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ABSTRACT 

This study presents the results of an intensive archaeological survey of 19 acres near Sland's Bridge 
in Dorchester County, South Carolina. The entire tract was shovel tested at 100 foot intervals, with none 
of the 54 shovel tests yielding subsurface remains. However, one prehistoric sherd was found on the 
ground surface, adjacent to a slough. Despite the excavation of five shovel tests in its vicinity, no additional 
remains were recovered. 
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IlN'll'RODU CTil 0 N 

This investigation of 19 acres near Sland's Bridge in Dorchester County was conducted by Ms. 
Natalie Adams of Chicora Foundation, Inc. for Mr. Ken Smoak of Sabine & Waters Environmental Land 
Management. The 19 acre tract is bordered to the southwest by the Ashley River, to the southeast by U.S. 
Hwy. 17-A, and to the northwest and northeast by privately owned property (Figure 1 ). 

Of the 19 acres, 14 are high ground with the additional five consisting of wetlands associated with 
the Ashley River. Through the center of the tract is a slough, running from the northeast to the southwest, 
emptying into the wetlands of the Ashley River. Vegetation consists of mixed oak-pine forest with 
moderate understory vegetation. Elevations drop slightly from north to south, with areas adjacent to the 
welands dropping sharply (Figure 2). 

The property is intended to be used for mining. These activities are likely to destroy archaeological 
resources if such resources exist on the tract. This study is intended to provide a synopsis of the 
archaeological survey of the Sland's Bridge tract. The project included an examination of the statewide 
archaeological site files housed by the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. A 
project map was faxed to Dr. Tracy Powers of the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office and 
no National Register properties or surveys were found for the area (Dr. Tracy Powers, personal 
communication 1995). 
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Figure 1. Location of the project area on the Walterboro 1:100,000 scale topographic map. 
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Figure 2. Location of the project area on the Clubhouse Crossroads USGS topographic map. 

The field investigations were conducted on September 20, 1995 by Ms. Natalie Adams and Ms. 
Mary Rossi. This field work involved seven person hours. Laboratory and report production were 
conducted at Chicora's laboratories in Columbia, South Carolina on September 22, 1993. 
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Dorchester County is situated in the Lower Coastal Plain of South Carolina. It is bounded to the 
uorth by Orangeburg County, on the east by Berkeley County, on the south by Charleston County, and is 
separated from Colleton County on the west by the Edisto River. The county is drained by the Edisto and 
Ashley Rivers, with the project area itself drained by the Ashley River which is located along its 
southwestern boundary. Elevations in the county range from about 3 or 4 feet above sea level along parts 
of the Ashley River to about 120 feet above sea level near Reevesville (Eppinette 1990:1 ). Elevations in 
the project area range from about 15 to 45 feet above mean sea level (MSL). In the project area elevations 
gently drop from north to south. However, adjacent to the swamps of the Ashley, elevations drop quite 
sharply. 

This portion of the Lower Coastal Plain contains nearly level soils. In a few small areas, primarily 
along major rivers and swamps, the soils are gently sloping. Less than 1 percent of the county is flooded 
daily or occasionally by saline water. All of the soils in the county were deposited or formed during the 
Pleistocene epoch. During this period, the ocean moved over the area, perhaps several times. As the ocean 
retreated, it left formations and terraces which indicates former shorelines and soils of different ages. l11e 
terraces in Dorchester Couuty, from the sea to the inland, are the Recent, Pamlico, Talbot, Penholoway, 
Wicomico, and Sunderland. The project area is located in the Talbot Terrace which ranges from 25 to 42 
feet above sea level (Eppinette 1990:89). 

In the better drained areas of the county, native trees consist mainly of loblolly pine, longleaf pine, 
oak, and hickory. Sweetgum, blackgum, yellow poplar, maple, tupelo, ash, and cypress are in the wetter 
soils. Mills (1972 [1826]:510) comments that, 

[an a]bundance of the finest pine timber is found in this district. Rafts of it are annually 
transported down the Edisto, to Charleston. Besides the pine, there are the liveoak, 
poplar, cypress, beech, hickory, walnut, chesnut, and a variety of oak, the palmetto, and 
indeed all the different kinds of trees and shrubs common to the adjoining districts. 

The cypress swamps of the county were cleared toward the end of the eighteenth century and a system of 
dikes and ditches were constructed for rice fields. The tidal influence in the county was used to flood and 
drain the fields. Regarding tidal rice cultivation, Mills stated that "[t]he rice lands are very productive, 
yielding on an average two barrels, or 1400 pounds of rice to the acre" (Mills 1972 [1826]:505). He further 
stated that other swamp lands were "remarkably fine for raising cotton and com; 600 to 800 pounds of 
seed cotton being the usual product to the acre, and 20 to 30 bushels of com" (Mills 1972 [1826]:505). 

