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Part 1
Introduction



Chapter 1
Prisoner of War Archaeology

Harold Mytum and Gilly Carr

Abstract Prisoners of war represent an unusual category of the incarcerated in that
they are normally fit, law-abiding, self-sufficient, and imprisoned only because of
their allegiance in a conflict. How authorities manage such inmates, and how intern-
ees react to these unexpected and enforced conditions can be explored through
material culture. Until the late eighteenth century, it was normal to have ad hoc and
often short-term holding of PoWs. But with the development of substantial armies
and navies and so the ability to take large numbers from even a single conflict, the
concept of POW camps developed in order to manage the captives. Moreover, in the
twentieth century xenophobic concerns arose regarding citizens from enemy states,
leading to internment of civilians. All these decisions and policies led to material
changes—the construction and management of camps and the activities of inge-
nious PoWs from a wide range of backgrounds. Archaeology can reveal the actual
practices of the authorities, and also the ways in which internees worked within and
against the conditions in which they found themselves. Material culture can
challenge established myths propounded by all sides in conflict, and can also assist
in healing wounds and confronting our heritage.

H. Mytum (><)

Centre for Manx Studies Archaeology, Classics and Egyptology, School of Histories,
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4 H. Mytum and G. Carr

Introduction

The image of a PoW often concentrates on captured military personnel, and
numerous colorful stories of resistance and escape have been the subject of books
and films (Brickhill 1950; Williams 1949). However, many of those taken pris-
oner had little desire to escape, and indeed the old traditions of licensing of officers
on parole continued through much of the nineteenth century (Brown 1988). Whilst
prisoners needed to be controlled to prevent their return to serve once more for
their countries, the management of PoWs has always been as much about main-
taining order, effective provisioning, and preventing the spread of physical dis-
eases and mental conditions such as depression. Models for POW management
were put in place within the 1899 and 1907 Conventions, and in successive Geneva
Conventions from 1906 (Fooks 1924), but some arrangements were in place from
the Napoleonic conflicts onwards (Walker 1913). In contrast, however, the treat-
ment of POWs was less consistent and often extremely inadequate in the American
Civil War (Hesseltine 1962; Sanders 2005; Speer 1997). Moreover, from the late
nineteenth century states began to intern civilians, sometimes for their own pro-
tection as jingoistic attitudes were encouraged during times of conflict, but also to
prevent espionage and subversion. For example, in the Boer War not only did the
British intern white and black civilians in South Africa, but also Boers living else-
where in the Empire and those considered sympathetic to their cause, with camps
for Boers being set up in as diverse locations as India, Bermuda, and St Helena
(Benbow 1982; Royle 1998; van der Merwe 1998). From this point onwards, deci-
sions to intern alien civilians as a precautionary measure became common.

An archaeological consideration of the sites of confinement and the artifacts used
and produced by those interned there can provide important counterpoints to the
inevitably biased views of both the captors and the imprisoned. This is not to sug-
gest that the archaeological evidence is neutral, but rather that it offers an alternative
vehicle by which narratives, prejudices, and memories can be evoked, challenged,
and reworked. There is little doubt that any study of the PoW experience is part of a
dark and often difficult heritage, but one which historical archaeologists are now
willing and able to take up and share.

Historical Context

The archaeology of PoWs has developed as an aspect of military and conflict archae-
ology, at first largely concentrating on military prisoners but latterly also encom-
passing those of civilians. While prisoners have been kept from many conflicts
throughout prehistory and history, often to be turned into slaves, in most cases the
numbers were small and they were culturally of limited importance. The fates of
some war captives attract attention because of their dramatic demise, whether in
gladiatorial combat to delight the populace in Roman times or as sacrifices to the
gods in the case of the Maya (Berryman 2007), but most are not visible as distinctive
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groups in the historic or archaeological record until the eighteenth century. Even at
this stage, most prisoners were not held in specially designed structures or sites, but
were accommodated in ad hoc arrangements within existing places of incarceration
or in buildings that could be easily adapted to this purpose. As warfare developed
governments had to make alternative arrangements, however, as larger numbers of
combatants were captured after successful set-piece battles and many more were
seized in naval conflicts and by taking ships sailing under enemy flags.

It was during the Seven Years War (1756—-1763) that PoWs had first begun to
accumulate in some numbers in Britain, and at this time various buildings including
Sissinghurst Castle and Liverpool were adapted to hold these prisoners (Abell
1914). In addition, naval ships shorn of their masts and rigging were utilized as
floating prison hulks to hold many men (Branch-Johnson 1970; Campbell 1994;
Garneray, 1 2003). However, it was the scale of the Napoleonic conflict, considered
by some historians to be the first global war (Bell 2007; Nester 2000), where the
logistical problems of PoWs were fully confronted for the first time. The seizure of
enemy naval and civilian shipping led to the capture of large numbers of men who
were then transported to Britain from Continental Europe, and even from as far
afield as the Caribbean, to prevent their return to the front.

Warfare in the later eighteenth century produced sufficient prisoners to justify
concentrated investment on the part of the British, who were capturing far greater
numbers of prisoners than their French enemies. Indeed, this imbalance of up to over
120,000 held by Britain at any one time as opposed to only 5,000 by France (Walker
1913:202) indicates why it is in Britain that the first POW sites were erected, though
hulks continued in use. The scale of the works within the walls of Portchester Castle
and the newly constructed prison at Stapleton, near Bristol, both reflect the first
substantial investments by the British government in providing bespoke accommo-
dation for prisoners (Abell 1914; Cunliffe and Garratt 1995). While Norman Cross
was built of timber and was demolished after the wars (Walker 1913; Chap. 5),
Dartmoor was constructed of stone (Fig. 1.1) and has subsequently become one of
Britain’s most notorious high-security prisons, still largely formed from these early
buildings (Evans 1982; Thomson 1907).

