the two centuries of occupation of the site.  From the twelve excavations units and two 

features, 4850 artifacts were collected.  The following section provides an overview of 

the artifact assemblage and their spatial distribution.  Unfortunately, no intact deposits 



 

228 
 

were uncovered that could be solidly dated to either the 18th, 19th, or 20th centuries.  The 

majority of the artifacts come from the destruction level, so artifacts from all periods 

were mixed together.  

Stratigraphically, the site was mostly homogenous, containing three levels.  The 

majority of the artifacts excavated came from the destruction level of the site.  As some 

units were excavated to a deeper depth than others, the nature of the excavations biases 

some of the spatial interpretations to certain test units.  For example, Unit 9 and Unit 10 

contained the most artifacts, 1527 and 1361 respectively, or 60% of the entire artifact 

assemblage.  As noted previously, these units were excavated to the greatest depth.  

Similarly, Unit 5 was excavated well into the destruction level, resulting in 795 artifacts 

(16% of the collection).  At the opposite end of the spectrum, Unit 7 had very few 

artifacts (n=25).  Unit 7 only contained a small portion of the foundation wall and the 

exterior of the wall was not excavated.  The third level of this unit (10YR 4/4 Brown, silt 

loam) was much rockier (approximately 40% schist inclusions) than other levels of the 

excavations.  The many inclusions made it difficult to excavate; therefore, time and 

energy was focused on the excavations that occurred on the interior of the foundation.  

Figure 7.20 illustrates the breakdown of artifacts by provenience while Figure 7.21 

represents the spatial distribution of the artifacts collected. (Note that artifacts found in 

features (n=52) were not included in Figure 7.21) 
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Figure 7.20: Artifact Count by Unit and Feature 
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Figure 7.21:  Artifact Distribution by Test Unit (One Dot Represents One Artifact) 
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To interpret the artifacts excavated from the Bowen house, they were divided into 

the following categories: metal, glass, ceramic, personal items, faunal remains, 

construction material, and other.  The following section discusses the breakdown of the 

artifacts according to these classifications.  Additionally, pertinent objects and sub-

classifications of objects are explored.  Figure 7.22 shows the artifact assemblage from 

the Bowen house, based on the classifications listed above.   

 

Figure 7.22: Artifact Distribution by Classification 

Metal 

 The metal objects from the excavations at the Bowen house account for 26% 

(n=1280) of the total assemblage.  The majority of these artifacts are nails (n=1038, 21% 

of the entire collection).  Despite the corrosion and degradation of many of these artifacts, 

a fair number could be identified regarding their manner of manufacture.  Additionally, 

not all nails were complete, making their classification problematic.  Dividing the nails 

into four broad classifications (wire, machine made, hand wrought, and indeterminate) 

indicates important aspects of the composition of the site.  Figure 7.23 shows the 



 

232 
 

distribution of nail types found at the Bowen house.  The majority of nails were machine 

made (n=649).  Wire nails were the second largest classification of nails (n=287).  

Wrought nails and indeterminate nails were far less bountiful (n=45 and n=57 

respectively).   

 

Figure 7.23: Nail Types from Bowen House 

Although more precise classifications of nails exist, Hume (1970:252-254) 

indicates that even these broad classifications are useful.  Within the broad 

classifications, wire nails can be considered modern, hand wrought nails can be 

representative of the 18th century, and machine made nails are indicative of the 19th 

century.  Of the collection of nails from the Bowen house, the majority date to the 19th 

century.  Therefore, there is evidence of an early structure based on the earlier types of 

nails, but most of the collection likely dates to the period of Griffith’s expansion of the 

house.    

 Beyond nails, most other metal objects were related to the structural and 

architectural features of the home.  One exception is the surprising amount of weaponry 
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artifacts.  A total of ten artifacts (less than 1% of all the metal) were found on the site.  Of 

these 10 artifacts, nine were .22 caliber rifle shells.  One of these shells was unfired and 

contained the bullet itself.  These .22 caliber shells from rifles are most often used in the 

hunting of small varmints.  The other weaponry artifact that is not a .22 shell is a 

fragment of lead buckshot (Figure 7.24).  Despite the fragmentary nature of the artifact, 

the diameter was determined to be approximate 0.32 inches.  According to Sivilich 

(2016:170), buckshot ranges in diameter from 0.24 inches to 0.36 inches.  This piece was 

excavated from the destruction level of Unit 9.  Therefore, without a more precise 

context, it is difficult to state whether or not the artifact is directly associated with the 

battle.   

 

 

Figure 7.24: Buckshot 
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Glass 

 Glass represents the largest classification of artifacts collected at the Bowen 

House; a total of 2591 glass artifacts were recovered, or 53% of the entire collection.     

The type of glass found at the site was almost evenly split between bottle glass and 

window glass (n=1236 and n=1310 respectively).  The remaining 45 glass artifacts fall 

into other categories, such as lamp glass, vessel glass, or indeterminate.  The high 

proportion of window glass is unsurprising given that the site is a domestic site and the 

structure was demolished.  Overall, the glass artifacts found on the site were highly 

fragmented.  Therefore, it is difficult to assert the types and functions of the bottle glass 

recovered.   Additionally, due to the fragmentary nature of the artifacts, few objects had 

datable characteristics.  Importantly, the lack of glassware that was not bottle glass or 

window glass is a striking characteristic of the collection.  Objects such as decorative 

glass plates are noticeably absent.   

 

Ceramics 

 Ceramics represent the third largest classification of artifacts recovered at the 

Bowen house (n=591, 12% of the collection).  Like the glass artifacts, the majority of the 

ceramic artifacts were highly fragmentary.  As a result, calculating the minimum number 

of vessels or other analyses would not provide much meaningful information for the 

context of this dissertation.  Moreover, the fragmentary nature of these artifacts makes 

the deduction of vessel form difficult for the majority of items.  The ceramic artifacts 

recovered from the Bowen house date from the entire period of occupation, from the 18th 

century through the 20th century.  Most of the ceramics recovered were utilitarian 
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redware (n=285).  The next most abundant form of ceramic was pearlware (n=159).  The 

other classifications of ceramics, whiteware (n=72), creamware (n=16), stoneware 

(n=12), and porcelain (n=5), were far less plentiful.   

 

Personal Items 

 A relatively small number of personal items (n=38) were recovered from the 

Bowen house, less than 1% of the artifact collection.  The largest category of personal 

items collected was buttons (n=11).   These eleven artifacts fell into seven categories, 

shell (n=3), bone (n=2), prosser (porcelain) (n=2), copper alloy (n=1), ferrous (n=1), 

plastic (n=1), and glass (n=1).   Based on the Stanley South’s (1964) button typologies, 

the majority of the buttons from the collection date between 1837-1865.  One of the more 

striking and less utilitarian buttons was the glass button (Figure 7.25).  This black glass 

object, considered a “mourning” button, is more ornate than the others with a snowflake 

etched on the face.  Following the death of Queen Victoria’s husband in 1861, she fell 

into deep grief.  Mourning rituals in Europe had been around since the 18th century, but 

the publicity of Queen Victoria’s grief, combined with the rise of cheaper manufactured 

goods, started the fashion of dressing in black mourning clothing, jewelry, and 

accessories.  They became vogue not only in Europe, but also the Americas (Bedikian 

2008:40-41).  Therefore, this black mourning button dates to the latter half of the 19th 

century, revealing a lower or middle class family’s attempts to emulate the royalty of the 

period (Bedikian 2008:43).     
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Figure 7.25: Mourning Button, Front and Back 

 



 

237 
 

Another important personal item recovered from the Bowen house was a 1787 

Connecticut copper coin (Figure 7.26).  The coin found at the Bowen Farm came from 

Unit 5 at the interface between the second level and the third level (the destruction level).  

Connecticut coppers have “the most complex minting history of all colonial” coins 

(Jordan 1997).  There are over 355 die combinations with more than 126 types minted 

between 1785 and 1788.   Additionally, several varieties of counterfeit 1787 Connecticut 

coppers were produced and circulated (Jordan 1997).   Based on the descriptions 

provided by Jordan (1997), the Connecticut copper recovered from the Bowen house is 

likely from the Jarvis and Company mint, which was in operation from June 1787 until 

the fall of 1788 (Jordan 1997).  Therefore, the coin was considered a legitimate form of 

currency and not counterfeit.  The coin is an important artifact because it represents the 

only solidly dateable artifact recovered.  As an 18th century relic, it possibly points to the 

site’s history in the 18th century.  Specifically, it shows that if the foundations of the 

house represent later construction, it likely sits at the same site of the original 18th century 

home.  While many of the other artifacts come from the 19th century, this object reflects 

the history of the Bowen house in the years shortly following the Battle of Paoli.     
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Figure 7.26:  Connecticut Copper, Obverse and Reverse 
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Faunal Remains 

 Faunal remains from the Bowen house can be broken into two categories: shell 

and bone.  Faunal remains represent just 3% of the entire collection.  Overall, there was 

significantly (n=142) more bone recovered than shell (n=26).  The bone collected from 

the Bowen house is broken into four categories: bird (n=31), mammal (n=106), fish 

(n=4), and amphibian (n=1).  The shell was far less diverse than the bones with only two 

categories, oyster (n=24) and clam (n=2).  Moreover, the faunal remains recovered did 

not come from intact datable features; therefore, further analyses of the collection would 

not necessarily aide in the research aims of this dissertation.  

 

Construction Material 

 A total of 119 artifacts were recovered from the Bowen house that have been 

classified as construction material.  These artifacts represent 2% of the artifact 

assemblage.  The majority of artifacts were bricks and brick fragments (n=51).  A 

significant number of fragments of mortar with plaster (n=42) were also recovered.  The 

majority of these artifacts found were related to the structure or adornment of the Bowen 

house.  The large amount of brick indicates the later construction of the home.  

Examining the only known image of the Bowen house (Figure 7.8) illustrates that the two 

gable-end chimneys appear to be constructed of brick.  Only one exception exists to the 

stone recovered being associated with the architecture of the home: a small limestone 

disc whose function is indeterminate.   
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Other 

 The other category is composed of objects that do not fit the categories used for 

analysis.  Sixty-three artifacts fall into this category.  Some of these objects were of 

unidentifiable origin while others were of a more modern origin, such as plastics (n=11) 

and rubber (n=4).  Some sampling bias may have occurred in these categories, as 

definitively modern objects were not collected.  Other objects include slag (n=4) and 

charcoal (n=4).  The most abundant object class associated with this category is wood 

(n=42).  The majority of the wood came from Units 5, 9, and 10.  The wood was mostly 

in good condition, and some pieces still show evidence of the dark green paint that once 

adorned them.  In addition, most of the wood was long and flat; therefore, it was likely 

used as siding or shutters for the home, as opposed to being structural wood.   

 

Discussion 

 The majority of the collection reflects the structural make-up of the building with 

nails and window glass, as discussed above, the most abundant.  The surprising aspect 

regarding the artifact collection stems from the lack of personal items or food production 

items.  Groover (2008:37-41) discusses a useful way of interpreting artifact assemblages 

of colonial farmsteads.  Through Groover’s experience, he recommends the utility of 

dividing the artifact assemblage into primary consumption artifacts and secondary 

artifacts.  In this methodology, primary consumption artifacts include “items that were 

used in large amounts for a short period of time and then discarded” (Groover 2008:37).  

Included in these types of artifacts are food-related items, such as bones and ceramics 

(both for food preparation and consumption).  Secondary artifacts, according to Groover, 
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are items that are used a small amount and over longer time periods, such as personal 

possessions and household furnishings (2008:38). While analyzing the artifact 

assemblage from a site in Delaware, Groover notes that most artifacts (98.85 %) of the 

assemblage represented primary consumption artifacts; whereas only 1.15% of the 

assemblage was secondary items (Groover 2008:40).   

 Contrasting Groover’s findings to the artifact assemblage from the Bowen house 

provides important distinctions.  Rather than the majority of artifacts being associated 

with primary consumption (n=1995, 41.1% of the assemblage), the majority of artifacts 

found at the Bowen house are of secondary items (n=2855, 58.9% of the assemblage).  

Much of the difference in the artifact assemblage between the Bowen house and what 

Groover found in Delaware may be due to the individual site history.  The Bowen house 

was occupied for a much longer period.  Additionally, as the house was occupied into the 

20th century, modern trash disposal techniques may have been employed, lowering the 

number of primary consumption objects.  Moreover, the Bowen house, according to oral 

tradition, was burned before being destroyed.  Presumably, the house stood vacant before 

it was destroyed; therefore, it is likely that larger and personal items were removed from 

the house.  As a result, the majority of the artifact assemblage from the Bowen house is 

associated with the structure itself, as opposed to consumption.   

 Overall, the artifact assemblage from the Bowen house indicates the nearly two 

centuries of occupation.  Artifacts date from the late 18th century through the middle of 

the 20th century, which corroborates the historical record.  Additionally, the majority of 

the objects found date to the 19th century. Since Hannah Griffith updated and expanded 
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the house and the cultural landscape during her 19th century occupation, it is unsurprising 

that much of the 18th century record was not recovered from the site.   

 

Discussion 

 The aim of the archaeological exploration of the Bowen farm sought primarily to 

understand the site’s relationship to the Battle of Paoli.  As noted in Chapter 2, the 

historical archaeology of conflict often looks for direct evidence of engagements.  The 

location of the Bowen house near the avenue of the British attack indicated that the home 

might have been directly affected by the battle of Paoli.  Unfortunately, the 

archaeological evidence recovered from the Bowen farm did not provide any such 

evidence.  Aside from a lone piece of buckshot, no 18th century military artifacts were 

recovered.  The piece of buckshot itself does not necessarily relate to the battle as it could 

have been used by the homeowners either pre- or post- battle.  Moreover, the context of 

the buckshot, from the destruction level of the excavations, makes associating the artifact 

to the battle problematic.  Despite the lack of direct evidence of conflict, indirect 

evidence can also be meaningful.  Chapter 2 also outlines how much archaeology 

regarding prehistoric conflict relies on secondary or indirect evidence of warfare to 

explain and interpret conflict.  Here too the archaeology at the Bowen farm failed to yield 

any indirect evidence of the battle. 

