CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY AND
CONCLUSIONS

Introduction proceed with the endeavor. Additionally, as in any
scientific research, these phases of research were not
The successful search for, discovery and idenindependent of one another; they were interrelated
tification of the wrecks of the gunboat UE&stport  such that information, conclusions and interpreta-
and the sidewheel steaméd. F. Dix as reported tions developed during each phase were relied upon
here, does not represent a fortuitous or lucky hapand influenced the implementation of every other
penstance. The discovery of the two boats followeghase.
a logical sequence of steps that relied on a careful
evaluation of historical, geological, and archaeological ~ Overall, a comparatively small amount of ar-
data and, also, on the innovative application of moderchaeologicalresearch has been directed at the
remote-sensing technology. As Birchett and Pearsowatercraft lost on the western rivers of the United
(1995) have noted, the search for these two vessetates. However, some rather remarkable discov-
involved an approach that is reasonable, generallgries have been made. These include the discov-
well understood, and which has been employed irery and excavations of the steamb®&atrtrand
other similar studies, although not always with thelost on the Missouri River in 1865 (Petsche 1974)
same degree of success. The steps followed in thend theArabia, lost in 1856, also on the Missouri.
discovery and examination of the two boats, as hav&/hile the searches for these two steamers were not
been fully reported in previous sections, consistednitiated as purely archaeological undertakings, the
of: 1) historical research to pinpoint the events andipproach used in both cases paralleled closely that
position of loss of the two boats; 2) geological re-employed in the examination of tiisastportand
search and channel reconstruction to determine thed. F. Dix In both instances, historical research
location of the river channel at the time of loss; 3)on the events of the sinkings was carefully cor-
the implementation of a program of field researchrelated with econstructions of historic Missouri River
using remote-sensing technologies capable of locatinghannel courses to ascertain the probable locations
the two wrecks; and 4) conducting archaeologicabf loss. Like theEastportandEd. F. Dix both the
research necessary and adequate to record, evalu@ertrandandArabia were deeply buried by recent
and identify the discovered remains. Neither of thesalluvial sediments and magnetometer survey and
phases of research was as simple in scope or appkiorings were used to pinpoint the wreck locations
cation as it may appear in this enumeration. Eacland collect information on the condition of the re-
involved the collection and evaluation of a variety mains and the general physical character of the sites.
of information and careful weighing of facts and Ultimately, both theBertrandandArabia were ex-
circumstances in making decisions about how taavated and both yielded well preserved vessel re-
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mains in addition to remarkable collections of mid-ing as packet steamers. The activities oBhastport
nineteenth century goods that were being carried alsave been followed during her almost 10 years in
cargo. the Tennessee River-New Orleans trade. Historical
sources, particularly newspaper accounts of her cargoes
Advances in remote-sensing and diving technolo-and sailings, have been used to follow her commer-
gies have revolutionized the search for and discoveial life and, where possible, the data have been
ery of shipwrecks in the past two decades. The mogfuantified. TheEastportdiffered from other Ten-
extensive use of the new technologies has been imessee River steamers in that she had an unusually
the oceans of the world, where numerous historidong life; however, in most other aspects she seems
shipwrecks have been found. A great deal of thisgo have exemplified those steamboats involved in
work has been undertaken for commercial purposeshe same trade. As such, tRastportprovides a
driven by the rich cargoes found on some oceanpoint of departure from which to examine the over-
going vessels. Much less interest has been directaall workings of the Tennessee River-New Orleans
at American western steamboats because their catrade, including topics such as the types of cargoes
goes are generally thought to be less valuable or legarried, the nature of steamboat ownership, and the
likely to have been preserved. However, the use ofeneral economics of the trade. Similarly, Bk
magnetometer survey and a program of coring in th&. Dix has been used to examine the Missouri River
discovery of théBertrandin 1968 demonstrates the trade of the 1860s, although in much less detail be-
application of relatively sophisticated remote-sens-cause of the very short time the boat was used on
ing techniques in the search for western steamboatbe river. The activities of both steamers have been
as long as 30 years ago. Even earlier, a relativelysed to shed light on facets of steamboat history and
primitive, but practical, remote-sensing technologyeconomics in western America that, in general, have
was used in the discovery of the Federal ironcladeceived little attention and are not fully understood.
gunboatCairo. In November 1956, a hand-held
compass was used to locate the wreck ofGh&o Historical information on thdcastportduring
on the lower Yazoo River near Vicksburg. The compasshe Civil War is relatively abundant because of her
was held in a small boat and as the boat passed oveonversion and use as a United States gunboat. The
the presumed location of the wreck, the compass needlgstorical distinction of the&eastportis assured in
swung off of north, influenced by the large mass ofher existence as a gunboat, an existence that was
iron on the gunboat (Bearss 1980:8). Subsequentlyyuly unique among all of the warships of the Civil
the Cairo was raised and is now on display at theWar. TheEastportwas, first, acquired by the Con-
Vicksburg National Military Park. As far as is known, federates for conversion to an armored gunboat, one
the Eastportand theCairo are the only two Union of the earliest ironclad gunboats built by the South.
Civil War river gunboats that have been found andThe selection and modification of t&stportwas

studied. reflective of the overall naval strategy of the Con-
federacy that centered around the construction of a
Summary of Findings few, large, heavily armed ironclads to defend Southern
waters. Itis unfortunate that so few documents have
Historical Findings been found which provide details on this attempted

conversion. These documents could give unique
All of the discoveries of lost steamboats notedinformation on the concepts of gunboat design as
above have relied heavily on historical records tathey existed early in the war and on some of the ideas
direct the searches and to interpret the findings 0bf Isaac Brown, the Confederate naval officer charged
the excavations, as has been the case fd&dbtport  with the Eastport'salteration. The capture of the
andEd. F. Dix In addition to providing informa- Eastportby Federal forces before her completion
tion on the events related to the loss of the two boatdyy the Confederates and her ultimate rebuild into
the historical record has been used to trace their aone of the largest gunboats in the United States Navy,
tivities, first as packet steamers and then as a guralso, is unique. Union forces captured several Con-
boat for one and as a government transport for théederate gunboats during the war, but Bestport
other. An effort has been made to place the activiwas the only one that was under construction and
ties of these two vessels within the historical con-was, ultimately, completed by the Union. Many details
text of the period. By doing this, the two boats canon the United States’ modification of tl&stport
be used with reasonable credibility as “typical ex-into a gunboat, also, are unknown, so it is impos-
amples,” of their type, at least when they were servsible to know how much of the original Confeder-
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ate construction was incorporated into her final dewas apprehended, is a generally ignored phase of
sign. the Civil War. It occurred after the surrender of the
major portions of the Confederate armies, a time when