Soils in the project area consist primarily of Bonneau well drained fine sand with a 2 to 6% slope. 
In the wetland areas, the soils are Pelham sands. 
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Previous Archaeology 

Although a large amount of archaeological work has been peformed in adjacent Charleston 
County, Dorchester County has received comparatively little attention. For instance, while Charleston 
County has over 1,500 recorded sites, Dorchester County has only about 150 recorded sites (Mr. Keith 
Derting, personal communication 1995). While a number of sites were discovered during surveys conducted 
by the Highway Department (e.g. Caballero 1989; Tippett and Roberts 1988) a large proportion of the 
work has focussed on historic sites such as Middleton Place (e.g. Haskell 1981; Lewis 1979), Fort 
Dorchester (e.g. Carillo 1973; 1975), and Archdale Hall (e.g. Trinkley 1984; Zierden et al. 1985). In 
addition, Michael Hartley attempted to locate 17th century plantation sites using the 1695 Thomton
Morden map (Hartley 1984). No large scale archaeological work has been performed, thus far, on any 
prehistoric sites in the county. 

An examination of the site files housed at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology revealed that there were no previously identified sites on the study tract. However, a hobby 
diver recovered a banner stone from the Ashley River, underneath Sland's Bridge. Despite finding only 
one artifact, the site received a number (38DR11). 

In addition, a scatter of late nineteenth/early twentieth century remains were identified by Michael 
Hartley and Jolee Pearson on property owned by a Mr. Hayes. Although no site map was provided with 
the site form, the scatter was given a number (38DR91) and was placed on the USGS base map. It is 
shown as being located just north of the study area and was described in the form: 

The site is located on the property of Mr. Haye. It is a ridge crest along the north side of 
Ashley River. Mr. Haye informed us that his family has been located on that piece of 
property for a long time. He recalled coming here as a child and helping his grandfather 
plow up a portion of the field for the vegetable garden. He also showed us where the old 
house well and smithy shop use to stand. An old roadbed ran adjacent to the house and 
his grandfather use to shoe horses and repair wagons (38DR9l South Carolina state site 
form, Site Files division, South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology). 

During a "cleaning up" of the state site files, 38DR91 was determined to be "non-locatable" since no site 
map had been provided. As a result, the site was taken off the base map, but the form was retained in the 
instance that the site was eventually relocated. Although outside of the present study area and not visited 
during this survey, it is likely that the site is located in the position it was originally placed on the base 
map. A plat of the survey area provided by Sabine & Waters indicates that the property in the vicinity of 
38DR91 is owned by Elizabeth M. Hayes. In addition, the site form states that the artifacts were collected 
from the driveway. Presently, the Hayes property has a dirt driveway. 

Surprisingly little published archaeology has been conducted in this area, although the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology site files reveal a number of relatively small, 
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prehistoric sites found ahuost exclusively adjacent to a creek or swamp environment. Few sites are found in 
the interior, away from marsh or freshwater habitats. Most sites, based on the previous studies, are found 
on excessively to well drained soils, although a few are consistently found in areas which are poorly drained 
(which suggests that factors other than drainage may occasionally have determined prehistoric settlement 
locations). Research in the Low Country also suggests that sites will most commonly be found on major 
sand ridge elevations overlooking the wetland habitats. 

Work by South and Hartley (1980) suggests that major historic site complexes will be found on 
high ground adjacent to a deep water access (see also Hartley 1984 for the Ashley River area). Plantation 
main houses tend to be located on the highest and best drained soils, while slave settlements may be found 
in intermediate or even poorly drained areas. Both settlement types, however, tend to be in close proximity 
to the rice fields. Extractive or milling sites will be located near necessary raw materials and where the 
products can be easily transported in and out. Healthful conditions and drainage are not usually significant 
considerations. 

Given this previous research into historic and prehistoric settlement, the project area was 
considered to have a high probability of containing archaeological sites of each type. 

Prehistoric Synopsis 

The Paleo-Indian period, lasting from 12,000 to 8,000 B.C., is evidenced by basally thinned, side
notched projectile points; fluted, lanceolate projectile points; side scrapers; end scrapers; and drills (Coe 
1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1968; Goodyear et al. 1989). The Paleo-Indian occupation, while widespread, 
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are most frequently found along major river drainages, 
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an economy "oriented towards the exploitation of now 
extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124). Two Paleo-Indian projectile points have been recovered from the 
Dorchester County area (Goodyear et aL 1989). 

The Archaic period, which dates from 8000 to 2000 B.C., does not form a sharp break with the 
Paleo-Indian period, bnt is a slow transition characterized by a modem climate and an increase in the 
diversity of material culture. The chronology established by Coe (1964) for the North Carolina Piedmont 
may be applied with little modification to the South Carolina coast. Archaic period assemblages are rare 
in the Sea Island region, although the sea level is anticipated to have been within 13 feet of its present 
stand by the beginning of the succeeding Woodland period (Lepionka et al 1983:10). Brooks and Scurry 
note that: 

Archaic period sites, when contrasted with the subsequent Woodland period, are typically 
small, relatively few in number and contain low densities of archaeological material. The 
data may indicate that the inter-riverine zone was utilized by Archaic populations 
characterized by small group size, high mobility, and wide ranging exploitative patterns 
(Brooks and Scurry 1978:44). 

