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To make a new brick today to build a building on a site
where there 1is already a building steals from two
generations. It steals from the generation that built
the brick originally by throwing away their asset before
its work is done and it steals from a future generation
by using increasingly scarce natural resources today
when they should have been saved for tomorrow. I would
suggest that we have already consumed enough of somebody
else’s assets -- its time for us to make better use of

our own. Historic preservation is the way for us to do
that.

—--Donovan D. Rypkema
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ABSTRACT

Kiawah Island’s Native American prehistory goes back at least to 2000 B.C.
when the island was occupied by Thom’s Creek phase groups. These people left
behind dense shell midden sites, as well as sites characterized by sparse
scatters of pottery, lithics, and shell filled pits. Later Native American groups
include those associated with Deptford, Hanover, and Pee Dee pottery.

In the mid-eighteenth century the historic occupation of Kiawah Island
began with the Stanyarne, Vanderhorst, and Shoolbred families. The initial
agricultural crop was indigo -- blue gold. By the antebellum period the island
was divided into three large Sea Island cotton plantations worked by hundreds of
African American slaves. Eventually the island was consolidated under the
ownership of the Vanderhorst family.

This study examines the history and archaeology of Kiawah Island over the
past 4000 years. Included are detailed reviews of the historic documentation for
the island, an archaeological survey of nearly 1000 acres, the report on the
excavation of the Thom’s Creek Bass Pond (38CH124) and Rhett’s Bluff
(38CH125/126) sites, and information on shellfish, faunal and ethnobotanical
materials. Also included in information on excavations at the Shoolbred,
Vanderhorst (38CH127) and Stanyarne (38CH122) plantations, architectural studies
of the standing Vanderhorst plantation house and the archaeological ruins of the
Shoolbred house, and the faunal studies associated with these plantations.

Kiawah’s Bass Pond shell midden represents one of the few non-shell ring
coastal Thom’s Creek sites examined in South Carolina. There is no better
examination of Sea Island plantations than that which has been conducted on
Kiawah, where not one, but two, of the three plantations have been examined in
detail with the third briefly examined through the auspices of a National Park
Service Survey and Planning Grant. As future historical and archaeological
research is conducted on the South Carolina coast, Kiawah will stand as a source
of considerable comparative research and data.

Chicora Foundation’s work begins to unravel some of the mysteries of the
Native American, African American, and Euro—-American occupation of Kiawah Island.
For both prehistoric and historic residents, Kiawah presented both a pleasant and
hostile environment. The goal of this study is to explore the lives of the red,
black, and white inhabitants of Kiawah, as well as the island’s environment and
its constant impact on those who attempted to tame it.
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CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTION

Michael Trinkley
Background

A Programmatic Agreement between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Officer (SC SHPO), and Kiawah Resort Associates (KRA) was developed
in late 1990 (signed by the Advisory Council on September 6, 1990) to protect
historic resources on Kiawah Island. The agreement stipulated an archaeological
survey of the undeveloped portions of Kiawah Island would be conducted by KRA
prior to any further development and that sites determined eligible for inclusion
on the National Register for Historic Places would either be green spaced or
subject to archaeological data recovery excavations.

An initial survey of the 56 acre Rhett’s Bluff tract was conducted in 1989
(Poplin 1989). This study identified seven sites, six of which were recommended
for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, or had been previously
nominated to the National Register. In discussions with the SC SHPO, Kiawah
Resort Associates determined that three of these sites (38CH124, 38CH125/126, and
38CH129) would require archaeological data recovery.

Chicora Foundation was requested by KRA to prepare a proposal based on a
scope of work previously submitted to and approved by the SC SHPO (dated August
23, 1990). A proposal for those investigations was submitted by Chicora on August
28, 1990 (with an addendum dated September 7, 1990) and the work was approved by
KRA on September 7, 1990. The work was approved by the SC SHPO on September 28,
1990 (letter from Dr. Linda Stine to Dr. Michael Trinkley). The proposal was
forward to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for submittal to the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation on October 6, 1990. No comments were received from
either agency and an agreement to perform the work was signed by KRA on October
18, 1990.

The archaeological investigations at the three sites took place from
November 5, 1990 through January 25, 1991 by a crew ranging from five to six
archaeologists (including the Principal Investigator, Dr. Michael Trinkley). A
total of 488.0 person hours were spent in the field and an additional 131.0
person hours were spent on field processing at 38CH124; a total of 172 person
hours were spent in the field and 6 person hours were spent on field processing
at 38CH125/126; and a total of 1090.5 person hours were spent in the field and
170.5 person hours of field processing at 38CH129. Additional investigations,
incorporating 160 person hours, were conducted at 38CH129 from March 4 through
8, 1991. A series of three management summaries were issued on these
investigations, as well as a brief letter report (Trinkley 1990b, 199la, 1991b,
and a letter to Mr. Ray Pantlik, dated April 5, 1991).

Kiawah Resorts Associates also requested that Chicora Foundation, Inc.
complete the archaeological survey of the undeveloped portions of Kiawah
(excluding the Vanderhorst tract). A proposal for this work was submitted to both
KRA and the SC SHPO on December 28, 1990. That proposal was accepted by Kiawah
Resort Associates on January 10, 1991 and an agreement was signed on January 28,
1991. No comments were received from the SC SHPO.

This survey, which incorporated approximately 959 acres, was conducted by
a crew of four archaeologists (including the Principal Investigator) from
February 18 through March 14, 1991 and required a total of 608 person hours with
an additional 32 person hours devoted to field processing of collections. &




management summary was provided to KRA and the SC SHPO, indicating that 23 sites
had been identified in the survey tracts and recommending eight sites as
potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register (Trinkley 1991c). In
August 1993, during the review of this manuscript, the SC SHPO recommended that
the National Register evaluation process be changed from that originally employed
to reflect the process established by Townsend et al. (1993). Chicora Foundation
agreed to make the requested changes and the portion of the study concerned with
the site survey was resubmitted in October 1993.

Subsequently, KRA requested that Chicora Foundation develop a proposal for
the survey of the approximately 23 acre Vanderhorst tract. That proposal was
submitted on May 8, 1991 and was accepted by KRA on May 15. It was submitted to
the SC SHPO for review on May 24, 1991. Field work on the Vanderhorst survey was
conducted by a crew of four archaeologists (including the Principal Director, Dr.
Michael Trinkley) from June 3 through June 7, 1991. The survey required a total
of 140 person hours, with an additional 20 hours devoted to the field processing
of the resulting collections. Connected with this study was an architectural
survey and evaluation of the standing Vanderhorst mansion. This required an
additional 20 person hours by Chicora’s architectural historian, Mr. Colin
Brooker.

The Vanderhorst survey identified only the Vanderhorst plantation site,
38CH127, although the site boundaries are now known to include six structures
(including the standing mansion) and a series of four shell middens and trash
areas. The structure itself is currently listed on the National Register of
Historic Places and the associated archaeological site is recommended as eligible
for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

Data recovery at the Vanderhorst plantation site was conducted by a crew
of five archaeologists (including the Principal Director, Dr. Michael Trinkley)
from February 17, 1992 to April 3, 1992. The excavations required a total of
1100.5 person hours, with an additional 123.5 hours devoted to field processing
of the collections. A management summary was subsequently issued on these
investigations (Adams and Trinkley 1992a).

In order to briefly examine what was thought to be Stanyarne’s original
Kiawah settlement, 38CH122, Chicora requested, and received, a National Park
Service Survey and Planning Grant administered through the South Carolina
Department of Archives and History. The research at the site was also graciously
supported by Kiawah Resort Associates, and the property owners. This work,
conducted during the summer of 1993, allowed a portion of Kiawah’s history to be
explored which would otherwise have been lost.

All of these various investigations were conducted by Chicora Foundation,
Inc. for Kiawah Resort Associates (Mr. Ray Pantlik, Project Coordinator),
developer of the island resort community. Kiawah, about 3300 acres in size, is
situated about 14 miles southwest of the City of Charleston and 13 miles'’
northeast of Edisto Island in Charleston County. It is bordered to the north and
west by the Kiawah River, to the east by the Stono Inlet and River, and to the
south by the Atlantic Ocean. The island is separated from neighboring Folly
Island to the east by the Stono Inlet, from Seabrook Island to the west by the
Kiawah River, and John’s Island to the north by the Kiawah River and associated
marshes (Figure 1).

The background and archival research specific to the work on Kiawah Island
was conducted by Dr. Michael Trinkley, Ms. Debi Hacker, Ms. Natalie Adams, and
Ms. Liz Pinckney intermittently over a period of nearly six months in early to
mid 1991.

Although development activities on Kiawah Island will be phased, the
remainder of the island is anticipated to be opened for residential development
within the next two to five years. This activity will involve the clearing,
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grubbing, filling, and grading of roadways. Construction activities will also
include the placement of water and sewer lines, underground utilities, and
disturbance caused by house construction on individual lots. These activities
will result in considerable land alteration with potential damage to
archaeological and historical resources which may exist in the project area.

Several phases of development on Kiawah Island have been completed,
including the construction of over 35 miles of roads, an four 18-hole golf
courses, underground utilities, and house construction. The additional survey on
Kiawah Island is limited to approximately 982 acres or 30% of the island. The
portion incorporated into the current survey includes essentially the eastern
third of the island.

The laboratory work and analyses for these projects began in February 1991
and were conducted on an intermittent basis through June 1992, with the work
directed by Ms. Debi Hacker. Artifact conservation, necessary for only items from
the historic sites, was conducted at the Chicora Foundation laboratories under
the supervision of Ms. Hacker, Chicora’s Conservation Administrator.

This research includes a complex mix of survey, site assessment,
architectural evaluations, and data recovery. The various projects are combined
not simply because they were all conducted for Kiawah Resort Associates. Rather,
this integration of the various projects allows for a more comprehensive,
sensitive, and appropriate treatment of the island’s cultural resources. Further,
this approach allows all of Kiawah to be viewed and understood as the whole it
of course is, rather than be "chopped up" into projects that have meaning only
within the context of compliance with various federal regulations.

Goals
Archaeological Survey

The primary goals of the Kiawah survey were, first, to identify the
archaeological resources on the undeveloped portions of the island; and second,
to assess the ability of these sites to contribute significant archaeological,
historical, or anthropological data. The second goal essentially involves the
sites’ eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Sites,
although Chicora Foundation only provides an opinion of National Register
eligibility and the final determination is made by the SC SHPO at the South
Carolina Department of Archives and History.

Secondary goals were, first, to examine the development of eighteenth and
nineteenth century plantations on a South Carolina Sea Island; second, to examine
site settlement and subsistence options and systems at prehistoric Thom’s Creek
sites on Kiawah Island, particularly in comparison to nearby shell ring research
(Trinkley 1980b); and third, to examine the relationship between site location,
soil types, and topography, expanding the previous work by Brooks and Scurry
(1978) and Scurry and Brooks (1980) in the Charleston area and Trinkley (1990 and
1991) on Spring and Callawassie islands in Beaufort County.

At a survey level the work to investigate prehistoric and historic site
settlement locations is of considerable importance, not only because it has
immediate use in directing future survey research, but also because they begin
to unravel the underlying rationale for site locations. As research continues it
will be possible to develop settlement hypothesis or models which can be used on
a regional basis for predicting site locations more accurately.

Once identified, all of the sites in the survey areas of Kiawah Island were
evaluated for their potential eligibility for inclusion on the National Register
of Historic Sites. It is generally accepted that "the significance of an
archaeological site is based on the potential of the site to contribute to the
scientific or humanistic understanding of the past" (Bense et al. 1986:60). Site
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significance in this survey was evaluated, at the request of the SC SHPO, using
the recently published process of Townsend et al. (1993).

This evaluative process involved five steps, forming a clearly defined,
explicit rationale for either the site’s eligibility or lack of eligibility.
Briefly, these steps were:

B identification of the site’s data sets or categories of
archaeological information such as ceramics, lithics, subsistence
remains, architectural remains, or sub-surface features;

e identification of the historic context applicable to the site,
providing a framework for the evaluative process;

@ identification of the important research questibns the site might
be able to address, given the data sets and the context;

m evaluation of the site’s archaeclogical integrity to ensure that
the data sets were sufficiently well preserved to address the
research questions; and

B identification of "important" research questions among all of
those which might be asked and answered at the site.

This approach, of course, has been developed for use documenting eligibility of
sites being actually nominated to the National Register of Historic Places where
the evaluation process must stand alone, with relatively little reference to
other documentation and where only, typically, one site is being considered.

In the case of a survey which identifies multiple sites the process
outlined by Townsend et al. (1993) can become burdensome. Consequently this study
has elected to combine some of the steps, making the process more streamlined,
without substantively altering the clear goal -- to ensure that sites capable of
providing significant information are provided the protection afforded in the
historic preservation process. The development of a historic context was not
undertaken for each site, but is found outlined in Chapters 4 and 5 of this
study, which provide an overview of the prehistoric and historic archaeology and
research for the region. The identification of "important" research goals was
achieved by incorporating research goals and questions in these two chapters,
again outlining significant questions to the discipline and the public.

Otherwise, the evaluative process was essentially the same as outlined by
Townsend et al. (1993). For each site the data sets identified during the survey,
such as the presence of pottery or the likelihood of architectural features, were
discussed. At times the absence of data sets dominates the discussions, such as
when the identified site has been thoroughly mixed by plowing or destroyed by
logging. Reference was made back to the historic context and the research
questions a site might be able to address, while at the same time the site’s
integrity was clearly defined. We opted to use the integrity areas developed by
Townsend et al. (1993:17-23) since they are more commonly used with National
Register sites than the archaeological properties developed by Glassow (1977).
Those most important for archaeological sites being evaluated for eligibility
under Criterion D (sites that have yielded, or may be 1likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history) are locational integrity, design
integrity, integrity of materials, and associative integrity.

Locational integrity means that discernable patterning is present. If a
site lacks patterning, if the artifacts are displaced, if activity areas are no
longer recognizable, then it 1likely lacks locational integrity. Integrity of
design is most often addressed as intra-site artifact and feature patterning.
Integrity of materials is typically seen as the completeness of the
artifact/feature assemblage or the quality of feature or artifact preservation.




Finally, associative integrity is often examined in the context of how strongly
associated the data set is with important research gquestions. Clearly the
evaluation of integrity is somewhat subjective, but this research found that most
sites either clearly exhibited integrity, or clearly lacked integrity. There were
relatively few over which there could be any real debate.

The topic of research questions is perhaps more controversial, since every
archaeologist can develop research topics which may, or may not, be of interest
to his or her colleagues. What makes a research topic important can be debated -
- is it something that particularly interests the public? is it something that
can offer methodological advancement? is it something that can assist in better
management of archaeological resources? Of even greater controversy is when a
research issue is settled and how much testing a conclusion should have before
it is accepted. After all, it is never possible to "prove" theories; they can
only be disproved.

At this point in time it seems essential to recognize the importance of
asking the right questions at the right sites, not limiting the number of sites
at which questions are asked, or what questions are posed. Clearly, asking the
"right questions" at the "right sites"™ can be difficult and requires an
understanding of the "theoretical and substantive knowledge of the discipline”
(for a more detailed discussion of these gquestions, particularly relating to
Woodland Period sites, see Trinkley 1990a:30-31).

Archaeological Survey and Testing of the
Stanyarne Plantation

The Stanyarne Plantation, 38CH122, represents the one major site on Kiawah
which was not investigated during the Kuwaiti development. Although reported by
Combes (1975) as containing architectural features, slave cabins in ruins, and
a cemetery, the site apparently attracted no attention or interest. Among the
earliest phases of development, it quickly slipped into obscurity. As historical
research was undertaken, it became obvious that this site represented much more
than a late antebellum slave row -- it probably represented the earliest
settlement on Kiawah. It was also clear that the site played a pivotal role in
understanding the evolutionary development of plantations on Kiawah. It was
likely part of the "0ld Settlement" abandoned by Shoolbred in favor of the
location today called Rhett’s Bluff. Failure to at least obtain a sample of the
archaeological remains would likely make the interpretation of Kiawah’s history
that much more difficult.

Consequently, Chicora Foundation sought the support of Kiawah Resort
Associates and the individual property owners to conduct some limited survey and
testing at the site. In addition we sought, and received, a National Park Service
Survey and Planning Grant, administered by the South Carolina Department of
Archives and History to help support the work. All of the parties supported the
work, allowing shovel testing and more intensive 5-foot excavations to be
conducted in various yard and lot areas.

The work was designed to accomplish three specific goals. The first was to
obtain sufficiently large samples to permit artifact dating. This would verify
that the site was likely the eighteenth century Stanyarne Plantation. The second
was to obtain samples of the artifacts sufficient to allow comparative analysis
with the Shoolbred, Vanderhorst, and (ultimately) the remainder of Shoolbred’s
"0ld Settlement.” This would assist in better understanding each of the
plantations, their organization, and how they saw themselves fitting into the
world around them. Finally, the work at 38CH122 was also designed to allow a
better understanding of the plantation landscape. This was an effort to collect
data that would certainly be lost as additional portions of the neighborhood are
developed over the next decade. Each of these goals was achieved during the
investigations and will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 16.




Data Recovery Excavations at Prehistoric Sites

The data recovery excavations on Kiawah Island included portions of two
prehistoric sites (38CH124 and 38CH125/126). Both dated from the Thom’s Creek
phase and one, 38CH124, has been previously placed on the National Register of
Historic Places. Consequently, it was important to ensure that a valid sample of
the data the site contained was collected during its investigation. This site
contained a dense Thom’s Creek shell midden containing a wide range of lithics,
worked shell and bone, pottery, and faunal and floral remains. This site offered
the potential to make significant contributions to Early Woodland research
questions (see Trinkley 1990a). The other site, 38CH125/126 was characterized as
a scatter of Thom’s Creek material and shell, absent any large, concentrated
shell midden remains. In simplest terms, it appeared to represent the other "end"
of the Thom’s Creek site continuum. Consequently, research at 38CH125/126 was
oriented toward gathering comparative data and investigating the broad context
of Thom’s Creek subsisténce and settlement.

Both sites also were found to contain noticeable amounts of later, Middle
Woodland, Deptford pottery. This discovery allowed not only the study variability
among Thom’s Creek sites, but allowed temporal changes to be considered.

The subsistence questions involved the seasonality of the remains, the
evidence they could provide regarding the habitats being exploited and the
intensity of that exploitation, and the methods of collecting being used. While
determining the importance of each resource to the diet was also recognized as
an extremely important research goal, it was tempered by the recognition that
many analytical techniques, such as biomass, diversity, and equitability
determination, while relatively easily determined for faunal remains, are very
difficult to apply to ethnobotanical and shellfish materials.

To ensure that subsistence materials would be intensively sampled in a
uniform manner and comparable between sites, the use of certain similar methods,
including the use of 1/8-inch mesh, the collection of flotation samples, and the
collection of shell columns, was employed at each site. In addition, each shell
midden was quantified by weight, providing shell/soil ratios.

The primary settlement question explored by this research involved the
potential to discover intra-site patterning. To this end both midden and non-
midden areas were intensively examined in the hopes of not only identifying
specific activity areas, but also of locating structural remains.

The typological and chronological questions involved primarily the Thom’s
Creek phase. It was felt that neither of these sites could provide more than
gross stratigraphic information, although temporally discrete features were
sought for reliable radiometric determinations. Previous work on Thom’s Creek
typology has provided significant evidence that the surface treatments have
temporal significance (see Trinkley 1980a). The work at 38CH124 and 38CH125/126
offered the possibility to re-evaluate and refine existing concepts.

Data Recovery Excavations at Historic Sites

Intensive data recovery excavations were also undertaken at the Shoolbred
Plantation (38CH129) and the Vanderhorst Plantation (38CH127) on Kiawah Island.
This work, coupled with detailed historical research, was intended to fully
explore the development and evolution of the sea island plantations during the
colonial, antebellum, and postbellum periods. Like other islands around
Charleston, Kiawah was first used for the raising of stock and probably naval
stores. Later the emphasis shifted to indigo as a cash crop. By the 1790s the
economy of the island was controlled by cotton. As the world economy fluctuated,
so too did the wealth and prosperity of those on Kiawah.

Because Kiawah, today, is "conveniently located" to Charleston, it is




likely difficult to fully grasp the isolation of the island prior to this
century. Like many other sea islands, Kiawah was, in the words of Fernand
Braudel, "both far ahead and far behind the general history . . . [divided] often
brutally, between the two opposite poles of archaism and innovation" (Braudel
1972:1:149-150). This isolation can perhaps most clearly be seen in the late
eighteenth century architecture, modern and daring at some levels, yet clearly
constructed without any ultimate vision.

Both the Shoolbred and Vanderhorst mansions were elaborate and imposing
structures, clearly evidencing the wealth and prestige of the owners. Yet they
largely served no function -- placed on an island that few people visited, few
passed by, and even fewer lived on. Such activities provide a glimpse of the
mentalité of the Southern planter. Yet the architecture is but one aspect of the
plantation, however visible it may be. These investigations are also intended to
explore the less obvious -- the ceramics, the everyday objects of the planter’s
life -— to see if they also evidence the same mentalité. Additionally, the
investigations are intended to document how the slaves and freedmen of Kiawah
Island lived, and how they altered the landscape, primarily to the benefit of the
wealthy class.

Curation

Archaeological site forms have been filed with the South Carolina Institute
of Archaeology and Anthropology and the South Caroclina State Historic
Preservation Office.

The field notes, photographic materials, and artifacts resulting from
Chicora Foundation’s investigations at the Stanyarne Plantation have been curated
at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. The other
materials have been curated at The Charleston Museum as Accession Number 1991.8.
Excavations at 38CH127 have been curated as Accession Number 1992.38. The
artifacts from 38CH124 have been cataloged as ARL 41291 - ARL 41370, those from
38CH125/126 as ARL 41371 - ARL 41466, those from 38CH127 as ARL 41829 - ARL
41998, those from 38CH129-1 as ARL 41174 - ARL 41233 and ARL 41730 - ARL 41772,
those from 38CH129-2 as ARL 41234 - 41290, those from miscellaneous sites as ARL
41467 - ARL 41470, and those from the Kiawah survey as ARL 41781 - ARL 42001
(using a lot provenience system). The artifacts have been cleaned and/or
conserved as necessary. Further information on conservation practices may be
found in Chapter 3 -- Research Strategy and Methods. All original records and
duplicate copies were provided to the curatorial facilities on pH neutral,
alkaline buffered paper and the photographic materials were processed to archival
permanence.




CHAPTER 2.
NATURAL SETTING

Michael Trinkley

Physiography

Charleston County is located in the lower Atlantic Coastal Plain of South
Carolina and is bounded to the east by the Atlantic Ocean and a series of marsh,
barrier (such as Kiawah), and sea islands (Mathews et al. 1980:133). Elevations
in the County range from sea level to about 70 feet mean sea level (MSL). The
mainland topography, which consists of subtle ridge and bay undulations, is
characteristic of beach ridge plains. Seven major drainages are found in
Charleston County. Four of these, the Wando, Ashley, Stono, and North Edisto, are
dominated by tidal flows and are saline. The three with significant freshwater
flow are the Santee, forming the northern boundary of the County, the South
Edisto, forming the southern boundary, and the Cooper, which bisects the County.
Because of the low topography, many broad, low-gradient interior drains are
present as either extensions of the tidal rivers or as flooded bays and swales.

Coastal islands are generally placed into three major groupings, based on
geomorphology, area, sediment composition, and environment of deposition. The
classic sea islands such as Daufuskie, Hilton Head, and James islands, are
erosional remnants of coastal sand bodies deposited during the Pleistocene. Some,
such as Hilton Head, also have a ocean fringe of beach dune ridges developed
during the more recent Holocene period. Barrier islands, in contrast, are
composed of alternating beach ridges and low troughs or lagoons oriented roughly
parallel to the present shoreline, deposited during Holocene high sea level
stands. Marsh islands, such as Raccoon Key and Morris Island, are composed of
isolated or widely spaced Holocene sand ridges surrounded by recent salt marsh.
They are typically situated in the filled lagoons behind the barrier islands,
although they are also found fronting the Atlantic Ocean where erosion has
removed the protecting barrier islands.

Kiawah “is classified as a barrier island. It is situated between Folly
Island to the northeast and Seabrook Island to the southwest. Kiawah is separated
from Folly by the Stono River and from Seabrook by the Kiawah River. It is
separated from John’s Island to the north by an expanse of marsh and the Kiawah
River.

The island has a sandy beachfront and is about 9.1 miles in length and 2.0
miles in width, including both high ground and marsh. There are approximately
3300 acres of high ground and 3730 acres of marsh incorporated into Kiawah
Island, making it the largest barrier island and the fifth largest island in
South Carolina (with only James, St. Helena, Hilton Head, and Daufuskie, all Sea
Islands, being larger).

Elevations on the island range from sea level to 25 feet MSL. The island
is composed of a series of prograding beach ridges that have been highly modified
on either end by the migration of the Stono and Kiawah inlets. Hayes et al.
(1975) identify four major physiographic regions on Kiawah: the actively changing
beach zone; the three tidal inlets of the Stono, Kiawah, and Edisto rivers; the
interior of the island, largely consisting of beach-ridge complexes; and the salt
marsh area that surrounds the backside of the island.

Of the three, the beach-ridge complex is perhaps the most significant for
the archaeological and historical understanding of Kiawah Island. The western
half of the island is composed of a series of tightly spaced beach ridges with
low relief (typically under 10 feet). Hayes et al. (1975) suggest this low




topography is the result of cultivation, although this would regquire extensive
erosion and leveling, which does not appear likely. Regardless, the eastern end
of the island evidences a radically different physiography, being composed of
very complex, bifurcating beach ridges. Expanses of salt marsh occur between
these various ridges. Hayes et al. note:

the reason for this difference [between the eastern and western ends
of Kiawah] is the beach ridges at the east end were located near a
major tidal channel (Stono River) that migrated as much as 1% to 2
miles since the island was first formed. These migrations have
brought about the formation of long, cat-eye shaped ponds (here
termed cat-eye ponds) that form when a new beach ridge develops
along the margin of a tidal inlet. Close inspection of the
geomorphic map [reproduced as Figure 2] reveals the presence of many
old tidal inlets and recurved beach ridges in the vicinity of Ibis
and Willet Ponds.” . . . The complex morphology of the east end of
the island is simply a reflection of the large-scale changes that
commonly take place near a major tidal inlet (Hayes et al. 1975:G-
84).

The beach ridges found on the eastern end of the island incorporate steeply
sloping topography, narrow ridges, and vast areas of poorly drained soils
(discussed below) and marsh areas. Elevations range from about 10 to 25 feet MSL.
The channels found in this area of the island include Bass Creek, Cinder Creek,
and a variety of smaller, unnamed drainages.

The mean tidal range for Kiawah is approximately 5.2 feet, with a Spring
tidal range of approximately 6.1 feet. These tides generate strong currents in
the tidal inlets and major tidal channels.

Geology and Soils

Coastal Plain geological formations are unconsolidated sedimentary deposits
of very recent age (Pleistocene and Holocene) lying unconformably on ancient
crystalline rocks (Cooke 1936; Miller 1971:74). The Pleistocene sediments are
organized into topographically distinct, but lithologically similar, geomorphic
units, or terraces, parallel to the coast. Kiawah Island is classified by Cooke
(1936) as part of the recent Holocene terrace, with elevations under 25 feet MSL
(see also Colguhoun 1969).

The work by Stapor and Mathews (1976) found that Kiawah’s deposition began
at least 2500 years ago and was essentially complete by 1000 years ago. The
oldest portion of Kiawah appears to be Shoolbred Point (today called Rhett’s
Bluff), which is an o0ld Pleistocene Beach Ridge (Hayes et al. 1975).
Consequently, only a very small portion of Kiawah is likely to evidence Paleo-
Indian or Archaic occupation, while much more of the island may evidence Middle
Woodland or later occupations.

Hayes et al. (1975) have reconstructed Kiawah’s historic changes, from the
late seventeenth century through the late twentieth century. They remarked:

Kiawah Island has undergone many changes in the past three hundred
years. In 1661 a large waterway incised the northeastern portion of
the island. From 1661 to 1854 the waterway infilled, leaving a small
tidal inlet which was connected to Bass Creek. Beginning in the late
1880’s and continuing at a rapid rate until the 1920’s the eastern
shoreline underwent tremendous progradation. This was caused by the
erosion of Morris Island and Folly Island to the north, which, in
turn, was a result of the diversion of Charleston Harbor channel.
This accretional trend continued at a slower rate until the early
1940’s, adding a total of 3400 ft of shoreline in the form of a
triangular foreland. Starting in the late 1930’s, the southeast
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flank of this foreland began to erode with contemporaneous
accretation along the southwest flank. Since 1939, this trend has
continued at an average rate of 100 ft per year, resulting in
approximately 400 ft of westward migration and general straightening
of this part of the shoreline.

Between 1880 and 1940 the central portion of the island was also
accretional. Since 1867, the west central shoreline has prograded
700 ft. Over the same period of time, the east central shoreline
advanced more than 2000 feet (Hayes et al. 1975:G-47, G-50).

Of considerable importance to these discussions is the history of Kiawah’s
eastern end adjacent to the Stono Inlet. Hayes et al. suggest that in 1661 the
northeastern end of Kiawah was cut by a channel separating Kiawah from a number
of smaller islands to the east. The Stono channel was narrow and present-day Bird
Key was part of the larger island.

During the mid-1700s (perhaps the Extreme hurricane of 1752) a large storm
eroded a portion of this island, leaving Bird Key as a remnant. From this point
on, the Stono Inlet flowed through two channels, located east and west of the
island. By 1854 200 to 400 feet of progradation had occurred along the
northeastern portion of Kiawah, forming a long, thin, elbow-shaped spit
parallelling this portion of the coastline. At the time of the Civil War, Cougar
Island, which now is found in the central portion of the eastern end of the
island, was on the shoreline. At this location the shore has prograded over 2500
feet during the past century, although periods of rapid erosion were also
present.

In the late 1870s construction was begun on the Charleston Harbor jetties,
which were designed to reroute the main harbor entrance to the southeast and
prevent natural shoals from obstructing navigation. This project, completed in
1896, caused accelerated erosion of Morris and Folly islands with the sediment
moving southward, causing an accumulation at the headland area of Kiawah. Over
3500 feet of progradation is seen on the northeastern end of Kiawah. Bass Creek
inlet migrated almost 2 miles toward the middle portion of the island, forming
a long, recurved spit trending parallel to the beach. The eastern end of the
island, facing the Atlantic Ocean prograded nearly 1500 feet, while the western
end, in the vicinity of the Kiawah River inlet prograded approximately 100 feet.

By the late 1940s the triangular foreland on Kiawah began a westward
migration resulting in 600 feet of erosion on its southeast face and 400 feet of
accretion on its southwest edge. The changes to Kiawah continue to the present
time, and are illustrated in Figure 3.

. On an island such as Kiawah, water appears to be plentiful, yet sources of
fresh water are scarce. The principal deep water aquifers are the limestone of
Eocene age known as the Santee Formation and the sands of Cretaceous age, known
as the Pee Dee and Black Creek formations, although these are at depths of 400
to 500 feet and 1600 to 2000 feet respectively. The Santee Formation has been
pumped so heavily that there is now a "cone of depression" with the result that
chloride levels exceed 400 mg/l in some areas (S.C. Water Resources Commission
1973:100). :

Lynch et al. note that colonial wells rarely exceeded 20 feet into the
sands which were "everywhere saturated with the water which it received from a
rainfall averaging 43.78 inches each year" (Lynch et al. 1882:258). Consequently,
wells 12 to 15 feet deep provided "an unfailing supply of water of the very best
quality" (Lynch et al. 1882:259). Water quality gradually declined as the
population increased and antebellum wells became deeper, although they rarely
exceeded 60 feet in downtown Charleston. One antebellum brick-lined well on
Daniels Island, about 5.5 miles northeast of Charleston, was only 10.7 feet in
depth (2Zierden et al. 1986:4-44). Cisterns, in common use throughout Charleston,
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could provide very safe, potable water, although Lynch et al. (1882:292-293) also
found many of the cisterns in Charleston "foul," evidencing high levels of
ammonia.

There is extensive documentation of wells being dug on the islands by Union
troops during the Civil War. Copp noted:

in our camp at Hilton Head, every company had its well, by digging
through the sand to a depth of from four to six feet, empty barrels
would be inserted, and the well as complete, with plenty of water:
although brackish to the taste it was not as bad as we were
frequently obliged to use in our later campaigns (Copp 1911:94).

On nearby Folly Island Barlow remarked:

all the water used on the island was obtained by digging below tide-
mark and curbing with barrels. The finest and best protected well in
camp was made by cutting into a sand dune and making a winding
passage to the water, thus placing the water continually in the
shade and protecting it from dust and dirt blowing around the camp
(Barlow 1899:158).

It is therefore clear that during the historic period wells were in common use,
although shallow wells probably tended to be less healthy and more saline.

Another significant aspect of coastal geology to be considered in these
discussions is the fluctuation of sea level during the late Pleistocene and
Holocene epochs. Prior to 15,000 B.C. there is evidence that a warming trend
resulted in the gradual increase in Pleistocene sea levels (DePratter and Howard
1980). Work by Brooks et al. (1989) clearly indicates that there were a number
of fluctuations during the Holocene. Their data suggest that as the first
Stallings phase sites along the South Carolina coast were occupied about 2100
B.C. the sea level was about 4.2 feet lower than present. Following that period
there was a gradual fall in the sea level to about 11.0 feet below current levels
by 1850 B.C. Sea levels gradually increased during the Thom’s Creek phase to a
level within about 2.0 feet of the current stands by 1650 B.C. Following this was
a second lowering about 1250 B.C., to a level of 9.7 feet below that of today.
The sea level increased through the late Thom’s Creek phase to a high about 2.8
feet below modern levels by 1050 B.C. Another low, about 9.7 feet, occurred at
350 B.C. after which the sea levels tend to maintain a gradual rise to their
modern levels. Quitmyer (1985) does not believe that the lower sea levels at 2100
B.C. would have greatly altered the estuarine environment, although drops of
nearly 10 feet would have reduced available tidal resources and would have
affected the overall drainage patterns and soil moisture of coastal sites.

Data from the nineteenth and twentieth centuries suggest that the level is
continuing to rise. Kurtz and Wagner (1957:8) report a 0.8 foot rise in
Charleston, South Carolina sea levels from 1833 to 1903. Between 1940 and 1950
a sea level rise of 0.34 foot was again recorded at Charleston. These data,
however, do not distinguish between sea level rise and land surface submergence.

Within the coastal zone the soils are Holocene and Pleistocene in age and
were formed from materials that were deposited during the various stages of
coastal submergence. The formation of soils in the study area is affected by this
parent material (primarily sands and clays), the temperate climate (to be
discussed later in this section), the various soil organisms, topography, and
time.

The mainland soils are Pleistocene in age and tend to have more distinct
horizon development and diversity than the younger soils of the sea and barrier
islands. Sandy to loamy soils predominate in the level to gently sloping mainland
areas. The island soils are less diverse and less well developed, frequently
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lacking a well-defined B horizon. Organic matter is low and the soils tend to be
acidic. The Holocene deposits typical of barrier islands and found as a fringe
on some sea islands, consist almost entirely of gquartz sand which exhibits little
organic matter. Tidal marsh soils are Holocene in age and consist of fine sands,
clay, and organic matter deposited over older Pleistocene sands. The soils are
frequently covered by up to 2 feet of saltwater during high tides. Historically,
marsh soils have been used as compost or fertilizer for a variety of crops,
including cotton (Hammond 1884:510) and Allston mentions that the sandy soil of
the coastal region, "bears well the admixture of salt and marsh mud with the
compost" (Allston 1854:13).

Only six soil series occur on Kiawah Island: Crevassee and Dawhoo
association, Dawhoo and Rutlege association, Kiawah, Rutlege-Pamlico association,
Seabrook, and Wando (Table 1). Of those soils, only two (Seabrook and Wando) are
considered well drained. The remainder are poorly drained, except for the
Crevassee-Dawhoo association, found in the ridge and trough area of eastern
Kiawah Island, which has mixed drainage (Miller 1971). Table 1 reveals that only
22.9% of the island can be considered well drained. Although some of the
Crevassee-Dawhoo soils are well drained, they occur on narrow ridges and are not
generally suitable for nineteenth century agriculture.

Table 1.
Soils found on Kiawah Island
Soil % of island drainage
Crevassee-Dawhoo 41.3 mixed
Dawhoo-Rutlege 5.5 poor
Kiawah 30.1 poor
Rutlege-Pamlico 0.2 poor
Seabrook 7.7 well
Wando 15.2 well

The western and central thirds of the island consist primarily of Wando
soils ringing the edge, while Kiawah and Dawhoo-Rutlege soils are found on the
interior. The eastern third of the island contains little well drained soil,
being composed largely of Crevassee-Dawhoo soils.

Soil drainage may reasonably be expected to impact prehistoric and historic
settlement patterns, as well as cultivation (and hence plantation wealth) during
the antebellum period. Plants such as indigo and cotton require well drained
soils, while rice requires flooding (and therefore soils capable of holding the
water) (Hammond 1884; Hilliard 1975; Huneycutt 1949). A number of period accounts
discuss the importance of soil drainage. Seabrook explained: .

subsoil so close as to be impervious to water; so that the excess of
the rains of winter cannot sink. Nor can it flow off, because of the
level surface . . . . The land thereby is kept thoroughly water-
soaked until late in the spring. The long continued wetness is
favorable only to the growth of coarse and sour grasses and broom
sedge . . . acid and antiseptic qualities of the soil . . . sponge-
like power to absorb and retain water . . . is barren, (for useful
crops) from two causes - excessive wetness and great acidity. The
remedies required are also two; and neither alone will be of the
least useful effect, with the other also. Draining must remove the
wetness - calcareous manures the acidity (Seabrook 1848:37).

Hammond expanded on this, mentioning:

drainage . . . has of necessity always been practiced to some
extent. The remarkably high beds on which cotton is planted here,
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being from 18 inches to 2 feet high, subserve this purpose. The best
planters have long had open drains through their fields. These were
generally made by running two furrows with a plow and afterwards
hauling out the loose dirt with a hoe, thus leaving an open ditch,
if it may be so termed, a foot or more in depth (Hammond 1884:509).

While a large portion of the land on Kiawah appears to be unsuitable for
most crops, it is clear that adequate drainage could be constructed to make the
soils more agriculturally productive. In fact, an 1854 map of Kiawah clearly
reveals that soils of Kiawah, Seabrook, and Wando were cultivated on the western
third of the island; Kiawah and Seabrook soils were cultivated on the central
portion of the island; and on the western third of the island even some limited
area of Crevassee-Dawhoo soils were opened and cultivated. Major drainages were
apparently oriented east-west, following the natural trough topography. Fields
were not scattered out over the island, but were clearly concentrated in several
areas of well-drained soil.

Climate

John Lawson described South Carolina, in 1700, as having "a sweet Air,
moderate Climate, and fertile Soil"” (Lefler 1967:86). Of course, Lawson tended
to romanticize Carolina. In December 1740 Robert Pringle remarked that Charleston
was having "hard frosts & Snow" characterized as "a great Detriment to the
Negroes" (Edgar 1972:282), while in May 1744 Pringle states, "the weather having
already Come in very hott" (Edgar 1972:685).

The major climatic controls of the area are latitude, elevation, distance
from the ocean, and location with respect to the average tracks of migratory
cyclones. Kiawah’s latitude of 32°37’N places it on the edge of the balmy
subtropical climate typical of Florida, further south. As a result, there are
relatively short, mild winters and long, warm, humid summers. The large amount
of nearby warm ocean water surface produces a marine climate, which tends to
moderate both the cold and hot weather. The Appalachian Mountains, about 220
miles to the northwest, block the shallow cold air masses from the northwest,
moderating them before they reach the sea islands (Mathews et al. 1980:46).

The average high temperature on Kiawah in July 1is 81°F, although
temperatures are frequently in the 90s during much of July (Kjerfve 1975:C-4).
Mills noted:

in the months of June, July, and August, 1752, the weather in
Charleston was warmer than any of the inhabitants before had ever
experienced. The mercury in the shade often rose above 50°, and for
nearly twenty successive days varied between that an 101° (Mills
1972:444).

Kiawah normally experiences a high relative humidity, adding greatly to the
discomfort. Kjerfve (1975:C-5) found an annual mean value of 73.5% RH, with the
highest levels occurring during the summer. Pringle remarked in 1742 that guns
"sufferr’d with the Rust by Lying so Long here, & which affects any Kind of Iron
Ware, much more in this Climate than in Europe" (Edgar 1972:465).

The annual rainfall on Kiawah is 49 inches, fairly evenly spaced over the
year. While adequate for most crops, there may be periods of both excessive rain
and drought. Kjerfve (1974:C-8) notes that Kiawah has recorded up to 20 inches
of rain in a single month and the rainfall over a three month period has exceeded
30 inches no less than 9 times in the past 37 years. Likewise, periods of draught
can occur and cause considerable damage to crops and livestock. Mills remarks
that the "Summer of 1728 was uncommonly hot; the face of the earth was completely
parched; the pools of standing water dried up, and the field reduced to the
greatest distress" (Mills 1972:447-448). Another significant historical drought
occurred in 1845, affecting both the Low and Up Country.
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The annual growing season is 295 days, one of the longest in South
Carolina. This mild climate, adequate rainfall, and long growing season, as
Hilliard (1984:13) notes, is 1largely responsible for the presence of many
southern crops, such as cotton and sugar cane.

Hilliard also points out that "any description of climate in the South,
however brief, would be incomplete without reference" to a meteorological event
frequently identified with the region -- the tropical hurricane. Hurricanes occur
in the late summer and early fall, the period critical to antebellum cane,
cotton, and rice growers. These storms, however, are capricious in occurrence:

in such a case between the dread of pestilence in the city, of
common fever in the country, and of an unexpected hurricane on the
island, the inhabitants . . . are at the close of every warm season
in a painful state of anxiety, not knowing what course to pursue,
not what is best to be done (Ramsay, quoted in Calhoun 1983:2).

The coastal area is a moderately high risk zone for tropical storms, with
169 hurricanes being documented from 1686 to 1972 (about one every two years)
(Mathews et al. 1980:56). Table 2 lists the major storms of the seventeenth,
eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries.

Table 2.
Major Hurricanes Through the Nineteenth Century

Date Location Classification Damage

August 25, 1686 Char Leston Major Flooding, wind damage

September 14/16, 1700 Charleston Great Flooding, at Least 97 deaths

September 5/6, 1713 Charleston Major Flooding, perhaps 70 deaths

September 13/14, 1728 Charleston Major 23 ships damaged or lLost, forests Leveled

September 15, 1752 Char leston Extreme Extensive flooding, damage, death

September 1734 Charleston Major (7) Flooding, extensive property loss

September 7/8, 1804 Savannah Great 7 foot storm tide, 500 deaths in SC

August 27, 1813 Charleston Great Severe winds, tides, much crop loss

September 27, 1822 Charleston Major Extensive crop lLosses, 300 deaths

September, 7-9 1854 Savannah Major 90 mile/hour winds

August 27, 1881 Savannah Hajor 16 foot tide, 700 deaths in Georgia and
SC

August 25, 1885 Beaufort Extreme 21 deaths in Charleston, 125 mile/hour
winds

August 27, 1893 Charleston Extreme 17 to 19 foot storm tide, up to 2000
deaths

October 13, 1893 Charleston Major Flooding, several deaths

September 28-29, 1896 Savannah Major 12 deaths, winds of 75 miles/hour

August 31, 1898 Savannah Hurricane 100 mile/hour winds

October 2, 1898 Savannah Hurricane 12 foot storm tide

October 31, 1899 Charleston Major

The climate of the Charleston area, regardless of storms, temperature,
humidity, or rainfall, was often viewed as harsh and unhealthful, especially for
the white population. Mills states:

the numerous swamps, bays, and low grounds which indent the low
country, retain the waters that fall in rains; and in consequence of
these, occasion thick fogs throughout the night, during the summer
months. Under such circumstances it is a matter of little surprise
that fevers prevail. . . . The two fevers most dreaded here, are,
what are commonly termed the country and yellow fever. The first is
peculiar to the country, and to avoid it, the planters are in the
habit either of residing in Charleston during the sickly season, or

17




retiring to the Sea Islands or Sand hills. The second belongs
exclusively to the city, and is generally fatal to strangers only,
who have not, as it is termed, become climatized (Mills 1972:140-
144).

Expounding on the evil of the swamps, Mills also explained:

that to the extensive swamps and stagnant pools, which cover its
surface, are we to attribute the cause of our epidemical diseases.
The rank luxuriance of vegetation on these waste lands, their
perpetual moisture, and the operation of a powerful sun, produce at
certain seasons of the year, in a degree indeed extensive, the rapid
decomposition of this vegetable matter: the miasma arising from this
decomposition contaminates the surrounding air, which afterwards is
wafted by the winds over the country, and poisons, more or less, the
whole atmosphere {Mills 1972:462).

Floristics

Kiawah Island exhibits three major ecosystems: the maritime forest
ecosystem which consists of the upland forest areas of the island, the estuarine
ecosystem of deep water tidal habitats, and the palustrine ecosystems which
consist of essentially fresh water, non-tidal wetlands (Sandifer et al. 1980:7-
9).

The maritime forest ecosystem has been found to consist of five principal
forest types, including the Oak-Pine forests, the Mixed Oak Hardwood forests, the
Palmetto forests, the Oak thickets, and other miscellaneous wooded areas (such
as salt marsh thickets and wax myrtle thickets).

Of these the Oak-Pine forests are most common, constituting over half of
the forest community on the island. In some areas palmetto becomes an important
sub—-dominant. Typically these forests are dominated by the laurel oak with pine
(primarily loblolly with minor amounts of longleaf pine) as the major canopy co-
dominant. Hickory is present, although uncommon. Other trees found are the sweet
gum and magnolia, with sassafras, red bay, American holly, and wax myrtle found
in the understory.

In the Mixed Oak Hardwood forests pine is reduced in importance and the
laurel oak is replaced by the live oak. Yaupon holly and red bay or magnolia are
found in the understory. Live oak is concentrated on Cougar Island and Sharitz
(1975:F-12) suggests this is due to the soils being very dry and "sterile." The
Palmetto forests are characterized by open palmetto stands with an understory of
wax myrtle, red cedar, yvaupon holly, and magnolia. The Low Oak woods or thickets
are found as a band behind the high dunes. This association is continuous with
the Oak-Pine-Palmetto forests. The miscellaneous wooded areas include wax myrtle
thickets found in low areas behind the dune fields.

Mills, in the early nineteenth century, remarked that:

South Carolina 4is rich in native and exotic productions; the
varieties of its soil, climate, and geological positions, afford
plants of rare, valuable, and medicinal qualities; fruits of a
luscious, refreshing, and nourishing nature; vines and shrubs of
exquisite beauty, fragrance, and luxuriance, and forest trees of
noble growth, in great variety (Mills 1972:66).

The loblolly pine was called the "pitch or Frankincense Pine" and was used to
produce tar and turpentine; the longleaf pine was "much used in building and for
all other domestic purposes;" trees such as the red bay and red cedar were often
used in furniture making and cedar was a favorite for posts; and live oaks were
recognized as yielding "the best of timber for ship building;" (Mills 1972:66-—
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85). Mills also observed that:

in former vyears cypress was much used in building, but the
difficulty of obtaining it now, compared with the pine, occasions
little of it to be cut for sale, except in the shape of shingles;
the cypress is a most valuable wood for durability and lightness.
Besides the two names we have cedar, poplar, beech, oak, and locust,
which are or may be also used in building (Mills 1972:460).

The "Oak and hickory high lands" according to Mills were, "well suited for
corn and provisions, also for indigo and cotton™ (Mills 1972:443). The value of
these lands in the mid-1820s was from $10 to $20 per acre, less expensive than
the tidal swamp or inland swamp lands (where rice and, with drainage, cotton
could be grown).

The estuarine ecosystem in the vicinity includes those areas of deep-water
tidal habitats and adjacent tidal wetlands. Salinity may range from 0.5 ppt at
the head of an estuary to 30 ppt where it comes in contact with the ocean.
Estuarine systems are influenced by ocean tides, precipitation, fresh water
runoff from the upland areas, evaporation, and wind. The mean tidal range for
Kiawah is 5.2 feet, indicative of an area swept by moderately strong tidal
currents. The system may be subdivided into two major components: subtidal and
intertidal (Sandifer et al. 1980:158-159). These estuarine systems are extremely
important to our understanding of both prehistoric and historic occupations
because they naturally contain a high biomass (Thompson 1972:9). The estuarine
area contributes vascular flora used for basket making, as well as mammals,
birds, fish (over 107 species), and shellfish.

