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Project Description: The project consisted of a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
assessment of the Steininger Farmstead Site (11PK1924) which is located within western
Pike County, Illinois. This approximate 400-acre farmstead was recently purchased by
the State of Illinois for use by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) as a
wildlife area. Tentatively named the Dutch Creek Unit, the property will be operated as a
satellite facility under the management of the nearby Ray Norbut State Wildlife Area (see
Figures 1 and 2). The Ray Norbut State Wildlife Area (originally known as the Pike
County Conservation Area) was established in 1970 along the western edge of the Illinois
River Valley in eastern Pike County.
In compliance with the Illinois State Agency Historic Resource Preservation Act, the
IDNR is seeking a determination of NRHP eligibility of this site and its associated
historic structures. In June 2013, the IDNR contracted with Fever River Research, Inc.
(Springfield, Illinois) to complete this determination of eligibility. As such, IDNR
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requested that a NRHP assessment be conducted to help direct its future management of
the property. The field investigation involved an architectural assessment of the
residence and agricultural outbuildings at the farmstead, as well as the development of an
historical context for the farmstead. An Illinois Archaeological Site Recording Form for
the Steininger Farmstead is attached as AppendixII of this report, with related figures.
Topography: The Steininger Farmstead Site is located approximately 5 miles northwest of
Atlas, and 2 miles northwest of Rockport—both communities located along the eastern
edge of the M ississippi River valley trench. Illinois Route 96 is located approximately
½-mile to the west of the Steininger farmstead, and travels south/southeast from Quincy
(to the north in Adams County) following the base of the river bluffs. The Steininger
farmstead is located along the north slope of a fairly large secondary valley, associated
with Dutch Creek, which enters the M ississippi River valley approximately 1½-miles
northwest of Rockport. Dutch Creek Road follows the secondary valley in a
north/northeasterly direction from the M ississippi River valley into the adjoining uplands
to the east. The Seininger farmstead is accessed via a long private lane that leads off
Dutch Creek Road. The farmstead is bordered by heavily dissected lands (timbered
slopes with accompanying ridge-top farmland) to the north and relatively flat (albeit
gently sloping) row crop agricultural lands (Dutch Creek bottoms) to the south and west
(see Figures 2 and 3; also Appendix I Figures 59 and 60).
The project area is located within the Driftless Section (b) of the Middle Mississippi
Border Division (8) of the natural divisions of Illinois (Schwegman 1973). At the time of
initial historic-era settlement, the vast majority of the project area was in timber
vegetation (Figure 5). As Hopkins et al (1915) emphasizes, the project area is located “in
the southern part of the upper Illinois glaciation between the M ississippi and Illinois
Rivers.” The very southern and southwestern part of the county (like all of Calhoun
County to the south) was unglaciated during the Illinois glacial episode. The proximity
of both the M ississippi and Illinois rivers has played a dramatic role in sculpting the
landscape of Pike County. As Hopkins et al. (1915:1) notes, the topography of Pike
County “is due primarily to stream erosion.” Although a series of terminal moraines
cross Pike County, they are not very distinct dueto the erosion (Hopkins et al 1915:1-2).
In 1872, Andreas, Lyter and Company (1872:7) spoke in glowing terms of Pike County,
stating that the county is “about equally divided between prairie and timber. The general
face of the county is rolling, the prairie and cultivated timber lands only rolling enough to
drain it. The soil is very rich and productive, yielding as fine crops as are raised in the
world. It cannot be excelled for grain raising, or for stock purposes. Living streams of
pure spring water are on almost every section of land in the county. Timber is in
abundance. Stone quarries are numerous. The farms are well improved; have orchards,
groves and springs on most of them, and the citizens generally, are contented and
prosperous….”
S oils: The primary soil located at the site is Drury Silt Loam (mapping unit 7075B; 2-5 percent
slope). Just upslope of the house, immediately across the lane to the north, is Goss
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gravelly silt loam (soil mapping unit 606G; 35-60 percent slope) (Hopkins et al. 1915;
Tegeler 2006).
Drainage: Dutch Creek, Mississippi River
Land Use/Ground Cover: Existing farmstead (grass, gravel, concrete and structures) with 0%
surface visibility
Survey Limitations: The field investigations at the Steininger Farmstead Site primarily were
concerned with the recordation of the standing structures, as well as the documentation of
landscape and surface features (walks, wells, cisterns, etc.) associated with these
buildings. No subsurface testing was conducted, nor was any artifacts collected from the
ground surface.
Archaeological and Historical Information
Historical Context:
Early Development of Pike County and Atlas Township
The Steininger Farmstead Site is located within the northwest corner (Section 6) of Atlas
Township, Pike County, Illinois. Pike County is located in western Illinois, nestled
between the Illinois River on the east, and the Mississippi River to the west. The county
is bordered on the north by Adams County, on the east by Schuyler County and the
Illinois River, on the south by Calhoun County, and on the west by the Mississippi River.
Pike County is located within the Illinois M ilitary Tract. In 1812, prior to Illinois’
statehood, the U. S. Congress set apart a large parcel of ground between the Illinois and
M ississippi Rivers as bounty land for the soldiers of the War of 1812. This section of
land, which came to be known as the M ilitary Tract, extended as far north as what is now
M ercer County. From that territory, eighteen counties were eventually formed. In 1812,
each soldier, upon enlisting for five years time was given $16 cash and three months’ pay
along with 160 acres of Illinois land upon honorable discharge. Commissioned officers
were barred from acquiring land bounties, and in 1814, the size of the land parcel was
increased to 320 acres to entice more recruits. The reality is that many of these soldiers
did not settle their claims and made a quick turnaround selling their land to Eastern
speculators. Survey of the Illinois M ilitary Tract began in 1815 and was finished in
1822. At the time the land was surveyed, there were few non-native occupants within the
project area. The Homestead Act of 1862 put an end to the Military Bounty land policy
(Carlson 1951:1-8).
The first county to be organized within the M ilitary Tract was Pike County, which had
been carved from the considerably larger M adison County in 1821. As originally
established, Pike county was located between the Illinois and M ississippi Rivers and
stretched from the confluence of these two rivers in the southern tip of what today is
Calhoun County, north towards the present Wisconsin-Illinois state line, and incorporated

3

the nascent communities of Galena, Peoria, Rock Island, and Chicago. Within a couple
years of its establishment (in early 1823), much of the northern portion of what was then
Pike County was split off to form Fulton County. Subsequently, in early 1825, Schuyler
County was formed from parts of both Pike and Fulton Counties, further reducing the
size of Pike County. Additionally that year, Calhoun County was partitioned from the
southern limits of Pike County. By the end of 1825, Pike County had obtained its current
boundaries and what had once been Pike County had been reorganized into
approximately sixteen different counties. Initially, Coles Grove (near Gilead) in presentday Calhoun County served as the center of government for Pike County. Shortly after
establishment of Pike County in 1821, the community of Atlas was chosen as the county
seat of government (see Figure 4). In 1833, the county seat was relocated to Pittsfield,
which was a more central location within the county.
The first non-native setters into Pike County began arriving shortly before the completion
of the Federal surveys. Carlson (1951) describes these first settlers as “backwoodsmen”
whose chief form of livelihood was hunting. M any of these early settlers, who located in
timbered lands along the major river valleys and prairie/timber borders, had no title to the
land upon which they settled and were referred to as “squatters.” Generally, these earliest
of settlers were from the southern Upland South states of Kentucky, Tennessee, and
Virginia (Glassie 1968). Nonetheless, in Pike County, many early settlers also came
overland from New York, Pennsylvania, Indiana, and Ohio. The completion of the Erie
Canal in 1825 sparked a wave of new immigrants into northern Illinois form the New
England states. As Bateman and Selby (1908:657) noted (albeit in reference to the early
settlers of nearby Schuyler County ), “there existed two distinct types of society. The
Yankee brought with him the Puritan ideas of the East, while the Southerner was of that
jovial, generous disposition, with a fondness for fun and frolic. While this social
distinction was clearly marked, there was no diminution of the neighborly spirit that so
perfectly characterized the pioneer, and they met together on a plane of equality in the
social activities of the settlement.”
Documentary sources are a bit contradictory as to whom the first settler was in Pike
County. In 1817, a French-Canadian backwoodsman named Tebo settled on the banks of
the Illinois River (in Flint Township) in what was to become eastern Pike County (M assie
1906:50). According to Andreas, Lyter and Company (1872:7), his cabin “was a favorite
resort for Indians and trappers.” Ebenezer Franklin, who pitched a tent near Atlas in
M arch 1820, is attributed by one source as the first settlers in the western portion of Pike
County (cf. M assie 1906:49). Tradition maintains that William Ross (from Pittsfield,
M assachusetts) was the first non-native “white man” to permanently settle in what was to
become Pike County. Ross, his four sons, “and a few other families”, made
improvements on Section 28 of Atlas Township (near present-day Atlas) in the summer
of 1820. Although initially known as the Ross Settlement, it soon became known as
Atlas. Other early settlers in Atlas Township included the Joseph Petty, Deacon Snow,
John Wood, D. Shinn, James Sheeley and Brown families (Andreas, Lyter and Company
1872:131-32).
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The Ross family emigrated from Massachusetts during the summer of 1820. During their
trip,they traveled overland from Upper Alton to Gilead (in present day Calhoun County).
From this point they “continued up the Bottom, marking the trees as they went, for there
were no roads, and nothing to guide them but an occasional Indian trail. At length they
arrived in township 6 south, 5 west, Atlas township, about six miles east of the
M ississippi, in the tract appropriated for military bounties. This beautiful prairie land
charmed the emigrants, and they at once set to work their energies and constructed a
camp to shelter themselves while preparing quarters for their families. No time was lost
in throwing up four rough log cabins, intended to form the immediate settlement, for
there were not more than five white men within fifty miles of this location, east of the
river. All being prepared, the pioneers returned for their families, and shortly after took
permanent possession of their habitations. The privations and sufferings endured by this
little band in the first years of settlement need not be particularized” (Andreas, Lyter and
Company 1872:7).
In part due to the activities of the Ross family, the Illinois legislature “took measures to
lay off and form the county of Pike” in 1821. A couple of years later, in 1823, Ross and
Rufus Brown platted the town of Atlas. A courthouse and jail was constructed in the
village the following year (in 1824). William Ross was responsible for constructing the
first brick residence in the county —a large brick structure located in Atlas which he built
in 1821-22 (M assie 1906:85; Chapman 1880:241). Ross also constructed the first store
and mill in the region, both of which he established in 1826 (Chapman 1880:782). In
1834, John M ason Peck painted a relatively pleasant picture of Pike County in his Illinois
Gazetteer. In that document, he states that “in the county are seven water saw mills, four
grist mills, one carding machine, five stores, and a horse ferryboat across the Mississippi
to Louisiana” (Peck 1834, as cited in Massie 1906:45). In 1872, Andreas, Lyter and
Company (1872:132) note that “Atlas is heavily timbered, with [a] small neck of goods
[sic] prairie, and a large quantity of Sni bottom lands, it has some very energetic farmers,
who will make Atlas one of the finest Townships, on completion of the great levee. It is
well adapted for farming and raising stock.”
During these early years of settlement, there were three major settlement centers in Pike
County. These were located 1) around Atlas, 2) within M cKee Creek drainage, and 3)
Hadley Creek drainage (James 1841). During this period, when the county encompassed
much of northern Illinois, the region was often referred to as “the State of Pike”, and the
citizens of the county “did much to shape the political future of the great state of Illinois.
It had many able and influential men; men whose pride for ‘Pike’ was their chief
ambition and aim, whether in the legislative halls or in the lobby, their power was felt and
feared” (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872:7).
As noted above, the community of Atlas was laid out and developed by William Ross and
Rufus Brown in 1823. At the time, it was the first town laid out in Pike County, and
functioned for a short time as the first county seat of Pike County. One of the first things
established at Atlas by Colonel Ross was a horse-powered grist mill in 1822. That same
year, a M r. Van Dusen established a ferry across the Illinois River (later known as
Phillipp’s Ferry), further opening up this region to settlement from the east. On the other
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side of the county, Burwett’s Ferry was established across the M ississippi. The latter
provided Pike County with a connection to the Missouri community of Louisiana, which
1
was developing into a thriving river port. A state road ultimately was surveyed between
Pittsfield and Louisiana (present-day U. S. Route 54), passing through Atlas along the
way.
Atlas itself was situated four to five miles away from the Mississippi, but it too was
allowed occasional steamboat service during high water, via the Chenal Ecarte, a nearby
slough whose French name came to be corrupted into various forms, including
“Syncartee”, “Sny Carte”, and (more simply) the“Sny.” This waterway was a prominent
feature in the bottomlands along the M ississippi River in western Pike County. Peck
provides a lengthy description of it in his 1834 Gazetter of Illinois:
Snycartee, (in French, Chenail-ecarte, said to mean the “cut off,” or “lost
channel,”) an arm of the Mississippi, in Pike county, commonly called a
“slough,” in the dialect of the country. It is a running water at all stages of
the river, and for several months furnishes steamboat navigation to Atlas.
It leaves the M ississippi in sections nineteen, three south, eight west, in
Adams county, enters it again in Calhoun county, section seven, eight
south, four west, and runs from one to five miles from the main river. It is
about fifty miles in length. The land on the island is of first rate alluvium,
proportioned into timber and prairie, but subject to annual inundations
(Peck 1834:294).
James, writing in 1841, referred to the Chenal Ecarte as the “Snycarter” and noted the
presence of good timber and bottomlands adjacent to it. He also made note of the
problem of unauthorized “cutting and stealing of timber to send down the Mississippi”
along the slough (James 1841:40-41).
In 1833, the county seat of Pike County was re-located to Pittsfield, which was more
centrally located within the county. This represented a sharp blow to Atlas’s fortunes.
Never large to begin with, the community stagnated. Although described by James
(1841:41-42) as a “flourishing town,” Atlas was given a more tepid assessment three
decades later by Andreas, Lyter and Company (1872:7), who state that the town “has not
improved, [but] it does some local business.”
Followed the loss of county seat to Pittsfield, much of the local business activity around
Atlas was reoriented to the town of Rockport (Chapman 1880:782), located on the Chenal
Ecarte only a couple miles to the northeast of the former. Discussing the early
development of Rockport, Chapman (1880) notes that, “It had excellent milling facilities,
and a project to erect a grist-mill, then greatly needed in the county, was set on foot by
Ross, Scott & Co. About 1828 a saw-mill was erected at this point upon the Sny Carte,
on the southwest quarter of sec. 17. Later, about 1830, John Warburton erected a
flouring-mill at the same site” (Chapman 1880:782).
1

James (1841:41-42) describ ed Louisiana as a “ business town, containing between 500 and 800 inhabitants.”
Haines (1971) is an excellent history of the community of Rockport and the adjacent Gilgal Landing.
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Peck’s 1834 Gazettee describes “Rock Port” as “a town site in Pike County, on the
Snycartee Slough, and where it strikes the bluff and high grounds. Here the Atlas mills
are in operation for sawingand manufacturing flour on an extensive scale. A charter has
been granted and a company formed to open a steamboat canal from the Snycartee to the
M ississippi rivers, at a point three miles above Rockport, where the Snycartee approaches
within half a mile of the M ississippi, and thus furnish steamboat navigation direct to
town” (Peck 1834:282).
Rockport was formally platted in 1836—being one of a dozen such towns laid out in Pike
County during the “great speculative excitement” of that year. Chapman (1880) writes
that,“The town was laid out on the most approved plan for a city of no mean dimensions.
For a time it grew rapidly and gave gr eat promise to its founders, but the financial crash
which followed the speculative period almost completely stopped immigration to the
State for a few years, and all of the new towns suffered materially” (Chapman 1880:782).
Unlike many of the so-called “paper towns” platted in Illinois during this period,
however, Rockport survived the Panic of 1837 and came to enjoy considerable prosperity
in the years that followed. It did so, even in the face of multiple disasters befalling the
flour mill at its center. The mill erected by John Wartburton in 1830 was destroyed by
fire in 1846 but was quickly was replaced by a new mill that was placed in operation by
1847. The latter “was conducted successfully, and was a great convenience to the settlers
until 1853, when it shared the same fate of the former and went up in flames. Undaunted,
however, its proprietors set about to erect another, which was done in 1855. This mill was
run for 12 years, when it was burned. In 1867-8 Shaw & Rupert built a fourth mill at this
point, with a capacity of 300 barrels a day” (Chapman 1880:782). The continued
persistence of the mill’s proprietors, despite the losses incurred by three fires in twenty
years, substantiates Chapman’s assertion of Rockport being “one of the greatest milling
points in this section.” By 1880, the community contained several stores, was transacting
“a good trade in a local way”, and was serviced by the Quincy, Alton, and St. Railroad,
(Chapman 1880:782).
M ain (1915:4), in discussing the earliest days of agriculture in Pike County, wrote that
The earliest agriculture of the county was of the pioneer homemaking
order, typical of the age and stage of development. The felling of the
timber near a spring or on the choicest land along a stream at once
furnished the materials for a cabin home and made a clearing to be broken
by oxen and a wooden moldboard plow for the planting of a corn crop.
The distant water driven grist mill to which the pioneer youth carried part
of the harvest on horseback, sometimes requiring a journey of two days,
provided the winter’s stock of bread stuff. The rifle was the dependable
source of meat until the droves of mast-fed pigs was established. The mild
cows fed on the open ranges along the streams. Wheat, which early
became a successful crop, was sown broadcast and harvested with a cradle
until the Civil War period. Boat landings on one river or the other were
within a day’s journey of the remotest inland settlements, and to these,
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well-established roads were soon laid out for the transportation of store
goods from St. Louis and the shipment to that market of wheat, pork, and
other staples” (M ain 1915:4).
During this early period of settlement, agriculture was characterized by extensive land
use patterns (consisting of large land holdings with limited improvements). Animal
grazing and corn agriculture were common. Bottomlands and open prairie were often
utilized for grazing cattle and hogs roamed within the timber. Small agricultural plots
were carved out of the timber lands, often along the prairie/timber border.
Andreas, Lyter and Company (1872:7) noted that “Pike and Calhoun counties form a
peninsula, which gives them many natural advantages. The Illinois river on one side and
the Mississippi on the other, give them unsurpassed facilities for shipping their products
to any market almost, in the United States.” But, by the mid-nineteenth century, new
markets were developing due to improved transportation systems (particularly the
introduction of the railroad). The shift from an emphasis on river transport to overland
transport via the railways greatly altered the agricultural landscape of Pike County. In
1869, the Hannibal and Naples Railroad was completed across Pike County, extending
from Valley City (at the Illinois River) to opposite Hannibal (at the Mississippi River)
(Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872). In 1870, a spur line was extended into Pittsfield.
Additionally, in 1870, the Chicago, Alton, and St. Louis Railway extended through the
southern portion of Pike County, passing through the communities of Pleasant Hill and
Nebo. In 1871, the Quincy, Alton and St. Louis Railroad was constructed up the
M ississippi Valley through Pike County —and passing through nearby Rockport.
Andreas, Lyter and Company (1872:7) further noted that
In 1869, the Hannibal and Naples railroad was completed, passing through
Griggsville, B arry, and Kinderhook, and startingup several smaller towns,
and giving the northern part of the county, which is very rich and
productive, a nearer market. In 1870, the county built a branch of six
miles, to connect Pittsfield with the Hannibal and Naples Road. The
Toledo, Wabash, and Western now have a lease, and operate both roads.
The Quincy and St. Louis railroad, built in 1871, runs through New
Canton and Rockport, making the promising little town of Hulls, and
crossing the M ississippi at Louisiana, Missouri. The Missouri branch of
the Chicago, Alton, and St. Louis railroad, built in 1870, runs across the
south tier of townships, and through the towns of Pleasant Hill and Nebo.
These railroads, with the river, give every citizen of the county a choice of
markets, but a short distance from his door.
With the introduction of new transportation systems and growing agricultural markets,
land use practices changed, and became more “intensive” in character. The open range
was fenced off and, in general, land became more improved (put into cultivation as well
as fenced and tiled). Row-crop farming practices shifted away from the timbered lands
into the large prairie expanses. Continued efforts to clear timber and farm or graze the

8

ridgetops along the bluff edge during this time period lead to excessive erosion—as
witnessed at the Steininger farmstead.
The increased productivity of intensive land use practices were due to the expenditure of
more capital and labor rather than by an increase in acres cultivated. Improvements in
farm technology, bottomland drainage, crop diversification, supplemented with a shift
from cattle grazingon the open range (predominately located in the bottoms) to enclosed
pastures and feedlot operations, all contributed to the increased profitability of the local
farmers. This gradual shift in agriculture practices intensified through the later
nineteenth century culminating in the early years of the twentieth century. During this
time period, there existed a shift away from settlement in the prairie/timber ecotone
setting, and a general “filling-in” of the rural landscape with farmsteads relatively evenly
spaced along transportation corridors. Coincidentally, conflicts between European
powers in the early 1910s result ed in a disruption in agricultural production on the
European continent and resulted in increased profits for U.S. farmers during the years
leading up to, and during, World War I. It was during this period that a great amount of
2
capital went into the re-building of the Midwestern rural landscape.
By the late nineteenth century, Pike County agriculture is firmly rooted in a corn-wheathay -livestock system of production, with an emphasis on beef cattle and hogs. Main
(1915:7-8) notes that
Corn and swine production and cattle feeding are correlated with the high
humus of the prairies and alluvial soils. M uch broken land of little
agricultural value is found in the bluff belts alongboth rivers, and capping
these elevations, curiously enough, occurs a buff-colored Aeolian soil of
little significance—the bluff loess. On the broken lands of this bluff
region are growing a number of commercial apple orchards, well adapted
to this topography and of promise as a future type of production. The
buckshot and post oak silt soils which occur in limited areas on nearly
every creek bottom farm are of little fertility” (Main 1915:7-8).
Pike county cannot be said to show more than one distinct type of farming,
and that is mainly the production of corn, wheat and hay, and meat
animals. One familiar with the county will readily see a transition in the
relative proportions of various crops and kinds of stock, corresponding to
a difference in topography and soils, as shown on the accompanying map
of the county (M ain 1915:10).
A prominent feature of the county was the broad expanse of the M ississippi River bottom
that formed the western end of Pike County. At places, this valley extended 3 to 6 miles
in width. One of the other significant changes during the later nineteenth century in the
immediate project area was the improvement in the drainage of this vast expanse of
M ississippi river bottomlands. The Chanal Ecarte (Crocked Channel) was a vast expanse
2

T his is something that the authors often refer to as “T he Great Re-building of Rural Illinois.”
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of poorly drained bottomlands along the Illinois side of the M ississippi River in Pike and
Adams County. As M assie (1908) notes, “the drainage of this lowland constituted
perhaps the most significant man-made environmental change in the history of the area”
(M assie 1906:209). In discussing the bottomlands along the western edge of Pike
County, M assie (1908) states:
Before the Sny levee was built the bottom lands were a free grazing place
for great herds of cattle and many acquired riches in that way. The levee
project soon had that class up in arms against it…(M assie 1906:130).
The grass on this bottom land grew to an enormous height, was very thick,
and as high as a man’s head while on horseback. This grass was so heavy
and thick that when the settlers went a–fishing in the sny they would hitch
the team to a large bush or tree and drag it through the grass and mash it
down, to make a road for them to pass over….(Massie 1906:87)
Initial efforts at draining this low-lying ground were undertaken by wealthy private
landowners prior to 1870, but were of little consequence. “In 1850, the Federal
Government gave all unsold Federal swampland to the states, and Illinois acquired
approximately 1.5 million acres. In 1852, the state of Illinois in turn donated this land to
the individual counties, to be sold for drainage improvements. Large amounts of this
land were purchased by land speculators from 1857 to 1863, although very few drainage
improvements were successfully made during this period.” (FAP 408 1982:59). The
Farm Drainage Act of 1850 (Howard 1972:258), and later the Drainage and Levee Act of
1879 (Bogue 1959:146) empowered drainage districts to organize and levy taxes to
finance levee and drainage improvements. The Sny Island Levee Drainage District was
organized in 1872, and resulted in the creation of one of the earliest and largest drainage
districts in Illinois (Pickels and Leonard 1929:44; Tegeler 2006). The Sny Levee was
constructed between 1872 and 1874, and effectively drained a large portion of the
M ississippi bottoms located in Pike County. As Massie (1908:10, 87) noted, “since work
was completed [on the Sny Levee] the land is becoming pretty well covered with farms,
occupied by a good and industrious class of citizens…. This bottom land is now under a
high state of cultivation, and since the completion of the levee has become one of the
riches farming districts of America. The land lying between the Sny and the Mississippi
is timber land, and as fertile as the prairie. It is now rapidly being cleared and improved.”
Life in the Mississippi bottoms was still fraught with difficulty and risk, however. The
newly constructed levees were breached in 1876, shortly after their completion (M assie
1906:110).
The subscriber’s list for the 1872 Atlas Map of Pike County contains fifty five subscribers
from Atlas Township and gives some insights into the ethnic makeup of the rural
community at that date (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872:27). This number of
subscribers is relatively small compared to many of the surrounding townships (such as
Pittsfield and Griggsville Townships). Of these subscribers, thirty -nine were listed with
an occupation of “farmer.” Table 1 indicates the nativity of these 39 farmers from Atlas
Township. A quick look at these farmers from Atlas Township indicates that a major
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portion of them were from Illinois and the surrounding M idwestern states of Ohio,
Indiana, and M issouri. New England states were well represented, with farmers from
New York, M assachusetts, Connecticut, and New Hampshire. The Southern states of
Tennessee and Kentucky, as well as the Mid-Atlantic states of M aryland, Virginia, West
Virginia, and Pennsylvania, were also represented. Foreign-born farmers were few in
number, and represented by a single English farmer. Unfortunately, it is unclear as to
how representative this subscriber’s list is for the rural population of Atlas Township.

Table 1
Nativity of Atlas TownshipS ubscribers (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872:27)

New England States
M assachusetts
3
Connecticut
2
New Hampshire
1
M id-Atlantic States
M aryland
Pennsylvania
New York
West Virginia

1
2
3
1

M idwestern States
Ohio
Indiana
Illinois
M issouri

6
1
9
2

Southern States
East Tennessee
Kentucky
East Virginia

2
4
1

Foreign Born
England

1
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Site Specific History
The Steininger Farmstead Site is located on the SE1/4, SE1/4, SW1/4, Section 6,
Township 6 South, Range 5 West, Atlas Township, Pike County, Illinois. The site is
situated along the talus slope of the Dutch Creek valley, less than one-quarter mile from
its junction with the massive Mississippi Bottom. At this location, the distinction
between the M ississippi and Dutch Creek Bottoms is blurred. The site is situated at the
end of a quarter-mile long lane that leads off Dutch Creek Road to the south of the site.
The United States General Land Office (USGLO) maps illustrate the majority of this
township —including the entirety of Section 6—as being in timber. Although the
township was predominately in timber at the time of initial American settlement, two
large tracks of Prairie were located within the M ississippi Bottom adjacent to the bluffs in
the southwest portion of this township. Splitting these two prairie tracts in two was a
large system of older M ississippi River meander channels known as the Chanal Ecarte.
Located at the point where this meander channel approached the bluff base (in Sections
17 and 18), the Town of Rockport was established. A significant early commercial
enterprise at Rockport, and depicted on this plat, was a grist mill. The USGLO survey
plat indicates that a road, which was labeled “Road From Quincy,” traveled in a
northwesterly to southeasterly direction along the bluff base through Rockport to the
adjacent town of Atlas. North of Rockport, in the vicinity of the Steininger Farmstead
Site, the road traversed in a straight line across the prairie located at the mouth of Dutch
Creek. A secondary, unmarked road appears to have followed more closely to the bluff
3
base, and slightly up Dutch Creek Hollow, and would probably have passed directly in
front of the Steininger Farmstead Site. This location, on high ground along the bluff
base, and near the mouth of a secondary valley and road, was a prime location for an
early farmstead (USGLO 1844) (see Figures 5 and 6).
The first person to obtain title of the SW1/4, Section 6, Atlas Township from the Federal
government was Thomas Noles, who acquired the 160-acre parcel as a military warrant
on July 31, 1818. During the War of 1812, Noles was a private with the Butterfield
Attachment of the Second Regiment of Infantry, U.S. Army, and he no doubt was living
somewhere on the eastern seaboard. Whereas the SE1/4, Section 6 also passed into
private ownership at this same time, both the NW1/4 and NE1/4 of this section (which
consisted solely of heavily dissected uplands) were not divested from the Federal
government until 1854. Both the SE1/4 and SW1/4 of Section 6 included the bluff line
and access to the Dutch Creek bottoms, which would have made the land much more
3

Dutch Creek appears to h ave originally been referred to as “ Dutch Church Creek” and is discuss ed by Peck
(1834:193), who provides the following des cription: “ Dutch Church Creek, in Pike county, takes its name from a
bluffo f a singular shape res embling one o f the antiquated buildings o f New York in Knickerbock er’s days. It rises
in the interior, and enters Snycartee.” The location of the distinctive blu ff from which the creek derived its name is
not known with certainty, but it potentially is that which lies on the south side of the mouth ofthe hollow where the
creek enters the bottoms. In an effo rt to furth er underst and the origin and potential significan ce o f the name “ Dutch
Creek,” the 1906 Pike County history (Massie 1906) was search ed. Although a coupl e o f references to this place
name app eared in the history, it gave no indication as to the origin and/or signi ficance o f the name to this location.
One reference noted the pres ence o f “ Big Spring below Stoney Point” in the Dutch Creek valley (Massie 1906:189,
265). T he location of Stoney Point or the Big Spring is not know to the current research ers.
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desirable than that in the adjacent uplands, and thus it was selected prior to the less
desirable lands (Illinois Public Domain Land Tract Record Database, Vol. 808, p. 512;
http://www.ilsos.gov/isa/landSalesSearch.do? purchaseNo=0536338).

