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Foreword
For six weeks in 2011 I served as the first-ever Summer Research Fellow at the
Frances Perkins Center in Newcastle-Damariscotta, Maine, located an hour’s drive
northeast of Portland, in Maine’s “Midcoast” region (Maps x.1-2). The defining
geographic feature for the “Twin Villages” region is the Damariscotta River, which also
forms a boundary for the communities of Edgecomb, Boothbay, Bristol, and South
Bristol. Actually more of a tidal estuary, the nineteen-mile-long Damariscotta River is
one of many bodies of water that reaches deep into Maine from the Atlantic Ocean to
form the state’s famously convoluted coastline. The commercial and population center of
Newcastle-Damariscotta occurs at a tidal falls near the northernmost navigable point of
this river. This strategic location at a position of interchange between the state’s interior
and the sea contributed to Newcastle-Damariscotta once being an active and lively port,
although today it is a fairly sleepy community with a combined population of just over
2,000 that relies heavily on the summer tourist traffic for its economic livelihood.1

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1
“Total Population for the Damariscotta-Newcastle CDP, Maine,” U.S. Census Bureau,
2005-2009, American Community Survey, accessed April 27, 2012,
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_
09_5YR_B01003&prodType=table .
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Map x. 1. The larger region surrounding the Damariscotta River area, which is indicated by the red dot. Map
courtesy Google Maps 2012.

Map x. 2. The Damariscotta River Region. Map courtesy Google Maps 2012.
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The Frances Perkins Center (FPC) is a relatively young not-for-profit organization
founded in 2009 for the purpose of preserving the memory of its namesake. Frances
Perkins (1880-1965) is best known as the Secretary of Labor under Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, the first female Presidential Cabinet member, and the primary author of many
celebrated New Deal programs, although her career both before and after the F.D.R.
presidency is distinguished by many significant accomplishments. One notable example
is her work as factory inspector under New York Governor Al Smith in the wake of the
Triangle Shirtwaist Fire of 1911. Retiring from government work in the 1950s, Perkins
spent the last years of her life as a lecturer at Cornell University’s School of Industrial
and Labor Relations.2 The Center in Newcastle-Damariscotta that bears her name is
dedicated to advancing her work on labor and social justice issues, and preserving the
historic homestead that shaped her “vision of the world.”3
Although born in Boston and raised in Worcester, Massachusetts, Perkins’ roots
were firmly planted in the soil of Maine. The so-called “Brick House” that now serves as
the heart of the FPC, and the 57 acres of Newcastle land on which it stands, have been in
the Perkins family since the middle of the eighteenth century.4 Frances’ father, Frederick
W. Perkins, was born and raised there. From childhood and into adulthood, Frances
Perkins returned to the Brick House regularly in order to relax, recharge, and reflect.
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2
“Her Life,” Frances Perkins Center Website, accessed May 1, 2012,
http://francesperkinscenter.org/life.html
3
“People,” Frances Perkins Center website, accessed April 27, 2012,
http://www.FrancesPerkinsCenter.org/people.html .
4
Rev. David Quimby Cushman, The History of Ancient Sheepscot and Newcastle, (Bath:
E. Upton & Sons, Printers, 1882), 411. Although Cushman claims that the Perkins
arrived in the 1740s, few documentary sources have been located as of this writing that
prove the Perkins’ presence in Newcastle prior to the early 1760s. Much of the
genealogical information related to the Perkins family is based on the independent
research of William S. Kelley.
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And although it would never serve as a year-round home for Perkins, the property in
Maine remained one of a relatively small number of constants in a hectic life that
required frequent relocation.5 Her daughter, Susanna, relocated to the Newcastle
property in the 1960s, along with husband Calvert Coggeshall and son Tomlin Perkins
Coggeshall. Tomlin, the founder of the FPC, still lives there today. Headquartered in an
office in downtown Damariscotta, the FPC is currently in the process of acquiring the
Brick House and the adjacent historic district.
In addition to other responsibilities at the FPC, I was given free reign to pursue a
research project of my own choosing. With a year of graduate-level education in historic
preservation under my belt, I was initially drawn to what I perceived to be certain
peculiarities of vernacular architecture in the region. Specifically, I was impressed by the
number of brick buildings that I encountered in the middle of a state that is, outside of its
urban areas, distinguished primarily for its wooden architecture (Figures x.1-3).
Gradually, however, it became apparent that these buildings were only the most visible
physical manifestations of an extensive brick-making industry that once thrived in the
area. I soon discovered that the most impressive evidence attesting to the existence of
this industry was not the buildings, but rather the extensive cultural and industrial
landscape that more than one hundred years of brick-making activity had created along
the banks of the Damariscotta River.

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5
Kirstin Downey, The Woman Behind the New Deal: The Life of Frances Perkins, FDR’s
Secretary of Labor and His Moral Conscience (New York: Nan A. Talese/Doubleday,
2009). Perkins rarely stayed in one place for very long. The Frances Perkins House on
California Street in Washington, D.C., a National Historic Landmark, was Perkins’ home
for only three years.
!
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Figure x. 1. A brick house in Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.

Figure x. 2. A brick house in Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.
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!
Figure x. 3. A brick house in Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.

The extent of this landscape is recorded in a 1988-89 archaeological survey of the
Upper Damariscotta River. In this survey, archaeologists Warren Riess and Nicholas
Dean identified twenty-three brickyards, more than any other type of man-made site
along the river.6 And this number only represents those sites that were immediately
visible to the researchers from their watercraft; others may exist. The landscape features
found in these sites include unnaturally flat and otherwise altered areas where clay was
extracted from the earth, systems of roads and paths, depressions left in the ground where
pug mills had been placed, wharves constructed of logs and stone, and, most
spectacularly, the countless bricks that line the riverbanks and the sites of the former
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
6
Warren Riess and Nicholas Dean, Final Report, Lincoln County Coastal Survey, Phase
1, Reconnaissance, Part 1, Upper Damariscotta River, September 1988 – June 1989
(Bristol, ME: Maritime Archaeological and Historical Research Institute, October 1989),
8.
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brickyards. Covered in barnacles and seaweed, or moss and grass, or protruding out from
in between the root systems of massive, gnarled trees, at first glance these bricks almost
fail to register against a backdrop that is overwhelmingly alive and natural. Only
gradually does their sheer quantity sink in, and with it the sense that this landscape has
been radically altered from its natural state (Figures x.4-11).

!
Figure x. 4. Thick deposit of bricks along the banks of a stream feeding into the Damariscotta River, Newcastle,
Maine. Photo: Author.
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Figure x. 5. Log cribbing, brickyard on the property of Bob and Margaret Baker, Newcastle, Maine. Photo:
Author.

Figure x. 6. This unnaturally flat area was the site of the clay quarry at the Perkins brickyard, Newcastle,
Maine. Photo: Author.
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Figure x. 7. Log cribbing extending a work platform at the base of the wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle,
Maine. Photo: Author.

Figure x. 8. Stones lining the former wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.
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Figure x. 9. Bricks on the beach around the wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.

Figure x. 10. Bricks on the beach around the wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.
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Figure x. 11. “Brickyard Beach,” Dodge Point Reserve, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.

This same phenomenon—in which the industrial landscape is camouflaged by the
natural—also applies to the wharves, which can easily be mistaken today for natural
peninsulas extending out from the riverbanks; and to the former clay pits, which are
overgrown and blend in harmoniously with the natural undulations of the terrain. Many
of these features needed to be pointed out to me as I explored the shores of the
Damariscotta. After one tour lacking in such identifications, I asked my guide if we had
walked anywhere near the site of a former brickyard, only to be told that we had walked
right through one. This ability of the manmade features to blend in with the natural
features, far from downplaying their own significance, actually contributed to the
impression that the brick-making industry had been something enduring, extensive, and
almost elemental, that the changes it had wrought on the landscape had been in the same
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category, if not on the same scale, as the glaciers that had once carved the surrounding
hills and valleys.
As I refocused my attention away from the brick buildings and onto the brickmaking industry itself, I was struck by the sense of despondency with which historians
and writers had treated the prospect of creating a more exhaustive history of the brickmaking industry, both locally and at the level of the state. In the Eleventh Annual Report
of the Bureau of Industrial and Labor Statistics for the State of Maine, 1897, (Eleventh
Annual Report) for instance, an anonymous author remarked, “Book-making historians
have dealt courteously with the lumber industry, and with other industries of the State
from the beginning, but brickmaking seems never to have been considered worthy of
notice.”7 More locally, amateur historian Harold Webber Castner had once commented,
“It is doubtful if a complete record of all the brickyards on the Damariscotta River could
be assembled from the widely scattered records and the loss of so many family diaries
and family records.”8
Fortunately, my position as a research fellow at the Frances Perkins Center
provided me with access to precisely the sort of records that Castner thought were lost.
In addition to the material related directly to the life of Frances Perkins, Tomlin
Coggeshall, the current owner of the Perkins homestead, also possesses an extensive
collection of items relating to the Perkins family in general that had been amassed over
the course of some 250 years of living and working in the Newcastle area. Most
significantly for my purposes, this included account books and other items related to the
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7
Eleventh Annual Report of the Bureau of Industrial and Labor Statistics for the State of
Maine, 1897 (Augusta: Kennebec Journal Print, 1898), 39.
8
Harold Webber Castner, “Brickyards on the Damariscotta River,” The Castner Papers,
Skidompha Free Library, Damariscotta, ME.
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brick-making business that several generations of Perkins had run from their own
riverfront brickyard, the remains of which lay directly on the premises. Not only did I
have access to these records, but I also was free to visit and inspect the brickyard site,
which was just a short walk from the Brick House. It was on these walks from the
farmhouse, through former crop fields and pastures, and down to the brickyard on the
river that I first began pondering the relationships between agriculture and brick making
that would become the centerpiece of this thesis (Map x.3).

Map x. 3. Map of the Brick House Historic District. Image courtesy the Frances Perkins Center, Newcastle,
Maine.

Through my position at the Frances Perkins Center, I was able to gain access to
even more historical resources beyond the collections at the Perkins homestead itself.
This included the private records of other property owners along the Damariscotta, as
well as the brickyard sites on their property; the holdings of several libraries, historical
societies, and archives; various public records like those at the Lincoln County
!
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Courthouse and the Alna Town Office; and the expertise and advice of countless
professionals in fields as diverse as labor history, park planning, and geology. The
resulting evidence, eventually supplemented with more general historical material such as
the U.S. Census schedules and an array of secondary sources, suggests that the history of
brick making along the Damariscotta River is something that can be told,
historiographical defeatism notwithstanding. This thesis represents an effort to provide
such a history.
It is my hope that this history can be linked to those sites where the physical
evidence for the Damariscotta River brick making industry is most visible. Such sites
include local buildings, buildings in far-distant regions constructed wholly or partially out
of imported Damariscotta River brick, and the extensive industrial landscape along the
river that stands as the most significant testimony to the industry’s extent and its
relationship to other aspects of the region’s history. The history presented in this thesis,
working together with this physical fabric, can lead to a more enriched and
comprehensive understanding of the region’s multifaceted history. Hopefully it will also
contribute to a more complex understanding of the history of Maine, whose current
“Vacationland State” image rests on the perception of pristine natural beauty. The
Damariscotta River region may be beautiful, but it is anything but pristine.
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Introduction
The brick-making industry in the Damariscotta River region comprised many
small, independent, technologically primitive, low investment brickyards that collectively
produced a quantity of brick that was substantial, although by no means on par with that
of the most productive brick-making regions in the country, or, as the nineteenth century
progressed, even within the state of Maine. Endowed with many natural features
favorable to low-technology brick making, the Damariscotta River region had been
producing brick since the arrival of the first European settlers in the seventeenth century.
During this early period, however, the industry remained fairly limited in extent, and
served mainly a local market. It was not until the second quarter of the nineteenth
century that outside conditions stimulated the growth of the industry into something with
an impact beyond the local. Responding to fluctuations within the market, the brickmaking industry expanded and contracted regularly over the course of the subsequent
seventy-five years, before finally disappearing around the turn of the twentieth century.
This thesis argues that the Damariscotta River brick making industry is best
understood as a component of the region’s agricultural economy, and that it emerged in
the second quarter of the nineteenth century as a strategy for adapting to the increasingly
difficult circumstances facing local farmers. In this way Damariscotta River brick
making simply represents a regional adaptation of the practice, widespread among the
similarly beset farms elsewhere in Maine and northern New England in general, of
diversifying the sorts of income-generating activities that took place on farms so as not to
be reliant on the income from traditional farm produce alone. This larger phenomenon is
!
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treated most famously in architectural historian Thomas Hubka’s Big House, Little House,
Back House, Barn, which links the rise of this sort of “home industry” among northern
New England farmers to the development of the connected farm complex, a distinctive
vernacular architectural form that Hubka contends is particularly conducive to this sort of
activity.1 The Damariscotta River region is replete with connected complexes; the Brick
House itself is a prime example (Figure i.1). Expanding Hubka’s argument, I suggest
that the industrial landscape formed by brick making, along with the cultivated fields and
pastures more directly associated with farming, represents an extension of the built forms
developed in response to the historical conditions of the nineteenth century.
Incorporating these features, a revised version of Hubka’s sequence might read: Big
House, Little House, Back House, Barn, Farmland, Brickyard.

Figure i. 1. “The Brick House,” the Perkins family farm in Newcastle, ME. Built circa 1837, this connected
complex exhibits the vernacular architectural form typical of northern New England. Photo: Author.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1
Thomas C. Hubka, Big House, Little House, Back House, Barn: The Connected Farm
Buildings of New England, Twentieth Anniversary Edition, (Hanover and London:
University Press of New England, 1984, 2004), 13.
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The decision to describe brick making as a component of agriculture was
reinforced by its resistance to classification under other broad descriptors of commercial
activities. Maine: The Pine Tree State from Prehistory to the Present, a collection of
essays on Maine history to which this thesis is heavily indebted, discusses brick making
in the chapter on the state’s “resource economy,” as well as the chapter on
“manufacturing.” The description of the “resource economy”—which refers to the
extraction and sale of unfinished natural goods like lumber, granite, lime, and ice—could
quite easily be applied to many aspects of brick making. Like these other industries,
brick making was largely seasonal work that required little capital investment or
advanced machinery, relied largely on brute human labor, and was highly susceptible to
the cycles of boom and bust that accompanied industries so intimately connected to
volatile outside market forces.2 And although the native clay, wood, and water that went
into brick making did need to be combined and processed in order to produce brick, the
means by which this processing was carried out by Damariscotta River brick makers was
highly primitive. And in any event, the process is no more involved than the milling or
kiln-burning processes required in lumbering or lime production, both of which are
considered raw materials.
But if one were to object that this degree of processing and fabrication really
renders the brick more of a finished product—like a chair—than a raw material—like a
log—then one might be inclined to classify brick making under the heading of
“manufacturing.” Indeed, this is precisely what the United State census takers did when
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2
Lawrence C. Allin and Richard W. Judd, “Creating Maine’s Resource Economy, 17831861,” in Maine: The Pine Tree State from Prehistory to the Present, edited by Richard
W. Judd, Edwin A. Churchill, and Joel W. Eastman (Orono, Maine: University of Maine
Press, 1995), 263-264.
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they included brick making in the censuses of manufactures, first collected in 1820, and
then with increasing specificity from 1840 onward. Of course, the tiny, technologically
primitive Damariscotta River brickyards do not fit easily into the common understanding
of nineteenth-century American manufactures, traditionally represented by images of the
massive textile mills of Lowell or the smoke-belching steel refineries of Pittsburgh. Such
images fail to tell the full story of nineteenth-century American manufacturing, which
included many decentralized, small-scale operations alongside the larger, more highprofile examples. Historians Joel W. Eastman and Paul E. Rivard write, “Detailing the
history of small-scale and home manufactures demonstrates the degree to which the
industrial ‘revolution’ took place, not in great cities, but in rural and small-town America,
without any significant disruptions in traditional culture, work patterns, or demographic
structure.”3 Manufacturing of this sort was especially common in Maine, which did not
develop large factories as quickly or on the same scale as the New England states farther
south, but which possessed many “small-shop and home manufacturing enterprises” that
produced vast quantities of, for example, shoes, blankets, shirts, and carpets.4
Damariscotta River brick making fits quite comfortably into this context, thereby
suggesting that the activity might be classified under manufacturing.
Further complicating matters, however, is the category of shipping. Damariscotta
River brick were produced on the shores of a highly active waterway that could boast
easy sea access and a protected harbor that was the home to shipbuilding, lumbering, ice
harvesting, and fishing, to name only a few of the trades that were practiced there. Brick
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was just one of a number of commodities that was shipped from this area to other distant
ports—most frequently Boston, but also to places like New York, Charleston, Savannah,
and Galveston, as well as ports in the Caribbean and eastern Canada. In addition to being
a good that ships simply carried, bricks could also contribute to the mechanics of the
sailing vessels themselves when they served as ballast, making the ships more steerable
and stable. The extent to which bricks counted on shipping, and not vice-versa, is
demonstrated by the fact that the demise of coastal shipping in the early twentieth
century—specifically regarding those types of vessels that were used to carry brick—is
often cited as one of the primary causes for the disappearance of the Damariscotta River
brick making industry.5 Thus we might also classify brick making as one of many
offshoots of an active maritime economy.
Undoubtedly, Damariscotta River brick making possessed aspects of all three
types of activities described above: It involved more processing than the industries
centered around raw materials, less processing and more heavy labor than those
concentrated on manufactured goods, and owed its existence to the presence and ongoing
stimulus of an active maritime economy. The very ambiguity that emerges from this
multiplicity of classifications, however, suggests that other factors might be at work, that
there might exist a single classification that more adequately accounts for all of the
aspects of Damariscotta River brick making than any of the these categories. It is here
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that agriculture presents itself as the term that most accurately embraces brick making as
it was practiced in this region.
In order to better understand the way in which brick making fits in with
agriculture, it is necessary first to describe the historical conditions that created the
distinctive type of agriculture that could include among its varied activities the
production of bricks. To begin, one must understand that farming in Maine had never
been especially easy or productive. Settlers in the region had to contend with thin and
sandy soils, rough terrain, and a short growing season. These problems were sometimes
exacerbated by a general ignorance regarding agricultural science that resulted in the
overextension of farms and the depletion of soils. 6 Furthermore, the relatively small
number of large cities in Maine meant that most farms were distant from good markets.
In this respect, Damariscotta River farmers were somewhat better situated by virtue of
their access to the sea than farmers inland who had to contend with horrific roads.7
Nonetheless, conditions on Damariscotta River farms were still less than ideal.
With these deficiencies serving as a sort of immutable baseline for all agriculture
in Maine, farming was not well placed to absorb shocks brought on by other factors. Yet
this is precisely what happened in fairly rapid succession starting in the late eighteenth
and into the early nineteenth century. For one thing, the weather worsened:
Recent climatic studies have also shown that late eighteenth- and nineteenthcentury weather patterns were extremely erratic, causing repeated crop losses as
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unexpected early fall and late spring frosts cut into harvest yields. Summer
weather patterns were also relatively cool and damp, especially when compared to
the warmer, more stable patterns in other areas, such as the farming regions of the
northern central plains with similarly short growing seasons.8
This reached its apocalyptic extreme in 1816, “The Year Without a Summer,” a
meteorological phenomenon that afflicted the entire Northern Hemisphere with
abnormally cool temperatures, and which hit Maine farmers particularly hard.9
Another factor that had affected Maine agriculture prior to this was a series of
conflicts with Great Britain, which culminated in the outbreak of war in 1812. Among
the principal causes of this conflict were maritime rights. Both the war and the disputes
that preceded it severely restrained shipping, thereby limiting Maine farmers’ abilities to
get their produce to the larger markets to the south.10
All of these factors combined to disincentivize the pursuit of agriculture in Maine,
and touched off the beginning of a trend in rural outmigration—especially prominent
among the younger generations—to more productive lands in the west, or to urban
centers that could provide more reliable employment. Although this trend would not
reach its height until the years after the Civil War, it finds its origin in the difficult
conditions of the early nineteenth century.11
But undoubtedly the most devastating historic development to affect Maine
farmers in the early nineteenth century was the opening of the Erie Canal in 1825, an
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event that heralded the beginning of a new era in cheap and efficient transcontinental
transportation. The completion of this piece of infrastructure drastically reduced the
freight rates from the regions that were then considered the country’s “Far West”—
western New York, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois. By one estimate, the opening
of the canal lowered the cost of freighting a ton of cargo from Buffalo to New York City
from $100 to $15.12 These lands, which were much better suited to intensive farming
than anything that could be found in Northern New England, were thus rapidly developed
into an agricultural center, shipping massive quantities of cheap produce into eastern
markets.13 Maine farms were ill equipped to compete with the behemoths that were
rising in the west.
There is no better indication of the impact of this western competition on Maine
agriculture than the fact that, within a few years of the opening of the canal, “Genesee
flour”—flour grown and milled in western New York—began to appear in the pantries of
Maine farmers. Local agricultural writers were horrified by the way in which this
product undersold local flour, and successfully petitioned the state government to fund
protective subsidies.14 This somewhat cushioned the blow of the flood of western goods,
but could by no means eliminate it. Nor was flour the only item produced in the west that
threatened Maine farms. Hubka writes, “In a depressing succession of production
declines, [northern New England] farmers found that they could not profitably compete
in national markets for the production of wheat, beef, sheep, pork, hops, cheese, butter,
apples, or potatoes (outside Aroostook County), or, into the twentieth century, corn, eggs,
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sugar, beets and sweet corn.”15 The network of canals that linked western farms to
eastern markets was, starting in the 1850s, joined by a growing network of railroads that
made transcontinental transportation even more efficient.16 Furthermore, the even earlier
growth of railroads along the Atlantic coast provided freight access to inland farms
within the older eastern states, thereby further decreasing the competitive advantage of
“salt-water” farms like those found along the Damariscotta.17
Amidst these mounting pressures, Maine farmers persevered. Indeed, their
decades of experience with difficult conditions had engendered an approach to
agriculture that had always embraced a variety of activities that were not strictly
agricultural, such as logging and fishing.18 Hubka refers to the overall approach as one of
“mixed-farming, home-industry agriculture where multiple-crop, animal, and homemanufactured products were produced in small quantities.”19 He also states that “[t]he
custom of home-industry and nonagricultural production is as much a part of the typical
New England farm as animal and crop production. In fact, a New England farmer might
very well argue with the term nonagricultural production and insist that no distinction
should be made between agricultural and nonagricultural products, since both sources of
income were essential to the survival of the farm.”20
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The advent of western competition accelerated this tendency, “prompt[ing]
experiments with new techniques and new products in Maine.”21 In the decades after the
1830s, Maine farms produced not only diverse types of crops and livestock—in contrast
to the single-crop farms rising in the west—but also a wide array of simple manufactured
goods, such as yarn, pottery, candlesticks, spoons, chairs, ox yokes, spinning wheels, sap
buckets, brooms, soap, shoes, nails, barrel parts, straw bonnets, shingles, and large
quantities of cloth, to name only a few.22
It is in this context of agriculturally based home-industry that brick making along
the Damariscotta can be classified most accurately. As the subsequent chapters of this
thesis will show, brick making in this region was a small-scale operation that
supplemented the incomes of people who, for the most part, considered themselves
farmers. Although practiced with varying degrees of intensiveness from the seventeenth
century onward, the emergence of brick making as a larger component of the local
economy in the 1830s corresponds exactly with the period of economic diversification
that followed the opening of the Erie Canal in 1825. Furthermore, the technologically
primitive methods by which brick making was carried out in this region have much in
common with agricultural techniques, even more in common with the fairly simple
processes involved in home manufactures, and fairly little in common with the more
mechanized forms of industry that were appearing elsewhere during this period—
including the more mechanized forms of brick making. The technological primitivism of
the brick making process along the Damariscotta was in many ways the result of the
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
21
Vickery, Judd, and McDonald, “Maine Agriculture, 1783-1861,” 243.
22
Eastman and Rivard, “Transportation and Manufacturing,” in Maine: The Pine Tree
State, 320-321.
!