While shellfish are only briefly itemized by Mills in the context of a food
source, he elaborates in his discussion of building material, observing that:

lime is obtained from burning oyster shells. It makes a very good
mortar, where good sharp sand is used, though it is not equal to the
stone lime (Mills 1972:460).

While the primary historic use of shellfish may have been for the production of
lime, the large numbers of shell middens in coastal area clearly indicate the
importance of shellfish in the aboriginal diet (see Trinkley 1991:214-215).

The last environment to be briefly discussed is the freshwater palustrine
ecosystem, which includes all wetland ecosystems, such as the swamps, bays,
savannas, pocisins, and creeks, where the salinities measure less than 0.5 ppt.
These palustrine ecosystems tend to be diverse, although not well studied
(Sandifer et al. 1980:295).

Most of Kiawah’s freshwater environments appear to have been created within
the twentieth century, primarily unintentionally by the creation of dikes to
support logging road (Hosier 1975:D-40). It is likely, however, that small
freshwater ponds were found in various troughs scattered across the island. A
number of forest types may be found in the palustrine areas which would attract
a variety of terrestrial mammals. The typical vegetation might consist of red
maple, swamp tupelo, sweet gum, red bay, cypress, and various hollies. Also found
would be wading birds and reptiles. It seems likely that these freshwater
environs were of particular importance to the prehistoric occupants.
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CHAPTER 3.
RESEARCH STRATEGY AND METHODS

Michael Trinkley

Introduction

As was previously indicated, the primary goals of the Kiawah survey were
to identify, record, and assess the significance of archaeological sites within
the approximately 982 acres of the island not previously developed (representing
30% of the total island area). Secondary goals of the Kiawah survey included an
examination of several major antebellum plantations situated on one island, the
examination of settlement and subsistence patterns for prehistoric sites, and the
examination of soils and drainage as they affect the location of prehistoric
sites. No major analytical hypotheses were created prior to the field work and
data analysis, although certain expectations regarding the secondary goals will
be outlined in these discussions. The research design proposed for this study is,

as discussed by Goodyear et al. (1979:2), fundamentally explorative and
explicative.

The previous discussions regarding soils and drainage lead to the
conclusion that prehistoric sites will be found in areas of moderately to well
drained soils. Previous work, however, has suggested that a few, small
prehistoric shell middens will be located on poorly drained soil. Further, the
bulk of the site components will be Middle to Late Woodland, since the high sea
level stands during these periods are thought to have restricted the dispersion
of resources such as large mammals and forest products. In addition, Kiawah’s
geological age suggested that there would be a greater likelihood of later
Woodland sites. Finally, sites are expected to be small and exhibit low artifact
diversity since the use of extractive sites is brief, the sites represent a
narrow range of activities, and group size was small (Brooks and Scurry 1978).
Previous research has also clearly exhibited a non-random pattern to prehistoric
site settlement. Even when vast areas of well drained soils are available for
settlement, the sites tend to be found clustered around small tidal inlets and
marsh areas (see Scurry and Brooks 1980:77 for Charleston County data, Trinkley
1987 and 1990 for Beaufort County data).

Based on these data, prehistoric sites on Kiawah Island might be expected
to occur on the better drained Seabrook and Wando soils, but were not anticipated
(in any great number) in the areas of Kiawah, Dawhoo-Rutlege, or Rutlege-Pamlico
soils. Some sites might be located on the Crevassee-Dawhoo soils. Few
prehistoric sites, however, were expected inland, away from marsh or tidal
creeks. This situation was anticipated because of the "edge effect" where a
variety of resources are brought into close proximity. Consequently, it was
anticipated that prehistoric sites would be found clustered in the well drained

soil regions. Those sites occurring on the interior were anticipated to be major
"base" camps. i

Previous work at Spring and Callawassie islands in Beaufort County has
developed a scheme of classifying prehistoric sites based on size, features, and
relationship to water. Type 1 sites represent fairly small, thin scatters of
isolated midden immediately adjacent to the marsh. Type 2 sites consist of
larger, more discrete heaps of shell found adjacent to the marsh or a major
slough. Type 3 sites consist of shell middens found inland from the water 200 to
800 feet and may be characterized as "inland"” in the sense that they are not
directly oriented to a single, specific marsh or slough. Type 4 sites lack any
evidence of shell midden deposits.
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As an alternative to this descriptive approach Espenshade et al. (1993)
have offered a typology of shell midden sites which purports to offer a more
functional interpretation. They describe multi-family residential bases,
representing aggregations of coastal residents for at least several seasons and
perhaps year-round; single-family shell middens are similar but are deposited by
only one family; single-family limited shell sites are suggested to be seasonal
camps used by a small group or one family; and oystering stations were presumably
used for short periods by small groups focused on oyster procurement.

While it is obviously appropriate to progress from purely descriptive site
classification to functional interpretation, and the effort is to be applauded,
one can legitimately question whether there is sufficient information in hand to
make this jump. The functional typology developed also begs the question of the
difference between multi-family and single family occupations. Likewise, one
might argue that the lack of artifacts reported for single—-family shell-less
sites is the result of reduced preservation potential. Finally, the concept of
oystering stations has meet with less that uniform acceptance. Regardless, the
effort does focus professional attention on the need to at least begin the
process of exploring different explanations for the observed data. Just as
importantly, the debate the typology has caused emphasizes the need to collect
additional data to test the assumptions inherent in the approach and the
conclusions it provides.

Turning to historic site locations, previous research has suggested that
the main house or major plantation complex will be situated in areas of "high
ground and deep water, " which incorporate the positive attributes of well drained
soils and immediate access to water transport (Hartley 1984; South and Hartley
1980). As plantation crops and owners changed during the colonial and antebellum
periods, it is possible that settlement areas might also change location.
Additionally, it might be impossible to locate the plantation complex in an area
which was healthful, centrally located, and adjacent to a deep water access. In
such cases compromises on the ideal would be made, but the weight given to each
of the various attributes is unclear. While the health and well-being of the
owner’s slave chattel was of considerable concern, slave rows were not commonly
situated on the best land, and in some cases were located on very poorly drained
soils (Singleton 1980; Zierden and Calhoun 1983).

The primary goals of the data recovery excavations at sites 38CH124 and
38CH125/126 on Kiawah Island included detailed examination of subsistence,
settlement, and the associated cultural materials. The two sites span the Early
(i.e, Thom’s Creek) and Middle (i.e., Deptford and Wilmington) Woodland, although
the Thom’s Creek phase dominates both collections. As previously discussed, these
sites are incorporated together in these discussions since the results of the
study assume greater significance when viewed as a cohesive assemblage.

The seasonality of the various remains found at these two sites was of
considerable importance to the overall settlement reconstruction. Likewise,
questions concerning the exploitation of different habitats within the coastal
zone were significant to an understanding of site settlement choices. While this
research could not be expected to explicate the entire range of subsistence and
settlement, a careful examination of the sites might offer some indications of
areal patterning.

Also of major importance was a better understanding of the pottery produced
by the Thom’s Creek people. Previous typological studies have provided an
indication of temporally sensitive surface treatments (Trinkley 1980a). The work
on Kiawah Island offers an opportunity to continue that study and provide
additional absolute dates for the treatments identified.

An examination of archaeclogical research from South Carolina over the past

five years reveals exceptionally few studies of main plantation houses, or more
importantly, plantation complexes. Much of recent plantation archaeology has
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emphasized the investigation of slavery =-- cloaking itself in Marxian theory
while examining power and racism. The approach may well have merits and no one
can deny that examining slave life is an extremely worthwhile undertaking. Some
of the bias against main house or upper status archaeology is also the result of
asking very simplistic questions. As Amy Friedlander (1991:109) has said, "it is
already well known that the rich lived better than the poor" and one wonders how
much further demonstration the topic requires. More appropriate as a goal for
archaeology than highly particularistic studies are those which combine, as
Singleton (1991:77) suggests, humanistic and scientific analyses in order to
understand the nature of plantation life and labor.

From this perspective, the "main house" becomes a telling artifact in its
own right, illuminating a wide range of issues relating to the diffusion of
technologies, capital investment, shifts in economic climate, division of labor,
the movement of manufactured products, and available manual skills -- issues
central to plantation regimes operating amidst geographically isolated areas such
as the South Carolina Sea Islands.

Even at the level of the plantation complex there is a surprising lack of
detail and scientific rigor. Examination of recent archaeological studies would
largely suggest that plantations consisted of nothing more than an occasional
main house, perhaps on overseer’s structure, and a single slave settlement,
frozen in time. Yet, a multiplicity of additional structures, such as barns,
stables, kitchens, offices, wash houses, industrial settlements, and so forth,
also existed. The plantation was serviced by roads, cart paths, and walkways.
Gardens of some description were almost certainly present. Fences were common and
marked off cultural and idealized boundaries, if not real places. Yet, most of
these "other" features of the plantation fail to be either discovered or
discussed.

The original of a late nineteenth century watercolor of the Shoolbred house
was located after nearly two months of searching. This view shows a series of
eight structures, including a "Romanesque" boat house, a barn, the main house,
two flankers, a possible overseer’s house, and two unidentified buildings with
spires, as well as a road network, landscaping associated with the house, and
fences. Unfortunately, the original survey of the plantation located only two of
these eight structures. By comparing placement, proportions, and scaling
distances from the watercolor, it was possible to identify the locations of five
of the remaining six structures. Excavations, however, were conducted at only
three of these seven identified structures.

The archaeological investigations at the Shoolbred plantation site have
therefore attempted to concentrated on a wide variety of exceptionally important
problems in plantation archaeology, including the exploration of a plantation

complex —- rather than single buildings, the examination of architectural styles
and traditions -- rather than simply counts of artifacts, and the use of
plantation wealth by the owner —-- rather than on the artifacts themselves.

It should be increasingly clear that history exacts demands upon all of
those individuals entrusted with exploration of the past. It also imposes costs
on its custodians. On Sea Island plantations, where, before emancipation, almost
every act modifying the natural landscape involved slave labor, there can be
absolutely no justification for destroying, without full recordation, the works
of the subjugated and all too often silenced peoples whose testament the
antebellum man-made landscape has become. Neither can there be any justification
for sweeping aside, without thorough investigation, those creations -- whether
they are buildings, gardens, slave settlements, or landscaping -- which reflect
the aspirations and value systems of a planter elite, however foreign these
systems seem to modern sensibilities.

Hopefully the work at Shoolbred Plantation will mark a radical change in
the orientation and commitment of South Carolina archaeoclogy. Survey must be
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sufficiently intensive to identify something approaching the whole, not merely
a fraction. Data recovery must then examine the whole plantation, not a few
selected parts. Analysis and reports must be geared toward presenting that whole
understanding, not merely a listing of artifacts with a cursory examination.
Unless archaeology can achieve these changes than it will have failed in its duty
and we will continue to consume, without thought or care, someone else’s assets.

Based on the frustrating lack of knowledge about the Shoolbred Plantation
site as we began data recovery there, an intensive close interval survey of the
Vanderhorst tract was performed which identified six structures (including the
standing main house), two trash middens, and two shell middens (Adams and
Trinkley 1991). Subsequent data recovery was able to thoroughly document these
loci and better understand the development of the portion of the plantation
complex located within the 27 acre survey tract.

The success of conducting detailed, close interval surveys for the
development of data recovery plans at Vanderhorst clearly reveals the benefits
of this approach. It also provides some indication of the successes which might
have been possible at Shoolbred had detailed survey been available. This lesson
in the types, and quality, of data necessary for research at complex plantation
sites should be applied to future plantation archaeology in the South Carolina
lowcountry. To maximize data potential at the excavation 1level, background
research prior to survey, coupled with close interval shovel testing, must be
used, otherwise the information we receive from archaeological surveys will limit
our abilities to ask sophisticated questions. Limited knowledge of sites can only
allow us to continue asking the same simplistic questions without significantly
increasing our understanding of plantation life and development.

Archival Research

The study of Kiawah Island incorporated a review of the site files at the
South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. In addition, archival
and historical research was conducted at the South Carolina Historical Society,
the Charleston County RMC, the Thomas Cooper Library, the South Carolina
Department of Archives and History, the Southern Historical Collection at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and the National Archives.
Throughout this historical research an emphasis was placed on the primary, rather
than secondary, sources as the appropriate level of initial study. While the
historical research is not exhaustive, it does provide a clear background and is
a significant base for future work in the project area. Special attention was
allotted to the Vanderhorst family papers housed at the South Carolina Historical
Society. This collection, of approximately 30 linear feet, covers the period from
1682 through 1944 and was exhaustively examined for information on the
Vanderhorst activity on Kiawah Island. The 338 fiche Middleton Papers collection,
which included related materials of the Gibbs and Drayton families, from the
Middleton Place Foundation, were also carefully examined. The Shoolbred
Collection at the Charleston Library Society was also reviewed for information
relating to Kiawah Island. This historical and archival research was primarily
conducted by Ms. Debi Hacker, with assistance from Ms. Natalie Adams and Ms. Liz
Pinckney.

Field Survey Methodology

The typical methodology for a compliance survey of a tract such as Kiawah
Island is to establish a systematic intensive survey methodology which examines
the entire acreage for archaeological and historical resources. Such an approach,
although extremely labor intensive, was used on Kiawah since so little of the
island remained wundeveloped. Although Combes (1975) had conducted a
reconnaissance survey, it was clear from a review of his methodology (which
emphasized a survey of suspected high potential areas open to inspection) that
a number of archaeological resources were excluded from consideration.
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The initially proposed field techniques were based on the previously
established Memorandum of Agreement, which stipulated that "presently undeveloped
areas will be intensively surveyed prior to future development." This had been
further clarified by Dr. Linda Stine, Staff Archaeologist with the SC SHPO, who
indicated that zones of high probability were required to be surveyed using
shovel testing at intervals not over 100 feet, while low probability zones might
receive "a pedestrian walk over and occasional, judgmental shovel tests" (letter
from Dr. Linda Stine to Mr. Ray Pantlik, dated July 9, 1990).

Previous studies (Combes 1975; Poplin 1989), as well as on-going research
have provided some clear suggestions that high probability areas for prehistoric
sites occur on:

B well drained sandy terraces and ridges overlooking interior
sloughs and depressions, and

8 well drained soils adjacent to the marsh edge.

There were several undeveloped tracts on Kiawah which appeared, based on these
criteria, to have a high potential for prehistoric archaeoclogical sites.

High probability areas for historic sites are often more difficult to
determine, but generally incorporate high, well-drained soils (typically used for
main settlements) and areas of in close proximity to the marsh or interior fields
(used for slave settlements). The historical research conducted for Kiawah Island
was used to assist identification of additional areas.

Consequently, Chicora Foundation identified six areas of differing
archaeological potential (Figure 4):

Area A - situated immediately north and south of Bass Pond and east
of a marsh slough to the west of Bass Pond. This was an area of
expected high archaeological probability based on previous surveys,
historical research, and topographic setting.

Area B - situated on an interior plain south of Bass Pond. This area
appeared to have a low archaeological potential based on its
distance from a water source and poorly drained soils.

Area C - consisting of a currently undeveloped buffer around the
standing Vanderhorst Plantation, this area was anticipate to have a
high archaeological potential based on it proximity to the river and
the presence of a large plantation complex.

Area D - representing an area of ridge and trough topography known
as Cinder Point at the northeast end of the island. This area was
thought to have a high archaeological potential based on the
presence of previously identified archaeological sites.

Area E - representing an area of ridge and trough topography similar
to Area D and known as Eagle Point. Although previously identified
as an area of low archaeological potential by the SC SHPO, an
analysis of the soils, topographic setting, and proximity to water
suggested that the archaeological site density might be similar to
Area D.

Area F - situated south of Bass Creek on the Atlantic Ocean side of
the island. This area incorporated Sandy Point. Examination of the
Shoreline Movement Maps (South Carolina Department of Archives and
History; see Figure 3) revealed that this area had been accreting
over the past 100 years. The archaeological potential for much of
the area was therefore suggested to be low.
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With these various levels of archaeological potential identified, Chicora
Foundation developed a methodology to conduct an intensive, systematic field
survey of the high probability tracts -- Areas A, C, D, and E. An intensive
survey is generally recognized as one in which the entire tract is surveyed and
a sampling scheme (such as is often used in reconnaissance level surveys) is not
employed.

Specifically, Chicora Foundation proposed the use of shovel testing on
transect lines in order to provide a systematic examination of the vegetated
areas. Shovel tests, approximately 1.0 foot square, would be excavated at 100
intervals along transects also placed at 100 foot intervals. Transects were
typically staggered, producing offset shovel tests. All soil would be screened
through %-inch mesh and all recovered cultural materials would be retained,
except for shell, brick, and mortar which would be qualitatively assessed and
discarded in the field. Individual shovel tests would be flagged so that loci
could be relocated should additional investigations be necessary.

If archaeological remains were discovered during the testing operations,
the spacing of the tests would be decreased to no greater than 50 feet (both
parallel and perpendicular to the original test) in order to better identify the
limits of the site. These shovel tests would assist not only in determining site
boundaries, but also in determining site integrity, artifact density, and
temporal periods of occupation. The field locations were also flagged so that
Southeastern Surveying could locate the sites on development maps. Information
would be collected at each identified sites necessary for the completion of S.C.
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology site forms. The site location would be
recorded on 7.5’ USGS topographic maps and on the development maps. Site forms
were completed during the course of the field investigation to ensure that all
necessary field data was collected. This survey methodology is consistent with
the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office Guidelines and Standards
for Archaeological Investigations and was discussed with and approved by Dr.
Linda Stine, Staff Archaeologist with the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office.

In addition, Chicora would relocate and assess all previously identified
sites within the boundaries of Areas A, C, and D (although sites on developed or
sold portions of the island were not incorporated into this study). These sites
would also be subjected to shovel testing in order to establish site boundaries,
site integrity, and assist in collecting temporally diagnostic materials.

Those areas of low archaeological probability (Areas B and F) would receive
only minimal survey, involving a pedestrian survey of open and cleared areas
coupled with shovel testing at 200 foot intervals along transects spaced at 200
feet. These shovel tests, and the collection of site data, would otherwise be
identical to that used in the other survey tracts.

These proposed field methods were implemented with only minor
modifications. Throughout many of the survey tracts extensive Hurricane Hugo
damage was observed. In many cases the resulting ground disturbance increased
surface visibility and allowed better than expected surface collection
conditions. In such cases the originally proposed subsurface tests were
supplemented by intensive surface survey.

The originally proposed limited subsurface investigations in Area F were
abandoned for more intensive survey when it became apparent that rather intensive
use of the area was made by Union Army encampments during the Civil War.

In Areas D, E, and portions of F, it quickly became apparent that some of
the troughs were even less likely to contain archaeological sites than originally
supposed. These areas were very low, frequently exhibiting a water table with the
upper 1.0 foot of the ground surface. Consequently, survey in these areas
emphasized the higher ridges. These ridges were often so narrow that only a
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single transect could be placed on them. In order to sample both the ridge crest
and side slopes, a zig-zag transect pattern was adopted.

A total of 1165 shovel tests were placed in Areas A, B, D, E, and F.
Throughout the project, a "site" was defined as the location of three or more
artifacts within a 25 foot diameter and/or the presence of shell midden deposits.
Isolated finds, such as a single sherd, were identified as a site only if they
co—-occurred with shell midden either on the surface, or in shovel tests.

In Area C, around the Vanderhorst mansion, an initial visual inspection
confirmed the extensive historical research findings. It was clear that there was
a very high likelihood of finding significant archaeological remains around the
house area, although that probability decreased dramatically as one progressed
inland (i.e., south).

Consequently, it -was determined that the archaeological tests in the
remnant maritime forest along the edge of the marsh would be conducted at 50 foot
intervals using transects spaced at 50 feet. These intervals would be increased
to 100 feet only when the transects cleared the intact maritime vegetation and
began testing in the lower, previously logged interior portion of the tract. The
transects were oriented parallel to the marsh, on a northeast-southwest
alignment. After completion of the initial survey it became clear that this
orientation, set at a considerable angle to the orientation of the Vanderhorst
house, might have been convenient logistically, but it was a poor choice for
identifying structures originally constructed on alignment with the main house.
As a result, a second series of shovel tests were placed oriented with the main
house, approximately east-west, at 25 foot intervals. A total of 260 shovel tests
were excavated in the 23 acre Vanderhorst tract.

In addition, the only map available for most survey areas were the 1959
Kiawah and Legareville USGS topographic sheets, last photorevised in 1971. These
maps are dated and offer few topographic features useful in forest surveys. They
were supplemented by a circa 1980 color aerial photograph and an earlier blueline
aerial photograph of the island. However, many site locations must be considered
approximate given the available mapping.

Vanderhorst Architectural Evaluations

The Vanderhorst Mansion was nominated for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places in 1973 by Elias Bull, then at the Berkeley-
Charleston-Dorchester Council of Governments. The site was accepted for inclusion
by the Keeper of the National Register on October 25, 1973. The nomination,
unfortunately, provides only brief, and generally undocumented, comments
concerning the structure, including that it was "built for James Stanyarne ca.
1770" (Vander Horst House National Register of Historic Places Inventory -
Nomination Form, on file at the South Carolina Department of Archives and
History).

The first reasonably thorough, professional evaluation of the structure
took place in October 1976 by Robert A. Shulbred, Inc., a consulting structural
engineering firm in Charleston, South Carolina. This initial work included the
preparation of detailed architectural plans, profiles, and elevations of the
house, as well as the recordation of much of the remaining architectural
detailing. A copy of these plans are located at the South Carolina Historical
Society (in addition, a vellum copy has been obtained by Chicora Foundation).
Keyed to these plans were a number of black and white prints, and color slides.
The slides and prints are held by Kiawah Resort Associates (copies of the prints
and slides have been transferred to the South Carolina Historical Society to
complete their collection and copies are also held by Chicora Foundation).

Shulbred’s written report indicated that a construction date between 1800
and 1815 appears likely. This was largely based on:
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the chimney band of the east chimney. Here the date 1807 can be read
with difficulty. Since most historic buildings have undergone
several alterations through the years, many of major proportion, no
initial assumptions were made regarding the accuracy of the 1807
date (untitled, undated manuscript on file, Chicora Foundation,
Inc.).

They note that few original features remain in the house and there is clear
evidence of considerable repair, restoration, and renovation.

A second, brief, architectural evaluation was conducted in 1989 by Evans
& Schmidt, Architects of Charleston, South Carolina. They repeat the 1807 date
(letter from William D. Evans to Leonard Long, Esg., dated June 30, 1989).

The current evaluation consisted of an examination of visible architectural
detailing, primarily for evidence of construction techniques and episodes, as
well as for formal and stylistic information. In addition, considerable efforts
were made to examine the framing details of the structure, which usually are less
likely to be impacted by renovations and are frequently more temporally sensitive
than other aspects of the construction. During this evaluation a variety of
samples from the structure were taken, including hardware, plaster, paint, lathe,
and nails. This work, conducted by Colin Brooker, will be discussed in detail in
a subsequent section of this study.

Based on the currently available evidence (combining historic
documentation, and current and previous architectural evaluations), the structure
appears to have been constructed between 1790 and 1807. The first episode of
repair/renovation may have been about 1830-1840. A second period of repair
occurred after the Civil War, about 1867-1870. Additional repairs, largely
confined to the roof and exterior, continued into the 1950s. The current metal
roof was installed in the early 1980s. It was probably during this phase of
repair that the two chimneys were reworked, removing the architectural detailing
and stucco bands. The most recent phase of repairs in 1990 involved removing the
west chimney, which had been damaged by Hugo and capping both openings.

The speculation concerning Stanyarne’s construction of the mansion can be
traced back to his will, which does specify that he owned a house on Kiawah.
Careful review of the historical and archaeological evidence suggests that site
38CH122 was the location of Stanyarne’s settlement. Vanderhorst also had a pre-
Revolutionary structure on the island, which may have been in the same area as
the extant structure. This house was burned during the Revolutionary War. The
only three sites on Kiawah which has provided any evidence of colonial period
occupation are the West Pasture Site, 38CH123; 38CH122; and 38CH127. Of course,
this survey has incorporated only 30% of Kiawah Island and only 23 acres around
the Vanderhorst site. It is possible that other, earlier sites were previously
present, but were unidentified by Combes in the early 1970s. There 1is no
evidence, archaeological or architectural, that the extant Vanderhorst House
dates prior to the late eighteenth century.

Excavation Methodology

In order to allow comparisons to be valid between the three loci at the
Shoolbred Plantation (38CH129-1, 38CH129-2, and 38CH129-3), the Vanderhorst
Plantation (38CH127), Stanyarne Plantation (38CH122), and the two prehistoric
sites (28CH124 and 38CH125/126), it was essential that field techniques, in so
far as possible, were uniform. As previously discussed, it was also essential
that the excavation techniques be developed to ensure that a wide variety of
data, especially relating to subsistence, would be recovered from the Thom’s
Creek site, 28CH124. The data recovery investigations at these sites were
therefore designed and executed in a comparable manner. While the individual site
sections will provide more detailed information, this discussion will generally
outline the strategies used on Kiawah.
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At all sites (except 38CH122) a grid was developed and tied into permanent
development points (such as survey stakes or property markers which could be
reconstructed if necessary) to allow horizontal control. A modified Chicago 10-
foot grid was established, with each square designated by its southeast corner
from a ORO point off site. Thus, square 800R200 would be located 800 feet north
and 200 feet right (or east) of the ORO point. At 38CH122 the units were tied
into individual lot markers, reducing the time necessary to establish horizontal
control without reducing the quality of that control.

At each site vertical control was maintained through a mean sea level
elevation control point. This ensures that elevations between sites are
consistent. In addition, the horizontal datums used by Poplin (1989) at 38CH129-1
and 38CH129-2 during his test excavations were tied into the current excavations
at these loci.

The proposed investigations at 38CH124 were to include the excavation of
approximately 200 square feet in locus 1, approximately 400 square feet in locus
2, approximately 200 square feet in locus 3, and approximately 300 square feet
in locus 4. At the conclusion of the work, loci 3 and 4 were to be mechanically
stripped in order to reveal, plot, and excavate any additional features which
might be identified. The scope of work for the project defined by Kiawah Resort
Associates and accepted by the SC SHPO was based on the survey conducted by
Poplin (1989). This survey included only very limited shovel testing in loci 2
and 3 (a total of eight tests), with no tests placed in either loci 1 or 4.
(Poplin 1989).

The work conducted by Chicora at 38CH1l24 meet the proposed data recovery
requirements, although only 75 square feet were excavated in locus 2. The
preliminary Chicora survey of the site and the various loci failed to reveal any
evidence of the dense Thom’s Creek shell middens reported by Poplin (1989:44) for
locus 2 on the ground surface. The survey, however, did locate one of Poplin’s
shovel tests identified on flagging tape as Transect 31, Shovel Test 2, although
this test was only 30 meters from locus 1, rather than 60 meters as it is shown
by Poplin (1989:Figure 14). In order to more fully examine this area a series of
four transects were laid out at 30 foot intervals, with two oriented north-south
and two oriented east-west, bisecting the supposed area of locus 2. Shovel tests
were excavated at 30 foot intervals with all soil screened through %-inch mesh.
These tests identified several small Middle Woodland shell middens, but failed
to identify any evidence of dense Early Woodland midden. Our investigations
suggest that the previous survey began shovel testing with Transect 30 on the
edge of locus 1, rather than 30 meters to the west as shown by Poplin
(1989:Figure 14). This resulted in "duplicating" the Thom’s Creek midden defined
as locus 1 and reporting it as locus 2. Through consultations with the SC SHPO
and Kiawah Resort Associates, Chicora reduced the level of investigations in the
area of locus 2.

The stripping proposed in the data recovery plan for loci 3 and 4 is in
areas of hardwood vegetation. Under these circumstances, Chicora consulted with
the SC SHPO and Kiawah Resort Associates, proposing that the stripping be limited
to areas with no tree cover. This proposal was accepted by both parties and a
series of four 20 foot transects were stripped, three in locus 3 (totaling 500
linear feet or 10,000 square feet) and one in locus 4 (totaling 150 linear feet
or 3000 square feet).

The proposed investigations at 38CH125/126 were to include the excavation
of 75 2-foot units (representing 2.4% of the site core to be impacted) at 15-foot
intervals within the site core as identified by Poplin (1989); this site core,
originally flagged by Poplin, was also incorporated on development base maps.
Following this field work, all identified features and artifact concentrations
would be plotted on the site map. At the conclusion of this work Chicora would
contact both Kiawah Resort Associates and the SC SHPO regarding the necessity of
additional work. If features or other structural remains associated with the
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prehistoric occupation were identified, the site would be mechanically stripped,
with features plotted and excavated. The work conducted by Chicora exceeded these
requirements with the excavation of 80 2-foot squares and a 5 by 10 foot unit.

The proposed investigations at 38CH129-1 were to include the excavation of
approximately 200 feet in the north and west yard areas, excavation of 5-foot
trenches bisecting the structure, excavations at each corner of the structure,
and excavations in different room partitions. A total of 1550 square feet of
excavation were planned. Work at 38CH129-2 was to include the excavation of 1050
square feet in and around the structure. The scope of work for the project
defined by Kiawah Resort Associates and accepted by the SC SHPO was based on the
survey conducted by Poplin (1989). This survey included test excavations at
38CH129-2, but the investigations at 38CH129-1 were limited to 29 shovel tests
and seven 50 centimeter units (the latter placed largely on the periphery of the
site) (Poplin 1989).

The work conducted by Chicora at 38CH129-2 meet the proposed data recovery
requirements, fully investigating the structure, architectural remains, and
associated yard areas. Work at 38CH129-1 revealed a structure larger, more
complex, and differently situated than originally suspected. Through
consultations with the SC SHPO and Kiawah Resort Associates, Chicora excavated
1925 square feet, rather than the originally proposed 1550 square feet, with the
bulk of these excavations being confined to two structures (the main house and
a western flanker). Most of the yard excavations, however, were placed initially
to examine suspected architectural remains.

The proposed investigations at 38CH127, based on the survey conducted by
Chicora Foundation (Adams and Trinkley 1991a), were to include the excavation of
approximately 800 square feet at Structure 1, 500 square feet at Structure 2, 400
square feet at Structure 3, 400 square feet at Structure 4, 400 square feet at
Structure 5, 200 square feet at Shell Midden 1, 50 square feet at Shell Midden
2, 150 square feet at Trash Midden 1, 200 square feet at Trash Midden 2, and 800
square feet to quantify yard refuse around the main house. At total of
approximately 3900 square feet of excavation were planned, representing a 1.0%
sample of the total site area and a 4.5% sample of the wvarious concentrations.

The work conducted by Chicora Foundation at 38CH127 meet the proposed data
recovery requirements, fully investigating the various structural and disposal
areas of the site. In actuality, these excavations exceeded the stipulated work
by an additional 155 square feet.

At 38CH122 a slightly different approach was adopted since the study was
conducted in an area which had been extensively developed and many of the
excavations were in landscaped yards. The investigations began with a pedestrian
survey of the banks of Salt House Creek and the Kiawah River, and a general
walkover of interior areas to investigate bare spots and above ground brick
rubble concentrations. This was followed by shovel testing the lots available for
research coupled with test units (either 2 or 5 foot squares) to examine areas
with dense remains. Seven units (five 5-foot and two 2-foot squares) were
excavated at the site, based on the density of artifactual remains found in
shovel testing.

Non-shell midden soils at all sites were dry screened through %-inch mesh
using mechanical sifters. Shell midden soils were typically dry screened through
1/8-inch mesh also using mechanical sifters. The use of 1/8-inch mesh, while
somewhat more time consuming, greatly increases the potential for the recovery
of small faunal material. Wing and Quitmyer (1985:57) note that the percentage
of fish, relative to other organisms, increases from 34% with the use of %-inch
mesh to 76% with the use of the finer 1/8-inch mesh. The only exception to this
strategy was at 38CH124, were a system of water screening was used with fill from
shell midden units placed through three screens, graduated from l-inch to 1/8-
inch.

30




The shell from midden soils was consistently weighed prior to being
discarded in the field. Hand picked samples of left oyster valves were collected
for additional analysis, as were any other unusual or suspect shell material. At
38CH129, the brick, mortar, and plaster was also weighed prior to being discarded
in the field. In addition, a column sample was collected from each unit which
exhibited a shell midden component. These column samples varied from 2.25 feet
square in a 10 foot unit to 1.1 foot square in a 5-foot unit, but were designed
to provide a 5% sample of the midden.

Each column sample was removed and weighed prior to screening. All shell
was then weighed and bagged for detailed analysis. The weight of total column
minus the weight of the shell provided the weight of the soil in the column and
allowed a shell/soil ratio for each midden to be calculated.

Soil samples were routinely collected from each zone. Several examples of
shells filled with soil were retained from the various middens for pollen
analysis. Units were troweled at the top of the subsoil, photographed in black
and white and color, and plotted.

Features were plotted and photographed prior to excavation. Typically they
were bisected, with the profile photographed and drawn prior to the excavation
of the remaining feature. All feature fill, excepting a 5-gallon sample retained
for water flotation, was dry screened through 1/8-inch mesh. Hand picked shell
samples were retained for analysis. If shells with packed soil were found in the
features, several examples were retained for possible pollen studies.

Laboratory and Analysis Methods

The cleaning of artifacts was begun in Charleston during the field work and
completed in Columbia. Cataloging of the specimens was conducted at the Chicora
laboratories in Columbia intermittently from January through June 1991. The
cleaning and analyses of the Stanyarne collection (38CH122) were conducted at
Chicora’s Columbia laboratories in July 1993. All artifacts except brass and lead
specimens were wet cleaned. Brass and lead items were dry brushed and evaluated
for further conservation needs. Conservation treatments on the historic materials
recovered from 38CH127 and 38CH129, have been conducted by Chicora personnel in
Columbia.

Brass items, if they exhibited active bronze disease, were subjected to
electrolytic reduction in a sodium carbonate solution with up to 4.5 volts for
periods of up to 72 hours. Hand cleaning with soft brass brushes or fine—grade
bronze wool followed the electrolysis. Afterwards, the surface chlorides were
removed with deionized water baths (until a chloride level of no greater than 1
ppm or 18 pmhos/cm was achieved using a conductivity meter) and the items were
dried in an acetone bath. The conserved cuprous items were coated with a 20%
solution of acryloid B-72 in toluene. Ferrous objects were treated in one of two
ways. After the mechanical removal of gross encrustations, the artifacts were
tested for sound metal by the use of a magnet. Items lacking sound metal were
subjected to multiple baths of deionized water to remove chlorides. The baths
were continued until a conductivity meter . indicated a level of chlorides no
greater than 1.0 ppm (18 umhos/cm). The specimens were dewatered in acetone
baths and given an application of 10% acryloid B-72 in toluene, not only to seal
out moisture, but also to provide some additional strength. Items which
contained sound metal were subjected to electrolytic reduction in a bath of
sodium carbonate solution in currents no greater than 5 volts for a period of 5
to 20 days. When all visible corrosion was removed, the artifacts were wire
brushed and placed in a series of deionized water soaks, identical to those
described above, for the removal of soluble chlorides. When the artifacts tested
free of chlorides (at a level less than 0.1 ppm, or 2 umhos/cm), they were air
dried and a series of phosphoric (10%) and tannic (20%) acid solutions were
applied. The artifacts were air dried for 24 hours, dewatered in acetone baths,
and coated with a 10% solution of acryloid B-72 in toluene.
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The architectural materials recovered from the brief investigation of the
standing Vanderhorst mansion received different treatment. Since these items were
not archaeological, and therefore did not contain large amounts of soluble
chlorides, they did not require prolonged soaking and in several cases did not
require electrolytic reduction. As an alternative, we began testing a vapor phase
or volatile corrosion inhibitor (VCI) manufactured by Cortec Corporation of
St.Paul, Minnesota. The exact nature of the specific bonding between the metal
and inhibitor is not precisely understood, but the simplest explanation is that
the outer surfaces of metals are composed of a metal oxide. The VCI attaches
itself to the oxides through weak chemical bonding and shields the metal from
penetration by corrosion materials, such as water. Most VCIs, such as those
produced by Cortec, are proprietary compounds of mixed amine salts.

Typically conservators are opposed to proprietary products since their
ingredients are not known, may change without notice, and their is often little
scientific study of their effect on the materials being treated. Obviously these
are valid concerns, however, we chose to investigate the usefulness of several
Cortec products since there was relatively good information that the current
formulations were reversible and would not adversely affect the metals to which
they were applied (Miksic et al. 1989). In fact, it appears that Cortec products
have less of an affect on the metals they are meant to protect than
benzotriazole, long used in the conservation of copper and bronze.

Two products were tested. The first was Cortec VCI-337, a clear water based
concentrate intended for indoor use. The product was reported to leave a thin,
non-tacky, self-healing film up to 0.5 mil in thickness. The film can be removed
with either water or solvents. The second product was Cortec VCI-368, a dark
brown thixotropic liquid which dries to a waxy film. Reported to be a semi-dry,
translucent film, it will not transfer to your hands and will not absorb dust or
dirt. This particular product is intended to be used in concentrate form to
provide up to 24 months of outdoor environments, including exposure to salt
spray.

In our use the VCI-337 produced a green waxy film on copper artifacts and
was deemed aesthetically unacceptable. The VCI-368, however, produced a very
satisfactory coating which was almost unnoticeable on the artifacts. For ferrous
materials the additional of carbon black enhanced the appearance, if display
aesthetics were critical. The VCI-368 was observed, in an indoor environment with
fluctuating relative humidity, for 12 months prior to transmittal to the
curatorial facility. During that period there was no evidence of corrosion break-
through. Based on this limited study it appears that Cortec’s VCI-368 may be
appropriate for a wide-range of architectural and display objects. Additional
studies are currently in progress to explore its use on archaeological materials.

As previously discussed, the materials have been accepted for curation by
the South Carolina Institute of Archaeoclogy and Anthropology (38CH122 materials)
and The Charleston Museum as Accession Number 1991.8 and 1992.38 (38CH127 data
recovery). The materials have been cataloged using these institutions’
accessioning practices. Specimens were packed in plastic bags and boxed. Field
notes were prepared on pH neutral, alkaline buffered paper and photographic
material were processed to archival standards. All original field notes, with
archival copies, are also curated with these facilities. All materials have been
delivered to the appropriate curatorial facilities.

Analysis of the collections followed professionally accepted standards with
a level of intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of the remains.
Prehistoric pottery was classified using common coastal Georgia and South
Carolina typologies (DePratter 1979; Trinkley 1983). The temporal, cultural, and
typological classifications of the historic remains follow Noel Hume (1970),
Miller (1980, 1991), Price (1970), and South (1977).
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CHAPTER 4.
PREHISTORIC OVERVIEW

Michael Trinkley

Previous Archaeological Research

Archaeological research on Kiawah began with John Combes’ (1975) survey for
the original owners of the island, Kiawah Island Company, a Kuwaiti investment
concern. This initial study, a reconnaissance which emphasized the wvisual
inspection of "high probability areas," including "road cuts, hog rooting, game
trails, [and] erosional cuts" (Combes 1975: A-10). Many of the sites, however,
were reported by 1local informants who had long known the island and its
resources. As a result, 22 sites were recorded and divided into four "priorities"
for future research. No clear statement of eligibility was made and it appears
that development proceeded on the island with only the Vanderhorst House
(38CH127) partially green spaced.

This initial period of development was remarkably unconcerned with the
island’s historic resources. Sites such as 38CH130, the remains of a tabby
structure; 38CH122, the remains of the Seabrook (and earlier Stanyarne)
Plantation, including the main house, slave settlement, and a cemetery; and
38CH128, a second African-American cemetery associated with the Vanderhorst
Plantation, were destroyed or heavily damaged by construction activities.

In addition, Combes’ survey clearly stated that only a reconnaissance study
had been undertaken -—- and no more intensive investigation was conducted during
this early period. To further compound problems, a surprising number of Combes’
site locations were incorrectly located on either the master site files at the
South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, or on the map which
appeared with his study (Combes 1975:Figure 2).

~ In 1978 the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology was
retained by Kiawah Island Company to conducted limited excavations at 38CH123 and
38CH124, although it is not clear from the remaining documentation whether this
work was anticipated to be intensive survey, testing, or data recovery.
Regardless, extensive work was conducted at 38CH123, including the excavation of
43 1-meter units at 15 meter intervals over an area approximately 400 feet north-
south and 300 feet east-west. No report has been published on this work, although
the field notes are on file (38CH123 notes on file, South Carolina Institute of
Archaeology and Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia).

An examination of the tabulated artifacts reveals a concentration of
specimens in the northern portion of the site area tested. Unfortunately, no map
of the site has been identified which will allow the grid to be reconstructed
with any degree of accuracy. Consequently, these data points are "floating" in
the general site area. The historic artifacts recovered include a large quantity
of lead glazed slipware, delft, creamware, and pearlware. The collection dates
from the middle of the eighteenth century, confirming Combes’ assertion that the
site was the "earliest" historic occupation he discovered on Kiawah (Combes
1975:A-14).

The excavations at 38CH124, consisting of a series of 28 l-meter tests,
were conducted by the Institute over a two week period in late July and early
ARugust of 1978 (Michie 1979). Michie found a dense Early Woodland Thom’s Creek
phase site, exhibiting a wide range of pottery; bone, stone, and pottery tools;
and subsistence remains. As a result of this work, the site was nominated to the
National Register of Historic Places on December 30, 1978, accepted by the S.C.
State Historic Preservation Officer on February 9, 1979, and placed on the
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Register on April 24, 1979. .

In the early 1980s Kiawah Island Company retained Larry Lepionka (198la,
1981b, 198lc, 1982) to conduct some additional, limited survey work on the
eastern end of the island. While specific information regarding this work will
be provided in a later section, it is appropriate to mention that the
investigations provided little additional understanding of either the location
of the various sites, or the significance of these sites to our understanding of
Kiawah’s prehistory. Lepionka (1982:1) also mentions that both he and Michie
presented proposals to Kiawah Island Company for the excavation of Bass Pond in
1981. Apparently neither of these were acted upon.

It was not until the island was purchased by Kiawah Resort Associates (KRA)
that any serious commitment to the archaeological and historical resources was
made. KRA, recognizing that development had spread over a major portion of the
island, absent any archaeological research plan, initiated a Memorandum of
Agreement with the Army Corps of Engineers, the S.C. State Historic Preservation
Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (discussed in a
previous section). In addition, KRA obtained an intensive survey of the Shoolbred
Point area of the island (called Rhett’s Bluff by the developers). This work,
conducted by Eric Poplin in 1989, identified seven sites, six of which were
recommended as eligible for inclusion on the National Register (Poplin 1989).

This commitment by KRA is carried on in these current studies, which, as
previously explained, include a survey of the remaining undeveloped portions of
Kiawah Island and data recovery excavations at three sites on Rhett’s Bluff. Two
of the sites excavated by Chicora Foundation in 1990 and 1991 are prehistoric and
the following portion of this section will outline previous work at these sites
in greater detail.

38CH124

Site 38CH1l24 was originally reported by Combes (1975), based on his
reconnaissance survey. Combes’ investigations revealed the presence of "Awendaw"
(i.e., Thom’s Creek), Middle Woodland, and historic materials (Combes 1975:A-15)
with stratigraphic deposition to 4 feet (this is the only indication of
subsurface testing by Combes and no further information on his excavations is
available).

Michie (1979) conducted test excavations at the site, finding considerable
evidence of historic occupation and associating it with the Shoolbred occupation,
although not specifically relating it with previously identified site 38CH129.
Likewise, Michie briefly notes that Middle Woodland "Cape Fear" (i.e., Deptford)
pottery is present at the site. The bulk of Michie’s attention, however, was
directed toward the Thom’s Creek occupation.

Michie’s (1979:33) investigations consisted of excavating a series of 25
l-meter units across the site, spaced at 15 meter intervals. There is, however,
some confusion concerning the location of these tests. Michie’s Figure 5 shows
28 tests (numbered 2 through 29) and there is no reference to Unit 1. The grid
established by Michie was apparently not tied into any permanent points and
therefore could not be recreated. In addition, Poplin (1989:41-43, Figure 12)
discusses the difference between the site map shown in Michie (1979:Figure 5) and
the coordinates used for the National Register nomination, determining that the
National Register nomination used incorrect latitude and longitude coordinates.

During the intensive survey of the Rhett’s Bluff tract by Poplin, the site
boundaries for 38CH124 were enlarged (Poplin 1989:Figure 8). In general, the site
was divided into four areas:

B locus 1 representing the site area originally defined
by Michie (1979),
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@ locus 2 representing an area to the west,

@ locus 3 representing the area east of the access road,
and

B locus 4 in an area between locus 1 and 2.

38CH125/126

Sites 38CH125/126 were originally reported by Combes (1975:A-17) as
containing Archaic through late Woodland Deptford phase pottery. Although found
in close proximity to each other, they were recorded by Combes (who did not
undertake any subsurface investigations) as two separate sites.

Additional work by Poplin (1989:32) suggested that the sites were, in
effect, one site. Poplin excavated a total of 29 shovel tests at the site (termed
38CH125/126), recovering small quantities of primarily Early Woodland Thom’s
Creek pottery, although a later Middle Woodland occupation was mentioned, as was
a small quantity of historic material. The site core, encompassing about 210 feet
east-west by 60 feet north-south, was based on the somewhat greater density of
remains in 11 tests. The remainder of the site was felt to be of minimal
significance.

Poplin apparently did not have access to work conducted on Rhett'’s Bluff
by Lepionka (1981b, 1982). While not suitable for compliance purposes, the work
by Lepionka clearly reveals the confusion surrounding the location of sites
38CH125 and 38CH126. Lepionka notes that:

[site 38CH125] is not to be found where indicated on the map in
Combes (1975:Al1l1), and it is also true that there is considerable
confusion between 38CH125 and 38CH126 as Combes reports them . . .
. It was not until after submission of the 1981d [cited here as
Lepionka 1981lc] report that we chanced upon a site map at the
Institute of Archaeology whereon 38CH125 was recorded in a different
location from Combes 1975 -- a recording that may have been made by
Combes himself. At that time we realized that the shell exposure
found in our survey . . . was not a new site, but the 38CH125 that
had been originally identified but incorrectly plotted by Combes
(Lepionka 1982:6).

In essence, Lepionka suggests that the site recorded by Poplin (1989) as
38CH125/126 is actually 38CH125 and the site identified by Poplin (1989) as
38CH440 is actually 38CH126. While it clearly makes little difference at this
point what individual sites are called (as long as all of the collections are
attributed to the correct site), the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and
Anthropology may wish to further examine the numbering system and ensure that the
state site files reflect this overlap.

Archaeological Overview of the Woodland Period

For the purposes of these discussions the Woodland Period begins with the
introduction of fire clay pottery about 2000 B.C. along the South Carolina and
Georgia coasta (the introduction of pottery, and hence our definition of the
beginning of the Woodland Period, occurs much later in the Piedmont of this
region). It should be noted that many, perhaps most, researchers call the period
from about 2000 B.C. to 1000 B.C. the Late Archaic because of a perceived
continuation of the Archiaic lifesytle in spite of the manufacture of pottery.
Regardless of the terminology employed, the period from 2000 to 1000 B.C. is well
documented, although many of the technological changes and much of the
reorganization of the cultural landscape is only beginning to be fully realized,
understood, and studied (see Sassaman 1993).
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Early Woodland

The earliest phase of the Woodland Period (Figure 5) is called Stallings,
after the type site excavated by the Cosgroves in 1929 (Claflin 1931). These
"Stallings Island people" produced a rich cultural assemblage of bone and antler
work, polished stone items, grooved and perforated "net sinkers" or steatite
disks, stone tools (including projectile points, knives, scrapers, and cruciform
drills), and fiber tempered pottery (see also Williams 1968). It was over a
decade before the typological significance of the Stallings ware was recognized
and a formal type description was offered (Fairbanks 1942; Griffin 1943). The
definitive feature of this pottery is its large quantity of fiber, now identified
as Spanish Moss (Simpkins and Scoville 1981), included in the paste prior to
firing. Vessel forms include simple, shallow bowls and large, wide mouthed bowls,
as well as deeper jar forms. The pottery is generally molded, although coiling
fractures are occasionally present, particularly later in the period. Firing was
poorly controlled, and the pottery was incompletely oxidized. The pottery was
decorated with punctations (using periwinkle shells, reeds, and sticks), finger
pinching, and incising. At least some of these motifs may be temporally sensitive
(Trinkley 1986).