Even though th&astportwas originally selected the nation’s interest was concentrated on the newfound
as the flagship of the Union’s fleet of western riverpeace and, also, on the recent assassination of President
gunboats, she had a relatively undistinguished wakincoln. As a result, many of the events of the ex-
career. The gunboat was large and heavy and rgmedition have been poorly recorded, including the
aground repeatedly, requiring numerous repairs thatarticipation of theed. F. Dix The official records
kept her out of service for long periods of time. Theexamined provide little information on the boat’s use
Eastport'sgreatest fame, ignominious though it was, in the expedition or on her loss. For example, these
came during the Red River Campaign in the springecords say little about what became of the cavalry-
of 1864. The gunboat’s damage by a torpedo andhen carried on board the ill-fated steamboat. It is
her ultimate abandonment and destruction neapresumed that they traveled on to Shreveport, where
Montgomery, Louisiana, despite the courageous atmost of the regiment was encamped in June 1865
tempts by the gunboat’s crew to save her, are soméHewett 1996). It is unknown if any members of
what reflective of the conduct and outcome of thethe First Louisiana continued on into Texas with the
disastrous campaign as a whole. rest of General Merritt’s forces. The story of the

Ed. F. Dixand her activities with the expedition to

As when she was a river packet, thastportas  Texas remains incomplete and a full telling may never
a gunboat serves to exemplify aspects of gunbodie possible unless new documents come to light.
activity and life in the Mississippi Squadron in gen-
eral. Although th&astportwas involved in fewer Despite a lack of official records of her activi-
engagements than many other boats in the Squadies and sinking while in government service, the
ron, the general trend of her activities, consisting ofed. F. Dix appears prominently in 1865 Treasury
long periods of mundane patrol and relative inac-Department and Quartermaster Department records
tivity, punctuated by short periods of, often, violentrelated to monetary claims because of actions taken
battle was fairly typical. We, also, assume that théby her owners. Their request of over $70,000 for
crew aboard thEastportwas rather typical of those the loss of theDix, and their receipt of almost the
serving on the river gunboats. This crew includedfull amount appears to represent the largest single
men from many parts of the country drawn from aclaim paid for a steamboat lost while in service with
range of occupations, plus a number of foreignershe Quartermaster Department during the entire war
and an increasing number of African Americans agNational Archives, RG 217, Steamboat Award Cer-
the war progressed. By March 1864, African Americangificates, File E-653). It is not unreasonable to be-
comprised almost 28 percent of the gunboat’s crewlieve that the political connections of the owners of
The majority of these men are identified asthe steamboat, George Pegram and Henry Ealer, played
“contrabands,” or recently freed slaves. There is n@ role in the payment of such a large amount of money.
reason to believe that the relative numbers of black®f some interest is the fact that the official file for
serving on th&astportwas much different from the this claim that, presumably, contains all of the justi-
western fleet as a whole. The participation and confications for the payment, was removed from Trea-
tribution of blacks to the United States Navy duringsury Department offices early in this century and
the Civil War has only recently become a subject othas never been found.
interest to scholars (Ringle 1998:14). The informa-
tion on theEastport'screw presented here representsArchaeological Findings
one of the few attempts to look at this question as it
pertains to the western river gunboats. Characteristics of the&eastport-Ed. F. Dix Ar-

chaeological Site (16GR33)

