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ABSTRACT 

This thesis investigates the artifact quantity and 

variability of artifacts found in archaeological sites 

inhabited by Chinese in southern Arizona. In doing so, I 

seek to address the preferences of the early Chinese for 

different Chinese culture materials in different 

environmental settings. I also seek to examine the 

variability of artifact types across Chinese sites in 

Arizona. 

To effect this, I have researched all known sites with 

Chinese artifactual components in southern Arizona, and 

divided these sites into urban and rural groupings. I then 

compare the collected artifacts from all sites within these 

two groups in terms of both total numbers of items and in 

total numbers of different artifact types. 

As expected, artifact variability in rural sites is 

significantly lower than in rural sites, in accordance with 

the lower population and other possible factors. Rural 

sites also seem to contain higher percentages of food 

preparation and storage ceramics, and lower proportions of 

opium paraphernalia. 
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CHAPTER 1 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

The experiences of the Chinese in Arizona in the 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were, like those 

of Chinese immigrants in other states in the American West, 

turbulent and largely unpleasant. Half a world away from 

family living in China, they took what little solace they 

could from maintaining or re-creating their traditional 

ways of life from the Middle Kingdom in the American West. 

To a large degree, this meant importing materials from 

southeast China, redirected through San Francisco, and, 

until the Southern Pacific railroad line reached Tucson in 

1880, freighted over land into Arizona. 

Chinese-manufactured materials were central to Chinese 

immigrants in emphasizing their ethnicity, lending them a 

sense of shared history and culture amongst themselves, and 

giving them a feeling of stability in an alien and often 

hostile environment. These culture-defining artifacts are 

likewise central in providing a better understanding of the 

relationship between Chinese immigrants and their imported 

goods, as well as the possible differences between 

artifacts used and discarded in rural and urban settings. 
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In this study, I present a model of "typical" 

archaeological assemblages of overseas Chinese in southern 

Arizona. To this end, I examine artifacts from 

archaeological contexts in southern Arizona in an effort to 

show both the typical characteristics of Chinese sites of 

different sizes, as well as what these assemblages may say 

about Chinese preference for specific types of Chinese 

goods. The types of Chinese sites I investigate are large 

urban areas (mostly Chinatowns in southern Arizona) and 

rural sites (mostly gardens and workcamps), and I examine 

how Chinese living in these site-groups might be 

represented in the archaeological record. 

Unlike those in several states in the American West, 

Chinese sites in Arizona have enjoyed some archaeological 

attention in the past several decades. Articles and works 

outlining archaeological resources have presented 

information on Chinese history in the state (Ayres 2002; 

Connor 1973; Fong 1980; Tipton 1977), recorded and possible 

archaeological sites (Ayres 1994), or both (Keane et al. 

1992) . 

My aims in this paper are two-fold. First, I seek to 

catalog all reported Chinese archaeological sites in 

Arizona that have yielded actual Chinese-manufactured 
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materials (several recorded areas have documentation 

alleging the presence of Chinese, but no archaeological 

evidence to corroborate these sources - see appendix). The 

need for such an exercise springs from the dearth of 

comparative studies concerning Chinese archaeological sites 

in Arizona and the Southwest in general. Several such 

studies have been carried out in other parts of the West, 

concerning mostly populous Chinatown districts in large 

cities (e.g.. Great Basin Foundation 1987). Few 

comparative studies involving rural Chinese sites exist 

(Ayres [1994] is a rare example), no such studies have been 

generated using any Chinese sites in Arizona except the 

Tucson Chinatown (Lister and Lister 1989), and the only 

other attempt to catalog urban and rural archaeological 

sites to date in Arizona is Keane et al. (1992). In this 

study, I combine the sites covered in that work with 

several sites investigated over the past 10 years. 

Second, I seek to clarify the artifact variability a 

historical archaeologist may expect to encounter when 

excavating or researching a newfound Chinese site in 

Arizona. In doing so, I also intend to address the 

preferences of ethnic Chinese in the late nineteenth and 
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early twentieth centuries for certain types of Chinese-

manufactured goods. 

Several studies have been undertaken examining the 

usage of Chinese material culture (notably Xia [2001], who 

examines the use of cooking materials by Chinese in Tucson 

from archaeological, historical, and ethnographic 

perspectives), although none yet have taken the rural sites 

in Arizona into account. In this study, I examine the 

artifact variability evident in archaeological sites in 

both urban and rural contexts in Arizona, and compare them 

to assess the potential differences between artifact 

assemblages. 
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CHAPTER 2 

CONTEXT OF STUDY 

2.1 THE CHINESE IN AMERICA 

The Chinese Come to America 

The Chinese first arrived in America in any great 

number in the mid-nineteenth century in response to trying 

conditions in their homeland, and the promise of wealth in 

the New World. A corrupt Qing government and a wealthy 

landed aristocracy became the objects of frequent revolts 

throughout the nineteenth century, when a burgeoning 

population, unusually common natural disasters, and civil 

unrest such as the Taiping Rebellion from 1850 to 1864 made 

living in Guangdong and Fujian provinces in Southeast China 

nearly unbearable (Tsai 1986:2-3). 

Although the Qing government had prohibited emigration 

from China for any reason since the seventeenth century 

(which exacerbated the population crisis), population 

pressure induced large numbers to risk the journey. Also 

adding to the exodus was the "coolie" slave trade, which 

began during the 1840s. This trade came about initially 

when the Spanish Republics began recruiting labor under 
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false pretenses, and often employing outright kidnapping of 

Chinese. Soon, tens of thousands of coolies were being 

shipped throughout the Western nations, from Cuban sugar 

plantations to Peruvian guano pits (Tsai 1986:4-5). The 

Sino-American Burlingame Treaty of 1868 outlawed the coolie 

trade, as well as abolished the Chinese imperial edict 

against emigration from China. 

The lure of America to Chinese immigrants came in many 

forms. Thousands of Chinese men set out to stake claims in 

the western gold mines, from the initial rush in 1849 to 

well into the 1870s. Although often beset by outlaws and 

swindled by other miners, the Chinese stayed on longer than 

most other mining groups and continued to extract gold from 

areas long abandoned by European miners. 

With the rise of the railroad construction effort, the 

Chinese were hired en masse by the Central Pacific Railroad 

Company. The Chinese proved as capable and more reliable 

than their European counterparts, although the Chinese were 

typically paid inferior wages and suffered often dangerous 

working conditions (1,200 Chinese were thought to have 

perished during railroad construction in the Sierra Nevada 

Mountains) (Tsai 1986:15-19). 

The Chinese also ventured into myriad other 
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occupations in the West. Wheat harvesting, levee building, 

farming, factory labor, cigar manufacture, and fishing are 

included in this list -- indeed, almost every chore in 

which cheap labor was needed was filled by the Chinese. In 

1882, the Chinese composed 50 to 75 percent of wheat 

harvest labor in some California counties (Tsai 1986:20), 

and the bulk of the nearly 4,000 workers hired by the Tide-

Land Reclamation Company to build levees in the Sacramento-

San Juaquin Delta tule-lands. 

Despite American entrepreneurs' eagerness to take 

advantage of the cheap labor the Chinese provided, the 

immigrants were the targets of widespread, organized abuse. 

European laborers were resentful of being underbid on jobs, 

and large numbers of these were prejudiced in general 

against the Chinese for their strange language and customs, 

which had been unknown in the West until the 1840s. Acts 

of violence, and even massacres, were not unknown - 19 

Chinese were killed by a mob in Los Angeles in 1871; 28 

Chinese miners were murdered by their Euroamerican 

coworkers in Rock Springs, Wyoming, in 1875 (Tsai 1986:67-

72) . 

The Chinese challenged numerous bills passed in 

California and other states - attempts to outlaw the hiring 
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of Chinese laborers by any organization, and taxes levied 

only on the head of the Chinese. Ultimately, the "Chinese 

Issue" attracted the attention of Congress, which passed 

several Chinese Exclusion Acts between 1882 and 1902, 

banning Chinese immigration until World War II. 

The Chinese in Arizona 

The first Chinese immigrants to Arizona came in the 

1860s, lured like their countrymen in California by the 

promise of abundant wealth through gold mining. Fong 

(1980:232) cites one of the first mentions of Chinese in 

the state at Vulture Mine near Wickenburg in 1868 {Arizona 

Daily Miner, June 13, 1868). Big Bug and Lynx Creek (Fong 

1980:232; Hatch 1980:266), both near Prescott, are also 

documented sites of early Chinese placer mining, although 

no archaeological investigations into these areas have yet 

been performed. As in California and other states, Chinese 

miners were subject to the same discrimination by Anglo 

miners and violence at the hands of the Apache, although 

the resentment and xenophobia felt by many in California 

(and the institutionalized discrimination leveled against 

them there, such as the Foreign Miner's Tax of 1850) would 
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be delayed in Arizona until the Chinese population there 

began making competition for jobs a significant concern for 

Anglos and Mexicans. 

It remains unclear when the first Chinese came to 

Tucson. Wang (2 002) analyzes the evidence for Chinese 

travelers reaching Tucson before the mid-1870s, when 

accounts begin to appear in Tucson newspapers, and 

concludes that such an early date for the Chinese presence 

there is insufficiently corroborated and that the topic 

requires further research. The earliest known reference to 

Chinese in Tucson is from the Arizona Citizen, December 4, 

1875, referred to in Wang (2002:376). 

Railroad construction, as the Southern Pacific line 

was planned through Arizona, became an opportunity for the 

Arizona Chinese by 1877, and brought hundreds of additional 

Chinese workers from other states. The line reached Tucson 

in 1880, and many of the railroad gangs left the 

backbreaking work of driving spikes to seek or establish 

work in the city (Fong 1980:234). Chinese entrepreneurs 

opened several restaurants, laundries, gardens, and other 

businesses in and around Tucson and southern Arizona. Such 

gardens were kept on over a hundred acres along the Santa 

Cruz River (Fong 1980:238, Thiel 1997), and along the San 
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Pedro near Fairbank, whose produce fed the citizens of 

orabstone and Benson (Hadley et al. 1993). Other mining 

opportunities arose in the 1870s for the Chinese in the 

form of the industrial copper smelting works in Clifton. 

However, ill will and resentment by competing Anglos and 

Mexican miners forced the mine owners to dismiss the 

Chinese miners shortly after they were hired (Fong 

1980:241; Sheridan 1996:178). 

2.2 OVERVIEW OF CHINESE CULTURAL MATERIAL 

The overall variety of culture materials imported and 

employed by the Chinese in the early decades of their 

tenure in the American West is considerable, with one of 

the largest collections of Chinese artifacts (from the 

Tucson Chinatown) occupying a considerable amount of space 

in the basement of the Arizona State Museum. Below I offer 

a brief summary of some of the most prevalent types of 

materials found in Chinese sites in Arizona. For more 

detailed works on such artifacts, see Olsen (1978) and 

Pastron et al. (1981) for discussions on ceramics, Wylie 

and Fike (1995) for information on opium paraphernalia, 

Clonts (1983) and Gust (1995) for more on faunal remains at 

Chinese sites, and Lister and Lister (1989) for 
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illustrations and information on other Chinese items from 

the Tucson collection. See South's (1977) work for 

information on pattern recognition in historical 

archaeology. 

Ceramics 

One of the major Chinese imports was ceramics, which 

have come to be relied upon as an ethnic marker for 

Chinese. While Chinese ceramics were obviously not 

exclusive to Chinese archaeological sites, the presence of 

these artifacts in combination with other materials of 

Chinese origin speak of a marked preference of the Chinese 

for items that reflect and represent their own ethnicity. 