Table 2
Partial Chain-of-Title for the S teininger Farmstead Site

Grantor
USA
T homas Noles
W. Morrow

Grantee
Thomas Noles
William Morrow
Robert Isherwood

Date
07/31/1818
08/06/1824
04/05/1825

John Bartlett
Morris Smith
J. Snyder
C. Brewster
D. Hart
E. J. Mansfield

Morris Smith
John Snyder
Charles Brewster
David Hart
Edwin. J. Mansfield
James Dutton

R. Isherwood
A. Isherwood
John J. Mudd
J. Newton Carter, et al
Wm. H. Carter
J. Motley
F. Selby
L. Steininger

Amount

Book:Page

$100

5:26
6:455

10/27/1840
11/05/1841
06/06/1843
03/13/1844
06/06/1852
09/09/1852

$
$
$
$
$
$

20:488
20:487
20:488
21:15
38:210
38:211

Arthur Isherwood
Wm. Smith and
W. E. Jones

01/03/1856
01/03/1856

$ 500

James Carter
Wm. H. Carter
John Motley
Floyd Selby
Lloyd Steininger
State of Illinois

08/14/1857
06/06/1929
05/31/1947
03/06/1951
03/24/1960
12/13/2012

200
500
50
500
500
425

$ 475
$ 10
$2,000
$ 10

48:564 (Will)
48:564
53:141
204:287
61:242 (Mtg)
97:48 (Mtg)
261:268
825:185

Like most individuals who received a military warrant for lands in the Illinois M ilitary
Tract, Noles probably never saw, nor improved, the land that he acquired. On August 6,
1821, Noles sold his 160-acres of land to a William Morrow (a resident of Baltimore
County, Maryland) for the sum of $100 (Pike County Deed Record [PCDR] 5:26).
Similarly, Morrow probably never saw, nor improved his property, and he soon sold it to
a Robert Isherwood in early April 1825. At the time of this sale, M orrow was listed as a
resident of the “City of New York, recently of the City of Washington” (Washington,
D.C.). Similarly, Isherwood was listed as a resident of the “City of Washington” (PCDR
6:455-456). This sale entailed the purchase of multiple properties, and although a blank
space was left in the Pike County deed to insert the price, it was left blank (with no
purchase price given for this large transaction).
From this point forward, the chain of ownership for this 160-acre parcel of land is a bit
cloudy. Pike County deed records document a sale of the SW1/4, Section 6 by a
th
Jonathan Bartlett to a Morris Smith for $200 on October 27 , 1840 (PCDR 20:486). In
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the deed records, both Bartlett and Smith were noted as residents of nearby M organ
County, Illinois. 4 Transactions documenting the transfer of the property from Isherwood,
eventually to Bartlett, currently remain undocumented. On November 5, 1841, Smith
sold the quarter section of land to a John Snyder (of Pike County, Illinois) for the sum of
5
$500. Snyder represents the first local owner of this property. Although the sale price
of $500 is relatively low, it represents a major increase of 150% over the earlier sale price
of $200 only a year earlier, and may suggest that some improvements (such as a small
house) had been made on the property during the past year by, or for, M orris Smith
(PCDR 20:487). Snyder apparently held onto the land for only a short time, selling the
land to a Charles Brewster (also of Pike County) on June 6, 1843 for the extremely low
price of only $50 (PCDR 20:488), which would suggest that the property was in all
likelihood not improved.
Although little is known about Bartlett, Smith, or Snyder, historical information relating
to Charles Brewster has been located. Brewster (born in 1811)
moved from the state of New York to Indiana, in 1817, where he remained
three years, when he left his family and traveled to M organ county,
Illinois, where he located land and built a house. He then returned to
Indiana, and built keel boats, in which he moved his family by water, to
their new home, in 1829. He remained in M organ county one year, and
then moved over to Pike county, and made improvements on the north
fork of M cGee creek, in Chambersburg township. There he remained
about two years and then sold out and moved to Atlas, where he remained
one year, and then moved six miles south, where he had purchased land
and made improvements, on section 7. There he raised two crops, after
which he sold his improvements, and moved to section 27, in Pleasant
Vale township, where he had purchased land. There he remained engaged
in farming and raising stock, until June 17, 1833, where he died
(http://freepages.genealogy.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~glendasubyak/ctbrew
ster.html).
Charles’ son, who was also named Charles,
was born in the state of New York, in 1811, and remained with his father
until 1832, when he purchased a piece of land and commenced farmingon
section 27, in Pleasant Vale township, remaining there until 1849. About
this time he crossed the plains, with ox teams, to California, where he
arrived just four months from the day he crossed the M ississippi river. He
immediately engaged in mining for gold. After remaining nineteen
months, he became satisfied with his success, and returned home in 1854.
4

A John Bartlett is noted as being a do ctor in n earby Louisiana, Missouri (Biographical Publishing Company
1891:431, 542).
5

Little has been found regarding John Snyder’s background. One source suggests he (or his parents) may have been
from Pennsylvania (cf. Goodspeed 1889:794).
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He again engaged in farming and raising stock, but on a larger scale than
before. He has large and valuable possessions in Pleasant Vale, Illinois,
where he is now living in comfort and ease…. In 1852, he married Miss
M elvina Percell, of Pike county, Illinois. They have had eight children,
three of whom are still living—Charles E., Ann M ., and M innie M . Mr.
Brewster is one of the heavy property holders of Pike County, and has
always been of very active habits, and a thorough-goingbusiness man. He
has frequently held the office of supervisor, and other local offices of his
county,
and
is
very
generally
respected
(http://freepages.genealogy.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~glendasubyak/ctbrew
ster.html).
It would appear that it was the son, Charles T. Brewster, who purchased the SW1/4,
Section 6 in 1843, and potentially managed it in conjunction with his main farm located
slightly to the north in Section 27 of Pleasant Vale Township. Although it is doubtful
that Brewster lived at the Steininger farmstead, it is feasible that a tenant-occupied
farmhouse may have been present at this location by this date.
Brewster held onto the land for less than a year, selling it to David Hart for $500 on
M arch 13, 1844. Hart
was born June 21, 1773 in Reading, M A. He was the 2nd son of Daniel
and Bethiah M acKintire Hart. He married Lucy Page on June 21, 1796.
They lived for a time in Ashburnham, MA. They were also in Kingston,
Ontario in 1804 for a short time where Elias was born, then went back to
Dublin, New Hampshire. In 1841, David at age 68 and Lucy at age 65,
moved to Barry, Illinois, probably to be closer to their children [one of
their sons moved to Barry in 1838]. Lucy died M ay 24, 1843, 2 years
after they moved there. David died January 17, 1851, 10 years after
moving to Barry. Records said he was a farmer. Both are buried in the
Barry Cemetery, Pike Co. Illinois. They had 8 children who were born in
M assachusetts,
New
Hampshire
and
Canada.
(http://www.myhartt.com/graves.php?ID=93&NAM E=David%20Hart)
Although David Hart is recognized as one of the early pioneer farmers of Pike County, he
apparently settled in rural Barry Township, presumably a couple of miles west of Barry,
6
and it is doubtful that he ever resided on the site of the Steininger farmstead.
6

David and Lucy Hart’s sons Nathani el, Joel, and Elias and th eir daught er Lu cy moved to Barry, Illinois in 1838.
T he names ofthe Harts’ eight children were: Jacob (1797-1853 ), David (1799- ?), Nathaniel Foy (1801-1884), Joel
(1803-1877), Elias (1804 -1846), Lu cy (1808 -1893), Sewell (1813-?), and Norman (1817). The 1891 Portrait and
Biographical Album of Pike and Calhoun Counties, Illinois indicates that
Mr. Hart and his family came to Worcester, as Barry was then called, with a team. Where the
thriving town o f Barry now stands they found an insigni ficant hamlet o f a few buildings and the
surrounding country almost in its primitive wild condition. Mr. Hart bought a tract of l and in the
northwest quarter o f s ection 27, two miles west of Barry, part timber and the rest o f it prairie. His
first work after arriving here was to build a cabin to shelter his wi fe, children and himsel f. He
15

Deed records indicate that David Hart sold the land to an Edwin J. Mansfield of Pike
County for $500 on June 6, 1852 (PCDR 38:210). At that time, David Hart was noted as
being a resident of Brighton, Middlesex County, Massachusetts (rather than Pike
County). As David Hart, Sr. had died in January 1851, it would appear that this deed
documents the sale of the farmstead to Mansfield by the heir, David Hart, Jr., who had
remained in M assachusetts.
M ansfield held onto the property for only a couple of months, selling it to a James Dutton
(of Pike County) for $425 on September 9, 1852 (PCDR 38:211). The 1850 U.S. Federal
census indicates two individuals named James Dutton living in Pike County that year.
One is a 21-year old, Illinois born farmer living with his parents on a farm in Atlas
Township. The other is a 55-year old, Maine born farmer livingwith three children on a
farm in Township 5 South, Range 4 West (Pittsfield Township). The 1860 census
indicates a single individual named James Dutton, who was a 30-year old, Maine born
farmer living with his wife (Ann) and their children on a farm near Pittsfield. No record
of Dutton’s eventual sale or transfer of the land to another party has been found.
These multiple transactions during the 1840s and early 1850s are difficult to interpret.
The transactions all appear to have been undertaken by local men, but it would appear
that none of them occupied this farmstead. Although the sale price of $500 may suggest
minimal improvements, this interpretation is not without its problems, and the land may
have been relatively unimproved during these years. As a measure of comparison, James
7
(1841:43), in discussing a different 160-acre parcel in Pike County , states that the
property, which had two cabins and good fencingupon it, was worth $800. Had this tract
not been improved, he estimated its value to be only $480. James ultimately sold the
improved 160-acre parcel in question for $600—25% less than what he felt its true value
was (and perhaps illustrative of the lingering effects of the Panic of 1837 on the real
estate market). James’ calculations suggests that the SE1/4, Section 6 was not improved
to any significant extent prior to 1844, given that it had never sold for more than $500 up
to that date.
As noted earlier, the mechanism in which Jonathan Bartlett acquired title of this quarter
section of land in October 1840 is unknown at the present time. Two documents filed in
early 1856 shed some light onto the property transfer. Apparently, Robert Isherwood
(who lived in Washington, D.C. and had purchased many land patents from war veterans)
had died sometime in the later part of 1855. His widow, M artha Isherwood (of
Washington County [D. C]), acted as the estate executor, and oversaw the execution of
Robert’s “Will and Last Testament” which transferred many of Robert’s properties to an
made it of round logs and split clapboards to cover the roof. We next hear of the father o f our
subject on a farm comprising the northwestern part o f the southeast quarter o f the same section
that he was on before. T he small frame house with its one room that stood on the place was one of
the first fram e houses ever built in this county (Biographical Publishing Company 1891:575-76).
7

James specifically was add ressing the SE1/4, Section 34 o f T ownship 4 South, Range 6 West (Barry T ownship),
which was one o f multiple tracts his employer own ed in Pike County for which he was assigned the task o f visiting
providing written assessments of.
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Arthur Isherwood (presumably Robert’s son). In turn, on January 3, 1856, Arthur
Isherwood transferred the southwest quarter of Section 6 (along with many other
properties) to a William Smith and W. E. Jones for $500 (PCDR 48:564). Both Smith
and Jones were residents of Davidson County, Tennessee, and apparently were Nashville
1
attorneys. . This transaction between Arthur Isherwood, and the two investors from
Tennessee (Smith and Jones) took place in early 1856. The quit claim deed used for
documenting this transaction suggests that this transaction, although recorded in 1856,
may have occurred many years earlier and represented a formality to clean up title to the
property at that time.
The next land transactions associated with the southeast quarter of Section 6 represents
another quit claim deed dated August 14, 1857 transferring the property from a John J.
M udd (of St. Louis County, M issouri) to James R. Carter (of Pike County, Illinois) for
the sum of $475 (PCDR 53:141). The fact that this was a quit claim deed may indicate
that the actual transfer of this property may have occurred sometime earlier. The low
price for this land seems to indicate that it still remained unimproved—or minimally
improved—at that time. Unfortunately, it is unclear as to how, or when, John M udd had
obtained title to theproperty.
Colonel John J. M udd was a relatively well-known figure in both Illinois and M issouri’s
past. Born in early January 1820 in St. Charles County, M issouri, John was the second
son of Stanislaus and Eliza M udd. The M udd family had emigrated from Kentucky in
1819. By the mid-1820s, the family was living in the Louisiana, Pike County, M issouri
vicinity —directly across the river from the project area. Sometime in circa 1831-32, the
family moved to a location “near the town of Pittsfield.” In 1832, the father died of
Asiatic cholera while in Louisiana, M issouri, leaving his wife with six children. As a
young man, John traveled to the California gold fields twice during the late 1840s and
early 1850s. Upon returning from California on his second trip, he married C elestia
8
Rockwood Dunham of Pittsfield on November 4, 1852. In 1854, the young family
moved to St. Louis where John took up the mercantile business under the name of M udd
and Hughes. Quite successful, the family remained in St. Louis through 1859. In the
autumn of 1859, Mudd and his family relocated to Chicago, where his mercantile pursuits
also were very successful. In October 1861, John M udd joined the Union Army, and was
commissioned First M ajor of the Second Illinois Calvary. Mudd served gallantly in
several campaigns, and was wounded during the siege of Fort Donelson. After returning
from his convalescence, he was assigned as an aid on General McClernand’s staff. Mudd
was killed on M ay 3, 1864 in Dunne’s Bayou on board a steamer ambushed by rebel
forces. His body was returned to Pittsfield, where he was buried. M udd’s wife, Celestia,
remained in the Pittsfield vicinity, where she also was buried after her death in November
1909 (Barnet 1866:210-216).
8

T he 1850 U.S. Census of Population indicates that the young Celestia Dunham was actually living in Atlas
T ownship, potentially in Rockport. At that time, the 23-year-old Celestia was living within the John Webb
household. Beside Mr. Webb (a merchant from New York with a real estate valu e o f $4,000) and his wife, the
household included Celestia (no occupation listed), 9-y ear old Henry West, and 36-year-old John Bliss (listed as a
laborer). By the 1940s, the Webb and Carter families were rel ated (see Flora’s probate fil es), suggesting that there
may have been a family relationship between the Carter and Mudd families (USBC 1850).
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The 1850 U.S. Federal Census of Population enumerates the John M udd family as living
within the Sny Island District (?) of Pike County. The family is the last to be enumerated
within this district. Although it is unclear as to exactly where this region is located, it is
clear that it was located along the M ississippi River valley in western Pike County, and
would have been in close proximity to the project area. The 1850 census indicates that
John J. M udd was a 30-year old, unmarried merchant living with four individuals (two
adults and two children) that all had the same last name (M udd). The second adult was a
male named Alexis M udd, who also was listed as a merchant. The third adult in the
household was 24-year old woman name Caroline Mudd (who probably was Alexis’
wife). Two infant children were also living in the house, and included Susan M . (3-year
9
old), and Emily (one year old). The census indicated that John M udd had real estate
valued at $5,000, whereas Alexis Mudd had real estate valued at $1,500 (USBC 1850).
M udd’s real estate holdings, as indicated in the 1850 census returns, may have included
the Steininger farmstead. Although M udd may have obtained title to the land by 1850, it
seems more likely that Mudd would not have acquired title to this land (potentially from
the Nashville attorneys Smith and Jones) until circa 1856, at which time he would have
been living in St. Louis and more likely to come into contact with the two Nashville
attorneys. It is quite possible that M udd acquired title of this land while in St. Louis,
receiving the military script as payment for merchandise purchased from his store.
Although the possibility exists that the M udd family may have improved the land
sometime during their short ownership of the property, it seems doubtful based on the
10
low sale price to the Carter family.
The 1850 U.S. Federal C ensus indicates that James Carter was an unmarried, 20-year old
farmer from Ohio living in Atlas Township by that date. At that time, James was listed
as the “Head” of the household and livingwith a large extended family. Included within
this household were 40-year-old Lettia (born in Ohio), 22-year old Francis (Ohio), 18year-old Sarah (Ohio), 17-year-old Nancy (Ohio); 15-year-old Lucinda (Ohio); 13 yearold John (Ohio), 10-year-old M ary (Ohio), 9-year-old Malinda (Ohio); 7-year-old Delia
(Ohio), and one-year old Emily (Illinois). Other than James, who was listed as a farmer,
no occupations were given for any of the other individuals in this household. Although
this census does not make it obvious, later census returns indicate that the 40-year-old
Lettia (later referred to as Leticia) is a widow and mother to the family. Based on the
young age of Emily, it would appear that Lettia’s husband probably passed away within
the recent year or so. As such, the eldest son James, who is apparently unmarried, was
listed as the “Head” of the household. It is also of interest to note that the Carter family
had no real estate valuation at that time—they owned no property (USBC 1850).

9

Although the name o f the three-y ear old child is smudged over with ink and is difficult to read, it appears to
indicate the name “ Susan M.”
10

The interpretation that the current house locat ed at this farmstead was constru cted in circa 1856-57 by Jam es
Carter for his new wife (Edna Crump) is held by others (Melissa Gannuch, pers. comm., 20 September 2013).
18

Although it is unclear as to whether the family was occupying the Steininger Farmstead
at this time (as a tenant farmer), it seems likely that they may have been.11
The 1840 U.S. Census of Population suggested that the Carter family had not, as yet,
arrived in Pike County. This census enumerated only one Carter family within the entire
confines of Pike County at that date. This individual was the well-known Reverend
William Carter, co-founder of Illinois College in Jacksonville, and pastor of the
12
Congregational Church of Pittsfield (as well as those in Summer Hill and Rockport).
Unfortunately, information pertaining to James Carter and the identity of his father was
not forthcoming from local or county records. Nonetheless, a search of Ancestry.com
located information on the family, which indicated that a Hugh C. Carter married a
Leticia (Letice) Underwood in Highland, Ohio on June 25, 1827. Hugh was born in St.
Clairsville, Belmont County, Ohio on December 11, 1803. Leticia was born on June 12,
1810 in Farifield, Highland County, Ohio. Their residence in 1830 was listed as
Belmont, Ohio whereas their residence in 1840 was listed as Fayette, Ohio. Accordingto
this source, the family moved from Ohio to Illinois (presumably Pike County) sometime
13
between 1841 and 1844. Hugh and Leticia Carter had a number of children, all except
one of which were listed within the 1850 census as living within the family home (see
discussion above). Apparently, an infant boy named David had died in infancy in 1847.
Hugh Carter died in the Atlas vicinity, Pike County, Illinois on April 24, 1849, relatively
early in life and not long after his arrival in Pike County. Hugh Carter may have settled
at what was to become the Steininger farmstead sometime shortly after his arrival in the
11

T he Carter family is one of the last to be enumerat ed within Atlas T ownship. T he family’s neighbors in 1850 (as
determined by the census returns) include the Brummel, French, Winegert, Creach, Mott, Petty, Peckum, and
Ellidge families—none o f which correlate with family names known to have been located within the Dutch Creek
vicinity. T he unfamiliar nam es in the 1850 census do es question wh ether th e Carter family were living at the
location of the Steininger farm at this early dat e. T he section of the census in which the family is enumerat ed has a
heading over the more formal designation o f “T ownship 6 South, Range 5 West” that reads “West Division.” It is
unclear as to wh at this refers. The “ Sny Island” designation of the pag e on whi ch the Mudd family is enumerated
also has this same heading penciled on the top of the page. It perhaps represents the western division ofthe county.
Is the similarity in family names between th e Mudd and Carter families more than simply a coincidence? Common
names between the two families includes Lettie/Lettia, Sarah, Delia, and Emily. Of most interest is the name Delia,
which is not that common of a nam e. Quit claim deed b etween John Mudd and James C arter m ay suggest that the
transfer of the land was a family transaction. Sarah (born 1827) and Delia (born 1833) were sisters to John J. Mudd.
Lettie was John’s wife (Celestia; born 1827—23 years old). And, both families had a daughter named Emily.
12 The Reverend William Carter died in February 1871, leaving a widow in Pittsfield. Reverend Carter had
extended family (on e o f which was Zalmon Cart er) that also s ettled in central Illinois (including west ern Pike
County; See http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/4472858/person/6909429555?ssrc= for inform ation on his p arents and
siblings) (Chapman and Company 1880).
A “ D. C. Carter” acquired a military warrant for the NW1/4, Section 32, Township 5 South, Range 5 West (Pike
County; Volume 807: Page 7) on October 16, 1817. It is unknown wheth er this individual is related to the Carters
associated with the project area lands.
13

Other info rmation suggests James moved to Illinois with his family at the age o f 11 in 1841. If the birthplaces o f
the family members p rovided by the 1850 census are correct, however, the Carter family could not have arrived in
Illinois earlier than 1842—based on 7-year-old Delia’s birth in Ohio.
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county (circa 1844 to 1848?). If so, the Carter family may have been tenant farmers
occupying the farmstead during these years. After his death in 1849, his eldest son James
took over the management of the farm, and apparently purchased it in 1857. Hugh’s
wife,
Leticia,
died
sometime
in
1870,
at
the
age
of
70
(http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/16942594/person/440341754?ssrc).
Unfortunately, the
14
1850 agricultural census is not available for Township 6 South, Range 5 West.
The chain-of-title for the farmstead during these years is a bit clouded, and the
mechanism in which the Carter family eventually acquired title to the land is a bit
unclear. In 1852, Sarah A. Carter, one of Hugh Carter’s daughters (who presumably was
15
living at the farmstead with the extended family), married James R. Dutton. As noted
above, Dutton had acquired the farmstead upon which the Carter family was farming (and
upon which the Steininger Farmstead is located) in early September of that same year.
The young Sarah Carter Dutton died on July 30, 1857, and James Dutton remarried a
M ary Jane Morrow on February 18, 1858.16 It was also in late 1857 (November 12) that
James Carter married Edna Crump. Had Duttonpurchased the farm being worked by the
Carter family leading up to his marriage to Sarah C arter, who was residing at the farm?
Or was his acquisition of the property responsible for him meeting his soon-to-be bride?
In either case, it would appear that the Carter family more than likely was residing on the
Steininger farmstead by 1852, well before the suspected purchase date of the property by
James Carter. Perhaps after the death of his wife, combined with the marriage of his
brother-in-law, Dutton transferred the property to the Carter family by way of some
17
transaction through M r. Mudd. These are all unanswered questions at the current time.
The 1860 Map of Pike County, Illinois (Holmes and Arnold 1860) indicates that the 160acre parcel of ground identified as the SW1/4, Section 6 was owned by a “J. Carter.”
Located within the far southeastern corner of this parcel of land—at the location of the
existing Steininger farmstead—a farmstead is illustrated. As such, it would appear that a
house and suite of agricultural buildings were present at this site by that date. At this
time, the historic plat indicates that the upland portion of this 160-acre tract of land
(which comp rised approximately two-thirds of the total acreage) was in timber, and the
lower bottomlands had been cleared of timber and probably placed in row-crop
production by this date (see Figure 7).

14

This is one of several townships in Pike County not covered by the surviving records o f the 1850 agricultural
census.
15

One source notes that they were married on September 26, 1852, whereas another notes that they were married on
th
February 26 , 1852 (Keller and Zachary 1974:39; http://archiver.rootsweb.ancestry.com/th/read/DUTT ON/199909/0937994704).
16

http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/16942594/person/440342486
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T he Steininger family has an “ Abstract o f T itle” fo r this farm, but they hav e been relu ctant to let anyone vi ew it
(Roger Harris, p ersonal communication). T his document h as the potential to fill in m any o f the g aps in th e early
ownership history of the property.

20

The 1860 U.S. Federal Census of Population indicates that James Carter was a 29-year
old farmer from Ohio with real estate valued at $2,000, and personal property valued at
$300. At this time, he was still listed as the “Head” of the household, and living with
Edney (26 years old female, born in Illinois), Leticey (42 years old; Ohio); Nancy (25
years old; Ohio), John (22 years old; Ohio), Belinda (18; Ohio), Delela (16, Illinois), and
18
Emily (11; Illinois).
All three of the elder females had occupations listed as
“housework.” Based on the 1870 census, it would appear that Edney was James’ wife,
later identified as Edna in 1870 (USBC 1860b). Research on Ancestry.com indicates that
James
Carter
married
Edna
Crump
on
November
12,
1857
19
(http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/16942594/person/440342395).
The 1860 U.S. Federal C ensus of Agriculture confirms that James Carter was living on
what today is the Steininger farmstead in rural Atlas Township at that date. The census
also indicates that the farm consisted of 38 improved acres and 122 unimproved acres at
that time. Although the unimproved acreage was relatively low, the census indicated that
the farm had an extremely high assessed value of $20,000—which is three to four times
higher than most farms in the vicinity (and contrary to the real estate value reported in the
census of population). The agricultural census suggests that the family produced both
grain focused on grain production, having produced corn (1,500 bushels), wheat (145
bushels), buckwheat (13 bushels) of grain, and raised a limited number of livestock.
Produced very limited amount of hay (1 ton). The livestock consisted of horses (3),
milch cows (3), working oxen (2), and swine (12). Except for the working oxen, this
livestock assemblage seems to be representative of household use rather than commercial
production. The working oxen would have been an asset for breaking prairie soils during
these early years of farming. The value of livestock slaughtered in past year was $150,
and the value of farm machinery was placed at $100. The agricultural census gives few
hints as to why this farmstead was valued at such a high rate. The estimated value is so
high, that one must question whether the $20,000 figure may represent a mistake by the
census taker, and should have been $2,000 (USBC 1860a).
The 1870 Census of Population lists James Carter as a 39-year old farmer from Ohio with
a more mainstream real estate value of $4,500, and a personal property value of $800.
By this date, James is apparently living with his wife Edna (born in Massachusetts) and
their four children, as well as his younger sister Emma (20 years of age, listed as “At
home”), and the family’s mother, Letitia (60 years of age). James’ children at this time
included William (8 years old), Jesse (7 years old), and Anna (3 years old)—all having
been born in Illinois (USBC 1870b).
The 1870 Census of Agriculture paints a picture similar to that depicted in the 1860
census. By this date, the farm consisted of 60 imp roved acres and 100 unimproved acres
18

It is assumed that the 42-y ear old wom an n amed L eticey is the s ame woman as 40-y ear old L ettia listed in th e
earlier 1850 census, and the 60-year old Letitia listed in the 1870 census. If this is true, her age was improperly
reco rded during the 1860 census.
19

T his source indicates that the couple had seven children, the first of which died as an in fant: Charles C. (1860-61),
William H. (1861-1951), Jesse Lewis (1863-1927), James Newton (1865 -1932), Anna E. (1867-1912), Flora (18701945), and John Melvin (1872-1930).
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of land. The farm had an estimated value was $4,500 (the same as that reported in the
population census), while equipment used in its operation was worth $200. James
Carter’s livestock holdings at that time consisted of four horses, two mules, five milch
cows, and seven swine, whose combined value was $650. The absence of oxen at the
farm in 1870 represents a change from 1860 and is reflective of a broader trend in Atlas
Township over the course of this decade. Crop production on the farm over the previous
year was limited to winter wheat (400 bushels) and corn (300 bushels). Carter also had
paid out $260 in wages for farm labor over the course of the year (USBC 1870a).
The 1872 Atlas Map of Pike County, Illinois (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872: 13132) indicates that the SW1/4, Section 6 was owned by a “Jas. Carter.” By this date, the
Carter family had cleared the timber from a large tract (approximately 40-acres in size) of
the adjacent uplands (as suggested by the early 1870 Census of Agriculture). Although
the symbol for a farmstead is indicated in the far southeastern corner of this quarter
section of land (and in the same location as noted on the previous 1860 plat), it is
accompanied by the symbol of a blacksmith shop and is labeled “B.S. Shop” (presumably
indicating the presence of a commercial blacksmith shop at the farm). Presumably, the
Carter family was operating a commercial blacksmith shop at the location of their farm
residence at this date (see Figure 8). It was hoped that the 1870 industrial census might
provide some information on the blacksmith shop, but unfortunately, these records are
20
not available for Pike County.
The 1880 Census of Population lists James Carter as a 49-year-old farmer, who had
apparently lost his wife sometime during the past decade. The 1880 census indicates that
Laticia was 68 years old, was identified as the mother of the family, and was listed as
“Keeping House.” James, children included William H. (18 years old), Jesse (16 years
old), James N. (14 years old), Anna S. (12 years old), Flora (10 years old), and JohnM .
(8 years old).21 The oldest three sons were listed with an occupation of “works on farm”
(USBC 1880b).
The 1880 Census of Agriculture indicates that the Carter family’s land was comprised of:
75 acres of improved ground, used for tillage; 1 acre of permanent meadow, pasture,
orchard, or vineyard; and 74 acres of woodland or forest. The farm was valued at $2,000.
The census return suggests that the Carter family was operatinga typical mixed grain and
livestock farm of the region. The majority of the Carter’s tillable acreage—45 acres—
had been planted in wheat and had yielded 500 bushels. Only 3 acres had been planted in
corn over previous year, from which 130 bushels had been harvested. The family had
devoted 1 acre to potatoes, which had yield of 80 bushels. They also had an apple
orchard, with thirty trees, from which 10 bushels of fruit (valued at $5) had been
gathered. Eighteen acres were set aside as grassland (twelve mowed and six not), from
20