Stallings phase site are found clustered in the Savannah River drainage
(Claflin 1931; Hanson 1982; Sassaman 1991) and in the Coastal Zone south of
Charleston (Anderson 1975). Recent studies have also identified the pottery at
least as far north as the Tar drainage in North Carolina (Phelps 1983:27-28),
which suggests either the culture’s remarkable adaptive capability or the
widespread initial acceptance of pottery manufacture. Stoltman (1966, 1974)
obtained an early radiocarbon date of 2515*95 B.C. (GX0-345) from Rabbit Mount
in the Savannah drainage. This area has produced a number of large Stallings
sites, such as Stallings Island (Bullen and Greene 1970; Claflin 1931), Fennel
Hill (382L2 notes on file, South Carolina Institute of Aarchaeology and
Anthropology), Rabbit Mount (Stoltman 1974), and Bilbo (Williams 1968:152-197;Dye
1976), with elaborate material assemblages. As a result, the Savannah drainage
is generally accepted as the birthplace of the Stallings culture. The stimulus
for this elaboration on the pre-existing Late Archaic culture may be related to
a complex process of population increase and disequilibrium with the environment
(see Hanson 1982:21 and Smith 1974:306-311). Such a situation is similar to
Binford’s (1968) hypothesis regarding population stress as a factor in new forms
of food procurement. Hanson (1982:13) notes that by 2500 B.C. mussel availability
had increased through changes in sea level, river gradient, and channel location.
More recent research (Brooks et al. 1986), however, questions this reconstruction
and has found that mussel availability in the Savannah River drainage may have
begun to decrease by 2500 B.C.

The elaborate Savannah River drainage sites such as Stallings Island,
Fennel Hill, Rabbit Mount, and Bilbo, are all characterized by large quantities
of either fresh water mussels or tidal oysters, large quantities of artifacts,
and abundant features. Stoltman (1974:51-56) further suggests the possibility of
a structure at Rabbit Mount. These middens, however, represent only one aspect
of the Stallings settlement system. Another portion of that system is represented
by Stallings sites which evidence little shell. While many of these are sparse
scatters, such as Clear Mount (Stoltman 1974) and Pinckney Island (Trinkley
1981b), some evidence intensive occupation with features and a rich cultural
assemblage, such as the Love (38AL10; Trinkley 1974) and Fish Haul (38BU805;
Trinkley 1986) sites. At the Fish Haul site a Stallings phase "D"-shaped
structure containing about 90 square feet of floor area has been identified
(Trinkley 1986:145-147) and Stoltman (1974:51-54) recovered a lean-to structure
at Rabbit Mount. The function of essentially non-shell midden sites such as Love
and Fish Haul is only partially understood at present, although shellfish
seasonality and ethnobotanical studies (Claassen 1986; Lawrence 1986; Trinkley
1986) are beginning to suggest late fall and winter occupation. These may
represent early sites when the subsistence base was diffuse, prior to intensive
riverine and estuarine exploitation. Alternatively, and more likely, they may
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Figure 5. Woodland Period phases in the South Carolina locality.
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represent a seasonal round in the Stallings settlement system. Riverine shellfish
may have been gathered in the fall when the Savannah River and its tributaries
were low and clear, while other resources away from the river were exploited
during the period of high discharge in the late winter and spring (Anderson and
Schuldenrein 1985:13). Additional work within the Savannah drainage is necessary
to understand more fully the relationship between large shell middens, dense non-
shell upland and coastal sites, and sparse upland and coastal "scatters."

Stallings pottery was produced as late as 106080 B.C. (UGA-1686), based
on a date from the Cunningham Mound C in Liberty County, Georgia; although
Milanich and Fairbanks (1980:78) suggest that fiber tempering may be found on the
Georgia coast as late as A.D. 1. While Stallings pottery is usually considered
older than, and often the progenitor of, Thom’s Creek pottery, recent radiocarbon
dates leave little doubt that the two pottery styles are largely contemporaneous
(Trinkley 1980a). Hanson (1982:14), however, notes that where both Stallings and
Thom’'s Creek sherds are found stratigraphically separated on the same site, the
Stallings ware is the earlier of the two. Such a situation may indicate that "the
agent of tempering changed earlier on the coast than in the riverine setting"
(Hanson 1982:14).

The following Thom’s Creek phase dates as early as 2220%£350 B.C. (UGA-584)
from Spanish Mount in Charleston County (Sutherland 1974) and continues to at
least 935%+175 B.C. (UGA-2901), based on a date from the Lighthouse Point Shell
Ring, also in Charleston County (Trinkley 1980b:191-192). The Thom’s Creek phase
is characterized by an artifact assemblage almost identical to that of Stallings
sites. The only major differences include the replacement of fiber tempering with
sand, or a clay not requiring tempering, and the gradual reduction of projectile
point size.

Thom’s Creek pottery, first typed by Griffin (1945), consists of sandy
paste pottery decorated with the motifs common to the Stallings series, including
punctations (reed and shell), finger pinching, simple stamping, incising, and
very late in the phase, finger smoothed (Trinkley 1980a). Investigations at the
Lighthouse Point and Stratton Place shell rings, stratigraphic studies at Spanish
Mount and Fig Island, radiocarbon dates from Lighthouse Point and Venning Creek,
and the study of surface collections from a number of sites, have suggested a
temporal ordering of the Thom’s Creek series. Reed punctated pottery appears to
be the oldest, followed by the shell punctated and finger pinched motifs. Late
in the Thom’s Creek phase, perhaps by 1000 B.C., there is the addition of Thom’s
Creek Finger Smoothed (Trinkley 1983:44). Vessel forms include deep, straight
sided jars and shallow conoidal bowls. Lip treatments are simple, and coiling
fractures are common. Firing of the Thom’s Creek vessels is certainly better than
that evidenced for Stallings, but there continues to be abundant incompletely
oxidized specimens.

The projectile points, which are typically Savannah River Stemmed (Coe
1964) during the Late Archaic Period and early Stalling phase, are reduced in
size during the Thom’s Creek phase and are appropriately classified as Small
Savannah River Stemmed (Oliver 1981; see also Trinkley 1980b:Plate 14). Raw
materials used in their production include coastal plain chert, quartz,
quartzite, orthoquartzite, and rhyolitic stones. BAnderson and Joseph (1988:195-
199), however, question Oliver’s (1981) thesis that the large Savannah River
point was fairly rapidly replaced by smaller points. They note that there appears
to be a "long co-occurrence of both large and small forms" (Anderson and Joseph
1988:197), while also correctly noting that Coe’s (1964) original typology has
been rather inconsistently used by researchers. As an alternative to Oliver’s
(1981) approach, they suggest that other factors affecting point size, especially
trends in raw material use, be more intensively investigated and factored into
typological studies (see White 1982; Sassaman et al. 1989). Some researchers have
suggested that the major problem with current Woodland lithic typologies is that
they fail to recognize the shift from bifacial core reduction techniques to an
amorphous core reduction technology (which may be intimately related to the
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adaptation of a sedentary lifestyle). In addition, work in the Savannah River
area is providing evidence of what some call "cultural quarrying" or the
scavenging and recycling of earlier materials in the Woodland Period as source
materials became more scarce (Sassaman et al. 1989:297-299).

Bone pins illustrated by Williams (1968:152-197) and Trinkley (1980b:Plate
17) may have functioned as weaving or netting tools (shuttles or needles). Common
to Thom’s Creek sites are whelk shells with a carefully executed and well-
smoothed hole in the shoulder of the body whorl close to the aperture and a
heavily worn or smoothed columella and outer whorl. These tools likely served as
scrapers (see Trinkley 1980b:209-214). Other whelk tools evidence a heavily
battered columella which has resulted in a blunt tip.

Like the Stallings settlement pattern, Thom’s Creek sites are found in a
variety of environmental zones and take on several forms. Thom’s Creek sites are
found throughout the South Carolina Coastal Zone, Coastal Plain, and up to the
Fall Line. The sites are found into the North Carolina Coastal Plain, but do not
appear to extend deeply southward into central Georgia (although they are common
along many Savannah River drainages, such as Brier Creek). There appears to be
strong concentration of Thom’s Creek sites in the Santee River drainage and the
central South Carolina coast (see Anderson 1975:184).

In the Coastal Plain drainage of the Savannah River there is a change of
settlement, and probably subsistence, away from the riverine focus found in the
Stallings Phase (Hanson 1982:13; Stoltman 1974:235-236). Thom’s Creek sites are
more commonly found in the upland areas and lack evidence of intensive shellfish
collection.

In the Coastal Zone large, irregular shell middens; small middens with only
sparse shell; and large "shell rings" are found in the Thom’s Creek settlement
system.

Work by Michie (1979) at the Bass Pond Dam site (38CH124) in Charleston
County, suggested to him essentially three types of Thom’s Creek sites: "large
circular, ring-shaped enclosures constructed mainly of oyster shell," "amorphous
shell middens of similar construction, " and sites "without massive structures of
shell" but which do have some shell. This last category of sites is seen as
different from the rest, and they "apparently performed a different function in
the settlement system" (Michie 1979:28). This function is posited to be that of
base camps. Four attributes are reported by Michie to be found only at base camps
and thus serve as indicators: (1) the artifact assemblages express a greater
diversity than either the shell rings or irregular middens, (2) the sites are
situated on Pleistocene soil formations, (3) the sites are located to take
advantage of both terrestrial and marine resources, and (4) the base camp sites
will be located near other Early Woodland sites. Michie’s main thrust, however,
is the dichotomy between the artifact assemblages of shell rings or irregular
middens and "base camps." Only four "base camps" are reported by Michie: Bilbo
(which would appear more like an irregular midden in construction), Daws Island,
Venning, and Bass Pond on Kiawah Island.

This reconstruction has been previously discussed (see Trinkley 1980b:310-
313) and will only be briefly reviewed. A review of Thom’s Creek sites has found
that most (although not all) are situated on Pleistocene formations, regardless
of their type. Likewise, most of these Thom’s Creek sites occur in ecotones,
where a variety of resources are present. The criterion of proximity assumes that
the sites under investigation are actually distinct —-- an assumption which has
yet to be demonstrated. The foundation of Michie’s "base camp" concept rests on
the perceived differences in the artifact assemblages. A comparison of the
various artifacts, however, reveals no significant differences in any of the
sites being considered (see Trinkley 1980b:312-313). Sassaman, however, argues
that, "Trinkley and Michie alike employ a trait list method which is entirely
unconvincing," noting that the approach fails to take into account either
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proportional differences or artifact context (Sassaman 1991:69). Niether the
criticism, however, alters the fact that Michie was attempting to view the
settlement system of the Thom’s Creek from a more wholistic vantage and make
sense of the various site attributes -- a research goal which is still wanting
in our examination of the Thom’s Creek phase.

Limited testing has been conducted at one small Thom’s. Creek non-shell
midden on Sol Legare Island (38CH779) in Charleston County, South Carolina
(Trinkley 1984). The site evidenced very limited reliance on shellfish and faunal
remains, with the bulk of the food remains consisting of large mammals.
Excavations also identified a portion of a probable Thom’s Creek post structure
situated about 180 feet inland from the marsh edge.

Excavations at other Coastal Zone Thom’s Creek sites includes the work by
Sutherland (1973, 1974) at the Spanish Mount shell midden (38CH62). While this
work has never been completely published, the site appears to represent a
seasonally occupied camp with a diffuse subsistence base, including reliance on
shellfish, floral material, fish, and mammals.

By far the most work has been conducted at Thom’s Creek phase shell rings
(see Trinkley 1980b, 1985). These sites are circular middens about 130 to 300
feet in diameter, 2 to 6 feet in height, and 40 feet in width at their bases,
with clear interiors. These doughnut-shaped accumulations were formed as small
mounds, arranged around an open ground area, and gradually blended together. The
ring itself is composed of varying proportions of shell, animal bone, pottery,
soil, and other artifacts. The midden soils are silts, and the shell is lensed
and crushed. Post holes are abundant, although no structures have been clearly
defined. Pits are evidence throughout the midden, but under the midden, large
shellfish steaming pits, several feet in diameter and 2 to 3 feet in depth, are
more clearly evident. Their use and the subsequent disposal of the shells
actually formed the middens.

These shell rings were apparently mundane occupation sites for fairly large
social units which lived on the ring, disposed of garbage underfoot, and used the
clear interiors as areas for communal activities. The sites further suggest
relatively permanent, stable village life as early as 1600 B.C., with a
subsistence base oriented toward large and small mammals, fish, shellfish, and
hickory nut resources (Trinkley 1985).

Recently Sassaman has attempted to move the research on early pottery from
technological and chronological issues to their functional, social, and economic
contexts (Sassaman 1991), exploring the relationships between pottery, soapstone,
trade, and diffusion networks. A major contribution of this work may be to shift
research emphasis from typology to examination of social variation. Certainly
Sassaman clearly documented much of the technofunctional variation in early
pottery and also refined our understanding of early fiber tempered pottery
chronology. His work emphasizes the need to explore Early Woodland sites using
a broad range of theoretical and methodological approaches in order to maximize
data return.

Following Stallings and Thom’s Creek are the Refuge and Deptford phases,
both strongly associated with the Georgia sequence and the Savannah drainage
(DePratter 1979; Lepionka et al. 1983; Williams 1968). The Refuge Phase, dated
from 1070£115 B.C. (QC-784) to 510*100 B.C. (QC-785), is found primarily along
the South Carolina coast from the Savannah drainage as far north as the Santee
River (Williams 1968:208). Anderson (1975:184) further notes an apparent
concentration of Refuge sites in the Coastal Plain, particularly along the Santee
River. The pottery is found inland along the Savannah River (Peterson 1971:151-
168), although it does not extend above the Fall Line (see Anderson and
Schuldenrein 1985:719; Garrow 1975:18-21).

The Refuge series pottery is similar in many ways to the preceding Thom’s
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Creek wares. The paste is compact and sandy or gritty, while surface treatments
include sloppy simple stamped, dentate stamped, and random punctate decorations
(see DePratter 1979:115-123; Williams 1968:198-208). Anderson et al. note that
these typologies are "marred by a lack of reference to the Thom’s Creek series"”
(Anderson et al. 1982:265) and that the Refuge Punctate and Incised types are
indistinguishable from Thom’s Creek wares. Peterson (1971:153) characterizes
Refuge as both a degeneration of the preceding Thom’s Creek series and also as
a bridge to the succeeding Deptford series. There is a small stemmed biface
associated with the Savannah drainage Refuge sites. This type has been termed
Groton Stemmed by Stoltman (1974:114-115) and Deptford Stemmed by Trinkley
(1980c:20-23). Peterson suggests that, "a change from the ‘Savannah River’ to the
small stemmed points, a diminution basically, could occur during the Refuge"
(Peterson 1971:159), although points similar to the Small Savannah River Stemmed
continue to occur.

While large Refuge shell middens, such as 38JA61 (Lepionka et al. 1983),
occur, a significant change in the Refuge settlement pattern and subsistence base
is clearly evidenced. At the end of the Thom’s Creek phase a number of small,
non-shell midden sites are found. This pattern of small sites, situated away from
potential shellfish sources, continues in the Refuge phase (see, for example,
Peterson 1971:164-168). Refuge pottery is common on coastal sites south of the
Santee River, but is usually found in sandy buried soils with few features or
organic remains (see, for example, Trinkley 1982 and the distribution discussions
by Anderson et al. 1982:266).

It is difficult to reconstruct the subsistence base, although the sites
suggest small, seasonal camps for small groups (Trinkley 1982). The settlement
fragmentation, which began at the end of the Thom’s Creek phase, around 1000
B.C., probably relates to the increase in sea level, from a Thom’s Creek phase
low of 10 feet below the current high marsh surface at 1200 B.C. to a high of
about 3 feet below the current high marsh surface at 950 B.C. (Colquhoun et al.
1980; Brooks et al. 1989). This increasing sea level drowned the tidal marshes
(and sites) on which the Thom’s Creek people relied. The following Refuge phase
evidences the fragmentation necessary when the environment which gave rise to
large sedentary populations disappeared. Hanson (1982:21-23), based on Savannah
River data, suggests that subsistence stress present during the Thom’s Creek
phase ‘may have resulted in an expansion of the settlement system into diverse
environmental settings. It seems likely, however, that the development of mature,
upland tributaries was also essential ingredient in this process (see Sassaman
et al. 1989). This same "splintering” is observed on the South Carolina coast.

The Deptford culture takes its name from the type site located east of
Savannah, Georgia, which was excavated in the mid-1930s (Caldwell 1943:12-16).
Deptford phase sites are best recognized by the presence of fine to course sandy
paste pottery with a check stamped surface treatment. This pottery is typically
in the form of a cylindrical vessel with a conoidal base. The flat bottomed bowl
with tetrapodal supports found at Deptford sites along the Florida Gulf coast
(Milanich and Fairbanks 1980:79) is very rare in South Carolina. Other Deptford
phase pottery styles include cord marking, simple stamping, a complicated
stamping which resembles early Swift Creek, and a geometric stamping which
consists of a series of carved triangles or diamonds with interior dots (see
Anderson et al. 1982:277-293; DePratter 1979).

The Deptford technology is little better known than that of the preceding
Refuge phase. Shell tools are uncommon, bone tools are "extremely rare” (Milanich
and Fairbanks 1980:77), and stone tools are rare on Coastal Zone sites. All of
this indicates to some researchers that "wood must have been worked into a
variety of tool types" (Milanich and Fairbanks 1980:75). One type of stone tool
associated with South Carolina Deptford sites is a very small, stemmed projectile
point tentatively described as "Deptford Stemmed" (Trinkley 1980c:20-23). This
point is the culmination of the Savannah River Stemmed reduction seen in the
Thom’s Creek and Refuge phases. Similar points have been found at a variety of
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Deptford sites (see Milanich 1971:175-176; Stoltman 1974:115-116, Figure 20i-j,
40h-3j). BAlso found at Deptford sites are "medium-sized triangular points,"
probably similar to the Yadkin Triangular point (Coe 1964:45, 47, 49; Milanich
and Fairbanks 1980:75-76). In the Savannah River area Sassaman et al. (1989:156-
157) report that Deptford pottery appears much more strongly associated with
triangular projectile points (Badin and Yadkin types) than with the small stemmed
points. They note, "small stemmed bifaces are attributed to the Early Woodland
period with the recognition that they probably persisted into the subsequent
period but were rapidly and thoroughly replaced by triangular forms by 2000 B.P."
(Sassaman et al. .1989:157).

Perhaps of even greater interest is the co-occurrence of the larger
triangular points (such as Badin and Yadkin) with smaller triangular forms (such
as Caraway) traditionally attributed to the Late Woodland and South Appalachian
Mississippian periods. This situation has been reported at Coastal Plain sites
(Blanton et al. 1986:107), Savannah River sites (Sassaman et al. 1989:157), and
Coastal Zone sites (Trinkley 1990). Blanton et al. (1986) suggest that these
point types were used at the same time, but perhaps for different tasks.

Milanich (1971:Figure 12) illustrates a generalized distribution of this
series, which is divided into the Gulf and Atlantic subregions. This
distribution, however, should extend to the South Carolina Fall Line and probably
as far north as the Neuse River in North Carolina. Anderson (1975:186) has found
Deptford wares distributed throughout the South Carolina Coastal Plain, with
major sites at the mouths of the Santee and Savannah Rivers. The earliest date
for Deptford, 1045+110 B.C. (UGA-3515), has been obtained from 38LX5 in Lexington
County (Trinkley 1980c:11). The most recent date comes from St. Simons Island,
Georgia, where a date of A.D. 93570 (UM-673) was obtained. Milanich and
Fairbanks (1980:60) suggest a tighter range of about 500 B.C. to &A.D. 600, while
Anderson et al. (1982:28l) suggest a date range of about 800 B.C. to A.D. 500.

Deptford sites on the South Carolina coast are usually small, especially
when compared to the earlier Thom’s Creek middens, and they are usually
multicomponent. Deptford Coastal Zone sites, while containing shell, do not
represent massive mounds, but rather thin middens formed as series of small shell
heaps which have been deposited adjacent to the marsh and gradually formed
continuous masses. These heaps were the result of short periods of site use,
perhaps as a base camp for shellfish collecting (see Milanich and Fairbanks
1980:72-73; Trinkley 1981b). Results of soil chemical analyses from the Pinckney
Island midden (Trinkley 1981b:53-54) suggest less than intensive occupation. The
chemical studies support Milanich’s assessment that occupation was not on the
shell piles, but adjacent to them (Milanich and Fairbanks 1980:72-73; Trinkley
1981b:53-54).

Milanich (1971:192-198; see also Milanich and Fairbanks 1980:70-73)
suggests that the Deptford phase settlement pattern involves both coastal (i.e.,
Coastal Zone) and inland (i.e., Coastal Plain) sites. The coastal sites, which
are always situated adjacent to tidal creek marshes, evidence a diffuse
subsistence system. The inland sites are also small, lack shell, and are situated
on the edge of swamp terraces. This situation is similar to that found in South
Carolina, although there are Deptford middens which exhibit a wvery focal
subsistence emphasis (Trinkley 1990). Sites such as Pinckney Island (38BU67 and
38BU168; Trinkley 1981b) and Minim Island (38GE46; Drucker and Jackson 1984;
Espenshade and Brockington 1989) evidence large Coastal Zone Deptford
occupations, while sites such as 38BU747 (Trinkley 1990) evidence only small,
focal shell midden occupations.Sites such as 38BK984 (Roberts and Caballero 1988)
provide evidence of Coastal Plain non-shell midden Deptford occupation.

At Pinckney Island the bulk of the calories came from shellfish while
mammals played a relatively insignificant role (Trinkley 1981b:57-60). A similar
situation occurs at Minim Island (38GE46), where late spring and summer
occupation is documented with a reliance on fishing, with mammals being a

42




secondary, if not minor food source. In the fall there is evidence of intensive
oyster gathering and possible use of nearby hickory masts (Drucker and Jackson
1984; Espenshade and Brockington 1989).

Inland, sites such as 38AK228-W, 38LX5, 38RD60, and 38BM40 indicate the
presence of an extensive Deptford occupation on the Fall Line and the Coastal
Plain, although sandy, acidic soils preclude statements on the subsistence base
(Anderson 1979; Ryan 1972; Trinkley 1978, 1980c). These interior or upland
Deptford sites, however, are strongly associated with the swamp terrace edge, and
this environment is productive not only in nut masts, but also in large mammals
such as deer. Perhaps the best data concerning Deptford "base camps" comes from
the Lewis-West site (38AK228~W), where evidence of abundant food remains, storage
pit features, elaborate material culture, mortuary behavior, and craft
specialization has been reported (Sassaman et al. 1989:96-98).

Milanich observes that "this dual distribution . . . suggests a
transhumant subsistence pattern," with inland sites occupied in the fall for the
collection of floral resources and the hunting of deer (Milanich 1971:194;
Milanich and Fairbanks 1980:72). While such a subsistence round may have been
practiced, it cannot be documented from the available evidence. Some sites, such
as Pinckney Island, were clearly occupied in the late winter (Trinkley 1981b:60).
Minim Island, however, was apparently occupied in the summer (Drucker and Jackson
1984), although a fall or winter occupation cannot be precluded. 38BU747 was
likewise occupied during the spring and summer (Trinkley 1990).

A similar situation is observed along the Savannah drainage, where Stoltman
(1974:237) observed both floodplain and upland Deptford sites. This duality,
according to Stoltman, is "indicative of a gradually increasing dependence upon
upland wild plant food" and eventually horticulture (Stoltman 1974:237), although
no archaeological evidence supports this speculation. Hanson (1982:21-23) sees
settlement locations becoming more diverse as population pressures require that
new food sources be identified and exploited. While this is similar to the
explanation offered by Stoltman, Hanson does not imply or suggest that the
alternate food source must be horticultural.

This view of an estuarine Deptford adaptation with minor interior
occupations must be re—evaluated based on the Savannah River drainage work of
Brooks ‘and Hanson (1987) and Sassaman et al. (1989:293-295) who suggest larger
residential base camps and foraging zones along the Savannah River, coupled with
smaller, household residences and foraging zones in the uplands along small
tributaries. While it is not yet clear if these upland sites represent a
perennial settlement pattern or a seasonal fissioning typical of the Late
Archaic, it seems likely that the pattern was equally affected by demographic
pressures and external socio-political influences (see Sassaman et al. 1989:303-
304). Of considerable potential significance is evidence of trade between coastal
and interior Deptford groups. For example, the Lewis-West site (38BRK228-W) has
produced evidence of sharks’ teeth and whelk shells from the coastal region.

Throughout much of the Coastal Zone and Coastal Plain north of Charleston,
a somewhat different cultural manifestation is observed, related to the "Northern
Tradition" (e.g., Caldwell 1958). This recently identified assemblage has been
termed Deep Creek and was first identified from northern North Carolina sites
(Phelps 1983). The Deep Creek assemblage is characterized by pottery with medium
to coarse sand inclusions and surface treatments of cord marking, fabric
impressing, simple stamping, and net impressing (see Trinkley 1987a). Much of
this material has been previously designated as the Middle Woodland "Cape Fear"
pottery originally typed by South (1960). The Deep Creek wares date from about
1000 B.C. to A.D. 1 in North Carolina, but may date later in South Carolina,
based on two radiocarbon dates of 120%130 B.C. (QC-1358) and A.D. 210*110 (QC-
1357). The Deep Creek settlement and subsistence systems are poorly known, but
appear to be very similar to those identified with the Deptford phase.
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The Deep Creek assemblage strongly resembles Deptford both typologically
and temporally. It appears this northern tradition of cord and fabric impressions
was introduced and gradually accepted by indigenous South Carolina populations.
During this time some groups continued making only the older carved paddle-
stamped pottery, while others mixed the two styles, and still others (and later
all) made exclusively cord and fabric stamped wares.

It is appropriate, however, to note that acceptance of the Deep Creek type
is not uniform. Some investigators have chosen to develop alternative types,
while others have suggested that a type-variety approach might allow the
variability in the record to be acknowledged while still maintaining some
consistency in the typological constructs (see Anderson et al. 1982). Recently
this approach was adopted for an assemblage in Florence County with generally
good results (see Trinkley et al. 1993).

Middle Woodland

Although the Deptford phase is discussed as part of the Early Woodland,
many authors place the phase intermediate between the Early and Middle Woodland
(see, for example, Anderson et al. 1982:28, 250). Such an approach is not
unreasonable, because Deptford exhibits considerable temporal range and cultural
adaptations which are more characteristically Middle Woodland (see also Anderson
1985:53). The Deptford phase, however, is still part of the early carved paddle
stamped tradition which is replaced by the posited northern intrusion of wrapped
paddle stamping during the Middle Woodland. Clearly the Deep Creek pottery, at
the same time period as Deptford, is part of this "Northern Tradition," yet the
Deep Creek, on temporal grounds, is considered Early Woodland by Phelps (1983:17,
29). This is meant simply to indicate that the transition from Early to Middle
Woodland is not as clear as one might wish.

The Middle Woodland in South Carolina is characterized by a pattern of
settlement mobility and short-term occupation. On the southern coast it is
associated with the Wilmington phase, while on the northern coast it is
recognized by the presence of Hanover, McClellanville or Santee, and Mount
Pleasant assemblages. Wilmington and Hanover may be viewed as regional varieties
of the same ceramic tradition. The pottery is characterized almost solely by its
crushed sherd temper which makes up 30 to 40% of the paste and which ranges in
size from 3 to 10 mm. Wilmington was first described by Caldwell and Waring
(Williams 1968:113-116) from coastal Georgia work, while the Hanover description
was offered by South (1960), based on a survey of the Southeastern coast of North
Carolina (with incursions into South Carolina). The Wilmington phase was seen by
Waring (Williams 1968:221) as intrusive from the Carolina coast, but there is
considerable evidence for the inclusion of Deptford traits in the Wilmington
series. For example, Caldwell and McCann (1940:n.p.) noted that, "the Wilmington
complex proper contains all of the main kinds of decoration which occur in the
Deptford complex with the probable exception of Deptford Linear Checkstamped"
(see also Anderson et al. 1982:275). Consequently, surface treatments of cord
marking, check stamping, simple stamping, and fabric impressing may be found with
sherd tempered paste. Anderson et al (1982) suggest that Hanover is simply a
variant of Wilmington in a type-variety system, presenting a rather compelling
approach to deal with this typological overlap.

Sherd tempered Wilmington and Hanover wares are found from at least the
Chowan River in North Carolina southward onto the Georgia coast. Anderson
(1975:187) has found the Hanover series evenly distributed over the Coastal Plain
of South Carolina, although it appears slightly more abundant north of the Edisto
River. The heartland may be along the inner Coastal Plain north of the Cape Fear
River in North Carolina. Radiocarbon dates for Wilmington and Hanover range from
135+85 B.C. (UM-1916) from site 38BK134 to A.D. 1120%100 (GX-2284) from a
"Wilmington House" at the Charles Towne Landing site, 38CHl. Most dates, however,
cluster from A.D. 400 to 900; some researchers prefer a date range of about 200
B.C. to A.D. 500 (Anderson et al. 1982:276).
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Largely contemporaneous with the sherd tempered wares are the Mount
Pleasant, McClellanville, and Santee series. The Mount Pleasant series has been
developed by Phelps from work along the northeastern North Carolina coast (Phelps
1983:32~-35, 1984:41-44) and is a Middle Woodland refinement of South’s (1960)
previous Cape Fear series. The pottery is characterized by a sandy paste either
with or without quantities of rounded pebbles. Surface treatments include fabric
impressed, cord marked, and net impressed. Vessels are usually conoidal, although
simple, hemispherical, and globular bowls are also present. The Mount Pleasant
series is found from North Carolina southward to the Savannah River (being
evidenced by the "Untyped Series" in Trinkley 1981b). North Carolina dates for
the series range from A.D. 265%65 (UGA-1088) to A.D. 890%80 (UGR-3849). The
several dates currently available from South Carolina (such as UGA-3512 of A.D.
565270 from Pinckney Island) fall into this range of about A.D. 200 to 900.

The McClellanville (Trinkley 198la) and Santee (Anderson et al. 1982:302-
308) series are found primarily on the north central coast of South Carolina and
are characterized by a fine to medium sandy paste ceramic with surface treatment
of primarily v-shaped simple stamping. While the two pottery types are quite
similar, it appears that the Santee series may have later features, such as
excurvate rims and interior rim stamping, not observed in the McClellanville
series. The Santee series is placed at A.D. 800 to 1300 by Anderson et al.
(1982:303), while the McClellanville ware may be slightly earlier, perhaps A.D.
500 to 800. Anderson et al. (1982:302-304; see also Anderson 1985) provide a
detailed discussion of the Santee Series and its possible relationships with the
McClellanville Series. Anderson, based on the Santee area data from Mattassee
Lake, indicates that there is evidence for the replacement of fabric impressed
pottery by simple stamping about A.D. 800 (David G. Anderson, personal
communication 1990). This strongly suggests that McClellanville and Santee wares
are closely related (or even identical), both typologically and culturally. Also
probably related is the little known Camden Series (Stuart 1975) found in the
inner Coastal Plain of South Carolina.

The best data concerning Middle Woodland Coastal Zone assemblages comes
from Phelps’ (1983:32-33) work in North Carolina. Associated items include a
small variety of the Roanoke Large Triangular points (Coe 1964:110-111),
sandstone abraders, shell pendants, polished stone gorgets, celts, and woven
marsh mats. Significantly, both primary inhumations and cremations are known from
the Mount Pleasant phase. Phelps notes that:

[a] distinctive cultural feature of Middle Woodland age in the South
Coastal region is the rather extensive distribution of low, sand
burial mounds . . . . The high frequency of secondary cremation,
platform pipes, and other objects in the mounds, and the fact that
at least some of them seem to be placed away from their
contemporaneous habitation sites, points to southern influence
during this period (Phelps 1983:35).

Phelps goes on to note that, "[t]heir known spatial extent is limited . .

., and no comparable structures have been reported from . . . South Carolina. .
. .« Further research . . . is needed to determine relationships [of North
Carolina mounds] with . . . those on the Georgia coast"™ (Phelps 1983:35).

Sand burial mounds have been known from the Georgia and southern South
Carolina Coastal Zone since C.B. Moore’s investigations in 1898. Recent studies
include those by the American Museum of Natural History on St. Catherines Island,
Georgia, which document the Early to Late Woodland use of sand burial mounds
(Larsen and Thomas 1982; Thomas and Larsen 1979), as well as the re-investigation
of the Callawassie Island burial mound (38BUl9) in Beaufort County, South
Carolina (Brooks et al. 1982; Trinkley 1991a). It has been previously reported
that the presumed burial mound gap between southern coastal South Carolina and
southeastern coastal North Carolina was “"filled" by the 1983 excavations of the
Buck Hall sites in Charleston County where Trinkley and Zierden documented that
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at least one low sand mound covered poorly preserved secondary burials (Trinkley
1991d). Recently this finding has been disputed by Poplin et al. (1993) you offer
a different interpretation, suggesting that the mounds are more recent and do not
relate to this period. Rathbun has identified an ossuary (38HR36) from Horry
County, South Carolina (see Conner 1985; Hyman 1983), providing a somewhat more
southern extension of this tradition into South Carolina.

Although it is not yet clear whether ossuaries and sand mounds are found
along the entire South Carolina coast, nor is there precise dating or a thorough
understanding of their cultural significance, Wilson notes that, "the sand burial
mounds . . . cannot be associated with any one prehistoric physical type or
aboriginal group," for in North Carolina they are found in the context of
probable Iroquoian, Siouan, and Algonquin populations (Wilson 1982:172). The
available information, however, suggests a relatively egalitarian society was
common to all. Anderson suggests that, "these mound/ossuary complexes appear to
represent principal burial areas for 1local 1lineages or other currently
unrecognized social entities" (Anderson 1985:56).

These Middle Woodland Coastal Plain and Coastal Zone phases continue the
Early Woodland Deptford pattern of mobility. While sites are found all along the
coast and inland to the Fall Line, shell midden sites evidence sparse shell and
artifacts. Gone are the abundant shell tools, worked bone items, and clay balls.
Recent investigations at Coastal Zone sites such as 38BU747 and 38BUl214,
however, have provided some evidence of worked bone and shell items at Deptford
phase middens (see Trinkley 1990).

In terms of settlement patterns, several researchers have offered some
conclusions based on localized data. Michie (1980a:80), for example, correlates
rising sea levels with the extension of Middle Woodland shell middens further up
the Port Royal estuary. Scurry and Brooks (1980:75-78) find the Middle Woodland
site patterning in the Wando River affected not only by the sea level
fluctuations, but also by soil types (see also Trinkley 1980b:445-446). They
suggest that the strong soil correlation is the result of upland sites having
functioned as extraction areas, principally for exploitation of acorns, hickory
nuts, and deer. Shell midden sites, they suggest, also represent seasonal camps
and therefore exhibit small size, low artifact density, and infrequent re-
occupation. Ward’s (1978) work in Marlboro County suggests that interior site
patterning changed little from the Early to Middle Woodland. Sites continue to
be found on the low, sandy ridges overlooking hardwood swamp floodplains, which
suggests that while pottery styles changed, site locations, and presumably
subsistence, did not (see also Ferguson 1976). Drucker and Anthony’s (1978) work
in Florence County, South Carolina reveals virtually continuous short-term
occupation along the terraces associated with the floodplain of Lynch’s Lake.
DePratter’s (1985) work at the Dunlap site, however, suggests that a few,
relatively stable villages were present in the Middle Woodland.

Middle Woodland research in South Carolina has concentrated primarily on
the abundant shell middens found along the coast. Various means of classifying
these shell middens have been offered (Trinkley 1991 has offered a descriptive
scheme, while Espenshade et al. 1993 has offered what purports to be a more
functional interpretation), although it seems clear from the debate that
additional research is necessary to fully address both descriptive and functional
questions. Some aspects of Middle Woodland shell midden research have been
outlined by Trinkley (1993) and Trinkley and Adams (1993), with topics
concentrating on a wide range of issues:

B The ceramics themselves can be examined for information on kin-
based groups using cordage analysis at an intrasite level, comparing
materials between a variety of discrete midden piles. Similar
analysis can also be accomplished using chemical analysis of the
paste, perhaps concentrating on a small array of trace elements.
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@ Chemical analyses of the pottery may provide clues to the clay
sources, which in turn may provide information regarding seasonal
(or other) rounds. These analyses may also be able, once there is a
sufficient data base, to project the limits of different groups.

8 Both chemical analyses and cordage studies may be useful to refine
typological issues, especially when conducted in addition to more
traditional paste studies. For example, this battery of analytic
approaches may be able to refine our understanding of the array of
clay and grog tempered Wilmington, Hanover, and St. Catherines
pottery. Perhaps there is good reason to review the Mattassee Lake
report (Anderson et al. 1982) and adopt a type-variety system.

8 Even using different analytic approaches, such as the concept of
estimated vessel equivalence, may provide a better understanding of
inter and intrasite ceramic diversity. Likewise, making complete
cordage analysis a standard feature of all studies would assist in
allowing others to adopt a colleagues work to new and different
theoretical approaches.

@ Radiocarbon dating, based on relatively large charcoal samples,
could be used to date a variety of discrete shell middens within one
site, with 10 to 20 dates refining our understanding of site
function. It might be possible to identify sufficient charcoal
samples from distinct 1levels within the midden to allow for
beginning and ending dates for individual middens (accepting one or
two sigma deviations), providing even closer temporal control.
Further, each charcoal date could be compared to a shell date from
the same midden in an effort to develop better alternatives when
there is insufficient charcoal for a reliable date.

B Pollen analysis at individual middens could explore the nature of
site vegetation, testing for evidence of site disturbance, second
growth or weedy species. This information might better help us
understand how, and how intensively, the sites were used. Such
studies could be combined with more traditional ethnobotanical
research to identify wood species for cross-checking.

8 Incorporation of additional shellfish studies may be able to
further refine our understanding of seasonal use, especially when
several seasonal indicators are used as cross—checks from discrete
midden areas. It may also be useful to examine middens on a
shellfish assemblage basis in an effort to reconstruct specific
ecotonal use areas.

There seems to be ample evidence that there is still much to learn from coastal
shell middens. Viewed from a different perspective, we are not even close to the
point of redundancy at these sites.

Late Woodland

In many respects the South Carolina Late Woodland may be characterized as
a continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural assemblages. While outside
the Carolinas there were major cultural changes, such as the continued
development and elaboration of agriculture, the Carolina groups settled into a
lifeway not appreciably different from that observed for the previous 500 to 700
years. This situation would remain unchanged until the development of the South
Appalachian Mississippian complex (see Ferguson 1971).

Sassaman et al. (1990) echo the belief that the Late Woodland evidences

relatively little change from earlier periods, observing that it "is difficult
to delineate typologically from its antecedent of from the subsequent
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Mississippian period," but that the best typological break may be "the decline
in stamped Deptford wares at about 1500 B.P." (Sassaman et al. 1990:14).

Along the central and northern South Carolina coast, Anderson et al.
(1982:303-304) suggest a continuation of the Santee series into the Late
Woodland. The Hanover and Mount Pleasant series may also be found as late of A.D.
1000. Along the southeastern North Carolina coast, South (1960) has defined the
Oak Island complex, which is best known for its shell tempered ceramics with cord
marked, fabric impressed, simple stamped, and net impressed surface finishes. The
phase 1is briefly discussed by Phelps (1983:48-49), but curiously this
manifestation is almost unknown south of the Little River in South Carolina. Very
little is known about the northern coastal South Carolina Late Woodland

complexes, although sites such as 38GE32 may document the occurrence of village
life in the Late Woodland.
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CHAPTER 5.
HISTORY OF KIAWAH ISLAND

Debi Hacker and Michael Trinkley

Colonial Period

The English established the first permanent settlement in what is today
South Carolina in 1670 on the west bank of the Ashley River. Like other European
powers, the English were lured to the New World for a variety of reasons,
including the acquisition of land and the promotion of agriculture. The Lord
Proprietors, who owned the colony until 1719-1720, intended to discover a staple
crop, the marketing of which would provide great wealth through the mercantile
system.

By 1680 the settlers of Albemarle Point had moved the village across the
bay to the tip of the peninsula formed by the Ashley and Cooper rivers. This new
settlement at Oyster Point would become modern-day Charleston. The move provided
not only a more healthful climate and an area of better defence, but:

the cituation of this Town is so convenient for public Commerce that
it rather seems to be the design of some skillful Artist than the
accidental position of nature (Mathews 1954:153).

Beginning as early as 1586 the Spanish made references to Cayagua,
translated by Gene Waddell (1980:222) as Kiawah and it is clear that the term was
variously used by both the Spanish and the English to designate the general area
of Charleston, as well as nearby Native Americans. In 1670 Governor William Sayle
remarked:

the 1Indians that boarder on them being soe friendly for a
inconsiderable vallue they supply them with deer fish and fowle in
a great abundance as likewise in assisting them to cleare and plante
their land (guoted in Waddell 1980:236-237).

And in 1671 Maurice Mathews noted that the "Keyawah" Indians resided "where we
now live" (Waddell 1980:237).

On March 10, 1675 the Kiawah Indians ceded their lands to the English for
"cloth, hatchets, brads & other goods and manufacturers." The document specifies
that:

we the Cafsequas natural born heirs & sole owners & Proprietors of
Great and Little Cafsor lying on the River of Kyewaw the River of
Stono and the Freshed of the River of Edistoh doe for us ourselves
and subjects and Vafsals demise, do grant and forever quit and
resign the whole parcel and parcels often called by the name and
names of great and little cafsor with all Timber of said land all

manner of the appurtenances [ ] belonging to any part or parts of
the said land or lands unto the Right Honorable Anthony Earle of
Shaftsbury . . . (S.C. Department of Archives and History, Royal

Grants, Vol.38, p. 1).
This document reveals that while the land ceded may have included Kiawah Island,
a great deal more territory was involved --essentially covering the area of the
North Edisto, Kiawah, and Stono rivers and probably including Seabrook, Johns,
and Kiawah islands.

By 1682 the Kiawah were reduced to "forty Bowmen, " with Waddell estimating
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a total population of perhaps 160. That same year Joel Gascoyne produced a map
entitled, "A New Map of the Country of Carolina." An insert on the map, labeled,
"A Particular Map for the going into Ashley and Cooper Rivers" shows "Kyawah"
written beside a small circle indicating a residence about 2 miles south of the
Stono River on the NW side of an island -- possibly Folly or Long island (Waddell
1980:238). This begins to document the movement of the Kiawah from the vicinity
of Charleston as the English colony grew. Further evidence is provided by the ca.
1685 Maurice Mathews "Plat of the Province of Carolina in North America" map,
which shows the Kiawah actually on Kiawah Island (Figure 6).

In 1687 Captain William Dunlop’s account places the Kiawah on Kiawah Island
near the juncture of Kiawah River and Stono Inlet. This appears to be one of the
last reliable accounts of the Kiawah. While they appear on the 1711 Crisp map,
this was copied from the Thorton-Morden c. 1695 map, which has its origins in the
c. 1685 Mathews map.

It therefore appears that the Kiawah Indians disappeared sometime in the
1690s, lasting less than 30 years from the arrival of the English. It is also
clear that while Kiawah Island bears their name, it was a rather late location,
perhaps a refuge as they attempted to avoid direct confrontation with the English
who quickly occupied their prime lands in the vicinity of Charleston.
Unfortunately, the best documented location for the Kiawahs is also an area of
considerable instability and erosion (see Hayes et al. 1975:G-65). It is also
likely that the small group, occupying Kiawah for such a short period, left
little to mark their presence. Based on our knowledge of other late prehistoric
or protohistoric groups, the Kiawah probably left behind sloppy complicated
stamped pottery similar to the Kimble series of the Waccamaw Neck (see Trinkley
et al. 1983).

Early settlers came from the English West Indies, directly from England,
and from other colonies. But perhaps more than any others, it was the Barbadian
elite who would set the Carolina culture apart from that of the more northern
colonies, such as Virginia, and who would also establish the roots of cash
monoculture and slavery (Sirmans 1966; Waterhouse 1975). Coclanis notes that
almost as many Carolina settlers came from the small island of Barbados in the
decade of the 1670s as from England herself, causing him to remark that:

Carolina - alone among the English colonies on the mainland of North
America - felt the heat of the tropics from the start. Those that
wish to understand the torridity of South Carolina’s later history,
its passion and its zeal, would do well to remember this point
(Coclanis 1989:22).

Kiawah Island, a plantation of 2700 acres, was granted to Captain George
Raynor by the Lords Proprietors on March 29, 1699 (South Carolina Historical
Society; see also February 22, 1698/9 warrant in Salley and Olsberg 1973:585-
586). Raynor (also spelled Rayner) was also recorded purchasing three town lots
in 1693/4, 1020 acres of land on the west side of the Stono, and an island on the
east side of the Stono in 1699/1700 (Records of the Court of Ordinary of the
Province of South Carolina 1692-1700, p. 21-22; Salley and Olsberg 1973:444, 485,
591).

Raynor has been associated with piracy by at least one recent local
historian (Leland 1977:8). It is documented that Raynor arrived in the Charleston
harbor as the captain of the Loyal Jamaica in 1692. Hughson notes that:

a crew of forty men arrived in a vessel called the Royal [sic]
Jamaica, bringing with them large guantities of silver and gold. By
means of their wealth they found immediate favor with many of the
people, and the officials were so far swayed by considerations of
which history does not speak, that they were permitted to remain in
the Province unmolested, on the condition of their entering into
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Figure 6. Maurice Mathews' "Carte Particuliere de la Caroline," ca. 1685.



bond to keep the peace for a year, the Proprietors in the meantime
being applied to for a grant of indemnity in their favor (Hughson
1894:32-32).

An April 1692 entry in the Journal of the Grand Council of South Carolina
recounts the arrival of the "Loyall Jamaica" off Sullivans Island and the claim
by Raynor that the ship was a lawful prize taken in the war against France. On
February 22, 1694 Samuel Lowe and John Harris, of Port Royal, Jamaica, merchants:

executed their bond in the sum of €£1000 to George Raynor, of
Carolina, merchant, indemnifying him from suits or actions by
themselves or any of their agents, or from Thomas Harrison, formerly
Captain of the ship called the Loyal Jamaica, or any of his agents,
by reason of his turning the said Harrison out of his command of
said ship (Records of the Court of Ordinary of the Province of South
Carolina, 1692-1700; see also Carroll 1836:1:106).

As late as 1701 Governor William Penn complained to the Board of Trade that
Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Maryland, Virginia, and Carolina were
harboring Captain Kidd’s pirates and that in Carolina "their Captain one Reiner
now lives™ (South Carolina Historical Society Collections, Vol. 1, p. 213; see
also Hughson 1894:46).

This situation, of course, is but a footnote in the history of Carolina.
Sirmans notes that: :

many of the pirates had been privateers during the conflicts with
Spain and Anglo-Dutch wars of the 1660s and 1670s, and after the
wars they had stepped over the thin line between privateering and
piracy. Such men had nearly always been welcome in the colonies,
because their raids had been traditionally against the Spanish and
because they paid for their supplies in gold and silver. Several
South Carolinians - most of them Barbadians - had discovered the
profits in the pirate trade, and Charles Town had become a frequent
port of call for the freebooters. When the Lords of Trade first
inquired about the trade in 1684, the proprietors tried to deny its
existence. After additional reports reached England, however, the
Crown put pressure on the proprietors and they began to issue
directives that forbade the trade (Sirmans 1966:39-40).

Regardless of the efforts by proprietors and the Crown, piracy continued
to be a way of life into the mid-eighteenth century (Hughson 1894). Raynor’s
participation, while suspected, can hardly be proved by the historical accounts
and his land transactions suggest that he engaged in land speculation, gradually
integrating himself into respectable society.

There is no indication that Raynor ever lived on Kiawah, or even planted
the island. Raynor apparently married in Charleston and had at least one
daughter, Mary, who married Roger Moore sometime prior to 1715 (Webber 1936:13).
Roger was the son of James Moore, Governor of South Carolina from 1700 to 1703.

Raynor sold half of Kiawah Island to a Captain William Davis about a year
after his initial purchase, on November 1, 1701 (South Carolina Historical
Society, Misc. Deeds). The other half interest or moiety he passed to his
daughter in his will (Charleston County RMC DB Y, p. 182). Mary Raynor Moore
apparently moved to the Cape Fear area of North Carolina with her husband about
1723. There Roger Moore became a member of the Kings Council and was one of the
"chief gentlemen of Cape Fear" (Webber 1936:12-13).