The activities of théed. F. Dixduring govern-
ment service are rather obscure, in part because of The archaeological examination of the USS
an absence of records but, also, because the steantgastportandEd. F. Dixhas validated conclusively
was in this service for such a short period of timethe identity of the two wrecks and provided ample
Like many other river steamboats, Dix was seized evidence that large portions of both vessels are in-
by the Quartermaster Department when the governtact and well preserved. When combined with data
ment was in desperate need for river transportatiorfrom the deep coring and augering program under-
The 1865 Texas Expedition, for which thd. F. Dix  taken by the Corps of Engineers, it is possible to
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make some reasonable estimates as to the full exand the various cores taken at the site. In these drawings,
tent of the vessel remains and their condition. Aghe length used for thEastportis 280 ft, as given
shown in the cross sections derived from the deem most official accounts, although it may have been
cores (see Figures 4-9 and 4-10) and as discussedsomewhat shorter. Figure 5-1 presents an east-west
Albertson and Hennington (1992) and Birchett andsection across the site following the long axis of the
Pearson (1995), the wreck of tEastportwas be- wreck of theEastport As can be seen, approximately
lieved to lie directly on top of Tertiary age depositsthe forward one-third of thEastportlies within the
of the Cockfield Formation, the deposits that pro-excavated “pool” and this was the portion of the vessel
duced the “bar” or shallows upon which the gun-available for archaeological examination. The sloping
boat finally grounded over 130 years ago. The boringedges of the pool are shown as they were planned,
suggested that the remains of Bestportextended which is not exactly as they existed during the ar-
from about the midpoint of the sloping bank of thechaeological work. The bottom of the pool was ac-
river eastward for a distance of about 140 ft (sedually slightly narrower than shown in the figure because
Figure 4-9). Also, borings revealed that the shal-of some sloughing of the sides and, apparently, be-
lowest portion of what was thought to be Bestport  cause the initial hydraulic dredging did not clear the
was at an elevation of about 68 ft (NGVD) while sides as far back as planned. What this means is
the bottom of the wreck was at about 52 ft. Thisthat the bow of th&astportactually extended un-
meant that as much as 16 ft or so of the height odler or slightly beyond the bottom of the eastern wall
what was believed to be the gunboat was extant. Af the pool as it was constructed.
few of the cone penetrometer probes struck wood,
thought to represent upper portions of Bestport Probings and excavations revealed that much of
then penetrated a 6-to-8-ft-thick layer of soft sedi-the forward third of thé&Eastportis intact, at least
ment, thought to be silt- or clay-like, and then struckfrom the main deck down. The wreck of thd. F.
sold wood again. It was believed that these probeBix rests on the forward end of the casemate and
were penetrating, first, through an upper deck (premuch of the forward main deck of the gunboat (Fig-
sumably, the main deck) and then through the sedidre 5-1) so the specific condition of tfastport
ment-filled hold of the gunboat before striking the under the remains of thzix is unknown. However,
bottom, or interior of the hull. These probes sup-there is no reason to believe that the condition of
ported the contention that large segments of the huthe Eastportunder theDix is much different from
of theEastportwere intact. Cores and the cone pen-where it could be reached by probes or excavations.
etrometer, also, struck metal in a number of placesThe main deck and the casemate deck oEtmsport
suggesting the presence of iron armor. In some inkie at about the same elevation, approximately 35 ft
stances, metal was hit at elevations of 65 to 68 ft, atelow the surface of the pool, equivalent to a true
or near the top of the interpreted intact remains. Thiglevation of 58 ft (see Figure 5-1). Reports on the
lead to the presumption that armored sections of thdepth of the hold of th&astportrange from 6 to
gunboat still existed intact and, possibly, in situ. 8.5 ft, meaning the bottom of the hull would be at a
true elevation of between 49 and 52 ft. The cores
Albertson and Hennington (1992:20) argued thataken by the Corps of Engineers revealed that Ter-
the wreck of theEd. F. Dixlay east of that of the tiary deposits were encountered at an elevation of
Eastport as shown in Figure 4-9. They based thisabout 52 ft (see Figure 4-9). In some cores, inter-
interpretation largely on soil boring T3, which struck preted boat remains were found immediately above
solid wood at a depth of about 34 ft below the surthe Tertiary deposits, and it was assumed that both
face, equivalent to an elevation of about 67 ft (NGVD).vessels rested directly on this formation. The bot-
tom of theEastportwas not reached during the ar-
The USSEastport chaeological work, but if a depth of hold of about 6
ft is assumed, then the excavations support the data
These interpretations of the lay and conditionprovided by the cores as to the elevation of the Ter-
of the two wrecks have partially been supported bytiary deposits and to the fact that the wreck of the
the archaeological investigations. Figures 5-1 andtastportrests directly on them. However, it is as-
5-2 present our interpretation of the extent of thesumed that the depth of hold of the gunboat was closer
remains of the two vessels and their positions relato 8 than to 6 ft, meaning that the bottom of the hull
tive to one another, to the Red River, and to the exlies nearer to a true elevation of 50 ft, rather than
cavated “pool.” These interpretations have drawrb2 ft. These small differences between the eleva-
upon the results of the archaeological excavationsions obtained during the coring program and those
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Figure 5-2. Plan view showing positions and estimated extent of the remains of tBastportand Ed.
F. Dix relative to the Red River and the excavated “pool. The guards of thed. F. Dix and
presumed missing portions of theEastportare shown in gray.