 Despite the lack of evidence unearthed regarding what impact of the Battle of 

Paoli may have had on the Bowen farm, important information regarding the battle 

landscape and the cultural landscape was recovered.  First, concerning the battle 

landscape, identifying the location of the Bowen farm provides information regarding an 
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important landscape feature.  Although no direct evidence of the conflict was found, 

knowing the location of the house can help interpretations of the battlefield.  As 

archaeological work at the Paoli Battlefield will be on-going, artifacts associated with the 

battle may shed more light onto how the house may or may not have played a direct role 

in the conflict.   

 Future archaeological work at the site of the Bowen farm can produce pertinent 

information.  For example, the identification and excavation of the entire home’s 

foundation should produce important information regarding the structure.  Complete 

excavation of archaeological features provides great insights as shown by Kaktins’ and 

Allit’s (2014) work at an almshouse in Philadelphia.  Their one-hundred percent 

excavations of a privy revealed that artifacts were concentrated in a specific location 

within the feature (Kaktins and Allitt 2014:254).  Therefore, the complete excavation of 

the Bowen house may reveal artifact concentrations that were not revealed in the 

excavations undertaken to date.  Likewise, the archaeology performed for this research 

did not test many areas that were outside the foundation walls.  Portions of Unit 7 and 

Unit 4 were outside the foundation walls; however due to the rocky nature of the soils 

(40-50% schist stone inclusions), time was invested to the excavations of the interior of 

the structure.  Therefore, future archaeological work cannot only identify the entire 

foundation, but archaeological survey should be performed surrounding the foundation to 

delineate associated trash pits or work areas.  Ideally, this survey should also include a 

metal detector survey in the wooded area around the house.  Not only would such a 

survey aid in delineating the social space, it may also identify musket balls and other 

military artifacts that can directly relate the house site to the battle.   
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 Another avenue of future archaeological research at the Bowen site would be the 

exploration of the other extant features identified during the walking survey.  Notably, 

the shaft feature that is adjacent to the house location could provide important 

information.  At this time, the utility of the shaft remains unclear.  Due to the loose leaf 

detritus in the shaft, safety prevented undertaking its study; however, exploring this 

feature can further elucidate the cultural landscape of the Bowen farm as well as perhaps 

directly tie the house to the battle.  Likewise, the cistern to the west of the house and the 

unidentified foundation to the south warrant archaeological testing.  Examination of all 

these features will better recreate the cultural landscape of the Bowen farm.  Moreover, 

with more archaeological testing, the possibilities for finding important artifacts and 

features that relate to the battle will only increase. 

A second avenue of interpretation from the archaeology at the Bowen farm is its 

aiding in the interpretation of the cultural landscape.  The (re)discovery of the home 

allows the home to be placed within the cultural landscape.  As the rest of this research 

illustrates, interpreting the cultural landscape provides important contexts for 

understanding the battle.  Wayne selected the location where his men camped, based on 

the fact that the Bowens and the Pearces (the two property owners) were sympathetic to 

the revolution.  Now, with the location of the Bowen house identified, it can be integrated 

into the interpretations of the cultural landscape and the impact that the cultural landscape 

had on the battle and the battle landscape.   

Importantly, although the artifact assemblage spans the nearly two and a half 

centuries of occupation, 18th century artifacts illustrate the occupation of the landscape at 

the time of the battle.  The ceramics recovered help point to this early occupation.  For 
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example, over 285 pieces of redware were recovered from the excavations.  Although 

these utilitarian artifacts have a broad date-range for production and use, they are 

indicative of 18th century occupations (Miller 2000).  Likewise, the sixteen pieces of 

creamware also suggest a period of occupation from the 18th century (Miller 2000).  

Combined, these 301 artifacts make up fifty-one percent of the total ceramic assemblage 

(n=591).  Pearlware recovered from the Bowen house (n=159) also aids in dating the 

assemblage.  This ceramic is often considered an early 19th century ceramic; however, the 

according to Miller pearlware is associated with some archaeological sites in the mid-

Atlantic as early as 1775 (Miller 2000).  Therefore, some earlier pieces of pearlware are 

indicative of a late 18th century occupation.  Thus, the ceramic evidence, combined with 

the presence of 18th century wrought nails, points to a period of occupation at the time of 

the battle.  So, despite the lack of specific 18th century features, evidence of the 18th 

century occupation of the site certainly exists.  

Additionally, the artifacts that were recovered help illustrate the extensive nature 

of social networks and the cultural landscapes that existed in the 18th century.  Namely, 

the 1787 Connecticut copper coin shows how money minted in one part of the colonies 

rather quickly moved throughout the young nation.  This concept serves as a metaphor 

for the battle as well.  Rather than being an isolated event, the actions that took place at 

the Bowen farm in 1777 had far-reaching impacts.  The men who fought at Paoli took 

with them the scars of battle and shared their knowledge with others over the following 

years.   The battle cry “Remember Paoli!” illustrates this concept well.  Despite the 

limitations of technology in the 18th century, information traveled relatively quickly 
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through social networks and throughout the cultural landscape, influencing the cultural 

fabric of the young nation. 

 Beyond landscape interpretations, the archaeology at the Bowen farm exemplifies 

the use, reuse, and reimagination of space.  The archaeological evidence represents how 

the site evolved throughout time from the 18th through the 20th centuries.  As such, the 

Bowen house and farm represent an important site of vernacular architecture and how 

domestic spaces change over time.  Moreover, one of the aims of the research is to show 

how the battle of Paoli has influenced a social space and created an ideology of 

remembrance that spans over two-hundred and forty years.  The site of the Paoli 

Battlefield gains its notoriety from the conflict that took place over the course of one 

evening in 1777.  However, over the next two centuries, the site went through periods of 

remembrance, interpretation, memorialization, and reimagination.   Similarly, the Bowen 

farm was originally not considered a significant aspect of the battle; however, by the 

early 20th century, the house began to be interpreted as an important landscape feature.  

The fact that foundation stones were taken from the home in the 1960s to use at the 

monument also creates a direct link between the Bowen House and the mnemonic 

landscape.  Thus the archaeology of the Bowen site provides information not only for 

interpreting the cultural landscape and the battle landscape associated with the Battle of 

Paoli, but it also signifies the cultural ideology of those who interacted with the site over 

time.   
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CHAPTER 8 
ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE REMEMBRANCE OF PAOLI 

 
Introduction 

 
 “Remember Paoli!”  resounds as the Patriots’ battle cry arising from the aftermath 

of the Battle of Paoli.  Memory, though, is more complicated and problematic than a 

simple battle cry.  Memories linger and change from the moment of their 

conceptualization.  Chapter 2 outlines how memory studies interpret the meanings 

associated with remembrance, commemoration, and memorials.  Chapter 4 provides the 

specific details of the remembrance practices associated with the Paoli Battlefield.  This 

chapter combines these concepts to illustrate the importance of interpreting the 

mnemonic landscape of the Paoli Battlefield in an archaeological manner.  In doing so, it 

serves as a case study that can be applied to other conflicts and battles.  In each case, the 

mnemonic landscape is the most difficult to elucidate due to its intangibility.  

Additionally, individuals and communities construct memory to serve cultural needs at a 

given moment in time.  Therefore, the mnemonic landscape takes on new significances 

with each passing generation.   

 Western societies view time as a linear conceptualization.  Memory, though, is 

inherently non-linear (Venables 2012:145).  Although memory often reflects the linear 

nature of history, it is important to conceptualize memory in a non-linear manner and 

then challenge the beliefs that are associated with memory.  Simply interpreting why 

certain memories are salient and pervasive aid in this process.  In addition, memory is not 

always remembering, but also forgetting, which in turn legitimizes a particular mnemonic 

ideology over alternative dogmas (Shackel 2001a).     
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  The memory of the Battle of Paoli is further complicated by the moral and 

military complexities that are associated with it.  Understandably, the American memory 

associated with the conflict remains reified in the cultural ideology.  In contrast, little 

information exists to properly illustrate the British perspective of the conflict and the 

British reaction to the American interpretation of the battle as a “massacre.”  Therefore, 

the interpretations of the memory associated with the Paoli Battlefield are based on the 

perspectives that are distinctly American.  Despite these issues, archaeology is acutely 

situated to move beyond the written record to interpret the changing memories associated 

with a battlefield, in this case, the Battle of Paoli.  This chapter will first examine the role 

of the archaeological process in the formation of remembrance.  Subsequently, the 

objects that the archaeological excavations unearthed at the Paoli Battlefield are 

integrated into the framework of memory studies.   Finally, a discussion regarding the 

meaning of the memories associated with the Paoli Battlefield highlights the importance 

of examining the mnemonic landscape. 

 
Public Archaeology and Remembering 

 
 Importantly, rather than isolated from public view, the archaeological work 

performed at Paoli Battlefield used a volunteer workforce. Although public archaeology, 

as a concept, has been around since the 1970s, the last decade has seen a rise in the 

application of public archaeology (Merriman 2004:3).  Even if the public is not directly 

working on the excavations, archaeologists attempt to include the public through outreach 

programs.  Yet, even as public archaeology becomes a paradigm, the concept of “public” 

is ambiguous (Jameson 2004: 21).  In discussing public history, Barbara Franco (1997: 

65) describes the issues associated with the term “public”: “Public history can mean 
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history for the public, of the public, by the public, and with the public.”  Each one of these 

meanings holds significance and requires a unique methodology.  Although Franco 

discusses public history, her outline can also be ascribed to archaeological research.  

Public archaeology can be for the public, of the public, by the public, and with the public.  

For the purposes of this dissertation, each one of these ideals is engaged.   

 First, it is important to acknowledge and address the concepts of memory and 

remembrance; notably, that memory and remembrance happen at different scales: it can 

be national, local, or personal.  For example, the Battle of Paoli fits into a nationalistic 

memory.  Specifically, the battle was commemorated early in American history as an 

event that indicated the struggle and sacrifices made as the nascent national struggled for 

a uniform cultural identity that separated it from the British Empire.  This concept 

materializes when the site was memorialized just after the War of 1812 and only forty 

years after the battle.  The Battle of Paoli also has specific local memories associated 

with it.  For example, through parts of the 19th and 20th centuries, the battle faded from 

the national discourse; however, locally, the site and the battle continued to be celebrated 

and memorialized as evidenced by the yearly Memorial Day parades.  Finally, memory is 

highly personal.  This aspect of memory is the most difficult to elucidate in the 

archaeological record.  Ethnographically, memory can be highlighted; however, without 

ethnographic data, much of the personal memory associated with the battle is lost in time 

unless specifically written about by individuals in diaries and other primary documents.  

However, the personal memories associated with the Paoli Battlefield are salient within 

the minds of those who interact with the space as visitors and as volunteers throughout 

time.  
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The importance of the Paoli Battlefield to the national, local, and personal 

memories signifies the site as a sacred landscape.  As Chambers (2012:15) indicates, 

battlefields provide important spaces for the interpretation of the cultural contexts of 

memory.  In addition, as Jarrett (2013:199) notes, memories associated with these sacred 

landscapes are often reimagined to fit the cultural needs at a given moment in time.  

Therefore, the archaeological work at the Paoli Battlefield provides a lens for interpreting 

the meaning of the landscape throughout the two-hundred and forty year period of 

American culture.  For example, the archaeological work undertaken in the battlefield 

portion of the site recovered artifacts that indicate data regarding the American’s fighting 

retreat.  Early in the history and memory-making processes regarding the Battle of Paoli, 

many accused Wayne of not organizing his troops in a fighting retreat.  The 

archaeological evidence, in this case, serves to negate this memory of the battle.  In the 

immediate aftermath of the battle, individuals and groups looked to assign blame, with 

Wayne falling as the target; however, the archaeological work confirms that such blame 

was assigned incorrectly.  Moreover, the archaeology shows that in many cases blame is 

unwarranted, and tragic events simply unfold without blame to be assigned.   

 Undoubtedly the landscape of the Paoli Battlefield is sacred.  Despite the sacred 

nature of the site, development and suburbanization throughout much of the 20th century 

led to the destruction of the broader battle landscape.  Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the 

development of the cultural and mnemonic landscapes associated with the Battle of Paoli.  

As previously noted, only forty-four acres have been preserved as a part of the battlefield 

park.  Therefore, the meanings associated with the battle have been relegated to this 

space; however, as the map in Figure 8.1 illustrates, the broader area of operations during 
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the battle of Paoli was much larger.  Western Heritage Mapping developed this image 

from the historical record in association with the Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund 

through a grant from the American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP).  The non-

preservation of these spaces represents how “forgetting” occurs.  Since 1777 with the 

beginning of the remembrance of the battle, the memory was distinctly American.  As a 

result, the areas associated with the British encampment have been nearly completely 

destroyed.  Moreover, even the core area associated with the battle has been suburbanized 

since remembrance practices focused on the site of the mass grave.  Other aspects of the 

site have therefore been overlooked, such as where the American men camped.   