Archaeology can contribute to the study of confinement (Casella 2007), includ-
ing that of PoWs, in buildings with complex multiple uses over time by studying
adaptations of structures for this purpose or by the recording and interpretation of
graffiti. However, subsequent reuse can obscure the PoW phase, which was often
transitory, and analytical studies can be both more extensive and in greater detail
when purpose-built sites are available for examination. Thus, Norman Cross (Chap.
5) in the British Napoleonic context, and the range of American Civil War camps
(Chaps. 2, 4, 3), offer considerable opportunities to examine the early stages of mass
imprisonment in the modern world. The greater planning for military forces and
their permanent and temporary bases from the eighteenth century onwards created
a framework of templates that could be applied in later conflicts, not only for mili-
tary forces but also PoWs (Mytum 2011). Even then, however, the numbers of cap-
tives could overwhelm the military’s plans and resources, leading to ad hoc solutions.
This is most apparent in the American Civil War where the scale of the conflicts and
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Fig. 1.1 Sketch of Dartmoor Prison in 1815 (Waterhouse 1816). The main prison is at the top,
with the PoW barracks placed radially in the northern half of the walled enclosure

subsequent prisoners was far beyond the logistical infrastructure required to support
them adequately. Bush analyzes the impact of these pressures even on a well-
planned prison away from the conflict zone (Bush 2000; 2011, Chap. 4) and the
more chaotic arrangements at both Andersonville and Florence are explored by
Jameson (Chap. 2) and Avery and Garrow (Chap. 3).

The temporary PoW camps in colonial situations such as southern Africa during
the Boer War (Stanley and Dampier 2005; Weiss 2011) prepared the authorities for
internment on some scale in World War I (Bird 1986; Panayi 1991). However, even
these levels of incarceration were dwarfed by the mass imprisonment and exploita-
tion of labor in World War II by the Nazi state and illustrated though a Norwegian
archaeological example by Jasinski (Chap. 9), though Japanese and Soviet regimes
were just as harsh. The scale and economic implications of these policies have been
considered by some historians (Davis 1977; Herbert 1985; MacKenzie 1994; Soleim
2010), but the physical dimensions are still only now being researched archaeologi-
cally in any detail. The citizens of western powers were often better treated by the
Nazis than captured Slavs, and were therefore more often able to offer some levels
of resistance with escape attempts that leave archaeological traces demonstrated by
Doyle et al (Chap. 8), and through material representations of independent thought
and national identity in a range of material culture studied by Carr (2010, 2012;
Chap. 11). The Allied powers were also presented with problems in managing
PoWs, especially in the later stages of the war as the combined pressure of pushing
on towards victory was matched with managing those areas and prisoners that were
taken in the process. The top-down imposed order and the bottom-up adaptation in
difficult circumstances are both considered by Early (Chap. 6).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_6
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Archaeology is also applied to the study of group and individual experience in
the past, and with PoWs it is possible to examine reactions to sudden and unex-
pected incarceration and the alienation that this can produce. The unusual pressures
that these circumstances create can evoke reactions that include increased or refor-
mulated gender and nationalistic identities, reinforce or overturn class and ethnic
divisions, and reveal previously hidden talents and skills that could be released
through leisure and the training that some PoWs could offer to others (Carr and
Mytum 2012). Most of these aspects have received relatively little attention as yet
by archaeologists, though Mytum has applied medical and psychological models of
coping strategies to the PoW experience (Chap. 10). These reactions, however, are
far from even within the same interned community, as evidence from several well-
developed projects focusing on the Japanese interned in America demonstrate
(Burton 1996). There Beckwith, Kamp-Whittaker and Shew, and Slaughter all can
identify the widespread maintenance of cultural traditions (Chaps. 15, 16, 17) but in
contrast Burton and Farrell reveal diverse responses that reflected ambivalent and
varied reactions to incarceration (Chap. 14).

In less benign circumstances, where inhuman treatment was the norm, the oppor-
tunities for individual and community expression were largely denied. Even here,
however, there are occasional examples of resistance or of maintenance of distinc-
tive cultural traits recovered from the structures made or used by those involved in
enforced labor, whether in Norway as studied by Jasinski (Chap. 9), in Finland
(Seitsonen and Herva 2011), or in the Channel Islands (Carr forthcoming). The
scale and importance of labor mobilized to create infrastructure and facilities during
World War 1II is only now being considered by archaeologists, although its impor-
tance has been noted by historians (Davis 1977; Herbert 1985; MacKenzie 1994;
Soleim 2010). Jameson points out that African American slaves constructed the
Andersonville enclosure to house the captured soldiers whose mission, at least in
part, was to free them (Chap. 2). This is both ironic and instructive of the intricate
web of power relations and actions that make up a conflict situation, seen subse-
quently in both Nazi and Soviet contexts where slave labor was again such a vital
part of the economy.

Fieldwork and the Archaeology of the Ephemeral

Many camps were planned as temporary features to last only the duration of conflicts
that were themselves expected to be quickly over. Historic photographs, contempo-
rary drawings and maps, and the archaeological remains mapped onto the topogra-
phy, can together allow identification of areas of settlement, activities, discard and
burial, even when all these may have been undertaken over a very short period. The
remains of PoW camps can yield surprisingly rich amounts of data regarding the
overall layout, construction and functions of buildings, use and discard of artifacts,
and onissues such as hygiene and diet (Bush 2000; Waters et al. 2006). Archaeologists
can also identify elements of resistance, adaptation, ingenuity and collaboration


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_16
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_2
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through the material remains. Norman Cross was in use for a total of less than
20 years of the Napoleonic Wars and was only ever constructed of timber, with
simple brick footings, as revealed in the excavations discussed by Mytum and Hall
(Chap. 5). Most were occupied for much shorter periods—measured in months in
the case of US Civil War camp in Florence where extensive excavations by Avery
and Garrow took place in advance of development, ironically, as a veterans’ ceme-
tery (Chap. 3). They revealed many insubstantial features that shed light on the lives
of the guards—a group largely neglected in other PoW studies. The World War II
camps at La Glacerie revealed on excavation the evidence for sunken-floored struc-
tures which therefore have a clear archaeological signature identified by Early
(Chap. 6), and similar sunken features have been noted as a way of creating living
space in some American Civil War camps, identified by Thoms (2004) and also by
Avery and Garrow (Chap. 3).