33!

natural limitations of the materials and the site, which were not compatible with more
mechanized forms of fabrication. The farmers who practiced brick making along the
Damariscotta could not have participated in a more intensive, mechanized industrial
development even if they had wanted to. This failure to mechanize was also the result of
the economic conditions within the brick making industry. In all cases, however, the
intimate interconnection of brick making with agriculture is evident.
Before proceeding to these more detailed discussions of various specific aspects
of the brick making industry, there remains the question of just how unique the
phenomenon of brick making as a component of agriculture actually was. Unfortunately,
no definite answer to this question can be provided. The decision to focus on the
Damariscotta River region was itself somewhat arbitrary, determined largely by the
availability of historical materials and the desire to confine the scope of my research to a
manageable size. There is no reason to believe that other regions, especially in Maine
where the conditions were similar, did not also produce brick as a component of a larger
agricultural economy. The Sheepscot River region, for instance, separated from the
Damariscotta River region by a single peninsula, may have witnessed the growth of
precisely the same phenomenon. Indeed, the geographic and economic relationships
between the two regions have allowed me, in places, to draw upon historical examples
from the Sheepscot region and infer from them what might have been happening along
the Damariscotta. And small, technologically primitive brickyards were by no means
rare anywhere in the United States during this period, although they became increasingly
rare as the nineteenth century progressed and industrial capitalism began to affect all
forms of economic activity.
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For these reasons, this thesis does not state that brick making as an outgrowth of
agriculture is a historical phenomenon that happened in the Damariscotta River region
and nowhere else. To the extent this phenomenon existed elsewhere, however, it does
not appear to have been addressed in any great detail in the literature on historical brick
making, or on agriculture. In an essay entitled “Maine Agriculture, 1783-1861,”
historians James B. Vickery, Richard W. Judd, and Sheila McDonald do mention bricks
as one item out of many that were produced during “the flowering of rural manufacturing”
of the 1840s.23 But aside from this one occurrence, bricks do not appear anywhere else in
the essay. Similarly, in his doctoral dissertation on brick making in New York’s Hudson
Valley, Richard P. O’Connor states that brick making was often considered low-status,
temporary work, and that many brick makers in the Hudson Valley in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries would have aspired to eventually become farmers.24 But if
there was a more intimate relationship between the two spheres—if, as in the case of the
Damariscotta River region, brick makers and farmers were often one in the same—
O’Connor never makes it explicit.
This thesis leaves open the possibility that the phenomenon it describes could
have existed on a much broader geographic scale than that which is specifically described.
This certainly seems possible within the State of Maine and elsewhere in northern New
England, where farmers would have faced similar economic pressures. If the
phenomenon was more widespread, then it seems likely that the example of the
Damariscotta River region exists as some sort of ideal, in which all factors leading to the
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rise and fall of low-tech brick making as a component of agriculture are taken to
extremes: Not only were the farmers’ income-generating activities stimulated by outside
agricultural competition, but the farms themselves were located on a busy and navigable
waterway, they possessed ample quantities of a type of clay that was highly suitable for
low-technology brick making processes, and their proximity to dense forests provided
them with an ample supply of cheap fuel for the kilns. As the nineteenth century
progressed and the nature of brick making changed, these same factors served to limit the
growth of the industry and prevent it from evolving into anything much beyond a
supplement to the agricultural economy. This thesis identifies definitively several factors
that contributed directly to the industry’s extinction at this time. Among the most
significant of these factors were the rising costs of fuel, the dwindling efficiency of
ocean-going freightage relative to freightage by rail, the gradual depopulation of the area,
the incompatibility of the region’s clays with the newer types of machines that could
produce higher quality bricks, and the often fraught relationship that existed between the
brick makers and the wholesalers and agents who facilitated the export sales. Ultimately,
these factors resulted in the inability of the region’s brick makers to compete profitably
with more powerful brick-making regions elsewhere in the state and country.
This interrelationship with agriculture is an aspect of the Damariscotta River brick
making industry that can be read from the landscape features that still exist today. Where
these features as most intact—as in the Brick House Historic District—they remain
adjacent to agricultural fields and farmhouses. Working in concert with these physical
remains, this thesis can help to preserve the memory of this industry among the region’s
inhabitants and visitors, and deepen our collective understanding of the region’s history.
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It also possesses the potential to enrich the histories of brick making and agriculture
beyond the geographic confines of the Damariscotta River region, although I leave it to
others to determine just how broadly applicable the historical phenomena discussed in
this thesis are.
Each of the subsequent chapters of this thesis examines one broad thematic aspect
related to the study’s central argument and purpose. Because the ways in which the
brick-making technologies changed—or did not change—are so essential to a
comprehensive understanding of the brick making industry in this region, the first chapter
of the thesis discusses the specific methods by which Damariscotta brick were made.
The second chapter looks at “The Business of Brick Making” in the Damariscotta River
region. This chapter comprises three separate elements: a map-based study that draws
from data in the decennial censuses of manufacturing to determine how the Damariscotta
River brick-making industry historically compared to other brick-making regions in the
United States; a survey of the historical factors that contributed to the Damariscotta River
industry’s rise and fall; and a chronological history of the brick-making industry in this
region that demonstrates its close relationship with agriculture. The third and final
chapter revisits the existing industrial landscapes that remain in this area and discusses
their potential for preservation and interpretation. The conclusion restates the main
arguments of the thesis, and suggests avenues for further research and exploration.
Taken together, these components constitute a comprehensive history of the Damariscotta
River brick-making industry, a history that can be linked to the industry’s physical
remains to preserve its memory into the future.
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Chapter 1: How the Bricks Were Made
!
In March 1955 Lillian Hale sat down with the elderly Alonzo Dodge in order to
conduct an interview about the brick making industry along the Sheepscot and
Damariscotta Rivers in the last decades of the nineteenth century. The notes that were
produced during the course of this interview represent what may be the only surviving
account of the method by which bricks were made in this region as described by someone
who actually worked in the local brickyards. Although the precise span of time that
Dodge worked in the brickyards is not entirely clear, it seems likely that he was involved
for the duration of the 1880s and 1890s.1 These recollections thus provide an
indispensable account of brick making practices in this region spanning from the period
of peak activity in the late 1870s right up to the time of the industry’s collapse around the
turn of the twentieth century.
In keeping with the theme of technological stagnation that appears to be the
hallmark of Damariscotta River brick making, Dodge does not describe any significant
changes in the process of brick making over the course of roughly twenty years of
employment. Indeed, with the possible exception of certain innovations in the processes
of clay tempering and brick molding, the same would be true even if we were to expand
this period to the very beginning of the nineteenth century. His account thus provides an
excellent basis for a comparative history of brick making practices.
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The interview states that Dodge would be 90 on August 9, 1955, and that he began
working in the brickyards in June 1878, when he “was thirteen years old, going to be
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This chapter will move sequentially through the steps of brick making as
described by Dodge, and, where possible, use these descriptions as the basis for several
comparisons. First of all, it compares Dodge’s description to descriptions from earlier
periods in the history of Damariscotta River brick making. Historic changes and
continuities in this region’s brick making practices having been established, each section
also compares brick making techniques along the Damariscotta to those practiced
elsewhere in Maine and the United States. The discussion of these steps supports the
argument stating that this industry’s technological primitivism was to a large degree
dictated by the region’s specific environmental qualities, and should not therefore be
attributed to any innate luddism on the part of local brick makers.
Selecting the Brickyard
Before entering into a discussion of the processes by which Damariscotta River
bricks were made, however, it is necessary to explain briefly the way in which sites were
selected to be brickyards. This is not something that Dodge mentions specifically,
possibly because he began working on a yard (his father’s) that had already been
established, and thus did not need to consider such matters.2 But this was nonetheless a
crucial step for most would-be entrepreneurs seeking to begin a brick making business
along the Damariscotta. In his study on the history of labor in Maine, W. H. Bunting
describes the physical features that a person would look for in a potential brickyard as
including a “sloping deposit of suitable clay alongside navigable water.”3 An 1897 report
written by the Bureau of Industrial and Labor Statistics for the State of Maine (hereafter,
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the Eleventh Annual Report) corroborates and adds to Bunting’s claim: “The would-be
brickmaker sought a hill near the river with a bit of flat land lying between the river and
the hill.”4
Taken together, these features—clay deposit on a slope, proximity of a navigable
waterway, flat land between the clay deposit and the river—were desirable because they
minimized the transportation of bulky raw materials and reduced the degree to which the
site would need to be altered in order to accommodate brick making. For quarrying
purposes, clay embedded in a hillside could be more easily “won” than clay extracted
from a pit.5 Assisted by gravity, it could be easily moved in wheelbarrows to the next
stage of the operation. Photographic evidence showing clay being extracted from
essentially flat areas suggests that not all Maine brickyards were able to meet this
standard (Figure 1.1).6 But nearly all of the brickyards along the Damariscotta River
could boast at least a gentle slope between the source of the clay and its subsequent
destination.
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Figure 1. 1. A brickyard near Dyer Brook, Island Falls, Maine. The worker in the foreground is cutting clay
and loading it onto a wheelbarrow. The clay will then be taken to the horse-powered Hobbs mill on the right,
where it will be soaked, tempered, and used to fill the molds. The green bricks will be ejected, or “struck,” from
the molds onto the flat area to the left of the mill. Partially dried bricks are loosely stacked into “hacks,” the
short, long structure to the left of the drying yard that has been given a crude, simple roof. After sitting in the
hacks, the bricks are built into the kiln at the very back. As the kiln is being built, a simple wooden shed
protects it. Image courtesy the Androscoggin Historical Society.

The flat land to which the State-issued report refers served as the drying surface
for the green bricks and the spot on which the kiln would be constructed. Although
Maine sources are silent on the matter, Richard P. O’Connor in his study of the similar
brick-making industry in New York’s Hudson Valley states that a yard was “carefully
smoothed and packed so irregularities in its surface would not mar the wet bricks. It also
was pitched in some way so rain water did not accumulate and turn into mud.”7 There is
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yards clustered along the banks of a navigable river, which molded their bricks in upright
pug mills with attached molding boxes, and fired their bricks in primitive scove kilns
before loading them directly onto relatively small watercraft. They differ on a
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every reason to believe that Maine brick makers, faced with the same concerns, would
have made the same modifications. Thus, a site that already featured a stretch of flat land
would have required relatively little intervention before it could meet their needs.
Finally, the proximity of a navigable waterway would have reduced the need to
transport heavy bricks significant distances over land. This would have been a real
concern anywhere in the United States in the nineteenth century, but especially in Maine,
which suffered from bad roads and few railroads throughout the nineteenth century.8 The
impact of active shipping on the development of the Damariscotta River brick making
industry will be discussed in detail elsewhere in this thesis. For now it suffices to say that
natural endowments that allowed brick makers to load their product directly onto waiting
vessels were a crucial factor in determining the location of a brickyard.
One additional factor impinging on the selection of a brickyard site that is not
mentioned relates to the accessibility of fuel. Maine has historically been so abundantly
supplied with wood that this would scarcely have merited a concern among brick makers
in the early nineteenth century, as they could have simply fed their kilns with
cordwood—i.e., wood intended for burning and not construction—that had been gathered
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fundamental level in that the Hudson Valley industry embraced mechanization and
industrial capitalism earlier than the Damariscotta River industry, and was able to thrive
well into the twentieth century. Nonetheless, in some cases, such as the reference above
to the desirable flatness and gentle grading of brickyards, O’Connor’s research appears to
illuminate an aspect of brick making that can apply to the situation along the
Damariscotta.
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from their own adjoining properties.9 Nonetheless, as the century wore on and the region
became increasingly deforested, Damariscotta River brick makers were forced to import
this crucial fuel.10 Here the proximity to the river became practical once again, allowing
vessels to deliver wood directly onto the site.
Finally, a brickyard needed to be located near a source of fresh water. For the
stretch of the Damariscotta River along which most brick making took place, the river is
actually more of a tidal estuary, containing water far too salty for brick making. (The
presence of salt in a finished brick is highly undesirable: Aside from the aesthetic
repercussions of salt staining, salt crystallization within the brick’s pore structure can
lead to rapid deterioration.) For this reason, brickyards were often located next to one of
the innumerable freshwater streams that empty into the river.11 But the absence of such a
stream did not necessarily prevent a brick maker from practicing his craft: Reverend
David Quimby Cushman’s History of Ancient Sheepscot and Newcastle, published in
1882, includes an account of a farmer “many years ago … digging a trench for an
aqueduct to lead the water from the spring in the middle of his field to his brickyard
which was situated at the head of the cove…”12 A current occupant of the Perkins farm
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believes that a similar aqueduct may have traversed the fields of that property in order to
supplement the flow of a freshwater stream. This requirement of fresh water explains
why the brick making industry was susceptible to periods of prolonged drought.
Although different brickyards along the Damariscotta exhibited desirable features
to varying degrees, these features existed with a high enough frequency to allow the
number of yards to proliferate in the nineteenth century. The proximity of these various
features to one another made each yard a compact, nearly self-sufficient operation, with
all steps of the brick-making process transpiring mere steps apart.
Extracting and Drying the Clay
Clay is the principal component of bricks. It is the clay that, transformed by the
intense heat of the kiln, undergoes certain chemical and physical transformations that
give bricks their desired properties of hardness, durability, compressive strength, and
water impermeability. Therefore the first step in any brick making process is extracting
the clay from the earth and beginning to prepare it for molding into brick-shaped units.
Dodge describes the process of “cutting the clay” as beginning with the use of a
“sled with an iron cutter 2 ½ feet wide,” which cut up the clay “two inches thick, in
flakes.” These flakes were dried in the sun and then pounded on with mallets in order to
pulverize the lumps.13
The sled that Dodge describes bears many similarities to a design that was
patented by one Wallace H. Carter of Waterville, Maine, in 1874 (Figure 1.2).14 In this
patent for an “Improvement in Clay-Cutters,” Carter describes an invention “related to
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that class of devices used for breaking up, scraping, or loosening the earth for making
bricks, pottery, and the like …”15 It resembles nothing quite so much as a carpenter’s
plane, in which a wooden frame with two sled-like runners holds a metal blade that
protrudes slightly from the bottom at an angle. When dragged over the earth, this sled is
designed to cut up flakes of clay, which then pass through custom-designed “mold-boards
… which are bent so as to more thoroughly pulverize the earth or clay as it passes away
from the device after it has been loosened up by the cutter, whereby it will dry very
quickly.”16 A brick maker is operating a device very similar to this in the foreground of
an undated photograph of a Maine brickyard (Figure 1.3). In this photo, the sled has been
harnessed to a horse and the operator sits on a seat that has been attached to the sled’s
rear, which presumably had the effect of more easily shaving off the clay by virtue of the
added weight.
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Figure 1. 2. Illustrations from the application for a “Clay-Cutter” patented in 1874. Image Courtesy Google
Patents.
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Figure 1. 3. Henry Abbott brickyard on Sturgeon Creek, off the Piscataqua River in Eliot, Maine, ca. 1885.
Although not located on the Damariscotta River, this yard exhibits features typical of a small, late-nineteenthcentury Maine riverfront brickyard. The worker in the foreground sits on a “Clay-Cutter” pulled by a horse.
The worker to the left shovels the cut clay into one of the three semi-circular soak pits located at the base of the
Hobbs mill. In this case it appears that there is only one mill, located at the base of the soak pit on the far right
at the time this photo was taken. This mill would have been moved once the drying yard behind each of the pits
had been filled with green bricks and the clay in each of the pits had been adequately soaked. The “hacked”
bricks create a sort of low wall between the drying yard on the far left and that in the middle. Behind all the
drying yards, the kiln is being constructed. It contains at least three arches and is being protected by a
temporary shed. To the left of the drying yards, stacked cordwood that will be used during the firing phase.
Behind the kiln, at least two different types of vessels are docked. Once the kiln has been fired and cooled, these
vessels will carry the bricks to market. Photo courtesy the Maine Maritime Museum, Bath, Maine.

Clay-cutters such as that described by Dodge and patented by Carter were likely
only effective on relatively flat surfaces. In order to extract clay deposits from hillsides,
workers probably would have used simpler hand tools like shovels and pickaxes (Figure
1.4). Indeed, other photos of Maine yards depict the use of only hand tools, although it is
certainly possible that the sleds in these cases were simply off-camera. Furthermore,
Carter’s patent dates from the mid-1870s, by which time brick making in one form or
another had been practiced along the Damariscotta for over a hundred years. Although it
is possible that similar inventions would have assisted brick makers in earlier eras, it
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seems likely that these earlier brick makers would have relied more on whatever other
simple digging tools they possessed.

!
Figure 1. 4. A pickaxe head found in the vicinity of the brickyard located on the property of Bob and Margaret
Baker, Newcastle, Maine. Such tools were used to “win” clay from the earth. Photo courtesy Timothy Dinsmore.

However the clay was extracted, it is clear that it needed to be dried before being
moved to the next step of the operation. The purpose of drying was to break down the
clods and flakes, ensuring that water would be able to thoroughly penetrate the clay in the
subsequent “soaking” phase. Dodge describes hammering on the clods with mallets in
order to further assist in this process.
Soaking and Tempering
Dodge relates that once the clay had been dried, it “was put into water tight pits
made of plank and soaked with water. Loam was put on top. Some used sand.”17
Soaking clay with water renders it plastic and therefore moldable. As it is used in the
context of brick making, “loam” refers to a sandy, silty kind of soil, the addition of which
prevented the bricks from shrinking and cracking during the drying and firing phases.18
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However, some of the peculiar properties of local clays limited the amount of sand that
needed to be added, thereby further simplifying the Damariscotta River brick-making
process.
The marine blue clay that was used to produce bricks along the Damariscotta and
elsewhere in Maine was extracted from a geological stratum known as the Presumpscot
Formation.19 The “pre-mixed” quality of the Presumpscot—it contains sand and silt as
well as clay—may begin to explain why some sources make no mention whatsoever of
the addition of sand or any other such substance during the soaking phase.20 Indeed, in a
discussion of English brick making, O’Connor notes that the “best materials” for brick
making “all had impurities of sand or silt in them” and therefore “needed no tempering
sand and were ready for molding as soon as the proper amount of water was added…”21
The proportions of sand to clay further reinforce this notion: While Dodge states that
“[i]t took 50 wheelbarrow loads of clay plus five loads of loam to make 5000 bricks,”
McKee’s general description of historical American brick making states that “the colonial
brickmaker added sand to clay in a proportion of 30 percent to 70 percent.”22 In other
words, McKee describes the addition of more than four times more sand than Dodge does
loam. The presence of sand and silt alongside the quarried clay helps explain the
significantly lower proportions of added material in Dodge’s mixture.
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Once the clay had been soaked, usually overnight, it needed to be further mixed
before being molded. After about 1835, when brick making along the Damariscotta
began to be transformed into a more intensive commercial industry, this process was
aided by the use of an upright “Hobbs” mill. The Hobbs mill had such a profound impact
on Damariscotta River brick making that it will be discussed in its own section below.
The pre-Hobbs (pre-1830s) process for mixing wet clay, however, is described succinctly
by the 1897 Eleventh Annual Report:
In this [clay] pit a wheel was set, rotating in an elliptical course through the pit or
tread, as it is yet called. The power to drive the wheel was furnished by oxen, and
a boy generally stood upon a box in the center of the pit to keep the oxen in
motion. The action of the wheel dissolved the lumps of clay in the tread and
rendered the contents into a homogenous mass. Then the wheel was removed and
the clay was shoveled from the tread on to a table, beside which the moulder
stood.23
In the absence of such a wheel, brick makers might also just have had the oxen walk
through the pit, relying on the kneading action of their hooves to further mix the clay.
Although these pits were largely replaced by Hobbs mills along the Damariscotta,
elsewhere in the country they continued to be used. O’Connor notes, for instance, that
“ring pits” featuring wheels, while rare, could be found in the Hudson Valley into the
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early twentieth century. They remained in use throughout the nineteenth century in
Philadelphia as well.24
The Hobbs Mill
It would be difficult to overstate the significance of the Hobbs mill to the history
of Maine brick making (Figures 1.5 and 1.6). The first version of this mill was
introduced in the 1830s, and an “improved” version came out in the 1870s. The Eleventh
Annual Report referred to it as “the first revolution in the brick business, which increased
the output of the yards to nearly double the capacity per man … [It] was first used in
Portland. Bangor next tried it, and then every Maine yard adopted it.”25 The report
describes it as:
a box 4 feet square and 5 feet high from its bottom, which rested upon legs 2 ½
feet high. Within the box was the ‘crab,’ a cylinder of wood fixed with four sets
of four wooden knives in each set, which was revolved by a sweep to which a
horse was attached. The knives ground the clay and pressed it forward through an
opening at the bottom to the trunk or press box. Beneath the press box ran a
carriage which carries the mould in to receive the mud. A foot treadle brought
down the top of the press box depressing the mud into the mould. The operator
brought back the lever bringing the carriage with the filled mould out from under
the press box.26
In other words, it consisted of a wooden box with a vertical axle in the center that was
outfitted with interlocking metal knives. This axle was attached to a long wooden pole
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that was in turn harnessed to a horse that turned the axle by walking in a circle. The wet
clay, which had been soaking in a semicircular pit at the base of the mill, was dumped
into the top of the box, churned by the interlocking knives, and then forced out of the
bottom into a brick mold.