recorded in the archaeological excavations are behe starboard side of the gunboat, but it is not clear
lieved to be the result of minor inaccuracies in depthf these are on the casemate proper or on the exte-
estimates obtained from cores because of the sevior of the hull of the boat. Accounts indicate that
eral feet of topographic relief at the site coupled witharmor extended down the side of the hull (a distance
inaccurate positioning of cores, as discussed earlieaf 4 ft according to th€incinnati Daily Commer-
cial [August 23, 1862]), meaning the later interpre-
The archaeological excavations verified thattation is a possibility. One or two probes encoun-
portions of the port and forward walls of thastports  tered metal near the identified bow of thastpor{
casemate are intact, with armor plating attachedbut the probing found no large expanses of metal in
Additionally, attached armor plates were found alongthis area. If th&€Cincinnati Daily Commercia(Au-
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gust 23, 1862) report that the decks of Hastport  top of the riverbank does not seem to be in doubt.
were covered with 0.75-in-thick iron armor is cor- This would place the boring near the center of the
rect, then much of the metal now appears to be missingastport probably a short distance forward of the
from the forward deck. It is not known if this plat- paddlewheels (see Figure 5-1). No deep corings were
ing was removed to lighten the boat during its at-made closer to the river because of the difficulty of
tempt to escape down river, by the explosion of Aprilgetting the coring rig into this area, but several 3-
26, 1864, by subsequent actions of the river or byn-diameter auger borings were placed in this area.
purposeful salvage after the scuttling. Two of these auger borings, numbers 1 and 6, ap-
pear to have been placed along the fore-and-aft axis
As shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2, the aft 170 ftof the Eastport as shown in Figure 4-9. Neither
or so of theEastport'shull, also, is believed to be struck identified vessel remains and, as can be seen
largely intact. This area of the wreck could not bein Figure 4-9, Albertson and Hennington (1992) took
examined archaeologically, but the magnetic data anthis to mean that the wreck did not extend this far
the results of the coring program support the belietoward the river. However, it is our belief that the
that it is intact. As shown in Figure 4-11, the mag-wreck does extend to and beyond (i.e., westward of)
netic signature extends about 50 ft into the Red Rivetthe locations of these cores, as is indicated by the
suggesting that the source object may also extenchagnetometer data. As shown in Figure 4-9, nei-
this distance into (under) the river. As depicted inther of these two auger borings extended below a
Figures 5-1 and 5-2, the hull of the gunboat extendsrue elevation of 60 ft, two feet above the known
about 60 ft under the river, a distance very close t@levation of the intact decking of ti&astport The
that indicated by the magnetic signature. Much oftwo borings simply did not extend deep enough to
the wreck lies under the sloping bank of the Redit the wreck. Both borings did encounter a sand
River, including the location of the paddlewheels.deposit extending from an elevation of about 66 ft
As interpreted in Figure 5-1, the remains offlastport  down to the bottom of boring number 1, at about 60
lie beneath only about 28 ft of sediment at the edgét. This thick sand feature is almost certainly a sand
of the Red River, as opposed to about 45 ft wherdar that developed over the stern portion oBastport
archaeological excavations were conducted some 2Q8robably part of the same feature found covering
ft from the river. These differences in depth of burialthe bow of the gunboat during excavations in Area
translated into significant differences in the distancet.
between the source (i.e., the remains o&hstpor)
and the magnetometer sensor when the systematic As shown in Figure 4-9, fishtail boring number
magnetic survey of the site was conducted in 199222 struck metal at a reported depth of 36 ft below
As discussed in Chapter 4, these differences in dighe surface, equivalent to a true elevation of 68 ft
tance to the wreck, not the condition or content of(Albertson and Hennington 1992:20). No marker
the wreck itself, are believed to account for most offor this boring was found during the systematic sur-
the variations in intensity of the recorded magneticvey of the site in 1992, such that its exact position
signature. This implies that the overall condition ofcannot be determined. However, it did fall almost
the portion of theEastportlying under the sloping exactly halfway between soil boring T3, whose po-
bank of the Red River and under the river itself, issition is known (see Figure 4-12), and the edge of
likely to be similar to the portion actually examined Red River. This would place the boring at the ex-
archaeologically. Thus, it is very reasonable to betreme western edge of the bottom of the excavated
lieve that much, if not all, of the hull, as well as thepool, or near the base of the sloping western edge of
lower part of the casemate, are intact along the erthe pool. As shown in Figure 5-1, this would be in
tire length of the vessel. the vicinity of the pilothouse and smokestack of the
Eastport as the position of the remains are now in-
Several of the cores taken along the bank of theéerpreted. The shallowest intact boat remains found
Red River support this conclusion. As shown in Figureduring the archaeological excavations were the guard
4-9, boring number 17 (one of the fishtail borings)beams and deck beams along the port side of the
struck wood interpreted as part of thastportatan  Ed. F. Dix at a depth of about 29 ft below the sur-
elevation of about 60 ft. This is very close to theface of the pool, or a true elevation of approximately
58-ft-elevation of the identified casemate deck andb4 ft. This is 4 ft lower than the metal struck in
it is assumed that the core struck this feature. Agishtail boring 22. It is possible that portions of the
discussed, the exact position of many of the boring&astportdo rise several feet above this elevation along
is questionable, but the location of boring 17 at thehat portion of the boat lying west of the area exam-
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ined archaeologically. In fact, it is likely that the made by powder” and noted that nothing but the “iron
shallowest pieces of the wreck would be in the arealates” remained after the wooden structure to which
of the pilothouse, the feature that constituted the higheshey were attached had burned away (ORN 1:26:74).
structure on the gunboat likely to have withstoodHowever, Porter, also, stated that the remains of the
the explosions of April 1864 and subsequent impact&astportwould create a “troublesome obstruction”
of the river. The pilothouse proper rested on a sixand would block the Red River, meaning that some
sided cone construction, all of which was stronglylarge portion of the vessel remained after the explo-
built and heavily armored. These features rose 15 f§ion. The archaeological evidence that all or most
or so above the top of the casemate. A reasonablE the hull of theEastportis extant would seem to
interpretation is that boring number 22 struck a porindicate that the contemporary descriptions of total
tion of the pilot house structure that is still intact ordestruction referred, principally, to the upper works
it hit the displaced remains of the pilot house thatof the gunboat. These certainly would have been
are lying on top of or within the collapsed casematemost affected by the explosions whose major force
would probably have been directed upward and out-
As discussed earlier, in 1980 a trench-fill revet-ward, imparting lesser damage to the hull of the gunboat.
ment was constructed along the riverbank at site 1&he strength of steamboat hulls and their ability to
GR 33. There is no doubt that the revetment exwithstand all manner of injury are attested to by the
tended across the remains of thastport but it is  discovery of several well preserved and intact hulls
unsure if construction extended deep enough to imef nineteenth century steamboats, as has been dis-
pact the wreck. Revetments are built to halt banlcussed previously. And the hull of tRastportwas
line erosion. In the construction of a rock-fill re- no ordinary steamboat hull; it had been heavily re-
vetment, a deep trench is dug behind an erodingnforced and strengthened during conversion.
riverbank. The land side of the trench is angled to
form the desired bank slope and then the trench is It is possible that Union statements about the
filled with large rock. A thin balk of soil is left be- completeness of the destruction of Bestportwere
tween the rock fill and the river, which, ultimately slightly exaggerated, intended to inform and con-
is washed away, leaving a thick mantel of rock cov-vince officials and the public that nothing of value
ering and protecting the new riverbank. Auger bor-was left behind for the Confederates. In fact, the
ing 1 struck what was thought to be rock or metal aConfederates did attempt some salvage of the re-
an elevation of about 72 ft, well above the remainsmains of the gunboat, recovering two usable pumps
of the Eastport(see Figure 4-9). No other similar that had survived the explosion (ORA 1:34:585). It
objects were struck below this depth in the other augas unknown if other items were removed at this time,
borings, suggesting that, if these objects were assaor if any later salvage efforts were attempted. Pieces
ciated with the construction of the rock revetment,of armor were removed from the boat, as indicated
they lie well above the presumed position of theby Dr. Milton Dunn’s notation that he had taken a
Eastport However, as shown in Figure 5-1, the re-piece and placed it in the fireplace of the “Congo
mains of theEastportare believed to extend under Cabin” at Melrose Plantation south of Natchitoches,
the river, well beyond auger boring 1. The extremd_ouisiana (Dunn n.d.), and by the article in the
stern of the gunboat, if still intact, would lie about Winnfield, Louisiana, newspaper reporting on the
20 ft beneath the present bed of the Red River. It idonation of a piece of tHeastport'sarmor to a pro-
unknown if revetment construction extended this faposed museumEnterprise-News Americalarch
out in the river or to the depth of the wreck. No4, 1965). Itis not known when either of these pieces
records at the Vicksburg District indicate that any-of armor was removed from the wreck, but Dr. Dunn
thing unusual was encountered when the revetmentould have acquired his prior to the 1920s. Avail-
was built. However, the wreck could have beenable maps seem to indicate that the river had shifted
unknowingly impacted during the construction, or,westward across the wreck by the 1880s, possibly
if something was struck, it may not have been recbhurying it completely and ending any possibility of