Alternatively, the general sparsity of Archaic sites in the coastal zone may be the result of a more 
attractive environment inland adjacent to the floodplain swamps of major drainages. Of course, this is not 
necessarily an alternative explanation, since coastal Archaic sites may represent only a small segment in the 
total settlement system. 

The earliest phase of the Woodland period (Figure 3) is called Stallings, after the type site 
excavated by the Cosgroves in 1929 (Claflin 1931). These "Stallings Island people" produced a rich cultural 
assemblage of bone and antler work, polished stone items, grooved and perforated "net sinkers" or steatite 
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disks, stone tools (including projectile points, knives, scrapers, and cruciform drills), aud ftber tempered 
pottery (see also Williams 1968). It was over a decade before the typological significance of the Stallings 
ware was recognized and a formal type description was offered (Fairbanks 1942; Griffin 1943). The 
definitive feature of this pottery is its large quantity of fiber, now identified as Spanish Moss (Simpkins and 
Scoville 1981), included in the paste prior to firing. 

The elaborate Savannah River drainage sites such as Stallings Island, Fennel Hill, Rabbit Mount, 
and Bilbo, are all characterized by large quantities of either fresh water mussels or tidal oysters, large 
quantities of artifacts, and abundant features. These middens, however, represent only one aspect of the 
Stallings settlement system. Another portion of that system is represented by Stallings sites which evidence 
little shell. While many of these are sparse scatters, such as Oear Mount (Stoltman 1974) and Pinckney 
Island (Trinkley 1981b ), some evidence intensive occupation with features and a rich cnltural 
assemblage, such as the Love (38AL10; Trinkley 1974) and Fish Haul (38BU805; Trinkley 1986) sites. 

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

Following Stallings and Thom's Creek are the Refuge and Deptford phases, both strongly 
associated with the Georgia sequence and the Savannah drainage (DePratter 1979; Lepionka et al. 1983; 
Williams 1%8). The Refuge Phase, dated from 1070±115 B.C. (QC-784) to 510±100 B.C. (QC-785), is 
found primarily along the South Carolina coast from the Savannah drainage as far north as the Santee 
River (Williams 1968:208). Anderson (1975:184) further notes an apparent concentration of Refuge sites in 
the Coastal Plain, particularly along the Santee River. 

The Refuge series pottery is similar in many ways to the preceding Thom's Creek wares. The paste 
is compact and sandy or gritty, while surface treatments include sloppy simple stamped, dentate stamped, 
and random punctate decorations (see DePratter 1979:115-123; Williams 1968:198-208). Anderson et al. 
note that these typologies are "marred by a lack of reference to the Thom's Creek series" (Anderson et al. 
1982:265) and that the Refuge Punctate and Incised types are indistinguishable from Thom's Creek wares. 
Peterson (1971:153) characterizes Refuge as both a degeneration of the preceding Thom's Creek series and 
also as a bridge to the succeeding Deptford series. 

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

The Deptford technology is little better known than that of the preceding Refuge phase. Shell 
tools are uncommon, bone tools are "extremely rare" (Milanich and Fairbanks 1980:77), and stone tools are 
rare on Coastal Zone sites. All of this indicates to some researchers that "wood must have been worked 
into a variety of tool types" (Milanich and Fairbanks 1980:75). One type of stone tool associated with 
South Carolina Deptford sites is a very small, stemmed projectile point tentatively descnbed as "Deptford 
Stemmed" (Trinkley 1980:20-23). This point is the cuhnination of the Savannah River Stemmed reduction 
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seen in the Thom's Creek and Refuge phases. Also fonnd at Deptford sites are "medium-sized triangular 
points," probably similar to the Yadkin Triangular point (Coe 1964:45, 47, 49; Milanich and Fairbanks 
1980:75-76). 

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

Throughout much of the Coastal Zone and Coastal Plain north of Charleston, a somewhat 
different cultural manifestation is observed, related to the "Northern Tradition" (e.g., Caldwell 1958). This 
recently identified assemblage has been termed Deep Creek and was first identified from northern North 
Carolina sites (Phelps 1983). The Deep Creek assemblage is characterized by pottery with medium to 
coarse sand inclusions and surface treatments of cord marking, fabric impressing, simple stamping, and net 
impressing (see Trinkley 1987). Much of this material has been previously designated as the Middle 
Woodland "Cape Fear" pottery originally typed by South (1960). The Deep Creek wares date from about 
1000 B.C. to A.D. 1 in North Carolina, but may date later in South Carolina, based on two radiocarbon 
dates of 120±130 B.C. (QC-1358) and A.D. 210±110 (QC-1357). The Deep Creek settlement and 
subsistence systems are poorly known, but appear to be very similar to those identified with the Deptford 
phase. 