!
Figure 1. 5. An advertisement for a “Hobbs’ Improved Brick Machine,” circa 1871. An earlier version of the
Hobbs’ mill was introduced in the 1830s. Image courtesy Avery Architectural and Fine Arts Library.
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Figure 1. 6. Illustration from the patent for the Hobbs’ machine, 1870. Image courtesy Google Patents.

!

53!

One or more machines matching this description may be seen in nearly every
available photograph of a Maine brickyard. A similar device, long out of service, and in
which (literal) horse-power had been replaced by an engine of some sort, has recently
been located on the premises of the Watershed Center for the Ceramic Arts in Newcastle
(Figure 1.7).

!
Figure 1. 7. A disused clay mill located at the Watershed Center for the Ceramic Arts, Newcastle, Maine.
Certain features of this mill—its size, the rotating vertical axis with interlocking metal blades, the mechanism at
the bottom for ejecting the clay into molds (not shown)—are similar to those on the Hobbs’ mill. Photo: Author.

From these descriptions, it seems obvious that it was a Hobbs mill that Dodge was
referring to when he spoke of the “4 ft. square hopper of plank” with a “porcupine” in the
center that was “attached to the sweep.”27 Describing the way in which this machine was
used, Dodge details how a brickyard worker would insert a mold into the bottom of the
machine, jump on the foot lever “with all your heft” in order to force the clay into the
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mold, remove the mold, strip off—or “strike”—the surplus clay (throwing it back into the
pit), and then proceed to the next step of the brick making process, in which the “green”
bricks would be ejected from their molds in order to dry.
As revolutionary as it was for Maine brick making, the Hobbs mill is virtually
indistinguishable from a number of other machines that were introduced elsewhere in the
United States in the 1830s and 40s.28 The true innovation of this generation of machines
lay in their combination of two previously known technologies. The first technology was
the pug mill. In its simplest form, the pug mill was little more than “a barrel with a
central vertical shaft equipped with blades to churn the clay fed in at the top, breaking up
its lumps and clods to give a more homogenous character to the product forced out at the
bottom.”29 Machines such as these had been known in England since the end of the
seventeenth century.30 Although such devices were effective in mixing the clay, they did
not fill the brick molds with a great deal of pressure, resulting in a less dense product that
would not hold its rectilinear shape during drying and firing. This problem was
addressed in part by the second technology, introduced in the 1820s, known as the “repressing machine”: “These devices, usually hand-operated, forced a green brick into a
metal mold under great pressure, compressing the rough product into a perfect
rectangular prism.”31 The Hobbs machine and others like it combined these two
operations. Thus we can begin to understand why Dodge describes jumping on the lever
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“with all your heft”: the more pressure exerted on the lever, the denser and more
rectilinear the brick would become.
The Hobbs mill represented the only true “machine” in the Damariscotta River
brickyards. And the Hobbs mill was not an especially complicated machine, even by the
standards of its day.32 Furthermore, in a way that is consistent with the running theme
linking Damariscotta River brick making to a largely agricultural way of life, we can see
that the fundamental mechanical components of the Hobbs mill—central vertical axis,
interlocking metal teeth, press box—are very similar to those found in countless churns,
winnowers, cider mills, washing machines, and other sorts of agricultural and domestic
machines that were patented in the first three decades of the nineteenth century (Figures
1.8, 1.9. 1.10).33 The vertical axis powered by circular perambulation also bears some
resemblance to the “capstan” that could be found on large sailing ships, and which was
used to weigh anchors and perform other kinds of heavy lifting.
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Figure 1. 8. A butter churn with a central, vertical rotating axis, patented 1808. Image courtesy Google Patents.
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Figure 1. 9. A washing machine with a rotating central axis and interior, projecting, agitating blades, patented
1830. Image courtesy Google Patents.
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Figure 1. 10. A winnower with central, vertical, rotating axis and interlocking, interior blades, patented 1810.
Image courtesy Google Patents.
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As Damariscotta River brick makers continued to work with their Hobbs
machines throughout the nineteenth century, technological developments elsewhere
presaged the coming full-scale mechanization of the brickyard. In his report on “BrickMaking Machinery” for the 1876 Centennial in Philadelphia, Gen. Q. A. Gillmore
describes how “[b]rick machines may be classified, with respect to the humidity and
condition of the clay affording the best practical results, into four classes, to wit: Dryclay machines; Crude or moist-clay machines; Tempered-clay machines; and Slush- or
mud-machines.”34 The “mud-machines,” of which the Hobbs was representative, “were
not represented at all in the Exhibition.”35 Instead, the writer lavished praise on exhibited
machines that worked the dryer forms of clay, describing in detail such machines as the
Chambers Bros’ & Co. “clay-tempering brick-making machine.” This machine,
“constructed almost wholly of iron,” consisted of a horizontal pug mill that operated on
principle in a method very similar to the analogous component on the Hobbs machine.
At the “delivering end of the mill,” however, the Chambers machine extruded a
continuous prism of compressed clay onto a conveyor belt, where it was cut into bricksized pieces (Figure 1.11).36 This was not the first machine to operate on the so called
“extrusion” principle, but it was indicative of the new generation of brick making
machinery that would eventually come to dominate the industry in the twentieth century.
These machines could produce green bricks that were denser and more regular in shape
than the Hobbs variety, and they could produce them much more quickly.
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!
Figure 1. 11. A Chambers Brothers Company machine. The clay is being fed into the horizontal pug mill from
the second floor. The mill then extrudes a continuous prism of clay, which is cut into brick-sized units by the
screw on the right. From Appleton’s Cyclopedia of Applied Mechanics, courtesy Google Books.

In an article on the mechanization of brick making, however, I. B. Holley notes
that brick making machinery that worked well in one place did not always work well in
another:
Many variables determine the quality of bricks, whether hand- or machinemolded. The most important of these is the character of the clay itself, which
varies with the geological conditions that created the beds, and the chemical
composition of the clays resulting from those conditions. This variability meant
that a practice that yielded success in one yard could, and did fail when used on a
different clay bank. Brickmakers came to appreciate this problem only slowly
and at considerable expense; one unfortunate firm moved its entire plant three
times before it finally found clay that could be worked with the expensive
machinery it had purchased. As one student of brickmaking put it: “An expert
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with one kind of clay becomes a novice in a different location with another kind
of clay.”37
The 1897 Eleventh Annual Report confirms this observation:
This [the demand for bricks created by the Chicago fire of 1871 and the Boston
fire of 1872] set the inventors to work and the number of contrivances and devices
for manufacturing all kinds of brick rapidly were soon thicker than the leaves on
Vallambrosa, and out of a thousand inventions perhaps twenty were found
applicable to the conditions of the clays in different sections, and two or three
when given a fair trial have proven to be fully as well suited to the working of
Maine clays as those before in use.38
The Report even states that several Maine yards started using the Chambers machine
around this time, but that the bricks they produced “were condemned by builders,” and
that these brickyards “gave up the ghost after a few seasons.” The problem may have
been that Maine clays, which were almost always extracted from claybanks near bodies
of water, were simply too wet to work with the extrusion machinery, which works best
with clays that are nearly bone dry. Meanwhile, “[t]he mud yards operating the Hobbs
machines, continued to flourish during all this time.”39 Hobbs-like machines continued to
be used in Maine brickyards into the 1960s.40
Thus we can see how, once again, natural conditions determined the character of
brick making along the Damariscotta. Fortunately for the brick makers, these conditions
lent themselves easily to modes of production that did not require investment in
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expensive machinery, thereby allowing the brick makers to continue operating in timetested ways. Although Damariscotta River brick makers would eventually suffer from
competition with brickyards that employed more sophisticated machinery, their
unwillingness to change did not necessarily spring from any innate aversion to
technology, but resulted from their knowledge that such machinery was incompatible
with their native soils.
Molding
Dodge relates that “[e]ach man had a two-wheeled carriage which carried 4 molds
… He wet his molds, put them in the press one at a time, jumped on the foot lever, took
mold out, stripped off surplus clay … and stacked it on the barrow.”41 His reference to
wetting the mold indicates that the bricks he was producing were “water-struck.” After
the clay had been forced into the mold, the bricks needed to be ejected out onto the
ground in order to dry. Wetting the mold in advance allowed the green brick to slip more
easily from the mold. The alternative to the “water-struck” brick was the “sand struck”
brick, in which the mold would be “dusted with dry sand” in order to achieve the same
end.42 Based on Dodge’s account, local lore, and other available accounts, it would
appear that all of the yards along the Damariscotta produced water-struck brick.
The mold itself did not remain entirely static in form over the course of its use in
Damariscotta yards. Although no documentary evidence exists from the very earliest
years of brick production in this area, general histories of brick making indicate that early
molds were made of wood and held only one or two bricks.43 Later molds would be
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enlarged to hold five or six.44 Indeed, the molds found at the Perkins farm, as well as
those displayed in museums in Damariscotta, are made of wood and held six bricks
(Figure 1.12). This size remained standard even after the molds were designed to be fed
into the Hobbs machines. The molds also featured thin metal strips attached to the
wooden pieces on one side. After filling the mold, workers had to run a stick across the
top of the mold in order to remove excess clay. This process was known as “striking.”
The metal strips, which had been known in England since the late seventeenth century,
were meant to reduce the wear and tear to the mold caused by this action.45 Another
improvement to the molds was the removable bottom, which eliminated suction when the
brick were being ejected from the mold. A mold with a removable bottom is clearly
visible in the hands of one of the workers pictured at the Bryant yard in Newcastle
(Figure 1.13).

!
Figure 1. 12. A six-brick mold featuring a protective metal covering on one side and a removable bottom (now
missing). From the private collection of Tomlin Coggeshall. Photo: Author.
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!
Figure 1. 13. Workers at Nathaniel Bryant’s brickyard, Newcastle, Maine, ca. 1890s. The workers hold bottoms
that are removable. In the background, a road leads from the clay quarry. The Hobbs’ mill is seen behind the
worker on the left. The “hacked” bricks extend into the foreground. On the right are two “off-bearing trucks,”
which were used to wheel molds from the mill to the drying yard, and back. From the Dinsmore-Flye Photo
Collection, Courtesy of the Newcastle Historical Society, Newcastle, Maine.

Drying
Green bricks that contained an excess of residual moisture could distort or
explode when exposed to the intense heat of the kiln. To avoid this, bricks needed to be
dried before the process of firing could begin in earnest. This was a two-step process,
which Dodge describes succinctly: “After pressing, dried one day and put on hakes
[short stacks of bricks]. The bricks dried in the field four weeks.”46 The very wet,
freshly molded bricks were left out in the yard where they had been struck. These would
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be turned every few hours in order to ensure that they were drying evenly. This process
of turning the bricks was made significantly easier after 1859, when C. O. Farrington of
Brewer, Maine, introduced his “Machine for Turning or Edging Bricks (Figure 1.14).”47
Not only did this device save labor—“twelve bricks may be turned on edge at a single
operation, whereas by the usual hand process only two be turned at once”—but it also
allowed workers to perform this operation without marring the surface of the green bricks
with their fingerprints.48 The Farrington Edger proved popular beyond the Maine state
border, as well: O’Connor notes that when the Farrington edger was invented, “the
device appeared almost immediately in the [brickyards of the] Hudson Valley.”49 It is
important to note, however, that in spite of its popularity in Maine and beyond, no
Damariscotta River source mentions the Farrington Edger directly. In fact, many cast-off
bricks have been found in the vicinity of the former Perkins brickyard that show
fingerprints, suggesting that they were handled while still wet (Figure 1.15).
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!
Figure 1. 14. Farrington’s “Machine for Turning or Edging Bricks,” patented 1859. Image courtesy Google
Patents.
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!
Figure 1. 15. A brick found in the vicinity of the Perkins brickyard, Newcastle, ME, featuring fingerprints.
From the private collection of Tomlin Coggeshall. Photo: Author.

As Dodge notes, the bricks would be dried in this way for about a day, although
this depended in part on the weather. Bricks would take longer to dry on cool or overcast
days. Heavy rains could dissolve a whole day’s work, whereas lighter rains might only
mar the surface of drying bricks slightly; such bricks could still potentially be fired and
sold at a reduced price.50 Bricks possessing what appear to be these “washed” surfaces
appear in the former Perkins yard, as well.
The second step of the drying process involved picking up these semi-dry bricks
and carrying them to the “hake,” or “hack,” as it is more commonly known. This was a
loose stack of bricks approximately waist-high, and as long as the yard could
accommodate (See Figures 1.3 and 1.13). The bricks in the hack were stacked about one
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half of an inch apart, which allowed air to flow between them and continue the drying
process. Because bricks could sit in the hacks for up to four weeks, brick makers
equipped them with crude, impermanent roofs in order to protect them from the rain. The
sides, however, were typically left open in order to facilitate airflow. The purpose of the
hack was to provide semi-dry bricks with a place to continue drying before being set in
the kiln. They freed up valuable drying space for the freshly molded bricks that were not
yet solid enough to be stacked. But by virtue of still being partially wet themselves, the
bricks in the hakes could not yet withstand the compressive forces that might be placed
on them if they were set in the bottom of the much larger kiln.
With the possible exception of the introduction of the Farrington Edger, the
drying phase described above varied little over the course of the history of Damariscotta
River brick making. And it was virtually identical to drying practices in other open-yard,
wet-clay brick making regions. In the Hudson Valley industry, for instance, covered
yards and palletized drying systems had been introduced by the late nineteenth century,
but “they were never widely adopted before World War I.”51 Forms of brick making that
molded dryer clays, however, such as the extrusion processes, produced brick that could
be placed directly in the kiln, thereby removing an entire step from the traditional brick
making process.52 As will soon be shown, new kiln designs also introduced ways to
speed up the drying process. Damariscotta River brick makers, whose lengthy method of
drying was dictated by the wet-clay process, which was in turn dictated by the
peculiarities of the local clay, were once again at a disadvantage when faced with these
newer technologies.
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Kiln Construction
Damariscotta River bricks were fired in large, impermanent structures called
“scove kilns” (See Figures 1.3, 1.16, and 1.18). Having changed very little from those
built by the first European settlers in New England in the seventeenth century, scove
kilns are arguably the most technologically primitive type of kiln.53 A scove kiln is
constructed almost entirely out of the green brick that it is meant to fire into solid brick.
Corbelled tunnels, commonly called “arches,” are left at the base of the kiln as places to
build the fires. As a means to control heat and air flow, the entire structure is “scoved,”
or covered with brick fragments and a coating of mud. It is fired, allowed to cool, and
then disassembled, leaving only a scorched patch of earth and perhaps a heap of overand under-fired bricks where the kiln once stood.
This brief description and characterization of the scove kiln as “primitive,” while
accurate, disguises the centuries of accrued expertise and craftsmanship expertise that
went into building these kilns, as well as the ultimately logical rationale for their being
employed when other, more technologically advanced models were available. O’Connor
notes, “Of all the operations in brickmaking, the building and burning of the kiln required
the highest level of skill.”54 This is because it had to be constructed in such a way to
allow for the even distribution of heat. Uneven heat distribution would result in entire
sections of the kiln being under-fired and other sections over-fired. Although this was to
a degree inevitable, it could be minimized through proper kiln construction.
Dodge’s recollections regarding kiln construction—recorded in the interview
transcript in a kind of outline shorthand—are worth reprinting here in detail:
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“Setting em”
Bench
10 courses high (40 inches)
Arches
32 to 40 brick long, sideways of kiln
Fired from both ends. Ends were called ‘head’.
Iron door put on, sealed up with sand and clay consistency of
plaster, called scoving.55
… 18000 brick in an arch.
Elsewhere in the transcript it is recorded that
Bricks were set apart ½ inch, alternate courses, all ‘edgeway’ …
36 courses to top
25-39 arches in a row.56
This thesis will relies extensively on O’Connor’s study of Hudson Valley brick making to
explicate the meaning of Dodge’s recollection. Because scove kilns were also used
extensively—almost exclusively—to fire brick in that region, and because so much of the
terminology that Dodge uses is identical to that used by O’Connor and his sources, it
seems reasonable to conclude that kiln construction practices in the two regions were
very similar.
Nonetheless, it will be noted when a Hudson Valley practice is not mentioned at
all in Damariscotta River sources. In these cases we can only conjecture as to the
likelihood of something similar occurring along the Damariscotta. For instance, among
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the very first steps in kiln construction to which O’Connor refers is that of preparing the
“kiln ground or hearth,” a slightly bowled piece of land, lined with burnt brick, on which
the kiln proper would be constructed. The purpose of this concave patch of land was to
force the walls of the subsequently constructed kiln to lean in slightly, which “lent
stability to the kiln.”57 There is no known reference to this practice along the
Damariscotta River. Nearly all depictions of scove kilns—along the Damariscotta and
elsewhere—show structures with battered walls, but this could have just as easily been
the consequence of the bricks composing the higher courses of the kiln stepping in
slightly from the courses below.
The first step that Dodge mentions in his explanation, however, appears to be
entirely consistent with kiln construction in the Hudson Valley. He speaks of the “bench”
and then proceeds to a discussion of the “arches.” O’Connor writes:
Vertically, the kiln was divided into two sections known as the upper and lower
benches. In the lower bench, the placement of bricks was determined by the need
to construct the arches … The setter began the construction of an arch by building
a wall four to eight course high on either side of the open strip which was to
become the arch. These courses were brought up vertically on either side the arch
… He then stepped in or corbelled the next four or five courses to form the arch
and tied it all together with one or two tie courses. Over the center of the arch, the
tie course was laid tight. This deflected the heat of the fire to the sides of the arch
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and as a result, led to more even heating of the entire mass. In all, the lower
bench was twelve to fourteen courses high.58
This description appears to match Dodge’s description of Damariscotta River kiln
construction perfectly. Indeed, an illustration accompanying the interview transcript
shows a detail of an arch that has a straight vertical wall five courses high, and then a
corbelled section approximately seven to ten courses high, thereby creating an arch
twelve to fifteen courses high (See Figure 1.16). Such arches may be seen in images of
Damariscotta River brickyards. These photos also depict the temporary wooden shed
roof that workers constructed over the growing kilns in order to protect their green bricks
from the elements (See Figure 1.3 and 1.18). Such roofs would be removed once firing
began.59
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Figure 1. 16. A page from the transcript of Lillian Hale’s interview with Alonzo Dodge. The illustration at the
top shows the way that bricks were stacked in the kiln, allowing for air to circulate among the bricks. The
illustration at the bottom details the construction of the arch at the bottom of the kiln in which the fires are
made. Image courtesy Bob and Margaret Baker and Timothy Dinsmore.

Above this “first bench,” the green bricks would be stacked with air spaces
between them to facilitate the flow of heat. O’Connor notes that the bricks in the scove
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kiln would be stacked “in the classic pattern of three-on-three.”60 In other words, a
brick—set “edgeway,” as Dodge recalls, or with the narrower face down—running in one
direction would have three bricks stacked on top of it running in the perpendicular
direction. The illustration from the Dodge interview transcript shows two bricks set on
top of another (Figure 1.16). This may be an illustrative error. The characteristic threestripe pattern created by bricks that have been fired while set in the kiln three-on-three
may be found on many buildings in the Damariscotta River area that were constructed of
local brick (Figure 1.17). Stacking the bricks in this way, the kiln would be built up over
the course of several weeks.

!
Figure 1. 17. The wall of the Brick House, Newcastle, Maine. The bricks in this wall exhibit the three-stripe
pattern typical of Damariscotta River bricks, and which was a consequence of the way the bricks were stacked
in the kiln. Photo: Author.

