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ABSTRACT

This  study provides the results of
archaeological study at two sites situated northeast of
Chazleston between the Atlantic Ocean to the south
and the Wando River to the north and northwest. The
investigations were conducted as a result of a
Memorandum of Agreement between Centex Homes,
the State Historic Preservation Oﬁice, and the Ofﬂce
of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management. This
work is intended to help Centex Homes comply with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
and the regulations codified in 36CFR800.

Investigations at 38CH1466 revealed a
prehistoric site which had been &amagec}. l)y decades of
plowing, cornmingling both prehistoric and historic
remains. Nevertheless, the site produced a large quantity
of Dept{ord pottery, along with a much smaller quantity
of Wﬂmington wares. Also present was a small
asseml:lage of a pottery previously identified as Wando
and though’c to include a limestone or marl aplas‘cic
temper. This stucly provicles a detailed typological stucly
of the different pottery present at the site.

Petrographic analysis reveals that the aplas’cic
inclusions in the Wando pottery include both large
crystal carbonates which are not consistent with marl
and also clinozoisite or a claystone. We recommend that
future investigation of the Wando series a’t‘cemp{ to
further &istinguish these different inclusions
macroscopicaﬂy.

The investigations at 38CH1466 also yielded
two AMS racliocar})on dates for the Wando Series,
clustering between 700 and 1000 A.D.

The lithic assemblage from 38CH1466
includes a small quantity of flaked siltstone. While this
material is found at other coastal sites it is usuauy
Moclzy or angular and attempts to flake it were
unsuccessful. At this site we have several tools made
from the material, as well as a small collection of flakes.

The prehistoric site also provicled two areas of
dense historic remains. At one we found remains
associated with a freedman’s structure identified on an
1875 coastal chart. These materials exhibited an
artifact pattern that is en’cirely consistent both with the
previously defined Tenant/Yeoman Pattern and also the
artifact pattern found at the freedmen's village of
Mitchelville on Hilton Head Island. At the other area
of historic remains we identified a wall trench structure
consistent with those found at other coastal sites from
the micl—eighteenth century. The remains associated
with this structure, however, appear to date from the
late eig}l’ceen‘th or early nineteenth century.

The historic site investigatecl 1oy this stu&y,
38CH1477, is a small slave settlement. It was
originaﬂy associated with the Thomas Whitesides
planta’cion and was subsequently used l)y his son, Moses
Whitesides until just before the Civil War.
Consequently, the site was under the control of one
family from about 1762 through about 1856. We have
identified Moses Whitesides as a “typical" small planter
of Christ Church. This was an area characterized ]oy
infertile soils, large areas of sloughs with poor &rainage,
and marsh E:ontage. Although close to Charleston, and
consequently settled early, the soils of Christ Church
were generaﬂy not well suited to plantation agriculture
and holclings were small. In the late eighteen’ch century,
for example, Chuist Chuzch had the lowest value of
estates of all the parishes and tied with Prince
Frederick's Parish for the lowest average number of
slaves held. Christ Church was an enclave of small
planters — yeoman farmers loy no means, but still far
removed from the grand planters of St. George, St.
James Goose Creek, and Prince William's parishes.

Qur examination of the slave settlement
reveals a mean date of 1813, clearly reflecting its very
long history. Early ceramics, however, were not
European, but were almost exclusively Colono wares —
low fired clay pottery made I)y the African American

‘slaves held on the plantation. Into the late eighteen’clﬁ




and early nineteenth centuries the proportion of
European wares increases with the occurrence of
creamwares, pearlwares, and whitewares. While many of
the creamwares may have been handed down to the
slaves from the table of the master, most of tl'xeA
pearlwares and whitewares were pro})a]aly purchasecl
speciﬁcaﬂy for the use of the slaves.

The investigation found that the artifact patten
at 38CH1477 is almost identical to that of the
Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern, typicany associated
with eighteen’ch century sites having impermanent
architecture. We believe that the pattern continued at
this site, in spite of its occupation well into the mid-
nineteenth century, because the planter was not wealthy
and did not participate in the reform movement of the
nineteenth century that improve& the living conditions

of African American slaves.

The faunal remains from the site also suggests
that African American not only had limited
opportunities to obtain supplemen’cs to their rations, but
also that they received a clisproportionate share of cheap,
head cuts.

The investigation provides a glimpse of what
slave life was like on an “average” slave settlement in a
region of South Carolina dominated Ly small farmers,
not the planter elite.

ii
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INTRODUCTION

Development of the Project

In late 1992 Chicora Foundation, Inec.
conducted an intensive archaeologica] survey of what
was then known as Seaside Farms (Adams and Trinlzley
1993). Situated south of U.S. 17 and Rifle Range
Road, just northeast of City of Chatleston and the
Town of Mount Pleasant, the project area incorpora’ce&
about 400 acres (Figure 1). The property was being
&eveloped as single famﬂy home sites loy The Beach
Company and the investigations were conducted to
satisfy the requirements of the South Carolina Coastal
Council (now the Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management within the South Carolina Department of
Health and Environmental Control).

The stucly found two prehistoric sites
(383CH1466 and 38CH1474) and three historic sites
(38CH1471, 38CH 1473, and 38CH1477) eligible for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
and one prehistoric site (38CH1475) potentially eligible
for inclusion on the National Register. The historic
sites included the main settlement for Iohn Whitesides
(38CH1471), the slave settlement for John Whitesides
(38CH1473) and the slave settlement for Moses
Whitesides (38CH1477).

The main settlement for Moses Whitesi&es,
John's brother, was heavily damagecl cluring the
construction of the Isle of Palms Connector and no
longer exhibited sufficient integrity to warrant its
recommendation  as eligi];)le (Aclams and Trinlzley
1993:77) (Figure 2). These assessments were concurred
with the South Carolina State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO)an& the planning for the &evelopment

continued.

Even’cuaﬂy a portion of the property containing
one of the historic sites, 38CH1473 (the John
Whitesides slave settlement), was subdivided off and sold
to the Lutheran Homes of South Carolina.

Consequen’cl , this site was not covered in a

Memorandum of Agreement between the SHPO, the
Coastal Council, and The Beach Company. Meanwhile
the first phase of the development was initiated and The
Beach Company requestec‘{ that Chicora Foundation

conduct archaeological data recovery excavations at the

John Whitesides main settlement, 38CH1471.

That study provicle& an exceptional view of a
small planter's life. An assem]olage dominated by kitchen
items, a simple house, and a diet of porlz and fish seems
to characterize the Whitesides main settlement. The
ceramic assemhlage included primarﬂy plain or simply
decorated vessels, most of which were bowls. The s’cudy
focused attention on the 1arge number of small planters
who made up the majority of free land holders in the
eighteen’ch century. [t revealed that our understan&ing
of plantations and planters has been based on the
Wealthy elite of the eigh‘ceenth century and urgecl
explora’cion of the more common plan’cer (Trinlzley and

Hacker 1996) .

Sul)sequenﬂy, we discovered that the Lutheran
Home had effectively destroyed 38CH1473, the John
Whitesides slave settlement, through construction
activities. A small portion of another site, identified as
38CH1663, was discovered partiaﬂy intact.
Brocleington and Associates even’cuaﬂy conducted some
investigations at this second site (McMalein et al.
1997), perhaps representing one of the earliest of the
Whitesides settlements. No additional work was
conducted at 38CH1473. This left only three eligible
sites (38CH1466, 38CH1474, and 38CH1477) and
one potentiaﬂy eligiue site (38CH1475) covered by the
MOA.

Chicora Foundation was contacted ]ay Centex
Homes as early as 1996 to clevelop a data recovery plan
for 38CH1466 and 38CH 1477, situated on a portion
of the property they an‘cicipated purchasing from The
Beach Company.

Site 38CH1466 was initially reported to

1
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INDIAN AND STAVE AT THE MOSES WHITESIDES PLANTATION

The site was
recommended ehgi})ie
based on the limited
information concerning
Dep‘cfor& -sites,  the
presence of the
limestone temperecl
ware, as well as the
presence of faunal and
ethnobotanical remains.
In other WOIClS, there

were a variety of data

E3
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1993:Figure 16).

sets present at the site

- and it was thought that
* additional research had
the potentia1 to yield
significant information

concerning subsistence

Figure 3. Map of 38CH1466 as originally reported (adapted from Adams and Trinkley, strategies for the Middle

Woodland. In particular

consist of shell and artifacts distributed over an area
measuring about 250 feet north-south by about 600
feet east-west. The site was tested })y a series of 36
shovel tests and two 4-foot units. Combined, the work
recovered 252 prehistoric sherds, one orthoquar‘czite
chunlz, one fragmen’c of &auL, nine animal bone
fragments, and 10 historic artifacts (which were thought
to be lilzely associated with the nearl)y Moses Whitesides
slave settlement, 38CH1477, discussed Lelow).

The initial excavations revealed about 0.7 foot
of black sand mixed with varying amounts of shell
overlying a brown sand subsoil. A third of the shovel
tests pro&ucecl artifacts, while both of the test units were
positive (the one closer to the dirt road in an area of
dense surface shell proc].ucing far more than the unit
adjacen‘c to the marsh berm)‘

The artifacts recovered in the testing included
primarily Dep’cforcl wares (accounting for 69% of the
specimens 1arger than an inch), followed ]oy Hanover
(18.4%), Santee-McClellanville (8%), and a very small
quantity of an unusual ware exhﬂ)i’cing what appearecl to
be limestone temper. In addition to the faunal material,
ethnobotanical remains were also recovered from
waterscreening a small portion of the sample.

4

there was an interest in
expioring any perceptil)le
difference in Deptfor& and Hanover strategies.
Moreover, we recommended that an effort be made to
evaluate intra-site spa’cial patterning lay £ocusing on both
midden and non-midden areas.

In retrospect, there was concern over the
amount of the site which has not been plowerl.
Although the midden was heavy and the data sets were
extensive, it ]oegan to appear that much, perl’xaps all, of
this site has been plowecl. We were not, however,
convinced that this precludes the recovery of intra-site
data. In fact, the heavily plowecl prel’xistoric site on
Seabrook Island (38CH1257; see Trinkley 1999)
produced not only features, but also evidence of at least
one structure.

Site 38CH1477 was found to consist of a
£air1y smaﬂ, tightly clustered concentration of historic
materials just to the north of 38CH1466, again on the
eclge of the man-made poncl. At the time of the original
survey a portion of the site had been disced (the
remainder was in underbrush acljacent to the pon&),
aﬂowing excellent surface visi]oili’cy. In this area a large
surface collection was made. A series of 46 shovel tests
were excavated at the site, with 17% yielding artifacts (2
relatively low percentage, suggesting that any
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1993:Figure 22).

low architectural
assemuage, common to
eighteenth century slave
settlement (and perhaps
to some slave sites well
into the nineteenth
century).

The site was
recommended eligi})le
not only because the
data sets indicated a
range of  materials

Ehl 2 VY

(ceramics, glass , pipe

o)
~~20g

stems, gun ﬂints, Leads,
bu’ctons, and faunal
remains) were present,
but also because the site

Figure 4. Map of 38CH1477 as originaﬂy reportecl (adap’cecl from Adams and -Trrinkley producecl an  intact

feature. A range of

architectural remains at the site might be ephemeral).
The site was estimated to cover an area measuring about
200 feet in diameter.

In an effort to explore the &isparity between
the extensive quantity of surface material and the low
&ensi’cy of remains in the shovel tests, two 4-foot units
were also excavated at this site. Both were situated in
the central core of the site and both found about 0.5
foot of very dark grayish brown Ap soil overlying a
grayish brown subsoil. Test Pit 2 revealed a large,
shallow pit feature, 'mc]icating that in spite of plowing at
least some features were still present.

The artifacts collected from the site span the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In addition, a
small quantity of animal bone was also identified, as well
as some colonoware — a low fired earthenware made by
African-American slaves. The mean ceramic date for
the collection was about 1809. This corresponds well
with the historic data (discussed in a JL’oﬂowing section of
this stu&y).

The collection also revealed the dominance of
kitchen artifacts. While this may represent a bias caused
lay the large surface coﬂection, it may also reflect a very

questions were posecl for
the site, including the
investigation of potential architectural remains and an
investigation of slave &ietary patterns. But the single
question of greatest interest was how slaves of a small
owner might have lived in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth century. This would have been a time when
many slave holders were implementing reforms. Would
the "masters of small worlds" have implemented similar
reforms?

Investigations began at the two sites on
February 1, 1999 and a total of 934.5 person hours
were devoted to field investigations over six weeks. An

additional 22.5 hours of field lab time was devoted to
the project during rain periods.

Research Orientation

These two sites present raclicaﬂy different
research topics. At 38CH1466 we anticipated that the
research would center around Middle Woodland
prehistoric occupation, while at 38CHI1477 we
envisioned research to be focused on the slaves of a
small landowner at the tumn of the century. As will be
discussed in fouowing sections, these expectations, while
seemingly reasonable at the time, were to affected Ly
both time and circumstances.



INDIAN AND SLAVE AT THE MOSES WHITESIDES PLANTATION

38CH1466

The research previously proposed for this site

focused on rather standard questions of dhronology,‘

’cypology, and environmental setting. While these
remain important, we believed that the work proposecl
for the site should be adjuste& to take into account even
more recent research.

For example, at 38BU861 research focused on
intrasite patterning, midden component research,
artifact analyses, and explora’cion of ecofacts. In the
summary we cornment that:

the study at Old House Creek
suggests there is still information
which can be wrung from shell
middens. Larger numbers of poﬂen
samples may yielcl greater
information on site environs and
their changes. Use of water screening
may provicle heretofore unavailable
information on the Aiversi’cy of
faunal remains. Use of fabric and
paste ana].ysis may help us
understand  intrasite community
patterning. The presence of small
potshercls may help us to understand
peclestrian traffic and the site

formation process (1 rinlaley aqcl
Adams 1994:120).

At 38CH1219 a somewhat different approach
was usecl, since there appearecl to be only one miclclen,
rather the number of different middens known to be
present at Old House. Consequently a very close
interval auger survey was used to obtain information on
artifact densi’cy, shell clensi‘cy, and below gracle midden
deposits. This  almost imme&ia’cely revealed the
complexity of the site, helping to identi{'y at least three
discrete middens. This was further refined ’chrough the
hand excavation of a 20 foot block and the collection of
very Iarge samples of data from the three middens. This
allowed extraorc]inary data collection for the individual
middens and the site as a whole. Tools, other ’chan
pottery, are limited. But this site again procluce& both
Deptforcl and St. Catherines sherds in association with
one another. Very detailed analyses of the prehistoric

6

diet were conclucted, with biomass calculations care{uny
conducted for both vertebrate and non-vertebrate
remains. Of considerable interest, while the site revealec].
low diversity, there was evidence of high equital)ility,
with a number of different resources , from a num]:)er of
different environmental zones, incorporate& into the

prel'xistoric diet. The study of the Kiawah midden

concludes :

The site is, however, different in
many respects from larger sites like
38BU861. Whether this difference
is simply one of scale (i.e., this
location on Kiawah was not visited as
often) or of social complexity (i.e.,
the 38BU861 site may represent a
base camp from which smaller famﬂy
or extended family units clispersecl) is
not yet understood. The
investigations at  38CHI1219,
l'xowever, iﬂus’crate the purpose and
importance of continuing a broad
range of studies at coastal shell
rnidclens, as /ong as the questions and
teckniques continue to be reﬁ'nea’ and

perfected (Trinkley et al. 1995:70).

Very recent research at 38CH1257, a
prehistoric site on Seabrook Island just southwest of
Kiawah, found few artifacts were present on the surface
and even excavation revealed relatively small
assemlnlages that had been heavily plowecl. However,
when the site was mechanicaﬂy s’cripped, a number of
features became visible, including at least one structure.
In a&dition, the features found at this site were far
different from those found at other small shell midden
sites. Ah:hough this leaves us with more questions than
answers, it does point out ‘chat, when conditions are
appropriate, and formal excavation has been completed,
mechanical stripping may provic}.e a different perspective
of the site.

We ini‘ciaﬂy felt that the site at Seaside
Plantation had two important features in common with
the Seabrook site — both had been plowed and (as a
result) both were free of trees and therefore suited to
mechanical stripping. As a result, we suggeste& a
somewhat similar research strategy.




INTRODUCTION

We believed that additional formal excavations
at 38CH1466 were appropriate, if to only better
document the nature of the prehistoric asseml:lage. We

also anticipate& that these excavations would be’

clesigne& to maximize the recovery of faunal remains
through water screening. In addition, we anticipatecl
using techniques that would refine and per£ect previous
efforts, in an effort to see if previous results can be
replicate& at a range of similar sites. Afterwards, we
sought to focus on the stripping of portions of the site
area in order to expose and plot any features that migh’c
be present.

We c].iscoverecl, however, that the site was no
1onger open. Instead, over the past six years the site had
grown into a £air1y dense pine thicket, malzing any sort
of mechanical stripping prol)lematical. To further
complicate the matter, Centex Homes was not }Juilcling
the houses on the property (an& consequen‘cly
conclucting landscaping). Instead, they were seﬂing the
lots for the home owners to be responsi]ale for
construction. It would be very difficult to sell stripped
lots. Finaﬂy, Centex Homes did not possess permits to
allow for this level of land disturbance. As a resul’c, a
letter was sent to the SHPQO, on Fel:ruary 12,
inclicating a change in the data recovery plan was
recommended.

What became clear only once we were well into
the excavations, was that the preln's’coric remains were
thoroughly mixed with historic artifacts. In fact, at the
base of what _appeare& to be the best preservecl
prehistoric middens, we found evidence of a historic wall
trench structure lilzely associated with the slave
occupation of 31CH1466. Besides plow disturbance
from the twentieth century, the site had been extensively
clamagecl ]:Jy late eigh’ceen’ch and éarly nineteenth century
occupation — rnalzing it difficult to impossil)le to tease
apart some aspects of the two assemlalages.

38CH1477

At this site we were fortunate to have the
previous experience of research at ]ohn Whitesides
settlement (38CH1471; Trinlzley and Hacker 1996).
That work helpe& us to Legin to understand the
archaeological asseml)lage we migh’c expect for small
plantets.

Much of the historical, and archaeological,
research has focused on the wealthy planters. In general,
l'listoricalvresearch has explore& the gentry, or planter

elite — those with estates of over (ancl frequent]y well
over) £1000.

Perhaps the most notable example of this
his’coriograp}ly is A New World Gentry: The Ma]eing o][ a
Merchant and Planter Class in South Carolina, 1670-
1770 by Richard Waterhouse (1989), while Peter
Coclanis' (1989) The Shadow o/[ a Dream: Economic Li)[e
and Death in the South Carolina Low Country, 1670-
1020 explores how iﬂusionary much of this wealth
actuauy was. Kevin Sweeny explores the complex intex-
rela’cionships which formed the genteel 1i£eways of the
elite:

Their houses became embodiments
of power, and goocls that had once
been exotic and unavailable became
essential parts of gen’ceel hfestyles
and reinforced the claims of social
status and poli’cical ]ea&ership of the
colonies' essen’ciauy Lourgeois upper

classes (Sweeny 1994:2).

Only recently have the yeoman farmers of the
low country been examined in any detail. Stephanie
McCurry (1995) begins this process with Masters of
Small Worlds, which explores the ties which bound both
gentry and yeomanry toge’c]:ler. But, in general, these
small farmers are very hard to see historicany — they
left little record of their existence. Nearly three decades
ago Aubrey Land (1969) remarked:

By any standards their lives were
drab. Their houses more nearly
resembled shacks than the mansion
of ’traclition, and almost all of them
have clisappeare&. Their stocks of
worhﬂy goods comprised the bare
essentials of &ally living ... . The
drama of marlze’cplace and po].itica]

{Omm Passed them by (Lan&
1969:3).

Between these two worlcls, however, lies that of
the small plan’cer. Land suggests the most obvious
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distinction might be the value of property with these
small planters l'xaving estates ranging from perhaps
£100 to £1,000. Neither poor nor rich, he notes they
were, "families of substance — a clescription that carried
definite meaning to the eighteenth century mind" (Land
1969:3). At the same time he warns us not to think of
these three broadly defined groups as "classes," since
indeed they were not. Richard Bushman (1992) insists
that this new gentility most often was ac].opte& as bits
and pieces. He notes that, "gen‘cili’cy flecked lives
without coloring them." Perhaps even more to the point

Table 1.
Wealth of Colonial Assemblymen
(adapted from Waterhouse1989:Table 11)
average
value of estate average
Parish £ sterling slaveholding
St. Phiﬂip’s &

St. Michaels 8883 79
St. Paul's 4910 106
Christ Church 2000 37
St. John's Berkeley 5299 84
St. James' Goose Creek 6737 107
St. George's 8691 137
St. Andrew's 4208 93
St. James' Santee 4209 80
St. Thomas & St. Dennis 4101 71
St. Bartholomew's 3605 76
St. Helena's 3216 13
Prince George's 2713 66
St. Jol'm's Colleton 4468 56
Prince Frederick's 2153 37
Prince William's 5045 104

is Sweeny's observation that competitive consumption
and the rise of consumer goocls in the late eighteenth
century "could blur rather than strengthen class
distinctions"  as pzeviously expensive, rare, and
specialized gooc]s became more readily available to all
classes (Sweeny 1994: 29).

Waterhouse uses data concerning colonial

assemblymen (Table 1) to reveal the stark differences
between the various parishes. St. George's and St.
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John's Berlzeley elected asseml)lymen with estates valued
at £8691 to £6737 sterling, and average slave holclings
of 137 and 107, respectively. In contrast, Christ

Church Parish elected assemblymen with an average
wealth of only £2009 and owning only 37 slaves.

These economic differences can be seen in the

poli‘cics of the parishes, even as late as the 1832

nullification vote. While nullifiers easily won in parishes

such as St. Bart}xolomew's, St. Paul's, St. A.nclrew's, St.

]ol'm's Berlaeley, and St. Stephen's, Christ Church

voted overwhelmingly for the Union (60.9% to
39.1%) McCurry 1995:273).

As Waterhouse (1989:176) observes, Christ
Church was never a political strongholcl for the
planter elite. He attributes this to the "inferior soil
and general poverty" of the area. Indeed there is
support for such an observation (South Carolina
Department of Archives and History, B.P.R.O:
Transcripts of Records Relating to South Carolina,
vol. ix, pp. 22-23).

Even into the 1850s and 1860s Christ
Church exhibited stunted economic growth, never
quy participating in either rice or cotton cultivation.
Instead, as Michael Scardaville observes (Brockington
et al. 1985:35) Christ Church Parish created its own
niche })y supplying nearl)y Charleston with beef,
vegetables, and orchard products — an early effort at
truck farrning.

The planters in Christ Church were
therefore different — politicauy, economica.ﬂy, and
socially. Tl'ley were masters of smaller acreage, owners
of fewer slaves, and less focused on the cash crops of
monoculture. As a result, they were less wealthy and
participa’cecl less aggressively in both colonial and

antebellum poli’cics. Nevertlueless, they were still bound
together by the web of social interaction and marriage.
The resulting small planter society — its people, its
goocls, and its way of life — is reflected in Christ
Church.

Within this setting we felt it would be very
informative to have the opportunity to explore what the
slave settlement of such a small owner might look like.
Malaing it even more signi{icant was the loss of
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38CH1473, which would have provi&ecl an exceptional

basis of comparison.

Just as our view of planters is largely &evelope& ’

from historical sources that focus on the weal‘chy and
elite, we believe that our unclerstanding of African
American slaves is dominated by a similar pre-
occupation with those of larger planters. The
investigations at the Moses Whitesides settlement would
provicle a unique opportunity to examine a small slave
settlement and better understand the lives of the vast
majority of Carolina slaves.

Our research focus was anticipated to be very
similar to that previously outlined in the ]ohn
Whitesides stu&y. In addition, we hopecl to i&entify

evidence of structural remains.

We again ’cl’xough’c that the open fields would
promote this aspect of the research. In a&clition, we
anticipa’ce& that it will be possﬂale to further increase our
typological exploration of colonoware pottery,
complernenting research alreacly completecl at ]ohn
Whitesides plantation and Broom Hall Plantation, and
ongoing at Crowfield Plantation and Crawl Plantation.

Like at 38CH1466, we discovered that the site
was no longer suitable for stripping. More significantly,
we found at the original portion of the site investigate&
in 1993 had been impacted by its use as a construction
staging area. F‘ortuna’cely, our auger survey identified a
second site area to the southeast and our investigations
shifted to this portion of the site. It is regrettal:le,
however, that the initial area — with a known mean
ceramic date and comparative asseml:lage — had been
lost prior to this investigation.

The Natural Setting

Physiography

Charleston County is located in- the lower
Atlantic Coastal Plain of South Carolina and is
bounded to the east Ly the Atlantic Ocean and a series
of marsh, barrier, and sea islands (Mathews et al.
1980:133). Elevations in the County range from sea
level to about 70 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).
The mainland topography, which consists of subtle ri(lge

and bay unclulations, is characteristic of beach ri&ge
plains.

Seven major c].rainages are found in Charleston
County. Four of these, the Wando, Ashley, Stono, and
North Edisto, are dominated I)y tidal flows and are
saline. The Wando forms a portion of the County's the
interior Lounclary northeast of Charleston, while the
Asl'xley flows west of the peninsular city of Charleston.
The three with signiﬁcant freshwater flow are the
Santee, which forms the northern Loun&ary of the
County; the South Edisto, which forms the southern
]aounc].ary; and the Cooper, which bisects the County.

Because of the low topograp]ny, many broad,
low gradient interior drains are present as either
extensions of the tidal rivers or as flooded bays and
swales. Extensions include HoLcaw, Ra’chaﬂ, Foster,
Horlbeck, Boone Hall, Wagner, Toomer, and Allston
creeks which flow west, north, or northeast into the
Wando (see Figure 1). Flooded laays and swales are
equally common in the project area, ’cypically ]Deing
shown on historic plats as "galls" or "swamps." While
these area often exhibit productive soil, they must be
drained and the drains lzept open — both were laborious
and unhealthy tasks assigne& to African American

slaves.

The project area is situated just 8 miles from
Charleston in what historicaﬂy was known as Christ
Church Parish. It is protected from the Atlantic Ocean
}oy Dewees Islanc]», the Isle of Palms, as well as a host of
small marsh islands and large bays. Behind this marsh
fringe is what has been called the "Sea Shore" — an
area of mud and sand beaches which gra&uany rise to
relatively poorly drained interior "high lands."

Elevations in the project area range from about

5 to 15 feet AMSL, with most of the property falling at
or below 10 feet AMSL.. There is a gradual slope toward
the marsh on the southern eclge of the property, while
elsewhere the tract is nearly flat with numerous wetlands
and low, swampy areas. During the survey of the Seaside
Farms tract numerous ditches were encountered and
many were lilzely antebellum in origin — evidence of

efforts to drain and make pro&uctive the otherwise low,
unhealthy "sea shore" lands.
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Floocling, however, was not limited to grouncl
water and rain water on the interior portions of the
planta:tion. Coastal ﬂoo&ing was also a serious concern.

A berm or dike found along the marsh front dates from

at least the late eighteenth century, based on its
presence on ea.rly plats, and was almost certa.inly
clesigned to protect the fields and Luilclings from
excessively higl'x tides and the occasional northeastern
storm.

Geology and Soils

Coastal Plain geological formations are
unconsolidated se&imentary &eposits of very recent age,
primarﬂy Pleistocene and Holocene. They are found
lying unconforma]:)ly on more ancient crystauine rocks

which are rarely exposed by nature (Cooke 1936; Miller
1971:74).

The soils formed from these Holocene and
Pleistocene soils were typicaﬂy depositecl in various
stages of coastal sul)mergence. Soil formation is affected
loy the parent material (primarily sands and clays) ' the
temperate climate (discussed later), the various soil
organisms, the flat topcgraphy of the area, and time.

Mainland soils are primarily Pleistocene in age
and tend to have more distinct horizons and greater
cliversi’cy than the younger soils found on the sea and
barrier islands. Sancly to loamy soils pre&ominate in the
level to gently sloping mainland areas. The adjacent
tidal marsh soils are Holocene in age and consist of fine
sands, clay, and organic matter depositecl over older
Pleistocene sands. These soils are ﬁequen’cly 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).

As the colony was being settled and promoted,
the soils were described simply. John Norris told his
readers in 1712:

the Sail is generaﬂy Sandy, but of
diHering Colours, under which, Two
or Three Foot Deep, is Cla.y of which
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good Bricks are made (Greene

1989:89).

In the last quarter of the eighteenth century, William
DeBrahm's Report provicles little more information,
stating only tha’c, "the Land near the Sea Coast is in
general of a very sancly Soil" and noting that this soil
"along the Coast has as yet not been able to invite the

industrious to reap Benefit of its Capacity" (DeVorsey
1971:72).

By the nineteenth century, Robert Mills in his
Statistics o][ South Carolina provicles slightly more
information concerning the current understanc].ing of
the soils:

i Lands here fin Charleston District]
may be viewed under six divisions in
respect to quality; 1st, Tide swamp;
2d, Inland swamp; 3d, High river
swamp (or low ground, commonly
called second low grounds); 4th, Salt
Mazsh; 5th, Oak and hickory high
lands; and 6th, Pine barren. The tide
and inland swamps are peculiarly
aclapte& to the culture of rice and
hemp; ’chey are very valuable, and will
ﬁequently sell for $100 an acre; in
some instances for more. The high
river swamps are well calculated for
raising hemp, inc}.igo, corn, and
cotton; and where secured from

freshets, are equaﬂy valuable with the
tide lands. The oak and hiclzory
hlghlancls are well suited for corn and
provisions, also  for indigo and
cotton. The value of these may be
stated at from ten to twenty dollars
per acre. The pine barrens are not
worth more than one dollar an acre

(Mills 1972:442-443 [1826]).

Even the detail of this account, kowever, fails to provicle
a very clear picture of the soils in Christ Church where
the sands were low and cornmonly in’cerspersec]. with gaﬂs
or small inland swamps. Here the property, even the
suppose&ly goo& hickory and oak lands, were poorly

clrainecl.
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A number of periocl accounts discuss the
importance of soil clrainage. Seabrook, for example,

explained in 1848:

subsoil so close as to be impervious
to water; so that the excess of the
rains of winter cannot sink. Nor can
it flow o{f, because of the level
surface . . . . The land ’cherel)y is leept
thoroughly water-soaked until late in
the spring. The long continued
wetness is favorable only to grow‘ch of
coarse and sour grasses and broom
seclge .. . acid and antiseptic qualities
of the sail . . . sponge-lilze power to
absorb and retain water . . . is l')arren,
(for useful crops) from two causes —
excessive wetness and great acidity‘
The remedies requirecl are also two;
and neither alone will be of the least
useful e{'fect, with the other also.
Draining must remove the wetness

— calcareous manures the aciclity

(Seabrook 1848:37).

A somewhat similar account was still be proviclecl l’)y
Hammond in the pos’cbenum:

c].rainage ... has of necessity a.lways
been practice& to some extent. The
remarlzably high beds on which
cotton is planted here, laeing from 18
inches to 2 feet high, subserve this
purpose. The best planters have long
had open drains through their felds.
These were generany made by
running two furrows with a plow and
afterward hauling out the loose dirt
with a hoe, thus 1eaving an open
&i’cch, if it be so termed, a foot or
more in  depth  (Hammond
1884:509).

The number of Arainages still found on the Seaside
Farms tract in the late twentieth century offers mute
testimony to the prol:lems plan’cers encountered on
these soils and their efforts to make the land procluctive.
These prolalerns have also been Lrieﬂy mentioned ky

Hiniarcl, who comments that soils in the region were,

"seldom well enough drained for most crops" (Hilliard
1084:11).

If the soils from the ]ohn and Moses
Whitesides tracts are examined (see Figure 2), only two
series are encountered: Rutlege soils at 38CH1477 and
Scranton soils at 38CH1466.

The Rutlege soils are found in nearly level to
&epressional areas. They are poorly drained to very
poorly drained and the seasonal high water table is
{requently within a foot of the surface. The ty'pical
profile reveals a black to very dark brown loamy fine
sand to about 1.8 feet, providing clear evidence of
chemical reduction. Surface runoff is very slow and
water is {:requently poncle& on these soils (Miﬂer
1971:24, 56). Historically they were associated with the
gaﬂs or sloughs which ran ’chrough the tract and were
used for the cultivation of interior swamp rice.

The most common soils, accounting for
79.0% o{ the Whitesi&es' plantations are Scranton
soils. These consist of somewhat poorly drained soils
which are sa.ndy throughout. The typical profile reveals
about 0.8 foot of black loamy fine sand overlying a dark
grayish—bxown 1oamy fine sand to a clepth of about 2
feet. Like the Rutleclge soils, the Scranton Series may
have a seasonal high water table within 1 to 2 feet of the
surface, although ‘chey are not as prone to ﬂooding and
poor drainage is most notable &uring heavy rains.
Regarcuess, the inherent fertility is low and the soils
must be drained for prod.uc’cive agriculture (Miﬂet
1971:26, 56).

If the plats of the Whitesides plantations are
examined (see the foﬂowing section), numerous
references will be found to Lushy or open pon&s and
gaﬂs. Trees were noted as pines, water oales, gum, Lay,
and red cedar. Only occasional references are made to
trees found on drier soils, such as live oak or magnoha.
Tracts or sul)—parcels on the planta.tions are noted as
"mixed flat land," "flat land in places low, mixed timber,"
and "pine land."

Taken togetl'xer, the current information and
the historical documentation reveal low, poorly drained

soils with only limited agricultural procluctivity. The

11




INDIAN AND SLAVE AT THE MOSES WHITESIDES PLANTATION

impact of this on the agriculture and wealth of the
Whitesides will be cliscusspd in greater detail in the

£oﬂowing section.
Climate

The weather was all important in Colonial
society, aﬁecting the crops which in turn affected trade
and wealth. Just as importan’cly, the Carolina climate
’ aﬂec’ced, usuany for the worse, the planter's health.
Greene notes that:

the prospects of ol)’caining wealth
with ease . . . meant little in a
menacing environment, and both
Nairne and Norris took pains to
minimize the unpleasant and
dangerous features that alrea&y had
combined to give South Carolina an
amlaiguous reputation. They had to
admit that throughout the summer
temperatures were "indeed
troublesome to Strangers." But they
contended that settlers had quiclaly
found satis{actory remedies in the
form of "open airy Rooms, Arbours
and Summer-houses" constructed in
sha&y groves and {'requent cool baths
and insisted the discomfitures of the
summers were more than offset Ly
the agreea]aleness of the rest of the
seasons. [They also suggeste&] that
ill-heath  was largely limited to
newcomers before they were seasoned
to the climate, to people who insisted
in living in low marshy grounc]., and
to those who were excessive and
careless in their eating, drinlzing, and
personal habits. "If temperate,” Jcl'xey
asserte&, those who lived on "clry
healthy Land," were "generally very

healthful" (Greene 1989:16).

While malzing for good pul:lic relations, the
reali’cy was far different. Roy Merrens and George Terry
(1989) found that in Christ Church Parish, 86% of all
those whose births and deaths are recorded in the parisl'l
register died before the age of twenty. Equaﬂy
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frightening statistics have been compﬂe& ]ay Jo}m Dugy
(1952), who found that the average European could
expect to live to the age of about 30 in South Carolina
cluring the frst quarter of the eigh‘:eentl’l century.
Yellow fever, smaﬂpox, &iph‘cl’xeria, scarlet fever, malaria,
&ysentery all were at home in Carolina. Using the
Society for the Propagation of the Gospel (SPG)
records, Duﬁy found that from 1700 to 1750, 38% of
the missionaries either died or were compened to resign
because of serious illness within the first five years of
their arrival. Within 10 years of their arrival, 52% had
died or resigne& because of their health. After 15 years
in the colony, the combined death toll and resignations
from sickness reached 68% — two out of every three

missionaries.

African Americans fared no better. Frank
Klingberg (1941:154), using SPG records found that
in a single four month period over 400 slaves died of
"clistemper." William Dusinberre, exploring rice
plantations along the Carolina coast, entitled one of his
chapters "The Charnel House" — a reference to the

,extraorclinary morbidity of African Americans on rice

planta’cions. He reports that on some plantations the
child mortality rate (to age sixteen) was a horrific 90%
(Dusinberre 1996:51), while the probable average for
rice plantations was around 60% (Dusinberre
1996:239). Cotton plantations were healthier, but even

there {uuy a third of all slave children did not live to see
their sixteenth birthclay.

Beginning in the last third of the eighteenth
century the life expectancy laegan to increase. Merrens
and Terry suggest that this was the result of the
occupants l)eginning to understand the cause of malaria:

During the middle of the eighteen‘ch
century South Carolinian's
perception of the wholesome
environment of the lowcountry
swamps }:)egan to change. People no
longer pre£errec1 these areas on the
score of health as a place of summer
residence. Insteacl, residents laegan to
view the lowcountry as fostering both

mosquitoes and death (Merrens and

Terry 1989:547).
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The Charleston climate, with its moderate
winters and long, hot summers, affected not only the
health of the popula’cion and the crops grown, it also

influenced the politics of Carolina. The summer climate

of Carolina, while causing the Barbadian immigrants to
feel that ’chey had resettled in the tropics, also convinced
most that slavery was inevitable. Not only was slavery
the acceptea order to the planters from Barbados,
Jamaica, Antiqua, and St. Kitts, it seemed impossilale
for white Englishmen to work in the torrid heat —

lands to be always wet, but Ly cutting
down the wood is partly evaporatecl,
and the earth better adaptecl to the

culture of rice (Cateslvy, quoted in
Merrens 1977:93).

He also mentions that these swamps, filled with "a
pro{'usion of ﬂagrant and beautiful plants give a most
pleasing entertainment to the senses, therein exceuing
other parts of the country, and Ly their closeness and

warmth in winter are a recess to many of the

Black Slaves % Slaves

Table 2.
White and Slave Population of South Carolina
in 1720 (adaptecl from B.P.R.O. Transcripts, vol. 9,
page 23)
Parish Whites
St. Phinip's Charles Town 283 1390
Chuist Church 107 637
St. Thomas & St. Denis 113 942
St. John's 97 1439
St. James' Goose Creek 107 2027
St. Andrew's 210 2493
St. George's 68 536
St. Paul's 201 1634
St. Bartholomew's 47 144
St. ]ames' Santee 42 584
St. Helena 30 42

wac]jng and water-fowls" (Cateslny, quo’cecl in
Merrens 1977:93).

The Whitesides' plan'cations on the
"sea shore" of Christ Church, while being low
and generally unfavorable to agriculture,
incorporatecl a number of chstinctly different

ggé ecotones, many of which are ’actuany very
893 procluctive. Along the southern edge of the
93.7 property, for example, would have been the
zgg salt marsh and its border zomation. The
88:7 upper marsh would have been dominated Ly
89.0 marsh elcler, sea myrtle or groundsel, and
154 marshhay cordgrass. Slightly lower marsh
Zég areas might be dominated Ly glasswort,

smooth cor&grass, and sea oxeye. Regarcuess,

malzing African American slaves that much more
essential (Donnan 1928). Even in Christ Church
parish, which in 1720 had a very low settlement

comparecl to other parishes (T able 2, slaves cornprisecl
85.6% of the population.

Vegetation

Just as the early explorers described the climate
as healthful, the Carolina vegetation was usua.ﬂy
described as bountiful and fruitful. Catesl)y described
the swamp 1ancls, typical of many areas in Christ
Church, in the first decade of the eighteen’ch century:

before ’cl’xey are prepared for rice, are
’c}xiclz, over-grown with underwood
and 1ofty trees of mighty bulk, which
Ly exclucling the sun's beams, and
preventing the exhalation of these
stagnating waters, occasions the

these communities are almost entirely
clependen’c on the duration of ﬂooding and the salinity
of the water.

Just behind the marsh, and only slig]atly
further inlancl, would be the maritime £orest, where the
salt spray is enough to influence the clevelopmen’c of the
climax vegetation (Barry 1980:178). Here live oaks,
palme’c’coes, and slash pines are most j5‘1:equerﬁcly found.
Other species migh‘c include the loblony pine, turkey
oak, red ];)ay, and wax myrtle. Principal lianas, the curse
of coastal archaeological surveys even to&ay, might
include yeuow jessamine, green]:rier, Virginia creeper,
and poison ivy. ‘

Further inland there would hlzely be a mixture
of different communities, many influenced Ly the action
of humans — earlier ljy the Native Americans and later
})y the Englisl'l plan’cers. Avreas of mesic mixed hardwood
and pine migh’c be found on the better drained soils.
The dominant species would be white oak, often in
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combination with lobloﬂy pine. Found as occasional
overstory trees would be sweetgum, Leech, southern red

oak, post oak, maple, and hicleory. Understory plants
would include clogwoocl, re&bud, and holly.

While classic cypress~tupelo swamps are found
in some areas along the coast, the stuc}.y tract does not
exhibit areas of alluvial soil with an open circulation of
water. Ins‘ceacl, what are called upland swamps are
present. While still having acid conditions and wet soils,
the vegetation is often very different. The upland

swamps are dominated Ly poncl cypress, pond pine, and
slash pine (Barry 1980:150-151).

Also present would be old grow’ch pine
communities, created }Jy disturbances such as fire or
clear cutting the hardwoods. In these areas longlea‘f pine
culminates in a closed canopy with a very sparsely
populate& understory. Hardwood introductions are
exceeclingly uncommon, but where present may include
sweetgum, persimmon, and hickory (Barry 1980:172-
173). These areas presented the pine flat woods shown
on many plats and mentioned }oy many early accounts as
]oeing unproductive (even along the coast Leing called
"pine Larrens"). These are closely related, l)iologicaﬂy, to
the pine savannahs which migl'lt best be described as
1ong1eaf pine pyric climax forests.

While Christ Church has historically presented

a chaﬂenge to planters, it is clear from even this general
account of its vegetation, that there is tremendous
cliversity. Unfortunately, it was that diversity,
engenclerecl Ly the soils and climate, which made the
area seem SO unproductive. Altl’xough planters could
fathom clraining huge acreage of river swamps for rice,
there was little interest in &raining the seemingly
infertile pine barrens which dominated Christ Church.
Consequently, the unique combination of physiography,
soils, climate, and vegetation &ramaticauy affected the
&evelopment of the area.

Curation

Updated archaeological site forms for
38CH1466 and 38CH1477 have been filed with the
South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and
Anthropology (SCIAA). The field notes, photographic

materials, and artifacts resulting from  these
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investigations have been curated at that institution
under the site numbers 38CH1466 and 38CH1477.
The collections have been cleaned and/or conserved as
necessary. Further information on conservation
treatments may be found in a jfoﬂowing section. All
on'ginal records and cluphcate copies were provi&ecl to
the curatorial facility on pH neutral, alkaline buffered
paper and the photographic materials were processed to
archival permanence standards.
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Previous Prehistoric Shell Midden Research

There have been a number of shell midden
studies along the South Carolina coast. This synopsis is
not intended to be inclusive, but only to provide a
generahzecl haclzgroun& in an effort to place the current
stucly in a somewhat wider context. Each of the cited
studies can be consulted for a wi&er, and more extensive
list of studies.

Some of the earliest research on Middle
Woodland or later shell middens is that ]ay South and
Widmer (1976) at Fort Johnson in Charleston County.
This site (38CH275) consisted of shell midden and
other occupational debris associated with two sand riclges
paraneling the Parrot Point Creek marsh. The bulk of
the material came from the A horizon and it appears
that no stratigraphy existed at the site (South and
Widmer 1976:38). All of the pottery was typed as
Hanover Fabric Impressed, although the detailed
tabulations suggested at least modest amounts of
Deptforc]. pottery were also found. Two radiocarbon
dates from the site suggestecl occupation between 280
and 80 B.C. (South and Widmer 1976:45-46).

Beyoncl the pottery, South and Widmer
propose possil:le use of clam, based on worm e&ges, and
wheﬂzs, based on battered knob projections. While use
cannot be disproved, it should be accep’cec}. cautiously,
especiaﬂy since similar results have not been identified
at other sites. It is also very difficult to eliminate
acci&ental, or inci&en’cal, clarnage from the collection.

Subsistence data from the Fort ]ohnson site
indicate 90% of the shellfish recovered were oyster,
while only a small quantity of bone (1argely deer) was
present. The researchers observed that the "vertebrate
faunal asseml)lage represents a very diverse, and sparse
utilization of these resources" (Sout]n and Widmer
1976:56). Ethno]:o’canical remains inclucle& seven
species, including three nuts, one grass, and three
herbaceous plants.

Two phases of excavations were undertaken at
the Pincleney Island shell midden (38BU6Y), first in
1978-1979 and again in 1980. In 1980 work was also
conducted at the nearl)y Macleay Creek shell midden
(38BU168) and limited testing was conducted at a shell
midden on Victoria Bluff (38BU347) (Trinkley 1980,
1981). While ’che investigations JEouncl a near
continuous sequence from the Late Archaic-Early
Woodland Stallings pottery up to South Appalachian
Mississippian complicatecl stampe& wares, perhaps the
most significant contributions focused on the St.
Catherines pottery (at that time attributed to the Middle
Woodland).

The study found no evidence of a sharp
occupational break or cultural discontinuity between the
Deptf.orc]. and St. Catherines phases, al’chough the
al)rupt shift from heavy grit tempering to clay particle
tempering was clear. Just as Milanich (1971:148-149)
and Caldwell (1971:91) saw St. Catherines as a gradual
progression from Dep’c{ord to Wilmington to St.
Catherines to Savannah, the research at these sites
suggested an un’cype& san(ly paste ware migl'xt represent
a transition between Dept{or& and St. Catherines.

Duzing the St. Catherines phase there
appeare& to be an elaboration of the cultural pattern
}Jegun in the Early Woodland Dept£orc1 pl’xase. The
economy was based on shellfish collection and there was
evidence of a winter-early spring occupation. The
subsistence base became more focused than was

evidenced }Dy the Late Archaic Thom's Creek phase.

The creation of the shell middens was found to
have been a slow process heginning with a scatter of
shell pits. These oyster steaming pits were used once,

then al)a.n&oned, filled in with the refuse from the meal
and general midden refuse (Figure 5). Shell pﬂes, about
10 to 20 feet in diameter, began to form as the
occupants pﬂed their season's gar}aage adjacent to a

living area. Some evidence of possible "lean-to"
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century on Victoria Bluff and even later on
Pinclzney Island, suggesting the
continuation of essentiaﬂy a Middle to Late
Woodland Mes’cyle much later than
previously anticipated (Trinkley 1980:92).!