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

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

Sherd tempered Wilmington and Hanover wares are found from at least the Chowan River in 
North Carolina southward into the Georgia coast. Anderson (1975:187) has found the Hanover series 
evenly distnbuted over the Coastal Plain of South Carolina, althougb. it appears slightly more abundant 

8 



north of the Edisto River. The heartland may be along the inner Coastal Plain north of the Cape Fear 
River in North Carolina. Radiocarbon dates for Wilmington and Hanover range from 135 ±85 B.C. (UM-
1916) from site 38BK.l34 to A.D. 1120±100 (GX-2284) from a "Wilmington House" at the Charles Towne 
Landing site, 38CH1. Most dates, however, cluster from A.D. 400 to 900; some researchers prefer a date 
range of about 200 B.C. to A.D. 500 (Anderson et al 1982:276). 

Largely contemporaneons with the sberd tempered wares are what have been termed the Mount 
Pleasant, McClellanville, and Santee series. The Mount Pleasant series bas been developed by Phelps from 
work along the northeastern North Carolina coast (Phelps 1983:32-35, 1984:41-44) and is a Middle 
Woodland refinement of South's (1960) previous Cape Fear series. The pottery is characterized by a sandy 
paste either with or without quantities of rounded pebbles. Surface treatments include fabric impressed, 
cord marked, and net impressed. Vessels are nsually conoidal, although simple, bemispberica~ and globular 
bowls are also present. The Mount Pleasant series is found from North Carolina southward to the 
Savannah River (being evidenced by the "Untyped Series" in Trinkley 1981b). North Carolina dates for the 
series range from A.D. 265±65 (UGA-1088) to A.D. 890±80 (UGA-3849). The several dates currently 
available from South Carolina (such as UGA-3512 of A.D. 565±70 from Pinckney Island) fall into this 
range of about A.D. 200 to 900. 

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

In many respects the South Carolina Late Woodland may be characterized as a continuation of 
previous Middle Woodland cultural assemblages. While outside the Carolinas there were major cultural 
changes, suc4 as the continued development and elaboration of agriculture, the Carolina groups settled 
into a lifeway not appreciably different from that observed for the previous 500 to 700 years (cf. Sassaman 
et al. 1989:14-15). This situation would remain unchanged until the development of the South Appalachian 
Mississippian complex (see Fergnson 1971). 

Along the central ancil northern South Carolina coast, Anderson et al. (1982:303-304) suggest a 
continuation of the Santee series into the Late Woodland. The Hanover and Mount Pleasant series may 
also be found as late of A.D. 1000. Along the southeastern North Carolina coast, South (1960) has defined 
the Oak Island complex, which is best known for its shell tempered ceramics with cord marked, fabric 
impressed, simple stamped, and net impressed surface finishes. The phase is briefly discussed by Phelps 
(1983:48-49), but curiously this manifestation is almost unknown south of the Little River in South 
Carolina. Very little is known about the northern coastal South Carolina Late Woodland complexes, 
although sites such as 38GE32 may document the occurrence of village life in the Late Woodland. 

The South Appalachian Mississippian is typically characterized by the construction of truncated 
temple mounds, reliance on cultivated crops, the development of a social elite, and complicated stamped 
pottery. The best information for the coastal area comes from the ouly incompletely reported excavations 
at the Charles Town Landing site (South 1971). In addition, Anderson (1989) provides an excellent 
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synthesis of Mississippian research in South Carolina, observing that ''while we have a fair appreciation for 
the culmination of the Mississippian in South Carolina, its origins and immediate Woodland antecedents 
remains largely llllknown at the present" (Anderson 1989:114). Anderson also notes the need for additional 
research in the area of 

relationships between Woodland and Mississippian occupations in South Carolina, 
particularly the mechanisms bringing about the transition between the seemingly markedly 
dissimilar forms of social organization and subsistence adaptation (Anderson 1989:113). 

While Trinkley (1981b, 1983a, 1983b) has offered a cultural sequence for the Mississippian remains in the 
coastal area that encompasses the Jeremy, "classic" Pee Dee, "post-classic" Pee Dee, Wachesaw, and 
Kimbel series, Anderson (1982:312-319) offers an alternative perspective incorporating Pee Dee and 
Ashley wares. 

The history of the numerous small coastal Indian tnbes is poorly known. As Mooney noted, the 
coastal tnbes: 

were· of but small importance politically; no sustained mission work was ever attempted 
among them, and there were but few literary men to take an interest in them. War, 
pestilence, whiskey and systematic slave hunts had nearly exterminated the aboriginal 
occupants of the Carolinas before any body had thought them of sufficient importance to 
ask who they were, how they lived, or what were their beliefs and opinions (Mooney 
1894:6). 

In truth, our knowledge of these groups has also been limited because too few scholars have taken 
an active interest in the primary sources and there has been too little desire to evaluate critically the early 
research by Mooney (1894) and Swanton (1952). For South Carolina Anderson (1989:117-118) briefly notes 
the current status of ethnohistoric research. 

Historic Synopsis 

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

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

[t]he cituation of this Town is so convenient for public Co=erce that it rather seems to 
be the design of some skillful Artist than the accidental position of nature (Mathews 
1954:153). 

