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ABSTRACT 

Archaeological site 38CH 1460was initially 
identified during an August 1996 intensive survey 
of the Secessionville North Tract hy Chicora 
Foundation. Situated at the eastern edge of the 
property, this site represented a rather dense 
historic scatter with only a light smear of 
prehistoric remains. It was determined to likely be 
the location of the early nineteenth century slave 
settlement associated with the Stent and Rivers 
plantations. Given the seemingly good state of 
preservation and the potential to address a broad 
range of significant archaeological research 
questions, the site was recommended as potentially 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

The additional archaeological testing 
recommended for the site included dose interval 
auger tests, coupled with metal detcL1ing, and the 
excavation of at least four 5-foot units. This level 
of effort was anticipated to he adequate to verify 
the presence of the slave settlement, evaluate its 
state of integrity, and more fully explore the range 
of archaeological materials present. 

Chicora Foundation an;hacologists 
conducted additional testing at 38CH 1460 between 
October 29 and October 31, 1996. A total of 152 
to-inch auger tests were excavated across the site 
area to better establish site houndaries and also to 
explore artifact density and dispersion. A metal 
detector survey was conducted to evaluate the 
potential to identify concentrations of either 
strul.1ural remains or the presence of military 
artifacts perhaps associated witl1 Fort Lamar. 
Based on the artifact density maps created from 
the auger survey a total of eight 5-foot units were 
excavated in different site areas. 

The auger survey revealed six areas of 
possible nineteenth century artifact concentrations, 
although only three were especially dense. The site 
evidenced a smear of early twentieth century 
artifacts which made the isolation of nineteenth 

century areas more difficult to discern. The metal 
detector survey found absolutely no military 
artifacts. Nineteenth century remains were 
exceedingly sparse, with the detector largely 
identifying the abundant early to late twentieth 
century dehris scattered across the site area. 

Five of the six areas identified through the 
auger testing were examined using 5-foot test units. 
Of the eight units excavated, five were dominated 
by dense twentieth century collections and only 
three yielded remains which could reliability 
attributed to the slave settlement. These three 
units were clustered in one small site area and 
likely represent one structure. 

Elsewhere across the site no intact 
evidence of the slave settlement could be 
identified. No evidence of subsurface features were 
identified, and no faunal material was encountered. 

Based on our evaluation of the site and its 
integrity, this additional testing reveals that the site 
is regrettably not eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places and no 
additional research L'I recommended. Nevertheless, 
this study does provide some important clues 
concerning slave settlements of this period and also 
provides interesting evidence of site loss through 
"swamping" by later occupations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background 

This investigation was conducted by Dr. 
Michael Trinkley of Chicora Foundation", Inc. for 
Mr. Miles Martschink of Martschink Realty 
Company of Charleston, South Carolina. ·In 
August 1996 Chicora had been retained to conduct 
an archaeological survey of a 30 acre tract north of 
Fort La.mar in the Secessionville area (Trinkley 
1996). The study tract is being proposed for 
residential development with relatively large lots. 
The anticipated development, however, will still 
create damage to archaeological sites through 
clearing, grubbing, road construction, utility 
construction, house construction, and development 
of septic fields. 

The archaeological survey identified four 
previously recorded sites. While three of these sites 
were recommended as not eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register of Historic Places. one site 
- 38CH1460 - was recommended as potentially 
eligible. 

These evaluations we re concurred with the 
S.C. State Historic Preservation Office, which also 
recommended additional study of 38CH1460 in 
order to collect the information necessary to make 
an appropriate site evaluation. As a result, Chicora 
Foundation proposed additional work on 
September 16, 1998 and this proposal was accepted 
by Martschink Realty Company on September 30. 
1996. 

Before the work could be conducted the 
site area required extensive bush hogging in an 
effort to reduce the vegetation and make the site 
area more workable. These dearly operations, 
carefully conducted under Chicora's oversight, took 
several weeks with the proposed archaeological 
investigations conducted between October 29 and 
0Liober 31. 1996. The field crew consisted of 
Sabrina Buck, William Barr and the author. A 
total of 78 person hours were devoted to the study 

in the field, with an additional 40 person hours 
devoted to processing the collections and 
conducting the necessary analysis. At the 
c9mpletion of the work an updated archaeological 
site form was submitted to the S.C. Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology. 