In 1990 excavations were
undertaken at five shell midden sites on
Callawassie Island in Beaufort County
(38BU19, 38BU464, 38BU1214,
38BU1249, and 38BU1262) (Trinkley
1991). Pottery, spanning the Middle and
Late Woodland periocls, was the most
abundant artifact. While there is little
indication that Deptford potters were
inten’cionaﬂy selecting particular clays or
mo&ifying those clays, by the Savannzh
phase there is a consistency which suggests
the manufacturing process had been
refined. Significantly, it was suggested that
"the existing typological comstructs
represents a continuum of incligenous
change along the South Carolina coast"
(Trinkley 1991:210).

A detailed examination of the
cordage found that the Deptford, St.

Catherines, and Savannah fabrics were

Figure 5. Profiles of Middle Woodland pits from 38BU67 (from | ™ore alike  than  different, further

supporting the paste analysis. Only simple
twisted corc]age was found, with the Z or

structures was found, al‘choug]:x the major finc}.ing was a
lack of intensive occupation on the middens themselves,
as evidenced Ly the absence of Lan&ing or cru.shing.

A nearby conical sand burial mound possil:ly
associated with 38BU347 may provide evidence of a
more permanent, interior settlement. Unfortunately,
testing at the site was limited to one area.

This study suggestecl that the traditional
chronology of the Middle and Late Woodland seemed to
break down on a regional basis. The Savannah and
Irene phases that DePratter (1979) reports for the
periocl from about A.D. 1200 to 1500 were not found
in the Victoria Bluff and Pinckney Island area. Instead,
the St. Catherines pottery was dated into the fourteenth
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left twist consisten’cly more common than
the S or righ’c twist.

Given the sirnilarity in paste and fabrics, it
should not be surprising that the stucly found
considerable overlap in the radiocarbon dates. Deptforcl
wares appear to extend to as late as A.D. 930, while St.
Catherines dates at the sites rangecl from A.D. 750 to
930.

Lithics, while rare, included projectile points

tyyecl as the Roanoke Large Triangular (T rinleley

! This is not a unique situation. Ward and Davis
(1999:155-157) sugget that the Middle Woodland Connestee phase
in the North Carolina mountains may extend into the Late
Woodland.
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1991:212) and flakes of rela’cively local materials. The
only other artifacts identified were drilled oyster shells,
perhaps representing ornamental o}ajects.

The five sites sugges‘ced a diffuse faunal
subsistence base, with some indication of an increasing
focus on fish resources tl‘n:ougl'l time. Plant foods, while
1il:zely used, were poorly represen’ced. Shellfish,
specificaﬂy oyster, however represent the greatest

contributor of biomass to the diet at the various sites.

settlements. Sites such as

38BU1214, 38BU1262, and
38BU1249 all represent temporary
encampments for coHection/JEoraging

activities (Trinkley 1991:217).

By 1991 a number of Middle to Late
Woodland shell middens had been excavated and
Kennedy and Espenshade (1991:40) found that at
many of the sites oyster shell was the single most

abundant  cultural

remain, with other
artifacts (such as
. w pottery or even

faunal remains)
SCALE IN FEETY

2 — p—

laeing very scarce.
Structural Aata, such
as post holes or even

@ NOT EXCAVATED
BROWN SAND
features, was likewise

rare. They proposed,
that at least some

shell midden sites

250 R 720 2BOR 740

Figure 6. Deptford phase structure identified at 38BU464 (from Trinkley 1991:Figurel5).

(such as
38BU1270,  but
BSATE clearly not like

38BU347 or even
38BU67) did not
represent, "sites
which were season-
aﬂy occupied Ly a
resident population,

Site 38BU464 revealed both features and a
portion of a Deptford phase structure (Figure 6).
Likewise, 38BU19 revealed "abundant features, post
holes, and daub (probably from structures)" (Trinkley
1991:216-217).

Based on the similari‘l:ies, and &iﬁerences,
between these sites it was suggestecl that:

sites such as 38BU19 appear to
represent at least semipermanent
"collector" settlements or large
residential bases. Sites such as
38BU464 may represent base camps

for "foragers" or smaller "collector"

consuming the
oysters which were
collected from the nearl)y marshes," but instead
sugges’ced that the "oysters were collected, shucke&,
preserved (smoking/drying), and removed from the site"
(Kennedy and Espenshade 1991:40). They also
suggestecl, as had Trinlleey earlier, that traditional
ceramic series such as Dept£orcl and Wilmington over-
lappecl.

These views were further refined and explore&
by Kennedy and Espensha&e (1992) as a result of data
recovery excavations at a series of four Middle
Woodland sites (38BU132, 38BU372, 38BU1236,
and 38BU1241). They noted that although large
quantities of shell were found at these sites, artigacts,
faunal remains, and ethnobotanical remains were sparse.
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Shell Midden Sites Types (adaptegafrb})féspenshade et al. 1994:Table 48)
Multi-Family Single Family Single Family Oystering
Attribute Residential Base Shell Midden Shell-Less Station
Oyster Contribution High High Moderate to Low Very High
Minority Shellfish

Contribution Moderate Moderate Low Very Low
Vertebrate Faunal .

Contribution Moderate Moderate Moderate to High Very Low
Lithic Density Moderate to High ~ Moderate Moderate to Low Very Low
Lithic Tool Diversity Moderate to High ~ Moderate to High ~ Moderate Low
Bone Tool Frequency Relatively High Moderate Moderate | Low
Shell Tool Frequency Relatively High Moderate Moderate Low
Sherd Tool Frequency Relatively High Moderate Moderate  Low
Ideotechnic Items Relatively High Moderate to High ~ Moderate Low
Sherd Density Relatively High Relatively High Moderate Low
Human Remains Relatively Common  Occasional Occasional to Rare Very Rare
Structural Features Relatively Common  Commeon Common Very Rare

Further, the in'vestigatecl sites all lacked (ox had very
few) post holes or features (Kennecly and Espens]:la&e
1992:92). They note that, "variation between the stu&y
sites is quantitative (how many shell heaps/how many
episocles) rather than qualita’cive (i-e., the site

assemblages are very similar in diversity and content)"

(Kennedy and Espensha&e 1992:93). They reaffirm
their earlier view that these types of sites "were
established for the procurement and processing of a
major resource, the oyster,” probably during the spring
or summer (Lased on shellfish seasonality clata)
(Kenne&y and Espensha&e 1992:94). They suggest that
a focus of future research should be the identification of
interior sites representing the remainder of the posi’ced
seasonal round.

the artifact collection . . . suggests a
site at which very focused or a narrow
range of cultural activities took place.
Lithics appear to be rela’cively
insignificant ancl, when present, to be
highly curated. Other artifacts, such
as Lone or shell tools, are absent.
The artifactual assem]alage, in
essence, prov-l&es no evidence of
specializecl activities and argues
against the occupants inten&ing to
process any quantity of mammals,
such as deer (Trinkley et al.
1992:37).

The subsistence remains were also spatse, reﬂecting a
The 1992 excavations at 38BU833
undertaken Ly Chicora Foundation in many ways

very focal subsistence quest. Vertebrate faunal species
were clearly of seconclary importance to the shellfish.
Even the invertebrate remains reveal a strong pref;erence

for oyster (T rinleley et al. 1992:38).

reinforced the perception that some shell midden sites
were generally "unproductive.” Artifacts consisted almost
exclusively of pottery with the observation that:
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As a result of additional Early and Middle
Woodland excavations on Spring Island, Espensha&e et

al. offered a further refinement and explanation of their

"Woodland Site Types" , noting that the "distinctions’

between these - middens types are important to
interpreting Woodland settlement" (Espensha&e et al.
1994:175). Four specific site types, apparently
spanning the Late Archaic and Woodland perio&s, are
identified (see Table 3).

Multi-family residential bases "represent the
1argest aggregation of coastal residents" and were
perhaps occupied year-round. Espenshade et al. remark
that sherd &ensity is higl'x, a broad range of artifacts are
present, a number of floral and faunal resources were
apparently used, and a range of features may be
expec‘cecl. They offer as a Late Woodland example site
38BU19 (Espenshade et al. 1994:176).

Single family shell m@&dens "are generauy
smaller versions of the multi—family residential bases”
with a slightly decreased diversity of remains. They
explain, however, that "a goocl Wilmington/st.
Catherines example is not known" (Espenshade et al.

1994:177).

Single family, limited shell sites are ’chought to
represent a seasonal encampment lay a small group or
perhaps even single farmly Sheﬂ, while found, is limited
to refuse in pits with no discernable midden. Artifact
&iversi’cy is signifi'cantly less than would be found at even
single family shell middens ancl, again, no Late
Woodland examples are reporte&.

Finaﬂy, the oystering station was a site
"occupie& }Jy small work teams for short visits focused
on the procurement and processing of oysters"
(Espenshade et al. 1994:177). These sites are similar to
those discussed by Kennedy and Espenshade (1991,
1992) and are comparecl to "encampments for coﬂec‘tion

activities" (T rinlzley et al. 1992:39).

Consi&ering some approximation of the total
settlement system, Espensha&e et al. observe that:

the oystering stations on Hilton
Hea&, Spring, and Callawassie
Islands (and at Colleton River) are all

within a four hour cance trip from
the village at Callawassie [38BU19;
the authors do not mention the
similar vi]lage and mound at near})y
38BU347]. The lack of observed
single-famﬂy shellv middens may
indicate that aggregate& used of the
coastal zome (i.e., year—round
occupation of residential base camps)

preclu&ecl the formation of single

family sites (Espenshade et al.
1994:178).

Espenshacle and his coﬂeagues have clearly
providecl the cliscipline with an excellent starting point
for additional discussion and further refinement.
Viewing the shell middens as part ofa larger subsistence
system is an important advance over a sirnple descn’ptive
typology. Yet, it leaves a variety of questions
unanswered. The use of qualita’cive terms such as
"moderate” and "relatively high" Legs the question of
where an individual site might fit in the scheme. One
person's "moderate" is another's "relatively low.” When
one is clea.}.ing with very small sample sizes it is unlikely
that the entire site has been examined, suggesting that
it may be "rela’cively" easy to rnisjuclge where a site fits
within the scheme. And certainly even the authors
would advise caution when using the scheme when
relatively little is known about the site (for example,
when only survey data is available). In sum, many are
hlzely to consider this modification of a trait list
approach unconvincing and/or con{using.

It is also possil)le to debate whether the
"oystering stations” in fact represent the coﬂecting and
processing of oysters for smoking, just as it is possil:le
to Jispute the spring-summer season attributed to these
sites. While Espenshade and his coneagues present very
interesting ethnohistoric data to support the contention
that smola’ng oysters is a viahle preservation technique,
applica’cion of the ethnographic data to the prehistoric
periocl is more prol)lema’cic. So too is even the premise
—that clrying oysters is something prehistoric groups
would want to &o, or even could do effec’cively.2

s important to consider what drying and smoking do.
(continued...)
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But most troubling is that while drying using
a fire or smolzing would both lilzely require pits, or at
least broad hearth areas, and would result in rela’cively

large quantities of wood charcoal, the posi’cecl processing

stations have few pits and almost no charcoal. There is,
it would seem, no more evidence to support the smolzing
of oysters than there is to support smoking of fish (see

Trinkley et al.1992:37-38).

These issues asi&e, the proposed site types
provi&e a valuable heuristic device which may help
classigy sites, at least once some level of testing or data
recovery has been accomplishecl. Even this brief review
of previous research does indicate a seemingly "real"
difference between sites such as 38BU19 and
38BU833, representing either extreme of Espenshade
et al.'s reconstruction. Sites such as 38BU464 and
38BU1214 seem to fall somewhere between these
extremes, representing more than a brief encampment
but less than a residential base. Perlaaps multi-family
shell middens should be considered as a classification
cluring the Late Woodland?

In 1994 Chicora archaeologists examined a
Middle Woodland shell midden bor&ering Old House
Creek on Hilton Head Island. The site, 38BU861, was
examined using both close interval (20-foot) auger
testing and also block excavations. The work openecl
700 square feet at five middens and 200 square feet at
non-midden areas. The bulk of the fill was
waterscreened through VYs-inch mesh, with consistent
samples of midden and features waterscreened through
Ve-inch mesh. Each midden’s size and orientation was
plo’cted in the field. A topographic map was preparec].

2(, ..continued)

The purpose of dryingis to take out enouglu water from the material
so that spoilage organisms are not able to grow and multiply cluxing
storage. The final moisture content clepends on the natureof the food,
the processing tecl'quues, and even the local climate. Smoking,
usually at temperatures of 70° t0 90° F, colors and flavors the tissues,
helps retard rancidity, and assists in drying. Shellfish moistwre content
can rarely be reduced to below 40%, anowing preservation fora
re]atively short period. For shellfish to have any significant lzeeping
ability the moisture content must be reduced to below 20%. Even at
this level the ideal storage temperature is below 50° F (see Hertzberg
et al. 1973 for additional information). This information suggests tha
clrying or smolzing of shellfsh might allow the food to be lzept for two
or three days, but it is not likely to allow (in South Carolina's sub-
tropical climate) the flesh to be stored for longer periocls.
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using a 0.25-foot interval. Shell:soil ratios were
obtained from each midden using a standardized
proceclure. Pollen samples were collected, along with
ethnobotanial and zooarchaeological remains. Oysters
and clams were both examined and a series of five
radiocarbon dates were obtained from the site. The
pottery recovered from the site was examined with
special attention to paste and fabric attributes (Trinkley
and Adams 1994).

Within the 260 by 140 foot study area nine
individual middens were identified. Most were within
100 feet of the current marsh and all were above 10 feet
AMSL (that is, above the wet, mucl:zy soils typical of the
lower elevations in the site area). The middens tended to
get smaller further inland. The work also found that the
middens tended to be clustered (at this site, nearly 45%
of the middens were within 25% of the stucly area),
inc}.icating a nucleated settlement. The middens were
found to cluster between 92 and 252, square feet. The-
data also suggestecl an inverse relationship between the
shell:soil ratio and the midden size in square feet, with
the larger middens tending to have fill dominated by
soil. It is as though the larger middens were simply
small middens more sprea& out and trampled down.
Artifact clensity was found to decline dramaticaﬂy more
than 10 feet away from the midden toe. Refuse —
shellfish, animal bones, and broken pottery — seems to
have been concentrated. The presence of Large quantities
of crushed sherds suggests considerable pedestrian traffic
in an area with on.ly very limited evidence of plowing.

Only one structure was identified in the work
at 38BU861 — a semi-circular posthole enclosure
about 7 feet in diameter was found in association with
a very small midden nearly 200 feet from the marsh
eclge. It appears that this rustic — and temporary —
structure was intended to do little more than break the
wind coming off the marsh in the cool season.

The correc’ced, one-sigma dates from the site
range from about 2100 B.P. to about 800 B.P. —a
seemingly exceptional range for a site producing
primarily Deptford and St. Catherines pottery in good
contexts. Nevertheless, the dates fall into the correct
time frame an&, once again, offer evidence of a
continuum of Dept{ora and St. Catherines wares, as
well as a continuum of the St. Catherines phase into
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perhaps the thirteenth or fourteenth century A.D.

Pollen analysis revealed a change between the

pre—micw.en and midden occupations, with the midden "

samples revealing greater variation in species, perhaps as
a result of human activities opening up the forest and
encouraging a variety of weedy species. The faunal
asseml)lage revealed a high eqﬁtabi]ity index, suggesting
that a number of taxa were l-aeing exploi’ced, al’chough
there was a strong focus on wild mammals — such as
deer and raccoon — which contributed 80% of the
MNI and virtua.ny all of the biomass. The faunal
remains contributed two additional bits of information.
First, the presence of silver perch is suggestive of a cool
weather or fall occupation — consistent with the one
structure. In aclcli’cion, the absence of rodent marks on
the bone may suggest that the remains were Leing
quickly covered up. This, in combination with an
absence of microstratigraphy at the site, suggests that
the site was in‘censively used &uring rela’cively short
perio&s of occupation.

The ethnobotanical remains revealed a wide
variety of woods, suggesting that foraging activities
incorpora’ced a variety of environmental zones, inclucliﬁg
clry uplancls, mesic marsh eage, and even wetland areas.
Other floral remains, such as hickory nuts, viburnum
seeds, and palme’cto seeds, are suggestive of a fall or
winter occupation. Nevertheless, shellfish was clearly the
most important subsistence item. The three middens
investigated contributed between 97.7 and 99.9% of the
biomass present. They were dominated lay oyster,
comprising on average about 98% of each micl&en ]:)y
weigh’c. Generaﬂy middle to }ngh intertidal clusters and
scattered individuals from lower intertidal areas were
primarily collected. It was also suggested that the site
occupants focused their attention on the marsh very
close to the site, rapi&ly clepleting the large oysters and
then turning to smaller individuals. Other shellfish
include clam, ribbed mussel, periwinkle, and whelk.

The Deptford and St. Catherines pottery
samples were found to be very similar, at least in terms
of the cordage. In contrast to previous investigations,
both wares at 38BU861 were dominated l’)y rigl'lt or S
twist cordage. Many of the Deptford sherds and most of
the St. Catherines pottery suggested use over open fires
— probal)ly to cook food. If the difference in temper is

ignored, it is very difficult to separate the two wares.
The examination of the St. Catherines paste suggests
that the temper represents partia.lly dried Iumps of clay
which had been incorpora’cecl back into the clay cluring
the 'forming of vessels — there was no indication of .

ground sherds Leing used.
The work also found that the different middens

contained the various types in consistent percentages.
This may suggest that all of the middens are generaﬂy
contemporaneous or, alternatively, that there was
considerably stal:ility in the various types over time. If
the radiocarbon dates are to be accep‘cecl, then the latter
explana.tion seems more reasonable.

Prehistoric Synopsis

It seems almost foolhardy, given the previous
discussions, to attempt any detailed synthesis of the
Middle and Late Woodland — and in fact none will be
offered. It is appropriate, however, to provide a very
general overview. It is also appropriate to view the

Middle and Late Woodland from several vantage points,

noticing the similarities even across space.

Sassaman et al. (1990:14-15) provicle a
synoptic overview of the Late Woodland in the
Savannah River vaHey, noting that the periocl "is
difficult to delineate typologically from its antecedents
or from the subsequent Mississippian period." They
observe that cord marlzing, present cluring the Middle
Wooc}.lancl, cannot be used as a marker, suggesting
instead that the break should perhaps be accep’ced as the
decline in Deptford wares about A.D. 500 to 550.

While Late Woodland sites are perceivecl as
numerous in the Coastal Plain, there are relatively few
identified in the Piedmont, perhaps because earlier
simple stampe& wares continue into the second
millennium (Sassaman et al. 1990:14). They note that
Stoltman's work on Groton Plantation offers about the
only information on Late Woodland site distribution
available for the region. The pattern of chsperse& uplancl
settlement (suggested by Stoltman to be associated with
the Leginnings of slash and burn agriculture) may also
be interpretecl as evidence for intensification of uplancl
resource procurement. The corresponrling increase in

the number of small and &ispersecl Coastal Plain sites is
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suggeste& to represent "a decrease in settlement

integration over the Middle Woodland Period"
(Sassaman et al. 1990:14). Of equal interest is the

observation that the transition from Late Woodland to’

Mississippian is suggestive of considerable in&igenous

development, perhaps helped by the imposition of a
chiefly elite (Sassaman et al. 1990:15).

While not intended to be synoptic, Anderson
et al. (1982) provide considerable information on the
Woodland in the Lower Santee River area of South
Carolina. In particular, Anderson suggests two phases,
McClellanville (A.D. 500 to 700) and Santee I (A.D.
700 to 900) form the Late Woodland, characterized by
Wilmington, Cape Fear, Yadkin, and Santee pottery
(Anderson et al. 1982:250). Again there appears to be
a gra&ual, in&igenous change from the Middle to Late
Woodland, with a number of the wares continuing
uninterrupted. In fact, the Wilming’con wares,
originating in the late Early Woodland (ca. 400 B.C))
continue into the Barly Mississippian (ca. A.D. 1100).
The shift into the Mississippian, however, is foretold by
the development of the carved paclcﬂe Santee Simple

’ Stamped wares.

Moving into North Carolina, Ward and Davis
(1999:201) observe that the Deep Creek and New River
series - both represent coarse sand tempered wares
dominated by cord marking (although variable amounts
of simple stampe&, net impressed, and plain wares are
also found). While the flow of cord marking southward
seems clear, there is little indication that carved paclcne
traditions moved northward. Of special interest is the
Hamp's Landing pottery, tempered with crushed
calcareous marl. Surface treatments include cord
marking, fabric impression, and simple stamping (Ward
and Davis 1999:202). While the one available
radiocarbon dates places the ware in Early Woodland,
the connection seems far more Iilzely to be with Middle
Woodland wares. In fact, Jones et al. (1997) suggest
that the type of temper is not as important as the size,
sl'xape, and &ensity of the temper, lmlemg the ware with
Hanover types. By the Middle Woodland there is the
grog tempere& Hanover ware and sand, grit and pebMe
tempered Mount Pleasant ware. Ward and Davis
observe, “Mount Pleasant pottery is similar to Early
Woodland Deep Creek ware and is probal)ly a direct
descendant of the Deep Creek ceramic tradition” (Ward
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and Davis 1999:203). With the rise of Cape Fear ware,
fabric impressing became more common, at least on the
southern coast.

The Late Woodland Period is briefly
summarized by Phelps (1983:36-47) who notes that,
"from A.D. 800 onward archaeological assemblages of
the Late Woodland periocl in the North Carolina region
can be related to ethnohistoric information and studies"
(Phelps 1983:36). Consequently, the peLMe tempered
Cashie Series was ]ilaely pro&ucecl ]Dy the Tuscarora, the
shell tempered Colington Series was likely produced by
the Carolina Algonlaians, 1eaving the poorly understood
shell tempered Oak Island wares to be attributed to the
Siouan groups on the southern North Carolina coast.
OQutside of the presence of burial mounds there seems
to be little connecting the North Carolina and southern
South Carolina Late Woodland assem]alages.

In Georgia the Early Woodland is typically
marked by Deptford Check Starnpecl and Simple
Stampe& wares, characterized l)y straight or flared rims
and a san(ly paste (Steinen 1995:9). In contrast,
DePratter (1979) identifies only Deptford Check
Stampecl, Cord Marked, and Comphca’tecl Stamped,
placing the simple stampecl sherds into the Re£uge
classifjcation, along with dentate stampecl, incisecl, and
p\.mctat’cecl.3 DePratter {1979:112) also offers three
Refuge and two Deptford phases to help break up the
Early to Middle Woodland chronology. Check stamping
firs‘c occurs in the Refuge 111 phase (ca. 900 B.C.),
while cord marlzing does not occur until the Deptfor& I
phase about 400 B.C. Simple stamping, first seen in
the Refuge I phase (ca. 1100 B.C.) continues through
the Deptforcl II pl'xase (ca. A.D. 500), revealing its very
long popularity. Toward the end of the Deptforcl I
phase there is the introduction of nested diamonds,
herring Lone, and other unusual forms of quasi-chec]?
stamping. These motifs have been called Oemler
Complicated Stamped (DePratter 1979:127-128).
DePratter would have the Deptford giving way to
Wilmington (’che Georgia equivalen‘t to the North
Carolina Hanover wares) about A.D. 500. By about

.3 While some researchers note that the South Carolina
Thom’s Creek ware is rarely found into Georgia, it seems that in
Georgia much of the Thom's Creek pottery has been subsumed under
the Refuge heading.
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Figure 7. St. Catherines Cord Marked vessel (top) and
Savannah Fine Cord Marked vessel (bottom)
from Marys Mouna, St. Catherines Island,
Georgia  (adapted from Larsen et al.
1982:Figure 9).

Figure 8. Examples of Ocmulgee I (2) and III (b) pottery

inches

(adapted from Steinen 1995:12).

A.D. 600 check stamping has dropped out and the
assemblage is dominated by brushed and cord marked
wares, all with a heavy grog temper. The brushed wares,
while not often discussed, are reported by DePratter
(1979:130-131) to consist of fine or faint coml)ing or
Lmshing impressions, as if applie& 1oy bundled sticks,

grass or other implements.

In the interior of Georgia there is even less
data. Frankie Snow's (1977) survey of the Ocmulgee
Big Bend area proclucecl 1arge quantities of what he
called “Ocmulgee 17 pottery. He speciﬁcaﬂy states that
this ware “is not Wﬂming‘con" (Snow 1977:42), noting
that while there is some clay tempering (none of it
similar to the abundant grog tempering of classic
Wilmington), much of the pottery has a sandy paste
(Snow 1977:36). Perhaps the most distinctive
characteristic of this pottery (which is associated with at
least one burial moun&) is a heavy folded rim. Folded
rims seem to drop out, while the paste becomes
increasingly more gritty in succeeding Ocmulgee II and
III types. There is no evidence of St. ‘Catherines
pottery. Instead, it seems that the cord marked
Ocmulgee wares fill the gap. Snow even mentions that
his Ocmulgee IIT pottery, which is found with small
triangular points, shows “some traits suggestive of closer
ties with coastal Savannah II Cordmarked ceramics”
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(Snow 1977:43), suggesting that the Ocmulgee II
wares may be Late Woodland.

Perhaps the most succinct summary of the
Georgia Middle to Late Woodland St. Catherines
manifestation is that offered lay DePratter and Howard
(1980:16-17). Significantly, they note that most of the
Georgia data comes from burial mound excavations,
"because only limited viﬂage [ancl presumal:ly shell
midclen] excavations have been conducted” (DePratter
and Howard 1980:16). Even with burials there is a
limited range of artifact types — shell beads, worked
whelk shell bowls or clrinlzing cups, bone pins, and
triangular projectile points. Not only is little known
about viﬂage life, no’ching is known concerning
residential structures and there is no goocl evidence of
agricultural crops. Once again the Late Woodland is

presente& as little more than an extension of the

previous Middle Woodland lifeways,
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Pigure 9. Whelk columella ]:)ead, shell disk }Jeads,
and bone pins from Johns Burial Mound,
St. Catherines Island, Georgia (a&ap’ce&
from Larsen et al. 1982:Figure 28).
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Some additional informa‘cion, atbeit from
burial mound sites, is offered Ly Larsen et al. (1982) in

 their examination of mortuary data from the Marys and

Iohns mounds on St. Catherines Island. Figure 7
illustrates St. Catherines Cord Marked and Savannah
Fine Cord Marked vessels from Marys Mound, while
Figure 9 illustrates a variety of shell beads and bone

pins recovered from Johns Mound.

DePratter (1979:119) provides a generalized
introduction to the Late Woodland St. Catherines
phase, noting its original definition by Caldwell (1971)

and remarleing that the ceramics are:

characterized }Jy finer clay tempering
than that of preceding Wilmington
types and Ly the increased care with
which the ceramics were finished.
The lumpy, contorted surface of
Wilmington types was replace& I)y
carefuuy smoothed and often
burnished interiors and exteriors. St.
Catherines Burnished is char-
acterized })y careful  exterior
]oumishing, whereas surfaces of St.
Catherines Plain  are simply
smoothed. St. Catherines Fine Cord
Marked has more carefuﬂy apphed
and more consistently spaced cross
cord impressions than did its
pre(lecessor, Wilmington Heavy Cord
Marked (DePratter 1979:119).

DePratter also notes that the temper in the St.
Catherines pottery consists of "crushed sherd or
crushec]., low-fired clay fragments" (DePratter
1979:131). One of the few detailed studies of
prehistoric temper included a sample of six St.
Catherines sherds (Donahue et al. na) The stucly
found that the trend toward clecreasing grain size of the
aplastic component, begun in the Middle Woodland,
continues. The grain size distribution was found to be
unimodal, with 96% of the grains less than 0.3 mm in
diameter. None of the grains was larger than 0.9 mm.
Tl’ley suggest that the paste represents locaﬂy ga’cherecl
clay, per}laps marsh clay, with no additions of sand. In
contrast, the grog inclusions are coarse, ranging from
about 2 to 3 mm, and they contain quartz grains
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(perhaps reﬂecting tempering in crushed sherc}.s). The
average composition of the St. Catherines sherds is
71% paste, 25% grog inclusions, and 4% voids.

Earlv Settlement aml Economic Development

The English established the first permanent
settlement in what is ’coday 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
reasons other than the acquisition of land and
promotion of agriculture. The Loxd Proprietors, who
owned the colony until 1719-1720, intended to
discover a sta.ple crop which would provide great wealth
’chrough its distribution in the mercantile system.

By 1680 the settlers of Albemarle Point had
moved their viuage across the l)ay to the tip of the
peninsula formed }Jy the Ashley and Cooper rivers. This
new settlement at Oyster Point would become modern-
day Charleston. The move providecl not only a2 more
Lealthful climate and an area of better &e£ense, but:

[t]he cituation of this Town is so
convenient for pul)lic Commerce that
it rather seems to be the &esign of
some skillful Artist than the

accidental position of nature

(Ma’chews 1954:153).

As previously mentioned, early settlers came
from the English West Indies, other mainland colonies,
England, and the European continent. It has been
argue& that those from the English West Indies were
the most critical to the £uture of the colony, as they
brough‘c with them a strong agrarian concept, involving

both s’caple crops and, especially, slave labor (Sirmans
1966).

Early agriculture experiments which involved
olives, grapes, sinzworms, and oranges were less than
successful. Ironicaﬂy, it was often the climate which
precluclecl successful results. While the Indian trade was
proﬁtable to many of the Carolina colonists, it did not
provide the proprietors with the wealth tkey were
expecting from the new colony. Ranching offered quicle,
and rela‘cively easy, cash, but again the proprietors
resisted such efforts, realizing that the pro:fits they

would reap were far smaller than possil)le from the
mercantile system. Consequently, the cultivation of
cotton, rice, tol:acco, and flax were stressed as these
were staple crops whose marketing the proprietors could
easily monopohze.

Although introduced at least Ly the 1690s,
rice did not become a significan’c staple crop until the
early eigh’ceentlm century. At that time it not only
provi&ed the proprietors with an economic base the
mercantile system requirecl, but it was also to form the
basis of South Carolina's plantation system (Carpenter
1973). Over procluction soon followed, with a severe
decline in prices during the 1740s. This economic down
swing encoura.gecl at least some planters to cliversify and
indigo was introduced (Huneycutt 1949:33). Indigo
complemen‘ted rice procluction since they were grown in
rnutuany exclusive areas. Both, however, were labor
intensive and encourage& the large scale introduction of
slaves.

Al’chough four counties, Berlzeley, Craven,
Colleton, and Granville, were created by the Proprietors
between 1682 and 1685, the Anglican parishes,
established in 1706, became the local unit of political
administration. Christ Church, situated imme&iately
east of Charleston and confined l)y the sea shore on one
side and the Wando River on the other, was closely
aligned with Charleston throughout its history. While
Charleston County was created toward the end of the
colonial period in 1768, the division of Christ Church
remained a signiﬁcant social, as well as poli’cical, unit
into the late nineteenth century (see Gregorie 1961 for
further information on the social and rehgious influence

of the parish).

South Carolina's economic development
cluring the pre-Revolutionary War perio& involved a
complex web of interactions between slaves, planters,
and merchants. By 1710 slaves outnumbered free
people in South Carolina. While Christ Church Parish
was sparsely populatecl, it, too, was dominated ]Jy
African American slaves. By the 1730s slaves were
]:)eginning to be concentrated on a few, 1arge slave-
holcling plantations. At the close of the eigh’ceen’ch
century some South Carolina plantations had a ratio of
slaves to whites that was 27:1 (Morgan 1977). While

over half of eastern South Carolina's white population
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held slaves, few held very large numbers. The Charleston
area had a slave population greater than 50% of the
total population by 1790. This imbalance between the
races, particularly on remote plantations, may have led
to greater "“freedom" and mo]aility (Friecllander in
Wheaton et al. 1983:34). By the antebellum period

this trend was less extreme.

The early history of the Seaside tract is still
poorly understood, althougl'x it is clear that in the mid-
eigh’ceen’ch century the property was owned }ay Thomas
Whitesides. Virtually nothing has been discerned about
his public or private life. He does not appear in the
Combined Alphalae’cic Index at the S.C. Department of
Archives and History. There is no entry for him in the
genealogical files of the South Carolina Historical
Society. His only mention in Anne King Gregorie's
history of Christ Church was that he was a Vestryman
in 1755 (Gregorie 1961:46). He advertised only three
times in Charleston's South Carofina Gazette — twice
(in May 1752 and September 17565) as Church Warden
of Christ Church Parish concerning church support and
once (November 1761) concerning a run away slave.
The only other mention of him in the newspaper is
between late October and early November 1762, when
his estate was ]oeing settled and his widow, Sarah
Whitesides advertised outstan&ing debts. It appears that

only in death did Thomas Whitesides leave a clear
historical legacy.

Thomas Whitesides' will, although not dated,
was proved on August 15, 1762 which suggests that he
died only a week or two earlier. In the win, Thomas left
his wife Sarah a life estate in his plantation as long as
she maintained his children, "without charge" and under
his name. At her death or remarriage it appears that the
plantation lands would be evenly divided among his five
sons — Thomas, ]olm, William, Edward, and Moses —
while his three c]aughters would each be given a lump
sum of £200, to be paid by all his sons except Moses
(Charleston County WPA Wills, volume 9, p. 305).

Christ Church was the scene of relatively little

economic development c].uring the late colonial period.

Zierden and Calhoun note that:

Charleston was the economic,
institutional and social center of the
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surrouncling region. The necessity of
transacting business in Charleston
drew planters eager to transform
their crops into cash or goo&s L.t
[was] virtuauy imperative for a
planter interested in society to reside
in Charleston at least occasionally

(Zierden and Calhoun 1984:36).

They argue that Charleston proviclecl an
opportunity for conspicuous consumption, a mechanism
which allowed the &isplay of wealth accumulated from
the planta’cion systemn (wrth this mechanism continuing
tl'lroug}:l the antebellum perioc].)‘ Scardaville (in
Brockington et al. 1985:45) notes that the plantation
system which Lrough’c prosperity tl'lrougla the export of
staple crops also "made the colony . . . highly vulnerable
to outside market and political forces."

The most obvious example of this is the
economic Ilardship Lrought on }ay the American
Revolution. Not only was the Charleston area the scene
of many military actions, but Charleston itself was
occupied by the British for over 2% years between 1780
and 1782. The loss of royal bounties on rice, inc}.igo,
and naval stores caused considerable economic chaos
with the eventual "restructuring of the state's
agricultural and commercial base” (Brockington et al.

1985:34).

Antebellum Charleston, Cotton Production, and
the Civil War

One means of "restructuring” was the
emergence of cotton as the principal cash crop.
Although "upland" cotton was available as eai'ly as
1733, its ascenc]ancy was ensured Iay the industrial
revolution, the invention of the cotton gin in 1794, and
the avallaklll’cy of slave labor. While "Sea Island" cotton
was alrea&y }Jeing efficiently cleane&, the spreacl of
cotton was primarily in the South Carolina interior.
Consequently, Charleston benefitted primarily through
its role as a commercial center.

The 1790 census lists the estate of Thomas
Whitesides in Christ Church, noting that there were
two males under the age of 16, two females (one of
whom was certainly Sara.h) , one other free white. While
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the census doesn't enumerate the estate's 1an<3., it does
reveal the presence of 19 African American slaves. By
1790 it appears that Moses Whitesides had struck out
for himself, establishing his own household with his wife
and nine slaves. Sarah Whitesides is still listed as the
head of the household in 1800 census, although Moses

is not lsted.

In spite of these curious census results, a May
1798 survey by Purcell (found in Charles Parker's
papers and copied in 1861) shows the division of a
portion of Thomas Whitesides lands between his sons
Moses and John (McCracly Plat 5966) (Figure 10). The
apparent original, from which this copy was produced,
is also present in the McCra&y coﬂection, cataloged as
Plat 2357. A careful examination of the two reveals no
substantive differences. The notes on the plat reveal
that:

Tract A found to contain 210 acres
93 hundreds exclusive Sands and
Marsh belonging to Mr. Moses
Whitesides

B found to contain 220
acres 51 H. exclusive of Sands and
Marsh ]:)elonging to Mr. John
Whitesides

NB The Tract A is the tract N4 in a
partition pla’c of a ]oody of Lands and
Marsh Lelonging to the Estate of Mr.
Whitesides decd. divided amonst his
Sons, Said N4 being allotted to M.
Moses Whitesides for 225 acres.

The Tract B is the lot No3
allotted to Mr. John Whitesides now
held }Jy his son ]o]:xn also said to
contain 225 acres (McCracly Plat
5966).

The partition plat or atleast aworlzing copy,
while undated, is also found in the McCrady collection.
It shows the division of the plantation into four tracts,
for Edwarcl, Tl’xomas, ]ohn, and Moses Whitesides
(McCrady Plats 5590). William, who died only two
years after his father, in 1764, is not included on the

pla’c.

Retumning to the pla‘c showing the division
between Moses (to the northeast) and John (to the
southwest), there is considerable detail revealed.
Previous mention has been made that the pla’c
documents the physiography and clrainage of the area.
The Lounclary trees, for example, include primarily
mesic or wet species, such as gum, water oak, pines,
laural oak, and hoﬂy. The several live oaks are found
primarily in the maritime forest acljacent to the "sea
shore." The pla’c also shows three la.rge gaﬂs running
northeast-southwest through the northwest end of both
tracts. Open or ]:)usy pon&s are found scattered through
the tracts. The property is described as "Flat Land in
places low in woods mixed Timber," or as "Mixed Flat

Land," or simply as "pine land."

The Moses Whitesides tract, encompassing
210 acres, included one "old field" of about 7.2 acres
and one "Field Flat Land" of about 38.9 acres. This
large {ield, however, is also shown to include the main
settlement, consisting of a main house and fenced area
of about 0.4 acre. Two additional Luilclings are found to
the east and north of the main house and access is }Jy a
road which runs paranel to the Iong dimension of the
tract but northeast of the main settlement. There is , in
other Words, no direct aveniue or allée to this settlement.
There does, however, appear to be an avenue running
directly from the main house to the "sea shore.” Such a
1an&scape feature would not only permit a view of the
marshes, but would also encourage a breeze, making the
settlement more healt}zy.

West-northwest of the main settlement are the
"negro houses," a double row of three structures for a
total of six. When cornparecl to the 1790 census which
listed only nine slaves, this suggests that either several
cabins were empty or that Moses Whitesides had

sulas’can’ciaﬂy increased in his slave hol&ings.

Situated in the same field as the main house,
this settlement likely took up an additional 1.0 acre.
Consequently, Moses Whitesides was cultivating
approximately 37.5 acres of "high ground" (or 17.9%
of the ’co’cal) and may have been growing rice in the
slougl'xs or gaﬂs which were found on the tract.
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Tothe sou’chwest o£ Moses was his

brother, John Whitesides, with 220 acres gﬁ&ﬂ"b“ 3&{'}‘A4h‘_\3% ‘Ztc “4 ;):4

> s
(the suLject of previous archa.eological TR

4 . \'
investigations, see Trinkley and Hacker t""ce'.[,“.;r f' rl. ‘%."pv A\ ’ __}\‘ é

1996). Situated almost dead center on the —p “ - 4:‘ L-r-vaa
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parcel was the main settlement and the T/ F" ;\ i G Q
slave row, talaing a form very similar to that T b LWM “ T H L~ N

2 ! Py UL ® - ..“:::.'...
seen on Moses' property. The main house L YT o1 J N __

. e ot L o . g\ § Aborowany

was accessed by an avenue coming off the R

Charleston-Georgetown Highway (which L} St n L TEERES T

b -

"Road to Christ Church." This was not the WA- '707"?£ : i’_ ~§- 4T g Lo
&evelope& into U.S. 17), but rather a ;__%:} — " ’~""", . ”7_ m an "4.‘..3

‘...—

o o e *~' :

precursor to modern Rifle Range Road. = j3
Immediately before John Whitesides house oo oL A

the road forks and leads over to the access Wm \3\- .
w{~

road for his brother's property, suggesting | meie ht‘wﬁﬁmgm‘” - _,:_‘ .
that relations between the two were good. T o ot
Also suggesting some degree of mutual aid Figure 11. View of the Moses Whitesides settlement (McCracly Plat

is the location of a "wen," situated at the 5966)
"sea shore" end of the tract, between the
two brothers’ properties.

for Charleston, we have been alale to find the Whitesides

Apparently both Moses and John Whitesides listed only for the years 1809 and 1813 (Hagy
were involved in planting rice in the upland swamps n.d.:136, 161). On both occasions the brothers were
shown as gaﬂs on the plats. In addition, ]ohn was listed as “planters" in Christ Church Parish, about 8
planting com and rice on a tract near the sea shore. It's miles from Charleston.
likely that the remainder of the land in plantations was
devoted to subsistence crops or fodder since there is no The 1825 tax returns for ]ohn and Moses
mention of another cash crop. Whitesides provide another view of their two operations.

Moses ’Eilecl his return {or 309 acres ancl 30 slaves,

Sometime in the first decade of the nineteenth paying a bill of $27.59%. Two hundred and ten acres
century Sarah Whitesides apparen’cly &ied, since Robert were assessed at a value of $4/acre, while 99 acres were
Dorrill, in his 1807 action against Io}m Whitesides and assessed at only 20¢ an acre, suggesting ’chey were
James Hibben, is listed as the administrator of Sarah essentiaﬂy waste lands. The slaves were taxed at the
Whitesides (S.C. Department of Archives and History, standard 75¢ a head. In addition, Moses declared a
B1AE 002 1807 0972A 00). Another summary town lot, valued at $500 (S.C. Department of Archives
judgement that same year found that John and Moses and History, 0014 052 1824 00236).

Whitesi&es had been bound to ‘cl’:eir rnother, Sarah, for

the sum of £40 (s.C. Department of Archives and In contrast, ]ohn Whitesides possessed 238

History, BLAE 002 1808 0002A 00). In another case, acres, all appraised at $4/acre, and only 15 slaves. John

]ohn Whitesides was sued Ly James Baﬂough for also reports no town property and paitl a bill of

$24.94 on an open, unpaid account (S.C. Department $14.80% (S.C. Department of Archives and History,

of Axchives and History, BIAE 019 1812 0198A 00). 0014 052 1824 00234).

Taken toge’cher, these suggest that ]ol'm Whitesides may :

have been struggling to "make ends meet." Moses, on In 1838 Moses Whitesides deeded a 225 acre

the other hand, seems to have been more prosperous. parcel asa gift to James Daniel ]e{for&s Whitesides, his
son (Charleston County RMC, DB T-10, . 226). The

Curiously, of all the city directories Puhlishea deed indicates that the tract was purchase& Ly Moses
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Whitesides from Iaclz Whitesides. In spite of extensive
research, no Jack Whitesides has been identified in the
Charleston area, so this may represent an error in the
deed preparation (see South Caroliniana Lil)rary,
2266). Regardless, James Daniel Jettorcls Whitesides
died without heirs in 1852 and the property returned to
his tattler, Moses thitesictes, as well as his sisters,
Anne Meree and Elizabeth M.E. Houston (Ctlarleston
County RMC, DB X-12, p. 343).

While Jotm Whitesides died in the mid-1830s,
his brother Moses continues to be identified in various
records. For example, the 1850 agricultural census
reveals that Moses Whitesides claimed 40 acres of
improvect land and 640 acres of unimprove(l property,

a portion of the previous holding, but given the errors in
the agricultura.l census records relatively little should be
made of this aiscrepancy. The plantation included three
tlorses, two milk cows, 30 head ot cattle,‘ and 15 swine,
for a total value of $275. Production included 200

bushels of corn and 250 bushels of sweet potatoes. The
value of animals slaughterecl was a very modest $75.

These tigures suggest that the Whitesides
Plantations, in the 1850s, were little more than small
subsistence farms, pertlaps tocusing on cattle, even this
late in ‘time. No cash crops are reporte& and the
quantities of crops and livestock are very modest. This
impression is made even stronger when the two tracts

are compared to the rest of Christ Church (T able 4y. In

many respects the planta’cion of Moses

Table 4.

1850 Agricultural Production in Christ Church and on the

Whitesides Plantations

Churist paristx Hannah Moses

Category Church mean_ Whitesides Whitesides
Acres improvecl 6,765 60 20
Value of farms $302,200 $2,698 $1,000
Value of farm implements $1 1,000 $98 $ 0
Value of livestock ] $38,762 $346 $275
Value ot a.nimals slaugt)terent 38,670 $77 $75
Value of orchard products $730 $7 $0
Value of market produce $4,900 $44 $0
Indian corn (bu) 26,565 237 200
Qats (bu) 5,330 48 0
Rice (ibs) 964,800 8,614 0 0
Ginned cotton (400 b bales) 111 1 0 0
Wool (Ibs) 1,541 14 0 0
Peas and beans (bu) 4,450 40 0 0
) Trish potatoes (tm) 2,280 20 0 0
Sweet potatoes (bu) 60,686 542 250 0
Butter (H:s) 7,450 67 0 0

Whitesides comes close to the "average" or
"typical" 1850 Christ Church plantation. The
differences in some areas, such as orchard
pro&ucts and rice, are of no concern since these
were commodities proclucect on a re]atively few
Christ Church plantations. In terms of acres
improved, cash value of the tarm, value of
livestocla, and value of slaugl'ltered livestoclz,
Moses Whitesides fits the mean. Hannah
Whitesides, on the other hand, operatecl a very
modest tarm, even in the context of Christ

Church.

It is clear that the ]otm Whitesides
plantation, a.long with the other small tracts
subdivided at the death of Thomas Whitesides
in the late eighteenth century, were all
recombined Ly Theodore D. Wagner in one
1158 acre tract in the late antebellum.
Relatively litle is known about Wagner,

worth $3000. The plantation included 10 horses, four
mules, one milk cow, 100 head of cattle, and 10 swine,
for a value of $850. The plantation produced only comn
(210 bushels) and sweet potatoes (500 bushels),
suggesting that he may have focused on supplying the
Charleston market.