Field survey can locate camps where either structures or artifact scatters can be
found. In some cases, where tents or temporary structures left no foundations, the
artifact distributions can be the most informative. The Boer War camps at Brandfort,
South Africa, where contemporary photographs indicate that rows of tents were set
up for the white internees, produced very few artifacts because of a systematic
removal of rubbish to middens, which were located through surface survey (Dreyer
2002:133). The distribution of grinding stones at the camp for Africans at
Nooitgedacht 337 revealed the extent of that site, with middens and the burial
ground located on the periphery to the south (Dreyer 2002:135). Surface collection
has also been effective at Amache, where items of material culture have been
identified by Slaughter as evidence for illicit saké drinking (Chap. 16) and Kamp-
Whittaker and Shew identify the ways in which families maintained aspects of their
traditional identity in the face of prejudice, confinement, and the onslaught of
American cultural values (Chap. 17). Limited testing at the newly located American
Civil War Camp Lawson has revealed surprisingly rich artifact collections even
though no surface remains are visible (US Fish and Wildlife Service 2010).

The ephemeral can also be seen within and around more substantial, often con-
crete structures erected across the globe as part of military designs of camps, bar-
racks, and elements of infrastructure. The rapidly incised graffiti of the Japanese
construction workers in their North American Camps described and analyzed by
Burton and Farrell (Chap. 14) represent moments of emotion, just as the determina-
tion of attempted escapers from Stalag Luft III can be revealed through the purpose-
built tunnel structures with no long-term function, located and partially exposed by
Dolyle et al (Chap. 8). Jasinski contrasts the visible, recognizable and interpreted
concrete military features of World War II occupation with the reused structures for
PoW accommodation and the sites of temporary camps in Norway. The PoW pres-
ence remains elusive and only comes to light through intensive archaeological sur-
face survey (Chap. 9). Geophysical survey can likewise identify traces, even if
relatively slight, whether structures then confirmed by limited excavation reported
by Mytum and Hall at Norman Cross (Chap. 5) or burials at Fort Pulaski researched
by Jameson (Chap. 2).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_5
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http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_6
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http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_16
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_5
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Interpreting Painful Heritage

The ethical issues concerned with PoW archaeology are similar to the wider concerns
within conflict archaeology and indeed archaeology generally, but some are most
relevant to those parts of the discipline also studying material remains where close
descendants or even participants are still alive. Although Moshenska (2008) has
argued that conflict archaeology has unique ethical problems, that assertion has
been challenged by Carman (2009) and Anfinset (2009), and it is certainly possible
to include other aspects of the archaeology recent times, including aspects of
confinement archaeology, the archaeology of slavery and colonialism, and the
archaeology of institutions that all can have similar concerns. Nevertheless, it is
likely that most if not all PoW archaeology can be considered to be painful heritage,
often contested in fact and interpretation and with many still strongly held opinions.
Archaeologists require clear ethical frameworks to operate successfully in such
environments. Moshenska (2008:162) critiques the value of duty-based ethics that
underlie professional codes of conduct, though it can be argued that these do at least
provide a baseline for minimum standards even though they may not be sensitive to
all situations. He considers that virtue ethics, placing the onus of the individual
practicing archaeologist and their intentions, is more effective, though the good
intentions of most involved are also criticized, especially as they are often simplisti-
cally redemptive (Moshenska 2008:163—164).

Those studying PoWs need to be concerned with obtaining empirical facts about
the recent past, and given divergent memories and both confusion and propaganda
on all sides in conflicts this may itself be a challenge. But the possible next stage of
apportioning blame should be applied with great caution; there are many levels of
complicity, many degrees of involvement and compulsion that applied to all sides,
not just the most obvious candidates. The complexity of these issues are revealed by
Ulmschneider and Crawford in the self-censorship of Jacobsthal in his autobio-
graphical writings (Chap. 13) and in the journey towards knowledge, understanding
and reconciliation in Germany and the Channel Islands laid out by Rothenhéduser
and Adler (Chap. 12). Jasinski argues that archaeologists should not be unquestion-
ingly supporting nationalistic narratives and identities, and demonstrates the selec-
tivity of national memory in Norway regarding World War II (Chap. 9), but he also
indicates the sensitivity of alternative narratives and the wounds and guilts that can
thus be exposed. Individual archaeologists and heritage interpreters need to con-
sider their own motives and messages and how they can be heard or ignored, under-
stood or misunderstood, and in all cases potentially have contemporary consequences
at both the individual and communal level. These heritages are powerful and poten-
tially as damaging as they can be healing, re-igniting xenophobia in the present as
much as they may alleviate past injustices. Archaeologists must consider the pain of
heritage in the present and future as much as they consider past pain and suffering.

A few British sites that were used to house military prisoners sites are interpreted
for the public, largely because of more ancient remains on the site, such as Portchester


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4451-0_13
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Castle. Some private museums are set within sites that had functioned as PoW
camps, as with Eden Camp Modern History Theme Museum, Yorkshire, although
only part of its remit deals with the camp and its inmates directly. Whilst the Imperial
War Museum also recognizes the experience of PoWs during conflicts (Archer and
Jeffries 2012; Dickson et al. 2012), the most extensive public interpretations are
found in North America. Jameson notes that not only is there a national museum to
PoWs at Andersonville, but also that the infamous camp has been partially exca-
vated and then reconstructed to assist public understanding (Chap. 2). The US
National Park Service not only preserves and interprets that iconic site, but identifies
the PoOW camp element in more complex site histories such as Fort Pulaski where
this phase is both recognized as important and interpreted. The more recent intern-
ment on American soil is also interpreted by the National Park Service at the
Japanese American camps of Minidoka and Manzanar.