The portion of Kiawah which passed from Raynor to his daughter remained in

the Moore family through 1737, passing from Mary to her husband Roger to their
son, George Moore (Charleston County RMC, DB Y, p. 182). As absentee owners it
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seems unlikely that they made any appreciable changes on Kiawah. Roger Moore sold
Kiawah Island to John Stanyarne in October 1717 (Charleston County RMC DB N, p.
119). Apparently there was some doubt to the legality of the transfer, since
George Moore, while noting that his father had only a life-interest in the
property and therefore could not legally provide fee-simple title, sold his one-
half share in Kiawah to John Stanyarne on July 16, 1737 for only 5 shillings,
apparently to clear the title (Charleston County RMC DB Y, p. 182).

The other moiety of Kiawah, sold by Raynor to William Davis, was passed
from Davis to his widow, Elizabeth. She married William Wilkins and sold the
property (as executor of her late husband’s estate) on July 12, 1708 to Richard
Peterson, Jr. for £90 (Charleston County RMC, DB N, p. 113). Richard Peterson is
described as a "mariner" (Charleston County RMC DB N, p. 122), perhaps continuing
the ownership of this moiety by those having some tie to Raynor’s earlier days
as a privateer. The moiety eventually passes from Richard Peterson to his son,
John Peterson. Apparently a minor, the property was managed by Jonathan Drake,
who on January 4, 1722/3 sold John Stanyarne the "whole stock of cattle also the
hoges bothe tame and wild" on "Koyawave" for £300. Further Stanyarne was to have
"use of that part of the Island which is now in the posation of said John Drake
In behalf of said Peterson" (South Carolina Historical Society 12/194/30).

This suggests that Kiawah, in the early eighteenth century, was being used
solely as range for cattle, a common practice in the early Colony, especially on
the sea islands. It was an easy way to exploit the region’s land and resources,
offering a relatively secure return for very little investment. Few slaves were
necessary to manage the herd. The mild climate of the islands made winter forage
more abundant and winter shelters unnecessary. The salt marshes, useless for
other purposes, provided excellent grazing and eliminated the need to provide
salt licks. Further, the islands were self-contained, eliminating the need for
fences (Coon 1972; Dunbar 1961). Production of cattle, hogs, and sheep quickly
outstripped local consumption and by the late seventeenth century beef and pork
were principal exports of the Colony to the West Indies (Ver Steeg 1975:114-116).

John Peterson died in September 1727 and his property was inherited by his
aunts, Elizabeth Porter (of North Carolina) and Eleanor White (late of Jamaica).
They, in turn, sold their one-half of Kiawah to John Stanyarne, who had been
previously leasing the island, for E£600 (Charleston RMC DB N, p. 129).

With the acquisition of the Peterson moiety in 1734 and the Moore moiety
in 1737, John Stanyarne for the first time since Raynor, 33 years earlier, united
the island under one ownership. Relatively little is known about Stanyarne,
although his major seat was Hickory Hill at the end of River Road on adjacent
John’s Island and it is there, in the family cemetery, that he was buried in 1772
(South Carolina Historical Society 30-06-21; Betty Stringfellow, personal
communication 1993). Politically, he sided with the Proprietors during their
long-standing disputes with the "Goose Creek" faction (which included his
brother, James). The "Goose Creek Men, " a wealthy and influential immigrant group
from Barbados, favored trade and commercial interaction with pirates and
privateers, against the will of the proprietors and Crown (Sirmans 1966:42).

Early agricultural experiments in Carolina involved olives, grapes,
silkworms, and oranges -- all with less than spectacular success. While the
Indian trade, naval stores, and cattle farming all were profitable to many of the
early settlers, these endeavors did not provide the proprietors with the wealth
that they expected from their venture. Attention was increasingly turned to rice
and indigo as a means of establishing the mercantile system.

It is known that Stanyarne began cattle farming on Kiawah as early as
1722/3. It also seems likely that it was during this early period when
agricultural pursuits were introduced to Kiawah. Starr provides a compelling
analysis to demonstrate the economic profitability of indigo over cattle for the
Beaufort area and it seems likely that the same incentives would be present on
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Kiawah, even closer to Charleston (Starr 1984:37).

As Coclanis goes to lengths to illustrate, the shift from "pioneer" (i.e.,
grazing) to "plantation," (cash crops) was not a change in mentalité or ends,
just a change in the means to the end. He observes that:

early land-intensive activities, activities which included not only
mixed agriculture but rudimentary extraction and plunder - the stuff
of Marxian primitive accumulation - as well, gradually gave way to
economic activities requiring relatively greater inputs of labor and
capital (Coclanis 1989:58).

Rice and indigo both competed for the attention of Carolina planters.
Although introduced at least by the 1690s, rice did not become a significant
staple crop until the early eighteenth century. At that time it not only provided
the proprietors with the economic base the mercantile system required, but it was
also to form the basis of South Carolina’s plantation system -- slavery.

South Carolina’s economic development during the pre-Revolutionary War
period involved a complex web of interactions between slaves, planters, and
merchants. By 1710 slaves were beginning to be concentrated on a few, large
slave-holding plantations. By the close of the eighteenth century some South
Carolina plantations had a ratio of slaves to whites that was 27:1 (Morgan 1977).
And by the end of the century over half of eastern South Carolina’s white
population held slaves. With slavery came, to many, unbelievable wealth. Coclanis
notes that:

on the eve of the American Revolution, the white population of the
low country was by far the richest single group in British North
BAmerica. With the area’s wealth based largely on the expropriation
by whites of the golden rice and blue dye produced by black slaves,
the Carolina low country had by 1774 reached a level of aggregate
wealth greater than that in many parts of the world even today. The
evolution of Charleston, the center of the low—country civilization,
reflected not only the growing wealth of the area but also its
spirit and soul (Coclanis 1989:7).

Only certain areas of the low country, however, were suitable for rice
production. During the early years rice was grown as an upland crop, in small
fields adjacent to freshwater streams where water could be easily impounded and
applied to the crop. By the early 1700s planters found that upland swamps were
even better for rice, although the soils were quickly exhausted. In addition,
during drought, water had to be brought in, requiring the creation of upland
reservoirs (Meriweather 1940; Sellers 1934). While the introduction of tidal rice
cultivation solved many of these problems, the sea islands were typically poor
producers of rice. Freshwater was always in short supply and the proximity of the
marshes and ocean created a constant threat of salt-water encroachment.

These problems, coupled with a dramatic decline in rice prices during the
1720s (see Coclanis 1989:106), provided the incentives necessary for serious
consideration of indigo by planters. The economic motive for indigo was clear.
Carman noted:

Mr. Glen’s account is that one acre of good land will produce 80 lb.
and one slave may manage two acres and upwards, and raise provisions
begides, and have all the winter months to saw lumber and be
otherwise employed: 80 lb. at 3s., the present price, is 12f per
acre; and 2% acres at that rate amount to 30f£ per slave, besides
lumber, which is very considerable: but I should observe, that there
is much indigo brought now from Carolina which sells in London for
from 5s. to 8s. a pound, some even higher, though the chief part of
the crop may not yield more than 3s. or 4s.; this will alter the
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average price (Carman 1775:281-290).

Copenhaver (1930) suggests that 80 pounds/acre was high and a better average was
30 to 40 pounds per acre. Eight slaves could cultivate, harvest, and prepare the
dye from a 40 acre plot -- with returns of from 30¢ to $2.25 per pound.

The industry also flourished because of its unusual advantages -- an
indirect bounty, a protective tariff, and a monopoly on the British market during
the various wars which cut off access to the better Spanish and French indigo
supplies (Sharrer 1971). Winberry also suggests that South Carolina’s love affair
with indigo ran hot and cold, unlike its commitment to rice. At the end of King
George’s War in 1748, many Carolina planters returned to rice. Indigo cultivation
continued, but it was always of poor quality, typically the cheapest "copper
indigo" quality. Carolina planters failed to pay close attention to the exacting
requirements of processing, and the result was disastrous. According to Winberry,
"importers also noticed that in many of the casks there was nothing but a black
spongy substance producing a muddy effect, as if the indigo were mixed with soil"
(Winberry 1979:248).

If processing was difficult, cultivation was fairly simple. The crop was
planted from seed in middle April, with a preference for dry, loose soil typical
of "hickory lands and pine barrens.” The plant was harvested in late June or
early July, immediately after it blossomed, by cutting it off at ground level.
This allowed the roots to produce a second, and sometimes a third, crop before
it was killed by frost.

The plants were hauled to the indigo vats and placed in a steeper made from
pine or cypress planks measuring 16 feet square and 3% to 5 feet deep. The plants
were weighted down, covered with water, and allowed to ferment for 10 to 14 hours
to remove the dye. The "liquor" was drained off to the wooden beating vats, which
were typically 15 feet long, 8 feet wide, and 5 feet deep. There the solution was
oxidized by beating. After visible precipitation began limewater was added from
the adjacent lime vat to aid coagulation of the dye and agitation continued for
about an hour. Afterwards the liquid was drained from the vat and strained
through woolen cloth to catch the dye. As Carman notes, "indigo has a very
disagreeable smell, while making and curing; and the foeces, when taken out of
the steeper, if not immediately buried in the ground (for which it is excellent
manure) breeds incredible swarms of flies™ (Carman 1775:288).

The wet dye was carried to the curing shed where it was pressed to remove
as much water as possible and cut into cubes about 2 inches square. It was dried
on trays in the shade, then placed in barrels with damp moss, where it was
allowed to mold for several days. Afterwards it was brushed off and graded into
four categories -- fine blue, ordinary blue, fine purple, and ordinary copper,
the least desirable (Copenhaver 1930:895).

There is good evidence that Stanyarne actively participated in this
economy. The appraisal and inventory of his estate listed a total of 296 slaves
working on his plantations -- six on Johns Island totalling 1974 acres, one on
St. Helena with 1040 acres, and Kiawah with 2700 acres, plus his Charleston
house. Agricultural implements, tools, and produce included a lot of indigo seed;
seven casks; 17 indigo hooks; a wire sieve; five sets of indigo vats, press
cloths, and pumps; three pair rice sieves; 15 rice mills with mortars and
pestles; 300 bushels of seed rice; a "win fann for Rice"; 14 bushels old indigo
seed; 29 bushels new indigo seed; 63 Indigo vats and "furniture”; and crops of
rice and indigo from his Johns Island and Kiawah plantations. While not divided
in the inventory, it is likely that the Johns Island plantations produced rice,
while Kiawah produced indigo. Henry Laurens served as a factor for Stanyarne,
shipping as much as 6000 pounds of indigo at a time to England. At the rate of
40 pounds per acre this suggests Stanyarne was planting about 150 acres in
indigo, requiring perhaps 30 slaves.
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John Stanyarne’s estate, excluding lands, was valued at £146,246.9.2 (S.C.
Currency, or approximately £20,474 sterling). To obtain a better idea of this
wealth, a pound sterling during this period was worth about $120.58 in 1992
dollars (Jones 1980:10), with Stanyarne’s estate therefore being nearly $2.5
million. Less than 19% of South Carolina estates fell into this category
(Coclanis 1989:86).

Other items at Johns and Kiawah islands included: walnut chairs, tables,
gilt looking glasses, a clock, four hunting prints, floor cloths, window blinds,
mahogany and cypress tables, tea tables, poplar and pine bedsteads, mattresses,
easy and arm chairs, silver castors, candlesticks, silk umbrellas, a rum case,
brass scales and weights, curtains, guns and pistols, books, pewter, earthenware,
glass, kitchen furniture, iron pots and kettles, milk pans, and green handled
knives and forks. Plantation implements included carpenter’s tools, shoemaker’s
tools, an auger, staves and heads, cedar posts, an ox cart, two horse carts, five
boats or canoes, iron wedges, spades, a grist mill, whip and crosscut saws, nails
(20p, 10p, and 4p), window glass, cut lumber, and a "lott of old iron."

Produce and provisions on the plantations included one jar of hog lard, 36
bottles of wine, two jugs of linseed o0il, 158 pounds of tallow, 456 pounds of
myrtle wax, rice flour, 2649 bushels of corn, peas, 2 barrels of pitch, potatoes,
and corn blades. The current rice crop was valued at £4368, while the indigo crop
was valued at £6098. Stock included 31 horses, 206 head of cattle, 16 head of
oxen, 55 hogs, and 50 head of sheep. Of the 296 slaves, 97 were males, 90 were
females, and 109 were children. Their total value was £90,310, or approximately
62% of the total estate (Charleston County WPA Inventories, Vol. 94B, pp. 436-
444y .

Stanyarne’s will, dated August 27, 1772 and proved December 22, 1772
provided that his grand daughter, Mary Gibbes, would receive as a life estate the
southwestern moiety of "my Island Called Kiwah Island, wheron the dwelling-house
now stands, containing one Thousand Three hundred and fifty acres of Land." At
her death the property would pass to her heirs, and finally, ownership would be
fee simple with the third generation. The other, or northeastern, moiety was
devised to Stanyarne’s grand daughter "Elizabeth Vanderhorst, daughter of the
late William Raven and Sarah his late wife," again as a life interest converting
to fee simple ownership for the third generation (Charleston County WPA Wills,
1771-1774, p. 286; see Writs of Partition, Book No. 1, 1754-1777, p.262 for the
division of Kiawah between Gibbes and Vanderhorst, this partition also provides
the first plat of Kiawah, dated 1775).

On the eve of the American Revolution it therefore appears that Kiawah was
not only a major indigo producing plantation, but that it was also producing at
least some provisions, perhaps myrtle wax, and was continuing to be used for
stock raising. Stanyarne had built a settlement on the southwestern half of the
island, probably in the vicinity of 38CH123. No settlement worthy of mention
existed on the other half of Kiawah, inherited by Elizabeth Vanderhorst (this
spelling is retained throughout this study, although most members of the family
used the spelling Van der Horst, with the pronunciation, va@nederehérst). The
island, united by Stanyarne for nearly 40 years was again divided.

The impact of the American Revolution was perhaps hardest felt in economic
terms. Charleston was seized and held by the British for 2% years, from 1780 to
1782. In addition, the removal of Royal bounties on rice, indigo, and naval
stores caused considerable economic chaos with the eventual restructuring of the
state’s agricultural and economic base.

It is unclear exactly what activities were taking place on Kiawah, although
in 1782, nearly at the end of the war, General Nathanael Greene arranged for a
truce to allow Bmerican officers to use Kiawah Island for rest and recuperation.
Apparently the party going to Kiawah included Greene’s wife, Catherine; Dr.
Robert Johnson, Hospital Physician and Surgeon, Southern Department; Colonel
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William Washington and his wife, Jane Elliot Washington; Colonel Lewis Morris;
Major Pierce; and Captain Nathaniel Pendleton, Jr. and his brother. Colonel
Morris wrote his fiancee, Ann Elliott on August 24, 1782 that they were to begin
the trip to Kiawah the following day:

we shall travel with a cook and all the materials for a table, and
depend upon the sea for our support (Anonymous 1939:133).

It is clear from other letters, however, that the group was well provisioned,
eating duck, chicken, beef, crab, fish prawn, and potatoes, while drinking coffee
and wine (Stegeman and Stegeman 1977:98).

The group apparently stayed at the Gibbes plantation on Kiawah and
Pendleton wrote Greene complaining of the lack of hospitality shown to the group
by their host, Robert Gibbes (part of this inhospitable behavior was a shortage
of wine) (McCaskey 1990:88).

While Robert Gibbes’ daughter, Mary, had a life estate in the southern
moiety, and she married Thomas Middleton on November 3, 1774, she died the
following year, giving birth to her daughter, Mary. Although her husband, Thomas
lived until 1779, he had no right to the plantation and played an insignificant
part in Kiawah’s history. It is likely that on Mary Gibbes Middleton’s death, her
father, Robert Gibbes (a Charleston merchant and factor, as well as a planter),
assumed operation of the plantation in trust for his grand daughter, Mary, and
was thus assumed to be the owner by Greene’s officers.

McCaskey (1990:88) suggests that Gibbes’ behavior reflected his personnel
sentiments and loyalties to the Crown. There may be some truth in this
considering that Kiawah had seen the darker side of the Revolution. A house built
on Kiawah by Arnoldus Vanderhorst II, husband of Elizabeth Raven, sometime
shortly after her inheritance of the northern moiety, had been burned by the
British in 1780, immediately before their occupation of Charleston. That the
Gibbes plantation survived unscathed perhaps reflects the divided sentiments on
Kiawah Island during the Revolution. «

The first Vanderhorst, John Van der Horst, arrived in Charleston in 1686
as one of 14 settlers with the Flemish or Dutch John d’Arsens, Seigneur de
Wernhaut. John Vanderhorst is listed as a soldier, apparently fighting for
William, Prince of Orange (Ellis 1962:52-53; Leland 1977:19). By his death in
1717, this first Vanderhorst had acquired two Charleston town lots and the 1940
acre White Hall Plantation on the Wando River in Christ Church Parish.

Arnoldus II was born in 1747. He became associated with such Revolutionary
leaders as Philip Gadsden and Henry Laurens, and eventually served as an officer
in the Colonial Militia. He served in the Second Provincial Congress, served as
a Senator in the Jacksonboro Assembly of 1782, a member of the 1783 Privy Council
and was the official host for George Washington’s 1791 Charleston visit (Leland
1977).

In 1774 Henry Bonneau purchased the marshes, oyster banks, and accreting
spits on the edges of Vanderhorst’s Kiawah Island property, amounting to 1000
acres, turning the deed over to Arnoldus that same year (South Carolina
Department of Archives and History, Colonial Grants v. 32, p. 168; Colonial Plats
v. 13, p. 269; see also Charleston County Wills, Book E, p. 448). As one legal
opinion offers, it seems likely that while Stanyarne owned all of the high ground
on Kiawah, he did not own the adjacent marshes. Sandy Point, in 1775, was
apparently marsh at this time. The purchase by Bonneau, passed to Vanderhorst,
ensured hig title to not only the high ground, but also to the marsh and the
rapidly accreting Sandy Island point (Letter of Opinion from Buist and Buist,
dated November 28, 1950, Ms. on file, Chicora Foundation, Inc., Columbia).

It was probably in February 1780, when the British occupied Edisto,
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Seabrook, Wadmalaw, Johns and Kiawah islands on their way to Charleston (Johnson
1851:247), that the Vanderhorst mansion was burned. When the British seized
Charleston, his property was sequestered (Leland 1977:24). Arnoldus II itemized
his losses to the British as: "1 Dwelling House on Kiawah burnt by the British
with out buildings and fences £2000." Other items listed, such as "30 Negroes 2/3
grown & Negro men @ £400 ruined £12000," and "Stock of Cattle Sheep Hogs Horses
etc. £2000" may have referred to either Kiawah or White Hall plantation (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/194/33). Regardless, it is clear that the
Vanderhorst plantation on Kiawah was heavily impacted by the Revolution.

Shortly after the American Revolution, about 1797, Mary Gibbes Middleton,
daughter of Thomas and Mary Middleton, married James Shoolbred, bringing with her
fee simple ownership (as the third generation descendant of John Stanyarne) in
the southern moiety of Kiawah (South Carolina Historical Society 15/62/1).
Shoolbred served as the British Consul for South and North Carolina under the
administration of William Pitt. Surprisingly little else is known about the man
or his activities on Kiawah Island. The Shoolbred Papers at the Charleston
Library Society (Manuscript #62) deal almost entirely with Shoolbred’s oversight
of his father’s business in Canada.

An account book for the Vanderhorst plantation on Kiawah provides some
information on the economic activities of the immediate post-war years of 1785
through 1799 (South Carolina Historical Society, 12/19/36). Virtually all
listings are for Kiawah and it appears complete and reliable.

As can be seen in Table 3, Kiawah yielded a wide range of produce,
including corn, peas, "haulm peas” (also halm, peas still on the stalks), corn
blades (used for fodder), turnips, tanyas (also tanias or taniers, which are an
African tuber similar to taro), potatoes (sweet potatoes or yams), Irish
potatoes, water and musk mellons, oats, hay, and myrtle wax (for candles). Fowls
included chickens, turkeys, ducks, and capons (castrated roosters). Stock
included calves, cattle, hogs, and shoats (a young, weaned pig). Eggs and butter
were especially common commodities, as were palmetto logs and lime. Other items
included fish, oysters, hides, indigo casks, fire wood, oxen meat, tar, and even
candle wicks.

Table 4 illustrates the major items purchased for use on the plantation,
including rice, rye, oats, corn, indigo seed, tools, negro shoes and cloth,
various food stuffs, oakum (used for caulking), train oil (whale or fish oil,
perhaps for the making of soap or burning in oil lamps), and various devices for
indigo production.

It is clear from this account book that Kiawah was again thriving shortly
after the Revolution. Like many other plantations, Kiawah approached, with
varying degrees of success, self sufficiency. Initially Vanderhorst seems to have
produced too little corn, and purchases were routinely made; eventually the
plantation produced what it needed, with an occasional surplus. The cash crop
appears to have been indigo, at least into the 1790s, based on the construction
of indigo vats in 1785 and occasional repairs in 1787, 1788, and 1789. There is,
however, only one transaction showing either the purchase of indigo seed (in
1786) or the sale of indigo (in 1785).

The accounts also provide a regrettably brief view of slavery on Kiawah.
A 1785 expenditure on tobacco and pipes is listed as being "for new negroes."”
Purchases of negro cloth and shoes were also greatest in 1785, suggesting
(coupled with the construction of new indigo vats and purchases of nails) that
this year may represent Vanderhorst’s renewed efforts on the island after the
Revolution. The purchase of cloth and shoes after this initial, large quantity
appears to reflect minimal replacement. Purchases of other plantation tools, such
as axes and hoes appear fairly constant. The account also indicates that in 1785
taxes were paid on a total of 40 African American slaves on Kiawah.
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Items Produced by Kiawah Plantation,

Table 3.
1785 - 1799

1785 1786 1787 1788 1789 1790 1791 1792 1793 1794 1795 1796 1797 1798 1799
Indigo, casks T4
Corn, bu. 16 2 304 150 43% 425 .
Peas, bu. 15 7 46 20 14
Peas, halm, sheet 3 8 90 105 32
Corn blades, lb. 3800 800 6650
Turnips v
Potatoes, bu. 5 30
Irish potatoes, bu. 1
Melons 6
Tanyas, bu. 2
Oats, bu. 14
Hay, lbs. 1200
Seed rice, bu. 20
Eggs, doz. 123% 31 10 8
Butter, 1lb. 205% 147% 254
Chickens 80 71 178 44
Turkeys 50 2
Ducks 29 58 4
Capons 4 7
Fish v v v
Oysters v
Calves 16 15 7 4 2 5 2 4 2
Hogs 14 6 15
Shoats 6 2 1
Beef, quarters 3 v
Oxen meat v
Hides v v v v
Palmetto logs 1236
Lime, bu. 1569 900 3395 10345
Wood, cords 26 30
Candle wicks, 1lb. 80
Tar, barrels 2
Myrtle wax, 1lb. 92 82 35



0%

Table 4. ’
Items Purchased by Kiawah Plantation, 1785 - 1799

1785 1786 1787 1788 1789 1790 1791 1792 1793 1794 1795 1796 1797 1798 1799

Indigo seed, bu. 20%

Corn, bu. 112% 60 136 36

Rice, barrels i 1
Rye, bu. 4

Oats, bu. 16

Hoes 24 12 9 - , 2 6 12

Axes 12 6 6 3 6 6 5 12 2

Spades 24

Indigo hooks 12

Nail v v v

Negro shoes, pr. 36 7 5 5 5 6 . : 7 14 6
Negro cloth, yd. 205 38 44% 35 48 50 29 69

Thread v v ’

Pipes & tobacco v

Pitch, barrel 1

Tar, barrel 1

Gun powder, 1b. 1 2 1

Shot, 1b. 8 4

Train oil 3% 10 6% 7

Oakum, 1bs. v 100 56 56 60

Con. indigo vats v v

Indigo pump v v

Repair indigo vats v v v

Rum, gal. 3 63 34 3 3 3%

Brown sugar, 1b. v 40 50 20 135 125 133 125

Salt, bu. 6 6 10 4 4



Antebellum Expansion

The period from 1790 through the early 1800s was one of reorganization and
expansion. Indigo no longer served as a profitable crop, although rice continued
to be the gold upon which much of the Low Country was built. Gradually, however,
cotton came to replace indigo, although it too was based on specialization in the
production of a staple crop using bound labor. As Coclanis notes, "such
specialization, under prevailing market conditions, generally proved highly
profitable to those individuals in both the low country and in Europe with
capital directly involved in the production or distribution of such staples”
(Coclanis 1989:130).

Through the nineteenth century, however, the economy of the low country
began to grind to a halt. By the eve of the Civil War, the tendency of South
Carolina’s economic and social fabric toward "structural disarticulation,
factorial distortions, and asymmetrical development" could be clearly seen, if
one chose to look. Coclanis observes that:

just as the market was largely responsible for the low country’s
rise, it was largely responsible for the area’s later decline as
well. For its siren song lured the area into a pattern of economic
and social development which was conducive to economic growth under
one limited set of conditions - great external demand for plantation
staples produced in the low country - but which would thwart
progressive economic adjustments if these conditions ever changed,
that is to say, if external demand for low-country staples ever
faltered. And, as we have seen, external demand did indeed falter.It
is possible, of course, that in the 1low country, a fragile
ecological area with limited economic possibilities, development was
doomed from the start. But by establishing an economy whose health
was dependent almost entirely upon the vagaries of international
demand for commodities, the hegemonists, in effect, sealed the low
country’s fate (Coclanis 1989:157).

The only account from Kiawah which provides a clue regarding the rebuilding
of the Vanderhorst plantation is an October 23, 1801 letter from William Nicks,
the overseer, to Arnoldus II. Nicks writes about the trouble brewing with
Shoolbred over oyster picking (discussed below), as well as other plantation
activities:

pea house is not fool . . . the cotton field corn has not turned out
much . . . East winds is the reason of so much sickness . . . the
hinges for the doors of the new buildings wanted there will not
be neare a load of lime at the landing. The carpenders has raised
the body of the other new house but not the rafters, the [ ] about
6 Feet high with the chimney I them him [?] also working. I have
been obliged to flog several of the carpenters to start them . . .
the high tides has at last tore away the new dam around the marsh
near the landing (South Carolina Historical Society 12/197/5).

This account, coupled with the earlier account books, supports the belief that
Vanderhorst’s renovation of his Kiawah plantation, while beginning in the mid-
1780s, was not complete until about 1802. There is nothing in the earlier ledger
which would suggest that the main house was under construction prior to 1800 or
1801.

William Nicks’ October 26, 1801 1letter to Arnoldus II provides a
particularly graphic description of conditions on Kiawah at the turn of the
century:

The schooner has been detained on account of the hard hed winds and
it is raining but not much wind. The schooner must set away this
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morning tide. They would have a bad chance if it were taken by hard
Winds as their Cable in not to bee depended upon. It is ‘with
reluctance that I set down to write For our neighbors seem to be
combine against our Shell picking. I thought to have finisht This
kiln by the last of this week but by our good neighbors and bad
weather I am only on the Fourth floor. We have had a distressing
time for this 8 or 10 days past With Sick negroes. chem is dead and
Isac is very sick with apluricey. I was oblige to blister him this
morning. big feby Has been very ill but is something better - I
would send Isac down but it will not do to remove him in such
weather. I first gave him a dose of salt and tartar and when his
tongue was yet foul I gave him a second dose of hip and gallah. Gabo
give him spirits of turpentine with sweet oyl and also had a sirup
made of hour hound life everlasting alder and gave him. As it an
ecelent remedy for the cold on the stomach. peter’s got better, but
Cupit is laid up. - it is destressing To See So much sickness, and So
maney worker calls about. The Cattle Corn is in and only made 18
Rice barels fool. The cotton Blows so fast that I cannot get time to
do anything Elce. As yet I have broake in part of the Big field sods
to give the horses and elce a chance for everything looks 1like
dying. I have taken pains to inform Hector of Everything on the
place I could recollect for your Satisfaction. The rye ought to have
been planted but I have not had the time to do it / Your Obedient
Servant / Wm. Nicks / don’t forget the hinges for the two lower
doors of the foder house as well as those to the doors and windows
of the new Buildings as at present they have Shucks in. I have sent
the plantation gun over as she is out of order and perhaps you may
want me to hunt with you when you come. the Same which holds the
flint is worn out and the chat coms too cloce the steel by which
means she will not hold along flint without tearing open the pan.
Hector can shoe you. The Sloop now coms to the Cricks mouth (South
Carolina Historical Society, 12/19/5).

Dry weather, sick negroes, broken tools, delays in the construction of the
lime kiln, hazards associated with travel to Kiawah, planting and harvesting
operations, and plantation needs all were on the overseer’s mind. This account
also reveals that at least by 1801 Vanderhorst had begun planting cotton -- with
Nicks being unable to pick it as fast as it "blows" or opens. This may explain
the increase in slaves on Kiawah from 13 shown in the 1800 census to 113 in 1810.

The account also provides a clue that Vanderhorst’s "good Neighbors," the
Shoolbreds were unhappy with shell gathering on what they felt were their
marshes. As both Nicks’ letter describing the lime kiln and the earlier account
book reveal, the production of lime was a profitable undertaking. In 1799
Vanderhorst realized £215 from the sale of lime, equal to that of about 15 acres
of indigo.

This dispute had already lead to court action by Shoolbred against
-Vanderhorst. Apparently Shoolbred claimed the oyster beds as his property, based
on the partition of the island. Vanderhorst either claimed them as part of his
1774 Bonneau grant, or else claimed that they were unowned. The Court of Common
Pleas directed that a new survey be made of Kiawah to determine whether the
disputed oyster beds were part of the original grant of the island.

The correspondence between the surveyor, John Hardwicke, and Vanderhorst
reveals the problems encountered in attempting to settle even simple disputes,
as well as the isolation of Kiawah. Although the survey was ordered by the Court
in early 1801, no less than three attempts to arrange Hardwicke’s presence met
with failure —- once because Hardwicke was "sick," another time because he was
in Europe, and a third time because he had scarlet fever. The survey finally took
place on January 10, 1803 and the resulting plat is dated January 20, 1803 (South
Carolina Historical Society, 12/194/46, 49, 50; South Carolina Department of
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Figure 7. 1802 plat of Kiawah Island.

63



Archives and History, MC 1).

Hardwicke determined that the oyster grounds in questions were not part of
the original grant of the island, which was of highland only. As a result, the
jury found Vanderhorst innocent of any wrongs and ordered Shoolbred to pay court
costs (South Carolina Department of Archives and History, Judgement Roll 750Ra).

The resulting plat (Figure 7) provides the first plan of the island’s
settlements. Vanderhorst’s settlement is shown as a series of 10 structures
representing the main settlement, out buildings, and a probable slave settlement.
To the east there is a "lime landing," today in the vicinity Cinder Point, west
of Thumb Point. To the west on Kiawah Creek there is a cluster of six structures
designated "0ld Settlement," with the largest of these, apparently a main house,
adjacent to a Landing. A second landing ("Wood and Lime Landing") is found even
further to the west. On what is today known as Shullbred Point or Rhett’s Bluff
is the "New Settlement,” with a series of four structures, forming an east-west
line.

As will be discussed in more detail later, the old settlement is thought
to represent the initial Stanyarne settlement (and later Gibbes) on Kiawah, with
the main house perhaps in the vicinity of what later became the Seabrook
Plantation. The New Settlement is that of Shoolbred.

About the same time as Vanderhorst was restoring his Kiawah Island
plantation he was also engaged in the construction of two apartment houses in
downtown Charleston. Composed of three apartments, each with 3% stories, these
two structures "produced a Georgian-colonial house, but one that hid within
itself the germ of the towering apartment houses of today" (Lapham 1923:59). The
first, at 76-78 East Street, was completed about 1800, while the second, to the
north of Vanderhorst Wharf (which is located below Tradd Street), was completed
about 1810 (Smith and Smith 1917:233). Measuring 48 by 75 feet, with the central
section 26 feet in width and projecting about 4% inches beyond the two side
sections, these structures were built with stone lintels, keystones, plaqgues,
Palladian windows, wood cornices with medallions and fluttings, carved chair
rails, and wainscoting. About 20 feet to the rear was a secondary service
building, housing servants’ quarters and kitchens. These structures, according
to Lapham, "indicated the period of prosperity that followed the BAmerican
revolution, and were a product of the wave of extravagance, due to the large
profits of the post-war period" (Lapham 1923:59). The structure near Vanderhorst
Wharf was torn down after the Civil War, while the main structure of the East Bay
Street structure was restored in the 1930s and is still standing (although the
support buildings are now gone).

It was during the War of 1812 that the first fortification was built on the
north end of Kiawah Island. With a companion fort on Cole’s Island, the two
batteries were intended to maintain control of the Stono and Kiawah Rivers. This
fort is shown on the 1822 "Map of South Carolina," by John Wilson. Mistakenly
referred to in later years as a "tabby" fort, the Kiawah fortifications were
little more than piled up shell embankments in the hard marsh at the edge of the
river. The fortification was connected to the island’s high ground by means of
a causeway.

Arnoldus Vanderhorst died in 1815, passing Kiawah to his sons, Elias and
John Vanderhorst, with the condition that should either die without lawful issue,
that individual’s share would revert to the surviving son (Charleston County
Wills, Book E, p. 448). John died a year later, unmarried, and the northern
portion of Kiawah Island fell into the sole ownership of Elias Vanderhorst.

During the last few years of his life Arnoldus manumitted seven slaves:
Hagar Richardson and her three children, Sarah, Eliza, and Peter, as well as
three additional slaves, Stepney, Molley, and Peter. Elias and John were made the
trustees of Hagar and she was given $2000 for her care and the care of her
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children until they reached the age of 28. Upon reaching age, Peter legally took
Vanderhorst as his surname, with Elias serving as a witness to the document.
There is some evidence that Arnoldus’ manumittion was not looked upon favorably
by the family (South Carolina Historical Society 12/195/27-30).

On May 17, 1815 Elias and his brother John entered into an agreement with
Rivers and Saltus for the construction of the schooner, Two Brothers. It was to
be 45 feet in keel, 18 foot beam, 5 feet in hold, and calculated to carry live
oak timber. They paid Rivers and Saltus $2200 in merchantable live oak timber.
Apparently the ship was to be constructed on Kiawah Island, with Rivers and
Saltus paying the Kiawah slaves 75¢/day for their labor. The schooner was to be
finished by November lst of that same year (South Carolina Historical Society
12/195/2). In January 1816 John and Elias Vanderhorst entered into a second
agreement with Elijah and Thomas Swift to cut live oak timber off Kiawah, paying
four slave carpenters on Kiawah $18/month and eight field hands $14/month to
assist in the cutting (South Carolina Historical Society 12/195/3).

It is also during this period that several receipts are found for such
items as closet, stock and iron rim locks; H hinges, brass door locks, and marble
chimney pieces. Although there is no indication for which structure they were
intended, no new houses were being built and they were consequently intended for
either Arnoldus’ town house in sight of the wharf (willed to his daughters) or
the Kiawah house (South Carolina Historical Society 12/195/6-7).

In 1821 Elias Vanderhorst married Ann Morris although it was not until 1832
that he built a town house, at 28 Chapel Street. This structure consists of Greek
Revival architecture, "expressed in a suburban villa" (Smith and Smith 1917:178).
It is a 2% story stuccoed brick house with a double flight of stone steps leading
to the piazza.

In June of perhaps 1822 or 1824 Ann wrote from Kiawah:

we intended to have left this place for the Island [probably
Sullivans Island where the Vanderhorsts had a summer house], where
we are to spend the summer, but as the fates would have it, the rain
prevented us, the schooner Ann went down 3 days ago, provided with
every comfort, you know what a good manager my husband 1is, he
ordered one of the waiters to fix the house on the Island and have
a carriage in readiness for me, so I shall find everything arranged
for me without any trouble . . . . I am afraid I shall be made very
uneasy this summer as it is my husbands intention to return here [to
Kiawah] frequently to look after his business, he has built a House
near the ocean for the Capt and himself, and it is really a pretty
little hut formed of Palmetto fans . . . . Mr. Shoolbred dined with
me the other day. I am delighted with the old gentleman, he is
elegant in his manners as most men who have seen much of the world
are, and combining with this a highly improved mind (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/197/17).

Ann’s reference to her husband’s "hut" is the first of many references to the
Vanderhorsts’ increasing tendency to abandon use of the main house on Kiawah in
favor of living on the beach. In spite of this, her letter suggests that, at
least in the mid-1820s, the mansion was sufficiently well tended to allow the
entertainment of James Shoolbred (who had been a widower since 1808). By that
time the "hut" was little used. In January 1824, Lewis Morris (Ann’s brother)
wrote that he had spent: '

a fort night, walking on the sea beach [at Kiawah], feasting upon
fish and game, and occasionally paying morning visits to Mr.
Shoolbred and his daughter Miss Eleanora. Anna is better than she
was, but still in delicate health, her disease appears to be in the
mind. The rough nature of her husband [Elias] does not accord with
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her delicate feelings (South Carolina Historical Society 12/195/8).

Letters from 1824 and 1830 mention that the Vanderhorsts began spending their
summers not only on Sullivans Island, but also at Eddings Bay on Edisto Island
(South Carolina Historical Society 12/197/9-10).

Elias continued to labor on Kiawah. In a letter to the Agricultural Society
of St. John’s Colleton, Elias explained in some detail his methods of planting
cotton on Kiawah, remarking that the best cotton came from the sandy soils and
that he used "soft salt mud" as fertilizer. He also admitted that he had never
made more than 150 pounds of cotton to the acre (Seabrook 1827:22-24). A typical
letter by Elias to Ann on May 16, 1936 stated, "I have sent the sloop down with
my dgreat crop of cotton. You will receive vegetables, strawberries" (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/197/16). A November 1838 letter from Ann to Lewis
mentioned visiting Kiawah for a day, apparently for sport and relaxation (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/197/19).

By 1840 Elias owned a schooner called The Raven, although it is unclear
whether this was in addition to, or as a replacement for the schooner Ann (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/207/13). The various letters from the 1840s reveal
that Kiawah, while producing cotton, was also important for its production of
provisions. There are also some hints that the previous profitability of Kiawah
was slipping:

when the boat went down with a load of corn and blades I ordered it
to return the next day but it did not do so and the negroes gave as
a reason that you prevented their coming. I do not know how this can
be, as you know I do not like my orders to be disobeyed, and you
will know, or ought to know, that it would have been much better for
the negroes to be in a boat, even on Sunday, than to be gambling and
drinking . . . I will send 15 cords of wood when the schooner comes
also corn and blades. I wish you to send me a peck of clean rice
from the barrel in the store room ~ I have no rice here. I also want
the o0ld tin roaster and the frying pan, being without coocking
utensils. I would be glad to have one pair of sheets and 6 hand
towels, provided, they can be spared. There is a very small chance
of Poultry here, only 22 young turkeys and 4 chickens and 5 young
ducks - everything goes wrong here - no less than four prime hands
in the houses for life - two with snake bites, one with dropsy and
the other with chronic sore throat . . . . The very grass is
perishing here for want of rain . . . I find that there is only one
quarter of the venison fit to send, the other quarter is too damaged
with shot and I have ordered it given to the negroes (letter from
Elias on Kiawah to his wife Ann, dated May 27, 1841, South Carolina
Historical Society 12/197/25).

In August 1842 Elias wrote that "my patch of cotton is nearly destroyed by water.
No chance for young turkeys." In May 1845 he wrote:

you will receive by the Boat . . . [a] piggin of butter made at this

place . . . 2 quarters of Lamb, which you can send to the Ice House,
green peas, turkeys, and cabbages. I do not know what you will do
for a cow -- all so poverty striken here that there is not one fit

to send (South Carolina Historical Society 12/198/12).

These references to Kiawah may partially explain the decline in the
island’s population. While the slave population increased slightly from the 113
slaves kept on Kiawah by Arnoldus II in 1810, to 115 in 1820, the number dropped
to 100 in 1830 and 46 in 1840. Of those, 21 were males and 25 were females.
Nearly a third were over 36 years old, with only 12 slaves being between 24 and
36 years old, indicating not only a decline in numbers but also an increasingly
old population.
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The Vanderhorst letters from the 1850s continue to present Kiawah as a
rather forlorn island. Elias periodically sent small amounts of produce and wild
game (such as venison, calves, corn, potatoes, peas, carrots, butter, and clams)
to his Charleston house from the island (see South Carolina Historical Society
12/200/2, 3, 5). The island continued to be described as sickly, and in September
1852 Elias wrote his wife:

The weather here is very bad, it has been raining almost incessantly
for the last week and no prospect, at present, of its clearing up -
such an immense fall of water I never known to occur at one time,
the whole country is underwater and what is to become of the
planters I do not know . . . .

the plan you propose of going to Sandy Point will not answer -
Kiawah is pretty much under fresh water and therefore not healthy -
millions of Mosquitoes there and no Doctor (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/200/2).

On May 23, 1858 Elias wrote Ann:

This place must be considered the Botany Bay for all the nuisances -
Why are not Anwill’s crops in the same category with mine! . . . .
There is only one way I know of to raise money, that is by borrowing
from some money lender and giving him my Bond and Mortgage of my
Property and leaving the debt to be paid by you and the children
after my death . . . . I have ordered John Rose to town, you will
have to put him in Frank’s room and send for Dr. Dawson to cut his
leg off. It seems I am unfortunate with Negroes (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/200/8).

"Botany Bay" is a reference to a place for penal exile, coming from the late
eighteenth century efforts to establish a penal colony at Botany Bay in
Australia. The British Government found, however, that the poor soils and lack
of water made the location unlivable. Similarly, Elias was finding Kiawah less
and less profitable.

Ann Vanderhorst’s diary provides a brief account of life on Kiawah just
prior to the Civil War:

By one [o’clock] we reached James Island cut, a clever piece of work
saving much distance, then into Stono, passed Ligan Village and
there on the top of a Sand hill stands Mr. Vs cottage looking like
a white Curlew [a small bird] in the distance. The broad Ocean
washes his poor Island of Kiawah most cruelly, and perhaps it will
dip it right into the sea one of these days. A few palmetto royal
seem to cling round the hut and the wild grass waves on the few
hills that are left. Folly Island and Coal Island on the one side
with the dashing stone Braker engulfing the poor little bird key.
And woe to that poor mariner who goes near them, many a wreck thrown

on these shores and sundry dead bodies . . . . A comfortable wagon
was waiting for us . . . . It makes me sad to see Mr. V. so thin and
he seems listless and has to visit on the Sofa . . . and though the

table is spread with many a luxury of fine tomatoes, soup, fish,
delicious stone crabs, his appetite is very delicate.

The Kiawah maidens [the slaves] in high frolic - they danced by the
light of the moon and Master was pleased they were so happy. Sunday
morning they presented themselves to me dressed off at all points,
some with pretty spotted muslin aprons and dresses stretched off
with hoops, earrings in their ears, and then presenting me their
gifts of eggs. One mooma sorrowfully told me she had only 1 chicken
I must accept it.
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[leaving the island] 7 dilapidated dirty negro men with oars in
their hand appear, one in rather a state of nudity. I exclaim and
shame them, Speak of the contrast between them and the women of
Kiawah, O Mistress they declare "it is those very Satans that take
all our money. I have heard of a fiddler at Mr. Grimballs’ who
declares them womens, too expense to marry, De Hoops petticoats, and
de sits of Calico to take, can’t marry dem womens" (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/216/1).

From a business perspective, activities on Kiawah during the pre-war years
of 1854 through 1860 are provided by a plantation journal (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/196/25). Throughout this period the island’s daily
activities were managed by Bailey, a slave driver, although Vanderhorst also paid
B.H. Welch, overseer of William Seabrook’s plantation on Kiawah, to periodically
check on the Vanderhorst tract. The food allowance on the plantation was 6
bushels and 1 peck of corn meal a week for all adult slaves and 2 bushels and 1
peck for all slave children. This was a normal allowance (see Stampp 1956:282 for
example), although no mention is made of any pork or meat allowance, suggesting
that slaves were intended to survive on a corn diet supplemented by whatever they
could raise or grow themselves on the island.

During the six year period covered by the journal, negro cloth and blankets
were distributed only twice -- in 1852 and in 1855. There is, however, good
evidence that this information was only occasionally entered into the journal
since receipts have been identified for major Kiawah purchases of clothing
supplies in 1855, 1856, and 1857 (South Carolina Historical Society 12/209/4, 6,
and 7). Items included WW Plains, drab jersey, shirting, thread, needles, and
buttons.

Information is also provided regarding slave mortality and morbidity on
Kiawah. A total of 42 African Americans were living on Kiawah as slaves in 1854,
including a driver and eight additional males, 14 females, and 20 children. By
1860 there were 41 slaves living on the island, including the driver and 10 other
males, 18 females, and 13 children. Comparison of the lists reveals that in the
six years between the two census, one male adult died and two listed as children
in 1854 were considered adults by 1860. Only one new male was found on the
journal listing. Between 1854 and 1860 one female slave died and one is no longer
listed, although five female children in 1854 were listed as adults in 1860. One
new adult female was listed in 1860. One child died between 1854 and 1860, with
one new child listed in 1860. While it is difficult to interpret such a small
sample, it appears that Vanderhorst’s goal was to maintain a stable population
on Kiawah —-- there is no evidence that he was attempting to increase the number
of slaves. This would imply that he had little hope for expanding production on
the island.

The listing of slaves also provides additional clues regarding slave
occupations. Bailey is consistently listed as the driver. The 1860 list indicates
that Butcher was a "Stock Minder," 0Old Peter and 0ld Hector by 1860 were both
"Past Muster," Lizzy in 1860 had only one leg and was a "Poultry Minder," Madge
was disabled by 1860, Combahee Sarey was a nurse and did garden work, and 0Old
Nelly "minds house on Sandy Point."

The journal also provides a vivid account of the agricultural production
on the island, as shown in Table 5. Stock levels remain fairly constant, as do
levels of corn. The sweet potatoes tended to provide provisions for no more than
about a third of the year. The corn, averaging 664 bushels of ground meal a year,
provided about a third more corn than was necessary for the slave provisions.
This excess, based on the surviving records, was largely diverted to
Vanderhorst’s Charleston house with occasional shipments to his other plantations
or sale on the open market.

Cotton production on the island appears to have been somewhat cyclical,
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Table 5.
Agricultural Production of Vanderhorst,

1850 -~ 1860

1850 1854 1855 1856 1857 1858 1859 1860" 18602
Cattle 91 98 88 100 83 86
Milk cows 90 35}
Working oxen 9 7}
Other cattle 59 45}
Sheep 60 68 75 71 58 100 64 35 30
Goats 67 83 66 66 11 69
Horses 1 4
Asses/mules 1 2
Vvalue of livestock (§) 600 1500
Turkeys 25 29 29 42 13
Ducks 15 9 12 3 5
Geese 2
Guinea fowl 5
Cotton, white (lbs.) 2500 2500 800 2200 500 500 500 10000
Cotton, yellow/stained (lbs.) 500 400 100 200 100
Corn (bu.) 1800 700 660 694 969 700 830 650
Peas (baskets) 800 1785 1180 1847 1600 2748
Slip potatoes (mos. prov.) 23 4 2 3% 2% 3% 4
Root potatoes (mos. prov.) 2% 3 2 1% 1% 1% 1%
Sweet potatoes (bu.) 1200 800
Seed potatoes (baskets) 47
Hay (tons) 8
Oats (bu.) 300
Wool (lbs.) 125
Butter (lbs.) 150
Acreage, improved 250 800
Acreage, unimproved 2250 1700
value ($) 12000 20000
1

2

Plantation journal entries

1860 Agricultural Census
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although the general tendency was for production to decrease through time. The
1854 production of approximately 2500 pounds (expressed as six bales and one
pocket, calculated at 400 pounds to the bale and 100 pounds to the pocket) fell
to 600 pounds by 1860 (expressed as 6 bags, calculated at 100 pounds to the bag).

Table 5 also compares the plantation journal entries with the 1850 and 1860
agricultural census, revealing considerable differences in a few areas (such as
cotton) and nearly identical figures in others (such as stock and corn). At the
present time it is not possible to determine the cause(s) of these differences
or evaluate the accuracy of the various documents.

During the second quarter of the nineteenth century there is evidence that
the Vanderhorsts and Shoolbreds were living in greater harmony than they had
earlier, during Arnoldus’s life. While there is no clear evidence, some of the
differences may have been lingering political differences, with Arnoldus a
staunch whig and Shoolbred (and Gibbes before him) strong tories. Such disputes
could easily have been rekindled by the War of 1812. Regardless, Ann Vanderhorst
and Lewis Morris both made pleasant comments concerning Shoolbred.

