ABSTRACT
FARESE I1l, NICHOLAS ANTHONY. A Zooarchaeological Approach to Interspecies Gender
Intersectionality: Analysis of the Thomas Wolfe Memorial Cistern Faunal Collection and the
Positionality of Julia Westall Wolfe. (Under the direction of Dr. Kathryn Grossman).

In this thesis, | use faunal data from the Thomas Wolfe Memorial cistern (31BN147) in
Asheville, North Carolina, to evaluate the social positionality of Julia Westall Wolfe, mother of
author Thomas Wolfe. Julia operated the home as a boarding house from 1906-1945, producing
over 45,000 artifacts, including 2,700 faunal remains, in the process of feeding and housing
guests. | identified the taxa, relative abundance, elements present, age at death, burning, and
butchery practices within the 1978 John Baroody excavation recovery of faunal specimens, dated
1909-1915. During this period, Julia Wolfe chose a path of upward mobility and exercised
intentionality in selecting animals to feed her guests, perform her status, and accumulate assets. |
examined the evidence of Julia's decisions through the lens of interspecies gender
intersectionality, in order to interrogate social zooarchaeological perspectives on the role of
human-animal relationships in social repositioning. Although the results confirmed the types of
taxonomic diversity | would expect Julia Wolfe to employ to achieve her goals, the study is
inconclusive because of competing historical economic explanations and questions of
depositional bias. The project tested intersectionality in a unique context, contributed to faunal
dataset availability and responsible curation practices, corroborated historical activities including

trash disposal practices, argued for the value of faunal analysis in historical archaeology, and

suggested areas for future research.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Intersectionality, credited to Kimberle” Crenshaw in 1989, was rooted in black feminism
and critical race theory as a method for interrogating group politics and exposing injustices in
social arrangements. But “the theory is never done, nor exhausted by its prior articulations or
movements; it is always already an analysis-in-progress,” according to Crenshaw and colleagues
(Carbado et al 2013, 304). The intersectionality framework offers enormous latitude in
examining current and past systems, in order to peel back the superficial layers and discover the
underlying power relations.

Interspecies intersectionality applies intersectional methods within the context of human-
animal relations to better understand how they impact their mutual positionality as members of
wider power structures. One of those relationships is interspecies gender intersectionality, an
informative model for understanding how men or women and particular animals end up
materially and socially bound in a manner that determines their mutual social standing (Hovorka
2012).

In this thesis, | subjected the faunal remains from the Thomas Wolfe Memorial
(31BN147) cistern in Asheville, North Carolina, to interrogation through the lens of interspecies
gender intersectionality in order to evaluate how Julia Westall Wolfe, the author’s mother, used
them to perform her identity and enhance her positionality. Julia operated the home as a
boarding house from 1906-1945, producing over 45,000 artifacts, including 2,700 faunal
remains, in the process of feeding and housing guests. | studied a subset of animal specimens,
excavated in 1978 and attributed to Julia’s work from 1909-1915, and identified and interpreted

patterns of usage.



Julia leveraged a diverse collection of taxa to perform her matriarchal role within the
house and a masculine capitalist role in public to acquire wealth and increase her competitive
position within the male-dominated hierarchy. The results are consistent with historical and
contextual examples of interspecies gender intersectionality that | define. Other economic
factors provide competing explanations, but do not account for Julia Wolfe’s exceptional
financial success with the boardinghouse model. The results demonstrate the value of
zooarchaeological techniques in historical archaeology by providing insights into food
distribution and trash disposal practices of the period. The remains were handled and updated in
accordance with current curatorial standards to ensure their availability to future
zooarchaeological researchers.

The multidisciplinary nature of this thesis entailed developing relevant social theory,
history, and zooarchaeological methodology. Chapter 2 couches interspecies gender
intersectionality and explicates the significance of intersectionality’s ability to distinguish among
the multiple identities that comprise the one. Chapter 3 describes the case study incorporating
Julia Westall Wolfe, the boardinghouse context, and the cistern faunal dataset and their
suitability for this analysis. Chapter 4 provides the historical background for each component of
the case study and establishes the historical basis of the human-animal relationships asserted
here. Chapter 5 describes the faunal analysis methodology, with Chapter 6 providing the results.
The data recorded and displayed in these chapters demonstrates Julia Wolfe’s exploitation of the
animals. The Chapter 7 conclusions and Chapter 8 discussion integrate the theoretical
framework, historical developments, and zooarchaeological findings to support Julia’s identity
performance and social repositioning through the symbolic appropriation of the

Asheville/Buncombe patriarchal capitalist heritage, and suggest areas for further development.



CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Originally introduced by legal scholar Kimberle” Crenshaw in 1989 and embedded within
critical race theory, the objective of intersectionality “was not simply to understand social
relations of power,...but to bring the often hidden dynamics forward in order to transform them,”
(Carbado et al, 2013, 312). Intersectionality is a framework for understanding how multiple
dimensions of identity, such as race, gender, and class, interact to position us within the social
hierarchy. These characteristics “possess rank, have value, and are constructed hierarchically,”
(Robinson 1999, 73). They are not difficult concepts to understand, as the majority of people
interacting in society apply these thought processes whenever they deal with conspecifics.

Positionalities are constructed by intersections of identities that assign value to
individuals to pigeon-hole them within the dominant hierarchy and justify their treatment.
Privileges are bestowed upon those sharing similarities with the dominant classes, while othering
and exploitation convey to those excluded. In the United States this has traditionally been
determined by how closely identities align with being “white, male, middle-class,” (Robinson
1999, 75). Tracy Robinson explains that framing the culture along these lines results in a system
where the dominant identities are seen as more virtuous and desirable to everyone.

It is my observation that people are naturally complex and exist along spectrums of
physical and behavioral attributes; however, categories and labels are discrete essentialist
products of Western Platonic thinking. The narrow ability of the available intellectual discourses
to address multiple centers of identity as anything but mutually exclusive characteristics has
deleterious consequences for understanding individuals and for social cohesion (Crenshaw 1991,
1244). Crenshaw asserts that the whole identity is marginalized within each of the constituents

when analysis is performed in this one-dimensional manner. Therefore, intersectional thought



processes should be prioritized when analyzing complex human societies for the purpose of
understanding compositional nuances and increasing equitable engagement with all members.

In a fair and rational society, efforts can be made to enhance the involvement and
connection of more individuals to the wealth and resources of the privileged by understanding
how multi-dimensional identities can be unobstructed or even empowered. A simplistic
historical example highlighting a solution falling short of this measure is the 15" Amendment to
the United States Constitution, ratified in 1870. It granted African American males the legal
right to vote (Martin and Tichi 2016, xiii); however, African American women did not receive
equal treatment by virtue of being excluded with all other women. Therefore, being deemed less
similar to white males positioned African American women to suffer the same political
oppressions as European American women, with regard to denied government access.

There is no stated limit for the numbers or types of qualitative dimensions theorists may
consider when analyzing individuals using intersectional methods. Intersectionality is relevant to
“acknowledge and ground the differences among us and negotiate the means by which these
differences will find expression in constructing group politics” (Crenshaw 1991, 1299). Any
aspect of an individual’s identity should theoretically be game for scholarly scrutiny if it offers
insights into how they fit into the power structure. Intersectional analysis should therefore frame
approaches to not only understand all individuals in a population, but to richly engage with all
aspects of those individuals’ multiple identities. This can help to address common interests in
the formulation of effective economic and social policies in the present, as well as aid in more
granular understandings of social formations from the past.

Race, gender, and class are familiar demographic terms pertinent to this topic of

classification, but I argue that among the many facets of social identity that feel the push-and-



pull of the hierarchy is an interspecies component. Suzanna Millar contends “that a robust
theory of intersectionality must also include species” (Millar 2022, 3). Her treatment of the topic
describes a theological literary example of animal exploitation facilitating the performance of a
man’s status. The man and the ewe behind the story in Millar’s discussion represent only a
temporary interspecies association for a single goal, but the question of the animal’s role is a
core issue.

Interspecies intersectionality is part of broader multispecies studies that are beyond the
scope of the dataset for this thesis. There are interspecies studies in the current literature that
involve cases of more equitable outcomes for both members of the human-animal pairs. For
example, Martha Rose Geiger studies the intersectionality between women and donkeys in
Ethiopia (Geiger 2023). She discusses how labor and positionality are negotiated by the pair,
which can lead to intriguing eventualities like differentiated feminized and masculinized
perceptions of donkeys in different contexts. More crucial to a multispecies approach is the
dynamic role of the non-human animal, as opposed to strict exploitation by slaughter for caloric
and monetary value. Andrea Petitt extends beyond the dyad to a “triad” relationship among
humans, horses, and cattle that she studies on various ranches (Petitt 2023). She focuses on the
changes in behaviors observed when this multispecies group interacts simultaneously.

Whereas | focus on interspecies gender intersectionality as an association of humans and
animals that is recognized and acted upon by human social systems, there are variations fueled
by other post-humanistic ontological approaches. These methods flatten the philosophical
differences between human and non-human animals in the production of knowledge and the
understanding of being. The women and chicken arrangements that | describe have

demonstrated a tendency to be exploitative of animal physical assets, not mutually beneficial co-
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creation of the world as idealized by Donna Haraway’s views of companion animals (Haraway
2003). In multispecies theory and animal studies, the equitable treatment and the agency of non-
human animals are central features to scholarship. The study of Julia Wolfe’s creation of the
faunal remains through the lens of interspecies gender intersectionality, therefore, is
unfortunately neglecting a large portion of a very rich field of more ontologically innovative
research.

Interspecies gender intersectionality is a theoretical and methodological approach to
analyze how some groups of people, along gender lines, become socially and materially bound
with particular animals in a manner that has privileging or othering implications for both, as if
they comprise a single social unit (Hovorka 2012, 876). In Hovorka’s Botswana, Africa case
study, women and chickens culturally equate to a dyadic pair, viewed as intertwined in enduring
feminine and subsistence roles, that provide both inferior positioning and lesser opportunity
within the established social hierarchy which places men and cattle at the top.

According to Hovorka, in these Botswanan cultural traditions, “women and animals are
relegated conceptually and materially to subsistence agriculture and domestic household spaces,
which reaffirm their marginalized positionality,” (Hovorka 2012, 879). Women, however, do
not own or regularly manage cattle. While men and cattle are associated with productivity and
masculinity, they access more important public realms and material success. Nerissa Russell
asserts “cattle herding carries greater prestige and symbolic value” (2011, 308) due to these
strong gender and labor ties.

Women instead are closely tied to chickens, largely because of the reproductive
association between childbearing and egg laying. These perceptions are deeply rooted in the

culture and history of the people of Botswana, establishing power relations and a dichotomy of



roles—dependence and subsistence for females, but leadership and production for males. Alice
Hovorka explains that the authority for these associations is derived from pre-colonial local
traditions of male cattle labor and later colonial era promotion of cattle ownership, land, and
trade. The practical result is that women and chickens represent low status domestic activities
which mutually exclude them from those economic and political opportunities engaged in
regularly by men and cattle. This interspecies gender intersectionality is such that men eschew
feminine chickens, and women are unable to profit from owning cattle.

Understanding of the cultural interspecies intersectional association between women and
chickens offered an opportunity for government investment to empower the combination in
recent decades, for the benefit of the state. Urbanization and grants in cities like Botswana’s
capitol Gaborone have made it possible for traditional “women’s work™ to take advantage of
small spaces and the natural benefits of low maintenance chickens to become a profitable
enterprise. “The productive activities of women and chickens that take place in these newly
accessed spaces further their re-positioning in material and symbolic terms,” (Hovorka 2012,
880). The arrangements did not instantly create equality for women and are certainly
exploitative of chickens—who are sold and consumed; however, they unequivocally enhanced
the income, power, and prestige of the interspecies pair, who had the unique capability to avail
the opportunities together.

Interspecies intersectionality draws from the ecofeminist tradition started in the 1970’s
among feminists in the United States. It helps to explain much of the disparaging association of
women with the unrefined natural world, as juxtaposed to men with cultural sophistication.

Ecofeminism is “a movement that sees a connection between the exploitation and degradation of



the natural world and the subordination and oppression of women,” at the hands of patriarchal
capitalism (Mellor 1997, 1).

Women’s less valued place within domestic spaces versus men’s more substantial
productive outdoor ties are widely maintained cultural perceptions central to interspecies gender
intersectionality. They can be attributed in part to distortions of the pre-historic gender relations
of the man-the-hunter and woman-the-gatherer narrative. “First wave” feminism included the
argument that the emphasis on the importance of men hunting to provide food undermines the
critical role of women’s gathering contribution to survival by compensating for the frequently
unproductive hunting efforts (Slocum 1975). In Wolfe’s time, “ideas of equal rights feminism
were present simultaneously with the ideals of domesticity,” (Rotman 2018, 127). Women were
caught in a web of domestic work while organizing politically for suffrage and other issues.

These ideologies form the foundation for the interspecies gender intersectional
associations, I would argue. The idea of “women’s work™ being within the domestic sphere is
predicated upon the gendered bifurcation of spaces. Gender stratification has historical and
cultural explanations, but an essential component of interspecies gender intersectionality is the
spatial separation. “Women’s position within society, whether measured as power, prestige,
economic position, or social rank, is related to spatial segregation,” (Spain 1993, 137). The
differentiation between women’s and men’s physical spaces tends to keep women away from the
types of knowledge, experiences, and networking that promote economic and political power.
Whereas women are relegated to “women’s work” of cooking, cleaning, and childcare in the
confines of the domestic structure, men conduct business independently and make political
decisions in the community. Even within the home, men’s exclusive access to the office and

financial documents perpetuated their superior positionality, according to Daphne Spain.



Interspecies gender intersectionality, then, is supported by the conventions of placing women in
separate and unequal physical and intellectual spaces.

Historical archaeology warrants an intersectional methodology, because the traditional
approach to de-gendering viewpoints results in an androcentric worldview that neglects “gender
ideologies, roles, identities, relationships or power dynamics,” and consequently deletes women
from history (Spencer-Wood and Trunzo 2022, 6). Intersectional approaches to archaeology
help eliminate discrete or binary assumptions that inaccurately attribute object classes to default
genders, like homes to men or kitchen tools to women. “Gender roles and relations varied in
response to a variety of social forces, including colonialism, patriarchy, and capitalism,”
(Rotman 2018, xii). Gender must be taken into consideration to trace those changes over time
and evaluate the dynamic performances that influenced historic archaeological assemblage
formations.

Some historical archaeological correlates of gender are discussed by Deborah Rotman,
who examines contexts ranging from colonial times to the 20" century. One example is the
differential use of colored ceramic dishes in the 19™ century, studied by Anne Yentsch. White
ceramics were associated with public display and the realm of men, while earth-tone ceramics
were for private family use and considered representative of women’s domain (Rotman 2018,
57). This approach exemplifies the gendered spatial practices of the historic era and the
importance of not assigning a priori gender labels to material classes.

Another important caution offered by historical archaeological practice is the avoidance
of attributing object meanings to flat assumptions about identity groups that create assemblages.
Anna Agbe-Davies addresses the dangers of oversimplification based on “traditions” within

African diaspora scholarship. The case in point is the assumption that blue beads recovered at



American historic slave sites represented African ethnic identities. To the contrary, the
comparison of sites demonstrated little correlation to traditional beliefs, so bead significance was
more context dependent. “People with particular social roles, in specific circumstances, found
these objects and practices necessary,” (Agbe-Davies 2017, 20).

By these arguments | contend an interspecies intersectionality exists which ought to be
applied to historical datasets in order to test its efficacy in analyzing how individuals
manipulated their animal relationships to achieve social, political, and economic alignment with
the established dominant hierarchy for advancement. “If archaeology is to make a contribution to
its sister disciplines (history and anthropology), bringing not just new cases but new knowledge,
we might expect that our special perspective and approach could be a key,” (Agbe-Davies 2017,
15). Recognizing emerging patterns in these behaviors may provide comparisons for researchers
exploring lesser known contexts. The nuanced capabilities of the intersectional lens may also
yield proscriptive implications for political economy.

There are cultural traditions of pairing humans and the animals they work with in Julia
Wolfe’s 1906 North Carolina too, including similar government policy efforts to promote the
pairings. For example, | contend the research and development behind the Smith-Lever Act of
1914 incorporated an interspecies-intersectional approach to economic development. The
Federal legislation promoted cooperative extension service between land-grant colleges and the
USDA to provide instruction and practical demonstrations in agriculture and home economics to
rural persons not attending colleges (NC State Extension Organizational Development 2016).
This Cooperative outreach recognized the needs of farmers and of women in the Southeast to

overcome poverty in their agricultural contexts.

10



Extension services aided women in the development of their traditional chicken and egg
trade that was commonly engaged in, an interspecies-intersectional relationship. Lu Ann Jones,
a history professor and National Park Service historian, articulates that story in her book Mama
Learned Us to Work: Farm Women In The New South. Farm women and chickens were tightly
associated in femininity and domestic spaces. They earned pocket money together in the egg and
meat trade, and were mutually disparaged for their inconsequential roles in male-dominated
agricultural production of the turn of the 20" century South. Women and chickens, however,
became instrumental in overcoming rural poverty by expanding their production, earning greater
profits, and acting as agents of economic and cultural advancement. “Women helped build the
foundation for the agribusiness poultry industry that emerged after World War I1,” (Jones 2002,
82).