In contrast, his brother’ widow, Hannah, was
operating a farm with 20 acres of improve& land and
130 acres of unimproved land, representing a total value
of $1000. This may suggest that she was operating only
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alttxough he was a prominent Charleston
merchant. He was a partner is the factor house of John
Fraser & Company, with G.A. and E.L. Trenholm, for
a number of years (Souttx Carolina Historical Society
11/448).He was the President of the Jotm Fraser & Co
in Charleston and a backer of the blockade running firm
of Chicora Importing and Exporting Co. c].uring the
Civil War (Wise 1988:46, 115). He was also an owner
of Hasseﬂ, East Bay, and Pritchard Street property in
Charleston (McCrady Plat 7214). 1t seems lilzely that
his ownerstlip of the Sea Shore tract was a business
investment — an opportunity to ‘comer the
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commission market" by being both a producer and a
merchant.

These combined Wagner lands are shown bya
Robert K. Payne plat dated July 21, 1856 (McCrady
Plat 6204; Figure 12). This plat shows the lands of
Moses Whitesides, with the }Joun&azy line between
Moses and ]ohn still clearly shown on the pla’c. Both the
main settlement and the slave settlement for Moses
Whitesides are still shown on the plat in the same
locations as revealed initiaﬂy on the 1798 p].a‘t. The
main settlement is now shown as encompassing three
structures and there is a new access road, forming an
avenue or allée leading to thq settlement. The slave
settlement is shown as a double row to‘caling six houses
— the same as 58 years earlier.

What is more important is that the plat reveals
a 1arge bifurcated marsh slough southwest of the slave
settlement. This feature is seen on later pla’cs and
provic].es an excellent means of locating the settlement.

The Iohn Whitesides settlement was not
indicated on this plat, suggesting that Ly this time it was
no Ionger recognized, even as ruins. The main Wagner
settlement had sifted back to the vicinity of the original
Thomas Whitesides settlement. The cultivated fields are
all consolidated along the "seas shore," protected Ly
dikes and ditches, and account for about 240 acres, or
20.7% of the total tract.

Wagner held the property for less than four
years, selling the 1158 acre (more or less) tract to B.J.
Johnson in 1857 (Charleston County RMC, DB T-13,
p- 198). The mortgage on the property, held by
Wagner, was satisfied two years later, on August 1,
1859, although Johnson sold the property on April 8,
1859 to Peter P. Bonneau. At this time the tract was
described in terms of the 1856 Wagner plat and the
acreage continues to be described as 1158 acres.
Bonneau continued to be shown as the owner on the
1863 "Map of Charleston and Its Defenses" (Figure
13). In 1859 Bonneau mortgaged the property to
William L. Venning, perhaps to guarantee a loan for
the purchase (Charleston County RMC, DB H-14, p-
169). Regardless, the mortgage was satisfied in 1863,
just before Bonneau sold the tract to Theodore Stoney
(Charleston County RMC, DB T-14 #2, p. 78).

Bonneau is another of those relatively
unknown characters in history. No‘ching relevant could
be found in the S.C. Department of Archives and
History's Combined Alphal:etic Index: He does not
appear in the files of the South Carolina Historical
Society. He is not even listed in either the 1850 or
1860 federal census for South Carolina. No Bonneau
appears in the Charleston Museum's survey of retailers,
craftsmen or others a&vertising in the South Carolina
Gazette (Calhoun and Zierden 1984).

We have found one mention of him in The
War of the Rebellion: A Compi/ation 0][ the O]%'cia/ Records
of the Union and Confederate Armies (known as the OR).
In a May 22, 1864 letter E.M. Seabrook, the Acting
Assistance Adju‘cant-General for South Carolina wrote
Colonel Peter Seabrook, Commander of the Nineteenth
South Carolina Militia to:

proceecl with all possible c].ispa‘cch to
assemble the Nineteenth South
Carolina Militia Regiment under
your command. The regiment will
rendezvous forthwith at Bonneau's
place and await orders (CR 66, page
497).

This seems to have been his only Civil War action.

Bonneau is, however, listed on the 1860
agricultural schedule as owning a tract in Christ Church
Parish (T able 5). Itis enumerated as containing 250
acres of improved land, surprisingly close to that
estimated from the Wagner plat. Only 350 acres of
unimprovecl land are listecl, suggesting either an error or
possibly that “unimproved" was used I)y some owners or
enumerators as meaning other than woodland. The
plan‘cation's value, $12,000, suggests the acreage may
have been under-reported. Bonneau reported $500 in
machinery. Livestock included 17 hotses, three mules,
50 milk cows, four working oxen, 25 head of cattle, 40
sheep, and 60 pigs, with a total value of $3,000. The
plantation produced 1000 bushels of corn, 30 bales of
cotton, 300 pouncls of wool, 150 pouncls of beans and
peas, 2,000 })ushels of sweet potatoes, 100 poun&s of
butter, and 6 tons of hay. The animals slaugl'xterecl on
the plantation were valued at $100.
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Figure 12. 1856 Thomas D. Wagner pla’c of the re-assembled Whitesides tracts (McCracly Plat 6204).
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Figure 13. A portion of the 1863 "Map of Charleston and Its Defences" showing the Bonneau settlement and the
Confederate earthwork from the sea shore to the headwaters of the Wando River.
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The operation of the plantation had
clearly change& dramaticaﬂy from even 10
years carlier. Certainly this is partiaﬂy the
result of the operation's scale having been
clramaticaﬂy increased. It also appears that
Bonneau sougl'lt to create a more conventional
"plantation,” moving away from ranching and
subsistence i:arrning toward a diversified farm
focused on cotton.

The Bonneau planta‘cion stands in
contrast to many of the other plantations in
Christ Church. Al‘chougl'x containing about the
average n_umLer of improved acres and having
about the average of plantation implements,
the Bonneau plantation protlucecl su}::stantiauy
larger quantities of corn, wool, Lu’cter, sweet
potatoes, and especiauy, cotton.

Cotton providecl about 20 years of

Table 5.

1860 Agricultura.l Production in Christ Church and on the

Bonneau Plantation

Christ parish
Categ()rv C‘}nurcl\ mean Bonneau
Acres improved 12,821 217 250
Value of farms $431,900 $7,320 $12,000
Value of farm irnplements $28 , 165 $4477 $ 500
Value of livestock $78,176 $1,325 $3,000
Value of animals slaughtered $5,270 $89 $100
Value of orchard products $1,035 $18 $0
Value of market pro&uce $4,006 $68 $0
Indian corn (bu) 37,115 629 1000
Qoats (bu) 2,825 48 0
Rice (Ibs) 180,000 3,051 0
Ginned cotton (400 Ib bales) 460 8 30
Wool (lbs) 3,484 59 300
Peas and beans (bu) 5,870 100 150
Irish potatoes (bu) 915 16 0
Sweet potatoes (bu) 42,300 717 2,000
Hay (tons) 464 8 6
Butter (lbs) 3,240 55 100

economic success for South Carolina. During
this perio& South Carolina monopolizecl
cotton procluction with a number of planters growing

weal’chy (Mason 1976). The price of cotton fell in
1819 and remained low through the 1820s, primarily
because of competition from planters in Alabama and
Mississippi. Friedlander, in Wheaton et al. (1983:28-
29) notes that cotton production in the inland coastal
parishes fell by 25% in the years from 1821 to 1839,
although national procluc’tion increased Ly 123%.
Production improved dramatically in the 1840s in spite
of depressed prices and in the 1850s the price of cotton

rose.

The Charleston area did not participate clirectly
in the agricultural activity of the state. Scardaville (in
Brockington et al. 1985:35) notes that "the Charleston
area, as a result of a 1arge urban market and a far-
reaching trade and commercial ne’cworle, had carved
out its own miche in the state's economic system."
Zierden and Calhoun remark that:

[c]ountry merchants, planters, and
strangers "on a visit of pleasure"
flocked to Charleston.  Planters
continued to establish residences in
Charleston throughou‘t the

antebellum era and "great” plan’cers
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Legan to spencl increasing amount of
time in Charleston (Zierden and
Calhoun 1984:44).

In spite of this appearance of gran&eur, Charleston's
&epenclence on cotton and ties to an international
market created an economy vulnerable to fluctuation
over which the merchants and plan’cers had no control.

While the wealthiest farms were those on the
sea islands proclucing cotton (such as Edisto Island
where the value of the average plantation was over
$44,000), plantations in Christ Church (as well as
other inland, non-cotton producing areas) had an
average value of around $7,300. Christ Church Parish
grew only 1.7% of the district's cotton, although it
formed 10.1% of the improved acreage. An
examination of the agricultural schedules for the
Charleston area in 1850 and 1860 provides evidence
for this economic slump. Scardaville (in Brockington
et al. 1985:39-40) notes that produce, farm, and
livestock values for Christ Church Parish were below
what would be expecte& and outputs of many crops had
decreased over time. But most significan’cly, rice was no
longer an economicaﬂy significant crop, produc’cion

dropping by over 81% from 1850 to 1860.
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The Christ Church Parish response to the
reduction in rice was a shift to rancl'xing and livestock
production as a substitute. Between 1850 and 1860 the
value of livestock increased ]oy 120%, comn increased l')y
44%, and wool production increased by 126%
(Scardaville in Brockington et al. 1985:41). It seems
clear that Christ Church was engage& ina grarlual shift
from monocropping to truck £arming. Its unique
location at the doorstep of Mount Pleasant and
Charleston allowed Christ Church to focus its
agricul’cural pursuits on the needs of an expan&ing urban
market.

An appropriate summary is providecl I)y
Zierden and Calhoun:

[t}he economic decline of Charleston
occurred as the city was growing
increasingly defensive of its "peculiar
The city sullenly
withdrew into itself, eschewing the
present and glorifying its past. The
great fire of 1861 devastated much
of downtown Chatleston. The War
between the States . . . set the seal

on a social and economic era

(Zierden and Calhoun 1084::54).

institution."

Postbellum Period

After the Civil War Charleston and the
surrouncling countryside lay in waste. Plantation
houses were clestroyecl, the city was in near ruins, the
agricul’cural base of slavery was destroyecl, and the
economic system was in chaos. Re})uﬂcling after the war
involved two primary tasks: forging a new relationship
}Jetween white lan& owners and }alaclz freedmen, and
creating a new economic order through credit
merchants. General sources cliscussing the changes in
South Carolina include Williamson (1975),
Goldenwieser and Truesdell (19249, and more recen’cly,
Zuczek (1996). Scardaville (Brockington et al.
1985:43-48), however, provicles information on the
cl’xanging labor patterns specificaﬂy in the stucly area.

Theodore Stoney, postl:euum owner of the Sea
Shore tract, is one of those tragic figures of the late
Civil War — early postbellum who is known primarily

through a string of Lanlzruptcies, forced sales, and
related legal problems (see Charleston RMC, DB G-15,
p- 189; DB K-16, p- 202; DB G-15, p. 733; DB C-
16, p. 210; DB E-16, p. 317). Throu‘ghou’c most of
this periocl he was a partner of the Stoney, Lowndes &
Co., Brokers, with Henry D. Lowndes and T.S.
Snowden. He is listed in the 1870 popula’cion census as
resic]ing in Ward 2 of downtown Charleston. During the
Civil War Stoney was the Secretary and Treasurer of
the Southern Torpedo Co. in Charleston. He sought,
and apparen’cly found, favor with Confederate leaders
like General G.T. Beauregarcl, who warmly supporte&
the efforts to crack the Union blockade (OR 47, page
525). By 1864 he was apparently a Captain, leading
special “army ’corpeclo steamers” (OR 66, page 460).

Regardless of his war-time exploits, in Aprﬂ
1868 Stoney provided Arthur Hammond a large
mortgage and by December of that year the U.S.
District Court for South Carolina (with a parallel claim
in Circuit Court) found him bankrupt. In April 1869
Stoney manage& to reclaim his Sea Shore tract from
the Court, al’though his other planta‘cions, including the
1602, acre Laurel Hill and the 133 acre Elm Grove
plantations, both in Christ Church Parish, were sold in
1872.

Stoney again mortgage(l the Sea Shore tract in
October 1873, only to again be found bankrupt in
December 1873. In 1876 the Sea Shore tract was sold
to B.H. Rutle&ge, Receiver of the Estate of Otis Mills
(Chatleston County RMC, DB X-16, p. 432).

Ttis mzely that Stoney operatecl his plantation
using one of several common forms of tenancy (see
Scardaville in Brockington et al. 1985:46). Although
tenancy was increasing tl'n:oughou’c South Carolina
during this perio&, it was increasing at a far greater rate
in Christ Church. The number of farm units increased
from 810 in 1860 to nearly 2,500 in 1870, an
increase of over 207%, more than double the statewide
rate. While only about 20% of the farms in South
Carolina were under 10 acres, almost half of the farms
in Charleston County were that size. In Christ Church
Parish over 70% of the farms were under 10 acres in
size. Scardaville suggests that, "a larger black population
{86.3% in rural Charleston County and only 58.9%

statewi&e) and henceforth more intensive demand for
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Figure 14 Portion of the 1875 U.S. Coast Survey Map 1400b, “Bull’s Bay to Breach Inlet.”
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land area migl'lt explain the greater division of the land

in Charleston" (Brockington et al. 1985:47-48). It has
also been suggeste& that the Christ Church Plantation

owners were more amenable to renting land to blacks.

It is during this period that one of the best
regional maps is prepared, showing the stuc].y tract
situated between lands repor‘cecl to be owned Ly Wagner
and Bryan. While the ownership information is often
incorrect, the topographic features are well representecl.
Figure 14 shows the bifurcated marsh slough seen on
the 1856 Wagner plat. While the slave settlement is no
longer present, two structures are still standing — one
at the Moses Whitesides main settlement area and
another in the area of the slave settlement.

The disposition of the property by Rutledge is
not clear, but in 1881 Stoney purchased Seaside
Plantation from Rosa Bryan, then owner (Charleston
County RMC, DB K-18, p. 108). The property is
described as bounded to the north Ly lands of William
McCants, to the east by lands of Mr. Corloett, to the
west Ly lands of Mr. Venning, and to the south Ly the
"sound.” The property is still described as containing
1158 acres and reference is made to a plat by Robert K.
Payne.

Beginning shortly after this purchase, Stoney
laegan to sell small tracts to local blacks, perhaps
supporting the idea that Christ Church plan’cers were
more Wiﬂing to integrate the freedmen into the
postbellum economy. In 1882 he sold 8% acres to
Samuel Frazer (Charleston County RMC, DB A-31, p.
90). Additional parcels ranging from 1 to 15 acres were
sold through 1896 (Charleston County RMC, DB A-
31, p. 143, 160, 229; A-36, p. 70). Stoney, however,
divested the bulk of the property in two separate sales to
H.F.W. Breuer. The first sale, in 1885, was for
372.25 acres of high land and 407 acres of marsh
(Charleston County RMC, DB A-31, p. 147). The
second, for a total of 236% acres, was in 1886
(Charleston County RMC, DB A-31, P- 259). This
second sale was shown on a plat recorded in Ber]zaeley
County (Berkeley County RMC, PB A, p. 18). This
second transfer was of interior 1an&s, bordered to the
south on lands of Breuer.

In spite of his prol:lerns, Stoney was apparently

an active member in the Christ Church Agricultural
Society, organized in 1882. The Society's membership,
like that of other organizations of the periocl, consisted
of the remnants of the Southern plan‘cing aristocracy.
The organizations, founded to encourage and promote
the return of the "agrarian south," were concerned with
a vast range of issues, inclucling plan‘cing practices, the
prices offered for various crops, the transportation of
crops at reasonable prices on the new railroads, and
resolving what were considered constant labor problems,
i.e., the control of “Negroes.”

For example, as late as 1909 the members of
the Christ Church Agricultural Society agreed to a list

of labor rules closely resem]oling antebellum slavery,
incluc}ing:

® 1o laborer shall be ‘Eé.leen who is in
debt, without payment of such debt.

® no laborer who has been &ischarge&
for insubordination shall be taken
during the current year or within six
months.

® that all tenants shall agree to give
there [sic] spare time to their land-
lords when called on (South Carolina
Historical Society, Christ Church
Agricultural Society Minute Book,
34-197)

The society's constant interest in agricul’cural prices and
conditions is shown }Jy a 1902 report:

unusuaﬂy fine corn crops plan’cecl in
the paris]a, and also find the acreage
a large one, which gives promise ofa
1arge yield. Peas and potatoes have
not been neglected and, on the
whole, the crops generaﬂy are up to
the standard. The committee found
the asparagus crops in goo& condition
and some of the crops of young
asparagus above the average. No
complaints were made of rust . . . .
Labor is abundant, but getting more

and more inefficient each year . ...
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Until we cease ernploying labor that
Las been dischargecl for cause,
ineH‘iciency, etc. .. .s0 long will we
make the labor more and more
worthless. We pay from 40 to 50
cents per clay for our labor and I
doubt if, uncler ’cl'xe best
management, we receive 20 to 25
cents value for it . . . . The prices
obtained for truck, during the past
year have not been remunerative,
more stuff })eing slqippe& and less
money realized; in some instances
the {alling off amounting to 30
percent (South Carolina Historical
Society, Christ Church Agricultural
Society Minute Book, 34-197).

As Scardaville notes (Brockington et al.
1985:52), it is very difficult to use the agricultural
schedules for economic analyses after 1870. The 1880
schedule seriously un&er-represents Chatleston District,
the 1890 schedules were destroyecl Ly £ire, all
sulosequen’c schedules are provi&ed only on a county level
(the individual parish and farm level information being
&estroye& under autl’xori’cy of Congress), and vital
information is missing from the 1900 census. At a
county-wicle level, however, it is clear that between 1870
and 1910 Charleston's agricultural production gradually
increased, the labor system stabilized, and prosperity
returned.

In terms of relative importance, cotton and
livestock were the two most important agricultural
activities in Charleston County, followed l'Jy truck
£arming and grain procluction. During the early
postbeﬂum perio& there is also evidence of some land
consolidation — the four tracts in excess of 1,000 acres
in 1870 had increased to 151 tracts by 1880. Probably
caused Ly high property taxes, foreclosures, and low
seuing prices this trend continued only for a decade
(Scardaville in Brockington et al. 1985:57). During the
late post};eﬂum tenancy increased dramaticauy
throughout South Carolina, except for several coastal
areas where Scardaville suggests black farmers were able
to purchase small tracts. Where tenancy did exist, it was
largely cash rental, not sharecropping, and Scardaville
argues that this formed the vital link aHowing black
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ownership (Scardaville in Brockington et al. 1985:62).

The Twentieth Century

Breuer sold a portion of the Sea Side tract in
1903 to J.E. Williams and T.H. Williams, Jr.
(Charleston County RMC, DB N-24, p. 74). Breuer
s‘cric’cly established the disposition of the tract, noting
that it would be held by J.E. and T.H. Williams as a life
estate, then to go to their oldest son, Arthur Middleton
Williams. Only Arthur would have complete righ’c and
title to the tract. In 1913 J.E., T.H. and Arthur M.
Williams sold the tract to The Palms Estate, Inc.
(Charleston County RMC, DB N-26, p. 71).
Apparently unable to satisfy the mortgage held Ly
Arthur Williams, the property was sold at a Master's sale
three and a half years later on May 30, 1916
(Charleston County RMC, DB 1-28, p. 18). The
purchaser, Arthur Williams, fared little better, ]oeing
sued in turn Ly the Southern Home Insurance
Company, which purchasec] the tract at a Master's sale

on December 22, 1917 (Charleston County RMC, DB
S-24, p. 346).

Just two clays after their purcllase, the
Southern Home Insurance Company sold the 779.25
acre Sea Side Plantation to John T. Leonard
(Charleston County RMC, DB O-25, p. 351). The
deed refers to the F.J. Smith plat of 1885, although
Leonard had a new plat made, dated January 1917
(McCrady Plat 2843). This plat shows only three
structures, labeled "residence," in the same location as

the 1858 Payme plat.

A 1919 War Department topographic map of
the area provicles consiclera]:ly more information than
the modern plat, revealing that a series of houses were
already built along what would later become Rifle Range
Road (Figure 15). The bifurcated clrainage is not
shown, having been replace& by ditches which were
&raining the tract, prol)al)ly to improve its agricul’cural
potential. Nothing remains of either the Moses
Whitesides main settlement or the remnant slave
settlement to the west.

The eastern portion of the property was sold by
Ella Breuer, the executrix of H.F.W. Breuer, in 1912
to Ida Wilson (Charleston County RMC, DB G-26, p.
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Figure 15. Portion of the 1919 War Department Fort Moultrie topographic map showing the project area.

83). A reference to the R.V. Royaﬂ plat of November
1911 is made in the deed, although this particular plat
Las not been identified. As a result of a 1923 complain‘l:
against Ida H. Wilson, the property was sold Ly E.X
Myers, Sheriff, to ]olm F. Ohlandt and Caroline M.
Ohlandt in 1924 (Charleston County RMC, DB U-30,
p- 107). In 1925 Caroline M. Ohlandt sold the 241.5
acre tract to James S. Simmons (Charleston County
RMC, DB V-32, p. 166). In 1931 the same tract was
sold by Burnet R. May}:ank to Lester A. Wilson
(C]narleston County RMC, DB U-35, P 316).
Although the derivation in the deed lists the previous
sale to Simmons l:»y Ohland, it has not been possil:le to
determine how May}::anlz acquire& the property.
Regarzﬂess, Lester A. Wilson devised the tract, through
his WIH, to his sons, Lester Al Wilson and Julian M.
Wilson. In 1968 the Wilson's sold the tract to ]C and

Alberta Long (C]:larleston County RMC, DB N-91, p.
311).

]ohn Leonard held the western three-quarters
of Sea Side Plantation until his death in 1936. That
year Leonard sold the pine timber rigl‘rts on the tract to
J.R. Herrin and it is lileely that the pines were logge&
before the end of the year (Charleston County RMC,
DB D-38, p. 481).

There is some evidence that Leonard also
opera‘ce& a canning 1f’actory not far from the old Venning
estate, near Gennealtle's Casina Farm which was
engagecl in proclucing casina (or yaupom hoﬂy) tea
(South Carolina Historical Society, William Henry
]ol'mson's Scrap]aook). It is lilzely, however, that the
major economic activities of both the Leonard and
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Wilson tracts was truck farming.

Beginning shortly after the Civil War, truck
£arming became one of the primary agricultural
activities of Christ Church farmers. The combination of
soil fertility, climate, and proximity gave truck farming

an e&ge in the effort to supply Charleston with procluce.
As early as 1873 it was noted:

the cultivation of garclen produce for
export in the neighborhoocl of
Charleston, was not pursue& as an
occupation previously to the years
1865 or 1866. [Recently,] there are
a large class of farmers & planters in
St. Andrew's and Christ Church
Parishes . . . who, in connection with
a crop of Sea Island cotton, grow
vegetaues for export (Charleston
Chamber of Commerce 1873:32-
33).

As a result many blacks were ernployed as wage
laborers. Produce increased from about one-quarter of
the county's agricultural production in 1890 to over
three~quarters by 1930 (Scar&aviﬂe in Brocleington et
al. 1985:74). Much of this prosperity, however,
disappeared during the Great Depression, when truclzing
in Charleston County declined }Jy 75%.

Upon Leonard's death the property was sold by
the Master in response to court action Ly South
Carolina National Bank, who purchased the plantation
for $15,000 (Charleston County RMC, DB W-33, p.
291). About a year later, in late 1937, the property was
sold to Socarnat Bank Corporation of Delaware for
$13,587 (Charleston County RMC, DB S-39, p. 579).
It is likely that the property, during the height of the
Great Depression, was seen only as dead weight and
even talaing a loss was better than continuing to pay the
taxes. It was &uring this period that a number of South
Carolina plantations were purcl'lase& l)y out-of-state
investors. A January 1939 plat (Charles’con County
RMC, PB E, p- 59) shows the Sea Side tract, including
the "settlement” in essentially the same location as that
shown on the 1804 Diamond plat, the 1858 Payne
plat, and the 1917 plat for John T. Leonard. No other

structures or features are shown, and even the causeway
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to the lan&ing is missing from the plat. The entire Sea
Side Plantation, at this time, is shown in fields.

Socarnat Bank Corporation held Sea Side for
just over a year before selling it on December 31, 1938
to Mary C. Sottile of Charleston (Charleston County
RMC, DB E-40, p. 546). In 1945 Sottile exchangecl
Sea Side for three lots in the Wagner Terrace
Subdivision in Charleston, owned })y aeveloper J.C.
Long (Charleston County RMC, DB C-46, p. 187).
Throug}lout his extend career buying and seﬂing much
Charleston property, Long held the Sea Side tract, as
well as the Wilson tract to the east. In 1952 he devised
a portion of the property including 76.5 acres of higl’x
groun& and 62 acres of marsh to his wi£e, Alberta S.
Long (Charleston County RMC, DB N-55, p. 611).
Because of questions regarcling the original deed, the
property boundaries were clarified in a 1955 deed
(Charleston County RMC, DB B-60, p- 177). The
tract included basically the western end of Sea Side,
inclucling the resi&ence and Sea Side Island. The plat
(Charleston County RMC, PB H, p. 14) showing this
tract unfortunately provides few details. It fails to show
the main settlement, any roac]s, or the vegetation on the
tract. In fact, the only useful feature is the revelation
that there is bank paraﬂeling the marsh, keying in to
the presence of a bank on the 1858 Payne plat for
Wagner.

In 1962 J.C. Long began the process of
cleveloping Sea Side Plantation. A plat drawn May
1962, shows the eastern two-thirds of the tract divided
into a series of eigh‘c 25 acre strips, aﬂowing a buffer
between the proposecl clevelopment Jands and the
property given to his wife 11 years earlier (Charleston
County RMC, PB P, p. 22). A few months later, in
August 1962 Long began the process of divesting
himself of the Sea Side tract, seuing three lots
(numbers 1, 2, and 3) to The Beach Company for
397,500. The Wilson tract, of about 74 acres, was also
sold to The Beach Company in 1973 (Charleston
County RMC, DB J-103, p. 74). Alberta C. Long sold
219.15 acres to Dieci, Inc. in 1987 (Charleston
County RMC, DB N-171, p. 62).

Historic Synopsis

Qur primary interest, and hence focus, has
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and feld slaves. The plantation
was  held ]:)y several owners,
prol)a]oly all absentee owners who

viewed the tract as an investment.

After the Civil War little
remained of the Moses Whitesides
plan‘cation and the slave
settlement (38CH1477) was no
longer standing. This indicates
that the settlement had a Ii{espan
of perhaps 1762 through 1864,
yielding a mean historic date of
1813. If the later beginning date
of 1798 is used, then the site
would have a mean historic date
of 1831. By 1875 a single
structure is shown closer to the
marsh edge, prohauy representing
a tenant farmer. This new

Figure 16. 1949 aerial photograph CDV-4E.7 Showing the stuc].y area. structure is in the area of

38CH1466 and is gone by 1918.

been on the mid-eighteenth through mid-nineteenth The 1949 and 1954 aerial photographs show

century. It was during this periocl that the
plantation of Thomas Whitesides was sub-
divided (perhaps as early as 1762 and at
least by 1798) and his son, Moses
Whitesides Legan his farming operation. At
that time there was a small nucleated main
settlement an&, to the west, a slave
settlement of at least six structures. This
settlement has been recognizecl as
38CH1477. The Whitesides plantation
seems to represent the norm of Christ
Church Parish — a small planta’cion,
neither large nor small — producing crops
and cattle for export to nearl)y Charleston
markets. '

By the late antebellum the Moses
Whitesides tract was combined with other
lands creating a much larger — and much
more profital:le — cotton plantation. While
the main settlement was shifted back to the
old Thomas Whitesides se’ctlernen’c, the
Moses Whitesides settlement and slave row
continued in use, perhaps for an overseer

Figure 17. 1967 aerial photograph 1610-78-1729 showing the study

area.
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the project area to be cultivated. The ditch and bank
along the marsh e&ge is clearly visil)le, although there is
no indication of structures or any'thing which migh’c
indicate remnant sites at either 38CH1466 or
38CH1477. The bifurcated marsh drainage is present
in 1949, but the 1954 aerial reveals that efforts were

well along to convert this into a ponc],.

By 1964 the pond had been completed and the
fields to the north, except for those too wet and Araining
into the pon&, had been planted in pine. Around the two
archaeological sites the groun& is still open, although
cultivation appears to be very limited, perhaps to small
patches to attract game or water birds. In fact, the only
open grouncl is that around the periphery of the poncl.
This condition continued into 1973. At the time of the
original archaeological survey, in 1993, much of this
open groun& had closed in, although there were still
small cultivated patches at the edge of the poncl.
Between 1993 and 1999 these few open areas closed

and there was no longer any open ground.
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Metho&ology

Field Methods

The initial survey of these two sites included
only shovel testing, t‘ypicaﬂy at intervals ranging from
50 to 100 foot intervals, although in a few cases the
interval was as close as 25 feet. As a result, we felt that
cliscing the two sites, estal:lisking survey collection gricls,
and con&ucting a surface collection would provicle
expeclient information on artifact density and the
distribution of the sites’ components. However, as
previously &iscussecl, the sites had signi{icantly grown up
over the six years between the initial survey and the data
recovery excavations and none of this methoclology was
possﬂale.

We modified our research me’chodo]ogy, opting
for more consistent, closer interval auger testing at each
site, covering an area sufficient to encompass the
originaﬂy identified sites. Auger testing was selected
over shovel testing because our experience suggests that
auger testing provides more consistent results with less
clamage to recovered artifacts. Prior to our work we
arrange& for the sites to be bush hoggecl in order to

provide access.

Es’calalishing site boundaries for both the bush
hogging and the auger testing, however, prove& difficult.
In a few areas there was a occasional scatter of shell.
Likewise, at 38CH1477 we found several brick
J:‘ragmen’cs on the surface. In general, however, the
grouncl visi]oility was very poor and there was no clear
evidence of either site. Moreover, it appeare& that a
sizable portion of 38CH1477 had been covered over by
a construction staging area immecha’cely a&jacent to the
pond.

We felt that any effort at reconstructing site
locations based on the original survey would lilzely yiel&
questional:le results, so rather than clear two distinct
areas, establish two different gric]s, and conduct two

separate auger surveys, we selected to open one large
area, establish the grid covering what we felt would be
adequate acreage for both sites, and auger test the entire

area.

Even this, however, prove& difficult. We had
an area 900 feet northeast-southwest paraﬂeling the dirt
access road, or about 4.5 acres, bush hoggecl. Once
openecl, we found no additional clues to the location of
the two sites. Consequently, a grid baseline was laid out
}:)isecting the tract, from the perceive& southern limit of
the site foﬂowing a magnetic orientation of 58°30' for
700 feet. This orientation was roughly parallel to the
road l’)or&ering the pond and also seemed to maximize -
the “north-south” range. This orientation also gave us
the alnhty to expand gricl south or north, clepencling on

the circumstances (Figure 18).

In oxder to establish horizontal control for the
auger survey (as well as the £oﬂowing block excavations),
a modified Chicago gri& was established over the site
area. The initial southwest corner was clesignecl
250R450. With this system the first number indicates
feet north of a datum (ORO), while the second number
indicates feet right (or east) of the data. Therefore,
100R200 would be located 100 feet north and 200 feet
east (or right) of the datum. Individual squares are
clesigned Ly their southeast corner.

The established gricl covered the area from
N250 to N950 and bordering the access road from
about R250 in the northern part of the site to R600.
The site datum was esta]ohshed at 500R500, where a
1engt}1 of rebar, with an aluminum cap, was driven flush
to the ground. The grid was also tied into a &evelopment
datum on a double oak tree at the south edge of the site.
This last datum was also used to provic].e vertical control
at the site, Leing assignecl an assumed elevation of

10.00 feet above mean sea level (AMSL).

Auger testing at the Fish Haul site on Hilton
Head Island (Trinkley 1986:118-119) had used
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50-foot intervals to great
success, al’chough the
site area lseing covered
there was 15 acres. We
decided to conduct the
additional testing of the
prehistoric site
(38CH1466) at the 50-
foot interval, but to
reduce the interval to
25-feet in the vicinity of
where we anticipa’ced the
historic site
(38CH1477) to be
located. This  would
provide some &egree of
economics to the
investigation of the
prehistoric site, while

Figure 19. Auger testing the prel'zistoric site area.

provi&ing data for the
historic site which was
data far superior to Fish Haul, better than the shovel
testing, but still within the Luclget and time scheme of
the current project.

This resulted in the excavation of 33 auger
tests in the prehistoric site (Figure 19) . A total of 36
auger tests were initially placed at 50-foot intervals in
the historic site area, with an additional 52 auger tests
placed to fill in the grid, providing 25-foot coverage in
the central area.

The tests were conducted with a two-person
power auger equipped with a 10-inch bit. Each test was
augerecl. toa clep‘ch of 1.5 to 2.0 feet below the current
groun& surface. All tests were screened using Ys-inch
mesh. Many of those in the Prehistoric area were found
to be very wet, both because of recent rain and also
because of the low elevation. Frequently we found
standing water within 0.5 to 1.0 foot below the ground
surface and often it was necessary to waterscreen, rather
than &ry screen, the auger tests. While all artifacts were
coﬂecte&, both shell and brick was weighe& in the ﬁel&,
noted, and discarded. The resul’c’mg artifact and shell
weight data was used to pro&uce density maps which
were then used to help guicle additional research at the
two sites.

Elevations were also collected from each auger
test point in order to create the site plan. This data
suggests considerable alteration of the topography in
this vicinity. There is a ditch ]oorclering the marsh e&ge
— the result of an eighteenth century ditch and dike
system &esignecl to hold back high tides that &amagecl
agricultural lands. Several of the resulting excess spoil
piles {or perhaps clean—up piles) are seen inland from the
ditch. To&ay the accompanying ditch system terminates
at about N300, althougl'x the dike itself continues along
the property eclge.

There is also another very large spoﬂ pile at the
northwestern site edge, which we believe is the result of
twentieth century activities associated with the creation
of a freshwater pon& to the west. This pon& was created
£0Howing the natural marsh slough and pre-existing

nineteenth century clrainage ditches, pro}oalﬂy associated
with the agricultural felds.

Al’chough the remainder of the site area
appears to be ﬂa‘t, reference to Figure 18 reveals that
there are actuany two small “islands” of higher ground,
one toward the north in the vicinity of what has been
identified as 38CH1477, and the other to the south, at
what we have called 38CH1466. The difference in
elevation is ’cypicany only a half of a foot, but this is
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Figure 20. Hand excavation in the historic block, 38CH1477, view to the east. single

about 50% of the soil
from 38CH1466 and
about 33% of the soil
from 38CH1477 to be
water screened through
1/8-inch mesh. In order
to maintain productivity,
the remainder  was
mechanicaﬂy screened
tl'xrough Ys-inch screen.
Finer dry screening was
not possi]:le since the
soil never dried out
suf{iciently.

Screen  loads
were sorted in the fielcl,
with all materials from a

sufficient to vastly improve the &rainage of these two
“islands.” It may also be significant that the bulk of the
cultural remains are associated with one of the two
higher sand ridges. Al’chough never clearly visible ]ay eye
alone, a similar correlation between prel’n'storic shell
middens and sand ridges with 0.5 foot difference in
elevation  has been
observed at  several

provenience
l)agge& ‘cogethex. Shell:
an brick were

quantified by weight in the field and discarded. Munsell

soil color notations were made cluring the course of
excavations, ’cypicaﬂy on moist freshly expose& soils.

One-quart soil samples were retained from
each provenience. Shell samples were occasionally

coastal shell middens.

Excavation

proceedec]. Ly hand with
all soil either
mecl'lanicaﬂy screened
’chrough Yi-inch mesh
(Figure 20) or water
screened through Y or
Ye-inch mesh (Figure
21). At both sites we
anticipatec‘l water
screening if water was
available. As it turned
out, our water source
was tic],al, and was

therefore periodicaﬂy i

available. This allowed Figue 21. aterscreening f sil from t}l his’coc block.
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Figure 22. Troweling units in the historic block at the base of excavations.

numbered Ly specific

unit.

Feature fill was
water screened through
1/8-inch mesh and
fea‘cures, upon
completion of  their
excavation, were also
p}zotographecl using
black and white negative
film and color
transparencies. One
quart soil samples were
obtained from all
features. In a&rli‘cion,
approximately 5 to 10
gaﬂons of soil from each

feature was retained for

retained to document specifiecl materials, but were not
collected in any routine fashion.

Each unit which appeare& to contain shell
midden (or remnant mid&en), also had a shell column
measuring 2.2 feet square established in its southeast
comer. The matrix from this column was first weighe&
and then screened t}uough Yi-inch mesh. The resulting
shell was then Weighecl, in order to calculate the c].ensity
of the midden. This is a standard approach that Chicora
has used at a variety of middens. By continuing the
practice we hope to accumulate a substantial data set
that may help determine the normal variation Ly
cultural association.

Afterwards the shell from the column was
separate& by species and quantifiecl by weight. This
allows us to evaluate the contributions of different
species and to integrate the shellfish data into the
zooarchaeological study as biomass.

Units were troweled (Figure 22) and
photographed using black and white negative and color
transparency film, typica.ﬂy at the base of the plowzone
and the base of the excavations. Each unit was drawn at
a scale of 1 inch to 2 feet. Features were &esignatecl Ly
consecutive numbers. Post holes were consecutively

off-site water flotation.

At the conclusion of the work the excavations
were covered in plastic and Centex Homes was notified
that Lackﬁuing could be conducted at their convenience.

Laboratory Processing and Analysis

Processing was begun in the field, but was
completed at Chicora’s labs in Columbia. During the
washing, artifacts were sorted }Jy broad categories —
pottery, lithics, }aone, ceramics, glass, iron, and other
materials. Upon drying the artifacts were temporarily
Laggecl Ly these categories, penrling ca’caloging.
Conservation treatments have been conducted ]ay
Chicora personnel at the Columbia Ia]aoratory
intennit‘tently from May 1999 and are still on-going for
some specimens.

Brass items, i they exhibited active bronze
disease, were sul)jectecl to elec‘trolytic 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—gra&e bronze wool followed the
electrolysis. Afterwards, the surface chlorides were
removed with deionized water baths (un’cﬂ a chloride
level of no greater than 1 ppm or 18 umhos/cm was
achieved using a conc].uctivity meter) and the items were
dried in an acetone bath. The conserved cuprous items
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were coated with a 20% solution (w/v) of acryloid B-72
in toluene.

Ferrous o]:)jects were su.l)jectecl to electrolytic
reduction in a bath of sodium carbonate solution in
currents no greater than 5 volts for a period of 5020
days. When all visible corrosion was removed, the
artifacts were wire brushed and placecl in a series of
deionized water soaks 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
dewatered in acetone baths and were air dried for 24
hours. Afterwards, a series of phosphoric (10% v/v) and
tannic (20% wiv) acid solutions were appliecl and the
specimens were again allowed to air dry for 24 hours.
They were finally coated with a 10% solution (w/v) of
acryloid B-72 in toluene.

As previously discussed, the materials have
been accep’cecl for curation Ly the South Carolina
Institute of Archaeology and An’chropology. The
collection has been ca‘caloge& using this institution's
accessioning practices. Specimens were paclzecl in
plastic bags and boxed. Field notes were preparecl on pH
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and photographic
materials were processed to archival standards. All
original field notes, with archival copies, are also curated
at this £acility. All materials have been delivered to the
curatorial facility.

Analysis of the collections followed
professionaﬁy acceptecl standards with a level of
intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of the

remains.

In terms of the prehistoric collection,
quantification of the remains is clearly one of the most
signiﬁcant concerns. There is mounting evidence that
counts are the least accurate way to quanti£y prehistoric

pottery (see the brief discussion in Trinlzley and Adams
1994:35-36). In spite of this there seems to be little
support for any other analytical approach and we have
adoptecl the conventional approa.cl'l to ensure that this
work is comparal')le and W'iclely useful.

We have concentrated on what Orton et al.
(1993) term fabric (wl'xat Americanists call paste)

analysis, couple& with detailed surface treatment
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analysis (i.e., the textile fabric i’cself). Each of these
areas has been shown Ly a host of other researchers to
be of particular importance in un&erstan&ing pottery

wares.

The visual paste studies have concentrated on
a relatively few additional areas:

8 temper size, based on the U.S.D.A. standard sizes

{OI san& grains ancl are definecl as:

very fine - up to 1 mm

fine - 0.1 t0 0.25 mm
medium - 0.25 to 0.5 mm
coarse - 0.5 to 1.0 mm
very coarse - 1.0 to 2.0 mm
granule - 2.0 to 4.0 mm

with the dominant size range given and the ranges
shown in brackets. This was calculated for any sand
inclusions and also for the grog itself.

& Temper Shape, also known as "rounding,” with the
inclusions defined as:

angular - convex shape, sharp corners

sub—angula.r - convex sl'lape, rounded-off
corners

rounded - convex shape, no corners.

® Frequency af Inclusions, using a three point scale of
al)undant, mo&era.te, or sparse. These can be estimated
Ly reference to percentage inclusion estimation charts
(see Mathew et al. 1991), with 30% or more being
aLunclant, ranges of 10 to 20% Leing moderate, and
5% Leing sparse.

8 (Core Cross Sections, consisting of a visual
observation of a freshly broken eclge. There can be at
least five different cross-sections for coarse tempere&
pottery: (1) oxidized with no core (organics may or may
not have originaﬂy be present), (2) oxidized with diffuse
core margins (organics originally present), (3) reduced
with black or gray extending ’chrough the sherd, Ieaving
little or no ligh‘ter colored core (organics not originaﬂy
present), (4) reduced, being dark throughout with no
core (organics may or may not have been present
originaﬂy,) and 5) reduced then cooled rapidly in air
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Figure 23. Stylized cross sections comparing variations
in the appearance of JEir:lng cores in coarse-
textured clays. The numbers corresponcl to
descriptions in the text (adapted from Rye

1981:104).

leaving very sharp margins on the interior dark core (see

Rye 1981:Figure 104; Figure 23).

Other vessel studies, such as form, {"unc’cion,
and decorative motif examinations will concentrate on
a smaller constellation of essential features:

® [nterior Treatment, using the definitions developed
by Blanton et al. (1986:183) for interior coastal plain
pottery: (1) tool marks present, {2) no tool marles, no
visible temper, (3) no tool marlzs, some temper visible
but not protru&ing, and (4) no tool marks, temper
protruding.

® Exterior Smoot]aing, was rated as either absent (When
the exterior stamping was clean and sharp or plain

sherds had a rough, non-compacted surface), moderate
(when exterior stamping was slightly blurred and plain
sherds had a regular, but not glossy surface), or high
(when exterior stamping was almost totally obliterated

and plain sherds had a semi«glossy finisl'x).

# Qverstamping, classified as either present or absent
with no effort to quan’ci{y degree or nature.

8 Rim Diameter, measured in centimeters when a
reliable arc was present.

8 Thickness, measured in millimeters and taken 3 em
below the rim. When this portion of the vessel was not
present no tl’xiclzness measurement was taken. Clearl ,
much of the diversi’cy in thickness found in the
literature is lilzely from measurements taken on bocly
sherds, which may represent virtuaﬂy any part of the
vessel.

8 Shoulder Form, defined as (1) slightly ﬂaring, (@)
slightly restrictive at the rim, (3) straight sided, (4)
hemispherical, and (5) flaring on straight-sided bodies.

L C’ara’age Diameter, measured as mm and including

both warp and weft as appropriate.

8 Tuwists per Centimeter, also measured as twists per
0.5 cm and extrapolated when necessary.

S-twist (\) Z-twist (/)

Figure 24. Criteria for iclentiﬁdng the direction of
twist (adapted from Hurley 1979:Figure
5).
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B Direction o][ Twist, which is a descrip’cion of the slant
of the segments, either sloping from the upper righ’c to
the lower left (Z twist) or from the upper left to lower
right (S twist) (Figure 24). This is uniformly recorded
not from the shercl, but from an impression of the
sherd (i.e., it is based on the plasticine impression or
positive image).

8 Distance Between C’orals, measured in mm and
representing the distance to the nearest paraﬂel cordage
impression. Measurements were taken between four

different cords and average& for each sherd.

The temporal, cultural, and ty'pological
classifications of the historic remains follow such
authors as Cushion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985),
Miller (1980, 1991), No&l Hume (1978), Norman-
Wilcox (1965), Peirce (1988), Price (1970), South
(1977), and Walton (1976). Glass artifacts were
identified using sources such as Jones (1986) , Jones and
Sullivan (1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972),
McNally (1982), Smith (1981), Vose (1975), and
Warren (1970). Additional references, where

appropriate, will be discussed in the £ouowing sections.

The analysis system used South's (1977)
functional groups as an effort to subdivide historic
assem]olages into groups which could reflect behavioral
categories. Initiaﬂy &evelopec]. for eigh’ceenth—century
British colonial asseml:lages, this approacla appears to be
a reasonable choice for even nineteenth century
materials since it allows reacly comparison to other
collections. Although criticized for prol)lerns in sample
comparability (see, for example, Joseph 1989), even the

system's detractors note that:

whatever its ﬂaws, the value of
artifact patterning lies in the fact
that it is a universany recognized
method  for organizing large
collections of artifactual data in a
manner which can be easﬂy
understood and which can be used for
comparative purposes (]oseph

1989:65).

The {'unctional categories of Kitchen, Axckitecture,
Furniture, Personal, Clothing, Arms, Tobacco, and
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Activities provide not only the range necessary for
clescribing and characterizing most collections, but also
allow typicaﬂy consistent comparison with other
collections. ‘

Another important analytical technique used
in this stucly is the minimum vessel count, as both an
alternative to the more traditional count of ceramics' -
and also as a prerequisite to the applica’cion of Miller's
cost indices. The most common approaclq for the
calculation of minimum number of vessels (MNV) is to
1ay out all of the ceramics from a particular analytic
unit (sucl'x as a fea’cure) , grouping the sherds Ly ware,
type, and variety (e.g., floral motif vs. pastoral). All
possil:le mends are then made. Bocly sherds are, from
this point on, considered residual and not further
considered. Remaining rim sherds, which fail to provi&e
mends, are examined for matches in &esign, rim form,
colors, and other attributes which would indicate
matches with previously defined vessels. Those which
fail to match either mended vessels or other rims are
counted as additional vessels. Since there were no closed
features, such as wells or privies suitable for this level of
a,nalysis, the analytic unit used was all of the units from
the excavations. These were combined for this analysis,
using a minimum distinction method for the MNV,
which tends to provide a relatively conservative count.