In contrast to North America, the recent past and the part played by PoWs in
national and local history is largely underplayed in Britain and Europe. This aspect
of World War II heritage is shown by Jasinski to be largely underdeveloped in
Norway (Chap. 9) in favor of the small-scale though more obviously heroic military
resistance. Anfinset (2009) highlights this issue with regard to more problematic
aspects of Norway’s participation in the war using a topical example—the search
for the remains of young Norwegians who died fighting with the Nazis to defend
Norway from Soviet invasion. Were they heroes or traitors, who benefits and who
loses from either the status quo or their return and, if the latter, how should they be
commemorated if at all? The same applies to the many thousands of Russians,
Poles, and others who died abroad while in work camps: to whose past do they
belong? Likewise, the postwar efforts of the German PoWs in France in the rebuild-
ing of that country’s infrastructure and agriculture are forgotten; as Schneider points
out (Chap. 7), it did not suit the local or national wartime narratives to paint the rank
and file German soldiery as everyday human beings able to interact with and work
alongside the French people as they recovered from the effects of years of not only
occupation but also the destruction wrought during liberation.

In all cases there can be logical, ethical and practicable arguments put forward
for many competing positions regarding the interpretation of PoW archaeology.
Those professionally involved with this heritage need to be aware of the many
stakeholders that also have an interest in the activities, results, and interpretations.

Artifacts Beyond Typology

Artifacts may be recovered from survey or excavation, or can have remained in cir-
culation from the time of their production or use at a PoW camp. Both types of evi-
dence have their own biases and sets of taphonomic processes that condition what is
available for study today, but they can nevertheless provide important insights into
the PoW experience. Many artifacts are mass-produced and belong to the repertoires
of the imprisoning cultural group, but others are alien items either brought with the
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PoWs or sent to them by families or friends. Moreover, in many camp contexts the
PoWs created their own items of material culture, often influenced by a mixture of
cultural affiliations, problem-solving, and factors of supply. In a time when most
material culture was mass-produced, these hand-made traditions borne out of neces-
sity allowed a (re)flowering of folk art traditions and the associated techniques,
meanings, and values associated with such material. The artifacts from PoW con-
texts often reveal far more than simplistic function, status, and dating.

Artifacts can be indicators of ethnic identities. Dreyer’s work (2002) has already
been discussed as methodology but is also important for demonstrating identities
represented even within the constraints of PoW camp life. He notes that characteris-
tic native upper and lower grinding stones indicated African settlement areas, and
spongeware ceramics the Boer camp. Likewise, Slaughter shows how the use of saké
vessels at Japanese American camps reveals maintenance of cultural values, cus-
toms, and identities (Chap. 16). The ways in which portable material culture could be
created and used within camps can be approached by archaeologists using their skills
in reading objects. Mytum has considered the ways in which internees coped with the
stresses of incarceration using material culture, following medical and sociological
studies of imprisonment and stress management (Mytum 2012a; Chap. 10).

The creativity of PoWs has long attracted collectors of products made in the
camps, from the elaborate bone, paper and wood products of the Napoleonic camps
made to sell at the gates of the camps (Lloyd 2007) and for which Mytum and Hall
report archaeological evidence of the production at Norman Cross (Chap. 5). Trench
art (Saunders 2003) includes the products of PoWs, and many are items designed to
appeal to the potential purchasers (Cresswell 2005; Walker 1913) or for friends and
relations, as with the “gutta percha” jewelry manufacture identified by Bush at
Johnson’s Island camp (Chap. 4). Other items, however, reveal elements of subver-
sion or resistance that have been analyzed in archaeological ways (Carr 2010, 2012;
Mytum 2012a, b). By appreciating the cultural backgrounds of the prisoners and the
particular political and social contexts of their imprisonment, it is possible to evalu-
ate motives and abilities of the producers, and consider the appreciation of the items
by the consumers. For some, these were souvenirs of a visit to a camp of exotic
aliens; for others it was a charitable act to assist those imprisoned, and yet in other
cases it was a purely commercial choice to purchase from the camp.

It is notable how many materials that would not have been used to create artifacts
were turned to good use in the camps. Refuse that would have been thrown away or fed
to animals was instead recycled. The elaborate carved bone products from Norman
Cross (Lloyd 2007; Chap. 5) and the World War I camp of Knockaloe (Cresswell 2005;
Mytum 2011) were all produced from products left over from the butchery and cooking,
and the World War II Red Cross parcels were sources for many items reworked from
the contents and the packaging (Carr 2011; Chap 11; Doyle 2012; Chap 8).

The fragility of the PoW material culture is highlighted in products that would
leave no archaeological trace in most contexts but have survived as souvenirs and
family mementos, retained as they continue to act as physical reminders of indi-
vidual and family histories; many are still in private possession even if museums
and private collectors now hold such items. In the case of paper, a wide range of
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items were produced: camp newspapers, photographs, paintings and other graphic
art (Carr and Mytum 2012), and craft products including artificial flowers and ori-
gami (Dusselier 2008; Lloyd 2007). Textiles also were important, particularly
embroidery (Archer and Jeffries 2012) and knitting (Cresswell 2005); straw plait-
work for millinery was also important in the nineteenth century (Walker 1913).
Work of esthetic quality could also on occasion be produced, whether furniture for
Rennie Mackintosh in World War I (Cresswell 2005) or art from significant artists
such as Kurt Schwitters in World War II (Behr and Malet 2004), but more often it is
the ingenuity and creativity of the wider population of the PoW camps that offers
the greatest archaeological potential.

Material Culture, Autobiography, and Oral History

The PoWs of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries cannot now be interviewed
regarding their experiences, though a few wrote letters from their camps (Bush
2011), diaries whilst incarcerated, or memoirs of their experiences, revealing their
own experiences and perceptions of their confinement (Garneray 2003; Goss 2001;
Waterhouse 1816). Though often told with a political point to make, they neverthe-
less give one set of perspectives from those who were literate enough to record their
lives in exceptional conditions.