Most Chinese ceramics were imported from south China, 

the same point of origin of most Chinese immigrants to the 

West, and most examples found in an urban context tend to 

be of lesser quality than the porcelains manufactured in 

China for export to Europe, Asia, and more wealthy 

residents of the United States (Greenwood 1996:67-68). 

Even so, the forms and styles are quite similar despite 

disparities in quality. 

The forms of Chinese tablewares include serving bowls, 

rice bowls, handleless tea cups, wine bowls, porcelain 
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spoons, chopsticks, smaller condiment dishes, and spouted 

pots for soy sauce, oil, or wine. Styles among imported 

Chinese ceramics in the later nineteenth century varied 

little through the decades. Tablewares styles uncovered in 

the archaeological record in the West are the same styles 

widely used in the late Qing Dynasty in China (Greenwood 

1996:67-79) . 

These styles include the Three Circles and Dragonfly 

motif, common among coarse rice and soup bowls, a grayish 

stoneware with brushed blue decorations. Celadon, or 

Winter Green, is a thin bluish-green porcelain, used in 

making teacups, rice-soup bowls, and other smaller vessels. 

The four seasons pattern was used for serving dishes, 

plates, and saucers, and bore a flower motif. 

Communal tableware styles include a fish-with-eel-

grass motif serving plate. "Canton Ware" describes finely 

crafted service dishes (jars, bowls, or basins) bearing a 

motif of vines with pointed leaves and pea pods. While 

this porcelain type, like the other ceramics in this 

collection, was manufactured during the Qing dynasty, this 

type tends to resemble the blue-on-white vessels crafted 

during the Ming dynasty (Lister and Lister 1989:54). Nonya 

ware, another style of communal vessel, is characterized by 
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a green interior glaze, usually with overglaze designs and 

engravings on the exterior. A common Nonya ware design 

found at the Tucson Urban Renewal project included 

polychrome chicken designs on a white exterior background 

(Willets and Poh 1981, cited in Lister and Lister 1989:48-

57) . 

Stoneware vessels make up the other major category of 

ceramic imports. Soy sauce, vegetables, and wine seem to 

have been the main contexts of these jars, which came in 

both globular and cylindrical forms. 

Ceramics are definitely indications of ethnic boundary 

maintenance - the very fact that the Chinese immigrants 

established a trade in Chinese ceramic imports in America 

suggests that tablewares and other ceramic goods from their 

home country were valued as symbols of their ethnic 

identity and as essential to their food preparation and 

consumption. Whereas non-Chinese ceramics (e.g., British 

and later American) would have been as useful, and perhaps 

less expensive, the Chinese opted to import ceramics from 

their native land on a large scale. 

But at what cost did the Chinese establish and 

perpetuate this trade? Prices for imported Chinese 

ceramics appear to have been quite reasonable, especially 
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if one were to opt for the lower-quality items. Specimens 

typically bearing the Double Happiness (Shuang Xi) and 

Three Circles and Dragonfly (Bamboo) designs (among others) 

were least expensive, costing from two to five cents each 

throughout the 1880s. More expensive varieties included 

the aforementioned Celadon and Four Seasons designs, 

costing approximately six to nine cents each. Inventories 

from the store indicate that the least expensive ceramics 

were the most popular (Sando and Felton 1995: 163-167). 

The general Chinese attitude toward non-Chinese (mostly 

British) ceramics is suggested by the same inventory, which 

lists the very few non-Chinese dishes sold as "fan die," or 

"barbarian plates" (Sando and Felton 1995:163) . 

Data are scarce as to the actual ratios of non-Chinese 

to Chinese ceramics found in Chinese archaeological 

contexts. In the site once belonging to a Tucson gardener, 

American and British ceramics constitute a majority of the 

ceramics found (Thiel 1997). Several examples of British 

ironstone and whiteware are evident in the Tucson Urban 

Renewal assemblage (Lister and Lister 1989:99-102) and a 

significant percentage of the ceramics found at the 

Woodland, California Chinese laundry site were of non-

Chinese origin (Felton et al. 1984). 
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However, the visible trend seems to indicate an 

undeniable preference for Chinese ceramics, or at least 

Chinese tablewares. The majority of non-Chinese ceramics 

found at the Woodland site were utilitarian forms, such as 

stoneware jugs and basins (Felton et al. 1984: 53), while 

only one appeared to be an example of tableware. In 

Tucson, Chinese ceramics were apparently limited to 

tablewares and special imported food containers (Thiel 

1997:84). 

Opium 

Opium may well have been an ethnic boundary marker for 

overseas Chinese. Although opium had been used in various 

ways for centuries in China, opium smoking was introduced 

in the eighteenth century by English merchants. The 

Chinese brought this smoking habit to the United States 

with them, and established a healthy trade in the dark, 

viscous smoking opium, which was not outlawed in the United 

States until 1909 (Tsai 1986:39). 

The Chinese also brought with them the highly evolved 

and standardized ritual in which opium was smoked. The 

typical Chinese opium smoking "layout" consisted of a long, 
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cylindrical pipe, surmounted with a round, ceramic pipe 

bowl. The gummy opium was then smeared around a small hole 

at the top of the bowl (using a long, thin metal spoon), 

which was then held to the flame of a special opium lamp. 

The fumes that rose from the smoldering opium were then 

inhaled quickly through the aperture (Wylie and Fike 1995). 

Opium dens appeared throughout the West, in which 

Chinese of all classes would languish under the effects of 

the opium smoke. Some were noxious antechambers in 

backstreet shops that would reek of the sickly sweet odor 

of opium smoke. Others, such as the ones described in New 

York, would appear palatial, and offer layouts of silver, 

ivory, and gold (Jonnes 1996:31) . With the spread of these 

dens, many Europeans railed at this "slothful weakness" of 

the Chinese, while at the same time opiates continued to be 

abused by Americans of all classes in the form of laudanum, 

morphine, and opium, in proprietary medicines and for other 

uses. Doctors also prescribed opiates for medical reasons. 

However, the Chinese use of opium seemed to have a 

strong equivalence with alcohol use among Europeans in the 

West - it appeared to be a social courtesy among the 

Chinese to offer one another opium as a gift. As such, 

almost every archaeological site associated with the 
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Chinese contains some quantity of opium paraphernalia. 

Opium smoking did tend to attract some members of European 

ethnic groups to opium dens within Chinatowns throughout 

the West. Initially, these Europeans tended to be 

associated with the lower classes, prostitutes, and 

criminals. In 1875, San Francisco passed the first anti

drug law in the United States: a city ordinance forbidding 

whites to smoke opium or visit opium dens. This was meant 

to curb the rising numbers of "otherwise respectable" 

Euroamericans who seemed to be frequenting these dens in 

greater numbers (Jonnes 1996:28). 

Faunal Remains 

Faunal remains from sites across the West reflect the 

ethnically specific manner in which the Chinese selected, 

butchered, and prepared the meat they consumed. Butchering 

techniques are one of the "ethnic markers" by which 

archaeologists identify the presence of Chinese in the 

archaeological record, and by maintaining these food 

preparation practices, the Chinese immigrants reinforced 

their ethnic boundaries. Marks left by the use of a 

Chinese cleaver can be distinguished from those left by the 

European cleaver, and the presence of saw marks can be 
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assumed to be non-Chinese, as the Chinese did not use saws 

for butchering purposes at the time (Langenwalter 

1980:108). Gust (1995) observes that cleaver marks 

typically denote earlier occupation of the sites, perhaps 

indicating an increasing dependence on commercially 

produced meat through time. 

While pork was the most common meat consumed in 

southern China (eating beef was banned in Mainland China), 

the Chinese often did not have the option of procuring pork 

in the American West. Whereas beef was generally less 

expensive and more readily available, pork seemed to be 

overwhelmingly preferred in most of the Chinese sites in 

California, and indeed most sites in other parts of the 

West as well (Gust 1995). Some sites in Tucson seem to 

constitute an exception to this rule - the Chinese gardener 

site in Tucson shows a marked prevalence of cow bones, with 

pork appearing to be somewhat of a rarity at this site 

(Diehl et al. 1998). Likewise, the Tucson Urban Renewal 

project discovered that the total cattle remains made up 

more than twice that of the pig remains (Gust 1995:181). 

However, excavations during the Tucson Urban Renewal on 

Block 3 in Tucson revealed a large quantity of pig bone, 

with marks showing Chinese butchering practices (Clonts 



26 

1983, cited in Xia 2002). 

However, this prevalence of cow remains may not have 

been the rule for the entire Tucson Chinese community over 

the course of the time period involved in this study. 

James E. Ayres (personal communication 2003) states that at 

least one Chinese pig farm existed in Tucson, possibly 

making pork readily available for the Chinese. This issue 

could be clarified in the future as more Chinese sites are 

examined in Tucson. 

3.3 CHINESE ARCHAEOLOGY IN ARIZONA 

Archaeology of Chinese Sites in Arizona 

The archaeological analysis of Chinese sites in the 

American Southwest is surprisingly limited. Relatively few 

sites that have been identified as containing Chinese 

components have been excavated to date, most notably the 

Chinatown unearthed during the Tucson Urban Renewal work 

carried out from 1967 to 1972 under the direction of 

project founder James E. Ayres (personal communication, 

2003; Lister and Lister 1989) and associated sites in 

Tucson, and the first and second Phoenix Chinatowns (Rogge 
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et al. 1992). Several rural work camps, mining sites, and 

farms have been reported in recent years, although it is 

likely that these represent only a small percentage of 

valuable sites left to be discovered and explored in 

Arizona. 

Accordingly, I have grouped the sites I have found 

through exhaustive research and interviewing of other 

researchers into Urban Sites and Rural Sites. This latter 

category I've subdivided into Military Outposts; Ranches, 

Farms, and Gardens; and Workcamps. 

a. Urban Chinese Sites in Arizona 

Tucson Chinatown 

A variety of sites containing Chinese materials were 

unearthed in Tucson during archaeological investigation 

preceding a massive urban renewal push from 1967 to 1972 

(James E. Ayres, personal communication 2003), dating from 

the 1870s into the 1960s, when most remaining historical 

Chinese residences were demolished. An enormous amount and 

variety of Chinese artifacts were recovered from about 3 0 

locations around central Tucson during this project, 

including many intact examples of paper, wood, and cloth 
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artifacts from the intact Ying On compound before its 

destruction (Lister and Lister 1989). 

Chinese Gardener's Household, Tucson (AZ BB:13:6 [ASM]) 

The residence of a Chinese family, probably occupied 

between 1892 and 1900-1905, was uncovered under what is now 

Spruce Street in Tucson. Over 10,000 artifacts were 

recovered, bridging the entire spectrum of household life 

of that period (Thiel 1997). Thiel speculates that this 

assemblage is the product of one Chinese family at the 

site, although as many Chinese gardeners occupied the 

vicinity at the time, the site may include artifacts from 

several Chinese in the area. 

Second Phoenix Chinatown 

This is the second location of the Phoenix Chinatown, 

described in Rogge et al. (1992). This general area, 

around First Street and Madison, probably became the center 

of the Phoenix Chinese community around 1890, when Anglo 

businessmen apparently ousted many of the Chinese from this 

area in attempts to make it more palatable for Anglos to 

live there. The previous Chinese district was centered 

around First Street and Adams (Block 21), although the 
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subsurface features at this site have been destroyed by 

construction. 

Similar to the Tucson Chinatown, this site was 

occupied by Chinese residents into the 1960s, when it was 

razed to make way for a fire station, and most 

archaeological potential for this area was probably lost. 