Al’though no cross mend analyses were
conducted on the glass artifacts, these materials were

! Although counts are used in this, and virtuany
every stucly of historic wares, we know that they are biased as
measures of the proportions of types. Simply put, the
proportion Izy number of sherds of a particular type reflects
two t}lings — first, the proportion of that type in the
population, and second, the average number of sherds into
which vessels of that type have broken (lanown among some
researchers are their Lrolzenness) in comparison with the

_ brokenness of other types. In ’general, ]:mwever, brokenness

will vary from one type to another and also from one size
vessel of a particular type to another size vessel of the same
type. Usuauy, types with a high brokenness will be over-
represen’cecl in comparison to those with a low brokenness.
More importantly, this bias not only affects the stucly of a
single asseml:lage, but may affect the stucly, or comparison, of
different assemblages which may have a different level of
brokenness.
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examined in a similar fashion to the ceramics to define
minimum number of vessel counts, with the number of
vessel bases in a given asseml)lage l)eing used to define
the MNV. Attempts were made to mend and match
vessel bases in order to ensure the accuracy of the
count. If a g].ass artifact exhibited a different color
and/or form not represented by the counted bases, then
it was &esigna’cecl a separate vessel or container.

The method used to determine the occupation
span of the excavations is South's (1977) bracketing
technique. This method consists of creating a time line
where the manufacturing span of the various ceramics
are place&. The left bracket is placecl by clet_ermining
where at least half of the ceramic type bars touch. The
right bracket is placecl the same way, however, it is
placed far enougl'x to the right to at least touch the
beginning of the latest type present (South 1977:214).
We have chosen to alter South's bracketing technique
slightly })y placing the left bar at the earliest en&ing date
when that ending date does not overlap with the rest of
the ceramic type bars.

Results of the Excavations

Auger Testing

Figure 25 reveals the artifact &ensity map for
the two site areas. The lower two concentrations both
reflect pn’marily prehistoric remains and were
interpreted to be the location of 38CH1466. One of
the denser concentration appears to be at 500R500, in
relatively close proximity to the access road. A second
concentration is situated in the vicinity of 600R600,
while a third is at 500R500, ranging to the northeast.
The southern-most concentration is rather ephemeral,
never exceeding 3 sherds per auger test.

The series of concentrations to the north,
inclucling one 1arge area and five smaller clusters, occur
in the area of what has been identified as 38CH1477
and consist primarﬂy of historic remains. Although one
clear concentration was found at 850R475, most of
this area contains no more than 1 or 2 items per test —
suggesting a very sparse occupation.

The original survey, of course, suggeste& that
the historic site was concentrated further to the west,

where a construction staging area had been established,
and failed to clearly iclentify the more eastwarcuy
concentration. This current stucly presents a more
complex picture, suggesting that there may have been a
linear arrangement of structures, with the pond having
&estroyecl several, the construction staging area and road
perhaps removing several more, and the current auger
s‘cudy i&enti£ying the far eastern portion of the
settlement. This would be consistent with the historic
evidence that reveals a slave settlement at this site with
two rows of three structures each. The clispersion of
these remains and the failure to identify a core area is
also consistent with the extensive plowing anticipated
from review of the aerial pho’cographs.

Although the distribution of artifacts appears
to clearly reveal two sites, Figure 26, iuustra’cing the
distribution of sheu, does not. Instead there is a rather
broad smear which seems to parauel the marsh front.
The densest shell is found in the immediate vicinity of
600R500, where levels of about 10 to 13 pounds per
auger test (approximately 1.2 £t3) were identified.

The auger testing provided no clear evidence of
individual middens. Instead it appears that one (ox
more) middens have been blurred or blended together by
years of plowing, creating the one smear we see toclay.
This, again, is consistent with the land-use history. In
addition, it seems mzely that the intensive eighteen’ch
and nineteenth century occupation in this area affected
the pre-existing prehistoric resources.

The auger stu&y also provi&ecl information on
the vertical distribution of materials. Neither prehistoric
nor historic materials were found more &eeply buried
than about 1.1 foot. In even the better drained areas,
soils tended to be damp, evidence chemical reduction,
and exhibit dark A and B horizons. All of the materials
identified came from the A horizon. Although plowing
was not identified on the basis of plow scars, the clegree
of homogeniza’cion, couple& with the size of artifacts
present, suggests that the entire area has been uniformly
plowe& fora great many years.

Excavations at 38CH1466

As stipulate& by the research plan, a series of
three blocks were excavated at 38CH1466 — two in
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Figure 25. Artifact density at 38CH1466 and 38CH1477 based on the auger survey.

52




EXCAVATIONS

N 850 - ° ° ° e o © o o
N 900 - ° ° ° e © e o © e o o o©
] (-

N 850 - e o o e o e o

N 800 - ° ° e e

N 750 - e e o

N 700 - °

N 650 -

N 600 -

N 550 -

0 100 200
Nsoo- RS

SCALE IN FEET

N 450 -

N 400 - *

N 350 - N

N 300 - ° . °
N 250 - GRID NORTH o o o

(58° 30")

! [ f | [ i ! |
E250 E300 ES350 E400 E450 ES500 E550 E600

Figure 26. Shell density at 38CH1466 and 38CH1477 based on the auger survey.




INDIAN AND SLAVE AT THE MOSES WHITESIDES PLANTATION

what were considered non-shell areas and one where
there was a concentration of shell midden (or shell
de]:)ris) , based on the auger study.

590-600R510, Shell Midden Area

The one shell midden excavation consisted of
two 10-foot units, 590-600R510, placecl on the basis
of the dense shell remains found in the auger study.
These excavations revealed 0.8 to 1.2 foot of very dark
gray (10YR3/1) loam mixed with dense shell overlying
a predominantly dark brown (10YR3/3) sand subsoil
(Figures 27 and 28).

The combined weigh’é of shell from these two
units was 2,721 pounds. One shell column from each
unit was removed and quantified. From 590R510 we
identified a remnant {or Plowecl) midden with a shell:soil
ratio of 1:2.9, while 600R510 yielded a shell:soil ratio
of 1:2.7. Oyster was the dominant species in both,
ranging from 43.0% to 61.5% by weight. Small shell
&agments, not easily classified to species and indicative
of the amount of plowing, were the next most common
classification. Not unexpectecﬂy the variation here is
much smaller, ranging from 25.2 to 29.3% by weight.
It is likely that much of this small debris is actually
oyster.

The remainder of the shellfish species may
represent individual meals or collection episo&es and its
importance is variable not only }.)y unit, but also I)y
location within each unit. Clam varied from only a trace
in 600R510 to 7.1% in 590R510. On the other hand,
periwinkle accounts for 31.5% of the midden by weight
in 600R510, but only 1.4% in the column sample of
590R510. Whelk ranged from 0.1 to 0.7%. Neither
unit procluced any identifiable quantity of ribbed mussel
or stout ’cagelus.

The excavations procluce& not only a quantity
of prehistoric pottery, but also a number of relatively
large historic ceramics. The excavation found historic
remains ‘chmughout the shell zone, in&icating that this
is not an intact midden, but represents shell debris
dispersecl Ly plowing. It is also possi]:)le that additional
shell was added Auring the historic periocl. The historic
research, previously discussed, reveals that occupation
continued in this area cluring the pos’cbeuum. As a
result, it is not possible to accept the shell analyses as
representative of an exclusively prehistoric occupation.

At the base of these two units a single shell pit
was iden’ci{ie&, measuring about 1.5 foot in diameter.
This pit, clesignatecl Feature 4, conmsisted of a black
(10YR2/1) sanc].y loam £ill with abundant oyster. Upon

excavation it revealed

Figure 27. Units 590-600R510, west profile showing plowed éheﬂ lens.

steeply sloping sides
suggestive of a larger
pit which  had
perhaps been
truncated by
plowing. The £ll
proclucec]. both
primarily prehistoric
sherds, wi’ch the
inclusion of a single
historic item (an
iron latch {ragment).
It is likely that the
pit was clug, and
quiclfely filled, cluring
the historic
occupation of the
site. The function of
the pit is uncertain,
but it is 1ilzely that
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the prehistoric remains are accidental inclusions in the
pit.

600R600, Non-Shell Midden Area

The first of the two non-shell midden areas was
established at 600R600, based on the auger test data
which suggeste& this vicinity to be a relatively }xigh
proclucer of artifacts associated with relatively little shell.
Our excavations found only 222 pouncls of shell,
signi{icantly less than at the previously discussed
midden. Although no definitive {or observable in profile)
midden was present, a column was still removed and
quantifiec]. for comparative purposes. We found that the
shell:soil ratio is 1:9.6, also clearly distinct.
Nevertheless, oyster is still dominant (accounting for
50.6% of the sample, followed lay small fragments,
periwinlale, clam, and whenz). This supports our belief
that we are seeing shell midden wiclely disperse& over the
site area by plowing.

The Ap horizon consisted of very dark gray

(10YR3/1) sandy loam about 1.2 feet in depth,
overlying a very dark brown (10YR3/2) sandy loam
subsoil (Figure 29). Artifacts were again prirnarily
prehis’coric and this unit even producecl a small lithic
asseml)lage. In addition, however, we continued ﬁnding
small quantities of historic materials (including 13.5
pounds of brick rubble). The proximity of this unit to
the marsh eclge places it in the area of the structure
shown on the 1875 map (Figure 14).

Although artifacts were plentiful, the unit
pro&ucecl no features. As a result, no additional
investigations were conducted in this area.

345R460-465, 350R460-470, Non-Shell Midden
Axea

The second of the two non-shell midden areas
consisted of two 10-foot and two 5-foot units, again
place& on the basis of the auger test data which
suggeste& this vicinity to bea rela.tively }ugh pro&ucer of
artifacts associated with relatively little shell. Our
excavations, which opened 250 £t2, revealed only a trace
of brick, although 581 pounds of shell were recovered.
Shell columns in the two 10-foot units (again taken for
purely comparative purposes, even though no midden

was present), reveal shell:soil ratios of 1:105 — clearly
revealing the small quantity of shell present in this
particular site area (Figure 30).

The excavations reveals about 0.5 to 1.0 foot
of very dark gray (10YR3/1) sandy loam Ap horizon soil
overlying the subsoil of very dark grayish brown
(10YR3/2) sand. The more shallow plowzone in this
unit may be the result of earth removal associated with
the construction of the nearl)y pond.

These units procluced a numl)er o£ tree stains,
but more signiﬁcantly a series of three features were also
found. Feature lisa portion of a wall trench structure.
The eastern wall is oriented approximately north-south
and extends the 13-feet length from N350 south to
about N347 where it c]isappears into another vague
stain. Where visil)le, however, this portion of the wall
ranged from 1.0 to 1.6 feet in width and consisted of a
black (10YR2/1) sand £ll with lumps of gray lime
mortar. At 351.5R463 there.is a T-intersection and a
wall extends about 10-feet to the west, graduany
&isappearing in the subsoil staining. Again, this leg of
the feature contains black soil with abundant lumps of
mortar. Upon close inspection this mortar is largely
sand, with a relatively small quantity of lime and small

’Eragments of pulverize& shell.

Feature 1 , upon excavation, was found to be
about 0.5 to 0.7 foot in &epth. No post impressions are
visible in the base of the trench, al‘bhough there is some
variation in depth, vague].y suggestive of posts. The
mortar is randomly clispersecl in the fill and does not
appear to be associated with any speci{ic posts or areas
(Figure 31). Since this material is very friable and
found primarily at the surface of the feature, we believe
that it is the remains of a “stucco” used as daub on the
wattle wall. With the extensive p].owing only the material
just below the plowzone has survived. Artifacts included
primarﬂy prehis’coric sherds, although a single pearlware
ceramic and a small quantity of heavily corroded nail
JI‘ra.grm-:n‘l:s were also present. This wall trench was
excavated through a pre-existing prehistoric midden or
occupation zomne, resul’cing in the mixture of materials.

Feature 2, a shell pit, was found in 350R460-
470, bisected by the R460 wall The pit was

encountered at the base of Level 1 and measured about
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west. The portion
excavated is grac].uany
sloping to the south,
although it has a
steeply sloping west
si

The artifact
assern]alage of the
feature was very
sparse —  five
prehistoric sherds.
Again, the proximity
to  the historic
feature and the high
density of historic
materials in the unit

aside, it is likely that

2.3 feet north-south by 2.1 feet east-west. The £ill
consisted of black (10YR2/1) sandy loam with dense
shell. Excavation and examination of this shell revealed
that 92% consisted of oyster, with the remaining 8%
consisting of clam fragmen’cs. The pit is very shallow,
averaging between 0.2 and 0.4 foot in depth.

Although in close proximity to Feature 1, this
pit pro&uced only two prehis’coric sherds. Although its
ternpozal episode is questiona}ale, it seems most lilzely
that it dates from the prehis’coric occupation of the site.

Feature 3 is situated southeast of Feature 1
in the southeast corner of unit 345R465. It, too, was
encountered at the base of Level 1 and was identifiable
by the darker fill (a very dark gray, 10YR3/1, compared
to the subsoil in this area, a dark grayish brown,
10YR4/2). This £ill tended to blend into Feature 1, and
was largely distinguished by its greater &ensi’cy of shell
and the absence of mortar inclusions.

Only the northwest quadrant of the feature was
exposed })y the excavations, so observations concerning
its size and shape are speculative. It may, however,
represent a fa.lrly 1arge shell pit, perhaps 3feetin length
north-south Ly perhaps 2 or more feet in width, east-

this feature
Figure 31. Feature 1, partiaﬂy excavated, view to the east. represents a
moderate sized

prehistoric shell pit.
Excavations at 38CH1477

Excavations at the historic site consist of a
series of 12 10-foot units, forming a single block place(l
in the one area of densest historic materials (Figures 32
and 33). Although we were initiauy concerned about the
likelihood of recovering "goo&" historic remains, these
excavations pro&uced a 1arge assemblage which appears
to date primarily from the frst quarter of the
nineteenth century — within the posited mean historic
occupation dates previously proposed.

The excavations include the units 820-
830R510, 840-850R470-520. The east-west
orientation clevelope& as we traced out increasing brick
and artifact &ensities, while the extension of the south
was excavated in order to establish a southern limit on
the artifact density. These excavations were, there{ore,
successful in almost completely exposing the core of the
artifact concentration, likely centered about 840R490-
500.

The units reveal a £air1y consistent A or Ap
horizon of black (10YR2/1) sandy loam ranging from
1.0 to 1.2 feet in depth overlying a heavily mottled dark
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Figure 33. View of the block excavation at 38CH1477.

east, south, and west
eclges of this
particular occupation
area. Excavation to
the north was not
possﬂ:le because of a
very low wet area.

With no
additional structures
indicated to the
south or east, it
seems liltzely that the
identified structure is
the southeastern one
shown on the 1798
Moses  Whitesides
and 1856 Wagner
plats. The remaining
portions of this slave

gray (10YR3/1) loamy sand subsoil. This distinction
was not always clearly defined. Plowscars were not
recogniza]ole in the heavily reduced soils. The units also
failed to reveal any features. Only one post hole was
identified (in 830R510). Although round with a slightly
pointe& base, the materials recovered suggest that this
post was associated with the historic occupation.

Although no clear architectural remains were
identified, the distribution of brick rubble does suggest
the presence of structural remains. Brick &ensi‘cy
increases from amounts of 6 and 13 pounds in 840-
850R470 respectively to 64 and 55 pounds in
850R510-520. The smear of brick to the east may be
the result of plowing, or perhaps more 1i1aely (since
elsewhere on the site the plow smearing seems to be
oriented more north-sou’ch), the remnant of a brick
chirnney fall. In a&di’cion, our examination of artifacts
reveals that the quantity of nails was greatest in the
central units, clecreasing to the east and west — hlzely
indicative of a generalized structure location.

Artifact density was greatest toward the east, in
units 840R500-510, but began to once again fall as we
continued the excavations south-ward into 820R510. It
seems lilzely, therefore, that we manage(l to isolate the

settlement were

&estroyecl lay either
the pond construction or the more recent construction
staging area.
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PREHISTORIC ARTIFACTS

Introduction

For these discussions we have chosen to
combined the prehistoric artifacts from both
38CH1466 and 38CH1477. While these site
&esignations had meaning cluring the initial survey of
the sites as a way of classﬁying concentrations, this
stucly has revealed that the &eposits are mixed and
blended toge’cher Ly over a hundred years of plowing and
construction activities. It makes more sense to
combined the remains and explore the information that
they can contribute as an assemlvlage, rather than to
break them apart and compare and contrast them.

As alluded to in previous discussions, much of
our research design was found to be inappropriate at this
site. For example, we failed to icl.entify well preserve&
(i-e., not plowed) middens ca.pal)le of providing reliable
information on shellfish density and use. More
importantly, the plowing mixed prehis’coric assem]alages,
malzing it difficult to offer much hope that the site will
contribute to a better cl’n:onological un&ers’can&ing of
the region. In fact, we are left primarﬂy with a fairly
large collection of prehistoric pottery (there are a few
lithics as weu) suitable for little more than descriptive
analyses. Consiclering how few detailed studies there are
of this nature, this is not an altogether unfortunate turn
of events. In par’cicular, the asseml)lage producecl a
number of Wando series sherds and this stuc}.y provi&es
an opportunity to better document this ware and
compare it to other similar collections.

Lithics
The lithic assem]:)].age is small, which is typica.l
of coastal sites where almost any stone was ]arought in

from elsewhere. It is nevertheless worth at least a l‘)rief
discussion.

Flakes

Thirteen of the 19 specimens (68.4%) are

siltstone, with 12 of the 13 representing what are
clearly flakes with well defined striking pla’c£orms and
other recognizal')le flake features. The other specimen is
bloclzy and is better classified as a chunk. This has been
defined Ly House and Bauenger as, “distinguisha]ale
from cores by lack of scars of detached flakes . . . [and]
from flakes By the lack of observable strilzing pla.tforms,
dorsal and ventral forces, and other characteristics of
flakes (House and Ballenger 1976:59). It was likely

proclucecl cluring an early reduction stage.

These materials are soft, almost chaﬂ:zy with
rounded eclges, and lack any recognizable grain
structure. They are typicauy a pinkish gray (5YR8/1) to
yeuowish gray (5Y7/2). A similar material was reporte&
by Anderson et al. (1982:131) from Mattassee Lake
where it was identified on the basis of three flakes (out
of over 86,000 specimens). Cable (1992a:65) notes the
occasional presence of siltstone, which he includes with
rhyolite and tuH, suggesting a Piedmont origin. We
have observed similar materials from other coasta) sites,
but generany it is either so uncommon that no mention
is made or it occurs as l:loc}zy fragments that are
interpretecl as unproductive experiments. At these sites
the material appears to have been used far more

commonly.

While Anderson and his colleagues don't
provicle any suggestions on the possﬂnle source of this
material, Murphy does note that siltstones can be found
in the McBean Formation, with exposures })eing
common and including, “the area near St. Matthews in
Calhoun County, along Tinker Creek and Upper Three
Runs Stream in Aiken County, and along the North
Edisto River from the city of Orange}surg north to Park
Crossroads  in Orangeburg County (Murpl’xy
1995:178).

A single “gray” chert flake was recovered. This
specimen does not evidence the waxy appearance of heat
treated specimens (discussed below) and has a light olive
gray (5Y6/ 1) color. This is not immechately
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represent later stages of raw material
Table 6. ducti d 1 {
1ok 16 i reduction and stone tool manutacture.
Flakes Recovered from 38CH1466 and 38CH1477 They would have been intermediate
Siitstone ~ Siltstone  Gray chert Gray HT Honey HT Pink HT Le’cween p.rn?"xary or secon&ary ﬂalzes.—-——
chunk flake flake chertflake chertflake chert flake characteristic of early stage reduction
850R470 1 — and flakes of bifacial retouch —
S90R10 2 ! produce& cluring the thinning or
600R510 3 ..
600R600 4 resharpening of finished tools. In other
820R510 1 words, the flakes recovered from the site
840R480 1 1 suggest that some tool production was
840R490 1 taki 1 n
840R510 1 ing place on-site.
850R490 1
850R510 1 1 Supporting this view are the
Totals ! 12 ! 2 1 presence of two (exhausted) chert cores.

recognizaue as any common material. Slightly more
common are heat treated gray chert flakes. These have
a waxy appearance and range in color {‘:om a clarla gray
(N3, sometimes with very ligl'rl: gray [N8] strealzs) toa
light olive gray (5Y6/1) or olive gray (5Y4/1) with dusky
yellowish brown (10YR2/2) streaks.

Other cherts include what we have called a
honey heat treated variety. This material, waxy in
appearance, has a moderate yellowish brown (10YR5/4)
color. At times there are also mottles of cluslzy red
(6R3/4). Fossil inclusions are common. Also present is
an equaﬂy fossiliferous chert with a pale pinle (6RP8/2)
to pale red purple (5RP6/2) color. Both of these would
pro]oalvly be called “Allendale chert,” although as
Anderson and his coﬂeagues observe, the source
locations are scattered between the Savannah and
Edisto rivers. This chert is wiclely used at a variety of
South Carolina sites.

All of these materials are appropriately
considered extra-local, laeing Lrough’c to the site from
distances of 50 to 100 miles. What is unexpectecl is
that so much siltstone is present. It would have been no
closer than other, and more workable, sources of raw
material. We can't image that it would have been
preferrec]., so we can only imagine that other materials
were not as reaclﬂy or as cost-eﬁecﬁvely available.

The flakes identified from this study are all
interior flakes, showing no aculering cortext (ancl

excluding flakes of bifacial retouch). These flakes likely
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One has been burnt and varies in color
from a very light gray (N8) to a light
gray (N7). The other is an example of gray heat treated
chert. Its color varies from a light olive gray (5Y6/1) to
a dusky yellowish brown (10YR2/2). The former was
recovered from 850R520, the latter from 840RS510.
These specimens exhibit areas where flakes have been
detached and both appear to have been discarded
because they were exhausted.

A})sen’c from the collection are flakes of bifacial

retouch. While this may suggest that maintenance
activities weren't tal?ing place at the sites, it seems more
reasonable that these flakes were either selected against
]3y the recovery methods or that the siltstone material
(which is most common) simply doesn't survive as such

small flakes. As discussed Lelow, several of the tools

suggest reworlzing.
Tools

Eigl‘l‘t tools or tool fragmen’cs were recovered
from the excavations. Two are siltstone, one is quartz,
and the remaining five are chert.

Two specimens are identifiable projectile
points. One (recovered from 600R600) is a triangular
projectile point measuring 26mm in width, ~31mm in
width, and 6mm in thickness. This specimen is within
the parameters of the Yadkin Large Triangular point
(Coe 1964:45, 47, 49) and is likely associated with
Middle Woodland pottery (’chis unit is dominated by
Deptford wares). The tip is broken, which may account
for its discard. The other (from 850R510) is a heat
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Figure 34. Lithics from 38CH1466 and 38CH1477. A, quartz pebble with pecking; B, siltstone Yadkin Large
Triangular; G, siltstone drill; D, gray chert core; E, Morrow Mountain I; F, heat-treated chert biface tip; G-
H, chert biface midsections; 1, used chert flake.
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treated chert Morrow Mountain I (Coe 1964::37-38)
measuring 37mm in length, 26mm in width, and 10
mm in thickness. This point was manufactured from a

waxy moderate brownish yellow (10YR5/4) chert with '

streaks of moderate brown (5YR3/4). This Middle
Axchaic point has sustained considerable eclge Aamage
or wear and was lileely discarded.

Other possilale projectile point ﬂagments
include a chert tip from 840R500, a midshaft fragment
from 840R510, and a burnt fragment from 850R510.
While too fragmentary for positive identification, all
three are consistent with stemmed points such as the
Savannah River Stemmed, Small Savannah River
Stemmed, or Gypsy Stemmed (Coe 1964:44-45;
Oliver 1981:151-156). The tip is of a pale pink
(6RP&/2) to pale red purple (5RP6/2) heat treated
chert. It measures 35mm in length and has a maximum
width of 20mm. The midsection from 840R510 is a
grayish orange (10YR7/4) chert. It measures 33mm in
width, 25 mm in léngth, and 11mm in thickness. The
final specimen is burnt with crazing and po’clicl flakes. It
currently varies in color from dark gray (N3) to ligh‘c
gray (N8) and represents only a portion of a midsection.

A siltstone drill {"ragrnent was recovered from
600R600. It measures 31mm in length, at its widest it
is 12mm, and its thickness is Zmm. It closely resembles
those identified by Coe (1964:Figure 62) as Kirk drills,

although we have no reason to believe that the specimen

dates this early.

A single used flake was recovered from
840R480. This specimen, of dark gray (N3) heat
treated chert, evidences small flakes removed from its

edge .

The final specimen is a quartz stone measuring
31 by 12 mm and about 7mm in thickness. In the
center it evidences a pecked clepression about 13mm in
diameter. While often called “nutting stones,” such
specimens may also represents anvils used in Lipolar
flaking. Other researchers (see Oliver et al. 1986:195)
have suggestecl that such remains may indicate a

”

“response to the scarcity of lithic material
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Summary

The lithic remains are too sparse to allow
much in the way of detailed conclusions, although they
do suggest some interesting observations. The presence
of even this amount of lithic material is notewortl—zy at
a coastal site. So, too, is the recovery of clearly flaked
siltstone. While this material is more than occasionally
found at coastal sites as angular chunks, the bulk of it
at these two sites evidences its successful use in
LGapping. In fact two tools — a Middle Woodland point
and a drill &agment — were also recovered. We suspect
that this material was locaﬂy available.

In contrast, the remainder of the material at
the site — both chert and quartz — likely came further,
probably from the Upper Coastal Plain or the Fall Line.
Several sources are lilzely, given the colors present. The

l)uﬂe, al’choug]a not an, of the chert was heat treated, or
thermaﬂy altered, to enhance its ﬂaleing.

Al’chough the tools present suggest heavy use,
eventual exhaus’cion, and &iscarcl, secon&ary flakes are
most common and flakes of bifacial retouch are absent.
We suspect that tools were reworked and sharpened at
these sites, but our collection strategy selected against
the recovery of such evidence. Certainly the flakes

present suggest that siltstone blanks were worked on —

site. The presence of chert cores suggests that flake
tools were Leing manufactured — and one was
recovered. The pitte& quartz stone is suggestive of
}oipolar ﬂaking, altl'xcugh no characteristic debris of this
’cechnique were recovered. Again, we may have selected
against their recovery ]3y relying primarily on Ya-inch
screening or the heavy plowing of the site may have
made the recovery of such evidence prolvlematical.

The temporaﬂy sensitive lithics suggest a
Middle Archaic presence, although an Early to Middle
Woodland occupation — consistent with Dep’c{orcl
pottery — is more clearly evident. As at other sites, it
appears that diminutive stemmed points continue to be
found well into the Woodland, along with triangular
points.

Pottegz

Seventeen units and four features yielclecl
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Table 7.
Pottery Recovered from 38CH1466 and 38CH1477

Thom's Creek Deptford Wando Wilmington
Cord  Fabric Simple Check Cord Simple Chack Cord Fabric .
Plain Sheli Reed | Marked Imp  Stamp Stamp Plain | Marked Stamp Stamp Plain UID [Marked Imp Plaln UID| UID fSubtotal| Small | Total

345R460 1 14 5 7 3 1 5 1 5 42 52 94
345R465 2 7 19 7 16 2 23 18 1 951 103 198
350R460 12 16 29 7 15 2 3 4 9 2 99] 212 311
350R470 17 7 31 2 15 6 4 20 8 6 116] 146 262
590R510. 18 5 90 1 48 18 6 2 5 193] 425 618
600R510 - 35 23 37 14 27 14 5 5 2 3 11 176y 172 348
600R600 1 79 7 44 4 49 20 8 2 5 1 8 228] 544 772
820R510 0 16 16
830R510 2 2 4 3 11 0 11
840R480 4 4 15 19
840R490 4 4 15 19
840R500 0 7 7
840R510 1 4 5 10 15
840R520 0 10 10
850R490 0 2 2
850R510 2 2 0 2
850R520 0 10 10
Feature 1 East 3 8 2 1 14 17 31
Feature 1 West 2 ) 1 3 12 15
Feature 2 North 1 1 1 2
Feature 3 2 2 1 5 0 5
Feature 4 North 1 1 2 1 3
Feature 4 South 2 2 4 6
Totals 3 2 9 169 80 263 47 171 47 42 2 69 2 3 38 2 2] 51 1002| 1774} 2776
% by Series 214% 14.3% 64.3%| 232%  11.0%  360%  6.4% 23.4%| 20.0% 269% 1.2% 426% 12%| 67% B844% 44% 44%

% of Series by Total 1.5% 76.8% 17.0% 4.7%

SIOVALLIV DIFOLSIHFAL
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2776 sherds, of which 1002 (36.1%) were over 1-inch
in diameter and were suitable for more detailed analysis.

These 1arge sherds were sorted into five ’typological

categories, with 51 specimens (5.1%) left as residuals or

unidentifiable. Of those which could be classified to
type, 14 (1.5%) were classified as Thom's Creek, 730
(76.8%) were classified as Deptford, 162 (17.0%) were
placec]. in the category of Wando, and the remaining 45
(4.7%) were identified as the Wilmington or Hanover
series (Table 7).

Thom’s Creek

The Thom'’s Creek pottery fits well within the
accepted typology (see Trinkley 1976). The paste is
friable and sandy, inclu&ing abundant fine sand and
moderate to occasional medium sand, all of which is
su}:angular to subrounded.

The most common decorative motif is a
variation of reed punctation, typicaﬂy as linear rows of
cut reeds, accounting for 64.3% of the assemblage.
Plain sherds are next in abundance {accounting for
21.4%). These were, admittedly, difficult to distinguish
from the Deptford wares and may be unclerrepresentecl.
Nevertheless, ’chey were Aistinguishe& lay a sandier (i.e.,
more friable) feel, as well as the presence of interior
shell tooling. The last decorative motif are the shell
punctated sherds (14.3% of the Thom's Creek

assemblage). These were circular impressions from

shells, Iilzely the tip ofa periwinlzle.

The Thom's Creek pottery was identified from
only three proveniences — 600R600, 830R5 10, and
840R510. While one specimen came from the eastern
edge of 38CH1466, most (13 of the 14 sherds) came
from two units at the southern eclge of the historic
block (38CH1477). This small “cluster” of Thom’s
Creek was found at the base of the plowzone and
extending into the subsoil. It is likely that a deep test in
this area would have producecl additional Thom's Creek
wares. Unfortuna‘cely the area was heavily reduced and
it was irnpossi})le to determine if these sherds were
confined to a feature or were distributed across the unit.

Regardless, this Late Archaic«Early Woodland

ware is a relatively minor constituent of the prehis’coric
occupation.
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Deptforcl

The Deptforcl pottery is the most common
prel':istoric ware found auring these investigations, with
the 730 JL‘:ra.grnerﬂ:s inclucling examples of cord marlaing
(N=169, 23.2% of the Deptford assemblage), fabric
impression (N=80, 11.0%), simple stamping (N=263,
36.0%), check stamping (N=47, 6.4%), and plain
(N=171, 23.4%).

Al’chough there is some variation in Deptforcl
paste which appears related to surface treatment, there
is also considerable internal consistency.

DePratter (1979:123) describes Deptford as
containing “fine to medium quartz grit,” while the
pottery itself was described as “very sandy.” Anderson
and his coﬂeagues remark that the Dep’cforc], wares
“exhibited varying quantities of small (0.5-2.0mm)
rounded quartz inclusions” and was “gritty” (Anderson’
et al. 1982:280). The range noted (0.5-2.0mm)

includes medium and coarse sand.

These previous discussions are commenting on
both the paste body (very sandy or gritty) as well as the
aplastic inclusions (1£ tl'xey are, in fact, inclusions and
not natural to the clay source). We found that 78% of
this collection exhibits very fine to fine sand paste,
while the remainder was classified as having a medium
sand paste. This means that the native clay contained
abundant amounts of very fine to medium sand. In
addition, we found that there were sparse amounts of
medium to very coarse quartz grain inclusions. In fact,
61% of the Deptforcl wares contained coarse to very
coarse quartz. Nearly 18% contained only medium sand
inclusions. In spite of this, 21% contained no
inclusions (’cl'xe Dep’cfor& Fabric Impressed were the least
lilzely to contain inclusions, with 54% of the pottery
exhibiting a very fine to fine sand paste). Where
inclusions were present tl'xey were consistently quartz
grains, ranging from rounded to sul)angular, which
suggests that they were likely natural inclusions in the
clay sources.

The core cross sections varied considera]aly ky
surface treatment. While the sample sizes are srna]l, this
may suggest that different vessels were sul:jected‘ to
different ﬁring proceclures, perhaps because tl'xey were
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Table 8.

Sherd Core Sections })y Surface Treatment (in percent)

Rech'xce& Reduced Reduced Int.

The check stamping
three identifiable
Check stamping

comsists of a waffle pattern with

includes

variations.

9

Central Core
Oxidized  Reduced Reduced Exterior
Cord Marked 53 23
Check Stamped 40
Fabric Impressed 27 9 18
Simple Stamped 44 22 28

Interior & Ext checks ranging from about 3x4
18 6 to 6x8mm. Linear check
60 stamping tends to be more
32 consistent, with checks about

3x3 to 3x4mm separated by

intended for different functions or perha.ps because they
were manufactured lay different potters. Altematively, it
is important to recognize that often one vessel can
possess several different cross sections if the ﬁﬁng is not
very care{uuy controlled. Table 8 shows the variation in
cross sections ]:vy surface treatment.

When all of the Deptford wares are combined
and surface treatment is ignorecl, the three most
common cross sections are completely oxidized (36%),
completely reduced (21%), and reduced interior (25%).
The comple’cely oxidized cross sections are suggestive of
vessels with little or no organic material in the clays
* fired under completely oxiclizing conditions. The sherds
with cross sections exhi}oiting comple’ce reduction are
suggestive of clays with abundant organic matter fired in
a re&ucing a’cmosphere and allowed to cool in oxygen
starved conditions. The cores with reduction present
only on the interior suggest a JEiring in a reduced
atmosphere, but cooling upsicle down in the presence of
oxygen, so that the exterior of the vessel (I)u’c not the
interior) is oxidized. Where the interior core is reduced,
a somewhat similar scenario is suggestea, with the
reduced vessel removed from the fire and allowed to cool
in an oxygen rich atmosphere. This causes oxidation of
the vessel interior and exterior, with only the core
remaining reduced.

When sherds possil:ly altered by cooking or use
conditions are excluded from consideration, it appears
that firing practices were poorly controlled, with roughly
equal numbers of vessels being oxidized and reduced.
Variations on these two themes are primarﬂy the result
of cooling practices, which were again not very well
controlled. The general lack of control suggests that
firing could have been conducted above ground with
only minimal efforts to control heat and sooting.

lands about 3 to 4mm in width.

Also present, and included in
the check stamping category are a variety of herring
bone checks ranging from about 2x4 to 3x6mm.This
particular motif is classified lay some as Oemler
Complicated Stamped (see DePratter 1979:127128).
DePratter suggests that this type is late, occurring at
the end o£ the Deptfortl phase, about A.D.500.On the
other hand, Anderson et al. (1982:Figure 821, }1) seem
to incorporate this style into the linear check stampecl
motif. Given the small collection size, we have not
separate&' any of check stamps and lump them in an
inclusive category. Like those found at Mattassee Lake,
however, we notice that a number are either very Jsga.in‘tly
stampecl or were smoothed (prol:a]:ly ]oy acciclent) after
stamping.

The cord marlzing’ in this collection has all
been subsumed under the Deptfor& series. We have not
a’ctempted to &istinguish Cape Fear or Yadkin (cf
Anderson et al. 1982:138). It is unlikely that any of
these specimens would be comparable to those Anderson
and his coueagues classify as Yadkin (descril:ecl as being
“characterized by a higher than usual incidence of fair-
sized (1.0-3.0mm) quartz inclusions”). The sherds from
this study do not seem to have a particularly high
incidence of medium or coarser sand inclusions.
Consequently, they might be considered Cape Fear lny
some researchers. We don't laelieve, however, that any
researcher has demonstrated any substantive difference
between the Dept{or& and Cape Fear wares, either on
the basis of chronology or physical attributes. As a
result, the two are still mired in typological uncertainty.

The interior of the vessels were roughly
smoothed. Only one example of interior striations,
suggestive of smootl—ﬁng when the clay was leather hard,
was identified. Most of the vessel interiors appear to
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Figure 35. Dept£orc1 Check Stamped and Cord Marked pottery. A-B, Deptford Check Stampecl; C-E, Dept{ord Check
Stamped, sometimes called Oemler Complicated Stamped; F-J, Deptford Cord Marked; K, Deptford Cord
Marked abrader.
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Lave 1Deen smoothec] with a moist hand or similar so{t

and flexible tool while still moist and plial:le.

The cordage evident in this collection includes

both Z or left final twist and S or right final twist
cordage, with the latter Leing about twice as common as
the former. The righ’c or S twisted corc].age has two to
three twists per centimeter, with the cor&age Leing 1lto
2 mm in diameter. It was primarily apphe& in paraﬂel
bands between 1 and 7mm apart. Overstamping or
cross-stamping occurs on about 40% of the sherds. The
Z or left final twist cor&age exhibits three to six twists
per centimeter, malaing it a harder or more ’cighﬂy
twisted cord. The diameter of the corclage is similar,
altl'lough the range is from 1 to 3mm. Because some of
the cor&age is thicleer, the distance between cords is also
sightly greater, ranging from 2 to 4mm.

Nearly 80% of the rim sherds have a rounded
rim form, with rim thickness ranging from 7 to 11mm.
Shoulder forms are typicaﬂy straigllt, although several
slightly outﬂaring shoulders were also observed. Vessel
diameters range from 13 to 39cm. In a very few cases
we observed that the smoothing of the hp was carried
down 6 to 10mm below the rim to the exterior,
smoothing over cord stamping.

In a similar fashion, we classified all of the
simple stamped pottery as Deptford, primarily because
we could not distinguish any differences in paste. In
contrast, Anderson and his coﬂeagues clistinguish
Deptford Simple Stamped from a later Santee Simple
Stamped. While the temporal differences are
convincing, the distinctions between the two wares are
difficult to &istinguis]n in a mixed collection, with the
most significance difference perhaps Leing that the
earlier Dept{orcl wares have U»shaped impressions, while
the Santee wares have V—shape& impressions (A.n&erson
et al. 1982:2885, 304). Nevertheless, DePratter fails to
iclenti‘fy any Dept{orcl simple stamping and places this
surface treatment in the dlassification of Refuge Simple
Stampecl (DePratter 1979:121).

In a mixed plowzone context we did not feel
confident separating the sixnple stampecl wares. There is
considerable variation in the mo’cif, with the grooves
ranging from 1 to 6mm in width and we did notice that
there seems to be a distinction between those with

grooves between 1 and 2mm in width and those between
4 and 6mm. The former are far more likely to be V-
shape&, while the latter are almost always U shapecl.
Whether this is an intentional difference or is simply
related to the nature of the tools and materials available
is not entirely clear. When these two groups are sorted
and their pastes are examined, we were unable to notice
any consistent differences — although we have a very
small collection.

In general, the narrower grooves have narrower
lands, typicaﬂy 1 to 3mm in width, while the wider
grooves have correspondingly wider lands, up to Smm.
Nevertheless, there is considerable overlap and we have
found considerable variation on a single sherd.
Compounding the &iﬁieulty is that about 40% of the
sherds evidence cross or overstamping, rnaking it
difficult to evaluate the motif.

Nearly two-thirds of the rim sherds evidenced
a rounded lip. The remaining one-third was about
evenly divided between flat 1ips and pointed lips sloping
to the intexior. Rim thickness varied from 7 to 10mm,
with a mean of 8mm and most rims had straight
shoulder forms, suggestive of &eep jar forms. Rim

diameters, where they could be calculated, ranged from
23 to 31lem.

Fabric impressed pottery is not identified by
DePratter (1979) in the Georgia collections. Anderson
et al. (1982:293-301) classify it as either Yadkin or
Cape Fear, c].istinguishing the two on the basis of the
fabric and paste. While found in Cape Fear, the Yadkin
wares seem to more commonly have a rigi& warp
element. In a&cli’cion, the Cape Fear paste is
“characterized Ly varying amounts of small (0.5-
Z.Omm) R roundecl c].ear, W]nite, or rose quartz
inclusions” (Anderson et al. 1982:296), while the
Yadkin is “characterized l)y large amounts of rounded
and subrounded white and clear quartz gravel (1.0-
6.0mm; average about 3.0mm)” (Anderson et al.
1982:300). Using these sorting criteria, the pottery
identified in this study as Dep’cfor& Fabric Impresse&
could just as easily be classified as Cape Fear Fabric
Impressed.

In contrast, Cable (1992L:62) argues that the
paste of fabric impresse& pottery from the central South
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Figure 36. Deptford Simple Stamped and Fabric Impressed pottery. A-G, Deptford Simple Stamped (note variation

in size and application of stamping); H-L, Deptford Fabric Impressed (note variation in stiffness of warp).
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Carolina coast is inclistinguishable from that associated
with conventional Deptford wares. He notes that, “if it
were not for surface treatment variation, there would be

no basis for separating most of the fabric impressecl'

material . . . from the local Deptford Series,” and that,
“the variability contained in the Cape Fear Series can
actua.ﬂy be distributed across the other extant series in
the central South Carolina coastal sequence, and that
this practice provicles a much clearer picture of the
chronology and &evelopmental role of cord marked and
fabric impressed surface treatments in this region”

(Cable 1992b:62).

It is certainly the case at these sites that the
paste is inclis’cinguishaue, or nearly so. The only
significant difference is that the fabric impressed surface
treatment appears (in this small sample) to be found on
pottery which generaﬂy has a finer paste. About 54% of
the pottery has a paste comprise& of very fine to fine
sand without any apprecial)le amount of coarser
inclusions. Just over 27% of the pottery has a fine sand
paste with sparse medium sand inclusions, and only
18% of the pottery evidences coarse inclusions. All of
the inclusions are rounded, indicating that ’c]:xey are
native to the clay source. We do not believe that these
differences are sufficient to jus‘cify a Cape Fear
designation and feel more comfortable containing the
material within the Dep&orcl series.

While about 9% of the pottery lacks a distinct
warp and is more suggestive of a loose or bunched
’Eal)ric, the bulk of the collection does exhibit a well-
define&, and usuaﬂy very stiff, warp. This warp ranges
from 2 to 7mm in diameter, while the weft cordage
ranges from about 0.8 to 2mm. Where no stiff warp
was i&enti{ied, both the warp and weft varied from 1 to
2mm. Overstamping occurs in about 36% of the
specimens.

All of the rim forms exhibited rounded lips.
Anderson et al. (1982:296) suggest that this
asseml:lage is hlzely to be earlier than fabric impressing
with flattened lips. In the current mixed conection,
however, this provicles relatively little assistance in
unclerstancling the collection. Rim thickness is fairly
tightly clustered between 9 and 10mm. Vessel diameters
range from 20 and 25cm and several sherds reveal

pointecl bases (it is worth commenting that no’c]:xing in

the Dep’cfora collection suggests the presence of
tetrapoclal supports).

Wan&o

The Wando Series was initiaﬂy reportecl by
Adams and Trinkley (1993:64-69) based on a relatively
small collection of pottery from the Seaside Plantation
survey. The cleﬁning characteristic of the pottery were
the “abundant quantities of limestone temper” found in
the paste. The particles at that time were reportecl to
range from 0.5 to 6mm and to consist of some sort of
catbonate material. It was found at voids at the surface
of many sherds and as rounded particles on the interior
of sherds. It was reported at that time that other
researchers in the immediate area had identified similar
pottery, although no detailed clescn'ptions were available.

The source for the inclusions was not clear,
although the initial work suggeste& three possi]:;le
geological features — the Duplin, Santee Limestone,

and Cooper Mazl (Adams and Trinkley 1993:68).

Since that time some additional work has been
conducted on this pottery in the Mount Pleasant area.
Broclzington and Associates, for example, reports

finding the Wando series throughout “the Wando basin
(Mt. Pleasant/Wando Neck, Cainhoy Peninsula)” and
have even found a few sherds as far south as Edisto
(Eric Poplin, personal communication 2001). Whether
or not all of these are typologicaﬂy identical is
uncertain. It is also reporte& that the pottery was found
at 38CH1025, where a radiocarbon date of “AD 800-
900" was obtained (Eric Poplin, personal
communication 2001). The report on this work,
however, is not currently available.

Curiously, a similar ware has been identified on
the southern North Carolina coast. Called Hamp’s
Landing, it consists of plain, ‘chong-marlze&, cord
marked, fabric impresse&, and simple stampecl surface
finishes. The paste is called limestone tempered, with
the limestone coming from cmshing calcareous marls
(Ward and Davis 1999:202). This ware may be
associated with Late Archaic-Early Woodland ceramics
or may have a much later association with the sherd or
grog ’temperecl Hanover wares. In particular Jones et al.

(1997:101) argue that it is the size, shape, and &ensity
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Table 9.
Sherd Core Sections by Surface Treatment (in percent)
Central Core Reduced
Oxidized Reduced Reduced Interior
Cord Marked 23 69 8
Simple Stamped 17 33 33 17

inclusions account for 25% of the total volume. A
second pealz occurs with just over a quarter of the
sherds having a paste where the inclusions account for
only 5% of the volume. The trend line reveals that
there are lilaely two pealzs — one at around 5% and
another at about 25%. There are rela‘cively few sherds
with more inclusions, suggesting that somewhere

of the aplastic inclusions which should be focused on,
not that the material is limes’cone, and they would link
the pottery with the Middle Woodland Hanover series.

At a macroscopic level the paste of the
specimens found cluring this stu&y is dominated by very
fine to fine sand. About 31% of the specimens evidence

larger quartz inclusions.

around 40% we reach a point where the inclusions
cause failure of the pottery vessel.

The sherds exhibit some differences in core
cross sections by surface treatment (see Table 9). The
cord marked sherds are dominated l'.)y fu.uy reduced
cores, suggestive ofa paste with organic material fired in
a re&ucing atmospl'xere and cooled prior to }Jeing expose&
to oxygen. The next most common cross section is fully

About 21% of the
45 .

sherds include some
amount of medium
sand, while an additional
10% of the specimens

40 -
35

exhibit inclusions as %
s 30 -
large as coarse sancl. Q .
£
Where these medium or w 25
A
coarse sands are found, o
£ 20
they are always rounclecl, 8
suggesting that they are 5 15
natural inclusions in the 2 10

clay source.

5
The carbonate

. . 0

inclusions are found as

both intact particles and

also as voids in the paste

where they have been
leached out. We often

5%

15%

[Figure 37. Grap}l of the {'requency of inclusions lsy percent of sherds, showing a trend line.