The height and the width of a scove kiln are relatively fixed figures. The height is
determined by the compressive strength of the green bricks. O’Connor notes that “[s]olid
green bricks could be piled forty or more courses high without crushing the lowest bricks
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in the stack.”61 As Dodge reports, Damariscotta River brick makers, perhaps out of
conservatism or possibly because their wet bricks could not withstand as much
compression as their Hudson Valley counterparts, made their kilns about 36 courses
high.62 This height was also likely conditioned in part by the perennial concern around
heat distribution: If a scove kiln were built excessively tall, it would have been difficult
to expose the bricks in the uppermost courses to sufficient heat. In this way the height
may also be a function of the fuel: In the Hudson Valley, the clay of which the bricks
were made was actually tempered with ground anthracite coal in order to produce a more
complete burn; this may have produced the higher temperatures that allowed them to
build their kilns slightly higher.63 The width of the kiln varied somewhat, but was
determined in large part by the workers’ ability to tend to the fires inside the arches; if an
arch had been built excessively long, it would have been difficult to shove fuel to its
center. Kilns were accordingly between thirty and forty-eight feet wide.64
The lengths of scove kilns, however, were highly variable, depending entirely on
the number of arches that one chose to (or was able to) construct. O’Connor refers to the
arch as “[t]he fundamental unit of the scove kiln,” noting that it refers both to the section
where the fires were lit and “the entire section over a given arch proper.”65 Thus, when
one refers to the size of a scove kiln, one typically counts the number of arches, which in
turn provides a sense of how many bricks the kiln contained. Bunting refers to Maine
kilns as having “a dozen or more arches,” with each arch containing up to 24,000 bricks.
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This creates kilns containing about 300,000 bricks. O’Connor writes that Hudson Valley
kilns had as many as twenty arches, each one containing between 40,000 and 50,000
bricks. This results in kilns that could fire as many as one million bricks.66 Other
sources refer to scove kilns (or “clamps,” as they are sometimes known) as containing
between 15,000 and 400,000 bricks.67 Dodge, however, recalls that each arch contained
18,000 bricks and that the kilns had between 25 and 39 arches. This would result in kilns
that contained an upward limit of 702,000 bricks, a figure is almost certainly inflated. In
1880, the largest brickyard in Newcastle, the town where Dodge himself operated,
produced 500,000 bricks in a year.68 If Dodge’s figure regarding the number of bricks
per arch is correct, and if these 500,000 bricks were produced in a single kiln, then the
largest possible number of arches in a Newcastle yard would be around 28. Just as likely
is that these bricks were produced by multiple kilns that were fired subsequent to one
another, which would further reduce the number of arches per kiln. Thus Bunting’s
figure of about a dozen arches per kiln seems quite likely.
Once the kilns had been built up to their desired size, they were “scoved.” This
entailed first covering the kiln with “waste brick.”69 Because the regulation of heat inside
a scove kiln was never perfect, each firing produced a number of bricks that were either
under- or over-fired.70 While some of these bricks could be sold for specialized uses,
most were simply discarded in the vicinity of the kiln. Indeed, thousands of “salmons”
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(under-fired bricks) and “clinkers” (over-fired bricks) can still be found along the banks
of the Damariscotta to this day. Some of these bricks, however, were kept on hand for
the purpose of scoving. They acted as a layer of insulation that allowed brick burners to
more accurately regulate and better contain the heat inside their kilns. This insulating
ability was enhanced when this layer was, in Dodge’s words, “sealed up with sand and
clay consistency of plaster.”71 Although Dodge does not refer directly to the underlying
layer of waste brick, it is almost certain that it was there, as applying this “plaster”
directly to the brick being fired could have resulted in the product being damaged.
Finally, iron doors were placed on the “heads” of the arches, allowing the burners yet
another degree of control over the firing.
As noted, the scove kiln is among the most technologically primitive kilns created
for the purpose of firing brick. Laefer, Boggs, and Cooper write that “[s]cove kilns are
known to have been used in the construction of the College of William and Mary, and
remains of seven of these temporary kilns have been found in Williamsburg, Virginia.”72
There is every indication that the kilns built along the Damariscotta in the late nineteenth
century differed very little from those built one hundred or ever two hundred years earlier.
Referring to Maine brickyards, the Eleventh Annual Report indicates that “the kiln of
olden time differed only in size from the kilns of to-day.”73 One may therefore be
inclined to ask why Damariscotta River kilns changed so little over the course of the
industry’s activity.
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Indeed, more technologically advanced types of kilns were known in the United
States throughout the nineteenth century, and increasing numbers of improvements to
kilns would be introduced as the century progressed. There were, for instance, ongoing
improvements in the field of “downdraft” kilns. In a downdraft kiln, the heat was pulled
down through vents in the floor, which “promoted a more consistent heat exposure to all
brick …”74 By contrast, a scove kiln was an “updraft” kiln, in which the heat all went
straight up. The beehive kiln, which was among the first type of downdraft kilns, dates
back to the seventeenth century.75 The chamber kiln, in which “unused heat from one
chamber is transferred to the next for preheating,” was perfected in 1858.76 The final
word in kiln technology was the “tunnel kiln,” invented by the French in 1751, although
not built in the United States until 1910.77
Damariscotta River brick makers’ decision to use the scove kiln when all of these
other kiln types were available was primarily a business decision, and as such will be
addressed in detail in a subsequent section of this thesis. But it also relates, in part, to the
natural endowments of the region, which form such a fundamental theme of this section
on brick making technology. O’Connor struggled with the same question of primitive
technology when producing his study of Hudson Valley brick making. Ultimately, he
identified the issue of available space:
Within this narrow, one acre yard, room had to be found for the soak pits, the
machines, the drying floor, the kilns, and the dock. In sum, a Hudson Valley
brickyard was an extremely crowded place and the scarcity of space was a factor
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that could not be ignored when making technological decisions. These crowded
conditions forced the brickmakers of the Valley to choose a kiln type which made
maximum use of the available space. Although more modern kilns produced a
better quality brick, the old-fashioned scove kiln best met the space criteria.
Since the common brick market of New York did not demand a high quality brick,
the brickmakers of the Valley used the more space efficient scove kilns.78
Similarly, Damariscotta River brick makers were also working on relatively small plots
of land in between a river and the bluffs from which the clay was “won.” This location
was dictated both by the fact that this is where the clay was, but also by the availability of
river transportation. As noted, the clay did not lend itself to the newer forms of molding
that produced the densest, most regular in shape, and highest-quality brick. So even if
they had used valuable space and scarce capital to build a more technologically advanced
kiln, the brick that they produced would still have been second rate by virtue of the
method of its molding. Therefore, the chosen kiln type was determined by three
interrelated factors: type of clay, availability of land, and amount of capital. Of the three,
the final factor may be the most significant, and it is addressed in detail elsewhere.
Nonetheless, it is clear that environmental factors once again played a role in the specific
way in which bricks were produced along the Damariscotta.
Firing the Kiln
Once the kiln had been completed, it could be fired. Dodge tells that is took “7 to
9 days to burn the bricks,” and “[o]ne week to cool, before they could be touched.”79
This was a round-the-clock process, overseen by the “boss burner,” one of the most (and
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only) skilled workers in the brickyard.80 His skill derived from his ability to “read” the
kiln, and thereby determine when more wood needed to be added or when the doors to
the heads—the openings to the arches—needed to be opened or closed.
O’Connor writes,
The firing of a kiln of brick had two distinct stages. During the first stage, the
remaining water in the clay was gradually driven from the kiln. During the
second stage, the temperature of the bricks was raised to the point of incipient
fusion which, in turn, produced the essential chemical changes. Of the two, the
first stage consumed the most time.81
The boss burner was able to determine when the moisture had been driven from the green
bricks by studying the smoke that issued from the top of the kiln. Because bricks that
still contained water would explode if exposed to intense heat, the fires were kept fairly
low during this stage. When the smoke coming from the kiln grew darker, the burner
knew that the heat could be increased. Scove kilns were heated to a temperature of
between 1,500 and 2,000 degrees Fahrenheit.82
The Eleventh Annual Report reprinted an excerpt from an article in Clay-Worker
in which an “old-time” brick maker describes in detail the way in which kilns were fired
in the mid-nineteenth century. The text illustrates the number of adjustments that needed
to be made to the kiln in order to get it to burn properly:
Up to this time [when the “water smoke” ceased] the kiln had been running with
both heads open, but now one head would be closed and the firing done all from
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the other head. When the wood inside the arches was burned out the kiln was
allowed to stand until so cold in the bottom that no sign of heat could be seen by
looking into the arches, when heating up again would be begun by running coarse
wood the entire length of the arches with a long pole, which it required two or
three men to handle. Fine wood was then darted on top of this until the arches
were full to the jets, every man working as though the salvation of the kiln
depended on that job being done in the briefest possible period of time. This
process was repeated until the head was settled enough, when the fires were
reversed and the same operation gone through with to settle the other head, the
finishing touch being given by the burning of a few cords of alders, which was
supposed to give color to the bricks. (The shrinking of the kiln produced by
burning denotes the progress of the hardening process in the bricks.)83
As the last line indicates, the movement of the kiln itself was another sign, in addition to
the type of smoke issuing from the top, that the boss burner could read in order to
determine how the bricks inside were firing. As bricks were fired, they first expanded;
but then, “as the clay approached the point of incipient fusion, the bricks contracted to
less than their original size.”84 Thus, if the kiln were subsiding unevenly, this would tell
the boss burner that the bricks in one section were firing more quickly than in others, and
he could adjust the fires accordingly in order to achieve a more even burn. Once a kiln
had “settled” properly, the boss burner knew that the firing was complete. Dodge states
that it took “one week to cool, before [the bricks] could be touched.”85
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Firing a kiln consumed an enormous amount of fuel (Figure 1.18). Some
Damariscotta River sources indicate that firing a single kiln required between 150 and
200 cords of wood (a cord is a stack of wood measuring about 4’x4’x8’).86 Dodge states
that each arch burned eight cords of wood, meaning that a kiln with a dozen arches
burned ninety-six cords.87 In the 1880 Census of Manufactures, Newcastle brick makers
reported using between fifty-eight and 200 cords of wood per season.88 Whatever the
truth of the matter, it seems plain that scove kilns consumed quite a lot of wood. Maine
may be unique among the brick making regions of the United States for the availability of
wood to fire the kilns. Although this commodity would grow increasingly dear as the
nineteenth century wore on, the scarcity of wood was never as keenly felt in Maine as it
was in other brick making regions. O’Connor writes that “[i]t was probably the insatiable
need for cord wood that drove brickmakers from the island of Manhattan soon after the
Revolution.”89 In Europe, where such quantities of wood were simply unavailable, brick
makers were forced to use fuels like turf and brush, which required that the kilns be fired
for much longer than their American counterparts, sometimes as long as six weeks.90
This reliance on wood would eventually come to haunt Damariscotta River brick makers,
however, as rising prices around the turn of the twentieth century would make brick
making in this area increasingly unprofitable.
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Figure 1. 18. A Damariscotta River brickyard. The kiln is being built under the shed on the right. To the left of
the kilns are the many cords of wood that the kiln will need to burn in order to produce a quantity of brick.
Damariscotta is visible in the background. From the Dinsmore-Flye Photo Collection, Courtesy of the Newcastle
Historical Society, Newcastle, Maine.

Sorting and Loading
The final steps of the brick making process involved disassembling the kiln,
sorting the bricks into varying grades, and loading them onto awaiting vessels. As noted
earlier, due to its imperfect heat regulation, every scove kiln produced a number of underand over-fired bricks. Garvin writes:
Despite the best skill of the brickmaker, the bricks near the fire would inevitably
be more vitrified than those at the top of the kiln. The bricks that made up the
corbels of the arches would normally be burned black and often would be twisted
and even fused together by the intense heat of the fire. These were called ‘arch’
or ‘clinker’ bricks. Other bricks from the lower kiln would normally retain their
true shape yet would be found to have acquired a green or black glaze because of
!
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potassium salts found in the clay and the wood fuel. The bricks in the mid-region
of the kiln would be the characteristic bricks of the burning, taking on a color that
reflected their clay and their method of firing. Even here, however, individual
bricks would normally display a range of hues resulting from their direct exposure
to hot gases or from their protection by adjacent bricks in the stack. The bricks at
the top of the kiln, the coolest region, would normally be underburned, light in
color, soft, and very susceptible to crumbling under damp conditions. These were
called ‘samel’ or ‘salmon’ bricks. When made from common New England clays,
they are indeed of a pink or salmon color.91
Indeed, the current owner of the Perkins homestead possesses an impressive collection of
“melted” and fused bricks that were discovered in the vicinity of the former brickyard.
There is some indication, however, that as the nineteenth century progressed and
Damariscotta River brick makers acquired ever more skill, the number of absolutely
unusable bricks dropped off. The Eleventh Annual Report, for instance, notes that
“melted bricks have for several years passed out of the regular sights of the Maine
brickyard.”92 In passing, Dodge mentions three different varieties of brick: “Pale bricks
were never shipped. They were used for chimneys below the roof. The light hard and
the hard bricks were shipped.”93 Edmund Perkins, Jr.’s, account books for the period
from 1840-1880 make numerous references to selling “pale” and “hard” bricks. Prior to
the advent of extrusion machines, more efficient kilns, and the other sorts of technologies
that took over the brick industry by the end of the nineteenth century, the “hard” bricks
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that issued from the Damariscotta may have served as “front” bricks—on the façades of
buildings—once they reached their destinations. Indeed, many buildings in the
Damariscotta River area use their local bricks in precisely this way. But as this period
wore on and Damariscotta River brick makers faced increasing competition from more
technologically-oriented brick makers, it becomes apparent that, no matter what kind of
pre-sorting was occurring before the bricks left the brickyard, these bricks were being
sold as “common bricks,” to be used in mostly functional capacities, and indeed that is
how they are recorded on the manufacturing censuses.
Once they were sorted, the bricks could be loaded onto waiting vessels. A variety
of ships carried bricks from Damariscotta River brickyards. Among the most common
was the type known variously as a “gundalo,” a “scow,” or a “gundalo scow” (Figure
1.19). This was a flat bottom craft that could be loaded as it was beached on a mud flat,
and then sailed away at a high tide. Somewhat larger two-masted schooners, to which
Dodge refers, also carried bricks. Regarding the process of loading, Dodge recalls:
A half round log 14 in. wide went from wharf to vessel. The vessel was often
lying in the mud. The log was 50 ft. long. Pay for wheeling bricks aboard was 1
cent per load. I could wheel in a day 50,000 bricks or 500 trips for $5.00. There
were 100 bricks to a load, 10 boards to a barrow. The wheeler just picked up the
barrow, others loaded and unloaded it. Wheeling was one of the hardest jobs.94
Because he is referring to the vessel “lying in the mud,” it seems clear that in this case
Dodge is referring to a scow. The round hulls of the schooner, which made it more
seaworthy, would have made it less suitable for routine beaching. While sturdy and
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rugged, the flat bottoms on scows rendered them impractical for sailing on the open
ocean, and therefore were used primarily for trade with other ports in Maine, which
served either as the final destination for the bricks or as an intermediate warehousing
locations where they could be transferred to larger craft bound for more distant ports.
The brickyards from which the schooners loaded would need to be furnished with
suitable wharves, which many brickyard sites possess.95 Schooners such as these could
have easily reached more distant Atlantic seaboard ports such as St. John, Newfoundland,
Boston, and New York. In addition to these two primary types, a variety of larger vessels
such as “brigs,” “barks,” and “ships” carried brick from the Damariscotta River yards. In
these cases, bricks were often carried alongside other cargoes.

!
Figure 1. 19. The scow of Captain Joe Jones, late-nineteenth or early-twentieth century. In this picture, the flatbottomed vessel is loaded with cordwood and a disassembled wagon, but vessels such as this also moved a
tremendous amount of brick. From the Dinsmore-Flye Photo Collection, courtesy the Newcastle Historical
Society, Newcastle, Maine.

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
95
Riess and Dean, Lincoln County Coastal Survey, 8-9.
!

87!

Chapter 2: The Business of Brick Making
How did the Damariscotta River brick making industry function as a business? In
order to answer this question, the first section of this chapter will use data from latenineteenth- and early-twentieth-century manufacturing censuses to place the size,
productivity, and profitability of Damariscotta River brickyards in a national and statewide context. The second section of the chapter will sketch out the historical conditions
that contributed to the rise and fall of the Damariscotta River brick making industry. The
third and final section, which forms the bulk of this chapter, will consist of a
chronological account of the major historical events in the history of the Damariscotta
River brick making industry. In addition to other more general historical sources, this
section will examine in detail certain primary sources related to the Perkins family brick
making business. This family’s experiences in brick making, typical in so many ways of
the experiences of many small manufacturers along the river, serve to anchor in fact the
more general historical trends that affected brick makers in this region. In addition to
substantiating larger claims furnished elsewhere in the historical literature, the records
relating to the Perkins family brick making business have helped to illuminate apparently
unexplored lines of inquiry.1 Chief among these is the argument, put forth in the
introduction to this thesis, that Damariscotta River brick making was practiced as a
component of a larger agricultural economy, and as such represented a unique regional
adaptation to trends in mixed-farming and home industry that pervaded much of Northern
New England in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
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Part I: Census Data
The statistics related to brick making that are assembled in the manufacturing
censuses constitute an excellent resource for placing the mid-to-late nineteenth-century
Maine brick making industry to a national context, and the Lincoln County brick making
industry to a state-wide context. There is national data available from the early part of
the nineteenth century, although it is notoriously unreliable. Nonetheless, some of the
data from these earlier censuses do illustrate the beginnings of national trends in brick
making that are shown in their more mature forms in subsequent censuses. This section
will therefore begin with a brief overview of what data is available from the censuses of
1810 to 1830. The census starts to become more reliable in 1840, and by 1850 begins to
assume the character of a dataset more suitable to modern statistical analysis (although,
as will be noted, some problems persist throughout the nineteenth century). Because of
this increased reliability, this thesis uses the 1840-1910 manufacturing census data as the
basis for various maps that track the evolution of the brick making industry on a national
and, where the data is available, statewide level. Each set of maps addresses a specific
aspect of the business of brick making, such as the number of workers employed in an
average brickyard, the number of bricks produced, the cost of raw materials, etc. By
examining each of these issues over the course of the given period, these maps will
demonstrate the changing position of the state of Maine within the national brick making
industry, as well as the changing position of Lincoln County within the Maine brickmaking industry.
1810-1830
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Although the first census to collect manufacturing data was the third, taken in
1810, the U.S. Census Bureau says of this year: “No schedule was prescribed for the
collection of industrial data and the nature of the inquiries were at the discretion of the
secretary of the treasury. Because of this, the collection of manufacturing data was so
erratic that it was generally considered useless except to identify broad industrial
trends.”2 Indeed, the digest of manufacturing data published in 1814 noted of brick
making: “The official returns of manufactures of bricks are, every where, very defective,
and in most places these simple manufactures are entirely omitted. There is some
exportation and much coasting trade, in bricks, and various tiles, for masonary [sic].”3
The characterization of bricks as “simple manufactures” is significant: given the semiprimitive, quasi-agricultural methods by which bricks were manufactured during this
period, it is entirely possible that under-trained marshals would have simply skipped over
brickyards in the course of making their enumerations. The digest for 1810 reports that,
of the twenty-six states, districts, and territories queried, only five produced bricks:
Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Orleans Territory (admitted
to the Union as Louisiana in 1812). Although these data are indeed of debatable
reliability, the inclusion of Pennsylvania in the short list of brick manufacturing regions
does presage its positions as a giant of the industry in the decades to come. The District
of Maine, a part of Massachusetts until it achieved statehood in 1820, is not recorded as
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producing any bricks at this time. However, as will be discussed, Damariscotta River
farmers were producing brick for sale at least as early as 1808, and possibly earlier.
The 1820 census also collected manufacturing data, and, like the census before it,
also suffers from “dramatic variations in data quality and accuracy” that are the result of
“[p]oor enumerator training.”4 Maine is once again reported as producing no brick, a
statistic that is definitely wrong. This census is significant, however, for recording the
emergence of the early trans-Appalachian brick making industry in such places as the
Districts of Ohio and Indiana, and the Territory of Missouri. By the middle of the
nineteenth century, these regions would come to challenge Pennsylvania and New York
for industrial supremacy. Because the 1810 and 1820 censuses of manufactures had been
deemed such “failures,” the 1830 census made no effort to collect this sort of data.5
1840-1910: Map Sets
Before assessing what the manufacturing censuses from 1840 onward say about
the brick making industry in Maine and the United States, it is necessary to make some
brief notes about the reliability and accuracy of this data. On a general level, the most
problematic issue with the census data relates to the shifting definitions and
methodologies of the census takers. In 1840, for instance, data for the brick making
industry was combined with that for the lime making industry, which poses serious
problems for the reliability of data for Lincoln County, which also included the historic
lime district centered in Thomaston. Starting in 1870, the census uses the “Brick and Tile”
category, reflecting the fact that many manufacturers at the time began producing a wide
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range of ceramic products. Thankfully, terra cotta, which the building trades began to
use in bulk starting in about 1880, received its own classification.
The definition of what constitutes a “worker” at a brickyard is similarly fraught.
From 1840 to 1880, the census refers either to the number of “men” or the number of
“hands” employed. (A limited number of women always worked in American brickyards,
although rarely if ever in Maine. Child employees were very common everywhere.)
Starting in 1890, however, the census begins to distinguish among “officers and firm
members,” “skilled and unskilled operatives,” “pieceworkers,” and various other
categories of employees. Although possibly just a consequence of a growing
sophistication in the field of statistics, this increase in the number of employee
classifications also probably reflects the growing corporatization of American business in
general, and the brick making business in particular. In order to remain consistent, and
assuming that the earlier censuses were simply placing all types of employees into a
single category, I have tried, where possible, to report the total number of employees.
Some inaccuracies, however, are inevitable.
Another issue related to the number of employees stems from the seasonal nature
of brick making. The 1880 census seems to have recognized this issue in relation to brick
making and other seasonal industries and attempted to address it by recasting the
category as the “average number of employees” (my emphasis).
Undoubtedly the evolving nature of both statistics and the state of American
manufactures throughout the nineteenth century creates many other such problems in
terms of comparing returns from one year to those from the next. However, assuming
that enumerators in a given year were at least fairly consistent among themselves in terms
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of data collection and reporting, one can reasonably conclude that the statistics presented
in a particular census year are at the very least accurate in terms of their internal
relationships. For instance, we should not perhaps make too much of the fact that the
data presented here show that the Ohio brick and tile manufacturers employed 9,301
people in 1890, 5,353 in 1900, and 8,575 in 1910. Although it is certainly possible that
employment would have dipped precipitously in 1900 (especially since the nation would
have still been recovering from the catastrophic Panic of 1893), it is just as likely that
these differences are the result of changing methods of enumeration. What is far more
important to glean from this data, and what I have attempted to show in the map sets, is
that, throughout this period, and relative to other states, Ohio maintained its position as
one of the most productive brick-producing regions in the country. For this reason the
map sets de-emphasize the numerical values of the statistics, and rely instead on colorcoding to convey a sense of geographical trends within the industry.
The National Maps
Overall, the national maps illustrate how, from 1840 to 1910, the brick making
industry migrated west from its traditional center in New York and Pennsylvania—which
would remain industry leaders throughout this period—and into the Midwestern states,
especially Ohio, Illinois, and Indiana. This is illustrated by trends in the number of
brickyards per state (Map Set 1), the number of workers employed in brick making per
state (Map Set 2), and the value of the products per state (Map Set 3). This same story is
borne out by the map illustrating the number of common brick produced from 1890-1910
(Map Set 4). Here we see New York in a state of perpetual dominance, which is hardly
surprising given the insatiable demand for common brick created by the explosive growth
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of New York City during this period. Midwestern manufacturers at this time were
manufacturing increasing numbers of firebrick, “pressed” brick, and other specialty
products.
These same maps illustrate the shrinking size of the Maine industry relative to the
rest of country. Although Maine could boast a relatively large number of brickyards in
1860 and 1870, from 1880 onward this was no longer true (Map Set 1). The total number
of workers employed in the industry in Maine was always fairly small (Map Set 2). In
terms of the value of the brick produced, census data suggests that in 1840 Maine was
one of the more valuable brick-producing regions in the United States. As noted,
however, this figure also included lime production, and so it is of debatable validity. As
the century wore on, the value of the Maine manufactures steadily decreased.
A somewhat less bleak assessment of the Maine brick making industry emerges,
however, when we begin to study the same statistics in terms of the average yard. It
cannot be disputed that the average Maine brickyard did not gross a tremendous amount
of money (Map Set 5). However, if we look at the average number of workers per brick
making establishment, we find that Maine consistently had among the smallest number of
workers (Map Set 6). With few employees to pay, the average Maine brickyard did not
need to earn a lot in order to turn a profit. This profitability would have only been
augmented by materials costs that were some of the lowest in the country (Map Set 7).
Similarly, as I have argued elsewhere in this paper, the Maine brick making industry
remained technologically retrograde throughout the nineteenth century, which would
have contributed to low overhead costs. This is shown by the limited data available
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regarding the miniscule number of steam engines used in Maine brick making relative to
the rest of the country (Map Set 8).
In sum, the national maps suggest that Maine was never a leader in the brick
making industry, and its role became increasingly marginalized as the nineteenth century
progressed. Furthermore, the maps confirm that the average Maine brickyard was a low
cost, low-tech operation employing relatively few people, and grossing relatively small
sums of money. This dynamic might not have resulted in the average Maine brickyard
being an extremely profitable business, but it would have presented otherwise struggling
people employed in other lines of work—such as, for instance, the farmers along the
Damariscotta River—with a means of augmenting small incomes.
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The State Maps
Census data for the brick making industry is also available for the individual
counties in the state of Maine. Unfortunately, however, the data for the state is only
available until 1880. The maps created from this data suggest that Lincoln County, in
which the Damariscotta River is situated, was a center of brick making within the state of
Maine, although one with its own unique characteristics.
Lincoln County during this period consistently boasted a large number of
brickyards (Map Set 9), and it remained a relatively valuable brick-making region (Map
Set 10). However, while the number of workers employed in this industry in Lincoln
began relatively high, by 1880 it employed significantly fewer people than Cumberland
and Penobscot counties, which contained the large brick making cities of Portland and
Brewer, respectively (Map Set 11). Furthermore, because of the larger number of
brickyards, the average Lincoln County yard did not gross significant sums of money
(Map Set 12).
As with the national maps, however, other factors might have contributed to the
profitability of Lincoln County yards. For instance, the cost of materials in the average
Lincoln County yard was often among the lowest in the state (Map Set 13). Furthermore,
the large number of brickyards in Lincoln County meant that the average yard employed
a relatively small number of people (Map Set 14).
In other words, the average Lincoln County brickyard is to the Maine brick
making industry what the average Maine brickyard is to the national brick making
industry: a small, low-overhead business employing a relatively small crew. Unlike the
position of the Maine brick making industry relative to the rest of the country, however,
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the Lincoln County brick making industry always maintained its position as one of the
most valuable brick making regions in the state. The sheer number of brickyards in
Lincoln meant that these profits were so minutely divided as to not make a significant
fortune for any one producer. Of course, the farmers along the Damariscotta were
probably not looking for a fortune when they began producing bricks for sale. Instead,
they would have seen brick making as just one more technique among many for making
ends meet.
If the manufacturing census data at the country level were available for the
subsequent decades of the nineteenth century and the first decade of the twentieth, the
resultant maps would show the gradual contraction and eventual disappearance of
Lincoln County brick making, of which Damariscotta River brick making formed an
important part. It is the goal of the next section of this chapter to sketch out the reasons
for the Damariscotta River industry’s rise and fall.
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Part II: Conditions Contributing to the Rise and Fall of the Industry
The previous chapter argued that the Damariscotta River region’s considerable
natural endowments contributed significantly to the rise of brick making in this area, even
as they would eventually constrain its growth. This theme of natural endowments
underlie nearly all other factors that contributed to the rise of Damariscotta River brick
making. For instance, it was the suitability of the materials and the natural landscape,
combined with the technologically retrograde methods by which bricks were made in the
early nineteenth century, allowed for brick making to be “a business with relatively
modest entry requirements: sound judgment, experience in working with clay, and
physical stamina counted for more than capital; moreover, requirements for a suitable
plant were equally modest: a few sheds, a locally fabricated kiln, and, of course, a
suitable clay bed.”6 Not only did the cash-poor farmers along the Damariscotta have
suitable clay beds, but they also had cheap fuel, fresh water, and access to a navigable
river regularly plied by vessels carrying all manner of goods. By the end of the nineteenth
century all of these factors, with the exception of the presence of the clay, would be
compromised in a way that had serious repercussions for the brick making industry. But
in the early years of the nineteenth century, the industry of brick making would have
presented itself to Damariscotta River farmers as an enticing business opportunity.
Furthermore, the same factors that allowed small-scale brick making to be
initiated without much capital or skill meant that individual brick makers could
temporarily discontinue the practice as necessary, only to resume it quickly in a
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subsequent season when prospects seemed better.7 For instance, the number of registered
brick makers in Newcastle fluctuated from 10 in 1869, to 5 in 1874, up to 18 in 1878, and
then back down to 10 by 1884 (Table 2.1). This flexibility did not insulate Damariscotta
River brick makers against loss, but it did encourage the sort of small-scale, lowinvestment production that was also conditioned by environmental factors. If there was
no guarantee that brick making would be profitable next year, why invest in expensive
equipment and permanent structures? The riskiness of the industry only increased as it
transitioned from serving local needs into an export-based trade. Damariscotta River
brick production thereby became tied to the fickle demand of an international
construction industry.