The area studied and recorded by Rogge et al. (1992) was in 

the vicinity of what is now the America West sports arena, 

and has yielded a variety of artifacts ranging in date from 

the mid-1890s to sometime in the 1960s. 

Wo Quong Laundry, Tempe 

The large volume of artifacts from two locations on 

Block 53 in Tempe represents a Chinese laundry that existed 

at that site at the turn of the century (possibly from 

around 1888 to 1905) that may have been operated by Wo 

Quong and a handful of other Chinese launderers (Stone and 

Ayres 1985:96). 

Artifacts found on this block include 2 0 fragments 

from rice bowls (both celadon and three circle and 

dragonfly styles), three sherds from a four flowers wine 

cup, and one from a polychrome bowl. Also present are six 

fragments of a stoneware rice wine bottle, and 31 sherds 
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from other, unidentified glazed ceramics. Three sherds 

from two opium pipe bowls were discovered, along with 53 

fragments from opium cans. Two pieces of a jade bracelet, 

one shard from a light green glass pill bottle, and one 

brass button were also found. 

One smaller cache of Chinese artifacts from across the 

street in Block 59 showed evidence of another Chinese 

occupation in this area. Artifacts recovered from this 

area include one Qing Dynasty coin, five fragments of a 

celadon rice bowl, 12 sherds from a stoneware rice wine 

bottle, one light green Chinese pill bottle, and 22 

fragments from a brass opium can. 

Florence Townsite (AZ U:15:334 [ASM]) 

A large number of Chinese-manufactured artifacts were 

excavated from Block 66 in Florence, Arizona, an area 

occupied from 1882 to 1890 by Jim Sam and his family. 

Tableware, opium pipes and cans, and stoneware food vessels 

were the most prevalent artifacts recovered from this site 

(Ayres and Slawson 1996). 
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b. Rural Sites in Arizona 

Military Outposts 

Fort Bowie 

Proprietors of a Chinese laundry at Fort Bowie left 

behind a small variety of Chinese-manufactured material 

culture (Herskovitz 1978) . It is unclear when the owners 

of these objects maintained their residence at Fort Bowie, 

but it must have been sometime within the years of 

operation of the fort (1862 to 1894) . Chinese-manufactured 

materials include two glass medicine bottles (one light 

green pill bottle), at least four porcelain rice bowls 

(three hand painted underglaze floral designs with a 

celadon overglaze, and one large-footed "Mandarin Ware" 

bowl with overglaze decorations), three porcelain cups (one 

Chinese celadon and two Japanese), at least three 

earthenware food vessels (a soy sauce jug, a Ng Ky Py 

"Tiger Whiskey" jug, a bean pot, and three lids from 

similar jars), an opium pipe, and at least eight 5-tael 

opium cans. 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens 
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Fairbank Farms: Li Kee's Ranch (AZ E:8:27 [BLM]), 

Troy Gorman site (AZ E:8:28 [BLM]), Chinese Gardens (AZ 

E:8:34 [BLM]) 

These three sites are located along the San Pedro River, 

approximately 10 miles west of Tombstone, and are probable 

remnants of several Ghinese gardeners serving the town of 

Fairbank with their vegetables. Li Kee's Ranch consists of 

an adobe structure and an additional foundation, as well as 

an easily observed canal network and historical-period 

artifact scatter. The Troy Gorman site is situated 

directly across the San Pedro River, and contains adobe 

ruins and canal features and artifacts quite similar to the 

Li Kee site. Map research suggests that the Li Kee 

residence was occupied until it was flooded out in 1920, 

and the Gorman site was occupied from then until the 1950s 

by Li Kee or another Ghinese resident (Keane et al. 1992; 

Wilson and Herron 1990, Herron 1990a). Neither site has 

been thoroughly investigated or excavated, but Ghinese and 

Japanese ceramics are visible on the surface of both sites. 

A third site, named by BLM investigator John Herron 

"Ghinese Gardens" (Herron 1990b), is similar to the two 

sites above, and lies just north on the San Pedro River. 
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House ruins, canal remnants (including headgates), and 

artifact scatters that include Chinese ceramics are 

included here. Herron reports that local oral histories 

confirm the presence of Chinese gardeners early in the 

century, and that this residence was relocated from the 

eastern bank to its present location at the mouth of the 

Babocomari River after flooding in 1927. 

San Bernardino Ranch (near AZ FF:11:15[ASM] 

Chinese artifacts tentatively dated between 1905 and 

1915 were collected as part of a much larger project 

centered on the John Slaughter Ranch on the San Bernardino 

Ranch Historic Landmark (Stone and Ayres 1982). The 

Chinese residence discovered was that of several Chinese 

laborers under the employ of John Slaughter, who owned the 

land from the mid-1880s until around 1920. The structure 

housing the Chinese now only consists of a partial 

foundation and a large rock pile. Chinese artifacts found 

include porcelain celadon rice bowl fragments, fragments 

from various stoneware forms including rice wine bottles 

and ginger or soy sauce jars, and a Chinese milk glass 

gaming piece. A number of domestically manufactured 
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artifacts were also found, including several beer and soda 

bottles. 

Johnny Ward's Ranch 

Oral histories corroborate the findings of two porcelain 

sherds at this site, south of Patagonia, where 

approximately five Chinese inhabited this ranch house at 

two points from the mid-1880s to around 1903 (Fontana and 

Greenleaf 1962:92). The first of these two episodes 

describes a Chinese storekeeper hired by the ranch owners, 

the second being three Chinese laborers who remained on the 

property until 1903, and were reportedly its last 

residents. 

Workcamps 

Gila Bend Railroad Construction Camp (AZ Z:2:l [BLM]) 

This site represents a campsite of Chinese railroad 

construction workers during the laying of the Southern 

Pacific Railroad in this area between 1877 and 1878 

(Simonis 1980). Six semisubterranean structures (4 by 4 

m, .20 - .30 m deep) are present, along with Chinese 

artifacts, including 4-6 porcelain Swatow rice bowl 
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fragments and sherds of dark brown glazed stoneware vessels 

(probably Chinese food jars). Other domestic glass bottle 

and can fragments are also present. At least 18 areas 

cleared in the desert pavement may have been sites for 

pitched tents. 

Reward Mine (AZ Z:8:14-18 [ASM]) 

This is a complex of mining sites in the Vokol 

Mountains southwest of Casa Grande, excavated in the late 

1970s (Teague 1980). These sites represent mining 

communities active between ca. 1885 and ca. 1915. It is 

unclear whether Chinese actually occupied this site, 

although at least three Chinese rice bowls (called 

"Underglaze Blue" by Teague 1980:72), one plate, and one 

large, shallow bowl (both porcelain, possibly decorated 

celadon) suggest a Chinese presence at one time. Teague, 

however, does not entertain the possibility of a Chinese 

element. No other artifacts of Chinese manufacture are 

described. Less than 10% of the total sherd count is 

porcelain, and not all are Chinese; two inexpensive 

Japanese vessels are included in the assemblage. 

Mobile Railroad Camp (AZ T:15:12[ASM]) 
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Located less than four miles from Mobile, Arizona, 

this site is a rather large scatter of historical 

artifacts, probably associated with a railroad maintenance 

team in the 1890s, responsible for this stretch of the 

Southern Pacific line. Although there is no known 

documentary evidence to corroborate the presence of Chinese 

workers here, the presence of numerous Chinese-manufactured 

artifacts suggests that at least some of the crew was 

Chinese. 

Chinese artifacts found at the Mobile camp include 191 

total porcelain sherds, including a minimum vessel count of 

25 "Three Circles and Dragonfly" porcelain rice bowls, and 

1-3 unclassified porcelain vessels consisting of a white 

paste, clear glaze, and black and gold overglaze 

decorations. Also discovered were 163 stoneware fragments, 

all probably coming from imported Chinese food vessels. 

Fifty-five of these sherds are from Chinese liquor bottles, 

68 from shouldered food jars, and an additional 40 from 

undetermined vessel forms (Stone and Fedick 1990) . 

Old Rosemont Mining Camp (AZ EE:2:138[ASM]) 

Some Chinese archaeological material was discovered 

scattered around a hotel foundation in the Old Rosemont 
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site, a turn-of-the-century mining community in the Santa 

Rita mountains southeast of Tucson. The overwhelming 

majority of miners living and working there were either 

Mexican or Anglo, and this relatively small assemblage 

represents one or two individuals, possibly a hotel cook 

(Ayres 1984). 

Roosevelt Dam Construction Camps 

Evidence of Chinese materials was found in five sites 

associated with the construction of the Roosevelt Dam from 

1903 to 1911. While the contractors were expressly 

prohibited from hiring Chinese laborers, census and 

newspaper information describe the presence of for Chinese 

and four Japanese workers there (Ayres at al. 1994; Keane 

et al. 1992:55). 

Cement Mill Camp (AZ U:8:163 [ASM]) - This site is a 

tent camp community, probably composed of employees of the 

nearby cement mill (although close enough to an associated 

limestone quarry and dam-construction facilities that it 

may have served laborers from those projects) (Ayres et al 

1994:155). No documentation is known to exist for this 

site. Artifacts present include fragments from a ceramic 
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liquor bottle (Feature 14), a ceramic cup (Feature 12), and 

a ceramic food jar (Feature 5). 

Newtown Trash Site (AZ U:8:172 [ASM]) - One wide-

mouthed ceramic food jar was found as part of a trash 

cluster from Newtown, the name applied to the rebuilt town 

of Roosevelt, the dam construction town submerged by the 

filling reservoir. 

Government Hill (AZ U:8:148 [ASM]) - A brown glazed 

Chinese food jar and liquor bottle were found in a trash 

scatter (Feature 17) on Government Hill, an area reserved 

for the living quarter of supervisors and engineers. This 

refuse may have been generated by a hired Chinese cook. Ah 

Soo, who was identified in contemporary newspaper accounts 

(Keane et al. 1992:55). 

Two other Chinese-manufactured liquor bottles were 

found in two Apache camps, also associated with dam 

construction. This may represent commerce between the 

Chinese and Apache workers. Ayres et al. (1994) mention 

that Apaches were not welcome in commissaries run by Anglo 

workers, but were served by Chinese cooks. This 

interaction may have lead to trade in cultural items 

between the two groups. The use of Chinese materials by 
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Apaches may also have simply been evidence of bottle reuse 

by the Apache. 

Silver Bell Mining District (AS AA:10:8[ASM]) 

Three sherds of Nonya ware were found at the Silver 

Bell mining district. Prospecting probably began at this 

location, at the foot of the Catalina Mountains in north 

Tucson, in the 1870s (Slawson and Ayres 1992:28). Mining 

activity rose and fell with the price of the copper sought, 

but the several mining camps there boomed in the early 

1900s. Chinese were present at least since 1900, when 

three appear at the Pelton camp in that year's census 

(Slawson and Ayres 1992:52). In 1910, the Young America 

and Silver Bell camps counted a total of seven. Some were 

businessmen, most held relatively menial jobs, and all were 

single men. 

Agua Caliente Ranch 

Now a Pima County park in northeast Tucson, this site 

was mostly a cattle ranch throughout its history since its 

establishment in 1873 (Ayres 1998, 2002). This was one of 

the few early Tucson ranches situated away from the Santa 

Cruz River. Remnants of two Chinese bowls and a Chinese-



manufactured button were found during excavations, and 

documentary evidence provides information on at least one 

Chinese resident of the site (Arizona Weekly Star, 2 Dec 

1881:3:1,3:3). 
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

3.1 Ethnicity and Anthropology 

Distilling a concise definition of ethnicity that can 

be adequately applied to all avenues of discourse 

concerning this concept has been problematic - in the words 

of Banks (1996:183), no "^hey presto' revelations" present 

themselves. The anthropological discussion of ethnicity 

over the past several decades has taken several directions, 

two of the more significant being that of the primordial 

(the idea that ethnicity is ingrained from birth) and 

instrumental (the idea that ethnicity is maintained for 

economic and political purposes) natures of the concept 

(Banks 1996:11-48). 