It is impossible to reconstruct plantation activities on the southwestern
moiety of Kiawah since Shoolbred left no plantation papers or journals. It seems
likely, however, that the Shoolbred plantation was more of a retreat or country
seat than an intensively operating plantation. It 1s clear that Shoolbred was
making changes to the property -- the largest of which was the relocation of the
main settlement shown on the 1802 plat of Kiawah (Figure 7). By the time
Shoolbred married Mary Middleton about 1797, the Stanyarne house would have been
at least 60 to 70 years old, constructed perhaps in the 1730s. Shoolbred may have
wanted to create a more elaborate and graceful plantation setting for Mary, if
not for himself, and chosen to move the main settlement northward to what is
today called Rhett’s Bluff. This move, however, left behind a nucleus of support
structures and probably at least a portion of the slave settlement. The "old
settlement" continued to serve as the major landing on the island, apparently
used by both Shoolbred and Vanderhorst. As the following archaeological
discussions will suggest, it is also possible that Shoolbred salvaged materials,
such as expensive architectural items, from the old mansion, rather than leaving
it abandoned to the slaves.

Regardless, the Shoolbred settlement was well established on Rhett’s Bluff
by the time of James Shoolbred’s death in 1847. His will, proved November 17,
1847, specified that the plantation would be divided into two parts (Charleston
County Wills, Book K, p. 138). To John Gibbes Shoolbred (his son), in trust for
Mary Drayton (James’ daughter and the widow of Charles Drayton) he devised:

the eastern part of my Plantation on Kiawah Island, bounded on the
East by the line which separates it from General Vanderhorst’s part
of the said Island . . . on the North by Kiawah River, on the South
by the Atlantic Ocean and the West by the middle of Salt House Creek
down to my carting dam, and thence by a line in continuation of the
above line to the Atlantic Ocean, together with all the buildings
and improvements within the said boundaries including the settlement
on Wall Point [Rhett’s Bluff], also all the furniture, household
goods, and silver plate in my Kiawah house, the Canoces Paul and
Robuck the Sloop built by W. Bird in 1846, the mail boat, etc. and
the horned cattle, sheep, Goats, swine, the utensils of husbandry
and everything of the nature of personal estate on said part of said
Plantation or used or enjoyed therewith; also the following Negro
slaves, to wit, Ben, and Tenny and their five children, Soloman,
Pender, Harry, Lilly, and Cato, Siddy, Moses and Kate, Joe and Kit,
Cattle Joe, Swine Peter, February & Suckey, Jack and Sarah, John,
Cuffy, Ned Sikey and Primus . . . and from and after the decease of
the said Mary Drayton . . . to her children living at the time of
her decease.
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Figure 8.
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To the children of his deceased daughter, Ann Burrill, named as John Ebenezer
Burrill, Mary Burrill, Shoolbred Burrill, and Drayton Burrill (all living in New
York), he devised:

all that part of my Plantation on Kiawah Island lying to the west of
the part herein before devised in trust for my daughter Mary
Drayton.

This effectively gave Kiawah three owners -- Vanderhorst, owning the
eastern half of the island; Mary Drayton, owning the central one-quarter; and the
Burrills, owning the western one-quarter. The tract devised to Mary Drayton
contained the bulk of the improvements, including Shoolbred’s "new settlement”
on Wall Point (now known as Rhett’s Bluff). The plat of this division, shown in
Figure 8, reveals that the island’s landing was well developed, and included a
wharf on the east side of the inlet called Salt House Creek. The central part of
the island was cleared for cotton fields and a bank had been established on the
ocean side of the island, probably to limit flooding. Several roads ran east-west
across the island, and the cart path across Salt House Creek suggests that there
were still major utilitarian building existing on the west side of the inlet.

Notes on the Gibbes family, written in the 1870s, mention that Shoolbred
was "buried at his Country Seat, Kiawah Island, along side of his beloved wife,"
and that "the remains of both repose on Kiawah Island amidst the shrubbery of
that beautiful estate" (South Carolina Historical Society 15/62/1, pp. 52, 59).
James Shoolbred’s stone, still extant near 38CH129, reads: "SACRED/To the Memory
of /JAMES SHOOLBRED Esqgr./Born in London/May 13th 1776./and Died in
Charleston/September 12th 1847/aged seventy-one years and 4 months/having lived
in this State/steadily since 1790". His wife’s stone reads: "Under This
Marble/are deposited by her own desire/the Remains of MARY MIDDLETON
SHOOLBRED/Born on the 6th of November 1779/and departed this Life on the/10th of
July 1808".

At Mary Drayton’s death in 1855, the eastern portion of Shoolbred’s
plantation passed to her sons, Thomas Henry Middleton Drayton and John Drayton
(Charleston County Wills, Book L 1851-1856, p. 410). In 1855 the plantation
included the house, outbuildings, cattle, horses, mules, and 75 slaves. The two
brothers held the plantation until January 16, 1860, when they sold it to Isaac
Wilson, who mortgaged the island to them to guarantee payments (Charleston County
RMC) .

The property devised by Shoolbred to the children of Ann Burrill was sold
in March 1854 to William Seabrook (Charleston County RMC, DB L13, p. 81, DB L13,
p. 85).

Agricultural activity continued on the eastern portion of Shoolbred’s
estate, although there is no evidence that any activity was taking place on that
portion sold by the Burrill’s to Seabrook. Table 6 details the 1850 and 1860
agricultural censuses, revealing that Mary Drayton’s plantation, under the
control of her son, Thomas Drayton, continued to be a major producer of cotton
and subsistence crops. Comparison with Table 5 reveals few differences between
the Vanderhorst and Drayton plantations. By 1860, under the ownership of Isaac
Wilson, the plantation improved acreage had gone down, although cotton production
went up by 6 bales. This change was accomplished with 31 slaves, compared to the
51 owned by Mary Drayton 10 years earlier. This increase in the cash crop,
however, was also accompanied by a decrease in important provision commodities
such as corn, oats, peas, and butter. It appears that while Wilson was attempting
to make the plantation profitable with a cash crop, he was also placing himself
in the position of purchasing more provision crops on the open market.

A dramatic demographic change, beyond a simple reduction in numbers, had

also taken place in the slave population on the plantation. While the 1850
population included 16 males and 16 females over the age of 15, as well as 19
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children, by 1860 there were only nine males compared to 16 females, with five
children. This radical shift may have been the result of Wilson not only trying
to trim costs by reducing the population, but may also indicate an effort to farm
with less costly female slaves. Of the nine male slaves held by Wilson, a third
were over the age of 40, compared to only 12% 10 years earlier.

The best view of Kiawah Island is provided by an 1863 tracing of the 1854
Coastal Survey Map entitled, "Kiawah River and Island and Portions of Folly,
Cole’s, John’s and Seabrook’s Islands" (Figure 9). This shows Kiawah under the -
ownership of the Burrills, Mary Drayton, and Vanderhorst, although it is unlikely
that any major changes had occurred since the island was under the dual ownership

Table 6.
Agricultural Production on the Eastern Portion of the 0ld Shoolbred
Plantation in 1850 and 1860

1850 - Dravton 1860 - Wilson

Acreage, improved 400 300
Acreage, unimproved 94 142
Cash value ($§) 10000 11000
Value of implements/equipment ($) 600 150
Horses 10
Asses/mules 3 3
Milk cows 40 40
Working oxen 16 8
Other cattle 20
Sheep 30 50
Swine 40

Value of livestock ($) 760 2000
Value of slaughtered animals ($) 100 200
Corn (bu.) 1100 500
Oats (bu.) 250

Hay (tons) 15
Cotton (bales @ 400 lbs.) 14 20
Peas (bu.) 220 150
Sweet potatoes (bu.) 1000 1400
Wool (lbs.) 60 200
Butter (lbs.) 480 200

of Shoolbred and Vanderhorst.

On the west side of Salt House Creek (Figure 10) there is a settlement
consisting of 16 structures surrounded by a fence. These include a double row
slave settlement with eight houses, seven support structures, and the main house.
This portion of the Shoolbred Plantation had been passed to the Burrills, who
sold it the year the chart was made to William Seabrook. On the east side of Salt
House Creek (Figure 1l0) there are a series of 16 structures consisting of nine
slave houses and seven outbuildings. It is unlikely that any of the structures
shown were a main house since Mary Drayton inherited not only the complex east
of the creek, but also the Shoolbred plantation house on Rhett’s Bluff. The
Shoolbred settlement on Rhett’s Bluff is shown as consisting of six buildings
(Figure 11). The Vanderhorst settlement (Figure 12) is shown as consisting of
nine structures. These structures appear to represent three slave house (to the
east), the main house and two flanking buildings, and three outbuildings. At
Sandy Point five structures are shown. This settlement probably consisted
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1863 tracing of the 1854 Coastal Survey of Kiawah Island.

Figure 9.



Figure 10. Area of Seabrook’s settlement on the west side of Salt House Creek and

Drayton’s settlement on the east side.

=

4

e
L

Figure 1l1. Area of Drayton’s settlement on Wall Point (today Rhett’s Bluff).
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Figure 12. Vanderhorst’s settlement.

Figure 13. Vanderhorst’s Sandy Point settlement.
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of Vanderhorst’s house, one or more servants’ quarters, outbuildings, and
possibly a kitchen (Figure 13).

There are some differences between the original 1854 map and the 1863
tracing. Many of these differences may be due to the map being updated or, more
likely, incorrect transferral of structures and features from the original.
Nonetheless, these differences are worthy of note.

On the west side of Salt House Creek, the main house area is shown in more
detail. Within a fenced area is the main house, which almost certainly was
Stanyarne’s original structure built on Kiawah Island, and three additional
outbuildings, one of which was probably the kitchen. In addition, the whole
settlement is surrounded by a fence. Nineteen structures are found on this map.
On the east side of the creek there are a series of 19 structures scattered along
several roads. The wharf projects from the eastern side into Salt House Creek.
This entire area is labeled, "Drayton’s," representing the portion of the
Shoolbred Plantation devised to Mary Drayton and sold by her sons in 1860 to
Isaac Wilson.

Further to the east, on what is today Rhett’s Bluff, is a second cluster
of what appears to be four structures, corresponding to the "New Settlement" on
the 1802 plat. Further east is "Vanderhorst’s", consisting of five structures
within a fenced compound, and an additional nine structures to the west (several
of which may represent slave structures). To the east, across a small slough, is
a slave settlement of perhaps three structures. At the tip of Sandy Point this
map also shows the location of Vanderhorst’s house. No evidence of the 1812 fort
is shown on the chart, suggesting that by 1854, 42 years after its construction,
little remained of the fort.

The Civil War on Kiawah

The earliest account of the war’s effect on Kiawah is provided by an early
1862 note from Elias Vanderhorst regarding the movement of slaves off the island.
He specifies that a few are to be left to care for the plantation, but the
majority are to be moved:

tell them that we expect to remove back to Kiawah in the Spring -

tell them that all the Carpenters and several others are at the
Round O [on the Ashepoo River] and will be working for them
[presumably building new houses]. I wish them to be provided with a
plenty of provisions for the journey. Kill as much beef for them as
they will want, not the working oxen, but the steers (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/196/26).

When Arnoldus Vanderhorst IV (the son of Elias and Ann Vanderhorst) visited
Kiawah in March 1862 he told Adele (his wife):

fortunately found everything just as I had left it when I removed
the negroes. The next plantation belonging to Mr. Wilson [the
Shoolbred plantation, 38CH129, passed on to Mary Drayton and sold to
Wilson in 1860] was not so fortunate. Our own troops had broken into
the fine dwelling house and maliciously destroyed the furniture, and
left the house in such a condition that it scarcely ever will be
habitable for a decent family. The Vandals were not satisfied with
this shameful destruction of private property, but were low enough
to rob the poor old negro who was left to take care of the place of
all his chickens, and they even went in his house, and stole a new
pair of shoes that his master had given him. Is it not melancholy to
think that we have such Barbarians amongst us, and that these are
the men that the country looks to to fight its battles. The more I
see of our people the more I am convinced of their total unfitness
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Figure 14. A portion of A.D. Bache's 1862 "Coast of

South Carolina."
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Figure 15. 1863 "Map of Charleston, S.C. Showing the Approaches" (Harper's Weekly, March 28, 1863).



to Government themselves, and I think the sooner we have a strong
government the better for all classes (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/200/12).

Other correspondence during these early days of the war reflect the optimism of
Southerners and the various efforts to fortify Charleston. Vanderhorst’s slaves
were used to construct defenses by General Pemberton (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/200/12) and two of his flats were used to make a pontoon bridge over
the Ashepoo River (South Carolina Historical Society 12/200/16). Like other
coastal Southerners, Vanderhorst also sent a box of valuable papers to Columbia
for safe-keeping, a tragic mistake.

During this early period of the war, only one reference to the Kiawah area
has been found. In April 1862 the Third New Hampshire Infantry made a brief
reconnaissance to Seabrook Island. Evidently little activity was found on either
Seabrook or Kiawah, although Confederate troops were clearly established on
John’s Island (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 14, p. 3-4). As late as October
1862, no fortifications appear to have been erected by the Union forces on Kiawah
(Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 14, p. 627-628).

Kiawah played a small part in the Union siege of Charleston, conducted from
April 1863 through February 1865 and the events of this operation are discussed
in detail by Burton (1970), and Legg and Smith (1989). Charleston was protected
by a series of primarily coastal defenses, including Fort Sumter, a two-tiered
brick casement constructed on an artificial island in the middle of the harbor;
Castle Pinckney, a brick fort constructed on Shutes Island, about a mile east of
Charleston; and Fort Moultrie, another brick fort, situated on Sullivans Island.
To these defenses General P.G.T. Beauregard added earthworks in a circle around
Charleston, including Battery Beauregard on Sullivans Island, Fort Johnson on
James Island, and Batteries Wagner and Gregg on Morris Island. James Island,
considered by both Union and Confederate leaders as the key to Charleston, was
heavily fortified, and Cole’s Island, guarding the entrance to the Stono River
(and hence to James Island), received an enclosed battery (Figures 14 and 15).

Concerned that Charleston had insufficient men and artillery to protect
itself, confederate General John C. Pemberton ordered troops to abandon the
Cole’s and Folly Island defenses in March 1862 (see Hagood 1910). The abandonment
of these defensive lines allowed Union troops to move into the area without
opposition in the Spring of 1862. It was at this time that the siege of
Charleston began and the Civil War came to Kiawah Island.

The first major offensive on Charleston was the ill-fated June 1862 land
attack of James Island. The second, equally disastrous, was the combined naval
and land attack in April 1863. In June 1863 the command of the islands around
Charleston was given to General Quincy A. Gillmore and the previously defensive
efforts were transformed into preparations to again launch an attack on
Charleston. In July 1863 Union troops on Folly Island attacked adjacent Morris
Island, easily establishing control over the southern end of the island. Three
efforts to storm Battery Wagner were repulsed and the Union troops once again
began siege tactics. In September the Confederate troops abandoned Morris Island,
giving the Union forces a somewhat hollow victory and beginning the next phase
in the long siege of Charleston. Union troops held a somewhat tenuous line along
portions of Seabrook, Kiawah, Folly, and Morris islands, but failed to hold any
significant portions of John’s or James Island. Figure 16 shows a portion of
Kiawah Island and the picket line of the Union troops in 1864, revealing that
Kiawah and Seabrook were usually considered hostile territory by the Union
forces.

In early September 1863, troops stationed on Kiawah were ordered:

to reconnoiter Kiawah Island thoroughly. By frequent patrols of the
island affording opportunities for the erection of batteries by the
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Figure 16. Detail of "Map of the Defenses of Charleston City and Harbor, also
showing the Works Erected by the U.S. Forces in 1863 and 1864."
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Figure 17. Plan of the beach fort on Kiawah Island (National Archives, RG 77).
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rebels, we shall do all we can without an increased force (Official
Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 47, p. 87).

Later that same month, the commander of Union forces on Kiawah was ordered to
"strengthen the position of Kiawah, this side of the first creek that divides the
island, by abatis and excavating rifle-pits in rear." Further, the quartermaster
was to "furnish any facility for constructing a landing for Kiawah" (Official
Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 47, p. 99). The location of this activity on Kiawah would
have been on what is today known as Cougar Island on Sandy Point.The landing was
probably constructed at the bluffs of Bass Creek (see Figure 16).

The fortification of Kiawah continued into October and November 1863, with
a November 15 account describing the recent construction of a small fortification
near the beach of Kiawah. Also mentioned, but not described, was a second fort
(Figure 17; see also Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 47, p. 103). One of the few
Confederate accounts from this period describes a brief encounter with Union
forces who had established artillery on the west end of Kiawah, near the bridge
joining Kiawah and Seabrook, and had been shelling the Haulover Cut area. The
Union forces were also repairing the bridge (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 46,
p. 737-738).

It is likely that the bulk of the activities taking place on Kiawah were
undertaken by six regiments: the 41st New York, 54th New York, 127th New York,
142nd New York, 107th Ohio, and 74th Pennsylvania. In addition, the 17th
Connecticut, 40th Massachusetts, 144th New York, 157th New York, 25th Ohio, and
75th Ohio may have had occasional picket duty on the island (Official Records,
Ser. 1, Vol. 47, p. 138).

In January 1864 a series of signal towers were constructed from Hilton Head
to Folly Island in an effort to allow uninterrupted communications along the
coast. At least one signal tower was constructed on the east end of Kiawah "as
so much smoke arises from the camps there and on Folly Island as to render it
impossible to see a station on Folly Island from there [Botany Bay on Edisto
Island] (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 46, p. 54).

Military operations were largely confined, as they had been earlier, to
harassing Confederate posts on James and John’s islands. One such example was
conducted during three days in February 1864 when 1000 troops landed on Kiawah,
crossed the island to Seabrook, and then proceeded to John’s Island. This
activity included the 41st New York, 54th New York, 142nd New York, and 74th
Pennsylvania regiments (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 65, pp. 31, 144, 468-470;
Barlow 1899:154-155). Additional forays took place in May 1864.

A May 2, 1864 order was issued to "put the oyster shell fort on Cole’s
Island in a state of defense, with a view to arming it with two heavy rifled
pieces and two mortars or field howitzers" (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 66,
p. 83, see also Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 65, p. 55). The other fort on
Kiawah, probably at the location of the old fort from the War of 1812, is
mentioned on May 5:

On Kiawah Island I have taken the guns from the forts, armed the
large fort with rockets, and reduced the garrison to an outpost of
40 men. . . . Besides this, I very much need facilities for mounting
a small force of infantry for the purpose of patrolling the whole of
Folly Island and also Kiawah (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 65, p.
53).

The "rockets" referred to would have been either the Congreve or Hale, both of
which were used extensively during the siege on Charleston, although with
relatively little effect (Dickey and George 1980:469-471). McGrath notes that:

On the 9th of April [1864] a party was detailed on a reconnaissance
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to James Island, and afterwards a detachment to Kiowah Island to
practice handling the Congreve Rockets. They were found very
unreliable; some of the rockets after leaving the tube would trip
and return to the sender; they made a good deal of noise when they
exploded and might be useful in scaring horses, but were not thought
much of (McGrath 1898:97).

McGrath also provides a detailed account of the Cole’s Island fort:

our new camp was made in a grove of live oak trees near the landing
and in the vicinity of the old shellfort supposed to have been
erected by the Spanish. The so-called "Fort" was a circular wall,
made some ten or twelve feet high and five to six feet thick, made
of a concrete of oyster shells as solid as masonry. It was useless
for our purposes, however, except as a breastwork, which the
situation here did not require (McGrath 1898:74).

Also on May 5 a party of 100 Union troops traveled to Vanderhorst’s
plantation as part of a patrol:

while this party was out, the negroes at Vanderhorst’s plantation
(8, old and young) were allowed to move within our lines, where they
are now established (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 65, p. 54).

A similar scouting party was sent out on June 1, with orders to cross over to
Kiawah and proceed as far as Vanderhorst Plantation and stay there overnight. The
next they were to continue to the:

broken-down bridge leading to Seabrook Island, and to the point of
Kiawah at the Seabrook ford on the beach. . . . While this party is
out, the negro, Frank, will be allowed to bring in any of his stuff
or cattle still on the Vanderhorst plantation, and for that purpose
Captain Cushing will furnish the officer in command with two wagons
on his calling for them (Official Records, Ser. 1, Vol. 66, p. 109-
110).

In June 1864 the defenses on Kiawah were listed as:

Works on Kiawah Island cover the Stono Inlet from an attack in this
direction: First. Lower redoubt, commands the beach. Second. Upper
redoubt, commands all the end of the island. The armament of these
works has been removed. They are held by infantry (Official Records,
Ser. 1, Vol. 66, p. 118).

The first redoubt is that shown in Figure 17 and constructed in late 1863. The
second fortification, built to command the end of the island was almost certainly
the reworking of the 1812 fort (Figure 18).

An additional account is provided by a March 31, 1864 letter from A.M.
Barney to his friend, Phiny. Written from Kiawah, Barney describes the island and
its plantations:

the Island that we are encamped on is about fourteen miles long by
the average width of two miles. There are three plantations on it
and was two very fair houses. One of them was accidently burned in
July last by the tall dry grass getting afire from some bivouac
fires, the other has been almost entirely demolished by this and
other Regts.

It is clear when this fragment of history is compared to the archaeological and

historical evidence that the three plantations were the Vanderhorst, Shoolbred
(now Wilson), and Drayton (the "0ld Settlement"). It was the Shoolbred house,
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Figure 18. Location of Confederate works on Cole’s Island the 1812 fort on Kiawah
(Hagood 1910).



38CH129, which Vanderhorst described as vandalized in March 1862, that Barney
reported as burned during July 1863. The house being "demolished" was almost
certainly the Vanderhorst mansion, 38CH127.

Barney continues, remarking:

there are two small forts about one and a half miles from the
northern end of the Island (Stono Inlet) which are garrisoned by one
of our companies, "D" Capt Jones of Malone. We have just moved our
camp nearly up to the Forts and will have a splendid one too. I have
two tents with good frames in them. A good board floor in the front
tent and a marble floor in the other. There was a large lot of
marble blocks 9 inches square piled up at the house that was burned
which I appropriated. I also found a slab about five feet long by
two wide which I made into a table, and I got some sand stone for
steps to my tent. The whole frame is raised on posts about a foot
from the ground so that it will be cool during the hot weather.

This brief account indicates that a relatively large quantity of marble was
stacked at the Shoolbred house. Eventually it seems to have been spread around
the island. Barney’s letter also makes it clear that the Union forces tended to
appropriate whatever was at hand to make camp life more pleasant.

The Vanderhorst house provides some additional clues to military action on
the island. During the 1970s when the Victorian wallpaper was being stripped off
the walls as part of an abortive restoration effort, pencil graffiti was found
in the east room of the second floor. Although some fading and vandalism has
occurred, much of the graffiti is still legible:

"How are you Genl Beuarguarde" (Beauregard being the Confederate
general responsible for the defence of Charleston),

"Veriatas Vincet" (not quite literate latin for veritas vincit, or
"truth congquers,”

"55th Regt Mass Vol. Inf. J[une, July, or possibly Jan.] lst, 1864"

"How are you Johnny Rebel You can kiss a Yankee’s ass in you _
were is that a five Dutch , 74th Regt."

The 55th Regiment Massachusetts Volunteers is less well known than its
sister regiment, the 54th (made famous by the movie Glory), but served bravely,
making important contributions throughout the Civil War. The 55th was the second
black regiment raised in the North during the war, being composed primarily of
those left over from the recruitment and enlistment of the 54th regiment. They
were in the Kiawah area during the months of January, June, and July, being
camped on Long and Folly islands, as well as "at the Stono Inlet," which may
actually have been Kiawah Island (Fox 1868:20, 28-233). Regardless, they were in
the immediate vicinity and it is likely that some companies served on Kiawah. The
Massachusetts Historical Society describes the white officers as "an interesting
amalgam of recent Harvard graduates and adventurous schoolboys,"” perhaps
explaining the careful "copper plate engraving" handwriting and the nearly
correct latin. Standing in contrast is the reference to "Johnny Rebel” made by
a less erudite soldier of the 74th Pennsylvania Infantry, which was in the Folly
Island area in early 1864.

Vanderhorst’s correspondence during this period is relatively quiet. On
March 3, 1864 Vanderhorst’s factors wrote indicating he had a $31,754 credit on
their books and inquiring what he wished them to do with the funds. Six days
later Vanderhorst purchased $34,500 of Confederate War Bonds (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/209/18). This tragic, patriotic show sealed Vanderhorst’s
postbellum fate a year later. In May 1864 Elias wrote hig son, remarking,
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"provisions are so hard to be obtained . . . money is very tight and no change
to be had"” (South Carolina Historical Society 12/200/18).

As late as June 1864 the Confederate forces were occasionally visiting
Kiawah. A note from a Captain Parker to Elias Vanderhorst stated:

A few weeks ago being at the time in Command of this S[ection?] I
ordered a Scouting party over to Kiawah with a view of ascertaining
the location of the Yankees and of bringing off some Stock said to
be there - I succeeded in bringing off 4 Cows and 3 Calves
(yearling) - the Cattle I had slaughtered for the troops and issued.
Except one Cow which had milk. This Cow I have kept until the
present time. . . . Two mules and one black Mare were also brought
off and these also intended to turn over to Major Perkins . . . .
Please write me what disposition you wish made with this property
(if it is yours) (South Carolina Historical Society 12/200/18).

In August 1864 Ann Vanderhorst made a deed out to Arnoldus IV to "give and
deliver unto him my slave, a Mulatto Man, named Quash" (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/200/18). It is likely that Quash was Arnoldus’s half-brother, being
the son of Elias Vanderhorst, Ann’s husband (this was pieced together from the
tone of various notes and was confirmed by James Quash Stevens, Jr., the grandson
of Quash). Previously Quash had been at the Round O on Ashepoo River and would
become a focal point of activities on Kiawah during the postbellum.

Postbellum Stagnation

The immediate postbellum letters of Elias Vanderhorst emphasize the
hopelessness of Charleston after the Civil War:

I look to you for support in my old age, you are the only child left
tome . . . . Raven could not stand the excitement of the taking of
Columbia and sank under it - we shall never look upon her sweet face
again in this world . . . . We have lost everything in the country,
not an article saved, not even your mare and colt and the people
scattered.

We are very well but in poverty as you may suppose. I borrowed $800
to pay the taxes upon the house and Wharf. The government has
possession of the latter and will not allow me to collect any thing

from it . . . . I therefore have no income from any sources, but do
not quail under it. . . . Will is the only man servant remaining
with me . . . . I hope Quash remains faithful. Nothing was saved in

the country, not even my old shoes.

What property may be left to me, when things get settled down, if
they ever do, I think we shall have to sell and go to some safe
country where we can be protected in life and property (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/200/19).

The first reference to Elias Vanderhorst visiting Kiawah is a September 22, 1865
note from the Military District of Charleston, providing him safe passage to
"visit Kiawah Island, Stono Inlet," although there is no indication of what he
found on his visit.

Both Elias and Arnoldus IV took their oaths of allegiance in October 1865
and in November Elias petitioned to have "my plantation in the Eastern end of
Kiawah Island restored to me. This tract of land has been in my possession since
the year 1815, by inheritance."™ Not everyone was so fortunate, however. Ann
Vanderhorst wrote regarding the sale of her ancestral home to "Yankee
Speckulators"” ~- "think of the Bones of my Ancestors removed from where they have
been Sleeping for a Century" (South Carolina Historical Society 12/200/20). Elias
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also warned his wife, Ann, not to invest her New York savings, "my wharf will be
at a standstill very soon and no money to pay the taxes upon it" (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/201/1).

Arnoldus immediately set to work attempting to begin operations at Round
O. Always doubtful of his son’s wisdom and judgement, Elias has little positive
to say about the operation, remarking that, "I hope he will do well, but it is
doubtful." For his own part, Elias was attempting, with relatively 1little
success, to begin planting on Kiawah. An April 22, 1866 letter from Lieutenant
A.R. McNair, U.S. Navy to Elias, stated:

When I visited Kiawah Island with you last November there certainly
were not more than 10 to 12 Freedmen on the island, and only a
portion of them belonged to the island, i.e. were residents of the
island before the war. I recollect perfectly the arrival of a flat-
load of them right before our Hunting party left for Charleston. I
am truly sorry to learn that you have been kept so long from
possession of that property - do all the Negroes now on the island
claim to belong there? In November, I questioned several, and those
who were strangers on the island did not hesitate to acknowledge it.
I also recollect that where one of these people expressed fear that
you would not allow him to live on your land, you quieted his doubts
and, I thought, evidenced a liberal and just spirit (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/201/1).

Quash did, apparently, remain "loyal." In November he wrote from Kiawah
indicating that the potatoes he planted were doing well, but that it was hard to
find workers. And in December, Elias wrote to his son Arnoldus, stating:

Quash sent me word that the negroes were still living in the house
at Kiawah. Negroes doing nothing but making piggins (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/201/1).

Vanderhorst was also providing provisions for Kiawah Island, presumably for the
new wage laborers on the plantation. These included in February 1867 two
shipments of flour, lard, rice flour, molasses, sugar, coffee, whiskey, sugar
crackers, and bacon; a March shipment of white corn, bacon shoulders, molasses,
salt, flour, and coal tar; in May, white corn, flour, hard tack, and sugar
crackers; in August a shipment of pork, sugar, soap, hard tack, and oakum; and
in September, corn (South Carolina Historical Society 12/209/21). The quantities
clearly indicate that Kiawah was not even partially self-sufficient, but that all
provisions were being imported. These were probably being provided by Vanderhorst
as either part of the labor contract, although it is also likely he was offering
the materials for sale to the Freedmen who had few opportunities to leave Kiawah.
Such "captive markets" were often charged incredibly high prices.

During this period the only glimmer of hope was an order for "an immense
number of palmetto logs of the largest size." But even this must have been bitter
for Elias, since the order came from the U.S. Government and the logs were to be
used in the rebuilding of the Mobile, Alabama harbor (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/201/3). Still facing labor difficulties on Kiawah, Vanderhorst wrote
that in November 1867 he had been forced to take an officer with him to Kiawah
to get contracts signed by the Freedmen for the coming year (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/201/4).

Vanderhorst’s neighbors on Kiawah were no more fortunate. A postbellum
account reveals that:

the elegant [Shoolbred] mansion and all the splendidly arranged
outbuildings all, well as the barns, negro quarters &c. were totally
destroyed by the Yankee troops in 1863 while under the Command of
Gl. Hatch of Mass. - they called it war (South Carolina Historical
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Society 15/62/1, p. 59-60).

The reference to Hatch is at least partially correct, since Brig. General John
P. Hatch served briefly as the Commander of the District of Charleston after
Sherman’s march in 1865. Hatch, however, was not in the Charleston area in 1863
and was not in command of Massachusetts troops. Previous historical accounts,
however, indicate that both the 1862 looting by Confederate troops coupled with
the accidental fire in July 1863 served to reduce the mansion to ruins.

It is also clear from the 1866 Coastal Survey that Kiawah had changed
(Figure 19). The Shoolbred "New Settlement" no longer exists, as implied by the
above description, and the Seabrook settlement is reduced to 14 structures,
although the main house (presumably the original Stanyarne mansion) is still
standing. The cluster of structures east of Salt House Creek is reduced to 11 and
only six (including the main house) are shown for Vanderhorst’s settlement. The
Vanderhorst settlement on Sandy Point is no longer shown, probably destroyed by
military activities.

In addition, court action was brought against Isaac Wilson in 1866 by
Wallace Lawton for various unpaid mortgages and the Court of Equity directed that
Wilson’s property should be sold. Wilson’s portion of the Shoolbred estate,
described as:

that plantation or tract of land lying and being on Kiawah Island in
District of Colleton and State aforesaid: measuring and containing -
- Butting and Bounding Northwardly on the Atlantic Ocean,
Southwardly on Kiawah River [these two boundaries were accidently
reversed in the deed], Eastwardly on Lands of Elias Vanderhorst, and
Westwardly on lands of William Seabrook (Charleston County RMC, DB
D15, p. 405)

was sold to James Gibbes for $4510. Gibbes was a grandson of James and Mary
Shoolbred and a cousin of Thomas Henry Middleton Drayton and John Drayton, who
had originally sold the property to Wilson in 1860. Gibbes’ intent was to
maintain the property within the family, and when his daughter Amelia S. Gibbes
married John Haile, a marriage settlement stipulated that the property would pass
from Amelia to her children. If the children failed to reach legal age, the
Kiawah plantation would revert back to James Gibbes, or his estate (Charleston
County RMC, DB Cl6, p. 293). It was also during the early postbellum years that
Seabrook’s portion of Kiawah Island was transferred, through indeterminate means,
to William Gregg.

In spite of these tribulations, Vanderhorst managed to maintain control of
his portion of Kiawah and continue his farming activities. Apparently in an
effort to maximize his returns (and probably as a condition of his contract with
laborers) he purchased 25 barrels of Wando fertilizer for Kiawah in March 1868
(South Carolina Historical Society 12/209/23). He also continued periodic
shipments of provisions to the island (South Carolina Historical Society
12/209/24). .

During these early years some rewards were seen from his labors (and those
of the Freedmen). In April 1867, Vanderhorst obtain 3827 pounds of cotton from
Kiawah —- nearly 10 bales. While down from pre-war conditions, this was still an
excellent yield for the immediate postbellum years.

A copy of the January 1867 labor agreement for Kiawah Island (reproduced
as Pigure 20) reveals that conditions on Kiawah were only marginally different
for the Blacks in freedom than they had been during slavery. Provisions were set
at 1 peck of meal and 3 pounds of bacon, laborers could be dismissed at any time,
and they were required to do any work specified by Vanderhorst. This agreement,
and most of the receipts for Kiawah from this time on, are in the name of
Arnoldus, suggesting that Elias’ advanced age, if not the pressures of financial
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Figure 19. 1866 Coastal Survey of Kiawah Island.



ruin, kept him from taking a very active part on Kiawah.

This contract is typical of the period. The Black Codes had been passed in
1865 in response to the "interference" in local labor conditions by the
Freedmen’s Bureau. These codes, regulating the status of Freedmen, effectively
created nominal freedom, leading to a new form of slavery through the regulation
of labor and associated practices. There were a variety of contracts used
throughout the South and Vanderhorst’s is commonly known as a "standing wage"
arrangement, where the planter paid the Freedmen a fixed wage in addition to a
weekly ration of meat and meal. The wages paid varied widely, from a little as
$2 a month to as much as $25. Vanderhorst’s wages of about $8 a month may be
about average for the region. Orser (1988:53) notes that such labor agreements
were disliked by most Blacks, who rightly saw them as both too much like slavery
and an impediment to outright ownership of land -- and the economic freedom that
such ownership brought.

The 1867 list suggests the presence of at least seven family units on the
island, some of which may have been present on Kiawah as slaves. For example, in
1858 vanderhorst mentioned John Rose, perhaps related to Miller, Sampson, and
Isaac Rose. Likewise, the slave Shorum may be Shorum Preston, Little Lunah may
be Lunah Smith, and Scipio may be Scipio Smith.

The first indication of any repair work undertaken by Vanderhorst is the
shipment of "6 Hasps & Staples @ 25¢" and "1 Barrel Cement @ $3.25" to Kiawah in
April 1868 (South Carolina Historical Society 12/209/25). An undated account by
Adele Vanderhorst (wife of Arnoldus Vanderhorst IV) states:

now since that desolating Civil War of 1860 where 1is the
grandmansion of Mr. Schoolbred - +the noble house of the
Vanderhorst’s, cut up and chiseled the squares thrown far on the
Sand and Desolation stalks the Land . . . . After the horrid civil
war - Elias Vanderhorst the proprietor of Kiawah Island visited his
old mansions he looked around in vain for the marble mantlepieces
all torn down from their mooring, the ceilings and [the remainder of
this letter does not exist] (South Carolina Historical Society
12/228/11).

It was not until 1872 that any clear evidence of work at the mansion was
undertaken. In that year Arnoldus Vanderhorst paid $40.14 for "making and putting
up 148 ft of gutter on Keywar, one slide & pan, 25 point for gutter, labor for
5 days" (South Carolina Historical Society 12/210/7).

In June 1870 Arnoldus wrote his wife, Adele, that everything was
satisfactory on Kiawah and that "I sleep at my beach Shanty that I have named
Palmetto Beach" (South Carolina Historical Society 12/201/10). This continued the
antebellum tradition of using a crudely erected structure on Sandy Point as the
main settlement, rather than Vanderhorst mansion.

The early 1870s saw additional property changes on Kiawah. In 1873 James
Gibbes devised the eastern half of the Shoolbred property, which he purchased in
1868, to his daughter, Amelia Gibbes. Rather than as an outright deed, the
property was held in trust for Bmelia’s children (Charleston County RMC, DB Cl6,
P- 293). William Gregyg, who had acquired Seabrook’s western half of the Shoolbred
plantation, went bankrupt in 1872 and in March 1873 the property was conveyed by
the assignee of William Gregg to H.H. Hutchinson (Charleston County RMC, DB H16,
p. 413).

Sometime during this period a watercolor of the Shoolbred house was done,
apparently from memory (Figure 21). Now in the collections of the Historic
Charleston Foundation, this badly worn and faded painting shows a series of seven
structures. Three are grouped closely together to form the main complex, one
structure is isolated on the right hand edge (west) of the view, one is isolated
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Kiawah Island
Jan

Atrticles of Agreement between A. Van der Horst - and the Freedmen whose names
are hereto attached and the said Freedmen & women agree to hire ourselves as
Laborers to Mr Van der Horst from Jan 10th 1867 to Jan 10th 1868.

We link ourselves to perform any kind of labour he or his agent may direct for
which we agree to receive $100 for the twelve months 4 of which to be paid at the end
of each month. To be provisioned with 3 Ibs. of Bacon 1 peck of corn or meal & 1/2
pint of Salt. Also six yards of woolens to make a suit of clothes.

Fraction hands to receive [ | & rations.

Women to receive $60 for the twelve months. $2.50 to be paid at the end of each
month.

Any hand which does not suit may be on being paid in full for the time he has
laboured be dismissed from this place.

Deductions to be made for absences [ | the sale the hand receives.

Signatures

Balie Seabrook Liddy Smith
Shorum Preston Martha Rose
Scipio Smith Emma Rose
Bob Smith Polly Bogs
William Ford Rachel Preston
Miller Rose Nancie Smith
Sampson Rose Lunah Smith
Isaac Rose Eliza Brightman

Simon Boggs
Louis Brightman

Figure 20. Vanderhorst labor agreement with Kiawah Freedmen (South Carolina
Historical Society, 12/195/96).

on the left (east) edge, one between the eastern-most structure and the main
complex, and a small Romanesque pavilion is found on the water’s edge. A formal
garden arrangement is seen between the main complex and the water. While not
entirely accurate, archaeological investigations at Shoolbred’s new settlement
reveal a significant correlation with this view, indicating that the painter was
familiar with the with house and grounds.

In 1874 Elias Vanderhorst, who had been an invalid for about year, died,
leaving Kiawah Island jointly to his wife, Ann, and son, Arnoldus Vanderhorst IV
for the life of Ann, after which it would go to his son (Charleston County
Probate Court, Box 225, package 5).
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Figure 21. Watercolor

of the Shoolbred Plantation, ca. 1870, courtesy of Historic Charleston Foundation.



It is clear from the Vanderhorst correspondence that the 1870s were a
difficult period. Ann repeatedly wrote vehement letters condemning the political
and social conditions of South Carolina:

They have published in the paper that the taxes for the State must
be paid before the 25th of this month [January 1872] or the property
will be sold. I have borrowed some money to pay my tax at Aiken -
$45 - 45 for land that yields me nothing, a perfect swindle. It
seems the plan is to tax us in this way in order to give up our
lands to the Negroes.

General Grant is still endeavoring to persecute us. Most respectable
men are taken from their farms and thrust into prison - he is the
vindictive persecutor of us poor people — We have no friend but the
Great God above us (South Carolina Historical Society 12/201/15, 16.

But even God was perhaps looking disapprovingly on Kiawah. Arnoldus wrote in
August of 1872:

We have had until the last few days a long a serious drought, which
injured my crop to a considerable extent. The Cattle were dying on
Kiawah for want of pure water, I lost my 2 fine bulls, one was
struck by a snake and even the buzzards would not touch the carcass.
A pond that had a fine lot of fish got so dry that the heat of the
sun killed them nearly all (South Carolina Historical Society
12/201/17).

Nothing is listed for Kiawah in the 1870 agricultural census, although in
1872 Vanderhorst’s accounts show income of $376.80 for two bags of Sea Island
cotton from Kiawah. After weighing, storage, and commission, the net proceeds for
that year’s cotton came to $358.98. Vanderhorst continued providing provisions
for the blacks on Kiawah and an example of a typical shipment is shown in Figure
22. An 1879 receipt for provisions for his own use, including strip bacon,
crackers, coffee, butter, cheese, sugar, loaf bread, lard, brandy, and nectar,
reveals only minor differences, primarily the inclusion of luxury items, such as
bread, butter, cheese, nector, and brandy (South Carolina Historical Society
12/210/20).

In August 1874 Adele wrote from Kiawah, where she and the family were
spending time:

the children enjoy the beach very much, also the bathing - one can
not say surf bathing for there is no surf here, being on an inlet.
I teach the children, make the bread and look after the house as
well as the chickens besides the sewing, so I am at no loss for
occupation. We do not drive much on the Beach - the tide sinks in
afternoon once in two weeks. The summer there has been a great deal

of rain with frequent storms of wind . . . . Fanny has very much
improved since coming here she is so full of spirit - and enjoys
feeding the chickens greatly - in this last, we are all much

interested . . . also Vandder [her husband] and Johnny Dawson. They
have been here only a few days so have not had time to weary of the
dullness, the utter want of variety in occupation and pursuit. The
boys are devoted fishers and generally furnish our dinner (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/201/23).

Additional impressions of Kiawah are provided in a diary kept by Ann Vanderhorst
for several years (South Carolina Historical Society 12/216/14). On May 23, 1876
she wrote:

Arnoldus has just returned from Kiawah, a fine vessel was supplied
with five pleasant gentlemen. He must have had a glorious time. The
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Island is so beautiful with the splendid magnolias and oaks that
have told the centuries, whilst the Grand Old Ocean dashes up on its
shores yielding the finest and most abundant of fish. The red Deer
roam in the forest. The rock of the South our banner waves over the
whole Island whilst the Lord of the manor administers to the
necessities of the negroes, the operators who lost their crop by the
Drought last summer.

On July 10, 1876:

the island of Kiawah, here are tracts of gigantic [ ] old oaks, the
dogwood contrast with its virgin white, while the graceful Jessamine
creeps over the tree tops, perfuming the air. Then peeping thru the
foliage the luscious grape. Then on the dense thickets, where roam
the Red Deer and the wild Turkey & the—Beast. The Sea Eagle . . .
how often have I ‘'seen it on the tallest pine. . . . Some 100 years
ago this Island has been handed down to the descendants of the
Vanderhorst’s and to the present owner Arnoldus Vanderhorst. Then at
the extreme part of the Island he built a cottage, and now has
little ones were there leaning on his knee . . . .

She also mentions that, Jjust as in the antebellum, this Sandy Point cottage is
constantly being torn down by storms and Arnoldus periodically rebuilds it. She
also mentions that Mrs. Seabrook, wife of William Seabrook who owned a portion
of Shoolbred’s plantation before the war and "once the millionaires of Edisto"
is now very poor.

The 1877 tax receipt for Kiawah reveals that the island consisted of 2100
acres in 1876, with 12 buildings, valued at $4600 (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/210/15). Two bags of cotton were produced by Vanderhorst in 1882, the
same as 10 years earlier, although his income from those in 1882 was only $165.40
-- nearly $194 less. The 1880 agricultural census for Kiawah Island (Table 7)
provides some additional information for the island during the period. 1In
addition, the population census for the island reveals that both farmers (those
listed in the agricultural census (Table 7) and 15 "laborers" are enumerated.
Presumably these laborers were working for wages, while the farmers were tenants
of Vanderhorst, indicating a change in the basic labor system of the early
postbellum.

Arnoldus, while not becoming rich on Kiawah, was sufficiently covering his
costs that he was able to purchase the old Seabrook portion of the Shoolbred
plantation from H.H. Hickman in 1879 (Charleston County RMC DB S17, p. 408). The
1200 acres that Hickman purchased for $1850 seven years earlier he sold at a
loss, with Vanderhorst paying only $750. During that interval it appears that
nothing substantial was done on the Seabrook tract, since it does not appear in
the agricultural or population census for Kiawah. This transaction now gave the
Vanderhorst family control of all but the central quarter of Kiawah Island.

Arnoldus Vanderhorst IV died on December 3, 1881 as the result of a shotgun
wound sustained while deer hunting on Kiawah with John’s Island planter William
Andell and Quash Stevens (News and Courier, December 3, 1881l). There were
sufficient questions regarding the nature of the accident that it went to a
Coroner’s Jury, which ruled the death an accident. Unfortunately, the official
records of that inquest have been destroyed and the only additional information
readily available are the newspaper accounts of the inquest. The most common
version of the story is that Arnoldus was hunting alone on one part of the
island, while a larger hunting party was to meet up with him at the main house
for diner. When he failed to arrive parties went to, eventually finding him dead.
Apparently the shotgun he used that day was known to have a faulty trigger,
causing the accident. Arnoldus’ will, proved December 11, 1881, stipulated that
all of his personal and real property was to go to his wife, Adele (Charleston
County Wills, Book Q, p. 222).
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Table 7.
Agricultural Production on Kiawah Island, 1880

James Harry Rachel Scipio Amus Quash Arnoldus Robert Miller Bailey
Erwin Gregg Preston Smith Rose Stevens Vanderhorst Smith Rose Seabrook

Acres tilled 8 8 4 8 8 5 8 8 4

Acres wooded 1000

Acres unimproved 1000

Value of farm (§) 40 40 20 40 40 20 5000

Value of livestock ($) 70 200 2000 70 20

Value of farm products (4) 45 60 50 60 45 100 90 90

Horses 1 2 3 1

Mules 1

Milk cows 1 9 30 , 2

Other cattle 150

Swine 1 2 1 2 10 1

Poultry 12 10 9 10 10

Eggs (doz.) 15 2 8 15 16

Corn (acres) 3 3 1% 3 3 5 3 1

Corn (bu.) 10 12 10 15 14 15 15 10

Cotton (acres) 4 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 3

Cotton (bales) 1 % Y % i 1 L 1 1

Sweet potatoes (acres) 1 1 3 3 3 i 3

Sweet potatoes (bu.) 15 20 10 15 15 15 15

It appears that because of an error in the original census documents, all figures for Vanderhorst, after
"Eggs" should be applied to Robert Smith, those for Robert Smith applied to Miller Rose, and those for Miller
Rose applied to Bailey Seabrook.



1 sack tack fine 1.75
1 Brl C[ ]ger 22.86
1l Box Soal 6.40
1l Box Starch 3.48
1 Box Mitchells Candles 9.30
30 lbs Java Coffee 10.40
49 1lbs. flour 2.88
1 doz Windsor Toop 2.25
1 doz Blacking .60
2 Galls Whiskey Demijohn 7.85
30 1lbs. sugar 3.75
1 Brl Rice 20.20
1 Net Lard 5.59
3 Cans Sea Foam .75
1 CR Sides 5.52
- 10 1lbs Tobacco 5.00
pack 25 Drg 75 , 1.00
109.58

2 Kegs Nails 9.50
119.08

Figure 22. List of provisions provided Kiawah on June 12, 1874 (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/210/11)

It is during this period that Quash Stevens becomes a prominent figure in
the history of Kiawah Island. Ann Vanderhorst had deeded Quash to her son,
Arnoldus Vanderhorst IV in 1864. Quash assumes importance not only as loyal
manservant and trusted overseer, but also as an example of what African Americans
aspired to both before and after the Civil War. Quash rose from the ranks of a
mulatto slave to become both educated and knowledgeable. He lived his life around
the Sea Islands south of Charleston. By 1880, at the age of 40, he was a widower
with four children, Eliza, William, Annie, and Laura. Although 1little is
popularly known of his life, his grandson, Harold Arnoldus Stevens, born on Johns
Island, became the first Black to hold a seat on the New York State Supreme Court
(News and Courier, July 7, 1955).

A series of Quash’s letters remain interspersed with those of the
Vanderhorst family and are of such interest that they are included in their
entirety as Appendix 1 of this study. They provide periodic accounts of farming
activities, various needs on the island, and of the tribulations that African
Americans faced at the hands of unpredictable weather and crops.