ognized as a wreck and gone unreported. salvage.
Contemporary reports of the purposeful destruction The Ed. F. Dix
of the Eastportgenerally emphasize that the gun-
boat was completely and “utterly” destroyed. Ad- Hydraulic probing and archaeological excava-

miral David Porter reported that the gunboat “wastion reveal that the wreck of thed. F. Dixlies in a
completely destroyed, as perfect a wreck as ever wasorth-south direction across the bow of Beestport
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(see Figure 5-2). Excavations were unable to reackastportwas underwater, it certainly wasn't very
the bow stem of th&d. F. Dix but it is believed to deep, possibly only one or two feet beneath the sur-
be located under the northern edge of the base dace of the river. There are no reports that any part
the pool, as shown in Figure 5-2. Similarly, exca-of the wreck of the gunboat was visible at the time
vations to examine the steamer in the southern colf the accident. However, if fishtail boring 22 actu-
ner of the pool were unsuccessful, but hydraulic probinglly hit portions of the pilot house of tiastportat
suggests that most or all of the main deck (and, preelevations of 68 ft, as suggested above, these would
sumably, the hull) of the boat is intact and in placeplace them about 7 ft above the top of the armor
within the bottom of the pool. As shown in Figure plates that penetrated the hull of thix. This was
5-2, if the rest of the hull of thBix is extant, as certainly well above the level of the river at the time
seems likely, then it extends about 35 ft beyond thef the accident. The pilots may have seen this por-
southern corner of the bottom of the pool, placingtion of the wreck and simply came too close.
the stern beneath the sloping sides of the excava-
tion. Large numbers of buried logs, branches, etc., Where the hull of thdix rests on top of the
prevented careful delineation of what would be theEastport it is tilted about 6 degrees down toward
central one-third or so of the hull of thex. How- its starboard side. As shown in Figure 5-1, this list
ever, probes in this area revealed flat surfaces of solid produced because the port side ofDlverests on
wood at depths ranging from 32 to 36 ft below thetop of the extant casemate wall, while the starboard
surface of the pool, equivalent to true elevations ofide is resting on the main deck. The forward third
61 to 57 ft. Itis believed that the shallower probesof the main deck and hull of tHeix appears to be
mark the main deck of the steamer, while those thagntirely intact and well preserved; the guard along
extended to deeper depths were penetrating opemhe port side is even extant. Where it rests on the
ings or holes in the deck planking and striking wooderEastport the main deck along the port side of the
structure inside of the hull. The one or two probesEd. F. Dixlies at an elevation of 63 to 64 ft, several
that reached elevations of 57 ft may have been strikinfget above the shallowest portion of the identified
the bottom of the hold of the steamer, but this canmain deck farther aft. It appears, then, that the hull
not be confirmed. of theDix tilts down toward the stern, in addition to
listing toward the starboard side. When the steamer
The bow of theDix is lodged on top of the for- struck theEastportand sank, the stern simply settled
ward casemate wall of theastportand several iron to what was then the bottom of the river, while the
plates in the forward port corner of the casematdow remained perched on top of the wreck of the
penetrate through the bottom of the hull of the steamegunboat. It should be noted that the starboard list
along the port side. Excavations revealed that thef the hull of theDix, so obvious at the bow, was
armor at this location represents only the lower sevaot so apparent farther aft. It could be that the en-
eral feet of theEastport'scasemate wall, meaning tire hull of the steamboat is twisted slightly; con-
that the upper portions of the casemate were alreadgining an obvious starboard list along that portion
missing when th®ix struck in June 1865. The po- that rests on th&astport while lying on a more
sition of theEd. F. Dixsuggests that she was fol- even keel along that portion of the hull resting on
lowing the east bank of the Red as she steamed uprivére old river bottom. However, all of the depth mea-
on the morning of June 23, 1865, because the 28Gurements for the portions of tke. F. Dixnot rest-
ft-long Eastportcertainly would have occupied much ing on top of theEastportare from hydraulic prob-
of the central and western portion of the river, whiching; less accurate than those obtained during the ar-
is estimated to have been about 500 to 550 ft widehaeological excavations at the bow. Thus, it is
at this point. It is assumed that the pilots aboardmpossible to state with certainty that the hull of the
knew about thé&astportand the dangers the wreck Dix lists toward the starboard side along its entire
presented, but the casemate where Dire struck  length.
was covered by water and could not be seen. The
archaeological evidence supports this contention that During the hydraulic probing to try to delineate
the casemate was underwater at the time of the athe hull of theEd. F. Dix metal was struck by sev-
cident, because the iron plates penetrate through theral probes at grid coordinate N95E160 (see Figure
bottom of the hull and extend upward into the hull4-15). The exact size and shape of the metal object
no more than about 2 ft. Fully loaded, thd. F.  could not be determined, but it appeared to encom-
Dix would have had a draft of at least 3 ft, and pospass a relatively small area, less than a few feet or
sibly more. Therefore, while the casemate of theso across. The location of this metal falls very close
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to the estimated position of the starboard edge of As with theEastport{ the combined data from
the hull of theEd. F. Dix at or just forward of the the coring program, the hydraulic probing and the
starboard paddlewheel as the remains of the steamarchaeological excavations reveal that most, if not
are portrayed in Figure 5-2. It is possible that theall, of the hull of theEd. F. Dixis intact and well
probe was striking metal objects associated with th@reserved. Also, there is good evidence that much
paddlewheel shaft and bearing or the engine and pitmanf the main deck of the steamer is still in place and
which would be located just forward of the wheel. some pieces of machinery may remain on the wreck,
The metal was struck at a depth of 31 ft below thealthough this latter presumption is tentative. It ap-
pool surface, a true elevation of 62 ft, slightly abovepears that the entire superstructure is missing, probably
the 61-ft-elevation thought to represent the surfacéorn away soon after the sinking by river current.
of the main deck in this area. The engine and-urther, excavations into the forward hold of Dig
paddlewheel mechanism would have been locatedeveal that some of the vessel’s military cargo is still
on top of the main deck and it may be that the probeaboard. The presence of the cargo may indicate that
provide evidence that some of the machinery is stilho efforts were made at salvage, however, this may
on the vessel. If an extensive amount of iron in theapply only to the hold of the boat. The types of
form of engines and machinery is still on thé. F.  items found in the forward hold, principally food-
Dix, it may be reflected in the isolated magnetic highstuffs, would have been ruined when the hull flooded
located toward the eastern side of the site (see Figand, thus, would not have been prime objects of sal-
ure 4-11). However, this high is situated off to thevage. The steamer’s engines, pumps, and other
side of the vessel and may not be associated wittmachinery would have been very desirable and would
the steamer’s machinery at all. have been recovered if at all possible. No record of
salvage of either vessel has been found other than
Also, as can be seen in Figure 4-11, the posithe accounts of the removal of material from the
tion of soil boring T3 is directly over the hull of the Eastportby the Confederates immediately after her
Dix, in the vicinity of the paddlewheels. As dis- sinking and the twentieth century reports of a couple
cussed previously, this boring struck solid wood atof pieces of iron armor taken from the gunboat. The
a depth of about 34 ft below the ground surfacelarge claim paid to the owners of tl@. F. Dix
equivalent to an elevation of about 67 ft (NGVD). obviously for the full value of the boat, suggests that
Although Albertson and Hennington (1992) correctly they, at least, undertook no official salvage of the
interpreted the boring as being over & F. Dix steamboat. This, however, does not mean that local
this elevation is almost certainly too high for theresidents would not have removed items if this was
main deck of the steamboat, which lies about 6 or possible.
ft deeper than this. What the core struck is unknown.
It could have been one of the numerous logs lying Assessments of Significance and
on top of the boat in this area or it, may, very fortu- National Register Eligibility
itously have struck some intact portion of the wreck
that rises above the main deck. This latter assump- One of the principal objectives of the present
tion seems rather unlikely, but hydraulic probing didstudy was to gather sufficient information to make
reveal some solid wood surfaces at elevations a foa@ssessments of significance of the two wrecks in terms
or two above the presumed level of the main declof National Register criteria. The assessment of sig-
on this portion of the wreck. For example, a probenificance of a cultural or historic property (e.g., an
at grid coordinate N99E180, about 20 ft northeastirchaeological site) is an important element of Fed-
of the metal just discussed, struck a solid wood surerally-driven cultural resources investigations. It
face, apparently flat, at an elevation of 64 ft, abouprovides a measure of the historical and archaeo-
3 ft above the presumed level of the main deck. Similogical importance of a property relative to other,
larly, solid wood was struck 2 ft above the level of similar properties, plus it represents a statement about
the main deck in the vicinity of grid coordinate the public value of the resource as an individual entity.
N99E150 (see Figure 4-15). Probes were able tdhus, the concept of “significance” has important
follow this surface for a distance of 6 or 8 ft. The management, as well as research, implications be-
identity of this feature is unknown, but it does ap-cause it gives Federal agencies a basis for evaluat-
pear to fall just outside of the starboard side of theng how individual and/or groups of cultural prop-
hull and it may represent structure associated witterties should be treated, a critical tool in establish-
the starboard paddlewheel box that would have beeimg preservation goals and implementing manage-
located in this area. ment plans. In Federally funded, sanctioned, or per-
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cant and distinguishable entity whose compo-
nents may lack individual distinction; or