Archaeology helps to illustrate how more of the area was forgotten than was 

preserved.  For example, based on the historical record, the location of the Bowen house 

was at the right rear (southeast) of the American camp (McGuire 2000).  The rediscovery 

of the Bowen house in the summer of 2015 can now be used as a landscape feature to 

indicate the possible location of the rest of the camp.  If the house were truly located at 

the right rear (southeast) of the camp, as the historical record indicates, then the majority 

of Wayne’s men were camped to the north and west.  This portion of the site was 

developed in the 20th century, meaning that, sadly, much of the archaeological evidence 

associated with the campsite may have been destroyed (Figure 8.2).   Therefore, based on 

the historical record, much of the campsite was likely destroyed.  However, as Figure 8.2 

illustrates, the portion of the protected battlefield remains towards the center of the 

proposed encampment area.  Additionally, the location of the burial mound, the site of 

the fiercest fighting, coupled with the provenience of the artifacts recovered from the 

metal-detecting survey illustrate that the preserved portion of the battlefield remains a 
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significant archaeological resource.  Moreover, the regular nature of the anomalies 

identified via the magnetometer survey seems to indicate a portion of the encampment 

remains.  Obviously, more testing of these anomalies and the continued use of metal-

detecting, both discussed in Chapter 6, can further elucidate the encampment and the 

battle.  Thus, despite the fact that some of the campsite has been subjected to 

suburbanization, a core area remains preserved.  The identification of the Bowen house 

aids in the reconstruction of the campsite and the battlefield and clarify the historical 

record.   
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Figure 8.1: Battle of Paoli Projected Battle Space (Chester County DCIS/GIS and Parks 
Department  2011) 
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Figure 8.2: Relationship of the Bowen House to Expected Location of American 
Encampment 
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The development of the site in this manner indicates important information 

regarding the mnemonics associated with the site.  First, it illustrates that the emphasis of 

the memory associated with the battle lay with the mass grave and the individual 

sacrifices of the soldiers.  Rather than preserve the entire site where the camp took place, 

the local community protected the site of the fiercest combat and the location of the 

burial.  Second, the preservation efforts point to certain cultural ideologies of how 

battlefield sites are remembered.  As opposed to protecting the space where Wayne’s men 

camped and went about their daily lives, the remembrance is associated with the combat 

and death.  Consequently, in addition to emphasizing the sacrifices of the soldiers, the 

lack of protection for the Patriot’s campsite acts as a form of forgetting.  Paoli Battlefield 

is remembered as a site of conflict and sacrifice, and the soldiers’ daily camp activities 

did not fit with the narrative of sacrifice; therefore, the encampment aspect of the site was 

overlooked.  However, despite the passive forgetting, more recent efforts associated with 

the battlefield, including this research, move towards re-remembering all of the details of 

the conflict and the moments before and after the termination of fighting.  The site was 

not just a battlefield with only soldiers affected, but it was also a campsite and a 

culturally significant site for many everyday citizens.      

Undoubtedly, heroism and patriotism inherently embed themselves into the 

memories of warfare.  The sites of conflict rise as symbols of a unified cultural group 

(Shackel 2001b:660).  Commemoration practices at such sites, in turn, reify that cultural 

identity.  As Delle (2008:65) notes, “The production, reconstruction, and reproduction of 

memories are processes closely related to socialization [and] enculturation.”  In this 

sense, the commemoration rituals associated with the Battle of Paoli reinforce and 
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maintain the ideologies associated with American nationalism and cultural identity.  Yet, 

moving beyond the militarism and nationalism associated with the site provides an 

important interpretive lens.  Examining the broader and more personal meanings 

associated with Paoli Battlefield broadens the horizons of interpretations. 

An imperative tool for expanding the interpretations of battlefields as more than 

military sites is archaeology.  Archaeology informs the memory of the site, but 

archaeology itself serves as a form of remembrance on both the macro and nationalistic 

scale and the more micro and personal scale.  Obviously, the materials recovered can be 

interpreted in terms of how they inform the memories associated with specific sites; 

however, archaeological work creates a direct link to the past that generates memories 

itself.  At Paoli Battlefield the public was engaged with all aspects of the archaeological 

process, reflecting the concepts associated with public archaeology outlined earlier: 

public archaeology is for the public, of the public, by the public, and with the public. 

First, the archaeology performed at Paoli Battlefield was undertaken for the 

public.  Currently, the Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund (PBPF) is working with the 

National Park Service to attain National Landmark status.  Although a forty-four acre 

portion of the site has been protected from further development since the 1990s, gaining 

landmark status will aid in funding projects that will further publicize and engage the 

public regarding the significance of the landscape.  In this context, my archaeology 

research and papers have been incorporated into the PBPF’s submissions for landmark 

status, illustrating the importance of the site not only as a site of tragedy, but also as 

holding significant archaeological potential.  Currently, at public events, to provide a 

tangible connection to the past, the PBPF displays and discusses some artifacts recovered 
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from the metal-detecting survey.  Ultimately, one of the long-term aims of the PBPF is to 

create a visitors’ center.  This center will include displays of the archaeological artifacts.   

Additionally, over the course of my graduate studies, I have presented 

information regarding Paoli Battlefield at professional conferences; however, more 

important in this regard are my presentations for local historical societies and local 

professional groups.  Despite the importance of public outreach and the dissemination of 

archaeological information, Potter (1994:154) points out that “the presentation of 

archaeological data to the public is not nearly as important as the application of 

archaeology to contemporary life.”   In my presentations, I apply this concept, illustrating 

how archaeology not only illuminates the past, but elucidates aspects of current societal 

issues and problems.  Thus, archaeology at the Paoli Battlefield strengthens the 

community’s connection with the landscape and their knowledge of the site.  

Archaeology for the public. 

Second, the archaeological work at the Paoli Battlefield is of the public.  As 

outlined throughout this dissertation, the archaeological work at Paoli Battlefield seeks to 

expand the interpretations of conflict sites beyond simply an examination of battles and 

their combatants.  By excavating at the Bowen house, archaeological data was collected 

regarding the lives of those present in the community at the time of the battle and 

throughout the course of the site’s history.  Undoubtedly, the public was gravely affected 

by the conflict; yet, most historians and archaeologists have ignored this topic in their 

research.  The archaeology at the Bowen farm illustrates the lives of the community, 

including how the burial site is memorialized.  Specifically, much of what was unearthed 

represents how the community reimagines their own social spaces within the greater 
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contexts of conflict.  Despite being associated with the battle, people worked on a daily 

basis to make a living and prosper.  Archaeology of the public.   

Third, archaeology begs to be conducted by the public.  In both 2012 and 2015, a 

volunteer workforce performed the archaeological excavations at the Paoli Battlefield.  

Given the scale of available resources and the lack of other trained archaeologists on site, 

the volunteer crews were relatively small, with three or four participants per day.  Over 

the course of the two field seasons, a total of forty individuals joined in the excavations.  

While the volunteers varied in age and vocation, each appreciated his or her engagement 

with history and archaeology.  Importantly, the diversity of volunteers reflects the 

assortment of cultural lenses that each individual carries.  With each volunteer’s first visit 

to the site, I explained the site history and the site’s significance, the aims of the 

archaeological research, and the methods that we would be using.  After this orientation 

the volunteers were free to formulate their own personal experiences.  Copeland 

(2004:139) notes the importance of these personal interactions on archaeology sites: 

volunteers create and construct their own meanings, incorporating their “prior learning 

and values,” creating unique experiences and memories.  Therefore, the volunteers at 

Paoli Battlefield were not only engaged with the archaeology of the site, but they were 

cultivating memories associated with the site that merge the history, the archaeology, 

their experiences, and their personal meanings, resulting in a web of memories.  

Archaeology by the public. 

Finally, archaeology at Paoli Battlefield worked with the public.  The differences 

between “by” the public and “with” the public are somewhat nuanced; however, 

distinctions exist.  “By” the public entails the inclusion of individuals in the process of 
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archaeology and the meanings that those individuals glean.  “With” the public requires 

more collaboration among the participants, and despite the diversity of personal and 

professional backgrounds of the volunteers, collaboration was easily attainable.  For 

example, one of the volunteers, Rich, is an architect.  As the foundations of the Bowen 

house were uncovered, I turned to Rich regarding certain aspects of the intricacies of the 

feature.  His insights provided great assistance as I formulated ideas regarding 

construction techniques.  Another example of collaboration comes from a volunteer who 

is a mathematician, Wendy, who spent many hours in the field and in the lab.  As we 

worked through the artifact cataloguing process, she proposed different statistical 

methods that could be helpful in procuring meaning from the objects.  Although such 

statistical analyses are outside the scope of this dissertation, we will work together in the 

future to determine the significance of much of the artifact collection.  A third example is 

the collaborative relationship that developed with one of my high school volunteers, 

Hunter.  In the summer of 2015, Hunter was in the process of applying to colleges.  

Although she planned to major in engineering, she gained an appreciation of the 

importance of the social sciences.  At the end of the field season, she asked me to write a 

letter of recommendation for college applications to highlight her well-rounded interests 

in both natural sciences and social sciences.  These three examples illustrate how a 

diversity of volunteers aided not only my dissertation research, but through collaboration, 

volunteers took important insights and interpretations with them to their own personal 

and professional lives.  Archaeology with the public.   

These examples of archaeology for, of, by and with the public exemplify the 

central role that the discipline has in engaging the public.  Specifically, in the case of the 
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Paoli Battlefield, the public archaeological work is, in and of itself, an act of 

remembrance.  Remembering is ritualistic in nature.  The process of archaeology, for 

both professionals and volunteers, provides an avenue for creating memory on a personal 

level.  More broadly, the archaeological research at Paoli Battlefield continues the 

process of remembering; however, rather than remembering the site only as a battlefield, 

the archaeological work provides a lens to understand the community, the battlefield, and 

the memories associated with each. 

 
Materiality of Memory 

 
 Throughout the history of archaeology, many archaeologists have aimed to 

interpret the meanings of objects for people living in the past.  Specifically, much recent 

work has focused on societies who did not write their histories (see Jones 2007; Borić 

2010; and Chadwick and Gibson 2013).  Historical archaeology, as well, has moved in 

the direction of studying memory (Shackel 2001a and 2001b; Delle 2008).  These studies 

highlight the relationships between individuals who lived in the past and how their lives 

are remembered in the present.  In both historic and pre-historic archaeologies, the 

materials that humans leave behind represent the vessels through which memory and 

meaning are constructed and conveyed.  Importantly, the objects recovered from 

archaeological excavations have durability, and the memories assigned to these artifacts 

coincide with the endurance of the memories associated with them (Jones 2007:39).  Yet, 

as Jones (2007:40) advises, “Artefacts [sic] cannot be taken as simple agents of memory 

and their ability to extend or preserve memory cannot be relied upon.”  The 

archaeologists themselves often construct the memories associated with artifacts as they 

strive to interpret meaning.  He warns that in dissecting the relationships between 
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material culture and memory, it is important to remember that the symbolic meaning 

associated with the objects is “both creative and situational” by both the individuals in the 

past and the archaeologists in the present (Jones 2007:13).  Individuals form their own 

cultural perspectives to interpret meanings that are symbolic of their personal, cultural 

realities.  Thus, it is important to consider the object’s past, present, and future, while 

deciphering and creating its memory and symbolic value.  The following section 

discusses the importance of some of the objects recovered at the Paoli Battlefield and 

Bowen farm.  These artifacts represent vessels of memory themselves, but they also 

reflect the two-hundred and forty year history of memory associated with the site.   

 First, the artifacts recovered from the battlefield at Paoli reflect the material 

culture of remembrance associated with the battle.  Much of what was recovered from the 

metal-detecting survey indicates the landscape’s use as farmland; however, particular 

objects indicate the mnemonic landscape.  Part of the Paoli Battlefield’s importance is 

that it was one of the first memorialized landscapes dedicated to the soldiers of the 

American Revolution.  At its beginning, rather than focusing on the elite leaders, which 

was the aim of many of the early battlefield monuments (Chambers 2012), the Battle of 

Paoli memorial was dedicated to the nationally nameless men who served and fell in 

battle.  Additionally, the local population, as opposed to national leaders or the national 

government, advanced the remembrance practices that took place at the Paoli Battlefield.  

Therefore, although a sense of nationalism was evoked at Paoli’s memorial ceremonies 

through the 19th and 20th century, such practices were based on local ideologies.   

 As time passed, the mnemonic landscape at the Paoli Battlefield shifted from a 

focus on solely the American Revolution.  Rather, the memory of the soldiers who fell at 
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Paoli was used to evoke the honor of all servicemen and servicewomen who served the 

nation in subsequent conflicts: the War of 1812, the Spanish American War, World War 

I, World War II, the Korean War, and other modern conflicts.  The mnemonic landscape 

of Paoli, in this sense, is organic; it lives on through the individuals who participate in the 

memorial ceremonies, using the events of the more distant past to recognize the 

individual service of the more recent past.  Notably, despite the nationalistic discourse, 

the memorials dedicated to the men and women who served in these conflicts maintain a 

local focus, with the names of the local services men and women inscribed on the later 

monuments.  This broader focus on military veterans and their sacrifices is reflected in 

the artifactual evidence.   

 During the metal-detecting survey of the battlefield, two military buttons were 

unearthed.  Although these artifacts do not date to the period of the American Revolution, 

they remain important to interpreting the mnemonic landscape.  The first button is a 

machine-stamped object with a brass front and looped eye-hole on the reverse (Figure 

8.3).  Intriguingly, some evidence of the fabric that held the button to the clothing 

remains.  According to South’s (1964) typology, this button dates between 1837-1865.  

The front of the button features an eagle holding an anchor with thirteen stars above the 

eagle’s head.  Although the writing on the reverse of the button is illegible, based on its 

typology and symbols, the button represents a Federal Marine Corps button.  The second 

button shows the same manufacture methods; therefore it dates to the same middle-

nineteenth century time period (Figure 8.3).  The face of the second button is not as well 

preserved as the first button; however, the inscription on the reverse is more visible, 

though still illegible.     
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Figure 8.3: Federal Marine Corps Buttons Recovered from Paoli Battlefield Metal-
Detecting Survey 

 
The significance of these buttons is not a direct relationship to the battle; 

however, a relationship can be drawn to link the battle to the remembrance practices that 

developed at the Paoli Battlefield.  Chapter 4 discusses the history of the mnemonic 

landscape associated with the battlefield.  After the first memorial ceremony in 1817, the 

1877 centennial celebration of the Battle of Paoli provided an opportunity for the 

community to gather in an even larger memorial ceremony.  The Centennial Minute Men 

of Chester County led the efforts to revitalize the memorial.  Their success is shown by 

attendance estimates ranging from eight- to ten-thousand participants (Hickman 1877). 