!
Table 2. 1. Number of Brick makers in Newcastle, based on the listings in the annually published Maine Register.
Table: Author.
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Initially, bricks would have been used locally in the construction of chimneys and
occasionally for foundations. In the seventeenth and eighteenth century, however, allbrick buildings were rare in New England. Architectural historian James L. Garvin relates
that “[w]hen George Washington toured New England in 1789 and wondered at the
scarcity of brick houses in a land so full of clay, he was told that local people were
convinced that wooden houses were more wholesome than masonry dwellings in a damp,
foggy climate.”8 Yet by 1800, they were used much more frequently in the construction
of entire houses, some of which remain in the Damariscotta River area.9 This shift in
status is at least partially due to a change in architectural tastes, but, as will be seen, other
more pragmatic factors were at work as well.10
The growth of American cities in the nineteenth century created a strong demand
for brick, which stimulated brick-making industries like those along the Damariscotta
River. Thus we see Damariscotta River brick makers shipping to a variety of distant
growing cities, such as Portland, and New York, ports in the American Southeast, as well
as various places in Canada and the West Indies. The primary market for Damariscotta
River brick, like so many other Maine-made products, was Boston. Cities chose to build
so extensively in brick at this time because a series of devastating conflagrations had
taught them the dangers of high-density wooden construction. O’Connor states:
Almost every important population center of the United States had its own ‘great
fire’ and Boston’s record was the worst in the nation. It suffered fires in 1676 and
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1679, both of which destroyed major portions of the town. In 1711, another
disastrous fire burned many of the town’s old landmarks such as Old South
Church and the original Town House. The truly ‘great fire’ of Boston’s colonial
period occurred in 1760 when most of the ninth and tenth wards of the town were
destroyed … Only Philadelphia eluded a major fire disaster during the 17th and
18th centuries. This was probably due to its passion for brick construction.11
Some cities such as New York actually legislated that construction within a particular
“fire district” be in a noncombustible material.12 Of the two major non-combustible
materials available to builders at the time—stone and brick—brick was by far the cheaper,
and therefore was used extensively. Damariscotta suffered from a fire of its own in 1845,
and when it rebuilt, it did so primarily in brick.
Damariscotta River brick makers were able to meet the demand for brick partially
because shipping was so active in the region. Not only could large fleets of small scows
and schooners carry loads of brick directly to market, but also larger vessels could take
on brick as part of a mixed cargoes. One common arrangement was the “construction
cargo,” in which bricks were loaded along with two other great Maine products: lumber
and lime.13 Because it is such a dense product, brick was often used as ballast along with
other, lighter cargoes such as baled hay or empty fish barrels.14 At other times, brick was
carried with ice. Furthermore, there was always great demand in Maine for goods like
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coffee, molasses, rum, tea, as well as certain manufactured goods, some of which could
only be found in the markets of large cities. This all but guaranteed a profit on return
cargoes for ships that were engaged in the delivery of brick. In at least one instance, the
decline of the fisheries—a perpetually economically fraught activity—resulted in a
number of ship captains giving up on fishing and taking up hauling brick instead.15
The decline of the Damariscotta River brick making industry is in some ways
simply the result of the elimination or inversion of some of the factors heretofore
enumerated as factors contributing to the industry’s rise. For instance, as noted in the
previous chapter, the clay that could so easily be worked into bricks using only the
simplest of machines and kilns proved incompatible with the sorts of machines that began
to appear around the end of the nineteenth century that were capable of producing higher
quality brick more quickly. This resulted in the emergence elsewhere, in regions where
the clay was compatible, of large, technologically advanced brickyards that offered stiff
competition to the smaller Damariscotta River yards. Not only were the Damariscotta
River yards provided with the wrong kind of clay for such an operation, but they were
limited in size by their small riverfront lots. Furthermore, cordwood—the abundant fuel
that local manufacturers relied on—became increasingly expensive and scarce as the
nineteenth century wore on.16 Thus, although cities continued to grow in the early
twentieth century, and although they continued to use brick in greater numbers than ever
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before, builders found they could have better brick more cheaply from the large
corporations than they could from the Damariscotta River manufacturers.17
Changing conditions in shipping and freighting also worked to the disadvantage
of Damariscotta River brick makers. Not only did “light draft schooners” and other such
vessels on which the industry relied become increasingly rare, but shipping in general
experienced a sharp decline along the Maine coast.18 This corresponded with the growth
of the railroads, which grew at first around urban centers like Boston, and therefore gave
inland Massachusetts yards more direct access to the market. Thus the railroads, which
were a boon to some brick makers, only provided the Damariscotta River industry with
more direct completion.
As shall be seen in the subsequent pages, other factors contributed to the decline
of the industry as well. One might mention, for instance, the plummeting status of
brickyard work around the end of the nineteenth century, a circumstance that made the
trade less desirable among the area’s youth. However, the causes sketched out here are
sufficient to present in broad strokes the reasons for the industry rise and fall. This
should help provide the framework for understanding the more detailed analysis in the
subsequent section.
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Part III: A Chronology of Damariscotta River Brick Making
17th and 18th Centuries
Records relating to the very earliest instances of brick making in the Damariscotta
River region are scarce. The 1897 Eleventh Annual Report claims that “[t]he history of
brick making in Maine, since the discovery of the New World, begins with the record of
the first white settlers in the State.”19 This statement would appear to be verified by the
recollections of James Rosier, who accompanied Captain George Weymouth on his
explorations of the Maine coast in 1605. Coming ashore at a place he calls “Pentecost
Harbor,” Rosier describes how, in the course of digging for a well, the crew came across
“excellent clay for bricke or tile.”20 Historians place Pentecost Harbor alternately at
modern Boothbay Harbor or on St. George’s Island; the former is essentially adjacent to
the mouth of the Damariscotta, the latter about twenty miles distant.21
Within twenty years of Weymouth’s expedition, a year-round fishing station was
established at Pemaquid, located near the point of the Pemaquid Peninsula, the spit of
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land that defines the eastern boundary of the Damariscotta River’s estuarial portion.22
Local sources agree that bricks were manufactured at Pemaquid during these earliest
years of settlement.23 If true, the bricks would likely have been used to build chimneys,
replacing the hazardous wood and clay chimneys characteristic of the very earliest houses
constructed by the European settlers of New England.24 There is no indication that bricks
were exported during this time, although, as will be seen, bricks were often used in
outgoing vessels as ballast—to lend weight and therefore stability to sailing ships on the
open waters. When bricks were carried in this way, they were rarely counted among the
principal cargoes, and therefore often go unrecorded in records of trade.
Between 1675 and 1759, coastal Maine was the scene of much unrest, marked by
armed conflicts among the English and French settlers, and numerous distinct Indian
tribes.25 Located in the territory between the Kennebec River and Passamaquoddy Bay
that was claimed as part of both New England and French Acadia, the Damariscotta
River region was at the heart of a war zone during this period. Fort Charles and Fort
William Henry, the two defensive structures built next to the Pemaquid settlement in the
late seventeenth century, changed hands between the powers numerous times.26
This ongoing conflict served to seriously hamper the growth of settlements in the
area. Newcastle, for instance, although first settled around 1630, “was repeatedly
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attached [sic] and abandoned in the seventeenth century.”27 Even after it was surveyed in
1733 and incorporated in 1753, the town did not attract a significant number of settlers
until the “disagreements with the Native Americans” ended around 1760.28
Emigrating from Somersworth, New Hampshire, brothers Abner and Lemuel
Perkins (Sr.) are thought to have arrived in Newcastle somewhat earlier than this, perhaps
during a brief period of peace in the 1740s.29 Limited archaeological testing of the
“Garrison Site” on the Perkins property does indeed “support the documentary record for
an occupation date range of circa 1740s-1750s.”30 This site, located a short distance from
the spot along the river where the Perkins brickyard would eventually be operated, is
thought to have served as a garrison during the “last incarnation of the French and Indian
Wars.”31 Cushman provides a colorful account of the inhabitants of this garrison being
afraid to milk their cows at night for fear of hostile Indians who had followed the beasts
home.32
Located somewhat north and west of the garrison site is the “Perkins Homestead
Site.” Unlike the Garrison Site, which has no visible remains, the Homestead Site
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features two cellar pits filled with heaps of collapsed masonry materials, including large
numbers of bricks (Figure 2.1). Although no archaeological examination of the
Homestead Site has been conducted, it is thought to date to the 1760s, and possibly
earlier.33 The bricks in the cellar pits were likely used in the construction of the massive
central chimney for which mid-eighteenth century Cape Cod-style homes are notable, and
which the house on the Homestead Site likely resembled. Numerous examples of such
houses remain in the Damariscotta River region, most notably the 1754 Chapman-Hall
House in downtown Damariscotta (Figure 2.2).

Figure 2. 1. Bricks in the cellar pit of the first Perkins Homestead, located in the Brick House Historic District.
Photo: Author.
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Figure 2. 2. The Chapman-Hall House, Damariscotta, Maine, 1754. Photo: “Chapman Hall House Opens for
Season,” Bangor Daily News, accessed March 31, 2012,
http://pressrelease.bangordailynews.com/community/chapman-hall-house-opens-for-season/

Archaeologist Timothy Dinsmore, who was responsible for the most thorough
investigation of the Garrison Site to date, questions whether it was purpose-built as a
garrison, or if it was the original Perkins farmstead that was “garrisoned”—retrofitted in a
time of war into a structure more suitable for defense, an evidently not-uncommon
practice during this era.34 If the former, it is possible that the Garrison site and the
Homestead Site were occupied simultaneously, not consecutively, pushing the occupation
date of the Homestead Site back to the 1740s or 50s.
Dating the Homestead Site is relevant to this study because it may help to
establish a more precise date range during which bricks were first manufactured on the
Perkins property. Although it is possible that the bricks in the cellar pits of the
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Homestead Site were imported from elsewhere, it would be far more consistent with
contemporaneous building practices—both in New England and elsewhere in the
American colonies—if all of the bricks needed for the particular structure were
manufactured nearby.35 This would be especially likely in a region that, even by the mideighteenth century, was known to possess good clay.
Thus, while further research will be necessary in order to establish the status of
brick making on the Perkins property during the eighteenth century, it seems likely that
bricks were manufactured on the property during this time—possibly a relatively small
amount just for personal use. Although it is possible that the bricks in the cellar pits of
the Homestead Site date to a later period of construction (the house was occupied through
the late nineteenth century), the preponderance of eighteenth-century buildings with brick
chimneys in the Damariscotta River region suggest that this was a common building
practice during this time. If the Perkins family was going to build in this way, and if they
had the capacity to do so with clay and wood that could be found on their own land, then
it seems highly likely that these bricks would have been manufactured on site.
Furthermore, “Tradition asserts that the brickyard was first started in 1790.”36 And so it
may be that the bricks on the Homestead Site date to this time. Thirty to fifty years would
be a fairly long period to wait before installing a proper masonry chimney, though, so the
brickyard may have been started even earlier.
The Eleventh Annual Report claims that the earliest commercial brick making
activity in the District of Maine began in the 1760s, naming the Sheepscot and
Damariscotta River regions first in a list of areas in which “the first yards of importance
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were established.”37 It was conflagration in Boston and the subsequent demand to rebuild
in non-combustible materials that provided this initial stimulus to the industry.38 The
Eleventh Annual Report also claims that Boston builders turned to Maine because “[t]he
clay in the immediate vicinity of Boston was of a poor grade and lying beneath the
surface … The machinery at the time could not handle it except at great expense.”39
However, as the census research has shown, Massachusetts boasts one of the oldest brick
making industries in the United States, one that remained fairly active throughout the
nineteenth century. Furthermore, towns like Medford, Massachusetts, are known to have
been productive brick-making regions dating back to the seventeenth century.40 A mere
five miles from Boston and connected via a navigable waterway that did not cross the
open ocean, Medford had many advantages that the Maine yards did not.
As with so much local history, the Eleventh Annual Report would appear to be
guilty of a degree of boosterism; its claims must therefore be treated with a measure of
skepticism. And yet it remains possible that shipping bricks from the Damariscotta River
region to Boston during the late eighteenth century could have been profitable, in spite of
the existence of a local industry in Massachusetts. The likelihood only increases when
one considers the pre-existing trade routes that carried so many other goods—salt cod,
hay, lumber, lime—from Maine to points south. Adding brick to this list of commodities
could have increased a captain’s profits, especially if he was looking for an especially
dense cargo to serve as ballast. The Eleventh Annual Report estimates that the cost of
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
37
Eleventh Annual Report, 42.
38
Ibid., 40-41.
39
Ibid., 41.
40
“Making Bricks in Medford,” Medford Historical Society website, accessed March 3,
2012, http://www.medfordhistorical.org/bricks.php .
!

124!

producing and shipping bricks from Maine during this period could not have exceeded
$3.50 per thousand, and that the price for bricks in Boston was, at its lowest, $3.75 per
thousand, and $6.50 per thousand at its highest.41 A resource on Medford brick making
states that bricks were sold for $4.00 per thousand in 1759.42 Thus, although producing
bricks in Maine might have been only barely profitable in the worst of times, in times of
great demand—such as, for instance, in the wake of a disastrous fire—Maine brick
makers could stand to earn a tidy profit. And so while it might not have been Maine
bricks alone that rebuilt Boston after the fires of the eighteenth century, it is likely that
some Damariscotta River clay found its way into the built fabric of the city during this
period.
1800-1830
Maine shipping and the trades that relied on it suffered mightily from a series of
disputes with Great Britain that began in 1803, and came to a head in the War of 1812,
which saw the British seize control of the entire Maine coast east of Penobscot Bay, some
25 miles east of Newcastle-Damariscotta.43 The war was followed by peace, a population
explosion, and, in 1820, statehood.44 The most significant development impacting on the
brick-making industry between 1820 and 1830 did not take place in Maine, but rather
elsewhere in the young Republic. As noted in the introduction, the growth of a national
transportation infrastructure, most significantly the opening of the Erie Canal in New
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York in 1825, flooded eastern markets with cheap western produce, creating a crisis for
the perennially struggling Maine farmer.
The records suggest that, for the first two decades of the nineteenth century, brick
making along the Damariscotta remained a fairly small-scale business, most likely due to
disruptions in trade as well as a decreased demand. By the late 1820s, however, there
was a growth in the export of bricks, which may be correlated with both an overall
increase in domestic shipping, as well as a practical response on the part of Damariscotta
River farmers to the new pressures placed on their agricultural operations.
The most conspicuous example of large-scale local use occurs in St. Patrick’s
Church in Newcastle. Completed in 1808, St. Patrick’s is the oldest Catholic Church in
New England. Located on a parcel of land separating the brackish and freshwater regions
of the Damariscotta, it is constructed entirely of small, irregular, and locally
manufactured brick.45
The 1804-1842 account book of Isaac Dodge of Newcastle provides a picture of
one brick making operation that significantly increased its output during the first half of
the nineteenth century.46 Entries from 1806 to 1821 list relatively small sales of between
800 and 7200 bricks, usually selling for $5.00 per thousand. In the one entry from this
period in which Dodge distinguished between “pale” and “hard” bricks, the former sold
for $3.50 and the latter for $4.50 per thousand. It is difficult to deduce from this data
how much of Dodge’s trade was local and how much was bound for more distant ports.
One entry from between 1804 and 1806 (the handwriting is often indecipherable) records
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the sale of 1500 bricks to a John Ridley, who may be the John Ridley listed in the 1810
census as living in Bowdoinham, Maine, some 25 miles from Newcastle.47 Other entries
record sales to buyers who were certainly local, and yet even this is inconclusive because
the buyers in question may have been local captains or owners of ships carrying cargoes
elsewhere.
Between 1826 and 1828, however, Dodge’s account books record a series of
increasingly large transactions that reflect a growing export trade. The individual sales
during this period were for between 28,000 and 88,000 bricks, and many of the entries
make reference to the name of the “brig” on which the bricks were shipped. The brig is a
fairly large type of vessel that “approaches in magnitude to the full-sized, three-masted
ship,” and that “is much used in foreign trade.”48 Thus, while the final destination of the
ships on which Dodge loaded his bricks is unknown, it seems likely that they were bound
for distant ports. Because other entries in the account book refer to “articles brote [sic]
from Boston,” suggesting that Dodge had regular intercourse with merchants in or
coming from that city. Furthermore, most of the historical sources, speaking generally,
name Boston as the chief buyer of Damariscotta brick. For these reasons, it seems likely
that it is to Boston that Dodge would have been shipping his bricks in the late 1820s. In
these larger shipments, bricks were sold for between $4.25 and $4.50 per thousand, with
only occasional differentiation between pale and hard bricks.
The Isaac Dodge account book reveals at least three other aspects of the
Damariscotta River brick trade that emerge as themes throughout the history of
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nineteenth century brick manufacture in this region. Chief among these is the
commingling of brick making and agriculture. Adjacent to the records of brick sales are
the numerous examples of the sale of wood and agricultural produce. Secondly, as
records relating to the payment of workers prove, Dodge appears to have employed an
extended kin network in his brickyard (then as now, the area was teeming with Dodges).
Finally, Dodge evidently leased out his brickyard to others, as indicated by the entry in
which he collected a sum from Cyrus Dodge “for the yous [sic] of my brickyard.” All
three of these themes would characterize Damariscotta River brickmaking for the entirety
of its existence.
1831-1840
The years between 1831 and 1840 witnessed the ongoing expansion of both
population and industry in the state of Maine. Identifying the reasons for the construction
boom that stimulated the growth of the brick making industry all over Maine, the
Eleventh Annual Report points to the “land craze of 1835-7,” referring to the period of
runaway speculation into many different types of business endeavors—not just real
estate—that preceded the catastrophic Panic of 1837.49 This “craze” for speculative
investment affected the brick making industry not only in terms of the surge in
construction that demanded the production of more bricks, but also in terms of the
creation of large corporations dedicated to the industry of brick making.
In 1836, the Maine State Legislature authorized a group of citizens from
Nobleborough (Nobleboro) and Newcastle to be “made a body corporate by the name of
the Damariscotta Brick Manufacturing Company for the purpose of manufacturing
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bricks.”50 This may be the first reference to brick making in the entire annals of the
Maine state legislature. The list of investors who pooled their resources into this
corporation does not appear to include many actual brick makers, but is instead mostly a
collection of traders, master mariners, and farmers who hoped to make a profit from the
industry. The impact of this particular corporation is unknown, as the name does not
appear anywhere else in the historical record. And while the precise nature of the
business is not spelled out anywhere in the legislative act, nor in any other available
records, this corporation and others like it probably functioned by commissioning one or
more local brick makers—operating, in the modern parlance, as independent
contractors—to produce a specific number of bricks, for which they were paid upon pickup. The corporation itself would then be responsible for shipping the bricks to their final
destination and collecting the profits. Arrangements such as this may begin to explain
why the records of local brick makers like the Perkins contain so many entries showing
sales to local merchants. While local construction certainly accounts for some of these
sales, in other cases it would appear that the local merchants were acting as brokers of the
larger orders. This could also begin to explain the constant suspicion that brick makers
had for the merchants and investors who commissioned brick production: If the demand
for bricks dropped sharply in the time between commissioning their production and the
time of their hopeful sale, producers—not brokers—could be stuck with hundreds of
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thousands of brick for which there was no buyer. This theme serves as something of a
leitmotif for the industry in the decades to come.
The records from the Isaac Dodge account books show that the ongoing growth of
the brick making industry was occasioned by certain organizational and infrastructural
changes. He continued to lease out his brickyards to others, for which he appears to have
garnished a share of the profits from the brick sales. Furthermore, there is a June 1836
entry that appears to indicate that he paid someone for “work on … a brick meshin [sic],”
a possible reference to the recently-introduced Hobbs machine that had such a profound
impact on brick making in the state. Another salient feature of the journals during this
period is the series of entries from the summer of 1833 that show fees that Dodge exacted
from neighbors for the use of his “gondalo,” the small, flat bottomed vessel (also known
as a “gundalow” or “scow”) that has been described as the “pickup truck of the water,”
and which was used to haul so much brick over relatively short distances.51 Among the
neighbors to whom Dodge rented out his scow were Washington Dodge, Samuel Wilson,
Daniel Perkins, and Edmund Perkins, Jr.
On the Perkins property, the most significant event of the 1830s with respect to
brick making was undoubtedly the 1837 construction of the “Brick House” on River
Road (Figure 2.3). Said to have been a wedding present from Edmund Perkins, Jr., to his
bride Cynthia, this house is believed to be made of brick fabricated in the Perkins family
brickyard. Built to a regional standard, the Brick House is a two-story-high, five-baywide, Federal/Greek Revival style building with gable-end chimneys and a connected ell.
Subsequent phases of construction and the movement of buildings would turn the brick
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house into a classic connected farm complex. With the Brick House, we have the last of
three Perkins family habitations (the other two being the “Garrison” site and the first
homestead) that demonstrate a gradual move away from the riverfront and up to the
increasingly relevant road. The construction of the Brick House should be understood
not only as an expression of aspiration to higher status that comes of living in a grander,
more visible, and more permanent-looking building, but also as a sort of advertisement
for the fact that this was a family involved in the brick trade.