The work of Fredrick Barth (1969) is credited with 

bringing the discussion of ethnicity into the modern age, 

changing the focus of the discussion of ethnicity from 

ethnic content to ethnic boundaries. Barth's seminal paper 

-- drawing heavily from his own work with the Panthan 

people of western Pakistan and Afghanistan -- describes a 

highly situational view of ethnicity based on maintenance 

and permeability of these boundaries. Barth (1969:10-11) 
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also offers a basal definition of what constitutes an 

ethnic group: biological self-perpetuation, boundedness, a 

shared sense of basic social values, more intense 

communication within the group than without, and external 

recognition of the group by others. 

Cohen (1969) postulates that ethnicity is a much more 

malleable concept than Earth imagines, and his work with 

the Hausa in Nigeria leads him to believe that ethnicity is 

a tool used by a people in order to advance their own 

economic or political interests. 

Other investigators attempt to sidestep the 

primordialist/instrumentalist debate by defining ethnicity 

in broader terms, based on internal and external 

perceptions of a group's difference. Yinger's (1994) 

definition of ethnic groups relies on three criteria: 

whether the individuals themselves perceive themselves as 

ethnically distinct, whether they are perceived by those 

outside the group as ethnically distinct, and whether they 

participate in shared activities (Yinger 1994:3-4). Yinger 

examines each combination of these three conditions, and 

considers much of the ongoing social debate on the matter 

to be largely a problem of a confusion of these varieties 

of ethnic identity (Yinger 1994:4). 
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Jones (1989, 1997) attempts to lead the discussion of 

ethnicity in an altogether different direction, basing her 

ideas of the concept on the notion of the habitus, a 

single-word description of the idea that personal 

dispositions are imbued at an early age by cultural schemes 

of meaning. These dispositions are structured by, and in 

turn serve to further structure, social practice (cited in 

Jones 1997:117). This perspective on ethnicity, Jones 

states, resolves the primordial/instrumental debate by 

averring that these concepts are two aspects of the same 

phenomenon - an individual is born into a cultural 

structure, which is interpreted and perhaps redefined to 

meet his or her needs. 

3.2 Ethnicity and Archaeology 

Recent discussion among archaeologists echoes the 

general anthropological debate, as voices such as McGuire's 

further the instrumentalist conception of ethnicity. 

McGuire (1982:172) posits that ethnic boundary maintenance 

is strongest where the disparity in power is greatest 

between the ethnic groups in question, and that the 

strongest ethnic groups will fortify their power by 
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encouraging these boundaries between other, weaker ethnic 

groups, as well as these other groups and itself. 

More recently, emphasis has shifted to an increasingly-

complex process of ethnic relations. Spencer-Wood 

(1999:284-307) examines the material record of Jewish 

residents in Boston from 1840 to 1920 to show a lowering of 

ethnic boundaries in some cases, while maintaining them in 

others, meanwhile demonstrating the bi-directional, very 

fluid acculturation process that affected both the Jewish 

population and its surrounding ethnic contemporaries. 

Williams (1992) gives due consideration to the 

processes of ethnogenesis within an ethnic community (i.e., 

the formation of a new ethnic tradition - see Eller 

[1999:30] for elaboration on this concept). Using as an 

example the power relations between African-Americans and 

Euroamericans, power is the agent that is responsible for 

transforming two ethnic groups into different social groups 

altogether (Williams 1992:609), distinct from the groups 

they once represented, and thus new ethnic groups in their 

own right. In the context of this study, consideration of 

the materials of a Chinese storekeeper from 1880 would be 

incongruous with those of a Tucson laundryman from 1915. 
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Jones (1997) urges against a one-to-one correlation of 

ethnicity and material ethnic markers, warning that the 

meaning that members of an ethnic group may give a certain 

item may be different in different contexts. Significance 

of a category of material culture may stay the same though 

the material itself may alter, or, likewise, the meaning of 

an item to a group may change although the style of that 

item may stay the same (Jones 1997:122). 

3.3 Ethnicity and Overseas Chinese Archaeology 

The history of archaeological attention to the 

overseas Chinese is relatively brief, enjoying mostly 

cultural-historical, and some comparative work (the last 

one-third of Schuyler [1980], Wylie and Fike [1995], 

reports such as Brott [1988], and summaries like Keane et 

al. [1992]), which serve to outline and detail the material 

culture categories and variations found in archaeological 

contexts. 

Only recently have the specific issues of 

ethnogenesis and assimilation among ethnic Chinese groups 

been addressed in earnest. Staski (1995) attempts to 

define the concepts of ethnicity, ethnic groups, and 
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assimilation in attempts to clarify terms in hopes of 

eventually developing more substantial theory regarding 

these issues among archaeologists. Staski draws on the 

theories put forth by Cohen and Barth in defining these 

terms, and incorporates McGuire's (1982) model of ethnic 

boundary maintenance and ethnic group dynamics (Staski 

1995:127-128, 145). Staski uses the artifactual remains in 

the historical El Paso Chinatown to make arguments for the 

acculturation of the El Paso Chinese over several decades 

in their patterns of alcohol consumption and diet (Staski 

1995:140-144). 

I have found no previous attempts to create a 

predictive model for artifact variability in the Southwest 

or anywhere else in the United States, although studies do 

exist that compare assemblages from urban sites in the West 

for various purposes (e.g., many studies from the Great 

Basin Foundation's [1987] work on the Riverside, 

California, Chinatown, and the report provided for the 

excavation at the Woodland, California, Chinatown [Felton 

et al. 1984]). As previously noted, the only Chinese site 

in Arizona used in comparative studies has been the 

material culture of the Tucson Chinatown, a relatively 

large collection of Chinese artifacts spanning decades. 
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Works using artifacts from Arizona sites to draw 

conclusions regarding Chinese behavior are even rarer. 

Diehl et al. (1998) use floral remains from the Chinese 

Gardener's site in Tucson (see Thiel [1997]) to suggest a 

form of acculturation based on necessity; lacking access to 

traditional Chinese foodstuffs and utensils in turn-of-the-

century Tucson, the Chinese residents may have used 

domestic foodstuffs and preparation equipment to 

approximate traditional Chinese cuisine. 

The time range I will be dealing with is approximately 

1870 to 1920, a 50-year span that should represent the 

"typical" early Chinese. This period includes the first 

Chinese settlements in Arizona and the coming of the 

railroad through Tucson. The end of the period is an 

arbitrary terminal date that I feel represents a period of 

increasing assimilation among the ethnic Chinese 

population. The numbers of urban-dwelling Chinese rose as 

mining and railroad construction work, tailor-made work for 

unattached men, fell off. As the men sent to China for 

their families or for Chinese wives, more children were 

born to ethnic Chinese as American citizens, who had never 

been to China and perhaps had increasingly less of an 

attachment to the materials of the Middle Kingdom than did 
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their fathers. Virtually all of the documented Chinese 

archaeological sites in Arizona fall within this time 

frame. 

In order to assess the artifact variability among 

Chinese sites in Arizona, I described and quantitatively 

compared all known excavated and surveyed sites that have 

been published containing Chinese materials within the 

state. Within this comparison, only artifacts made in 

China were considered; domestically manufactured materials 

within the context of a Chinese habitation were ignored. 

Also not considered here are the faunal remains within 

Chinese contexts, although other articles and studies have 

compared faunal and floral materials across Chinese sites 

in the West in attempts to draw inferences to possible 

acculturation and assimilation in some sites (e.g., Diehl 

et al. 1998; Great Basin Foundation 1987). 

The question has been raised by several researchers 

and academicians as to the wisdom of treating all sites 

containing Chinese materials as generically "Chinese," 

without further clarification. Praetzellis and Praetzellis 

(1990) urge more specificity in dealing with Chinese 

ethnicity in archaeology, citing differential meanings of 

domestic materials for Chinese laborers and wealthier 
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Chinese merchants; the latter may have used domestic 

materials more readily in efforts to appear more 

assimilated, thus possibly ingratiating themselves to the 

local population and business community in efforts to 

improve business. Archaeological assemblages of such 

merchants would give the appearance of a more assimilated 

population, but may fail to tell the whole story of the 

real importance that the merchants' ethnicity held for 

them. 

While I feel such caveats are valid, so few 

archaeological sites have been excavated or described in 

any detail that making comparisons between subdivisions of 

Chinese groups is difficult. In this study, I compare 

archaeological sites based on population size and likely 

access to a variety of Chinese-manufactured materials; even 

this is challenging considering the few sites and 

artifactual pool representing rural cooks, railroad 

workers, and farmers. Furthermore, although a large volume 

of artifacts has been recovered, excavations on only two 

urban Chinatowns have been performed in Arizona. Recent 

excavations in Prescott were expected to have been centered 

in the Chinese quarter there, but excavations yielded 

little in the way of Chinese material. 
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CHAPTER 4 

COMPARISON OF ARTIFACT VARIABILITY 

4.1 METHODS 

The data requirements for this study were filled 

through the examination of archaeological site reports and 

articles dating back to Fontana and Greenleaf's (1962) 

seminal historical archaeological report on Johnny Ward's 

Ranch near Patagonia. I have not visited all of the sites 

included in this study; I have examined only a fraction of 

the Chinese artifacts recovered from the Tucson Urban 

Renewal project, and have not seen artifacts from any of 

the other sites used in this study, aside from those on the 

pages of the reports in which they are published. 

For the purposes of this work, I have relied on the 

thoroughness of the various reports for my data. For 

artifact types and counts from the Tucson Urban Renewal 

collection, I have taken my information from a variety of 

published sources (Lister and Lister 1989; Olsen 1978, 

1983), as well as from the director of the project. 

Professor James E. Ayres. 
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In efforts to make comparisons between urban and rural 

sites, I have assembled charts listing all artifact types 

and counts from urban and rural sites in Arizona (see 

Appendix C). Additionally, I divided the rural sites into 

three subcategories: Military outposts; Ranches, Farms, and 

Gardens; and Workcamps. This was done to examine possible 

differences between these various rural environments. 

These designations are not perfect; however, I feel the 

groupings are meaningful in that the urban sites here 

represent centers of commerce through which Chinese 

materials were shipped, in which they were warehoused, and 

from which they were delivered to more rural destinations. 

In examining both the urban and rural sites, I use the 

minimum number of each artifact given by the author of each 

report. When the minimum number was not given, I attempted 

to estimate the probable number based on the information 

provided, tending toward the conservative in my 

estimations. From the artifactual data, I seek to arrive 

at rough proportions of artifact quantities and types 

present at urban and rural sites. 
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4.2 DATA CONCERNS 

The materials I have selected in this project have 

been drawn from all available archaeological sites known to 

contain Chinese materials directly associated with Chinese 

habitation. Only artifacts of Chinese manufacture have 

been considered here; artifacts made by American, British, 

or European manufacturers are not dealt with here, nor food 

remains. See Lister and Lister (1989) for discussions of 

Chinese use of European materials, and for information on 

floral and faunal remains at Chinese sites, see Clonts 

(1983), Diehl et al. (1998), and the Great Basin Society 

(1987) . 