Undoubtedly, many of the men who served in this organization were veterans of previous 

wars, notably the American Civil War, with many local veterans likely donning their 

uniforms in celebration and solidarity.   
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 These two buttons illustrate the interplay between history, commemoration, 

archaeology, and artifact.  The historical record documents that commemorations took 

place in the 19th century.  Those commemoration practices served to instill a connection 

between the individuals present at the time, the site of the battle, and the nationalistic 

memories associated with those who serve in the military.  At this point though, as the 

buttons are reinterpreted, they connect these concepts together.  As Jones (2007:50) 

states, material culture creates a temporal ordering to history.  Connecting objects to 

certain time periods allows for society to draw conclusions not only about the past, but 

how the past relates to the present.  The past, in essence, evokes the present (Jones 

2007:56); likewise, the present conjures the past.  Thus, these two buttons provide 

important materiality to a period of history (1877 in this case) when remembrance 

practices were growing.  They illustrate how the Paoli Battlefield today remains a 

military site, not just for those who fought in the battle, but for all service members.  

Lastly, the buttons represent the Paoli Battlefield as part of a larger mnemonic landscape, 

a landscape that is too often overlooked in the archaeological record.  Simply because 

these objects are not directly associated with the battle does not diminish their symbolic 

and archaeological importance. 

 The second group of objects unearthed on the Paoli Battlefield that relate to the 

mnemonic landscape are objects associated with grave markers.  Two pieces of a white-

metal urn were recovered from the battlefield (Figure 8.4).  Both artifacts are the rims of 

a vessel, but they do not mend.  These objects are less chronologically diagnostic than the 

buttons; however, their presence on the battlefield represents the site’s history as part of a 

larger mnemonic landscape.  The pieces of the metal urn were likely used to hold flowers 
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that were set at the grave or at the site in general.  Typically, archaeologists think of 

grave goods as what is left behind with the deceased, but in later contexts, the offering of 

flowers represents the continued connection between past victims of violence and the 

present individuals who visit and revisit a site.  Although the flowers that were 

presumably once housed in the urn decayed and are not part of the archaeological record, 

the existence of the urn represents the lasting memories associated with Paoli Battlefield. 

 

Figure 8.4: Fragments of Flower Urn 

 Finally, the mnemonic landscape associated with Paoli Battlefield is highlighted 

by two pieces of military grave markers (Figure 8.5).  Although fragmented, and from 

different objects, the two pieces provide important information.  First, inscribed on the 

first object is part of the word “Auxiliary.”  The second piece has distinct crossed 

anchors.  Based on the symbolism of the items, they are likely from the Coast Guard 

Auxiliary.  These markers likely held flags that were placed to adorn the monument.  
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Like the Marine Corps buttons discussed earlier, the Coast Guard Auxiliary was not 

directly involved in the Battle of Paoli; in fact, it was not even in existence at the time. 

Thus, these markers combine aspects of both the buttons and the urns.  The objects speak 

to the site’s history as an important location for all veterans from each military branch.  

Additionally, they represent the material culture associated with demarcating the 

mnemonic landscape.     

 

Figure 8.5: United States Coast Guard Auxiliary Flag-Holders 

  The previous discussion illustrates how the archaeological study of the battle 

landscape informs our understanding of the mnemonic landscape.  The archaeological 

research at the Bowen farm, part of the cultural landscape, also significantly informs the 

interpretations of the mnemonic landscape.  Although the battle was not forgotten, the 

house itself was.  As a result, the rediscovery of the Bowen house illustrates how the 

house was selectively forgotten as part of the mnemonic landscape.  The focus on 
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remembering at Paoli Battlefield concentrated on the battle itself.  While remembering 

the battle was undertaken by the local citizens, aspects of the cultural landscape, namely 

the Bowen house, were summarily forgotten.  Therefore, finding the house itself sheds 

light on the individuals who resided at the site of the battle and how they lived in the 

years after the conflict.   

 Beyond the rediscovery of the house, the objects recovered from the Bowen house 

should be analyzed not only within the context of both the battle and the cultural 

landscapes, but also the mnemonic landscape.  The most poignant object recovered from 

the excavations at the Bowen house, in consideration of the mnemonics of the site is a 

black-glass mourning button.  The historical context associated with the mourning button 

is discussed in Chapter 7; however, examining the button in the context of the mnemonic 

landscape raises important ideas.  For instance, a direct correlation that an individual 

from the Bowen house wore the mourning button to memorial ceremonies at the 

battlefield is tenuous at best; however, the object does connect the house, to the 

battlefield, to remembrance, and to commemoration practices.  Likewise, when 

expanding the interpretations between the battlefield and the cultural landscape, both 

direct and indirect evidence can be helpful.  The same reliance on direct and indirect 

evidence with the mnemonic landscape also exists.  The mourning button dates to a time 

when individuals adorned themselves in grief.  At the same time, the commemorative 

practices associated with battlefields were culminating following the Civil War and at the 

100th anniversary of the American Revolution.  Regardless of whether or not the button 

was worn to honor the fallen soldiers of the Battle of Paoli, or worn to mourn the loss of a 

loved one, the object reflects the greater cultural contexts of commemoration and 



 

268 
 

remembrance in the mid-to-late nineteenth century.  Just as conflicts warrant study within 

broader cultural contexts, the cultural landscapes that follow the battle need to be 

considered in the contexts of mnemonic practices.   

The symbolic importance of the button fastens these ideas together.  First, it was 

unearthed in the excavations of the Bowen house.  In this context, the button relates to the 

life-ways of the individuals who were occupying and using this space, highlighting the 

personal nature of grief.  Second, the button reflects the remembrance practices of the late 

nineteenth century and the re-growth of cultural connections between England and the 

United States.  Third, the mourning practices of individuals may be related to the 

commemoration practices associated with the battlefield.  Although inherently a solemn 

event, the memory of the Battle of Paoli served to unify the community in a sense of 

nationalism, providing a positive outlook for the future.  Therefore, the mourning button 

recovered from the Bowen house symbolically joins together the battle landscape, the 

cultural landscape, and the mnemonic landscape.     

 
Discussion 

  
 The mnemonic landscape exists within the cognition of individuals.  Therefore, 

this landscape becomes more difficult to accurately elucidate.  This chapter illustrates the 

role that archaeology plays in identifying and interpreting memories associated with 

conflict sites.  Specifically, at the Paoli Battlefield, the process of performing 

archaeological research illustrates how the archaeological method itself forms a 

connectedness to the past.  Not only does archaeology unearth the material culture of the 

past, which uncovers objects through which memories are transmitted, but also an 

archaeologist working with the public formulates new memories.  As this chapter points 
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out, the public’s involvement in the archaeological practice allows for both personal and 

public memories to form.   

 Beyond the practice of archaeology, the interpretations of the archaeological 

record, specifically the features and artifacts unearthed, provide for connections to be 

drawn from past remembrance practices and ceremonies to new lines of interpretation.  

For example, the objects recovered from the battlefield portion of the site highlight the 

ceremonial practices associated with memory that took place over the site’s two-hundred 

and forty year history.  Too often, at conflict sites, this aspect of the site’s history is 

overlooked.  Examining these objects in this context, however, shows how society 

interacts with history and re-imagines and reinterprets the meanings of the past to 

formulate meanings relevant to the present.  Moreover, the archaeological work 

undertaken at the Bowen house evaluates the interconnections between the battle 

landscape and the cultural landscape.   

 Unfortunately, the mnemonic landscapes associated with conflict sites often 

become overlooked.  Using the Paoli Battlefield as a case study, examination of the 

mnemonic landscape highlights important aspects of the continuing histories of conflict 

sites.  Though the Battle of Paoli was short in duration, its legacy spans nearly two and a 

half centuries.  Archaeological research is keenly situated to interpret how the use of the 

landscape shifts from a physical space to a battle landscape, and eventually returns to a 

part of the cultural landscape.  However, studying the mnemonic landscape unites these 

seemingly disparate areas of study and interpretation.  As a result, the archaeological 

research performed at the Paoli Battlefield helps us to understand the past to reveal the 

site’s meanings throughout its storied history.   
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CHAPTER 9 
CONCLUSION 

 
 The study of conflict and militarism is often undertaken using dichotomies.  One 

dichotomy involves examining conflict as it occurs between two distinct entities, whether 

they are cultural groups or armies.  Another dichotomy, which specifically affects 

military archaeology, involves researchers investigating a site which they classify as a 

conflict site or not a conflict site.  The problem with a dichotomous approach to the study 

of conflict is that it neglects the broader implications and ramifications of violence.  To 

resolve this issue, the archaeological research at Paoli Battlefield seeks to move beyond 

dichotomies and explore the broad implications and realities associated with conflict.   

 This concept is not new, but until now, researchers have not taken on this more 

comprehensive approach.  Importantly, in order to acknowledge the broader implications 

of conflict, long-term studies are warranted.  When the archaeological research began at 

the Paoli Battlefield in 2009, the research questions were narrow.  The impetus behind 

the research was to understand the American camp and the nature of the battle, and to 

provide interpretations regarding the conflict.  The Paoli Battlefield provided research 

potential for the examination of an American encampment that subsequently became the 

site of battle.  At the time, Bruce Knapp, the President of the Paoli Battlefield 

Preservation Fund (PBPF), urged me to consider doing archaeological research at the site 

of the Bowen farm.  He noted that the general location of the house was known, but little 

else.  As I explored the historical background, the importance of the community 

surrounding the Paoli Battlefield remained a cursory interest.  However, over time I 

recognized that the community and the Paoli Battlefield were inextricably connected.  

The role of archaeology quickly shifted from the focus on the military aspects of the site 



 

271 
 

to creating a methodology for connecting the community to the battle in an 

archaeological manner.  The historical background research revealed that the Paoli 

Battlefield earns its significance not only from the battle, but to a greater extent from the 

scars that the battle left on the psyches of the soldiers, the community, and even the 

nation.  How then, can archaeology interpret the impact of conflict and the long-lasting 

consequences of violence on the broader community? How can archaeology move 

beyond a dichotomous approach to the investigation of conflict sites? 

Conference presentations and recent research in military archaeology indicate 

how archaeological work rarely attempts to tie together the community and the military, 

seemingly disparate cultural spheres.  As the historical background presented in Chapters 

3 and 4 of this dissertation illustrate, the community was actively and passively affected 

by the conflict.  The cultural landscape of southeastern Pennsylvania shaped the Battle of 

Paoli.  The battle itself directly impacted the surrounding community, as citizens were 

collected during the British march to the American camp.  After the battle, the armies left 

the field, and it was the community that interred the dead.  Moreover, the legacy of the 

battle shaped how people thought about the battlefield and how the battle should be 

remembered both locally and nationally.  Based on my preliminary research, I realized 

that archaeology provides an avenue for connecting the community to the conflict.  

   In order for researchers to approach battlefield sites from a new perspective, this 

dissertation lays out a new theoretical model; it illustrates the importance of expanding 

the lenses through which researchers approach these sites.  The theoretical model 

outlined in Chapter 2 provides a framework for archaeologists to apply to other conflict 

sites.  They can recognize that, rather than happening in isolation from other cultural 
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spheres, battles are shaped by the physical landscape and the cultural landscapes.  

Military tacticians take these features into consideration, yet archaeologists rarely directly 

pursue research agendas that address them.  Specifically, archaeologists must consider 

how the physical landscape, the cultural landscape, the battle landscape, and the 

mnemonic landscape are intertwined.  These units of analysis provide the backbone of the 

dissertation.  Individually, the examination of each landscape provides important 

information regarding different fields of study associated with the Paoli Battlefield.  

However, when woven together, the integration of the data illuminates the knowledge 

derived from investigating military sites in broader contexts. 

 A common cliché in military studies is the labeling of battles as “the most 

decisive” of a war or a campaign.  In reality, though, each battle is pivotal because it 

influences the next.  One battle cannot be understood without acknowledging the 

previous one.  So regarding a battle’s decisiveness, researchers enter an endless cycle.  

How much historical context is too much?  This study addresses this issue.  First, as this 

dissertation shows, broad overarching contexts, including the physical landscape and 

cultural landscape, are important units for discussion and analysis.  The physical 

landscape influences the tactics of military leaders, but their decisions are also based on 

the cultural realties of a region.  As a case study, the Battle of Paoli illustrates the 

entanglements of the physical landscape and the cultural landscape.  The physical 

landscape not only affected the tactics of the battle, but the decisions made by Wayne and 

Grey, mentioned in Chapters 3 and 4, were influenced by the cultural realities of the 

region.  For example, Wayne selected the location of his camp based on both the physical 

landscape and the cultural landscape.  He believed that his position on higher ground 
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provided a tactical advantage.  Likewise, he camped on the properties of Cromwell 

Pearce and Ezekiel Bowen, both of whom were friendly to independence.  Therefore, 

both the physical and cultural landscapes influenced the site of the battle.  Moreover, this 

study summarizes the Philadelphia Campaign, and it allows the Battle of Paoli to be 

situated within its military context, illustrating the causes of the battle and its military 

ramifications, in this case the eventual fall of Philadelphia. 

As a case study, research at the Paoli Battlefield provides the foundation for 

future research at conflict sites.  First, historical background research connects the 

community and the battle.  Previously, conflict archaeology examined the history 

associated with the battle being studied.  Once the battle is over, the research does not 

examine the legacy of the battle beyond how it affects the war as a whole.  However, the 

historical research at Paoli Battlefield, for instance, illustrates that to the community, the 

significance of the site extended far beyond the moments of battle.  First person accounts 

from the moments following the battle, such as that experienced at Cromwell Pearce’s 

property when an American soldier was hauled away from his refuge (discussed in 

Chapter 4), show that the community saw firsthand the brutality of the night.  Likewise, 

the citizens who buried the dead witnessed the brutality of the bayonet wounds.  