Further, by engaging with the Cooperative Extension Services as field agents, women
trained other household managers—predominantly other women—to learn the skills and habits
that forwarded the interests and health of rural southern families. Jane Simpson McKimmon
(1867-1957), one of the first female graduates of NC State University, was an extension leader
who built the home demonstration group from “514 white females in 14 counties into a statewide
program with 54,310 white and black females in 78 counties,” (NC State Special Collections
2016). The Jane S. McKimmon Extension Education Center on NC State’s campus today exists
because “$100,000 in ‘butter and egg money’ was presented to State College from about 40,000
Extension Homemaker Club members,” for initial funding in 1966, according to the NC State
Continuing and Lifelong Education “About Us” webpage.

This tacit recognition of the underlying principles of interspecies intersectionality, put to

work in the real world by economists, should lend credibility to the theoretical approach. Gender

11



interspecies intersectionality has been demonstrated as an impactful tool for elevating women’s
economic resources and status into competitive positions within the male dominated hierarchies,
at the expense of the exploited animals unfortunately. | have demonstrated this phenomenon in
two settings: Turn of the 20" century rural North Carolina and one century later in rural
Botswana, Africa. Two urbanizing regions with significant inequality for women materially
bound to chickens, in which the interspecies gender intersectionality offered the avenue by which
to promote economic growth, vis-a-vis privileging the human-animal pairing.

Summarizing the relevant aspects as they pertain to this thesis will help clarify the
connections | perceive to Julia Wolfe and the cistern faunal assemblage she created. Interspecies
intersectionality is an underexplored theory that opens up unique perspectives about social
positionality. Particularistic history and culture can establish deeply held perceptions of
relationships between men or women and animals, that can structure their productive roles to be
deemed higher or lower status. When cultural processes or policy interventions target these
associations, they can reposition human-animal pairs to resemble more closely, or compete with,
the circumstances enjoyed by the dominant members of the hierarchy. This arrangement to
increase positionality has demonstrated a tendency to be exploitative of animal physical assets,
not a mutually beneficial co-creation of the world idealized by Donna Haraway’s views of
humans and their companion animals (Haraway 2003).

Julia Wolfe at the Old Kentucky boarding home exploited a diverse collection of animals
to enhance her income and garner investment capital for the purpose of repositioning herself
within the dominant hierarchy of her time. She may have chosen this means because, as
described in the Historical Background section, Asheville has a deep tradition of livestock

commerce dating back to the 18™ century. Its role as a hospitable layover along a major artery
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for male drovers transporting large herds of diverse animals “on the hoof” from Tennessee and
Kentucky to South Carolina and Georgia markets is foundational to the city and its culture. Julia
Wolfe would consequently envision the exploitation of animals as a viable, masculine activity by
which to perform her status to close the gap between her own social positionality and that of the
wealthy white males she yearned to compete with. The compulsion to climb the social ladder,
and the selection of boardinghouse meals as the delivery method, make the Wolfe cistern faunal
assemblage a material record of Julia Wolfe’s ambitious efforts that can be deciphered with an

intersectional lens and zooarchaeological technigues.
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CHAPTER 3: CASE STUDY

Introduction

For my case study, | used faunal data from the Thomas Wolfe Memorial (site 31BN147)
cistern in Asheville, North Carolina, to evaluate the social positionality of Julia Westall Wolfe,
mother of the renowned 20" century fiction writer Thomas Wolfe. Julia operated the Old
Kentucky Home at 48 Spruce Street as a boardinghouse from 1906-1945, producing over 45,000
recovered artifacts, including 2,700 faunal remains, in the process of feeding and housing guests.
This assemblage is the largest cistern content recovery in North Carolina state history (Beaman
2012, 63), offering an unprecedented opportunity to examine the material residues of the female
entrepreneur's early twentieth century business activities. This zooarchaeological collection
reveals historic era taxonomic distributions and cistern patterns. Using the lens of interspecies
gender intersectionality, | seek a vantage point from which to transcend their commaoditized

value and interrogate social zooarchaeological perspectives on Julia Wolfe's social repositioning.

Figure 1: Thomas Wolfe Memorial Historic Site, Asheville, NC (Beaman 2012).
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The Old Kentucky Home at 48 Spruce Street

The house at 48 Spruce Street, that eventually became Julia Wolfe’s boardinghouse
explored in this thesis, has deep local roots that likely added to its authoritative appeal to Julia.
Wilson Angley provides a detailed history of the lot’s position within Asheville’s original “town
tract” since its founding in 1794, changes in ownership, and usage of the home as a
boardinghouse. Julia Wolfe purchased and assumed operation of the “Old Kentucky Home” on
August 30, 1906, for $6,500, with nineteen boarders in place paying $8.00 per week (Angley

1975, 2-21).
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Figure 2: Thomas Wolfe Memorial, “Old Kentucky_Home” (Beaman 2012).
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Figure 3: January 1913 Asheville/Buncombe Sanborn Map (North Carolina Maps).

Asheville at this time was the quintessential boardinghouse women setting, per my

Historical Background section discussion, as its tourism aspirations culminated in a popular

destination for the upper-middle to upper-class traveler. Visitors found good food and southern

hospitality within the homes of wealthy widows or women seeking income through the socially

acceptable extension of domestic labor. On July 13, 1889, the Barnard family sold the home to

widow Alice Johnston Reynolds, under whom the home “definitely began to be operated as a
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boarding house,” from about 1890 to 1900 (Angley 1975, 8). Interestingly, “The Reynolds” was
advertised in various Asheville City Directories over that period under multiple women
proprietors, including Mrs. Leah 1. Drake, Mrs. W. O. Hudson, and Mrs. Mollie C. Wadsworth.

After Mrs. Reynolds passed, the house was sold to Reverend Thomas M. Myers and his
wife Mary from Kentucky in July 1900, who continued the boardinghouse leasing practice for
six more years. They named 48 Spruce Street the “Old Kentucky Home” (Figure 3), which
remains with the Thomas Wolfe Memorial site today. Additional proprietors leased the home,
the last of which—Thomas W. and Elsie C. King—must have relinquished their boarders to Julia
Wolfe in 1906, after the property transferred into her possession (Angley 1975, 10).

Julia owned the home, and it was operated as a boardinghouse until its 1939 sale at
auction to Wachovia Bank, after which she was somehow permitted to continue to reside there.
Local entrepreneur and philanthropist Harry Blomberg bought the house at auction in 1941
(Shumate 2006, 11), but sold it back to Julia who paid with money from the estate of her son
Thomas and some additional assistance from relatives. She regained the house and hosted
boarders until her death on December 7, 1945. The fame of Thomas Wolfe saved the
boardinghouse. Eight other boardinghouses operating from 1906-1916 on North Spruce Street in
Asheville are gone (Angley 1975, Appendix G). The family sold the home to the Thomas Wolfe
Memorial Association which renovated and opened it as a historic site in the summer of 1949
(Smith and Wilson 1999, 206-7). In 1974, the General Assembly of North Carolina appropriated
funds to establish the Thomas Wolfe Memorial as a state historic site (Angley 1975, Appendix
K). The excavations began soon after in August 1975 and again in 1978, under the North

Carolina Division of Archives and History.
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Wolfe Cistern (BN147**2)

Although the home was built in 1883 with the cistern included, it is unclear precisely
when the cistern was disconnected from usage. The Old Kentucky Home was connected to city
plumbing by the time of the 1906 purchase by Julia Wolfe (Baroody, 1978). When exactly the
public water connection occurred and the cistern use was discontinued is unclear; however, the
August 30, 1906, deed for the property alludes to an answer. “The property was described as
being free of all encumbrances ‘excepting certain unpaid paving and sewer assessments,” for
work that had been recently done and for which Mrs. Wolfe assumed responsibility,” (Angley

1975, 21).

Figure 4: Thomas Wolfe Memorial Cistern—BN147**2 (Beaman 2012).
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Figure 5: Map Showing Cistern Position (Beaman 2012).
The recent improvements to the investment and the accompanying sewer tax bill most
likely refer to both the new Thatcher Coal Furnace to be installed and the municipal water
service connection. Cistern usage would have been discontinued and the backfilling with

garbage would have started thereafter. Archaeologist John C. Baroody indicates this likely
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started in 1909 (Baroody, 1978), indicating that for the purpose of this thesis, the cistern
assemblage from the Thomas Wolfe Memorial historic site can reasonably be correlated to the
activities occurring under the ownership and direction of Julia Wolfe.

According to the Office of State Archaeology Research Center’s June 2006 artifact
report, the 5-1/2 foot wide by 10 foot deep plaster and concrete cistern was excavated over two
different periods. The first was led by staff archaeologist Timothy Thompson in August 1975
and halted due to a lack of resources and an unexpectedly high recovery of over 30,000 artifacts.
The work was completed in 1978 by John C. Baroody, driving the total yield to over 45,000
objects. Similar recovery methods were employed in each project. The cistern fill was extracted
with buckets, spread out on 3/8 inch hardware cloth, and lab assistants wet-screened to maximize
artifact recovery (Beaman and Oliver 2006, 5). The cataloging systems used by each
archeologist differed, with Baroody using standards which “allowed modern archaeological
technicians to easy (sic) recognize material from Baroody’s excavation versus the earlier
investigation by Thompson,” (6).

According to the final report submitted to the NC Department of Cultural Resources in
2006, the total timespan represented by the cistern is as early as 1909 to as late as 1927, but
removing a 1927 dated coin constricts the estimated range from 1909 to 1920 (Shumate 2006,
20). The reports can get very confusing, as Shumate discusses Baroody’s analysis of other test
levels adjacent to the cistern; however, he maintains that the backfilling occurred over a
relatively short period of time.

It was reported that there was speculation by the 1975 archaeologist Thompson that
filling occurred all at once, based on a story about all the trash from the basement being relocated

to the cistern as a tertiary deposition post Julia Wolfe’s death, but Timothy Beaman states
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“assigning all datable artifacts a terminus post quem (TPQ) date and considering each of the 11
stratigraphic levels individually, this does not appear to be the case,” (Beaman 2012, 63). A
careful contextualization resulted in well-defined and dated levels. “Based on these measures,
the cistern appears to have been filled gradually,” (64).

Beaman also emphasizes the singular quality and unique contribution of the Thomas
Wolfe Memorial cistern in his report, comparing it to the only six other cistern recoveries made
in North Carolina history: The Joel Lane House in Raleigh, two at the Ziegler House in Edenton,
one at Wessington House in Edenton, and two at 8 and 10 Church Street in Wilmington (Beaman
2012, 61-63). All of the other cisterns combined did not yield anywhere near the magnitude of
artifacts, because they were unlikely to have been used for secondary discard like the Wolfe
cistern, according to Beaman.

My thesis takes into consideration the subset of 1,131 faunal remains recovered by the
1978 Baroody excavation, attributed to the 1909-1915 time span, which | analyzed according to
generally accepted zooarchaeological methods, discussed in the Methods section. Level 1 in
Baroody’s excavation—Level 7 overall including Thompson’s prior excavation—indicated
contamination with bottles and other debris between excavations. During the period contained in
this assemblage, Julia Wolfe chose a path of upward mobility and exercised intentionality in
launching a boarding house business and selecting animals to compose meals to attract guests,
perform her status, and accumulate assets. The 1975 faunal assemblage does not fit the

chronology for this thesis and was therefore excluded from analysis.

21



[l

LEVEL |

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 3

LEVEL 4

LEVEL 5

R e e LR R

THE THOMAS WOLFE CISTERN
LEVELS EXCAVATED

SCALE

o=
N | FOOT
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“The 1978 excavation of the cistern at the Thomas Wolfe Memorial brought together
perhaps the largest collection of artifacts assembled for a single 1909-1915 household,”
(Baroody 1978, iii). John Baroody continues to discuss the “potential bonanza of information
about the habits of the inhabitants of the Old Kentucky Home” in his report about the cistern
assemblage. He refers to it as “an unbiased time capsule of the period”, which is where the
unique potential of the faunal collection produced by Julia Wolfe derives singular value by my
measure. | contend that her decisions regarding the provisioning of the boardinghouse guests
with various meats are well preserved within this cistern collection for testing through the
analytical framework of interspecies gender intersectionality.

Julia Wolfe

Julia Elizabeth Westall was born on February 16, 1860, east of Asheville in Swannanoa,
North Carolina. As one of the family’s eleven children “Julia’s grasping and parsimonious
nature was greatly influenced by the deprivations she shared with her family on the Westall farm
in Swannanoa,” (Mitchell 1999, 6). She was a mountain girl who played violin, went to church,
quilted, and was an excellent marksman according to Mitchell. Her formal education lasted for
only about six discontinuous years, including attendance at the Asheville Female Seminary and
Judson College in Hendersonville. She gained employment as a teacher and a book-selling agent,
not uncommon vocations for women of her time; however, “real estate speculation would soon
rule her life...and her impoverished youth would provide her with independence and fierce
determination,” (7).

Julia was a quintessential mountain woman, “tough, independent, and devoid of social
pretensions, like many mountain women, but she was far more adventuresome than most in what

she set out to do,” (Smith and Wilson 1999, 206). Generally described as short, stocky, hard-
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nosed, and shrewd, she seems to have been successful in all of her endeavors. Working as a
teacher and a book agent, selling door-to-door, Julia accumulated sums of cash and invested
them in real estate. She had bought a small lot with the help of her father, procured the materials
to build a house with careful cost controls, and sold it for a profit. She was said to have a mind
for real estate, like her Westall brothers, and constantly assessed different properties around town

with a good sense of their future values (Norwood 1947).

Figure 7: Thomas and Julia Wolfe, Date Unknown (North Carolina Historic Sites).
Julia met William Oliver Wolfe after arriving in Asheville in 1884, while trying to sell
books at his shop on Pack Square. She reluctantly married the tombstone-making widower in

1885, stopped teaching, and moved into the house he built for his deceased wife at 92 Woodfin
24



Street. “Julia hated it, but apparently she was willing to own it,” (Smith and Wilson 1999, 206).
They had eight children surviving infancy there together, and these circumstances, | argue,
placed Julia into a traditionally lower social position associated with dependence, fertility, and
domesticity. Her husband’s business covered the bills, but “people, she felt, did not die fast
enough,” for them to get ahead (Mitchell 1999, 8). Wolfe was driven to make money, so she
temporarily experimented with boarders at that home and saved enough to buy it. On October 6,
1886, she purchased 92 Woodfin Street from W.O. Wolfe for $2,000 (Shumate 2006, Table 1,
Angley 1975, 14).

Julia Westall Wolfe would utilize the boardinghouse in a different way than it had been
in other times and places, by transforming it from a subsistence institution, or lifeboat for
preserving social class after tragic circumstances, into a for-profit enterprise. The proceeds were
invested in real estate for the purpose of wealth and power attainment. This is the lynchpin of
my theory because her mode of animal resource exploitation within the context of the captive
boardinghouse clientele was intended to produce profit and prestige. “Most of the women who
opened boardinghouses did so in the aftermath of a significant trauma, most frequently the death
of a husband. They saw their boardinghouses primarily as a means of supporting their families
and mediating the threats of debt,” (Silkenat 2007, 290-1).

According to one well documented 19" century boardinghouse pattern, upper-class
women in the South attempted to preserve their stations and dignity within the socially
acceptable context of domestic labor in their boardinghouses. Some of these ladies, like Alice
Larkins of Wilmington, were born into Southern plantation aristocracy, but were adapting to the
post-Civil War South (Engelhardt 2023, 49-51). There were wide variations in circumstances

and execution, but generally proprietors broke out the China and started to perform their upper-
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class identities while welcoming strangers into their homes. Boardinghouse women of this type
usually had debts to pay and limited opportunities for credit, in comparison to their male
counterparts, so they were really surviving by capitalizing on the assets at their disposal. This
often included a home, some cooking skill, and possibly paid servants who provided some
combination of the cooking and cleaning duties (Engelhardt 2023, Silkenat 2007).

In Asheville during Julia Wolfe’s time, there is evidence of similar utilization of
boardinghouses by widows, including Alice Reynolds, who had operated 48 Spruce Street from
1890-1900 (Angley 1975, 8). Julia Wolfe, however, represented a unique twist on the
boardinghouse proprietor. She was neither a genteel lady nor a widow. Julia could find real
estate with a “primitive and focal reasoning that men and women withered by the desert would
seek an oasis,” (Wolfe 1929, 135). Her financial motivations and speculative behaviors with
regard to real estate differentiated her from the start (Engelhardt 2023, Mitchell 1999, Smith and
Wilson 1999, Angley 1975, Norwood 1947).