!
Figure 2. 3. The “Brick House,” Newcastle, Maine, ca. 1837. Photo: Author.

Although built in 1837 according to family lore—an estimation that the building’s
style corroborates—no records of the construction of the house that date to this year have
yet been located. Three years later, however, one finds in the account books of Edmund
Perkins, Jr., an entry from October 29, 1840 referring to 45,200 “bricks used in my
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house.”52 It is difficult to say whether this entry represents a later phase of construction,
a post-dated attempt to settle internal accounts from three years previous, or if it serves to
challenge the 1837 dating of the brick house. O’Connor estimates that “the construction
of a single 20’ by 40’ dwelling required from 25,000 to 50,000 common bricks.”53 Since
the Brick House comprises a much larger area than this (37’7” x 28’8” for the main house,
plus the 20’ x 32’4” brick portion of the ell), it seems unlikely that the entire structure
could have been constructed from so few bricks, in spite of the extensive use of other
materials such as granite in the foundation and wood framing for the floors and some
walls.54 Cushman states that nearly 80,000 bricks were used in the construction of the
chimney alone for a house in Newcastle constructed by Samuel Nickels in 1764.
Although the Brick House, built on the cusp of the era of the woodstove in Maine, lacks
the massive central chimney of the Colonial-era houses, the chimney in the ell is a very
large piece of masonry; it is said that the fireplace in what was then the kitchen was built
to the wishes of the women of the house, who, being somewhat old-fashioned, preferred
to cook over an open fire with a swivel arm crane, rather than with the newfangled iron
stoves. This all points to the fact that the entry for 45,200 bricks from 1840 could not
have referred to the construction of the entire house, but rather to some later phase of
construction. Since the brick ell is thought to have been built at the same time as the rest
of the house, however, it is unclear what that phase might have been.
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The entry from October 29, 1840 actually appears to be duplicated, and in the first
of the two entries we find some language that raises questions regarding how the family
business was organized at this time, specifically relating to who sat at the head of the
operation. The first entry is headed, “Accounts of my Bricks for my one [sic] house.”
Although perhaps just one of many examples of grammatical and syntactical clumsiness,
the use of the words “my Bricks” (emphasis added) indicates that Edmund Perkins, Jr.,
was the owner of the bricks that were produced in the yard. Other family members at this
time who could have held a share in such bricks would have been his father, Edmund, Sr.,
and his brother, Joseph. Both family members still lived on the property; Joseph
remained in the older first homestead. Another account book entry from February 15 of
that same year records the sale to Joseph of two horses and an unspecified number of
bricks for $106 and “received pay.” Two entries from 1838—the very first references to
brick sales in the account books—show the sale of 40,500 and 6,500 brick to local
farmers Marius Day and Henry Erskine, respectively.55 In both cases the buyers
exchanged the bricks for a quantity of cordwood, illustrating the degree to which barter
still formed a large part of the local economy. (Another entry from 1838 refers to loading
the bricks on a brig, indicating that they were surely meant for long-distance export.)
The sellers are listed as being “E & J Perkins,” suggesting that the brothers ran the
business together.
As will be seen, some of these questions regarding who owned and operated the
brickyard are answered by the improved methods of recordkeeping that appeared in
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subsequent decades. However, as the apparent contradictions between account books and
census records will appear to prove, these more sophisticated records do not tell the
whole complex story of how a brick making business was run on a multi-household,
multi-generational family property that also served as a farm.
1841-50
The most significant event to occur in the 1840s with respect to local brick
making was a great fire in 1845 that destroyed large portions of downtown Damariscotta.
Like so many other towns and cities that had experienced fire, the citizens of
Damariscotta resolved to rebuild largely in brick. This, of course, had a stimulating
effect for the local brickyards. Among the many large commercial blocks that went up in
Damariscotta in these years were those commissioned by a collection of wealthy local
merchants.56 One source states the brick makers charged $6.00 a thousand for the bricks
used in the reconstruction, an inflated price that suggests a great demand.57 Indeed, in
Edmund, Jr.’s, account books, after the entry in 1840 for the bricks used “in my one
house,” no sales are recorded until August of 1845, at which point he and his brother
receive a number of increasingly large orders—for as many as 60,000 bricks—from local
merchants and tradespeople, as well as a few farmers.
These sales followed by several years a series of four deed transfers, signed
between November 1842 and January 1843, that divide the property of family patriarch
Edmund, Sr., who died within days of the final document being signed. The result of
these sales was that Edmund, Jr., identified as a “Brickmaker,” got one fifty-acre parcel
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of land; Joseph Perkins, identified as a “Gentleman,” got another larger parcel of land
containing the “remainder of [the] homestead farm”; and Edmund, Jr., and Joseph seem
to have become co-owners of the one-acre brickyard and adjacent “Cove Lot.”58 In a
reference to “the buildings thereon,” one of the deed transfers contains what may be the
only mention of actual buildings in the brickyards, most likely referring to the various
semi-permanent shed structures used to protect the green bricks.
Their partnership established, the Perkins Brothers proceeded to produce bricks
on an increasingly large scale throughout the 1840s and 50s. As in previous decades,
these bricks were both exported and used locally. Among the more significant local
orders—one for which the Perkins family brickyard found its way into local architectural
histories—was for the construction of the Second Congregational Church, to which the
Perkins belonged, on River Road in Newcastle (Figure 2.4). Between May 16 and
September 6, 1848, the Perkins brickyard produced tens of thousands of bricks that were
“delivede [sic] on Bryants Wharf for the meeting house.”59 In 1850, the brothers also
sold significant quantities of bricks to Damariscotta physician Samuel Ford (at least
94,900 bricks) and merchant Daniel Day (at least 78,100 bricks). In the case of the latter
merchant, at least, the bricks were likely used in the construction of the large brick
“Day’s Block” in downtown Damariscotta (Figure 2.5).
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Figure 2. 4. The Second Congregational Church, Newcastle, Maine, ca. 1848. Photo: Author.
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!
Figure 2. 5. Day’s Block, Damariscotta, Maine, ca. 1850. Photo: Author.

1850 is the first year for which the United States federal government produced a
reliable census of manufactures. Focusing on the returns for the brick making industry
that existed in one Damariscotta River town—Newcastle—we may begin to get a glimpse
of the state of the industry in mid-century. Furthermore, this allows us to assess the
degree to which our case study family, the Perkins, was typical. Newcastle contained
eight separate brick making establishments in that year. Under “Kind of motive power,
machinery, structure, or resource,” all establishments listed “Horse + Hand.” The
reference to “Horse” almost certainly refers to the use of a horse to turn the central axel
in the Hobbs machine, while “Hand” applies to all other operations. Each yard used
between 70 and 200 cords of wood per season, with an average of about 100, and
employed between three and five male hands. The average number of bricks produced
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per season was 300,000, for which the average earnings were about $1000. These figures
show that the Perkins family brick making business was completely typical for its area.
Additionally significant for this study is the way in which the manufacturing
census data, combined with the standard population schedules and specific documents
like the Edmund Perkins, Jr., account books, show just how intertwined farming and
brick making were in Newcastle. Most of the eight establishments show some
connection to agriculture. Cyrus Dodge, Josiah Dodge, and James Campbell, all of
whom are shown as running independent brickyards, are also listed as “farmers” in the
general census. Other people listed as brick makers actually live on large, multigenerational properties in which the patriarch is often described in the census as a farmer.
This is the case with Isaac Dodge and John Lynch, both of whom lived with their
fathers.60 The Perkins family brickyard illustrates another variation on this theme, in
which the two brothers who jointly ran the brickyard are identified as having separate
occupations in the general census (Edmund, Jr., was a “brick maker”; Joseph a “farmer”),
even while the account books of Edmund, Jr., suggest that he was fully involved in the
agricultural operations. In spite of the census imperative to identify a person as having
this or that specific occupation, the emergence of more complicated and comprehensive
types of censuses exposed a reality in which large extended families were involved in
mixed agro-manufacturing operations. Thus we find that even George Perkins, a man
identified as only a “brick maker” in the 1850 general census, appears numerous times in
the Edmund Perkins, Jr., accounts books as being owed wages for both brickyard work
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and agricultural work. Patterns such as these only become more apparent as the
nineteenth century progresses, and the census data piles up.
Before concluding with this decade, it is worth mentioning a story that appears in
several modern sources related to Damariscotta River brick making. In Rivers of
Fortune: Where Maine Tides and Money Flowed, Bill Caldwell describes the episode:
The boom years for the dozens of brickyards were in the late 1830s. So many
buildings were being built from Damariscotta brick that a group of Boston
money-men put together a syndicate to market the bricks made by all the small
independent brickyard along the Damariscotta River. They found one of their
biggest markets in Halifax, Nova Scotia, which was a city being rebuilt in the
1840s. Tens of thousands of Damariscotta bricks were shipped to Halifax in
compliance with orders from the Boston money merchants who now controlled
most brick productions along the river. Damariscotta yards sent the bricks, but
never got paid for them. The Boston financiers and their money vanished. Every
brickyard along the river went bankrupt. Only a few ever came back to
production.61
At least two aspects of this story are patently false. First of all, brick making along the
Damariscotta seems to have reached its peak in the 1870s or 1880s, and not the 1830s.
The 1830s may have been the decade when Damariscotta River brick making was most
important in the context of the entire production of the state (i.e., before the Brewer yards
came into their own), but the industry would remain vibrant for decades to come.
Secondly, as this fact demonstrates, the claim that “[o]nly a few ever came back to
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production,” is also false. Nonetheless, in spite of these inaccuracies, the story does
illustrate the recurring theme of local manufacturers being exploited and ruined by distant
financiers. Furthermore, although I have not been able to locate primary source
information corroborating the Halifax episode of the 1840s, that does not mean that it did
not happen, and indeed it is in many ways virtually identical to the similar, substantiated
stories from the 1870s. This persistence of such stories both demonstrates and explains
the depth of the local public’s mistrust for outside investors and business interest.
1851-60
The Eleventh Annual Report estimates that, in 1855, the Damariscotta and
Sheepscot River brick making region produced 12,000,000 bricks per season, making it
second only to Brewer and Bangor (which produced 15,000,000) as the state’s most
productive brick-making region. As with so many other Maine products, Boston became
the chief destination for exported Maine brick, although additional markets opened up in
such locations as New Bedford and Provincetown, Massachusetts, Providence, Rhode
Island, and several locations in Canada’s maritime provinces.62 Furthermore, cities within
Maine were also growing at this time, which added an additional boon to the local
manufacturers, although probably more so for brickyards closer to the cities like Portland
and Bangor than for the somewhat more remote brick making center along the
Damariscotta. Furthermore, the growth of railroads across New England, particularly in
Massachusetts, allowed brick makers in previously inaccessible regions to begin sending
their product to urban centers via rail.63 This served to undercut regions like the
Damariscotta River, whose access to a navigable body of water was one its chief
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advantages. Nonetheless, in spite of these checks, the brick making industry along the
Damariscotta continued to grow.
Edmund Perkins, Jr.’s, account books for the years from 1851 to about 1856
provide an especially detailed account of the family brick making business at this time.
The accounts record large sales to local merchants and tradesmen like Daniel Day, A.J.
Day, Henry Day, Alden Flye, John Chapman, and B.D. Metcalf. The account books for
this period are also valuable for the light they shed on the arrangement of labor during
this time. There are, for instance, a series of entries recording the “Account of money
paid to J Perkins for bricks made 1855,” suggesting that it was Edmund, Jr., who
managed the finances of the business, and paid Joseph from the money received. Other
entries show workers putting in a few days in the brickyard, followed by a few days on
the farm, and so on, thereby emphasizing the interconnected nature of brick making and
agriculture.
This interconnection is especially evident in the census data, which for the year
1860 features the occupation “Brick maker + farmer,” a designation that appears in no
other census. Of the fifteen brick making establishments listed for Newcastle in the
census of manufactures, ten possess proprietors who are listed in the general census under
this heading. Of the remaining five establishments, one possesses a proprietor who is
listed as being simply a “farmer,” and three possess proprietors who live in a household
with at least one farmer. In addition to the fifteen establishments in the census of
manufactures, the general census lists fourteen individuals as brick makers. Presumably
these are people who did not own their own yards. Of these fourteen, however, all but
two are young men who are living in the households of fathers who are identified as
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farmers. Of the two who do not match this description, one is listed as “farmer +
brickmaker.” The higher status occupation—that to which young men would have
aspired—would have been to be an independent landowning farmer. Until they could
attain that position on their own, however, they worked as wage-earning brick makers on
establishments that were, more often than not, simply one arm of a larger agro-industrial
organization.
This census data shows that the Perkins brick making operation (which in this
year lists Joseph Perkins as the sole proprietor) was just above average for Newcastle,
employing three male hands, producing 300,000 bricks per season, and earning $1,200.64
1861-70
Like so many other industries everywhere in the United States, brick making
suffered from the effects of war for the first half of the 1860s. Statewide, the industry hit
a fifty-year low point in 1864.65 But this stagnation was followed by a boom, which
ultimately resulted in the latter years of the 1860s being among the most active in the
Damariscotta River industry’s history.66 There was great demand for the bricks in Boston,
where bricks sold for as much as $11 per thousand in the immediate post-war years.67
From these years comes one of the very few anecdotes giving the specific final
destination of Damariscotta River bricks:
The Piper yard was an active place with a tremendous production and even a store
to supply the workmen with food and drink. At one time Mr. Piper sent a large
ship load to Boston and accompanied the ship himself. They ran into very bad
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weather and the ship would have foundered except for the skill of maneuvering by
the Mate, who took the vessel into Gloucester for safety from the storm. The
foundations had been laid for the City Hall in Gloucester and someone heard that
a shipload of brick were in the harbor. They contacted Mr. Piper and purchased
the brick at a good profit to him and he returned to Damariscotta and got another
shipload for the same customer and the same purpose.68
Although the Gloucester Archives has not yet located documentation substantiating this
tale, they have confirmed that the bricks for the 1866-69 Town Hall did come from
Maine, and have provided a list of the schooners that delivered the bricks. One of these
vessels—the “Coquette”—may be one of those that Alonzo Dodge mentions in his
enumeration of the ships that carried brick out from the region when he was active in the
industry about ten years later.
The first customs records regarding the shipment of bricks come from the late
1860s. For many reasons, the available customs manifests almost certainly fail to record
the vast majority of the brick shipments that went out of the area during this period.
Bricks were often carried in a relatively small class of vessels with which the customs
officials did not bother. In other cases, bricks were classified simply as “ballast,” a
practice that makes it impossible to distinguish shipments of brick from those of stone or
any number of other heavy goods employed for this purpose. Furthermore, the customs
records were all taken at the main ports of regional customs districts (for the
Damariscotta River area, this was usually Bath), and the records make no mention of the
specific point of origin of the bricks carried by the vessels in question. Nonetheless, in
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spite of these limitations, those records that do exist suggest that, in addition to the
primary trade with Boston, Coastal Maine brick makers carried on a substantial brick
trade with cities in the Reconstruction South. Along with large quantities of potatoes, ice,
hay, shingles, and lumber products of all descriptions, Maine brick makers in this period
sent tens of thousands of bricks to ports like Galveston, Mobile, and Jacksonville. And
while no definitive link has been established between the Damariscotta River yards and
these shipments, it seems likely that a substantial portion of the shipments of brick
moving down the coast at this time would have come from this regional brick-making
center.69
The existing account books of Edmund Perkins, Jr., become much less detailed
regarding brick making during this period, providing few records of individual sales. A
series of entries from June 1862 appear to record a number of large shipments to Boston.
Elsewhere Edmund, Jr., records receiving $45 in 1862 from his brother Joseph “on
account of making bricks.” Another series from 1863 tally up the work performed by
William Heath, a Newcastle farmer who became a fixture on the Perkins farm during this
era. Census records describe Heath’s real estate as being worth $500, considerably less
than his neighbors’ (Edmund Perkins, Jr.’s, property, for instance, was worth $3000;
Joseph Perkins’ was worth $4000), suggesting that he was poor, and therefore likely to
take up work as a hand on neighboring estates. Among Heath’s tasks for Edmund, Jr.:
“… one days work building wall … one half day clay … one half day ploughing [sic]…
one day on Brick kiln … one knight [sic] burning bricks … horse to grind one pit …”
Taken together, these data suggest that the Perkins brickyard was able to continue to
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operate—perhaps only sporadically—through wartime. However, the majority of the
entries in the account book for the first half of the 1860s relate only to agricultural
concerns. A number of entries from 1867 and 1868 showing internal transfers of money
between Edmund, Jr., and Joseph suggest that the operation was fully productive by the
late 1860s. Significantly, several entries from this period show that the brickyard was by
this time importing significant quantities of wood, suggesting the supply on their own
property was beginning to prove insufficient for the extremely fuel intensive process of
brick making. The availability and affordability of wood would become a serious issue
in the decades to come; here we see it in its earliest stages.
With Joseph’s death in 1869, the brickyard became the sole responsibility of
Edmund, Jr., who ran it with the help of his son, Charles, and to a lesser extent his
younger son Frederick. By 1870 Charles, 27, a somewhat shell-shocked Civil War
veteran, appears to have taken up residence in the first homestead, closer to the brickyard.
Indeed, as his father aged, the brickyard would eventually fall into his hands. Frederick,
24, on the other hand, is in 1870 described as a “Dry Goods Clerk.” Whether he did this
clerking from the family farm—running a small business from a connected farm complex
is entirely consistent with established trends in New England mixed farming and homeindustry practice—or in a separate place in town is unclear. But this choice of profession
does presage Frederick’s eventual movement away from Newcastle and the traditional
family occupations available to him there: Within a decade, he had moved to Worcester,
MA, and established himself there as a stationer. He can therefore be counted among the
thousands that Maine lost to rural outmigration in the years after the Civil War.
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Nonetheless, the documentary evidence indicates that Frederick continued to work now
and then in the brickyard, even on short trips home after he had moved away.70
For some reason the local schedule for the 1870 census of manufactures lists no
brick makers in Newcastle.71 In spite of this, the general census for that year describes
thirty people as brick makers.