The Illinois State Archives has 1870 Industrial Census records for counties starting with A-L, but none for the
second hal f o fthe alphabet. A search of www.An cestry.com resulted in a similar finding.
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John Carter was the only sibling to leave the area. John M. Carter became an attorney, practicing in Chicago. He
died on June 14, 1930. His death certificat e indicates that he was a sel f-employed attorney, and that his mother
(Edna Crump) was born in New Canton, Illinois.
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which 10 tons of hay had been harvested. Oddly, James Carter reported no horses or
mules in the 1880 census, and his livestock holdings overall were quite limited this year.
He reported having only one milch cow and one “other cow”, worth $50 and from which
fifty pounds of butter had been produced. The census lists no poultry on the farm, but
nonetheless records that twenty dozen eggs had been gathered. Twelve cords of wood
had been cut from the woodlands on the farm over the course of the year. (USBC
1880a). Unfortunately, the 1890 U.S. Federal Census of Population does not exist,
having been destroyed by fire.
During the later years of the nineteenth century, Mr. Carter and his sons dramatically
expanded their landholdings. The 1895 Standard Atlas of Pike County, Illinois (Ogle
1895) indicates that the 160-acres located in Section 6 were owned by James Carter. A
farmstead was noted as being located in the far southeastern corner of the quarter section
of land. No indication was given for the presence of a blacksmith shop at this location at
this time. By this date, James Carter also had acquired the 160 acres in the SW1/4,
Section 9, which was located 1½-mile up Dutch Creek valley from the home farm. A
single farmstead was documented within the far northeastern corner of this parcel of
ground. Additionally, another quarter section of land located in Section 17 one mile west
of Rockport and within the M ississippi River bottom was owned by “J. N. & L. Carter.”
Based on later plat maps, it is presumed that this tract was owned by the Carter
brothers—J. N. and J. L. Carter (James N. and Jesse L.). This tract of land was very low
lying ground and was noted on the plat as “Overflow Land.” on the p lat (see Figure 9).
The 1900 U.S. Federal Census indicates that James Carter was a 69 year old, widowed
farmer living in Atlas Township. At this time, James was living with his sons, William
H. (38 years old; born in November 1861), Jesse L. (36 years old; born in August 1863),
Anna E. (32 years old; born in September 1867), Flora (29 years old; born in October
1870), and John M. (27 years old; born in December 1872). Also living with the family
at this date was an 18-year old, Illinois-born, female servant named M yrtle Harrison
(USBC 1900).
James Carter, who died in 1908, was not found enumerated within the 1910 Federal
Census.22 Nonetheless, the Carter family was represented in the census with the 48-year
old William H. C arter being listed as the “head” of the household. William was listed as
a farmer working a “General Farm.” Living within this household at that time were his
siblings, Jesse L. (a 46 laborer at the “home farm”), Anna E. (a 42-year old sister), and
Flora (a 41 year old sister). The census indicates that the family owned the farm free
from any mortgage, and that they had fifty -eight farm animals on the farm (U SBC 1910).
It probably was sometime after James’ death in 1908, and during the early tenure of
William Carter during the 1910s, that the farmhouse was remodeled (see subsequent
discussion).
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James Carter died on September 12, 1908 at the age o f 77. He was buried in the Samuel Taylor Cemetery, which
lies at
the
mouth
of Dutch Creek Hollow,
a short distance
from his farmstead
(http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/16942594/person/440342395).
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The 1912 plat indicates that the Carter family had continued to increase their
landholdings duringthe previous decade. By this date, as depicted on the 1912 Standard
Atlas of Pike County, Illinois (Ogle 1912:78-79), James Carter had purchased an
additional 40 acres to the north of his home farm (SW1/4, NW1/4, Section 6). Similarly,
the Carter Brothers had acquired 80 acres in Section 6 (N1/2, SE1/4, Section 6) adjacent
to James’ home farm, as well as 240 acres in Section 8 (S¾, SW1/4; NW1/4, SE1/4;
NE1/4, SE1/4; and SW1/4, SE1/4); and an approximate 135 acres in Section 18 (partial
SW¼, Section 18) (see Figure 10). The 1912 “Patron’s Reference Directory located”
within the Standard Atlas of Pike County Illinois (Ogle 1912:103) lists three Carter
family members. J. L. Carter, J. N. C arter, and Townsend Carter. J. L. Carter was noted
as a “Farmer, Shipper and Dealer in Live Stock” residing in Section 6 of Atlas Township
(with a post office in Rockport). J. L. Carter was born in Pike County in 1863. The
younger brother (J. N. Carter) was noted as a “Farmer, Shipper and Dealer in Live
Stock,” albeit living apparently in Rockport. J. N. Carter was born in Pike County in
1865, and by this date was married to a Nellie Brown. Townsend Carter was listed as a
Farmer in Section 16 of New Salem Township. His relationship to the two previous
brothers is not known (Ogle 1912: 103).
The 1920 Federal Census indicates that three (William, Jessie, and Flora) of the four
siblings living together in 1910 are still living at the family farm in 1920. Anna (who
would have been about 52 years of age at this time) had apparently moved out of the
house, or died by this date. It is interesting to note that Jessie Carter, now 55 years of
age, was listed as the “Head of the Household.” An 18-year old, Washington-born
servant named M ary M ays was also living within the household at this time. Again, the
census indicates that Jessie was a farmer working a “General Farm” and that the family
owned the property free of any mortgage. The census indicated an address along
23
Rockport Road, and referenced “Farm Schedule No. 76” (USBC 1920).
The 1930 U.S. Federal census indicates that the 68-year old William Carter was again
listed as “Head” of the household, and was living at the home farm with his sister Flora
(now 57 years old), and a 26-year old, Illinois-born lodger named Mary M ays (USBC
1930). As Jesse Carter had died on October 5, 1927, the 1930 U.S. Federal Census does
not enumerate a Jessie C arter as living in the house at that time.24 The 1940 U.S. Federal
Census, which is the last of the available census returns, indicates that William H. Carter
(78-years of age), and his sister Flora (69 years of age) were still residing together,
presumably at the family farm. The census taker indicated that the farm had a value of
$6,000, and that William worked as a “Grain” farmer who apparently also had additional
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Unfortun ately, these early twentieth century farm schedul e apparently no longer exist.
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(http://trees.ancestry.com/tree/16942594/person/440342395. At the time of his death, Jesse was listed as a
“Farmer and Stock Buyer” (Pike County Death Certi ficate). T he census also references “ Farm Schedule No. 184,”
which is no longer extant.
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income (USBC 1940). A 1939 USDA aerial view of the project area, taken in August
1939 illustrates the farmstead at this point in time (USDA 1939; see Figure 13 and 14).
Flora Carter died on December 23, 1945 and was buried at the nearby Samuel Taylor
26
Cemetery. William H. Carter, the last of the Carter siblings, died in 1951 at the age of
27
90. Neither Flora nor William ever married, and they remained without children. In
M ay 1947, a couple of years prior to his death, William apparently had mortgaged the
farm to John M otley. On March 6, 1951, in an effort to settle the mortgage, Motley sold
the property to Floyd Selby for $2,000. Selby maintained ownership of the property
through M arch 24, 1960, at which time he sold it to Lloyd Steininger. It was Lloyd
Steininger who sold the property to the State of Illinois on December 12, 2012.
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The 1940 census also referen ces “ Farm Schedule Nos. 93 and 94,” which are unfortunat ely not available. T he
1940 census return h as a bit more diversity than the previous 1930 census in their characterization o fthe county’s
farm types, including grain, livestock, and grain and livestock designations.
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At the time of Flora’s death, probate records were filed with appropri ate county authorities. One of the more
interesting details of her p robate records is a room by room inventory of the house at the time of her death (s ee
Appendix III).
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Flora named the T rustees of the Samuel T aylor Cemetery, William Carter, Mary Louise Mays Webb, and Connie
Carter Webb as benefici aries o fthe estate. Mary and Connie Webb were listed as occupants of763 Mulberry Street,
Galesburg, Illinois. It is unclear as to how these individuals may have been related to Flora and the Carter family.
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Figure 1. United S tate Geological Survey (US GS) map showing the location of the
S teininger Farmstead (circled in red, and the landholdings outlined in a dashed green line).
The property is part of the Ray Norbut S tate Wildlife Area, which is managed by the
Illinois Department of Natural Resources (USGS Rockport, IL-MO., 7.5-minute
Quadrangle, 1991).
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Figure 2. Map of the Dutch Creek Unit, Ray Norbut S tate Fish and Wildlife Area, rural
Pike County, Illinois (IDNR 2013). The Steininger Farmstead is circled in red.
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Figure 3. Current aerial view of the Steininger Farm (Google Earth 2013).
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Figure 4. View of western Illinois in 1834 (Burr 1834). The approximate project area is
circled in red.
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Road
Steininger Farmstead Site
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Figure 5. Detail of the U.S . General Land Office survey plat for Township 6 S outh, Range
5 West (Atlas Township), illustrating the towns of Atlas and Rock port, as well as
surrounding cultural features (roads, fields, farms) (US GLO 1844). The location of the
S teininger Farmstead is circled in red.
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Figure 6. Detail of the Town of Rockport (Atlas Township), as illustrated on the 1844 U.S . General Land Office (US GLO) plat
(USGLO 1844; see also US GLO 1816).
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Figure 7. Location of the S teininger Farm, as depicted on the 1860 Map of Pike County,
Illinois (Holmes and Arnold 1860). The 160-acre farmstead (which is outlined in red) was
owned by J. Carter at this time.
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Figure 8. Location of the S teininger Farm, as depicted on the 1872 Atlas Map of Pike County, Illinois (Andreas, Lyter an d
Company 1872: 131-32). At this time, the farmstead is depicted on a 160-acre parcel of ground, with the location of the
farmhouse labeled “B.S . Shop” (indicating the presence of a blacksmith shop). It is not known whether a dwelling was present
at this location at this time.
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Figure 9. Location of the S teininger Farmstead, as depicted on the 1895 Standard Atlas of
Pike County, Illinois (Ogle 1895). By this date, the Carter brothers had acquired a second
160-acre parcel of ground located in the Mississippi Bottom one mile west of Rockport, and
James Carter owned yet another 160 acres farther up Dutch Creek Hollow, east of the his
home farm.
34

Figure 10. Location of the S teininger Farmstead, as depicted on the 1912 Standard A tlas of
Pike County, Illinois (Ogle 1912:78-79). By this date, James Carter’s personal landholdings
adjacent to his home farm in Section 6 had expanded to 200 acres, and he still owned the
160 acres in the SW1/4, Section 9. He and his brother Jesse had also acquired additional
lands in Sections 6, 8, and 18 since 1895.
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Steininger Farmstead

Figure 11. United S tate Geological S urvey (US GS ) map showing the location of the
S teininger Farmstead Site (circled in red) (USGS Barry, ILL-MO. 15-minute Quadrangle,
1931; from survey data acquired in 1921-22 and 1928).
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Figure 12. Topographic and Soil map of Pike County, Illinois (Main 1915). The location of the S teininger farmstead i s
depicted by the small red circle.
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Figure 13. Aerial view of the project area, taken in August 1939 (USDA 1939).
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Figure 14. Close-up detail of the Steininger Farmstead, August 1939 aerial view (US DA 1939). Red circles indicate location of
potential activity areas and/or demolished buildings.
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Figure 15. Detail of the Steininger Farmstead, as illustrated on the 2006 US DA soil survey
of Pike County, Illinois. This photograph was taken sometime between 1994 and 1998
(USDA 2006). The red circle indicate the location of a potential demolished building.
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Figure 16. Site plan of the S teininger Farmstead (11PK1924) showing conditions in 2013.
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Previously Reported S ites: A single archaeological site (11PK1789) is documented in the
immediate project area. This site was located by Lawrence Conrad during a water line
survey in 2008. The proposed waterline ran along the south edge of the existing IDNR
property, immediately adjacent to the Steininger farmstead. Conrad documented a
“spotty scatter” of lithic materials, ceramics, and bone which he identified as Late
Woodland. The site was noted by Conrad as being potentially eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places (Conrad 2008).
Previous S urveys: See above discussion.
Regional Archaeologist Contacted: No regional archaeologist was contacted.
Investigation Techniques: The investigation involved three main components: 1) the
recordation of the house and barns at the site; 2) documentary research on the history of
the property and its owner/occupants; and 3) the preparation of a historical and
architectural context by which the significance of the site could be evaluated.
The recordation of the house and barns included the preparation of scaled line drawings
and the taking of digital photographs of the buildings. Both plan and sectional views
were prepared for the buildings. Particular attention was paid to identifying changethrough-time in the buildings. Secondary buildings were photographed and basic
structural data recorded. The physical investigation of the house was restricted to some
degree by the IDNR’s goal of using the dwelling as office space and living quarters for
IDNR personnel. As such, no exploratory demolition was undertaken, leaving certain
aspects of the house’s method of construction and evolution unresolved.
The documentary research component of the project focused on establishing the
ownership history of the site, background of its owners, and a general historical context
for the county. Chain-of-title research was conducted at the Pike County Courthouse in
Pittsfield. Besides deed records, probate and tax records within the Circuit Clerk’s and
Recorder’s Offices were assessed.
Additional documentary research was done at the public libraries in Pittsfield, as well as
at the Illinois State Library (Springfield). A web-based search of pertinent census records
(population as well as agricultural) was conducted through www.Ancestry.com. Contact
with both local and non-local family members once associated with this property was
28
also undertaken. Members of both the Steininger and Carter families were contacted.
Sites/Features Found: The Steininger Farmstead Site is represented by a house, two barns, a
small frame outbuilding purported to be a springhouse, a chicken house, a garage, and a
root cellar (Figure 16; also Appendix I Figures 59 and 60). The house (with its attached
summer kitchen and pantry), and one of the barns, date from the middle-nineteenth
century, whereas the remaining outbuildings date from the early to middle twentieth
century. As will be discussed below, the large frame house was constructed in multip le
28

Contacts were mad e with both Roger Harris (son-in-law o f th e last owner, Mr. Steininger), and Melissa Gannu ch
(descendent of the Hugh Carter family).
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episodes, with the initial construction probably occurring in the 1850s (or potentially late
1840s). Appendix I contains a series of photographic views of the setting, house, barns,
and other outbuildings. Appendix II contains the archaeological site form. AppendixIII
contains inventory from Flora’s probate records, which gives a room-by-room description
of the property.
House: The residence at the Steininger Farm is a large two-story, frame I-house with a
two-story rear wing or “ell”. Floor plans of the house showing early and existing
conditions are attached as Figures 17 through 21, while photographs are attached as
Figures 61 through 99 in Appendix I. The house faces east, looking up Dutch Creek
Hollow. The main block of the house has a five-bay façade, with central front-facing
doorways on both floors. A spacious open porch extends across the front elevation. An
open porch also stretches across the south side of the rear ell (or primary wing). A small
one-story secondary wing extends off the north side of the primary wing. A newer,
enclosed porch spans the rear (west) side of the ell and secondary wing. The latter porch
serves as a connector to an attached summer kitchen and pantry situated to the rear of the
house –both of which are discussed separately below. The exterior walls of the house are
covered with wooden weatherboard siding, and the roof is covered with ribbed metal
sheets (standing seam metal roof). The windows are double-hung wood sash; those in the
main block havingsix-over-six lights, while those in the rear ell have one-over-one lights
29
(and represent later replacements). Brick chimneys are present on both gable ends of
the main block, as well as in the center of the ell. These are interior chimneys and are
original to the house, while a fourth—on the north gable end—is an exterior stack added
after the house was equipped with a central heating system. The exterior of the house has
limited and very modest architectural detailing, with the most prominent feature beingthe
corner trim on the front elevation, which emulates simple Classical pilasters. A wide
frieze board also is present along the cornice and rake. Another decorative feature of
note is a transom window with art glass over a side entrance on the north elevation (see
Figures 61-68).
The first floor of the main block (the main body of the I-house) originally consisted of
two principal rooms and lacked a central stair hall. The northern of the rooms (Room
101) measures 17’-0”x19’-0” and can be entered through exterior doorways on the east
(via the front porch) and north. It is questionable as to whether the north doorway (with
its overhead transom light) was original to the house. This room has two windows on its
east side and two others onthe north. Centered in between the windows on the north wall
is a plastered brick chimney with an ornate, Greek-Revival-influenced mantel. The
chimney is believed to have had a fireplace opening originally, but this later was bricked
up and equipped to vent a heatingstove. The south wall of the room is dominated by an
open stairway leading to the second floor, which rises from the north to south along the
wall. The existingstairway is a second generation configuration, beinga replacement of
29

T hese window sash are in such excellent physical condition that it is doubtful that they represent the original sash.
T hese sash may represent relatively recent replacement sash, albeit well manu factured and in-keeping with the
suspected style and fo rm of the original sash. Although it only speculation, the Steininger family may have had new
sash manufactured to replace the original ones.
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an earlier one at this same location. Whereas the original stairway was a straight-shot run
the existing stairway has a small landing with a 90-degree turn near its base. The
stairway shows obvious Craftsman (or Arts and Crafts) influences, and is suspected to
30
have been installed in the early-to-middle twentieth century.
The north exterior
doorway may also have been installed at this time—or at least had its art-glass transom
window put in place. Room 101 is believed to be the “parlor” discussed in the 1946
inventory (see Appendix III). The ceilingheight is 8’-6-½” (see Figures 78 through 80).
A doorway on the south side of Room 101 presently opens into a bathroom. However,
this bathroom represents a modern addition, having being partitioned from a much larger
room (Room 102) sometime during the more recent past (circa 1970s-80s?). As
originally built, Room 102 measured 15’-5”x19’-0” and mirrored the adjoining room in
some aspects of its configuration. It had two windows on its east side, two windows on
each side of a chimney on the south, and one window and exterior doorway on the west.
The exterior doorway led onto the south porch of the ell. The chimney in Room 101 was
equipped with an ornate mantel, also Greek-Revival influenced but slightly different in
design to that present in Room 101. Besides the fireplace mantel, this fireplace also had
built-in cabinets located each side of the chimney above the mantel, separated by a fluted
panel (covering the actual chimney). Room 102 is referenced as a downstairs bedroom in
the 1946 inventory (see Appendix III). Physical evidence suggests that a pedestal sink
was once present in this room is located in the floor along the west wall immediately
adjacent to the doorway leading onto the porch. Room 102 was partitioned in the later
twentieth century, creating the bathroom (Room 102a) previously mentioned and an Lshaped laundry room (Room 102b). While the bathroom was provided with a modern
finish, the laundry room still retains the historic look and feel of Room 101 prior to it’s
31
partitioning. Storage shelving is present on the north end of the laundry room (see
Figures 81 through 86).
The first floor of the rear ell (or wing) consists of two rooms. The eastern of these
(Room 103) can be entered from the main block via a doorway on the east. Room 102
measures 17’-2-½”x15’-6”, has one window on its north side, and has a window and an
exterior door on the south (the latter leading onto the side porch). A fireplace is centered
along the west wall. This fireplace is original to the house, but the existing mantel likely
was installed in the early -to-middle twentieth century. The mantel is Craftsman
influenced and likely was installed at the same as the stairway in Room 101 (see Figure
87). The window openings in this room are considerable wider (3’-4”) than those in the
main block and have a different style of sash, which suggests that they may have been
modified as well during the remodeling. A narrow doorway on the east side of the room
accesses a closet located beneath the stairway to the upper floor. An interior basement
stairway was once accessed from this closet at one point in time, but the stair opening has
30

It is suspected that the modification o fthe stairway, and other contemporary modifications to the house, may have
occurred shortly after th e death o f James Carter in 1908 (circa 1909-15). With the elder James d eath, the son
William may have been inclined to remodel the family home for him and his siblings.
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T his storage shelving was installed at the time the bathroom was constructed. It appears that an earlier version o f
a built-in shelving unit may have been in place at this same location prior to the addition of the bathroom.
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been closed off. The 1946 inventory references Room 103 as a “living room” (see
Appendix III).
A doorway in the west wall of Room 103 leads into the western room in the ell (Room
104), which measures 17’-2-½”x15’-6-½. Room 104 is illuminated by two windows—
one on the south and another on the west—and also has an exterior doorway on its west
side (which opened onto a covered breezeway, now enclosed). A built-in cabinet with
paired glass doors, a serving counter, and lower drawers occupies the southern end of the
east wall (see Figure 88). The chimney and firebox associated with the fireplace in Room
103 actually extends into Room 104, and it’s possible that this stack also vented a
heating/cooking stove in the latter at one time. The 1946 inventory references Room 104
as a “diningroom,” distinguishingit from the “kitchen” adjoining it.
The kitchen (Room 105) is located within the secondary wing (attached to the northwest
corner of the primary wing), and is the only room in this wing. As built, the kitchen
measured 11’-7-½”x11’-2” on the interior and had an open porch along the east side of it.
The porch, however, later was enclosed, and the wall separating it from the kitchen was
removed, thereby enlarging the kitchen to its existing dimensions of 11’-7-½ ”x15’-0-½”.
Windows are present on the east, west and north sides of the room, and there also is an
exterior doorway on the east, which leads out onto a patio area on the north side of the
house. A chimney potentially was located along the north wall of the kitchen originally,
though this was not confirmed during the field investigation. Another modification
effected to the room was the removal of the partition wall separating it from Room 103.
The kitchen received extensive updates not long before the house was acquired by IDNR.
The 1946 probate inventory indicates that this room served as a kitchen at that time.
The second floor of the house presently extends over the main block and primary rear
service wing and includes five bedrooms, a bathroom, a hallway, and several closets. As
originally constructed, however, the second floor extended just over the main block (the
main body of the I-house), where two bedrooms were present. The northern of these
bedrooms (Room 201) is stacked above the downstairs parlor and can be entered through
a doorway on its west side (positioned immediately adjacent to the head of the stairway).
It measures 17’-0”x15’-3” and has a walk-in closet along its west side.32 Two windows
and a chimney are present on the north side of Room 201, while another two windows
and an exterior doorway are located on the east. The doorway referenced accesses the
upper deck of the front porch. The upper deck of the porch originally had a balustrade
surrounding it, which has since been removed though the former locations of the
balustrade’s posts are readily discernable. The porch also had a built-in gutter prior to the
installation of the existing roof.
The southern bedroom on the second floor of the main block (Room 202) originally
measured 15’-5”x19’-0” and had two windows apiece on its east, west, and south sides,
as well as a chimney on the south. Although it currently can be entered through two
doorways on its north side, one of which faced the head of the stairway from the lower
32

A scuttle to the atticis located in this closet.
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floor and the other from Room 201, it would appear that only the one at the head of the
stairway was original to the house. At some point in the early twentieth century, Room
202 was subdivided into two rooms through the construction of a north/south-running
partition wall. At that time (or potentially earlier), the second doorway in the wall
separating Rooms 201 and 202 appears to have been constructed. The eastern of these
rooms (Room 202A) is the smaller of the two, measuring 15’-5”x8’-0”. That on the west
(Room 202B) measures 15’-5”x10’-7”. This partitioning of Room 202 potentially was
done in conjuncture with the raising of the rear ell to two stories, or close to the same
period (possible slightly preceding the raising of the ell, when the original house had to
accommodate John Carter and the three adult offspring still residing with him). The
ceiling height on the second floor of the main block is 7’-10”.
The question as to whether the rear ell originally was one, one-and-a-half, or two stories
in height was determined by a number of factors, including: 1) the presence of roof
shingles on the main block that were encapsulated beneath the existingroof over the rear
wing (see Figure 98); 2) the use of surfaced, non-local fir lumber for the roof over the
rear wing; and 3) the obvious re-use of the original ceiling joists on the first floor of the
33
wingfor the ceilingon the second-floor This evidence points to the rear ell having been
one story in height originally.
The rooms on the second floor of the rear ell can be accessed via a doorway located at the
head of the stairs, and a short hallway (Room 203) that extends west of the stairway.
This hall measures 3’-10-¾”x6’-4-½” and is illuminated by a single window on its south
side. A doorway on the north side of the hall opens into an 8’-1”x6’-4-¼” bathroom
(Room 203), while a door on the west opens into a large bedroom (Room 204) measuring
17’-2”x10-1-½ ”. Although the bathroom is not indicated on the 1946 inventory, there is
nothing to suggest that it post-dates that document. Room 204 is lit by two windows (one
on both the north and south walls) and has a closet alongits west side. It’s of interest that
access to the westernmost room on the upper floor of the wing (Room 205) is made
through Room 204, as opposed to a hallway. Although potentially used as a bedroom,
Room 204 might also have been used for storage or other activities at different times,
possibly in association with Room 205 (similar to a “suite”). Room 205 is a bedroom
and measures 15’-8”x10’-3”. It has one window on its south side and two others on the
west. A pair of adjoining closets occupies the north side of the bedroom. The ceiling
height on the second floor of the rear wingis 8’-3” (see Figure 97).
The 1946 probate inventory provides a description of “Flora’s Bedroom,” “M ary’s
Bedroom,” a “Guest Bedroom”, and a “Storeroom”—all of which are believed to have
been located on the second floor of the house. However, it remains unclear exactly as to
which rooms these were. The inventory for “Mary’s Bedroom,” for instance, mentions
33

T his reuse was discern able by the fact that the upp er surface o f th e second -floor ceiling joists shows evidence o f
having form erly had wood lathe attached with machine-cut nails. T he joists also are white pine, which stands in
marked contrast to the lumber used on the existing roof. It would appear that the joists, which would have been
undersized fo r use as floo r joists, were remov ed and then flipped over when they were reinstalled for use on the
upper story o f the modi fied wing. As these ceiling joists were fairly long, they may hav e sagged slightly over the
years, and the effort to flip them when they were re-installed would have alleviated this problem.
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“three shades,” which reasonably could indicate either Room 202a, 202b, or 206 since all
contain three window openings. With this in mind, it may suggest that Flora’s bedroom
was represented by Room 201, and M ary’s bedroom was Room 202a (or perhaps Room
206?), with the guestroom (Room 205) and the storeroom (Room 206) being located in
the rear service wing. What can be said, though, is that the second-floor of the house
appears to have been the domain of Flora and M ary Carter in the early-to-middle
twentieth century.
A large basement room (Room 001) is located beneath the main block of the house. This
room measures 31’-0”x17’-0” and can be accessed through a short exterior doorway on
the south side of the house. This doorway originally was taller and may have had a
34
bulkhead associated with it, but the lower part of the opening later was infilled,
reducing the doorway to its present height. The present door is of plank construction (see
Figures 69 and 70). Signs of the basement’s former use as a food storage area are readily
apparent: a frame bin for potatoes (or other root crops) occupies the southeast corner; two
cupboards are present along the east wall; and two sets of long racks hang from the
ceiling on the northern end of the room. Another large bin is located in the southwest
corner; this too may have been used for root crops, though it could easily have been used
for wood storage. The southwestern bin has a concrete pad, which is the only section of
Room 001 that is paved in any manner. Potential remnants of another rack (for barrels?)
are located in the northwest corner (see Figures 72 and 73). The basement’s use as a food
storage and/or preparation area is further corroborated by the 1946 inventory, which
records the presence of 200 empty fruit jars, a kraut cutter, a sausage mill, eight stone
jars, and a gas stove here. Two generations of interior stairways leading to/from the first
floor have been present on the west side of Room 001. The later of the two remains
intact, complete with steps and landing, but its access to the first floor has been sealed
off. The stairway rises from southto north and terminates at the aforementioned landing.
A header beam provides evidence for the earlier stairway’s location, which ran in the
opposite direction (rising from north to south) than the later does. Room 001 has three
window openings, two of which are located on the east wall (and located beneath the
front porch) and the third on the west (see Figure 71). One of the interesting features
documented in Room 001 is presence of multiple sets of initials painted on the ceiling
joists towards the southern end of the room. These include “M .R.” (written twice
together), “B.R.”, and “J.M .E” (see Figure 75). The individuals responsible for the
graffiti have not been identified.
A second basement room (Room 002) is located beneath the east end of the rear wing and
south porch. This room is not original to the house, having been excavated at some point
in the early -to-middle twentieth century, probably in association with the installation of a
central heating system in the house. This room presently functions as utility room and
contains a hot water boiler and water heater. There is evidence of an earlier gravity -fed,
hot-air heating system having once being present. Room 002 measures 22’-11”x9’-6”
and has concrete-block walls on its north and west sides. A combination poured-concrete
and frame wall is present on the south. The east foundation wall in the room is of stone
34