Julia Wolfe tested the permanent boardinghouse waters by leasing a house from a doctor
in St. Louis, Missouri—site of the World’s Fair—in spring of 1904. She ran her “North Carolina
House” for fair visitors, many North Carolina residents, until it abruptly ended with the death of
her twelve-year-old son Grover that November from typhoid fever (Mitchell 1999, 13). Upon
her return to Asheville, she sought a suitable boardinghouse property to cash in on growing
tourism, concluding with the 48 Spruce Street purchase from Myers in 1906. The new property
was initially run from the Wolfe family home at 92 Woodfin Street, within walking distance, but
tension over Grover’s death, husband W.O. Wolfe’s alcoholism, and Julia’s intense daily work

schedule prompted her to take six-year-old Thomas Wolfe over to live and work with her at the
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Old Kentucky Home boardinghouse. “Thus, from about October of 1906 the family bonds were
permanently severed,” (Angley 1975, 22).

Julia Wolfe split from her family within months of starting to operate the Old Kentucky
Home. Her older daughters, Effie and Mabel, ran the family home on Woodfin while Julia and
six-year-old Thomas lived and worked at the 48 Spruce Street boardinghouse. Julia relentlessly
toiled at the Old Kentucky Home around the clock. She put in so many hours that she sparsely
outfitted one bedroom with a cot and slept there with Thomas at her side nightly (Angley 1975,
Wolfe 1926). At one point in 1906, she injured her leg and had to work from a wheelchair
(Angley 1975, 22). Many boardinghouse women hired helpers or asked family to assist. Julia
Wolfe was allegedly so demanding that even some of the neediest workers in Asheville, African
American women general laborers, refused to return after experiencing her displeasure with the
handling of tasks (Wolfe 1929, 132). Julia ended up relying on her daughters or other family
members to bounce between the two houses to help out when available. She did manage to pay
cash to laborers on occasion, as reflected in her ledgers (Julia Wolfe Ledgers, 1906-1920).
Thomas Wolfe Memorial Print Archive). Joe Wakefield, a neighbor on Spruce Street, recalls a
married couple who helped in the kitchen regularly later in Wolfe’s boardinghouse career
(Olevnik 2002, 4).

Despite century old stereotypes of stingy and greedy boardinghouse women (Gamber
2007), one critical aspect for understanding the food offerings in early twentieth century
America, that is unquestionably relevant to Julia Wolfe’s enterprise, is the general availability of
meat. “What really spurred a sense of entitlement was meat,”(Macleod 2009, 376). During the
Progressive Era, from the end of the nineteenth century to about 1917 when America entered

WWI, food inflation was a major political issue and a financial strain on the budget of most
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families. A Bureau of Labor food inflation index, based on 1890-1899 average prices, recorded
a 43% increase for 1911 and 63% for 1913 (Macleod 2009, 375). It was generally a time of
suffering for the laboring classes, with overcrowded cities, monopoly oppression, political
corruption, and rapidly increasing food prices. “If you were a member of the American working
class in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century, food would have been the largest item in
your budget” (Turner 2014, Ch.1), exceeding rent, utilities, and other costs that we today might
assume to command a greater share of income.

| contend that Julia could have gotten away with being a stingy boardinghouse proprietor
under these conditions if she chose to, without materially damaging her business, because
Asheville tourism was robust. Wolfe, however, had a voracious appetite for increasing
customers and profits. Twelve Worcestershire sauce bottles recovered at the site were rumored
to have been evidence of Wolfe masking the poor flavor of the cheap meats she provided, but
Beaman suggests the literature and other bottle findings contradict this speculation (Beaman
2012, 65). Further, she sent young Thomas Wolfe to canvas the Asheville train station and hand
out business cards to attract newly arriving customers—affluent, working class, or possibly even
sick (Angley 1975). Growing the business and satisfying customers appear to have been among
Julia’s priorities. Like other boardinghouse women, she likely “knew her first boarders would
set the tone for her and her business’s reputation into the future,” (Engelhardt 2023, 49).

The amount of labor required for cooking, cleaning, repairing, shopping, and socializing
to operate the boardinghouse could be completely overwhelming; however, food was central to
Julia Wolfe’s boardinghouse success. Joe Wakefield grew up at 23 Spruce Street, across from
the Old Kentucky Home. He was interviewed by biographer Peter Olevnik, who earned his PhD

at SUNY Buffalo, about what he witnessed there as a child. Joe recalled the food was fresh off
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the daily farmers’ wagons, bought by Julia on Saturday nights when prices were marked down.
Meals were served in the dining room to “dandies” and gentle women, some of which arrived in
Cadillacs and Lincolns. He stated that “people visited just for a home-cooked meal” which
included fried chicken, mashed potato piles, slabs of ham, vegetables, and desserts. “They
would pile their plates with food. Some looked like pigs, as they dove into their heaping
platters,” (Olevnik 2002, 4-5).

Not only did Julia Wolfe create an attraction for guests with her food, but she
orchestrated an environment within her boardinghouse that promoted the ambiance appropriate
for them. Lacking the cultural depth that more cultured proprietors could draw from to carry
conversations or cater to upper-scale guests, Wolfe had friends whom she would call upon to
socialize in her parlor (Engelhardt 2023, 67). It was not all class and luxury though, there were
sickly people, teachers, young laborers, and even some crude jokers passing “silent-but-deadly”
gas on the porch (Olevnik 2002, 7). Husband William Wolfe was also reported to have despised
the Old Kentucky Home and visited during alcoholic fits in which he insulted boarders and made
a spectacle of himself (Angley 1975, 28-9). Julia was providing a missing element that was in
demand at the time—the idea of a welcoming home, matronly figure, and homecooked meals
that was promulgated in the media, but not possessed by most of the early 20" century public
(Gamber 2007).

Julia reinvested by expanding the boardinghouse by 11 more rooms in 1916 (Shumate
2006, 11) and simultaneously speculated in real estate, to capitalize on the profits she built off
her hard labor and satisfying meat-based meals. Any notion of using the boardinghouse like
other women in her time for overcoming debt or securing her family’s welfare can reasonably be

discarded based these circumstances. Accumulating financial capital while continuously living
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separately from most of her family evinces Julia Wolfe’s true motivations and sacrifices. The
boardinghouse arguably was the sole vehicle of the era capable of positioning her to leverage
hard work in the kitchen, negotiate food costs, and increase occupancy income to earn profits
and invest for capital appreciation in the longer term. Julia increased the prices to $10 per week
at some point and her ledger shows that she recouped her cash for cigars, postcards, and
groceries that guests requested (Julia Wolfe Ledgers, 1906-1920). Thomas Wolfe lamented that
“he saw plainly by this time that their poverty, the threat of the poorhouse, the lurid references to
the pauper’s grave, belonged to the insensate mythology of hoarding;... There was no place
sacred unto themselves,” (Wolfe 1929, 137). His writing recognizes Julia’s greed, his
resentment for her division of the family, and the lack of privacy in his own life growing up
surrounded by strangers at the boardinghouse.

Julia Wolfe utilized the boardinghouse and her association with the animals that formed
the cistern faunal collection to perform her identity, profit, invest in real estate, and heighten her
social positionality to become more like the wealthy men atop the social hierarchy of her time.
Within the house she assumed a position of motherly dominance. Outside, her money and
property defined her success in terms of patriarchal capitalism. In 1925 she wrote a check for
$26,000 for a Florida waterfront property, and by 1926 she had title to over 150 Asheville
properties (Smith and Wilson 1999, 206). In copies of court records from the Wachovia Bank
lawsuit in 1938, Julia testifies on page 11 that by December of 1924 “I thought I was about, over
$100,000 ahead, at that time,” (Wolfe Family Papers 1890-1958). According to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics CPI Inflation Calculator (BLS.gov), that dollar amount is worth $1,793,792 in
2024 purchasing power. It is clear that Julia Wolfe was financially successful, because she

accumulated a substantial property base and achieved the aforementioned magnitude of profits.
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After the 1929 market crash, steadily declining boarding business, and the contentious
banking lawsuit in 1938, Julia Wolfe had lost her fortune, and the Old Kentucky Home was
foreclosed upon by Wachovia Bank in 1939 (Smith and Wilson 1999, Angley 1975). Thomas C.
Wolfe died from tuberculosis in 1938, and Julia started accepting invitations from around the
country to give interviews about him. The audio recording of one of those interviews from 1945
is available on YouTube. “Tom’s death inadvertently gave Julia Wolfe a public role to play as
his mother,” (Smith and Wilson 1999, 207). It appears that Julia regressed to her pre-
boardinghouse status as the nurturing, doating mother of Thomas Wolfe after her cash and real

estate disappeared.
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CHAPTER 4: HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
Asheville, North Carolina

Asheville, North Carolina was a product of the westward growth and economic
development of the young United States. Its historical background is essential for understanding
the context of the assemblage and Julia Wolfe’s rationale for choosing a boardinghouse as her
business undertaking. Asheville began as a link in long distance regional commerce, but later
proactively synthesized a niche tourist driven economy. The following represents a simplified
sketch of the city’s pattern of historical development up to the period during which the 48 Spruce
Street boardinghouse was established.

At the time of Spanish contact in the 1540’s, the surrounding landscape was part of the
Cherokee Nation (Blackmun 1977, 265). In 1775, Daniel Boone was hired to lead a company
from Virginia into Kentucky through what is now known as the Cumberland Gap. They cut and
expanded what was likely a trace to the West discovered by frontier longhunters, after thousands
of years of use by animals and Native Americans. This track became known as the Wilderness
Road, and it “served as an important path of commerce for early settlers in Kentucky and
Tennessee, where horses, cattle, sheep, and hogs found an eager market in the Carolinas,” and
beyond (Ruscin 2016, The Wilderness Road).

In 1784 to 1785, the family of American Revolution veteran Colonel Samuel Davidson
and associated parties established a settlement in the Swannanoa River Valley at the mouth of
Bee Tree Creek, in the Blue Ridge Mountains of North Carolina (Sondley 1922, 61). The
population grew substantially, despite rugged conditions and violent conflicts with Native
Americans, and Buncombe County was organized in April of 1792, at the residence of Colonel

William Davidson. North Carolina later granted 200 acres of Buncombe County to John Burton,
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who created the county seat called Morrisville in 1794 (69-71). By 1797, Morrisville was
renamed Asheville in honor of the newly elected North Carolina Governor Samuel Ashe, brother
of an important participant in the resistance to the Stamp Act (89). The Old Kentucky Home
property was part of that original “town tract” (Angley 1975,3).

According to Ruscin, multiple state governments, including Tennessee and South
Carolina, coordinated efforts over several years to improve the Wilderness Road through this
area. The timing, locations, and specific types of improvements were extensive and beyond the
scope of this summary. By 1796, a more reliable wagon road opened from Tennessee, following
the French Broad River through Buncombe County (Ruscin 2016, The Wilderness Road). Hogs,
cattle, horses, sheep, and turkeys were among the animals that soon flowed along the riverbanks
through present day Asheville. Starting around 1824, Asheville was the beneficiary of North
Carolina legislation that built the Buncombe Turnpike from Saluda Gap to the Tennessee line.
Then again in 1851, Asheville prospered more after the state incorporated the Asheville &
Greenville Plank Road Company to further enhance the roadway (Sondley 1922, 117). It was
the shortest and easiest route for Tennessee and Kentucky farmers’ livestock to cross the
Appalachians to tap South Carolina and Georgia markets.

No navigable waterway options were available through this stretch of North Carolina.
The economics of animal distribution dictated the route, as livestock burned fewer calories by
following the French Broad River gorge than by attempting to traverse the mountains (Ruscin
2016, Drovers’ Roads). Charging for animals by weight made this a primary concern to
profitability. So too, the extended duration of any waterway transportation alternatives around
the mountains and the sheer amount of feed required to sustain animals were prohibitive. “The

only cost-effective way to get livestock to South Carolina and Georgia was to drive them the 200
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to 300 miles over land,” (Whitaker 2011). The land route offered opportunities to graze herds in
the foothills and find overnight accommodations for animals and drivers alike at market “stands”
providing services at regular intervals. It was the need to move hogs, cattle, mules, horses, and
fowl “on the hoof™ that set the stage for the economic development and population growth that
firmly established Asheville.

According to Bruce Whitaker, drovers were witnessed moving as few as 33 animals at a
time in 1800; however, when the North Carolina Legislature built the Buncombe County
Turnpike in 1827 to facilitate traffic growth, a “flood of drovers” passed through (2011). Terry
Ruscin states “records suggest that from 150,000 to 200,000 hogs traveled on the turnpike each
year in droves of from 300 to 3,000 head each,” (2016, Drovers’ Road). Edmund Burnett, a
descendant of one of those drovers who managed large teams of drivers, or shepherds,
transporting livestock through the region provides detailed accounts of the logistics, hospitality,
and financial components of the operations. He reports that in 1849, when traffic was
diminishing, a highway toll office employee responded to his grandfather that 90,000 head of
hog passed through Asheville that season (Burnett 1946, 103).

Burnett’s intricate descriptions highlight what | consider to be another crucial fact for the
later development of the hospitality industry in Asheville. The “stands” supporting the drovers
were not flimsy temporary structures like those erected at public festivals offering food and
games; rather, stands were a variety of locations offering hospitality to the agricultural laborers
and their stock. Many of the regular hosts are named by Burnett, and the venues included a
range of private homes, hotels, and even a distillery (101). Ruscin provides a list called “Stock
stands, stagecoach inns and taverns between Cocke County, Tennessee, and Anderson County,

South Carolina,” naming more than sixty known stand locations (2016, Accommodations).
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Overnighting at stands, drovers would be packed into rooms of various quality,
sometimes satisfied to just have space on a floor next to a warm fire. “Steaming suppers were
never lacking,” and there “would be plenty of milk, coffee, bread—both corn and wheat,
cabbage, kraut, fresh meat—beef and pork, and potatoes,” (Burnett 1946, 102). Food like this
for prices around 20 cents “per diet” appears to have been affordable to managers and laborers
alike. The animals were fed corn and either penned or roosted in trees overnight. Local farms
and other businesses clearly shared in the commerce conducted along the droving routes for
sustained periods through the late nineteenth century.

The postbellum development of better infrastructure and railways brought an end to the
hog and cattle droving, but animal raising would remain an important enterprise in the region
(Burnett 1946, 103). The commercial trail from Greenville, Tennessee worked its way down the
French Broad River and cut through Asheville on its way to Greenville, South Carolina. It
crossed Broadway, Pack Square, Biltmore Avenue, and the Swannanoa River near 140 (Whitaker
2011) in present day Asheville. The “Asheville Urban Trail” for tourists currently includes a
stop in Pack Square containing the “Crossroads” art installation. It presents hog and turkey
statues walking over the remnants of the old Buncombe Turnpike, touting its early Native
American and later drover usage to transport cows and other animals as far away as Charleston,
South Carolina (Explore Asheville, Urban Trail). It is evident that long-distance trade put
Asheville, North Carolina on the map as a hospitable place to rest; however, the railroads,
pristine climate, and perspicacious marketing efforts enabled its later transformation into a city
and travel destination.

The Gilded Age, from about 1870 to 1900 in America, was a period of strong growth and

industrialization during which the United States rose to economic prominence. The term was
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adopted from the 1873 novel by Mark Twain and Charles Dudley Warner, The Gilded Age: A
Tale of Today, which portrayed the nation as greedy and pretentious (Martin and Tichi 2016, 1-
3). In this age of the Robber Barons’ monopolies, agricultural mechanization, technological
advancement, and railroad proliferation drove rural migration into the Southern cities (Goldfield
1981, 1020). The attendant Victorian consumerism, emergent middle class, and improved
transportation infrastructure fed tourism culture aimed toward the pleasant climate and reputedly
good hospitality of the South (Starnes 2003, 53). Asheville needed to take advantage of these
trends, and the titans of industry were complicit in the endeavor.

Asheville had a lower population density than other southern cities, lacked significant
agricultural processing businesses, and was over sixty miles away from the nearest railroad
before the Western North Carolina Railroad connected in 1880 (Starnes 2003, 56; Angley 1975,
6). Its economy, therefore, needed to capitalize on the New South image and tourism demand to
compete and survive. In the spirit of the Gilded age, referring to the practice of gilding by gold-
leafing or gold-painting common materials to make them appear valuable, Asheville’s business
community promoted the pristine landscape, healthy mountain air, and southern hospitality.
Historian Richard Starnes describes how Frances Fisher Tierman, under the pen name Christian
Reid, provided an impetus by writing books like The Land of the Sky that became popular and
helped “local boosters to forge an image of the city that resonated with the upper- and upper-
middle-class visitors they hoped to attract,” (Starnes 2003, 57).

The Asheville community leaders and investors developed the infrastructure,
accommodations, and tourist sites to help realize this vision, culminating in 1886 with the first
luxury resort hotel from Philadelphia’s Frank Coke. The Battery Park Hotel propelled Coke and

Asheville to the next stage of tourism-based success. The lack of railroads was easily overcome
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by this hotel’s ability to charm railroad executives, investors, and particularly George Vanderbilt,
grandson of industrial titan Cornelius “Commodore” Vanderbilt. His opulent experience
launched real estate purchases and construction of the 250-room Biltmore Estate nearby.
Another rail connection was completed in 1886 to the Asheville-Spartanburg line (Angley 1975,
6). The realization of the city’s identity as a bona fide tourist economy was arguably achieved
by 1890, in which “twelve hotels and nearly five times as many boardinghouses were open for
business in Asheville,” (Starnes 2003, 59).