15-25% 25% 25-40%

frequency of inclusions

noticed that a sherd :

would exhibit holes or voids on the exterior surfaces, but
when broken open would exhibit intact inclusions. The
intact par‘cicles range from 0.5mm to 6mm, with most
particles ranging from about 1 to 2mm. It was also
noticed that many of the inclusions show a color shift
from white to pinlz, perhaps associated with the ﬁring
process.

Figure 37 illustrates the frequency of
inclusions. Most of the sherds exhibit a paste where the
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oxidized, suggestive of a vessel fired under {uﬂy
oxidizing conditions. Relatively in{requent are cores
suggestive of a vessel turned upside down and fired
under reclucing con&itions, and then allowed to cool
with exposure to oxygen.

The simple starnpe& sherds, in contrast, reveal
a wider range of cross sections with no clear firing
method Leing most common. There were about equal
numbers of {uﬂy reduced cross sections and cross
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Figure 38. Wando Cord Marked and Simple Stampecl pottery. A, view of cross section showing large inclusions; B-H,
Wando Cord Marked (note presence of both white inclusions and voids); 1-P, Wando Simple Stamped (note

variation in size and apphcation of stamping).

75




INDIAN AND SLAVE AT THE MOSES WHITESIDES PLANTATION

sections with a central reduced core. The latter are
suggestive of firing in a reclucing atmosplnere with
cooling in open air. Also present, but in reduced

numbers are cores that are fuﬂy oxidized and also cores’

that are suggestive of firing upsi&e down in a reducing
atmosphere with cooling in an open setting.

Like the Deptfor& specimens, these suggest a
range of (pro]:)alaly open) firing methods. What is
per]:maps more interesting is that the range of core cross
sections — if not the actual percentages — is very
similar between the two wares. We don't believe these
similarities suggest any typological linleage, although
they may suggest some technological affinities.

Two samples of what we are classifying as
Wando were selected for additional petrographic analysis
l)y Spectrum Petographics'. One sample (38CH1466-
44-4) included white fragments, presumed to be
carbonate or limestone as well as voids. The other

sample ((38CH1466-40-4) had what appeared to be

similar, albeit }arger, aplastic inclusions, but no voids.

The report of this investigation is included as
Appendix 1, but in general in the first sample
(38CH1466-44-4) the aggregate comprised about 35%
of the paste and included polycrystaﬂine and
monocrystaﬂine materials. The former are Iarge crystal
carbonates which are not particularly consistent with
marl &eposits. The origin, however, is best described as
uncertain. Regardless, they comprise about 10% of the
paste. The latter, monocrys’canine , materials are
primarily quartz, with minor amounts of felclspar and
hornblende. These materials comprise about 25% of the
paste and the bulk of the aplastic inclusions. The paste
itself is unremarkable. The thin section analysis revealed
about 10% of the sherd cross section consisted of voids.

The second sa.mple was most remarkable for its
absence of carbonate material. The aggregate comprisecl
fully 45% of the sherd in cross section. The
components were polycrystaﬂine materials consisting of
clay, quartz, and clinozoisite — what migh’c be described
})y claystone, and monocrystaﬂine materials, primarily
quartz, with minor amounts of JEelc]spar and hornblende.
Each contributed about equal proportions of the aplastic
inclusions. The paste is again unremarkable and nearly

identical to the first sample. In addition, this sherd also
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contained “flattened void spaces” which we have
interpretecl to be leached limestone, even though none
were immecliately visible on the surface of the sherd.

What is most interesting is that exarnples of
sherds identified as l)eing typologicauy identical have
very different paste characterizations — one includes
carbonates, the other claystone. Clearly we need to be
far more precise in terms of aplastics and need to find a
means to more clearly &istinguish the two. But perhaps
most revealing is that regardleSS of actual material in
the sherds, the pottery appears to be visuaﬂy identical.

This research suggests that future analysis of
this pottery migh‘c benefit from a more detailed
petrographic study. With a better understanding of the
paste components it may be possil)le to Legin the
process of iclentifying the source clays, which seem to be
rather unique.

The coi:aage of the cord marked specimens in
this collection includes both Z or left final twist and S
or righ’c final twist cor&age, with the two occurring in
almost equal proportions. The right or S twisted corclage
has three to six twists per centimeter, with the corclage
being 1 to 2 mm in diameter. It was primarily applied in
parallel bands between 1 and 4mm apart. Overstamping
or cross-stamping is not common, occurring on abou

15% of the collection. ’

The Z or left final twist cordage exhibits two to
six twists per centimeter. The diameter of the cordage is
identical, with a range of from 1 to2mm. Like the S
twist corclage it, too, was applie& in paraﬂel bands
between 1 and 4mm apart and overstamping was

uncomiInon.

These two sty].es are far more like each other
than they are similar to the Deptforcl corclage. There are
no examples of very heavy cords and, in general, the
stamps are more clear, with the cords more evenly
spacecl.

All of the rims identified in the collection have
rounded lips and straight shoulder forms. The initial
s’cu&y of Wando pottery found exa.mples of flattened
rims with cord marleing, suggesting that this variation
exists as a minority component. The rim thickness
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Figure 39. Wilmington pottery
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ranges from 8 to 10mm, with most clustering about
8mm. Vessel rim diameters range from 20 to 31lcm.
One rim evidenced smoothing for a distance of 5 to
8mm below the rim, olsliterating the cor&age.

The other surface treatment found in the
current collection is simple stampecl, which was not
found during the initial study in 1992. The grooves are
generally thin, ranging from 1 to 3mm in width, but
clustering between 1 and 2mm. The intervening lands
range from 1 to 3mm. Overstamping is common, being
found on about 67% of the specimens. This treatment
is most similar or analogous to what Anderson et al.
(1982) classi£y as Santee Sirnple Stamped or which has
been previously called McClellanville.

In this collection both flattened and rounded
rims occur in near equal percentages. The rim thickness
is 8mm and the shoulder form is uniforrnly s‘craight.
The sl'xerc].s, however, were too small to allow an accurate
calculation of rim diameter.

Wilmington

The last pottery to be lnrieﬂy discussed is
classified as Wilmington. In some respects this pottery
had caused less ’cypological confusion than many others
since there has been a general (auaei’c incomplete)
agreement that the paste consisted of either crushed
sherds or grog. A greater proMem, at least on the
southern South Carolina coast and into Georgia, has
been distinguishing Wilmington from St. Catherines.
DePratter, for example, notes only that the St
Catherines grog is “typically smaller” than that found in
Wilmington {DePratter 1979:131). In aclclition, the
cordage of St. Catherines pottery is sometimes smaller
and the ware includes varieties, such as net marlzed,
which are not generaﬂy reportecl for Wﬂmington.
Nevertheless, it is not difficult to see the gradual shift
from Wilmington to St. Catherines. Anderson et al.
(1982) and more recently Cable (1992h) suggest that
the sherd or grog tempered pottery spreacl down the
coast graduaﬂy, malzing it earlier in North Carolina
than South Carolina and most recently introduced in

Georgia.

We have found that DePratter is accurate
when he characterizes St. Catherines as containing
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smaller particles. We have also noted that in the
Beaufort area the St. Catherines paste is often
contorted and it may be difficult to iclentify specific
inclusions. While the interior of sherds may be “lumpy”
the inclusions rarely break through. In contrast, the
Wilmington pottery contains identifiable fragments of
sherds or clay grog, these particles are clearly identifiable
in cross section, and ’clqey often break through the
interior wall.

There is some indication that to the north of
Beaufort not only is St. Catherines pottery increasingly
rare, but the paste characteristics change. For example,
Cable identified the dominant Wilmington paste in the
area north of Mount Pleasant as, “a {‘:iaue, Wenasorte&,
sil‘cy clay with very fine to fine rounded quartz sand
aplastics NN lumps of clay/ grog are generaﬂy sparsely
distributed in the matrix and exhibit a modal diameter
range of 0.5 to 4.0 mm” (Cable 1992b:58). A less
common variant includes medium to coarse rounded
and sul:angular quartz, suggesting to Cable that this
variety may be transitional from Dept£or&. From
Mattassee Lake Anderson and his coueagues note that
the paste was “tempered with small (0.5-4.0mm) lumps
of aplas’cic clay (grog); larger lumps (to ¢. 10mm)
occasionally noted” (Anderson et al. 1982:273).

The assem})lage fom this work closely
resembles these clescriptions. The sand matrix of the
sherds is characterized l)y very fine quartz sand. Grog
inclusions are abundant, {quuen’cly accounting for 25%
of the sherd volume. These inclusions give the paste a
contorted appearance and it is often difficult to iden’cif;y
individual inclusions. Where clearly visible the size
ranges propose& By other investigators seems
appropriate.

Loftfield noted this same feature in samples
from the North Carolina coast,

the pieces of aplastic tended in the
construction process to begin to
soften and lose definition in relation
to the plastic portion of the paste.
Consequently it is difficult to
measure the size of the inclusions or
to determine much about their
original condition. Pieces vary in size
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from 1 to 5 mm in diameter as
measurable ’coday but this bears no
certain resemblance to their original

condition (Lofthield 1976:154).

He goes on to note that the paste “seems poorly
kneaded being lumpy and contorted” (Loftfield
1976:154).

About 50% of the collection evidences
complete oxidation of the paste, with 40% of the cores
revealing complete reduction. The remaining 10% of
the collection reveals interior reduction with exterior
oxidation. These latter specimens are perhaps vessels
which were fired up-sicle down and allowed to cool in an
oxygen rich setting.

In terms of the fabric used to stamp the vessels
Loftfield notes that in his North Carolina sample the
warp rods were soft and 2 to 3mm in Cliameter, with the
weft elements being 0.5 to Imm in diameter (Loftfeld
1976:156). The Mattassee Lake samples are similar.
Anderson observes that the fabric was poorly defined,
suggestive of a loose weave, but where warp and weft
were identifiable, both were plial)le. Rigicl warp rods were
a minority (Anderson et al. 1982:273).

In this stucly we observed two distinct fabric
types. One is similar to those described l)y Anderson
and Loftfield. There is much overstamping and the warp
and weft elements are not well defined. We were able to
i&en’ci{y the corda.ge in one specimen as a Z-twist cord
with eig]nt twists per centimeter and measuring between
1 and 2mm in diameter. Where visible, the warp
elements were 1 to 2mm, with weft elements also 1 to
2mm in diameter.

The other variety of fabric evidenced rigid warp
elements ranging from 4 to 10mm in diameter with
soft, plia]ale weft fabric averaging Zmm (a.ncl ranging
from about 1.5 to 3.5mm). This rigid warp variety was
far more abundant at the studied sites than the loose
variety previously discussed.

Flat and rounded rims occur in equal
proportions, although all of the identified rims
evidenced straight shoulder forms. Rim thickness ranged
{rom 7 to 9mm. Vessel cliarneters rangecl frorn 30 to

41cm, reﬂecting the largest diameter vessels identified.
One specimen revealed a pointed base, with fabric
impressions to the base of the vessel.

In terms of the fa]:ric, the Hanover material is
almost identical to the Deptford Fabric Impressed. The
only real difference seems to be size of the vessels
themselves and the use of grog. Whether this suggests
a transition from Deptfora or an introduced northern
tradition which blended with Dept£ord is impossil)le at
this point to determine.

Other Artifacts

The only other prela.istoric artifact identified in
the asseml:lage is a Dep’cfor& Cord Mark sherd which
was used as a hone. This specimen exhibits several
grooves, each 4 to 5mm in diameter and 2 to 3mm in
depth. The hone was hlzely used for the shaping or
smoo’ching of bone awls or pins. Similar hones are
found with Early Woodland assern}:lages (Thom's
Creek, Refuge, and Deptford), but seem to be less
common by the Middle Woodland.

Other specimens, such as worked whelks, bone
awls, and sherd abraders were not recovered from the
conec’cion, althougla the intensive plowing may have
affected preservation.
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Introduction

The historic artifacts are examined in the
context of the two general excavation areas -—

38CH1466 and 38CH1477.

Readers will recall that the former area
includes seven units in three different site areas. This
site is dominated Ly prehistoric pottery, al‘though small
quantities of historic remains were found in several of
the units. The historic asseml)lage, however, was
concentrated in units 600R510 and 600R600.
Al’chough these are the closest units to the major
historic block in 38CH1477, the materials are
distinctly different — representing an assem}nlage that
is clearly later in time. The latter area (38CH1477)
represents a large block excavation, consisting of 12 10-
foot units.

These discussions will review the materials
found in each area and relate the different assem]:lages
to the historic evidence available for the site.

38CH1466

Five of the seven unmits in 38CH1466
producec}. 935 artifacts, yielrling a &ensity of 2.2
artifacts per square foot. Tkis, however, is deceptive
since two units, 590-600R510 procluce& 823 (88.0%)
of the specimens, for a density of 4.1 artifacts per
square foot. The remaining 112 artifacts were spread
out over three units.

Kitchen Group Artifacts

A total of 349 Kitchen Group artifacts was
recovered, most representing ceramics (274 or 78.5%)
or glass (71or 20.3%). Recovered were a wide range of
late eighteen’ch through mid-nineteenth century
ceramics, inclu&ing prima.rily pearlwares and whitewares.
Also present were a few ceramics typicany considered to
be early to mjcl-eighteenth century wares, such as North

Devon Gravel Tempere& and lead glaze& slipware. As

discussed Lelow, the latest ceramics recoverecl, which

provicle the TPQ date for the block, are the whitewares.

The major types of ceramics are shown in
Table 10, revealing that tablewares, such as the
porcelains, creamwares, pearlwares, and whi’cewares,
account for 98.9% of the ceramics. Utilitarian wares,’
such as the brown and lalue/white stonewares, account
for about 1.1% of the collection. This suggests that
food storage containers were not abundant at the site
and that most of the ceramics present were intended for
use on the table.

All of the eighteen’th century wares are
representecl Ly single specimens and even the mid-
eighteenth to early nineteenth century creamwares are
represen‘cecl ]:y only two specimens.

Table 10.

Major Types of Datable Pottery at 38CH1466
Porcelain 5 1.8%
Stoneware 2 0.7%

Brown 1

Other 1
Earthenware 267 97.4%

Slipware 1

Refined 1

Coarse 1

Creamware 2

Pearlware 33

Whiteware 213

Yellowware 15

Burnt 1

! Utilitarian wares are those used in food
preparation and storage. They typicany include stonewares and
coarse earthenwares, but exclude Colono ware, because of the
possﬂnle ethnic differences in food preparation and
consumption practices.
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Potters continued to experiment with the
cream bodied creamwares, in an effort to imitate the
Chinese porcelains, and eventuaﬂy pearlware was

produced. By 1779 Wedgwood had produced pearlware,

what he called an “improvement” on the creamware

(Walton 1976:77; see also Nogl Hume 1978:129-
132). By 1790 the ware was further “improved” by
Spo&e who added a small trace of cobalt to the formula
to serve as a “blue whitener” (Feild 1987:54). Today
pearlwares are recognized Ly the blue pudcuing of the
glaze and over-all bluish cast.

The excavations at units in 38CH1466
proclucecl a small quantity of this ware. Most is
undecorated (N=12, 36.4%), followed by blue transfer
print (N=8, 24.2%) and annular (N=6, 18.2%). The
remainder of the assem]alage includes blue hand painte(l
and eclgecl.

In general these decorations become more
expensive (and hence we often assume they are used by
individuals of greater weal‘ch) as the amount of hand
work increases. Consequently, plain (a{'ter its initial
introduction), annular/cable, and edged are the least
expensive of the wares — and they (Lecause of the
dominance of plain wares) account for 60.6% of the
collection.

It is also thought that the vessel forms may
often provi&e a clue to wealth and status. Plates and
more complex pieces tend to be associated with more
wealthy individuals and bowls tend to be found in
greater frequencies on slave sites. This collection reveals
one cup, two bowls, and two plates. Consequently, three
of the five vessels (60%) are consistent with a lower
status occupation. Curiously, the cup and one of the
two bowls is decorated with blue transfer print — an
expensive and generauy high status style.

The pearlware asseml)lage is suggestive of a
mixture of wares speciﬁcaﬂy acquirecl for African
American slaves, such as the edge& and annular wares,
supplemen‘cecl with  discarded (or sun'eptitiously
removed) items from the planter's table.

The whitewares represent yet another

development or stage in the effort to procluce a truly
white ceramic. Whiteware is a fine bodied earthenware
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developed l)y C.J. Mason in 1813. It was pa’centecl under
the name of Mason’s Patent Ironstone China,” yet
clistinguisl'ﬁng ironstone from whiteware presents a
challenge. South (1974:247-248), for example, used
an “ironstone-whiteware” category, while Price
(1979:11) uses only a “whiteware” category which
includes both “types.” Both researchers point out that
&iHerentiating between whiteware and ironstone using
vessel hardness {or degree of vitrification) is an
uncertain or even invalid approach. For the purposes of
this study, the term whiteware encompasses both
categories of ceramics. In general, however, there are
very few exarnples of ceramics which might be

potentially classified as “ironstone” at 38CH1466.

There are 213 fragments of whiteware
recovered from the different units. Of these 49.3%
(N=105) are undecorated. The next most common
motif is annular (N=40). Also present are 19
specimens of polychrome hand pain’ce&, 16 examples of
blue e&ged, and 14 sponge decorated examples. There

are also 13 examples of transfer printed whiteware.

Like the pearlwares, this collection seems
dominated l:y less expensive motifs. Plain, e&gecl,
annular, and sponged motifs account for 175 specimens
or 82.2% of the assemblage. When vessel forms are
examined, 22 of the 31 vessels (70.9%) are pla’ces, with
the remainder representing hollow ware forms {cups and
Lowls). When only higher status decorative motifs are
considered the collection includes one saucer and three
pla’ces. The remaining saucer and 17 p].ates are all
associated with lower status &ecora‘cions, as are all of the
bowl and cup forms.

In this case it is not so easy to ascribe the
kigher status items as coming from the plan‘cer’s table.
Many of the whitewares were pro&ucecl througk
reconstruction and to the end of the nineteenth
century. Consequently, these ceramics may reflect
consumerism choices of free African Americans.

The last of the ceramics identified is
yeﬂowware. This ceramic was made from primarily New
Jersey and Ohio clays that, when fired, take on a dark
yeﬂow color. Sometimes wheel-thrown, it was more
often mold-cast, with the sul)sequent apphcation of an
alkaline glaze to intensify the yeHow color. Best known
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Table 11.
Shape and Function of Ceramic
Vessels From 38CH1466

Shape # %
Tableware 35 94.6
Plates/saucers 24 68.6
Bowls 11 31.4
Serving 0 0.0
Tea & Coffeeware 2 5.4
Utilitarian 0 0.0

are Lowls, often with decorative color bands. This
collection yieldecl only 15 examples, representing a
single vessel — a bowl with a 6-inch diameter.

Looking at the collection from 38CH1466 as
a whole, it is clearly dominated by plate forms which
account for over two-thirds of the total tableware.
Serving pieces, as well as utilitarian wares, are not
represented.

Tt is also important to observe that this site did
not include any Colono ware pottery, in contrast to
38CH1477, discussed below. This is most likely
because the assemlolage at this site is more recent, lilzely
exten&ing into the postbeﬂum.

Container glass accounts for 71 {ragmen‘cs or
20.3% of the Kitchen Group total. The most prevalen’c
glass type is that commonly called "black," which is
actuaﬂy dark green in transmitted ligh’c, comprising
59.2% of the glass found in this site (N=42). These
represent "wine" bottles commonly used in Europe and
North America, although containers were likely reused
by African Americans for a variety of liquids. The
materials in this collection were too fragmented to allow
any meaning{"ul minimum vessel analysis.

The next most common container glass was
aqua —— representecl ]ay a paultry 16 {ragments. Only
one bottle could be clearly identiﬁe&, based on a molded
l’)o&y Jr‘ra.grman’c. Other glass colors include brown (four
specimens), clear (two specimens), manganese (one
specimen), and blue (one specimen), as well as three

melted fragments. The &agmen‘cs are small, all

evi&encing the affects of plow &amage. The collection
provicles little information other than that beer and wine
bottles were most common and were lﬂeely I)eing reused
}:)y the site occupants.

A single tableware item was recovered — a
fragment of a “tl'xumlaprint" tumbler with a rim
diameter of about 2V4-inches. It wasn't until the first
quarter of the nineteenth century that tableware Legan
to made of presse& glass, with the items manufactured
including tumblers, salts, cups, and plates (McNaHy
1982:34). The glass is not leaded, suggesting that it
was of lesser value and migh’t reflect an item either from
the planter's table or acquire& ]ay a freedman in the
postbellum.

Kitchenware items include one kettle leg and
two kettle body fragments. Iron kettles were designed to
either hang over the fire, if the weight could be
supporte&, or to actuaﬂy sit in the coals of the hearth
(Feild 1984:93). By the eighteenth century the kettle
was firrnly established in kitchens and, l)eing costly,
would be “passed down from generation to generation
and were highly valued” (Lantz 1970:15). By the late
nineteenth century lzet'tles, at least in urban areas, were
on their way out of fashion, Leing replaced by the iron
stove and more manageable pots (Lantz 1970:31). This
decline is clearly evidenced when period catalogs are
examined. For example in the mid-nineteenth century
there were two full pages of different types of iron
Lettles (Russel and Erwin 1980 [1865]:392-393), but
by the end of the century, ’chey had been reduced to but
one entry with seven different sizes (Israel 1968:130).
In spite of this gradual decline in popularity, these kettle
fragments offer no real assistance in clating since it is
clear that lzettles, in rural South Carolina, were used
well into the first several decades of the twentieth

century.
Architecture Group Artifacts

A total of 504 architectural fragments was

recoverecl, representing about 53.9% of the total artifact
asseml:lage.

The single Iargest category is that of nails, with
the 501 specimens accounting for 00.4% of the
collection. Of these 371, or 74.1%, can be discounted
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since they could not be either measured or identified Ly
type.

Eleven nails were identified as hand wrought, '

meaning they were indivicluaﬂy ’Eorge& Ly Llaclzsmitl:s,
either in America or Englan&.z The wroug]:lt nail shank
can be distinguished from machine cut nails (introduced
about 1780) by their taper on all four sides, instead of
only two (see Howard 1989:54; Nelson 1968). These
nails, while largely replaced l)y machine cut nails at the
]oeginning of the nineteenth century, continued in
specialized use far longer. Only one head type was
present — a clasp head (sometirﬁes called a "T-lleacl").
This style was procluced like the rose head, but was
struck two additional times on either side of the head,
to form the characteristic T-shape. These nails were
usually used in trim work where the holcling power of
the larger head was not needed and the head would
distract from the appearance (Lounshury 1994:412).

Far more common were cut nails, with 119
recovered from the excavations. These were procluced Ly
a machine that cut each shaft from a sheet of iron,
tapering the nail along its 1ength on only two, instead of
all four, sides. Although this machinery was invented in
the 1780s, nails procluced loy machine were slow to
reach the South, not ]:Jecoming wi&ely available until the
first quarter of the nineteenth century. Louns]aury

(1994:107) suggests that the most widely available ~

variety from the 1790s through the early 1820s were
those whose heads were still hand forgec}. (‘that is, a
machine cut nail with a hand forged heacl) . After about
1815 machines capable of both cutting and heading the
nails were introduced and hand {orgecl heads gra&uaﬂy
declined in significance. Of the machine cut collection,
all have cut heads, suggesting their use post-dates 1815.

Because different size nails served different
self-limited functions, it is possil)le to use the relative
frequencies of nail sizes® to indicate Luilcling

2] ounsbury (1994:239) notes that while nails were
certainly manufactured 1ocauy in the South, "a sizable

proportion of the nails used in buildings through the late 18th
century were imported from England."

? Nails were not only sold ]ay shape, but also by size,
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construction details. Unfortunately with only 22
identifiable and measurable specimens this effort is of
little use. Nails range from 4d to 16d, with one 40d
identified. There is a pealz in the 10 to 16d range where
14 of the 22 specimens are found. This size range
would be typical of framing, suggesting that the

structure was no longer using craft traditions ‘cecl'miques

of pegging.

The only other architectural items include two
fragments of window glass and a single hand wrougl'rh
iron hasp.

Until the modern periocl window glass was
either crown or cylinder, with crown glass clorninating
the eighteenth and early nineteenth century market.
Regardless, it is usually difficult to distinguish the two
unless certain, usuaHy 1arge, parts of the glass are
present (Jones and Sullivan 1985:171). At 38CH1466
all of the {Tagmen’cs are small, reﬂecting considerable
fragmen’ca‘cion of the panes, pro}JaMy &uring plowing.
The two {Iagments are both colorless glass (suggestive
of nineteenth century use).

Tobacco Group Artifacts

The excavations in 38CH1466 produced 46
tobacco artifacts (representing 4.92% of the total
assemblage), including 24 white clay pipe stem
fragments, 10 white clay pipe bowl fragments, and 12
stoneware stub stem pipe ﬁagmen‘cs.

Of the 10 white clay bowls, seven were plain
and three had vertical ribs.

The most common diameter pipestern is 5/64-
inch, accounting for 58.3% of the collection (N=14).
The remainder had a 6/64-inch bore diameter. Most

the lengths being designated by d (pence). This nomenclature
developed from the medieval English practice of Aescril:ing
the size accorchng to the price per thousand {(Lounsbury
1994:239). Nelson (1968:2) provides the same
intexpretation, although the price was per hundred. Common
sizes include 2d - 6d, &4, 104, 12d, 204, 304, and 40d. It
was not, however, until the late nineteenth century that penny
weights were standardized.
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have no decoration although two feet were present.

The collection also includes 12 salt glazecl

stoneware stub stem pipe E:agments, including six stems

and six bodies. Baldwin (1993:178) comments that
pipes were an ‘important sideline” for some South
Carolina stoneware potters, a view earlier presen’cecl ]:)y
Greer, who notecl,

Pipes made Ly hand pressing in
molds are another form of commonly
pro&uce& molded wares. They were
{-requently manufactured by small
folk potteries in the southern United
States (Greer 1981:150).

Clothing Group Artifacts

This category includes 23 buttons, accounting
for 2.46% of the total assemblage from 38CH1466.
The buttons, classified by South's (1964) types, are
listed in Table 12. Only the Type 7 buttons are
eigl'xteenth century, although tl'xey extend into the early
nineteenth century. The remainder of the recovered
buttons are all nineteenth century specimens, with the
Type 23 porcelain buttons being most common in the
mid- to late nineteenth century.

Personal Group Artifacts

Only one artifact is included in the personal
group — a Jf‘ragmen{: ofa pocl:zet knife’s brass lining. By

the late nineteenth century inexpensive pocke’c knifes
were almost entirely iron lined, while the better quahty
knives were brass lined.

Activities Group Artifacts

This final artifact group includes a total of 12
specimens {or 1.28%of the total assernl:lage). The
category is broken down into a variety of classes —
construction tools, farm tools, toys, ﬁshing gear, storage
items, stable and bam items, miscellaneous har&ware,
and a rather general class called simply, "other" (South
1977:96). The collection includes three triangular file
{'ragmen‘bs in the tool category; five strap {ragrnents in
the storage category; and one chain link, one bolt hea&,
and one brass nail jf‘ra.grnent listed under miscellaneous
hardware.

Triangular files, also known as tapers or three-
squares, are typicaﬂy used for skarpening saws and other
fine work. They-seem to be frequently found on slave
settlements and they may provide indirect evidence of
the amount of wooclworleing (sawing) which was talaing
place by slave carpenters.

The strap metal is typical of barrels and boxes
and tends to be more common on nineteenth century
sites. The hardware items are all bits and pieces that
might be found in any agricultural context, except for
the brass nails. These were most ﬂequently used on
boats and tend to be found in many low country slave
contexts — prol)ably reﬂecting salvage and reuse }oy the

slaves. It's interesting that these nails

Other (measurements in mm)

9.0,9.3,9.4,9.5,9.9, 10.3,
104, 2-10.7, 2-11.3, 11.5,

Table 12.
Buttons Recovered from 38CH1466

Type Description #
7 spun brass/white metal

with eye cast in place 1 12.8
18 stamped brass 2 20.4, 24.1
19 bone, 5-hole 2 10.6, 15.4
22 shell 1 21.9
23 porcelain, convex, with

rays at e&ge 1 10.2
23 porcelain, convex 15

13.1, 1-frag

23 porcelain, convex, blue 1 11.1

were of such value to warrant the
attention of Charles Manigaul’c, who
warned his son to, "leeep an eye on the
waste, and theft by negroes of those
copper nails [Which] cost more than
their weight in Copper Money”
(Dusinberre 1996:141). We have
previously suggested that these nails
may represent elements of African
American ritual and symbohsm that
have not been previously recognizecl

(Trinkley and Hacker 1999:177).
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38CH1466 Summary

It mayl)e useful to brieﬂy draw ’coge’cher the
information concerning the historic remains at’
38CH1466 and review what we have learned about this
area. Perhaps first we should consider what the
collection tells us about the occupation span.

The mean ceramic date for the area, ca. 1850,
is shown in Table 13. This table also provides
information concerning rnanufac‘curing date range for
the various ceramics. The terminus post quem {or TPQ)
date is that date after which the zone was &eposited. It
is based on the latest dated artifact present in the
assemblage. In this case the TPQ is 1836, the
}seginning date for sponge decorated whiteware. In other
words, there had to be occupation in this area at least as
late as 1836 for this ceramic to have been present,

broken, and Aeposi’cecl. South's bracket dates

various categories. These patterns also help compare
sites and have resulted in the definition of several broad
or defining patterns. There are patterns representative
of eighteenth century slaves , nineteenth century slaves '
yeoman farmers, and of course plantation owners. The
pattern resulting from an excavation depencls, quite
naturauy, on the part of the plantation }Jeing examined.
Archaeologists have realized this for years (see ]oseph
1989), and it is most important when you laegin to
compare and contrast patterns.

The pattern of the assemblage at 38CH1466
is presented in Table 14, along with a comparison to
other patterns. The pattern fails to resemble either that
of the nineteenth century owner (Revised Artifact
Pattern) or nineteenth century slave (Georgia Slave
Artifact Pattern). Nor does it resemble what would be
expec‘ced of the eighteenth century slave (Carolina Slave

provi&e additional help. South would propose
a l:eginning date range for the occupation
around 1826, with a terminal date perhaps
1868.

Table 13.
Mean Ceramic Date for 38CH1466

Date Mean Date

In actuality, we suspect that the Ceramic Range {xi) (£) fixx
terminal date was sometime in the last Canton porcelain 1800-1830 1815 1 1815
quarter of the nineteenth century. It is )
unlikely that occupation extended into the Lead glezed shipware  1670-1795 1733 1 1733
twentieth century since there is mo North Devon 1650-1775 1713 1 1713
decalcomania whiteware. This is also
supported by the absence of South Carolina | CW, undecorated 17621820 1791 2 3582

Dispensary Lottles, which would be found

post-dating 1891. Consequently, occupation PW, blue hp 1780-1820 1800 5 9000
in the area migh’c have laeen abandoned ]Dy blue tp 1795-1840 1818 8 14544
1890. edged 1780-1830 1805 2 3610
annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 6 10830

This archaeologic 2l assembla ge undecorated 1780-1830 1805 12 21660

closely resembles what wou..lcl Le expected WW, blue edged 1826-1880 1853 16 29648
from the settlement shown in this area on poly hand paint  1826-1870 1848 19 35112
the 1875 Coast Survey map (Figure 14). blue tp 1831-1865 1848 9 16632
The combination of archaeologica] and non-blue tp 1826-1875 1851 4 7404
historical &ata, therefore, suggest a short- annular 1831-1900 1866 40 74640
term Postbenum occupation. spongea 1836-1870 1853 14 25942
undecorated 1813-1900 1860 105 195300

It is also helpful to examine the
settlement from the perspective of what

480,960 + 260 = 1849.8

archaeologists call the artifact pattern — a

way of arranging the collection of artifacts in

hp = hand paintecl; tp = transfer printecl
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Previously Published Artifact Patterns Compared to 38CH1466

Table 14.

(numbers in percents)

*Singleton 1980
‘Drucker et al. 1984:5-47
Trinkley 1986:Table 21

Revised Carolina  Carolina Slave Georgia Slave Pied Tenant/Yeoman

Artifact Pattern® Artifact Pattern® Astifact Pattern® Astifact Pattern® Freedmen® 38CH1466
Kitchen 51.8-65.0 70.9-84.2 20.0-25.8 40.0-61.2 36.8 373
Architecture  25.2-31.4 11.8-24.8 67.9-73.2 35.8-56.3 57.0 53.9
Furniture 0.2-0.6 0.1 0.0-0.1 0.4 0.7 -
Arms 0.1-0.3 0.1-0.3 0.0-0.2 - 0.3 -
Tobacco 1.9-13.9 2.4-5.4 0.3.9.7 - 0.7 4.9
Clothing 0.6-5.4 0.3-0.8 0.3-1.7 1.8 1.2 2.5
Personal 0.2-0.5 0.1 0.1-0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1
Activities 0.9-1.7 0.2-0.9 0.2-0.4 1.8 3.1 13
*Garrow 1982

Artifact Pattern). The artifact pattern is, however, very
similar to both the Piedmont Tenant/Yeoman Artifact
Pattern and the artifact pattern identified from a large
freedmen’s village on Hilton Head Island. While there
are differences — inflated tobacco and clo’cl'xing
categories and a smaller than anticipate& activities
category — the assemblage from 38CH1466 closely
resembles these patterns in the key categories of kitchen
and architecture.

This fincling adds additional credi}:ﬂity to our
interpretation of these remains reﬂecting the clweﬂing
shown on the 1875 map of the project area. And it also
further strengthens our reliance in the freedmen pattemn
as a valid indicator of low country freed African
American. It seems to indicate that the freed slave
focused on expan&ing his or her stock of kitchen goo&s,
perhaps reﬂecting a change in both j:'ooclways and also
work habits. The increase in Activities Group artifacts
reflects the indepen&ence of the freedman and his
responsil)ility for the operation and maintenance of the
farm. It seems hlzely that as more documented
postbeﬂum freedmen sites are investigatecl it will be
easier to iclen’cify the pattern and, more importan’cly, the
pattern will take on greater meaning.

We have previously discussed the prevalence of
flatware (plates and saucers) at the site. This reliance on

flatware over hollow ware may be an indication of
changing foo&ways. There may have been fewer one-pot
meals, with greater variety in the diet. This may reflect
more free time or at least a greater al:ili’cy to schedule
work. Lilzewise, the increased numbers of high status
ceramic motifs may indicate a growing consumerism on
the part of the freedman — a desire to stock his table
with “nice” ceramics, even if bought }Jy the piece.

38CH1477

The excavations at this site consisted of 12 10-
foot units. Although we found no evidence of postholes
or wall trenches, lilzely because of plowing, we believe
that this represents the location of slave dwellings based
on artifact &ensi’cy. The area prorluced 6,843 artifacts,
yielding a densi’cy of5.7 specimens per square foot. This
clensity, however, is &eceptive since there is so much
variation in the excavation block. Densities range& from
3.1 specimens per square foot on the west ec].ge
(850R480) to 10.7 specimens per square foot in the
site core (840R490) to 5.3 artifacts per square foot at
the south edge of the site (820R510).

Kitchen Group Artifacts

A total of 5086 Kitchen Group artifacts was
recovered, most representing ceramics (3805 or 74.8%)
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Table 15.

Major Types of Datable Pottery at 38CH1477
Porcelain 34 0.9%
Stoneware 412 10.8%

Brown 284
Blue/Gray 61
Other 67
Earthenware 3359 88.3%
Slipware 41
Refined 44
Coarse 168
Delft 2
Creamware 816
Pearlware 1482
Whiteware 657
Yellowware 29
Burmnt 119
Other 1

or glass (803 or 15.8%). Recovered were a narrow range
of early ’chrough mid—eigh‘ceenth century ceramics,
inclu&ing primarﬂy lead glaze& slipwares, with a very few

examples of delft and Westerwald. Late eighteenth
century creamwares were Imore COmMINO, early
nineteenth century pearlwares are very common, and
mid-nineteenth century whitewares far less so. As
discussed Lelow, the latest ceramics recoverecl, which
provi&e the TPQ date for the excavations, are the
whitewares. There is little indication that the area saw
occupation past the Civil War.

The major types of ceramics are shown in
Table 15, revealing that tablewares, such as the
porcelains, delft, creamwares, pearlwares, and
whitewares, account for 84.1% of the ceramics.
Utilitarian wares (usecl prirnarily in food preparation and
storage), such as the stonewares {excepting the
Westerwalcl) and coarse eartl'xewares, account for about
15.9% of the collection. Utilitarian wares are sligh’cly
more common at this site than they were at the
Roupelmon& slave settlement (T: rinlzley and Hacker
1999:94, 106), but consi&erauy less common than
they were at the nearby main settlement for Jolm

Whitesides (Trinkley and Hacker 1996:53).
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The most common eighteentl'x century ware is
lead glazecl slipware, accounting for 43 examples.
Slipware was a traditional eighteenth century form of
pottery decoration in which a white or cream-colored
slip is trailed over an buff or red earthenware l:ody. A
clear lead glazed slip is then appliec]. before firing.
Examples of pinlz and buff ﬂred—clay bodies were
encountered. Cushion observes that most slipware
potters, “were primarily concerned with pro&ucing the
everyday necessities for the more humble table”
(Cushion 1976:79).

During the eighteenth century utilitarian
slipwares made in Staffordshire and other parts of
Englancl were exported to the colonies in }mge numbers.
These were often offered for sale in newspapers and
while no examples are imrneclia’cely available from
Charleston, Miller cites several examples from
elsewhere:

in 1757 a New York merchant
offered for sale “. . . Crates Common
yeﬂow Wares both cups and Dishes .
.. ." Another New York vendor, in
1768, advertised “yellow Dishes by
the Crates . . .” (Miller 1974:2).*

It seems lilzely, therefore, that the slipwares were a
common, and very inexpensive, commocli’cy importe&
into the colonies.

The next most common eigh‘ceenth century
pottery was Chinese porcelain. Of the 18 {'ragments
identified, all are un&erglaze& blue. Until the early
nineteenth century Chinese porcelain was an expensive,
very fine, thin ware usuany associated with the tea ritual
(ancl therefore most commonly found in tea forms). Its
presence is considered an indicator of high status (Lewis
1985; Stone 1970:88). During the nineteenth century
the quantity exportecl into the United States increased
and the quali\‘:y declined &rama’cicauy, maleing it a poor
indicator of status or wealth during this later period. It
is nevertheless Iileely that these wares had originaﬂy been

4 Pn’ngle, on several occasions, does mention crates

or hogsheads of “earthenwares,” although he doesn't specify
the type (Edgar 1972:1:147, 403).
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purchase& for use ]:>y the owners of the plantation and
sul:sequently found their way into slave houses — either
as s’cyles changecl and the owner acquirec}. new sets, or as
the individual pieces were damaged, or perl’xaps even as

theft.

The forms recovered include two 10-inch
pla’ces, one 9-inch plate, one 7Z-inch plate, a b-inch
saucer, and a 4-inch bowl lid. These forms are ones
which would be expectecl on the planter's table and
support the idea that the porcelain found its way into
the settlement from the main house.

Tin—glazecl delft accounts for only two
specimens in the collection. Both are ty'pically English
and are plain white delftware. Cushion indicates tha‘c,
like slipware, the bulk of the delft until sometime in the
eighteenth century was utilitarian, intended for the
table. By the eighteenth century there were merely
decorative forms, al’chough none were encountered at
38CH1477. The one identifiable delftware vessel was a
straight-sided jar about 3%-inches in diameter.

Westerwald is a gray salt glaze& stoneware with
incised, starnpecl, sprigged, and cobalt pa.intecl
decorations. Although mugs and jugs are most

common, there are

considered a revolution in ceramic procluction. It
provided a fine glazecl ware at a rela’cively inexpensive
cost, and came in sets with a wide variety of vessel forms
and s’cyles. At this site creamwares account for 816
specimens, second only to the pearlwares.

The majority of these are undecorated (94.8%,
N=774), al‘tl'xough 26 annular creamware sherds, nine
cable decorated creamwares, and six hand painte&
creamware fragment were also identified.

The creamwares represent three cups, 15
bowls, one saucer, 34 plates, seven chamber pots, one
s‘craight sided jar, two bowl lids, and one child's mug.
Most of these vessels are undecorated creamware. The
polychrome hand pain‘te& ceramic represents only one
3%-inch cup and one 8-inch plate, the brown transfer
print is rep:cesented }oy the child’s mug, and cable and
annular wares include only two bowls. This assemklage,
dominated })y plate forms (which are more than twice as
common as hollow ware forms), is suggestive of
materials passing from the planter to his slaves.

As potters continued to experiment with
creamware, in an effort to imitate the Chinese
porcelains, pearlware was eventuaﬂy producecl. By 1779

examples of chamber
pots (Noél Hume 80 o )
1978:280-285). The
forms represen’ce& l)y the 70
two examples from this
work cannot be % 60
identified. g

E 50 - -

i @ T
As prewously @ ) ; Hollow'

cliscussed, early cream f_ 40 e s i Fl :
bodied wares with dipped ° S {BFlat
glazes would be s 30 e ) N
transformed into the g 20 : :
creamware so well known a ‘ "'?:a:":":::: )
at sites spanning the 10 o M:Eaaaaa‘a:aa:u |
eighteenth and o
nineteenth  centuries. 0 5 S
Develo?e& in the 17505 Expensive Cheap Expensive Cheap
Ly. Josiah Wedgewood, Pearlware Whiteware
this cream  colored
earthenware was |Figure 40. Flatware and hollow ware })y pearlware and whiteware.
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We&gwoocl had procluce& pearlware, what he
called an “improvement” on the creamware
(Walton 1976:77; see also Notl Hume
1978:129-132). By 1790 the ware was
further “improved” by Spode who added a
small trace of cobalt to the formula to serve
as a “blue whitener” (Feild 1987:54). As
previously discussed, pearlwares to&ay are
recognize& I)y the blue pucHling of the glaze

and over»an kluish cast.

We recovered 1482 fragments of
pearlware, half of which were undecorated.
The next most common motif was annular
ware, accounting for 246 specimens, or

16.6% of the pearlware assemblage. These
are followed by edged wares (N=174 or
11.7%) and blue transfer printed ceramics
(N=156 or 10.5%). The remainder of the
assemblage consists of polychrome and blue
hand paintecl wares, and mocha wares.

In general these decorations
become more expensive (ancl hence we often

assume they are used ]ay individuals of [Figure 41. Vessel function (MNV).

Hollow ware

Preparation

Teaware !

|
|

g

4 Flatware

greater wealth) as the amount of hand work
increases. Consequently, plain (after its
initial introduction), anndar/cal)le, and eclge& are the
least expensive of the wares — and ’cl'xey (l)ecause of the
dominance of plain wares) account for 78.3% of the
collection. This suggests that these pearlwares were
purchasecl specificaﬂy for slave use.

In the pearlware collection there is a greater
balance between flatware and hollow ware, with plates
and saucers representecl by 63 examples and bowls and
cups including 67 specimens. Chamber pots are also
reduced in numl)er, with only two included in the
collection. There is one straight-si&ecl jar, two bowl lids,
two teapot lids, and one pla‘tter (which migh’c be
included with ﬂa’cware).

It is also though‘c that these vessel forms may
often provic].e a clue to wealth and status. Plates and
more complex pieces ten&ing to be associated with more
Wealthy individuals and bowls tencling to be found in
greater ﬁequencies on slave sites. At first glance the
MNV analysis sends a mixed message. Although there
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are more bowl forms, plates were still Very .common.
Yet, when we look at these plates we find that 53
(84.1%) are plain or eclgec]. — inexpensive decorations.
In contrast, the hollow wares were about evenly divided
between expensive and inexpensive motifs.

In other worcls, flatwares were hea.vﬂy weighted
toward inexpensive varieties, and hollow wares were
evenly divided between expensive and inexpensive. This
suggests that the planter was purchasing ceramics —
both plates and bowls — specificaﬂy for use }oy his
slaves. To these purchasecl wares were added mixed
pieces, 1arge1y high status and largely hollow ware,
coming from the plan‘cer’s table.

The whitewares represent yet another
clevelopment or stage in the effort to procluce a truly
white ceramic. Whiteware is a fine bodied earthenware
developed by C.J. Mason in 1813. It was pa_rten’ce& under
the name of Mason’s Patent Ironstone China,” yet
distinguishing ironstone from whiteware presents a
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challenge. South (1974:247-248), for example, used
an “ironstone-whiteware” category, while Price

(1979:11) uses only a “whiteware” category which

includes both “types.” Both researchers point out that °

di{:{eren’cia’cing between whiteware and ironstone using
vessel hardness {or c].egree of vi’cri{ica’tion) is an
uncertain or even invalid approach. For the purposes of
this study, the term whiteware encompasses both
categories of ceramics.

There are 657 {:ragments of whiteware
recovered from the excavations at 38CH1477. Of these
50.5% (N=332) are undecorated. The next most
common motif is annular (N=120, 18.3%). Also
" present are 43 specimens of e&ged ware, and one
exarnple ofa spongecl decoration. More expensive motifs
include 23 specimens of polychrome hand painted, 88
examples of blue transfer printe&, and 39 specimens of
non-blue transfer printed.

Like the 'pearlwares, this collection is
dominated by less expensive motifs (plain and annular)
which may have been purchased speci{icaﬂy for slave
use. In fact, the percentage of low status or expensive
wares increases from 68.5% in the pearlware to 72.6%
in the whiteware, suggesting that more resources were
laeing put into inexpensive wares for slave use.

When vessel forms are examined, 53 of the 84
vessels (63.1%) are flatwares, with the hollow wares
representing the remaining 44.1% of the assemblage.
This suggests a graclual trend away from bowl and cup
forms and toward flatware — perhaps inclicating a
gra&ual evolution of £ooclways in the African American

community.

The relationship of the pearlwares and
whitewares is shown in Figure 40. This helps reveal that
while the proportion of expensive and inexpensive wares
remains pretty constant between the pearlwares and
whitewares, the malae-up of the expensive wares changes.
In the pearlware asseml)lage it is dominated Ly hollow
wares. In the whiteware assemblage it is dominated Ly
{latwares. Overaﬂ, {latwares increase at the expense of
hollow wares.