While Quash was clearly a careful overseer and very dedicated to "Miss
Adele, " cultivation on Kiawah increased its emphasis on cash cropping of cotton,
with provision crops purchased for use on the island. Kiawah fell into the trap
of many other postbellum farmers -—- consistently using next year’s crop to pay
for this year’s planting. Quash’s careful oversight and love of Kiawah was also
unable to compensate for the ineptitude and disagreeable nature of Adele’s son,
Arnoldus V, who inherited the island after her death in 1915. An account book for
Kiawah, dating from 1877 through 1881, suggests that the major cash activity on
the island was the raising of stock, with numerous entries for the sale of
calves, lambs, and steers (South Carolina Historical Society 12/213/14). This
period may reflect the gradual shift of Kiawah away from cotton and toward cattle
raising, ironically making a full circle to Kiawah’s eighteenth century roots.

Adele, during her life, adroitly managed Kiawah with Quash’s assistance.
In 1889 she obtained estimates for repairs to the Vanderhorst mansion roof,
comparing the cost of slate to shingles. The cost difference was minor, ($119.60
compared to $70.75) and there is some evidence that she opted for the slate
shingles -- producing the two distinctly different slate types found on the site
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today (South Carolina Historical Society 12/213/16). In 1900 the Vanderhorst
House on Kiawah was insured by R.M. Marshell & Brothers (Brokers) for $1000
(South Carolina Historical Society 12/211/21). In 1901 a 158 foot well was dug
on Kiawah (South Carolina Historical Society 12/213/16) and although its location
is not specified, it is likely that it was somewhere in the vicinity of the
Kiawah mansion (Betty Stringfellow remembers it being at the intersection of the
two main island roads just south of the mansion). Adele also began renting
Kiawah’s hunting rights, with the first such agreement with Edward Willis in
January 1899.

In 1893 John and Amelia Gibbes Haile’s only child, James Haile, died
without issue. As a result of the marriage settlement the Haile’s Kiawah property
reverted back to the estate of James Gibbes and in 1900 Adele Vanderhorst
purchased the property for $3500. For the first time since John Stanyarne’s
ownership in the first half of the eighteenth century, Kiawah Island was united
under a single ownership (Charleston County RMC, DB Y22, p. 592).

In an April 24, 1900 letter Julia A. Blake, apparently related to Adele
Vanderhorst, wrote Mrs. Cheves Smyth regarding her stay on Kiawah:

The view from the high back-porch would make a famous subject for
the artist’s brush. Four tall white columns of the porch in the
foreground a row of century oaks with interlacing arms beyond, and

a lawn dotted with young palmettos leading to this creek . . . .
Before the front piazza another lawn whose outlet is the old avenue
to the ocean, only one-half mile away . . . . This avenue now about

the worst road possible, with bridges gone, mud holes and ponds
abounds in beauties on either side (South Carolina Historical
Society, 30/8/108).

The letter also remarks that the "tesselated piazza" was over a "stone floored
back porch with +tall columns and spreading steps," the only identified
description of this front or south entrance. Mrs. Smyth further commented that
Quash was the "Cassique of Kiawah," and while "he yet bears the loyal affection
of the family, whom our branch represents to him, more truly than the young
Vanderhorst," apparently reflecting Quash’s growing dissatisfaction with the
treatment he was receiving from Arnoldus Vanderhorst.

Beyond this, Mrs. Smyth remarked only that Quash daily brought supplies
such as fresh lettuce, beets, peas, potatoes, milk, crabs and eggs, and that life
was pleasant and care-free on Kiawah (South Carolina Historical Society
30/8/108).

Quash left Kiawah about shortly afterwards, having purchased a large tract
on Johns Island known as Seven Oaks Plantation and his letters are postmarked
"Mullet Hall," the post office for Johns Island during this period. The surviving
notes indicate that he was bitterly disappointed in the treatment he received
from Arnoldus Vanderhorst V, remarking that he had been managing the plantation
for 34 years and knew both the land and hands working it very well. Apparently
Adele interceded and Quash agreed to continue overseeing the property for an
additional year, while Arnoldus searched for a new overseer (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/213/16). Arnoldus meanwhile was unyielding in his dealings
with the blacks on Kiawah, sending a note to Quash instructing him to deliver a
letter to all those on the island, including Robert Smith, Virgil Brown, James
Irving, Shoreham Preston, Smart Strobart, Bob Smith, Scipio Smith, Isaac
Anderson, James Smith, and James Irving, Jr.:

I find after careful consideration, that the best possible terms I
can make in regard to the renting of planting land are those
proposed by me when last on the island. That is, the same portion of
land to each as he planted last year, at a rental of $20 with the
understanding that should there remain any unused land, available
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for the purpose, after giving each family its portion of seven
acres, then such land shall be equally divided among you without
additional rent (South Carolina Historical Society 12/215/13).

Apparently Vanderhorst was continuing a mixture of both cash-renting and wage
labor. In the cash-rental system the landlord supplied the land and the housing,
and the tenant supplied everything else needed to produce the crop. Wage laborers
were apparently used to plant Vanderhorsts land and these may have occasionally
included some of the renters. In addition these arrangements, the Vanderhorsts
also rented out portions of Kiawah. In 1901 Quash leased part of Kiawah and in
1902 part of the island was rented to William Andell of John’s Island (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/215/13)

In 1902 and 1903 Kiawah was managed by W.R. Jenkins of James Island, but
in December 1903 Arnoldus wrote Jenkins that, "I was at Kiawah yesterday and
disappointed to find you absent. The present state of affairs there is not
satisfactory. Please let me see you here soon so that we may come to a definite
understanding” (South Carolina Historical Society 12/215/13). Apparently no
understanding was reached, since A.B. Wescott assumed management of the
plantation in 1904. In February and May 1904 Arnoldus continued to write Jenkins:

I would like to see you about your hogs now on Kiawah Island and
other matters. The hogs are becoming a great inconvenience to all
concerned and you must try to remove them from the place within the

next two weeks.

I should like to arrange with you about plows;

cotton sheets, and

section of tooth harrow which I cannot find at Kiawah (South
Carolina Historical Society 12/215/13).

Perhaps relating to these problems, there is a complete inventory of both

Kiawah Plantation and the Kiawah House,
Carolina Historical Society 12/213/17). The house contained:

FURNITURE
Dinning Table
Meat Safe

Pr. Brass Andirons & Fender

6 Armchairs

2 Bureaus

2 Wash Stands
2 Mirrors

3 Pillows

CROCKERY & UTENSILS
Carving Knife and Fork
12 Forks

2 Large Lamps

0il Stove

Skillet

4 Galvanized Buckets
18 Tumblers

Gravy Boat

3 Demi-tasse & Saucers
9 Dinner Plates

4 Meat Dishes

Butter Dish

3 Candle Sticks

Tin Water Carrier

9 Chambers

Writing Desk

2 Sideboards

Large Chair

4 Straw Chairs

3 Small Tables

Single Bed & Mattress
2 Cotts & 3 Mattresses
5 Cushions

12 Table Spoons

6 Plated Knives
Pantry Lamp

2 Coffee Pots
Frying Pan

Dish Pan

Glass Pitcher

7 Cups & 6 Saucers
Cream Pitcher

Mug

4 Vegetable Dishes
Pickle Plate

9 Basins

2 Foot Tubs
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dating to October 30, 1904 (South

Large Sofa

Book case

3 Wardrobes

4 Cane-bottom chairs
2 Towel Racks

4 Dbl Beds/5 Mattress
Canvass Cot

11 Tea sSpoons

Salt Shaker
Lantern

Small Agate Kettle
Sauce Pan

2 Tea Pots
Toasting Rack
Sugar Dish

9 Breakfast Plates
Water Pitcher
Bread Dish
Corkscrew

3 Pitchers

3 Slop Jars (Tin)




LININ

11 Doilies 7 Napkins Table Cover

2 Tea Cloths 7 Pillow Cases Pantry Towel

24 Towels 2 Bed Spreads 6 Double Sheets
2 Single Sheets 5 Table Cloths 6 Comforts

The Plantation contained (with handwritten notes in bold):

TOOLS

Force pump broken 25 rods woven wire fence in place now
150 feet 3x1l wire in place now Monkey Wrench none here, bought
new

Hack Saw none here Pitcher Pump old settlement/wharfmill
Pr. Sheep Shears none found Hatchet none left here by Jenkins
Hammer none left here by Jenkins 990’ 42" Woven Wire Fencing in place
Tool Chest plame saw chisel 2 bits brace Mattock here

0Oil Can one small half pint one here Grindstone here

Level none here 7 Axes & Handles

3 Pitchforks 2 here 1 broken handle 2 Shovels 1 Spade none here

1 Hoe Fork not here

HARNESSES

Set Wagon Harness 2 large collars here Leather Halter not here

McClellan Saddle, Cloth, Bridle here Cart Saddle & Britcheon not in use

2 Whips none here Collar and Hames & 1 Blind Brindle here
4 Prs. Trace Chains here

IMPLEMENTS

Hickory Wagon broken - here Cart good order - here

Buckeye Mower & Hand Dump Rake here 2 Watt Plows not in use - here

2 18-in. Sweeps not in use - here 2 .Cultivators parts of one

4% in. Harrow not here Section Thos’ Harrow one large disk

harrow here
2 Brass Pad Locks - here

MISCELLANEOUS

86% yds Sheeting all cotton sheeting carried away by Jenkins

Butter Churn here Lantern broken one here not fit for use
4 Buckets none here 12 2-gt. Agate Pans not here

12 5-gt. Agate Pans not here

Wescott proceed to evaluate Kiawah carefully, apparently taking seriously
his responsibility to not only make Kiawah a "paying venture," but also
comfortable to the blacks living there. He observed in August 1904 that three of
the "Negro houses" on the plantation were in very bad condition, needing new
roofing. Wescott wrote again in November, observing that the houses still needed
new roofing and that "Caroline Wright has asked me to a shed room at the back of
her house as she has a large family . . . and she has promised of me to do so she
will work more hard for us - so I have promised to do so." Finally in December,
three months after the initial report, Vanderhorst agreed to make the repairs,
but wanted Wescott to plant more land in cotton. Wescott felt it would be "too
far over planting the capacity of the plantation by going into the excess of 100
acres, but are going to try the 60 by all means"™ (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/213/16).

As part of his evaluation, Wescott also observed the dilapidated, but
sound, condition of the Vanderhorst mansion, estimating it would take about $40
to make the necessary repairs, including tar paper, roof boards, and shingles for
the roof (suggesting that by this time asphalt shingles were being used on the
main house); 100 feet of weather boards for the exterior walls; and nails. Since
these figures were entered into Vanderhorst’s account book, it seems likely that
these repairs were done before the repairs on the tenant houses was undertaken
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(South Carolina Historical Society 12/224/1).

The correspondence between Wescott and Vanderhorst is generally agreeable
and relates to the daily activities on the Island. There is evidence that
Vanderhorst made an experiment in planting alfalfa, although cotton continued to
be the major emphasis. Vanderhorst also urges Wescott to get rid of the cattle
on the island, as they are beginning to break down fences and cause other damage.
It is not, however, possible to easily ascertain the economic success of
Wescott’s tenure. The 1905 accounts suggest that it is less than satisfying,
since the costs associated with Kiawah the previous year came to $2,074.81, while
the 13,718 pounds of cotton, sold at 11%¢ a pound, produced income of only
$1577.57. While it is likely that other items sold off Kiawah (palmetto logs,
cedar fence posts, etc.) made up the difference, there is no indication that
Kiawah produced a profit (South Carolina Historical Society 12/213/17).

In 1904, Vanderhorst listed the tenants on Kiawah, relating their houses
to the Vanderhorst mansion and associated features (going from east to west):

No. 1 Vacant

No. 2 James Irving

No. 3 Shoreham Preston
No. 4 Nat Wright

No. 5 Vacant

No. 6 James Smith

No. 7 Scipio Smith

No. 8 Vacant

BIG HOUSE

No. 9 Robert Smith

No. 10 Bob Smith

No. 11 Nancy Green

No. 12 Charlie Rose
No. 13 Charlie Brown
No. 14 Hagar Gray

No. 15 Vacant

CREEK

No. 16 Bristor Jenkins
No. 17 Vacant

Arnoldus Vanderhorst wrote a variety of individuals, mostly wealthy
northerners looking for a winter hunting reserve, offering them Kiawah for rent
(although he rejected several offers for long-term rental or sale). One such
letter provided a description of the island:

I note your advertisement in the Charleston News and Courier
of this day seeking house and shooting for the winter. I have a
place that has never been advertised or put on the market for this
purpose, though I know it to be ideally suited. The property I refer
to is Kiawah Island, a sea-island twenty miles from this city. The
Island, the whole of which is controlled by me, comprised about 6500
acres, 4000 acres of which is highland. It has been carefully
preserved and I know from personal experience that there is very
fair quail shooting also good duck shooting, while deer are more
abundant than in any similar area I know of. In renting I would
prefer to reasonably limit the deer shooting.

The island is of course directly on the sea with ten miles of
very fine beach. There is no more beautiful island on the coast. As
to the house which would go with the renting, it is situated half a
mile by straight-away avenue from the ocean to the south, the north
side facing the Kiawah River. It is quite large, eight large rooms,
dates from 1803, and has been kept in excellent repair. It 1is
comfortably furnished, including 1linen, blankets, tableware,

100




utensils, &c. Cook and house-servant (colored) 1living on the
premises.

I would be willing to rent for $500.00 to an acceptable party.
All hunting, &c, would of course be confined to the renter or his
guests, and I should do everything possible to make his stay
comfortable and enjoyable.

I enclose a few little photos (myself being the artist) which
may give you some idea of the surroundings. Please return them
(South Carolina Historical Society 12/213/18).

In spite of this Wescott continued to expand, writing Vanderhorst in
November 1906 that three new houses had been finished, except for the chimneys,
while one empty house required new weather boarding. In 1909 Vanderhorst wrote
Wescott that he was sending over shingles for "repairing the big house piazza
roofs" (South Carolina Historical Society 12/214/1). In addition, Vanderhorst was
sending over rolls of roofing, 160 feet of flooring board, 840 feet of tongue and
groove ceiling boards, and 1000 shingles to complete another tenant house.

On November 17, 1910 Vanderhorst told Wescott that he was sending over
"Carpenter Prioleau" to completely overhaul the big house. This may relate to
undated notations (South Carolina Historical Society 12/228/12) regarding work
needed at the Vanderhorst mansion:

Basement
E. Room - 1 Pane Glass
Hall - 1 Pr. Door Hinges
W. Room - 2 Panes Glass
Pantry - Outside Door - New or repaired - also tack up shelves, etc.
FPew Boards for Platform outside stairway
Width of s. Piazza - 10’10" - roof slope about 30°
N. Porch 10’ x 12’7" 12’7" Floor of porch
Slope about 45°

2nd Floor

E. Room - 1 Blind Hinges

W. Room - 2 Panes Glass

Hall - 2 Panes for Bull Eye over Door

3rd Floor

Hall - 1 Pair Blind Hinges

E. Room - 2 Pr. Blind Hinges - 20 Panes Glass
Attic - 1 Pane Glass - 1 Pr. Blind Hinges

Size of Window Panes 12" x 10"

S. Roof figuring shingles to cover 4 x 6 = 4.788 Shingles

In October 1909 Vanderhorst conducted another "inventory" of his workers
on Kiawah (South Carolina Historical Society 12/224/1), this time from west to

east, noting the acres they were farming, the extent of their family, and if
their house needed repairs:

(6 acres) 1. Thomas Cash (wife & 2 children) (needs repair)
(10 acres) 2. Robert Smith (wife & 4 children)

(4 acres) 3. Thomas Smith (wife)

(2 acres) 4. Katy Strobert (needs repair)

(4 acres) 5. Jim Smith (wife)

(4 acres) 6. Charles Small (wife)

(6 acres) 7. Shoreham Preston (wife & 2 children)

(5 acres) 8. Boise Str[ ] (wife & 1 child)
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Arnoldus also provided a "list" of places on the island in 1907, including

a small sketch map of the eastern end of Kiawah. The map located "Cowhead," "Cow
Bone," "Cinder," "Timber Island," "Cain Point," "Isaac Point," "Eagle Point,"
"Nelson Point," "Duck Island,” and "Sandy Point" (Figure 23). Unfortunately,
other names, such as "Turnpoint Island," "Turnpoint Ridge," "Wood Landing," and

"Drayton Woods," are not explicitly located (South Carolina Historical Society
12/224/1).

Beginning about 1908 Vanderhorst embarked on a new venture for Kiawah, one
which may be singled out as symbolic of the island’s decline. Arnoldus, always
searching for ways to make a fortune with little or no effort, determined that
he could sell the island’s palmetto fronds for Easter Services. Quoting prices
around $18 per thousand, and a minimum 10,000 order, he hoped to market the one
item Kiawah grew not only in abundance, but also grew without human care or
worry. While never making any significant amount of money, Vanderhorst looked on
the income as the best he could hope for from Kiawah. The correspondence
concerning this activity is extensive, and continues into the 1930s. It also
reveals the intemperate nature of Arnoldus in business, mismanaging even this
simple undertaking and offending a number of his clients (South Caroclina
Historical Society 12/215/1-11).

Wescott’s tenure on Kiawah lasted to about 1909 or 1910 when Robert Smith,
one of the renters, was "promoted" to overseer. In 1911 he instructed Robert to
drive the sheep into the enclosure around the Big House so they could be sheared
(South Carolina Historical Society 12/214/3). Robert served Vanderhorst until
1914, a year before his death in 1915, although little else remains to evidence
his tenure as overseer.

: BIG HOUSE OR ;
DRAYTON LANDING VANDROSE LANDING &

SANDY POINT LANDING

o 5000

SCALE IN FEET

Figure 23. Place names and locations on Kiawah during the early twentieth
century.
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On November 24, 1914 A.B. Wescott was again visiting Kiawah, apparently at
Vanderhorst’s request. He reported to Arnoldus:

I went over the Kiawah yesterday and find the buildings in bad
shape, much more so than I expected. The dwelling house is in some
disorder, shutters and sashes gone and will .take considerable
cleaning and glass and repairs. The piazza is entirely rotten and
falling in, much of the covering off. I would have that undersilled
and covered with lumber now at Kiawah . . . . Three rooms in the
house want ceiling overhead about 600 ft one side dressed second
class lining would not cost much. The negro houses with the
exception of one used by Charlie Scott are open to the weather,
windows and doors and . . . some flooring gone . . . . I will want
chimneys put and want repairs on inside (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/214/6).

The dwelling house he refers to, as becomes obvious below, is not the main house,
but the overseer’s house. This structure was located not in the vicinity of the
main house, but at the end of Captain Maynard’s Point on what is today Rhett’s
Bluff. On the main portion of Rhett’s Bluff, before the causeway to Captain
Maynard’s Island and the overseer’s house used by Wescott, were the settlements
of both Quash Stevens and Charlie Scott (Betty Stringfellow, personal
communication 1993).

This, coupled with additional information in the Vanderhorst files at the
South Carolina Historical Society reveals there was a thriving tenant settlement
on Rhett’s Bluff during at least the first quarter of the twentieth century. In
examining the survey of Rhett’s Bluff (Poplin 1989) no indication of this
settlement is noted, perhaps reflecting the inability of shovel tests, even at
100 foot intervals, to accurately or meaningfully reflect this level of historic
settlement. Whatever the reason, however, this was an intensively used portion
of Kiawah during its very early twentieth century history.

Apparently, Wescott did not immediately take the job, Vanderhorst wrote in
October 1915, offering to rent Kiawah at $5 an acre with the cultivated acreage
increased by about 25% each year, but "as regards your occupancy of the big house
it seems to me that this is much larger than you would have any need for, in
addition to which I fear the risk of fire" (South Carolina Historical Society
12/214/7). Wescott wrote Vanderhorst on October 14, 1915:

I went to Kiawah on last Monday . . . find the house I used to
occupy in much worse shape than ever. The piazza is now drawing away
from the house and flooring etc entirely fine. I would certainly
wish to live at the big house if you have no particular objections.
Knowing the condition of the top of the west chimneys I would not
use any of the fireplaces on that side. Otherwise the house is in
good condition and would be perfectly safe for occupation. The yard
is quite grown up and would require much cleaning . . . . I would
feel safe at the big house in case of a storm (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/214/7).

Arnoldus, while apparently very interested in obtaining Wescott as
overseer, continued to strongly resist his overtures to live at the main house.
In September he wrote Wescott:

Silvia Smith [who was at Mullet Hall] has the key of the house at
Kiawah, from whom you can get same. I think, however, that it would
be better for you to plan to live in the same house you had before,
which I am aware will require overhauling (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/214/6).

Apparently Wescott accepted Vanderhorst’s conditions since in late September
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there is another census of housing on Kiawah, proceeding from east to west:

1. (Irving) one side roof, few weather boards

2. (Preston) weather board, new roofing, chimney cracked, 2 windows
3. not worth fixing

4. (Jenkins) new roofing, 2 windows, chimney cracked

5. (R. Smith) ok
6. (Thomas Smith) ok

7. (Charlie Rose) new roofing - few weather boards, 1 sill, 8 studding,
blocks

8. (Hagar) ten weather board, 2 windows, ridge toward chimney

9. (Scott) 1 weather board, 3 windows, 1 door, new roofing, chimney
hearth

10. (Molly) new roofing, chimney put up and partition

11. (Daniel) new roofing, chimney put up, few weather boards

12. (1/2 house) new roofing

13. (Wescott) piazza new roofing, kitchen leaks around chimney, 4 pairs
shutters, fix trough to cistern

14. (Tom) new roofing

15. (Rosina) new roofing, tighten up

This report also indicated that four barrels of lime and one keg of 10d nails
would be required for the job. It also specifies that the houses are 20 by 12
feet and will require 300 square feet of roofing (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/214/6). The presence of both a cistern and a piazza at Wescott’s house
suggests the structure was originally fairly substantial and clearly more than
a hastily constructed tenant house. It may have dated from the antebellum period,
perhaps serving even then as an overseer’s house.

Arnoldus’ mother, Adele Vanderhorst died in 1915, leaving her estate evenly
divided between her children (Charleston County Probate Court, Wills Book ¥, p.
15). This unfortunate event precipitated a simmering war of words between
Arnoldus and his elder brother, Elias, who had moved to New York some years
previously. Arnoldus held tenaciously to the belief that it would be possible for
the Vanderhorst family to somehow maintain their Charleston property, Kiawah, the
facade of their lifestyle, and still support their sister, Francis Vanderhorst.

He went to great lengths to find some way to maintain his life as it had
always been. He offered Elias a variety of constantly changing proposals,
juggling his interests with an almost paranoid view of others. Constantly on his
mind was the past:

the purpose to maintain the family status as far as possible
necessarily involves the preservation of the family setting as
expressed in tangible things. I regard the heritage as a distinct
asset to myself and all members of the family whatever be their
individuals aims. . . . The Chapel' Street house denuded of its
furniture, pictures, &c., would not be the old place at all. Indeed
the things held together intact without the house would as a choice
be preferable to the house without the things (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/215/14).

Bitterly complaining that Kiawah was "rapidly deteriorating" and that he had no
money to put into the island, Arnoldus desperately wanted Elias to pick up the
pieces by entering into a business arrangement, financially backing the
maintenance of the old lifestyle. It became increasingly obvious that this would
not happen. Elias wrote Arnoldus in 1916:

you are -a difficult man to help. You seem suspicious of motives,
even when all the facts are in your possession. In addition to which
it must go your way or not at all . . . . Take a job, start over
again, so to speak, and in a few years the whole aspect of things
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will be different. That is the real trouble with the situation
today. You occupy an impossible position to hang on to . . .

and in 1918 Elias bluntly told his brother:

the old order in Charleston has gone. There is and is going to be
little doing there for the near future. The tangible value of the
Estate is small and will always be small with a preference of living
for Frances. You are untrammelled by wife or child. The world needs
more men and workers. Pick up and move out. Move on Washington and
I feel reasonably sure you can get a job. Let the future take care
of itself (South Carolina Historical Society 12/215/14).

Arnoldus, of course, wanted no part of this advice, feeling certain that
there was going to be a "deal" just around the next corner which would allow him
to save Kiawah and his lifestyle. He continued to search for the perfect investor
who would have the money, and desire, to make Kiawah a hunting club with a large
membership of incredibly wealthy individuals willing to pay for the privilege of
using the island (South Carolina Historical Society 12/215/18).

About 1920 (South Carolina Historical Society 12/217/12) a few of the
furnishings from the Chapel Street house were removed and taken to Kiawah Island,
including: .

1 Iron Bed & Spring 6 Mattresses
9 Washstands 9 Pillows

Already on Kiawah were:

1l Carson painting Painting, man on horse (stairway)
1 Small table (3rd floor) 1 Chest Drawers (3rd floor east)
1 Wardrobe (3rd floor north) 1 Washstand (dressing room)

1 Picture, race horse 1 Chest drawers (basement)

2 Bookcases (basement)

Meanwhile, Arnoldus continued to seek anyone willing to rent the island for
farming. A typical contract for the period specified that:

I [Arnoldus] will furnish the land, seed and all the fertilizer.
Tenant to plow, work, and pick the crop for and then the seed cotton
when picked to be divided equally between us, one half the tenant
and one half me. This is the regular share crop system except that
the tenant instead of paying for one half the fertilizer does the
plowing and instead of my taking all the cotton to sell the cotton
will be divided just as it comes from the field (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/214/11).

This represents a relatively liberal form of agreement -- Vanderhorst provided
all of the fertilizer, expecting only labor from the tenant. While the "rent"
still varied with the success of the harvest and Vanderhorst retained estate
rights to the crop, the tenant probably felt somewhat better that the crop was
divided in the field, not in the owner’s account books after being sold.

By 1917 Vanderhorst has a new overseer, J.B. Smith. The only information
about him comes from a 1918 letter from Vanderhorst to another perspective
renter, Mr. John T. Owens:

Mr. Smith, who is chiefly engaged in cattle raising, has only the
eastern part of the island. His lease does not expire until next
summer, so that I do not know whether we will continue the
arrangement after that or not. I would be glad to consider leasing
the other part of the island, however, which is a very large body of
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land and the best farming land on the island and in fact very fine
land whether for cotton or truck. There are six colored families now
there so there is labor on the place. There is a four room house
where Mr. A.B. Wescott lived for years when he farmed there. This is
now occupied by two colored families, but could be put in shape for
occupancy at 'small expense (South Carolina Historical Society
12/214/10).

Apparently Smith continued leasing the east end of the island through 1919 and
there is no record of Owens accepting Vanderhorst’s offer.

Major repairs to the main house were conducted in 1918 when Arnoldus
ordered 57 feet of gutter, 22 feet of drop pipe, 4 feet 6 inches of lateral pipe,
two elbows, for repair work. He also made a notation that the cistern at the main
house measured 19 feet by 8 feet by 5 feet 4 inches in height for a total of 752
cubic feet or about 5625 gallons. Apparently, he was in the process of cleaning
and replastering the cistern.

He wrote Charlie Scott on October 15:

There should be 500 [split cypress] shingles, 1 barrel of lime, 1
sack of cement, 60 feet gutter and 30 feet pipe with the fixings, 60
lbs nails [at the landing] . . . . The whitewash brush I left at the
house. Better bring the two big sawbucks back to the house also. Am
depending on you to start work as soon as possible. Start with the
inside work first (whitewashing room, entry and pantry) and then fix
gutter if you understand how to do this (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/214/10).

A 1919 note to four of Vanderhorst’s tenants suggests that he had labor
problems:

I understand from what you said at our recent conference, that you
would rather leave the island than plow one acre for fair pay. Under
the circumstances, I do not consider this a reasonable proposition,
and this is therefore to notify you that I will be unable to make
any arrangements with you for the coming year (South Carolina
Historical Society 12/214/12).

In spite of this Table 8 suggests that Kiawah had only three major labor turn-
overs from 1867 through 1919.

In 1919 the island was leased for a year by W.L. Limehouse to raise hogs,
although the following year Vanderhorst leased the island for $500 to F.Y.
Legare. This agreement stipulated that Legare had to cultivate at least 50 acres,
but was not allowed to use Wall Point for any purpose. Further Vanderhorst had
the right to place up to 12 horses on Legare’s rented pasturage. Then in 1921 the
western half of the island was leased to J.B. Boyer for $300. Boyer had rights
to that portion of the island lying to the west of the Vanderhorst avenue, except
the main complex and Wall Point. Boyer was allowed to use the dipping vat which
was just east of the Avenue, but was prohibited from hunting, or cutting wood
except for firewood or fence posts (South Carolina Historical Society 12/214/13).
He may have continued renting the property into the early 1920s (Betty
Stringfellow, personal communication 1993).

The Charleston County tax receipts for Kiawah Island provide an interesting
view of the island’s fluctuation in value and upkeep over the period from 1899
through 1930 (Table 9). In 1922 Arnoldus Vanderhorst wrote to Joseph S. Hart, the
County Assessor, complaining that, "the place is now almost a wilderness and the
buildings exception of one residence, which is not in first class order by any
means, are nothing but shanties, of no value or consequence." The Assessor,
however, appears to have been unswayed and the rolls continued to list 14
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Table 8.
Labors and Tenants on Kiawah, 1867 - 1919

1867 1880 1901 1904 1909 1910 1915 1917 1919
Shoreham Preston & Rachel X X X X X X X
Bob Smith X X
Scipio Smith X X
Quash Stevens
Balie Seabrook
William Ford
Miller Rose
Sampson Rose
Isaac Rose & Martha
Louis Brightman & Eliza
Liddy Smith
Emma Rose
Nancie Smith
Lunah Smith
Miller Rose X
Harry Grigg X
Amus Rose X
James Irving, Jr.
James Smith
Isaac Anderson
Smart Strobart
James Irving
Virgil Brown b 4
Robert Smith
Charlie Small X
Joseph Irvey
Nat Wright & Caroline
Nancy Green
Charlie Rose
Charlie Brown
Hagar Gray
Bristar Jenkins
Boise Str[ ] X
Tom
Daniel
Thomas Smith X
Rosina
Scott
Molly
Philip Finick
Charlie Snipe
Jim Smith
Wilber Smith
Charlie Scott
William Freeman
George Glover
Willie Glover
Philip Limrick
Rafiel Taylor
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buildings on Kiawah. Vanderhorst tried a different approach in 1923, observing
that, "there are Fourteen buildings assessed at Eight Hundred and twenty-five
dollars, added to the assessment on the land. These buildings no longer exist,
and I therefore wish to have the assessment changed" (South Carolina Historical
Society 12/214/14). This brought at least some modification, reducing the taxes
on Kiawah by about $40. Curiously, Arnoldus was writing the Assessor about the
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depreciated condition of Kiawah at the same time he continued to send out letters
remarking on the:

well constructed residence in excellent repair containing eight
large rooms with outbuildings, &c. This is a planter’s house of old
day’s =-— built in 1803 -- and has been kept in condition.
Attractively located in a grove of live-oaks on river bluff.

Arnoldus Vanderhorst V died December 21, 1943, six years after his elder brother,
Elias. With the death of Arnoldus, it fell upon William Weston, the last
surviving executor of Adele Vanderhorst, to dispose of the estate. Although a
life-long friend to Adele, the greatest act of friendship may have been to
continue as executor when confronted by the bickering of the family. To settle
the matter and distribute the estate, Weston filed suit in Charleston County on
November 1, 1944, asking "inter alia" for instructions from the Court.

While this action progressed, Weston continued to care for the island.
Charlie Scott, the last Black living on the island, was paid $100 as year to
serve as caretaker. In a 1951 interview Scott recalled Kiawah about 1915,
remembering 28 Black tenant farmers on the island. Between 250 and 300 pounds of
sea island cotton were produced per acre. He specified 31 structures, including
one house for whites with two rooms, one four room house for whites (the one in
which Wescott lived on Captain Maynard’s Island), the "Big House" with nine rooms
(apparently counting the pantry as a room), and a kitchen structure with two or
three rooms. Also present were 20 single houses with two rooms and six double
houses with four rooms for the Blacks. He also mentioned the presence of a frame
church on the island, possibly the Kiawah School which closed in the early 1900s.
The island dock, probably at Draytons, was 16 feet wide and 150 feet long
(Interview by American Appraisal Company, ms. on file, Chicora Foundation, Inc.,
Columbia).

Table 9.
Assessment and Taxes on Kiawah Island, 1899-1930

Date Acres Value Structures Taxes Paid
1899 3100 $5000 11 $64.81
1900 3900 $8100 14 $81.00
1901 3900 $7000 14 $76.95
1903 3900 $7000 14 $84.69
1904 3900 $7000 14 $81.50
1911 3900 $6525 14 $79.20
1916 3900 $6526 14 $97.88
1917 3900 $6525 14 $117.45
1918 3900 $6525 14 $115.82
1924 3900 $6525 14 $315.00
1926 39200 $6000 6 $263.16
1927 3900 $6000 5 $263.16
1929 3900 $6000 5 $252.00
1930 3900 $6000 5 $236.34

Another long-time resident of the area, Captain Thomas C. Welch, remembered
the:

daily boat service, that before and after the 1911 hurricane,
operated between Kiawah and Charleston. This was a freight and
passenger service leaving Kiawah in the morning and returning in the
evening. The trip, including many stops, took about 4 hours each
way. The boats ranged from 10 to 50 tons capacity. It was rated a
dependable service and docked at Chisolm’s Mill at the foot of Tradd
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Figure 25. Vanderhorst mansion, ca. 1945 with full two story piazza still intact
(photo courtesy of Historic Charleston Foundation, Inc.).
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Figure 26. Vanderhorst kitchen, ca. 1945, view taken to the northwest (photo
courtesy of Historic Charleston Foundation, Inc.).
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Street, Ashley River, Charleston [this service was discontinued
about 1928](Interview by American Appraisal Company, ms. on file,
Chicora Foundation, Inc., Columbia).

According to Betty Stringfellow (personal communication 1993), Tom Welch also
maintained stables on Sandy Island, perhaps in the vicinity of Vanderhorst’s
earlier settlement.

Col. Reading Wilinson, a consulting engineer in Charleston, was able to
remember the causeway which joined Kiawah with Seabrook Island, noting that it
was on the west side of Kiawah and crossed a narrow and shallow channel of Kiawah
River, with the road eventually leading from Seabrook to Johns Island. This
causeway, built with wood posts, was washed out by the 1911 hurricane and had
never been rebuilt (Interview by American Appraisal Company, ms. on file, Chicora
Foundation, Inc., Columbia).

Weston attempted to update the accounts of Adele’s estate, noting that
minor repairs were conducted in September 1917, and that the roof was repaired
in August 1920. In 1945 Weston arranged for the mansion to receive a metal roof,
replacing the badly deteriorating shingle roof originally installed by Adele in
1889. Additional work was done to the house in 1945, resulting in bills from
Binswanger Glass Company (for new window lights), Hiller Hardware Company
(miscellaneous hardware), and a general supply bill. Additional repair, including
the installation of new weather boarding, was conducted in 1948. Also in 1948 the
remaining contents of the house were moved off the island and divided among the
heirs. The only major income producing activities on Kiawah were rentals of the
island for pasturage (perhaps by H.G. Kizer), use as a hunting club, and the U.S.
Government’s rental of part of the island in 1945 (Charleston County Probate
Court, Book I, p. 331).

On April 30, 1947 Judge W.H. Grumball ordered that Weston was empowered to
sell the estate of Adele Vanderhorst. On December 5, 1950 Weston found a buyer
in C.C. Royal of Royal Lumber Company in 1950 (Charleston County RMC DB B53, p.
71).

An August 10, 1951 appraisal of Kiawah Island enumerated the structures
reasonably thought to be present on the island in 1915:

1 Dwelling House, 1lst story brick, upper storys frame, 3% stories
high, size 25.0’ by 55.0’, with 10.0’ wide two story open porch;
containing 9 rooms and 6 fire places; brick foundations and slate
rocof. No running water, electricity or toilet facilities (This is
the only building remaining in 1951).

1 Kitchen and helps quarters, frame, size estimated, 18.0’ by 50.0’
1 story with open porch, double brick chimney, 2 or 3 rooms. Located
about 65.0 feet from the dwelling.

20 Cabins (Colored) frame, size, estimated, 12.0’ by 20.0’ on wood
posts. 1 story, 2 rooms, brick fireplace.

6 Cabins (Colored) frame, size, estimated, 16.0’ by 40.0’ on wood
posts. 1 story, 4 rooms, double brick fireplace.

1 House (White) frame, size, estimated, 18.0’ by 36.0’ on wood
posts. 1 story, 2 rooms, brick fireplace.

1 House (White) frame, size, estimated, 20.0’ by 30.0’ on wood
posts. 1 story, 4 rooms, brick fireplace.

1 Church, frame, size, estimated 20.0’ by 40.0°’.
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1 cattle dipping vat, brick + concrete, size 5.0 x 30.0° x 5.0°
deep.

1 Boat Dock on Kiawah River, frame construction, size 16.0’ by
150.0" with 10.0’ x 20.0’ head.

Roads, sand wagon tracks, none hard surfaced or improved.
Water, for all domestic purposes, obtained from hand pumps.

By June 1951 all of these structures had disappeared, except the
large dwelling, part of the kitchen building, the Cattle dipping vat and
the boat dock (American Appraisal Company report dated August 10, 1951,
ms. on file, Chicora Foundation, Inc., Columbia).

Sometime after 1945, the south porch or piazza of the main house underwent
considerable alteration. What had originally been a two story open piazza in
1851, had been transformed into a single story porch, with the first floor
doorway blocked off by the sloping roof. A view of the original structure is
provided by Louis Gibbes’ 1851 sketch of the house (Figure 24). A -photograph of
the house, taken in the late 1940s, shows the porch before alteration (Figure
25). Another photograph, taken at the same time, shows the standing ruins of what
is probably the kitchen (Figure 26).

With ownership in the hands of C.C. Royal the island was used most
intensively for logging and the merchantable timber not removed by J.F.P. Easley
and James Salva in 1909, J.C. Beard and Max Baumwind in 1911, or J.T. Kollock in
1939, was harvested. Royal also began the first "development" on Kiawah, creating
65 lots and a series of modest homes along the beach on Eugenia Avenue News and
Courier, July 4, 1966). Named for his wife, Eugenia Mae, this small community
would become the summer home of many prominent South Carolinians, including
Governor John C. West, Senator Marshall Parker, and Comptroller General Earle
Morris (Gilbert and Fox 1993:103-104). Local informants have explained that the
bricks to build these structures were salvaged by Royal from the ruins of the
Shoolbred plantation, most probably the "barn" structure. This appears likely
since the bricks now on Eugenia match in color, texture, and size, those
recovered archaeologically. Royal also created a new causeway for the island,
leading directly to John‘s Island. Royal was also responsible for damming Bass
Pond, which previously had been a free-flowing tidal creek (Betty Stringfellow,
personal communication 1993). Early in his ownership of Kiawah, Royal received
a letter from 90 year old island resident Charlie Scott, who requested permission
to stay on Kiawah until his death. Scott lived in a small house with a yard
filled with "goats, rabbits, and chickens" on what is today Rhetts Bluff north
of the boat landing (Gilbert and Fox 1993:104).

In 1974 the heirs of C.C. Royal sold Kiawah Island to Coastal Shores, Inc.,
a subsidiary of Kuwait Investment Corporation for over $17 million (News and
Courier, February 19, 1974). Modest efforts to preserve the Vanderhorst mansion
were undertaken in the early 1980s, largely consisting of reconstruction of the
porch arches, stabilizing the basement floor, and removing the debris of the
rotted porch roof. The last vestige of Kiawah’s plantation existence, the horses
which escaped from pasturage and roamed wild, were captured in 1979 and shipped
to a Walterboro slaughterhouse (News and Courier, October 30, 1979).

Surprisingly little is known about the seguence of events associated with
the Kuwaiti development. While previous discussions have outlined the
archaeological research funded by Coastal Shores, this provides 1little
understanding of, for example, the development in the vicinity of the Stanyarne
settlement (38CH122). Residents, however, report that standing structures and
even the last remaining portions of the Stanyarne mansion were bulldozed after
some of the brick was incorporated into the new houses. In the vicinity of the
Shoolbred Plantation it appears that similar bulldozing took place, perhaps to
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consolidate the rubble. Elsewhere on the island evidence of cemeteries, old
roads, and other landscape features were moved or removed.

Kiawah’s 300 year history parallels that of the South Carolina low country,
mirroring the area’s economic (and social) advances and declines. Throughout this
history the island suffered under the practice of a cash crop mentality and a
fickle market economy —-- the price of indigo, later cotton, and even logging and
palmetto fronds were controlled by forces far removed from Stanyarne, Shoolbred,
or Vanderhorst. Each one attempted to gain control of market forces in his own
fashion, largely through control of land and labor. Peter Coclanis explains:

the island signifies more than cabanas and cocoa butter, however;
indeed it is at once testament to, and logical culmination of three
hundred years of history. For one hundred eighty of those years the
entire island was owned by one family - the Vander Horsts - which
operated a large Sea 1Island cotton plantation there in the
nineteenth century. By the early twentieth century this plantation
had been reduced to a collection site for the leaves and cuttings
used once a year in low-country churches during Palm Sunday
services, a profound, and perhaps, profoundly symbolic reduction to
say the least. After decades of continued stagnation, the island
finally was sold by the Vander Horst family in 1952 to an Aiken,
South Carolina, lumber company, and Kiawah was sold again, this time
to foreign interests, in 1974. In recent years the island has
witnessed an economic resurrection of sorts, having been transformed
by a Kuwaiti investment group into the luxury resort mentioned
above. Even in this rarified, five-star atmosphere, the essence of
the area’s history can still be gleaned, for while a few feast, many
serve, as has been true in the low country almost from the time
William Sayle‘s boot first struck sand in April 1670 (Coclanis
1989:156).
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CHAPTER 6.
SITES IDENTIFIED ON KIAWAH ISLAND

Natalie Adams

Introduction

Although previously discussed, it is important to emphasize that this
current, intensive survey of Kiawah Island includes only 982 of the 3300 acres
of high ground on the island and includes only those areas not presently
developed. As a result about 60% of the island is not included in this study.
The survey area incorporates six separate parcels on the island. Area A is
located immediately north and south of Bass Pond and east of a marsh slough west
of Bass Pond; Area B is situated on an interior plain south of Bass Pond; Area
C is in the area of the Vanderhorst Plantation house; Area D is known as Cinder
Point at the northeast end of the island; Area E is known as Eagle Point; and
Area F is situated south of Bass Creek on the Atlantic Ocean side of the island,
which incorporates Sandy Point (Figure 4). The operative definition of a "site"
during this study was any area with three or more artifacts within a 25 foot
diameter and/or the presence of shell midden deposits. Isolated finds, such as
a single sherd, were identified as a site only if they co-occurred with shell
midden either on the surface or in shovel tests. One exception to this practice
was 38CH1221, where a site with no associated shell midden and only one artifact
was defined, based on nineteenth century cartographic sources. A second exception
is 38CH1229 which was accidentally recorded as an archaeological site, rather
than an isolated find. The number was retained to avoid confusion in the State
Site File numbering system.

These investigations identified a total of 25 sites in the survey tracts.
Nine previously identified sites were relocated and evaluated, two previously
identified sites were determined to be one site, and 15 previously unidentified
were recorded (Figure 27). In addition, two of Combes’ (1975) sites (38CH218 and
38CH219) could not be relocated during the field investigations.

This section provides detailed information on each of the archaeological
sites identified within the survey areas. Brief mention will also be made of one
site, 38CH128, which while outside the survey area, was essential to locate.
Information on the original site form was confusing and needed to be clarified
in order to determine if the site was located within the survey area.

The archaeological sites identified were primarily evaluated for their
potential National Register eligibility under Criterion D: the site has yielded,
or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
Obviously such an approach requires that the property must have information which
can contribute to our understanding of the past and that the information be
significant (i.e., that it is able to address important research questions). It
is not necessary that the information be unique, nor is it necessary that the
information be controversial or challenge orthodox position. As Townsend et al.
(1993:31) clearly indicate, it is sufficient that the information reinforces
previously gathered information. There is an implicit assumption that such
reinforcement derives from additional tests of archaeological theories, and that
such tests are a necessary, even essential, part of "doing" science. Failure to
contentiously test, and refine, archaeological theories and perspectives will
result in a stagnant discipline, or alternatively, a discipline where research
is equated with the most recent intellectual fad.

In order to evaluate eligibility, we have adopted the approach suggested
by Townsend et al (1993:32), which involves five steps:
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B the site’s data sets are identified (these may include ceramics,
lithics, floral or faunal material, architectural remains,
radiocarbon material, or a wide range of other categories of
information;

@ the historic context of the site is identified, providing a
framework for evaluation;

@ important research guestions which the site’s data sets can
address are identified;

B the data sets are evaluated in terms of archaeoclogical integrity
(i.e., are the data sets sufficiently well preserved to address the
research guestions); and

e the information is evaluated in terms of its importance (i.e., how
will it contribute to the archaeological context).

Since the approach outlined is intended to be used to provide supporting
documentation to National Register nominations, not the review of large number
of archaeological sites, we have operationalized the approach by combining sets
and making the process more appropriate for survey level review. For example, the
archaeological and historic context has been largely developed in the preceding
discussions of archaeology and history along the South Carolina coast and
specifically on Kiawah. Further, we have emphasized only those research questions
which we believe are important in relation to these archaeological and historic
contexts, reducing the need to justify research guestions in each site
discussion. Since this is a relatively new approach for site evaluation, the
State Historic Preservation Office requesting its implication (in a letter dated
October 13, 1993) long after the survey was accomplished and the eligibility
recommendations were provided in our initial management summary (Trinkley 1991c),
these modifications seem reasonable in order to expedite the review process.

Identified Sites

Site 38CH123, also known as the "West Pasture Site," represents a portion
of the eighteenth century main plantation settlement by John Stanyarne, and later
Thomas Middleton. It is also part of the nineteenth century slave settlement for
the Shoolbred and Drayton Plantation.

The UTM coordinates are E583900 N3608000-3607740 and the site is situated
primarily on well drained Wando soils (although portions extend to the poorly
drained Dawhoo series). Soil profiles indicate that the Ap horizon extends to a
depth of 0.8 and consists of a dark brown (10YR4/3) sand. Subsoil consists of
brown (7.5YR5/4) sand. The site is found at elevations ranging from 5 to 10 feet
MSL and is situated on a sandy "terrace" overlooking a slough inlet to the west.

Originally reported by Combes as a protohistoric Indian village with
eighteenth and nineteenth century artifacts (Combes 1975:A-14), a portion of the
site was further investigated by Michie in 1978. Michie’s work has not been
published, although it was apparently undertaken as a preliminary step in a data
recovery project which was never conducted. Michie excavated a series of 43 1-
meter units at 15 meter intervals (covering an area about 400 by 300 feet). This
work took place in the portion of the site originally identified by Combes, but
failed to identify site boundaries.

The artifacts recovered by Michie span the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, clearly documenting the site’s intensive use during this period.
There is, however, little evidence to support Combes’ contention that the site
might represent a Kiawah Indian village (see S.C. Institute of Archaeology and
Anthropology 38CH123 site file).
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A series of 49 shovel tests were excavated in the site area, with 27 of
these tests yielding artifactual remains (not including tests with only brick or
shell). Based on the distribution of material from these tests, coupled with
surface collections, the site is estimated to measure about 1500 feet north-south
by 600 feet east-west (Figure 28).

Materials recovered from Chicora’s testing include two light green bottle
glass, 29 black bottle glass, one agqua bottle glass, two clear bottle glass, 32
historic sherds (discussed in detail further), two Colono ware sherds, nine
window glass fragments, nine UID nail fragments, three machine cut nail
fragments, five hand wrought nail fragments, three kaolin pipe stems, one
upholstery tack, six UID metal fragments, one clothing iron, 12 animal bone
fragments, one flint nodule, and 13 unidentifiable prehistoric sherds. While the
artifacts were uniformly scattered across the site, an area of relatively dense
brick rubble was noted in the northwestern portion of the site. Scattered brick
fragments were also found throughout the area. No above ground in situ brick was
noted. Pieces of plaster were also found. A total of 129 artifacts were recovered
which represent eighteenth through early twentieth century occupation of the
site. Of these artifacts, 30 were datable European ceramics yielding a mean
ceramic date (South 1977) of 1816 (Table 10). The eighteenth century ceramics

Table 10.
Mean Ceramic Date for the West Pasture Site (38CH123)
Chicora’s Survey Michie’s Tests
Mean Date
Ceramic (xi) (fi) fi x xi (fiy fi x xi

Overglz. enamelled porc. 1730 1 1730
Canton porcelain 1815 1 1815
NA Salt glazed stoneware 1866 5 9330
Nottingham 1755 2 3510
Westerwald 1738 7 12166
White salt glazed stoneware 1758 4 7032
White sgsw, scratch blue 1760 2 3520
Bellarmine 1660 1 1660
Lead Glazed Slipware 1733 136 235688
Clouded wares 1755 1 1755
Delft, plain ) 1720 1 1720 38 46566
Creamware, annular 1798 2 3596

handpainted 1805 1 1805

blue trans printed 1790 1 1790

undecorated 1791 4 7164 26 46566
Pearlware, blue hand painted 1800 2 3600 1 1800

blue trans printed 1818 5 9090

edged 1805 4 7220 7 12635

annular 1805 16 28880

undecorated 1805 5 9025 20 36100
Whiteware, blue trans printed 1848 1 1848

undecorated 1860 4 7440 8 14880
Total 30 54478 276 485387

Mean Ceramic Date = 54478+30 = 1815.9 and 485387+276 =1758.6
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contain eight examples (26.7%) with the remainder consisting of nineteenth
century sherds. The disparity of the two mean ceramic dates shown in Table 10 is
the result of Michie’s work being concentrated in one 3 acre section of the site,
while these investigations examined the entire 21 acre site area.