mitted projects, such as the present study, the estab-
lished standard for determining site significance is
the evaluation of a property relative to its eligibility
for nomination to the National Register of Historic D. have yielded, or may be likely to yield, in-
Places. Historic watercrafts, both as intact, floating  formation important in prehistory or history [Na-
vessels and as archaeological wrecks, have been rec- tional Park Service 1985:5-6].
ognized to be a distinctive type of historic property.
Because of this, the National Park Service (1985) In the case of shipwrecks, as opposed to intact
has publishedNational Register Bulletin 2fb deal vessels, significance requires that any given wreck
specifically with the procedures and rational fordisplay sufficient physical integrity to address ar-
determining the significance of historic watercraft chitectural, technological, and other research con-
and for nominating them to the National Register ofcerns. Beyond the question of physical integrity, an
Historic Places. assessment of significance of any given historic ship-
wreck must be considered within well developed
National Register Bulletin 2@entifies five basic  archaeological and historic contexts. The archaeo-
types of historic vessels that may be eligible forlogical context requires a consideration of the na-
nomination to the National Register of Historic Placesture and scope of the known archaeological resources
One of these types is “Shipwrecks,” the categorybase of wrecks, while the historic context must con-
into which theEastportand theEd. F. Dixfall. A sider the individual vessel within the appropriate
shipwreck is defined as: political, social, military, economic, and technological
spheres. Each of these types of contexts is briefly

A submerged or buried vessel that has floun-
dered, stranded, or wrecked. This includes ves-
sels that exist as intact or scattered components
on or in the sea bed, lake bed, river bed, mud
flats, beaches, or other shorelines, excepting hulks

discussed below, as it is pertinent to thastport
and thekd. F. Dix

An understanding of the archaeological database
is particularly important in assessing whether or not

[National Park Service 1985:2-3]. a particular wreck is representative “of a type, pe-
riod or method of construction.” Within Louisiana
National Register Bulleti20 notes that a vessel’'s as a whole, a fairly large number of wrecks of vari-
significance is based on its representation of vessalus types have been discovered, primarily as a re-
type and its association with significant themes insult of cultural resources management studies. How-
American history and a comparison with similar vesselsever, very few of these wrecks have been identified

Specifically, to meet the requirements for eligibil- and fewer still have been studied in any detail or

ity to the National Register a vessel must:

. . .be significant in American history, ar-
chitecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture,
and possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and associations.
To be considered significant the vessel must meet
one or more of the four National Register crite-
ria:

A. be associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the patterns of our
history; or

B. be associated with the lives of persons sig-
nificant in our past; or

C. embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess
high artistic values, or that represent a signifi-

assessed in terms of National Register criteria (Terrell
1990). No central comprehensive file of discovered
wrecks exists within the state, but state site and re-
port files and a wreck data base kept by the New
Orleans District, Army Corps of Engineers, provide
some indication of the numbers of historic wrecks
that have occurred in Louisiana. While there are
large numbers of wrecks reported in these files (close
to 2,000), most are historically documented events,
only a very few are confirmed archaeological prop-
erties. Particularly relevant to the present study is
the work by Pearson and Wells (1999) that deals
specifically with the Red River in terms of its known
and potential population of steamboat wrecks. That
study noted that, while a very large number of steam-
boats are reported to have been lost on the Red River
(n=363) and its major tributaries, only a small num-
ber had been discovered and even fewer had been
studied in any detail. The only steamboat wrecks
known to have been subjected to any systematic ar-
chaeological study are thdomer, located on the
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Ouachita River at Camden, Arkansas (Pearson an@ elucidate broader themes. For example, the ac-
Saltus 1993); th&entucky(16B0O358), located at tivities of theEastportas a Tennessee River steamer
Eagle Bend on the Red River south of Shreveporis considered representative of the trade in general
(Seidel and Robinson 1997), and the two boats coras it existed in the mid-nineteenth century and, thus,
sidered in this study, tHeastportand theEd. F. Dix  the operation of the steamer in this trade are exam-
A number of remote-sensing surveys have been conined in great detail. Likewise, tH&d. F. Dix pro-
ducted along Red River and several of these havgides some insight into the Missouri River trade of
located targets that may represent sunken and/or burigde period, although the boat was involved in the
vessel remains of some sort, but none have beemade for such a short period of time that this devel-
verified. opment is not very strong. Additionally, both steamers
enhance and expand our knowledge and understanding
Interestingly, all four of the steamboats men-of many aspects of mid-nineteenth century steam-
tioned above represent Civil War-era wrecks. Sevhoat technology and economics, ranging from the
eral other Civil War-era shipwrecks have been disnature and value of cargoes carried, to the cost of
covered in Louisiana and adjacent areas, but few hawsonstruction, to the nature and structure of steam-
received the level of archaeological study given theéboat ownership.
ones noted above. One that has is the Confederate
gunboatArrow (16ST99), whose well-preserved re- Both of these steamboats were involved in the
mains lie in the West Pearl River of Louisiana (PearsolCivil War, but in very different capacities. The available
and Saltus 1996). As far as is known, the wreck ohistorical record has allowed us to follow the ac-
theArrow represents the only Confederate naval vessailvities of theEastportthrough the war in great de-
to have received any scientific study in Louisiana,tail and from this vantage point examine the Mis-
and it has been determined to be significant and elisissippi Squadron in general, and its activities dur-
gible for inclusion in the National Register of His- ing the 1864 Red River Campaign in particular. Much
toric Places. less can be said about the wartime activities of the
Ed. F. Dix but even so her story provides an oppor-
Because such a very small number of historictunity to examine two generally ignored and unstudied
watercraft have been found and studied in Louisi-aspects of the war; Quartermaster Department transport
ana, Pearson and Saltus (1996) argued that almosteamers and the Texas Campaign of 1865.
any “historic vessel found in Louisiana waters that
displays sufficient integrity to provide information While both of the steamboats can be considered
on its manner of construction and place or date ofypical in many ways, each also was very unique.
build, and which can provide unique information onThe Eastport in particular, had one of the most un-
its type, has a fairly high chance of being determinedisual and fascinating histories of any gunboat of the
significant.” Dealing only with the Red River, PearsonCivil War. She started her military life as one of the
and Wells (1999:217) similarly stated that any his-first ironclad Confederate gunboats and ended it as
toric vessel showing “even minimal integrity” would one of the largest and most powerful Union gun-
almost certainly be considered significant. Theseboats to serve on the western rivers. During her military
arguments are still valid today and are applicable t@areer, the USBastportwas closely associated with
the EastportandEd. F. Dix several prominent Civil War personages. First, there
was Confederate Lieutenant Isaac Brown, who started
Assessments of significance require that the vesseler conversion, and then, as flagship of the Western
of interest be evaluated within an appropriate hisGunboat Flotilla, later known as the Mississippi
torical context. In the present instance, the histoSquadron, thEastportserved Flag-Officers Andrew
ries of the two steamboats, tBastportandEd. F.  Foote and Charles Davis. Finally, throughout her
Dix, have been carefully followed. Information hasmilitary career the gunboat was commanded by Seth
been drawn from a variety of sources in an effort to_edyard Phelps, less well known than the others,
provide a full and comprehensive story of the ac-ut certainly one of the more interesting Civil War
tivities of the two vessels. In addition to examiningnaval officers.
each boat in detail, where possible, discussions have
attempted to place the steamboats into broader eco- In light of the above discussions, there is no doubt
nomic, technological and military contexts. Itis arguedthat the wrecks of th&astportand theEd. F. Dix
that theEastportandEd. F. Dixserve, in many in- meet the criteria for significance and are eligible for
stances, as “typical examples” and thus can be uségclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.
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It is quite obvious that the physical remains of bothlogical examination of thEd. F. Dixcollected many
vessels possess sufficient integrity to meet these criteridetails on construction, some of which correspond
In fact, it may seem that the boat remains are sumwith what is already known, but others appear to be
prisingly complete and well preserved, particularlyunique. The wooden pump tube found on the wreck
in light of the purposeful attempts to destroy theseems to be a unique feature, possible installed in
Eastport plus the fact that both vessels were subthe steamer because of her intended use in the New
jected to the full impact of the current of the RedOrleans-Mobile trade. However, little attention has
River for some period of time. As Pearson and Welldeen paid to such mundane items as pumps and the
(1999) have noted, however, the geomorphic chartype found on thedix may have been more com-
acteristics of the Red River provide many settingamonly used than is thought.
where sunken boats or, at least, large segments of
boats, have a good chance of being preserved. We Further, theeastportwas closely associated with
should expect that other sunken vessels now exisgt number of important Civil War personages, as has
as archaeological sites along the river, even thougheen noted earlier. These include Isaac Brown, Seth
few have been found. Phelps, Andrew Foote, Charles Davis and David Porter,
individuals who were nationally important, princi-
The two wrecks meet National Register eligi- pally, because of their Civil War activities. In this
bility Criteria A, B, C and D as has been fully docu- regard, the wreck of thEastportis significant in
mented in this report. Both steamer’s associationerms of Criterion B. Thé&d. F. Dixis less easily
with the Civil War means they were “associated withconsidered significant in terms of this Criterion,
events that have made a significant contribution tchowever, the steamer was owned by a number of
the patterns of our history” and, therefore, are conthe most prominent steamboatmen of the period. These
sidered significant in terms of Criterion A (see above).included John G. Prather, William H. Thorwegen,
Furthermore, both vessels meet Criterion C in thaHenry Ealer and George Pegram. These men were
they “embody the distinctive characteristics of a typejnvolved with steamboats for many years and most
period, or method of construction.” This, of course,made important contributions to steamboating and
is particularly true of thécastport Only a small were consequential figures in the business history
number of wrecks of Civil War naval vessels haveof St. Louis.
been discovered and fewer still have been examined
and studied carefully. In terms of Union western Finally, and possibly most importantly, both wrecks
river gunboats, thEastportappears to represent only meet Criterion D in that they have provided infor-
the second of these to have been found and studiethation important in history. This includes history
The other is the City Class gunbdaairo, raised inthe narrow sense, as it relates to the workings and
from the Yazoo River and now a museum at thdives of the individual vessels, as well as history in
Vicksburg National Military Park (Bearss 1980). The the broader sense, as it relates to the role that each
Eastport as a converted packet steamer, was a quiteessel played in wider themes of American history.
different type of gunboat and as an archaeologicalhese two aspects of history have been fully dis-
entity, represents our only physical representatiortussed in earlier chapters. Like many archaeologi-
of this class of military vessel. cal sites, the two vessels provide points of depar-
ture for discussing and understanding a variety of
While not as unique an archaeological entity asquestions of historical interest and importance. These
theEastport the steambodid. F. Dix also, embodies include such historical topics as the technological
distinctive characteristics of an important type ofdevelopment and economic activities of western river
American vessel, the western river steamboat. Hissteamboats, the technology of gunboat construction
torical literature on steamboats is fairly abundantduring the Civil War, and the workings of the West-
but certain aspects of that history are poorly docuern Gunboat Flotilla during the war. The histories
mented and many gaps still exist in our understandef the two vessels, also, provide unique information
ing of steamboats. Some of the information neededn particular Civil War operations, the Red River
to fill these gaps is going to come only from the Campaign and the 1865 Texas expedition. The former
physical remains of steamboats themselves. Becausewell known and has been written about extensively,
so few nineteenth century steamboat wrecks havbut the later has been largely ignored. The history
been discovered, the remains of any steamboat aff the steameEd. F. Dix provides some unparal-
the period are likely to provide classes of informa-leled and valuable information on the little-known
tion unavailable elsewhere. For example, the archaedexas expedition.
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In light of the above discussions, there is notentions of many researchehst lost vessels have
question that the wrecks of the U&astportand  a good chance of being preserved as archaeological
the Ed. F. Dix are historically significant and eli- entities in many settings found along the Red River
gible for inclusion in the National Register of His- (Pearson and Wells 1999). A few other similarly
toric Places. Therefore, it is recommended that thevell preserved boats have been found along the Red
Vicksburg District, seek a determination of eligibil- and its tributaries, and many more are expected to
ity for the wrecks. exist.