Early agricultural experiments which involved olives, grapes, silkworms, and oranges were less than 
successful. While the Indian trade was profitable to many of the Carolina colonists, it did not provide the 
proprietors with the wealth they were expecting from the uew colony. Consequently, the cultivation of 
cotton, rice, tobacco, and flax were stressed as these were staple crops whose marketing the proprietors 
could easily monopolize. 
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Although introduced at least by the 1690s, rice did not become a significant staple crop until the 
early eighteenth century. At that time it not only provided the proprietors with an economic base the 
mercantile system required, but it was also to form the basis of South Carolina's plantation system 
(Carpenter 1973). Over production soon followed, with a severe decline in prices during the 1740s. This 
economic down swing encouraged planters to diversify and indigo was introduced (Huneycutt 1949:33). 
Indigo complemented rice production since they were grown in mutually exclusive areas. Both, however, 
were labor intensive and encouraged the large scale introduction of slavery. 

South Carolina's economic development during the pre-Revolutionary War period involved a 
complex web of interactions between slaves, planters, and merchants. By 1710 slaves outnumbered free 
people in South Carolina and by the 1730s slaves were beginning to be concentrated on a few, large slave
holding plantations. By the close of the eighteenth centmy some South Carolina plantations had a ratio of 
slaves to whites that was 27:1 (Morgan 1977). Tue Charleston area had a slave population grater than 50% 
of the total population by 1790. This imbalance between the races, particularly on remote plantations, may 
have lead to greater "freedom" and mobility for the slaves (Friedlander in Wheaton et al 1983:34). By the 
antebellum period this trend was less extreme. 

Tue most obvious example of this is the economic hardship brought on by 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 2112 years between 1780 and 1782. The loss of royal bounties on rice, 
indigo, and naval stores caused considerable eoonomic chaos with the eventual "restructuring of the state's 
agricultural and commerical base" (Brockington et al. 1985:34). 

One means of "restructuring" was the emergence of cotton as the principal cash crop. Although 
"upland" cotton was available as early as 1733, its ascendancy was ensured by the industrial revolution, the 
invention of the cotton gin in 1794, and the availability of slave labor. While "Sea Island" cotton was 
already being efficiently cleaned, the spread of cotton was primarily in the South Carolina interior. 
Consequently, Charleston benefitted primarily through its role as acommercial center. 

Cotton provided about 20 years of economic success for South Carolina. During this period South 
Carolina monopolized cotton production with a number of planters growing wealthy (Mason 1976). Tue 
price of cotton fell in 1819 and remained low through the 1820s, primarily because of wmpetition from 
planters in Alabama and Mississippi Friedland, 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 
production increased by 123%. Production improved dramatically in the 1840s in spite of depressed prices 
and in the 1850s the price of cotton rose. 

While the wealthiest farms were those on the sea islands producing cotton (snch 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 $7,000 (Scardaville in Brockington et 
al. 1985:39). 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, Cram, and livestock values for Christ Church Parish were below what would be expected and 
outputs of many crops had decreased over time. But most significantly, rice was no longer an economically 
significant crop, production dropping by over 81 % from 1850 to 1860. 

Tue Charleston area response to the reduction in rice was a shift to ranching and livestock 
production as a substitute. Between 1850 and 1860 the value of livestock increased by 120%, com 
increased by 44%, wool production increased by 126%, and the value of animals slaughtered increased 
from $0 to over $5,000 (Scardaville in Brockington et al. 1985:41). 

II 



After the Civil War Charleston and the surrounding countryside lay in waste. Plantation houses 
were destroyed, the city was in near ruins, the agricultural base of slavery was destroyed, and the economic 
system was in chaos. Rebuilding after the war involved two primary tasks: forging a new relationship 
between white land owners and black freedmen, and creating a new economic order through credit 
merchants. 

Beginning shortly after the Civil War, truck farming became one of the primary agricultural 
activities of area farmers. The combination of soil fertility, climate, and proximity gave truck farming an 
edge in the effort to supply Charleston with produce. As a result many blacks were employed as wage 
laborers. Produce increased from about one-quarter of the county's agricultual production in 1890 to over 
three-quarters by 1930 (Scardaville in Brockington et al. 1985:74). Much of this prosperity, however, 
disappeared during the Great Depression, when trucking in the area declined by 75%. 

Waring Plantation 

There was no historical research specific to the survey tract. However, HAM. Smith provides an 
overview of ownership in the eighteenth century. According to Smith (1919), the property adjacent to 
Sland's Bridge (as it is referred to on twentieth century USGS topographic maps) was originally owned by 
Benjamin Waring who obtained three grants on the Ashley River between 1693 and 1705. He died about 
1712 and his lands are believed to have descended to his eldest son Thomas Waring. Thomas married 
Anne Alexander in 1714. Their one child -- Ann Waring-- married Andrew Slann, the son of Peter and 
Elizabeth Slann. Peter Slann died sometime prior to 1713, leaving a will by which he devised half of his 
property to his widow, Elizabeth, and the other half to his young son, Andrew Slann. Elizabeth Slann 
shortly afterward married Thomas Waring after the death of his first wife, Anne. 