Artifacts were tabulated using South’s (1977) artifact groups with Colono
ware being placed under the kitchen group (Garrow 1982: 57-66) to obtain a
pattern analysis (Table 11), clearly resembling the Revised Carolina Artifact
Pattern, typical of higher status occupations in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries.

These materials support the previous findings of both eighteenth and
nineteenth century occupation of the site area. The presence of both higher
{porcelain, hand painted pearlware) and lower (annular pearlware and whiteware)
status ceramics tends to support the historic documentation which suggests that
the earliest settlement at this site was by Stanyarne, with the site being
abandoned to the use of slaves in the nineteenth century. BAs was discussed in
the historic overview, it is clear that the eighteenth century Stanyarne and
Middleton plantations, followed by Shoolbred in the early nineteenth century,
used both the east and west sides of Salt House Creek.

In the mid-nineteenth century William Seabrook operated a plantation on the
west side of this slough. This western site, 38CH122, was described by Combes
(1975:A-14) as containing foundations, standing slave cabins, and a black
cemetery. Unfortunately, this site was developed by the previous owners of the
island -- the Kiawah Island Company -- without any archaeological research,
thereby heavily damaging what was probably Stanyarne’s original house on the
island. Further information on this site has been provided by brief
investigations undertaken through partial support by Kiawah Resort Associates,
the local property owners, and a National Park Service Survey and Planning grant
administered by the S.C. Department of Archives and History. The results of this
survey are presented in a following section of this study.

Site 38CH123 has likewise been damaged by several development related
activities, including the use of an eastern fringe area for burning and the use
of the area immediately south and west of the vicinity tested by Michie for the
storage of spoil. Without more detailed investigations it is difficult to assess
this damage, although it appears that perhaps 25% of the total site area has been

severely disturbed. The remaining 75%, however, exhibits very high site
integrity.
Table 11.
Artifact pattern for the West Pasture Site (38CH123)
Revised

Group Count % Carolina Artifact Pattern Range %

Kitchen 68 64.8 51.8-65.0

Architecture 26 24.8 25.2-31.4

Furniture 1 0.9 0.2-0.6

Arms : 0 0.0 0.1-1.3

Clothing 0 0.0 0.6-5.4

Personal 0 0.0 0.2-0.5

Tobacco 3 2.8 1.9-13.9

Activities 7 6.7 0.9-1.7

105 100.0
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This site is recommended as eligible for inclusion on the National Register
of Historic Places under Criterion D. Taken in the context of other sites on
Kiawah, we believe the site is significant at a state-wide level, offering the
opportunity to examine nearly the complete range of plantation occupations on one
island. The site 1is able to address a broad range of research questions,
including: ‘

B the source of the high status ceramics found at the site (since
the main settlement at the time was on the opposite side of the
creek at 38CH122);

e the nature of the dispersed plantation settlement and particularly
the organization of the plantation structures during the eighteenth
and succeeding nineteenth century;

m how use of this subsidiary settlement changed from the eighteenth
into the nineteenth century, providing a diachronic perspective to
the plantation’s evolution;

@ the nature of the African American settlement at the site, which
appears to be non-typical, perhaps representing craft specialists or
others outside the normal slave population; and

B information on plantation architecture, providing evidence of a
broad range of domestic and utilitarian construction episodes.

All of these represent significant research interests. The presence of the high
status ceramics may indicate a historically undetected settlement or may relate
to the distribution of wealth on the plantation. The study of plantation
settlement patterns better helps us understand land use and landscape features
intimately associated with this form of cohesive labor. The study of plantation
evolution will reinforce and explore how the plantation changed through time,
emphasizing what should be obvious, but is often overlooked in archaeological
research. The African American occupation at the site is unusual in that it
represents something different from the typical slave row or even less well
understood house servant quarters, perhaps representing slaves associated with
specific plantation activities. Research in this area offers a different
dimension to our understanding of those who labored on the plantation. Finally,
as the investigations at both Vanderhorst and Shoolbred document, we know
relatively little about plantation architecture and how cultural adaptations
affected architectural realities.

This research offers the potential to explore essential aspects of
plantation life on Kiawah, assisting us in better understanding how the wealthy
altered their environment, framing it to fit their perception of their place in
society. It will also help us to understand the range of cultural expression seen
in slavery, exploring what appears to be a group distinct from those normally
explored in plantation archaeology. Research will help complete this view of
Kiawah, offering essential comparative information for studies at other sites in
the South Carolina low country.

Site 38CH127, also known as the Vanderhorst Plantation, represents the late
eighteenth and nineteenth century main plantation settlement by the Vanderhorst
family, as well as a late nineteenth/early twentieth century tenant occupation.

The UTM coordinates are E586940 N3609100 and the site is situated on Wando
loamy fine sands. Soil profiles indicate that the Ap horizon is 0.7 inches of
dark brown (10YR4/3) sand, while subsoil consists of brown (7.5YR5/4) sand. The
site is found at elevations ranging from 5 to 13 feet MSL and is situated on a
sandy terrace overlooking an expanse of marsh as well as Vanderhorst Creek which
feeds into the Kiawah River.
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A series of 260 shovel tests were excavated in the 23 acre tract (Figure
29). Artifactual remains were found to concentrate in the northern portion of
the tract, along the Kiawah River. The site was found extending to the area of
a slough to the east, opposite site 38CH128. Artifacts extended to the property
boundary on the western side of the Vanderhorst house. Based on cartographic
information, portions of the site has been destroyed by development beyond the
western and eastern property boundaries. The site is bordered to the north by
the Kiawah River and extends about 200 feet inland.

After site boundaries were determined through normal shovel testing, a
series of shovel tests were placed at 25 foot intervals with transects 25 feet
apart oriented with the main house to aid in identifying individual structures.
Five structures were found (not including the Vanderhorst house), two shell
middens, as well as two areas which appear to be trash dumps (see Figure 26).

Structure 1 is located approximately 200 feet west of the main house. It
consists of dense brick rubble concentrated in a 50 by 25 foot area. A small
section of in situ footing was found oriented N4°E. This structure is believed
to represent the kitchen associated with the Vanderhorst house.

Structure 2 is located approximately 400 feet west of the main house next
to the marsh. It consists of an intact brick firebox oriented N15°W and
measuring 7.9 by 3.9 feet.

Structure 3 is located approximately 45 feet S64°W from Structure 1. It
consists of dense brick rubble concentrated in a 25 by 25 foot area.

Structure 4 is located approximately 500 feet south east of the main house
along the edge of a slough. Artifacts concentrate in an area 300 feet north-
south by 200 feet east-west. The area is divided by a small slough and,
therefore, this locus may represent more than one structure. Moderate amounts
of shell, brick and rubble as well as domestic artifacts were recovered.

Structure 5 is located approximately 50 feet east of the main house. It
consists of a moderate concentration of brick rubble situated at the head of a
small slough.

Two shell middens were found within the Vanderhorst tract. The first is
a dense but shallow midden located along the edge of the marsh north of the main
house. It follows the marsh edge for approximately 300 feet and goes inland for
approximately 50 feet. This midden appears to be related to the historic
occupation since several historic artifacts were noted on the surface and no
prehistoric artifacts were found in or around the midden.

The second midden, measuring approximately 50 by 50 feet, is located
approximately 200 feet south of the main house and 100 feet east of the road
leading in along a smaller road. Shovel testing indicated that it has been
heavily disturbed. No diagnostic artifacts were recovered.

Two trash dumps were also located. The first was found in the vicinity of
Structure 5, in the small slough and along the edge of a larger slough. Large
amounts of brick rubble and black glazed redware roofing tiles were found
encompassing an area 50 feet N-S and 75 feet E-W. At this point defining the
boundary between structure 5 and the trash dump is difficult, and it is possible
that the whole area represents a trash dump and no structure will be found.

The second trash dump is located approximately 450 feet west of the main
house and 75 feet from the marsh edge in a depression measuring 25 by 25 feet.
Large amounts of shell, ceramics, glass, and animal bone were recovered from the
area.

A total of 785 artifacts were recovered during the Vanderhorst survey which
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represent late eighteenth through early twentieth century (based on the presence
of manganese glass) occupation of the property. Of these artifacts, 93 were
datable European ceramics yielding a mean ceramic date (South 1977) of 1822
(Table 12).

Table 12.
Mean Ceramic Date for Vanderhorst Plantation.

Mean Date

Ceramic (xi) (fi) fi x xi
Overglz. enamelled porc. 1730 1 1730
Underglz. blue porc. 1730 5 - 8650
English porc. 1770 1 1770
NA Salt glazed stoneware 1866 3 5598
Westerwald i 1738 1 1738
White salt glazed stoneware 1758 1 1758
Black basalt 1785 1 1785
Creamware, annular 1798 2 3596

undecorated 1791 25 44775
Pearlware, poly hand painted 1805 1 1805
blue hand painted 1800 1 1800
blue trans print 1818 1 1818
edged 1805 1 1805
annular/cable 1805 1 1805
undecorated 1805 4 7220
Whiteware, poly hand painted 1848 1 1848
annular 1866 1 1866
undecorated 1860 40 74400
Yellow ware 1853 2 3706
Total ; 93 169,474

Mean Ceramic Date = 169,474+93 = 1822.3

The bracket date (South 1977) for the European ceramics is 1780 to 1820.
South’s bracket dating technique, however, does not take into account sherd
counts. For instance, 43% of the sherds are undecorated whiteware which has a
mean ceramic date of 1860 (South 1977) and indicates an intense occupation of the
mid-nineteenth century and probably into the twentieth century. The strong
presence of whiteware along with a large amounts of manganese glass supports a
much later ending occupation date. The early bracket of 1780 may be correct.
Although historical references suggest that the Vanderhorst house was built about
1803, the relatively large amount of creamware suggests that this tract was
occupied at an earlier date. Since Vanderhorst’s colonial period home was burned
during the American Revolution, the site may represent rebuilding in the vicinity
of the pre-Revolutionary structure.

Artifacts were tabulated using South’s (1977) artifact groups with Colono
ware being placed under the kitchen group (Garrow 1982b: 57-66) to obtain a
pattern analysis (Table 13). The high percentage of architectural remains is
difficult to explain and may be caused by the small artifact sample.
Alternatively the historic documentation for this site reveals a long period of
site maintenance, with relatively infrequent and brief periods of occupation.
These circumstances may be reflected in the pattern analysis as an increased
quantity of repair and maintenance items (i.e. architectural remains) and a
relatively low density of occupation items (i.e. kitchen remains).
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Table 13.
Artifact pattern for Vanderhorst Plantation.

Revised
Group Count % Carolina Artifact Pattern Range %
Kitchen 387 49.3 51.8-65.0
Architecture 387 49.3 . 25.2-31.4
Furniture 0 0 0.2-0.6
Arms 5 0.6 0.1-1.3
Clothing 3 0.4 0.6-5.4
Personal 0 0 0.2-0.5
Tobacco 3 0.4 1.9-13.9
Activities 0 0 0.9-1.7
785 100.0

The Vanderhorst house, and approximately 3/4 of an acre surrounding it,
were listed on the National Register of Historic Places on October 25, 1973 under
Criterion C: that the structure itself embodies "the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a
master, or that possess high artistic value, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction." The
associated archaeological site is recommended as eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places, as a contributing aspect of the property’s
theme and context. Further, the site is recommended as eligible for the National
Register under Criterion D: that it has yielded, or may be likely to yield,
information important in history. It possesses a high degree of site integrity
based on existence of intact architectural features and has the potential to
yield significant information on late eighteenth and nineteenth century
plantation life, as well as late nineteenth/early twentieth century tenant life.
This site will be further discussed in the data recovery portion of the report.

38CH128, although originally defined by Combes (1975) as a slave cemetery,
appears to represent a nineteenth century slave settlement. The UTM coordinates
are E587100 N3609030 and the site is situated on Wando loamy fine sand. No shovel
tests were excavated. The site is found at elevations ranging from 5 to 7 feet
MSL and is located on a terrace directly opposite the Vanderhorst house (38CH127)
overlooking the slough inlet to the west and an expanse of marsh to the north.

This site was briefly examined since it was not within the Vanderhorst
survey tract. Surface collected from the site include one whiteware sherd, one
creamware sherd, one cobalt blue and one agua bottle glass sherds, one iron stove
part, one strap hinge, and one iron shovel blade. Also found were areas of
scattered brick, suggesting the presence of structural remains in the immediate
area.

These materials strongly suggest domestic occupation, although the use of
some portion as a cemetery cannot be ruled out based on this limited
reconnaissance survey. The site appears to be heavily disturbed through clearing
and grubbing, and has been partially destroyed by residential development.
However, this survey was not intended to establish site integrity, or boundaries.

Site 38CH218, originally reported by Combes (1975:A-19) to be a small
"shell heap," could not be relocated during this study and is presumed destroyed.

Site 38CH219, described by Combes as "another small shell heap" (Combes
1975:A-19), could not be relocated during this survey and is thought to have been
destroyed by natural erosion.

Site 38CH220 was originally described as a "scatter of shell" in one of the

island roads (Combes 1975:A-20). This site was identified during the Chicora
survey, but had been destroyed by subsequent bull dozer and tree clearing
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activity.

The central UTM coordinates are E590510 N3610060 and the site is found on
Crevasse—-Dawhoo soils at an elevation of about 5 feet MSL. Soil profiles indicate
0.6 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6)
subsoil. The site is situated on a sandy ridge overlooking Cinder Creek and
marsh and is a Type 1 midden.

At the time of the survey a scatter of oyster shell was observed, measuring
about 50 feet in diameter. A series of 10 shovel tests were excavated in the
site area, all revealing that the upper soil zone had been thoroughly disturbed
by logging operations. Four of these tests produced either shell or, in one
case, a single sherd. A surface collection was also made. Materials recovered
from the site include one Deptford Cord Marked sherd and one unidentifiable
sherd.

This site is recommended as not eligible for the National Register because
of the extensive logging damage and the absence of in situ shell midden deposits.
No further work is recommended at this site.

Site 38CH222, also known as the "Terrapin Island Site," was reported by
Combes to consist of a shell midden which "extends into the marsh" (Combes
1975:A-20). The site was identified during these investigations and the central
UTM coordinates are ES589800 N3610820. The soils are mixed drainage Crevasse-
Dawhoo soils and the elevation is under 5 feet MSL. Soil profiles indicate 0.6
feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6) subsoil.
The site is situated at the north end of Thumb Point adjacent to a tributary of
the Kiawah River.

At the time of the survey the site consisted of several very light scatters
of primarily oyster shell (Type 1 midden) covering an area approximately 200 feet
in diameter. The site size, however, reflects the surface scatter of shell since
only three shovel tests out of ten revealed shell, and no artifacts were
encountered. The area has been extensively damaged by logging operations
conducted after Hurricane Hugo and no intact site areas could be identified.

This site is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. It appears to have originally been an ephemeral,
if not insignificant, occupation, but it has been totally destroyed. No further
investigations are recommended.

Site 38CH223 was initially recorded by Combes, who characterized it as
neither "large or extensive." During these investigations the site was found on
an interior dune ridge overlooking a marsh inlet. The central UTM coordinates
are E589740 N361000C and the site is found on Crevasse-Dawhoo soils at an
elevation of about 5 feet MSL. Soil profiles indicate 0.6 feet of grayish brown
(10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6) subsoil.

A series of 10 shovel tests were placed in the site, with three producing
cultural remains (nine Deptford Cord Marked sherds and eight unidentifiable
sherds). The site measures approximately 300 by 100 feet. Based on the shovel
testing (i.e., location and density of shell midden), it appears that the site
originally consisted of several pockets of shell midden perhaps 20 feet in
diameter (Type 1 midden). However, these loci have been thoroughly disturbed and
scattered by logging operations conducted after Hurricane Hugo.

Our investigation of the site suggests that it lacks the integrity of
location, design and association essential to support a recommendation of
eligibility for inclusion on the National Register under Criterion D. Locational
integrity has been extensively compromised by logging operations. Design
integrity, taken to include intra-site artifact and feature patterning, has also
been compromised through mechanical movement and removal of midden. Integrity of
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association is usually measured in terms of the strength of the relationship
between the site’s data and important research questions. At 38CH223 there is a
very weak relationship.

It has been suggested that this site may be suitable for investigating the
effects of silvicultural practices on archaeological resources. Regrettably, such
an approach is inappropriate at 38CH223 since we are unable to clearly document
either its pre-Hugo condition or the exact nature of the silvacultural practices.
Unable to control these essential variables, research at the site could only
weakly document that silvacultural activities 1likely damage sites (hardly
unexpected), without providing us clear indications of how this damage occurred
(because of a poorly trained operator, because clearing was conducted during wet
conditions, or because tracked vehicles were used rather than rubber wheeled
equipment), the exact degree of damage (unattainable information since we don’t
know the pre-Hugo condition of the site), or what might have been done to prevent
the damage. While such research is clearly essential to archaeological site
management, it should be undertaken at sites where it is possible to control all
the variables, thereby ensuring that the results of the investigation are widely
accepted and adopted.

In sum, this site is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the
National Register given the extensive logging disturbance and the inability to
locate areas of intact shell midden has reduced the available data sets to the
point were no suignificant research questions can be addressed. No additional
investigations are recommended.

Site 38CH224 was reported by Combes to consist of a "100 foot light scatter
of midden" (Combes 1975:A-21). The current survey identified the site, assigning
it central UTM coordinates of E589220 N3609840. The site is situated on a sand
dune ridge of Crevasse-Dawhoo soils at an elevation of 5 to 10 feet MSL
overlooking Cinder Creek. Soil profiles indicate 0.6 feet of grayish brown
(10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6) subsoil.

A series of 25 shovel tests revealed the site to extend over an area about
300 feet east-west by 100 feet north-south. Three shovel tests produced
disturbed shell midden (Type 1), but no artifacts were recovered. The site has
been extensively damaged by logging operations conducted after Hurricane Hugo.
While two areas of probable original shell midden were identified, no intact
midden areas could be found.

This site is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National
Register because of the extensive logging damage. This damage severely restricts
the data sets available for research at the site. While pottery may be present,
it is likely displaced and out of context. While floral and faunal material may
be present, the logging damage also makes their potential to offer significant
information suspect. As discussed for 38CH224, this site also lacks the essential
elements of integrity which represent the site’s ability to convey its
significance. Absent well preserved data sets and clear integrity, the site
cannot be recommended as eligible for inclusion on the National Register under
Criterion D. Consequently, no further investigation is recommended.

Sites 38CH225/38CH228 were originally reported as two entities by Combes.
Site 38CH225 was described as a “"small scatter" and 38CH228 was described as a
buried, extensive site (Combes 1975:A-21, A-22). The site was later examined by
Lepionka (1981c) who found it possessing excellent integrity, intact middens, and
relatively abundant pottery. In spite of these attributes, Lepionka remarked
that:

The site in question replicates the same pattern that is to be found
in numerous coastal sites and so is, in spite of its excellent
preservation, hardly unique. We do no consider that there is any
necessity for further investigations, excavation, or other
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mitigation procedure (Lepionka 1981c:11).

In taking this position, Lepionka failed to realize that a site need not be
"unique" to be worthy of additional attention. In fact, there are very few,
perhaps no, unique sites since cultural behavior is patterned and this results
in "replication" as he calls it. To be eligible for the National Register a site
must "have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory
or history" according to 36CFR800.10(a)(4).

The current survey found that the two sites originally defined by Combes
in fact represent a continuation of small shell middens (Types 2 and 3) covering
an area about 700 feet northwest-southeast by 3000 feet southwest-northeast
(Figure 30). The UTM coordinates for the site are E590640-591420 N3610520-
3611080. The site is situated on Crevassee-Dawhoo soils at an elevation of about
5 feet MSL. Soil profiles indicate 0.6 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand
overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6) subsoil.

A series of 89 shovel tests were excavated on the ridge known as Marsh Hawk
Point at 100 foot intervals. An additional 20 tests were excavated at 25 foot
intervals to further refine site loci. Of the 109 shovel tests 15 yielded
artifacts and/or significant quantities of shell. Positive shovel tests were all
located within the loci defined in Figure 30. All other tests contained sparse
or no shell. As a result of this work it became apparent that the entire area
consists of intermittent midden deposits with shell scatter in between them. The
testing, however, identified four loci of fairly dense shell concentrations and
recovered five Deptford Cord Marked sherds. Unfortunately, much of the site has
been damaged by logging operations following Hurricane Hugo.

There is no doubt that had this site been thoroughly assessed prior to the
damage inflicted by logging operations that it would have been recommended as
eligible for inclusion on the National Register. Based both on previous
archaeological discussions there were areas of clear site integrity with in situ
middens, relatively abundant faunal remains, and the potential for the recovery
of features. Given the presence of remains in dune troughs, where erosion is
minimal, it seems likely that structural remains might also have been present.

At the present time the site has been subjected to heavy, although
inconsistent, damage by logging operations. The extensive shovel tests have
identified a series of four seemingly intact "islands" of midden in the midst of
thoroughly disturbed topography. It seems appropriate to recommend that these
remnant site areas be considered eligible for inclusion in the National Register
since they remain capable of providing information important to our
interpretation of prehistory (National Register Criterion D).

It has also been suggested that the site may be able to provide information
on the effects of silvicultural operations on archaeological sites. This is
certainly a worthy research question, especially from a management perspective
since it would assist in evaluating the number of archaeological resources
affected by logging and associated activities. However, we do not believe that
such research is appropriate at this site. The archaeological community does not
have sufficient information on the pre-damaged condition of the site. In other
words, except for the four small intact areas remaining, we have no real
understanding of what the site "looked like" prior to the clearing. We cannot
document that the four undisturbed areas are representative. Nor can we document
the condition of the site, verifying that all perceived damage was inflicted by
the logging operations. Further, we have no information on the logging operations
themselves. We do not know if a skidder was used, whether tracked or rubber tired
equipment was used, where the log decks may have been, or the amount of hand
clearing undertaken. In short, there are simply too many uncontrolled variables.
Research undertaken at the site might be able to document damage, but it would
not be able to ascribe that damage to particular activities, or time periods.
Consequently, we believe that additional research on silvacultural effects should
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be undertaken only on sites where it is possible to effectively control all of
the variables, ensuring that the research will be both wvaluable, and viable.

It seems, however, appropriate to investigate those site areas —-— the
"islands of intact midden" -- where disturbance appears limited. Obviously, if
methodological research into silviculture operations becomes appropriate, it
should be undertaken. Likewise, if the research is begun, only to discover that
the primary goal of exploring the prehistoric middens (for recovery of faunal and
ethnobotanical remains, evidence of structures, and intra-site patterning) is not
feasible, then consideration should be provided to terminating the research,
after consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office. It would be
inappropriate to waste valuable resources, conducting excavations which are
likely to make little substantive contribution to the discipline or the public.

Site 38CH227 was originally reported by Combes to be a ring of shell
corresponding to a fortification shown on an 1822 map. At the time of Combes
survey the site measured about 75 feet in diameter with the ridge of shell
standing about 3 to 4 feet above the surrounding hard marsh surface (Combes
1975:2-22).

The current investigations have identified this site on a relatively high
point of land at the confluence of the Stono and Kiawah rivers, immediately north
of a small tidal creek. The central UTM coordinates are E591900 N3611060 and the
soils are classified as tidal marsh. Regardless, the soils comprising the "ring"
appeared to be well drained. The Ap horizon consists of 0.7 feet of dark brown
(10YR4/3) sand overlying brown (7.5YR5/4) sand. The site elevation is
approximately 5 feet MSL.

The survey revealed that only the backside (i.e. western) portion of this
"ring™ is still intact, the remainder having been totally destroyed by erosion.
The remnants of the "ring" are evidenced as scattered shell on the hard sand
beach spreading north and south from the site area. The portion of the site
remaining measures about 100 feet in diameter (Type 2 midden). A series of seven
shovel tests in the "ring" failed to identify any cultural remains or to provide
clear information on site formation processes such as stratigraphic lensing in
the shell bank suggestive of basket loading (Figure 31). Artifacts recovered
from the surface, however, included two Deptford Cord Marked sherd, one Deptford
Check Stamped sherd, three UID sherds, one brown salt glazed stoneware ceramic,
and one flint cobble. Also recovered was one brass machine gun shell.

The State Historic Preservation Office requested a second phase of survey
at this site, incorporating the use of a metal detector (this survey is detailed
in Appendix 2). The metal detector found considerable evidence of recent trash,
but only two period artifacts -- a brass button and a fragment of a brass nail.
Perhaps more important than the presence of artifacts are issues concerning their
integrity and their context. While the metal detector did identify two nineteenth
century items, neither are definitively military-related. The metal detector
survey also failed to reveal the presence of any metal items in the high marsh
area surrounding the site, leaving the site boundaries as originally established
on the basis of topographic features (i.e., the elevated shell deposit).

With the water table within a foot of the current ground surface and the
location of the site within feet of a major river, it is unlikely that any pits
were excavated for refuse disposal. The water table would also preclude or reduce
the likelihood that wells or privies were excavated at the site. The extensive
erosion and redeposition of the shell suggests that many surviving artifacts are
no longer be in their original context, significantly reducing their ability to
address significant cultural issues. Finally, given the very harsh environmental
conditions it is also likely that a number of the ferrous and non-ferrous objects
have deteriorated to the point where their recovery would offer little additional
information at even the most basic level of inquiry.
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Figure 32. View of site 38CH227, showing extensive erosion at the confluence of
Stono and Kiawah rivers.

Figure 33. Site 38CH1224, showing logging damage and ground surface conditions.
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Historical research suggests that this was originally a fortification
constructed during the War of 1812 and used for the defence of the Stono
approaches (Figure 18). Vague references to the fort are present in the National
Archives (Colin Brooker, personal communication 1991), although it is referred
to as a "tabby" fortification. This site was probably re-used during the Civil
War, representing what was referred to as the "river fort."

The archaeological evidence suggests that the reference to "tabby" aside,
the fort was constructed by piling already existing Early Woodland shell midden
in a circle to form a gun emplacement. The erosion of the Stono combined with
the Kiawah has resulted in the majority of this site being destroyed.

This site may be evaluated for its eligibility for inclusion on the
National Register using Criterion A, being associated with events that have made
a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history, as well as
Criterion D, being able to yield information important to history.

Although this is a significant historic site, relating to the War of 1812
and later to the Civil War, it appears that very 1little of the original
fortifications remain. It is also likely that some reworking of the site took
place during the Civil War. The prehistoric site from which the fortification
was constructed has been thoroughly disturbed by these activities. Consequently,
we believe that the site fails to evidence the degree of integrity necessary to
support eligibility under Criterion A. It is unlikely that the site displays
locational integrity, since the erosion has probably displaced artifacts
originally associated with the site. The design integrity of the site has also
been dramatically affected by erosion and the changing course of the river. This
degree of erosion has likewise affected the integrity of the materials used in
the construction of the fort, with only the backside of the fort still intact.
Finally, integrity of association is perhaps arguable. This is the location of
the fort associated with the War of 1812 and the Civil War; the question is
whether that association is clear to most observers. Given the relatively
unimpressive appearance of the site, we doubt that it retains good integrity of
association. Taken in sum, and recognizing that for a site to be eligible for
under Criterion A must be recognizable and convey its historic significance
(i.e., have well preserved features, artifacts, and intersite patterning), we do
not believe the site can be considered eligible under Criterion A.

Under National Register Criterion D the site must contain information which
can contribute to our understanding of history and that information must be
significant. The Corps of Engineers Shoreline Movement Study maps reveals that
upwards of 500 feet of shoreline in this area has been eroded since ca. 1860
(South Carolina Department of Archives and History, S.C. Maps Collection, Folder
13, James Island). This degree of erosion would explain why only the "backside"
of the fort appears to be present. It may also explain why so few period
artifacts have been recovered through either the surface survey or the metal
detector study.

We believe, however, that the site does contain engineering data, contained
in the topography of the landscape. In other words, the remnant portions of the
site can contribute information about how such sites were laid out and built.
This information is retrievable through the preparation of a detailed topographic
survey of the site (perhaps at a scale of 1 inch to 10 feet and a contour
interval of 0.25 feet to fully record the remaining evidence of the site). We
also believe that this information is important since thus far we have failed to
identify any records pertaining to the fortification (suggesting that it may
represent a unique feature developed to use local materials and meet immediate
war-time needs) and there is no similar data from other fortifications in the
locality (for example, even the well preserved fortifications present on Hilton
Head Island have not been examined from an engineering perspective and lack
adequate mapping).
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Consequently, we recommend the site eligible for inclusion on the National
Register under Criterion D. The site is within the Coastal Council Critical Zone
and is not available for development. The only threat to the site, therefore, is
continued erosion which appears to be entirely related to natural causes and
which dates back to at least the mid-nineteenth century. We recommend that under
these circumstances the only prudent and feasible mitigation measure is the
preparation of a topographic map of the site to document its current condition.

Site 38CH229, also known as the "Middle Field Site," was identified by
Combes, who noted only that while little was found in the original survey, "there
is a good chance that a significant site will turn up, so care should be taken
with any earth moving" (Combes 1975:A-23).

The Chicora investigations revealed evidence of a thoroughly plowed site
covering an area about 250 feet east-west by 200 feet north-south. The central
UTM coordinates are E584740 N3608460. The site, a Type 1l midden, is situated on
well drained Wando soils at an elevation of 5 to 10 feet MSL. Soil profiles
indicate 0.8 feet of grayish brown (l0YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow
(10YR6/6) subsoil.

A series of 20 shovel tests in the area revealed small sherds and a light
scatter of crushed shell. Only one Deptford Cord Marked sherd and one UID sherd
were recovered from the testing. The site has been heavily impacted by previous
cultivation. More recent disturbances include road construction, filling of a
portion of Bass Pond, and logging after Hurricane Hugo.

In order to evaluate the National Register eligibility of this site the
data sets present need to be considered. The cartographic research combined with
the field study revealed that the site has been extensively plowed. In fact, this
area was plowed in the mid-nineteenth century and as late as 1939 aerial
photographs show extensive cultivation in the area. The 100 plus years of plowing
have resulted in fragmentation of artifacts (evidenced by the small sherds
recovered during these field investigations), dispersion of the materials, and
removal of any features which may at one time have been present (evidenced by the
absence of artifact concentrations indicating features still being plowed out).
The plowing at this site has been sufficiently intensive to eliminate perhaps the
most important aspect of integrity: location. Because of extensive damage this
site is not able to address significant research questions and it is recommended
as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. No
further work is recommended.

Site 38CH1215 is situated on the northwest end of Bass Pond in an area of
well drained Seabrook soils. Soil profiles indicate 0.7 feet of very dark
grayish-brown (10YR/2) sand overlying dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) subsoil. The
central UTM coordinates are E584360 N3608180 and the site is at an elevation of
about 5 feet MSL. The site is found in an area similar to 38CH229 and it may
represent a continuation of small shell middens (Type 1) adjacent to the old Bass
Pond drainage.

A series of 15 shovel tests in the site area revealed the presence of only
one Deptford Check Stamped sherd and occasional small quantities of crushed shell
in seven tests. The site is estimated to cover a maximum area of 50 feet in
diameter, with the original size probably smaller. The site area evidenced
previous plowing and had been heavily impacted by Hurricane Hugo (although no
logging operations had been conducted in this area there is extensive blow-down
of trees, creating a dense tangle of vegetation and tree throws).

This site is recommended as not eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. The single artifact recovered fails to indicate that
substantive data sets are present at the site. The limited, and dispersed, shell
also reduces the potential that faunal material may survive at the site. The
evidence of plowing, in combination with the low density of remains, suggests
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that no subsurface features still exist at the site. The evaluation of the data
sets also includes a recognition that the site fails to possess integrity of
location (the site has been dispersed), design (it no 1longer is clearly
recognizable as a shell midden), or materials (the assemblage is no longer
complete). Simply put, it is unable to address substantive research questions in
the areas of site patterning, subsistence, settlement, or ceramic technology. No
further investigations are recommended.

Site 38CH1216 is situated at the northwest end of Bass Pond and, like
38CH229 and 38CH1215, may represent a continuation of small, isolated shell
middens (Type 1) which have been dispersed by plowing. The central UTM
coordinates are E584440 N3608280 and the site is situated on Wando soils at an
elevation of about 5 feet MSL. Soil profiles indicate an Ap horizon of 0.6 dark
brown (10YR4/3) sand overlying brown 7.5YR5/4) sand.

A series of 10 shovel tests (three positive) produced a single Deptford
Check Stamped sherd and a thin scatter of crushed oyster shell. The maximum site
size is estimated to be 50 feet in diameter.

This site is virtually identical to 38CH1215 in terms of its reduced and
impoverished data sets and in terms of its reduced levels of integrity. For the
reasons outlined in our discussions of 38CH1215, this site is recommended as not
eligible for inclusion on the National Register and no further work is
recommended.

Site 38CH1217 is situated immediately north of the filled section of Bass
Pond. It is wvirtually identical to 38CH229, 38CH1215, and 38CH1216 (Type 1
middens) . The central UTM coordinates are ES584520 N360820 and the site is
situated on well drained Seabrook soils at an elevation of about 5 feet. Soil
profiles indicate 0.8 feet of very dark grayish-brown (10YR/2) sand overlying
dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) subsoil.

A series of 10 shovel tests yielded two UID sherds from a single test. The
site, therefore, is estimated to cover an area no greater than 50 feet in
diameter, although the shell scatter suggests that the plowed out midden may have
been as small as 15 to 20 feet. This site area has been ditched for drainage,
although no evidence of additional middens was identified in the ditch profiles.

This site is virtually identical to 38CH1215 and 38CH1216 in terms of its
reduced and impoverished data sets and in terms of its reduced levels of
integrity. Distinct from both 38CH1215 and 38CH1216 is the additional damage
caused by the twentieth century ditching. For the reasons outlined in our
discussions of 38CH1215, this site is recommended as not eligible for inclusion
on the National Register and no further work is recommended.

Site 38CH1218 is similar to those previously discussed in the area north
of the filled section of Bass Pond. The central UTM coordinates are ES584300
N3608260 and the soils are the well drained Seabrook soils. Soil profiles
generally consisted of 0.8 to 1.2 feet of very dark grayish-brown (10YR/2) sand
overlying dark vyellowish brown (10YR4/4) subsoil. Site elevations are
approximately 5 to 7 feet MSL and the site is typical of the Type 1 middens.

A series of 30 shovel tests were excavated in this area. Of the 30 tests
ten were positive. These tests revealed a thin scatter of shell over an area
about 200 feet east-west by 100 feet north-south, although only one sherd (Irene
Complicated Stamped) was recovered. No evidence of intact shell middens was
encountered, with Ap soils found to a maximum depth of 1.2 feet. The site area
has been impacted by Hurricane Hugo, with evidence of tree throws and extensive
blow downs.

Like those site previously discussed in this area of Kiawah, the data set
evidenced by the extensive shovel testing is impoverished. In fact, were it not

133




for the thin scatter of shell midden testifying to what at one time was present,
the single, small sherd could be dismissed as an isolated find. The mechanical
damage caused by plowing, coupled with the resulting reduced soil alkalinity,
makes the survival of faunal material unlikely (none was recovered in this
testing). Even the shell remains are extensively crushed through plowing, heavily
eroded by the acidic soils, and representative of only a partial assemblage
(small and more fragile shells being thoroughly reduced) -- thus diminishing the
level of analysis the material will support. Of equal importance, the aspects of
site integrity are very low or absent. Consequently, this site is recommended as
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

Site 38CH1219 is located about 500 feet north-northeast of 38CH123 on the
northern edged of Kiawah Island. The central UTM coordinates are E584100 N3608180
and the site is found on well drained Seabrook soils at an elevation of about 5
to 7 feet MsSL. Soil profiles indicate 0.8 foot of very dark grayish-brown
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Figure 34. Shovel tests in the vicinity of 38CH1219.

(10YR/2) sand overlying dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) subsoil. Site vegetation
consists of mixed pine and hardwoods and the site, which consists of a small,
isolated shell midden, is situated about 100 feet south of the marsh edge. The
midden measures about 10 feet in diameter and is about 0.5 feet above the
surrounding ground level.

A series of five shovel tests were excavated in and around the midden. The
single test in the midden yielded 20 Deptford Cord Marked sherds, one UID sherd,
and one lithic. Tests surrounding the midden produced no evidence of adjacent
occupation.

This midden appears, based on the admittedly limited data available, to
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represent an intact Type 1 example of the plowed middens recorded as 38CH229,
38CH1215, 38CH1216, and 38CH1217. This midden, however, escaped plowing since
it is situated in the hardwood vegetation bordering the marsh and on the edge of
the agricultural fields.

This survey level testing identified several data sets at the site. The
first includes the pottery. All of the identifiable sherds are Deptford and all
are cord marked. This homogeneity allows the site to address issues of:

@ fabric or paste analysis to distinguish what has been called
Deptford from what others (see Anderson et al. 1982) have suggested
is Cape Fear (further refining early Middle Woodland typologies),
and

B cordage analysis which may assist in the recognition of specific
kin groups through comparison at an intersite level, as well as the
refinement of typological constructs.

The presence of lithic material at the site may assist in answering questions
regarding lithic procurement and use, as well as identification of source areas
and possible procurement rounds. Sites which exhibit lithic materials are not
common, suggesting that this is a particularly significant data set.

The physical integrity of the midden sets it apart from many other sites
on Kiawah, allowing questions of intra-site patterning or activity areas to be
explored. Since the size and stratigraphy suggests the site may represent a
single episode (which itself needs to be tested) it may be possible to clearly
examine site function. The preserved location of the midden will also allow non-
midden excavations to be undertaken with some assurance that important data has
not been damaged or destroyed by plowing or other dispersive activities.

The presence of dense shell offers a potential for the preservation of
vertebrate faunal material. The presence, or absence, of such material will be
of considerable significance in the interpretation of the site. Consequently a
collection strategy fully capable of recovering the data, if present, must be
implemented. Even the shellfish, providing mute testimony that something was
being done with oyster, offer research opportunities beyond the obvious.
Refinement of seasonal dating may be possible through fine screen recovery of
parasites (Russo 1991). While previous research has concentrated on the analysis
of oyster (with only occasional attention to hardshell clam), it may be
appropriate to supplement species specific research with a more integrated
analysis of the shellfish assemblage, basically an environmental approach, in the
effort to evaluate what the total assemblage may be telling us about locations
collections, seasonality, and collection techniques. In other words, it is
appropriate to expand such vertebrate faunal techniques as equitability and
diversity into shellfish studies, and 38CH1219 offers the opportunity to begin
this research.

Finally, the presence of carbonized material (observed in the shovel tests
but not collected) will allow the site to address chronological issues. These
include:

@ dating the pottery identified at the site, further refining the
temporal variation of this particular ware,

B through multiple dates, establishing the temporal parameters of
the site, assisting stratigraphic evaluation of single or multiple
occupation episodes, and

B8 through comparison of charcoal and shell dates further evaluate

the perceived failure of shell to provide consistently accurate
dates.
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These data sets, as well as the site’s similarity to an apparently common
site type in the survey area, abundant and varied artifactual remains, and the
presence of intact midden supports a recommendation that the site is eligible for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion D (the site
may yield information important in prehistory). The eligibility is recommended
at the local level, although many of the research findings may be applicable on
a broader extra-local scale.

Location, design, materials, and association are generally the most
relevant aspects of integrity under Criterion D. At 38CH1219 there is clear
evidence for locational integrity. The midden is intact and there is no evidence
that artifacts have been dispersed by plowing or logging operations. The site
should be able to address questions of intra-site patterning given this level of
integrity. The site also exhibits integrity of design since it is able to convey
its significance. Integrity of materials may be viewed as the completeness of the
artifact assemblage or as the quality of feature preservation. Both are very good
at 38CH1219. The presence of both lithics and pottery indicates a range of
cultural materials is likely present. The major feature at the site is, of
course, the midden itself, and the survey reveals exceptional preservation.
Integrity of association is typically measured in terms of the strength of the
relationship between the site’s data sets and the important research questions.
This site demonstrates a particularly strong association. This small, relatively
common type of Deptford midden can answer questions about site function, perhaps
addressing the question of food gathering in relation to probable or known base
camp areas on the island.

Green spacing is the preferred mitigation technique, although if this
approach is not possible, total site excavation should be undertaken with
additional investigation around the site periphery. This data recovery
recommendation is based not only on the proposed research questions (particularly
those relating to intra-site patterning and activity areas), but also to an
increasing awareness in the discipline that the 1level of archaeological
excavations often undertaken are inadequate to ensure accurate and meaningful
site interpretation. Perhaps the most forceful statement of this finding is the
recent article by Dennis O‘Neil (1993). O’Neil’s conclusion that at least a 50%
to 63% sample is necessary for adequate recovery and interpretation is based on
work at California shell middens. Of course it is impossible to know what an
adequate sample size is unless you know what the sampling universe is —- and this
can only be known in archaeology after 100% excavation. O’Neil‘’s research begins
to illustrate that the very low sampling fractions typically used in much
compliance archaeology may be entirely too small, providing a false sense of
resource management.

Through 100% excavation it will be possible to address some of the issues
associated with sampling at similar sites. This is an ideal site for total
excavation since it is well preserved, offers excellent access, and is relatively
small (minimizing the expenditure of scarce resources). The methodological
advances possible from such work have wide applicability in the management of
other resources in the area, although as O’Neil points out, the work must be
undertaken at multiple middens in order to devise broad patterns.

Site 38CH1220 is situated on a ridge in Area F, immediately north of the
currently developed golf course. The central UTM coordinates are E592540 N360960
and the soils in the site area are the poorly drained Crevassee-Dawhoo complex,
although drainage on the ridge is considerably better than in the troughs to the
north and south. Soil profiles on the Crevassee ridges indicate 0.6 feet of
grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow (1l0YR6/6) sand. Site
elevation is approximately 15 feet MSL. Vegetation in the area consists of live
oaks with a thick understory of wax myrtle and yaupon. Some damage has been
caused by Hurricane Hugo, although the area has not been impacted by logging
operations.
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The site is evidenced by approximately eight brick scatters along the crest
of the ridge and surface indications suggest that the site measures about 300
feet north-south by about 1000 feet east-west (Figure 35). A series of 66 shovel
tests were excavated, both systematically at 25 foot intervals along a transect
following the ridge and also judgmentally. These tests produced only one UID
nail fragment (a positive test at T28-ST32). Surface collections in the site
area, however, yielded one iron axe head, 17 black bottle glass fragments, one
blue bottle glass fragment, one UID nail fragment, two UID spike fragments, one
strap hinge, and 21 animal bones. During the survey, damage to the site was
identified consistent with relic hunting using metal detectors. This damage
appears to be minimal, although the activity has taken place over a wide area of
the site.

The State Historic Preservation Office requested that a second phase of
survey take place at the interior edge of the site, using a metal detector to
determine if the site boundary extended further north, past the dirt road and
channelized stream (now recognized as a 20 foot wide ditch). While this study is
detailed in Appendix 2, the results failed to reveal any materials north of the
currently identified boundary. The intensive survey north of the ditch revealed
that this area is very low, which much of it being a Corps defined wetland. A
metal detector survey along the northern edge of the site (at the road
paralleling the site) revealed a low density of both modern (i.e., machine gun
bullets) and potentially nineteenth century (axe head and cut nails) remains.
While the site may originally have extended southward, into the area now occupied
by a golf course, this area is not owned by KRA and is not available for further
survey.

The site appears to represent a Civil War encampment. The individual
scatters of brick may be related to kitchens, with the tent camp located nearby.
Preliminary historical documentation does indicate that Union troops (probably
the 54th New York) used this portion of Kiawah Island during the latter period
of the war. The only similar sites archaeologically documented in South Carolina
are on Folly Island (Legg and Smith 1989) and Hilton Head Island (Legg et al.
1991). The low density of observed archaeological materials is consistent with
a military encampment where strict policing of the area was undertaken on a
routine basis. Unlike most archaeological sites which consist of either clearly
defined structures or sheet midden, such encampments are characterized by
localized and discrete features such as privies and wells.

Site 38CH1220 is recommended as eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places under Criterion D (the site’s ability to contribute
significant information to history). It is also appropriate to consider the site
eligible under Criterion A (association with events which have made a significant
contribution to broad patterns of history).

While the testing did not clearly define the data sets present (i.e., it
failed to identify regimental buttons), it failed to reveal any reason (erosion,
vandalism, logging) why the data sets typically associated with military
encampments would not be present, including privy and well features, post hole
and tent peg features, and possibly remnants of other landscape features. These
remains typically contain large quantities of military items, medicinal remains,
personal items, and kitchen refuse. Broad areas of research include regimental
subsistence and diet, camp life, and regiment status and supply of goods to
troops at a distance from Hilton Head Island. -

Anticipating that the expected data sets will be present, it is appropriate
to also consider the various aspects, or qualities, of integrity under Criterion
D. The evidence for locational integrity is largely negative -- the absence of
vandalism and looting, the absence of plowing, the absence of logging damage.
Regardless, the presence of distinct brick piles suggests that discernable
activity areas are present. There is integrity of design, since there is evidence
that the landscape is intact and that the brick piles may be associated with
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specific, recognizable site areas. Although we have limited evidence concerning
integrity of materials, the testing phase has provided no reason to doubt that
intact features typical of military sites exist. In fact, the integrity of the
above ground brick concentrations again offers a good indication that below
ground features have also been protected. Integrity of association is likely
since there are a variety of specific research questions the site may address,
including the consistency in the arrangement of military encampments, the
comparison of military lifestyles, and a comparison of lifestyles between
enlisted and officers. It is also appropriate to note that the military
encampment data sets currently available for South Carolina (Folly Island and,
Camp Baird) provide information only for African Bmerican troops -- no white
camps have been studied.

In addition to these aspects, there is also clear evidence for integrity
of setting, supporting eligibility under Criterion A. The site’s physical setting
or environment is very similar to its use during the Civil War. When standing on
the site there is little indication of Kiawah’s development and the dominant
impressions continue to be the overpowering vegetation and sound of the nearby
ocean.
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Figure 35. Location of cultural and geographical features associated with
38CH1220.

Green spacing is the preferred alternative at 38CH1220, especially since
this may be the last intact military site on Kiawah (at least two additional
sites have been destroyed by earlier development activities). If such an approach
is not possible, or found not prudent, then data recovery excavations are
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recommended. The first phase of this work should be an intensive examination of
archival records, utilizing the sources available at the National Archives
and the Library of Congress. Following this, it will be necessary to develop a
research design which will allow features, such as wells and privies, to be
identified for further excavation and/or sampling.

We understand that some scholars have legitimate concerns regarding the
ability of such sites to address anthropological questions. Even proponents of
archaeological research at such sites, such as Legg and Smith, note the problems
inherent in developing anthropological questions given the small sample size or
even the inability to use quantification technigques as pattern analyses given the
biased nature of the recovered features (Legg and Smith 1989:131,133). At Camp
Baird (Legg et al. 1991), even the larger sample size resulted in conclusions
which emphasized methodological, not anthropological, issues. It seems essential
that any work at 38CH1222 concentrate not only on the very real methodological
issues (such as the use of metal detecting and other ground penetrating non-
destructive survey techniques), as well as anthropological questions.

Site 38CH1221 is situated on a high sand dune ridge adjacent to Bass Creek
in Area F. This dune ridge has suffered extensive erosion and perhaps as little
as 10% of the feature is still extant. The "beach" or shoreline area is not
available for investigation because of extensive rip rap placed along the shore
and up the eroded face of the dune ridge. The central UTM coordinates are E591480
N3609220 and the site is situated in an area described as Crevassee-Dawhoo
complex, although because of the elevation (about 10 feet MSL) the soils tend to
be relatively well drained. Soil profiles indicate 0.5 feet of grayish brown
(10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6) sand.