As previously stated, only materials from the 1870s, 

when the Chinese first entered Arizona, to approximately 

1920 were considered for the purposes of this study. Most 

archaeological sites excavated or surveyed so far in the 

state fall within that 50-year span. 

Unfortunately, the bulk of the artifacts recovered 

from the Tucson Chinatown during the Urban Renewal efforts 

there have yet to be documented as to date and provenience, 

which makes quantification and dating of each variety of 

artifacts difficult. Information used in this study has 

been taken primarily from Lister and Lister (1989) and 
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Olsen (1978), both of which provide information invaluable 

to evaluating artifact variability from the Tucson 

Chinatown. What quantitative and dating information that 

is available for the TUR project is contained within these 

two sources, and information regarding artifacts dating 

from the 1870s to 1920 has been taken from them. 

Data problems also exist in some of the homestead/camp 

sites, which may somewhat undermine their ability to 

represent such rural sites statewide. Data from the most 

rural sites in this study were taken from surveys that 

involved no subsurface excavation, which may mean that the 

surface collections gathered from each site fail to 

represent the true array of artifacts present. However, as 

such sites are exceedingly rare in Arizona, the data 

recovered from these sites were added to those of the more 

fully excavated sites also included here. 

One further concern that may affect the data is the 

fact that the Chinese in Arizona in the time frame I deal 

with here were almost exclusively male. Most of the 

Chinese who came originally to Arizona did so not intending 

to spend the rest of their lives here (although this turned 

out to be the case in many instances), but sought to make 

enough money to return to their families in China and live 
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well off their earnings. Ethnic Chinese women began to 

appear in Arizona as they were sent for by their husbands 

or single men already there, but it is clear that males are 

heavily overrepresented in the archaeological sites in 

Arizona. 

4.3 DATA ORGANIZATION ACCORDING TO SITE TYPE 

Total Artifact Counts 

The total number of artifacts found in the urban sites 

considered in this study was 635. Porcelain artifacts 

totaled 169 items, 127 (75.15%) of these porcelain dishware 

(mostly bowls and plates). One hundred stoneware artifacts 

were estimated for the urban sites, along with 16 medicine 

bottles, 39 Chinese buttons, one jade bracelet fragment, 36 

Chinese coins, nine game pieces, and 264 examples of opium 

paraphernalia (mostly pipe bowls). 

As mentioned above, figures for all of the artifacts 

in the urban totals may fall short of the actual number of 

items in the composite urban collection. This is chiefly 

due to the fact that much of the Tucson Urban Renewal 

collection (Lister and Lister 1989) has yet to be 

comprehensively quantified, resulting in a certain under-
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representation of artifacts from the TUR across all 

artifact types. 

Artifacts from the total rural sites collection 

(including military outposts; ranches, farms, and gardens; 

and workcamps) included 27 porcelain vessels (20 of which 

[74.07%] were porcelain dishware). Also included were 21 

stoneware vessels, three medicine bottles, two Chinese 

buttons, one game piece, and 12 examples of opium 

paraphernalia. 

The items found in the greatest numbers in urban sites 

in Arizona (outlined above) are food storage and serving 

ceramics, mainly porcelain dishes and stoneware (26.61% and 

15.75% of the combined assemblages respectively), and opium 

paraphernalia (41.57% of the total assemblages, most of 

this coming from the Tucson Chinatown findings [Lister and 

Lister 1989]). Other items included in lesser amounts were 

buttons from clothing (6.14%), coins (5.67%), Chinese 

medicine vials and bottles (2.52%), and game pieces (1.42%, 

mostly fan tan pieces). Only one example each (0.16% of 

the total) of jewelry and a Chinese padlock were found at 

the urban sites. 

Porcelain wares constituted a greater percentage of 

the total artifact collection in the rural site contexts. 
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constituting 40.91% of the whole. These vessels, combined 

with the stoneware food storage samples (31.82%) found, 

constituted over 70% of all artifacts found at rural sites. 

Most of the rest (18.18%) was made up of opium 

paraphernalia, while three Chinese medicine bottles/vials, 

two buttons, and one game piece (4.55%, 3.03%, and 1.52% of 

the total, respectively) complete this collection. 

Artifact Variability 

In the interest of examining the variety and 

variability of these different contexts, I have also 

compared the frequencies of various types of artifacts, 

counting numbers of artifact varieties instead of absolute 

numbers of each individual sample. Expectedly, urban sites 

exhibited the greatest artifact variability, with 91 total 

artifact types. The combined rural sites included in this 

study yielded 20 artifact types. These figures may be more 

accurate than the numbers describing absolute artifact 

counts, owing to greater attention in the literature 

studied for this paper to artifact variation rather than to 

total numbers of each artifact. 

Fifty-one different varieties of porcelain vessels 

were recovered in the urban sites studied, 2 9 of which were 
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dishware. Fifteen different types of stoneware vessels 

were found, as well as four medicine bottles, one Chinese 

button, one jade bracelet fragment, five types of Chinese 

coins, one Chinese padlock, four kinds of game pieces, and 

nine varieties of opium paraphernalia. 

Evaluation of the Data 

As noted above, while the average total per-site 

artifact count among rural sites is far below that of urban 

sites, the percentage of food-preparation and serving 

ceramics (especially porcelain dishes) found in these rural 

sites is higher than urban sites. Food serving porcelain 

in urban sites (26.61% of the total urban artifact 

collection) and food storage and shipping stoneware (15.75% 

of the total) make up less than half of the total 

collection. The same artifact types in the rural 

collections (40.91% porcelain and 31.82% stoneware) make up 

over 70% of the total artifacts in the rural context. 

The percentages of opium paraphernalia in rural sites 

are considerably lower than urban sites (18.18% of the 

combined rural collection compared to 41.57% of the total 

urban collection). The three artifact types of porcelain 

serving vessels, stoneware food storage ceramics, and opium 
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paraphernalia constitute 83.93% of all artifacts in urban 

sites, and 90.91% in rural sites. 

A number of possible reasons for this difference in 

artifact variation between rural and urban Chinese sites in 

Arizona exist. One probable factor is that of the 

population difference between the urban and rural sites 

used in this study. Many of the rural sites in Arizona 

represent no more than a few probable Chinese residents 

(e.g., Reward Mine and Agua Caliente Ranch). It is 

plausible that sites with a lower overall population may 

show reduced artifact variability when compared with sites 

with substantially larger populations. 

Another possible explanation of this artifact 

distribution pattern is a lack of availability in more 

rural sites for certain types of Chinese-manufactured 

artifacts that were more readily available in urban 

environments. Availability of Chinese materials in rural 

sites is a difficult question to answer with much 

specificity; obviously, a wide variety of Chinese-

manufactured items were readily available from any number 

of markets in large Chinatowns like that in Tucson, but 

access to a similar range of materials for Chinese in 
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remote areas (such as those in the Reward Mine site in the 

Vokol Mountains) is unclear. 

Surviving inventories of Chinese goods from a late-

nineteenth- century store, possibly near Marysville, 

California (Sando and Felton 1995) describe an exhaustive 

catalog ranging from imported food, clothing, and household 

goods to books and hardware. The gold mining town of 

Pierce, Idaho, listed three Chinese storekeepers in its 

1880 census (Stapp 1995); although these merchants 

presumably offered a variety of Chinese-made goods to the 

miners, how extensive that variety was is unknown. Lelande 

(1982:33-34) discusses a trading post near Jacksonville, 

Oregon that offered an assortment of Chinese items (mostly 

food-related) to the 106 Chinese miners working in that 

area. These inventories suggest that a range of Chinese 

materials may have been available to Chinese in semi-rural 

locations, although the variety available to Chinese 

residents in places such as the Reward Mine or Old Rosemont 

is unclear. 

Another possibility is that low wages generally 

received in work camps in southern Arizona made more 

expensive items outside the budgets of most Chinese 

laborers. Sando and Felton's analysis of the store in 
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California (1995) describes the price ranges of nine types 

of Chinese ceramics over the course of about 12 years. 

While most of these types are present in the Tucson 

assemblage, the relative uniformity of poverty among 

Chinese railroad workers, ranchers, and hired hands at 

raining operations may have limited the variability of 

ceramics in these rural contexts to the less expensive 

varieties. Likewise, the relative high price of opium 

smoking (Sando and Felton 1995:167) may have made such a 

pastime prohibitively expensive, limiting the amount of 

opium paraphernalia appearing in rural archaeological 

contexts. 

Some caveats to this possibility should be mentioned. 

The first is that, of the already low artifact collections 

from the rural sites in this study, the styles of several 

ceramics were not identified, making estimation of the 

price of these objects difficult. Second, of the artifacts 

that were typed, several sherds from the Fort Bowie site, 

one from the San Bernardino site, and one from the Old 

Rosemont mining camp were identified as celadon, or 

wintergreen, ware, one of the more expensive varieties of 

Chinese porcelain tableware (Sando and Felton 1995:163). 
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Another possible reason for this difference in 

artifact variability may be the lack of utility for many of 

the Chinese artifacts found in urban sites in more rural 

(commonly mining- or railroad-related) contexts. While the 

usefulness of food storage vessels and serving utensils is 

intuitive, other materials may have proved less useful in 

that environment. Traditional Chinese-manufactured 

clothing is known to have been much less useful for 

purposes of hard labor (i.e., mining and railroad 

construction) than standard-issue Levi's and more sturdy 

apparel worn by most Anglo and Mexican laborers, and 

several photographs from that era show Chinese miners and 

railroad workers wearing this type of wardrobe (Hatch 

1980). Many accounts exist of Chinese miners eschewing 

their traditional clothing for domestic garb, especially 

for American boots ("often... the only item that they 

purchased"). Charles Brace (DuFault 1959:161) reported 

frequently seeing Chinese in the country "dressing like 

Americans and even occasionally eating beef." One placer-

mining site yielded a Euro-American to Chinese clothing 

ratio of 86% to 14% (Geer 1985, cited in Zhu 1997:72). 

Likewise, Chinese writing instruments (brushes, ink stones, 

etc.) may have been less useful in rural contexts, in that 
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many Chinese immigrant laborers were illiterate throughout 

the nineteenth- and early twentieth-centuries (Gibson 

1978) . 

It is still another consideration that materials such 

as cloth and wood rarely survive in any archaeological 

contexts -- the examples from Tucson's Chinatown were 

recovered from the then-standing Ying-On compound, and most 

likely date after 1920 (Lister and Lister 1989). 

Artifact counts in rural contexts are often very low, 

making definitive statements about even the presence (let 

alone the habits) of Chinese at such sites tentative. 

Chinese-manufactured materials were used on rare occasions 

by non-Chinese (Lister and Lister:110-111), although in 

most cases the presence of Chinese sherds at sites can 

still be a good indication of Chinese habitation (James E. 

Ayres, personal communication 2003). Unfortunately, such 

limited artifacts counts occur in several of the Arizona 

sites considered in this study. In some cases, this is the 

result of cursory surveys performed in many of these sites, 

instead of full excavation, and the fact that some 

artifacts such as white porcelain are both more apparent to 

surveyors as well as more obviously Chinese in origin. 

While celadon-colored ceramic sherds might be immediately 
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assumed to be associated with ethnic Chinese, small sherds 

from a redware opium pipe may be less obviously identified 

as such, perhaps mistaken for sherds from some other 

domestic ceramics. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY 

While it is difficult to make definitive conclusions 

about populations based on small artifact counts, this 

study suggests some of the reasons and ways in which 

artifact variability is lower in rural sites than in urban 

contexts, although food service and shipping items figure 

most prominently (proportionate to the entire collection of 

Chinese-manufactured artifacts) in Chinese sites in any 

context (following Xia 2001). The possible reasons for 

this decrease in variability in rural sites are many, from 

possible lack of availability of a wide variety of material 

types in rural stores (although data to verify this 

possibility further has been elusive) to a lack of 

practicality for some types of Chinese materials, such as 

traditional Chinese clothes, in rural settings. 