Table 1: Population Growth, Select North Carolina Cities (1880-1890).

POPULATION GROWTH: SELECT NORTH CAROLINA CITIES
CITY 1880 Pop. 1890 Pop. Growth %
Asheville 2,610 10,235 292.15%
Charlotte 7,094 11,557 62.91%
Greensboro 2,106 3,317 57.50%
Raleigh 9,203 12,678 37.76%
Wilmington 17,350 20,056 15.60%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau Population Data, Decennial 1830

For the decades immediately following, more iconic hotels, like the Grove Park Inn,
opened and were frequented by Presidents and celebrities. The mountain climate and rail
connections also attracted large numbers of tuberculosis sufferers, who were accommodated by
sanitariums opening for the provision of the doctor recommended therapy of cool, dry air
(Starnes 2003, Angley 1975). The most important development for my thesis in this context is
that Asheville had, with the complicity of the Gilded Age American royalty, like Coke and
Vanderbilt, invented the “Land of the Sky” as a national travel destination for the upper-class
and the infirm alike. Julia Wolfe’s Old Kentucky Home boardinghouse therefore was a product
of territorial expansion, industrialization, consumerism, and the promotion of southern tourism in

burgeoning late nineteenth century America. She was able to capitalize on these trends to buy a
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boardinghouse, operate it profitably, and accumulate significant wealth as a hospitality
entrepreneur.
Boardinghouses

Boardinghouses are an institution that is commonly misunderstood, and the variation in
spatial and temporal manifestation in the United States is responsible for the confusion.
Boardinghouses like Julia Wolfe’s Old Kentucky Home were generally homes that let individual
or multiple rooms out to guests for a daily or weekly fee. Meals of varying quality at regular
intervals and often laundering were provided as value-added services, which constituted an
important aspect of the boardinghouse appeal. Asheville’s Board of Trade in 1898 advertised the
city’s boardinghouses as “beautiful private residences, occupied by refined, cultured people,
many of whom are persons of wealth,” (Angley 1975, 19). Travelers, general laborers, and
individuals such as African Americans, who were discriminated against by other hospitality
formats denying them credit access and charging higher prices, arguably received the best value
in hospitality at boardinghouses. Wilson Angley states that Asheville hotels around 1910 ranged
from $1.00 to $6.00 per day, while boardinghouses charged $6.00 to $14.00 per week.

Lodging houses or flophouses, which charged next to nothing for men, women, and
children to sleep in bunks or on floors for a night, were not boardinghouses and not characteristic
of Asheville at this time. Historically, massive work dormitories, industrial mill villages, and
just about anywhere someone could be charged to sleep—even tents and boats—were called
boardinghouses in various circumstances (Engelhardt 2023, 8-9). Elizabeth Engelhardt provides
an updated and thorough history of southern boardinghouses, the women who ran them, and their

deep contributions to American culture in Boardinghouse Women.
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In the 19" century, U.S. trends in urbanization, industrialization, immigration, and
travel—like those that fueled the growth of Asheville, North Carolina—induced the need for
boardinghouses to feed and quarter laborers and tourists. There were inadequate
accommodations available nationwide to absorb the population exodus from country to city,
driven by diminishing agricultural work and increasing industrial labor demand. “Between 1865
and 1900, nearly 200,000 North Carolinians moved from their farms to towns or factory villages
across the state seeking employment,” (Silkenat 2007, 268). The countertrends of mid-20™
century economic and housing growth later eliminated that need and relegated the concept of
boardinghouses to period fiction books and historical dramas on streaming services today.

There were a range of boardinghouse structures that existed in the 19" century, with
family houses taking in single boarders at one end of the spectrum, and the Boott Cotton Mills at
Lowell, Massachusetts on the other, with its “massive institutionalized boardinghouse of the
industrialized system,” (Beaudry and Mrozowski 1987, 39). In the 1820’s, Boston Associates’
shareholders, who owned the Lowell Mills, built dormitory-style boardinghouses, landscaped
mill yards, churches, and other facilities to house and support their workers (24). The intention
was the paternalistic oversight of company assets, namely the young New England women
recruited into the new world of industrialized production. Regular meals, motherly overseers,
and strict schedules protected the “physical and moral well-being” of their precious labor force.
By the 1840’s, Lowell and similar company boardinghouses had become unpopular due to the
long hours and low pay, so the women left and cheaper immigrant workers replaced them (25).

The mills, factories, and mines engaged in the industrial betterment movement assumed a
paternalistic approach for worker care, control, and placation in other parts of the country too.

“In the late nineteenth century, more factory owners became interested in planning entire
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communities for workers near their factories or mills,” (Turner 2014, Ch.4: Mill Town, Industrial
Village, Or Company Town?). Kathleen Turner points out that such “welfare capitalism” also
aimed to both “Americanize” immigrants and to discourage labor activism and Progressive
legislative efforts at workplace reform. Some settlements were helpful in their temperance-
oriented rules, like no alcohol; however, companies paid poorly, workers suffered frequent
injuries, and company stores limited competition for essential goods. In North Carolina, “the
mills offered ten-to-twelve-hour days and wages so low that an entire family had to work to eat,”
(Smith and Wilson 1999, 166).

| contend that perceptions of boardinghouses as controlling and stingy places were likely
linked to their appropriation within capitalist organizational schemes of oversight and profit
maximization. It is impossible to know for sure what was fair and equitable in hospitality
practices of the past, but somehow popular opinion held that boardinghouse owners were
undesirables like New York writer Thomas Gunn’s “Mrs. Flintskinn”. “She is generally very
thin and haggard, in worn and threadbare attire, with a cold, yet nervous and anxious manner, as
if all her blood and sympathy had gone out of her with the last payment of the rent,” (Gamber
2007, 88).

This was at odds with the general history of boardinghouse operation, particularly in the
South, where it was considered a respectable way for a woman to earn an income and maintain a
culturally appropriate level of domesticity. Entrepreneurial women had been running
boardinghouses from the eighteenth to the twentieth centuries (Engelhardt 2023, 7). Women
who ran boardinghouses or taverns enjoyed greater rewards and higher status than their domestic

or mill laboring counterparts in North Carolina, since before the war. Their room and board
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offerings attracted commercial and government customers across urban areas of the state, like
Raleigh (Smith and Wilson 1999, 115).

Wendy Gamber discusses key concepts throughout her book, The Boardinghouse in
Nineteenth-Century America, that may help further explain boarders” misconceptions and bad
media misrepresentations of their owners. “In cities and many towns, people of all classes were
at least as likely to live in boardinghouses as in homes,” (Gamber 2007, 3). As corporate
housing was diminishing at the end of the 19" century, Gamber maintains that home was
becoming an idealized concept in the minds of Americans envisioning small families, healthy
home-cooked meals, and devoted motherly figures cleaning and caring for everyone.

Most boarders never really had any of these amenities, but they longed for and expected
these standards within boardinghouses; however, the presence of unmannered strangers, the lack
of meat on menus, and the sense that proprietors were not working hard enough created a widely
expressed sense of dissatisfaction. “Increasingly accustomed to thinking of housekeeping as
something other than work, it is not surprising that young men who made up the majority of
urban boarders little valued the labor of boarding-house keepers,” (Gamber 2007, 88).

Popular literature of the era reinforced these ideas with their stories and illustrations
portraying boardinghouse women as tyrants who exploited and starved clients in dirty rooms to
squeeze out their profits, like Mrs. Flintskinn mentioned earlier, or worse. The food was the
most disparaged aspect of the boardinghouse. Leathery steaks and indigestible baked goods
were complained about. But Wendy Gamber shares some of the disconcerting stories, jokes, and
songs about the subject, including “At the Boarding House,” an 1873 tune referencing hairy
butter and dog sausage (Gamber 2007, 77). There may be anecdotal evidence or instances of
sordid conditions, but the portrayals almost certainly exaggerate the boardinghouse norms.
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The Progressive Era, from about 1896 to 1917, was an economically, socially, and
politically charged period overall, particularly around the issue of food. Food price inflation was
relentless, with foods like pork, butter, and eggs showing double-digit price percentage increases
in 1907 over their 1890-1900 average (Magee 1910, 300-301). People were leaving farms and
instead buying farm products in their new urban settings. “About fifty cents of each dollar went
toward food,” (Turner 2014, The Problem of Food). Rising food prices were at the core of
partisan politics whereby urban consumers, greedy food packagers, speculators, and farmers
were pitted against one another. No one solved the issue, but Democratic and Republican
influence swung with the attempts to either balance production and consumption forces or
pander to their bases (Macleod 2009, 367).

The climate of mistrust around food must have contributed to skepticism toward
boardinghouse women’s menus and strained their budgets. Compounding their challenges, the
women proprietors suffered disrespect and financial damages from the actions of their boarders
too. Many were in fact offering up their actual homes, home-cooked meals, and arduous
cleaning routines to provide comfortable lodging to strangers. For family members like young
Thomas Wolfe, this bred stress and contempt for his own mother Julia. The around the clock
cooking, cleaning, shopping, and entertaining was draining work, and there was little time for
anything else. But in the tradition of “women’s work”, patrons failed to account for this kind of
“elbow grease” as productive labor (Gamber, 67). They also offered no consolation to a sick or
injured hostess. Some patrons damaged furniture, pilfered items, or even brought parasites like
bed bugs into the establishments.

Gamber aptly named chapter three of her book after some advice given by a landlady

about boardinghouse keeping— “The Most Cruel and Thankless Way a Woman Can Earn Her

42



Living”. | contend that Julia Wolfe was shrewd and recognized the opportunities for higher
margins in the boardinghouse business model. Wolfe could not have been completely oblivious
to the perceptions of the field, as Gamber is describing circumstances and public media from
throughout the 19" century, before Julia’s foray. She would have been keenly aware of the
challenges offered by food inflation as well.

Based on Asheville’s tourism focused economy discussed earlier, the city lacked the
agricultural or industrial scale to attract the numbers of people that some of its competitors could.
Domestic immigrants moving from farms to the cities and foreign immigrants seeking industrial
employment likely comprised a smaller portion of Asheville’s—and the Old Kentucky
Home’s—clientele than would have been the case in other larger cities. Instead, upper-
middleclass and upper-class visitors were targeted by booster tourism advertising of the “Land of
the Sky” and its attendant healthy clime and gorgeous mountain vistas. Sick people also
subscribed to the marketing efforts and arrived at sanitariums, health facilities run by doctors for
treatment of tuberculosis, and threatened the state of health outside by lodging at boardinghouses
too (Starnes 2003, 62).

By 1890, there were nearly sixty boardinghouses in Asheville, for those who could not
afford the opulence of the Kenilworth Inn or the Battery Park Hotel (59). By 1913, the Grove
Park Inn was open, and the seven-course meals were not included in the $25-to-$35 per night
room rates (60). | contend that with better quality food and accommaodations available than those
offered by boardinghouses in agricultural or industrial economies, Asheville offered
entrepreneurs like Julia Wolfe an opportunity to earn higher margins on their operations and the

ability to overcome challenges posed by food inflation.
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“Women’s Work”

It appears that the changing roles of women in the labor force and of corporations in
domestic life in the 19" century shaped the evolution of boardinghouses in America, so it is also
essential to highlight some of the relevant dynamics of “women’s work” of the period. Margaret
Smith and Emily Wilson detail the causative factors that drove North Carolinians, particularly
women, to leave the farm for the promise of city life and factory work. The tobacco, cotton, and
corn farms that drove southern agriculture before the Civil War became victims of new land
ownership arrangements, the shift to cash crops over self-sufficiency, and labor replacing
mechanization. “In the late 1800s crop failure, poverty, and debt forced thousands off the land
and into mills and factories,” predominantly white women and their families (Smith and Wilson
1999, 165).

These changes had implications for the composition of industrial labor in the South. “In
1880 women and children comprised about 75 percent of the textile workforce,” (167). By 1905,
twenty percent of whites in North and South Carolina lived in the previously discussed mill
villages (Turner 2014, Ch.4: Southern Textile Mill Villages). They were faced with unfamiliar
challenges of industrial organization, crowding, poor sanitation, and dependence on a retail
system for acquiring food instead of producing it themselves. The urbanization of the South
started changing the character of its culture. Women were not only becoming an important part
of production, but their own domestic labors were escaping the gravity of male-dominated
capitalism to find dollar value in the job market.

The structural shift in market valuation placed on “women’s work™ is vital to this thesis.
With households no longer functioning as the traditional loci of production activity in the 19™"

century, the curtain was being pulled back to expose chores and motherly responsibilities as
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monetizable labor. “With more and more people participating in wage-paying labor (including
many women) the unpaid labor of women in the household was in an ambiguous position of
indefinite value,” (Beaudry and Mrozowski 1987, 37). Woman earners were also important
consumers of goods and services available in the cities.

This has implications for the gendering of spaces, as | discuss within my Theoretical
Background section. Whereas previously women had worked invisibly inside the home while
men engaged in more visible economically and politically relevant activities outside in the public
sphere (Spain 1993), women could more acceptably engage in gainful work within their homes
or beyond. Early 19" century women “were even regarded as deviant in a society that viewed
women’s proper place (and work) to be in the home,” (Smith and Wilson 1999, 114). Crossing
the threshold to conduct business transactions, control assets, and capitalize on profitable
activities like networking enabled women to increase access to economic and political power,
previously unavailable. Overlooked too was the agency of women, in the sense that they were
formerly the primary sources of farm labor without the benefit of receiving compensation. This,
Smith and Wilson suggest, would have put women in a position of material want in the
developing consumer-driven market economy of the late 1800’s.

Women'’s free labor at home began to be attributed value in the outside labor market,
while not violating any social norms governing the fitness of the activity or harming reputations.
Cooking, cleaning, teaching, and childcare remained morally acceptable traditional female
occupations, even after they started to transcend the gender dividing line into public space. The
implication appears to be that performing the jobs associated with motherhood were still
considered the domain of women. Julia Wolfe, for example, was a teacher and then a book

selling agent, in order to earn an income and start to save money. Numerous notable women
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were already operating boardinghouses by the time she bought hers. 1 am excluding discussions
of the continuing inequity of compensation, labor participation variances by demographics, and
the other valuable social and political contributions of women during this period beyond the
scope of my thesis.

| believe this subtle change in “women’s work™ took a bit of bravery and social
acclimation, as women must have felt a bit of intrepid pioneer spirit, mixed with anxiety, about
the potential moral repercussions for breaching the tentative boundary between the domestic and
commercial interaction spheres. Alice Lee Larkins Houston of Wilmington, North Carolina,
who felt compelled socially and financially to turn her home into a boardinghouse after her
husband’s death in 1870, evinces uncertainty through her journals, held in the Southern
Historical Collection at the Wilson Special Collections Library in Chapel Hill (Engelhardt 2023,
44). She writes about starting her new life and the fears of living so closely with strange men
within her boardinghouse. “I dislike that idea very much, but I see no other way,” (Silkenat
2007, 274).

David Silkenat points out that boardinghouses in some contexts were “one step away
from prostitution,” (267). Since the colonial period, boardinghouses often served as brothels in
port cities like Wilmington. Alice Houston also received around seven marriage proposals while
operating her business (272), which certainly would have invited scrutiny and judgement. For
that matter, Thomas Wolfe writes in Look Homeward, Angel about illicit affairs and mysterious
prostitutes at the Old Kentucky Home—one of which mother Julia Wolfe ejects (Angley 1975,
36). Men were not encumbered by the need to balance perceptions of their conduct in the same

way.
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Female owned boardinghouse growth after the Civil War is consistent with economic
growth, demographic patterns observed in North Carolina, and this cultural shift in attitudes
toward women’s work. Many Southern women were widowed during the conflict, and those
with the means to deal with their debt and maintain their social status through the transformation
of their homes into boardinghouses did so (Silkenat 2007, 267-270). This explains one
difference between men’s hotels and taverns, and women’s boardinghouses. Silkenat and
Engelhardt both discuss how the lack of willingness among lenders to risk issuing loans to
women, who were not primary income generators, limited access to capital. They ostensibly had
to work with the resources already at their disposal, so among upper-class women an aversion to
debt-slavery provoked the opening of their private homes to boarders instead of acquiring
separate lodgings for business like men.

Unlike the mass-scale industrial boardinghouses of Lowell or mill villages, those of the
hospitable southern women could be more welcoming, intimate, and generous—although
variable—in their quality. In performance of their social stations, proprietors like Julia Graves
who ran a boardinghouse in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, about eighteen years after Alice
Houston’s experience, had different ideas. She had more motivation and latitude to provide
upscale place settings and carefully crafted meals that would essentially not embarrass her or
lose customers. Graves pleased her student and faculty boarders by providing ample steak and
gravy, chicken, and hot butter biscuits. Unfortunately, even charging high prices to attract
affluent customers barely kept her debt under control from 1889 until her 1902 shutdown
(Silkenat 2007, 279-81).