Similarly, the British Army directly gained specific intelligence from local citizens who 

led the British to the American camp (discussed Chapter 4).  Beyond these stories from 

the night of the battle, the remembrance ceremonies held at the battlefield, beginning in 

1817, represent the direct actions taken by the community to create a monumental 

landscape dedicated to the Patriot soldiers (see Chapter 4).  The history of these rituals 

demonstrates how the Battle of Paoli maintained local importance well beyond the battle.   
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To better understand the complicated relationship between the cultural landscape 

and the battle landscape, this dissertation uses GIS as a tool for new types of 

interpretation of both the cultural and battle landscapes.  An examination into the 

interconnections between the local taverns illustrates how information can move through 

a social network.  Both the American and British armies would use these networks to 

collect and disseminate intelligence.  Beyond the cultural landscape, the GIS analyses 

illustrate important features of the battle landscape; moreover, the data show how both 

the physical landscape and the cultural landscape influenced where the armies moved, 

what they could see, and the operations of the battle.  Although other archaeologists 

(Heckman 2007) have used GIS to examine battlefields, few enlist the tool to understand 

how the cultural landscape affects the battle and how the battle affects the cultural 

landscape.  This case study expresses the research potential of expanded interpretations.  

It shows the relationships between the landscape units, not only as they are important to 

military strategy, but it also illustrates their importance to the community.   

 Another new aspect of the research at the Paoli Battlefield is the inclusion of the 

archaeological analysis of the cultural landscape associated with the conflict.  Moving 

beyond the dichotomies of combatant and non-combatant, archaeology at the Paoli 

Battlefield represents a methodological approach to incorporate both into a single 

research project.  Although archaeologists in the last thirty years have produced much 

research about battlefields, and archaeologists have been studying colonial farms for 

decades, no research ties together the relationship between the two types of landscape.  

Individually, the research at the battlefield and the Bowen farm provides important 

information, but the greatest significance stems from examining the interplay between the 
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two.  For example, the rediscovery of the Bowen house shows how the home was an 

important cultural landscape feature and was witness to the battle.  To fully understand 

any conflict, an investigation of the cultural realities of the community becomes 

paramount, an idea which echoes the statements by Parrington, Schenck, and Thibaut 

(1984) (see Chapter 2).   

The archaeological research at the Paoli Battlefield represents an important 

convergence of the battle and the mnemonic landscapes.  As opposed to disregarding any 

artifact that did not directly relate to the battle, the methodology deployed during the 

metal-detecting survey collected all artifacts.  So, these objects become helpful for 

interpreting the commemoration practices of the site.  The historical background notes 

the importance of the site throughout the 19th and 20th centuries as a site of remembrance.  

Archaeologically, the artifacts recovered from the metal detecting survey not only help to 

identify the battle, but they also show the materiality of remembrance.  As vessels of 

remembrance, these objects relate to the groups and individuals who interacted with the 

space in the ritual of commemoration.  Importantly, rather than disregarding these objects 

as unimportant to the conflict, objects that post-date the battle still have significance 

based on their provenience on the field, especially when interpreted with regards to the 

mnemonics of the site.  

Most importantly, the research at the Paoli Battlefield displays the importance of 

archaeology in relating the cultural and battle landscapes.  Artifacts recovered from the 

excavations at the Bowen House, to the east of the battlefield, span the 18th century 

through the 20th centuries.  Despite many of the objects coming from a mixed 

assemblage, the presence of the 18th century objects indicates that the foundations 
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identified were the site of the Bowen house.  Thus, with the location of the house 

identified, it can be incorporated into the interpretations of the battle landscape and the 

cultural landscape.  Further archaeological testing in and around the home may yield the 

direct evidence of the conflict that was not uncovered in the research performed for this 

dissertation.  As the research here illustrates, even without direct evidence, interpreting 

the cultural landscape features in the context of a battle helps to recreate social spaces, 

tying together community and conflict.   

 The final component of examining the Paoli Battlefield broadly is the 

interpretation of the mnemonic landscape.  Memory, unlike the other aspects associated 

with any battlefield, is more difficult to elucidate.  Not only are memories intangible, but 

as the history of the Paoli Battlefield illustrates, they often change over time.  However, 

despite these complexities, the archaeology at the Paoli Battlefield highlights the 

mnemonics associated with the two-hundred and forty year history of the site.  During 

those decades, the meaning of the Paoli Battlefield shifted, reflecting the cultural realities 

of each era.  Archaeologically, the material culture recovered from the battlefield 

symbolizes the memory practices of the middle of the nineteenth century.  For example, 

the historical contexts associated with the mnemonics of Paoli, explained in Chapter 4, 

highlights the remembrance practices that took place at the site yearly after the first 

monument was dedicated in 1817.  These practices reached an apex at the centennial 

anniversary in 1877.  Objects such as buttons from a Federal Marine Corps uniform and 

the pieces of the flag holder representing the United States Coast Guard Auxiliary 

represent how the Paoli Battlefield transformed to a site of memorial for all branches of 

the military.  Similarly, artifacts found at the Bowen house show the broader cultural 
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practices of remembrance and memorial.  Thus, by studying the memory of Paoli, the 

battle landscape and the cultural landscape join to inform the mnemonic landscape. 

 Despite the successes of the research presented in this dissertation, some 

shortcomings exist.  First, the archaeology undertaken at the Bowen house did not 

identify any intact eighteenth-century remains.  The majority of the archaeological 

evidence came from the destruction level, and therefore the archaeological deposits 

consisted of a mix of artifacts stemming from the eighteenth through the twentieth 

centuries.  Relatedly, due to the instability of the soil matrix, the excavations could not 

safely reach the bottom of the foundations or to sterile subsoil.  A second shortcoming of 

the research is that no direct evidence of the battle was unearthed at the Bowen house.  

As noted throughout the dissertation, the Bowen house was located along the avenue of 

the British attack.  Although not mentioned in any period documents (despite the Bowens 

owning the site of the mass grave), it is likely that the Bowen house was directly affected 

by the conflict; however, such archaeological evidence remains elusive.  Other 

shortcomings of the research come from the archaeology performed at the battlefield.  

Notably, although the anomalies associated with burning were identified in rows, the 

testing of the geophysical anomalies failed to reveal definitive information regarding the 

formation of Wayne’s camp.  Similarly, no objects were recovered from the metal-

detecting survey that can be directly linked to the activities that Wayne’s men were 

performing prior to the battle.   

The limitations of this dissertation research open the door for future research.  As 

Sivilich’s (2016) research at Monmouth Battlefield illustrates, the continued metal 

detecting of a field can yield results, even after decades of survey.  Along these lines, if 
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the Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund could have the battlefield plowed for future metal-

detecting surveys, the results may increase.  Similarly, despite the failure of the ground-

truthing excavations of the geophysical anomalies to produce information regarding 

Wayne’s encampment, many more geophysical anomalies remain and should be tested.  

As discussed in Chapter 6, plowing may have affected the nature of the anomalies; 

however without further ground-truthing excavations, the nature of the anomalies 

remains unclear.  In addition, only 2000 square meters were subjected to geophysical 

survey, a relatively small portion of the battlefield.  Continued geophysical work should 

produce more anomalies that may be prime for archaeological exploration.  Similarly, 

performing more metal-detecting and more excavations of the geophysical anomalies 

could illuminate more information regarding the encampment and the battle.   

A final avenue of future research involves the geographic information systems 

studies undertaken for this dissertation. Such studies, focused on troop movements 

through the cultural landscape, may identify areas with archaeological potential that are 

outside the core area of the protected battlefield.  The research involved in this 

dissertation highlights the broad scope of research interests associated with only the Paoli 

Battlefield.  This research serves as a starting point; continued research will only heighten 

the understanding of the cultural, battle, and mnemonic landscapes. 

In addition to expanding upon the research already undertaken for this 

dissertation, new avenues of research may also be explored.  For example, performing 

ethno-histories of past and present residents of Malvern Borough can provide important 

information regarding the cultural, battle, and mnemonic landscapes.  Residents of the 

area witness the changes to the cultural landscape.  Notably, regarding the Bowen house, 
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some residents may have narratives regarding the structure and its demise.  Such 

information can illuminate the house’s history that is not present in the historical record.  

Likewise, residents may hold valuable information regarding the battle landscape.  

Specifically, homeowners to the north of the currently-protected portion of the battlefield 

may have encountered objects relating to the battle as they worked in their gardens or 

expanded their homes.  Most importantly, residents’ ethno-histories can add to the 

mnemonic landscape.  As noted throughout the dissertation, the memories associated 

with the Paoli battlefield change over time.  Interviewing residents about remembrance 

events, such as the Memorial Day celebrations, may provide important information 

regarding the current remembrance practices undertaken at the battlefield and the 

significance of these practices to the residents.  Such a case study would not only provide 

documentation of the cultural present, but it could be integrated into the study of the 

changing memories over time.  Indeed, ethno-histories would provide data that could be 

incorporated into future studies regarding the Paoli Battlefield. 

The overall aim of this dissertation is to expand the archaeological approaches to 

sites of conflict.  The concept of holism is paramount in this endeavor.  When dealing 

with complex and multifaceted problems such as warfare, it is important to break the 

subject into smaller pieces, analyze and interpret those pieces individually, and then 

incorporate those smaller characteristics back into the broad interpretations.  The use of 

the physical landscape, the cultural landscape, the battle landscape, and the mnemonic 

landscape create smaller units to be analyzed before being reincorporated into the broader 

contexts.  Moreover, the study of each of these landscapes helps inform the research 

questions associated with the archaeology of conflict.  The close analysis of each 
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landscape sheds light on the complexities associated with violence and how archaeology 

not only informs the understanding of a specific event, but how violence is multifaceted.  

The case study of the Paoli Battlefield shows the utility and the dynamic nature of this 

process.   

When studied narrowly, battlefield sites highlight only one aspect of the human 

experience.  The methodology employed at the Paoli Battlefield shows the broader 

implications of conflict and the memories associated with violence.  Although much of 

the archaeological evidence post-dates the battle, these objects are equally as important in 

connecting the battle landscape to the cultural landscape and the mnemonic landscape.  

Without a broader and more holistic approach, these important aspects of the site would 

be lost.  In the United States, archaeology is a subfield of anthropology, which broadly 

aims to understand humanity and cultural variations.  Conflict has long been a part of the 

human experience, and violence shapes people and communities.  Therefore, as the 

archaeological research at Paoli Battlefield highlights, diverse research questions applied 

to conflict sites not only help to interpret violence in the past, but it demonstrates how 

violence shapes a community over time. 

The memory of the Paoli Battlefield is most salient among local residents.  Today, 

as the Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund (PBPF) undertakes the process of seeking 

National Historic Landmark status from the National Park Service, the memory of the 

battle begins to reestablish itself in the national ideology.  To reinforce the PBPF’s 

efforts, the archaeological research performed in this dissertation exhibits the importance 

of broadly-focused research questions.  They consider that the significance of the Paoli 

Battlefield is multifaceted.  The research shows that in order to holistically appreciate the 
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battle, a researcher should examine the physical, cultural, battle, and mnemonic 

landscapes associated with it.  In this case, by interpreting each one of these landscapes, 

the Battle of Paoli illuminates the evolution of American cultural ideologies across a two-

hundred and forty year period.  As a result, the methodologies deployed at the Paoli 

Battlefield should be applied to other conflict sites to illustrate how conflicts are shaped 

by cultural connections and how violence affects cultural ideologies.  The conceptual 

model used for the archaeological research at the Paoli Battlefield provides a starting 

point for future studies. As this dissertation shows, the model raises new research 

questions that can and should be approached archaeologically.   

Importantly, the model can be applied to sites that have been previously 

excavated in addition to sites that may be subjected to future research.  Reevaluating 

previous archaeological studies at battlefield sites using this methodology can help garner 

important information that relates conflict to the communities.  Specifically, using the 

methods from this case study, the artifacts that unearthed from previous archaeological 

excavations should be examined as references to the community.  Moreover, these 

artifacts should also be examined in terms of mnemonics.  The reevaluation of previous 

excavations will help add to the corpus of knowledge regarding warfare and its legacy. 

Thankfully, today much of the site of the Paoli Battlefield remains preserved, 

avoiding commercial and residential development.  The public effort that drove the 

preservation efforts remains salient, so the site is still used for remembrance practices to 

honor the men and women who served in the Armed Forces.  Just as the Battle of Paoli 

inspired soldiers throughout the remaining years of the American Revolution, citizens 

today are inspired by the American soldiers’ sacrifices.  Today, as the Paoli Battlefield 
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marches into the twenty-first century, the salience of the battle cry “Remember Paoli!” 

lives on, inspiring future generations.   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

283 
 

REFERENCES CITED 
 

--- 
 1877 The United States Has: Remarks.  The Washington Post, 24 April 1877,  

p. 4. 
 
Accomazzo, Sarah 
 2012    Anthropology of Violence: Historical and Current Theories, Concepts,  
  and Debates in Physical and Socio-cultural Anthropology. Journal of  
  Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 22(50):535-552. 
 
Addington, L. H. 
 1990    The Patterns of War through the Eighteenth Century.  Indiana University  
  Press, Bloomington, IN. 
 
Anderson, Ewan  
 1993    The Scope of Military Geography: Editorial.  GeoJournal, 31(2):115-117. 
 
Anderson, Jon 
 2010    Understanding Cultural Geography: Places and Traces.  Routledge, New  

York.   
 
Anifowose, Remi, and Francis C. Enemuo (editors) 
 1999    Elements of Politics.  Malthouse Press, Oxford, UK. 
 
Argenti, Nicolas, and Katharina Schramm (editors) 
 2010    Remembering Violence: Anthropological Perspectives on  
  Intergenerational Transmission.   Berghahn Books, New York, NY. 
 
Arkush, Elizabeth 
 2011    Hillforts of the Ancient Andes: Colla Warfare, Society, and Landscape.  
  University of Florida Press, Gainesville, FL. 
 
Arkush, Elizabeth, and Mark W. Allen 
 2006    The Archaeology of Warfare: Prehistories of Raiding and Conquest.   
  University of Florida Press, Gainesville, FL. 
 