Due to the sh arp break in th e hillside on the south of the house, this bulkhead may actually hav e h ad just
sidewalls, with no steps present.
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construction, and the stonework here exhibits evidence of having been laid against an
earthen embankment—in contrast to the more neatly finished stone on the opposite side
of the wall (facing into Room 001)—which further substantiates that Room 002 was
excavated out at a later date. Room 001 can be accessed via an interior doorway from
Room 000 or from an exterior bulkhead entrance on its east side. A 2’-10”x12’-1”
concrete pad is present onthe west side of the room (function unknown).
A crawlspace is present beneath the remainder of the rear ell and the secondary wing.
Several features of note are present within the crawlspace. One of these is a large (5’0”x8’-6”) stone pad that supports the existing fireplace and chimney in the ell (see Figure
77). This pad seems overly large for the existing chimney, being of sufficient scale to
support two back-to-back fireplaces. In addition, there is a stone foundation that extends
off the southwest corner of the chimney pad. This foundation, which measures 1’-4”
wide and runs east-west, is clearly butted, if not integral, to the chimney base but does
not appear to articulate with the perimeter foundations of the ell; indeed, it has no
discernible purpose in relation to the existing house (such as supporting a wall above it).
Another feature of note found within the crawlspace is a substantial depression at the
southwest corner of the ell, which has loose fill with a high concentration of plaster,
mortar and early brick fragment. The age and origin of this potential subsurface feature
are not understood.
These various features within the crawlspace, coupled with the rather irregular orientation
of the house (i.e. facing east, looking up Dutch Creek Hollow, rather than southward over
the hollow, out towards the public road) caused much discussion between the
investigators regarding the evolution of the house. Specifically, the investigators
wondered whether the rear ell might actually represent the original house and the main
block (the I-House proper) a later addition. Under this scenario, the house originally
would have had a more “proper” orientation (facing south into the secondary valley),
with the reorientation to the east occurring after the construction of the two-story main
block, at which point the original house became the real ell. However, a detailed
examination of the foundations and sill plates in the main block and ell indicates that both
sections of the house do appear to be contemporary with one another. What then to make
of the excessively large chimney base and aberrant foundation wall adjacent to it? One
possibility is that they represent remnants of an earlier residence at this same site—one
that later was replaced by the existing dwelling. This might also explain the presence of
the hand-hewn post used to support the central beam in Room 001, as well as re-used
structural timbers within the floor system of the rear wing. The post in question measures
3-½x6-½” and has multiple mortises cut into it, which shows it to be re-used stock
salvaged from another timber-frame structure (with finished and/or plastered walls—
probably a house) (see Figure 76). As such, it’s possible that an earlier timber-frame
dwelling, potentially with back-to-back fireplaces, was located at this site, and that
certain structural elements of the residence (i.e. chimney base and post) were reused
35
when the existing farmhouse was constructed.
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T he presence o f an earlier d welling at the site might help expl ain some of the lore revolving around the existing
residence. According to Steininger family lore, the residence serv ed as a “ public house” during the early statehood
period and hosted a v ariety o f local and stat e politicians doing business in Atlas when that community was the seat
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The main block of the house is of timber-frame construction and rests on limestone
foundations, which average 1’-6” in thickness. The sill plates are 4”x7”, hand-hewn oak.
The floor joists are circular-sawn, non-surfaced oak and average 2”x9” in size, though
they exhibit some variability in respect to their dimensions (2” to 2-3/8” in thickness and
8-¾” to 9” in height). The joists are set 2’-0” to 2’-1” on center. The orientation of the
joists is rather unusual, in that they are aligned with the long axis of the house, as
opposed to runningperpendicular to it (as is typically done in I-houses, due to the narrow
depth of these homes. This necessitated the use of two set of joists, which meet at and
are notched into a 9-½”x9-½”, hand-hewn oak beam that runs down the center of Room
001 (see Figure 74). This central beam is supported from below by a 3-½”x6-½”, handhewn oak post salvaged and reused from another structure (see Figure 76). Since the
physical investigation of the house did not involve any exploratory demolition, the
character of the wall framing in the main block remains unknown. The framing may
include large corner posts (likely hand-hewn) and sawn studs joined to sills/plates with
mortise and tenon joints, but this is speculative. An investigation of the attic provided
details of the house’s upper framing. The wall studs on the upper story terminate at
5”x6” hand-hewn oak plates, with those on the east and west also serving as rafter plates.
Unlike the majority of the framing in the main block (which is oak), the ceiling joists on
the second floor are white pine. M ost of the ceiling joist are 2”x6”s though some are
2”x8”s. The joist have variable centers (1’-3” to 1’-6”) and also show variability in their
sawing, with some being circular sawn on all four sides while others were edged with a
circular saw and planked with a vertical saw. The rafters in the main block are 1-7/8”x4½” to 5-¼”, circular-sawn, and are set 1’-11” to 2’-0” on center. The roof sheathing
primarily is 1”-thick, tongue-and-grooved, white pine planking—produced as flooring
but re-used as sheathing in this instance. The sheathinghas variable widths (5-¼”, 6-¼”,
7”) and was spaced out in a manner consistent with the use of the original wood shingle
roof (see Figure 98).
In the rear ell, the first floor is carried by a combination of circular-sawn oak and white
pine joists that vary between 1-¾” and 2” in width and 6-¾” to 7” in height. Their ends
rest on 8”x8” oak sills. These materials are slightly different from main block,
particularly the mix of pine and oak for the joists. As in the main block, the wall framing
in the wing is not accessible and therefore not known. Its original roof structure was
of governm ent fo r Pike County (1821 -1833) (Roger Harris, pers. comm., 25 July 2013). T his story poses several
problems, however, beginning with the fact that the existing house postdates the period when Atlas served as the
county seat. Furthermore, the farmstead can h ardly b e said to be conveni ently located to Atlas, given that the two
are s eparated by a distance o f 3-½ miles. Residual memories o f an earlier house at this site, passed down through
generations, however, might explain the belief in th e existing I-House being much old er th an it actually is. If an
earlier house was indeed pres ent, one wonders wheth er it might actually have been used as a public house or tavern
early on (though not intimately connected to Atlas), when a public road passed right by it, thereby corroborating the
family lore. It is important to note, though, that county histories make no mention of such a business at this location,
nor do the deed records provide any direct evidence o f one. It’s possible that the spaciousness of the existing IHouse may simply have sparked speculation as to its potential use as a public house, which later becam e accepted as
fact and was interwoven into Atlas’s vibrant early history. T he inform ant also noted that a considerable amount o f
family history is apparently written on the wall beneath the red wallpaper o f Room 202. This was not assessed
during the investigation however.
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removed when the wing was raised to two stories. However, the original ceiling joists
were salvaged and re-used for the ceiling on the second floor of the wing; these are
2”x6”, circular-sawn, non-surfaced white pine laid 1’-4” on center. The existing roof
over the wing is framed with 1-½”x3-¼”, band-sawn, surfaced-two-sides, yellow pine (or
fir) rafters with 2’ centers. The sheathingused is ¾”x5”, tongue-and-groove, yellow pine
car siding laid with a 2” gap between the boards (see Figure 98).
The roof over the secondary wing is framed with circular-sawn, oak rafters, which
measure 1-¼” to 2”x3-¼” to 4” and have 1’-3” to 1’-5” centers. The lower ends of the
rafters rest on a 1”x5” oak plate. The ceiling joists also are circular-sawn oak; they
measure 1-¾”x4-½ ” to 5” and are set approximate 1’-4” on center (see Figure 99).
The interior walls and ceilings in the house are covered with plaster applied to sawn
wood lath. The floors in the older sections of the house have a base layer of 1”-thick,
tongue-and-grooved white pine flooring of variable widths (typically 5–¼’), which has
been overlain with ¾”x3-¼” flooring put down in the early twentieth century. The latter
flooring also was use on the second floor of the rear ell.
The trim work in the original house shows considerable evolution and complexity in
respect to materials and finishes. M ultiple episodes of a painted graining are evident in
most rooms, with bird’s eye and tiger-stripped maple, red mahogany, and oak grains
being applied at different times. Room 102b perhaps provides the best indication of what
the trim on the first floor of the house originally looked like, as this chamber has seen
fewer changes than others. The window and door trim here is flat white pine, with an
applied molding on the outer edge of the jamb and head trim. The baseboard also is flat
white pine. All of the trim, fireplace mantle, and doors have been grained to emulate
tiger and bird’s eye maple (see Figures 81 through 85). A similar maple graining may
have once been present in the parlor (Room 101), but a red mahogany graining later was
applied over the trim and doors here (see Figure 80). Finally, when the house was
remolded in the early twentieth century, the doors and window openings in Room 101
were trimmed out with new flat oak trim, which was applied directly over the original
white trim (with applied molding removed). Doorways were provided with a simple
plinth (or base) blocks and head trim capped with an applied molding. The original
baseboard and fireplace mantle in the room were retained but were re-grained to emulate
oak, as was one face of the door between Room 101 and 102. The graining applied to the
mantel is marbleized (see Figure 79). The trimwork in the upstairs bedrooms in the main
block also witnessed a transition from a light-colored graining (perhaps maple) to a dark
mahogany, followed by a light-colored, poorly grained finish (representing oak?)
graining in the twentieth century; these rooms, however, did not have actual oak trim
installed like the Room 102 and 103 did (see Figures 89 through 94).
In contrast to original house, the trimwork on the second floor rear wing has seen no
change. The window and door openings here have varnished flat yellow-pine trim, with
an applied molding capping the head trim. The doorways have simple plinth (or base)
blocks (see Figure 95). The one-piece molded baseboard is present in this part of the
house. Similar trim was used in the Room 103 when it was remod eled in conjuncture
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with the ell being raised to two stories. The same is true of the dining room (Room 104),
though the trim here has been painted.
The original doors on the first floor of the house were hand-planed, four-paneled, doors
with through tenons. Those on the second floor were hand-planed and had through
tenons, but had only two panels (narrow ones, set vertically). These doors had both
beveled panels (on the closets) and flat/ploughed panels in the more formal locations.
M ult iple new four-panel doors were added as part of the early-twentieth-century
remodeling, including some on pre-existing openings. New sash and doors were installed
on several of the exterior doorways, including the two in the parlor (Room 101), that
leading onto the side porch from the living room (Room 103), and that on the west side
dining room (Room 104). The north doorway in the parlor was equipped with an art
glass transom window at this time. The new doors added this time had machine-molded
panels, and present a contrast to the earlier hand-crafted ones. M achine-molded, twopanel doors (with the panels set above one another) were used in the rooms on the second
floor of the rear ell. These doors are varnished, like the trimwork in this section of the
house.
In respect to hardware, the framing in the original house was attached with machine-cut
nails (where not otherwise joined with mortise-and-tenon joints). Wire-drawn nails were
employed in later remodeling episodes.
Early doors in the house were equipped with rim locks. Only two original rim locks
appear to have survived. One is a primary door lock located in Room 102 (on exterior
door, leading to the porch). It has a marbleized red and white ceramic handle, and is not
marked. A smaller rim lock is located on the closet door of Room 201. A replacement
lock on the hallway door of Room 201 has a strike plate embossed with a patent date of
February 24, 1887 (see Figures 81, 89, and 90). Several styles of butt hinges were used,
including ones with fixed pins and loose pins (many with acorn finials). One original
door (located on the north side of Room 202b) had its rim lock removed and was
retrofitted for a mortise lock. Doors installed in the early -twentieth-century remodeling
are equipped with mortice locks, one of which was marked “Russwin” (manufactured by
the Russell-Irwin Company) and have ornate lock plates and knobs (see Figures 95 and
96). These doors are hung with loose-pinned, butt hinges with ball-tipped finials. The
door hardware used in Rooms 202a and 202b is simpler in style to that used on the
second floor of the rear ell, though still is contemporary (while possibly pre-dating it
slightly if Room 202 was divided in a separate, slightly earlier construction episode).
Summer Kitchen: The summer kitchen is a 1-½-story, single-room, frame building
attached to north side of the pantry, and adjacent to the northwest corner of the secondary
service wing (see Figure 100). The summer kitchen measures 13’-11-½ (north/south) by
20’-½” (east/west) and has exterior doorways on its east and west ends. Standard-size
window openings with double-hung sash are present on the north and south elevations, as
well as in the upper part of the gable end walls. A small window with a single hinged
sash also is present on the west elevation. The exterior walls are sheathed with simple
drop siding. The summer kitchen has one room on its first floor. The walls and ceiling
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are unfinished. The eastern half of the room has wood flooring while the western half is
paved in concrete. A suspended brick chimney is centered on the south wall. This
chimney is supported by framing below, into which a cabinet has been integrated. A
simply enclosed stairway to the upper floor rises from west to east along the north wall
(see Figures 101 through 103). Like the lower floor, the upper floor of the summer
kitchen consists of a single room with unfinished walls and ceiling. The presence of a
large linoleum floor covering, however, suggests that the upper room may have been
used for more than general storage at one time. One potential alternative use was living
quarters for hired help (see Figures 104 and 105).
The summer kitchen rests on poured concrete foundations and is of balloon frame
construction. The principal framing members predominately are circular sawn oak. The
sill plates measure 2”x5-½ ”, and the studs are 2”x4”s. A 1”x5- ¾” ribbon is notched into
the studs and carries 2”x5-½ ” ceiling/floor joists. The roof is framed with oak rafters
with variable dimensions (1-¾”x3-½”, 1-7/8”x3-¾”, and 1-7/8”x3-¾) and joined to a
1”x6” ridgeboard. All of the framing is attached with wire drawn nails.
If we are interpreting the document correctly, the 1946 inventory discusses the summer
kitchen as the “Wash House.” The building’s contents at that time included: two sewing
machines, a fireless cooker, a boiler, an ironer, four chairs, one trunk, sleigh bells, and a
single buggy harness. A kerosene stove also was inventoried.
Pantry: As mentioned previously, the pantry is one of two attached outbuildings located
directly to the rear (west) of the house. Its name is derived from the 1946 inventory.
Originally detached from the house, it (and the adjoiningsummer kitchen) has since been
connected to it through the construction of an enclosed porch on the west side of the
dwelling. The pantry is a single-story, frame structure that measures 8’-10” (north/south)
by 10’-0” (east/west) on the exterior. It has an exterior doorway on its east side,
equipped with simple plank door, and has a single window opening, located on the west.
The exterior walls are covered with weatherboard. On the building’s south side, its
current roof projects over 6’ beyond the wall plane, providing a sheltered space below.
On its interior, the pantry has unfinished walls (with studs exposed) and a concrete floor.
The ceiling is covered with pine planking with lapped joints. The principal feature within
the room is a concrete trough that extends the length of its south side (see Figure 106).
The basin of the trough measures 2’-2”x8’-8”, is 6” deep, and has a 1-¾”-diameter drain
in its center. A 1”-diameter hole passingthrough the lip of the tough on its west side may
have served as a water supply from the adjacent exterior trough (though the latter may
post-date the former slightly; see discussion below). The trough rests on three relatively
expedient cast iron posts (see Figure 107). Two of the posts appear to represent
undecorated cast iron pipe, whereas the third (and/or middle one) appears to represent a
more formal and molded cast-iron stand pipe (potentially salvaged from another source).
The function of a concrete trough in this small building is unknown. It may have
functioned, with the aid of running water from a nearby spring, as a cold-storage facility
(for dairy and other foodstuffs). Another possibility is that this facility was used for
cheese production.
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The physical investigation of the pantry determined that the pantry originally stood
independent of the summer kitchen presently attached to its north side of the building.
The pantry originally was front gabled, but its roof modified to an extended shed roof
when the summer kitchen was attached to it (see Figure 108). The materials used in the
pantry’s construction (such as wire-drawn nails) suggest an early -twentieth-century date
of construction.
Primary Barn (Barn No. 1): A large frame multi-purpose (or general purpose) barn is
located along the southern edge of the farmstead, lying at the base of the ridge on which
the farmstead is situated. Floor plans and a sectional view of the barn have been attached
as Figures 22 through 27, and should be referenced in conjuncture with the barn’s textual
description. Accompanying photographs of the barn are attached in Appendix I (Figures
109 through 142).
The primary barn is a side-gabled, frame structure with a shed-roofed extension that
measures 44’-2” (north/south) by 40’-8” (east/west). The exterior walls are clad in
vertical plank siding, while the roof is covered with corrugated steel. A prominent cupola
with a cross-gabled roof and six-light window sash is centered in the ridgeline. The barn
faces north, towards the house. A large, vehicle-sized doorway and a smaller
personnel/livestock door are present on the north elevation. Additional vehicle doors are
present on the eastern and western ends of the shed-roofed extension, which also has a
personnel door on its south elevation. A mow door with hay bonnet is present on the east
gable end of the barn (see Figures 109 through 111).
The barn was built in two distinct episodes. The original structure is of timber frame
construction and represents of a variant of the Three-Bay English Barn. As built, the
barn measured 30’-2” (north/south) by 40’-8”. Typical of barns of this type, the interior
is divided into three main bays delineated by four structural bents. The central bay
measures 15’ wide and has a 10’-wide vehicle doorway in its north end. The doorway in
question once had a pair of hinged doors, but two sliding doors are now present. A
narrower (5’-6”) and shorter doorway was present on the south end of the bay. The
central bay of the barn would have been used for threshing, lifting hay and straw to/from
the loft, equipment storage, and other farm activities ov er the course of the barn’s history.
A tack rack is located on the north end of the bay, as is a ladder to the hay loft (see
Figures 112 through 114).
The eastern bay in the barn measures 12’-9” wide and historically was used for the
stabling of oxen, horses and/or mules at different points in time. The stall partitions have
been removed, but physical evidence suggests that several generations of partitions were
once present. These ran east/west and extending off the wall separating the east and
center bays. As built, the bay may have been divided simply into a two large box stalls,
with a single partition wall between them. Each of these may have held an ox, as the
Carters were recorded as owning two oxen in the 1860 agricultural census. Alternatively,
the oxen may have been kept in one stall while horses were kept in another. Vertical oak
planking (1” thick) was nailed to the lower part of the walls on the eastern, southern, and
western sides of the bay to protect the framing from damage by livestock. Later on the
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large box stalls were subdivided, creating a row of at least five narrower stalls (each
approximately 5’ wide), and possibly even a sixth at the northern end of the bay. The
latter “stall,” however, might also have functioned as a service aisle—as suggested by the
gate on its west end allowing access to the central bay and absence of wall planking here.
These modifications to the bay may have been effected between 1860 and 1870, when the
Carters disposed of their oxen in favor of horses and mules. Animals could be brought
into the east bay via the personnel/livestock door on the north elevation and then directed
down an aisle on the east side of the bay, on into their respective stalls. The stall
partitions ultimately were removed completely and new gate added on the southern end
of the wall between dividing the east and central bays. There are three window openings
on the eastern side of the east bay (see Figures 115 through 118).
The western bay of barn was used for grain storage and is partitioned up amongst three
bins. Each of the bins has an interior door on its east side that opens into the central bay
and an exterior grain door on the west by which it was filled. The bins vary slightly in
respect to size, but approximate 10’x12’ (see Figures 119 through 123).
The upper floor of the barn functioned as a hay loft and can be accessed by means of a
ladder on the north end of the central bay. The loft is floored over the entirety of the east
and west bays but extends over the southern half of the central bay. It’s possible that the
loft joist and flooring over the central bay may have been able to removed, dependingon
need. Originally, hay (and straw likely were tossed into the loft by hand from a wagon
posit ioned in the central bay. Eventually, however, a hay fork track and mow door were
installed in the barn. As noted previously, the mow door is located in the east gable end
and has a bonnet associated with it (see Figures 128, 132, and 133).
The shed-roofed extension on the south side of the barn represents a second construction
episode and appears to date to the early-to-middle twentieth century. The extension
measures 14’-0”x40’-8” and has a single large room on the interior. At present, there are
wide, vehicle-sized doorways on the east and west ends of the extension, and a personnel
door and two windows onthe south side. While the large doorway on the west appears to
be original that on the east represents an expansion of an earlier personnel/livestock door.
A 1’-4”-wide gutter runs the length of the extension, draining out on the east. Vertical
planking covers the lower part of the south wall. The extension is believed to have
originally served as feeding and loafing shed for cattle. The position of the gutter
suggests that a service/access aisle ran along the south side of the structure. The
extension later was used for equipment storage—a transition in function that probably led
to the addition of the eastern vehicle door (see Figures 136 through 138).
The original barn has four main structural bents whose principal members are hand-hewn
oak timbers joined with mortise and tenon. The sill plates measure 10”x10-½” and carry
2”x10”, sawn, oak joists set 1’-1” on-center. The posts have some variability in respect
to size (as is typical of hand-hewn timbers), with most measuring between 7”x7-½” and
8”x8”. The exceptions to this are the middle posts in the eastern and east-central bents,
which are slightly larger (8-½ ”x9”-½”), presumably due their having a 6”x7” girt running
between them. These two bents also are distinguished from those on the west half of the
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barn by only having one middle post as opposed to two. The end posts have knee
braces—in the form of sawn 3”x4”s—present on both their upper and lower ends. Knee
bracing also is present on the upper ends of the middle posts of each bent. Several
horizontal members run between the posts. Lower down, sawn 4”x4” rails are present;
these serve as nailers for the exterior siding as well as for vertical planking on the interior
in some parts of the barn. At mid-height, 7”x7” girts (anchor beams) run between the
posts, with those running north/south carrying the floor joists for the hay loft (2”x7-½”8” oak). The anchor beams are connected to the upright posts by way of a blind through
tenon (which projects completely through the post with the end cut flush with the outer
36
edge of the post). The center posts in each bent rise to an 8”x8” tie beam, which runs
between the end posts. M ain beams, measuring 7”x7-¼”, run the north and south sides of
the barn, connecting the bents together and also serving as a plate for the rafters. The
lengths of the main beams/plates are such that they are made up of several timbers halflapped together. The rafters in the barn are 1-¾-2”x3-5/8”, circular-sawn oak with 2’
centers and are supported at their mid-point by 7”x7” purlins. The existing rafters appear
to be replacements of an earlier generation of much larger ones (see Figure 131). The
purlins themselves rest on 7”x7” posts, which rise at angle from the tie beams and are
braced with 3”x4” struts. Knee bracing also runs between the purlins and purlin posts.
The roof sheathing is 1”x2-½” to 5-½”, circular-sawn oak. The barn rests on stone piers
(see Figures 124 through 132, 134, and 139 for structural details).
The shed-roofed extension has poured-concrete foundations. Its walls are framed with
6”-diameter round posts (yellow pine or fir) set approximately 6’-6” on center directly on
top of the concrete foundations. Four tiers of 2”x6”, circular-sawn, oak boards are nailed
to the outer face of the posts to serve as nailers for the exterior siding. The roof is framed
with 2”x6”, circular-sawn, oak rafters, whose lower ends rest upon a 2”x6” oak plate.
The sheathing also is oak lumber. The roof originally was covered with wood shingles.
Wire nails were used in the construction of the extension.
Several aspects of the original barn make it a bit different from a traditional Three-Bay
English Barn. For one thing, the barn lacks large doors on both ends of its central bay to
allow a drive though and open breezeway. Topography may have played a role in this, as
there is a roughly 2’ drop in grade between the north and south sides of the barn, but this
grade differential could have been easily overcome with the construction of a ramp, as
was often done for other barns of this type. For whatever reason, the barn’s builder did
not want or feel the need for a large doorway on the south. Another difference seen in
the barn is the placement of the northern vehicle doorway offset from the center of the
bay. Typically, such doorways are centered within the bay. The doorway potentially was
offset to allow for hay mangers and/or feed bunks alongthe east side of the bay (fronting
the adjoining stalls), though this is purely speculative. Similarly, the presence of the
built-in granaries forming the entirety of one bay is unusual, and potentially reminiscent
of German Scheune barns (see Footnote 53, pp113). Certain aspects of the barn’s
framing also stand out, one of which is the use of through (versus blind) tenons. Another
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This somewhat reminiscent o f a classic Dut ch mortise, which consists of an ext ended blind through tenon. T he
Dutch mortise is often associated with the Saxon Barn, which was built by immigrants from Lower Saxony and the
Friesland region of northern Europ e (cf. Wilhelm 1992:70).
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is the use of only one center post in the eastern two bents (compared totwo in the western
bents) and the use of the 6”x7” girt running between them. At first glance, this girt is
appeared to have no discernable purpose: it does not carry the floor joists for the loft
(which run parallel to it), and a comparable girt(s) is lacking in the west bay of the barn.
The discovery of several mortises cut into the girt’s underside, however, revealed that it
formerly served as a plate for the studs used to frame the original stall partition in the east
bay (see Figure 118). The use of canted purlin posts in the barn also is note, considering
that this framing technique often was employed to allow unobstructed space for operating
a hay fork within the loft (as a substitution for more traditional Queen-post trusses). Yet,
the hay fork track in the barn is not original to the structure. Another oddity noted during
the investigation of the barn is evidence of beams formerly having extended out from the
37
south wall of the barn.
These beams were set high enough to provide sufficient
headroom for livestock or persons to walk beneath them, but were still placed relatively
low on the wall plane. They potentially were associated with an earlier, shed-roofed
extension—much lower than the existing one—but further physical evidence for such a
structure is lacking(see Figure 135).
The materials and methods of construction used for the original barn are broadly
indicative of the middle nineteenth century (circa 1850-1870), with the extensive use of
hand-hewn timbers suggesting it dates to the earlier part of this period. Determining a
more precise date is difficult due to the longevity of timber-frame construction in Illinois,
particularly in timber-rich settings like southwestern Pike County. However, the barn
does appear to be contemporary with the house and represents a surviving component to
the early farmstead.
S tud Barn (Barn No. 2): A small, front-gabled, frame barn is located on the hillside
above (north) of the farmhouse, facing east (see Figures 143 through 147). This structure
was referred to by the Steininger family as the “stud barn”—presumably in reference to
its former use as a barn designed to house stallions for breeding purposes. It measures
22’-4” (north/south) by 24’-5” (east/west) on the exterior and presently has two exterior
doorways on its east elevation. A large mow door is present in the gable on this same
elevation. On the first floor, the barn is divided into two main sections, each accessed by
one of the doorway previously mentioned. The southern half of the barn has a dirt floor
and originally was used for stabling livestock. It has a feed bunk and hay manger
running along its north side, off which extend stall partitions. The stall partitions stop
short of the south wall, leaving a sort of service/access aisle along this side of the barn.
This area of the barn has witnessed some modifications through time, but the original
layout can be discerned. Originally, this section of the barn was accessed via a doorway
centered in the south wall (rather than on the east as at present) and was divided into two
large box stalls by a single partition. Vertical planking was nailed to the lower part of the
walls to serve as a buffer from livestock. Racks, likely intended for hanging harness
(tack racks), are present in the southwest corner. The south doorway in the barn
eventually was enclosed, and the existingdoorway on the east was cut in. Two additional
stall partitions also were put in at a later date, subdividing the western of the two original
stalls into three narrower ones. The eastern stall was never subdivided and retains its
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The sawn-off tenons associ ated with these beams are still place, within the posts.
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original dimensions; however, there is some evidence to suggest that the feed bunk here
later was subdivided to allow for multiple small boxes (measuring 7”x7”) arranged in two
rows. The modifications made to this end of the barn are believed to be related to
changes in the type of livestock kept in the building. Once horses stopped being used on
the farm, smaller livestock such as calves, colts, or maybe sheep may have been fed and
housed in the barn.
The northern half of the ground floor of the barn is distinguished from the south half by
having a raised floor (of frame construction). Three grain bins are located in this raised
section. The grain bins run east-to-west and are framed out with ¾”-thick, tongue-andgroove planking. These bins were used to store small grains (mostly oats, potentially
supplemented with other grains such as rye) to be used as horse feed when horses were
stabled in the barn. Each bin has an interior doorway on its south side, opening onto a
service aisle, and an exterior grain door on its north side through by which they were
filled. The service aisle mentioned allowed access to grain bins, as well as to the feed
bunks on the opposite side of it. The northeast corner of the barn was not partitioned off
for grain storage and is open to the service aisle. This area has a shelf along its west side
and a ladder leadingto the upper level of the barn.
The upper level of the barn functioned as a hay loft and is completely open. Hay was
brought into the barn via a large mow door in the east gable-end wall by use of a metal
hay track. Hay was tossed down into the mangers on the floor below through holes in the
floor. A window is located in the west gable-end wall.
The stud barn has poured-concrete foundations and is of balloon-frame construction. It
was built predominately with locally procured, circular-sawn, non-surfaced oak lumber,
though some non-local material was used as well. The walls are framed with 1-¾”-2”x6”
oak studs, doubled up at the corners and otherwise set on approximate 2’ centers. The
studs rise from a 2”x6 oak sill. Knee bracing is present at the corners. The hay loft is
carried by 1-¾”x5-½” oak floor joists, whose outer ends rest on a 1”x6” oak ribbon
notched into the studs. The inner ends of the floor joists overlap in the center of the barn
and are supported by beam formed with doubled up oak 2”x6”s. The wall plate on the
north and south side of the barn is a doubled up oak 2”x6”, while that on the east and
west is a single oak 2”x6”. Arch bracing runs between the wall plastes and corner posts.
The roof is framed with 1-½”x5-½” yellow pine (or fir) rafters set 2’ on center. The
rafters were edged with a circular saw, planked with a band saw, and surfaced on two
sides. The roof sheathing is 1”-thick oak planks with variable widths (7-½” to 12”). The
original wood shingle roof has been overlain with corrugated steel. All framingmaterials
are attached with wire-drawn nails.
Based on the materials and methods used in its construction, the stud barn is believed to
date to the early twentieth century.
S pringhouse: A small, front-gabled, frame building is located a short distance northwest
of the summer kitchen (see Figures 148 and 149). Although identified by an informant as
a springhouse, this functional attribution is doubtful (as is discussed below). This
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building lies on the northern side of the driveway accessing the site and is built into the
adjoining hillside. It measures 12’-1-¾” (north/south) by 10’-1-¾” (east/west) on the
exterior, is sheathed in simple dropped siding, and rests on a raised poured-concrete
perimeter foundation. The building has an entrance centered in its south elevation, which
is equipped with a four-paneled, wood door and has a transom light above it. The interior
consists of a single room, the walls and ceiling of which are unfinished, with unpainted
studs and rafters exposed. The floor is paved in concrete. Aside from the doorway, the
only other openingin the buildingis a small hexagonal-shaped vent (approx. 6” diameter)
located on the upper part of the north wall. The ceiling height is 7’-10” (as measured
from the floor to base of collar beams).
Structurally, the building was constructed with a combination oak and white pine lumber,
which is non-surfaced (rough-four-sides) and mostly circular-sawn. The walls are framed
with 1-¾”x4” white pine studs with 2’-6” and 3’ centers. The studs rest on a 2”x6” oak
sill plate, but the wall/rafter plate is 2”x6” white pine. The roof is framed with 2”x4”
white pine rafters and 1”x6” spaced sheathing. Collar beams run between the rafters;
these are 2”x5-½”-6” oak. All framing materials are attached with wire-drawn nails. The
concrete foundations measure 6” thick and rise 2’-9” above the floor level on the interior
of the building.
The original function of this building is unclear. Although the Steininger family referred
to it as a “springhouse,” there is no evidence of a water supply (natural or piped) to it, so
this seems unlikely. Another possibility suggested by the current research is that it was
used for meat processing—a use suggested by a series of penciled notations found written
on the interior side of the siding on the west wall. The darkened condition of the siding
makes it difficult to read the notations in their entirety, but several are legible and provide
inventories of meat processed at different points between 1928 and 1938. For example,
one list says: “1932 / Put in Sack / 6 Hams / 4 Shoulders.” The 1938 list is longer, but
only the upper part is legible: “5 Sho[u]lders / 6 Hams / 9 Sid[e] / 7 Side in Brine….”
The inventory for 1928 actually is divided into six separate numbered lists, which may
represent different butchering episodes. The content of the penciled notations naturally
leads one to consider whether the building served as a smokehouse. However, the
interior lacks the heavy staining and residual smoke smell typically found on the walls
and ceiling of a smokehouse. An alternative, but related, use is that the structure served
as a salting or curing house, where cuts of meat were rubbed with dry salt or soaked in
brine in order to preserve (cure) them.
Based on the dates of the wall notations and type of materials used in its construction, the
building is believed to date to the early twentieth century (pre-1928).
Chicken House: A front-gabled, frame chicken house with a shed-roofed wing is
located on the west side of the farmstead (see Figure 150). It lies on the on the south side
of the driveway accessing the site and faces north. It primarily is sheathed in drop siding,
though metal siding has been added on the east elevation. The chicken house was built in
two episodes, with the front-gabled section representing the original structure and the
shed-roofed wing a later addition. The original building measures 16’-1-½” (north/south)
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by 14’-4-½” (east/west), rests on raised concrete foundations, and has two levels. The
upper, or main, level is accessible from grade on the north elevation, where a doorway is
present, and consists of a single room measuring16’-0”x14’-3”. The room originally had
a string of four adjoining windows on its east side, but these were covered over when the
metal siding was applied. Another window is centered in the upper part of the south
gable-end wall. A frame ventilation shaft (10”-square on interior) passes through the
center of the room. This shaft originates in the lower level and rises to a roof ventilator.
A crude, built-in table or workbench is located in the northeast corner. The lower level of
the chicken house also is accessible at grade (due to the building’s position on a hillside)
and can be entered via a doorway in the east elevation. The lower level originally
consisted of one room measuring 14’-8”x12’-7” (delineated by the concrete perimeter
foundations). This room is windowless but does have a doorway in its south side. The
addition of the shed-roofed wing extended the chicken house by 8’ and provided a second
room on the lower level. Clear corrugated fiberglass panels were used as roofing on the
extension, thereby amplifying the natural light on the interior. Both rooms on the lower
level have dirt floors.
The original section of the chicken house predominately was framed with nominal-sized
yellow pine (or fir) lumber surfaced on four sides. This includes the sill plates (1-½”x5½’), studs (1-½”x5-½”), wall plates (1-½”x5-½”), rafters (1-½”x4-½’), and roof
sheathing (¾”x3-¾’). A notable exception is the floor joists, which are circular-sawn,
non-surfaced oak (2”x5-¾’). The south addition is more roughly constructed than the
original building. Its walls are framed with in-the-round oak posts. All framingmaterials
in the chicken house are attached with wire-drawn nails.
Based on the materials and methods used in its construction, the chicken house is
believed to date to the early twentieth century.
Garage: A shed-roofed frame garage is located west of the house (see Figure 151). The
garage is of post-in-ground construction and has corrugated steel siding and roofing. The
garage is divided into two large bays (possibly representing separate episodes of
construction) and is entered through its east side, which is open sided with no doors
present. It was probably constructed during the middle to late twentieth century.
Root Cellar (“Cave”): A root cellar is built into a hillside approximately 800’ northwest
of the farmhouse (see Figure 152). The cellar is constructed entirely of poured concrete
(6” thick) and has a low front-gabled roof. The structure is covered with earth except on
its south side, where a doorway is present. This doorway, which measures 3’x5’-8”,
represents the sole opening in the structure. Also present on the south elevation are two
retaining walls, 4’ in length, which extend to either side of the cellar. On its interior, the
cellar measures 9’-0” (north/south) by 5’-10-½” (east/west) and has bare walls and
ceiling and an unpaved floor. The ceilingheight is 5’-9” at the edges of the room and 6’7” at the center line. A nominal-sized 2”x6” board is wedged in between the east and
west walls at the base of the ceiling. This board has a series of nails running down one
edge, which may have been used for hanging things on. The use of poured concrete for
the cellar suggests that it was constructed in the twentieth century —likely early in the
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century, given the course character of the aggregate mixed into the concrete. Detached
cellars typically were used for the storage of root crops and/or other foodstuffs and
generally were located in proximity to the house. The cellar here, however, is separated
from the farmstead by such a distance (hardly a short walk from the kitchen and in close
proximity to the adjacent field), that one wonders whether it may have served some other
specialized purpose on the farm.
Non-Extant Outbuildings: Although difficult to interpret, the 1939 aerial photograph
also seems to depict a couple of non-extant outbuildings (see Figure 14). The largest of
these buildings is large, gable-roofed structure—presumably a barn—located
west/northwest of the house and north of the chicken house. This structure was described
by Mr. Harris as primarily for cut hay storage, which would suggest that it was a later,
potentially early twentieth century, feed barn for cattle. M r. Harris suggests that the barn
was destroyed by fire due to improperly dried hay (and spontaneous combustion). No
physical evidence of this barn is presently visible on the surface. On the contrary, the
suspected location of the barn has been heavily impacted by relatively recent ground
disturbing activities associated with improved drainage around the existing pond. In an
effort to determine the barn’s longevity post-1939, John Dury’s 1955 This is Pike County,
Illinois was thoroughly investigated, but this source unfortunately does not carry an aerial
photograph of the Steininger Farmstead (unlike so many other farmsteads in the county).
A second non-extant small frame outbuilding appears to have been located to the
southwest of Barn No. 1. This outbuilding, which is depicted on the 1939 aerial
photograph of the farm, probably represents a privy (see Figure 14). Due to its location
behind the barn, and its distance from the house, it is doubtful that this represents the
primary privy associated with the house.
An L-shaped set of concrete foundations is present off the southwest corner of the house.
Although initially assumed to represent a retaining wall, the foundations, when examined
closely, proved to have sill bolts protruding through them (albeit cut off). These bolts
suggest that the foundations formerly supported a building. The southern foundation wall
is on line with the side porch on the house and is 13’ in length. The western wall extends
for approximately 11’ before it becomes eroded and drops beneath the ground surface.
Although the original extent of the western wall is not known, it is of interest that the
wall lines up with a concrete water trough adjacent to the pantry (and discussed in more
detail below). This trough has a wing wall extending off that seems to serve no
discernable purpose other than it possibly being intended to join up with the unidentified
building associated with the L-shaped foundations. The proximity of this outbuilding to
house suggests that it may have represented an earlier version of a summer kitchen; yet
its concrete foundations suggests a construction date not much earlier than the existing
summer kitchen.
Water-S upply Related Features: Typical of nineteenth-century farmsteads, the
Steininger Farmstead likely had one or more wells and cisterns throughout its history.
None of these features were identified during the field investigation, however.
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A concrete water trough is located adjacent to the west wall of the Pantry. The trough
measures 2’-6”x7’-6” on the interior. Its depth is uncertain, due to the trough being filled
with soil, but the presence of a 1” drain at the base of its southern sidewall suggests that
the trough is about as deep as it is tall—approximately 2’. The southern sidewall is
thicker than the others and is clearly poured around (and abutting) the pantry foundations,
which points to the trough post-dating the pantry and appears to be an effort to make the
trough watertight at this juncture. It is unclear whether the trough was intended for
watering livestock or was related functionally with the shallow concrete trough inside the
pantry (or both?). A standpipe with water spigot is located immediately off the southwest
corner of the trough. Another spigot is located south of the house, midway between it
and the primary barn.
Landscape-Related Features: Several retaining walls, of both stone and poured
concrete construction are present at the site. A dry -laid stone retaining wall is located
along the north side of the house and continues some distance east of it until intersecting
the driveway accessing the site to the east. The wall averages 1’-6” in thickness and 1’6” and 2’-0” in height. It defines the northern edge of the terrace on which the house is
situated. The house’s position on a hillside exposed the structure to water damage from
upslope run-off (evidence of which can seen in deteriorated and/or replaced sills located
along the northern side of the house), and led the occupants to construct a 6”-wide
concrete surface drain in between the stone retaining wall and house. This drain begins
near the northwest corner of the secondary wing and continues past the front porch. A
concrete patio is located within the reentrant angle formed by the primary and secondary
wings. Sidewalks extend east and west of the patio. Another sidewalk wraps around the
west porch and pantry. The southern edge of the house lot is identified by a low Southern
edge of the house lot identified by a low terrace edge, which separates the domestic space
from barn yard located farther to the south. This terrace edge is partially tree lined, with
a row of large deciduous trees (and bushes) located directly south of the house and a
group of cedars present farther west. The privies associated with the farmstead are
suspected to have been located along this terrace edge, potentially towards the western
limits of the domestic yard.
The concrete gutter built along the north side of the house was but one of the measures
undertaken by the occupants to the reduce damage from runoff and erosion—the effects
of which are readily evident of the circa 1939 aerial photograph. This photograph shows
extensive erosion on the farm, particularly upslope from the house. Ultimately, two
earthen dams were constructed at the heads of the two ravines immediately upslope
(north) from the house. These created small impoundment ponds to control runoff, the
western of which was large enough to eventually be used for recreational purposes (see
Figure 150). A deep ditch also was dug along the north side of the service road running
near the base of the bluffs west of the farm in order to channel runoff away from the
fields and reduce the erosion of the farmland below it. Contour bunds have been
established in the field below the diversion ditch as a further erosion control measure.
Several service lanes extend out from the core farmstead, leading west (to the fields and
root cellar) and north (upslope to fields). The lane heading west may represent a remnant
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of the original bluff base road that extended east up Dutch Creek Hollow and is
illustrated in the 1844 USGLO plat (ref. Figure 5). This road served as the point of
access for the farmstead until sometime in the later 1850s, when it was abandoned and
the Dutch Creek Road re-routed to the opposite side of the hollow. It was at this time
38
that the existing driveway to the farmstead was established.
Cultural Material: The field investigation did not involve any surface collection or subsurface
testing. However, a light surface scatter was observed in the tilled field located west of
the house and barn, immediately adjacent to the grassed yard.
Collection Technique: No cultural material was collected.
Curated at: Notes and drawings are curated at Fever River Research, Springfield.
Area S urveyed (acres and square meters): The Steininger farmstead comprises an area
approximately 9 acres in size (38,157 square meters).
RESULTS OF INVES TIGATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Phase I archaeological reconnaissance has located no archaeological material [in this portion of
the site]; project clearance is recommended.
Phase I archaeological reconnaissance has located archaeological materials; site(s) does(do) not
meet requirements for National Register eligibility;project clearance is recommended.
Phase I archaeological reconnaissance has located archaeological materials; site(s) may meet
requirements for National Register eligibility; further testing is recommended.
Phase II archaeological investigation has indicated that site(s) does(do) not meet requirements
for National Register eligibility; project clearance is recommended.
Phase II archaeological investigation have indicated that site(s) meets requirements for National
Register eligibility.
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The 1860 county plat (Holmes and Arnold 1860, see Figure 7) indicates that this early ro ad was more-or-less
abandoned by that date. Pike County deed records docum ent James Carter filing a survey for a privat e road
connecting the “ Rockport And Washington Road” (in essence, the existing Dutch Creek Road) to the Cart er
residence (the existing Steininger farmstead). This road was 20’ wide, and was survey ed in March 1865 (Pike
County Miscellaneous Record 18, Page 28).
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Figure 17. First floor plan of the house at the S teininger Farmstead, showing conditions in
the late nineteenth century. Original door and window openings in kitchen (located in the
secondary wing) are poorly understood due the later removal of the east and south walls in
this room.
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Figure 18. First floor plan of the house at the Steininger Farmstead, showing existing conditions. Landscape features adjacent
to the home also are illustrated.
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Figure 19. Second floor plan of the house at the S teininger Farmstead, showing its configuration in the nineteenth century.
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Figure 20. Second floor plan of the house at the S teininger Farmstead, showing existing conditions. The upper floor
experienced a significantexpansion during the early-to-middle twentieth century.
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Figure 21. Basement and foundation plan of the house at the S teininger Farmstead, showing existing conditions.
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Figure 22. Floor plan of the primary barn at the Steininger Farmstead, showing original
configuration (circa 1860). At this time, the east bay was divided into two large box stalls—
one, or both, of which are believed to have sheltered oxen.
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Figure 23. Floor plan of the primary barn at the S teininger Farmstead, following
partitioning of east bay into additional stalls (circa 1870). This remodeling is believed to
have been done in conjuncture with Carters transition from oxen to mules as draft animals
on their farm.
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Figure 24. Floor plan of the primary barn at the Steininger Farmstead, showing
configuration following the addition of the cattle feed/loafing shed in the early-to-middle
twentieth century.
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Figure 25. Floor plan of the primary barn at the Steininger Farmstead, showing existing
conditions.
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Figure 26. East sectional view through the primary barn at the S teininger Farmstead,
showing as-built conditions of the far eastern bent. The two interior bents did not have the
tie beams between the two splayed purlin posts.
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Figure 27. East sectional view through the primary barn at the S teininger Farmstead, showing existing conditions.
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Early S ettlement Era Valley Edge Farms
During the early settlement period of Illinois, which was prior to the development of the vast
railroad network that developed in the middle nineteenth century, the river systems were the
primary mode of transportation. Early settlement initially focused on these major river valleys,
with early settlement clusters being located along the Ohio, Mississippi, and Illinois rivers (as
well as lesser river systems such as the Kaskaskia). Overland transportation corridors (roads)
quickly developed within the river valley and offered both a local and regional transportation
corridor that supplemented the river system. These roads were often located along the slightly
elevated natural levee adjacent to the river, or along the talus slope at the base of the bluffs.
Service centers, small villages and towns quickly formed particularly near prominent river
landings and crossings. Both Atlas and the nearby community of Rockport formed along an
early bluff-base road (which connected the greater St. Louis area to points further north, such as
the military forts at Warsaw and Rock Island) with Atlas offering access to a ferry across the
M ississippi River (to nearby Louisiana, M issouri), and Rockport to waterpower resources
provided by the massive backwater channel known as the Chenal Ecarte.
The adjacent up lands were often rugged, heavily dissected, and generally forested. Bottomlands
were generally seasonally wet and poorly drained. Although better drained and slightly higher
elevated terrace lands were often available, the lands immediately adjacent to the base of the
bluffs (often on an alluvial fan created by a smaller stream entering the major river valley) were
highly sought-after lands that presented an ideal location for the new settler intent on agricultural
pursuits. The early farmer settling in central Illinois generally sought an ecotonal location
offering a mix of both prairie and forest habitats (cf. Walters and Mansberger 1983). In the
uplands of Illinois, prairie/timber borders meeting these requirements were located along the
upper reaches of many stream valleys and around the edges of wooded groves isolated within the
prairies. But it was the well-drained, valley -edge setting— generally located along a bluff base
road—that met these requirements the best and provided an ideal setting for the early
agriculturalist. Even better was the valley -edge farmstead located at the mouth of a smaller,
secondary stream. These settings offered the resources of a major river valley (bottomland
backwater wetlands and river resources) and the secondary valley, as well as easy access to the
nearby uplands. Secondary valleys were ideal corridors allowing access to the uplands and often
provided connection to overland travel corridors. Often secondary roads were developed,
branching off the primary bluff base road and heading overland into the adjacent uplands (such
as Dutch Creek Road, which access the adjacent uplands and the nearby community of Summer
Hill). The adjacent bottomlands, particularly those located in the major river valley, were
generally low-lyinglands prone to flooding but often offered fields well adapted to cattle grazing
and/or ranching opportunit ies. The better drained terraces, alluvial fans, and secondary valley
bottoms were better suited for row crop production. The adjacent bluffs offered abundant forest
resources, and provided the settler with a range of products (firewood, timber) as well as food
resources (wild game such as deer). Additionally, the adjacent uplands provided well-drained
ridge tops suited for row-crop production, pasture land (animal grazing), and orchards.
During the early years of settlement, farms were generally operated under an “extensive” land
use management style. As noted earlier, these land-use strategies utilized “a wide range of
physiographic settings, utilizing a minimum of capital and labor” (FAP 408:55). Pike County at
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this time was a corn-livestock region with substantial wheat production. Farmers were slow to
improve large sections of their farms, and much acreage remained minimally improved (with
large percentage of the farmland in either timber or pasture). Such practices were generally
suited to more generalized farming and/or ranching, with minimal investment in equipment.
Although often referred to as “subsistence farming” practices, this is an inaccurate description of
the farming practices, as farmers and their “farms were well integrated into a national and
international market economy. Crops and livestock were produced in surplus for sale; profits
were used to purchase manufactured goods and processed foods made locally or brought in from
regional commercial and industrial centers” (FAP 408:55; See also M eyer 1979).
By the 1870s, intensive land use practices were quickly becoming the norm. With improved
transportation systems, particularly the development of a rail network, improvement of lands
through investment of capital and labor were undertaken. Farmers were improving their lands by
cutting timber, plowing natural grasslands, putting more acreage into row-crop production, and
increased diversification in both crops. Similarly, farmers became more interested in
“upgrading” their livestock with better quality “blooded” stock, and animal husbandry shifted
from a grazing strategy to a more confined livestock operation and/or feeding enterprise.
Although these changes in land-use practices were gradual, and began affecting the occupants of
these larger valley edge farms almost immediately upon settlement, they were intensifying by the
mid-nineteenth century (cf. Bogue 1959). It was also during this time period that the Sny Levee
District was established in the M ississippi Bottoms of Pike County. This drainage district, which
was created in the early 1870s, was one of the earliest drainage districts in the state and
successfully drained the vast M ississippi bottoms located in the immediate project area. The
creation of the levee system facilitated a shift away from cattle grazing and extensive land use
practices to more intensive land use practices (such as row crop production). Additionally, the
creation of these levees had economic consequences for the nearby community of Rockport, with
the levees effectively cutting off the Chanel Ecarte and removing the water power resources that
the community had exploited during its early years of development.
By the early 1870s, these valley edge farmsteads often represented many of the better quality
farmsteads in the region. The 1872 Atlas Map of Pike County, Illinois (Andreas, Lyter and
Company 1872) illustrates several of these valley edge farms of Pike County. One of the farms
illustrated in this plat book was the William Yokem farmstead, which was located in Section 35
of Atlas Township (Figure 28). Similarly, Figure 29 illustrates two additional valley edge
farmsteads from this plat book. These include the Harrison Brown farmstead located in Section
8 of nearby Pleasant Vale Township, and the William Ham farmstead located in the Illinois
River valley (Section 20; Chambersburg Township). As these views illustrate, fairly large,
traditional farmhouses and barns were present at these farmsteads at mid-century. The
farmhouses were of a distinctive form often referred to by cultural geographers as an “I-house.”
Similarly, the primary barns located at these farmsteads were generally a variation of an English,
or Three-Bay Threshing Barn. As these illustrations depict, the farmstead often was bisected by
the bluff base road. The road often separated the agricultural component (barns and
outbuildings) from the domestic component (house and ancillary support structures). By the
publication of the above-referenced illustrations (in 1872), the shift from extensive to intensive
land-use practices was occurring at an increasingly rapid rate. The farmsteads illustrated here
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(cf. Figures 28 through 32) illustrate this shift in practices—in both type and number of
outbuildings, and land-use practices.
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Figure 28. Valley edge farmstead of William Yokem, located in Section 35, Atlas Township, Pike County, Illinois (Andreas,
Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 29. Two mid-nineteenth-century valley edge farmsteads in Pike County, Illinois.
TOP: Resident of Harrison Brown along the Mississippi River valley (Section 8, Pleasant
Vale Township). Bottom: Farmstead of William Ham along the Illinois River valley
(Section 20, Chambersburg Township) (Andreas, Lyter and Com pany 1872).
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Figure 30. Much of the initial housing constructed by the early settler in Pike County was of log construction and consisted of
relatively small and traditional dwellings. These two views are of Pike County farms, as illustrated in the 1872 Pike County
Atlas (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 31. Close-up views of log structures from previous figure. Top: Initial settlement
farmstead consisting of small, single story log house (with door and single adjacent
window; potentially representing a single pen dwelling) and log barn (at right). Below:
Larger, 1½-story Hall and Parlor House, potentially representing a small version of an Ihouse. It is unclear as to whether the small frame structure located to the rear of the log
house is attached or not (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 32. Exam ples of early, potentially frame houses in Pike County. Top: S ingle story
Two-door, Five-bay cottage that appears to have been created from adjoining a single pen
unit with either another single pen unit or a two-room Hall and Parlor cottage. Bottom: In
contrast, the asymmetrical plan of the small cottage illustrated here represents what is
often referred to as a Hall and Parlor Cottage. This house form (represented by both 1and 1½-story dwellings) is relatively common in some early southern and central Illinois
communities (i.e. Waterloo, Jacksonville) (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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The I-House: A Traditional House Form of the Early American Settler of Pike County
The cultural geographer Fred Kniffen first identified the traditional I-house form in rural Indiana
in 1930. Additional research by Kniffen in the early 1930s lead to his seminal work Louisiana
House Types in 1936, in which he defined the term “I-House,” so named for its prominence of
39
this house type in the states of Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa. As Kniffen (1986:9) stated, “Of all
old folk types, the I-house is by far the most widely distributed, notably as a rural dwelling.”
The I-house is a distinctive rectangular structure with a long, narrow, and tall massing. By
definition, the I-house has a plan that is one room wide (single pile), two rooms (or more) in
length, and two stories in height with a side-facing gable roof that runs the length of the
40
dwelling.
In regard to their size, Noble (1984:52) states that “although individual
measurements vary somewhat, the dimensions of the I house conform to a particular standard.
The average size may be taken as sixteen to twenty -four feet deep by twenty -eight to forty -eight
feet wide by twenty to twenty -four feet tall.” I-houses were constructed using a variety of
building materials, including log, frame (timber frame as well as lighter balloon or stick
construction), and masonry (both brick and stone). In earlier varieties of this house form, end
chimneys (associated with fireplaces) predominate. By the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, the fireplace has generally been replaced by wood or coal burning stoves serviced by a
simple chimneystack.41 In an effort to remove the heat of cooking activities, the I-house
42
generally has an attached wing or kitchen ell, most often located to the rear of the dwelling (see
Figures 33 and 34). Although most I-houses are modestly decorated (often lacking decoration
completely), decorative details in vogue at the time of construction are often applied to the
house. Common decorative elements include Greek Revival, Italianate, and Gothic Revival
embellishments—as well as a “bracketed” form common in mid-century Illinois that
43
incorporates details of both the Greek Revival and Italianate styles. As will be discussed