Julia Wolfe’s motivations for opening a boardinghouse and living apart from her family

to run it, as discussed in the Case Study section, evidence her financial interests extending well
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beyond managing debt or providing security for her family like the other women had. The
boardinghouse arguably was the sole institution available to position a woman of her time to
leverage hard work into outsized financial returns. None of the “women’s work™ alternatives,
like wages for cooking, laundry, childcare, or teaching, offered compelling opportunities for
Julia to negotiate prices of food or increase occupancy charges to squeeze out profits to invest for
long term capital appreciation.
Cisterns

“The 1978 excavation of the cistern at the Thomas Wolfe Memorial brought together
perhaps the largest collection of artifacts assembled for a single 1909-1915 household,”
(Baroody 1978, iii). John Baroody continues to discuss the “potential bonanza of information
about the habits of the inhabitants of the Old Kentucky Home” offered by the cistern assemblage.
He refers to it as “an unbiased time capsule of the period”, which is where the unique potential of
the faunal collection produced by Julia Wolfe derives singular value by my measure. | contend
that her decisions regarding the provisioning of the boardinghouse guests with various meats is
well preserved within this cistern collection for testing.

Cisterns are large water storage receptacles that were built to collect and store rainwater.
Their usage reaches back thousands of years into prehistory and is widely geographically
dispersed, beyond the scope of the necessary background to understand their construction and
application within North Carolina. According to the Library of Congress, Thomas Jefferson’s
library contains The Builder’s Dictionary, a 1734 publication including instructions to make
cisterns. Early cistern tanks from that period were built under houses, then later concerns about
construction costs and moisture shifted their locations outdoors. The cistern at the Thomas

Wolfe Memorial house in Asheville sits beneath a modern porch that was later added (Beaman
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and Oliver 2006, 5). It was built with the house in 1883 and discontinued after connection to the
city’s water supply by the time of Julia Wolfe’s 1906 purchase. Subsequently, it was slowly
filled with refuse from the daily activities of the occupants.

Cisterns employ water capture from a structural surface like a roof that receives
rainwater, pipes or gutters to channel it, and secure enclosures for storage and later use. To be
safe and effective, a cistern inlet area and any overflow outlets should be screened, the gutters
and tank kept watertight, and regular cleanings performed. Water was manually or mechanically
pumped for human drinking, livestock, cleaning, or fire suppression. Based on research and
observation at the Thomas Wolfe Memorial site, it is unclear specifically what type of water
retrieval mechanism was fitted or for which functions this cistern was used while in service.

Archaeologist Linda Carnes-McNaughton describes two general types of cisterns that
have been documented in North Carolina, one for the sandy soils and higher water table of the
coast, and the other in the physiographic regions of the piedmont and mountains. The Ziegler
House in historic Edenton, North Carolina, built in 1892, exemplifies the coastal style
rectangular storage tank with a vaulted dome cover, while the Thomas Wolfe Memorial cistern
in Asheville represents the domed cylinder style seen more in the clay soils of central and
Western North Carolina (Carnes-McNaughton 2006). The Ziegler site Cistern B has a tank that
was covered with plaster over brick and sports a hand-cranked pump on a wooden platform with
a spout. The Wolfe cistern follows the practice of hydraulic cement lining a pit and topping it
with a brick dome; however, there is no visible spout remaining. Cisterns frequently had
mechanical pumps comprised of long chains of water catching vessels that could be conveyed to

the top by the user for filling containers for their purpose (Carnes-McNaughton 1992).
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This is a useful approach to North Carolina cistern basics, but there are exceptions like
the New Hanover site (31NH684), in which the two cisterns are less rigidly shaped and described
as “ovoids” (Elliott 1990, 27). The field director and author of the site report, Rita Folse Elliott,
provides additional information about the withdrawal mechanisms for cisterns of the period.
Two basic types of hand pumps, force or lift, brought water to the surface. Some could even be
driven by windmill. “Many outdoor pump fittings could be transformed from a spout to a fixture
capable of attaching a hose for dousing a garden or a fire,” (58). Sears Roebuck is cited as
offering iron and brass pump fittings for drawing water into the home for washing, and later
selling electrical versions of pumps.

Asheville was originally founded on a site offering ample spring water to its first citizens,
but population growth strained the water supply as the town became a popular destination. A
reservoir was established at Beaucatcher Mountain using wooden flumes, supplemented by
shallow wells. Unfortunately, pollution of water with debris, feces, and the mingling of privies
and drinking water were common throughout the nation. Typhoid fever, and other bad water
diseases, were common in North Carolina in the late 19" century. Typhoid was preventable
through the provision of cleaner water access. One contemporaneous physician reported that
people would rather die than boil their water for safety (Howells 1989, 17).

In 1883, a committee of doctors was appointed by Asheville leadership to investigate
sanitary conditions, but unfortunately with hogs running wild, open sewers draining into streams,
and rodent infestations, the city’s health and tourist destination reputation were in serious danger
(Starnes 2003, 62). Thanks to the work of 19" century sanitarians like these doctors, public
health and clean water were being promoted and funded. By 1884, a city pump and filter plant

were also constructed on the Swannanoa River, and by 1888 the North Carolina State Board of
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Health reported that Asheville was one of twelve communities with public water systems.
Asheville is described as having substantially decreased typhoid and other bad water diseases by
using a filtration, aeration, and chemical sedimentation system (Howells 1989, 7).

Cisterns offered another viable alternative to contaminated shallow wells and slow
moving natural water sources, for those not connected to water supplies. Public health concerns
in late 19" century North Carolina, and other centers of population growth around the country,
increased the utilization of cisterns. They offered one method of avoiding consumption of water
polluted by livestock and human activity, which spread pathogens causing epidemic levels of
typhoid and other dirty water diseases. A booklet written by Dr. Richard Lewis, Secretary of the
North Carolina Board of Health in 1895, warned the public about dirty water, shared engineers’
cistern building specifications, and touted the public health benefits of cistern use (Carnes-
McNaughton 1992, 18-20).

Cisterns unfortunately suffered from their own shortcomings and were supplanted by
wider spread public water supply connections from the early-to-mid 20" century. Water within
the cistern tanks could become impregnated with foul tasting minerals, fungal growths, or
bacteria. “Organic matter, including dead insects, small animals, leaf mold, and bird droppings
sometimes accumulated in the water if proper diverting measures were not followed,” (Carnes-
McNaughton 1992, 12). These sediment accumulations at cistern bottoms needed to be cleared
or “decomposition of this organic matter brought in with each rainfall would putrify [sic] and
eventually breed disease,” (Elliot 1990, 61).

Asheville made considerable progress in clean water distribution, and its water system
was reported by a state investigation in 1897 to be “the best plant in the State,” (Howell 1989,

24). Sometime before 1906, the boardinghouse at 48 Spruce Street was plumbed with city water,
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after which the cistern became a trash receptable used from 1909 onward, as estimated by
archaeologist John C. Baroody (Baroody 1978, 15). Nonetheless, the grandson of Grove Park
Inn owner Edwin W. Grove remarked that Asheville “was almost like a leper colony,” up to
1905 (Starnes 2003, 63), just one year before Julia Wolfe took the opportunity to purchase the
Old Kentucky Home. It is unclear whether the comment referred to legacy public health issues

or the large population of tuberculosis migrants.
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLOGY
Overview

Faunal analysis became popular and grew quickly after the 1960’s, because animal
remains were commonly found at archaeological sites and could be used to study Old World and
New World contexts. Zooarchaeologists address a range of topics like butchery, consumption
patterns, domestication, feasting, and status (Crabtree 1990, 155). Julia Wolfe’s cistern debris
represents the direct evidence of her activities at the boardinghouse, and the subset of animal
remains can be used to examine her behaviors.

The methodology of this project necessarily considers faunal remains, historical
documents, and excerpts from the auto-biographical fiction of Thomas C. Wolfe. It is first
essential to clarify that any one data class is insufficient for the complex interpretations asked for
in this type of archaeological research project. The more data sets that are available, the greater
the opportunities for balanced and nuanced interpretations to be made. This could not be more
appropriate for a study focused on the Thomas Wolfe Memorial cistern contents. James Deetz’s
In Small Things Forgotten, published in 1977, was influential to zooarchaeology’s role in
historic archaeology to reconstruct past lifeways through the use of multiple datasets (Landon
2005, 2), and specifically relevant to the Thomas Wolfe Memorial excavation. The 1978
recovery work by John C. Baroody took place at the time of the book’s popularity, and the 2006
artifact report cites Deetz’s work (Beaman and Oliver 2006). Further, the cistern exhibit at the
museum displaying ceramic, glass, metal, and other artifact types from the 45,000 objects
recovered is entitled “Small Things Forgotten.” I argue that the faunal components of this
assemblage—forgotten by this exhibit—are the most underutilized component of the collection,

despite being directly produced by Julia Wolfe’s shopping and cooking efforts.
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The faunal remains recovered from the Thomas Wolfe Memorial cistern during the 1978
excavation were separated in February 2023 from the other material classes by myself, members
of North Carolina State University’s Anthropology Department, and staff of the North Carolina
Office of State Archaeology Research Center in Raleigh, where they were held. All bags
catalogued as animal bone were boxed and relocated to the Archaeology Lab at NC State
University for this project. There | sorted and identified specimens to the lowest taxonomic
level, as well as element, portion, siding, fusion, and sex where possible using a modification of
Redding et al, (1978). Other indications of burning, butchery, or modification were recorded, and
butchered specimens were also drawn. Bones were quantified using the Number of Identified
Specimens (NISP), the Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI), and weight in grams. The
quantities and qualitative characteristics were considered under the lens of interspecies gender
intersectionality.

There are some methods of zooarchaeological identification that are shared across the
faunal analysis subfield that were employed in this study. Explaining these will help qualify this
endeavor as an organized and scientific approach to the subject matter. First, the potential biases
in the cistern faunal collection will be addressed. Then, the quantification techniques and the
variables recorded in the analysis of this assemblage will be defined.

Taphonomic Biases

All archaeological assemblages are subject to a set of taphonomic biases that can skew
the representation of the original objects or organisms: Deposition, preservation, recovery, and
identification biases. These influences represent “the filters which lie between the original living
populations of vertebrates and the dead bones on the researcher’s bench, and between those

bones and the published account of them,” (O’Connor 2016, 19). “Interpretations of animal
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bone assemblages that ignore the effects of taphonomic processes on assemblage patterning must
be considered incomplete,” (Landon 2005, 7).

Depositional biases pertain to how the specimens enter the archaeological record. If
remains are removed from the site by people, animals, or natural forces like erosion by wind or
water that relocate them, then the assemblage does not accurately portray what originally existed,
in quality, quantity, or both. Preservation bias is complex, as biological, chemical, and physical
forces can be more destructive to some specimens than others. The result could skew a dataset
toward a certain size of object, like large, sturdy bones that survive better than smaller, fragile
fragments. Recovery bias can impact types of materials or sizes of specimens that are found,
while others remain unrecognized and uncollected. For example, using screen sizes that are too
large to capture fishbones of certain species that are likely to be present will influence relative
proportions of larger and smaller specimens (Reitz and Wing 2008, 156). Decisions regarding
where to sample a site—a single promising zone versus randomly shovel-testing an entire site—
can cause variances in the quantity and type of specimens located as well. Finally, identification
biases come from the archaeologist and their theoretical assumptions. Findings can be
inaccurately analyzed, recorded, and misinterpreted based on subjectivity and expectations.

Depositional bias is the most difficult to account for in this study. The available
resources do not provide information to determine the total size of the original animal
assemblage created at the Old Kentucky Home. There are no documents recording or projecting
the total number of animal meat cuts or the taxonomic composition of animals that was
purchased and consumed over time. There are also no indicators of what portion of the original
collection was added to the cistern, so the faunal assemblage that was excavated represents an

unknown percentage of the total possible quantity of animals and animal parts present at the
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property. More on the potential substantial impact of this particular type of bias on the results of
this study is covered in the Discussion and Conclusions section.

The preservation bias appears to be minimal in this case, as the collection is only 100
years old and was relatively protected within the cistern from outside physical forces, weather,
and movement. The container holds many fragmentary bone, ceramic, and glass objects;
however, the survival of delicate objects like eggshells and fish scales evidences excellent
preservation of the assemblage. The sheer number of findings, with over 45,000 objects
recovered, is a testament to the undisturbed nature of the contents. The state of the collection
was carefully maintained as “all artifacts were repackaged into acid-free materials and safely
packed for permanent storage,” (Beaman and Oliver 2006, 3). This represents the condition
when it was transferred into my possession for analysis.

The recovery bias within this collection is also negligible. The covered cistern, as an
immobile subterranean concrete cylinder protecting the contents from the forces of weathering
and erosion, maintained stable contextual layers. There is documentation of eleven defined
levels that are dated in the most recent archaeological report (Beaman 2012). The cistern
contents all had equal probability to be recovered, not overlooked by sampling errors or
redeposition. The field crew followed the “procedure of removing the fill by bucket, spreading it
out on 3/8” hardware cloth, then wet screened over the mesh for artifacts,” (Beaman and Oliver
2006, 5). The report states that all items were catalogued, with the 1978 excavation using more
standardized categories.

The identification and recording biases within the overall collection are apparent in the
analysis and publication efforts. The glass bottle portion of the cistern recovery was analyzed by

a specialist and professionally photographed, whereas the animal bones were bagged and boxed
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with incomplete identifications. The faunal remains are conspicuously excluded from the
Thomas Wolfe Memorial cistern exhibit, which contains representatives of all other material
classes, perhaps because they do not tell about the life of Thomas C. Wolfe in a manner fitting
theoretical perspectives of the archaeologists or museologists involved in their curation.

Another common analytical issue called confirmation bias, concerning the identification
of specimens, can occur because of faunal analyst error. Anticipating finding numerous
examples of particular taxa or elements can result in over-identifying them. Similarly, finding
larger quantities of identifiable taxa or elements can increase the likelihood of a zooarchaeologist
mislabeling more indeterminate specimens as members of those groups. (Reitz and Wing, 2008).
John C. Baroody was not a faunal analyst, and he identified many specimens as “large mammal”,
perhaps due to expectations.

As a graduate student without experience in comparable contexts, | did not bring any
particular expectations regarding findings. | used comparative collections in the NC State
University Teaching Lab, as well as references by Schmid (1972), Von den Driesch (1976),
Cohen & Serjeanston (1996) and Gilbert, et al, (2022) to record to the lowest prudent identifiable
level. All identification was checked by my advisor, in order to minimize identification errors.
Willingness to utilize the “indeterminate” label was necessary to reduce identification biases. |
emphasized accuracy over specificity by offering broader-to-narrower categories for
identification to reflect varying levels of probability (e.g. indeterminate, large mammal, Bos)
without overstepping the data. This strategy minimized bias but allowed for the informative

summarization of related categories.
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Zooarchaeology of Status

Theoretically, this study focuses on finding clues about the behaviors Julia Wolfe
implemented in order to enhance her social status by exploiting particular animal assets. This
inquiry entails identifying the animal remains and their cultural significance. Unfortunately,
there is not a direct route to accomplish this by studying specific faunal variables that will
identify status in this project. “Because the zooarchaeological manifestations of status are
culturally and temporally specific, there are no universal correlates,” (DeFrance 2009, 123). For
example, greater quantities of meats, better cuts, more diverse assemblages, or exotic species
might be used to evaluate status in particular contexts; however, early 20" century post-bellum
North Carolina does not have a zooarchaeological patterning system for these variables to be
reasonably interpreted.

Similarly, the social strata and distinctions between higher and lower classes within the
context of this study are more complex to identify than many prehistorical contexts because of
the finer resolution offered by the availability of the historical record. Zooarchaeological
literature tends to differentiate between elite and common classes, while blurred distinctions of
status built on various mixtures of wealth, power, and prestige are too variable to pinpoint by
foodways alone (DeFrance 2009, 131). Using a dollar-cost basis for the meats offered in the
Wolfe cistern would theoretically offer a reasonable alternative for evaluating the faunal
assemblage, but as discussed earlier, | was unable to establish the procurement practices or the
original assemblage size which would inform that process.

Examining the classifications of animals utilized in the assemblage also falls short of
defining a high status assemblage. There is no comparative collection of high status animals to

use as a standard of measurement within Wolfe’s context. Some studies exist that compare
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zooarchaeological collections within the same geography, but they relate to different time
periods. Tanya Peres, for example, compares Upland South contexts in the late 18" century in
order to examine dietary differences among slaves, farmers, and plantation owners (Peres 2014,
50-72). 1909 America is composed of different social, economic, and political dynamics,
particularly for women occupying the paid labor force while living in a society still holding
expectations of their inherent domesticity.