This site is documented on the "Map of the Defenses of Charleston City and
Harbor, showing also The Works Erected by the U.S. Forces in 1863 and 1864"
(Figure 16) and appears to represent a signal tower used to relay messages up the
South Carolina coast. A series of five shovel tests were placed on the remnant
dune ridge, which measures about 30 feet by 20 feet. One test yielded one cut
nail fragment.

It appears that the bulk of this site, which is expected to have left a
relatively faint archaeological footprint at best, has been largely destroyed by
natural erosion. Consequently, the site is recommended as not eligible for
inclusion on the National Register.

Site 38CH1222 appears to represent a Civil War military site. It is
situated in Area F about 2000 feet northwest of 38CH1220 in an area of Crevassee-
Dawhoo soils. Soil profiles indicate 0.5 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand
overlying brownish yellow (1l0YR6/6) sand. The site elevation is about 5 feet MSL,
although the soils are relatively well drained. Vegetation consists of a mixed
pine and hardwood forest which has been slightly damaged by Hurricane Hugo.

A series of 22 systematically and judgmentally placed shovel tests were
excavated in the site area. The systematically placed tests failed to yield
artifacts, although the three tests placed judgmentally (adjacent to relic
collector holes) yielded one strap hinge, one pintle, one fireplace hook, one
latch, two fragments of strap metal with wood impressions (probably barrel
hoops), five UID iron fragments, 11 UID nails, six machine cut nail fragments,
one machine cut nail, and one spike fragment. Two fragments of marl blocks were
collected from the surface of an adjacent road cut.

This site is shown on the "Map of the Defenses of Charleston City and
Harbor, showing also The Works Erected by the U.S. Forces in 1863 and 1864,"
(Figure 16) although it is uncertain whether it represents a signal tower or a
possible encampment. The site initially appeared to measure about 100 by 50 feet,
which seemed rather small for an encampment, although it was recognized that the
defined area might represent only a portion of the 142nd New York camp.
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The State Historic Preservation Office required that a metal detector be
used to assist in the determination and/or refinement of site boundaries (perhaps
in response to the recommendations offered by Legg et al. 1991:223). Such a
survey was performed by Chicora Foundation (described more fully in Appendix 2)
with the result that the boundary was increased to 400 by 150 feet, the limits
based on topographic features and rapidly diminishing artifacts.

This approach clearly reveals that the metal detector survey can contribute
to boundary determinations, a suggestion also made by Heimmer (1992). In addition
to assisting in boundary determinations, the metal detector survey also provided
information on the nature of the archaeological remains and artifact classes
present at the site. It was surprising, especially when the results were compared
to the metal detector survey at Folly Island (Legg and Smith 1989:85), that only
one clearly military related item was identified (a brass knapsack hook). More
abundant were architectural items, such as machine cut nails and large spikes.

Subsequently, the State Historic Preservation Office requested that Chicora
undertake additional testing at the site to resolve lingering questions regarding
site eligibility. This third phase of survey was to include a series of three
stripped transects in order to identify the presence of any features which might
exist at the site. This work is also detailed in Appendix 2. Briefly, a series
of five transects were opened in order to provide complete coverage of the site
area. No features were encountered in any of the transects.

Consequently, the metal detector survey: (1) identified boundaries for the
site which are several times larger than originally defined on the basis of
shovel testing, but still much less than would be anticipated for a regiment
camp; (2) revealed that the site is likely related to military activity, but
suggests that the site may be associated with a signal tower (accounting for the
large quantity of architectural remains); and (3) supported previous suspicions
that the site had been heavily damaged. These conclusions were further supported
by the site stripping, with the additional finding that no features were present
at the site.

Many of the data sets that this site may possess are similar to those also
likely to be present at 38CH1220, with the major difference being that the
information present at 38CH1220 exhibits clearer integrity and hence a better
ability to address questions considered to be important in the examination of
Civil War military sites. Site 38CH1222 has been damaged by relic collectors
(with at least one "excavation" apparently destroying a well or similar feature),
by the construction of a dirt road and large drainage ditch, and clearing after
Hurricane Hugo. This damage, coupled with the absence of additional features, is
sufficient to recommended the site as not eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places.

Site 38CH1223 is situated on a sand ridge in the central portion of Eagle
Point, equidistant from Cinder Creek to the north and the marshes of Bass Creek
to the south. The central UTM coordinates are E589460 N3609280 and the site is
on Crevasse-Dawhoo soils at an elevation of about 7 feet MSL. Soil profiles
indicate 0.5 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow
(10YR6/6) sand. Vegetation has been disrupted by Hurricane Hugo and the area has
been clear cut in logging operations. Portions of the site have been used as a
burn site for Hugo debris.

A series of 10 shovel tests in the Type 3 midden area revealed extensive
disturbance from logging, bulldozing, and burning. No artifacts were recovered
in these tests. Surface visibility, however, was very good, and five Deptford
Cord Marked sherds were recovered from the site. Based on the dispersion of
shell, the site currently covers an area about 700 feet east-west by 800 feet
north-south, although the disturbance is so heavy that the original boundaries
cannot be determined.
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The disturbances at this site have been so serve as to corrupt the data
sets. While artifacts are found on the surface, they are not recovered from sub-
surface contexts. While shell is found, there was no indication of intact midden
deposits. Not only were no faunal materials identified, but the dispersion of the
midden has likely resulted in extensive fragmentation and erosion of any material
which might have been present. The use of the area for burning has rendered any
ethnobotanical collection problematic. No features were identified in the shovel
testing and the profiles, indicating swirling and mixing of levels, suggest that
none survived the modern use of the site. Combined with these questions regarding
the nature and quality of the data sets present at the site, it is equally clear
that the site lacks all of the aspects, or qualities, of integrity essential for
National Register eligible sites. The site is essentially destroyed. Consequently
this site is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register.

Site 38CH1224 is situated between two dune ridges in Area D and consists
of pockets of intact shell middens (Type 3), although the area has been logged.
The central UTM coordinates are E590980 N3610560 and the soils are the Crevassee-
Dawhoo complex. Soil profiles indicate 0.6 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand
overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6) sand. The site is at an elevation of 5 feet
MSL.

The site was encountered in a series of three shovel tests and is estimated
to measure about 300 feet southwest-northeast by 100 feet northwest-southeast.
Materials recovered consist of seven Wilmington Cord Marked and three Deptford
Cord Marked sherds from a single shovel test, as well as three Deptford Cord
Marked and two UID sherds from the surface. All three tests revealed relatively
intact midden deposits up to about 0.5 feet in depth.

In many respects this site is similar to 38CH1219, although 38CH1224
consists of multiple middens, while 38CH1219 evidences only one shell pile.
Another noticeable difference is the range of pottery wares present at the site
and perhaps even present within a single midden. Consequently, while many of the
same data sets are present at both sites, different (or expanded) research
questions may be addressed. For example, in addition to the examination of the
fabric, function, and cordage, it is possible to compare the Deptford and
Wilmington assemblages to explore their perceived differences and, perhaps,
identify areas of compositional and typological similarity. Collection of
multiple radiocarbon dates may be useful to further document the ceramic
assemblages, suggesting either contemporaneity or, alternatively, dissimilar
mixed collections. The presence of multiple middens also offers the opportunity
to explore intra-site variation, or the differences between several middens.
Coupled with radiocarbon determinations and strictly controlled artifact
analysis, it will be possible to speculate on site formation processes or
community level behaviors. Exploration of this research will necessarily include
examination of midden and/or feature patterning, documenting the relationship of
the various middens to both each other and also to essential resources.

In one clear way 38CH1224 is distinct from 38CH1219 -~ it is situated in
a dune trough, not on a dune ridge. While it will be difficult to explore the
importance of this environmental setting, its unusual (although not unique, see
38CH1225 below) contributes to the importance of the research questions. The
importance of this particular environment setting may become more apparent as the
various data are collected and compared to those collected at other sites.

The aspects of integrity at 38CH1224 are also similar to those discussed
for 38CH1219. While the locational integrity may be slightly less at 38CH1224,
the design integrity may be greater since their may be more evidence of feature
patterning. Certainly the associative integrity is no less, since the research
questions posed at 38CH1224 both include and expand on those suggested at
38CH1219.

The site is therefore recommended as eligible for inclusion on the National
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Register based on Criterion D (its information potential) at a local level of
significance.

Site 38CH1225 is situated about 1000 feet southwest of 38CH1224 and is also
found between two dune ridges and consists of pockets of intact shell midden
(Type 3). The central UTM coordinates are E590720 N3610340. The soils are the
Crevasee-Dawhoo complex and the site is at an elevation of about 5 feet MSL. Soil
profiles indicate 0.6 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish
yvellow (10YR6/6) sand.

The area has been logged, but a series of four shovel tests on two
transects identified the site and produced three Deptford Cord Marked and two UID
sherds. Surface visibility was good, and surface collection yielded nine Deptford
Cord marked and two UID sherds. Areas of intact midden were found during the
survey, with the maximum depth of midden deposits being 0.4 feet. The site is
estimated to measure 300 feet northwest-southeast by 200 feet northeast-
southwest.

Site 38CH1225 is essentially the same type of site as 38CH1224 and as such
the same research questions are applicable. In addition, careful evaluation of
the site reveals that the aspects, or qualities, or integrity are essentially
identical. Consequently the reader is referred to our previous discussions of
38CH1224 (and also 38CH1219). The site is recommended as eligible for inclusion
on the National Register under Criterion D at a local level of significance.

It is critical that a number of seemingly nearly identical site types be
excavated and examined using identical techniques. Only through such approaches
will it be possible to identify broad cultural patterns that are worth of
additional attention, or which can accepted as well documented. In the same way
that medical research requires multiple tests, and replicability of data
findings, archaeological research requires the examination of multiple sites. It
is not necessary that every site investigated produce startling, or even new,
results. Given that, as anthropologists, we believe that culture and cultural
behavior is patterned, there are limits to how often "new" behavior will be
found. But multiple sites must be explored before we can convincingly argue that
a particular cultural behavior is sufficiently well understood to begin
exploration of different issues. This view is expressed by the National Register
in the statement that archaeological research "reinforces, alters, or challenges
current assumptions about the past [emphasis added]"™ (Townsend 1993:31).

Site 38CH1226 is situated in Area D, about 1000 feet west of 38CH1225. The
site consists of heavily damaged shell middens (Type 3) in a dune trough at an
elevation of about 5 feet MSL. The soils are classified as the Crevasse-Dawhoo
complex and the central UTM coordinates are E590480 N3610280. Soil profiles
indicate 0.6 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow
(10YR6/6) sand.

The site area has been intensively logged with resulting heavy damage,
including rutting, displacement of soil, and erosion. A series of eight shovel
tests (two positive) in the site area revealed scattered shell and two Deptford
Cord Marked sherds. ©No areas of intact midden were identified and shell is
displaced over an area of about 50 feet in diameter. Surface visibility was good.

This site appears to have originally represented a single small shell
midden. It has been destroyed by Hurricane Hugo logging operations and is
recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register.

Site 38CH1227, situated on an interior dune ridge on Cinder Point, consists
of a small shell midden (Type 3). The central UTM coordinates are ES588960
N3609880 and the soils are the Crevassee-Dawhoo complex. Soil profiles indicate
0.6 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand overlying brownish yellow (l10YR6/6)
sand. Site elevation is about 5 to 10 feet MSL. The area has been logged, leaving
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only scattered pine and hardwoods.

This site was investigated by a single shovel test which revealed heavy
disturbance to a depth of about 0.9 feet. Surface visibility was excellent. The
shell midden is sparse and is found in an area about 25 feet in diameter. No
artifacts were recovered from the shovel test or the surface.

The absence of pottery, the probability that floral and faunal material has
been compromised by disturbances or were not preserved as a result of the thin
midden, and the anticipated absence of subsurface features (based on the absence
of any shell or artifact concentrations which might suggest intact features being
intruded on by the logging operations, indicate that the data sets available for
study at this site are unlikely to contribute significant information on
questions of ceramic typology, vessel function, fabric analysis, intra-site
patterning, or subsistence studies. The 1limited information the site can
contribute to settlement analysis has been collected through its recordation by
this survey. The documented level of disturbance also reveals that the site fails
to possess the aspects of integrity typically associated with sites eligible for
inclusion on the National Register.

This site is therefore recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Site 38CH1228 is a shell midden (Type 2) situated on a low hummock in the
marsh about 1200 feet northwest of the mouth of Bass Creek and about 500 feet
west of the Stono River. The central UTM coordinates are E592340 N3610700. The
site is at an elevation of about 3 to 5 feet MSL and is situated on soils
classified as soft tidal marsh.

The shell midden occupies the entire high ground area which forms the
hummock, measuring about 150 by 100 feet. The midden, composed almost entirely
of whole oyster shell, has a maximum depth of 0.8 feet. Only minimal erosion was
observed at the time of the survey. A series of seven shovel tests were excavated
in the midden, with one producing a small, unidentifiable sherd. Soil profiles
indicate that the midden soils are dark brown (10YR4/3) sand overlying brown
7.5YR5/4) subsoil. ‘

In some respects the data sets from this site are identical to those
present at 38CH1219, 38CH1224, and 38CH1225. There are, however, striking
differences which increase the importance of 38CH1228 as unique among the group.
Obviously we are able to document relatively little concerning the pottery data
set. We are uncertain of cultural period and we are also unable to document the
probable quantity. On the other hand, pottery is present and even its sparsity
is likely an important factor in the interpretation of site function and midden
formation. Likewise, the absence of clear information on such data sets as
lithics, faunal material, or ethnobotanical remains makes it difficult to include
these material in the development of research questions. However, the presence
of the intact midden suggests that vertebrate faunal material will be preserved
and its absence is as important as its presence in our understanding of site
function. The most important data set at this site is likely to be the shells and
invertebrate faunal material. These remains, as both individual species and also
as an assemblage, may provide the clearest clues to address questions of site
location, community patterning, and site function.

The unique environmental location of this site makes it worthy of
additional investigation for comparison with other shell middens on Kiawah.
Failure to address this environmental difference may result in missing an
integral aspect of the settlement system. The site may reflect aberrant behavior,
unrecognized geoarcheological features, or an entirely different component in the
settlement pattern on Kiawah.

Moving from the data sets to the evaluation of the site’s aspects of
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integrity there continue to be questions. For example, while the current level
of work clearly indicates that the site is intact and evidences no dispersion of
material, indicating good locational integrity, the level of materials integrity
is not as clear. Nor is there a clear indication of the site’s integrity of
design. On the other hand, we believe that there is a strong association between
the site’s data and the need to examine this particular environmental setting --
indicating exceptional integrity of association.

From among these, at times, conflicting evaluations, we have chosen to
recommend the site as eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic
Places under Criterion D at a local level of significance. Given the location of
the midden it is unlikely that it will be affected by development activities. The
site, however, should be periodically monitored for secondary development
impacts, principally erosion.

MIDDEN ﬁ@

@ POSITIVE SHOVELTEST

aF

EAGLE POINT

SCALE IN FEET

Figure 37. Shovel test locations at 38CH1228.

Site 38CH1229 is situated on a dune ridge in the Cinder Point area. The
central UTM coordinates are E589960 N3610360 and the site is found on poorly
drained Capers soil at an elevation of about 7 feet MSL. Soil profiles indicate
0.4 feet of dark gray (5Y4/1) loam overlying a wet dark grayish brown (2.5YR4/2)
clay. Vegetation in the area is mixed pine and hardwoods.

This site (Type 4) represents the discovery of a single Irene Burnished
sherd in a shovel test adjacent to an old dirt road. Additional tests in the area
failed to reveal the presence of either associated midden or additional
materials. A pedestrian survey along the open road bed likewise failed to reveal
the presence of additional materials.
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The State Historic Preservation Office correctly observes that this appears
more appropriately considered an isolated find than an archaeological site,
especially since no other indications of cultural remains were present., We concur
with that reasoning, but are retaining the site number to simplify tracking and
to avoid abandoning an already assigned site number. Regardless, the "site" is
recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register based on the
absence of clear site integrity (or even additional site features). No further
work is recommended in this area.

Summary

The intensive archaeological survey of the undeveloped areas remaining on
Kiawah Island incorporated six tracts totalling approximately 982 acres. As a
result of this survey a total of 25 sites have been defined and examined (Table
14). Nine of these sites are recommended as eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Prehistoric Settlement

There are 19 prehistoric sites recorded from this limited survey for Kiawah
Island, 14 (73.7%) of which have produced diagnostic specimens. The remaining
five sites are classified as prehistoric based on visual impressions (i.e., thin
middens of shell without artifacts) or have yielded eroded pottery which cannot
be classified. Oof the 14 sites with diagnostic materials, 15 different
archaeological components are recognized. This survey level data, however, does
not allow statements to be made regarding the intensity of occupation at sites
during periods represented. Consequently, these discussions require that all

components be given equal weight. In addition, since this survey did not
incorporate the entire island it is difficult to assess the bias involved in data
collection. It is clear, however, that +the surveyed areas are not a

representative sample of the entire island., For instance, the vast majority of
the area (77.8%) consists of mixed drainage ridge and trough Crevasse-Dawhoo
soils while the island itself consists of only 41.3% of those soils. Poorly
drained Kiawah, which makes up 30.1% of the island’s soils, represents only 6.7%
of the survey area. Well drained Seabrook is represented in the survey area by
10.0% while the island consists of 7.7%; and well drained Wando soils consist of
5.5% of the survey area and 15.2% of the entire .island. This bias must be
considered in discussion of the island’s historic and prehistoric settlement
patterns.

At the survey level, Deptford sites overwhelm the collection. Although
earlier Stallings and Thom’s Creek sites are also represented (38CH124 and
38CH125/126), they were not included in the survey and will be discussed in
detail later under Prehistoric Archaeological Investigations.

Deptford pottery occurs on 12 sites (80% of the total producing diagnostic
specimens) and is all but once found as a single prehistoric component. Of these
12 sites seven (50%) are found on Crevasse-Dawhoo soils, with three occurring
primarily on the well drained ridges and three occurring in the poorly drained
troughs. The remaining site is on the edge of the marsh. Four sites occur
on well drained Wando or Seabrook soils, and one is located on a hummock in the
middle of tidal marsh. The majority of Deptford sites (N=8 or 66.7%), are found
on well or excessively drained soils, and are generally located on the northern
half of the island. No Deptford sites were found on the southern half which is
nearest the ocean. These settlement locations correspond with the belief that
the area north of Bass Pond is Pleistocene, while remnant dune ridges (eg.
Terrapin Point) were formed about 2000 years ago and may have represented first
or second line dune ridges adjacent to the ocean (Hayes et al. 1975). Areas
further south were later formations.
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Table 14.
Summary of Surveyed Sites on Kiawah Island

Site Period Location Soil Size Eligibility
38CH123 historic plantation marsh edge Wando 1500x600 E
38CH127 historic plantation marsh edge Wando 800x600 E
38CH128 historic plantation marsh edge Wando Unknown ?
38CH220 Deptford shell midden marsh edge Crevasse-Dawhoo 50x50 NE
38CH222 UID shell midden marsh edge Crevasse-Dawhoo 200x200 NE
38CH223 Deptford shell midden dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 300x100 NE
38CH224 UID shell midden dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 300x100 NE
38CH225/228 Deptford shell midden dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 700x3000 E
38CH227 Deptford shell midden/

19th century fort river edge Tidal Marsh 100x300 E
38CH229 Deptford shell midden sand ridge Wando 250x200 NE
38CH1215 Deptford shell midden sand ridge Seabrook 50x50 NE
38CH1216 Deptford shell midden sand ridge Wando 50x50 NE
38CH1217 UID shell midden sand ridge Seabrook 50x50 NE
38CH1218 Irene shell midden sand ridge Seabrook 50x50 NE
38CH1219 Deptford shell midden marsh edge Seabrook 200x100 E
38CH1220 Civil War Encampment dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 1000x300 E
38CH1221 Civil War dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 15x15 NE
38CH1222 Civil War dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 400x150 NE
38CH1223 Deptford shell midden dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 700x800 NE
38CH1224 Deptford/Wilmington

shell midden dune trough Crevasse-Dawhoo 100x300 E

38CH1225 Deptford shell midden dune trough Crevasse-Dawhoo 200x300 E
38CH1226 Deptford shell midden dune trough Crevasse-Dawhoo 50x50 NE
38CH1227 UID shell midden dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 25x25 NE
38CH1228 UID shell midden marsh Tidal Marsh 150x100 E
38CH1229 Irene dune ridge Crevasse-Dawhoo 10x10 NE

Size: In feet

Eligibility: E = eligible for inclusion on National Register of Historic Places
NE = not eligible for inclusion on National Register of Historic Places
? = eligibility not determined

The settlement pattern during the Deptford phase on Kiawah Island is
similar to that noted by Trinkley (1991) for Callawassie and Spring Islands and
by DePratter (1978) during the Wilmington phase on Skidaway Island in Georgia.
The number of sites increases significantly, and, for Kiawah, the newly formed
Holocene dune ridges become new areas of occupation, while the older Pleistocene
portion of the island still continues to be occupied. On Kiawah Island
settlements appear to focus more on the smaller tidal creeks as opposed to areas
adjacent to Kiawah River where the Stallings and Thom’s Creek sites are found
(Figure 38). Settlement further inland was also noted by Trinkley (1991) and
DePratter (1978) for the Beaufort/Savannah area. 1In addition discrete midden
piles are noticed for the first time. While these developments occur earlier in
. South Carolina than in Georgia is not clear, DePratter suggests that a formative
level of horticulture accounted for this change. However, no evidence has been
found to support this in either Georgia or South Carolina.

Nearly half (46%) of the Deptford sites are identified as Type 1 middens
with the Type 3 middens accounting for 39%. Only 15% of the sites found are
classified as Type 2 middens, and no Type 4 Deptford sites were found. This
abundance of shell middens closely associated with a water source is similar to
the survey findings on Spring Island in Beaufort County (Trinkley 1991:64) and
may reflect the Deptford settlement system throughout the lower coastal plain.

By the following Wilmington Phase there appears to be a dramatic decrease

in population. Alternatively, Wilmington sites may be found in areas not included
in this survey. 1In this case, settlement locations changed dramatically. Only
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one site (8.3% of the total producing diagnostic specimens) was found, which also
contained a Deptford component. This site is located on mixed drainage Crevasse-
Dawhoo soils.

Irene period sites are also scarce (N=2 or 16.7% of the total producing
diagnostic specimens). Both sites are small with only one exhibiting shell
midden, and are located on either well drained or mixed drainage soils.

While relatively abundant information was gathered for the Early Woodland
Period on Kiawah Island, very little information was found on Middle and Late
Woodland settlement, although some (e.g., Anderson et al. 1982) consider Deptford
to be transitional between Early and Middle Woodland. Therefore, little can be
said about the horticultural societies that might have occupied the island. It
is unfortunate that no detailed survey of Kiawah was conducted prior to
development, since such a study would likely have provided a much more detailed
understanding of prehistoric settlement systems.

Research at Prehistoric Sites

Perhaps the most controversial eligibility recommendations are those
concerning shell middens. Recent discussions of shell midden research reveal
obvious differences in the interpretation of shell midden research potential and
necessary direction of research along the coast of South Carolina (see Trinkley
1993 and Trinkley and Adams 1993 for one published view, cf. Espenshade 1993).
But these differences will not be resolved by shrill debate, but only through
diligent work concentrating on replicative research designs and careful
collection and interpretation of data. "Success" should never be based on
eliminating colleagues from the research process or on majority opinion, but
rather should be based on the process of gentle persuasion that issues from
scholarly work and ultimately results in consensus.

The eligibility recommendations are both individually defensible and, taken
together, offer an opportunity to explore prehistoric lifeways on Kiawah Island.
Failing to exercise this opportunity to explore these particular sites will
result in our lose of information which can be achieved from research at no other
sites.

But once the research gquestions and the site significance have been
accepted there remains the need to devise, and operationalize, very specific
field research strategies adequate to capture the sought information. Those
issues have been discussed at length in Trinkley 1993 and Trinkley and Adams
1993. Minimal methodological requirements for the recovery of the specified data
sets at these sites include:

w excavation of relatively large sample sizes, ranging from 100% at
38CH1219 to perhaps 50% at other sites,

B investigation of non-midden areas, perhaps using close interval
(10-foot) auger testing couples with computer mapping of artifact
density, shell weight, and topographic features (at 0.25 foot
intervals), and

B water screening of fill through 1/8 and 1/16-inch mesh.

Minimal analytical requirements for the interpretation of the specified data sets
at these sites include:

s fabric analysis of all recovered pottery,
8 cordage analysis of all cord marked wares,

B radiocarbon dating of multiple shell middens using carbonized
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materials (and possible radiocarbon dating of shell samples for
comparative purposes),

@ full analysis of floral, vertebrate faunal, and invertebrate
materials with special attention to a cohesive, integrated
environmental approach, and

B examination of community level settlement patterns, dispersion of
artifacts associated with midden and near midden areas, and
comparison of these distributions with artifacts from far midden
areas (if present).

Historic Sites and Further Research

Turning to historic settlements, three plantation sites (38CH123, 38CH127,
and 38CH128) were revisited during survey. BAll sites are located on well drained
soils, adjacent to navigable waterways, therefore fitting the "high ground, deep
water" (South and Hartley 1980) pattern of historic occupation. Additional
investigation at 38CH123 will offer the opportunity to complete the examination
of all the major plantation sites on Kiawah, offering the most cohesive and
comprehensive data set available for a single island. The research has the
potential to explore the African American settlement, which may represent
craftsmen or other specialized workers, similar to the settlement investigated
at Cotton Hope on Hilton Head Island (Trinkley 1990a).

One early nineteenth century fort (38CH227) made of piled shell was located
on a small hummock at the confluence of the Xiawah and Stono rivers. In
conjunction with a similar fort on Cole’s Island, it was possible to control the
Stono River, which was viewed as the easiest route to both James Island and, from
the way of Wappo Cut, to the City of Charleston. BApparently, the fort was reused
during the Civil War for the same purpose. Research at this site is limited to
the preparation of a topographic map documenting the remaining walls of the fort.

Three additional Civil War period sites were found (38CH1220, 38CH1221, and
38CH1222), all located on what is known as "Cougar Island" in the eastern third
of Kiawah. BAll of the visible remains were located along dune ridges, indicating
that tents and other structures were probably located along these higher grounds,
whereas the troughs contained wells and privies. We have recommended only one of
the three sites as eligible for inclusion on the National Register -- 38CH1220
is the best preserved and its data set is most likely to contribute significant
information concerning Civil War military history. 38CH1221 has been almost
completely destroyed by erosion. The data sets at 38CH1222 have been reduced by
vandalism, construction activities, and logging. A detailed metal detector
survey, coupled with site stripping, failed to identify any features (such as
wells or latrines). This site may represent a signal post, rather than a
regimental camp.

Little work has been performed at Civil War military encampments (see Legg
and Smith 1989 and Legg et al. 1991). Site 38CH1220 has the potential to explore
camp lifestyles on Kiawah, providing a data set for comparison to that on
neighboring Folly Island and more distant Hilton Head where archaeological
investigations have revealed military encampments and cemeteries.
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CHAPTER 7.
PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Natalie Adams and Michael Trinkley

38CH124

During the intensive survey of the Rhett’s Bluff tract by Poplin, the site
boundaries for 38CH124 were enlarged (Poplin 1989:Figure 8). In general the site
was divided into four loci - locus 1 representing the site area originally
defined by Michie (1979), locus 2 representing an area to the west (although as
previously discussed, this newly identified loci represents a duplication of the
previously identified locus 1), locus 3 to the east, and locus 4 in an area
between locus 1 and 2 (Figure 39). Poplin‘s survey did not attempt to further
refine or distinguish between the prehistoric occupation and the historic remains
which are now realized as structural and relating to 38CH129.

The proposed investigations at 38CH124 were to include the excavation of
approximately 200 square feet in locus 1, approximately 400 square feet in locus
2, approximately 200 square feet in locus 3, and approximately 300 square feet
in locus 4. At the conclusion of the work, loci 3 and 4 were to be mechanically
stripped in order to reveal, plot, and excavate any additional features which
might be identified. This level of investigation was based on Poplin‘s survey,
which included only very limited shovel testing in loci 2 and 3 (a total of eight
tests) and no tests placed in either loci 1 or 4 (Poplin 1989), and Michie’s
(1979) investigations which included the excavation of a series of 25 l-meter (3
foot) units across the site, spaced at 15 meters (45 feet).

Excavations

After 38CH124 had been cleared of vegetation (Figure 40) by Kiawah Resort
Associates the site grid was laid out to incorporate all four loci reported by
Polin (1989). This grid was established using a magnetic east-west base line and
has been tied into the development plan for the site area. A temporary benchmark
(a nail in the base of a palmetto tree situated at 132R799) with a mean sea level
(MSL) elevation of 8.47 feet was used to maintain vertical control. A total of
seven 10-foot units, one 5 by 10 foot unit, and one 5-foot unit were excavated
at the site, opening a total of 775 square feet (Figure 41).

The work conducted by Chicora at 38CH124 meets the proposed data recovery
requirements, although only 75 square feet were excavated in locus 2. The
preliminary Chicora survey of the site and the various loci failed to reveal any
evidence of the dense Thom’s Creek shell middens reported by Poplin (1989:44) for
locus 2 on the ground surface. The survey, however, did locate one of Poplin‘s
shovel tests identified on flagging tape as Transect 31, Shovel Test 2, although
this test was only 30 meters from locus 1, rather than 60 meters as it is shown
by Poplin (1989:Figure 14). In order to more fully examine this area a series of
four transects were laid out at 30 foot intervals, with two oriented north-south
and two oriented east-west, bisecting the supposed area of locus 2. Shovel tests
were excavated at 30 foot intervals with all soil screened through 1/4-inch mesh.
These tests identified several small Middle Woodland shell middens, but failed
to identify any evidence of dense Early Woodland midden.

It appears that Poplin’s survey began shovel testing with Transect 30 on
the edge of locus 1, rather than 30 meters to the west as shown by his Figure 14
(Poplin 1989:Figure 14). This resulted in "duplicating” the Thom’s Creek midden
defined as locus 1 and reporting it as locus 2. Through consultations with the
SC SHPO and Kiawah Resort Associates, Chicora reduced the level of investigations
in the area of locus 2.
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The stripping proposed in the data recovery plan for loci 3 and 4 is in
areas of hardwood vegetation. Under these circumstances, Chicora consulted with
the SC SHPO and Kiawah Resort Associates, proposing that the stripping be limited
to areas with no tree cover. This proposal was accepted by both parties and a
series of four 20 foot transects were stripped, three in locus 3 (totaling 500
linear feet or 10,000 square feet) and one in locus 4 (totaling 150 linear feet
or 3000 square feet) (Figure 42).

The excavations throughout the site used gross natural stratigraphic zones.
Zone 1 consisted of brown humic sand varying in depth from about 0.3 to 1.9 foot.
Zone 1 was divided into from two to three levels 0.5 foot in depth in order to
better control cultural stratigraphy. Generally, historic and Middle Woodland
materials were found in Zone 1, Level 1, while Thom’s Creek material increased
in density into Zone 1, Levels 2 and 3. Zone 1A was used to designate shell
midden deposits underlying Zone 1 soils, regardless of their cultural
affiliation. Zone 1A varied from 0.5 to 2.0 feet in depth, with the densest
midden, of course, associated with locus 1. Zone 1A was also divided into levels
of 0.5 foot where appropriate. Underlying Zone 1A is a reddish-tan soil which is
designated Zone 2. This zone, up to 1.0 foot in depth, tended to become sterile
within the upper 0.5 foot, but was divided into 0.5 foot levels as well.

Zone 1 and 2 soil from the various units in locus 2, 3, and 4 was dry
screened through 1/4-inch mesh using mechanical sifters. Zone lA soll, regardless
of locus, was either waterscreened or dry screened through 1/8 inch mesh. Shell
was routinely separated out and weighed prior to being discarded in the field
(hand picked samples, however, were collected, and a 2.25 foot square column
sample of shell, representing a 5% sample, was retained from each area where Zone
1A was present). Units were usually troweled at the base of Zone 2 (or Zone 13),
photographed in b/w and color slides, and plotted. Plotting of units at the base
of Zone 1 was found to be impossible because of the dark soils.

The 2.25 feet shell column samples were weighed prior to sifting and the
shell, collected for more detailed analysis, was weighed after screening. This
provided a quantified statement of shell density for each of the midden areas
investigated. The shell/soil weight ratios range from 1:2.4 in smaller middens
to 1:0.8 in the midden located at 210R845 in Locus 1 (see Table 15). The density
of the 38CH124 shell middens is not particularly unique -- being similar to the
Middle Woodland middens at 38BU464 on Callawassie Island, Beaufort County (see
Trinkley 1991:Table 3). It is clear, however, from Table 15 that the midden in
210R845 consists of lenses which have a highly variably density of shell. While
comparable information was not available for other Thom‘s Creek phase middens,
the shell midden at Bass Pond appears significantly less dense than middens
excavated at shell ring sites such as Lighthouse Point or Stratton Place (see
Trinkley 1980).

A total of two 10-foot units were excavated by Chicora at locus 1 (Figure
38). Unit 210R845 was placed to sample the dense shell midden reported by Michie
(Figures 43 and 44). The excavation revealed a midden which incorporated rather
large amounts of soil (see Table 15). Shellfish remains are dominated by oyster,
although both periwinkle and ribbed mussel are locally dense. Minor species

Table 15.
Shell/Soil Ratios for 38CH124 Middens
Midden Shell/Scil Ratio
150R865, Zone 1A 1:2.4
210R845, Zone 13, Level 1 1:1.0
Level 2 1:0.8
Level 3 1:1.7
Level 4 1:0.8
255R755, Zone 1A 1:1.7
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Figure 42. Dozer Transect A at 38CH124, locus 3, view to the east.

e

PR BT 8
g Loy simets

Figure 43. Unit 210R845, east profile, showing Thom‘s Creek midden.
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included whelks, moon snails, stout tagelus, and cockles (see Chapter 8 by
Lawrence for additional information). Radiocarbon samples were collected from
Zone 1A, level 2 and Zone 1A, level 4 in an effort to provide some indication of
occupation duration.

The quantity of animal bone was found to be dense, especially in the midden
of 210R845. Both 1/8-inch dry screening and waterscreening resulted in the
recovery of large quantities of fish remains, although both small and large
mammals were also present (see Wilson’s examination of these remains in Chapter
9). Ethnobotanical remains are equally dense. Field examination revealed large
quantities of hickory nut shell (see Chapter 10 for additional information on the
ethnobotanical collection).

Over 61 grams of coprolites, tentatively identified as human (based on size
and comparison with previously identified specimens from Lighthouse Point), were
also recovered from the shell midden levels of 210R845. These remains were
preserved by the alkaline environment of the shell midden and the organic
material in the specimens gradually has been replaced by a calcium solution, so
that all are rather thoroughly calcified (the samples were sufficiently calcined
to prevent any substantive rehydration using an aqueous solution of trisodium
phosphate). Parasite analysis, often conducted on coprolites from dry cave
settlings, have been found to be relatively non-productive for samples such as
those from Bass Pond where there has been extensive calcification. Previous
investigations (see Trinkley 1980b:226) have also found that it is difficult, if
not impossible, to reconstitute coprolites from shell middens and that gentle dry
crushing and examination is the best technique developed.

A typical specimen from Bass Pond measures 29.4 mm in length, 29.0 mm in
diameter, and weighs 4.53 gm. Like those previously examined from Lighthouse
Point (see Trinkley 1980b:226-230), the bulk of the stools from Bass Pond are
composed largely of fish remains, including vertebra, spines, and skull
fragments. The live weight of the fish consumed, based on two intact vertebra
from the examined stool fragment, would have ranged from 15 to 30 grams (Casteel
1976:85). Minute fragments of wood charcoal were identified on the exterior of
the stool sample, but these likely represent materials incorporated while the
stools were fresh. No evidence of non-calcified organic material, such as seed
fragments, was identified.

As discussed from Lighthouse Point (Trinkley 1980b:231), these coprolites
reflect stools that are a medical anomaly. The large quantity of fish bones found
in the stools could produce at least three types of gastroenerological problems:
perforations and tears in the intestines, blockage between the stomach and small
intestine, and a ¢possible increased incidence of appendicitis. All are
potentially life threatening. In spite of this, it appears that the Thom’s Creek
diet consisted in large part of small fish, eaten with minimal preparation.

Coprolites at Lighthouse Point were identified from only one area of the
midden. No such patterning was found at Bass Pond, although the coprolites were
only found in association with dense midden areas and the Thom’s Creek
assemblage. It seems likely that the dense midden is a prerequisite for
preservation of the stools through calcification. Their absence at Deptford
middens is probably related to both the diminutive nature of the shell piles and
the slow rate of midden formation. It is clear that the Bass Pond midden was
forming quickly enough for the stools to almost immediately covered, assuring
preservation.

Examination of the unit profiles reveals evidence of at least two distinct
periods of occupation. The first is evidenced by the lowest level band of crushed
shell about 0.4 foot in depth. This level indicates the presence of a "sheet"
midden which has been disrupted by pedestrian traffic. The second episode is
revealed by overlying dumping of shell and includes evidence of periwinkle and
ribbed mussel pockets.
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At the base of 210R845 evidence was found for an even earlier occupation
episode. A series of five post holes were discovered which form approximately
one—quarter of a circular structure estimated to be 17 feet in diameter. The post
holes comprising the structure range from 1.5 to 3.5 feet apart and, at the point
of excavation, were from 1 to 1.5 feet in depth. Each post was about 0.5 foot in
diameter. Post hole 5 represents two posts in very close proximity, suggesting
a replacement. The Bass Pond structure, therefore, is indicative of a rather
substantial structure with around 226 square feet of floor space. The observed
data suggests that a bent frame structure is unlikely, given the size of the post
holes. A conical post and beam structure lacking daub (which was not recovered,
even in small quantities) is more likely.

Feature 1, at the center of the structure (and in the northwest corner of
210R845), is an amorphous lens of gray ashy loam which appears to represent a
hearth for the Thom’s Creek period structure (see Figure 44). The size of the
exposed feature is 0.8 by 1.5 feet, although the estimated size is 2 by 2 feet.
The feature is relatively shallow basin having a maximum depth of 0.8 feet. It
contained sparse amounts of oyster shell, bone, and Thom’s Creek sherds.

This structure is second reported Thom’s Creek house from the South
Carolina coastal area. At Sol Legare Island a 10-foot line of post holes 0.4 to
0.5 foot in diameter and 0.2 to 0.4 foot in depth were found at the base of a
plowzone containing abundant Thom’s Creek pottery but only sparse shell (Trinkley
1984:18). At the time it was suggested that this feature represented either a
chickee structure or a very temporary lean-to shelter. In retrospect, the latter
seems more likely.

There are some ethnohistoric parallels for structures such as that found
at Bass Pond (and also at Sol Legare Island), although it can be argued.that
similarities stretched over nearly 4000 years are virtually meaningless.
Nevertheless, the Algonquin town of Assawompset evidences similar post hole
patterns and the 1732 drawing of a structure in an Acolapissa Indian village is
clearly similar (Nabokov and Easton 1989:55, 93). Closer to South Carolina, La
Moyne shows several houses at Port Royal, each of which is round with a domed
roof likely covered in thatch (Waddell 1980:45).

Depending on the specific species used, the house would likely have stood
for upwards of 10 years (see Scheffer and Cowling 1966), indicating some degree
of permanence. This is supported by the replacement of at least one post and the
presence of a hearth within the structure.

Feature 2 is a basin-shaped pit bisected by the N210 wall of 210R845,
outside the posited structure (Figure 44). The size of the exposed feature is
0.6 by 0.8 foot, and the estimated size is 1.0 by 0.8 feet. The fill was medium
brown in color, and contained very sparse oyster shell and fish bone.

Unit 150R865 was excavated off the midden toward Bass Pond and revealed the
presence of a small Middle Woodland shell lens or pit overlying a dense Thom's
Creek non-shell midden occupation(Figure 45). This unit was virtually identical
to the remains uncovered in units 200R1100 and 200R1200 from locus 3. In each
case later remains (historic and/or Middle Woodland prehistoric) were found in
Zone 1, level 1, but level 2 and 3 tended to exhibit dense Thom’s Creek
occupation. No evidence, however, of Thom’s Creek features were found in any of
these units.

Unit 260R1220 in locus 3 revealed less dense cultural materials than were
found in 200R1110 and 200R1200, although a greater mixture of historic remains
was detected. At the base of Zone 1, level 2 two bisecting ditches were
discovered which appear to be related to historic cultivation. Unit 260R1220 also
yielded a thin lens of Middle Woodland shell midden.

In general, Locus 3 did produce a significant quantity of artifacts. In
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Figure 45. Unit 150R865, Deptford shell midden overlying Thom’s Creek soil zone,
view to the south.
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spite of this, no evidence of features or structures were encountered in either
the controlled excavations or the extensive stripping undertaken in the project.
The context of the remains found in Locus 3 are, in virtually all respects,
identical to the context of those found at 38CH125/126. They appear to represent
sheet midden, absent any evidence of intensive occupation.

Locus 4 was examined by the excavation of two 10-foot units, 100~-110R165.
Both revealed a very thin (ca. 0.5 foot) Zone 1 overlying sterile Zone 2 soils.
Artifact density was very low and included a mixture of Early and Middle Woodland
materials. These excavation units yielded no evidence of any occupation or
structures in this site area.

As previously discussed, locus 2 does not represent a second Thom’s Creek
midden, although shovel tests and the excavation of 75 square feet (units 255R755
and 160R745) did reveal several Middle Woodland shell middens (Figure 46). These
scattered thin middens .appear to be found within the entire area of the Thom'’s
Creek occupation and samples of subsistence and pollen were obtained for
comparison with the denser and earlier Thom’s Creek occupation.

Radiocarbon Dating

Two dates were obtained from the Bass Pond site, both from pine and hickory
nut charcoal recovered in the shell midden at 210R845. The first sample was
recovered in association with Deptford and Wilmington phase pottery and yielded
an age of 1320 * 150: A.D. 630 (Beta-42580). The second sample was recovered
from a Thom’s Creek period zone and yielded an age of 4040 + 90: 2090 B.C. (Beta-
42581).

Deptford has usually been given a terminal date of about A.D. 500, after
which the Wilmington phase is assumed to be dominant until about A.D. 1000
(DePratter 1979:111). While both potteries were recovered in relatively equal
amounts from this unit, the Wilmington phase has not been well defined for the
Charleston region, and it is reasonable to expect that Deptford may continue well
into the late Middle Woodland or perhaps even early Late Woodland.

Spanish Mount in Charleston County has yielded a radiocarbon date of 2220
+* 350 B.C., the earliest radiocarbon date obtained for the Thom’s Creek phase
(Sutherland 1974; Trinkley 1980a). It continues to at least 935 + 175 B.C.,
based on a radiocarbon date from the Lighthouse Point Shell Ring, also in
Charleston County (Trinkley 1980b:191-192). The date obtained for 38CH124 is one
of the earlier dates for a Thom’s Creek site in the region.

Although no terminal date was obtained for the Thom’s Creek phase at Bass
Pond, occupation began at the end of second millennium B.C. and probably
continued for a fairly short period of time, based on the size of the site, and
density of features and artifacts. After a hiatus of perhaps 1000 or more years,
the site was again occupied by Native Americans producing Deptford and Wilmington
pottery.

Artifact Analysis

Prehistoric artifacts consist of 14,927 specimens (99%) out of the 15,057
artifacts recovered.

A total of 14,578 prehistoric sherds were recovered from 38CH124, with
32.3% (n=4705) over l-inch in diameter (Table 16). Of these large sherds (which
were suitable for analysis) five (0.1%) are Stallings, 4557 (96.9%) are Thom’s
Creek, 72 (1.5%) are Deptford, 62 (1.3%) are Wilmington, two (>0.1%) are
Savannah, and seven (0.1%) are Irene.

The Thom’s Creek wares are dominated by Thom’s Creek Plain (71.3%, n=3247),
followed by Thom’s Creek Finger Pinched (11.6%, n=527), Thom’s Creek Reed
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Punctate (8.8%, n=402), Thom’s Creek Drag and Jab (4.3%, n=196), Thom’s Creek
Finger Smoothed (2.6%, n=119), Thom’s Creek with mixed decorative motifs (0.4%,
n=19), Thom’s Creek Shell Punctate (0.8%, n=38), and Thom’s Creek Simple Stamped
(0.2%, n=9).

The Thom’s Creek Series has been previously described in detail by Trinkley
(1980a) and the Thom’s Creek wares recovered from 38CH124 fit the previous type
descriptions without any significant variation. The 38CH124 sherds tended to be
toward the thicker and more friable end of the Thom’s Creek spectrum, especially
when compared to the ceramics from 38CH125/126 discussed in a following section.
Thom’s Creek Plain is the most common type, although plain pottery in the Thom'’s
Creek Series comprises a significant percentage of even the decorated vessels.

It is difficult to compare this analysis of the Thom’s Creek wares to that
of Michie (1979) since he has used a different typological framework and provides
data only in form of sherd weights (rather than counts). Regardless, it seems
clear that Thom’s Creek Plain (which he termed Awendaw Plain) dominated Michie’s
collection, followed by Thom’s Creek Reed Punctate (which he called Awendaw Nail-
gouged, Thom’s Creek Stick—Punctate, and Thom’s Creek Reed-Punctate), Thom’s
Creek Finger Pinched (which he called Awendaw Finger Pinched), and Thom’s Creek
Simple Stamped. Consequently, the only significant difference is the larger
quantity of Thom’s Creek Simple Stamped sherds in Michie’s collection than found
during the current investigation. This disparity, however, is reduced when it is
recognized that Michie included Thom’s Creek Finger Smoothed in the Simple
Stamped category.

The most common Deptford ware is cord marked, accounting for 64.8% (n=70).
This is followed by Deptford Plain (30.6%, n=33), Deptford Fabric Impressed
(2.8%, n=3), and Deptford Check Stamped (1.9%, n=2). Type descriptions of
Deptford are offered by DePratter 1979, although the fabric-impressed materials
have never been formally described. While present at 38CH127, and other sites in
the area, fabric impressed pottery is consistently a minority type.

The Wilmington pottery is also dominated by cord marking (82.0%, n=44).
Simple stamped is the next most common (10%, n=8), followed by plain (4%, n=5),
and fabric impressed (4%, n=5). The Wilmington Series was first typed by Caldwell
and Waring (1939) and revised by DePratter (1979). Like Deptford, fabric
impressed Wilmington has never been formally described, although South (1960)
does provide a type description for Hanover Fabric Impressed pottery.

Only two Savannah wares were recovered with one being plain and the other
exhibiting check stamping. The Irene wares (n=7) were all curvilinear complicated
Sstamped. ’

All of these ceramics were recognized by Michie (1979) as being minority
components at the site, largely confined to the upper 1.5 foot of the midden. He
classified all of the cord marked wares as "Cape Fear," now sometimes recognized
as an obsolete series, replaced by the late Early to Middle Woodland
Deptford/Deep Creek, Santee or McClellanville (or used as a type variety ware as
suggested by Anderson et al. [1982]), and Wilmington/Hanover series.

Other clay artifacts consist of 96 hones, all of which were made from
Thom’s Creek sherds, typically with a sandy, although not gritty, paste. These
artifacts have been recovered from almost every Thom’s Creek site reported and
the tool is found into the Middle Woodland in South Carolina and to the Proto-
Historic Period in Georgia. Both Michie (1979:64-67) and Thomas and Larsen
(1979:44-46) discuss a number of wear patterns on pottery sherd abraders. The
four major types include those with rounded edge damage, faceted (i.e., flat)
edge damage, flat surface abrasion, and shallow groove damage. This latter type
consists of shallow groove and excludes sherd hones, with deep, sharp grooves.

Sherds which evidence these deep, sharp grooves, are very common at Thom’s
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Table 1l16.

Recovered pottery from excavated units at 38CH124

P. FP. FS. SS. SP. RP. DJ. MM. D. . SV. I. Small
100R765, zone 1 2 5 42
110R765, zone 1 2 2 4 85
100-110R765, trow. 8
150R865, zone 1, Llevel 1 13 3 1 9 369
level 2 3 [ 1 15 494
zone 1A 7 1 2 104
zone 2, level 1 254 30 3 1 55 1 677
zone 2, level 2 300 30 1 5 65 4 1 407
zone 2, level 3 61 8 5 1 1