Aspinall, Arnold, Chris Gaffney, and Armin Schmidt 
 2008 Magnetometry for Archaeologists.  AltaMira, New York, NY. 
 
Atwood, Wallace W. 
 1940 The Physiographic Provinces of North America.  Ginn and Company,  

New York, NY. 
 
 
 



 

284 
 

Ball, Bernice M. 
 1970 Chester County and Its Day.  Chester Country Day Committee of the  

Women’s Auxiliary. West Chester Hospital, West Chester, PA. 
 
Bedikian, Sonia A. 
 2008 The Death of Mourning: From Victorian Crepe to the Little Black Dress.   

Omega: Journal of Death and Dying, 57(1):35-52. 
 
Beidler, James M. 
 2002 Genealogy.  In Pennsylvania: A History of the Commonwealth.  Randall  

M. Miller and William Pencak, editors.  The Pennsylvania State 
University Press, University Park, PA, and The Pennsylvania Historical 
and Museum Commission, Harrisburg, PA. 

 
Bevan, Bruce 
 2006    Geophysical Exploration for Buried Buildings. Historical Archaeology  
  40(4):27-50. 
 
Bleed, Peter, Douglas Scott, and Amanda Reener 
 2014    Battlespace: Archaeological Applications of a Strategist’s Concept. 

Paper presented at Fields of Conflict Conference 2014. 
 
Blight, David W.  

1989 “For Something Douglass Battlefield”: Frederick Douglass and the  
Struggle for the Memory and the Struggle of the Civil War.  The Journal 
of American History 74(4):1156-1178.  

 
Boas, Franz 
 1920 The Methods of Ethnology.  American Anthropologist 22(4): 311-321. 
 
Boland, Irene B., and Charles A. Boland 
 2004    The Impact of Geology on the March to the Battle of Eutaw Springs.  In   
  Studies in Military Geography and Geology, Douglas R. Caldwell, Judy  
  Ehlen, and Russell S. Harmon, editors.  Kluwer Academic Publishers, 

Boston, MA. 
 
Borić, Dušan (editor) 
 2010 Archaeology and Memory.  Oxbow Books, Oxford, UK. 
 
Bourdieu, P. 

1977    Symbolic Power, In Identity and Structure: Issues in the Sociology of  
Education. D. Gleeson, editor.  Studies in Education, Driffield, England.    
 

Bourdieu, P. and Wacquant, L. 
2004    Symbolic Violence.  In Violence in War and Peace. N. Scheper-Hughes  

and P. Bourgois, editors, Blackwell, Malden, MA. 
 



 

285 
 

Bridenbaugh, Carl 
 1964 Cities in Revolt: Urban Life in America 1743-1776.  Capricorn Books,  

New York, NY. 
 

Bronner, Edwin B. 
1982 Village into Town: 1701-1746.  In Philadelphia: A 300-Year History.   

Russell F. Weigley, editor.  W.W. Norton, New York, NY. 
 
Browning, Charles H. 
 1912 Welsh Settlement of Pennsylvania.  William J. Campbell, Philadelphia,  

PA. 
 
Burns, Franklin L. 
 1940 The Invasion of Tredyffrin.  Tredyffrin Easttown History Club Quarterly,  

3(3):58-72. 
 

Burns, Franklin L., and S. Paul Teamer 
 1937 One Hundred and Sixtieth Anniversary of the Paoli Massacre, Copies of  

Itineraries, Maps and Addresses. History Quarterly, 1(1):2-12. 
 
Burt, Struthers 
 1945 Philadelphia: Holy Experiment.  Doubleday and Doran, New York, NY. 
 
Caldwell, Douglass R., Judy Ehlen, and Russell Harmon (editors) 
 2004 Studies in Military Geography.  Kluwer Academic, Boston, MA. 
 
Carrington, Henry B. 
 1877 Battles of the American Revolution 1775-1781.  A.S. Barnes, New York,  

NY. 
 
Chadwick, Adrian M., and Catriona D. Gibson (editors) 
 2013 Memory, Myth and Long-term Landscape Inhabitation.  Oxbow, Oxford,  

UK. 
 
Chambers, Thomas A. 

2012     Memories of War: Visiting Battlegrounds and Bonefields in the Early  
American Republic. Cornell University Press, Ithica, NY. 

 
Chester County Archives 
 1772 Chester County Deed Book, O-2, vol. 38, dated 13 May 1772 (Ezekiel  

Bowen to Griffith Jones), West Chester, PA. 
 
 1782 Chester County Depredations.  West Chester, PA. 
 
 1803 Chester County Deed Book, dated 22 February 1803 (Ezekiel Bowen to  

Jehu Griffith), West Chester, PA.   



 

286 
 

 1805 Ezekiel Bowen Will.  Chester County Wills, 5242, page 125.  Dated 31  
July 1805.  West Chester, PA.    

 
Chester County DCIS/GIS and Parks Department 
 2011 Battle of Paoli: Historic Resource Survey and Animated Map Final  

Technical Report.  Unpublished Report 
 

Clarke, David L. 
 1968 Analytical Archaeology.  Methuen, London, England. 
 
Clay, R. Berle 
 2006 Conductivity Survey: A Survival Manual.  In Remote Sensing in  

Archaeology: An Explicitly North American Perspective, Jay K. Johnson,  
editor.  The University of Alabama Press, Tuscaloosa, AL. 
 

Connor, Melissa, and Doug Scott 
1996     Metal Detector Use in Archaeology: An Introduction.  Historic  

    Archaeology 32(4):76-85. 
 
Copeland, Tim 
 2004 Presenting Archaeology to the Public: Constructing Insights On-site.  In  

Public Archaeology, Nick Merriman, editor, pp. 132-144.  Routledge,  
New York, NY.  

 
Cox, Raymond S. 
 1964 Paoli Memorial Association.  In History of Malvern, Chester County,  

Pennsylvania.  George Norman Highley, editor.  Chester Valley Press,  
Downingtown, PA. 
 

Cox Richardson, Priscilla L. 
 1964 Three Ancient Tracts, 1681-1889.  In History of Malvern, Chester County,  

Pennsylvania.  George Norman Highley, editor.  Chester Valley Press,  
Downingtown, PA. 

 
Crang, Mike 
 1998    Cultural Geography. Routledge, New York, NY. 
 
Davidson, Philip 
 1941 Propaganda and the American Revolution, 1763-1783.  The University of  

North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, NC. 
 
Delle, James A. 
 2008    A Tale of Two Tunnels: Memory, Archaeology, and the Underground  

Rail Road.  Journal of Social Archaeology, 8(1): 63-93. 
 
 



 

287 
 

Dixon, John C. 
 2002 Weathering and Soils.  In The Physical Geography of North America.   

Anthony R. Orme, editor.  Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK. 
 
Dunn, Mary Maples, and Richard S. Dunn 
 1982 The Founding 1681-1701.  In Philadelphia: A 300-Year History.  Russell  

F. Weigley, editor.  W.W. Norton, New York, NY. 
 
Earle, Alice Morse 
 1900 Stage-Coach and Tavern Days. Benjamin Blom, New York, NY. 
 
Ewald, Johann von 
 1979 Diary of the American War: A Hessian Journal.  Translated and edited by  

Joseph P. Tustin.  Yale University Press, New Haven, CT. 
 

Faden, William 
 1777 British Camp at Trudruffin.  Map Division, Library of Congress.   

Washington, DC. 
 
Farish, Matthew 
 2015    Canons and War: American Military Geography and the Limits of  
  Discipline.  Journal of Historical Geography, 49: 39-48.   
 
Fenneman, Nevin M. 
 1938 Physiography of Eastern United States.  McGraw-Hill, New York, NY. 
 
Fisher, Sydney George 
 1926 The True Benjamin Franklin.  J.B. Lippincott, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
Foner, Philip S. (editor) 
 1945 The Complete Writings of Thomas Paine.  The Citadel Press, New York,  

NY. 
 
Foote, Kenneth E. 
 1997 Shadowed Ground: America’s Landscapes of Violence and Tragedy.   

University of Texas Press, Austin, TX.   
 
Franco, Barbara 

1997 Public History and Memory: A Museum Perspective.  The Public  
Historian 19(2):65-67. 

 
Franklin Survey Company 
 1933 Property Atlas of Chester County, Pennsylvania. Volume 1.  Franklin  

Survey Company, Philadelphia, PA.  
 
  



 

288 
 

1950 Property Atlas of the Main Line, Pennsylvania, Chester County, Volume 2.   
Franklin Survey Company, Philadelphia, PA. 

 
Freeman, P. W. 
 2001 Introduction: Issues Concerning the Archaeology of Battlefields.  In Fields  
  of Conflict: Progress and Prospect in Battlefield Archaeology, P.W.  
  Freeman and Tony Pollard, editors, pp. 1-10.  Archaeopress, Oxford, UK. 
 
Fröden, Olle 

2011    The Art of the Possible—The Bullet or the Ballot Box: Defining Politics  
in the Emerging Global Order.  Theoria, September 2011, pp 1. 

 
Geier, Clarence R., Lawrence Babits, Douglas Scott, and David G. Orr (editors) 

2011    Historical Archaeology of Military Sites: Method and Topic.  Texas A&M  
University Press, College Station, TX. 

 
Ghassem-Fachandi, Parvis (editor) 
 2009    Violence: Ethnographic Encounters. Berg, New York, NY. 
 
Gilchrist, Roberta 
 2003    Introduction: Towards a Social Archaeology of Warfare. World  
  Archaeology 35(1):1-6. 
 
Groover, Mark D.   
 2008 The Archaeology of North American Farmsteads.  University Press of  

Florida, Gainesville, FL. 
 
Hanson, L. and D. Hsu 
 1975 Casements and Cannonballs: Archaeological Investigations at Fort 

Stanwix National Monument, Publications in Archaeology 14, National 
Park Service, Washington DC. 

 
Harmon, Russel S., Francis H. Dillon III, and John B. Garver, Jr.   
 2004   Perspectives on Military Geography: The Military Operating  
  Environment.  In Studies in Military Geography and Geology.  Douglas R.  
  Caldwell, Judy Ehlen, and Russel H. Harmon, editors. Kluwer Academic,  
  Boston, MA. 
 
Heckman, Elsa 
 2007 Battlefield Viewsheds or What the General Saw: Lookout Mountain  

Battlefield Chattanooga, Tennessee.  In Fields of Conflict: Battlefield 
Archaeology from the Roman Empire to the Korean War, Vol 1.  Douglas 
Scott, Lawrence Babits and Charles Haecker, editors.  Praeger Security 
International, Westport, CT.   

 
 



 

289 
 

Hickman, F. S. 
 1877 Proceedings on the Occasion of the Dedication of the Monument on the  

One Hundredth Anniversary of the Paoli Massacre, in Chester County,  
Pennsylvania, September 20, 1877.  F.S. Hickman, Steam Power Printers,  
West Chester, PA.   

 
Highley, George Norman (editor) 
 1964 History of Malvern, Chester County, Pennsylvania.  Chester Valley Press,  

Downingtown, PA. 
 
Hofstadter, Richard 
 1971 America at 1750: A Social Portrait.  Alfred A. Knopf, New York, NY. 
 
Hoock, Holger 

2004    The British Military Pantheon in St. Paul’s Cathedral: The State, Cultural  
Patriotism, and the Politics of National Monuments, c. 1790-1820.  In 
Pantheons: Transformations of a Monumental Idea.  Richard Wrigley and 
Matthew Craske, editors.  Ashgate, Burlington, VT. 

 
Hughey, Matthew W. 

2012    Taking Culture (and race) Beyond Dichotomies: A Reply to Gans. 
Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power, 19(5):639-647. 

 
Hunt, Charles B.  
 1967 Physiography of the United States.  W. H. Freeman, San Francisco, CA. 
 
Hume, Ivor Noël  

1969    Historical Archaeology. Knopf, New York, NY. 
 
Illick, Joseph E. 
 1976 Colonial Pennsylvania: A History.  Charles Cribner’s Sons, New York,  

NY. 
 
Imbarrato, Susan Clair 
 1998 Ordinary Travel: Tavern Life and Female Accommodation in  

Early America and the New Republic.  Women’s Studies, 28(1): 29-57. 
 
Jameson, John H. Jr. 
 2004 Public Archaeology in the United States.  In Public Archaeology, Nick  

Merriman, editor.  Routledge, New York, NY. 
 
Jarrett, Kristen 
 2013    Telling Tales? Myth, Memory, and Crickley Hill.  In Memory, Myth and  
  Long-term Landscape Inhabitation.  Adrian M. Chadwick and Catriona D.  
  Gibson, editors.  Oxbow Books, Oxford, UK. 
 



 

290 
 

Jesdanun, Anick 
 1998 Preservationists Battle Development of Revolutionary War Sites.  The  

Associated Press. 19 April 1998. 
 
Jones, Andrew 
 2007    Memory and Material Culture.  Cambridge University Press, New York,  

NY. 
 
Jordan, Louis 
 1997 The Coins of Colonial and Early America.  Department of Special  

Collections, University of Notre Dame Libraries  
<http://www.coins.nd.edu/ColCoin/>. Accessed 14 February 2017. 

 
Kaktins, Mara and Sharon Allit 
 2014 The Early Poor in Philadelphia: A Preliminary Report on the Philadelphia  

City Almshouse Privy Excavation.  In Historical Archaeology of the  
Delaware Valley, 1600-1850.  Richard Veit and David Orr, editors.   
University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN. 
 

Kalos, Matthew A. 
 2015a Phase I Archaeology Report: Utility Line from the Administration  
  Building to Muhlenberg’s Brigade.  Valley Forge National Historical  
  Park, Valley Forge, PA.  Unpublished Report. 
 
 2015b Methodology for Surveying an Ephemeral Military Encampment and  
  Battlefield: Paoli Battlefield, a Case Study In The Archaeology of  
  Engagement: Conflict and Revolution in the United States.  Dana L.  
  Perterman and Holly K. Norton, editors.  Texas A&M Press, College  
  Station, TX. 
 