Other available faunal collections from Wolfe’s time period offer materially different
social and economic conditions, making comparisons less relevant. For example, Horne Creek
Historical Farm (31SR147) is located in Surry County, North Carolina, about 144 miles
northeast of Buncombe County. The historical home was built in approximately 1875, and offers
a detailed faunal collection; however, it was on a rural family farm in which animals were raised
and butchered. The farmstead assemblage offers “data for understanding and interpretation of
early rural lifeways in the upper piedmont region of North Carolina,” (Carnes-McNaughton
1993,23). Asheville, as discussed in Chapter 2, is a prime example of urbanization,
consumerism, and tourism development. Although animals are present in the city, Wolfe and
other residents are likely relying on a market-based system of exchange in which farmers
produce the meats and butchers and other middlemen retail them.

Quantification Techniques

Historical zooarchaeology commonly relies on observational and derived quantifications
for “estimating taxonomic abundance and interpreting the relative dietary importance of different
taxa,” (Landon 2005, 8). The Number of Identified Specimens (NISP) is observational, directly
measurable by counting the bone fragments from the Wolfe cistern. Bone weight is another

common quantification technique employed, so the weights of all specimens were also measured
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to tenths of grams in the lab. The Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) is a derived unit by
which numbers of skeletal estimates are grouped in order to determine the minimum number of
individuals that donated the specimens observed in the counting process. MNI was calculated in
the Wolfe faunal collection by assigning the sided elements to account for the observed bone
counts.

“It is probably fair to say that there is no single technique that can adequately and
unambiguously measure the relative proportions of the animal species present at an
archaeological site,” (Crabtree 1990, 159). NISP is vulnerable to overcounting, because it does
not account for bones that come from the same animal. Due to the lack of independence among
these samples, a single small mammal being fully recovered, for example, could yield a
significant overcount for that species’ representation at a site. MNI offers a work around to this
problem by attributing paired or sided bones to a single skeleton, cutting down on the over
representation. There are more subjective aspects to siding, for example, namely interpretive
biases. A left and a right femur, for example, could come from different animals but the
distinctions in length, robusticity, rugosity, overlooked, resulting in undercounting of taxa.
Another problem with MNI is that highly fragmented collections—Ilike the 1978 Wolfe faunal
assemblage—provide fewer opportunities for assessing associated elements. “Probably the best
solution to this dilemma is to present both the MNI and the NISP,” (Crabtree 1990, 160). Then
both measures can be used to compare relative abundance and importance of taxa. Therefore,
this project utilized observational NISP counts, bone weights, and derived MNI as quantification
units.

Taxonomic and anatomical element distributions were observed and recorded from the

Wolfe faunal remains. The diversity of taxa will be key to my testing interspecies gender
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intersectionality for the purposes of this study, because it will provide the most direct evidence of
Julia’s exploitation strategy. Primary NISP and weight data and secondary MNI will aid that
effort to understand the diversity of animals employed and the relative proportions present.
Anatomical elements will be identified for all specimens, including for the “indeterminate’
category to understand body part distributions, side elements for MNI calculations, and help
determine animal production. The presence of quality meat-bearing bones is more likely at a site
where meat is consumed, while low quality portions like head and foot bones probably indicate
production or process sites (Crabtree 1990, 166).
Other Variables

Other variables were observed and recorded for the purpose of understanding more about
the usage, disposal, and preservation of the Wolfe faunal collection. These variables included
age-at-death, sex, butchery, burning, and modification. Age was determined by observing fusion
characteristics that were present among specimens. Age profiles were determined by the
conventions of recording evidence of epiphyseal fusion on long bones and signs of fusion on
elements such as vertebrae. Tooth eruption or tooth wear to evaluate specimen age ranges was
not available based on the dearth of cranial elements (Crabtree 1990, 162). Age patterns can
indicate economic uses of animals in certain contexts, like meat or secondary products. They
can also show trends in the quality of meats consumers utilized for their cooking. Younger,
tastier meats are pricier and prepared differently than older, tougher cuts that are cheaper and
more amenable to cooking soups and stews. | used indeterminate, fused, fusing, unfused, fetal
and non-fusing as values for this feature.

Similarly, the sex of some elements is observable and recordable for the purpose of

understanding the composition of the assemblage. Sex factors into productive uses of animals,
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such as dairy production or breeding. Julia Wolfe ran a boardinghouse, so sex was helpful for
observing the presence of egg-laying avian specimens. Sex was recorded as indeterminate, male,
or female. Female egg-layers that were identified through the presence of calcium rich
medullary bones were indicated separately.

Butchering practices can tell about meat usage as well. Specimens were observed for
cutmarks with knives, for skinning or filleting, for example, and chop marks with saws and tools
through bone. These were recorded as present or absent, and sketched in a journal for future
reference. Butchery shows human usage of animal bones, as opposed to natural taphonomic
processes. It also indicates technologies and techniques. Finding cattle or pig ribs that are sawed
straight across at the ends, for example, could indicate a rib dinner versus finding jagged
irregular fragments (O’Connor 2016, 45-6).

Burning is an indication of bone usage by humans. No burning will occur on bones that
are removed before cooking, while darkening of the ends of bones may indicate cooking
techniques with the bone included, like roasting ribs. White-burned, or calcined specimens,
represent burning at temperatures higher than 700 degrees Celsius, suggesting the use of bones
as fuel or of burning as a waste disposal practice (Peres 2014, 41). All specimens were observed
and marked in this study as not burned, burned, or calcined.

Finally, other human or non-human usages of the bones that provide more information
about culture or taphonomy are referred to as bone modification. Human action such as marking
up bones decoratively or creating tools from them represent modifications. Gnawing by rodents
or carnivores is another type of modification that speaks to the preservation of the collection.
Both processes can create marks on bones that create confusion about which is responsible

(O’Connor 2016, 48). The 1978 Wolfe excavation represented the lower half of the cistern
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contents, so it was very unlikely to be accessed for specimen chewing. My system recorded
modifications as indeterminate—meaning no evidence present, gnawed, possibly worked, or

converted into a tool.
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS
Number of Identified Specimens—NISP

Table 2: Number of Identified Specimens (NISP).

NUMBER OF IDENTIFIED SPECIMENS (NISP)

Taxa Common Name Row Labels iT | Quantity | % of Total
Anatidae duck / goose / swan ANAT 1 0.11%
Anseriforn waterfow! ANSR 6 0.63%
Bivalve bivalve BIVL 2 0.21%
Bos cattle BOS 11 1.16%
Cervid deer CERV 3 0.32%
Canis dog CNIS 2 0.21%
Eggshell eggshell ESHL 155 16.37%
Fish unidentified FISH 31 3.27%
Gallus chicken GALL 109 11.51%
Large Bird large bird LBRD 2 0.21%
Large Mammal large mammal LMAM 98 10.35%
Medium Bird medium bird MBRD 25 2.64%
Meleagris turkey MELE 4 0.42%
Medium Mammal |medium mammal MMAM 309 32.63%
Qvic/Capra/Cervid |sheep / goat / deer 0CC 1 0.11%
Qvis-Capra sheep / goat OVCP 7 0.74%
Qvis sheep oVvIS 1 0.11%
Small Bird small bird SBRD 1 0.11%
Fish Scale fish scale SCAL 156 16.47%
Small Mammal small mammal SMAM 16 1.69%
Sus pig SUS 7 0.74%

Total 947 100.00%

The Number of Identified Specimens (NISP) reflects Julia’s usage of a diverse array of
taxa at the Old Kentucky Home (Table 2 and Figure 8). Genera that were driven down the
Drover’s Road and later Buncombe Highway, are included—cattle, pigs, sheep, goats, turkey,
waterfowl, and domestic fowl. Horses were driven for interstate commerce, but not for food, and
are not present in the Wolfe cistern either. Large mammals (n=109), medium mammals (n=328),
and fowl (n=148) had the greatest representation. The quantity of medium mammal specimens,

comprised of animals the size of deer, goats, sheep, and pigs (n=309), suggests that there were
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higher occurrences of these animals than those that were specifically identifiable. Eggshells,

fishbones, fish scales, and two fragments a of bivalve shell speak to broader dietary variety. The

small mammal components likely represent commensal species—Ilike rodents—incidentally
introduced. Similarly, two phalanges from likely the same canid may represent scavenging

deposition or redeposition from a pet burial.

Quantity % of Total

NUMBER OF IDENTIFIED SPECIMENS (NISP)
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Figure 8: Number of Identified Specimens Pie Chart.

The presence of the large mammals here is drastically different than in the rural Horne
Creek Farm archaeological report (Table 3). This difference may reflect Julia’s procurement

decisions or urban versus rural contexts. Horne Creek Farm, in Pinnacle, Surry County, North

Carolina was a farm contemporaneous to Julia Wolfe’s activities in Asheville and approximately

160 miles away. The artifact summary for the historic site states “the absence of bovine
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elements (cow/beef bones) is noted. Butchering of beef in the humid South was often restricted
due to preservation factors...and land use preferences,” (Carnes-McNaughton 1992). While the
Thomas Wolfe cistern contains 11.51% cattle and large mammals, none were recovered at Horne
Creek Farm (n=0). Sheep, goat, and fish are also absent from the rural location, while the urban
Wolfe site contains a substantially smaller percentage of chickens in comparison. Further
investigation is warranted into the rural utilization of small mammals, rabbits, and squirrels, as
these taxa comprise 22.41% of Horne Creek’s faunal assemblage, but only 0.85% of the Wolfe
cistern. The farm appears to have employed small mammal resources, while their presence in
the cistern is likely incidental.

Table 3: Select Taxa Comparison of Wolfe Cistern and Horne Creek Farm.

SITE COMPARISON (SELECT TAXA)
Site Wolfe Cistern Horne Creek Farm
Type Urban Rural
Location Asheville, NC Pinnacle, NC
Time Period 1906-1915 ca. 1900
Animal Count % Total Count % Total
Chicken 109 11.51% 118 35.75%
Cattle/Large Mamn 109 11.51% 0 0%
Duck/Goose f 0.74% 4 1.21%
Fish 31 3.27% 0 0%
Pig 7 0.74% 4 1.21%
Sheep/Goat 8 0.85% 0 0%
small Mammal 16 0.85% 44 13.33%
Squirrel 0 0% 5 1.51%
Rabbit 0 0% 25 7.57%
Turkey 4 0.42% 3 0.90%
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Bone Weight—grams

Table 4: Bone Weight (grams).

BONE WEIGHT

Common Name Row Labels 7| Sum of Weight(g)
duck ANAT 2.80
goose/duck ANSR 6.20
cattle BOS 1085.20
deer CERV 15.60
dog CNIS 1.30
fish FISH 22.70
chicken GALL 152.40
indeterminate INDT 207.00
large bird LBRD 3.20
large mammal LMAM 2184.10
medium bird MBRD 26.00
turkey MELE 27.50
medium mammal MMAM 692.60
sheep/goat/deer OCC 3.10
sheep/goat OVCP 104.80
sheep QVIS 2.70
small bird SBRD 0.30
small mammal SMAM 10.30
pig SUS 221.70

Total 4769.50

Bone weight (Table 4, Figure 9) is skewed toward large and medium mammals. Cattle
and large mammals—Iikely Bos genus as well—comprised 3,269.3 grams of bone weight out of
4769.5 grams total, representing 68.5% of the total weight of the collection. Larger elements
from larger animals contribute more bone weight to an assemblage. The larger proportion of
mammal bone weight is not attributable to preservation bias in this context, because the cistern
held mammalian, avian, and osteichthyan bones that had equal likelihood of recovery. Any
differential survival and recovery of these larger specimens prior to the cistern deposition could

have influenced the larger bone proportion.
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Figure 9: Bone Weight Pie Chart

Minimum Number of Individuals—MNI

Table 5: Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI).

MINIMUM NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS

TAXA ELEMENT COUNT
Cattle Humerus 1
Pig Tibia 1
Sheep/Goat Femur 1
Deer Pubis 1
Chicken Humerus 8
Turkey Scapula 1
Duck/Goose Cranium 2
Dog Phalanx 1
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Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) helped translate the numerous fragmented
specimens into whole animal representations (Table 5). Identifying the side of paired elements
within the skeleton is necessary to match left and right components to the same animal unit. The
highly fragmented and burned nature of this assemblage limited my ability to side specimens.
Based on the available collection, at least one animal of each listed taxa would be required to
account for the observed distribution, with the exception of the genus Gallus. The domestic fowl
specimens account for at least eight whole birds, based on the humerus counts. Chickens may
have been raised on the property to explain this, but they are also numerous in North Carolina as
poultry production, according to the 1910 Statistical Supplement, was recorded at 92,152 units in

Buncombe County and 5,053,870 units in the state (Department of Commerce 1913, 638-9).
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Element Distributions

Table 6: Element Distribution, Chicken.

Identification | GALL 7|
ELEMENT
Sum of % of

Row Labels 7|  Count Total
Humerus 19 17.59%
Femur 14 12 96%
Tibiotarsus 12 11.11%
Coracoid 12 11.11%
Tarsometatarsus 8 7.41%
Scapula 6 5 56%
Radius 6 5.56%
Ulna 6 5 56%
Inominate 5 4.63%
Sternum 4 3.70%
Cranium 3 2 78%
Longbone
Fragment 3 2 78%
Furcula 2 1.85%
Pelvis 2 1.85%
Pubis 1 0.93%
Rib 1 0.93%
Maxilla without
teeth 1 0.93%
Premaxillary 1 0.93%
Fibula 1 0.93%
Synsacrum 1 0.93%
Grand Total 108 100.00%
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Figure 10: Element Distribution, Chicken.
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Table 7: Element Distribution, Medium Mammal.

Identification | MMAMT
ELEMENT
Sum of % of

Rowlabels v/ count | Total
Indeterminate a0 29 13%
Longbone
Fragment 75 24 27%
Rib 64 20.71%
Vertebra,
indeterminate 42 13.59%
Femur 8 2.59%
Inominate 7 2.27%
Lumbar Vertebra 4 1.29%
Humerus 3 0.97%
Thoracic Vertebra 2 0.65%
Tibia 2 0.65%
Patella 2 0.65%
Acetabulum 1 0.32%
Scapula 1 0.32%
Sacrum 1 0.32%
Axis 1 0.32%
Ishium 1 0.32%
Calcaneous 1 0.32%
Ulnar Carpal 1 0.32%
Pubis 1 0.32%
Carpal 1 0.32%
Radius 1 0.32%
Grand Total 309 100.00%
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Figure 11: Element Distribution, Medium Mammal.
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Table 8: Element Distribution, Sheep/Goat.

Identification | ovcp 7]
ELEMENT
Sum of % of
Row Labels Count | Total
Femur 3 42 .86%
Pubis 2 28.57%
Acetabulum 1 14.29%
Ishium 1 14 29%
Grand Total 7 100.00%
Identification -7
Sum of Count
OVCP (Sheep/Goat)
35
3
25
= 2
g
1.5 H Total
1
0-5 . .
0
Acetabulum Femur Ishium Pubis
element
Element T

Figure 12: Element Distribution, Sheep/Goat.
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Table 9: Element Distribution, Pig.

Identification | sus
ELEMENT
Sum of % of
Row Labels Count Total
Femur 1 14.29%
Frontal 1 14.29%
Occipital 1 14.29%
Patella 1 14.29%
Rib 1 14.29%
Temporal 1 14 29%
Tibia 1 14.29%
Grand Total T 100.00%
Identification +¥
Sum of Count
SUS (Pig)
12
-1
08
I=
206
“ u Total
04
02
0
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Figure 13: Element Distribution, Pig.
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Table 10: Element Distribution, Large Mammal.

Identification | LmAM T
ELEMENT
Sum of % of
Row Labels/ Count Total
Rib 33 33.67%
Inominate 16 16.33%
Vertebra,
indeterminate 12 12.24%
Indeterminate 11 11.22%
Longbone
Fragment 10 10.20%
llium 4 4.08%
Thoracic Vertebra 3 3.06%
Ishium 3 3.06%
Lumbar Vertebra 2 2.04%
Ulnar Carpal 1 1.02%
Femur 1 1.02%
Cervical Vertebra 1 1.02%
Centrum 1 1.02%
Grand Total 88 100.00%
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Figure 14: Element Distribution, Large Mammal.
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Table 11: Element Distribution, Cattle.