39

Renowned anthropologist and Folklorist Henry Glassie also has written extensively on the I-house (cf. Glassie
1968, 1986[1972]). In a related footnote referencing the naming o fthe house type, Kniffen noted that “T he I seems
a not inappropriate symbol in view of the tall, shallow house form it designates” (Kni ffen 1986:26, Footnote 9).
Glassie (1986[1972]:407) wrote that “ its tall, thin gable might be envisioned as an upper case I.”
40

Single-story varieties are o ften referred to as I-cottages while two-story v arieties are referred to as I-houses (cf.
Jakle, Bastion, and Meyer 1987). Hip-roo f I-houses, although less common, represent a sub-type. Several hip-roo f
I-houses were do cumented in the early twentieth century railroad towns of Valmeyer and Fults, located in rural
Monroe County, Illinois (Mansberger and Stratton 1996a, 1996c).
41

As will be discussed l ater, the placement o f the firepl aces and/or chimney stacks (wh ether along the outer gabl e
ends, or internally) varies.
42

Variation exists as to how this kitchen wing is attached to the basic I-hous e form, and will be discussed in detail
later.
43

This “bracketed ” decorative style was influen ced by Alexander Jackson Downing during the middle nineteenth
century. One of the more famous I-houses in Illinois decorated in this style is the Abraham Lincoln Home, which is
located in Springfield.
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below, both temporal and regional variations within this house type are present on the Illinois
landscape. 44
Although Kniffen recognized the prominence of this house form in Illinois, Indiana, and Iowa,
he did not imply that the house form originated in this M idwestern region. Both Kniffen and
Glassie are quick to point out that the I-house represents a traditional Anglo-American house
form that had antecedents in the British Isles. By the late seventeenth century, a basic English
house form consisting of a small single-story structure with one room and end chimney had been
established in the Delaware-Chesapeake region (Kniffen 1986:8). It wasn’t long thereafter that a
basic two-room, one-story dwelling, generally referred to as a Hall and Parlor House, had been
established along the eastern seaboard by English colonists. The two rooms located on the
ground floor of this house were generally of unequal size. One was generally square in plan and
referred to as a “Hall.” It was in the “Hall,” which was accessed by the primary exterior door,
that the majority of everyday living activities (cooking, eating) occurred. The second room was
slightly longer (rectangular in plan) and was referred to as the “Parlor.” M ore formal activities,
as well as sleeping, occurred in the “Parlor.” Regional variations in chimney placement also
affected the basic floor plan, with central chimneys in New England (typical of East Anglican
region), external end chimneys in the Chesapeake Bay area, and chimneys built “flush within
each gable wall” in the M id-Atlantic region (Glassie 1986[1972]:409).
With the passage of time, this simple house form became the basic building block for larger
dwellings—dwellings that had adapted to the regional climatic conditions experienced along the
45
eastern seaboard.
One modification that was quick to occur was the addition of a formal
second story to thetraditional single-story house. In the northern colonies, this basic house form
incorporated a fireplace and chimney complex located within the center of the house. Kitchen
46
wings were generally of the shed-roof variety creating a saltbox form (Saltbox House). Further
expansion, consisting of the addition of a symmetrical gable influenced by the Georgian ideal,
transformed the dwelling into a full two-story, double-pile dwelling (generally referred to as a
New England Large House, or Central Chimney Colonial House) (Noble 1989:25). By circa
1800, the “central chimney had yielded to a central hallway and internal end chimneys” (Glassie
1968:124-126, 129). Similar double pile houses developed in the M id-Atlantic region,
47
particularly in areas influenced by Old World German traditions. Single pile, two-story houses
with they typical asymmetrical plan with end chimneys flush with the gable end wall also were
common. In the southern, or Chesapeake Bay region, 1½- and two-story, single-pile houses with
external chimneys became very common
44

T he I-house is a form of folk housing, which is derived from traditional culture and folkways 9in contrast to highstyle and/or popular influen ced house forms). As such, the “ rules” for laying out and constructing such as house is
based on unwritten, oral traditions passed from family to family, generation to generation (cf. Glassie 1968).
45

Glassie 1986[1972]: 423, footnote 40), citing Barley (1961), contends that that the I-house fo rm, with its regional
variation adapt ed to the local conditions in England, was “known across England at the time of initial settlement in
the New World.”
46

T he saltbox form created a house form that cons erved heat better, and was more condu cive to the cold climate o f
the north.
47

Jakle, Bastian, and Mey er (1989:11) also note the “ inclination toward a two-room d eep building tradition rather
than a single-pile tradition” for areas strongly influenced by German ethnic groups.
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Additionally, with the passage of time, popular culture greatly influenced the form of the
traditional I-house. Of particular note was the influence of the Georgian ideal of symmetry as
applied to the traditional houses of the Chesapeake Bay and M id-Atlantic regions. Common
Georgian-style houses associated with the elite consisted of large two-story, double-pile blocks
with bilateral symmetry and often having a formal central hallway. Glassie (1986[1972]:409)
writes about the impact of the Georgian philosophy on the traditional I-house:
The new [I-house] plan approximated the front half of the Georgian house with
rooms of about equal size separated by a hall… The five-opening façade became
standard, so that from the front a Georgian house and a Georgian-influenced Ihouse are indistinguishable. The gable view, however, is quite different. The
gables of early I-houses were normally blank, though an off-center window per
floor became common on later Pennsylvania houses. Particularly throughout
southern New Jersey and the Maryland Eastern Shore, there are often two
windows on each floor, dis guising the old I-house even more completely as a
Georgian house.
The impact of the Georgian philosophy was heavily felt during the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries. By the early years of the nineteenth century, Georgian elements had been
well integrated into the design of the I-house (cf. Glassie 1986: 409; Figure 35).
In essence, Glassie distinguishes between an “Old [or Medieval] I-house Type” (one grounded in
traditional lifeways) and a later “Georgian I-house Type” (heavily influenced by late eighteenth
century popular culture with its bilateral symmetry and presence of a central hallway). To a
lesser extent, the appearance of the Greek Revival Style during the early years of the nineteenth
century also had an affect on the form of the I-house—particularly with the placement of the
kitchen wing onto the side of the house, as opposed to the rear (Glassie 1986 [1972]). Noble
(1984:52) claims that the roof pitch of the I-house “was steadily lowering” as it moved
westward—which also may have been an influence of the Greek Revival Style on the house
form. Although based in tradition, the I-house was not a static object, and modernization of the
traditional house form (spurred by a variety of technological and social changes affecting
families during this time period) continued throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. As Noble (1984:52) claims, with the passage of time, and as the house form moved
westward it “lost some of its medieval character.”
The classic I-house form that we see in Illinois appears to have originated in the Chesapeake Bay
and M id-Atlantic hearth areas, where immigrants with a common English heritage carried it
westward. Once over the Appalachian M ountains, these immigrants—many of whom are
referred to as Upland South folk—quickly spread northward into the Ohio Valley and beyond,
coming into contact with fellow immigrants from Pennsylvania and New England also moving
west. Although Kniffen (1986 [1965]:561) and Lewis (1970:34) “feels that the I-house of the
Upland South and the M idwest is a M id-Atlantic contribution,” Glassie (1986:421, footnote 13)
feels “that the I-house of the middle of the United States comes out ofthe Chesapeake Bay area
and that both Kniffen and Lewis have vastly underestimated the influence and cultural
significance of the coastal South.”
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The size and form of the I-house was ideally suited to the climate of the Eastern United States.
As originally “designed,” it was functionally well adapted in terms of utilizing natural lighting
and natural ventilation (which was handled predominately by the placement of windows). The Ihouse form represents an adaptation that maximizes on wall space within a rectilinear building
tradition, creating ample space for windows (necessary for both ventilation and natural light).
The house’s narrow form allowed for excellent cross ventilation (a trait well suited in the Coastal
South and well accepted by southern folk), as well as access to sunlight throughout the house.
The house form, as noted earlier, was also well adapted to the varying climatic conditions of the
eastern seaboard (predominately with regard to the location of the chimneys, as well as the
kitchen). The house form was well adapted to pre-modern needs of its occupants (both in terms
of their physical and social needs), and yet well suited to adapt to the modernizing world of the
late eighteenth, nineteenth, and even early twentieth centuries, particularly as a basic, utilitarian
house form. Peterson (1992:75) suggests that the adaptation of the balloon frame as a method of
construction during the middle nineteenth century provided for a “new freedom of design”
within the I-house tradition, allowing for “ greater flexibility and variety of floor plan and
elevation than traditional home types….” Although there may be a kernel of truth to this, the
newer construction methods were not the driving force for the changes taking place in the Ihouse during the latter nineteenth century.
Noble (1989:52) in his North American Settlement Landscape states that “the I house has been a
remarkably persistent type, perhaps because its origins were deeply embedded within the English
culture introduced into North America in colonial times.” As Noble (1984:53, 55) summarizes,
“the overall effect produced by the I house is that of plainness and simplicity, together with a
certain air of ungainliness produced by its tall, narrow form…, [yet] despite the changes that
occurred through the years, this house type was constructed with a basic form and integrity from
the seventeenth to the twentieth century. It, thus, has continuity among the longest of any
American house type. Not only have the I houses persisted for a long time, they also are spread
over a surprisingly large area.”
With its relatively long time span, and rather extensive geographical distribution, variations in
the I-house have been recognized by various authors. As noted above, variations in the
placement of the chimney have been identified (cf. Glassie 1968, 1972), and have regional
significance related to climate—with an internal central chimney in the north, exterior end
chimneys in the south, and internal end chimneys in the M id-Atlantic region. Glassie (1968)
notes regional variations between Southern, M id-Atlantic, and Northern varieties. Similarly,
Glassie (1968, 972) discusses what he refers to an earlier “M edieval” I-house type (a two room
plan that lacks a central hallway) and a more symmetrical or “Georgian” type (with central
48
hallway and bilateral symmetry).
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Jakle, Bastian, and Meyer (1989) go so far as to insist that the I-house must have a central hallway, and does not
refer to the more traditional Medieval form as an I-house, referring to it instead as a Hall and Parlor House (cf.
Jakle, Bastian, and Meyer 1989:216). Similarly, Pillsbury (1977:16-17) refers to the fo rm lacking the central
hallway as a “Pre-classic I house.” T hese same authors also recognize a Carolina I-house (p. 208), a Salt Box House
(p. 221; in essence, an I-house with a shed roof kitchen wing), and aT wo T hirds I-house (or Half I-house; p. 224).
Noble (1984:52-55) discusses fou r variants or subtypes o f the I-house. His fou r subtypes are b ased p redominately
on the presence (or absence) o f central hallways and chimney locations (see Figure 34).
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Similarly, many authors discuss variations in I-house form in terms of the number of bays (or
openings) on the main elevation—whether a three-bay, four-bay, or five-bay structure (cf.
Tabachnick, Keller, and Basalik 1992:37-46). The number and type of openings present in the
façade often hints at the internal layout of the dwelling. A Three-bay I-house generally has a
central doorway flanked each side by a single window on the ground floor, with three windows
across the upper story of the front elevation. It may, or may not, have a central hallway. A
variant of the Three-bay I-house consists of a doorway with two windows on only one side. The
Three-bay I-house is a relatively common I-house form, and may represent a slightly less
prestigious house than a more substantial Five-bay I-house. Four-bay I-houses are relatively,
uncommon, and generally have either 1) an asymmetrical façade (with two windows on one side
of the doorway, and a single window on the opposite side), or 2) a more symmetrical façade with
two doorways in the center of the façade flaked each side with a single window. In both cases,
the presence of a central hallway is generally absent. The Five-bay I-house, with a central
doorway flanked each side by a pair of windows, also is a common form. M any of the Five-bay
I-houses have a central hallway and generally represent the largest and more prestigious
traditional houses of the Illinois farm family during the first two-thirds of the nineteenth century.
As with many house types, the I-house became a basic “buildingblock” for traditional housingin
the eastern United States by the nineteenth century. Such “building blocks” are often split into
smaller house forms (or sub-types), and the I-house is no exception. Glassie (1972) defines a
“Two-Thirds I-house” as a two-story, one-room deep structure with a stair hall along one wall
49
(which represents an I-house less one of the main rooms.” This house form is common in
Pennsylvania villages and countryside of southwestern New Jersey and eastern Delaware
(Glassie 1972: 411). Similarly, the addition of a third room (generally square) onto the parlor
end of an I-house creates a house form that Glassie refers to as a “Double Parlor I-house type.”
Although it developed as a rural house form, the I-house also appeared in an urban setting often
50
associated with successful town folks (merchants, millers, and other tradesmen). The majority
of these houses were constructed on large lots, as in the rural setting, with their long axis
exposed to the road and the main entrance door in the long front elevation. By the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, small I-houses became a common traditional house
form in many villages in the M idwest, such as the railroad communities of Fults and Valmeyer.51
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T he T wo-thirds I-house is also referred to as a Hall and Parlor House (cf. Jakle, Bastion and Meyer 1989:114).
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Glassie (1968:216, 163), speaks o f cities as being “ foreign outposts within folk regions….” In discussing rural
house form, Gl assie (1968:163) notes that “T he nonagricultural groups which exist within the ag ricultural regions
can both reinforce and disturb the b asic patterns.” In Illinois, the I-house fo rm is not uncommon among rural
inhabitants that were not eng aged in farming. Wide variety o f success ful trad esmen, rural craftsm en, and other
pro fessionals also constructed I-houses for their dwellings.
51 In Fults, the I-house represent th e most substantial housing in the community. Eckhardt Buettner Hous e (MO1996-1-H), the Geo rge Bradsh aw House (MO-1996-1 -I), the Limestall House (M O-1996-1 -J), the Oelzen House
(MO-1996-1-K), and the John Buettner House (MO-1996-1-M ). This was not the case in Valmeyer, where several
more substantial and/or ornate Queen Anne style houses were pres ent and occupied by the wealthiest residents ofthe
community (Mansberger and Stratton 1996a, 1996c).
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In the urban setting, the large I-house was not well suited for small urban lots (that often had a
limited amount of street frontage). Nonetheless, creative builders adapted the I-house form to
unique characteristics of the urban environment. In Quincy and Grafton, large I-houses have
been documented as having been constructed to fit narrow city lots, and creating upscale middlenineteenth century urban housing. In these cases, the I-house was constructed with its long axis
perpendicular to the street (turned sideways) with its entrance facing the adjoining house. The
street view of these dwellings is a doorless, gable-front elevation (cf. M ansberger and Stratton
1995b; M ansberger 1993). By the later nineteenth century, smaller, side-entrance urban houses
developed from this I-house tradition and were common in many industrial communities along
52
the Ohio, as well as in Springfield, Illinois. Another urban variation combines two Two-thirds
I-houses (albeit mirror image plans of each house) to form an urban double house with the
exterior appearance of a traditional I-house, albeit with two front doors (a “Double Two-thirds IHouse”). This house form was a relatively common house form in Quincy.
Glassie (1972:411) notes that “the I-house concept, expressed like all basic concepts in diverse
materials, underwent expansion through various kinds of shed and ell additions to the rear.” In
Illinois, few I-houses were initially constructed without a rear extension, which predominately
housed the kitchen and related support functions. Functional necessity often dictated that the
kitchen in a nineteenth century dwelling be partially removed or isolated from the main body of
the house. Heat (as well as the strong smells of cookingfood) from the cooking fireplace and/or
cooking stove was unpleasant during the hot, and often humid, summer months in the M idwest.
As such, the kitchen was integrated in a separate wing, or “ell,” that helped remove the heat and
odors from the main body of the house. Chappell (1986:38), in discussing the I-houses of the
Chesapeake region, noted that “the kitchen occupied a number of positions in relation to the
ubiquitous nineteenth-century I-house, primarily at the end of the rear ell, in the basement, or in
a detached building, but never within the main body of the house” (italics added). In Illinois, the
lack of a kitchen extension (and presence of the kitchen in the main body of the house), is rare.
These “expansions” or “additions,” as Glassie refers to them, generally were constructed to the
rear of the dwelling as an integral part of the main house, and did not represent a separate
53
episode of construction. In many instances, the rear wing represents the physical remains of an