In the twentieth century, it is possible to use a wide range of sources including
oral history. For some, such as the many intellectuals held during World War II even
though they had fled Nazi oppression, internment was frustrating and counter-intu-
itive. Ulmschneider and Crawford highlight the complex writing and rewriting of
feelings and impressions by Jacobsthal, both as a record of his experience of World
War II internment on the Isle of Man and also as a vehicle to work through his emo-
tions and identity (Chap. 13). Some scholars tried to work within the institutional
structures of confinement, as was the case with Gerhard Bersu who took an alterna-
tive attitude to Jacobsthal and took advantage of his internment on the Isle of Man
to conduct a series of important excavations using PoW labor (Fig. 1.2). With his
wife, Bersu examined a series of late prehistoric and medieval sites (Bersu 1977,
Bersu and Wilson 1966) and corresponded with many British colleagues regarding
his findings (Evans 1998; Mytum 2012b). Here material culture from the remote
past was uncovered as a by-product of modern internment; the scale of Bersu’s pro-
ductivity merely highlights the wasted potential of so many who were not able to
turn their considerable talents to good effect, though it has been recognized that
some artists and musicians were able to produce some significant work despite
adversity (Behr and Malet 2004; Dickson et al. 2012; Snizek 2012). Burstrém
(2009) also notes excavation by a camp occupant, Sverre Marstrander, at the
Eckersta camp in Sweden; he suggests the choice of a Viking grave for study might
have reflected the internees’ nationalistic feelings, but there does not seem to have
been any subtext for Bersu’s work on the Isle of Man.
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Fig. 1.2 Photographs taken by Bersu of his excavations at Ballanorris, during his internment on
the Isle of Man. (Courtesy Manx National Heritage)

The power of material culture to evoke memory can be seen in many examples
of PoW internment, but likewise such triggers can be denied and the process of
forgetting can dominate. Issues of guilt and trauma can be formulated into deliber-
ate strategies of forgetting at both individual and community levels, and in many
cases this can be seen as a positive attitude to moving on from the experiences of the
past (Connerton 2008, 2009). Many examples of oral history and memory involve
both remembering and forgetting, and it is noteworthy that many of the studies—
both archaeological and historical—are associated with those who have laid aside
memories of their youth but wish to address them now, in old age. Also, as new
generations follow on they want to understand more about their communal and
familial pasts, and positive and negative experiences of their parents and grandpar-
ents can be faced with some sense of historical perspective.

One example of the materiality of commemoration being conserved and trans-
formed, to then act as a trigger for memory and eventually reconciliation, is ana-
lyzed by Murakami and Middleton (2006). At one of the labor camps by the
Thai—Burma railway a total of 16 Pows died, and before they left at the end of hos-
tilities the survivors marked their graves with a wooden cross and plaque. The grave
was later moved by local people but a large copper cross was erected, together with
a marble slab that listed in English all those who were buried there. Years later, this
memorial was noted by a Japanese woman married to a Briton and through her it
became known in the British press; from this a whole series of visits and reconcili-
ation processes began. The role of the surviving monument was a key factor in
rediscovering the graves and memorial, but it is the latter that has been central as
a location for and a symbol of the reconciliation (Murakami and Middleton
2006:283-387). The importance of particular structures as triggers for memory and
symbols of experience, and now used as locales for reconciliation, is demonstrated
by Rothenhzusler and Adler with schloss Wurzach and Lager Lindele in Biberach
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(Chap. 12), or indeed in the ongoing reworking of history and relationships between
north and south in the Unites States discussed by Jameson with reference to
Andersonville and Fort Pulaski (Chap. 2). Even simple artifacts can evoke strong
memories, as Moshenska (2007, 2009) discovered, and integrating fieldwork with
interviews creates powerful emotions as Slaughter and Kamp-Whittaker and Shew
acknowledge (Chaps. 16, 17).

Contrasting examples of forgetting can be seen in Scandinavia where issues of
occupation, neutrality, and collaboration color perceptions and memories of World
War II. In Norway, these issues are only now being confronted by Jasinki, both in
terms of Norwegian participation in the Nazi agenda and in the use and abuse of
PoW labor not only by occupation forces but also Norwegian private and state oper-
ations (Chap. 9). In Sweden, similar amnesias are only now being confronted,
though even excavation of a refugee camp did not elicit a flood of memories of the
camp for German women, even though the earlier one for Norwegian men was
recalled. This suggests selective remembering of more laudable associations and the
forgetting of more difficult ones (Burstrom 2009).

Prisoner of War archaeology Within Conflict Archaeology

Conflict archaeology is one of a number of sub-disciplines that has evolved as special-
ization within archaeology has increased (Saunders 2007; Saunders and Cornish
2007; Schofield 2005; Schofield et al. 2002). In one sense, POW archaeology sits
within this field, as the internment of such large numbers of people only occurred
because of war. However, by their very nature the camps are concerned with negating
violence and removing people from combat to either enforced leisure or to varied
levels of voluntary or enforced labor, so they offer distinct opportunities and insights
(Moshenska and Myers 2011).

Military PoW camps offer opportunities to examine the survival and manage-
ment of rank and class structures even when not within a typical environment. The
captors maintained differences between officers and ranks in the Napoleonic Wars
as well as the World Wars. It was attempted also in the American Civil War, but as
Bush demonstrates, the numbers being captured meant that such divisions had to be
abandoned at Johnson’s Island (Chap. 4). Attempts at escape occur generally at
military camps, and although some of the riots and mass resistance was often also
linked to poor conditions and frustrations, there was always at least a minority who
tried to break free. This was less common with civilian camps, where there was not
the same developed sense of being part of a conflict, but such efforts did occur occa-
sionally and justified the elaborate perimeter security even at such sites.

Artifacts reveal fragments of uniforms and some illicit weapons, and Avery and
Garrow’s excavation of the guards’ camp at Florence highlights the military compo-
nent of the PoW camp. These were part of the overall military infrastructure, and
were often similar in terms of rations and internal layout. The differences between
PoW camps and army camps (Mytum 2011) deserve further analysis, as do variations
between military and civilian establishments. The leisure experienced by military
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forces between phases of warfare could lead to the creation of material culture—the
trench art brought to archaeologists’ attention by Saunders (2003)—that can be
contrasted with the products from camps. Indeed, in this way contemporary products
by individuals in different situations can be compared to throw light on their aspira-
tions and coping strategies.