Identification | BOS .7
ELEMENT
Sum of % of
Row Labels
Tl  Count Total
Ishium 4 36.36%
Humerus 3 27.27%
Radius 1 9.09%
Scapula 1 9.09%
Femur 1 9.09%
llium 1 9.09%
Grand Total 11 100.00%
Identification ¥
Sum of Count
BOS (Cattle)
45
4
4
35
3
3
€ 25
S 2 u Total
15
1 1 1 1
;
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Femur Humerus [lium Ishium Radius Scapula
element
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Figure 15: Element Distribution, Cattle.
Table 12: Relative Body Part Representation in Mammals
Relative Body Part Representation in Mammals
Count
: i Upper Lower Upper Lower Ribs/ Cranial
\dentification Forelimb | Forelimb | Hindlimb | Hindiimb | Vertebrae | Elements
Sheep/Goat 0 0 7 0 0 0
Cattle/Large Mammals 5 1 30 0 52 0
Pigs 0 0 3 0 1 3
Medium Mammals 4 2 23 0 125 0
Percentage
: : Upper Lower Upper Lower Ribs/ Cranial
|dentification Forelimb | Forelimb | Hindlimb | Hindlimb | Vertebrae | Elements
Sheep/Goats 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Cattle/Large Mammals 5.7% 1.1% 34.1% 0.0% 59.1% 0.0%
Pigs 0.0% 0.0% 42.9% 0.0% 14.3% 42.9%
Medium Mammals 2.6% 1.3% 14.9% 0.0% 81.2% 0.0%
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Relative Body Part Representation in Mammals
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Figure 16: Relative Body Part Representation in Mammals

Element distribution reflects the meaty portions of mammals (Table 12 and Figure 16)
and birds that would be expected post-consumption. Leg and wing bones were over 60% of the
chicken elements (Table 6, Figure 10). The pelvic components and vertebrae of large mammals
are characteristic of various steaks and rounds (Tables 10,11 and Figures 14,15). Large and
medium mammal rib fragments were also numerous (n=99). Medium mammal (Table 7-9,
Figures 11-13) long bone specimens (n>50) were identified, and numerous were common round-
cuts as is customary for hams (n=14). These displayed saw marks comparable to modern
commercial hams, as documented in my butchery journal. Figure 17 compares the shape and the
striations on a medium mammal long bone fragment from this collection to a modern processed
ham steak sample from the author’s photo collection. Meat cuts are discussed further in the

Butchery section.
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Figure 17: Medium Mammal Specimen 78150b1702 (left), and 2022 Ham Steak Bone (right).

Only three cranial components from Sus were identified, and other remaining cranial
elements were from fish (n=18) and birds (n=5). Evidence of butchery and production like
mammal crania fragments (n=3), teeth (n=3), and metapodials (n=1) were largely absent. This
presents faunal evidence of Julia Wolfe’s market-based procurement of meats. Crania from
avian specimens (n=4, including 2 complete), are substantially smaller and more easily discarded
by households.

Age At Death

Table 13: Specimen Age Class by Select Taxa.

AGE AT DEATH (SELECT TAXA
AGE CATTLE LARGE MAMMAL| SHEEP/GOAT PIG CHICKEN
CLASS |[Count % Total |Count % Total [Count % Total |Count % Total [Count % Total
JUVENILE 2 50% 10 7% 0 0% 0 0% 9 14%
ADULT 2 50% 3 23% 1 100% 2| 100% 55 86%

The age at death (Table 13), indicated by fusion of long bone epiphyses, vertebrae, and
other elements only constituted a small portion of the total collection. ldentifying younger
animals, that are associated with better quality and more tender meat, was unexpected within the

context of a profit-maximizing boardinghouse during Wolfe’s period. Unfused, fusing, or fetal
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specimens (n=36) were predominantly medium mammals including pig, deer, and sheep/goat.
Specimens representing a subadult small mammal (n=5) likely represent a single animal. There
were subadult avian specimens (n=16), providing more potential evidence for the raising (and
mortality) of domestic fowl on the property.

Sex Ratios

Table 14: Specimen Sex Identifications.

SEX
Row Labels Count
FEMALE 10
MALE 1
Total 11

Female specimens were identified (n=10) in the collection (Table 14), by pubis fragment
(n=1) or by the presence of medullary bone (n=9). Medullary bone represents a calcium reserve
accumulated in the bones of female birds for egg laying. The medullary bone in conjunction
with crania and eggshell fragments (n=155) could be related to low output egg production for

household usage.
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Butchery

Table 15: Butchered Specimens.

BUTCHERY

Row Labels T YES NO |Grand Total
Duck 1 1
Duck/Goose 6 6
Bivalve 2 2
Cattle 11 11
Deer 3 3
Dog 2 2
Chicken 2 107 108
Indeterminate 5 169 174
Large Bird 2 2
Large Mammal 77 21 98
Med. Bird 25 25
Turkey 4 4
Med. Mammal 62 247 309
Shp/Goat/Deer 1 1
Sheep/Goat 4 3 7
Sheep 1 1
Sm. Bird 1 1
Sm. Mammal 1 15 16
Pig 2 5 7
Grand Total 164 615 779

Butchery marks were found across diverse taxa and elements, but the Bos and large
mammal categories (Figure 18) showed the greatest proportion of butchered specimens (n=88 of
109). A single mammal specimen showed a pattern of side-by-side, evenly-spaced cuts
consistent with filleting. Avian specimens, as expected, generally lacked butchery marks. This
is likely due to their ease of manual disarticulation.

Butchery repeated the patterns supportive of meat consumption represented within the

elemental distribution. Large and medium mammal (n=25) rib specimens, large mammal pelvic

79



fragments (n=17) associated with round steaks and sirloins, and vertebra (n=69) from cuts like T-
bones were present. Medium mammal long bone fragments (n=15) with commercial ham round

cuts stood out as well, per the discussion regarding elements (Figure 17).
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Figure 18: Butchery by Taxon.

Figure 19 provides illustrations of some common bone remains from popular meat cut
consumption. The drawings from my butchery log were helpful in making further distinctions as
to the types of meats represented by the butchery patterns in the assemblage when compared to
this figure.
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Leg or round cuts
leg or round bone

Shoulder arm cuts
arm bone

Shorwlder blade cuss

blade bone near neck blade bone center cuts

Figure 19: lllustrations of Bone Cuts Representing Common Meats(Michigan State Univ.).
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The findings reinforce notions about the type and quality of dishes prepared by Julia

Wolfe to feed her guests. Beyond the ribs and hams discussed already, Table 16 displays counts

of butchery journal specimens that resemble some of the illustrated bone debris in Figure 19.

Steaks cuts are heartier and more desirable than soups or stews made to dilute and extend the

meats. | assert that they also offer greater symbolic connection to the abundant animals of the

patriarchal droving past of Asheville than the latter, by virtue of their recognizability. This

faunal evidence points to more satisfying and abundant food offerings by Julia Wolfe to her

guests.

Table 16: Select Large Mammal Remains Resembling Meat Cuts.

SELECT LARGE MAMMAL REMAINS RESEMBLING MEAT CUTS

CUT EXAMPLE COUNT [/LLARGE MAMMALS
Leg/Round 78150b1653a 9 8.25%
T-bone/Short loin 78150b1543¢g 4 3.66%
Sirloin/Flatbone 78150b1372 12 11.00%
Shoulder Blade 78150b740a 1 0.91%
TOTAL PORTION LARGE MAMMALS 26 23.85%
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Burning

Table 17: Specimen Burning.
BURNING
Row Labels .. Sum of Count
WHITE 447
NONE 658
BRNT 26
Grand Total 1131

The collection was 42% burned (n=473), but the compelling number was the calcined, or
white burned, specimens (n=447) that indicate destructive burning for fuel or trash disposal
(Table 17 and Figure 20). This begs the question of how significantly depositional issues altered

the size of the pre-depositional Wolfe assemblage.

Table 18: White Burned Specimens By Identified Taxa.
WHITE BEURNED SPECIMENS BY IDENTIFIED TAXA

TAXONOMIC GROUPING COUNT | % TOTAL
Cattle/Large Mammals 22 4.92%
Pig/Sheep/Goat/Deer/Med. Mammals 246 55.03%
Small Mammals 3 0.67%
Chicken/Turkey/Duck/Goose/Med. Birds 8 1.78%
Bony Fish 6 1.34%

In order for remains to be deposited into the cistern for preservation, recovery, and
identification, the specimens must survive the conditions they are exposed to. Biological,
chemical, and/or physical forces can alter the pre-depositional collection by removing,
damaging, or destroying the artifacts. Based on Table 18, which shows a dramatically higher
proportion of white burned medium and large mammal bones (59.95% combined) over avian and

osteichthyan bones (3.12% combined), it is possible that differences between mammalian, avian,
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and osteichthyan burning survival rates skewed the deposition. This potentially alters the
informative value significantly, because destructive burning can decrease the size of the
assemblage. This cistern recovery could just as likely represent a large sample of a small
assemblage as a small sample of a much larger death assemblage. Differential destruction also

potentially distorts the relative distribution of taxa and the conclusions that can be drawn from it.

Sum of Count
BURNING
WHITE
40%
NONE
58%
Figure 20: Burning Pie Chart.
Modification

Only (n=1) possibly worked bone specimen presented in the faunal collection. The
buried assemblage lacked gnawing from rodents and carnivores. Lack of exposure to these
sources of modification speak to the preservation quality within the cistern. There is no evidence
that tools such as awls or needles were fashioned from the food remains. Utilization of the
remains for other purposes would change the distribution of elements as specific materials were

selectively removed from the assemblage.
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION

Julia Wolfe provided the breadth of the Asheville/Buncombe French Broad River Valley
drover’s animal assemblage—cattle, pigs, sheep, goats, and fowl—to feed her boardinghouse
guests during the period of 1909 to 1915, as evidenced by the 1978 Thomas Wolfe Memorial
cistern faunal remains. This is consistent with my expectations for the utilization of animals and
performance of identity that | sought in testing the faunal assemblage through the lens of
interspecies gender intersectionality. Such an assortment presented to her guests during the
Progressive Era period of intense food cost inflation mediated her relationship with them by
demonstrating that she was a capable provider and corroborates the historical accounts of
abundant meals. It may also represent Julia pushing back against the gendered association of
women with chickens or even boardinghouse matrons serving cheap meats and poor meals.

Julia leveraged her weekly cash flow from patrons to purchase her animal products in a
market-based economy from vendors like butchers, grocers, and delivery wagons in ready-to-use
forms. Many of the fragments showed evidence of conventional cut and saw marks that were
most likely created by the merchants she patronized. With the exception of three fragments of
pig crania (frontal, temporal, and occipital likely from the same animal), there was no evidence
that she raised or butchered mammals onsite at 48 Spruce Street. More crania, metapodials, and
other low value debris would be expected as refuse from production activities if she were
butchering whole animals. Julia Wolfe was highly unlikely to have raised, traded, or butchered
livestock beyond chickens. If these elements were destroyed by burning or disposed of
elsewhere, they would not have been deposited in the cistern.

Four bird cranial specimens from domestic and waterfow! are represented in this

assemblage (chicken and goose/duck), but they are not uncommon to find in homes, as birds are
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substantially smaller and more manageable to disarticulate and dispose of than mammals. Also,
it was common for women to raise a few chickens or ducks for eggs or meat at the time. This
was the domain of many women in North Carolina at the time (Jones 2002), and Thomas’s Look
Homeward Angel refers to the sounds of chickens in the yard (Wolfe 1926, 38). Eleven
specimens of subadult domestic fowl may indicate that Julia raised chickens in the yard. Nine
non-butchered domestic fowl specimens contained calcium-rich medullary bone, indicating they
were females storing calcium for egg formation. These may represent egg-laying chicken
mortality on Julia’s property. The implication is that while she produced eggs for household
consumption, Julia was otherwise pushing beyond feminine subsistence interspecies engagement
and tapping local markets to apply her business acumen to cost-effectively obtain the meats she
required to prosper.

There are other causal and correlative factors that could have produced the same faunal
assemblage. According to the North Carolina Statistical Supplement for the 1900 to 1910
period, poultry and cattle had high levels of production in Buncombe County, North Carolina,
during the period Wolfe was running her Old Kentucky Home (Department of Commerce 1913,
683-9). This is a significant portion of the animal assemblage that she worked with. Asheville
had access to livestock and droves of higher income tourists to attract, feed, and profit from, as
discussed in my Historical Background section. It is important to study how “market systems
affected consumer access to different animals and meat,” (DeFrance 2009, 133).

If Wolfe merely served what was available and profitable, then conventional and rational
economic decision making processes would offer a simpler explanation than interspecies gender
intersectional behavior. Further research into local procurement costs and practices would be

necessary to determine if prudent financial decisions or more intentional social messaging
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motivated Julia’s meat purchasing decisions. Her particular tastes and preferences would have to
be reflected in primary documentation—Iledgers, diaries, or Asheville published meat prices.

Julia’s ledgers at the Thomas Wolfe Memorial (Figure 19), in the back of the historic
guest log, offered only three pages of dubious labels, dollar amounts for cash exchanges, and
names (Thomas Wolfe Memorial). One of the names— “Mrs. Smart”—may have been
Elizabeth C. Smart, the proprietor of The Belmont boardinghouse at 57 Spruce Street, found in
the 1916 Asheville-Buncombe Directory. Regular and relatively large cash payments were
exchanged with her for undisclosed goods and services. They may have negotiated a purchasing
agreement to drive down costs by making bulk purchases of supplies. This behavior would be
constructive toward explaining Julia’s accumulation of profits at the boardinghouse. It would
exemplify business acumen on the part of both women in maximizing profits for their

businesses; however, there is no additional documentary corroboration or details on Mrs. Smart.

Figure 21: Julia Wolfe’s Ledger (Thomas Wolfe Memonal State Historic Slte Archlves)
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Recognizing that competing explanations present an insurmountable problem for
confirming the evidence of interspecies intersectionality within the assemblage presented by
Wolfe, | will discuss further data that would resolve the uncertainties. As stated in the
Methodology section, deposition bias is a key obstruction to formulating accurate interpretations
of the assemblage. Documentation of the total size or composition of the original collection of
animal bones produced by Julia Wolfe in the form of procurement ledgers, journals, or witness
accounts is unavailable. It is not possible for me, then, to connect the faunal debris present in the
assemblage to a reasonable estimate of the number of meals it produced at the boardinghouse.
The remains in the cistern would indicate generous and abundant meals as a sample of the 1909-
1915 time period, but would be less impressive refuse if they represented all of the meats served
over that time period. The time period calibration is also important to this understanding; if it
were expanded or compressed, the data could be interpreted in very contradictory ways.

One clue that the Wolfe cistern faunal deposition was not representative of the “death
assemblage” is the large quantity of calcined elements present (40% per Figure 18). Calcined, or
white-burned specimens, represent burning at temperatures higher than 700 degrees Celsius,
suggesting the use of bones as fuel or of burning as a waste disposal practice (Peres 2014, 41).
Julia Wolfe owned a Thatcher coal furnace that was installed new in 1906 when she first bought
the property and lasted until the 1920’s (Thomas Wolfe Memorial), so it is unlikely she burned
bones for heat. Cooking in an oven or over an open flame can brown bone, for instance, but will
not reach the temperatures necessary for white-burning. The calcined bone fragments in the
cistern, as well as others that were potentially not deposited, were likely burned in trash piles.
Destruction of faunal remains in this manner distorts the size of the dataset, the distribution of

taxa and elements caused by differential specimen survival rates, and the informative quality
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(age/sex/butchery/modification) provided. This is consistent with Asheville’s waste disposal
practices of the period.

The history of trash disposal in America is complex. Burning garbage piles would have
been a common practice in Wolfe’s time. Around 1900, people scavenged waste piles for items
like rags and bones, and even burned their refuse as fuel in stoves. The arrival of municipal trash
collection generally made it easier to get rid of things instead (Strasser 2000, 113). In Asheville,
according to the April 20, 1914, Asheville Citizen Times, trash was only picked up annually
(Buncombe County Special Collections 1914), so garbage and stench were potential public
health threats and nuisances. This would have made piling and burning garbage the likely
disposal method, as practiced around the country, during most of the faunal assemblage
deposition period of 1909-1915. The December 9, 1914, Asheville Citizen Times newspaper
reports that provisions were being made for regular pickup by an “electrically propelled garbage
wagon,” (Buncombe County Special Collections 1914)

Although deposition remains a question for this research project, the cistern provided
data confirming the historical record regarding trash disposal patterns. | made a cursory visual
examination of the bags representing the more than 1,500 faunal specimens deposited after the
collection from the 1978 recovery, and saw no obvious evidence of calcination. This supports
the notion that after approximately 1915, subsequent to the introduction of systematic refuse
collection, there may have been a significant reduction, or even elimination, of burning activities
at the 48 Spruce Street boardinghouse and Asheville at large.

The final variable of modification did not yield significant information about the
practices at Julia Wolfe’s boardinghouse. One possibly worked bone specimen was located in

the collection. There were no signs of bone tools or animal gnawing. The absence of animal
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gnawing speaks to the preservation quality of the 1978 Wolfe faunal collection. No rodents or
carnivores appear to have had access to this portion of the animal bone assemblage, as it sat in

the lower portion of the cistern, well protected by the vessel and the remains above.
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSIONS

In this thesis | tested faunal remains from the Thomas Wolfe Memorial cistern in
Asheville, North Carolina, to determine if the lens of interspecies gender intersectionality could
be used to provide insight into how Julia Westall Wolfe worked to perform and enhance her
social positionality at her Old Kentucky Home boardinghouse in the early 20" century. |
concluded that Julia Wolfe exploited the animals and performed the masculine portion of the
interspecies gender intersectional relationship in her context. This argument was developed
through the theoretical, historical, and zooarchaeological evidence presented in the preceding
chapters.