Loolzing at the collection from the site as a
whole (ignoring temporal indicators or cllange) and

including all of the identifiable vessels, we see a
collection dominated ]:»y flatware, al’chouglu hollow ware
vessels run a close second (Figure 41). About 8% of the
collection is represente& l)y chamber pots, storage
containers, sexrving plates, teaware, or food preparation
vessels.

Al’cl’xough this portion of the site pro&uced only
48 fragments of early to mid-eighteenth century
ceramics, there were also 453 fragments of Colono ware
pottery. If these had been added, the 501 specimens
would have formed a much 1arger collection of early
pottery and ’c‘ney would represent about 10% of the total
ceramic asseml:lage — representing a Jfaiz:ly significant
contribution Ly these local, low-fired earthenwares.

They are further described in a foﬂowing section of this
report.

An examination of vessel matches across the
excavated units reveals much p}now clamage, with some -
vessels sprea& across as many as five units. In fact, two
vessels of glossy brown alkaline glazecl stoneware were
found spread across 10 of the 12 units., while an Elers-
like teapot was found broken and dispersecl between
eigh‘c different units. Besides con{"irming the obvious,
the examination of vessel matches also revealed that
units 840-850R490 were the core of the distribution,
with 19 of the 26 (73.1%) matched vessels including at
least one of these two units. This further supports our
previous observations based on site density.

Container glass accounts for 803 fragments or
15.8% of the Kitchen Group total. The most prevalent
glass type is that commonly called "black," which is
actuaﬂy dark green in transmitted 1ight, comprising
73.2% of the glass found in this portion of the slave
settlement (N=588). These represent "wine" bottles
commonly used in Europe and North America. Olive
Jones (1986) has conducted extensive research on this
bottle style, discovering that the cylindrical "wine" bottle
represents four distinct siryles — two for wine and two
for beer — linked to their size and intended contents.
These four s‘cyles, however, were not just used for wines
and beers. Other proclucts, such as cider, distilled
liquors, vinegar, and mineral waters rnight also have
been sold in these bottle s’cyles. In addition, they would
have been used Ly private individuals as containers for
&ecanting, storing, and serving Leverages either bough‘c
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in barrels or made at home.

In these excavations at least nine bottles with

blown bases are represen’ced and two are blown in mold"

LaS es.

Free-blown bottles, especiaﬂy the so-called
“wine bottles,” were common prior to 1730. After this
date a demand for greater standardization })egan the
transition to bottled blown inside contact molds (Jones
and Sullivan 1985:21-23). All of the blown bases in
this collection appear to also evidence mold seems,

suggesting that they postdate 1730.

The blown (and mold-blown) bases range from
2.7 to 104 cm in diameter. Those under about 9.0 cm
are below the range discussed by Jones (1986). There
are four examples of bottles with basal diameters of 9.0
cm, prokal)ly representing wine bottles from the periocl
1790-1850 and one with a diameter of 10.4 cm,
described by Jones as an undersized beer style, dating
between 1765 and 1805.

However these bottles })egan their lives, it
seems lﬂzely that containers were valuable enough to be
reused for relatively long periocls of time. It doesn't
seem to be until the mid-nineteenth century that bottle
glass became inexpensive enough to be considered a
consumable or clisposal:le commoclity.

Four bottles have diameters of 7.6 cm and
may represent small beer or ale bottles. One has a
diameter of only 2.7 cm and was Iﬂzely used for
medicine. The final bottle is 3.8 cm square and is
classified by Fike (1987:10) as a “fluted oblong (variant
2)."

While no base was recoverecl, one case bottle
]oody fragment was recovered. This is an example of a
square bottle — a type that was often paclrzetl in cases or
“cellars," accor&ing to Nogl Hume (1978:62).
Frequently ascribed to the Du‘cch, these bottles were
meely proc].ucecl Ly any number of different countries
and in this case, it was lilaely English. The s’cyle was
most popular in the seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries.

The next most common container glass was
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aqua — represented by a paultry 83 fragments. These
Jr'ra.g:ments represent only four bottles, inclucling two
blown bases and two molded ]::ases, with diameters
ranging from 3.8 to 7.7 cm. Two medicine and two
soda water bottles are likely represen‘ced. Dark aqua
accounts for an additional 35 specimens, al’chough on}y
one blown base is identifiable. This specimen was
prol:alaly a medicine bottle.

Clear glass, accounting for 34 {*ragments, has
a MNV of only three bottles. One is a very small (1.8
cm) blown base that was 1ilzely used for medicine,
another blown base has a diameter of 5.0 cm and may
also have contained medicine. The specimen is a small
fragment of a blown in mold base.

Other glass colors present include brown (8
specimens), green (21 fragments); blue (21 specimens),
purple (one fragment), and melted (3 fragments).

Also present are eight fragments of manganese
glass, representing about 1% of the entire glass
collection. Although manganese glass is most
commonly associated with glassware from the last
quarter of the nineteenth century through the Leginning
of World War 1, it does occur in specimens dating to as
early as the eighteenth century (Jones and Sullivan
1985:13). The ﬁagmen’cs in this collection cannot be
conclusively associated with any specific time period.
Given the plowing and other disturbances, they may
represent late intrusions into the site, perhaps from the

vicinity of 38CH1466.

A single fragment of amber glass was
recovered. The specimen, although small, is
characteristic of the S.T. Drake bitter bottles in the
shape of a log cabin. This bottle would post-date 1862
(Fike 1987:33).

The bulk of the bottles recovered from this site
were primarily used for either alcohol or medicine. It
seems that the medicinal lzottles, because of their size,
would have seen relatively little re-use. On the other
hand, the beer and wine bottles mig}rh have been used
for any number of purposes once the alcohol was
consumed, either Ly the slaves, or more lilzely, the
planter.
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Figure 42. Kitchen Group artifacts from 38CH1477. A, brown transfer printecl creamware; B, blue hand paintecl
pearlware; C, polychrome hand paintecl pearlware; D, annular pearlware; E, blue e&gecl pearlware; F, blue
transfer printed pearlware; G, blue transfer printecl Whiteware; H, brown transfer prin’ced wl’xiteware; I, black
transfer printecl pearlware; JE refined red earthenware, clear lead glaze; K, annular/mocha yellowware; L,

Chinese porcelain; M, clear glass stopped.
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Thirteen tableware items were recovered from
the excavations, representing about 0.3% of the

Kitchen Group artifacts. Included are 11 {*ragmen‘cs of

clear glass and two utensil {ragments.

The clear glass includes an interesting array:
one decanter or bottle stopper, seven {ragmen’cs of panel
tumbler bocly, one blown tumbler base 2¥%-inches in
cliameter, one J1:'1:agmerﬂ: ofa glass bowl with molded ribs,
and one Ji.:ragmen’c with molded scaHops and dots from
an unidentifiable vessel. Taken toge’cher these represent
one stopper, two tuml:lers, one Lowl, ancl one
unidentified vessel.

Glass bowl forms had a number of functions,

although many were associated with wine — either as
wine glass coolers or wine bottle stands (see, for
example, McNally 1982:58-59). Also common were
shallow vessels more closely resembling finger bowls
(McNally 1982:120). Regardless, its likely that this
specimen dates to the first half of the nineteenth
century.

Although small press-molclecl items were l)eing
made in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the
techniques used did not allow the creation of entire
hollow ware vessels. It wasn't until the first quarter of
the nineteenth century that tableware laegan to made of
pressecl glass, with the items manufactured inclucling
tumblers, salts, cups, and plates (McNally 1982:34).
These early examples were almost always of clear glass,

such as the specimens recovered from 38CH1477.

The utensils include two handle {ragments, one
of iron and another of white metal. While these may
represent broken and discarded utensils, they may also
represent intentional alterations. We have previously
commented on the prevalence of broken utensils at low
county sites, suggesting that the utensils were modified
for use in malaing the palmetto and rush baskets so
common to the low country (see Trinlzley 1986:236-
237).

All of the 12 Kitchenware items recovered
) from this work are kettle JEz:a.grnen’cs. Iron kettles were
designed to either hang over the fire, if the weight could
be supportecl, or to actuaﬂy sit in the coals of the hearth
(Feild 1984:93). By the eighteenth century the kettle
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was firmly established in kitchens ancl, loeing costl f
would be “passecl down from generation to generation
and were highly valued” (Lantz 1970:15). By the late
nineteenth century lzettles, at least in urban areas, were
on their way out of fashion, being replacecl by the iron
stove and more manageable pots (Lantz 1970:31). This
decline is clearly evidenced when perio& ca’calogs are
examined. For example in the mid-nineteenth century
there were two full pages of different types of iron
kettles (Russel and Erwin 1980 [1865]:392-393), but
})y the end of the century, they had been reduced to but
one entry with seven different sizes (Israel 1968:130).
In spite of this gradual decline in popularity, the kettle
&agments from this work offer no real assistance in
dating since it is clear that kettles, in rural South
Carolina, were usecl weﬂ into the ﬁrst several deca&es of
the twentieth century.

Architecture Group Artifacts

A total of 1207 architectural fragments was
recovered, representing about 17.6% of the total artifact
assemblage.

The single largest category is that of nails, with
the 1178 specimens accounting for 97.6% of the
collection. Of these 1168, or 99.1%, can be discounted
since ’chey could not be either measured or identified by
type. Three nails were identified as hand wrought,
meaning they were indivi&uaﬂy forgecl lay blacksmiths,
either in America or Englan&.s The wrough‘c nail shank '
can be distinguished from machine cut nails (in‘croc}.uce&
about 1780) lny their taper on all four sides, instead of
only two (see Howard 1989:54; Nelson 1968). These
nails, while 1argely replacecl ]oy machine cut nails at the
Leginning of the nineteenth century, continued in
specializer;l use far Ionger.

Seven cut nails were also found in the
excavations. These were pro&ucecl Ly a machine that cut
each shaft from a sheet of iron, tapering the nail along
its length on only two, instead of aH four, sides. )

5 Lounsbury (1994:239) notes that while nails were
certainly manufactured locally in the South, "a sizable

proportion of the nails used in buildings through the late 18th
century were imported from Englancl:"
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Figure 43. Other artifacts from 38CH1477. A, “seed’ bead; B, blue glass tube bead; C, bone button; D, Regiment
of Riflemen brass }Juﬁ:on; E, Light Artiﬂery brass Luﬁ:on; F, brass l)utton; G, brass }Juclzle; H, flattened white
metal spoon ]oowl; I, minie }Jaﬂ; ]—K, gunﬂints; L, lead seal; M, reverse of lead seal; N, cross hatched pipe
Lowl; O, pipestem with chewed encl; P, ribbed pipel)owl; o, stub stem stoneware pipe; R, brass drawer puﬂ
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Although this machinery was invented in the 1780s,
nails proc].uce& Ly machine were slow to reach the
South, not }Jecoming wiclely available until the first

quarter of the nineteenth century. Louns}aury'

(1994:107) suggests that the most widely available
variety from the 1790s through the early 1820s were
those whose heads were still hand forged (tl'xat is, a
machine cut nail with a hand forgecl heacl). After about
1815 machines capable of both cutting and heading the
nails were introduced and hand {orged heads gracluauy
declined in signiﬁcance. Of the machine cut collec’cion,
all have cut heads, suggesting their use pos’c—clatecl ca.
1820.

Although, as previously discussed, different size
nails served different self-limited functions, this
collection  included only two measurable nails.
Consequently no observation concerning the nature of
the construction is possi}zle.

The next most common Architecture Group
artifact is that of flat glass (aﬂ of which appears to
represent window glass), accounting for 1.8% of the
group (N=22). Until the modern period window glass
was either crown or cylinder, with crown glass
clominating the eighteenth and early nineteenth century
market. Regarcﬂess, it is usuaﬂy difficult to distinguish
the two unless certain, usuaﬂy large, parts of the glass
are present (Jones and Sullivan 1985:171). All of the
&agments are  small, reﬂecting considerable
fragmentation of the panes, prol)a.}aly Auring plowing.
We recovered only colorless glass (suggestive of
nineteenth century use).

The final items in the assemhlage were five
spikes, perl'xaps representing the use of large framing
timbers, a pin’cle, and a pin’cle hook fragment. These
latter two items are of a size generaﬂy used for shutters.
While typicaﬂy used in eighteenth century construction
there seem to be many examples of them continuing to
be used well into the first quarter of the nineteenth
century, especiauy in more rural areas.

Furniture Group Artifacts

The only furniture artifact recovered from the

positecl slave structure was a brass drawer puﬂ ring. The
1¥%-inch diameter ring is a size that might be used for
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a drawer on a small table. The style is not temporaﬂy
sensitive and could date from the eigl'xteentl'l tl'xrough
late nineteenth century. The item may indicate the use
of scavengecl furniture, or it may represent a recycled
item.

Arms Group Artifacts

Six arms artifacts were recovered, representing
about 1% of the total asseml)lage. These include three
gunﬂints, one £olc1ec1 leacl, one leacl shot, and one minie
ball.

A review of research concerning gunﬂints is
provi&ed ]3y Davis (1986). In general, however, both
Emery (1979:37-48) and Nogl Hume (1978:220)
agree that Eng]ish flints tend to be gray or black, while
French flints tend to be brown or honey-colorecl, with
the majority of flints found on colonial sites coming
from France because of their superior quality.

The specimens from 38CH1477 include two
gray flints, lilzely English, and only honey-colorecl flint,
very lilzely French. Based on their size all were lilzely
used in pistols or small rifles. The folded lead was a flint

wrap, used to cushion the gunﬂint.

The single lead shot has a diameter of about
0.37 inch. This size is within the range of buck shot
and is not temporany sensitive. The .58 caliber minie
ball is almost certainly from the Civil War. Since there
were buck and ball cartridges used during the Civil War,
even the buck shot may date from this perio& (see
Thomas 1997).

Tobacco Group Astifacts

The excavations produced 449 tobacco
artifacts (representing 6.6% of the total assemblage),
including 339 pipe stem fragments and 110 clay pipe
bowl fragments.

Of the 110 bowls, 49 were plain, 31 had
vertical ribs, and 11 had leaves at the seam. The
remaining specimens included a variety of motifs:
diagonal ril)s, roulette worlz, leaves, stars, and a checker
board pattern. One was the classic “TD” bowl. The
"TD" pipes have been discussed }Jy Hoplzins (1937),
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Humphrey (1969), and Walker (1966). Originating in
the eigh’ceen’ch century, this pipe style continued to be
made well into the mid-nineteenth century.

Another uncommon example has a skull and
cross bone design. Although this symbol may have been
used by a number of groups, it is most common among
the Odd Fellows and is occasionauy used }Jy the Knights
of Pythias (see the 1895 Montgomery Ward Catalog
and the 1902 Sears and Roebuck Catalog for

examples) .

Pipes with such emblems were Proclucecl in
London after 1750 and became more widespread and
often imitated in the nineteenth century (Atleinson and
Oswald 1975:40). It's possilale, however, that this
example is linked to either a member of the Odd

Fellows (organized in 1843) or the Knights of Pythias
(organize& after the Civil Waz). Both groups are African
American fraternal orders which cleveloped as a result of
the exclusion of blacks from the mainstream white
societies.

The most common diameter pipestem is 5/64-
inch, accounting for 72.0% of the collection (N=244),
followed by 4/64-inch (N=58, 17.1%). There are 36
with a 6/64-inch bore diameter and one {":agmen‘c. Most
have no decoration and none contain information on
their manufacturer.

Clothing Group Artifacts

This category includes 60 buttons and four
other clothing items, accounting for 0.9% of the total
asseml)lage. The
}aut’cons, classified ]ay

Table 16.

Buttons Recovered from 38CH1477

cher Qmeasuremen’cs in mm)

154, 15.5,17.0, 18.5,2-19.5, 19.6, 20.0, 20.2,

14.6, 19.8, 22.9, 24.7

14.6, 15.2, 15.3, 18.8, 19.4, 2-19.5, 19.9, 2-
20.1,20.2, 2-21.2, 21.7

9.4, 9.6, 10.1, 10.4, 10.8, 10.9, 2-11.0, 14.2,

10.4, 11.1, 11.7, 17.4, 19.5, frag

Tvpe Description #
ré spun brass/white metal

with eye cast in place 11

25.0, frag

8 molded white metal

with eye boss 4
9 brass flat disc, hand

stamped face, no foot 1 26.0
18 stamped brass 14
19 5-hole bone 1 frag
20 4-hole bone 2 16.3, 18.5
21 iron, with fiber center 1 17.1
22 4-hole shell 1 frag
23 porcelain, convex 10

g

24 fabric covered iron,

loose eye 1 20.0
26 machine s’campe& ]:»rass,

loose eye 14 22.0
27 brass, domed, machine

embossed, back only 3 12.8, 18.1, 20.6
28 machine stamped brass,

poorly soldered eye 2 18.6,20.2
- brass 6
- black glass, 2-hole

fish-eye 1 15.6
- white porcelain, bell-shape 1 9.7

South's (1964) types,
are listed in Table 16.
These styles span the
mid eighteenth
through mid-
nineteenth centuries,
with most (32 of the
52 identifiable
buttons) dating from
the first half of the
nineteenth century.
Only the Type 7, 8,
and 9 buttons are
generaﬂy thought to be
eighteenth century
(although see below).
Likewise, only two of
the Type 27 buttons
are probauy mid-

nineteenth century,

lilzely da’cing from the
Civil War.
Far more

temporauy sensitive
are the back marks or
face information found
on eigl'l’c of  the
buttons. The ear].iest, a
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brass Type 18 button, has the back mark, “eHeT &
D*TREBLE*GILT / STAND:COLe.” The English

firm of Harnmoncl, Turner & Dicleinson made buttons

ca. 1800 (Luscom]o 1967:93).

A Type 18 button is marked with an
intertwined LA below which is the number “1.” Both
are surrounded by 13 stars. Albert (1969:51) identifies
this as a Light Artillery, First Regiment button, used on
uniforms from 1808 through 1821. Another button is
identified by Albert (1969:76) as a style used by the
Regiment of Riflemen from 1812 through 1816.

A white metal Type 8 button was identified
with a script | and oval below with a central star, prime
point facing down. Albert (1969:21) identifies this as
an Infantry button, dating from 1812 through 1815.
A somewhat similar brass Type 8 button was found
which was identified 1:>y Albert (1969:32) as an In£antry
Officer's button. He suggests dates from ca. 1812 to
1821. A brass Type 28 button is identified by Albert
(1969:32) as a militia button, with a date range from
ca. 1812 through 1821. The back mark “ReR,”
represents Richard Robinson & Company, which Tice
(1997:15) dates from 1813 through 1828.

A Type 27 brass button has the back mark,
“SCOVILLS / * EXTRA” which Tice (1997:28)
dates from 1827 through 1840.

The final button, a Type 26 brass exarnple, has
a back mark of “*WADHAMS & CO
SUPERFINE.” Luscomb (1967:212) identifies this
under “The Wadhams,” noting that the firm became
Wadhams & Company in 1847 and that by 1850 they
had ceased malzing buttons.

What is perhaps most interesting is the
number of ea.rly, i.e., pre-Civil War, military buttons in
this collection. Five lilaely date from the War of 1812.
While it seems clear that there was a great deal of
activity on the Carolina coast (see, for example, Fraser
1989:191-193 and Wallace 1951:369), this is still a
relatively poorly documented perio& in South Carolina
history. The quantity of buttons, however, suggests that
this plantation may have been a mustering groun& for
the militia or that troops may have been stationed at the
plantation, perhaps at a lookout. Regardless, the lost or
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discarded buttons made their way into the slave
settlement.

The other clo’thing items include one ladies
brass belt clasp, two brass buckle {Tagmen’cs, and one
iron buckle.

Personal Group Artifacts

The two artifacts comprising the Personal
Group represent just less than 1% of the total
assemblage. The items recovered are two glass beads.

The two beads include one opaque wire wound
milk glass (Type W1d, using the Kidd and Kidd [1970]
typology) measuring 4.0 mm in diameter and 2.4 mm
in length (often called a “seed” bead), and one
translucent blue glass example (Type 1a) measuring 4.9
mm in diameter and 4.5 mm in length.

Chief among the slaves’ personal possessions
were beads. They are so common that many have
suggestec]. that beads are virtually diagnostic (Stine et al.
1996). Altluough blue is a {'requently cited color, and
our own research suggests that these are most common,
a wide range of colors and styles have been found in
slave contexts.

Activities Group Artifacts

This final artifact group includes a total of 28
specimens (or 0.41%0f the total assemblage). The
category is broken down into a variety of classes —
construction ’cools, farm tools, toys, -{ishing gear, storage
items, stable and barn items, miscellaneous har&ware,
and a rather general class called simply, "other" (Sou’ch
1977:96). The collection includes two doll’s plates and
a white clay marble in the toy category; a lead fishing
weight in the ﬁshing gear category; a brass pacﬂock
escutcheon and a lead seal in the storage category; an
iron harness ring in the stable category; and a staple,
“s” hook, bolt and nut, and brass nail in the hardware
category. In the “other” category there are mine
&agments of ﬂin’c, a small iron rivet, a lead puclcﬂe, four
fragments of brass, and a “chunk” of brass.

The doll's plates are undecorated white
porcelain and have a diameter of 2-inches. These were
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originauy part of a doll's “tea set.” They would have
been fairly expensive and would have been more at place
in 2 main house asseml)lage. T}IEY may have found their
way into the slave settlement through theft or may
represent elderly black slaves talzing care of white
children. Clay marbles were producecl from at least the
eigh‘ceen‘ch century and continued to be made at least to
1928, although their popularity declined as glass
became more common and affordable. Baumann
(1991:138-147) briefly reviews the various games of
chance which used marbles. Although we commonly
think of marbles as a child’s game, it is important to
realize that they were just as often used Ly adults in
gaming. Games such as “ringer” and “spanner: were
likely playe& for cash wagers and formed the nucleus of
urban backlot gaming. In rural contexts, their function
may have been more Lenign, but there is little
information (Nogl Hume [1978:329], for example,
]oarely mentions marbles, saying notl'xing about their
use).

The lead weight may have been a sinker,
although it was more likely a net Weight. Similar size
and shape weigl'lts are still used in the low country as
weights on cast nets, used both for fish and shrimp.

The brass escutcheon may be evidence of slaves
using locks to protect their property, although the
nature of the item found suggests that it served a
seconclary function. Like other brass items in the
collection, we are inclined to suggest a ritual function.
The lead seal is not similar to others that we have
identified. It measures about 17 Ly 19 mm in size and
represents a single piece folded over on itself and pressed
’cogether at the open eclge, Jr.or:ming a seal. On one face
is an anchor motif, while on the opposite is a more
stylizecl clesign which migh’t be described as ice tongs.
While the original function of this seal was prol)al)ly to
iden’cify mercantile items, its use ]ay African Americans
is uncertain. The strap {ragment indicates barrels or
boxes ]:)eing }:n:ought onto the plantation. These are
characteristic of the nineteenth century.

The harness ring measures %-inch and is
identical to those illustrated in the 1895 Montgomery
Ward catalog.

The hardware items are all typical of items that

might be found in a farm context. Of special interest is
the brass nail, which measures 2-5/16-inches in length.
We have previously mentioned that these nails are
common on low country slave settlements and have
suggested that they may represent more than simply
items lost or discarded. We attribute a ritual function to
both these nails and the other brass items found in slave
contexts.

The other category includes a range of items
which might, under other circumstances, simply be
dismissed as representing miscellaneous debris. The flint
fragments are all non-local specimens, lilzely materials
brough’c into Charleston as ballast. Colors range from
honey to gray to ]ight brown to dark brown. All lcegan as
well rounded pebhles, but are generally broken. Similar
materials are found at a large number of slave sites.
Beyoncl suggesting that they represent items piclze& up
in Charleston and Lrought back to the plantation,
&eﬂning a function is difficult. Since most in this
collection have been broken, there may have been effort
to convert them into either strilze-a-lights or gun flints,
al’chough none are clearly indicative of either function.
The remnant brass chunks and fragments , like the
escutcheon, may represent shiny materials }orought into
the slave settlement as ritual or magic items.

38CH 1'4*77 Summary

As in the case of 38CH1466, it maybe useful
to Lrieﬂy draw toge’cl'xer the information concerning the
historic remains at the slave settlement and review what
we have learned about this area and those who lived
there. Perhaps first we should consider what the
collection tells us about the occupation span.

The mean ceramic date for the area, ca. 1813,
is shown in Table 17. This table also provicles
information concerning the manufac’curing date range
for the various ceramics. The terminus post quem (or
TPQ) date is that date after which the zone was
&epositecl. It is based on the latest dated artifact present
in the assemblage. In this case the TPQ is 1836, the
Leginning date for sponge decorated whiteware. In other
words, there had to be occupation in this area at least as
late as 1836 for this ceramic to have been present,
broken, and cleposited. South’s bracket dates provicle
additional help‘ South would propose a Leginning date
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excellent guiclance, while the bracket dates
M C TaDlalet lg' 38CH1477 both begin too late and end too early. We
can \-erame Late tor suspect the Leginning date is too late because
Date Mean Date we don't figure in 'tl'le presen.ce'of Colono
Ceramic Range (xi) (&) fxx wares and, in partlcular, their importance
Canton porcelain _ 1800-1830 1815 18 32670 during the early slave occupation. The
terminal bracket is placec]. too early since by
Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 1 1738 the mid-nineteenth century there was likely
a strong reliance on the available whitewares.
Lead glazed slipware ~ 1670-1795 1733 43 74519
It is also helpful to examine the
Plain Delf 1640-1800 1720 3 3440 settlement from the perspective of what
CW, cable 1790-1820 1805 9 16245 archaeologis? call the arti%act patte.rn ——.a
annular 1780-1815 1798 26 46748 way of arranging the collection of artifacts in
hand painted 1790-1820 1805 6 10830 various categories. As previously discussed,
undecorated 1762-1820 1791 774 1386234 these patterns also help compare sites and
have resulted in the definition of several
PW, mocha 1795-1890 1843 32 58976 broad or defining patterns. There are
poly hand paint  1795-1815 1805 76 137180 patterns representative of eigh’ceenth century
blue hp 1780-1820 1800 59 106200 slaves, nineteenth century slaves, yeoman
blue tp 1795-1840 1818 156 283608 {armers, and of course planta’cion owners.
edged 1780-1830 1805 174 314070 ’
annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 246 444030 Th (i 1l
undecorated  1780-1830 1805 741 1337505 ¢ pattern o} the assemblage at
, 38CH1477 is presented in Table 18, along
WW, blue edged 1826.1880 1853 43 79679 with a comparison to other patterns. The
poly hand paint  1826-1870 1848 23 42504 pattern very closely resembles the Carolina
blue tp 1831-1865 1848 88 162624 Slave Artifact Pattern, which is generally
non-blue tp 1826-1875 1851 39 72189 founcl at eighteentl'l century Slave
annula:l 1831-1900 1866 120 223920 settlements. In general the pattern reveals
sponge 1836-1870 1853 1 1853 low architecture and high kitchen ranges.
mocha 1831-1900 1866 2 3732 Th hitectural artifact t well
undecorated  1813-1900 1860 332 617520 ° aremectura’ mypacts are not ¥E
representecl since these early slave
5,515,227 + 3,042 = 1813.03 settlements were characterized by wall trench
and ep}lemeral })uildings which left few nails
tp = transfer printed and almost no window glass. There were,

however, a large number of Litchen items,
primarily ceramics and Colono ware pottery.

range for the occupation around 1795, with a terminal

date of about 1835.

The mean ceramic date is exactly what was
projec‘cecl based on the historic documentation. As
previously discussed, the historic documents suggest a
beginning date for the slave settlement of about 1762,
with occupation extending through the Civil War —
resulting in a mean historic occupation date of 1813.

In this context the mean ceramic date provicles
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By the nineteenth century we generaﬂy see a shift to the
Georgia Slave Artifact Pattern, in which the proportion
of architectural remains increases because of greater
attention to the quality of slave housing.

This fin&ing tends to support our belief that
the slave settlement had its origins in the early to mid-
eigh’ceen‘ch century. What is surprising, however, is that
there weren't sufficient changes in the nineteenth
century to more {:uny balance the kitchen and
architecture categories, perhaps pushing the artifact
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Table 18.
Previously Published Artifact Patterns Compared to 38CH1477

numbers in percents
P

*Garrow 1982

I’Single‘tom 1980
Drucker et al. 1984:5-47
dTrinlzley 1986:Table 21

Revised Carolina  Carolina Slave Georgia Slave Pied Tenant/Yeoman

Artifact Pattern®  Artifact Pattern® Artifact Pattern® Artifact Pattern® Freedmen’ 38CH1477
Kitchen 51.8-65.0 70.9-84.2 20.0-25.8 40.0-61.2 36.8 74.3
Architecture 25.2-31.4 11.8-24.8 67.9-73.2 35.8-56.3 57.0 17.6
Furniture 0.2-0.6 0.1 0.0-0.1 0.4 0.7 >0.1
Arms 0.1-0.3 0.1-0.3 0.0-0.2 - 0.3 0.1
Tobacco 1.9-13.9 2.4-5.4 0.3-9.7 - 0.7 6.6
Clothing 0.6-5.4 0.3-0.8 0.3-1.7 1.8 1.2 0.9
Personal 0.2-05 0.1 0.1-0.2 0.4 0.2 >0.1
Activities 0.9-1.7 0.2-0.9 0.2-0.4 1.8 3.1 0.4

pattern into the range of the freedman or tenant farmer.

That the pattern stays very clearly dominated
Ly kitchen remains suggests that the quality of housing
at the Moses Whitesides plantation did not improve and
that ephemeral housing continued to be the norm well
into the nineteenth century.

The tobacco range is higher than is generaﬂy
expecte& for eigh’ceenth century slave settlements, more
closely reﬂecting the increase we expect for nineteenth
century sites. The clo’ching group reflects a similar
situation. Although these catagories are often ignore& as
being too small to either warrant much attention or to
be trusted to provide reliable information, perhaps at
this site these two catagories are more ’cemporaﬂy
sensitive and reflect the changes which did occur cluring
the nineteenth century.

Certainly the importance of tobacco can't be
ignore&. There are periocl accounts, such as the South
Carolinian Henry Muhengerg who noted simply, “slaves
love tobacco” (quote& in Morgan 1998:374), and there
are even circumstances where slaves were buried with
tobacco pipes (Morgan 1998:642). The higher than
expec’tecl incidence of clothing may be affected ]Jy the
prevelehce of scavengecl Luttons, or it may simply
indicate the increased pressure on slave owners in the

nineteenth century to care for their slaves.

We have previously discussed that the
pearlware was dominated Ly hollow wares, while the later
whitewares were dominated lay flatwares — suggesting
that this may reflect a gra&ual change in foo&ways
among the African Americans on the planta’cion. It
suggests that the incidence of one-pot meals declined
over time. As at the freedman’s site, this may indicate
more free time, or a greater abili’cy to schedule work —
or it may indicate a greater effort lay the white
plantation owner to mold the lives of his slaves.

One of the most powerf'ul tools for analysis of
the economic value of archaeological ceramic
assemlvlages is Miller'’s (1980, 1991) CC Indices. The
technique provicles a rougl'l approximation of the
economic position of the asseml)lage when comparecl to
other asseml)lages. In this case, since the slave’s
ceramics were largely selected and provide& lay the
owner, it may also provide some indication of the
owner’s financial status, or at least his desire to have his
status reflected in what was provicled to his slaves for
their use.

Of course, in the case of this collection there

is good evidence that at least some ceramics were being
recycled — that is, were laeing sent to the slave
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Table 19.
Miller’s Index Values for 38CH1477 and Comparion to Other Sites
. Creamware and Pearlware Whiteware
Value (date) # Product Value Hate) # Product
PLATES PLATES
undec. 1.00 33 33.00 undec. 1.00 16 16.00
cdged 6" 1.41 (1814) 5 7.05 edged 6" 1.17 (1846) 1 1.17
T 1.33 (1814) 11 14.63 e 1.14 (1846} 1 1.14
8" 1.28 (1814) 22 22.16 8" 1.13 (1846) 9 10.17
9-10" 1.33 (1814) 15 19.95 9-10" 1.14 (1846) 9 10.26
paintecl 5" 2.25 (1838} 3 6.75 12" 1.57 (1846) 1 1.57
6" 2.10 (1838) 1 2.10 fowblue 7" 2.97 (1846) 1 2.97
8" 2.36 (1838) 1 2.36 8" 3.03 (1846) 1 3.03
printed 5" 3.73 (1814) 1 3.73 printed 8" 2.42 (1846) 4 9.68
7T 3.50 (1814) 1 3.50 9.10" 2.11 (1846) 4 8.44
8" 3.42 (1814) 2 6.84 31 64.43
95 122.07 2.08
1.28
BOWLS BOWLS
undec. 1.00 1 1.00 cable/annular 1.22 (1842) 16 19.52
cable/annular 1.20 (1814) 36 43.20 painte& 1.60 (1846) 2 3.20
puintecl 2.80 (1814} 15 42.00 printeJ 2.58 (1846) 2 5.16
printed 2.80 (1814) 9 25.20 splatter 1.11 (1855) 1 1.11
61 111.40 21 28.99
1.83 1.38
CUPS CUPS
undec. 1.00 5 5.00 undec. 1.00 8 8.00
painted 1.50 (1814) 4 6.00 pxiniecl 3.00 (1845) 2 6.00
printe& 3.00 (1814) 3 9.00 10 14.00
12 20.00 1.40
1.67
Plates1.48
Bowls1.71
Cupsl.54
_ Combined1.57
SITES
CP, Planter
$/8, Main House
Saks, Middle Class
$/8, House Slave
W, Overseer
CP, Overseer
Saks, fpc, feature
CP, Stave
Roupelmond, Owner
38CH1477, Slave
S/B, Kitchen
W, Postbellum
Saks, Hotel
Whitesides
CH, Structure 6
Saks, fpc
S, Slave
S, Utilitarian
Saks, fpc
CH, Structure 1
BL, Freed Slave
M, Freedmen
Roupelmond, Slave
Qatland, Owner
W, Slave
MT 2, Tenant Farmer
HP, Slave
S, Stucture 2
TH, Slave
Saks, Pool Hall
S, Structure 1
S, Main House Area
W, Owner
W, Slave
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0

CERAMIC INDEX
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Thickness

Form

Boa’y

S w](ace

Decoration

Method of
Marzufacture

Table 20.
Attribute Summaries for Colono ware and River Burnished or Catawba Potteries
(from Wheaton et al. 1983)

Yaug]:xan

Average .725 cm thick up to very
uneven on individual vessels and even

single sherds.

Generaﬂy open incurving bowls and
small flared mouth jars, ].ips were
cru&ely rounded, or flattened with a
E'mger or stick.

Wide variation in size, amount and
type of non-plastics, generaﬂy various
water-washed san&s, oxidation was
usuany not complete, leaving a dark
core.

Ranged from crudely smoothed to
polished with obvious evidence of the
polishing tool, generauy interiors of
bowls and exteriors of jars were
polishecl, color ranged from black to
dark brown to reddish orange, great
variation on individual vessels and

sliexas.

.3% had decoration on interior of
bowls including preﬁring notched rims,
reed punctate, thimble impressecl,
incised lines; post ﬁring incision in the
form of a cross in a square and a circle
occurred on the interior bottoms of a

{ew ]:)OW].S .

Bases occasionally coil made and body
was hand modelled, poor control over
ﬁring temperature and {ﬁring time,
handles appeared to be attached to the
surface of the vessel.

Catawba

Average £.5 cm thick; 1.1 cm, regular and even.

Generaﬂy straight si&ed, open, outﬂaring

Lowls, and small well made jars, 1ips were taperecl
and well finished.

Limited variety of nonplastics, generaﬂy fine
particle size and completely oxidized or
completely reduced.

Usuaﬂy higl:ly polishecl on interior and exterior of
bowls and wide mouthed jars, polish marks were
often evi&en’c, color ranges from black to gray to
}Juﬁ, little variation on individual sherds, some
vessels were intentionany reduced.

3.5% of Catawba had undulating "day-glo" red
paintecl lines on the exterior of jars and the
interior of bowls appliecl after preliminary or final
ﬁﬁng of the vessel; occasionally red dots were
place& around the undulating line, or around

small regular facts taken out of the interior ].ip; or
both.

Evidence supports hand moclening but sample is
too small for definite conclusions, ﬁring
temperature and time were well controlled,
reduction when it occurs was inten’cional, handles
had plugs on the end which were inserted in the
wall and smoothed from the inside.
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settlement, per}xaps when cracked, cl'xippecl, or simply
out of vogue. Moreover, the Miller indices are only
appropriate on collections which date from the last two
or three decades of the nineteenth century. The indices
have not been clevelopecl to deal with early eigh’ceen‘th
century assemlnlages, such as the lead glazed slipwares.
So at best we'll only reaﬂy get a recomstruction of
ceramic status for the nineteenth century.

In spite of these Iimiting factors (or issues of
uncertainity), Table 19 provides the raw calculations
used for Miller's indices along with a synopsis
calculation of 1.57. Al’cl’xough we can't compare this
J:-igure to the main plantation settlement (it has been
&estroyecl Ly the Isle of Palms Connector), it tends to
place the slaves at 38CH1477 falrly low in the range of
ceramic status, but about mid-range for other slave

occupations (base of Table 19).

Colono Ware Potterv

Much has been written about Colono wares
and several previous Chicora pul)lications Lrieﬂy recount
many of these views (see, for exarnple, Trinlzley and
Hacker 1996). In the late 1980s and early 1990s there
was considerable effort to devise typologies for Colono
ware that mig]:xt make sense out of the admixture of
both Native American and African American
contributions. This resulted in a general (although not
complete) consensus that the pottery migh‘c be divided
into Yaughan — a pottery proc].ucecl Ly slaves for their
own use — and River Burnished or Catawha — a
pottery proc].uce& ]:)y Native Americans for sale or trade.
While there were a number of attributes used to separate
the two, thickness and surface treatment have been
most often stressed and appear to be of primary utility
in the gross separation of the wares. Table 20 provides
an overview of the two.

There has been a gradual shift on the part of
some researchers away from discussions of typology.
Many have suggested that the ’cypological questions are
simply unimportant, especiaﬂy in the plan’cation society
where there was creolization. Singleton and Bogracl
comment: '

typologizing colonoware as either

African  or Native American
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segments a culturaﬂy plura.l society,
Arawing boundaries between groups

that may not have existed (Single‘con
and Bograd 2000:8).

They also argue that, “the o}Jject [in this case, Colono
ware] comes to define the group rather than the group
&efining the signi{icance of the artifact” (Singleton and
Bograd 2000:9).

We understand — and appreciate — these
views. Moreover, it seems reasonable to make sure that
we take seriously the underlying caution that the
planta.’cion lanclscape is a mixture of white, black, and
red and that it may often be difficult {or even
impossil)le) to separate the three. Nevertheless, it seems
that to ignore the fundamental question of typology also
serves to blur over a very wide range of additional
questions: Were Native American vessels laeing
purchased and if so, why? Were those Native American
vessels Leing made in the immediate vicinity or were
they being transported from elsewhere? Were the
African American and Native American vessels ]Deing
used in similar fashions?

In addition, Singleton and Bograd comment
that:

European American appropriation of
colonoware s regret’ca]oly an
unclerexplored topic. This oversigh’c
may be a consequence of
archaeologists' preoccupation with
who made colonoware rather than
who used it and thus transformed its
meaning (Singleton and Bograd
2000:9).

This presumes that the only goal of typology is to
determine the ac}.mittecﬂy single-min&e& question of
“who made this pot.” Yet, it seems reasonable that who
made the pot may affect how the pot was used. When
Singleton and Bograd (2000:9) recommend that
archaeologists “examine how this artifact was used,
appropriated, and transformed }Jy its makers and users”
they imply that Colono ware is a monolith, with all of
it l)eing “used, appropriatecl, and transformed” in a
similar fashon. Again, we aren't sure that this is the
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case.

Of course, ultimately it may be that these
questions are unanswerable. But that does not yet seem
to be resolved and it seems that it is reasonable to
continue the effort to understand Colono ’cypologicaﬂy,
especiaﬂy if that endeavor doesn't hinder other attempts
to, as Singleton and Bogra& recommend, understand
“iclenti‘:'y formation, cultural interaction, and change

under colonialism” (Singleton and Bogracl 2000:9).
Analytical Methods

The Colono wares from 38CH1477 were
analyzed following the proce&ures established for the
stucly of the Broom Hall Colono wares (T rinlzley etal.
1995:204-205) and implemented in the examination
of both the Iohn Whitesides and Roupelmon&
collections (Trinkley and Hacker 1996:73:82,
1999:142-144), . The variables used include:

# Sand Temper Size, based on the
U.S.D.A. standard sizes for sand
grains, defined as very fine (up to
0.1 mm), fine (0.1 to 0.25 mm),
medium (0.25 to 0.5 mm), coarse

(0.5 to 1.0 mm), and very coarse
(1.0 to 2.0 mm);

® Sand Temper S]nape, also known
as degree of rouncling, defined as
angular (convex shape and sharp
corners), subangular (convex shape
with  rounded-off corners), and
rounded (convex shape and mo
corners);

& Frequency of Sand Inclusions,
using a three point scale of abundant,
moderate, or sparse. These can be
estimated I)y reference to percentage
inclusion estimation charts (see
Mathew et al. 1991), with 30% or
more laeing abundant, ranges of 10
to 25% being moderate, and 5% or
less ]Deing sparse;

b Temper type: mica, quartz, clay

inclusions, and voids ;

8 Surface treatments: smoothing,
identified when the sherds had a
regular but not glossy surface, and
bumishing, identified when the
sherds had a semi-glossy finisl'l;

® Core Cross-Sections, consisting of
a visual observation of a fresl'xly
broken e&ge. Sherds  were
characterized as (1) oxidized with no
core, (2) oxidized with an interior
core margin, and (3) reduced, being

dark ’cl’xroughout with no core;

8 Rim cliameter, measured  in
centimeters when a reliable arc was
present;

8 Rim form;

L Tl'u'ckness, measurecl in miﬂimeters
and taken 3 cm below the lip of the
rim. When this portion of the vessel
was not present sherd thickness was
taken as a distinct measurement;

8 Vessel form;
® Presence of charring or sooting;

= Evidence of use (i.e. cutlery marks
or spoon scrapes);

# Decoration; and
= Appenclages.
Findings

We found the need to mo&ify some of this
approach given that our collection was small and hig}lly
fragmented. Only site 38CH1477 produced Colono
ware pottery. In addition, the pottery was recovered
exclusively from plowzone contexts, so the materials

were heavily fragmented. Of the 553 fragments
recovered, only 124 (22.4%) are included in this
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the finer the inclusions, the less
abudant tl'ley are. This is shown
graphicany in Figure 44. In other
worcls, this collection as a whole would
be considered to have a fairly fine paste
with few inclusions.

@ 10-16% |
81-5% |

Moving from the paste to the
firing, Figure 45 shows the
contribution of each core cross-section
Ly aplastic inclusion. What stands out
is that the very fine to fine pastes have
generaﬂy similar proportions of core

sections, suggesting similar {:iring
conclitions, while the sherds with
coarser particles tends to exhibit
different firing conditions. We are not
inclinded to make too much of this

analysis. These include sherds over 1-inch in diameter
and rim sherds suﬁiciently 1arge to allow data collection.
While we are reasonably certain that the materials
included in our analysis are representative, this remains
a small collection.

In terms of the paste, we found that 60.6% of
the sherds exhibited only fine quartz sand in the clay
matrix. An additional 29.3% of the
sherds were dominated l)y very fine

—_—

o})servation, given the small size efthe
fine to medium paste (N=11).

If we combine all of the data, regardless of

paste, then we may have a more realistic view of the
pottery from this site. In such a case cross-sections 1-3
dominate the collection, accounting for 83.2% of the
assemlage. The most common, cross-section 3,
accounts for just under a third of the collection (32.7%,
N=35) and is indicative of a clay which included

quartz sand. Only 10.1% of the sherds

exhibited aplastic inclusions in the fine %0

to medium range. Where medium sand 45 = -
was present it was consistently rounded; 40

no sharp or angular fragments were 35 4

identified from the macroscopic work.

While not quantifiecl, we noticed that
several sherds showed contorted paste,

Percent

suggestive of poor or uneven mixing.
Five of the 109 sherds (4.6%) revealed
what appear to be argillaceous (ACF)
clots, lilzely representing small dried
clay particles which were included in the
paste auring the manufactun'ng process. 0

When the frequency of sand
inclusions is examineo:l, the only

seemingly significan’c conclusion is that Figure 45. Core cross sections I)y size of aplastic inclusions.

Core1 Core2 Core3 Core4 CoreS Careb

very fine
mfine
@ fine to medium

i,

Core Cross Section -
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Figure 46. Colono ware pottery from 38CH1477. A-C, incised decoration; D-H, cutting using a broad tool on leather
hard clay bodies; I-M, impressing, prokahly using a finger; N, spaﬂecl Colono sherd, indicating on-site firing;
O, handle from a porringer; P, charring on the exterior of a Colono sherd.
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organic material and which was fired in a rerlucing
atmosphere. This gives the pottery a characteristicauy
dark color throughout.

The next most common is cross-section 1,
which accounts for 20% of the assemblage (N=31).
This is suggestive of {izing in an oxidizing a’cmosphere
and a paste which did not include abundant quantities
of organic material. In contrast, cross-section 3, which
exhibits a dark central core, is suggestive of an organic-
rich clay, fired in an oxiclizing atmosphere. This cross-
section accounts for about 21.5% of the assemblage
{(N=23). Cross-section 5 represents similar clay and
{iring, except that the vessel was 1ilzely fired rim down.
This allowed air to gain access to only the exterior, while
the interior was fired in what amounted to a re&ucing
condition.

In other words, almost a third of the pottery
(core cross-sections 2 and 5) had abundant organic
matter in the clay and was fired in an oxygen rich
setting, likely an open fire. Nearly an additional third
(core cross-sections 3) also had organic matter in the
paste, but were fired in a teclucing atmospl'xere. And
just about another third of the vessels exhibited little or
no organic matter and were fired in an oxygen rich
atmosphere (core cross-section 1).

Shiﬂing our attention from the paste and
{iring process to the surface treatments and rim forms,
we see generany great uniformity. Fuﬂy 96% of the
pottery evidences moderate smoo’ching. None evidenced
what would be considered bumishing, although this
evaluation may have been biased Ly the erosive effects of
plowing. One or two sherds did suggest remnant
Lumishing facets, so burnishing may have been present
at the site. The remaining 4% of the collection revealed
a lack of smoot}xing on either the interior or exterior
surfaces. Again, we are not inclined to place much
reliance in this particular observation, given the wear
seen on some sherds. What was interesting is that one
sherd exhibited clear evidence of spaﬂing and Lrealeage
during firing — revealing that at least some of the
pottery was producea on-site.