Kammen, Michael 

1991    Mystic Chords of Memory: The Transformation of Tradition in American  
Culture.  Alfred A. Knopf, New York, NY. 

 
Kauffman, Henry J. 
 1973 The American Fireplace: Chimneys, Mantelpieces, Fireplaces, and  

Accessories.  Thomas Nelson, New York, NY.   
 

1975 The American Farmhouse.  Hawthorn Books, New York, NY. 
 
Kelly, Joseph J. 
 1973 Life and Times in Colonial Philadelphia.  Stackpole, Harrisburg, PA. 
 
Kirk W.H. 
 1883 Breau’s Official Series of Farm Maps, Chester County Pennsylvania.   

W.H. Kirk, Philadelphia, PA. 



 

291 
 

Kiser, Ellis, Otto Barthel, and St. Julian Ogier 
 1897 Atlas of Properties on Line of Pennsylvania R.R. From Rosemont to  

Westchester, 1897.  A.H. Mueller, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
Klepp, Susan E. 
 2002 Encounter and Experiment: The Colonial Period. In Pennsylvania: A  

History of the Commonwealth.  Randall M. Miller and William Pencak,  
editors.  The Pennsylvania State University Press, University Park,  
PA, and The Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission,  
Harrisburg, PA. 

 
Knapik, Joseph J. 
 2004 Soldier Load Carriage: Historical, Physiological, Biomechanical, and  

Medical Aspects.  Military Medicine, 169:45-56.  
 
Kristiansen, K.  
 1999 The Emergence of Warrior Aristocracies in Later European Prehistory and  

Their Long-Term History.  In Ancient Warfare: Archaeological  
Perspectives, J. Carmen and A. Harding, editors, pp. 175-89.  Stroud: 
Sutton, UK. 

 
La Vallière, Chevalier de 
 1776 The Art of War.  Robert Bell, Philadelphia, PA.   
 
Landsman, Ned C. 
 2010 Crossroads of Empire: The Middle Colonies in British North America.   

The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MD. 
 
Leach, Peter A. 
 2009 Magnetic Gradiometer Investigation of a Portion of the Paoli Battlefield,  

Malvern, PA. Unpublished Report. 
 
Lemon, James T. 
 1976 The Best Poor Man’s Country: A Geographical Study of Early  

Southeastern Pennsylvania.  W. W. Norton, New York, NY. 
 

Lewis, Pierce 
 1995   A Geography of Pennsylvania.  In A Geography of Pennsylvania, E.  

Willard Miller, editor.  The Pennsylvania State University Press, 
University Park, PA. 

 
Lincoln, Charles H.  
 1968 The Revolutionary Movement in Pennsylvania: 1760-1776.  John E.  

Edwards, Cos Cob, CT. 
 
 



 

292 
 

Lippincott, Horace Mather 
 1926 Philadelphia.  Macrae, Smith.  Philadelphia, PA. 
 
MacKinder, Halford J. 
 1962    Democratic Ideals and Reality: a Classic work on Geography and World  

Power. W.W. Norton and Company, New York, NY. 
 

Marsh, Ben, and Peirce Lewis 
 1995   Landforms and Human Habitat.  In A Geography of Pennsylvania, E.  

Willard Miller, editor.  The Pennsylvania State University Press, 
University Park, PA. 

 
Martin, Debra L., and David W. Frayer 
 1997    Troubled Times: Violence and Warfare in the Past, Vol III.  Overseas  

Publishers Association, Amsterdam, NL. 
 

May, Edward Sinclair, Sir 
 1909    An Introduction to Military Geography.  Rees, London, UK. 
 
McDougall, Walter A. 

2004 Freedom Just Around the Corner: A New American History, 1585-1828. 
HarperCollins, New York, NY. 

 
McGuire, Thomas J. 
 2000 Battle of Paoli.  Stackpole, Mechanicsburg, PA.  
 
 2006 The Philadelphia Campaign, Volume I: Brandywine and the Fall of  

Philadelphia.  Stackpole, Mechanicsburg, PA. 
 
Merrell, James H. 

1999 Into the American Woods: Negotiators on the Pennsylvania Frontier. 
Norton, New York, NY. 

 
Merriman, Nick 
 2004 Introduction: Diversity and Dissonance in Public Archaeology.  In Public  

Archaeology, Nick Merriman, editor.  Routledge, New York, NY. 
 
Miller, George L. 
 2000 Telling Time for Archaeologists.  Northeast Historical Archaeology, 29:1- 

22. 
 

Miller, E. Willard (editor) 
 1995 A Geography of Pennsylvania.  The Pennsylvania State University Press,  

University Park, PA. 
 
 



 

293 
 

Miller, Randall M., and William Pencak (editors) 
 2002 Pennsylvania: A History of the Commonwealth.  The Pennsylvania State  

University Press, University Park, PA, and The Pennsylvania Historical 
and Museum Commission, Harrisburg, PA. 

 
Mitchell, Don 
 2000    Cultural Geography: A Critical Introduction.  Blackwell, Oxford, UK. 
 
Mueller, A.H. 
 1912 Atlas of Properties on Main Line Pennsylvania Rail Road from Devon to  

Downingtown and West-Chester.  A.H. Mueller, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
Nash, Gary B. 
 2006 First City: Philadelphia and the Forging of Historical Memory.   

University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
North Humberland County Historical Society 
 N.D. Genealogical Map of the Counties.  North Humberland County Historical  

Society.  <http://www.northumberlandcountyhistoricalsociety.org/images/  
genealogical-map-of-the-counties-large.jpg>.  Accessed 7 June 2016. 

 
Olton, Charles Shaw 
 1974 Philadelphia Artisans and the American Revolution.  Doctoral  

Dissertation, Department History, University of California, Berkeley.   
University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, MI. 

 
Orme, Anthony R. 
 2002a The Physical Geography of North America.  Oxford University Press,  

Oxford, UK. 
  
 2002b Ocean Coasts and Continental Margins.  In The Physical Geography of  

North America.  Anthony R. Orme, editor.  Oxford University Press,  
Oxford, UK. 

 
Oswin, John 
 2009 A Field Guide to Geophysics in Archaeology. Springer, Chichester, UK. 
 
Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund 

2014 About Us.  Paoli Battlefield Preservation Fund. <http://pbpfinc.org/   
about-the-fund/>.  Accessed 13 October 2016. 

 
Palka, Eugene J. 
 1995    The U.S. Army in Operations Other than War: A Time to Revive Military  
             Geography.  GeoJournal 37(2):201-208. 
 
 



 

294 
 

Parrington, Michael 
 1979    Geophysical and Aerial Prospecting Techniques at Valley Forge National  
             Historical Park, Pennsylvania.  Journal of Field Archaeology, 6(2): 193- 
 201. 
 
Parrington, Michael, Helen Schenck, and Jacqueline Thibaut 

1984 The Material World of the Revolutionary War Soldier at Valley Forge.  In  
The Scope of Historical Archaeology: Essays in honor of John L. Cotter,  
David G. Orr and Daniel G. Crozier, editors.  Laboratory of Anthropology, 
Temple University, Philadelphia, PA. 

 
Peltier, Lous C., and G. Etzel Pearcy 

1966    Military Geography.  D. Van Nostrand, Princeton, NJ.   
 
Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources  
 2000a Landforms of Pennsylvania.  Department of Conservation and Natural  

Resources. <http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/topogeo/field/map13/index.htm>.   
Accessed 20 May 2016. 

 
 2000b Piedmont Upland Section, Piedmont Province.  Department of  

Conservation and Natural Resources.  
<http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/topogeo/field/map13/13pus/index.htm>.  
Accessed 20 May 2016. 

 
2000c Piedmont Lowland Section, Piedmont Province.  Department of  

Conservation and Natural Resources. 
<http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/topogeo/field/map13/13pls/index.htm>.  
Accessed 20 May 2016.  

 
 2000d Gettysburg-Newark Lowland Section, Piedmont Province.  Department of  

Conservation and Natural Resources. 
<http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/topogeo/field/map13/13gnls/index.htm>. 
Accessed 20 May 2016. 

 
Pollard, Tony, and Iain Banks 
 2006    Past Tense: Studies in the Archaeology of Conflict. Brill, Boston, MA. 
 
 2007    War and Sacrifice: Studies in the Archaeology of Conflict. Brill, Boston,  
  MA. 
 
Potter, Parker B. Jr. 
 1994 Public Archaeology in Annapolis: A Critical Approach to History in  

Maryland’s Ancient City.  Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington D.C. 
 
 
 



 

295 
 

Pratt, G. Michael 
2007 How Do You Know It’s a Battlefield? In Fields of Conflict:  

Battlefield Archaeology from the Roman Empire to the Korean War. 
Douglas Scott, Lawrence Babits, and Charles Haecker, editors, pp.5-38.   
Potomac Books: Washington, DC. 

 
Rice, Kym 
 1983 Early American Taverns: For the Entertainment of Friends and Strangers.   

Regnery Gateway, Chicago, IL. 
 
Riches, David (editor). 

1986    The Anthropology of Violence.  Basil Blackwell, Oxford, EN. 
 
Roper, Donna C. 
 1976 Lateral Displacement of Artifacts Due to Plowing.  American Antiquity,  

41(3):372-375. 
 
Rose, Edward P.F., and Dierk Willig 
 2004    German Military Geologists and Geographers in World War II- Roles in  
  Planning Operation Sealion- The Invasion of England Scheduled for  
  September 1940.  In Studies in Military Geography and Geology,  
  Douglas R. Caldwell, Judy Ehlen, and Russell S. Harmon, editors.   
  Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston, MA. 
 
Rosswurm, Steven 
 1987 Arms, Country and Class: The Philadelphia Militia and “Lower Sort”  

During the American Revolution, 1775-1783.  Rutgers University Press,  
New Brunswick, NJ. 

 
Salinger, Sharon V. 
 2002 Taverns and Drinking in Early America. Johns Hopkins University,  

Baltimore, MD. 
 
Saunders, Nicholas 
 2012a   Beyond the Dead Horizon: Studies in Modern Conflict Archaeology.   
  Oxbow Books, Oxford, UK. 
 
 2012b   Introduction: Engaging in the Materialities of Twentieth and Twenty- 
  first Century Conflict. In Beyond the Dead Horizon: Studies in Modern  
  Conflict Archaeology.  Nicholas Saunders, editor. Oxbow Books, Oxford,  
  UK. 
 
Schmidt, Bettina E., and Ingo W. Schroder (editors) 
 2001    Anthropology of Violence and Conflict. Routledge, New York, NY. 
 
 



 

296 
 

Schroder, Ingo W. 
 2001    Violent Events in the Western Apache Past. In Anthropology of  
  Violence and Conflict, Bettina Schmidt and Ingo Schroder, editors.   
  Routledge, New York, NY. 
 
Schroeder, Kurt A. 
 2004    Development of Tactical Geography in the Nineteenth Century. In  
  Studies in Military Geography and Geology.  Douglas R. Caldwell, Judy  
  Ehlen, and Russel H. Harmon, editors.  Kluwer Academic, Boston, MA. 
 
Scollar, Irwin 
 1990 Archaeological Prospecting and Remote Sensing.  Cambridge University  

Press, New York, NY. 
 
Scott, Douglas, Lawrence Babits, and Charles Haecker (editors)  

2007    Fields of Conflict: Battlefield Archaeology from the Roman Empire to the  
Korean War.  Potomac Books, Washington, DC. 

 
Scott, Douglas, Richard A. Fox, Jr. Melissa J. Connor, and Dick Hermon  

1989    Archaeological Perspectives on the Battle of Little Bighorn.  University of  
Oklahoma Press, Norman, OK. 

 
Scott, Douglas D., and Andrew P. McFeaters 
 2011 The Archaeology of Historic Battlefields: A History and Theoretical  

Development in Conflict Archaeology.  Journal of Archaeological 
Research, 19(1): 103-132. 

 
Shackel, Paul A. (editor) 
 2001a Myth, Memory and the Making of American Landscape.  University Press  

of Florida, Gainesville, FL. 
 
Shackel, Paul A. 

2000 Archaeology and Created Memory: Public History in a National Park. 
Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, New York, NY. 

 
2001b Memory and the Search for Power in American Historical Archaeology.   

American Anthropologist 103(3):655-670. 
 
Shankman, David, and L. Allan James 
 2002 Appalachia and the Eastern Cordillera.  In The Physical Geography of  

North America.  Antony R. Orme, editor.  Oxford University Press, 
Oxford, UK. 

 
Shocket, Andrew M. 
 2015 Fighting Over the Founders: How We Remember the American  

Revolution.  New York University Press, New York, NY. 



 

297 
 

Sismondo, Christine 
2011 America Walks into a Bar: A Spirited History of Taverns and Saloons, 

Speakeasies and Grog Shops.  Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK. 
 
Sivilich, Daniel M. 

1996     Analyzing Musket Balls to Interpret a Revolutionary War Site. Historical  
              Archaeology 30(2): 101–109. 
 
 2016 Musket Ball and Small Shot Identification: A Guide. University of  

Oklahoma Press, Norman, OK. 
 

Sivilich, Daniel, and Sivilich Eric 
 2015 Surveying, Statistics, and Spatial Mapping: KOCOA Landscape Analysis  

of Eighteenth-Century Artillery Placements at Monmouth Battlefield State 
Park, New Jersey.  Historical Archaeology, 49(2):50-71. 

 
Smith, Angele 

2007 Mapped Landscapes: The Politics of Metaphor, Knowledge, and 
Representation on Nineteenth-Century Irish Ordnance Survey Maps.  
Historical Archaeology 41(1):81-91. 

Smith, E.V. 
 1900 Atlas of Properties Along the Pennsylvania R.R. from Overbrook to  

Malvern Station, 1900.  J.L. Smith, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
Somers, Lewis 
 2006 Resistivity Survey.  In Remote Sensing in Archaeology: An Explicitly  

North American Perspective, Jay K. Johnson, editor.  The University of  
Alabama Press, Tuscaloosa, AL. 
 