In Chapter 2, | explained how intersectionality is like a prism through which identities
that appear to be uniform are refracted into a spectrum of multiple identities that can be
examined and better understood. Different aspects within these multiple dimensions of identity
influence an individual’s social positionality, or the privileging or othering associated with
greater similarity to or difference from the dominant hierarchy. | then explicated the theory of
interspecies gender intersectionality in which some people and animals are intertwined in such a
manner that they navigate the social hierarchy with a bound identity, such as the women and
chickens versus men and cattle in my case study.

I discussed how in order for these relationships to exist, there must be gender inequality,
separation into gendered spaces, and a historical precedent within a culture that defines the
higher and lower valued human-animal relationships. The perceived importance, respect, and
access granted to a human and animal intersectional pair is contingent upon historical
developments within a culture. In the Botswana example, women have fewer rights than men,

they traditionally occupy domestic spaces, and are culturally associated with chickens by fertility
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and subsistence; men, however, wield more political power, dominate markets, and draw their
privileged and respected association with cattle from male traditional herding and British
occupational colonial capitalism praxis.

In Chapter 3, I introduced Julie Wolfe as a women who was born into poverty in the
mountains, demonstrated drive through her teaching, book sales, and passion for real estate, but
who was subsequently dragged, as if by gravity, down into a marriage in which she birthed eight
children. She was associated with fertility and domesticity before detaching from her husband
emotionally and physically, by acquiring and relocating to the Old Kentucky Home
boardinghouse. There she cooked, cleaned, shopped, and socialized in her parlor with guests and
created a financially successful, nearly forty year duration business in a competitive environment
that produced enough cash for her to invest in real estate and become affluent.

In Chapter 4, | explored the history of Asheville and Buncombe County, for the purpose
of developing the context of the Wolfe cistern faunal assemblage. Male-driven capitalism in the
form of mass-scale animal droving put the area on the map, produced investments in
infrastructure, and attracted residents. The hospitality “stands”, services, feed, and supplies that
exchanged there constantly defined the inhabitants’ way of life. This proud heritage of
patriarchal capitalism, based on the droving of a selection of cattle, pigs, sheep, goats, and
various fowl from producers to consumers, is what | construed as this culture’s basis for defining
a masculine, dominant interspecies gender intersectional relationship.

In Chapter 4 I also explored the relevant history of women’s work and boardinghouses in
the region and elsewhere in North Carolina. Hospitality was a crucial industry to the rapid post-
civil war growth of Asheville. The boardinghouse business offered women who lost their

husbands to tragedy or war an opportunity to pay the bills by accommodating, feeding, and
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entertaining guests in a respectable extension of the feminine domestic sphere. This provided a
contrast to Julia Wolfe, who intentionally left her husband at their residence and selected a
boardinghouse as a new home and a vehicle to generate profits and garner wealth. She also
defied popular historic stereotypes of stinginess by working incessantly and providing quality
meals to guests. She further extended into the male realm outside the home and engaged in real
estate speculation from North Carolina to the Florida coast.

My methodological approach in Chapter 5 used standard zooarchaeological methods to
identify the remains of the meats that Julia procured and served to her guests. The biases
pertaining to the collection were enumerated. Although the depositional biases were initially
unclear, the Wolfe cistern was well preserved, recovery screening methods were consistent, and
measures were employed to minimize analytical biases. | identified and recorded the animal
classifications, counts, body part representations, age, sex, and evidence of burning, butchery, or
modification. A comparative collection and standardized reference materials aided in this
process. ldentifications were made only to the level of greatest confidence, and unidentifiable
specimens were labeled as such. The taxonomic distribution was compared to a farm context of
comparable time and geography.

In Chapter 6, the results of the zooarchaeological lab work indicated the assemblage
contained the full breadth of the historical Asheville/Buncombe County French Broad River
Valley’s drover heritage—cattle, pigs, deer, sheep, goats, turkeys, chickens, and waterfowl. The
Horne Creek Farm comparative context provided a contrast by lacking the cattle and large
mammals recorded in the cistern, and instead containing rabbits, squirrels, and other small
mammals. The Wolfe collection also displayed a body part distribution and butchery patterns

consistent with hearty meats. These included specimens of bones representing ribs, hams, and
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various steak cuts. The low meat-bearing portions, like mammal crania and metapodials, were
largely absent from the assemblage, indicating the meats were purchased not produced on-site.
The presence of juvenile chicken elements and eggshells speak to the presence of household egg
production, while the 40 percent calcination of the assemblage indicates destructive burning that
altered depositional characteristics.

In Chapter 7, | applied my understanding from prior chapters of how cultural and
historical traditions from the 19" century American Southeast and modern Botswana, Africa,
formulated interspecies gender intersectional relationships to the case study of Julia Wolfe. |
contended that in early 20" century Asheville, the representation of the wide breadth of the
living assemblage of animals handled historically by the drovers, and complicit in the region’s
proud establishment as a commercial highway, defined how interspecies gender intersectionality
could have been perceived in Julia Wolfe’s context. An association between this foundational
patriarchal capitalism and the diverse representation of taxa created in the Wolfe cistern
assemblage by her arguably enhanced Julia’s social positionality, contributing to her wealth and
prestige to move her up the male dominated hierarchy.

The results of the zooarchaeological lab work indicated the assemblage contained the full
breadth of the historical French Broad River Valley’s drover heritage, despite the Progressive
Era meat inflation challenges presented to the nation at that time. Documentary evidence also
supported the narrative of Julia serving generous meals containing meat for years continuing
beyond the terminus ante quem of the dataset. Financial records indicating property deeds
numbering in the hundreds and assets measured in millions of dollars in 2024 purchasing power
also evidence her increase in power after starting to operate the Old Kentucky Home.

Historically this is not consistent with the use of boardinghouses as debt control and status
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maintaining business model. Julia Wolfe separated from her domestic responsibilities at home,
that were associated with femininity and subsistence, and leveraged the boardinghouse and
interspecies gender intersectional relationships with animals in the Asheville context to perform
a new identity and increase her social positionality vis-a-vis wealth accumulation. Whether the
interspecies gender intersectional exploitation was causative of or just correlated with this
success is supportive of the underlying argument.

Julia Wolfe achieved mutual roles of dominance, within and outside of her
boardinghouse, by virtue of her exploitative interspecies gender intersectional relationship with
the animals who ended up in the cistern faunal collection. Inside the public-private sphere of the
Old Kentucky Home, she exercised a feminine domestic role as the matriarch and internal
household head—intentionally excluding husband William O. Wolfe. She portrayed herself to
guests as a motherly figure, from the vantage point of providing both a desirable home and a
variety of hearty carnivorous meals during a time when people were struggling with housing and
food price inflation.

Publicly, she performed her masculine status by using the boardinghouse cashflow—
driven by that meat provision—for real estate speculation to compete financially among the male
hierarchy and gain power. Julia demonstrated symbolic masculinity by exploiting the same
diverse collection of animal bodily assets as the drovers had in Asheville’s past. She performed
her role as a competitive “paternal” capitalist by profiting from that exploitation, like the men
she was either emulating or challenging. Julia’s assets evince her financial success and
substantially increased social value in the eyes of the members of her society.

In addition to faunal and documentary evidence, Thomas Wolfe’s quasi-autobiographical

literature supports this viewpoint. “Over the wife, over the mother, the woman of property, who
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was like a man, walked slowly forth,” (Wolfe 1929, 18). What made her own son who lived with
her at the boardinghouse perceive her as masculine? It could be a reflection on her interspecies
gender association with the animal exploitation, or a consequence of her violation of feminine
gender norms—Ileaving her family down the street at the old home—in favor of her project to
operate the business and take financial risks on real estate investment to ascend the social ladder.

The greatest limitation to this study was the lack of defined quantitative and qualitative
material correlates for the presence of interspecies gender intersectionality. Although I
construed a definition theoretically and from specific related examples, more work is essential to
defining those variables. Consequently, my definition of interspecies gender intersectionality in
Asheville and its surroundings is synthesized from other examples, but not verified by
comparative faunal collections. Additional studies of the enormous quantity of other objects
found in the cistern could help contextualize this study of status, because “faunal remains need to
be better integrated with the full range of archaeological evidence...to understand how status
was manifest in all aspects of daily life,” (DeFrance 2009, 133).

Other historical factors that created Asheville as a commercial highway for drovers, and
the later efforts to develop the city as a New South luxury tourist destination in the Gilded Age
tradition, may be responsible for the animal diversity recorded in the dataset. Asheville in 1906-
1915, the 1978 cistern assemblage timeframe, could simply have had a market benefitting from
economies of scale in meat production and demand that set it apart from other stressed urban
markets during the Progressive Era. Access to a comparative assemblage would clarify whether
this was the case, because “redistribution and/or marketing of meat and other animal products

should produce some degree of patterning of faunal assemblages,” (Crabtree 1990, 158).
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Supply and demand factors inherent to the Asheville economy offer competing
explanations for the faunal results; however, Julia Wolfe was singular in her rise to fortune
among the numerous boardinghouse operators of her context. Perhaps Julia was an exceptional
entrepreneur and skilled speculator, but if the local markets were the cause of her success and
repositioning, | argue we would expect to see more examples mirroring Julia’s achievements. |
have not encountered these peers in my research, although the social positionality of women
during the period could make others less visible—particularly without famous sons like Thomas
C. Wolfe in the family.

Other limitations to the study include the deposition bias, since it is impossible to
determine how much of the original collection of faunal remains made it into the cistern for
preservation and interpretation. Translating the size of the Wolfe faunal collection into a
meaningful quantity or percentage of daily meals that contained meats would be informative in
deciphering this puzzle; however, it is not possible based on a number of unknown deposition
variables. This assemblage can equally represent a small sample of a large assemblage
evidencing meat abundance, or a large sample of a small collection that showed parsimonious
provision of meats. The white-burned portion of the dataset and period Asheville newspaper
documentation indicate that trash burning practices likely destroyed a significant portion of the
original assemblage before it entered the cistern.

This study made contributions to historic archaeology in several ways. It offered an
updated and underutilized theoretical approach to ask new questions about issues of identity,
labor, gender relations, and status in North Carolina, using an existing collection. It provided an
updated faunal dataset that may be used for comparison in the future for zooarchaeological or

cistern pattern studies. It also utilized an existing assemblage protected in a state repository, as
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an alternative methodological approach for examining questions of the dynamic past without
exacerbating the ongoing curation crisis by accumulating more objects. On that note, replacing
yellowing plastic bags and updating identification and labeling improved the long-term curation
of the collection.

Unexpected insights were provided as well. The butchery and lack of low value animal
elements at the boardinghouse spoke to period food distribution practices. The transition from
rural production and butchery to urban market-based consumption was reinforced. The faunal
remains demonstrated more taxonomic variety and younger animals than | expected in a
boardinghouse during the Progressive Era period of food price inflation. The inclusion of
underdeveloped and medullary domestic fowl elements confirmed the common practice of
women raising chickens in the Southeast at the turn of the 20" century. Finally, the higher
relative portion of white-burned specimens evidenced trash disposal practices in Asheville at the
time.

There should be future applications of this intersectional theoretical and methodical
approach to status, identity, and agency research. | believe that the relationship of both faunal
and other material classes of remains should be studied against historical records to ferret out
richer interpretations of identity and status performances through the lens of interspecies gender
intersectionality. Studying historical non-binary identities is a wide-open topic for the approach
that I implemented here. Considering the robust financial returns Julia Wolfe created through
her usage of the boardinghouse and her animal associations, and the positive influence on her
social positionality, the interspecies intersectional approach should be applied by various social

and political organizations to effectively engage, understand, and empower their members.
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Appendix A
FARESE WOLFE FAUNAL PROJECT CODING SYSTEM
A. Lot Accession #: 1978 or 1975 excavation assigned accession#
B. Specimen #: 1978 or 1975 excavation # and sequenced lowercase letters

C. Catalog #:
# = Cat # from original specimen bag
X= No Cat# provided

D. Level:

# = Level # from original specimen bag

45= Indicated level 4 / 5 from original specimen bag
X= No Level # provided

E. Count: # representing quantity of discrete units per individual bag

F. Material Class:
bone= bone, tooth
other= eggshell, fish scales, or indeterminate material

G. Specimen Class:

INDT= Indeterminate

INVT= Invertebrate

OSTE-= Osteichthyes

AMPH= Amphibia

REPT= Reptilia

AVES= Aves

MAMM= Mammalia

MISC= Eggshell, Fish Scale
UKNW-= Indeterminate Material

H. Specimen Identification:

INDT= Indeterminate

LMAM= Large mammal

MMAM= Medium mammal

SMAM= Small mammal

BOS= Bos (wild/domestic cattle genus)
SUS= Sus (wild/domestic pig genus)
OCC= Ovis/Capra/Cervid (sheep,goat,deer)
OVCP= Ovis-Capra (sheep/goat genera)
OVIS= Ovis (sheep genus)

CPRA-= Caprid (goat genus)

CERV= Cervid (deer family)
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EQUD= Equid (horse family)
CNIS= Canis (dog genus)
FELI= Felidae (cat genus)

ANSR= Anseriform (waterfowl order)
ANAT= Anatidae (duck/goose/swan family)
GALL-= Gallus (domestic fowl genus)

MELE= Meleagris (turkey genus)
LBRD= Large bird

MBRD= Medium bird

SBRD= Small bird

LPOR=Leporidae (cottontail rabbits/hares family)
MURI=Muridae (mouse/rat/gerbil family)
SERP= Serpentes (snake suborder)

ANUR= Anura (frog/toad order)
TURT= Testudines (turtle family)
FISH= Fish, unidentified
SCAL-=Fish scale

BIVL=Bivalve

ESHL=Eggshell

I. Element:

INDT= Indeterminate
TOTH= Tooth

HORN= Horn

ANTL= Antler

CARA= Carapace

MANT= Mandible with teeth
MAND= Mandible without teeth
MAXT= Maxilla with teeth
MAXI= Maxilla without teeth
PREM= Premaxillary
NASL= Nasal

CRAN-= Cranial

OCIP= Occipital

FRON= Frontal

PARI= Parietal

TEMP= Temporal

ATLS= Atlas

AXIS= Axis

VERT= Vertebra, indeterminate
CVRT= Cervical vertebra
TVRT= Thoracic vertebra
LVRT= Lumbar vertebra
SACR= Sacrum

CAUD-= Caudal vertebra
SCAP= Scapula
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CLAV=Clavicle
STRN= Sternum
RIBB= Rib

HUMR= Humerus
RADI= Radius
ULNA= Ulna
CARP= Carpal
UCRP= Ulnar Carpal
METC= Metacarpal
METT= Metatarsal
MPOD= Metapodial
PHAL= Phalanx
1PHL= 1% phalanx
2PHL= 2" phalanx
3PHL= 3" phalanx
INOM= Innominate
ILLI= lium

ISHI= Ishium
PUBS= Pubis
ACET= Acetabulum
FMUR= Femur
PATL= Patella
TIBI=Tibia

FIBU= Fibula
CALC-= Calcaneous
ASTR= Astragalus
LBFR= Longbone Fragment
CORA-= Coracoid
CARP= Carpometacarpus
TIBT= Tibiotarsus
TMET= Tarsometatarsus
SYNS= Synsacrum
PELV= Pelvis, avian
SPUR= Spur
FURC= Furcula
SHEL= Marine shell

J. Portion:
INDT= Indeterminate
COMP= Complete
FRAG= Fragment
EP1S= Epiphyseal fusion plate
UEPI= Unfused epiphyseal end
UEND-= Unidentified epiphysis
PEPI= Proximal unfused epiphysis
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PEND= Proximal end

PRXH= Proximal end plus half shaft or greater

PSFT= Proximal shaft
DEPI= Distal unfused epiphysis
DEND-= Distal end

DSTH= Distal end plus half shaft or greater

SHFT= Shaft
DSFT= Distal shaft
VCNT= Vertebra center
ANTR= Anterior
POST= Posterior
MEDL= Medial
CENT= Central
LTER= Lateral
VENT= Ventral
CRAN= Cranial
CAUD= Caudal
DORS= Dorsal
PALM= Palmar
CROW= Crown

K. Symmetry:

O= Nonsymmetrical
I= Indeterminate
L= Left

R= Right

L. Fusion:

INDT= Indeterminate

FOET= Foetal

NONF= Non-fusing

FUSD= Fused

FUSG= Fusing

UFUS= Unfused

UDEV= Underdeveloped (subadult size)

M. Burning:

NONE= None

BRNT= Burned (brown, blue-gray)
WHIT= White burned (calcined)

N. Modification:

INDT= Indeterminate
GNAW= Gnawed
TOOL=Tool

WRKD= Worked, possibly
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O. Butchery (all drawn in butchery journal):
Y= Butchery visible
N= No visible butchery

P. Sex:

INDT= Indeterminate

FMAL= Female

MALE= Male

MEDY= Medullary bone present, female

Q. Weight (grams):
The weight of each line of code is recorded here.
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Archaeological Sites (2" Revised ed.) Archetype Publications.
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Redding, Richard, Melinda A. Zeder, John McArdle, and Richard H. Meadow. (1978) "Bonesort
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Schmid, Elisabeth. (1976). Atlas of Animal Bones for Prehistorians, Archaeologists, and
Quaternary Geologists. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.
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