Decoration was identified on 15 sherds and is

of three general types: incising using a small, pgo]aahly

pointec],, tool; cutting, using a broad, flat instrument;
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and impressing, proLal)ly using the finger or similar
soﬁ, plian‘c tool. All of these techniques are, of course,
related — they all represent various forms of
displacement (see, for example, Rice 1987).

Incising has been reported as a decoration on
a small minority of Colono ware pottery from a variety
of sites, including Yaugl'xan and Curriboo (W heaton et
al. 1983:229), and Broom Hall (Trinkley et al.
1995:218). It has also been reported by Ferguson in
the context of “marks that bear a striking resemblance
to the cosmograms of the Bakongo peoples in Central
Africa” (Ferguson 1999:126; cf. DeCorse 1999:139-
140). In the case of the case of 38CH1477, three
sherds exhibit incising. Two of the examples indicate
applica’cion to leather-hard clay, while the final example
(Lecause of the fine chipping along the eclges of the
1ines) indicates application when the vessel was nearly
dry. The size of the sherds preclu&es any observations
concerning design; each case, however, seems
intentional and well-executed.

Cutting or carving is observed on 11 sherds. In
these examples a tool has been used to cut or remove
lines of clay. Four of these examp].es are rim sherds and
in each case the cutting begins between 7 and 13 mm of
the lip. All of these examples seem to suggest multiple
lines paranel to the lip. One sherd also exhibits cutting
perpendicular to the lip, below at least one cut line
parallel to the lip. These cuts range from 1 to 8 mm in
width and all seem to have been made when the vessel
was leather hard.

The final decoration, termed impressing, is
found on at least three sherds (ancl possil:ly two o’chers).
On at least two of the three sherds the impressing is
associated with cutting. Impressing seems to be paranel
to the rim and, although varial:le, is about 10 mm in
width.

Only two lip forms were found in this
collection: flattened and rounded. The flattened
examples account for 67.3% of the collection (N=37)
and have a mean thickness of 7.2 mm. Many of these
flat 1ips (59.5%, N=22) were also notched. One
(2.7%) was what we have called undulating in the past
(Trinlzley et al. 1995:219). The rounded lips account
for the remaining 32.7% of the collection (N=18) and
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have a mean thickness of 8.1 mm. Notched lips occur,
but in a lower frequency (33.3%, N=6). In contrast,
the undulating lip form is more common (11.1%,
N=2). The sample sizes for both are so small, it seems
unlﬂaely that much can be made of these J:’inclings,
except to note that these two lip forms were most
common.

When we consider vessel diameters Iay lip form,
the flat lips reveal a wider range (from 4.5 to 12 inches)
but a smaller mean size of 7.2 inches. The rounded lips
have a range from 7 to 9 inches and a mean of 8
inches. If all are combined, then the mean vessel
diameter is 8.5 inches.

Summary

Perhaps the most obvious question is whether
this asseml)lage includes both Yaughan and Catawba
pottery or if only a single ware is represented? It is
tempting to puﬂ out the few coarser sherds and classify
them as sometl'xing “different.” This splitting, however,
seems inappropriate at this site since these sherds don’t
reaﬂy strike us as very different.

Just as difficult to determine is exactly what
ware is represente& using the existing sorting criteria.
For exa.mple, the pottery falls into the thickness range
of Yaughan, but the paste most closely resembles that of
Catawba. The modest surface finishing, however, is
characteristic of the Yaughan. One sherd reveals
spaﬂing, indiciative of on-site manufacturing —
supporting the view that the pottery is Yaugha.n.

So, while we can certainly call the pottery from
the Moses Whitesides slave settlement Colono ware, we
are less certain whether it should be called Yaughan or
Catawba. Either way, it seems to have been
manufactured l)y the enslaved African Americans at the
plantation.

LR attempt to follow the advice of Singleton
and Bograd (2000) and focus, instead, on the context
of the pottery we are surprisingly on far firmer groun&.
The vessels represented Ly this collection seem to
include both large bowls and pots that were pro]aa}:ly
used to prepare meals, as well as smaller bowls used to
serve up individual meals. In fact, without this Colono

ware, the eighteenth century ceramic asseml)lage is very
sparse, with South’s bracket dates suggesting few
European ceramics prior to about 1795. These Colono
vessels filled the gap between the earliest settlement, ca.
1762, and when European ceramics }:ecarne inexpensive

enough to be wiclely used Ly slaves, ca. 1795.

What is also clear is that various forms of
decoration — not generaﬂy reportecl at other sites —
were used on the collection. The decorations all seem
closely enough related to make us wonder if we are
seeing the work of a rela’cively small number of artisans
— again supportive of the view that the wares were all
made on-site. Also of interest is that the tecl'zniques
used to procluce these incisings and carvings are the
same techniques that Ferguson (1999) reports as

" representing cosmological sytml')ols. While none of

Ferguson's motifs are present (or at least are not
recognizal:le) , we wonder if the limited used of these
decorative techniques may perhaps signigy that these
vessels functioned &iﬁeren’cly in the African American
settlement? We also wonder if more “decorated” pottery
exists in collections, but has not been thought
sufﬁciently important to warrant attention?
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Introduction

Because most of the excavations at
38CH1466 and 38CHI1477 involved plowzone
contexts, ethnobotanical remains were sparse amn
recovered primarily from features. The only materials
available from the 38CH1477 slave settlement consist
of a small quantity of wood charcoal handpiclze& from a
post hole. At 38CH1466 there were flotation samples
from three features and one unit, as well as handpiclzecl
charcoal from one of the features. Regarcuess of the site
designation, the collection consists of two prehistoric
and four historic contexts.

Flotation samples, o{{ering the best potential
to recover very small seeds and other food remains, are
expected to provicle the most reliable and sensitive
subsistence information. Samples of 10 t0 20 grams are
usuaﬂy considered a&equate, if no bias was introduced in
the field. Popper (1988) explores the "cumulative
stages" of patterning, or potential bias, in
ethnobotanical data. She notes that the first potential
source of bias includes the world view and pa’c’cernecl
behavior of the site occupants — how were the plants
used, processecl, and discarded, for example. Added to
this are the preservation potentials of both the plant
itself and the site's depositional history. Of the
materials used and actuaﬂy preserve&, additional
poten’cial biases are introduced in the collection and
processing of the samples. For example, there may be
differences between cleposits sample& and not samples,
between the materials recovered through {lotation and
those lost or ]Jrolzen, and even between those which are
considered identifiable and those which are not. In the
case of these sites the soil samples were each 5 gaﬂons
in volume and were water floated (using a machine
assisted system)at the completion of the field
investigations. As discussed, and approve&, in the scope
of work, flotation samples were taken only from features

with dark, organic £ll, ju&ge& to be the most 1i12e1y to
yielcl ethnobotanical remains.

Handpicked sarnples may procluce little
information on subsistence since ’chey often represent
primarily wood charcoal large enough to be readily
collected during either excavation or screening. In the
case of these samples, one was taken from a post hole,
another consisted of relatively large pieces of charcoal
from feature excavation, and another was collected from
c].ry screening of unit excavations. The identified wood
will lilzely represent the materials used for ]:)uil&ing only
if the wood is either noncarbonized (suggesting the wood
post rotted in situ) or if there is evidence of the
structure ]aurning. Otherwise, the wood recovered from
post holes (and post molcls, for that matter) most likely
represents only the charcoal spec}as that are incorporatecl
in the surrouncling soils.

Such handpiclze& samples are often most
useful for provic].ing ecological information through
examination of the wood species present. Such studies
assume that charcoal from different species tends to
burn, {Iagmen’c, and be preservea similarly so that no
species naturaﬂy procluces smaller, or less common,
pieces of charcoal and is less likely than others to be
representecl — an assumption that is clangerous at best.
Such studies also assume that the charcoal was })eing
collected in the same proportions Ly the site occupants
as found in the archaeological record — lilzely, but very
difficult to examine in any detail. And ﬁnany, an
examination of wood species may also assume that the
species present represent woods in’tentionaﬂy selected l)y
the site occupants for use as fuel — pro}aal)].y the easiest
assumption to accept if due care is used to exclude the
results of natural fires.

While this method probaMy gives a fair
indication of the trees in the site area at the time of
occupation, there are several factors which may bias any
environmenta) reconstruction based solely on charcoal
evidence, including selective gathering Ly site occupants
(perhaps selec’cing better Luming woods, while exclu&ing
others) and differential self—pruning of the trees
(providing greater availa})ili‘l:y of some species over
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others). These factors are of particular concern at
historic sites where there is evidence of wood selection

Leing guicled by heat pro&uction, quali‘cy of the fire, ease

of igniting, and a whole range of other factors (for a

brief review from an urban perspective, see Zierden and
Trinleley 1984). There is even evidence that some
owners plante& trees (sucl'l as weeping wiﬂows, Salix
Z:alvy/onica) specificaﬂy for the wood ’chey procluced
through normal pruning. Consequen‘cly, at a historic
site hand piclze& charcoal may tell us more about
cultural factors than it does about the natural
environment. Smart and Hoffman (1988) provi&e an
excellent review of environment intérpretation using

charcoal which should be consulted Ly those parl:icularly
interested in this aspect of the study.

Procedures

The four flotation samples were preparecl ina
manner similar to that described by Yarnell (1974:113-
114) and were examined under low magnification (7 to
30x) to identify carbonized plant foods and food
remains. Remains were identified on the basis of gross
morphological features and seed identification relied on
Schopmeyer (1974), United States Department of
Agriculture (1971), Martin and Barkley (1961), and
Montgomery (1977).

The han&piclee& samples were also examined
under low magnification with a sample of the wood
charcoal iclentified, where possil)le, to the genus level,
using comparative samples, Panshin and de Zeeuw

(1970), and Koehler (1917). Wood charcoal samples
were selected on the basis of sufficient size to allow the
fragment to be broken in half, exposing a fresh
transverse surface. A range of different sizes were
examined in order to minimize bias resulting from
differential preservation.

Results

The results of the flotation analysis are
provided in Table 21. In all but one case the floated
material was at the 20 gram "threshold" typicaﬂy
propose& as adequate. Unfortunately all four samples
were extraordinarﬂy “clirty" with the uncarbonized
fraction (representing primarily rootlets) comprising the
bulk of each sample. This reduced the actual useful

material to very minuscule proportions.

It should be noted that Feature 1 is a historic
wall trench, while Features 2 and 3 are interpretecl to
represent prehisboric shell pits. The one unit flotation
sample was from 590R510 and was originally thought
to represent a prehistoric shell midden. Subsequently we
discovered that this unit primarily reflected a postbeﬂum
freedman’s occupation.

Wood charcoal is the most abundant non-trash
material in only three of the samples. In Feature 3
small bone fragments actuaﬂy ou‘cweigh the wood
charcoal. In spite of the generaﬂy c]isappointing results,
seeds were recovered from the historic fea‘cure, the
freedman’s unit, and one of the two prehistoric pits. In

Table 21.
Analysis of Flotation Samples
weigl'x’c in grams

* 4 seed coat frags of Polygonum sp.
>3 UID seed coats, 2 Nyssa syhvatica
¢ 1 peach pit

Wood Charcoal Bone Uncarb. Hickogg Seeds
Provenience wt % wt % % wit % wt % Total Wit
F1 2.40 29.1 70.9 >0.01° t 8.26
F2 8% 523 16.5 0.01 t 26.33 83.2 0.07° 0.2 31.64
F3 0.99 4.4 2.06 9.1 19.63 86.5 22.68

590R510, L1 3.74 11.6 029 09 27.20

84.6 0.09 03 0.83 26 3215
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the historic wall trench {(Feature 1), we recovered four
’Eragmentary seed coats of Po/yganum sp. The
Polygonaceae family includes such erect annuals as

knotweed and smartweed. From the freedman’s cleposi’cs '

we encountered both hiclzory nutshell (which may
represent either prehistoric or historic additions), as well
asa single peach pit, which would represent the historic
occupation. In the prehistoric shell pit we recovered
three unidentifiable seed coats (aﬂ very fragmen’cecl) and
two intact seeds of Nyssa sy/vatica or the black tupe].o.

Thebnly remains found in the two hanclpiclae&
samples is pine (Pinus spp.). Examination of large wood
{ragments in the flotation samples revealed only pine

and oak (Quercus spp.).
Discussion

The prehistoric evidence is limited to results
from Features 2 and 3. Regre’ctal)ly these provicle little
information. The dominant woods are pine and oak,
although the two black tupelo seeds provic].e evidence of
a third species in the site area. Morton (1974:105)
notes that the fruit is somewhat bitter, but is known to
have been eaten, either raw or made into presefves
during the historic perio&. It seems likely that it would
also be used Ly Native Americans. The other seed coats

are unidentifiable, but prol')a]:)ly represent wee&y species
found in disturbed habitats.

The historic collection is somewhat more
varied. The charcoal represents woods which could
reasona]aly be associated with drier soils in the region.
Pine, while suggestive of a disturbed habitat, is present
naturaﬂy in the mesic fine sand ﬁdges of many
hardwood forests (Barry 1980:138). The abundance of
pine, however, might also suggest a fire sub-climax pine
forest.

Tt may be significant that both pine and oak
are frequently used fuel woods. On the average, a cord
of air dried pine provi&es about 80% of the heat value of
a short-ton of coal, while oak provicles about 84% the
value. In contrast, sweetgum typicauy provicles about

68%. Only the hickories (which were relatively

uncommon in the area) consistenﬂy provide high heat

values, averaging about 97% that of coal.' The choice
of wood for fuel did not, however, &epencl entirely on its
calorific power. Other factors lileely included freedom
frorn smolee, completeness of com]austion, an& rapic].ity
of Luming. Pine, for instance, gives a quicleer, hotter
fire, and is easier to ignite, but is consumed in less time
than many other woods. Qaks provide a more s’cea&y fire
and heat than pine, but are difficult to ignite and not as
easy to split (Graves 1919; Reynolds and Pierson
1942). In combination they form an almost perfect

: 2
union.

The absence of woods typical of wet soils may
suggest that the site area was historicauy drier than it is
’co&ay. This is certainly supported l)y the available sea

level data. Tt is also hlzely that the soils were drier when
the lands were Leing actively drained and cultivated.

There are four hickories common to the
Charleston area — }Ji’c’cernu’c (Carya carc]iformis), water
(C. aquatica), mockernut (C. avalis) , and pignut (C.
g/alara). These species occur on a variety of soil types,
from dry woods to rich or low woods to swamp lands. In
South Carolina they fruit in October, although seeds
are dispersecl from October through December (RacHorcl
et al. 1968:363-366). Good crops of all species are
produced at intervals of up to three years when up to
about 16,000 nuts may be produced per tree (Bonner
and Maisenhelder 1974:271). Complicating this simple

! The varying quali‘cy of fire wood has long been
recognized. For example, Reese notes: "The heavy and dense
woods give the greatest heat, burn the longest, and have the
densest charcoal. To the dense woods Lelong the oalz, beech,
al&er, hazel, Litch, and elm: to the soft, the ﬁr, the pine of
different sorts, larch, linden, willow, and poplar" {Reese
1847:116).

? Elisabeth Donaghy Garrett goes to great 1engths,
however, to illustrate that even the perfec’c combination of fire
woods, Llazing in the pez{ectly constructed fireplace, often did
little to warm, or hght, plantation rooms. Even with ﬂres,
water, £oo&s, inl:z, and even wines, froze overnig]at in deep
winter. Thomas Chap]in, writing from his St. Helena,
Beaufort County plantation in January 1857, noted that his
thermometer was down to 20 degrees in the house at eight in
the morning and that every‘cln‘ng was frozen hard, inclucling
eggs, milk, and ink (Garrett 1990:189).
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seasonality is the a}aﬂi’cy of the nuts to be stored for up
to six months.

While hickory nuts commonly supplemented
the prehis’coric diet, their use cluring the historic period
appears limited. In the seventeenth century Jol'ln
Lawson (Lefler 1967:105) remarked on the tastiness of
soup made from hickories. He also mentioned some
hickories tasted "as well as any Almond." Yet a review of
period cookbooks (see, for example, Crump 1986) fails
to suggest that hickories were any more in’cegra‘cecl into
planned meals in the eigh’ceen‘ch century than they are
today. It is likely that they provided incidental, gathered
food, but were not significant to the typical diet. It may
be that the nutshell is an accidental inclusion, although
it has also been reportetl from the Broom Hall and
Roupelmond slave sites — suggesting that the resource
may have been used }Jy African Americans more often
than realized.

Al’chough only one peach pit was recovered in
the pos’cbeﬂum unit, it may be an indicator of the
plantation's remnant orchard.® The peach fruits, in the
lower coastal plain, from Aprﬂ through June. Sam
Hilliard observes that:

The peach was the favorite fruit in
most of the South and was prized as
food either Jc'res]:x, drie&, or preservecl."’
I sufficient quantities  were
pro&uced, the surplus was fermented
to wine and distilled into Lrancly.
Many farmers fed them to hogs, as
they were considered very nutritious,
and often were encouraged to plant
orchards to serve speciﬁcally for

3 It is likely that peaches, a fruit of the temperate
zone, were on the far eclge of their natural range in the
Charleston area. Thoug]n they pre£er relatively warmer areas,
tl'xey also require a resting per.iocl of winter cold for at least two
months, &uring which time they gathet strength for ptoclucing

leaves and flowers in the spring.

* One source also documents that peach pits
themselves were roastecl, salte&, and eaten in rural black areas,
such as on Iolm's Island and in Berlzeley County (Morton
1974:118).
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animal feed (Hilliard 1972:180-
181).

Ann Leighton (1976:237) also notes the popularity of
peaches. In 1629 there were 21 named peaches. By
1768 there were at least 31. And by 1850 over 250
named peach varieties were published. Regarcﬂess, all
]ae]onged to one of two groups, generaﬂy described as the
freestones or melting-peaches in which the pulp or flesh
separates easily from the stone and the clingstones in
which the flesh clings or adheres to the stone.

South Carolina planters like ‘Chaplin
(Rosengarten 1987) frequently mention peach,
revea].ing that the trees were plantecl using both seeds
and also “slips.” They seem to have been used not only
in the orcharcls, but also to mark fence rows or
otherwise interspersed across the plantation landscape.

Polygonum is a weed-like annual plant that is

found in waste places and disturbed habitats. It would be

" very much “at home” in the vicinity of a slave

settlement. There are a number of species, with at least
seven found in the Charles’con area.

A single seed has been found in the collections
from Yaughan and Curriboo, where Garf:lner (1983)
discounts its use, suggesting instead that it representecl
an accidental inclusion, perhaps from the use of exterior
hearths or the Lurning off of wee&y patches. Eigh’c seeds
were found in the Lesesne and Fairbank collections.
Again Gardner (1986) discounts their contribution,
suggesting again that they represent accidental
inclusions.

On the other hand, Porcher devotes three
pages to the different species and their medicinal uses,
including as a tonic, laxative, diapluoretic, astringent,
emetic, and purgative (Porcher 1991 [1863]:370-373).
He also observes that there are two climbing varieties
that could be used as replacements for buckwheat.
Morton (1974:115) also notes that the young leaves

can be eaten like greens.

This collection, when compare& to other
plan’cation assemMages, is rather barren. Gardner
(1983) found the eighteenth century slave assemblages
at Yaughan and Curriboo dominated Ly wood charcoal
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(almos’c exclusively pine), although a variety of food
materials were also represented, such as corn, rice,
hiclzory and walnut, peach, haw’chom, }Jraml)le, and

beans. A number of weed seeds, such as Polygonum,

goosegrass, and possil:ly Setaria, Paspa/um, Panicum,
and Digitaria were also recovered, altl'lough they were
found in small quantities and were often very eroded.

Atthe early antebellum Lesesne and Fairbank
plantations, Gardner remarked ﬁn&ing, "an impressive
variety of plant remains" (Gardner 1986:F-9). These
included corn, rice, peach, watermelon, peanuts, cotton,
chinal:erry, spurge, lva, hicleory, acorn, pecan,
Mackl)erry, grape, Llue};)erry, haclzbeny, plum or chen—y,
persimmon, and maypops. While few were present as
more than one or two examples, the variety is, in&eecl,
impressive. Contri]::uting to this variety, however, was
the excavation of a well, which procluce& a number of
species not found elsewhere on the plantation, such as
watermelon, peanuts, cotton, pecan, plum or cherry,
and maypops.

Although 38CH1466 and 38CH1477 offer
far less, lilzely a result of the nature of the features
encountered, they do reveal an assern]:)lage which
incorporates at least a few of the species found
elsewhere. In addition, the repea‘cecl occurrence of
knotweed suggests that this species represents more than
an accidental inclusion and may have been used ]::y
African Americans, either as a food or as a medicinal
plan't. Simﬂarly, the hicleory nutshells may reflect the
integration of wild plan‘c resources into the slave diet.
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ANALYSIS OF FAUNAL MATERIALS
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Introduction

The vertebrate faunal collections from two sites
associated with Seaside (Moses Whitesides)Plantation
are analyzed for this study. The first site, 38CH1466,
is a prehistoric Middle Woodland midden. Temporal
placement is based on the presence of Dep‘c{orcl,
Hanover, and Santee-McClellanville sherds. The second
site, 38CH1477, represents a slave settlement of a
small landowner at the turn of the nineteenth century.
Placement of excavation units at both sites was based on

the results of controlled auger tests (see Table 22).

For 38CH1466, the faunal remains were
obtained from one auger test (500R500), the east half
of Feature 1, and five and a half 10x10 foot units
(590R510, 600R510, 600R600,350R4:60, 350R460,
and 345R465). Most of

The second site, 38CH1477, represents a
historic occupation with a mean date from the first
quarter of the nineteenth century. Twelve 10-foot units
were placecl in the area. Units include 820-830R510,
and 840-850R470-520. Faunal material was also
recovered from one auger test at 800R475.

Analvytical Techniques

The faunal collections from the two sites were
studied using standard zooarcl'xaeological procedures.
Species identification was aided by the comparative
collection housed in the Cobb Institute of Archaeology
at Mississippi State University. Skeletal elements were
sorted Ly class, suborder, or species. The side (rigl'z’c or
1e£1:), specific bone section (cliaphysis, epiphysis, distal,

the faunal material was
recovered from leve] 1
excavations which
appeared to be disturbed.
Units  8590-600R510

were place& on the basis

Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) , Number of Bones, Weight, and Estimated
Meat Yield by Species for Auger Test 500R500 (38CH1466 and
Auger Test 800R475 (38CH1477).

Table 22.

of the dense shell Species NISP MNI MNI Weight Weight Biomass Biomass
remains identified as a # % gm % kg %
prel'xistoric shell midden.
The presence of historic 38.CH1‘?66
Unidentified Mammal 1 1 100 1.41 100 0.0358 100
mammals (COW an& Pig)r Total 1 1 100 1.41 100 0.0358 100
indicates the midden’s
continued use through 389"”‘%77 o
time. The other units Unidentified Drum, Scianidae spp. 2 1 100 3.37 100 0.0955 100
Total 2 1 100 3.37 100 0.0955 100

were place& in areas with
high artifact c].ensi’cy but
comparatively little shell.
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proximal, etc.), and level of maturity (immature, adult,
old aclult), were recorded whenever preservation
permittecl. Elements of all taxa and other analytical
categories were also weigl'xed (in grams) and counted.
The Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) was
compu‘ce& for each animal category using pairecl bone
elements and age (mature/immature) as criteria.
Grayson’ s (1973) method using stratigraphic divisions
was employe& to determine MNI. For the collections
analyze& in this stu&y, this meant treating identical
s‘cra.tigraphic layers (ie., Level 1) asa single unit. This
method icleauy provides a MNI count that is less
conservative than the minimum distinction method
(entire site treated as one unit) and more conservative
than the maximum distinction method (horizontal and
vertical strata are treated as single units) (Grayson

1973: 438).

For site 38CH1466, the shell midden and
non-shell midden areas were treated both as two
Rationale for
com]oining the materials as a single unit was based on
the identified disturbance of the site well into the
historic perio&. Likewise, }Jy separating them as shell
micw.en ancl non-sheﬂ rnic]xlen, &iﬂerenees in the fa.unal
asseml)lages can be teased out.

separate units and a single unit.

As a measure of zooarchaeological
quantification, using MNI is problematical (Casteel
1977; Grayson 1973, 1984). Depending on the
method  used (minimum distinction, maximum
distinction, or stratigraphic layers), the MNI calculated
for a faunal assem]olage may be under or over
representative. Likewise, use of MNI emphasizes small
mammals over large ones. For example, a rabbit may be
represente& five times for every one deer, but the deer
contributes more to the diet. Adcli’cionaﬂy,
representation of an animal does not presume its use in
entirety at the site (Reitz and Weinand 1995). Certain
cuts may have been sold or traded elsewhere (Scott
1981; Thomas 1971; Welch 1991) affecting the
representation of certain bone elements at the site.
Because of the problems discussed above, it is important
that research questions consider the limitations inherent
in using MNI.

Given the prol)lems associated with using MNI
as a measure of species representation, an estimate of
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biomass contributed ]ay each taxon is calculated. Based
on Weight in grams, the method used is allometric and
considers the Liological relationskip between soft tissue
and bone mass. Biomass is determinecl'using the least
squares analysis of logarithmic data where bone Weight
is used to determine the amount of tissue it supports
(Casteel 1974,1978; Reitz and Wing 1999). The
rela.tionship between l:o&y weight and skeletal Weigl'xt is
expressed by the allometric formula ¥ = log a +
b(logX) (Simpson et al. 1960). Y is the biomass in
lzilograms, X is the skeletal Weigl'x‘c in lzilograms, a is the
Y-intercept fora log—log plot using the method of least
squares regression and the best fit line, and “b” is the
constant of aﬂometry, or the slope of the line defined Ly
the least squares regression and the best fit line. The
allometric values used in this study were derived from

Reitz (1985: Table 4).

Sample size can restrict the use of biomass
and MNI in the analysis of faunal materials. Several
studies have proposed using a sample size of at least 200
individuals (MNI) or 1400 bones (NISP) for reliable
use of these methods (Casteel 1978; Grayson 1973;
Wing and Brown 1979). According to Reitz and
Weinand (1995) sman faunal samples tend to ]ae Eiased
towards one species over another. In addition to the
effects of excavation proceaures and potential spacial
di{'ferences in bone presence, differential preservation of
certain bone elements, as well as different species, could
Unfortuna’cely,
archaeological excavations do not normauy yielcl the
ideal sample size for faunal analysis and little can be

affect  faunal representation.

done to correct for the biases present in small faunal

asseml)lages.

Observations of bone modifications classifiecl
as sawed, clean-cut, burned, chopped/hacked, gnawed
and worked are also included in the analysis. Sawing is
clistinguishecl where paraﬂel striations are observed on
the outer layer of bone. Clean-cut marks are generaﬂy
pro&ucecl ky sawing but striations are not present.
Burned bone is modified Ly exposure to fire dun'ng
preparation or after discard. Cuts are defined as shallow
incisions on the bone surface and are generauy
associated with cutting meat around the joint area.
Chop/hacle marks are created using a cleaver or ax.
Gnawed bone indicates bone was not buried immediately
fonowing Aisposal and consequently was exposecl to
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animals. Human modification of bone not associated
with Lutcl'xering is identified as worked bone (Reitz and
Weinand 1098).

Recor&ing the presence or absence of bone
elements in a faunal asseml)lage provi&es useful
information on lautchery patterns and animal
husl:an&ry. Elements identified for cattle and deer were
classified as “head” (cranial fragmen’cs and ’ceeth),

“axial” (vertebra and ribs), “forequarter (scapula,

humerus, ulna, and rac]ius), “hin&quarter" (innominate,
femur, ti}aia, and ﬁl)ula) , “hindfoot” (tarsals and
metatarsals) ’ “forefoot” (carpals and metacarpals), and
“foot” (phalanges). Using 1og difference scale models
for cattle (Reitz and Zierden 1991) and deer (Reitz and
Wing 1999) bone representation can be observed.
These models provi&e a means for examining bone

representation in a faunal asseml)lage (see Reitz and

Zierden 1991 for discussion).

Iclenti{ie(l Fauna

Before considering the results of the
zooarchaeologica.l analysis the general use and habitat
pre£erence for each individual species is considered.
Tables 22-28 list the various animal species identified
in the archaeological collections recovered from
excavations of 38CH1466 and 38CH1477. A total of
519 bones were present in the 38CH1466 faunal
materials representing 17 species and 33 minimum
number of individuals (Tables 22-25 and 27). For
38CH1477, 534 bones were recovered representing 6
species and 16 minimum number of individuals (Tal:)les
22 and 28).

Domestic Mammals

Two domestic mamrﬁals, cattle (Bos taurus)
and pig (Sus scrofa), were identified at both sites.
Cattle have been an important meat source in the
Southern United States but they are less efficient to
raise than other domestic mammals such as the pig
(Hilliard 1972; Rouse 1973; Towne and Wentworth
1950, 1955). Since cattle are 1arge herl)ivores, tl'xey
require large quantities of grain and grasses to lzeep
weight on. Furthermore, beef does not preserve as well
as other meats such as pork. Clearly, greater food and
labor resources are requirec]. to make cattle procluc’cion

profi’cal)le (T ornl'xa.ve 1925). Despite their cost, cattle
supply other important resources such as milk proclucts
and hides, provicling additional economic incentives for
keeping herds (Hilliaxd 1972; Rouse 1973; Towne and
Wentworth 1955). With the exception of the
345R460 units (Table 25) and Feature 1 (Table 27) at
38CH1466, cattle contributed more to the diet than
any other species. This data is presentecl in Tables 23,
24, and 28. The highest percentage of cattle is
observed at 38CH1477 where it represents over 87
percent (Table 28) of the total biomass calculated for
identified species. For the 38CH1466 site, cattle
contributed to about ﬂﬂy percent of the total biomass
in the shell midden deposit (Table 23) and 600R600
unit (Ta.ble 24).

Pigs are one of the most important domestic
animals used for food in the Southeast (Hilliard 1972)
In general, pigs require little care and can roam ’freely
scavenging naturaﬂy available food resources such as
seeds, roots, £rui’cs, eggs, and small mammals. Cattle
store only 11 percent of the calories they consume while
pigs store 35 percent therefore making pigs more
economicaﬂy feasible to raise for meat yielcl. Unlike
beef, porlra preserves very well and because of its hlgh fat
content, is very appetizing. Additionally, pork is a very
good source of thiamine (Towne and Wentworth 1950),
a nutritional source important for the prevention of

beri-beri (Wing and Brown 1979:38-39).

For the collections discussed here, the highest
frequency of pig, 12.14%, is observed in the shell
midden context at 38CH1466 (Table 23). The non-
shell midden 600R600 (38CH1466) also contained
pig, though pig contributed about half as much to the
total biomass (6.81%). At 38CH1477 pig (10.39%)
followed cow in the percentage of biomass total,
indicating its importance at this site (Table 28).

Wild Mammals

Several wild mammals were identified in the
faunal collections recovered from the two excavations.
These include deer (Oc]ocoi/eus virginianus), raccoon
(Procyon lotor), opossum (Didelphis virginianus), eastern
cottontail (Syhilagus floridanus), and bobeat (Lynx
ru)[us). All but the bobcat were pro}aahly used for food.
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Table 23.
Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI), Number of Bones, Weigkt, and Estimated Meat Yield by Species for the
Shell Midden Area 590-610R510, Level 1 (38CH1466).

Species NISP MNI MNI Weight Weight Biomass Biomass
# % gm % kg %
Pomestic Mammals
Cow , Bos taurus 27 2 117 286.08 51.69 4274 48.73
Pig, Sus scrofa g 1 5.9 61.1 11.03 1.0652 12.14
Wild Mammals
Deer, Odocoleus virginianus 22 3 175 164.97 29.79 26041 29.69
Opossum, Didelphis virginiana 1 1 59 1.49 0.3 0.0376 043
Eastern Cottontail, Sylivilagus floridanus 3 1 5.9 3.15 0.57 . 0.0738 0.84
Bobeat, Lynx rufus K] 1 5.9 4.32 0.78 0.0981 1.12
Unidentified Mammal 215 - - 44514 - - -
Unidentified Mammal Burned Bone 34 - - 58.53 - - -
Total Mammal 312 9 52.8 1024.78 94.16 8.1528 9295
Aves
Turkey, Meleagris galfopavo 2 1 5.9 4.42 08 0.0788 09
Total Aves 2 1 5.9 442 08 0.0789 09
Reptile
Box Turtle, Terrapene carolona 9 1 59 9.13 1.64 0.1391 1.58
Unidentified Turtie 10 - - 6.47 - - -
Com Snake, Elaphe guttata 1 1 5.9 113 0.2 0.0156 0.18
Rattlesnake, Crotalus spp. 1 1 6.9 0.84 0.15 0.0115 0.13
Unidentified Snake 1 - - 0.26 - - -
Total Reptile 2 3 17.7 17.83 1.99 0.1662 1.89
Pisces
Hardhead Catfish, Arius feis 1 1 59 0.15 0.02 0.0033 0.03
Unidentified Drum, Scianidae spp. 2 1.34 024 0.0483 0.55
Black Drum, Pogonias cromis 10 1 5.9 14.39 26 0.2799 3.2
Red Drum, Sciaenops oceflatus 1 1 5.9 0.55 0.09 0.0245 0.28
Southern Flounder, Paralichthys lethostigma 1 1 59 0.62 0.1 0.0172 0.18
Unidentified Fish 2 - - 217 ) . - -
Total Pisces 17 4 236 19.22 3.05 0.3732 425
Total 353 17 100 1066.25 100 8.7711 99,99
(n/553.68)
Total Biomass all Weight Bilomass Biomass
kg %
Mammal 13.476 96.92
Aves 0.0789 0.56
Reptile 0.2801 201
Pisces 0.069 0.5
Total 13.904 99,99
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Table 24. (Hiﬂiarcl 1972).
Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) , Number of Bones, Weight, and Estimated
Meat Yield by Species for 600R600, Level 1 (38CH1466). At 38CH1466,
deer was the only
mammmal identified in
Feature 1 (Table 27)
Species NISP MNI MNi  Weight  Weight Biomass  Biomass an cl represente d as much
# % m % K %
2 2 of the total biomass as
Domestic Mammals reptile and fish. For the
Cow , Bos taurus 11 1 91 1914 46.64 29726 4982 shell midden area (Table
Pig, Sus scrofa 2 1 9.1 2085 5.11 0.4085 6.81 23) deer contributed
Wild Mammals close to 30% of the total
Deer, Odocoileus virginianus 8 2 182 5131 12.52 0.9102 15.25 biomass but represented
Raccoon, Procyon lotor 1 1 9.1 244 0.58 0.0587 0.98 tl'xe la.rges'l: percentage of
the total MNI. The
Unidentified Mammal 52 - - 74.59 - - - . cl,c]. . &
Total Mamma! 74 5 455 34039 6486 4348 7286 non-midcen areas varie
in respect to deer. For
Aves 600R600 (Table 24),
Chicken, Gallus gallus 1 1 9.1 0.49 0.12 0.0107 0.18 &eer representec]. 15.25%
Total Aves 1 1 8.1 0.49 0.12 0.0107 0.18 0{ tl’le biomass Weigl'lt
Reptile and 18.2% of the total
River cooter, Pseudemys floridina 1 81 632 154 01088 182 MNI A much higher
Unidentified Turtle 1 - - 6 ° ) - &equency of deer was
Rattlesnake, Crotalus spp. 2 1 9.1 254 0.62 0.0354 0.59 . & cl £o the
Total Reptile 11 2 18.2 14.86 2.16 0.1442 241 32:2%2 6 0 'tr (T H_
units able
Pisces 25) where 71.43% of
Black Drum, Pogonias cromis 39 3 272 13455 3284 14634 2453 the total biomass and
un ) ted Fish 4 i N 105 - ) 3 40% of the total MNI
Total Pisces 43 3 272 1356 32.84 1.4634 2453
was deer. Deer was the
Total 129 11 100 49134 $9.98 5.9663 99.98 only Wll& mammal
] ) ) ) (n/408.7) identified at the
Total Biomass al Weight B“g“ losass 38CH1477 site (Table
Mammal 29978 7352 28) representing only
Aves 0.0107 0.16 2.18% of the biomass
Reptile 02482 368 and 6.67% of the MNI.
Pisces 15037 2224
Total 6.

7614 100 Raccoon and
opossum were found in
small quantities at
38CH1466 (Tables 23

Deer are browsers and grazers and prefer
deciduous forest eclge and open fields (Choate et al.
1994). They played an integral part of the prehistoric
Native American &iet {or ﬁ)o&, slains, an& tools (Hu&son
1976). Deer also were hunted by settlers in most areas
in the Southeast well into the nineteenth century

and 24). Both species
are nocturnal and able to
adapt to a variety of habitats inclucling wooded areas
near water, cleared fields, and around human

settlements (Choa‘te et al. 1994).

Opossum was identified in the shell midden
(T able 23) Ly one skeletal elemen’c, but only contributed
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Table 25. The two
Minimum Number of Individuals (MNT), Number of Bones, Weight, and Estimated skeletal elements
Meat Yield by Species for 345R460-465, 350R460-470 (38CH1466). identified as bobcat were
associated with the shell
midden excavation at
Species NISP MNI MNI  Weight Weight Biomass Biomass 38CH1466 (Tal)le 23)'
# % gm % kg % d it .

and its presence is
Domestic Mammals prol)al’)ly associated with
Cow, Bos taurus 2 1 20 582 1132 01303 1297 the Woodland
occupation rather than
Wid Mammal.s o historic disturbance.

Deer, Oldocoileus virginianus 7 2 40 39.41 75.35 0.7179 7143 . .
Ethnohistoric evidence
Unidentified Mammal 13 . - 357 . ) suggests that the bobcat
Unidentified Mammal Burned Bone 1 - - 1.18 - - - coul& have ]oeen usecl for
Total Mammal 23 3 60 8309 8667 0.8482 84.4 food or hunted for its
) fur  (Leftler 1967).

Reptile
River cooter, Pseudemys floridina 5 1 20 504 963 00934 93 Although not commonly
Total Reptile 5 1 20 504 963 00934 93 associated with diet,
modern-day Algonquian
Pisees ) Indians of Canada have
l;:g;eg:iﬁed Drum, Scianidas spp. : : z 1.83 37 0.0633 6.3 reporte tﬂy eaten ly'nx
o b 37 0,063 83 (Wilson 1983). Cranial
Total 29 5 100 90.06 100 1.0049 100 elements of the laol)cat
(n/52.3) were used for ceremonial
Total Biomass all Weight Biomass  Biomass purposes Ly Indians in
Mammal 1 ‘:&7 8:,96 the Ohio Valley
Aves o o (Parmalee 1959).
Reptile 0.0834 5.98 Bobcats live in a variety
Pisces 00633 405 of habitats, but they
Total 1.5614 99.99 prefer areas of dense
vegetation, swamps,
rocky outcrops, and
forest habitats (Cl'loate
o0 0.43% of the total biomass and 5.9% of the MNI. et al. 1994,

Likewise, raccoon was represented ]:y one element in the
600R600 unit (Table 249, contri]au’cing 0.98% of the
biomass and 9.1% of the MNI. '

The eastern cottontail was also identified in

the 38CH1466 faunal assemblage, but only in the shell
midden context (Table 23). Like raccoon and
opossum, rabbits occupy a number of different habitats.
It pre£ers castern deciduous forests and forest edge
hal)itats, but it also lives in uplan& t]:ﬁclze‘cs, grasslan&s
and alcng weecly fence rows (Choa‘te 1994). For
38CH1466, the cottontail contributed 0.84% of the
biomass weight and 5.9% of the total MNI.
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Domestic Birds

The only domestic bird species identified in the
faunal remains was the chicken (Gallus gallus).
Chickens are relatively easy to Leeep. Like pigs, they can
feed themselves scavenging for available foods or ‘chey
can be lzep‘c in pens and cared for l)y humans. Chicken
was a popular food resource for both slave and
plantation owners in the eigh’ceen’ch and nineteenth
centuries. In addition to meat, they providecl eggs for
food and cooking ingredients (Hilliard 1972:46-47)
and possi]oly feathers which would have been useful for
bedding.
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Table 26.

Minimum Number of Individuals (MNT), Number of Bones, Weight, and Estimated Meat Yield lay Species for
Level 1 (38CH1466).

Species NISP MNI MNI Weight Weight Biomass Biomass
# % gm % kg %
Domestic Mammals
Cow, Bos faurus 2 77 483.08 30.85 6.8488 49.21
Pig, Sus scrofa 11 2 7.7 82.05 524 1.3889 9.98
Wild Mammals
Deer, Odocolleus virginianus 37 5 182 209.69 13.39 3.2316 23.22
Raccoon, Procyon lofor 1 1 38 244 0.16 0.0587 0.42
Opossum, Didelphis virginiana 1 1 3.8 1.49 0.08 0.0376 0.27
Eastern Cottontail, Sylvilagus floridanus 3 1 38 3.156 0.2 0.0739 0.53
Bob Cat, Lynx rufus 2 1 38 432 0.27 0.0981 0.7
Unidentified Mammal 280 - - 556.3 35.53 - -
Unidentified Mammal Burned Bone 35 - - 2272 1.45 - -
Total Mammal 410 13 498 136524 8717 11.7376 8433
Aves
Chicken, Gallus gallus 1 1 38 0.49 0.03 0.0106 0.07
Turkey, Meleagris gallopavo 2 1 38 -4.42 0.28 0.0789 0.56
Total Aves 3 2 76 491 0.31 0.0895 0.63
Reptile
Box Turtle, Terrapene carolina 9 1 38 8.13 0.58 0.1391 1
River Cooter, Pseudemys floridina 13 1 38 1282 0.79 0.1719 1.23
Unidentified Turtle 11 - - 1247 0.79 - -
Corn Snake, Elaphe guttata 1 1 38 1.13 0.07 0.0156 0.11
Rattlesnake, Crotalus sp. 3 1 38 3.34 0.21 0.0466 0.33
Unidentified Snake 1 - - 0.26 0.01 - -
Total Reptile 38 4 15.2 38.85 245 0.3732 267
Pisces
Hardhead Catfish, Arius felis 1 1 38 0.15 0.01 0.0033 0.02
Unidentified Drum, Scianidae spp. 3 - - 3.27 0.21 0.0935 0.67
Black Drum, Pogonias cromis 49 4 15.4 148.94 9.51 15777 11.33
Red Drum, Sciaenops ocellatus 1 1 38 0.55 0.03 0.025 0.18
Southern Flounder, Paralichthys lethostigma 1 1 38 0.62 0.03 0.0172 0.12
Unidentified fish species 6 - - 322 0.2 - -
Total Pisces 61 7 26.8 156.75 9.99 1.7167 1232
Total 512 26 99.4 156575 99.92 13.917 99.95

In the faunal collection, chicken was not well
represen’ce& with only two individuals identified. At
38CH1466, one element was identified in the
600R600 unit (Table 24). The biomass contribution
was 0.18% and 9.1% of the total MNI At
38CH1477, chicken was also identified by one element

(Table 28), contributing 0.01% of the biomass and

6.67% of the MNT at the site.

Wild Birds

Turkey (Melagris gallopavo) was the only wild
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bird identified in the collections and was only identified
in the shell midden area at 38CH1466 (Table 23).
The turkey MNI for the faunal assemblage is one
(6.9%), constituting 0.9% of the total biomass. The
turlzey has long been considered an important food
source for prehistoric Southeastern populations
(Hudson 1976; Leftler 1967; Swanton 1946). Not
only did turlzey provicle foocl, but its bones were
fashioned into tools, such as awls and ornaments such
as bone beads (Wilson 1983). Feathers were used for
headdresses, cloaks, and ceremonial fans (Hudson
1976) and in the manufacture of arrows {Swanton

1946).
Reptiles

Two reptile species were classified as turtle in
the 38CH1466 collection. These species were river
cooter (Pseudemys florida), and box turtle (Terrapin
caro/ina). The river cooter is found primarily in and
around bodies of fresh water such as ponds, swamps,
rivers, canals, and on occasion brackish waters (Obst
1986:109). These turtles can be seen on land sunning
themselves or ].ooking for areas to nest. Accorcling to

Hilliard (1972:89), the river cooter was used as a food
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Table 27. resource in the South
Minimum Number of Individuals (MNTI), Number of Bones, Weight, and Estimated during the eigh‘ceenth
Meat Yield by Species for Feature 1, East Half (38CH1466). and nineteenth

centuries.
Species NISP  MNI MNI  Weight Weight Biomass Biomass The other

# % am % kg %
turtle species identified
Wild Mammals was the box turtle. This
Deer, Odocoileus virginianus 1 1 33 1.51 17.25 0.0381 16.8 turtle  is wi&espreacl
Unidentified Mammal 4 4.76 544  0.1071 47.51 throughout the
Total Mammal 5 1 33 627 7165  0.1452 64.41 southeast, and can be
seen both in terrestrial
Repile . (open or mixed forests
River cooter, Pseudemys floridina 1 1 33 1.45 16.57 0.0405 17.86 where the climate is hot
Total Reptile 1 1 33 1.45 16.57 0.0405 17.96 T

and &ry in the summer
Pisces and winters are mild)
Uniden?iﬁed Drum, Scianidae spp. 1 1 33 1.03 11.77 0.03¢97 17.61 and permanent water
Total Pisces 1 1 33 103 . 1177 0.0397 17.61 environments (lalzes,
Total 7 3 99 875 9999 002254  99.98 streams, ete. ) (Obst
1986:106). It like the
other species was also
used as a food resource

cluring the nineteenth
century in the south (Hiniarcl 1972:89).

The box turtle was found in the shell midden
context (Table 23) and represents 5.9% of the MNI
and 1.58 percent of the total biomass. Box turtle
appears to have contributed more to the diet than
several small mammals but somewhat less than fish.
River cooter was identified in both non-midden
contexts. For the 600R600 unit (Table 24) it
represents a rather small contribution (9.1% MNI and
1.82% Liomass). In contrast the turtle contribution is
for the 345R460 units (Table 25) is somewhat greater
(20% MNI and 9.3% biomass), but the faunal
assem]alage in consi&eral:ly small (29 NISP).