Data used for this study also suggest that rural sites 

show a greater proportion of food storage and serving 

ceramics than urban sites, as well as a lower proportion of 

opium paraphernalia. As noted above, the relative paucity 

of artifacts from rural Chinese sites (despite their 

increasing numbers in Arizona) makes drawing definitive 
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conclusions from such an artifact base tentative; however, 

it is my hope that this study may spur future research into 

this question. 

While working on assumptions of the Chinese in 

nineteenth- and early twentieth-century America as a 

monolithic, static entity is counterproductive to 

investigators seeking to make accurate statements 

concerning specific Chinese populations, preliminary 

comparative and descriptive work remains to be done in what 

is still a subject ripe for exploration in historical 

archaeology. In this work, I have provided a resource for 

archaeologists seeking to understand the extent to which 

archaeology of ethnic Chinese sites has been performed in 

Arizona, as well as the content and variability of those 

sites. It is my hope that such archaeological work 

continues in Arizona to the point that more effective 

comparative studies may be conducted to provide more a 

vivid resolution of the rich and varied panoply of the 

Chinese presence in Arizona. 
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APPENDIX A 

Uninvestigated Archaeological Sites 

Keane, Rogge, and Luckingham (1992) provide an 

excellent overview of Chinese sites in Arizona up to the 

date of publication, which remains a fairly comprehensive 

catalog of such sites, owing to the fact that relatively 

little information on further Chinese archaeological sites 

has been forthcoming in the past decade (aside from recent 

work such as that by Thiel [1997] and Ayres and Slawson 

[1996], as well as more recent as-yet-unpublished 

research). Keane's work also provides a wealth of 

information on areas in which Chinese residents were either 

suspected or documented as having lived, although no 

archaeological materials have yet been found. One such 

site is described below. 

Bonita Creek Farm and Orchard: (AZ W:14:5[BLM], AZ 

W:14:6[BLM], AZ W;14:15 [BLM] ) 

Local oral histories provide information about Chinese 

residents in the Bonita Creek area, probably having arrived 

sometime after the nearby Clifton-Morenci mines ceased 
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employing Chinese laborers at their operations in 1883. 

Archaeological remains described include the ruins of 

several stone structures in the Bonita Creek vicinity 

(Hadley et al 1993) . 

The following table is a listing of all sites 

described in the Arizona State Museum site files (AZSITE) 

as having Asian-American components, although, in many 

cases, the descriptions say little more about the sites. 

Table A.l: Other Arizona Sites with Possible Chinese 
Artifacts 

Chinese 
Artifact 

Site number Site Name Types Remarks 
AZ T: 15:3(ASM) Butterfield Pass None listed 

Ceramic 
Railroad trash scatter. 

AZ BB:14:498(ASM) Cienega Stage Stop scatter A Butterfield Station. 
AZT:16:97(ASM) None Unknown 

Milled 
Unable to locate site information. 

Hackberry 
AZ G: 10:76(ASM) Townsite 

lumber 
structure Structure belonged to "Slim Ming." 

Chinese documented, but no artifacts 
AZ U: 16:102(ASM) Buttes Reservoir None found found. 
AZCC:10:76(ASM) None Unknown Railroad site along Southern Pacific. 

Site file missing at ASM at time of 
writing. Merged with larger railroad 
site AZ Z:2:40. 

AZ BB: 9:5 O(ASM) Gibbon Springs Ceramics (Slaughter and Roberts 1996) 
The following sites are part of the Tucson Urban Renewal project, but given new site numbers by 
later investigators. 
AZBB:13:I41(ASM) None Some 

ceramics Near Court St. and Alameda in Tucson. 
AZBB:13:160(ASM) None Nonspecific 

ceramics Part of TUR, near Convention Center. 
AZBB:13:501(ASM) None Nonspecific 

ceramics Located in Tucson City Block 228. 



In addition to these sites, a largely uninvestigated 

building thought to have been historically occupied by 

Chinese in Benson also exists. 
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APPENDIX B 

Site Listing 

Urban Sites 

Tucson Chinatown - population 1880-1910: 160-257. 1870s-

1960s 

Phoenix Chinatown - 1890s-1930s 

Wo Quong Laundry, Tempe - 1888-1905 

Tucson Chinese Gardens - 1892-1905 - occupation 

approximately 3-5 years. One family. 

Florence - 1 family Years: 1882-1890 

Rural Sites 

Military Outposts 

Fort Bowie - sometime between 1862 and 1894, probably 

family. 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens 

Li Kee's Ranch - 1890-1950 

Troy Corman Site - 1890-1950 

Chinese Gardens - 1890-1950 
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San Bernardino Ranch - 1905-1915 

Johnny Ward's Ranch - 1885-1903 

Workcamps 

Roosevelt Dam Construction Camps - 1903-1911 

Gila Bend Railroad Camp - ca. 1870s 

Old Rosemont Mining Camp - 1894-1905 

Mobile Railroad Construction Camp - 1879 or 1890s 

Reward Mine - 1885-1915 
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APPENDIX C 

CHINESE ARTIFACTS IN ARIZONA SITES 

The following tables provide the artifactual data used 

in this study. The tables are organized according to site 

type, and Tables CI through C4 list the quantities of each 

artifact type found in each site. Tables C5 and C6 

summarize the artifact counts from each site, as well as 

the percentages of artifact types in each site and site 

type. 

Artifact variability (Tables C7 and C8) was derived by 

counting each artifact type per site as one artifact 

variety, regardless of actual quantity of the artifact. To 

arrive at the overall variability in urban and rural site 

categories, the same methods were used, except that 

redundant artifact varieties between sites in the same 

category were discarded. This resulted in each distinct 

artifact in each site category being counted only once 

toward the total artifact variability within each site 

category. 



Table C1: Chinese Artifacts In 
Urban Contexts 

Tucson 
Chinatown 

Wo Quong 
Laundry, 
Tempe 

Tucson 
Chinese 
Gardener 

First St & 
iVIadlson Florence 

Urban 
Arizona 
Sites 
Totals 

CERAMICS 
PORCELAIN 
rice bowls 
bamboo, swatow. Three Circles 
and Dragonfly, Blue Fiower 9 1 8 2 20 
rice grain bowls 1 1 
celadon 4 3 5 15 27 
four seasons 4 15 19 
double happiness 
imari 1 1 
blue on red 1 1 
plain 1 1 
blue underglaze (bamboo?) 
Mandarin ware 
unltnown 
saucers 
bamboo, swatow. Three Circles 
and Dragonfly, Blue Flower 
rice grain saucers 
celadon 
blue on white 
four seasons 
bowl 
rice grain 
polychrome 
unknown large fragmentary four 
seasons 
celadon 
four seasons 
hand-painted. Oriental 
three circle & dragonfly 
green internal enamel 
ware/Nonya Ware 

1 

12 

serving bowl 
celadon 
four seasons 
soup bowl 
four seasons 
plate 
possible 5-inch fragmentary 
four seasons 
celadon 
Blue Carp 
Ovoid fowl plate 
unspecified polychrome 
dish 
four seasons 
Small saucers/condiment 
saucers/3-inch plate 
four flowers/four seasons 
polychrome 
celadon 
Ginger Jar 
Blue and White undergiaze 
Unspecified food jar 
Blue and white flowers & plants 
Bulb Planter 
polychrome 
Porcelain dishes total 60 17 39 
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Table CI Cont.: Chinese 
Artifacts in Urban Contexts 

Tucson 
Chinatown 

Wo Quong 
Laundry, 
Tempe 

Tucson 
Chinese 
Gardener 

Phoenix 
Chinatown Florence 

Urban 
Arizona 
Sites 
Totais 

wine cup/bowl 
four seasons 
celadon 
four flowers 
unspecified 

Wine Warmer 
Shanghai/Canton ware 
tea cups/bowis 
rice grain 
unspecified cup 
blue on white 
four seasons 
celadon, wlntergreen 
four treasures 
double happiness 
Pink and Green Floral on 
White 
brown exterior/white interior 
unspecified polychrome 
unspecified 
Porcelain cups totals 17 

spoon 
celadon, wlntergreen 
rice grain 
four flowers 
four seasons 
blue on white 
plain 
soup spoon 
plain 
celadon 
Porcelain spoon totals 

teapot 
unspecified polychrome 
Distinctive 
blue on white 
teapot iid 
plain 
teapot totals 

unidentifiable forms 
plain 
polychrome 
blue decoration 
celadon 
four seasons 
unspecified 
unidentifiable forms totals 13 13 
Totai porcelain 67 26 63 169 



Wo Urban 
Quong Tucson Arizona 

Table C1 Cont.: Chinese Artifacts Tucson Laundry, Chinese Phoenix Sites 
in Urban Contexts Chinatown Tempe Gardener Chinatown Florence Totals 
STONEWARE 
dark brown glazed 
rice wine bottle 20 3 5 25 1 54 
spouted jar/soy pots 1 6 1 1 g 

wide-mouth jar 1 11 12 
small cylindrical Jar 1 1 
Straight-sided Barrel Jar 
Large globular Jar 1 1 
unspecified Jar 5 1 6 
unidentifiable form 3 3 
other unidentifiable forms 1 1 
softpaste 1 1 
thin red 1 1 
lids 
brown glazed 1 1 
reddish buff bisque 1 1 
buff bisque 1 1 2 
uneven areen aiaze 1 1 
incised bowl 
grey 1 1 
Total stoneware 24 6 22 44 4 100 

MEDiCiNE 
bottles 
glass pili bottle 2 2 
unspecified 5 5 10 
medicine vial 3 3 
unspecified w/Chinese mark 1 1 
Totai Medicine 5 2 5 4 16 

CLOTHiNG 
brass button 1 38 39 
shell button 
Giothing totals 1 38 39 

JEWELRY 
iade bracelet 1 1 
Jewelry totals 1 1 

COINS 
Qian Long 1 1 
Kang Xi 1 1 
Shun-Chih 
Jia Qing 3 3 
unspecified 27 3 30 
unidentifiable 1 1 
Coins totals 30 1 3 2 36 

PADLOCK 
brass 1 1 
Padlock totals 1 1 

RECREATIONAL ITEiUS 
Game pieces 
domino 1 1 
Fantan (milk glass) 1 1 
black 2 2 
white 5 5 

Game pieces totals 2 7 9 
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Table CI Cont: Chinese 
Artifacts in Urban Contexts 

Tucson 
Chinatown 

Wo 
Quong 
Laundry, 
Tempe 

Tucson 
Ctiinese 
Gardener 

Phoenix 
Chinatown Florence 

Urban 
Arizona 

Sites 
Totals 

OPiUlM 
pipe bowl 120 120 
facet-sided 
straight-sided 
unspecified 2 2 5 9 
orange glazed 1 1 
red clay, octagonal 
brass tin 100 5 4 6 9 124 
lamp chimney 1 4 5 
lamp base 1 1 2 
lamp font 1 1 2 
bowl cleaner 1 1 
Opium Paraphernalia Totals 223 7 5 15 14 264 



Military 
Table C2: Chinese Artifacts in Rural i\^ilitary Military Fort Outpost 
Outpost Outpost Bowie Total 