Conclusions Only a small quantity of artifacts were recov-
ered from the two wrecks, but these items are sig-
The wrecks of thé&astportand theEd. F. Dix  nificant and, in many respects, unique objects. The
individually, certainly represent significant and in- box and barrel pieces from tigl. F. Dixrepresent
valuable cultural resources. The fact that they areather mundane Civil War artifacts, but artifacts that
found together at the same site, however, must trulgre rarely recovered from archaeological sites. Simi-
be a singular and unduplicated circumstance. Thearly, the numerous fasteners from thastportcon-
authors know of no other archaeological site wherestitute very ordinary objects. But, some of these
a nineteenth century merchant steamer lies on togre types that have rarely been found or reported.
of a nineteenth century naval warship. This veryPerhaps most importantly is the fact that these arti-
unusual setting provided an opportunity tofacts represent physical expressions of these two
archaeologically study two quite different types of significant Civil War vessels. As such, they pro-
vessels at the same location. However, as has begite a visible and tangible point of contact with the
detailed in this report, the examination of these wreckpast. Some of the artifacts are still undergoing con-
was not an easy undertaking. Uncovering the twgervation and the entire collection is temporarily curated
vessels involved a major construction effort and theat Northwestern State University in Natchitoches,
archaeological diving and excavation proved to be_ouisiana. Once conservation is completed, the ar-
arduous. Despite these obstacles, both wrecks wettacts will be permanently stored at a federally ap-
found and identified with certainty, even though theproved curation facility. The Vicksburg District plans
very difficult conditions prevented an examination to place some of the artifacts on public display, as a
of the wreck of thecastportto the extent desired. means of bringing the histories of the two vessels to
the general public.
The discovery and verification of the identity
of the two boats validated the approach implemented  The United States gunbdzastportand the steamer
to find the wrecks. This search for tBastportand  Ed. F. Dixrepresent unique historic properties and
Ed. F. Dixemployed a sequence of phased and intetheir remains are invaluable public resources. In April
grated research techniques. These included historit864, Admiral Bavid Porter wrote that thastport
cal research, geological research and historic chawould “soon disappear under the sands;” she cer-
nel reconstruction, remote-sensisigrvey (includ- tainly did, but she did not disappear from history.
ing the innovative use of aerial magnetometerAt the completion of the archaeological research,
survey), and a program of coring to identify andthe Vicksburg District had the “pool” refilled and
delineate the target found during the remote-sensinghe wrecks of theEastportandEd. F. Dix were
surveys. This approach has been successfully usedburied beneath 40 ft of Red River soil. The
to discover other western river steamboats andgunboat and the steamer are once again removed
no doubt, will be used to find more in the future.from sight,but it is hoped that this study will con-
The revelation that large sections of the two boatsinue to keep their stories alive and bring these his-
are intact and well preserved supports the contoric vessels the attention they so rightly deserve.
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