Prisoner of War Archaeology Within Archaeology at Large

Within its own narrow interest, PoW archaeology is exciting, innovative, and an
evocative medium through which difficult aspects of the relatively recent past can be
explored, interpreted, and confronted. It reveals an often-forgotten aspect of wartime
countries, but offers more, however, than an eclectic diversion from mainstream
archaeology. The very constraints that affected the internees create sets of defined
variables within which behavior can be studied. The transient nature of many sites
means that, unlike many prisons, orphanages, or boarding schools, PoW camps are
institutional settings that have often been built in isolated locations and then aban-
doned, making them available for archaeological study and offering a limited time
depth for the deposits and artifacts. These limited-duration sites with both high levels
of authoritarian control and large numbers of not fully compliant occupants offer
opportunities to study structure and agency that are just now being exploited (Mytum,
2011, 2012a, b). Given that those incarcerated were usually of a single sex, PoW
camps provide unusual contexts in which to examine concepts of gender and how
these were played out in practice. Just as Gilchrist (1994) took advantage of nunner-
ies to examine medieval attitudes to gender, so it is now possible to consider gender
in more recent contexts; this has been explicitly considered by cultural historians
(Rachamimov 2006, 2012; Somma 2012) but not yet in any detail by archaeologists.
Many elements of masculinity could be challenged in a context where protection and
work, often defining features of male roles, were restricted or denied within PoW
camps. Challenges to culturally expected gender roles are also revealed in the mixed
camps, as noted by Kamp-Whittaker and Shew with male and female roles threat-
ened by the institutional structures of the Japanese American camps (Chap. 17).

Archaeologists are increasingly interested in the social, political, and intellectual
context within which research takes place (Diaz-Andreu 2007; Lucas 2001). What
is done and why, what is retained and studied, and what ignored or discarded, all
relates to the context of the archaeological actors in time, space, and culture. It is
therefore relevant to consider where archaeology takes place within the context of
war, as with the major rescue excavations that took place ahead of wartime con-
struction (Grimes 1960; O’Neill 1948) and following bombing (Grimes 1968).
Archaeologists suffering internment are now being studied, with Jacobsthal subject
to renewed interest by Crawford and Ulmschneider and Crawford (Chap. 13) and
there is ongoing research into the experience of Bersu (Evans 1998; Mytum 2012b).
Archaeology by PoWs is also now being recognized, with not only their methods
but also their interpretations being set within their wider context of the time
(Burstrom 2009).
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Conclusions

The archaeology of PoWs offers many ways in which the use of material culture in
times of confinement and stress can be studied within the historic period. It also
provides a vehicle by which the forgotten can be remembered, and that the casual-
ties of war were not all on the battlefield. It is the opinion of all those contributing
to this volume that PoW archaeology offers unique opportunities for both studying
the past and making sense of the present. Historical archaeology often reveals the
efforts and qualities of the undocumented or ignored, and this can certainly be one
role of PoW archaeology. However, study of both the camp sites, and the artifacts
used and made in them, reveal that it would be a mistake to see all PoWs as power-
less victims. Instead, we can acknowledge and understand the complex and often
competing feelings and actions as internees, both individually and together,
attempted to survive unforeseen and often challenging conditions. Taking a self-
aware, ethical approach to the physical evidence and to any survivors and interest
groups, archaeologists can work within this at times difficult heritage, as revealed in
the chapters that follow.
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Chapter 2

Artifacts of Internment: Archaeology
and Interpretation at Two American
Civil War Prisoner-of-War Sites

John H. Jameson

Abstract While the American Civil War (1861-1865) is best known for key events
such as the Battle of Gettysburg, the horrid Civil War prisoner of war experience is
also important, with 56,000 men perishing in Civil War prisons. At two PoW camp
sites, managed and interpreted for the public by the US National Parks Service,
archaeology has played an important role in enhancing understanding. Andersonville
National Historic Site, Georgia, perhaps the most notorious of the Civil War pris-
ons, has few surviving records or remains of the stockade, but archaeology has
revealed two construction phases and key architectural features and living areas. At
Fort Pulaski National Monument, Georgia, the location of the graves of the
Confederate PoWs who died at Fort Pulaski were revealed through archaeology and
are now marked and interpreted for the public by an outside exhibit.

Introduction

The American Civil War (1861-1865) marked an end to an economic and social era,
that despite the principles espoused in the Declaration of Independence of life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness, could not be sustained. The Declaration and the
US Constitution with its Bill of Rights were forged within an unspoken compromise
over the issue of slavery. Slavery, as the backbone of the plantation and rural agri-
cultural systems, was condemned by Thomas Jefferson, author of the Declaration
and third president of the United States. Jefferson wrote of the “fireball in the night”
that would bring ruin and devastation to the nation (Randolph 1829:323), yet he was
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1861-1865

Pulaski

Confederate (Southern) States
- Union (Northern) States
- Territories, not yet states

Andrsonville

Fig. 2.1 Map of the United States in 1861-1865 during the American Civil War showing the
states of the Confederacy (grey) and states loyal to the Union (blue) and locations of Andersonville
National Historic Site and Fort Pulaski National Monument, Georgia

a slave owner, and his life personifies the great paradox of the United States in the
mid-nineteenth century, and these internal contradictions inevitably led to the Civil
War between Confederate and Union states (Fig. 2.1).

While the war is best known for key events such as the Battle of Gettysburg and
innovative military technologies such as rifled cannon, trench warfare, and subma-
rines capable of sinking ships, the atrocities of the POW camps should also be burned
into the collective historical American consciousness. While the war etched names
such as Fredericksburg, Gettysburg, Antietam, and Vicksburg into history, the more
subversive battles in the camps went relatively unnoticed. Of the more than 600,000
Americans who lost their lives in the war, an estimated 56,000 died in Civil War
prisons, at a casualty rate much higher than on the bloody battlefields. Two Civil
War PoW sites, Andersonville and Fort Pulaski, presently managed and interpreted
for the public by the US National Parks Service in the state of Georgia, located in
the southeastern United States, have benefitted from a combination of archaeologi-
cal and documentary research to reveal the PoW experience (Fig. 2.1).