CERAMICS 
PORCELAIN 
rice bowls 
bamboo, swatow. Three Circles and Dragonfly, 
Blue Flower 
rice grain bowls 
celadon 3 3 
four seasons 
double happiness 
imarl 
blue on red 
plain 
blue underglaze (bamboo?) 
Mandarin ware 1 1 
unknown 
saucers 
bamboo, swatow. Three Circles and Dragonfly, 
Blue Flower 
rice grain saucers 
celadon 
blue on white 
four seasons 
bowl 
rice grain 
polychrome 
unl^nown large fragmentary four seasons 
celadon 
four seasons 
hand-painted, Oriental 
three circle & dragonfly 
green internal enamel ware/Nonya Ware 
serving bowl 
celadon 
four seasons 
soup bowl 
four seasons 
plate 
possible 5-Inch fragmentary 
four seasons 
celadon 
Blue Carp 
Ovoid fowl plate 
unspecified polychrome 
dish 
four seasons 
Small saucers/condiment saucers/3-inch plate 
four flowers/four seasons 
polychrome 
celadon 
Ginger Jar 

Blue and White underglaze 
Unspecified food Jar 
Blue and white flowers & plants 
Bulb Planter 
polychrome 
Porcelain dishes total 4 4 



iUiiitary 
Table C2 Cont.: Chinese Artifacts In •Military Fort Outpost 
Rural Military Outpost Outpost Bowie Total 
wine cup/bowl 
four seasons 
celadon 1 1 
four flowers 
unspecified 
Wine Warmer 
Shanghai/Canton ware 
tea cups/bowls 
rice grain 
unspecified cup 
blue on white 
four seasons 
celadon, wintergreen 
four treasures 
double happiness 
Pink and Green Floral on White 
brown exterior/white Interior 
unspecified polychrome 
unspecified 
Porcelain cups totals 1 I 

spoon 
celadon, wintergreen 
rice grain 
four flowers 
four seasons 
blue on white 
plain 
soup spoon 
plain 
celadon 
Porcelain spoon totals 

teapot 
unspecified polychrome 
Distinctive 
blue on white 
teapot lid 
plain 
teapot totals 

unidentifiable forms 
plain 
polychrome 
blue decoration 
celadon 
four seasons 
unspecified 
unidentifiable forms totals 
Total porcelain 5 5 
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Military 
Table 02 Cont.; Chinese Artifacts in Rural Military Fort Outpost 
Militarv Outpost Outpost Bowie Total 
STONEWARE 
dark brown glazed 
rice wine bottle 
spouted jar/soy pots 
wide-mouth jar 
small cylindrical jar 
Straight-sided Barrel Jar 
Large globular jar 
unspecified jar 
unidentifiable form 
other unidentifiable forms 
softpaste 
thin red 
lids 
brown glazed 3 3 
reddish buff bisque 
buff bisque 
uneven green glaze 
incised bowl 
grey 
Total stoneware 8 8 

MEDICINE 
bottles 
glass pill bottle 
unspecified 
medicine vial 
unspecified w/Chinese marl< 
Total Medicine 

CLOTHING 
brass button 
shell button 
Clothing totals 

JEWELRY 
jade bracelet 
Jewelry totals 

COINS 
Qian Long 
Kang Xi 
Shun-Chih 
Jia Qing 
unspecified 
unidentifiable 
Coins totals 

PADLOCK 
brass 
Padlock totals 

RECREATIONAL ITEMS 
Game pieces 
domino 
Fantan (mill^ glass) 
black 
white 
Game pieces totals 
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Military 
Table C2 Cont.: Chinese Artifacts in Rural Military Military Fort Outpost 

Outpost Outpost Bowie Total 
OPIUM 
pipe bowl 
facet-sided 
straight-sided 
unspecified 
orange glazed 
red clay, octagonal 1 1 
brass tin 8 8 
lamp ciiimney 
lamp base 
lamp font 
bowl cleaner 
Opium Parapiiernalia Totals 9 g 
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Troy Ranches, 
Chinese Li Kee's Corman Farms, 
Gardens Ranch - Site - San Johnny Agua and 

Table C3: Chinese Artifacts in Rural -AZ AZ AZ Bernardino Ward's Caliente Gardens 
Ranches, Farms, and Gardens EE:8:34 EE:8:27 EE:8:28 Ranch Ranch Ranch Totals 

1 1 

2 2 
saucers 
bamboo, swatow, Three Circles and 
Dragonfly, Blue Flower 
rice grain saucers 
celadon 
blue on white 
four seasons 
bowl 
rice grain 
polychrome 
uni(nown large fragmentary four seasons 
celadon 
four seasons 
hand-painted. Oriental 
three circle & dragonfly 
green internal enamel ware/Nonya Ware 
serving bowl 
celadon 
four seasons 
soup bowl 
four seasons 
plate 
possible 5-inch fragmentary 
four seasons 
celadon 
Blue Carp 
Ovoid fowl plate 
unspecified polychrome 
dish 
four seasons 
Smail saucers/condiment saucers/3-inch 
plate 
four flowers/four seasons 
polychrome 
celadon 
Ginger Jar 
Blue and White undergiaze 
Unspecified food jar 
Blue and white flowers & plants 
Buib Planter 
polychrome 

CERAMICS 
PORCELAIN 
rice bowis 
bamboo, swatow. Three Circles and 
Dragonfly, Blue Flower 
rice grain bowls 
celadon 
four seasons 
double happiness 
imarl 
blue on red 
plain 
blue undergiaze (bamboo?) 
Mandarin ware 
unknown 

Porcelain dishes totai 1 2 3 
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Table C3 Cont.: Chinese Artifacts in 
Rural Ranches, Farms, and Gardens 
wine cup/bowl 
four seasons 
celadon 
four flowers 
unspecified 
Wine Warmer 
Shanghai/Canton ware 
tea cups/bowis 
rice grain 
unspecified cup 
blue on white 
four seasons 
celadon, wintergreen 
four treasures 
double happiness 
Pink and Green Floral on White 
brown exterior/white interior 
unspecified polychrome 
unspecified 
Porcelain cups totals 

spoon 
celadon, wintergreen 
rice grain 
four flowers 
four seasons 
blue on white 
plain 
soup spoon 
plain 
celadon 
Porcelain spoon totals 

teapot 
unspecified polychrome 
Distinctive 
blue on white 
teapot lid 
Plain 
teapot totals 

unidentifiable forms 
Plain 
Polychrome 
blue decoration 
Celadon 
four seasons 
Unspecified 1 1 1 2 5 
unidentifiable forms totals 1 1 1 2 5 
Totai porceiain 1 1 1 1 2 6 

Chinese 
Gardens 
-AZ 
EE:8:34 

Li Kee's 
Ranch -
AZ 
EE:8:27 

Troy 
Corman 
Site -
AZ 
EE:8:28 

San 
Bernardino 
Ranch 

Johnny 
Ward's 
Ranch 

Agua 
Caliente 
Ranch 

Ranches, 
Farms, 
and 
Gardens 
Totais 
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Table 03 Cont.: Chinese 
Artifacts In Rural Ranches, 
Farms, and Gardens 

Chinese 
Gardens 
-AZ 
EE:8:34 

Li Kee's 
Ranch -
AZ 
EE:8:27 

Troy 
Corman 
Site -
AZ 
EE:8:28 

San 
Bernardino 
Ranch 

Johnny 
Ward's 
Ranch 

Agua 
Caliente 
Ranch 

Ranches, 
Farms, 
and 
Gardens 
Totals 

STONEWARE 
dark brown glazed 
rice wine bottle 
spouted jar/soy pots 

1 1 2 

wide-mouth jar 
small cylindrical jar 
Straight-sided Barrel Jar 
Large globular jar 
unspecified jar 1 1 
unidentifiable form 1 ^ 
other unidentifiable forms 
softpaste 
thin red 
lids 
brown glazed 
reddish buff bisque 
buff bisque 
uneven green glaze 
incised bowl 

.aiai! 
Total stoneware 1 1 2 4 

MEDICINE 
bottles 
glass pill bottle 
unspecified 
medicine vial 
unspecified w/Chinese mark 
Total Medicine 

CLOTHING 
brass button 1 1 
shell button 1 1_ 
Clothing totals 1 1 2 

JEWELRY 
lade bracelet 
Jewelry totals 

COINS 
Qian Long 
Kang Xi 
Shun-Chih 
Jia Qing 
unspecified 
unidentifiable 
Coins totals 

PADLOCK 
brass 
Padlock totals 

RECREATIONAL ITEMS 
Game pieces 
domino 
fantan 1 1 
black 
white 
Game pieces totals 1 1 
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Troy Ranches, 
Chinese Li Kee's Gorman Farms, 

Table C3 Cont.: Chinese Gardens Ranch - Site - San Johnny Agua and 
Artifacts in Rural Ranches, -AZ AZ AZ Bernardino Ward's Caliente Gardens 
Farms, and Gardens EE:8:34 EE:8:27 EE:8:28 Ranch Ranch Ranch Totals 
wine cup/bowl 
STONEWARE 
OPIUM 
pipe bowl 
facet-sided 
straight-sided 
unspecified 
orange glazed 
red clay, octagonal 
brass tin 
lamp chimney 
lamp base 
lamp font 
bowl cleaner 
Opium Paraphernalia Totals 
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Table C4: Chinese 
Artifacts in Workcamps, 
and Total Rural Artifact 
Count 

Gila 
Bend 
RR 
Camp 

Old 
Rosennont 
Mining 
Camp 

iVIobile 
Railroad 
Construction 
Camp 

Reward 
Mine 

Roosevelt 
Dam 
Construction 
Camps 

Silver 
Bell 
Mining 
District 

Workcamps 
Totals 

Rural 
Arizona 
Sites 
Totals 

CERAMICS 
PORCEUVIN 
rice bowls 
bamboo, swatow. Three 
Circles and Dragonfly, 
Blue Flower 
rice grain bowls 

celadon 
four seasons 
double happiness 
imari 
blue on red 
plain 
blue underglaze 
(bamboo?) 
Mandarin ware 
unl^nown 
saucers 
bamboo, swatow, Three 
Circles and Dragonfly, 
Blue Flower 
rice grain saucers 
celadon 
blue on white 
four seasons 
bowl 
rice grain 
polychrome 
unknown large 
fragmentary four 
seasons 
celadon 
four seasons 
hand-painted. Oriental 
three circle & dragonfly 
green internal enamel 
ware/Nonya Ware 
serving bowi 
celadon 
four seasons 
soup bowl 
four seasons 
piate 
possible 5-inch 
fragmentary 
four seasons 
celadon 
Blue Carp 
Ovoid fovi/l plate 
unspecified polychrome 
dish 
four seasons 
Smaii 
saucers/condiment 
saucers/3-inch plate 
four fiowers/four seasons 
polychrome 
celadon 
Ginger Jar 
Blue & white underglaze 
Unspecified food jar 
Blue and white flowers 
Buib Planter 
polychrome 
Porcelain dishes total 13 20 