Twelve of these brick makers live in the households of

fathers who are described as farmers. The remaining eighteen have no apparent
connection with agriculture, although the fact that many of them live together suggests
that this could mark the beginning of what Alonzo Dodge referred to as the “brickyard
boarding house.”72 If so, these workers may have lived together in such an establishment
and then gone to work at a yard associated with a farm. Indeed, this theory is bolstered
by the fact that, of the ten proprietors of active brickyards in Newcastle listed in the 1869
Maine Register, all but one are described in the census as farmers. The household of one
such farmer-brick maker, John Lynch, appears on the 1870 census adjacent to a
household inhabited by three of the aforementioned brick makers (and one woman
“keeping house”). And while Lynch’s real estate is described as being worth $2500, the
household of the brick makers is described as having no value, suggesting that it may
have even been situated on Lynch’s land. Thus it would make sense if such a household
were one of the boarding houses that Dodge describes. The census was taken on June 4,
which would have been at the height of brick making season, and thus a time when such
boarding houses would have been full. Interestingly, the census indicates that these men
were from “Lower Canada.” Although this group appears to have been the only group of
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Canadians in Newcastle in the 1870s, in the coming years Canadians—and especially
French Canadians—would become increasingly common in Newcastle brickyards.
1871-1880
The Eleventh Annual Report notes that, around 1870, “[t]he demand from Boston
began to grow fickle” due to the development of railroads that could bring brick to the
metropolis from the inland manufacturers.73 This decreased demand was relatively shortlived, however; the late 1870s were enormously productive for Maine brick makers. This
was likely touched off by the rebuilding efforts that followed a devastating conflagration
in Saint John, New Brunswick, in 1877.74 The Boston fire of 1872 may have stimulated
the industry somewhat, although the number of brick makers in the region in the years
immediately following that fire actually appears to have contracted (See Table 2.1). This
contraction may be explained by the fact that the nation as a whole at that time was in the
throes of a severe economic crisis. Some sources suggest that the Chicago fire of 1871
stimulated the Maine industry, although this seems dubious when one considers just how
many bricks the surrounding region produced. It is possible, however, that the rebuilding
Chicago tied up the output of the Midwestern industry, creating an opening for eastern
manufacturers. Most evidence suggests that it was in the late 1870s, when the country
had recovered somewhat from the Panic of 1873, that Damariscotta River brick making
entered its most productive phase.
A series of blurbs about the local brick making industry, recorded in the
Damariscotta Herald and Record and faithfully transcribed into the text of a 1949 article
on brick making in the Lincoln County News, provide a glimpse into just how active the
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local industry was in the wake of the Saint John fire. In November 1877, the paper
reported, “Within the past month 16 vessels have cleared this port for St. John carrying
1,200,000 bricks valued at $6,000,000. This is largely due to the efforts of Mr. E.H.
Glidden. Business at this port is on the increase.”75 Glidden was a Boston merchant who,
along with partner Hobbs (no apparent relation to the man whose name was applied to the
ubiquitous brick making machine), would serve as a broker for many of the Damariscotta
River brick makers for decades to come. The activity continued into 1878: “Schooner
Louisburg arrived at Bryant’s brick yard Sunday to load with brick. Another schooner
arrived Monday. This makes four St. John’s schooners loaded at this yard within the past
few weeks. There are four more loads to be taken.” And then several months later:
“Bryant’s now burning the second kiln of brick this season. This makes about 800,000
bricks from the yard this season.”76 As one can infer from previous records regarding the
output of Newcastle brickyards (where the Bryant yard was located), 800,000 is a very
large number indeed.77
However, at the same time that the Damariscotta River yards were fully
participating in this boom, the same conditions that were contributing to the flush times
were also setting the stage for the local industry’s eventual decline. For instance, the
aforementioned reliance on a single trusted broker (E.H. Glidden), while perhaps
comforting to the small-town mindset that was wary of distant financiers, could—and,
indeed, did—spell disaster for the industry when that connection failed.
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Secondly, the fires of the 1870s stimulated widespread growth in the industry, and
not only for the small Damariscotta River industry. This resulted in the continued
flourishing of the larger, more mechanized concerns inland in places like Brewer, and
also in various places across Massachusetts. The Eleventh Annual Report, already
established to be unreliable on the subject of Massachusetts clays, nonetheless provides
an interesting insight when it remarks that, in the wake of the Boston fire of 1872,
“Massachusetts found machines that would work her low grade and badly deposited clay
at low cost and with excellent results.”78 Yards such as these would render the small,
low-tech Damariscotta River yards increasingly irrelevant as time went on.
Finally, the apparently insatiable demand for bricks at this time seem to have
caused occasional gluts in the market, which could be disastrous for those manufacturing
speculatively, especially the small yards that were less financially insulated from boom
and bust cycles. The Eleventh Annual Report indicates that
[m]ore enthusiastic manufacturers sent cargo after cargo to St. John commission
merchants, haphazard. Others trusted to the honesty of the buyers. Many of the
cargoes so sent remained upon St. John wharves unsold until the expense had
eaten them up. Hundreds of thousands of Maine brick sold on commission netted
the manufactures from $1.50 to $2.40 a 1,000. Portland and Brewer, alone, lost
$15,000 in St. John.79
Experiences such as these only reinforced the mistrust of outside speculation and
investment. Harold Webber Castner’s memoirs contain what may be the most colorful
version of the “Boston Merchants” story:
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In examining the available copies of the Village Herald and Record of [the mid
1870s], we note considerable written on the subject and an explanation for this
sudden decline of the whole industry. It seems that Boston parties entered the
picture and painted a glowing picture of added profits and obtained several
markets for the local manufacturers. One was at Halifax in Nova Scotia, where a
great many million brick were shipped at that time. It developed that these parties
were guilty of a dastardly scheme from the beginning to swindle the local makers.
When the whole enterprise was at its height, they sprung their trap and caused the
local yards to lose tremendously. This calamity bankrupted many and reduced
others to extreme poverty. The manufacturers were enraged and we well
remember Mr. Piper telling several men whom he only wished to meet in order to
shoot them and from the tone of his voice we believe he meant it. It was indeed a
financial calamity for the local builders from which they never revived.80
While the claim that the local industry never revived from the calamity is untrue, this
story is not reproduced here in order to call its veracity into question. Rather, the aim is
to indicate how the volatility of the brick economy could generate so much animosity and
mistrust between manufacturers and sellers. In such a context, one can well imagine how
a financier, who in his own mind might only have been obeying the dictates of the market,
could just as easily be perceived by local manufacturers as the nefarious architect of some
“dastardly scheme.”
Edmund Perkins, Jr.’s, brick making records from this period betray few details.
This does not mean that he was not moving brick, though. A short note from 1876 refers
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to the sale of 46,000 hard brick, 7,000 “rough hards,” and 5,000 “reeds.”81 Another note
from 1880 describes the sale of 48,442 hard bricks and 13,300 bricks to “Ham and Carter,”
a Boston wholesale merchant that specialized in construction materials.82 A sign of the
transition in proprietorship from Edmund, Jr., to his son, Charles, starting in 1878, is that
the brickyard is listed in the Maine Register as “Edmund Perkins & Son.”
Nonetheless, these notations do not begin to cover the full extent of Perkins’
output in those years: the 1880 census of manufacturers states that his yard produced
250,000 bricks, slightly less than the average of 300,000 for the town of Newcastle.
These 250,000 bricks were worth $825, which is significantly less than the town average
of $1,257. The 1880 census of manufacturers provides significantly more information
than some of the earlier manufacturing censuses, and thus paints a more complete picture
of the industry in Newcastle at that time. For example, it gives the “Number of hours in
the ordinary day of labor” for each of the thirteen establishments producing bricks in
Newcastle. Eleven yards had twelve-hour days; the remaining two had eleven-hour days.
This census also provides figures relating to the number of “Months in operation,” the
entries for which confirm that Damariscotta River brick making, like brick making
almost everywhere, was a largely seasonal operation: Newcastle yards were active for an
average of 4 months out of the year. Other categories provided some of the same familiar
statistics: the average number of people employed per yard was four, the average number
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of cords of wood used was 116, and the only form of motive power is described simply as
“horse” (or “two horses”).
As always, the data suggest a link between brick making and agriculture, although
for this year the information is not quite as conclusive as in past years. For the most part,
the pattern is still there, with eight main proprietors described as farmers in the
population census. In the remaining cases, however, the proprietors are either described
as “brick makers” in the population census, with no clear connection with farming, or
else their records have not been located. Thus, while this lack of data does not provide
enough evidence to suggest that the link between the professions was in some way
weakening, it does make the trend somewhat less evident in this year than in previous
years.
One aspect of the industry that is certainly more in evidence in the 1880 census,
however, is the presence of brick makers who are not attached to one of the principal
establishments, who are apparently living in “brickyard boarding houses” like the one
described in the analysis of the 1870 census, and who, for the most part, are Canadian.
And the names—e.g., Lawrence Bilodon, Frederic St. Pierce, Zepherius Clutien, Damase
La Flamme, Pelfin Jodul, Andreu Bernie—are also mostly French Canadian. Their
presence in the Newcastle yards may be the result of the increased intercourse between
the Damariscotta River brick makers and eastern Canada in the 1870s. However, because
French Canadian laborers have traditionally been the subject of much discrimination,
their presence would have been accompanied by a corresponding drop in status for
people working in brickyards. O’Connor describes a similar phenomenon in the Hudson
Valley brickyards—which also had its share of French Canadian laborers—in the late
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nineteenth and early twentieth centuries: “As brickyard work became the almost
exclusive province of immigrants and blacks, its status sank to an almost sub-human
level.”83 Such a decline in status may help to explain why brick making was not
attractive to Newcastle native son Frederick Perkins, who in 1880 was hundreds of miles
away in Worcester, MA, tending to baby Fannie, the Perkins who would later change her
name to Frances and put the family name in the national spotlight. It might also have
contributed to the unwillingness of Damariscotta River brick makers to resume
production when their businesses went through one of their now-familiar contractions in
the decades to come.
1881-90
The years from 1881 to 1890 are somewhat lacking in hard data relating to brick
making due to the paucity of specific information from the 1890 census. This is
unfortunate because the period is one of continued vibrancy for the Damariscotta River
brick trade, even as the forces contributing to its demise continued apace. This study
therefore relies on the more general assessments of the secondary sources and
contemporary newspapers, as well as the few clues that can be assembled from the
Perkins account books, to assemble a picture of the industry in these years. It should also
be mentioned that these were among the years in which Alonzo Dodge was active as a
brick maker, and so much of what he related about the industry, which is analyzed in
detail in the first chapter, applies particularly to the period under consideration here.
The Eleventh Annual Report relates that the years 1880-1884 were “prosperous
times” for the “brickyards along the water,” with shipments continuing to go to places
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like Saint John and other parts of eastern Canada, but also to ports in Florida and the
West Indies.84 Bunting echoes this, adding that the bricks bound for Florida were often
carried under cargoes of hay, and those sent to the West Indies were often carried under
lumber.85 The customs manifests mentioned in the previous section also confirm that
shipments were still being sent to southern ports.
A blurb from the Bangor Industrial Journal in May, 1890, and quoted in Bunting,
suggests that the industry was quite productive at this time: “The outlook for
brickmaking on the Damariscotta River this season is very promising. Twenty-two yards
are in operation. They will manufacture 11,000,000 bricks, employing 200 men and
consuming 5,000 cords of wood, and will require 180 schooners to transport the output to
market.”86 The Annual Report of the City Auditor of the Receipts and Expenditures of the
City of Boston … For the Financial Year 1888-89 lists the construction wholesale firm of
Hobbs & Glidden as supplying bricks for numerous municipal projects, including the
construction and repair of sewers, roads, and the Cochituate Water-Works.87 Some if not
all of the bricks supplied by this broker must have been manufactured by Damariscotta
River manufacturers.
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Writing in 1882, however, Cushman provided a somewhat bleaker assessment of
the local industry: “[t]he growing scarcity of wood … has of late caused a decline in this
business, as lumber has in shipbuilding, and also of milling.”88 Indeed, Edmund Perkins,
Jr.’s, account books show that he continued to buy large quantities of cordwood during
these years. An entry from 1882 states that Perkins bought 2 ½ cords of wood from
Calvin Dodge at $4.00 per cord. Although in seriously depleted regions like the Hudson
Valley, wood was being sold at this time for as much $5.50 per cord, the $4.00 per cord
figure is still significantly higher than the national average of between $1.35 and $2.00.89
Damariscotta River brick makers required that the cost of fuel be low in order to keep
their businesses profitable. Therefore, although they continued to operate during this era,
the higher cost of fuel began to cut into the profits of local brick makers around this time.
In addition to the information relating to cordwood, Edmund, Jr.’s, account books
from this period contain numerous entries demonstrating the interconnected nature of
agricultural and brickyard work in his operation. One such entry from March 1881
relates to the pay due to T. R. Perkins. The descriptions for the activities that T.R.
performed, like those of William Heath from two decades earlier, demonstrates a full
range of activities: “shaping brick … farm work … shaping brick … on farm … howing
… Brickyard.” Unfortunately, additional data relating to the other brickyards along the
river is lacking for this period. Since the Perkins brickyard had been so typical up to this
period, however, it might be inferred that the patterns evident here would also appear in
these other establishments.
1891-1900
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The 1890s were the decade in which the Damariscotta River brick making
industry collapsed, in spite of the few brickyards that remained in operation for the first
few years of the twentieth century. It was in this decade that all the conditions that had
been negatively affecting brick makers for the past half century gathered strength and
coalesced into an insurmountable force. By 1900, not a single person in Newcastle was
identified as a brick maker in the census, including the proprietors of the four remaining
brickyards listed in the Maine Register. The proprietors of all four were identified as
farmers.
What happened? The 1890s had actually started on a somewhat promising note
for Damariscotta River manufacturers. A Wiscasset brick maker (on the Sheepscot
River) estimated that the years 1892 and 1893 saw the local industry’s “greatest
output.”90 And the Village Herald & Record for those years still records the regular
loading of vessels with bricks made in various local yards.91 This activity was all the
more surprising in spite of the 1890 failure of the Boston firm of Hobbs & Glidden, the
brokers on whom so many local brick makers relied.92 This failure appears to have been
doubly devastating for the local brick makers: First of all, it brought immediate financial
ruin on those yards that had contracted out with Glidden at the time.93 Secondly, it
resulted in the loss of a trusted contact in Boston, meaning that the suspicious brick
makers would have to interact with new and unproven brokers. By addressing these two
separate effects of the failure of this firm—one short term, the other long term—the
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allegedly “devastating” effects of the firm’s failure may be reconciled with the fact that
1892 and 1893 were relatively productive years.
Following these years, however, the Damariscotta River industry began to go into
precipitous decline. One principal factor was the Panic of 1893, which caused a
nationwide depression and a slowdown in construction that lasted for years.94 This was
apparently accompanied in Maine by a rash of bad weather. The combined effects of
these circumstances resulted in dire conditions for brick makers, as this testimony from
the Eleventh Annual Report confirms: “The season of 1897 has been unusually severe
upon the brickmakers of Maine. The country is yet suffering from the general depression
of business which followed the year 1893, and the weather has been the most unfavorable
known in the history of the State.”95
And yet in previous years the small manufacturers along the Damariscotta had
been able to bounce back easily after a period of contraction. These low-investment and
low-skill aspects, after all, were part of what made brick making so attractive to small
farmers in the first place. By the late 1890s, however, many of the conditions that had
once worked to the advantage of these brick makers were now liabilities. Regarding the
ease of transportation, for instance, one Wiscasset brick maker remarked, “I have found,
since locating at Wiscasset, that the uncertainty of quick delivery by water and high
freight rates by rail have tended to decrease the manufacture of bricks in Maine for the
Boston market.”96 As already mentioned, cheap fuel was no longer widely available.
And regional out-migration, symbolized by the flight of Frederick Perkins to a more
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
94
Bunting, A Day’s Work, 116.
95
Eleventh Annual Report, 56.
96
Ibid., 59.
!

157!

lucrative profession in Massachusetts, combined with increasing competition for
unskilled labor from distant factories that could provide regular and year-round wages, as
well as the rapidly-plunging status attached to muddy and exhausting brickyard work, all
ate into the available labor pool. Furthermore, as discussed in an earlier chapter, the clay
that was so compatible with low-tech methods of brick making proved resistant to the
introduction of the new machinery. Thus, while larger and more mechanized plants were
growing elsewhere, the brickyards along the Damariscotta were stuck making lower
quality bricks using slower and more primitive methods. One Newcastle brick maker
complained in 1897 that “[t]he big corporations are beating us single handed.”97
The advantages of the big corporations lay not only in better machinery. Other
aspects of business organization that were emerging around this time also created a
climate that could be inimical to the small manufacturer. An illustration of this aspect of
the industry comes to us from the effects of Charles Perkins, who ran the brickyard by
himself following his father, Edmund, Jr.’s, death in 1892.98 These effects include a
January 1896 issue of the The Clay-Worker, a trade journal that had been published since
1884, and which Holley argues demonstrates the increasing professionalization of the
industry starting around that time (which is itself another cause of the increasing
irrelevance of non-professional yards like those on the Damariscotta). Within this journal,
amidst the advertisements for new machines and new kilns, one finds an anonymouslyauthored article titled “How it All Happened: A Tale of a New England Brick Yard,” the
eighth chapter of a series. The author of this article assumed the perspective of the
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worker at a small New England brickyard who has suffered mightily at the hands of
“organization” within the industry.
“Organization” in this case refers to efforts on behalf of brick makers to control
the ruinous effects of deflation caused by overproduction, a problem that lies at the root
of so many stories of brickyard failure within the Damariscotta River industry.99 The
proposed solution in this case is an internal industry agreement in which, in the words of
the article’s author, “the price of brick is artificially and abnormally elevated in a given
locality.”100 As the author sees it, however, such measures invite brick makers from fardistant locales to send their wares to the market where the price controls are in effect.
Although previously the cost of freightage combined with the low price of bricks would
have rendered this unprofitable for the distant brick makers, the price controls reverse this
trend. Thus, the small New England manufacturer describes having to compete with
“Chinese junks from Jersey and the Hudson River and Fisher’s Island, and every stinkhole on the Atlantic coast from Maine to Florida, that loaded their guns with every kind
of brick under the sun …”101 What is unspoken in the article is that, when the market is
flooded with bricks whose price is nonetheless fixed by industrial organization, the only
remaining criterion for choosing one brick over another is quality. If the author is, for
instance, a Damariscotta River brick maker who is still using the Hobbs mill and scove
kilns, he will not be able to compete against the higher-quality products. Significantly,
the only person that the article attacks by name is Capt. S. P. Crafts (“…Crafts’ old
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gunboats from Connecticut…”), a Connecticut brick maker associated with the pricecontrolling Central New England Brick Exchange, and the proprietor of “the only yard in
Connecticut which uses coal for fuel exclusively.”102 In lieu of the types of organizations,
the author proposes a an organization that divides the country into distinct territories and
imposes a rule whereby “each combination make sales only in its own territory, and
never enter that of another.”103 It is interesting to note that the author’s proposed solution
advocates a division into ambiguously defined “territories,” and not states, an
arrangement that would work to the advantage of Maine manufacturers whose chief
market lay two states to the south. Thus, it is not so much organization per se that the
article assails, but the condition by which “local organization is built up here and there
about the country and subject to all outside competition.”104
One can easily imagine Charles Perkins thumbing through this journal,
considering an investment in some of the modern machines for an instant before realizing
the expense and the risk involved (Figures 2.6 and 2.7). One can imagine him shaking
his head in agreement with the conclusions of “How it All Happened.” 1896, the year in
which the issue was published, was the last year in which Charles Perkins was identified
as a brick maker in the Maine Register. The closure of his firm in that period was just
one of several that marked the end of the industry along the Damariscotta River.105
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Figure 2. 6. Advertisements from The Clay-Worker, January 1896. From the private collection of Tomlin
Coggeshall.
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Figure 2. 7. Advertisement from The Clay-Worker, January 1896. From the private collection of Tomlin
Coggeshall.
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1901-02. By 1904-05, one remained—that of Nathaniel Bryant. This brickyard closed in
1906 or 1907. Although the Newcastle yards had traditionally been the heart of the
industry, documentary evidence suggests that a few isolated brickyards continued to
produce in other municipalities along the river for several more years. Castner states that
the “last yard to burn was Mr. Webster Kelsey in Bristol.” Another source from the 1930s
states that Kelsey burned the last kiln “some 20 years ago,” or in the 1910s. Consistent
with the agro-industrial brick makers along the Damariscotta who came before him,
Kelsey identified himself as a farmer in both the 1910 and the 1920 federal censuses.
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Chapter 3: The Traces of the Damariscotta River Brick
Making Industry
In spite of the importance of brick making to the economy of the Damariscotta
River region throughout the nineteenth century, the historical industry receives somewhat
less attention currently than some other commercial pursuits that were practiced along the
river, such as shipbuilding, ice harvesting, fishing and the maritime trades, or even
agriculture (divorced from its connection to brick making). The focus on such activities
may be due in part to the way in which they easily summon up a host of romantic images:
a newly-launched ship sliding into the river, teams of workers sawing massive blocks of
ice from seemingly precarious perches at the water’s edge, small vessels creeping
through the predawn stillness, or the sturdy New England farmer surveying his
picturesque pastures. And even if such images are not entirely widespread, they do in
any event enjoy a considerable advantage in terms of romantic association over the
muddy, back-breaking toil that defines brick making.
More importantly, however, some of these activities remain in the local public
consciousness because of the existence of tangible, visible, physical remains that give
silent testament to their history. A prime example is ice harvesting: An activity so
seemingly improbable to the modern mind, ice harvesting as a commercially viable
historical pursuit would likely be very distant from public consciousness were it not for
the existence of the Thompson Ice House in South Bristol, near the eastern shore of the
Damariscotta (Figure 3.1). Utilizing historical tools and physical structures, this working
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museum preserves not only the traditional techniques of ice harvesting, but also, perhaps
more importantly, it preserves the memory of ice harvesting as something that
contributed significantly to the historical development of the region. Similarly, the Salt
Bay Farm Heritage Center, currently serving as the headquarters for the Damariscotta
River Association, utilizes an eighteenth-century farmhouse and associated agricultural
landscape as the basis for interpreting the region’s agricultural history (among other
histories). Another organization, the Carpenter’s Boat Shop in Pemaquid, preserves
traditional wooden boat building techniques, although on a very small scale that is by no
means commensurate with the historical industry that launched the many-masted vessels
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century.