Andersonville National Historic Site (NHS) is the location of perhaps the most
notorious of the Civil War prisons. With little surviving original records or remains
of the stockade, archaeology has provided key evidence for two reconstruction
phases as well as information on important architectural features and living areas.
Besides the prison, the Andersonville NHS contains a national cemetery as well as
the National Prisoner of War Museum. The exhibits in the National Prisoner of War
Museum commemorate the sacrifice and suffering of American prisoners of war in
all conflicts. Fort Pulaski National Monument is where the “Immortal 600”
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Confederate (Southern) officers were imprisoned; their sad treatment was in part
prompted by news of the horrors at Andersonville. The precise location of the graves
of the Confederate prisoners who died at Fort Pulaski was finally revealed in the late
1990s through archaeology, and are now marked and interpreted for the public by
an out-of-doors exhibit.

Conditions in Civil War Prisons

More Horrible Than Battle

Most American Civil War soldiers by far preferred to be on the battlefield rather
than in a PoOW camp. The Union’s Fort Delaware, the PoW prison camp from which
those at Fort Pulaski were derived in 1864, was dubbed “The Fort Delaware Death
Pen.” Another Union prison at Elmira, New York, experienced nearly a 25 % mor-
tality rate. The South’s infamous Camp Sumter, or Andersonville prison, claimed
the lives of 29 % of its inmates. More than 150 prisons were established during the
war; all were filled beyond capacity, with inmates crowded into camps and shelters
with unhealthy conditions and meager provisions (Hall 2003).

The high mortality rate in Civil War prisons was generally not deliberate, but
rather the result of ignorance of nutrition and proper sanitation on both sides of the
conflict. While malice was seldom intended, ignorance, coupled with shortages of
food, shelter, and clothing, produced cauldrons of disease and death. While previ-
ous wars had harbored similar prison conditions, the Civil War was unique in the
sheer numbers of men confined. With the possible exception of the aftermath of the
Battle of Saratoga in 1777, where thousands of British soldiers became PoWs,
Americans had seldom been faced with what to do with more than 100 men in cap-
tivity. The hundreds of thousands of men imprisoned simply exceeded either side’s
ability or will to manage the crisis (Hall 2003; Ketchum 1997).

The North incarcerated most of its POWs in an array of coastal fortifications
(such as Fort Pulaski), existing jails, old buildings, and barracks enclosed by high
fences (see Chap. 4). Both sides realized, however, that less formal and make-shift
facilities would be required in many cases to house the overwhelming numbers of
prisoners that were being captured. Union prisons such as Maryland’s Point Lookout
housed soldiers in tent cities walled in by high fences, while the South, lacking the
means to build adequate structures, forced men into crowded stockades.

Depression and Dysentery

Prison diets consisted of pickled beef, salt pork, corn meal, rice, or bean soup.
The lack of fruits or vegetables often led to outbreaks of scurvy and other diseases.
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In many northern prisons, hungry inmates hunted rats, sometimes making a sport of it.
Starvation and poor sanitation inflamed outbreaks of diseases like smallpox, typhoid,
dysentery, cholera, and malaria. If left untreated, sores led to gangrene—a disease
curable only by amputation. Of all these afflictions, perhaps the most dangerous was
depression. A good number of the prisoners became catatonic, wasting away, and
some elected suicide as a remedy, taunting guards to shoot them.

Despite these insufferable conditions, prisoners on both sides coped as best they
could. Inmates at Johnson’s Island prison in Lake Erie were housed in one of the
best-equipped prisons (Chap. 4) and formed a YMCA, a debating society, and a
thespian troupe to pass the time. When snow was present, some even held snowball
fights. At some prisons, such as those in the Richmond area, prisoners published
their own newspapers and established libraries. Prisoners whiled away their days
with games like chess, cards, and backgammon.

Problems of overcrowding were exacerbated by slow and inefficient prisoner
exchange practices. Later in the war, when the Confederacy refused to exchange
black prisoners, in some cases forcing them into slavery, the exchange system broke
down. Knowing that attrition rates were affecting Confederate forces more severely
that Union forces, Union generals became reluctant to enter into exchanges. General
Ulysses Grant, senior commander of Union forces, refused to allow PoWs at Fort
Pulaski to be exchanged. However, a good number of the Andersonville inmates were
later exchanged through the port of Savannah in November 1864 (Derden 2010).

Union propaganda campaigns both during and following the war decried the dire
conditions of Confederate prisons while ignoring their own, as evidenced by the
conditions and treatment policies at Fort Pulaski. Despite these horrific conditions,
and evidence on both sides of cases of brutality and deliberate deprivations, only
Major Henry Wirz, the Confederate commandant of Andersonville, was executed
for war crimes and was later seen as a scapegoat (Peoples 1980).

The Andersonville PoW Camp

Andersonville National Historic Site, Georgia is the site of Andersonville prison, by
far the most infamous of the American Civil War prisons. Officially known as Camp
Sumter, Andersonville was one of the largest of many established prison camps dur-
ing the American Civil War and was the largest Confederate military prison. It was
built early in 1864 with slave labor after Confederate officials decided to move the
large number of Federal prisoners kept in and around Richmond, Virginia, to a place
of greater security and a more abundant food supply. During the 14 months of the
prison’s existence, more than 45,000 Union soldiers were confined there. Of these,
almost 13,000 died from multiple factors including poor sanitation, diarrhea and
other diseases, malnutrition and starvation, and exposure to the elements, all stem-
ming from overcrowding (Fig. 2.2).

The first prisoners were brought to Andersonville in February 1864. During the
next few months, approximately 400 more arrived each day until, by the end of June,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4166-3_4

2 Artifacts of Internment: Archaeology and Interpretation...

ot

CAMP OF GUARD!
.