In the larg er community o f Valmey er, I-hous es comprised 17.1% o f all the pre-1940 houses do cumented in the
community. The vast majority of the houses of this fo rm were 1-1/2-stories in height with a side-gable roo f. Large
two-story varieties with both gabl e-and hip-roo fs were common during the early building phase o f the community
and rep res ent some o f the most elite housing in th e community during these years. Very few one-story I-cottages
were do cumented in Valmeyer. Houses of this form in Valmeyer are all of frame constru ction and concentrated
within the original town plat as well as the 1916 addition (Mansberger and Stratton 1996c).
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Glassie (1968:218) recognized thes e urb an “ Side Entrance Urban I-houses ” in Ch arleston, South Carolina (see
also Morrison 1952: 415-416). Fever River Research has documented sev eral urban I-hous es in Springfield, as well
as a diminutive Side-Entrance Front-Gable House that probably developed out o f this I-house tradition (cf. Stratton,
Rothman, and Mansberger 1997:94-97).
53

For more affluent families, a secondary d etached kitchen seg regat ed completely from the main body o f the hous e
was one method of d ealing with this problem. T his ancillary outbuilding often referred to as a “ summer kitchen” or
“ washhouse” was constructed for seasonal cooking and food pro cessing functions, as well as the arduous task of
clothes washing. T he summer kitchen was located in close proximity to the rear of the house (in a functional area o f
the yard oft en referred to as the“ Inner Yard”).
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earlier, substantially smaller dwelling that was added onto at a later date by the addition of a
large formal front wing (representing the main body of the I-house proper).54
Generally speaking, in Illinois, the summer kitchen represented a secondary workspace that
complimented the main kitchen, which was located under the roof of the main house, albeit in a
wing partially isolated from the main body of the I-house. The I-house exhibits great variation
within the method of incorporatingthe kitchen into the overall plan. As noted above, the kitchen
was seldom incorporated into the main body of the I-house. The most common method of
integrating the kitchen into the I-house, and keeping it isolated from the main body of the
dwelling, was to place the kitchen in a low rear wing or extension located to the rear of the main
dwelling (see Figure 37). Most common was the single-story (sometimes 1½ or even 2 stories in
height) kitchen ell located perpendicular to the main body of the house, forminga T- or L-shaped
footprint to the house. If greater than one story in height, servants’ quarters were often located
on the upper story of the rear wing, which was often inaccessible from the main living quarters
on the second story of the main house (cf. the Roberts House). Foley (1980:37) states that this
was the most common method of enlarging the narrow medieval English house. Work porches
were often incorporated into one or more of the sides of the wing. Opposing doors and windows
incorporated into the long walls of the wing created good cross ventilation which helped to
According to Chappell (1986:38), during the middle of the sev enteenth century, a division between cooking and
livings paces occurred in the English-settled Chesapeake region. T his division “is considered by scholars to
represent an attempt by house owners to separate themselves from the activities o f ind entured s ervants and slav es.
Although a desire for soci al division may in fact hav e been the primary impetus for the detached kitchen in the
American South, the expulsion of cooking, with its attendant sounds and smells, confo rms with the rationalizing
concepts that reached the eighteenth -centu ry Ameri can masses as wh at James Deetz and Hen ry Glassie call the
Georgian wo rld view and No rbert Elias calls an adv ance in the threshold o fdelicacy. Whatever its initial stimulus,
the suppressed kitchen becam e a feature common to the households of eastern Virginia slaveo wners and nonslaveowners alike, and in the nineteenth centu ry it was part o f the regional cultural complex accept ed by Germanic
people in the Shenandoah Valley. T he kitchen occupied a number o f positions in relation to the ubiquitous
nineteenth-century I-hous e, primarily at the end of the rear ell, in the basement, or in a detached building, but never
within the main body of the house.” [italics mine.]
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Many I-houses with their kitchen extensions represent multiple constru ction episodes. A fairly common
occurrence was to build a small cottage first (repres enting the kitchen wing), followed later by the construction o f a
large addition (rep res enting the main body of the I-hous e) onto the side of the o riginal cottage. T wo such examples
documented by the authors are the Roman -Baer-Widicus House in ru ral Summerfield, St. Clair County, Illinois
(Mansberg er and Stratton 2011) and th e Edwards House in Montgomery County, Illinois (Mansberger and Stratton,
2013.). Often the small kitchen wing was even enlarged at a later date. A common modification o f the kitchen wing
consisted of the raising of the wing from a 1- or 1½-story to a full two-stories in height. In some cases, the original
cottage representing the kitchen wing was o f inferio r constru ction and/or size and was completely removed or
rebuilt and/or repl aced by a more substantial kitch en wing. Although rare, another sequ ence o f ev ents asso ciated
with the construction of an I-house consists o f the constru ction o f the main body o f the I-house fi rst, followed lat er
by the construction of a new kitchen wing. In this instance, the original kitchen was located in the main body ofthe
house, which is a rather rare occu rren ce. Non etheless, in rare instances, the I-house was constru cted without a
kitchen wing, and incorporated the kitchen into the main body of the house. An exception to this observation is that
of the Dunham/Perry Farmstead located in ru ral Kankakee County in the 1830s. T his relatively larg e I-house
appears to have b een constru cted without a rear wing, with the kitchen located within one o f the lower floor rooms
of the I-house p roper. T he kitchen location was docum ented by the pres ence o f a large fireplace that had been
removed from the end wall o f this house. Not too long after construction o f the house, a new kitchen wing (or “ ell”)
was constructed o ff the rear o f the original house. T his new wing became the kitchen and the original kitchen in the
main body ofthe house was abandoned (Mansberger and Stratton 2006).
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alleviate much of the issues associated with heat. Often two separate pantries (representing both
wet and dry pantries) were incorporated into the far gable end of the structure. In some cases,
particularly in northern houses, a pantry was incorporated into a corner of the porch, further
blocking off the end of the porch from inclement weather. Another common variant, the “Shedback” I-house, has a long, narrow, shed-roof extension appended parallel to the back of the
house, which generally ran the entire length of the house. These shed-roofed extensions may be
more associated with families with New England backgrounds (cf. the M itchell House, which
also had a basement kitchen complete with brick bake oven). This variation may have been
influenced by Georgian popular culture and possibly imitates the double-pile floor plan typical of
earlier Georgian structures, at least on the ground floor (Mansberger 1981; Walters and
M ansberger 1981). Less common methods of incorporating a kitchen wing onto the I-house is
the side or lateral extension that was probably influenced by Greek Revival popular culture
elements, and/or northern New England builders. In some cases, these small wings were
constructed each side of the I-house (such as those incorporated into George Davenport’s I-house
on Rock Island).
Other variations in the I-house form clearly exist, but have been little discussed in the literature.
One such variation in the I-house noted in Illinois is its variable width to length ratio. Wells
(1978) noted a 3:5 width-to-length ratio in I-houses from Tennessee, while Mansberger (1981)
noted a 1:2 ratio in west-central Illinois. Similarly, height to length ratios vary significantly also
with many of the earlier and/or more primitive I-houses having a distinctive “squatness” to their
form (height to length ratio is low) (cf. Hillsboro House). Ceiling height, presence or absence of
a full second story, and roof pitch all influenced the overall “height” of the I-house. Height
variations were clearly influenced by the height of the second floors—whether 1½-stories in
height, or a full two stories in height. I-houses lacking a full second story are more common
during the later years of the house’s use (cf. examples of I-houses in the early twentieth century
railroad towns of Valmeyer and Fults). Garreted ceilings associated with 1½ story dwellings
were cheaper to construct and were often associated with the slightly less affluent households by
this date. Nonetheless, ceiling heights (whether low or high) also played an additional role in the
character of the I-house. When low ceiling heights were combined with a 1½-story form, a
distinctively squat looking house was the result. Variability in width-to-length ratios, as well as
height-to-length ratios, may have temporal, regional, or socioeconomic significance.
I-houses also exhibit variation in the internal layout of the structure. As noted earlier, some I55
houses have central hallways whereas some do not. Additionally, the location and form of the
stairways accessing the upper story are integrated into the dwelling in variable ways. Although
the traditional I-house is represented by a one-room wide, two -room long structure, variations in
this internal room arrangement has been recognized. Many I-houses in Illinois appear to have a
three-room plan. Whereas the external appearance of the dwelling strongly suggests a single-pile
dwelling (length/width consistent with I-house; chimneys centrally located in ridge line of roof),
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Jakle, Bastion and Meyer (1989:114, 120-123) insist that an I-house have a central hallway, and that the “ Central
Hall I-hous e” is synonymous with I-house to them. T hese authors refer to a two story, one room wide, two room
long dwelling as a “ Hall and Parlor House,” or a “Saddlebag House,” depending on the location of the chimney.
Similarly, these same authors define an I-cottage (a on e-room wide, two-room long, single story dwelling with
Georgian symmetry and central hallway (Jakle, Bastion and Meyer 1989:118).
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fieldwork has documented houses with a three-room plan, with one of the bays havingbeen split
into two rooms (cf. the Summerfield house). We refer to this as a “Three-room I-house.”
Whereas these variations in floor plan layout often are an original construction feature (such as at
Summerfield), they may also represent modifications of the original plan (such as the current
Steninger Farmhouse).
Due to its well-adapted characteristics, and in an effort to become accu lturated into American
society, the use of the I-house form by non-Anglo families (particularly German settlers—
whether from Pennsylvania or directly from the Old World) became a common practice by the
early years of the nineteenth century, and may have lead to internal changes within the house
(such as those discussed above). Glassie discusses a common house form that he refers to as a
“M id-Atlantic Farmhouse.” This house, which has a three or four room plan, developed from a
Georgian house (four rooms arranged around a central hallway) influenced by the three-room
Continental plan common among German immigrants in the region during the eighteenth century
(see also Glassie’s Continental Plan).56 These dwellings often have two front doors (Glassie
1968:48-59). Glassie also refers to these houses as “German plan Georgian houses” in contrast
to the “English I type” (Glassie 1968:75). Internally, the “Mid-Atlantic Farmhouse” is not
bilaterally symmetrical, with one end of the house beingsingle pile (one roo m deep) whereas the
other end is double pile (two rooms deep). As Glassie notes, these “Mid-Atlantic Farmhouses,”
which tend to have a high width to length ratio, contrast dramatically with the houses of the
Chesapeake Tidewater, which are only one room deep (Glassie 1968:64).
Although the I-house developed from an English agrarian background, the form was well
adapted to the American landscape, and in an effort to become assimilated in American society,
many ethnic Germans built classic I-houses—or at least from an exterior perspective. As
Chappell (1986:28) notes
Even the most casual examination of housing in the Shenandoah Valley reveals a
rural landscape dominated by medium-sized farms with a single predominant
house form, one that is distinctly nineteenth-century and Anglo-American.
Throughout the [eighteenth] century, the symmetrical two-story I-house was built
in brick and frame in such numbers that its preeminence has not yet been
seriously threatened by the tentacles of suburban ranch houses reaching out from
the towns. The overwhelming dominance of the I-house in the Valley is striking
when compared to the diversity of vernacular house forms that were built in
nineteenth-century Piedmont and Tidewater Virginia, where pre-1800 types
continued to constitute a significant percentage of the houses built. It can be
argued that the tenacious adherence to the I-house form in the Valley housing
revolution represents a conscious replacement of the symbols of the old ethnic
cultures. For the Germanic people in the Valley, the I-house provided highly
visible evidence of at least partial entrance into an accepted regional culture.
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As noted earlier, Jakle, Bastian, and Meyer (1989:11) also note the “ inclination toward a two-room deep building
tradition rather than a single-pile tradition” for areas strongly in fluenced by German ethnic groups. Jakle (1976:16)
has defined a “ Double I-house” subtype that is much wider than the common I-hous e form (which basically
represents Glassie’s “ Mid-Atlantic Farmhouse”).
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But on the interior of their houses, German families often continued with traditional practices,
and adapted the three-room German plan to the I-house form. It seems plausible that the “Threeroom I-house” noted in Illinois may represent an effort by ethnic Germans to build a house form
acceptable for assimilating into the rural M idwestern community, yet keeping alive the use of a
traditional three-room floor plan common among working class Germans. Ethnic groups
reaction to the house form varied, even among the same ethnic group. In contrast, recent
German immigrants settling in Southwestern Illinois occupied distinctive houses that bespeak of
their German heritage, and contrast dramatically to the I-house. This was especially true of the
Shiloh Valley and surrounding townships in rural St. Clair County. Although no detailed survey
of I-Houses in St. Clair County has been conducted, some measure of the house form’s
prevalence can be obtained by examining the lithographs of homes included in the 1874 county
atlas and 1881 county history (Warner and Beers 1874; Brink, M cDonough, and Company
57
1881). Nearly all of the I-Houses illustrated in the 1874 atlas and 1881 county history have
owners with Anglo-American surnames. M any homes associated with German families also are
illustrated by these sources, but these dwellings typically have a very different massing—being
double pile (two rooms deep) as opposed to the single pile characteristics of the I-house. The
mental template of American and Germans certainly was not monolithic. Indeed, German-built
58
I-houses have been documented.
Yet, there clearly were preferences among these ethnic
groups in respect to the house forms they favored; and this is especially evident in St. Clair
County, where the large German population helped perpetuate cultural traditions (building59
related and otherwise) that might have quickly dissipated had thepopulation been more diffuse.
As Kniffen noted, “The I-House became symbolic of economic attainment by agriculturists and
60
remained so associated throughout the Upland South and its peripheral extension.” Similarly,
as discussed by Glassie (1968:99), albeit when discussing the presence of the I-house in the
Bluegrass region of Kentucky, “the typical dwelling is the I house, brought across the mountains
and connoting, wherever built, agrarian stability; it was the home of the middle-class farmer who
carried much of the predominately English folk culture of the eastern South.” As the wave of
migration continued, many of these Upland South folk settled in Illinois, and the I-house moved
57

One o f the I-Houses illustrated in the 1874 county atlas is the home o f Mrs. Marg aret C. Pierce. T his two-story,
brick house was located in Section 9 of Shiloh Valley T ownship, on the southern slope of Shiloh Hill. It is believed
to date to circa 1830. Indicators of the Pierce House’s relatively early date of construction include its flat-jack brick
lintels and attic fanlights, which are both characteristic of Federal-style architecture. T he interior floor plan is a
classic I-House, having two l arge rooms on each floor separated by a central stair hall. Large firepl aces were
located in all the principal rooms in the main block, and these were flank ed by built-in cabinets. Cooking fireplaces
also were present in the basement. T he Pierce House h ad a two-story brick servi ce wing with double-decked porch,
but this represented a later addition (in contrast to the Moore-Knobeloch House).
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One example is the Manske-Niemann Hous e located outside Litch field, Montgomery County, Illinois (Stratton
2002).
.
59
A detailed discussion of this topic is provided by Floyd Mansberger and Christopher Stratton in “ GermanAmerican, Single-Family Housing of Rural Southwestern Illinois,” Journal of the St. Clair County Historical
Society 31 (2002):15-47.
60

Fred Kniffen, “ Louisiana House Types,” Annals of the Association of American Geographers 55, no. 4
(1936):179-193.
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with them. Within Illinois, the I-house also has come to connote the economic and agrarian
stability of the middle-class farmer settled by families from the South.61 The I-house form was
especially persistent and remained a favored form of successful Illinois farmers into the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
The 1872 Atlas Map of Pike County (Andreas, Lyter, and Company) suggests that I-house was a
fairly prevalent house form in Pike County during the nineteenth century. Lithographs
illustrating examples of I-houses present within the county in 1872 are attached below as Figures
38 through 49. I-houses also were well represented in the photographic section of the 1912 atlas
of Pike County (see Appendix IV). A number of comparable examples from other counties in
Illinois also are presented in Figure 36 and Figures 50 through 53.

61

Illinois represents a melting pot of settlers from the various folk regions o f the Eastern United States. Glassie
(1968) discussing the “Midwestern wedge,” o f which Illinois is a part o f, notes that “ today’s traveler, by noticing
barns and farm layout in particular, becomes aware o f a con fusing pat chwork o f sm all Yankee, Southern, and MidAtlantic areas” Gl assie 1968:157). In Illinois Yankee immigrants were more prominent in the northern third o fthe
state, and Upland Southerners were more common in the lower third o f the state. By the second decad e o f the
nineteenth century, the in fluence o f the popular Greek Reviv al style h ad had a dramatic impact on the housing o f
New England, completely transforming the house into a gable-front form (emulating a Greek T emple), and these
gable-front houses becam e a common fo rm for the Yank ee settler of northern Illinois—in dramatic contrast with the
more traditional I-house fo rm common among the Upland South folk.
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Figure 33. I-house plans and perspective as depicted by Kniffen (1965) (reproduced from
Kniffen 1986).
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Figure 34 Left: S outhern I-house plans, as depicted by Glassie (1968:68-69). Right: I-house subtypes as depicted by Noble
(1984:52).
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Figure 35. Details of the Georgian House (left; with Subtractive modifications), I-house (middle), and German House (right),
as depicted by Glassie (1986[1972]).
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Figure 36. Houses illustrated around the border of the 1863 Map of St. Clair County,
Illinois (Holmes 1863). The first three dwellings are I-houses (note the single pile character
emphasized by the single chimney in each gable end) (top row and middle row left) The
second three dwellings are probably not I-houses as they are double pile structures (as
determined by their greater depth and presence of two chimneys on each gable end)
(middle row right and bottom row). These larger houses probably represent New England
Large Houses (or similar German Large Houses) (cf. Noble 1989).
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Figure 37. Methods of attaching the kitchen wing onto the traditional I-house. Top: shed
roof extension. Middle: rear extension located perpendicular to main body. Bottom: side
extension (Mansberger 1982).
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Figure 38. Three-bay I-houses from Pike County, Illinois. Top: With single-story rear
kitchen wing with roof line perpendicular to main house roof line. This is the most
common method of removing the kitchen activities from the main body of the house, but
keeping within the same structure. Bottom: With lateral or side kitchen wing with
partially enclosed porch. The enclosed portion of the porch probably represents a panty.
This method of adding a kitchen wing to an I-house is relatively rare, and probably
associated with more northern, and/or New England families. It is probably influenced by
the popular Greek Revival S tyle which was prevalent in New England. Note side kitchen
extension. (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 39. Additional views of Three-bay I-house in rural Pike County. This house form
was fairly common during the nineteenth century in Illinois (Andreas, Lyter and Company
1872).
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Figure 40. Four-bay I-houses in Pike County, Illinois. The Four-bay I-house was a
relatively uncommon variation, and probably represents a more “primitive” or “Medieval”
form that lacks a central hallway. Bottom: This Four-bay I-house was constructed for, or
by, a non-agriculturalist. W. B. Elledge operated a rural grist and saw mill near
Chambersburg (Andreas, Lyter and Com pany 1872).
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Figure 41. Five-bay I-houses generally represented the homes of the more affluent
agriculturalist during the middle nineteenth century. Most Five-bay I-houses have a more
modern floor plan with a central hallway, which developed from an earlier Georgian ideal.
Both of these examples exhibit shed-roofed kitchen wings on the rear of the house. The
shed-roof extensions may reflect a northern, and/or New England builder (Andreas, Lyter
and Company 1872).
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Figure 42. Although the one-story kitchen wing oriented with its roofline perpendicular to
the main house roof line is a common form, it was poorly represented on the Five-bay Ihouses of Pike County. It seems likely that these kitchen wings were too small for the size
of the Five-bay I-house, and did not offer the potential space needed for the larger, affluent
farm families (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 43. Many of the Five-bay I-houses illustrated in the 1872 atlas have large, multiroom, two-story kitchen extensions such as those illustrated in these two views (An dreas,
Lyter and Company 1872). The shallow cross-gable present on the house in the upper
illustration is a diminutive decorative element often associated with the Gothic Revival
S tyle.
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Figure 44. This unusual Five-bay I-house has two front doors. Such two-door I-houses
were most often associated with a 4-bay house. This house probably lacked a central
hallway, and represents a more “primitive” house than the central hallway types (Andreas,
Lyter and Company 1872).

104

Figure 45. This Five-bay I-house has an unusual “kitchen extension.” It would appear that
a Five-bay I-house was constructed onto the front of an earlier dwelling. Also
unconventional about this structure is the attachment of the older house along the side
gable end wall of the I-house. It would appear that there was a complete reorientation of
the farmyard at the time the newer I-house was constructed (Andreas, Lyter and Company
1872).