One aﬂiga’cor tooth was identified in the
38CH1477 level 1 units (Table 28). Alligators are the
largest reptiles in North America. They grow from six
to fifteen feet long and can be found in freshwater,
brackish rnarshes, swamps, rivers, and laa,yous (W ernert

1982).

Pisces

Fish varies in its role in the 38CH1466 and
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Table 28.
Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI), Number of Bones, Weight, and Estimated Meat Yield by Species for 820-
830R510, 840-850R480-520, Level 1 (38CH1477).

Species NISP MNI
#

MNI Weight Weight Biomass  Biomass
% gm % kg %

Domestic Mammals

Cow , Bos taurus 133 10
Pig, Sus scrofa ‘ 28 2
Wild Mammals
Deer, Odocoileus virginianus 5 1
Unidentified Mammal 269 -
Unidentified Mammal Burned Bone 94 -
Total Mammal 529 13
Aves
Chicken, Gallus gallus 1 1
Total Aves 1 1
Reptile
Alligator, Alligator mississippienis 1 1
Total Reptile 1 1
Unidentified Bones 1 -
Total 532 15
Total Biomass all Weight Biomass Biomass
kg %
Mammal 25778 99.71
Aves 0.0015 0.01
Reptile 0.0734 0.28
Pisces 0 0
Total 25.8529 100

66.66 1323.84 89.75 16.9688 87.04

1333 12482 8.46 2.026 10.39
667 2198 1.49 0.4244 218
- 51373 . . .

- 12237 - - ;
8666 210674 907 194192 9961
667 071 0.05 0.0015 0.01
667 071 0.05 0.0015 0.01
667 313 022 0.0734 0.37
667  3.13 0.22 0.0734 0.37
- 06 - - .

100 211118 99.97 18.4941 99.99
(n/1475.02)

38CH1477 diets. Interestingly, no fish was identified
in the extensive level 1 excavations at the historic site,
38CH1477 (Table 28), but several elements identified

as drum species were observed in the auger test at the

site (T able 22). Only four species of fish were identified

in the 38CH1466 faunal collection. Both identified
and unidentified fish made up 9.09% of the total
biomass from the site (T able 26). The four species
identified include hardhead catfish (Arius felis), black

drum (Pogonias cromis), red drum (Sciaenops ocellaatus),
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and possibly Southern flounder (Parafichthys
/etlzostigma). Drum and young catfish are commonly
found in laays and estuarine environments, as well as
tidal shores (Bosc}mng et al. 1983; Marrinan 1974).
Of the drum species, black drum is the largest weighing
up to 109 pounds followed closely by red drum at
around 92 pounds.

The sea catfish species or the hardhead catfish
is commonly used for food. Hardhead catfish is the
larger of the two sea catfish species weighing around 12
pounds while its cousin, gaﬁtopsail catfish average about
5-6 pounds. Southern flounder are bottom dwellers
found along the North Carolina coast to Florida
(Robbins et al. 1986). All species were identified in the
shell midden faunal assem}alage (Table 23) while only
drum was identified in the non-midden areas (Tables 24
and 25) and Feature 1 (Table 27).

Commensal Species

Commensal species include animals found
near or around human habitations but are not generaﬂy
consumed Ly humans. These animals include pets,
pests, vermin and animals that feed on them. Dogs,
snalzes, arnphil)ians, rats and mice are common
examples of commensal species. Two snake species comn
snake (E/aplie guttata) and the rattlesnake (C'rofa/u‘s
spp.), represent the commensal species identified. Both
were associated with the shell midden provenience

(Table 23) while vertebrae also believed to be rattle
snake were observed in the 600R600 unit (Table 24).

Results

Three levels of inquiry are used in this
investigation. The first involves an inventory of the
animal remains associated with each of the areas and
the determination of their representation in the diet.
Secon&, modifications of the bone elernen’cs, such as cut
marks and rodent gnawing, are consider in hopes of
provi&ing insights into Lutchering ’cechniques. Finauy,
the number and weight of bone elements representing
different cuts of meat in the large mammals {cow and
deer), are compa.recl to provicle information on which
cuts were most lilzely consumed and which cuts were
under or over~represented in the collection.
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Before cliscussing the results of the analysis of
the faunal assemblages recovered for 38CH1466 and
38CH1477, a few comments concerning the bone
sample size need to be offered. As mentioned earlier in
this stu&y, the recommended size for a reliable faunal
sample is 200 MNI or 1400 NISP (number of
identified specimens) in order to provide reliable
interpretations (Grayson 1973; 1984; Wing and Brown
1979). Examination of the Tables 22-28 indicates that
the faunal samples recovered Auring the excavations of
38CH1466 and 38CHI1477 are in every case well
below the minimum size sugges’ce&. Since there are
clear possil:ili‘cies for bias and un&er-representaﬁon of
faunal species the inferences and interpretations
presentecl here should be considered preliminary at best.
However, it is reasoned that such interpretations are
necessary in order to answer existing questions and
develop further questions concerning diet at the two
sites.

38CH1466

The prehis’coric occupation of the area is
represented by the units associated with 38CH1466.
Two major excavation areas, the shell-midden
(590R510-600R510) and non-shell midden areas
(600R600 and 345 units), are included. Fauna
identified for the shell-midden area is listed in Table 23.
Unfortunately, as is evidenced }Jy the presence of
domestic mammals, this area had been wused cluring
historic times, probalaly as a discard area for a near}:y
structure. Clearly if no historic disturbance had
occurred at the mic].clen, the faunal collection would
have provided insight into prehistoric Woodland diets in
the area. Despite its disturbed condition several
interesting patterns surfaced. First, the shell midden
faunal collection contained the largest number of wild
species (n=12) (Table 23) when compared with the
other assemblages (Tables 24, 27, and 28). Second, the
wild animals identified in the collection occupy a
cliversity of habitats indica‘cing a generalizecl use of the
environment. The two non-midden areas excavated at
the site also contain domestics (Tables 24 and 25).
The only context at 38CH1466 that did not contain
domestic animals was Feature 1 (T able 27). This
{'incling was unexpecte(l given that Feature 1, in addition
to prehis’coric artifacts, contained an asseml)lage of nails
and historic ceramics. Al’c}mug}x Feature 1 contained a
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small quantity of animal bone (NISP=1), mammal,
reptiles, and fish were all representecl.

Table 26 combines the faunal materials
recovered from level 1 at the site. When domestics are
ignore&, fish and wild mammals appear to surface as

important dietary resources, followed I)y turtles and
JL.ina.uy the one wild bird identified, ’curkey.

Modified bone is presented in Table 29. Where
bone modification occurs, laurning is the most common
form identified at the site. Interestingly, the only
sawing or cutting occurred in the shell midden
collection where sawing was identified on a cow element
and one pig bone had been cut.

Figures 47 and 48 provide the log difference
scale for cattle (Figure 47) and deer (Figure 48) for
38CH1466. The zero line indicates a “standard”
model of bone representation for the species. Any
deviation from the zero axis indicates over (+) or under
(-) representation of the elements in a category. Figure
47 indicates that cattle bones recovered from the site
were pre&omina’cely teeth and cranial elements while the
other categories are under represente&. This pattern for
38CH1466 may reflect the better preservation of dental
remains (due to enamel) or it might indicate that the
other parts were discarded elsewhere. It should be noted
that the “foot” category includes the hindfoot ; fore{oo’c,
and foot bones. For deer, the log difference scale for
38CH1466 is relatively close to the zero axis. One
interpretation is that the deer bone is associated with
the prehistoric settlement and the entire deer was
butchered and discarded in the same general area.

38CH1477

38CH1477 represents the slave habitation for
a small plan’ca’tion. Little research has been cornpletecl
on small plantation culture which comprise the vast
majority in South Carolina. Instead, much plantation
research in South Carolina has focused on large
plantations and the wealthier owners. The slave diet at
38CH1477 (Table 28) appears to rely heavily (97.44%
of the total Liornass) on domestic animals, cow, pig, and
chicken. Some deer is represented (2.185% of the total
biomass), which might indicate that hunting was used to
supplement the slave diet. Auiga.tor may have been used

Table 29.
Bone Modifications Recorded for 38CH1466 and
38CH1477 (by number) .
Site/Unit Burned Sawed Cut
38CH1466
Feature 1
UID mammal 4
Total 4 - -
590-600R510, Lv. 1
Cow 1 2
Pig 1
UID mammal 34
Total 35 2 1
345R460-4685,
350R460-470, Lv. 1
Deer 2
UID mammal 1
Total 3 - -
38CH1477
All Units, Lv. 1
Cow 1
UID mammals 94
Total 95 - -

to supplement the diet as well. The one aﬂiga’cor tooth
observed in the 38CH1477 assemblage may represent
the only preserved element from the specimen. Another
expla.nation for its presence is that aﬂigators, as reptiles,
loose and replace teeth throughout their life.

The high &epen&ency on domestic animals Ly
the slave population at 38CH1477 is expected based on
slave diets recorded elsewhere in South Carolina. At
Seabrook Plantation, 38BU323 (Campo et al. 1998),
94.2% of the total biomass consisted of domestic
mammals (Hogue 1998: Table 58). Likewise, at
Broombhall Plantation, 38BK9&5 (Trinlaley et al.
1995), over 95% of the total ]:)iomass consist o£
domestic animals (Hogue et 2l.1995). Two major
differences stand out when the three faunal asseml)lages
are compared. At 38CH1477, no sheep elements were
identified in the collection. In contrast, sheep made up
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could

economic

support the

explanation
discussed earlier. Slaves
at smaller plantations
may have been forced to
supplement their diet, as

¥ less domestic resources
were available to them.

—o— 33CH1466 —&—33CH1477 —— 38CH323

Figure 47. Log difference scale for cattle.

Bone modifi-
cations at 38CH1477

(Table 29)
solely of burned bone

consisted

with neither sawing nor
cutting observed on the
bone elements.  This

could reflect

sample size or different

pattern

processing of cattle and
pig at the plantation. At

4% at Broomhall (Hogue et al. 1995) and over 8% of
the biomass weight at Seabrook Plantation (Hogue
1998). Accor&ing to Hilliard (1972) sheep playe& a
minor role as a subsistence resource in the Southeast
possitjly because of the

Seal)roolz Plantation,
56% of the

Lones

modified had been burned and 27% sawed.

When the 1og difference model is used to

compare cuts of beef (Figure 47), 33CH1477 shows

acquire& taste  for

venison Ly Europeans
(Carson 1985:2). The
absence of sheep at
38CH1477 may reflect
the economic differences
between the small and
large plantations in

South Carolina. Small

plantation owners may
have not been able to
afford or did not have

For}t*!arter

Hindfoot

the labor to engage in - -
sheep production. A \ /
second deviation between 3 -
the three slave faunal
asseml:lages is that deer -4
is found only in the
33CH1477 collection.
This lack of deer at the

1arger slave plantations

Figure 48. Log difference scale for deer.

'—o—33CH1466 —a—33CH1477
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uncler-representation of all cuts except “head”. In
contrast, cuts of beef associated with the slave
population at Seabrook Plantation (38CH323),
indicate fairly standard representation of head and axial
elements with over-representation of hindquarter and
uncler-representation of ’forequarter and foot bones. In
short, the slaves at Seabrook Plantation had access to
better cuts of beef than those at the smaller Seaside
Plantation (33CH1477).

Interestingly, when the log difference model for
deer is used (Figure 48), most categories are under-
represen’cecl except the head and hindfoot. If slaves at
33CH1477 were supplementing their diet with deer, it
is expec*ted that the 1og difference pattern would appear
more like the one for 38CH1466. One interpretation
may be that the slaves at 38CH1477 were given the
poorer cuts of cleer, while the better cuts were reserved
for the owner's table. In this sense deer may have
functioned much like cattle in the foo&ways of at least
this one small planta.tion.

Concdlusions

The faunal collections recovered from
excavations at 38CH1466 and 38CHI1477 are
generaﬂy dominated Ly domestic mammals. The
prehistoric Woocﬂan& site, 33CH14'66, un{ortunately
had been disturbed into historic times as a relatively
large percentage of the collection contained cattle and
pig. Because of this disturbance, little can be concluded
concerning the prehistoric Woodland diet. However,
the variety of wild species represente& in the asseml)lage
(Tables 23-27) indicates a generalized use of the
environment including forest and marine resources.
Likewise, when domestics are ignore&, the deer and fish
appear to play a major role in the diet. Most of the
species identified at 38CH1466 were associated with
the shell midden area (Table 23) at the site possibly

inclica’cing better bone preservation in these units.

The diet for the slave inhabitants at
38CH1477 was assessed. The slaves differ from others
studied in the area as they were associated with a small
plan’cation rather than a large wealthier one. Domestic
mammals playe& a major role in the diet (T able 28), a
pattern seen among other slave popula’cions in South
Carolina. When comparisons are made among faunal

collections associated with slave dwellings, 33CH1477
stands out from others as there is no sheep represented
and deer is present. Further comparisons of beef and
deer cuts using a log difference scale (Figures 47 and
48) point to poorer cuts of meat (predominately head)
being present at 33CH1477. One conclusion drawn
from this data is that the slaves at Seaside Plantation
were not as economicany well off as slaves hving at 1arge
plantations, a reflection perhaps of the economic
differences in plantation wealth.
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RADIOCARBON DATING

Introduction

Two samples from 38CH1466 were identified
as appropriate for radiocarbon c].a‘cing. One was Feature
2, which contained a single Wando Plain sherd. The
other was Feature 3, which contained two Wando Plain,
one Hanover Plain, and two Hanover Fabric Impressed
sherds. While both assem}alages are spartan, these were
the only sealed contexts which pro&uced Native
American collections.

Neither feature produced a great deal of
charcoal. While the amounts migl'x‘c be suitable for
conventional Leta-counting methods with extending
counting, if any of these pieces were from earlier {or
later) fires, such as forest fires and wind-blown charcoal
from other pits, the resulting date would be an average
of all of the individual pieces of charcoal.

Consequently, we chose to use Accelerator
Mass Spectrometry (AMS) instead of conventional
laeta-counting. Conventional &a’cing measures the
radiocarbon age by measuring the ra.(lioactivity of the
sample. In contrast, AMS Airectly counts the
radiocarbon atoms I)y converting the atoms in the
sample into a beam of fast moving ions. The mass of
these ions is then measured ]:)y the application of
magnetic and electronic fields.

Accuracy and precision of AMS is generally
similar to conventional radiometric cla’cing. In fact,
some have suggested that the best conventional counters
can achieve higher precision and lower l)aclzgroun&s
than AMS, assuming a suitala]y /arge, pure sample is
used. Of course, this is rarely the case in archaeology.
So, the benefit is the much smaller sample size that is
necessary. In general, samples containing 0.00025 to

03¢ of final carbon are ac].equa.te for AMS Aa‘l:ing.

Small samples do have their drawbacks, such
as the greater mo]sﬂity within aeposits and more
cliﬁicul’cy in controﬂing contaminants. Nevertheless, for

38CH1466, we believe that AMS dating was far

superior to conventional beta—counting methods.

In addition to the Cl4 counting, we also
examined the stable isotope ratios (C13/12).
Measurement of the 13C/12C ratio allows for
correction of the measured 14C age based on the

. amount of isotopic fractionation (enrichment or

&epletion) in the sample, as comparecl to the modern
standard. For best accuracy this ratio is reques‘cecl along
with radiometric dating. Without it, one is assumed in
age calculation. While this assumption can often be very
close, many plant materials may introduce a sizeable
error without measurement of the 13C/12C ratio.

The dating was conducted Ly Beta Analytic,
Miami, Florida. They noted that the samples provi&ed
more than a&equate carbon for accurate measurement
and that all analyses went normaﬂy.

Results

The results of the AMS clating are provide& as
Figures 49 (for Feature 2) and Pigure 50 (for Feature
3).

Feature 2 yielded a date of 1220 + 40 B.P.
(Beta-150815; wood charcoal; 8°C = -26.1%o). The
calibrated date is A.D. 790, with a range from A.D.
770 to 880.

Feature 3 yielded a date of 1150 + 40 B.P.
(Beta-150816; wood charcoal; §*°C = -27.5%0). The
calibrated date is A.D. 890, with a range from AD.
870 to 960.

The uncalibrated dates are only 70 years apart;
with a plus-or—minus of 40 years, they overlap. The
calibrated dates are sligh’cly further removed from each
other, but there is, again, an overlap of the one-sigma
standard error. Based on this it appears that the sample
which contained both Wando and Hanover might be
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS

(Variables: C13/C12=-26.1:1ab. mult=1)
Laboratory number: Beta-150815

Conventional radiocarbon age: 122040 BP

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal AD 690 to 900 (Cal BP 1260 to 1060)
(95% probability)

Intercept data

- Intercept of radiocarbon age
with calibration curve: Cal AD 790 (Cal BP 1160)

1 Sigma calibrated result: Cal AD 770 to 880 (Cal BP 1180 to 1070)
(68% probability)

1220240 BP Charred material

1360 Y T Y T Y T =T T T T T
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1320 =
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Radiocarbon age (BP)

1180
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References:
" Detabase used

Calibration Database
Editorial Comment

Stuiver, M., van der Plicht, H., 1998, Radiocarbon 40(3), pxii-xiii
INTCALYS Radiocarbon Age Calibratiex

Stuiver, M., et. al., 1998, Radiocarbon 40(3), p1041-1083
Mathematics
A Simplified Appreach te Calidrating Cl4 Dates

Talma, A. S., Vogel, J. C., 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2), p317-322

Beta Analytic Inc.

4985 SW 74 Court, Miami, Florida 33155 USA « Tel: (305) 667 5167 « Fax: (305) 663 0964 « E-Mail: berta@radiocarbon.com

Figure 49. Feature 2, calibration of radiocarbon age to calendar years (Beta-150815).
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CALIBRATION OF RADIOCARBON AGE TO CALENDAR YEARS

(Variables: C13/C12=-27.5:1ab. mult=1)
Laboratory number: Beta-150816

Conventional radiocarbon age: 115040 BP

2 Sigma calibrated result: Cal AD 780 to 990 (Cal BP 1170 to 960)
(95% probability)

Intercept data

Intercept of radiocarbon age
with calibration curve: Cal AD 890 (Cal BP 1060)

! Sigma calibrated result: Cal AD 870 to 960 (Cal BP 1080 to 990)
(68% probability)
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Stuiver, M., et. al., 1998, Radiocarbon 40(3), pl047-1083
Mathematics
A Simplified Appreach to Calibrating Cl4 Dates

Talma, A. S., Vogel, J. C., 1993, Radiocarbon 35(2), p317-322

Beta Analytic Inc.

41985 SW 74 Court, Miami, Florida 33155 USA « Tel: (305) 667 5167 « Fax: (305) 663 0964 « E-Mail: beta@radiocarbon.com

Figure 50. Feature 3, calibration of radiocarbon age to calendar years (Beta-150816).
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1 CALIBRATED A.D. DATE RANGES
’ CONVENTIONAL RADIOCARBON AGE

SANTEE | SANTEE I SRl
McCLELLANVILLE ANDERSON et. al. (1982)
4 { BETA - 150816 (WANDO & WILMINGTON)
b :
—i  BETA - 150815 (WANDO)
7\ |
o — k1 BETA - 144361 (98.9% WANDO, 1.1% DEPTFORD)
H BETA - 144360 (89.6% WANDO, 10.0% DEPTFORD)
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! ! ! ! I ! i !
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Figure 51. Plot of radiocarbon dates associated with the Wando Series.
slightly later in time than the sample which contained in the vicinity of Mattassee Lake.

only Wando pottery. But we again caution the reader
that the collections are very small.

The only other possi]ale Wando dates we have
found are those from Parker Island (38CH1025),
proviclecl Ly our coueagues at Broclzington and
Associates. There two dates were obtained. One, from )
a shell midden associated with 234 Wando sher&s, 26
Deptford sherds and one Stallings sherd, was 950 + 60
B.P. (Beta 144:360). The other, from this same site,
also came from a shell midden context with 87 Wando
sherds and one Deptford sherd, was 1340 + 70 B.P.
(Beta 144361). The calibrated dates are A.D. 990-
1220 and A.D. 600-815/840-855 respectively (Eric

Poplin, personal communication 2001).

As seen in Figure 51, all of these dates fall
within the Wilmington 11 perio& as defined ]:Jy
DePratter (1979) at the mouth of the Savannah River
to the south of the project or within the McClellanville,
Santee [ and Santee 11 periods as defined by Anderson
et al. (1982) based on their work to the north-northwest
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CONCLUSIONS

These excavations explore& two arcl'xaeological
sites found on the Seaside Farms tract in 1992. One,
38CH1466, was a prehistoric site which during the
original survey produced primarily Deptford pottery,
along with Hanover, Santee-McClellanville, and a few
sherds with an unusual aplastic inclusion thoug}ﬂ: to be
limestone. These sherds were identified as Wando at the
time, although very little was known about them or their
’cemporal placement. The site was considered to be
important since further work migh’c be able to address
the Wando pottery and its place in coastal chronology.

The other site, 38CH1477, was a historic
occupation, tl'lought to represent the slave settlement of
Moses Whitesides. The site procluced a range of
creamwares, pearlwares, and whitewares, yielded a mean
ceramic date of 1809. While some eaxly ceramics were
present, Colono pottery was not common. Nevertheless,
this site was deemed important since it tied into
previous work conducted at the neighl:oring ]ohn
Whitesides plan’cation and could provicle us with a
glimpse of how African American slaves lived on the

farm or planta.tion of a small frecholder.

Su}asequent data recovery investigations were
con&ucted at these two sites in early 19G9. Heavy rains
Aan& the low setting of the sites requirecl some
metho&ological modifications of our work. In addition,
we found that the western half to two-thirds of the
historic settlement, 38CH1477, had been affected by
a construction staging area (not associated with any
work Ly our clien’c). The goo& news was that we found a
portion still preserved in dense woods. The bad news was
that those dense woods preclucled stripping as 2 means
of feature cliscovery. We also discovered that since the
original survey, the prehistoric site had been quiclzly
taken over Ly a dense thicket, which also precludecl the
effective use of stripping. At both sites we used auger
testing to help focus in our excavations on those areas
which exhibited the greatest clensity, couple& with best

access.

38CH1466

Our work included the excavation of three
distinct areas at the prehistoric site (38CH1466) —
one shell midden area and two non-shell midden areas.
As we openec]. our units we discovered that excavation
requirecl far more time than anticipated (lao’ch because of
the a.l:normauy wet conditions and also because the area
was now forested). In a&dition, and of far greater
concern, we discovered far more historic materials in the
units than was suggestecl l)y the original survey.

The presence of historic remains ’chroughout
excavations in 38CH1466 caused a variety of problems.
It required that we abandon a variety of anticipa’cecl
ana.lyses, inclu&ing pouen, phy‘toli’ch, and sheﬂ, since it
was impossi]ole to ascertain the temporal association of
the shell or eliminate possil)le mixing. The faunal
analysis of these collections was of limited use for the
same reason.

What was use{ul, we ]:)elieve, is the detailed
analysis of the pottery present in the collection. While
we weren't able to tease out any stratigraphic
informa’cion, we were able to examine asseml)lages of
Dept)gorcl, Hanover, and Wando pottery. For all three
the s’creng’ch of this work is the detailed analysis of the
materials recovered from this location. Rather than
simply describing the pottery as “gritty,” “sandy,” or
some similar imprecise term, we have tried to be very
clear in our &escrip’cions.

In terms of the Dephcord wares, there is
variation, but it is overwhelmed ]::y the consistency of
the paste — a fine sancly Clay with generaﬂy sparse
amounts of medium to very coarse quartz grain
inclusions. Firing practices appear poorly controlled,
suggestive of above grouncl firing with only minimal
efforts to control heat and sooting. Check stamping
included three variations, one of which is sometimes
classified as Oemler Cornplicate& s’campecl. The cord
marleing includes both left and right twists, with the
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latter Leing about twice as common as the former.

While the left final twist corclage is harder or more
tightly twisted, the diameter of the cor&age is similar

and we see relatively little reason to distinguish the two

varieties. Some of the simple stamped pottery might
have been classified as McClellanville or Santee, but
with a plowzone couection, we were reluctant to do this.
In fact, the collection it in nicely with the Deptford
wares on the basis of paste. We did notice a difference
in the cross-section of the grooves, with those having \Y%
shaped grooves also exhibiting narrower impressions
than those with U shaped groves. In terms of the fabric
impressed pottery, we agree with Cable’s previous
assertions that there is no substantive paste difference
between this surface treatment and any of the others.
We could see, in other wor&s, no reason for sorting it
out and classifying it as Cape Fear.

Turning to the Wando assemblage we were able
to offer far more detail concerning this pottery than was
available in our original type &escription and hope that
other researchers are able to build on our analysis to
expancl the unclerstanding of this parﬁcular ware. The
paste is dominated ]ay very fine to fine san&, al’chough
slightly less than a third of the sherds evidence larger
quartz sand inclusions. What are identified as carbonate
inclusions are found both as large white masses and also
as voids, the latter presumal:ly reﬂecting holes left Ly
the inclusions as ’chey leach out in acidic soils. The
intact particles range from about 0.5 to 6 mm, with
most having a modal diameter of 1 to 2 mm.

The most significant discovery came from the
petrographic ana.lysis of two sherds. In one we were able
to iden’cify large crystal carhonates which are not
characteristic of marls. In the other, we found an
absence of carbonate material. Instead, the aggregate
consisted of clinozoisite — what might be called
claystone. Althougl'x the two look similar in a quiclz
visual inspection they are clearly different in
petrographic analysis.

The cord marked wares included both left and
righ’c twists, but there are distinct differences with the
Dept£orc1 examples. For example, there are no examples
of very heavy cords and ‘_che pa&&les were more carefuﬂy
wrapped, with the cor&age I)eing more evenly spacecl.
The simple stampecl wares evidence less Varial:ility than
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the Dep’cford, with most of the collection Being very

similar to the pottery previously identified as
McClellanville or Santee.

We are inclined to see the Wando pottery as a
variant on the theme of Wilmington, with the Wando
potter using either limestone or claystone rather than
grog. Although different material was used, the end
result, it appears, was very similar. Curiously, this same
conclusion was reached Ly coueagues in North Carolina
looking at a pottery called Hamp'’s Lancling.

The Wando and Wilmington pottery at
38CH1466 has been tightly dated to between about
700 and 1000 A.D., with an overlap between about
800 and 900 A.D. Wando pottery has been found in
large quantities by our colleagues at 38CH1025. While
we have no information concerning any ’cypological
&etails, the Wan&o pottery, associated with Dep’c£or&,
was dated from about 600 to 850 A.D. and 1000 to
1200 A.D., with the earlier date associated with a zone
containing less Deptford. Interpreted at face value, this
suggests that the Wando is earlier than Deptford, but
rougl'lly coeval with Wilmington. This, however, reverses
what we have good reason to suspect about both
Deptforcl and Wilming’con. While we are very “happy"
with our dates, we don’t know how they related to those
from 38CH1025. Clearly, the work conducted thus far
points out the need for yet additional work — that
includes detailed typological studies, petrographic work,
and the collection of material suitable for AMS &ating.

The last pottery present at 38CH1466 is
Wilmington. The matrix of the pottery is a very fine
sand. Aplastics include grog inclusions, ’cy'picaﬂy
accounting for about a quarter of the sherd’s volume.
These clay inclusions (we found nothing that could be
called a “broken sherd”) range from about 0.5 to 4 mm.
Two distinct fabrics were identified in the 38CH1466
collections. One has generaﬂy small, soft warp rods and
is characterized l)y much overstamping. The other has
rigicl, relatively large warp rods with much less
overstamping. In terms of the corclage, we had a very
small sample, but it appeared almost identical to the
Deptforcl wares.

Turning to other materials, about the only
remains worthy of note were the number of lithics found
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at the time. Of greatest interest to us was the recovery
of siltstone as both recognizable flakes and also tools
(inclucling one Yadkin point that was hlzely associated

with the Deptfor& pottery at the site). Al’chough this’

material is not uncommon, it is usuaﬂy Lloclzy,
suggesting that a knapper had tried and abandoned the
material as unsuitable. In this collection it appears that
a source was found that was marginaﬂy workable and it
was used. This points out that on the stone poor coastal
plain there must have been a constant search for
suitable materials.

The other materials were primarily cherts,
which included a heavﬂy battered Morrow Mountain I
point and fragrnents that are consistent with types such
as the Small Savannah River and Gypsy — which may
also have been used along with the Deptford pottery.

The historic materials found at 38CH1466
are Worthy of at least a brief comment. The mean
ceramic date for the collection is 1850, al’chough we
believe that the terminal date is lilzely in the last quarter
of the nineteenth century. A pattern analysis of the
collection reveals that it fits within
the aclmittecuy broad parameters of

The recovered prehistoric materials don't
provi&e a great deal of help in trying to “reconstruct the
lifeways” of the people who lived at 38CH1466. As
previously men’cione&, the mixing of prel'listoric and
historic materials didn't allow us to explore the use of
shellfish in the diet, or to obtain reliable poﬂen or
phy‘tolith samples. The faunal material was equivocal.
There are species lileely to represent prehistoric use, but
the samples are small and the mixing makes definite
attribution impossiue.

As a result, the contribution of 38CH1466
must rest on the typological and chronological
information — primarily as it relates to the
“mysterious” Wando pottery.

38CH1477

In the historic area (38CH1477) we opened a
block consisting of 12 10-foot units. While we found a

sizeable historic collection we were unsuccessful in our
efforts to iclentify architectural remains.

With additional bacl:agrounrl
research, we discovered that both sites

the Piedmont
Artifact Pattern, and is a very close
match to that identified at the
freedman’s village of Mitchelville on
Hilton Head Island.

Tenant/Yeoman

We believe that the
collection is consistent with what
would be expecte& from a small,
isolate&, farmstead of a free black
immediately after the Civil War. As
we did additional historical and
cartographic research, we identified
just such a settlement on the 1875
Coast  Survey  map. While
undocumented, we suspect that this
was lﬂzely a wage laborer on the
postbeﬂum planta’cion. Although this
was not a focus of our research

design, it provi&es important

information supporting the Tenant/Yeoman and

Mitchelville patterns.

Table 30.
Ownership of the Study Tract
Prior to the Civil War

Thomas Whitesides

3 will 1762
Sarah Whitesides (wi’fe, life estate)

| plat 1798
Moses Whitesides (son, by will)
! plat 1856

Theodore D. Wagner

! Deed 1857
B.J. Johnson

! Deed 1859

Peter P. Bonneau

had historicaﬂy been heavily plowed.
This accounts for some mixing of
remains, as well as the absence of
features in the historic block.

The historic research also
helps better understand the activities
at the slave settlement. We identified
a variety of owners from the mid-
eighteenth century until the Civil
Waz, altl'lough the Whitesides appear
to have held the tract until about
1856 (see Table 30). In the four
years ca. 1856 and 1860 the property
passe& tl'uough three different owners
and we believe that the bulk of these
were absentee and looked at the
plantation as an investment.
Consequentl , the bulk of the

activities and events observed in the

slave settlement are attributable to Moses Whitesides.
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The mean ceramic date for the site is 1813,
which is exactly what we projecte& based on the historic
documentation which sugges’cecl a Leginning date of ca.

1762 and a terminal date of ca. 1865. On the other -

hand the terminal bracket date was found to be too early
—_— likely because the Colono (which account for much
of the early pottery) are not included in the bracket
technique — and the ]:)eginning date was found to be
too late — since l:»y the nineteenth century the
whitewares are not very time sensitive.

The artifact pattern, while not exact, is a pretty
close fit with the Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern,
generaﬂy attributed to eigh‘ceen‘th century slave
settlements. This is perhaps one of the more interesting
finclings. Althouglq the slave settlement, based on
temporally diagnostic remains, was occupie& from the
middle of the eighteenth century tl'n:ough the middle of
the nineteenth century, the artifact pattern is strongly
suggestive ofa pattern dominated l)y kitchen artifacts,
with very little evidence of structural remains. At
eighteentlm century sites this is explainecl I)y rustic or
ephemeral housing, such as the various wall-trench
styles. And the pattern is seen changing in the
nineteenth century as more permanent architecture is
introduced.

The pattern analysis seems to suggest that this
more permanent architecture — glasse& windows, frame
construction, structures raised above gracle — was not
seen at Moses Whitesides' Plantation. The pattern
analysis reveals very few nails and little window glass. In
fact, the window glass is so sparse that we wonder if it
was actuaﬂy used for glazing orifit may have had other
functions. But this absence of permanent architecture
is also supported by the finding, at 38CH1466, of at
least one wall trench structure (Feature 1) which
contained pearlware — a late eighteenth and early
nineteenth century ceramic.

We believe that the use of impermanent
architecture continued well into the nineteenth century
at Moses Whitesides planta’cion, lilaely as a result of his
economic status. By the time the plantation left the
Whitesides family, it passecl through a series of largely
absentee owners who held the property for very short
periods of time. It is unlikely that any of them would
have been interested in malzing capital improvements on
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a plan’ca‘tion they did not intend to hold long.
Consequen‘cly, we see the slave settlement at
38CH1477 remain in the same location throughout its
l'xis’cory and to reveal no evidence of substantive
improvement, in spite of the reform movements of the
first half of the nineteenth century (e.g., Adams
1990:704F.).

What we do seem to see at the slave settlement
is evidence of changing foodways. While the pearlwares
were dominated Ly hollow wares, the later whitewares
were dominated }Jy flatwares. Whether this reflects the
choice of the African American slaves or the desire of
the plan‘ter is not evident from the arcl'xaeological
record. In fact, analysis is far more complex than this
suggests.

When we look at the creamwares, we find that
they are dominated l)y plate forms. We Lelieve, however,
that the bulk of these wares, charactered lsy expensive
decorations, were coming from the plan’cer’s table and
being passecl down to the slave row.

With the introduction of pearlwares we Legin
to see something different. The flatwares are heavily
weighted toward inexpensive motifs, while the hollow
wares were evenly divided between expensive and
inexpensive varieties. We believe that this signals the
purchase of ceramics ]:)y the planter specificaﬂy for the
use of his slaves (’the low status flatwares and hollow
wares) couplecl with continued pass—along of higher
status hollow ware from the planter's table.

The whitewares suggest an intensification of
the purchase of ceramics specificaﬂy for slave use. There
are even more flatwares and there seem to be fewer
pieces malzing their way from the planter to his slaves.

When Millers' indices for these ceramics are
examined, we obtain a view not so much of the slaves
and their consumer choices, Lut rather the {:inancial well
]aeing of the owner and what he chose to acquire for his
African American slaves. The resulting figure of 1.57
is J:‘airly low in the range of ceramic status, but it is mid-
range for other slave settlements.

Another artifact which warrants some brief
mention are the buttons from the slave settlement. This
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site pro&uce& one of the largest assemMages of War of
1812 military buttons we have seen. The number lost
and ﬁncling their way into the slave settlement may

suggest that the plan’cation was the location of a’

mustering grouncl for the militia or that perhaps it was
the location of a coastal lookout. Unfortunately, this is
a perio& of South Carolina's hiétory which has attracted
rela’cively little scholarly interest.

In exploring the Colono pottery, we
commented that the ware seems to exhibit attributes of
both slave-made Yaughan and Indian-made Catawba.
Regar&less, there are at least a few clues that suggest the
pottery was manufactured on site and prolaa]aly
represents vessels made }Jy the slaves on the plan’cation.
The vessels include both large bowls and pots prolaal)ly
used to prepare meals, as well as smaller bowls used to
serve up individual meals. This helps reinforce our belief
that at least during the eigh’ceen’ch century one-pot
meals were the norm.

Another feature which we believe is important
in the Colono assemlalage is the decoration. At
38CH1477 we found a varie{'y of incised, cut, and
impresse& lines. While none are on the bases and none
appear to be “cosmograms,” all do seem to be s’crilaingly
similar and suggestive of a limited number of artisans.
Although decorative motifs are found at other African
American slave sites, generaﬂy little attention has been
paid to the motifs or their application. It may be that
this area is Worthy of greater attention.

Unfortuna’cely, the ethnobotanical remains
from the slave settlement are sparse. We didn't find
large, sealed repositories of trasl'x, so we weren't able to
make many observations concerning the plant remains.
We did encounter a peach pit — again &ocumen’cing the
Alrican American taste for this particu.lar fruit. We also
found hiclaory nut shells, which may be associated with
the historic remains. While not commonly thought of
as slave foo&, we note that hickories have been found at
several other slave sites and may represent a small, but
at times significant, &ietary supplement. Also recovered
were several polygonum seeds. Coming from a plan’c
which is very much at home in disturbed habitats, we
can't rule out the possil)ility that these seeds are simply
accidental inclusions in the archaeological record. There
are, however, abundant periocl accounts of the plant

being used for a variety of medicines. We suggest that
the dismissal of these seeds as only evidence of weeds
may be missing a far more complex story of African

American herb use.

Turning to the faunal remains at the site we
find a small and ac].rni’ctedly plow—a]oused collection.
Nevertheless, the slave diet appears to rely very heavily
on domestic animals, primarily cow, pig, and chicken
(with the emphasis on cow). One difference quiclely
noted in the collection is that this assemlvlage, unlike
others examined from South Carolina, does not contain
sheep. We believe that this may be an indicator of the
reduced status of Moses Whitesides since sheep — Or
mutton in its final condition — is considered a high
status food. No sawing or cutting was observed on any
of the bone, suggesting processing on the planta’cion.
When the cuts were examine&, it became clear that the
slaves at Moses Whitesides’ plantation received a
clisproportionate share of cheap, head cuts. When the
cuts of deer are examinecl, they too reveal that the slaves
were receiving only the least desirable cuts. We suspect
that the better cuts went to the table of the owner.

While a large number of slave settlements have
been excavated, most have not been examined in the
context of their owner. At 38CH1477 we have the
opportunity to look at a slave settlement operatecl by a
small, “typical" planter of Christ Church over a
relatively long period of time. We see that the economic
status of the owner did have consequences to his slaves
—_ dweﬂings remained substandard well into the
nineteenth century and foo&ways were no’ciceauy lower
in status. The observation concerning diet has been
previously suggeste& at the William Pope slave row on
Daufuskie Island (T rinkley 1989), so the results from
38CH1477 are particulazly interesting.

When we compare and contrast the slave
settlement of Moses Whitesides with the main
settlement of his brother, John Whitesides (Trinkley
and Hacker 1996), we see that in many respects the
artifacts and food remains left behind make it difficult
to Jistinguish the 1i£eways.

Yet there was a &iﬂerence, well articulated Iny

S’cephanie McCurry, who noted that yeomen, “as
freemen and masters in a world in Which most were
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ﬁeither, ’chey knew their own freedom to be secured Ly
riveting the unfreedom of others” (McCurry
1995:240). And so it was with the Whitesides; while
John Whitesides may have been rather unsuccessful, '
especiaﬂy Ly comparison to his brother Moses, and may
have possessecl physical trappings only slightly better
than his brother's slaves, he was both white, free, and
enfranchised. He was, in McCurry’s words, a “master of
a small world.”

Far more useful than comparing slave to
freeman, would be to compare slaves from the same
area. Unfortunately, we do not yet have the data to do
this. For exarnple, the slave settlement of ]ohn
Whitesides was &es’croyecl before it could be studied and
other slave settlements in the Christ Church area have
not been studied in a manner that will allow
comparisons.

In other worcls, while we have been successful
at wringing a great deal of information from this
settlemen’c, what we need are additional settlements
associated with well-documented plantations, preferal:ly
under the ownership of one individual throughout the
periocl from the mid- to late eighteentlm century tl'xrough
the mid-nineteenth century.
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APPENDIX 1.
PETROGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF TWO WANDO SHERDS

Michael DePangler
Spectrum Pe’crographics, Ine.
499 Dillard Gardens R&., Suite 2
Winston, Oregon 97496

Key to Petrog’raphic and
Photomicrogragl:\ic Descriptions

Clay minerals common in altered rocks must
often be identified Ly X-ray diffraction either because
their optic properties are not cliagnostic or because they
are too fine grained to be relia]aly identified lay op‘cical
methods. The term “clay” is used herein to denote fine
graine& phyuosilicates in general. Under ideal
conditions, it is often possil)le to opticaﬂy discriminate
between four major groups: kaolinite, smectite, mica
(inclucling iﬂi’ce) , and chlorite. This is done whenever
conditions permit.

The term “sericite” is applie& to fine grained
colorless phyﬂosilicates that show upper second order
maximum interference colors. These could include
muscovite, iﬂi’ce, paragonite, lepicloli’ce, margarite,
clintonite, pyrophyﬂite, and tale. The term
“intermediate clay” is applied to fine grained very pale or
colorless phyﬂosilicates that show upper first order
maximum interference colors. These are pro]::ably
dominated lay chlorite, smectite, and mixecl—layer
illite/smectite.

The term “opaques” is used to refer to all
materials opaque (and sometimes semi-opaque) to
transmitted light. The term “FEOH” is herein used to
indicate fine grained, yellowish to reddish brown, earthy
materials of varying opacity in transmitted light. FEOH
is pro]aal)ly rnostly Fe oxyhydroxi&es but may sometimes
include sphalerite, realgar, orpiment, jarposite, a
number of Mn oxyhyclroxicles, and organic matter.

Particle size distributions are given as (A-B-C

wum), where A, B, and C are the smallest, median, and
largest particles sizes, respectively, in microns. A
question mark (?) In the position of A, B, or C
indicates that the value of A, B, oo C was

“indeterminate, pro}:alaly because of excessively large or

small particle size or sta’cisticaﬂy insignificant numbers
of particles.

Mineral abundances are visual estimates. For
mutli-lithologic materials (cuttings, etc.), mineralogy,
textures, and alteration are described only for the
dominant lithology.

Section preparation codes are as follows: (1)
Format: 27x46 mm, 51x76 mm, or 1 inch round; (2)
Finish: standard lapping (STD) or polished (POL); (3)
Stains: sodium cobaltinitrite (SCN), alizarin red S
(ARS), potassium ferricyanide (PF), and barium
chloride + potassium rhodizonate (BCPR); and (4)

Cover: none, permanent Loctite acrylic (PLA), or
removable Canada Balsam (RCB).

Pl’xotomicrograph cap’cions/la]aels contain the
{oﬂowing items of information in consecutive order
separated by forward slashes: (1) sample identification,
(2) film roll number, (3) frame number, (4) type of
illumination, (5) field of view (FOV) or the
magniﬁcation of the color print, which is given as the
number of times actual size (i.e., 32x), and (6) the job
identification number. “PPL” indicates plan-polarized
hght; “XPL" indicates cross-polarized hght. “R”
indicates reflected ligl'x’c. “C” indicates that the sul:stage
condenser was in (sometimes used for Fe-oxides). “O"
indicates su]:stage condenser in an ol:lique position.

These various illuminations can be combined. “CON"”
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indicates conoscopic illumination. For normal
photogtaphy of hand specimens, the focal leng’ch of the
lens used is given rather than the magnification. POL

means that a polarizing filter was used with the lens, |

and DAY means the sample was photographed in
diffused (‘].aylight.

Features on pl'xotomicrographs can be located
]oy using the accompanying orthogonal gricl. A block of
squares is marked by referencing the uppermost left and
lowermost right corners of the block, i.e., A6-E15.
Linear feature are marked l’)y &esignating the extent of
the feature from Leginning to encling points, i.e., B6 to
L19.

A question mark after a rock or mineral name
ina petrographic &escrip’cion means that there is some
&egree of uncertainty about the identification of that
rock or mineral.

The size of an alteration selvege around a vein
is given as a half-width (t]:le width of a selvege on one
side of the vein) expresse& as a fraction of the associated
vein width (vw).

Comments

Carbonate aggregate was absent from sample
CH1466-40-4, but present in sample CH1466-44-4.
The carbonate occurs as polycrystalline grains of [sparry
calcite + clay + quartz + fel&spar.] Its origin is
indeterminate, and its textures are mnot particularly
distinctive for discriminating possﬂale source materials.

Sample CH1466-40-4

Minerals:
Framework Components (45%) “Aggregate” is

composed of: ,

polycgys‘caﬂine !23%[

[clay + quartz + clinozoisite] (23%)

[quartz + feldspar] (<1%) metamorphosed
quartz diorite )

FECH (<1%)

monocgstanine (22%}
Quartz (20) + felclspar (pro}aal)ly mostly
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plagioclase) (2%) + hornblende (<1%) +
clinozoisite (<1%) + FEOH (<1%)

Matrix (45%) “Paste” is composed of brown
clay (45%)

Porosity (10%) is composed of {lattened void

spaces.

Alteration:
No other alteration features were observed.

Sectioning:
Format: 27 x 46 mm Finish: STD Stains: ARS + PF
Cover: PLA

Sample CH1466-44.-4

Minerals:
Framework Components (35%) “Aggregate” is-

composed of:

polycrystalline (10%)
[sparry calcite+ clay + quartz + £e1c]spar]
(10%)
quartz (<19%) metamorphosed quartz diorite
(?)
FEOH (<1%)

monocgstaﬂine (25%)
quartz (22%) + feldspar (probably mostly

plagioclase) (3%) + hornblende (<1%)
+clinozoisite (<1%) + FEOH (<1%)
+ opaques (<1%)

Matrix (55%) “Paste” is composed of brown
clay (55%)

Porosity (10%) is composed of flattened void

spaces.

Alteration:
No other alteration features were ol)serve&.

Sectioning:
Format: 27 x 46 mm Finish: STD Stains: ARS + PF
Cover: PLA
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CH1466-40-4/01001/08/XPL/57X/KQP Ceramic sherd showing typical appearance of aggregate clay (K3-P7) + quartz (S9, L20,
C20, D29) + clinozoisite (M15) fragments in a brown clay matrix (A5-E14).

|l 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 10 1112 1314 15 16 17 18 19 20 2] 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
T T z ——
U - PR ST 2 I g TR ot e pre e L4

M Tt v,

— I &6 M mMm o O o p

O V1T o Z2 X r X <«

(H12) + clinozoisite (K15).
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CG1466-44/4/01001/11/XPL/28X/KQP Cermaic sherd showing typical appearanceof aggregate dominated by limestone (K20-Q30)
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artz (J4, E10, NO, 121) fragments in a brown clay matrix (J9).
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CH1466-44-4/01001/12/XPL/57X/KQP Ceramic sherd sl}owing closeup appearance of a calcite (stainecl recl; P11, M21) {ragment

conta
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ining fragments of + quartz (K11) + plagioclase (P15).
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