Thomas Waring died sometime before 1740, and his oldest son and heir Thomas Waring 
(apparently a. son by his marriage to Elizabeth Slann) conveyed 2800 acres of land near the head of the 
Ashley River on June 30, 1740 to Andrew Slann and his \vife Ann, Thomases half brother and sister, part 
of which included the three grants to Benjamin Waring. 

In 1748 Andrew and Ann Slann conveyed 197 acres to Ralph Izard and in 1751. They conveyed 
300 acres to Mary Drake, 400 acres to Thomas and John Drayton, and 904 acres to Dr. John Murry, 
leaving 1200 acres on which was the residence where Anne Slann lived after her husband's death. In 1767 
John Murray conveyed the 904 acres to Dr. David Oliphant. Anne Slann left a will dated October 6, 1756 
whereby she devised 817 acres part of the tract of 1200 acres to her son Andrew Slann who on July 15, 
1770 conveyed it to David Oliphant. The remainder of the 1200 acres situated to the north of the public 
road seems to have gone to Thomas Slann since he conveyed 461 acres to John Waring in 1760. Oliphant 
added 100 acres which he bought in 1770 from Thomas Bambrich. 

Dr. Oliphant made the place his country seat and made a number of improvements to the 
property. For instance, a canal was dredged from Slann's Bridge towards Bacons Bridge to straighten the 
course of the Ashley River and drain the surrounding swamp. According to Smith's map of the Upper 
Ashley River area, this residence was located west of the project area (Figure 4). 

In 1825, Mills' Atlas shows Chandler's Tavern as being located on what is now U.S. Hwy. 17-A on 
the opposite side of the road as the project area. In addition, further west was a structure with no name 
assigned to it (Figure 5). It is possible that it is the plantation built by Oliphant. Research into who owned 
the property in the nineteenth century has not been done, but it was either possessed by Oliphant who was 
absent, passed on to children, or was sold by Oliphant to someone else. In 1785 Oliphant had moved to 
Newport, Rhode Island where he married Anne Vernon. 
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Figure 4. Slann's Bridge area as shown on HA.M. Smith's map of Upper Ashley River plantations (1919). 

Figure 5. Mills' Atlas of 1825 showing the project area. 
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The initially proposed field techniques involved the excavation of shovel tests at 100 feet intervals 
on transects spaced 100 feet apart. Should sites be identified either by shovel testing or surface inspection, 
further tests would be used to obtain data on site boundaries, artifact quantity and diversity, site integrity, 
and temporal affiliation. The information required for completion of South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology site forms would be collected and photographs would be taken, if 
warranted in the opinion of the field director. For this survey, an archaeological site was defined as three 
or more artifacts within a 200 foot area. 

All soil would be screened through '14-inch mesh, with each test numbered sequentially. Each test 
would measure about 1 foot square and would normally be taken to subsoil. All cultural remains would be 
discarded. Notes would be maintained for profiles at any sites encountered. 

These field methods were put into effect with no deviations. A total of 54 shovel tests were 
excavated along seven transects within the 14 acres of high ground (or 3.85 shovel tests per 1 acre) (Figure 
6). Of these shovel tests, none produced subsurface remains. 

/ 

• 
• 

• 

Figure 6. Location of shovel test transects and cultural resources. 
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RJESUJL'Jl'S AND CONCJLUSRONS 

A1; a result of the archaeological survey of the 19 acre Sland's bridge tract, no archaeological sites 
were identified. However, one complicated stamped Irene rim sherd was found on the ground surface 
adajcent to a wetland slough. Although five shovel tests were excavated in the vicinity (one central and one 
in each cardinal direction 25 feet away) of the isolated sherd, no additional artifacts were recovered. 

Although the tract contained a high probability of archaeological remains, based on previous 
research, no sites were identified. For prehistoric people, it may be that areas providing easier access to 
the river's deep water was more desireable. For historic people, it is possible that level ridge tops further 
away from the river were more desireable. Since no archaeological sites were identified, no additional work 
is needed for the tract. 

Although very unlikely, given the level of coverage during the survey, it is possible that 
archaeological remains may be encountered in the survey tract during mining activities. If concentrations of 
artifact (such as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) or brick rubble are uncovered during mining 
activities, they should be reported to the project engineer, who should in turn report the material to the 
South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office or to the client's archaeologist. No further work should 
take place in the vicinity of these late discoveries until they have been examined by an archaeologist. 

15 



Anderson, David G. 
1975 

1989 

SOUJRCJES CliTlED 

Inferences from Distributional Stndies of Prehistoric Artifacts in the Coastal Plain 
of South Carolina. Southeastem Archaeological Conference Bulletin 18:180-194. 

The Mississippian in South Carolina. In Studies i11 South Caroli11a Archaeology, 
edited by Albert C. Goodyear and Glen T. Hanson, pp. 101-132. South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Anderson, David G., Charles E. Cantley, and A. Lee Novick 
1982 The Mattassee Lake Sites: Archaeological Investigations Along the Lower Santee 

River iii the Coastal Plail1 of South Caro/ilia. Commonwealth Associates, Inc., 
Jackson, Michigan. Submitted to National Park Service, Archaeological Services 
Branch, Atlanta. 