Figure 46. This unusual house, which was built into the side of a hill, appears to represent
a Six-bay I-house constructed on a raised foundation (with basement floor opening at grade
in the front of the house). Both the six-bay character, and the raised foundation are
unusual. We refer to this as a “Raised I-house” (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 47. Two examples of expanded I-houses. Unlike most I-houses, which are usually
two rooms long (often with a central hallway), these houses appear to be three (or even
four) rooms in length. Glassie (1986) refers to the addition of an additional parlor wing
onto the traditional I-house, and refers to these dwellings as a “Double Parlor” I-houses.
These two dwellings from Pike County may be similar to Glassie’s Double Parlor I-house
(Andrea, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 48. Whereas the previous illustration depicts an I-house form with additional bays
appended onto the end of the dwelling, Glassie (1972) also identifies related structures that
have bays removed from the basic I-house form. The Two-thirds I-houses depicted here
consist of the removal of a single room from a typical central hall I-house, leaving a single
room and hallway on the main floor of the building. Rear extensions follow the same
patterns as the more traditional I-house and include rear ells located perpendicular to the
main body of the house (top) or lateral wings appended to the side of the dwelling (bottom).
The Two-thirds I-house is a common urban form in Illinois. In some urban communities,
two Two-thirds I-houses are often attached—with each of the individual units having a
mirror image of the other—and create a large Double House with the appearance a
traditional I-house with double entrance doors (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 49. This large, two story, rural dwelling has the appearance of an I-house, but has
several characteristics that make one question whether or not it actually represents such a
traditional folk dwelling. Of particular interest is the 1½-story height (with small
“eyebrow” windows along the second-story façade) and potentially double-pile floor plan
(note the four-bay end gable walls). Additionally, the eight-bay character of the dwelling,
with paired windows on the ground floor, as well as the placement of a third chimney in the
middle of the house, is very unusual (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872).
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Figure 50. Details of the Mermaid House, Lebanon, Illinois. This house was constructed
by a New England family in circa 1830. By the early 1840s, the house was used as an inn,
which was visited by Charles Dickens in 1842. The structure represents a primitive Fourbay I-house. The asymmetrical ground floor plan suggests that this dwelling probably was
derived from a Hall and Parlor House, as opposed to the joining of two single pen units (or
“S tack Houses”; cf. Noble 1989).
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Figure 51. Line drawings and photographic views of the Knoyer Farm House, rural
Adams County, Illinois. This house represents a traditional I-house constructed in circa
1850 (HABS 1936).
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Figure 52. Floor plans and front elevation of the Billings House, located at Lafayette and
Third S treets, Beardstown (Cass County). This frame house was constructed sometime
between 1846 and 1854 (HABS 1934). Although the exterior form of the house is typical of
a traditional Five-bay I-house, its interior plan is two-rooms in depth and does not fit the
strict definition of an I-house. Whether this represents a New England Large House, or a
modified Five-Bay I-house is unclear.
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Figure 53. Three photographic views of the Billings House (Beardstown) (HABS 1934).
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The Traditional Three-Bay Threshing Barn
The barn at the Steininger farmstead represents a traditional barn form, albeit with some minor
variations, known as a Three-B ay Threshing B arn. The Three-Bay Threshing Barn (also known
as an “English Barn,” “New England English Barn,” “Connecticut Barn,” or “Yankee Barn”)
was one of most prevalent barn forms constructed in Central Illinois during the early to middle
62
nineteenth century.
This barn type is a one-story-with-loft, side-gabled structure (with
entrances in the long eave-wall) that is defined primarily by the internal division of its first floor
into three bays. The bays are aligned parallel to the roofline, thus making the barn three-bays
long and one-bay deep. The central bay generally has large, double doors on both ends, which
allowed wagons to enter the building (thus facilitating the storage of hay and the handling of
grain) and also created a draft through the bay. The latter point is important, since the center
bay, or runway, historically was used as a threshing floor where cut grain was processed (and the
cross breeze facilitated the winnowing of the grain) (see Figures 54 and 55).
Glassie (1975a:9) states that “American students of architecture know that the early barn form
that characterizes New England, New York State, and subsequently Yankee movement westward
is conceptually tripartite and single level,” and that its “basic form was surely introduced into
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North America by both British and Continental immigrants” (italics added). Visser (1997:61)
notes that this barn represents “a standard design inherited from England with modifications
made in response to the North American climate.” Hart (1994:41) emphasizes how this tripartite
barn was a form known across northwestern Europe, as well as England, and both the French and
English were known to have transported this barn form to the New World. Glassie (1975)
further elaborates that although the barn form remained similar to its Old World counterparts, its
use in the New World was altered. He states that “with little alteration in its form, the barn
changed from a center for grain processing (one among many farm buildings) to a multi-purpose
building” (Glassie 1975:16). Although Glassie (1975:18) states that weather was “an easy
answer” for explaining this change, he goes on to explain that “the major reason for retainingthe
barn form and changing its use lay in the symbolic power of the form itself. The barn’s bulk
and great doors stood up and out as an indicator of individual proprietorship, a sign of
agricultural prosperity…. The American barn’s uses were probably reworked so that every
farmer could have his own barn… [with] each one of them a strong symbol of farmness.”
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Glassie (1968:136-138) refers to these as a “One-Level, Side-Opening (English)” barn, which contrasts to the
“ One-Level, End-Opening Barn” which we refer to as the New England Barn. In 1974, Glassie noted that this barn
fo rm is also known as the English, Yankee, Connecticut, and Double-Crib barn “in the culturogeographic literature”
(Glassie 1974:182). Noble (1984:16) s eems to use th e term “ New England” barn to also describe this form. We
have chos en to follow Noble and Cleek (1994:50) in using the term “T hree-Bay T hreshing Barn.” T hey emphasize
the appropriaten ess o f this term, since it not only describes the morphology of the building but also its principal
original function.
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Calkins and Perkins (1995:45, 54) discuss a b arn form introdu ced into th e Midwest (particul arly eastern
Wisconsin) by German immigrant farmers which has a nearly identical form as the T hree-Bay T hreshing Barn.
Following the lead o f their Yank ee counterparts, the Germans relied heavily on wheat production, and introduced
“their own threshing barn, S cheune, identical in basic form to that o f th e Yankees… ” With these German
63
immigrants, animals were housed in a sep arate stru cture (“ a fo reb ay stable referred to as a Stall” ), with the barn
fun ctioning solely for the processing of grains.
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In the Old World, barns were a specialized structure designed solely for processing grains. The
Three-Bay Threshing Barn was no exception, as it was originally designed as a structure for
processing cereal grains (i.e. wheat, oats, rye, barley), and for storing both the processed
(threshed and winnowed grain) and unprocessed (unthreshed and sheathed bundles) grains, as
well as the processed byproduct (straw). Cut grain consisting of chaff, straw, and grain
(generally in bound sheaves) was first stored in one of the side bays, threshed in the center bay,
and the resulting grain and straw were then stored in the other side bay. Bundled and/or sheathed
grains were hauled by wagon from the field into the central bay and stored in the larger end bay,
to be threshed later in the fall or winter months by hand. Processing the grain involved two
steps: first, the grain was threshed, and then winnowed. Threshing of the grain, which consists
of the removal of the grain kernel from the “beard” located at the head of the shaft), was a
laborious hand process that required the physical breaking of the “beard” to remove the kernels.
Traditionally, this process involved the use of a flail, the head of which consisted of a wooden
shaft that was beat against the unthreshed wheat placed on the central threshing floor.
Alternatively, farmers with larger harvests used animals (horses or oxen) to tread over the grain
64
to break the beard (animal trodding). After threshing, the straw was collected and tossed loose
into the smaller end bay opposite the stored sheaves, and the chaff was collected. Winnowing,
which separated the edible grain kernel from the chaff, consisted of tossing the mixture into the
air allowingthe cross-breeze created by the double doors in the central bay to separate the lighter
chaff (which was blown away) from the heavier grain. The winnowed grain was either stored in
burlap sacks, or in loose in wooden bins (granaries), which were often located in the smaller of
the end bays (Noble and Cleek 1994:49-51).
As originally designed, the Three-B ay Threshingbarn did not have a loft (was only one-story in
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height), and did not house animals. As Coffey (1978:55) notes, “the true English barn has no
stables or stalls, but consists of a threshing floor with storage bays on either side. This plan was
eventually modified somewhat in the United States where stalls replaced one of the storage bays
and lofts were added to store hay.” Hart similarly notes that “European immigrants brought the
idea of the three-bay barn to the eastern seaboard of North America, but American farmers
modified it when the needs of their farming systems changed or when technological innovations
permitted major improvements” (Hart 1994:40). In the New World, presumably due to the
extreme cold of the northern seaboard, as well as the redundancy of multiple buildings, the
Three-Bay Threshing barn was adapted to meet the needs of the farmer in his new environment,
with one of the end bays being modified to stable animals (the family’s milk cows and horses)
and a loft for the storage of loose straw was located overhead of the stables (referred to as the
stabling bay). With time, a loft was also incorporated over the other bay, too. Kniffen (1986:11)
notes that this barn form, which was first introduced in New England by English immigrants,
moved westward “with remarkably little change.” By the time the barn form was introduced to
the Midwest, however, one of the side bays commonly was devoted to livestock and had stalls on
the first floor and a hayloft above both of the end bays. It also was not unusual for wagons or
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In some barns, the physical eviden ce o f the use o f animals for threshing is indicated by the pres ence o f a larg e
internal “ swing beam,” (specialized framing o f one intern al bent which opened up one o f the end bays and allowed
the circular trodding o fa hors e unen cumbered by a post. A swing beam was document ed in the Sangamon County
Brunk family barn (Mansberger and Price 1995).
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In the Old World tradition, animals were generally housed in separate buildings, with cows being located in a
cowshed, and horses in a stable.
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equipment to be stored in the central bay of the barn (Calkins and Perkins 1995:45; Noble and
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Cleek 1994:50-1).
As Glassie (1974:184) notes with regard to the barns of Otsego County,
New York, one of the side bays is often larger than the other, with the smaller one functioningas
stabling area for livestock and the larger one for hay storage (known as the haymow), and “this
simple tripartite form was the basis for all of the early barns of Ostego County….”67
In Illinois, during the early years of settlement, the Three-Bay Threshing Barn was the barn of
choice for most farmers. M any of the earliest barns constructed in Illinois—especially in the
timber rich areas of the state—were often of log construction. The common log barn in Illinois
was the Double-Crib log barn. These simple structures, which resembled a Dogtrot House,
consisted of a log “pen” (here referred to as “cribs”) each side of an alleyway open at both ends.
With its gable roof covering the two cribs and the alleyway, these Double-Crib log barns
functioned as small Three-Bay Threshing barns with storage bays (for animals as well as crops
and tools) on each side of a covered threshing floor (cf. Price 1980). Kniffen (1986:16) suggests
that these Double Crib log barns “entered early into the streams of diffusion from German
Pennsylvania.” Northern examples of these Double Crib barns generally had floored threshing
bays and room in one of the cribs for animal stabling. In contrast, as the barn form moved
southward, it quickly adapted to the local climatic conditions. As cereal grains were of less
significance in the south, the use of the central alleyway as a threshing floor all but disappeared.
Additionally, as the weather did not dictate that animals be stabled, the cribs grew smaller and
were less apt to be used for animal stabling and more for corn storage (Kniffen 1986:16-17).
These diminutive log Double Crib barns were introduced into the southern portions of Illinois by
many Upland South families. In contrast, Kniffen (1986:16-17) notes that “this diminution in
size and change in function did not take place in the westward-moving current out of
Pennsylvania.”
Although these small Double Crib log barns met the basic needs of the farmer during his initial
years of clearing his land and planting crops, they soon became inadequate in meeting the
farmer’s needs, and with the passage of some time, these more primitive log structures were
often replaced by more substantial timber frame barns—albeit still in the form of a traditional
Three-Bay Threshing Barn. These newer, often second-generation barns had increased storage
capacity and a large, functional threshing floor. Characteristics of this timber-frame three-bay
barn in Illinois are similar to those described by Glassie (1974) for Otsego County, New York.
Distinctive rectangular barn, with the exterior of the barn was covered in board-and-batten
siding. Two large, swinging doors were located each end of the threshing aisle. Often these
doors had a long, narrow multi-pane window sash over the doorway (referred to as transom
lights) to give light to the central bay. Each side of the threshing aisle was a bay, with one bay
devoted to animal stabling, and the other to the storage of bound sheaves and/or threshed grain
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Fever River Research has previously prep ared det ailed document ations o f a number o f T hree-Bay T hreshing
Barns in Illinois, including: the Hallstein Barn in T azewell County (Stratton and Mansberger 2002a); the Norton
Barn in Plainfield, Will County (Stratton and Mansberger 2002b ); and a large b arn at the Durh am-Perry Farmstead
in Bourbonnais, Will County (Mansberger and Stratton 2006).
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As he does with the I-house, Gl assie discusses both subtractive and additive forms o f the T hree-Bay T hreshing
barn. As he not es, subtractive fo rms are unusual, but additive forms are more common with additional bays being
added to one end of the barn (gen erally, the stabling bay). Noble (1984:16-18) notes that the barn is often exp anded
into large structures with five to nine b ays, and notes the similarity of this extended barn to the Queb ec Long Barn.
Visser (1997:68) refers to these as “ Extended English Barns.”
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storage. A waist-high parapet wall separated the bays on the interior from the central aisle.
Permanent lofts were located above each end bay, and a removable mow space (often referred to
as “scaffolds”) was located over the central bay (Visser 19xx:64). This removable mow was
created by placing loose boards over removable joists (often represented by small diameter logs
or “round poles”). Throughout much of the nineteenth century, these Three-Bay Threshing
Barns represented the ideal, multi-functional, general-purpose barn for the Illinois farmer
practicing extensive land use practices. It was well suited for the stabling of the workhorses as
well as for the processing and storage of both hay and small grains (particularly wheat, oats, and
rye).
It is interesting to note that the Carter family barn at the Steiniger farmstead appears to represent
a Three-Bay Threshing barn with a slightly unique arrangement of boxstalls (instead of the more
common tie-up stalls generally used for horses) that may have housed oxen—a draft animal well
suited for heavy pulling necessary for “breaking” (or initial plowing) of prairie soils, as well as
for hauling logs out of timber lands. In 1860, 37 out of 134 farmers in Atlas Township (or 25%)
owned oxen (including the Carter family with two oxen), with an average of 2.9 oxen among this
group of farmers (108 oxen total). By 1870, only four head of workingoxen were reported in the
entire township. The Carter family was not one of these farmers in 1870. By 1870, the presence
of oxen in the township had quickly dropped off, and the Carter family no longer was using
oxen. This shift from the use of oxen to horses for draft power at the Carter farm probably
occurred during the 1860s, and is documented by the physical changes in the stablingwithin the
barn. Similarly, the lack of the second door in the central aisle suggests that the family may have
not had a need for processing cereal grains during these early years, and/or invested in threshing
and/or winnowing equipment at an early date. This change coincides with the Post-Civil War
shift from extensive to intensive land use practices in the region. By the 1870s, much of prairie
soils in the vicinity of the Carter farm had been turned over, and much of the old-growth timber
had been harvested. The emphasis among the farmers at this time was now being placed on
further improvements to the lands and investment in farm equipment.
In Illinois, as farmers became more and more integrated into an intensive land use practice, their
requirements for barns began to change. In some counties, such as nearby M ontgomery County,
specialization in various crops and animals often lead to the construction of more specialized
barns related to the specific agricultural and/or livestock requirements of that farm. But, in Pike
County, diversified agriculture and livestock production—often referred to as “General Farming”
still predominated in much of Pike County (cf. Case and Myers 1934), and the Three-Bay
Threshing barn persisted, with modifications, as the barn of choice by many of its rural
inhabitants (see Figures 56 through 59). As noted by Glassie (1975:13) the two common
methods of expanding the basic structure was the addition of an additional bay or shed addition
onto one end of the structure.
At an early date, the laborious threshing and winnowing activities that were often performed in
the central aisle of the Three-Bay Threshing barn were mechanized and removed from the barn.
The introduction of mechanized reapers, and later, threshing machines, eliminated the hand labor
of threshingand winnowing. No longer was one of the bays necessary for the temporary storage
of bundled sheaves awaiting the flail. One effect of this change was the loss of the second
doorway in the central aisle, and the re-adaptation of this bay for the storage of clean grains
(whether in bags, or stored loose in bins). The increase in farm machinery necessitated
additional storage for machinery. Often a single-story, shed-roofed wing was constructed onto
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one end of the barn to house such machinery (such as the reaper or threshing machine). Such
additions were common. Less common were the barn-length sheds constructed onto the long
68
eave-wall (Noble and C leek 1995:78).
M any farmers in Illinois participating in a diversified, mixed farming strategy during the later
years of the nineteenth century often improved their dairy herds slightly to insure the production
of a surplus in dairy products. Instead of milking only a couple head of milch cows, these
farmers often milked 8-10 head. With only a couple of head of cows being milked, the farmer
(or often the farm wife), often milked the cow in the farmyard, at least during good weather.
With an increase in the size of the dairy herd, the farmer was more apt to milk his cows in a
milking parlor. The single stabling bay of the Three-Bay Threshing Barn was not large enough
to stable the work horses as well as the increased number of milch cows, and many of the
traditional Three-Bay Threshing barns have a shed-roofed add ition constructed on one end of the
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structure that housed a specialized milking parlor with approximately 8-10 stanchions.
The
addition of a milking parlor onto the traditional Three-Bay Threshing Barn generally occurred in
locales that were in close proximity to urban centers, where the market for the increased volume
70
of dairy products was located.
Even though the Three-Bay Threshing Barn was multi-functional, it did not provide the space
required by farmers who were heavily involved in dairying, or the raising of livestock.
Specialized farming practices that were developing with this shift during the later nineteenth
century required more specialized barns. These barns just did not contain the space necessary for
the care of large numbers of livestock. As noted above, one option was to construct a shedroofed addition onto the gable ends of the barns to meet these needs. Similarly, farmers often
constructed barns with basements beneath them, thus adding a whole other floor to the building
that could be used for the feeding and stabling of livestock. The addition of this lower stabling
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Noble and Cleek (1995:78) indicate that the gable-end shed roo f addition is common in the Midwest, whereas the
longer eave-wall addition is common in northeastern Wisconsin.
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Visser (1997:65) notes that these milking parlors are o ften referred to as “cow houses” in New England, and first
begin appearing in the 1820s. In Illinois, traditional T hree-Bay T hreshing Barns often exhibit physical chang es due
to an increased stand ardization o f milking parlors and mechani zation o f manu re removal. Although initially of
wood construction, the stan chions became predominately o f m etal fabrication during the first decad e o f the
twentieth century, o ften inco rporating con crete feed troughs into their design. During these early twentieth century
years, improved floors (with gutter) and feed troughs were introdu ced using concrete constru ction methods.
Additionally, the introduction of an overhead track system for manure carts facilitated the cleaning of stalls.
T he Louden Machinery Company, established in 1867 in Fairfi eld, Iowa, was one of the earlier manufacturers o f
barn equipment. T his company was one o f the fi rst to introduce steel stanchions in circa 1900. T he Ney
Manufacturing Company (established in Canton, Ohio in 1879) also was an early manu facturer o f barn equipment
(T eter and Glese 1960:226).
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Changes in marketing o f dairy products also affected the decision to build the milking parlor. During the early
days, the farmer usually milked only a couple of milk cows. Cream was separat ed from the milk by traditional hand
methods, and the farmer generally fed the skim milk to his hogs and processed the milk fat into butter for home use.
With the introduction of the cream sep arator and more effi cient methods o f churning butter, the farmer (and/or his
wife) was able to process a larger volume o f milk, and utilize more cows for the produ ction of butter. But the more
significant factor affecting the size o f the d airy herd at this time, was a shi ft from the sal e o fbutter to whole milk.
Markets fo r whole milk were located in u rban centers, and becam e more accessible with the improvement o f hard
roads and the introduction of the automobiles (trucks) during the first third ofthe twentieth century.
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floor allowed the upper level of the barn to function in a more traditional manner, devoted to
grain processing and storage (of both feed and machinery). There are several barn forms with
basements, including the English Banked Barn, the Raised B arn, and the Pennsylvania German
Barn. These barn forms differ from one another principally in respect to how their upper story
was accessed, as well as functional differences in their floor plans. The English Banked B arn is
essentially a Three-Bay Threshing Barn placed on top of a full basement that has been built into
a hillside. The upper story functioned as a traditional Three-B ay Threshing Barn (for grain
processing) whereas livestock was housed beneath. The hillside settingof this barn allowed both
71
the basement and main floors to be accessed at grade, from opposing sides of the building. The
Raised Barn has a full basement beneath it but, unlike the English Banked Barn, is not built into
a hillside; hence, its main floor is accessed by means of an artificial ramp erected along one side
of the building (Noble and Cleek 1994:54-58). The Pennsylvania German Barn is large, multistory structure that can either be raised or banked. It is distinguished from the Raised and
Banked Barn principally by the manner in which its main floor is cantilevered out beyond the
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basement on one side of the building. The cantilevered extension is referred to as forebay.
Numerous subtypes of the Pennsylvania German Barn have been identified, with the Sweitzer
Barn (identified as the C lass I barn by Ensminger 1992) being one of the more prevalent and
notable. The typical Sweitzer Barn had a three-bay plan on the first floor, with the center bay
used as a threshing floor and side bays devoted to hay storage. Each of the side bays also had a
granary within the forebay, and there was a chute between them through which fodder and hay
could be dropped. The basement level of the barn was devoted to livestock and generally was
partitioned up into stalls for cattle and horses (Noble 1984:22, 25-27). One of the characteristics
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One such example documented by Fever River Research is the Eastman Barn at Pere Marquette State Park in
Jersey County, Illinois (Stratton and Mansberger 1998).
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As Price (n.d.: Chapter VII, page 3) notes, “ the forebay o f the Pennsylvania barn is the main difference between it
and the raised b asement barn, and it is the primary diagnostic featu re that distinguishes the Pennsylvania barn.”
T his overhang served a practical purpose in sheltering the livestock and basement doors from inclement weath er and
drifting snow. T he forebay typically had chutes in its floor through which hay could be thrown down from the main
level into the feedlot below. Often a staircas e was construct ed within the foreb ay. Gen erally, the forebay did not
have support posts (Ensminger 1992:52-5; Noble 1984:25). Although the Pennsylvania barn developed in
southeastern Pennsylvania by northern European immigrants, Price (n.d.; Chapter VII, page 6) states that “ the
Pennsylvania barn became accepted as the barn that best met the demands of the farmers of southeastern
Pennsylvania whether they were German, Swiss, English, or Scotch-Irish.” Glass (1971, 1986) identified th e co re
area associ ated with the Pennsylvania Culture Region extending down the Shenando ah Valley nearly to Lexington,
Kentucky.
Pennsylvania barns were not a common sight on Illinois’ early landscap e. Noneth eless, extant Pennsylvania b arns
have been do cumented in sev eral clusters within Illinois. T hese barns were o ften associat ed with settlers from the
Pennsylvania culture region, and/or exposed to th em. In Illinois, clusters o f such barns are o ften found in
association with areas settled by the Amish and Mennonite (Price n.d.; 1987; Price and Sculle 1985 ). Price (n.d.:
Chapter VII, pag e 7) notes that 136 Pennsylvania barns were documented in Stephenson County (northern Illinois),
and nearly 100 in Adams County (western Illinois). Price also identified smaller concent rations in Will County
(north o f Plainfield), Fulton County (near Astoria), Scott County (near Winchester), and within Macon-Piatt County
(along the county line east of Decatur). Members of the Church o f the Brethren app arently constructed the later
barns. Isolated ex amples o f the Pennsylvania b arn appear throughout the state. Price do cumented three
Pennsylvania barns in Sangamon County (Price n.d.:Chapter VII, pag e 7 ). Fever River R esearch h as do cumented
one barn in rural St. Clair County that may represent a subtype of Pennsylvania barn with an enclosed “ forebay”
(Mansberg er and Stratton n.d.).
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of this barn type is the asymmetrical roofline created by the cantilevered forebay (Ensminger
73
1992).
With increased reliance on animal husbandry, the need for additional hay for feed developed.
Although much hay was stored in the field, within easy access of the foraging cattle, hay was
also important for milk cows and draft horses stabled in the barn. As herds got larger, more
storage space for hay was required. As initially developed, the early Three-Bay Threshing Barns
in Illinois had storage for loose straw and hay in the loft (also known as “scaffolds”) located
above the stabling bay. With time, lofts were also constructed above the opposite storage bay,
and even partially above the central aisle (where removable poles were often laid across the aisle
to support the storage of hay). Hay was generally pitched with hayforks by hand into the loft
above from a wagon that was pulled into the central aisle. During the middle nineteenth century,
ingenious farmers and/or mechanics devised a method to mechanically move the hay from the
wagon and deposit it into the expanded loft overhead. This was accomplished with the aid of an
overhead track and hay carrier, which was suspended from the underside of the ridgeline of the
gable roof. M echanized hay carriers were first introduced during the middle-nineteenth
74
century. The first hay carriers were located to access wagons of hay located in the central aisle
of the barn, whereas later carriers were modified to access wagons located at one end of the barn
via an exterior mow door. With the introduction of the hay carrier, access to the overhead loft
was gained via gable-end mow doors, and the loft floor over the central aisle became fixed in
place and/or permanent. Unfortunately, many of the first generation barns in Illinois were
constructed with queen post trusses for roof support, and these trusses were impediments to the
hay carrier. With the introduction of the hay carrier, these upper trusses were redesigned, and/or
reconstructed, so that they would not interfere with the movement hay. One of the more
common methods of re-design consisted of the use of splayed purlin posts, which replaced the
more traditional queen post and created a clear space unobstructed by the timber frame. It is
interesting to note that the Carter family barn was constructed with these splayed purlin posts,
even though the barn was not equipped originally with a hay carrier. These splayed posts may
have also facilitated the hand movement of hay with forks, too. Changes in the roof design of
the traditional Three-Bay Threshing Barn were also underway during the later years of the
nineteenth and early twentieth century. One of the more significant changes was the introduction
of the gambrel roof to the barn. This new roof profile, which first began to appear in Illinois
75
during the later 1860s and early 1870s (albeit very sparsely), created more loft storage space.
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T he Class II Standard Pennsylvania barn has the fo rebay pulled back into the main body ofthe barn, allowing the
roo f to hav e a symmetrical pro file. Ensminger (1992) further divides the Class II Stand ard Pennsylvania barn into
six subdivisions based on the foreb ay support and ramp locations.
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Hay was brought into the barn by means o f an overhead hay carrier, the carriage fo r which ran along a track
following the ridg e o f the princip al gable roo f. Multiple companies are known for their h ay carri ers (cf. cf. Myers
and Brothers n.d.; Louden Machinery Company 1916).
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T he Illustrated Annual Register of Rural Affairs For 1871 illustrates a gambrel roo f barn that th ey refer to as a
“Curb-Roof Barn.” T his journal noted that “ it has an important advantage in giving more cap acity for a given
amount of siding and shingles; and a greater height above the eav es or posts, which presents no difficulty in filling,
now that the work of pitching from the wagon load is wholly performed by means o f the horse-fork. T he cross
timbers above the cross beam being entirely omitted (except at the ends or outside,) the horse fo rk has room to work
freely.” It appears that the “ horse fork” was operat ed from the central aisle, and not from exterior mow doors. This
barn was constructed in Wayne County, New York.
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By the early years of the twentieth century, Gothic Barns with their distinctive gothic arched roof
and lighter plank construction, provided unencumbered loft space for hay storage. Subsequent
changes in hay baling during the later nineteenth and early twentieth century included the
introduction of hay baling, which produced relatively small but dense bales that were stacked
within the hay loft. These new bales were heavy and often overloaded the barn frame. M uch of
this new technology was spread via the popular agricultural press.
The early years of the twentieth century—particularly those leading up to World War I—were
good years for Illinois farmers. Profits were high, and many of the first generation barns were
getting old and obsolete. It was during these years that many new barns were constructed,
replacing the early generation of barns. These new barns were often built following plans
supplied by a variety of barn equipment manufacturers. Traditional Three-Bay Threshin g Barns
were no longer were being constructed. Instead, a new generation of General Purpose barns
76
began to appear on the landscape, and the age of the traditional barn began to disappear.
During the early years of settlement in Illinois, the Three-Bay Threshing Barn—which had
incorporated a stabling floor within its design by that time—was an ideal multi-purpose
structure, well suited to the extensive land use practices encountered on the Illinois landscape.
The later nineteenth century in Illinois experienced major changes in agricultural practices
(shifting from extensive to intensive farming strategies) and technology. Changes in the methods
of processing cereal grains, and hay handling methods dramatically affected the viability of the
traditional barn. Farm expansion and improvements, includingthe construction of newer, larger,
and often more specialized barns, intensified during the latter nineteenth and early twentieth
century years. Nonetheless, the traditional Three-Bay Threshing Barn adapted well to these
changes and continued to function as a General Purpose barn throughout the nineteenth and early
twentieth century.
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Glassie (1974) discuss es three ph ases o f barn construction in Otsego County, New York. The first phas e, which
he dates from the 1780s through 1850, is characterized predominately by constru ction o f the English Barn (T hreeBay Threshing Barn). T he second phase, according to Glassie, begins in circa 1850 and extends to circa 1920. This
phase is characteri zed by a period o f barn exp ansion represented by the addition of a lower stabling level and/or
creation o f “ basement barns.” Glassie notes that “ the basement barn marks the shi ft from a diversi fied ag ricultural
economy to dairying. … T his multi-level concept seems to hav e di ffused du ring the first hal f o f the nin eteenth
century from Pennsylvania to the Northeast where it was added to the architectural repertoire. T he major vehicle of
distribution apparently was the publications o f agri cultural improvement so cieties” (Glassie 1974:185). Glassie
(1974: 187) notes the “third and last phase” of barn building in Otsego County “began at the end of World War I and
was characterized by largely prefabri cated dairy barns.”
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Figure 54. Top: Three-Bay Threshing Barn, as illustrated by Kniffen (1986:12). Kniffen
refers to it as a “New England English Barn” and notes that it “moved westward to the
grasslands with remarkably little change.” Bottom: Sectional views of Three-Bay
Threshing Barns “accommodating the one level barn on a hillside” (Glassie 1974:230).
Ignoring the “stepped” nature of the longitudinal section (at left), these drawings illustrate
the internal layout and use of the typical Three-Bay Threshing Barn during much of the
nineteenth century in Illinois.
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Figure 55. S ectional view illustrating the various uses, and/or transformation of the ThreeBay Threshing Barn, as depicted by Glassie (1975:17).
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Figure 56. Top: View of the farm of Harvey Lake, Fairmount Township, Pike County,
Illinois (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872). Bottom: Detail of the Three-Bay Threshing
Barn located at the farm.
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Figure 57. Two views of additional Three-Bay Threshing Barns from Pike County, Illinois
(Andreas, Lyter and Com pany 1872). Top: Harrison Brown farm, Pleasant Vale
Township. Bottom: William Cory farm, Fairmount Township. Both barns exhibit multiple
shed-roofed additions. Note the large wagon load of hay being transported into the barn,
and the hay stack in the adjoining field.
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Figure 58. Two views of Raised Three-Bay Threshing Barns (Andreas, Lyter and Company 1872). The barn on the left is built
into the side of a hill, with ground level entry for both the threshing floor and stabling floor levels. In contrast, the barn on the
right is built on level ground and required a ram p to the threshing floor level. Both examples add substantial stabling space for
animals on the basement level, allowing the upper level to function for grain processing and hay storage.
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Summary and National Register Eligibility
As discussed in the site-specific history, the exact date that the Steininger Farmstead Site was
occupied remains uncertain to some degree, due to the complex and rather clouded character of
the chain-of-title for its associated land tract. The earliest private owners of the tract resided out
of state, and it was not until 1843 that title was secured by a local Pike County resident. Even
then, the property does not appear to have become formally owner-occupied until James Carter
acquired title to the SE1/4, Section 6 in 1857. Yet, circumstantial evidence suggests that the
Carter family may very well have been living at the Steininger Farmstead Site, as tenant farmers,
for perhap s a decade prior to that date (i.e. middle to late 1840s). The farmstead remained in the
hands of the Carter family until 1951. Subsequent owners were John M otley (1951-1960) and
Lloyd Steininger (1960-2012). The site was continuously occupied for a period of over 160
years.
The built landscape we see today at the Steininger Farmstead Site was shaped primarily by the
Carter family and is reflective of two distinct periods in the site’s history: 1) the early occupancy
and development of the farm (as seen in the house and primary barn); and 2) an early -twentiethcentury rebuilding/expansion (as seen in the stud barn, “springhouse,” and chicken house). The
primary building at the Steininger Farmstead Site is the dwelling at its center. The date of
construction for the house is not known exactly. The residence potentially was built by Hugh
Carter prior to his death in 1849, but it seems more likely the work of James Carter, who
assumed management of the farm after his father’s passing. James Carter possibly erected the
house as a replacement for an earlier dwelling at the site (the presence of which is suggested by
the remains documented the basement crawlspace) after he acquired legal title to the property in
1857. Regardless of which Carter was responsible, the decision to construct an I-House on their
farm followed a well-established building tradition in Pike County (and the surrounding
region)—one that would persist for decades afterwards. The house was overwhelmingly
vernacular and utilitarian in character, as would be expected on most early farmsteads; yet, it
also was spacious in scale and equipped with sufficient architectural detailing (such as the ornate
mantel pieces) to convey the family’s socio-economic aspirations. When completed, the house
would have exuded a sense of agricultural success and permanence, and the same is true of the
substantial, well-crafted timber-frame barn erected at the farmstead during this same period. The
remaining extant outbuildings at the site (with the exception of the garage) are believed to have
been constructed circa 1910-1930, following James Carter’s death, during the period when his
son William was managingthe farm.
As with all historical properties assessed within the context of cultural resources man agement,
the value of the Steininger Farmstead Site (11PK1924) ultimately is determined by its eligibility
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Eligibility to the National Register is
based on four broad criteria that are defined by the National Park Service and used to guide the
evaluation process. These criteria state that
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association, and
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A) that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or
B) that are associated with the lives of persons significant to our past;
or
C) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction or that represent the work of a master, or
that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose component may lack individual
distinction; or
D) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important
in prehistory or history (36CFR60.4 Criteria for Evaluation).
The Steininger Farmstead Site (11PK1924) is considered to be eligible to the National Register
of Historic Places for local significance under Criteria A, C and D. The farmstead’s eligibility
under Criterion A relates to agriculture. Agriculture played a prominent role in the development
of Pike County (and wider region), and the Steininger Farmstead presents an excellent example
of a valley -edge farm, once so common on the western edge of the county during the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. The agricultural economy changed over time, as did the farming
systems related to it. These changes are well illustrated by the Steininger Farmstead both in
regard to site structure and character of the buildings and structures there. A hay barn formerly
present at the site has been lost, but the property otherwise largely maintains its early twentieth
century appearance. It presents a nearly complete historic farmstead, a resource that is becoming
increasingly rare in Illinois—even in rural Pike County. The Steininger Farmstead exhibits all
seven aspects of integrity (location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association).
The majority of the buildings and structures at the site are more than fifty years old (thus meeting
the benchmark age for National Register eligibility), the one excep tion being the garage located
to the west of the house. The remaining buildings and structures are considered contributing
elements to the site; these include the house, primary barn (B arn No. 1), stud barn (Barn No. 2),
chicken house, “springhouse”, and root cellar. These resources range from circa 1850 to circa
1920. The buildings and structures in question have good-to-excellent integrity overall, and,
taken as a group, meet the requirements for Criterion C.
Among the buildings present, the house and primary barn particularly stand out. Both “embody
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction”, as called for under
Criterion C. The house represents an excellent example of a Five-bay, I-house. As discussed in
the text above, the I-House was one of the most prominent traditional, vernacular AngloAmerican dwellings on the Illinois landscape during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Derived from British antecedents, the I-House spread from the Eastern Seaboard, into the South,
and eventually into the Midwest along with the tide of settlement. Well suited to warmer
climates, the I-House proved a very resilient and adaptable house form and continued to be built
into the early twentieth century. The residence at the Steininger Farmstead exhibits the
distinctive characteristics of an I-House in respect to its massing and basic plan and has
vernacular Greek-Revival decorative elements. It represents an interesting variation of the FiveBay I-House with its lack of a central stair hall. The dwelling has experienced modifications, but
127

most of these occurred prior to 1920, and they serve to illustrate the changing expectations,
needs, and domestic activities of its occupants through time—as seen in the interior remodeling
undertaken by James Carter children following his death, as well as the development of the
summer kitchen and pantry complex adjacent to the house. More recent changes, such as the
addition of the rear porch and remodeling of the kitchen, do not detract significantly from the
house’s circa-1920 appearance. The dwelling also is of note for being of timber-frame
construction, though our understanding of the frame is limited at this time due to the restrictions
placed on exploratory demolition during the investigation.
The primary barn is a fine example of a Three-Bay Threshing Barn, built with traditional timberframing technology. Like the house, it too presents certain variants from the “classic” Three-Bay
Threshing Barn, which contributes to our better understanding of this important agricultural
building form (one rapidly disappearing from the Illinois landscape) and how it was adapted for
use at different points in time and place. Similarly, the other outbuildings and structures, while
not as individually distinctive as the barn and house, nonetheless contribute significantly to our
understanding of the farmstead and its change through time, particularly in respect to domestic
and agricultural activities and the increasing specialization of outbuildings (illustrating a shift
from extensive to intensive farming). This information has broader relevance in relation to the
agricultural history of Atlas Township and Pike County.
Properties being evaluated for National Register eligibility often are measured against
comparable examples within a given geographic area (town or township). In the case of the
Steininger Farmstead, we have no firm data in this respect, as no comprehensive rural survey has
77
been done for Pike County.
Nor does the Historic Architectural R esources Geographic
Information System (HARGIS), administered by the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, list
any comparable properties in Atlas Township.78 However, as stated in National Register
Bulletin 15, “it is not necessary to evaluate the property in question against other properties if: it
is the sole example of a property type that is important in illustrating the historic context; or it
clearly possesses the defined characteristic required to illustrate the context” (Andrus 1990:9).
While it remains unclear how rare the Steininger Farmstead or its composite resources are within
the township or county, the property does possess the characteristics of a historic valley -edge
farm in western Pike County, has good integrity, and conveys the agricultural heritage of the
region—thus meeting the second of the exceptions presented in Bulletin 15. The I-house and
Three-Bay Threshing Barn at the farmstead are considered individually distinctive in a local
77