Table C4 Cont.: 
Chinese Artifacts In Gila Old Mobile Roosevelt Sliver Rural 
Workcamps, and Bend Rosemont Railroad Dam Bell Arizona 
Total Rural Artifact RR Mining Construction Reward Construction Mining Woritcamps Sites 
Count Camp Camp Camp Mine Camps District Totais Totals 
wine cup/bowl 
four seasons 
celadon 
four flowers 
unspecified 
Wine Warmer 
Shanghai/Canton 
ware 
tea cups/bowis 
rice grain 
unspecified cup 
blue on white 
four seasons 
celadon, wintergreen 
four treasures 
double happiness 
Pink and Green Floral 
on White 
brown exterior/white 
interior 
unspecified 
polychrome 
unspecified 
Porcelain cups totals 

spoon 
celadon, wintergreen 
rice grain 
four flowers 
four seasons 
blue on white 

soup spoon 
plain 
celadon 
Porcelain spoon totals 

teapot 
unspecified 
polychrome 
Distinctive 
blue on white 
teapot lid 
plain 
teapot totals 

unidentifiable forms 
plain 
polychrome 
blue decoration 
celadon 
four seasons 

unidentifiable forms 
totals 5 
Total porcelain 7 1 4 1 1 14 25 
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Table C4 Cont.: Chinese 
Artifacts In Worl<camps, and 
Total Rural Artifact Count 

Gila 
Bend 
RR 
Camp 

Old 
Rosemont 
Mining 
Camp 

Mobile 
Railroad 
Construction 
Camp 

Reward 
Mine 

Roosevelt 
Dam 
Constnjctlon 
Camps 

Silver 
Bell 
Mining 
District 

Workcamps 
Totals 

Rural 
Arizona 
Sites 
Totals 

STONEWARE 
dark brown glazed 
rice wine bottle 
spouted jar/soy pots 
wide-mouth jar 
small cylindrical jar 
Straight-sided Barrel Jar 
Large globular jar 
unspecified jar 
unidentifiable form 
other unidentifiable forms 
softpaste 
thin red 
lids 
brown glazed 
reddish buff bisque 
buff bisque 
uneven green glaze 
incised bowl 
grey 
Total stoneware 21 

MEDICINE 
bottles 
glass pill bottle 
unspecified 
medicine vlai 
unspecified w/Chinese mark 
Total Medicine 

CLOTHING 
brass button 
shell button 
Clothing totals 

JEWELRY 
lade bracelet 
Jewelry totals 

COINS 
QIan Long 
Kang Xi 
Shun-Chlh 
JIa QIng 
unspecified 
unidentifiable 
Coins totals 

PADLOCK 
brass 
Padlock totals 

RECREATIONAL ITEMS 
Game pieces 
domino 
fantan 
black 
white 
Game pieces totals 
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Gila Old Mobile Roosevelt Silver Rural 
Table C4 Cont.: Chinese Bend Rosemont Railroad Dam Bell Arizona 
Artifacts in Workcamps, and RR Mining Construction Reward Construction Mining Worl(camps Sites 
Total Rural Artifact Count Camp Camp Camp Mine Camps District Totals Totals 
OPIUM 
pipe bowl 
facet-sided 
stralght-slded 
unspecified 2 2 2 
orange glazed 
red clay, octagonal 1 
brass tin 1 1 9 
lamp chimney 
lamp base 
lamp font 
bowl cleaner 
Opium Paraphernalia 
Totals 2 1 3 12 
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Table C5: Chinese Artifact Type Count Totals 

Mediche Artifact 

Porcelain Stoneware Bottles Clothing Jewelry Coins Padlocks Game Opium Totals 

unidentifiable Jade 

dishes cups spoons teapots forms Totals Totals Tot«ris Buttons bracelets Places Paraphernalia 

Ai izo»^ 

Ui 1)^11 sites 

Tucson Chinatown 60 S 1 0 67 24 S 0 0 30 0 0 223 349 

Wo Quong Laundry, Tempe 5 0 0 0 6 8 2 1 1 1 0 0 7 24 

Tucson Chinese Gardener 17 6 3 0 0 28 22 5 38 0 3 1 2 5 102 

First St & Madison 39 4 5 2 13 63 44 4 0 0 2 0 7 15 135 

Fiorence Townslte 6 0 0 0 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 25 

AZ Urban totals 127 17 9 3 13 169 100 16 39 1 36 1 9 264 635 

Rui Al Sites 

Military Outpost 

Fort Bowie 4 0 0 0 5 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 9 24 

Military Outpost Totals 4 0 0 0 S 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 9 24 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens 

CNnese Gardens 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Li Kee's Ranch 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Troy Gorman Site 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

San Bernardino Ranch 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 

Johnny Ward's Ranch 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Agua Calierte Ranch 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens Totals 3 0 0 0 5 8 4 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 15 

Workcatnps 

Gila Bend RR Camp 7 0 0 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Old Rosemont Mining Camp 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 

Mobile Railroad Construction Can^ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Reward Mine 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Roosevelt Dam Construction Camps 0 > 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

SIver Bell Mining District 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Workcamps Totals 13 0 0 0 14 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 27 

RurAl Sites Totals 20 2 0 0 5 27 21 3 2 0 0 0 1 12 68 
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Table C6: Artifact Type Counts as Percentage of Total 

Artifacts 

Porcelain Stoneware Medicine Bottles Clothing Jewelry Coins Padlocks Game Opium 

unidentifiable Buttons Jade 

dishes cups spoons teapots forms Totals Totals Totals total bracelets Pieces Paraphernalia 

Arizona 

Urban sites 

Tucson Chinatown 89.55% 7.46% 1.49% 1.49% 0.00% 19.20% 6.88% 1.43% 0,00% 0.00% 8,60% 0.00% 0,00% 63.90% 
Wo Quong Laundry, Tempe 83.33% 16.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25,00% 25.00% 8.33% 4.17% 4.17% 4.17% 0.00% 0,00% 29,17% 

Tucson Chinese Gardener 65.36% 23.08% 11,54% 0.00% 0.00% 25,49% 21.57% 4,90% 37.25% 0.00% 2.94% 0.98% 1.96% 4,90% 

First St & Madison 61.90% 6.35% 7,94% 3.17% 20.63% 46.67% 32.59% 2.96% 0.00% 0.00% 1.48% 0.00% 5,19% 11,11% 
Florence Townsite 85.71% 14.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 28.00% 16.00% 0,00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 56,00% 

AZ Urban totals 75.15% 10.06% 5.33% 1.78% 7.69% 26.61% 15.75% 2.52% 6,14% 0,16% 5,67% 0.16% 1,42% 41,57% 

Rill Sites 

Military Outpost 

Fori Bowie 80.00% 20.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.83% 33,33% 8,33% 0.00% 0,00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 37,50% 
Miiltary Outpost Totals 80.00% 20.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 20,83% 33,33% 8.33% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37,50% 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens 

Chinese Gardens 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 100.00% 50,00% 0,00% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Likee's Ranch 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 100,00% 50.00% 50,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Troy Corman Site 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 100,00% 50,00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 
San Bernardino Ranch 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 25,00% 50,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 25,00% 0.00% 
JohnnyWard's Ranch 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Agua Caliente Ranch 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%< 0.00% 0,00% 66,67% 0,00% 0.00% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Ranches. Farms, and Gardens Totals 37,50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 62.50% 53.33% 26.67% 0.00% 13.33% 0,00% 0.00% 0,00% 6.67% 0.00% 

Workcamps 

Giia Bend RR Camp 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%; 0.00% 0,00% 87.50% 12,50% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Oid Rosemont Mining Camp 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 40.00% 
Mobile Railroad Construction Camp 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Reward Mine 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 100.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0,00% 0,00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Roosevelt Dam Construction Camps 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 12.50% 87.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Silver Bell Mining District 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 100,00% 0,00% 0.00% 0,00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Workcamps Totals 92.86% 7.14% 0.00%' 0.00% 0,00% 51.85% 33.33% 3.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 11,11% 

RiHOI Sites Tottils 74.07% 7.41% 0.00% 0.00% 18.52% 40.91% 31,82% 4.55% 3.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.52% 18.18% 



Table CI: Artifact Variability Count 

Medicine Artifact 

Porcelain Stoneware Bottles Clothing Jewelry Coins Padlocks Game Opium Totals 
unidentifiable Jade 

dishes cups spoons teapots forms Totals Totals Totals Buttons bracelets Pieces Paraphernalia 

Aiizoita 

Utb<Mi «it«s 

Tucson Chinatown 17 5 1 0 24 5 1 0 0 2 0 0 5 37 

Wo Quong Laundry, Tempe 3 0 0 4 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 12 

Tucson Chinese Gardener 5 2 0 0 8 3 1 1 0 1 1 2 2 19 

First St & Madison 9 3 4 2 4 22 11 2 0 0 2 0 2 6 45 

Florence Townsite 4 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 12 

AZ Urban totals 29 9 3 4 51 15 4 1 1 5 1 4 g 91 

Sites 
Military Outpost 

FoitBo>sde 2 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 10 
Military Outpost Totals 2 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 10 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens 

Chinese Gardens 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
LI Kee's Ranch 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Troy Corman Site 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
San Bernardino Ranch 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 

Johnny Ward's Ranch 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Agua Caliente Ranch 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens T 2 0 0 0 4 6 4 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 13 

Workcamps 

Gila Bend RR Camp 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Old Rosemont Mining Camp 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 

Mobile Railroad Construction Car 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Reward Mine 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Roosevelt Dam Construction Car 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Silver Bell Mining District 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Wcrkcamps Totals 5 0 0 0 6 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 14 

Rill <11 $il«s Tottils S 0 0 1 8 6 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 20 



Table C8: Artifact Variability as a Percentage of Total 

Artifact Types 

Medicine 
Porcelain 

unidentifiable 
Stoneware Bottles Clothing 

Buttons 
Jewelry 
Jade 

Coins Padlocks Game Opium 

dishes cups spoons teapots forms Totals Totals Totals total bracelets Pieces Paraphernalia 

Ailzoiiv) 

UlbAII sit«$ 

Tucson Chinatovm 70.83% 20.83% 4.17% 4.17% 0.00% 64.86% 13.51% 2.70% 0.00% 0.00% 5.41% 0.00% 0.00% 13.51% 

Wo Quong Laundry, Tempe 75.00% 25.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% 16.67% 8.33% 6.33% 8.33% 8.33% 0.00% 0.00% 16.67% 

Tucson Chinese Gardener 62.50% 25.00% 12.50% 0.00% 0.00% 42.11% 15.79% 5.26% 5.26% 0.00% 5.26% 100.00% 10.53% 10.53% 

First St & Madison 40.91% 13.64% 18.18% 9.09% 18.18% 48.89% 24.44% 4.44% 0.00% 0.00% 4.44% 0.00% 4.44% 13.33% 

Florence Townsite 80.00% 20.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 41.67% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 

AZ Urban totals 56.86% 17.65% 11.76% 5.88% 7.84% 56.04% 16.48% 4.40% 1.10% 1.10% 5.49% 1.10% 4.40% 9.89% 

Rill ill Sites 

Military Outpost 

Fort Bowie 66.67% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 30.00% 40.00% 10.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.00% 

Military Outpost Totals 66.67% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 30.00% 40.00% 10.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.00% 

Ranches, Farms, and Gardens 

Chinese Oardens 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Likee's Ranch 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Troy Gorman Site 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

San Bernardino Ranch 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%: 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 0.00% 
Johnny Ward's Ranch 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Agua Caliente Ranch 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Ranches, Fantis, and Gardens Totals 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 66.67% 46.15% 30.77% 0.00% 15.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.69% 0.00% 

Workcamps 

Olla Bend RRCamp 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Old Rosemont Mining Camp 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 
Mobile Rallnsad Construction Camp 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Reward Mine 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Roosevelt Dam Construction Camps 0.00% 100.00%: 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Silver Bell Mining District 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Workcamps Totals 83.33% 16.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.86% 35.71% 7.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 14.29% 

Rill Irishes Totals 62.50% 25.00% 0.00% 0.00% 12.50% 40.00% 30.00% 5.00% 5.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.00% 15.00% 
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