Blanton, Dennis B., Christopher T. Espenshade, and Paul E. Brockington, Jr. 
1986 An Arcliaeological Study of 38SU83: A Yadkm Phase Site iii the Upper Coastal Plain 

of South Carolilia. Garrow and Associates, Atlanta. Submitted to South Carolina 
Department Highways and Public Transportation, Columbia. 

Brooks, Mark and James D. Scurry 
1978 A11 Intensive Archaeological Survey of Amoco Realty Property in Berkeley County, 

South Caro/ilia with a Test of Two Subsistence-Settlement Hypotheses for the 
Prehistoric Period. Research Manuscript Series 147. South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Caballero, Olga 
1989 

Caldwell, Joseph R. 
1943 

Carpenter, James G. 
1973 

Carrillo, Richard F. 
1973 

1975 

Arcliaeological Survey of the S-453 Borrow Pit # 1. South Carolina Department of 
Highways and Public Transportation, Columbia. 

Cultural RelatiollS of Four Indian Sites of the Georgia Coast. Unpublished Master's 
thesis, Department of Anthropology, University of Chicago, Chicago. 

The Rice Plantation Lands of Georgetown County, South Carolina: A Historical 
Geographic Study. Unpublished MA. thesis, Department of Geography, University 
of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Prelilniliary Archaeological Investigatio11S at Fort Dorchester (38DR4). Research 
Manuscript Series 39. S.C. Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, University 
of South Carolina. 

Archaeological Investigations at Fort Dorchester (38DR4): An Architectural 

16 



Claflin, William H. 
1931 

Coe, Joffre L 
1964 

DePratter, Chester B. 
1979 

Eppinette, Robert T. 
1990 

Fairbanks, Charles H. 
1942 

Ferguson, Leland G. 
1971 

Assessment. Notebook 7(5):137-171. 

T1ie Stallings Island Mound, Columbia County, Georgia. Papers of the Peabody 
Museum of American Archaeology and Ethnology 14(1), Harvard University, 
Cambridge. 

The Fomwtive Culnires of die Carolina Piedmont. Transactions of the American 
Philosophical Society 54(5). 

Ceramics. In The Anthropology of St Cadieri11es bla11d 2. 11ie Refuge-Deplford 
Mortuary Complex, edited by David Hurst Thomas and Clark Spencer Larsen, pp. 
109-132. Anthropological Papers 56(1). The American Museum of Natural 
History, New York. 

Soil Survey of Dorchester Co1mty, South Carolina. Soil Conservation Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 

The Taxonomic Position of Stalling's Island, Georgia. American Antiquity 7:223-
231. 

South Appalachian Mississippian. Ph.D. dissertation, University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill. University Microfilms, Ann Arbor. 

Goodyear, Albert C., III, James L Michie, and Tommy Charles 
1989 The Earliest South Carolinians. In Sn.dies i11 Soudi Caro/ma Archaeology, edited 

by Albert C. Goodyear and Glen T. Hanson, pp. 19-52. South Carolina Institute 
of Archaeology aud Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Griffin, James B. 
1943 

Hartley, Michael 
1984 

Haskell, Helen 
1981 

An Analysis and Interpretation of the Ceramic Remains from Two Sites Near 
Beaufort, S.C. Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 133:159-167. 

Tire Ashley River: A Survey of Seventeenth Ce11tury Sites. Research Manuscript 
Series 192. South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, University 
of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Tlie Muldleton Place Privy House. Popular Series l. S.C. Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Lepionka, Larry, Donald Colquhoun, Rochelle Marrinan, David McCollum, Mark Brooks, John Foss, 
William Abbott, and Ramona Grunden 

1983 The Second Refuge Site, Location 22 (38JA61), Savannah National Wrldlife Refuge, 
Jasper Cowity, South Carolina. University of Sonth Carolina, Beaufort. Submitted 

17 



Lewis, Kenneth E. 
1979 

Mathews, Maurice 
1954 

Michie, James L 
19n 

to Natioaal Park Service, Inter-agency Archaeological Services, Atlanta. 

Excavating a Colonial Rice Plantation. Early Man 1(3): B-17. 

A Contemporary View of Carolina in 1680. South Carolina Historical Magazine 
55:153-159. 

Early Man in South Carolina. Honor's thesis, Department of Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Milanich, Jerald T. and Charles H. Fairbanks 
1980 · Florida Archaeology. Academic Press, New York. 

Mills, Robert 
1972 [1826] 

Mooney, James 
1894 

Peterson, Drexel 
1971 

Phelps, David S. 
1983 

Statistics of South Carolina. Reprinted. The Reprint Press, Spartanburg, South 
Carolina. Originally published 1826, Hurlbut and Lloyd, Charleston, South 
Carolina. 

The Siouan Tribes of the East. Bulletin 22. Bureau of American Ethnology, 
Washington, D.C. 

Time and Settlement in the Archaeology of Groton Plantation, South Carolina. 
Unpublished P.D. dissertation, Department of Anthropology, Harvard University, 
Cambridge. 