In 1955, John Drury published an aerial survey of Pike County, which illustrates the wide range of farmsteads
once present in Atlas Township (as well as the surrounding townships in the county). A quick inspection of this
work firmly establishes that I-houses were once rel atively common in the area, but that a great number o f these
structures have been demolished since that time (Drury 1955).
78

This online data source plots previously identified historic p roperties throughout the st ate. Of particular interest
is the lack of properties currently listed on the National Register ofHistoric Places in western Pike County (whether
I-houses or otherwise). Additionally, the Illinois Historic Landmarks Survey—which is a good source o f
comparative data on rural properties documented in the 1970s—lists only a couple of resources for Atlas T ownship
(such as the Ross Residence in nearby Atlas). Similarly, Hayward (2005), in the study entitled Rural Preservation
Activity in Illinois: A Report for th e Illinois Barn Alliance, not es that “ T he Pike County Extension Office and the
Pike County Chamber of Commerce report no rural pres ervation activity occurred in the county…” Aside from the
Pike County Color Drive ’93 (1993), little has b een noted regarding rural architectural studies in western Pike
County.
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context due to their being excellent examples of significant vernacular building types, their
timber-frame construction, relatively early date of construction, and good integrity. Both also
offer data regarding variation within their respective building traditions (an area covered by
Criteria C and D). Were the house or barn standing in isolation, without their associated farm
complex, a survey of the surrounding township to assess the presence of other comparable
examples might be needed in order to evaluate their National Register eligibility. But in this
instance, the house and barn—the two core components of any farmstead—stand together with a
suite of outbuildings, which strengthens their integrity of feelingand association individually and
as a whole.
We also consider the Steininger Farmstead Site to be potentially eligible to the National Register
of Historic Places under Criterion D (archaeology). Although no subsurface archaeological
investigations were conducted, there is good indication that subsurface resources—beyond the
standing structures and surface foundations already documented—are present and would yield
significant data addressing site-specific questions, as well as broader research questions
regarding settlement, material culture, and lifeways in western Illinois during the nineteenth
century. These potential resources are most likely in the area immediately around the existing
house, and less likely in the adjacent barnyard.
In respect to future management of the Steininger Farmstead Site (11PK1924), it is
recommended that ground disturbance be avoided in the domestic yard surrounding this house.
This area is considered the most sensitive area archaeologically, as there is high probably of
surface middens and subsurface features from the historic component being present. Similarly,
buried deposits in the immediate yard, potentially associated with the prehistoric site 11PK1789,
which was previously recorded (Conrad 2008). The terrace edge to the south of the house, which
delineates the division between the domestic and farm yards, presents a prime location for privy
pits and other features associated with the nineteenth century component. Any ground
disturbance in the domestic yard should be preceded by archaeological testing. The farm yard
below the terrace, by contrast, is a less sensitive area from an archaeological standpoint.
Surveyors: F. M ansberger, C. Stratton
Survey Date: July-August 2013
Report Completed By: F. M ansberger and C. Stratton
Fever River Research
P. O. Box 5234
Springfield, IL 62705
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APPENDIX I
PHOTOGRAPHS
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Figure 59. Two panoramic views of the S teininger Farmstead, looking towards the west (top) and southeast (bottom).
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Figure 60. Undated aerial view of the Steininger Farmstead. This aerial view probably dates from circa 1990s-2000s. Except
for a small frame building adjacent to the main barn, this configuration of buildings is similar to the current configuration of
buildings at the site.
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Figure 61. Two views of the Steininger farm house. Top: Looking southwest. Bottom:
Looking northwest.
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Figure 62. Two views of the Steininger farm house. Top: Looking north. Bottom: Looking
northeast.
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Figure 63. Two views of the Steininger farm house. Top: Looking northeast. Bottom:
Looking east.
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Figure 64. Two views of the S teininger farm house. Top: Looking south. Bottom: Looking
southwest.
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Figure 65. Two views of the Steininger farm house. Top: Looking southwest. Bottom:
Looking east with the farmhouse in the background.
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Figure 66. View of the corner pilasters, capitals, and entablature board on the front of the
S teininger farmhouse.
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Figure 67. Detail of front entrance and window, S teininger Farmhouse.
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Figure 68. Details of the north elevation of the S teininger farmhouse, illustrating the breaks in the weatherboard. These
breaks suggest that modifications to the rear wing were made during the life of the building—potentially resulting in the
expansion of the rear service wing from a single story to a two-story structure. A new side doorway, and removal of original
pilaster, may alsohave been associated with this remodeling work.
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Figure 69. Foundation details of the Steininger farmhouse. Top: Current conditions of
foundations, with exterior parging. Bottom: Original conditions of foundations (as
depicted beneath front porch).
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Figure 70. Two views of the basement entrance, illustrating the original full height character, and the current blocked-up
configuration of the doorway. Originally, a shallow, exterior bulkhead must have been present.
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Figure 71. View of current interior basementstairway (left), and original basement windows (right).
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Figure 72. Multiple views of the various food storage racks and bins located in the
basement of the Steininger house.
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Figure 73. View of the early kitchen cupboard (albeit lacking its original doors) located in
the basement of the Steininger house.
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Figure 74. Framing details of the S teininger house, as depicted in the basement of the dwelling. Left: Detail of sawn floor
joists resting in notches cut into hewn beam. Right: Detail of smaller hewn beam framing in the original stairwell opening
from the upper floor. Note the presence of multiple, forged hooks at this location.
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Figure 75. Miscellaneous basement details. Top: Detail of sawn floor joists illustrating
nineteenth century script. Bottom: Detail of knob and tube wiring, as well as a forged nail
hook.
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Figure 76. Two views of the hewn timber used as a central support for the summer beam. This hewn timber was salvaged
from a rather early, timber frame structure (presumably a dwelling with a finished interior).
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Figure 77. Top: View of large central fireplace foundation located in the center of the rear
service wing basement of the Steininger house.
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Figure 78. Two views of the ground floor living room (Room 101), S teininger farmhouse.
Illustrating the Craftsman style stairs.
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Figure 79. Two views of the ground floor living room (Room 101), S teininger farmhouse
illustrating the Classically inspired fireplace mantel. This mantel had a painted finish that
appeared to emulate marble or a burled wood. Although unclear, it is assumed that a
fireplace hearth is present behind the more recent bricked-in front.
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Figure 80. Left: View of the side (north) door in Room 101. This doorway is probably not original to the dwelling. Right:
Detail of the original front doorway (in Rook 101) illustrating the character of the mahogany grained trim underlying the
current oak trim. This mahogany grained surface appears to overlay an earlier grained surface (emulating oak or curly
maple).
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Figure 81. Door details in the S teininger farmhouse (Room 102). This is an original doorway that lead onto the adjacent
porch. Panels in this door were hand planed on one side.
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Figure 82. Details of the original grained surface on the exterior doorway in Room 102.
This door, as well as the trim in this room, was painted to emulate a curly maple.
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Figure 83. Details of the fireplace mantel (with built-in cupboard) in Room 102, Steininger Farmhouse.
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Figure 84. Details of fireplace mantel (Room 102).

167

Figure 85. Detail of painted graining emulating curly maple.
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Figure 86. Panel door associated with the twentieth century partitioning of Room 102A, with Art D eco style hardware.
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Figure 87. View of the fireplace wall of Room 103.
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Figure 88. View of built-in cabinet in Room 104.
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Figure 89. View of hallway side of door leading into Room 201 (left), and rim lock located on inside of the door. This lock,
which is embossed “B.L.W.” in reference to the currently unidentified lock works, represents a latter nineteenth century
replacement lock. At the time this lock was replaced, the original light-colored (oak?) graining was overpainted with the
existing darker mahogany graining.
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Figure 90. Detail of original closet door, albeit re-painted in a dark mahogany grain, in Room 201. The small rim lock is
original to this door, and represents one of the few original locks remaining in the house.
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Figure 91. Details of the dark mahogany graining present on the doors of Room 201. This decorative treatment, which is not
original to the house, was painted over a lighter-colored graining. The earlier graining may have emulated oak, maple, or
some similar light-colored wood.
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Figure 92. Details of the doors from Room 202. Top: Original two-panel door with lightcolored graining. This graining, although light colored, does not appear to be original to
the door. The mortise lock and existing door know are not original to the door, and
represent early twentieth century modifications. Bottom: Door in non-original partition of
Room 202. This four-panel, machine-molded door is not original to the house, and also
represents an early (to middle?) twentieth century modification to the original house.
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Figure 93. Details of doorway between Rooms 201 and 202A. This machine-molded, four-panel door, with its distinctive
graining, is not original to the house.
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Figure 94. Detail illustrating the baseboard in Room 202. The baseboard on the right represents the original baseboard in
this room, which has a distinctive dark-colored, mahogany graining. This dark-colored graining, which appears to have been
applied over an earlier light-colored graining (as with the doors in Room 201), goes behind the baseboard on the left, which
represents a early twentieth century partition wall.
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Figure 95. Details of the doors located in the second story of the rear kitchen extension. These doors two-panel doors (with
their plywood panels) were installed as part of the early twentieth century expansion of the rear wing. These doors are not
grained, but are varnished yellow pine.
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Figure 96. One of the doors associated with the expansion of the second story of the rear
kitchen wing had a slightly different, and more elaborate mortise lock which was marked
“RUS S WIN, for the Russell and Erwin Company, which in 1902 became Corbin Russwin
(and the American Hardware Corporation).
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Figure 97. Two views of the rear bedrooms of the upper story of the rear kitchen wing.
These rooms were finished in the early years of the twentieth century.
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Figure 98. Three views of the attic of the S teininger farmhouse. Top: Main body, looking
north. Middle: Kitchen wing, looking west. Bottom: Kitchen wing, looking east at the
original, once exposed, roof with wood shingles in place.
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Figure 99. View of the attic above the current kitchen (Room 105).
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Figure 100. Four views of the originally attached outbuildings located to the northwest corner of the rear service wing of the
S teininger Farmhouse.
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Figure 101. Three views of the interior of the S ummer Kitchen. Top: Looking west.
Middle: Looking northeast. Bottom: Looking southeast.
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Figure 102. Door and window details in the Summer Kitchen.
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Figure 103. View of the chimney and associated built-in cupboard in the Summer Kitchen.
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Figure 104. Two views of the loft in the Summer Kitchen. Top: Looking west. Bottom:
Looking east.
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Figure 105. Details of the floor coverings located on the floor of the loft of the summer kitchen.
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Figure 106. Three views of the interior of the Pantry. Left: Looking west. Middle: Looking southeast. Right: Ceiling and
framing detail.
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Figure 107. View of the supports located beneath the concrete “wet sink” (located in the pantry.
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Figure 108. View of the loft of the Panty, illustrating the original gable roof.
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Figure 109. Two views of Barn No. 1, S teininger Farmstead. Top: Looking southwest.
Bottom: Looking northeast.

192

Figure 110. Detail of the cupola on Barn No. 1, S teininger Farmstead.
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Figure 111. Details of pent roof located on the front elevation of Barn No. 1. This roof extension is not original to the barn.
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Figure 112. Two views of the central aisle of Barn No. 1. Top: Looking south. Bottom:
Looking north.
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Figure 113. View of the central post in aisle bent (looking to the southeast).
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Figure 114. Two views of the loft ladder and tack rack located in the northeast corner of the central aisle of Barn No. 1. The
round pins originally located in the tack rack have been removed, leaving only the four holes remaining to mark their location.
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Figure 115. Two views of the east or stabling bay of Barn No. 1. Top: Looking south.
Bottom: Looking north.
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Figure 116. As originally constructed, the stabling bay of Barn No. 1 appears to have had two large box stalls. Left: View of
original planking of box stalls. Right: Detail of overhead beam, with two mortises (to receive upright partition posts), which
were part of the original box stall partition.
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Figure 117. The original box stalls were replaced with individual tie-down stalls. Top:
Detail of remnantstall partitions. Bottom: Detail of feed bunk wall.
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Figure 118. Detail of corner post located at the northeast corner of the stabling bay (and
northeast corner of the barn). This post, which has a diminutive “gunstock” support for
the overhead beam, and partially chamfered corners, is unique to the barn. Why this
single post had this detail is unknown.
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Figure 119. Two views of the grain storage bay’s east wall (taken from within the central
bay). Top: Looking southwest. Bottom: Looking northwest. This bay had three
individual grain bins (or granaries).
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Figure 120. Two views of the painted sign attached to the granary wall. This nineteenth
century sign was associated with a firm that is believed to have operated from Rockport.
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Figure 121. Two views of the granary wall indicating pencil tallies for grain removed sold)
from the adjacent granary in October 1881 (or 1889).
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Figure 122. Two views of the interior of the granaries, illustrating framing details, as well as the exterior grain door (left).
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Figure 123. Details of the interior partition walls within the granaries. The partition walls
were formed by studs with tenons that protrude into mortises cut into the underside of a
cross beam. Note the latter addition of a rack (with forged hooks) nailed to the wall of the
bin.
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Figure 124. Two views of the splayed purlin posts. Whereas tie-beams were located between the paired posts within the outer
wall bents, no equivalent tie-beams were located between the posts in the central, or interior bents. These tie-beams would
have impeded the movement of hay being transported from the central aisle into the overhead lofts. This arrangement may
suggest the use of an early hay lift located over the central aisle. Later hay carriers moved hay through the outer, gable -end
mow door.
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Figure 125. Two views of the “through mortise and tenon” located in the anchor-beam of each bent. These joints are
reminiscent of a “Dutch” mortise and tenon joint (which is an “Extended Through Mortice and Te non” joint), albeit cut off to
receive siding.
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Figure 126. Two views of the splayed purlin post, as exhibited in an end bent (left), and central aisle bent (right).
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Figure 127. Two additional views of the splayed purling posts.
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Figure 128. Two views of the loft framing. Top: Looking southeast. Bottom: Looking
northeast.
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Figure 129. Three views of the loft framing, illustrating the top portion of the bents.
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Figure 130. Rafter details. Top: Notched rafter at rafter plate. Nailed [Chris: is this with
a wire-drawn nail?] Bottom: South elevation illustrating pre-addition extension of rafter
tail.

213

Figure 131. Detail of the purlin plate illustrating the over-sized notches in the plate. These notches suggest that the existing
rafters are not original to the barn, and that an earlier system of rafters (considerably larger in size), were once present.
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Figure 132. Two details of the framing associated with the roof vent and/or cupola. Also note the metal hay carrier track.
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Figure 133. View of the hay track and carrier at the mow door, east elevation of Barn No.
1.
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Figure 134. A corrugated metal roof currently is present on the barn. This roof appears to represent a relatively recent
modification, potentially having been put in place in circa 2003. Note the extensive water damage to the existing sheathing.
Prior to the metal roof, the barn had wooden shingles.
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Figure 135. Four views of the sawn-off tenons still in place within the mortises located each
side of the original south doorway. The function of these is unknown.
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Figure 136. Two views of the east end of the shed-roof addition located on the south side of Barn No. 1.
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Figure 137. Two views of the west end of the shed-roof addition located on the south side of
Barn No. 1.
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Figure 138. Two additional views of the west end of the shed-roof addition located on the south side of Barn No. 1.
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Figure 139. Foundation details of Barn No. 1.
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Figure 140. View of piers located beneath the south doorway. The sill at this location
appears to have been replaced. At the time this work was done, the pier at this location
appears to have been rebuilt and/or enlarged. It is suspected that the joist pockets in this
sill appear to have been associated with the re-used stock, and not associated with Barn No.
1..
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Figure 141. Hardware details from Barn No. 1. Note the distinctive stamped end of the
strap hinge.
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Figure 142. In 2003, improvements were made to Barn No. 1. This work was conducted by
Mennonite carpenters, who signed their work.
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Figure 143. Two views of the Stud Barn (Barn No. 2) at the S teininger farmstead.
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Figure 144. Three views of the interior aisle located on the upper “level” (or “feed floor”) of the S tud Barn (Barn No. 2) at the
S teininger farmstead. To the left (south) side of the aisle is the feed bunks for the stables, and to the right (north) is three
granaries (for storage of oats and other cereal grains). Hay is stored in the overhead loft.
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Figure 145. Two views of the stalls located on the lower “level” (Stabling floor) of the S tud Barn (Barn No. 2) at the S teininger
farmstead.
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Figure 146. Three views of the interior of the S tud Barn (Barn No. 2) at the S teininger farmstead, illustrating construction
details.
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Figure 147. Interior views of the loft of the S tud Barn (Barn No. 2) at the Steininger
farmstead. The bottom left image depicts a doorway to the loft, which is not original to the
structure.
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Figure 148. Two views of the “springhouse” at the Steininger farmstead. Although
informants identified this as a “springhouse,” the physical evidence suggests that the
building may have functioned as a meat processing house (i.e. “butcher house”).
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Figure 149. Two views of the interior of the “springhouse” at the Steininger farmstead.
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Figure 150. Two views of frame outbuilding located at the S teininger Farmstead Site.
Top: Looking southwest. Bottom: Looking southeast. Although the original function of
this building is unknown, it appears to have functioned as a chicken house.
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Figure 151. Garage (top) and pond (bottom) at the S teininger Farmstead [IDNR
photographs.]
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Figure 152. Two views of the root cellar at the S teininger Farmstead. Top: Exterior view
[IDNR photograph.] Bottom: Interior view.
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APPENDIX II
ARCHAEOLOGY SITE FORM
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ILLINOIS ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORDING FORM
County: Pike
Field Number:
Quadrangle (7.5'): Rockport IL-MO

Site Name: Steininger Farmstead

Revisit: N
State Site No.: 11PK1924

Date Recorded: 2013.12.02

LEGAL DESC RIPTION (to quarter quarter quarter)
Align: SE 1/4s: SE SE SW
Align:
1/4s:
Align:
1/4s:
Align:
1/4s:

SW SE SW

UTM Coordinates (by ISM): UTM Zone: 15
Ownership: Public

Section: 6
Section:
Section:
Section:

UTM North: 4,381,205

Township: 6 S
Township:
Township:
Township:

Range: 5 W
Range:
Range:
Range:

UTM East: 669,884

ENVIRONM ENT
Topography: Bluff base
Nearest Water Supply: Dutch Creek
Soil Association: Seaton—Timula

Elevation (in meters): 154
Drainage: Mississippi 6

Description: The site is located along the bluffbase on the northern edge of a secondary valley formed by Dutch Creek, near that
v alley’s outlet to the much larger Illinois River valley.

SURV EY
Project Name: Steininger Survey
Ground Cover (List up to 3): Grass
Weeds
Survey Methods (List up to 2): Pedestrian
Site Type (List up to 2): Other Habitation

Site Area (square meters): 38,157
Visibility (%): 0
Standing Structures: Y

Brush

SITE CONDITION
Extent of Damage: Moderate
Main Cause of Damage: Vandalism

M ATERIAL OBSERV ED
Number of Prehistoric Artifacts (count or estimate): 0
Prehistoric Diagnostic Artifacts: N
Prehistoric Surface Features: N

Number of Historic Artifacts (count or estimate): 0
Historic Diagnostic Artifacts: N
Historic Surface Features: Y

Description: The survey documented a number of standing structures associated with a historic f armstead. The survey was aimed at
recoding standing structures and landscape features. No subsurface excav ations were undertaken.

TEMPORAL AFFILIATION (check all that apply)

Colonial (1673-1780):

Prehistoric Unknown:
Paleoindian:
Archaic:
Early Archaic:
Middle Archaic:

Pioneer (1781-1840):
Frontier (1841-1870):Y
Early Industrial (1871-1900): Y
Urban Industrial (1901-1945): Y
Post-War (1946-present):

Late Archaic:
Woodland:
Early Woodland:
Middle Woodland:
Late Woodland:

Mississippian:
Upper Mississippian:
Protohistoric:
Historic Native American:
Historic (generic):

Description: Documentary research suggests that this site initially was occupied circa 1850 by the Carter f amily, who resided here
f or nearly a century. The farmstead remained in private hands until 2012, when it was sold to the IDNR.
Surveyor: F. Mansberger
Site Report by: C. Stratton
IHPA Log No.:
Compliance Status:

Institution: FRR
Institution: FRR

Survey Date: 08/15/2013
Date: 11/22/2013
IHPAFirst Sur. Doc. No.:

Curation Facility: FRR

NRHP Listing: N
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STEINING ER FARMSTEAD
SITE

United S tate Geological Survey (US GS ) map showing the location of the Steininger
Farmstead Site (circled in red). The site limits correspond to the survey limits (USGS
Rockport, IL-MO., 7.5-minute Quadrangle, 1991).
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Site plan of the S teininger Farmstead showing conditions in 2013. The red line delineates site and survey limits.
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APPENDIX III
APPRAISEMENT BILL:
ESTATE OF FLORA CAR TER, DECEASED
(JUNE 1947)
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The following values are one-half of each item:
4
5
4
2
3
1
4
4
12
1
75
300
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
3
1

M ules, smooth mouth
sows and 6pigs
gilts
milch cows
cows and 3 calves
bull
calves (year)
heifers (2 years)
shoats
male hog
chickens
bushels corn,
disc harrow
Deering binder
gangplow, 14 inches
16 inch walking plow, John Deere
12 inch plow,
buggy
iron wheel wagons
hay rake
dragharrow
disc drill
John Deer walkingcorn cultivators
John Deer corn planter
row stalk cutter
end gate lime spreader
empty oil barrels
gasoline pump

$ 25.00
$ 85.00
$ 40.00
$ 75.00
$112.00
$ 30.00
$ 80.00
$100.00
$ 30.00
$ 7.50
$ 30.00
$ 11.00
$ 10.00
$ 1.00
$ 1.00
$ 0.50
$ 1.00
$ 2.00
$ 0.50
$ 0.50
$ 1.25
$ 0.50
$ 1.00
$ 0.50
$ 2.50
$ 0.50
$ 0.50

Dining Room
1
2
1
1
6

rug
pr. [pair] chairs
shade
table
chairs
linens, cloths and napkins
pictures
Stove, hard coal burner,
dishes

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

5.00
0.25
0.25
2.50
5.00
2.50
0.10
2.50
5.00
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Kitchen

1
1
1

refrigerator
stove
rocker
chair
table
stove board
utensils
dishes
silver ware

$ 50.50
$ 2.50
$ 0.10
$ 0.10
$ 0.25
$ 0.10
$ 2.50
$ 1.00
$ 25.00
Pantry

1
1
1
1
1

chair
stool
table
washing machine
kitchen cabinet

2

sewing machines
fireless cooker
boiler
ironer
chairs
trunk
sleigh bells
single buggy harness
kerosene stove

$ 0.10
$ 0.10
$ 0.25
$ 25.00
$ 1.00

Wash House

4
1

$ 1.00
$ none
$ 0.10
$ 0.50
$ 1.00
$ 0.25
$ 0.25
$ 0.25
$ 1.00
Flora’s Bedroom

1
1

chair
stand table
bedding
gun
chest of drawers
chest
bed
mattress
suit case

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

0.25
0.25
2.50
5.00
2.50
1.00
1.25
5.00
0.50
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M ary’s Bedroom

3

bed
bedding
bureau
washstand
shades

$
$
$
$
$

1.25
2.50
1.25
0.50
0.75

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

0.75
1.25
5.00
5.00
1.25
0.50
0.20
0.50

$
$
$
$
$
$

0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50

$
$
$
$
$

0.25
0.25
0.10
0.50
0.75

Guest Room

2
1

rugs
bedstead
bedding
mattress
bureau
washstand
chairs
hallway rug
Storeroom

1
1
1
2

sewing machine
bureau
chest of drawers
chairs
bedstead
bedding
Basement

200
1
1
1
8

empty fruit jars
gas stove
kraut cutter
sausage mill
stone jars

Downstairs bedroom
5
5
1
1
1
1

pair curtains
shades
rug
bedstead
dreeser
mattress
bedding

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1.00
0.50
3.00
2.50
5.00
7.50
6.00
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desk
wardrobe
rocker
table

$
$
$
$

5.00
1.00
1.00
0.75

Parlor
1
1
1
1
3
1
5
5
6
2
2

piano and stool
Graphanola
L. table
settee
chairs
rug
photographs
pair curtains
shades
throw rugs
cushions

$ 10.00
$ 5.00
$ 5.00
$ 6.00
$ 10.00
$ 20.00
$ 1.25
$ 2.50
$ 1.50
$ 0.75
$ 0.50
Living Room

1
2
3
1
1
4
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
5
1
1
2
1

rug
pr. [pair] curtains
shades
clock
mirror
pictures
floor lamp
table lamp
radio
throw rugs
pr. [pair] candle sticks
library table
couch
rockers
magazine rack
sweeper
round oak heaters
battery radio

$ 2.50
$ 0.25
$ 1.25
$ 2.50
$ 0.25
$ 0.40
$ 2.50
$ 1.25
$ 25.00
$ 0.75
$ 0.15
$ 2.50
$ 1.00
$ 5.00
$ 0.25
$ 5.00
$ 10.00
$ 2.50
$ 994.95

244

APPENDIX IV
I-HOUSES
(AS DEPICTED IN OGLE 1912)
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This small, 1½-story dwelling represents a Three-bay I-house (Residence of G. W. Graham;
1912)

Three-Bay I-house (Residence of T. L. Haney (1912)
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Side view of a Three-bay I-house with prominent Italianate detailing. Rear service wing is
a large two-story wing with a two-story porch (Residence of Frank S ykes (1912)

Similar dwelling from a distance…. Not sure of number of bays.
Brothers, Versailles, Illinois (1912).

Residence of Dixon
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Residence of H. V. Harshman (1912), which appears to represent a traditional Five-bay IHouse with end chimneys.

Residence of Mrs. Frank Mountain (1912), another Five-bay I-house with central chimney.
Represents a slightly smaller, potentially later dwelling than the one illustrated previously.
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Residence of A. B. Bowman (1912). This appears to represent an unusual Four-bay I-house
with a double set of front doors (each with individual porches). It has an unusual “incised”
rear porch with little evidence of a kitchen wing being present.

Unusual Six-bay structure, potentially representing…a raised, single story cottage, and not
an I-house. Residence of Joseph M. Farland (1912)
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Residence of G. W. Bowman (1912)

Residence of L. F. Elder (1912 ).
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Residence of T. H.S mith (1912).

Residence of Thomas Dixon. (1912)
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