South, Stanley 
 1964 Analysis of the Buttons from Brunswick Town and Fort Fisher.  Florida  

Anthropologist, 17(2):113-133. 
 
Stephenson, Michael 
 2007 Patriot Battles: How the War of Independence was Fought.  Harper  

Collins, New York, NY. 
 
Stichelbaut, Birger 

2006    The Application of Great War Aerial Photography: The Example of  
Flanders. In Past Tense: Studies in the Archaeology of Conflict, Tony  
Pollard and Iain Banks, editors. Brill, Boston, MA. 

 
Sutherland, Tim 

2004    Battlefield Archaeology: A Guide to Archaeology of Conflict.  British  
           Archaeological Jobs Resource. 
 



 

298 
 

Swank, James M. 
 1908 Progressive Pennsylvania: A Record of the Remarkable Industrial  

Development of the Keystone State.  J.B. Lippincott, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
 
Taaffe, Stephen R. 
 2003 The Philadelphia Campaign, 1777-1778.  University Press of Kansas,  

Lawrence, KS. 
 
Taylor, Alan 
 2001 American Colonies: The Settling of North America.  Penguin, New York,  

NY. 
 
Taylor, Dale 
 1997 The Writer’s Guide to Everyday Life in Colonial America, from 1607- 

1783.  Writer’s Digest, Cincinnati, OH. 
 
Thayer, Theodore 
 1982 Town into City: 1746-1765.  In Philadelphia: A 300-Year History.   

Russell Weigley, editor.  W.W. Norton, New York, NY. 
 
Thompson, Peter 
 1999 Rum, Punch, and Revolution: Taverngoing and Public Life in Eighteenth- 

Century Philadelphia.  University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia,  
PA.   

 
Treherne, P.  

1995    The Warrior’s Beauty: the Masculine Body and Self-identity in Bronze- 
Age Europe. Journal of European Archaeology, 3(1):105–44.  
 

Tustin, Joseph P. (editor) 
 1979 Diary of the American War: A Hessian Journal.  Yale University, New  

Haven, CT. 
 

Twaddell, Meg Daly 
 1984  Inns, Tales and Taverns of Chester County.  Country Publications,  

Norristown, PA. 
 
United States Department of Agriculture 

2013 Web Soil Survey.  United States Department of Agriculture, Natural  
Resources Conservation Services.   
<http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx>. 
Accessed 23 May 2016. 

 
 
 



 

299 
 

United States Department of Army 
 1962 Foot Marches.  United States Army Field Manuel 21-18.  United States  

Department of Army, Washington, DC.  
 
Upton, Dell 
 1997    Seen, Unseen, and Scene.  In Understanding Ordinary Landscapes, Paul  
  Groth and Todd W. Bressi, editors.  Yale University Press, New Haven,  
  CT.   
 
Venables, Brant 
 2012 A Battle of Remembrance: Memorialization and Heritage at the Newtown  

Battlefield, New York.  Northeast Historical Archaeology 41(1):144-165. 
 
Warden, Rosemary S. 
 1998 Chester County.  In Beyond Philadelphia: The American Revolution in the  

Pennsylvania Hinterland.  John B. Frantz and William Pencak, editors.  
The Pennsylvania State University Press, University Park, PA.   

 
Weidener, Susan 
 1999a Another Shot to Try to Save Battlefields: Rep. Curt Weldon’s Bill Would  

Give Millions to Brandywine and Paoli.  It Would Need Matching Funds.   
Philadelphia Inquirer, 8 February 1999, B1. 

 
	   1999b Senate Approves Funds to Rescue Battlefields Allocated was $4.3 million  

to Save the Brandywine and Paoli Sites from Development, Capping a  
Grassroots Effort.  Philadelphia Inquirer, 15 October 1999, B1. 

 
 1999c Site of the 1777 Paoli Battle Will Change Hands Today.  Philadelphia  

Inquirer, 5 November 1999, B9. 
 
Weigley, Russell F. (editor) 
 1982 Philadelphia: A 300-Year History.  W.W. Norton, New York, NY. 
 
Wenger, Diane E. 
 2008 A Country Storekeeper in Pennsylvania: Creating Economic Networks in  

Early America, 1790-1807.  The Pennsylvania State University Press, 
University Park, PA. 

 
Williams, Henry Lionel, and Ottalie K. Williams 
 1962 A Guide to Old American Houses: 1700-1900.  A.S. Barnes and Company,  

New York. 
 
Winthrop, Grace 
 1987 Early Inns and Taverns.  Tredyffrin Easttown Historical Society History  

Quarterly, 25(3):79-91. 
 



 

300 
 

Witmer, A.R. 
 1874 Atlas of Chester County Pennsylvania: Willistown.  Safe Harbor,  

Lancaster, PA. 
 
Woodford, Rachel 
 2004 Military Geographies. Wiley-Blackwell, Hoboken, NJ. 
 
 2005   From Military Geography to Militarism’s Geographies: Disciplinary  
  Engagements with Geographies of Militarism and Military Activities.   
  Progress in Human Geography, 29(6): 718-740. 
 
Wood, W. J. 
 1990 Battles of the Revolutionary War: 1775-1781.  Algonquin Books of  

Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill, NC. 
 

Young, Alfred F. 
 1999 The Shoemaker and the Tea Party: Memory and the American Revolution.   

Beacon, Boston, MA. 
 

Zelinsky, Wilbur 
 2002 Geography.  In Pennsylvania: A History of the Commonwealth. Randall  

M. Miller and William Pencak, editors.  The Pennsylvania State 
University Press, University Park, PA, and The Pennsylvania Historical 
and Museum Commission, Harrisburg, PA. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

301 
 

APPENDIX A  
INVENTORY FROM EZEKIEL BOWEN’S ESTATE, 1805  

(CHESTER COUNTRY ARCHIVES) 
 
Item	  (original	  spelling)	   Pounds	   Schillings	   Pence	  
His	  wearing	  Apparel	   4	   17	   6	  
Bed	  and	  Bedding,	  his	  former	  Wifes	   5	   5	   -‐	  
A	  Case	  of	  Drawers	   1	   17	   6	  
A	  Prepping	  Box	   -‐	   7	   6	  
A	  Dining	  Table	  and	  leaves	   1	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Case	  of	  Drawers	   1	   6	   3	  
A	  Looking	  Glass	   -‐	   11	   3	  
A	  Bed	  and	  Bedding	   1	   17	   6	  
6	  Winsor	  Chairs	   1	   17	   6	  
A	  Canners	  Cubbard	   1	   10	   -‐	  
9	  Old	  Chairs	   -‐	   9	   -‐	  
A	  peander	  Dish	  and	  5	  Plates	   -‐	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Quantity	  of	  Creamyware	  and	  Glass	   -‐	   12	   6	  
A	  Dining	  Table	   -‐	   10	   -‐	  
2	  Augers,	  1	  Drawing	  Knife	  &	  Sleave	   -‐	   5	   -‐	  
Old	  Chairs	   -‐	   9	   42	  
A	  Pick	  shovel,	  Spades,	  Shovels,	  Bows,	  and	  Dung	  
Fork	   -‐	   12	   6	  
A	  Pair	  of	  Swingle	  Trees	   -‐	   3	   9	  
A	  Lot	  of	  Horse	  Gears	   -‐	   12	   6	  
A	  Ground	  Stone	   -‐	   2	   -‐	  
A	  Wining	  Mill	   2	   5	   -‐	  
A	  Cutting	  Box	  and	  Half	  basket	  of	  Tackle	   1	   -‐	   -‐	  
3	  pitchforks	   -‐	   3	   -‐	  
A	  Flock	  of	  Rye	  Supposed	  to	  be	  35	  Bushels	  &	  5/6	   9	   12	   6	  
A	  Wagon	   1	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Sow	  with	  Pigy	   1	   15	   -‐	  
A	  Horse	   1	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Neading	  Bough	   -‐	   1	   -‐	  
4	  Cow	  Chairs	   -‐	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Bill	  Book	   -‐	   1	   6	  
A	  Ten	  Plate	  Stove	  and	  Pipe	   6	   -‐	   -‐	  
A	  Tea	  Table	   -‐	   7	   6	  
A	  Pair	  of	  Flat	  Irons	  &	  Laundries	  on	  the	  Stove	   -‐	   11	   3	  
2	  Pair	  of	  And	  Irons	  Shovel	  &	  Tongs	  &	  2	  Pat	  Rocks	  	   -‐	   18	   9	  
3	  Wallets,	  2	  Table	  Cloths,	  &	  a	  Towel	   -‐	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Saddle	  and	  Bundles	  	   -‐	   18	   9	  
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Iron	  Pot	  and	  Masks	   -‐	   7	   6	  
Seed	  Iron	  Skillet	  and	  Tea	  Kettle	   -‐	   15	   -‐	  
A	  Bake	  Plate	  and	  Iron	  Pot	   -‐	   11	   3	  
A	  Small	  Brass	  Kettle	   -‐	   11	   3	  
Scales	  weights	  &	  Cloverer	  &	  Bussing	  Iron	   -‐	   7	   6	  
A	  Old	  Table	   -‐	   2	   -‐	  
Tubs,	  Pails	  &	   -‐	   11	   3	  
Earthen	  Pots	  &	  Tarr	  Pot	   -‐	   3	   9	  
A	  Brass	  Pipe	   -‐	   7	   6	  
Barrells	  &	  Hoghead	   1	   2	   6	  
Flower	  Casks	   -‐	   2	   -‐	  
9	  Baggs	   1	   5	   -‐	  
A	  Peach	  and	  Throw	  Basket	  and	  Training	  Wheel	   -‐	   6	   -‐	  
A	  Jack	  Wheel	   -‐	   3	   9	  
A	  Bed	  and	  Bedding	  Upstairs	   1	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Woman's	  Saddle	   -‐	   7	   6	  
The	  Widdows	  Saddle	   2	   5	   -‐	  
A	  Cloathes	  Prep	   1	   10	   -‐	  
A	  Chest	   -‐	   3	   9	  
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APPENDIX B 
WASHINGTON TOWNSEND’S SPEECH, SEPTEMBER 20, 1877 

PRESENTED AT THE REDEDICATION OF THE PAOLI MEMORIAL 
(QUOTED IN HICKMAN 1877:14-15) 

 
Officers and Soldiers, Friends and Fellow Countrymen-  

We are here to-day in the discharge of a patriotic duty. We are here to express our 
grateful remembrance of the men who, in the revolution, toiled and struggled 
through a long, tedious and exhausting war, to assert and establish the right of 
self- government, and to plant on this continent the seeds of civil and religious 
liberty.  

Our chief object, however, on this occasion, is to preserve the memory of the 
Revolutionary soldiers who, on this spot, gave up their lives while in the endeavor 
to secure the inestimable privileges which we now enjoy.  It is a century ago to-
day since a little band of American soldiers, retreating from the disastrous and 
bloody field of Brandywine, where they had resolutely fought, were encamped 
where we now stand.  

It is a century ago to-day since a little band of American soldiers, retreating from 
the disastrous and bloody field of Brandywine, where they had resolutely fought, 
were encamped where we now stand.  

With sentinels posted at night and the usual military precautions taken, they 
dreamed not of danger, but deemed themselves secure.  A traitor’s hand, however, 
pointed out to the enemy the secret pathways to their camp; a stealthy march 
enabled the foe to reach their position, and in the darkness of midnight fifty-three 
of them fell ruthlessly slain, victims of British barbarity. 

Just sixty years ago the Republican Artillerists of Chester County, aided by other 
patriotic citizens, a few of whom still survive and are with us to-day, wishing to 
perpetuate the remembrance of their heroism and their sufferings, erected here a 
handsome marble monument to their memory.  

The destroying hand of time, and the vandalism of relic hunters have mutilated 
that monument, have curtailed its proportions and destroyed its beauty. 

Earnest and patriotic men now before and around me, from the military ranks and 
the walks of civil life, have determined that so far as they can prevent it, neither 
time nor vandalism shall hinder from keeping fresh in the hearts and the minds of 
the people the memory of the patriot soldiers who fell here.  

To secure that end, they have erected a grander and more enduring memorial 
stone of substantial material, beautiful in form, design and proportion, and 
admirable in execution, on whose sides will be found engraven deep the history of 
that disastrous night.  
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It will serve, it is hoped, for many generations to come, as an altar around which 
lovers of their country will annually assemble to render their tribute of admiration 
for the patriots of that day; it shall serve as a place where men shall teach les- 
sons of patriotism to their children, and where they shall keep alive as well, the 
remembrance of the services and sacrifices of revolutionary heroes.  

Around such altars the people of monarchies gather to celebrate the exploits of 
military leaders, and the deeds of kings whose victories have tended to rivet the 
chains of despotism upon the people, but ours will be the grateful duty to 
celebrate upon this consecrated ground the virtues and services of those, more 
meritorious, who struggled to secure civil and religious liberty to American 
citizens.  

Time and the seasons may, however, wear the inscriptions on this monument 
away; the memorial stone itself, like most earthly things, may crumble into dust, 
but however that may be, a grateful people will never forget the martyrdom of the 
soldiers of the revolution, who in this field were slain, defending the holy cause of 
liberty, so long as the word "Paoli" shall be heard amongst men, and the name of 
Wayne shall be inscribed on the pages of our revolutionary history.  

In the name and on behalf of the military and the people, I accept from the 
Committee, whose generous and untiring labors have erected it, this magnificent 
monument; I deliver it and entrust it to their care and protection, and in their 
presence, cheered with the presence of their descendants now around me, of 
Wayne, Frazier and Lacey, and other revolutionary heroes, on this Centennial 
anniversary of the Paoli massacre I dedicate it and consecrate it to the memory of 
the patriots who fell upon this field, and to the memory of their gallant and 
distinguished commander, General Anthony Wayne.  

 

 
 

 
 