Archaeology of the North Carolina Coast and Coastal Plain: Problems and 
l:lypotheses. In The Prehistory of North Carolina: An Archaeological Symposiwn, 
edited by Mark A. Mathis and Jeffrey J. Crow, pp. 1-51. North Carolina Division 
of Archives and History, Raleigh. 

Sassaman, Kenneth E., Mark J. Brooks, Glen T. Hanson, and David G. Anderson 
1989 Technical Synthesis of Prehistoric Archaeological Investigations on the Savannah 

River Site, Aiken and Barnwell Counties, South Carolina. Draft ms. on file, 
Savannah River Archaeological Research Program, South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Simpkins, Dan and D. Scoville 
1986 Isolation and Identification of Spanish Moss Fiber from a Sample of Stallings and 

Orange Series Ceramics. American A111iquity 51:102-117. 

Smith, HA.M. 
1919 The Upper Ashley; and the Mutation of Families. South Carolina Historical and 

Geneological Magazine 20:151-198. 

18 



South, Stanley 
1960 

1971 

An Archaeological Survey of Southeastern North Carolina. Ms. on file, Research 
Laboratories of Anthropology, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 

Archaeology at the Charles Towne Site (38CH1) on Albemarle Point in South 
Carolina. Research Manuscript Series 10. South Carolina Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

South, Stanley and Michael Hartley 
1980 Deep Water and High Ground: Seventeend1 C..ntury Low Cow1ty Settlement. 

Stoltmau, James B. 
1974 

, Stuart, George R 
1975 

Sutherland, Donald R. 
1974 

Swanton, John R. 
1952 

Research Manuscript Series 190. South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South Carolina, Columbia. 

Groton Plantation: An Archaeological Study of a South Carolina Locality. 
Monographs of the Peabody Museum 1, Harvard University, Cambridge. 

T1ie Post-Archaic Occupation of Central South Carolina. Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. University Microfilms, Ann Arbor. 

Excavations at the Spanish Mount Shell Midden, Edisto Island, S.C. Soud1 
Carolina AlltitJuities 6(1):25-36. · 

I7re India11 Tribes of North America. Bulletin 145. Bureau of American Ethnology, 
Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C. 

Tippett, Lee and Wayne Roberts 
1988 Arc/UJeological Survey of Two Collins Borrow Pits, Charleston County. South 

Carolina Department of Highways and Public Transportation. 

Trinkley, IVfichael 
1974 

1980 

198la 

1981b 

1983a 

1983b 

1984 

Report of Archaeological Testing at the Love Site (SoC'240), South Carolina. 
Southern India11 Studies 25:1-18. 

Addilio11al Investigations al Site 38LX5. South Carolina Department of Highways 
and Public Transportation, Columbia. 

Arc/UJeologica/ Testing of die Walmit Grove Shell Midde11 (38CH260), Charleston 
County. U.S.D.A, Forest Service, Columbia. 

Studies of T1iree Woodland Period Sites in Beaufort County, South Carolina. South 
Carolina Department of Highways and Public Transportation, Columbia. 

Ceramics of the Central South Carolina Coast. South Carolina Antiquities 15:43-53. 

The Wachesaw and Kimbel Series. South Caroli11a Antiquities 15:73-76. 

Analysis of Etlmobotancial Remains, Archdale Plantatio11, Dorchester Co1mty, South 

19 



1987 

Carolina. Chicora Foundation Research Contributions 2. Chicora Foundation, 
Inc., Columbia, S.C. 

Appendix 1. Deep Creek Pottery Type Descriptions. In A11 Archaeological Study of 
Willbrook, Oatland, and Turkey Hill Pla11tations, Waccamaw Neck, Georgetow11 
Cow1ty, South Caroluw, edited by Michael Trinkley, pp. 176-179. Research Series 
11. Chicora Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

Trinkley, Michael (editor) 
1986 lndia11 and Freedme11 Occupatio11 at the Fish Haul Site (38BU805), Beaufort Cow1ty, 

South Carolina. Research Series 7. Chicora Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

Wheaton, Thomas R., Amy Friedlander, and Patrick Garrow 
1983 Yauglw11 mul Curriboo Pla11tations: Studies i11 Afro-American Arclweology. Soil 

Systems, Inc., Marietta, Georgia. Submitted to National Park Seivice, 
Archaeological Setvices Branch, Atlanta. 

Williams, Stephen B. (editor) 
1968 The Waring Papers: The Collected Works of A111011io J. WariJ1g, Jr. Papers of the 

Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology 58. 

Zierden, Martha, Jeanne Calhoun, and Debi Hacker-Norton 
1985 Arclulale Hall: I11vesligatio1is of a Lowcou11try Pla11tatio11. Archaeological 

Contributions 10. The Charleston Museum, Charleston, South Carolina. 

20 


	00003797
	00003798
	00003799
	00003800
	00003801
	00003802
	00003803
	00003804
	00003805
	00003806
	00003807
	00003808
	00003809
	00003810
	00003811
	00003812
	00003813
	00003814
	00003815
	00003816
	00003817
	00003818
	00003819
	00003820
	00003821
	00003822