TGERAD

\
N
5

Y
K
=

A b iRk

.ET'::F

M
gewnoe £

g8
T
BARMACHS

o P OLAARDL

CdLLows
LOUTw
arcHEY
e BEAR ALKE, ... -
TRWLW STOCRADL

AQM & ACS LHOSFITAL -
o TOR
OFFICESES vl et o

& st/ = 08 YIRZS
ARz S oo ot S

r y Fo
roncuatosr caMESL/ o ORTBound)

BUTEW MOTRADL

7

SPENSARY B

[

4
ﬁ UNION PRISONER
u 71 HosPITAL |/
?mﬁ.on‘lcti (;nrﬂ.rncx.m}J

Fig. 2.2 Top: 1864 photograph of interior of Andersonville Prison camp; Bottom: Historical

sketch map of the stockade and immediate environs



28 J.H. Jameson

some 26,000 men were confined in a prison area originally intended to hold 13,000.
Handicapped by deteriorating economic conditions, an inadequate transportation
system, and the need to concentrate all available resources on the army, the Confederate
government was unable to provide adequate housing, food, clothing, and medical
care to their Federal captives. These conditions, along with a breakdown of the pris-
oner exchange system, resulted in much suffering and a high mortality rate.

Andersonville Prison, housing nearly 33,000 men at its peak in August 1864,
became one of the largest “cities” of the Confederacy. Inmates were crowded into
26.5 acres (11 ha) of muddy land, constructing primitive shelters, “shebangs,” from
whatever material they could find. Lacking sewers or other sanitation facilities,
camp inmates turned “Stockade Creek” into a massive, disease-ridden latrine.
Summer rainstorms would flood the open sewer, spreading filth across the settle-
ment. Visitors approaching the camp for the first time often retched from the stench.
Medical supplies were woefully inadequate as the Confederacy had great problems
obtaining these after the Union naval blockade began to tighten in 1862. Medical
personnel had to resort to remedies derived from indigenous plants and herbs for
stimulants, tonics, and astringents, such as calamus, snakeroot, bearberry, sumac,
dogwood, white oak, white willow, sage, and a host of others (Denney 1995:11). At
Andersonville, “The supplies for a month are usually exhausted in 10 days, and the
remainder of the time we are compelled to rely on such indigenous remedies as we
can procure from the adjacent woods.” (Thornburgh 1864).

Inmates at Andersonville formed societies and ethnic neighborhoods. A polyglot
of languages could be heard throughout the camp as German, Swedish, and
Norwegian prisoners often conversed in their own tongues. In prison neighbor-
hoods, barter systems developed as tradesmen and merchants sold primitive trade
goods. Available shelter was limited to crude huts of made scrap wood, tent frag-
ments, or simple holes dug in the ground; many had no shelter of any kind against
the elements of rain, heat, and cold. No clothing was provided, and many prisoners
were left with rags or nothing at all. The daily ration for the prisoners was the same
as for the guards: one and one-fourth pound of corn meal and either one pound of
beef or one-third pound of bacon. This sparse diet was only occasionally supple-
mented with beans, peas, rice, or molasses.

The guards, disease, starvation, and exposure were not all that prisoners had to
face. A group of prisoners, calling themselves the “Andersonville Raiders,” attacked
their fellow inmates to steal food, jewelry, money, and clothing. They were armed
mostly with clubs, and killed to get what they wanted. Another group rose up to stop
the larceny, calling themselves “Regulators.” They caught nearly all of the “Raiders,”
who were then tried by a judge and jury selected from a group of newly arrived
prisoners. This jury, upon finding the “Raiders” guilty, set punishments that included
running the gauntlet, being sent to the stocks, wearing a ball and chain, and, in six
cases, hanging. In the autumn of 1864, after the capture of Atlanta, Georgia, all the
prisoners who could be moved were sent to Camp Lawton at Millen, Georgia, (dis-
cussed below) and Florence, South Carolina (Chap. 3). At Camp Lawton better
arrangements prevailed and when the prisoners were returned to Andersonville,
after General William Tecumseh Sherman began his March to the Sea, the condi-
tions there were somewhat improved.
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Fig. 2.3 Top row: Sections of excavated in situ stockade remains and exposed banded soils
(Prentice and Prentice, 1990); Middle row: Reconstructed stockade, prisoner huts, and an interpre-
tive sketch “Crossing the Deadline”’; Bottom row: National Prisoner of War Museum and sample
of interior displays, Andersonville National Historic Site, Georgia

The Stockade

The stockade enclosure initially covered about 16.5 acres (6.7 ha) of land defined by
a 15-foot (4.5 m) high stockade of hewn pine logs (Fig. 2.2, bottom); it was enlarged
t0 26.5 acres (10.7 ha) in June of 1864. The stockade was in the shape of a parallelo-
gram 1,620 feet (494 m) and 779 feet (237 m) wide. Sentry boxes, or “pigeon roosts”
as the prisoners called them, stood at 30-yard intervals along the top of the stockade.
Inside, about 19 feet from the wall, was the “Deadline,” which the prisoners were
forbidden to cross upon threat of death (Figs. 2.2 and 2.3). Flowing through the
prison yard was a stream called Stockade Branch, which supplied water to most of
the prison. Two entrances, the North Gate and the South Gate, were on the west side
of the stockade. Eight small earthen forts located around the exterior of the prison
were equipped with artillery to quell disturbances within the compound and to
defend against feared Union cavalry attacks (Fig. 2.2).
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Archaeology at Andersonville PoW Camp

Work was carried out within three field seasons from 1988 to 1990 with the objec-
tives of determining the nature and locations of the prison’s stockade walls and
gates; adding to understanding of prison conditions; and providing details that had
escaped documentation. This information was vital to the park’s interpretative pro-
grams in allowing for partial reconstruction of the stockade walls and the installa-
tion of associated exhibits that provide a sense of scale and spatial orientation for
the visitor. This work also revealed important archaeological information about the
different techniques used in constructing the original stockade, the main gates, and
later expansions (National Park Service 2001; Prentice and Prentice 1990, 2000).

Soil Color Banding

The soil color banding observed in the West Stockade wall trench in plan view was
duplicated in the cross-section tr