!
Figure 3. 1. Thompson Ice House, South Bristol, Maine. Photo: Aislinn Sarnacki, “’Arts, Oddities & Artifacts,’
Kittery journalist compiles Maine’s first museum book,” Bangor Daily News, last modified July 24, 2011,
accessed March 31, 2012, http://bangordailynews.com/2011/07/24/living/book-reviews/art-oddities-artifactskittery-journalist-compiles-maine’s-first-museum-book/
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It might be supposed that brick making, whose significance to the local economy
throughout the nineteenth century is argued in the preceding pages, would be included
among the list of traditional crafts and industries whose memories are preserved by a
museum, organization, active working site, or historic site. However, it is not. There are
several reasons for this, in addition to the aforementioned dearth of romantic associations
that brick making might enjoy relative to certain other historical pursuits.
First, brick making is ill suited for adaptation into a sort of working museum
along the lines of the Thompson Ice House. As indicated, nineteenth century brick
making was extremely environmentally destructive, requiring the consumption of vast
quantities of wood and the purposeful erosion of significant portions of the landscape.
Reviving such activities, even on a small scale, would likely be unpopular both with
locals and with the significant numbers of people who have summer homes in the region,
and who value the area above all else for its natural beauty.
Furthermore, in the few instances in which traditional brick making actually has
been revived as a sort of cultural/commercial activity, it has come up against a few grim
economic realities, several of which remain unchanged from those which originally led to
the decline of Damariscotta River brick making in the late nineteenth century. In the late
1970s Rick Hossman owned and operated Royal River Brick Company in North
Yarmouth, just outside of Portland. This company manufactured water-struck bricks
using traditional techniques that involved a vertical press very similar to the Hobbs
machine as well as the construction of a simple scove kiln. The bricks that this yard
produced were by all accounts very beautiful, displaying a striking range of color and
shape depending on their placement in the kiln. For this reason they were highly valued
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in restoration work and in the construction of new buildings, such as Faneuil Hall
Marketplace in Boston, that were meant to be visually compatible with older structures.1
Nonetheless, in spite of the desirability of such bricks for these kinds of projects,
the company had ceased manufacturing traditional bricks by 1986. Echoing the concerns
of brick makers of the late nineteenth century, Hossmann attributes the decline of his
business to “energy costs and labor shortages.”2 In a 1981 article in Historic
Preservation, Hossman reported that one third of his gross sales went into labor costs. In
order to offset these costs, he had to sell his bricks for $169 per thousand, at a time when
modern wire-cut bricks were selling for $69 per thousand.3
Closer to the Damariscotta River area, the Watershed Brick and Clay Products
Company was established in Edgecomb in 1974. Recognizing that “[f]or much of the
19th century, making waterstruck brick … was a popular and vital source of income for
the local community,” the company attempted to re-establish its manufacture. It ceased
operation one year later because of “high production costs and insufficient demand.”4
This organization survives today as the Watershed Center for the Ceramic Arts in
Newcastle.
The two preceding examples highlight the reasons why traditional brick making
cannot be preserved along the Damariscotta as an economically viable commercial
activity. Undoubtedly their commercial prospects were further weakened by the poor
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1
Charlotte Renner, “Devoted to Bricks,” Historic Preservation 33:2 (March/April 1981)
48-52.
2
Rick Hossman, “Buckley Rumford Fireplaces,” website, accessed March 25, 2012,
http://www.rumford.com/Hossman.html .
3
Renner, “Devoted to Bricks,” 52.
4
Watershed Center for the Ceramic Arts, “History of Watershed,” website, Accessed
March 25, 2012, http://www.watershedceramics.org/aboutwatershed.php#history .
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mechanical performance characteristic of many bricks that are made using traditional
brick presses and updraft scove kilns. Indeed, the true death knell for the scove kiln came
with the establishment in 1962 of the ASTM C62 standard for building brick.5 This
standard specified compressive strengths for bricks that could not reliably be obtained
with scove kilns. Writing of the effect of this standard on the Hudson Valley industry,
O’Connor notes that
[a]lthough many building applications did not require the compressive loads
specific by the ASTM, most architects adhered to the public standard. This
strategy protected the architect from professional liability if the building failed.
The net effect of the rise of standardized testing was that the brickmakers of the
Hudson lost their last piece of their traditional market niche.6
Thus, even if an architect desired the aesthetic effect of a traditionally made brick, he still
might ultimately opt for a modern product for liability reasons.
The recasting of Watershed as a place with more of an artistic focus suggests
another reason why active brick making does not lend itself easily to the “cultural
institution” model: In spite of the existence of those few individuals like Rick Hossman
who are intrigued by the aesthetic possibilities of traditional waterstruck brick, most
people who are desirous of traditional craft-based knowledge—such as those who learn
boat building at the Carpenter’s Boat Shop—are unlikely to be stimulated by the
monotony and drudgery of brick making. (Ironically, it is this very same low-skill, low!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5
Debra F. Laefer, Justin Boggs, and Nicole Cooper, “Engineering Properties of Historic
Brick: Variability Considerations as a Function of Stationary versus Nonstationary Kiln
Types,” Journal of the American Institute for Conservation 43: 3, (Autumn-Winter 2004),
265-269.
6
Richard P. O’Connor, A History of Brickmaking in the Hudson Valley (Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1987), 352-353.
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entry-requirement aspect of brick making that made it a viable economic activity for so
many farmers along the Damariscotta in the nineteenth century.) And while it might be
argued that traditional brick making is no more monotonous or artistically deficient than
the ice harvesting on display at the Thompson Ice House, it is also true that this
monotony combined with environmental destructiveness and economic disincentives
render traditional brick making a difficult fit for many heritage site models.7
However, in spite of the incompatibility of brick making with some of the
established forms of preservation and interpretation that already exist along the
Damariscotta, significant possibilities exist for preserving its memory into the future.
This potential lies not so much in the active recreation of the processes of brick making,
but in the interpretation of the physical traces that the industry has left behind. The first
and most obvious type of physical remainder is exhibited in the abundance of buildings in
the region constructed either partially or entirely of locally manufactured brick. As
discussed in the previous chapter, this includes older residences with brick chimneys and
foundations; a collection of all-brick rural residences, such as the “Brick House,” whose
construction corresponds roughly with the appearance of commercial brick making in the
second quarter of the nineteenth century; houses of worship such as the Second
Congregational Church and St. Patrick’s Catholic Church, both in Newcastle; and also
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7
Far from Maine, however, Colonial Williamsburg in Virginia does have a functional
brickyard that features traditional brick making techniques. It is difficult to compare the
situation along the Damariscotta with that of Colonial Williamsburg, which, as a heritage
site, is practically in a class by itself in terms of size and resources. However, the fact
that the brickyard at Williamsburg fires only one or two small kilns (approximately
20,000 bricks) per season suggests that this activity, as a heritage attraction, might only
be economically viable as an occasional component of a larger operation, one in which
the ongoing restoration work creates a constant, however small, demand for new,
traditionally made bricks.
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the all-brick commercial buildings constructed in downtown Damariscotta in the wake of
the fire of 1845.
Indeed, given the widespread dispersal of Damariscotta River brick up and down
the Atlantic coast, an argument might be made that a large collection of buildings in a
variety of diverse locales could be used as a means for interpreting the Damariscotta
River brick making industry. However, this poses some problems. First of all, it is very
difficult to positively link the bricks made along the Damariscotta to specific buildings in
distant cities. Because so many bricks produced in this region were shipped in small
vessels that escaped the attention of customs officials, very few records exist that would
indicate the final destination of a specific shipload. Secondly, construction materials
wholesalers and building contractors often treated bricks as an entirely fungible material:
In the process of acquiring and then selling large quantities of bricks, a wholesaler would
not necessarily keep track of which bricks came from which brick making region (unless
they had markedly different physical properties). Thus, although we know that
wholesalers like Hobbs & Glidden and Ham & Carter bought vast quantities of
Damariscotta River brick and then sold them to contractors doing construction in the
Boston area, this thesis has not uncovered any documentary evidence proving that these
wholesalers were not also buying brick from other regions, or that the contractors were
not buying brick from other wholesalers. Some buildings like the City Hall in Gloucester,
Massachusetts, do seem to possess some link, but even in this relatively small project it
seems that the Damariscotta River region was just one of many that provided bricks.
This lack of specificity regarding the points of origin and consumption for brick is a
natural consequence of the material’s pedestrian ubiquity; this anonymity is the price that
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common brick pays for being one of the most widely used construction materials in the
history of building.
Naturally, therefore, the closer we come to the point of production, the stronger
the link to the brick making industry, and the greater the potential for preserving and
interpreting the significance of the industry to the region’s historical development. But,
for this purpose, even local buildings like the Second Congregational Church are
somewhat less than ideal, for the very reason referenced above regarding the ubiquity and
anonymity of brick as a construction material: Even if people are told that that a specific
building is made out of brick produced in a specific place, the significance of the industry
might still fail to register due to the non-uniqueness of the material. Therefore, in order
to fully interpret the industry in all of its uniqueness—its technological primitivism, its
relationship with the land and the river, with shipping and, crucially, with agriculture—it
must be presented at the precise point of production: the locations of the former
brickyards themselves.
Fortunately, the banks of the Damariscotta are lined with the traces of brick
making activity, forming a vast and nearly contiguous cultural landscape related to the
history of brick making. Archaeologist Warren Riess and Nicholas Dean’s description of
the “typical brickyard site” along the Damariscotta will be familiar to anyone who has
spent any extended period of time exploring the banks of the river:
The typical brickyard site was somewhat sheltered from open water in a cove,
with a freshwater stream and clay deposits at the site. The topography of the sites
was such that at least on a spring tide, vessels could be brought to the shore to
load from a quay. The first sign of a brickyard, viewed from the water, was the
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blush of magenta (over-fired brick) or broken brick ‘wasters’ along the shoreline.
This brick deposit extended as much as 40 feet inland. We were unable to
estimate the depth of most deposits, but they were at least several feet thick in
some cases.8
The reference to brick deposits that are “several feet thick” has been confirmed by some
preliminary surveys conducted as a component of this study. Indeed, in places the sheer
number of brick do more than simply adorn the landscape, but rather become a
significant landscape feature in their own right. This creates a truly bizarre, nearly
surreal experience for the visitor in which a feature that appeared entirely natural from a
distance, upon closer inspection is revealed to be made of layer upon layer of these manmade masonry prisms (Figure 3.2).

Figure 3. 2. Thick deposit of bricks along the banks of a stream feeding into the Damariscotta River, Newcastle,
Maine. Photo: Author.
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8
Ibid., 8.
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The origin of these massive piles of brick is something of a mystery. They could
be, as Riess and Dean suggest, the “wasters” that were unfit for sale. Indeed, many of the
brick found along the shoreline are so twisted, vitrified, and cracked that no responsible
contractor ever would have consented to using them. In other places, however, the sheer
quantities of them suggest that something else maybe at work. It could be possible, for
instance, that these piles represent the remains of unsold kilns: perhaps they are the
physical evidence for one of the episodes, referenced several times in the preceding
chapter, in which an outside business interest failed to buy a quantity of bricks as
promised, thereby creating a massive financial catastrophe for the brick maker. If so,
these remains might very well represent some final vicissitude in the local market after
which the proprietor of the brickyard in question simply decided to abandon the business
altogether.
In addition to the deposits of brick, the former brickyards often contain the
remains of wharves and other constructions (Figure 3.3). Riess and Dean write:
The quay (loading wharf) generally consisted of a number of heavy log sleepers
run out perpendicular to the shoreline with rocks laid up between and above the
sleepers. The quays varied in length along the shore from 20 feet to, in one case,
over 300 feet. In some cases we found wood cribbing extending for some length
up the creek, but were unable to determine whether this represented dam and
sluice, the remains of work platforms, or some other function. In no brickyard
site did we find either building foundation remains or any artifact besides bricks
and quay structures.9
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Their failure to locate the remains of any buildings is not at all surprising, of course,
given the low capital investment and impermanent nature of most brickyard sites.

Figure 3. 3. Log cribbing, brickyard on the property of Bob and Margaret Baker, Newcastle, Maine. Photo:
Author.

Much as the Perkins account books provided information that proved invaluable
in the preceding chapter for understanding the business of brick making, the cultural
landscape found at the site of the former Perkins brickyard emerges in the current
discussion as an excellent illustration of the various landscape elements that such a site
can contain. Although not as massive as some other brickyard sites along the
Damariscotta, the Perkins site is significant for its integrity of landscape elements, which,
taken together, can be “read” as a nearly complete description of the brick making
process.
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Starting at the point farthest inland, the site contains the clay quarry, an
unnaturally flat patch of land that has been carved over the years out of a fairly steep
bluff (Figure 3.4). The overgrown remains of a road, on which laborers would have
pushed wheelbarrow-loads of clay, lead from this quarry toward the shore. Arriving at a
flat area, one can find at least two semi-circular impressions in the ground where the soak
pits at the base of the pug mills may have been. This flat space may originally have been
artificially extended over the mouth of the adjacent freshwater stream, a possibility
suggested by the remains of log cribbing that could have supported a flat platform (Figure
3.5). The abundance of flat land in this area, together with the proximity of the soak pits
and pug mills, suggests that this was the drying yard: the place where the green bricks
would have been lain flat and then stacked in hacks in order to dry prior to being built
into the kiln.

Figure 3. 4. This unnaturally flat area was the site of the clay quarry at the Perkins brickyard, Newcastle,
Maine. Photo: Author.
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Figure 3. 5. Log cribbing extending a work platform at the base of the wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle,
Maine. Photo: Author.

This flat area is located at the base of a wharf extending into the water. The
degree to which this wharf was the result of human intervention is somewhat unclear. Its
extreme rectilinearity along with the remains of reinforcing log sleepers and stone
suggest that it is almost entirely man made (Figure 3.6). Yet it remains possible that
there was a natural peninsula extending into the river at this point, and that the log
sleepers and stones were used to modify this peninsula into something broader and flatter,
and therefore suitable for the operations of a brickyard. It is also possible that there was
originally a submerged or semi-submerged stone ledge located near the point that is
currently the end of the wharf, and that the wharf was built out into the water to connect
this ledge to the mainland. Indeed, such a stone ledge, which served for generations as
the Perkins family “swimming rock,” is located immediately adjacent to the wharf.
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Figure 3. 6. Stones lining the former wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.

Whatever the original natural situation, the manmade portions of the wharf as
well as other such platforms clearly represent an attempt to create a larger work area
close to the water. Evidence of such efforts to artificially create larger work areas
reinforce the theory, originally advanced by Richard P. O’Connor in reference to Hudson
Valley brick making, and alluded to in a previous chapter, that the brick making methods
practiced by Damariscotta River brick makers were to a degree conditioned by the very
cramped quarters in their riverside brickyards.10 Specifically, the lack of usable space
next to the river would have discouraged the construction of permanent, more efficient
kiln structures. When they were not being fired, such kilns would only have gotten in the
way of the yard’s other operations. Of course, scove kilns can grow to be quite large, as
well. However, the size of a scove kiln at any given point is inversely proportional to the
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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O’Connor, “A History of Brickmaking in the Hudson Valley,” 137.
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amount of space needed for other operations: If the kiln is large and near complete, then
the brickyard is ready to move on to the firing phase, and therefore might not need as
much space for drying. This matter of space becomes obvious at the Perkins brickyard
site, where bluffs drop steeply into the river, leaving little room for the flat surfaces so
crucial to brick making. In the quotation above, Riess and Dean note that wooden
cribbing that might have been related to “work platforms” were found on several
brickyard sites. This suggests that the problem of space might not have been one faced
by the Perkins alone, but rather was a more common denominator in the Damariscotta
River area.
Closer to the end of the wharf, there are increasingly thick deposits of brick,
suggesting the location of former kilns (or, as noted above, unsold kilns). These deposits
extend out into the water, and are visible for many feet in all directions at low tide
(Figures 3.7 and 3.8). The ability to build a kiln as close as possible to the water is one of
the chief advantages of making bricks along the Damariscotta. Once fired and cooled,
bricks produced in such a kiln only needed to be carried a matter of feet to the scow or
schooner tied up at the end of the wharf. As the situation currently exists, muddy banks
slope up from the river toward the edge of the wharf. Some residents of the Damariscotta
River area believe that soil erosion has made the river today far muddier than it would
have been historically. If so, it is possible that, in the nineteenth century, a vessel could
have tied up at the end of this wharf while remaining afloat. As noted in a preceding
chapter, however, it would have been common for the captain of such craft to pilot it up
to such a loading area, and let them beach and un-beach themselves with the tides until
the craft had been fully loaded. Indeed, the ability to be beached without suffering major
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structural damage was one of the principal advantages of the flat-bottomed scows that
carried so much of the brick in this area.

Figure 3. 7. Bricks on the beach around the wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.

!

Figure 3. 8. Bricks on the beach around the wharf, Perkins brickyard, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.
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In addition to providing this highly legible landscape that illuminates the various
steps of the brick making process (and, as noted above in the discussion regarding
available space, reinforces certain theories regarding the relationship between
environmental circumstances and technology), the Perkins brickyard is also significant to
the instant study because it is attached to an extensive and largely intact agricultural
landscape. Between the river, where the brickyard is located, and River Road, on which
the Brick House sits, there stretches 57 acres of fields, low stone walls, roads, and
woodlands. This larger landscape—which has been designated the “Brick House Historic
District” on the National Register of Historic Places—thus preserves spatially the unique
relationship between brick making and agriculture that formed such a crucial part of the
Damariscotta River economy in the nineteenth century (Maps 3.1 and 3.2). For this
reason, it presents a prime example of the type of landscape—by no means the only one
of its kind in the area—that should be preserved and interpreted as a heritage resource.
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Map 3. 1. Map of the Brick House Historic District. Image courtesy the Frances Perkins Center, Newcastle,
Maine.

Map 3. 2. Map of the Brick House Historic District, detail of the brickyard features. Image courtesy the
Frances Perkins Center, Newcastle, Maine.!!
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Fortunately, the Brick House and its adjacent historic district are currently in the
process of being acquired as the official headquarters of the Frances Perkins Center.
Although dedicated first and foremost to preserving the memory of Frances Perkins and
advancing the causes to which she was so tirelessly dedicated, the Board of the Center is
fully aware of the property’s significance not only to the life of this historical personage,
but also to the history of the region and the state. As such it is likely that any interpretive
scheme going forward would acknowledge the significance of brick making to the
historical family economy.
This in any event represents a good starting point for the preservation of the
cultural landscapes created by nineteenth century brick making along the Damariscotta.
A few miles south of the Perkins site, the remains of another brickyard suggest the
existence of a much large brick making operation. This spot is called “Brickyard Beach”
and is located within the Dodge Point Reserve, a 521-acre park open to the public (Figure
3.9). Although ostensibly protected by virtue of its inclusion in this park, the remains of
the brickyard at Dodge Point remain entirely uninterpreted. A renewed appreciation for
the cultural landscape of brick making, perhaps one that begins with efforts at the Brick
House Historic District, could lead to the interpretation of the landscape at Dodge Point
and elsewhere.
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Figure 3. 9. “Brickyard Beach,” Dodge Point Reserve, Newcastle, Maine. Photo: Author.

The purpose here is not to outline the steps by which the preservation of these
landscapes should or could take place. Rather, the objective is to point out that they do
exist, and that significant potential exists for their cultivation as a heritage resource. A
failure to do so could only result in the impoverishment of our understanding of the
history of this region in all of its richness and uniqueness.
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Conclusion
!
The evidence presented in this thesis establishes the agriculturally centered
pattern of brick making in the Damariscotta River region, a pattern that has received
almost no attention to date in the scholarly literature. The agricultural nature of the brick
making is indicated initially by the era in which brick making emerged as a more
intensive industry—in the 1830s, in the immediate wake of the opening of the Erie Canal,
when Maine farmers were under growing pressure to intensify the non-agricultural
sources of income that they had traditionally practiced. The primitive and largely
unmechanized methods of brick making that were practiced by Damariscotta River
farmers further contributes to the way in which this practice fits in with an agricultural
patterns of life. At the same time, these primitive methods were in part dictated by the
region’s natural conditions, which forestalled the industry’s growth into anything more
mechanized or on a grander scale. This low-capital, low-skill pursuit was practiced
intermittently for over a hundred years by people who, for the most part, either
considered themselves farmers, or who had some direct connection to agriculture.
Although certain natural and economic conditions prevented the Damariscotta River
brick-making industry from ever growing into an industrial behemoth, it did allow
residents to preserve their agricultural way of life amidst growing outside pressure. The
distinctive landscape that the industry has left behind should therefore be acknowledged
as the physical evidence of a people who, in the face of adversity, exhibited versatility
and adaptability, even as they clung to tradition.!

!

!

182!

As noted in the previous section, the identification of buildings in distant locales
that incorporate Damariscotta River brick into their construction does not present the
greatest opportunities for the interpretation of the Damariscotta River brick-making
industry. However, if an effort were to be mounted to make such identifications,
methods different than those employed here would need to be used. Laboratory-based
scientific methods pose one enticing possibility. In the creation of the “New
Netherland/New York ceramic chemistry archive,” Professor Allan Gilbert of Fordham
University has used a variety of such methods to match the chemical signatures on
finished ceramic products, such as bricks, to specific raw clay deposits in the Greater
New York City area.1 Although time-consuming—and, in order to avoid a “needle in a
haystack” scenario, necessarily informed by preliminary documentary research—analyses
of this type present what may be the only method for determining conclusively the true
extents of the Damariscotta River brick diaspora. As a component of this study, bricks
that are known to be from the Damariscotta River area (because they were picked up off
the ground in the vicinity of brickyard sites) have been donated to Prof. Gilbert in the
hope that his databases may some day be expanded to include Maine clays and bricks.
Additional documentary and archival research could be conducted, as well.
Specifically, the internal business records for the Boston construction materials
wholesalers could, if located, provide a more complete picture of the pace of the trade
with the Damariscotta River region. And one never knows what kind of invaluable
historical records might be locked up in the barn or attic of some Damariscotta River
resident. Indeed, the Perkins account books, which in some ways form the backbone for
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Allan S. Gilbert, Garman Harbottle, and Denial deNoyelles, “A Ceramic Chemistry
Archive for New Netherland/New York,” Historical Archaeology 27:3 (1993), 17-56.
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this project, existed in precisely this state until they were brought to more public attention
in the course of the formation of the Frances Perkins Center. The same could be said of
the transcript of Lillian Hale’s interview with Alonzo Dodge, a true goldmine of
historical data that had been kept under lock and key by Bob and Margaret Baker until a
group of people showed up at their house wanting to look at the old brickyard on their
property. Although this project did entail a good deal of public outreach, more of this
kind activity could only be beneficial. Of course, even prior to the publication of any
“findings,” such outreach would only increase public awareness of this significant aspect
of local history.
The industrial landscape today, while still to a large extent visible, is rapidly
being reclaimed by nature. This reclamation has the subsidiary effect of disguising that
which does remain, rendering it all-but-invisible to the untrained eye. Brickyard sites are
therefore at risk of disappearing, and with them the memory of the industry and the
lifestyle that they supported. While it is clearly impracticable to call for the preservation
of all such sites, certain sites that already enjoy a level of protection and a commitment to
history—e.g., the Frances Perkins Center and the Dodge Point Reserve—present
themselves as prime candidates for places in which the history of the Damariscotta River
brick-making industry could be preserved and interpreted. It is my hope that this thesis
can serve as the history that undergirds any such efforts in the future.
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