The primary goal of this study was to 
determine the eligibility of 38CH1460 for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places. As will 
be discussed in 'more detail in a later section, this 
site was of particular importance to the smvey 
since it is the documented location of a mid- to 
late-antebellum slave settlement. An · 1841 plat 
shows six structures in this area. When the plat was 
compared to the distnbution of positive shovel 
tests obtained during the intensive survey at 50-
foot inte:rvals, there was a remarkable correlation. 
The northwestern quadrant of the landform was 
shown clear on the plat and, in fact, no 
archaeological remains were encountered in this 
area. There were. however, a cluster of positive 
tests along the eastern edge of the landform, where 
three of the six structures are shown in the plat. 

In spite of this seemingly good correlation, 
the initial survey could not provide data to either 
identify individual structural locations or determine 
the potential for subsurface remains. Although it 
was known that cultivation throughout the 
Secessionville area had been intensive, the tight 
clustering of artifacts and the correlation of these 
clusters with the historic plat suggested that 
cultivation in this area may have been less 
dramatic than we thought. 

We believed that if individual structure 
locations could be ascertained, and if there was any 
potential for recovery of intact architectural or 
refuse features, or even sheet middens, then the 
site would be considere.d significant in our study of 
African-American slaves associated with small 

1 



N
 

F
ig

ur
e 

1.
 L

oc
at

io
n 

o
f 

th
e 

S
ec

es
si

on
vi

ll
e 

N
o

rt
h

 p
ro

je
ct

 i
n

 t
h

e 
C

ha
rl

es
to

n 
C

ou
nt

y 
ar

ea
. 



l.>
J 

~
 -

5/
1u

tn
 f

o
ll

y
 

V
ia

t•
n

d
 

C
H

A
R

L
E

S
T

O
N

· 

H
A

R
B

O
R

. 
~
·
 

. 

· .. · 
-'~

:::
 .[

.,~
~

. 
: 

. 
;,·
~
!
]
~

·-~
~
 

.. ,·
--::

.·
_.·~

·-
,:./:

.: 

M
IL

ES
 

1 
0 

Fi
gu

re
 2

. 
V

ic
in

ity
 o

f 
th

e 
Se

ce
ss

io
nv

ill
e 

N
or

th
 s

ut
ve

y 
tr

ac
t 

o
n

 s
ou

th
er

n 
Ja

m
es

 I
sl

an
d.

 

N
 

2 
3 

J 

4 

~ ~ t::;
l c::
 g 0 z 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF 38CH1460 

planters. The site was thought to possibly provide 
the opportunity to explore the lives and conditions 
of slavery typical of small plankrs - and far more 
typical of the conditions under which the vast 
majority of bondsmen found themselves in this 
period. · 

A site such as this might be able to 
address a broad range of important research 
questions. Some might focus on the difference 
between large and small landowners. Many (most?) 
archaeological projects £01.:us tm well-to-do 
planters. Relatively few projects explore the lives of 
the more modest planters - or their slaves. How 
did the lives of these slaves reflect the. well-being 
of their owner? Can information be ohtained from 
the faunal collection to suggest that slaves of small 
planters had less access to meat, or perhaps less 
select cuts? Can information be obtained regarding 
the variety, quality, and styles of ceramics to 
suggest that slaves of small planters tended to 
more frugal with material goods, or pe.rhaps gave 
slaves only those items cast-off from the main 
house rather than purchasing sets? To address 
questions such as these we will need to be able to 
recover fairly large collections of artifacts, 
preferably in good contexts (i.e., from features or 
as sheet midden around individual structures). 

Other questions might focus on the 
unusual settlement style, which appears to be 
dispersed rather than a row or nucleated. Might 
this be an indication that these slaves had greater 
freedom than those on larger plantations and were 
allowed to established houses in areas of their own 
choosing? To address this question it would 
necessary to identify specific house sites and to 
recover architectural information along with the 
artifacts (since the architecture might also reveal 
the degree of freedom). Could this settlement be 
associated with some specialized activities? Might 
we be seeing, for example, distinction between field 
slaves and craftsmen or artisans? To address this 
question we would again need to identify distinct 
house sites with defined artifact assemblages. 

Questions might also explore the seemingly 
abrupt shift from the settlement south of Fort 
Lamar Road, in dose proximity to the main 

plantation, to the current settlement. While it is 
unlikely that we can address why this shift took 
place, it may be possible to explore some of the 
consequences and associated results. For example, 
it is likely that 38CH1460 was occupied for 20 
years or less. How will this brief occupation span 
affect the archaeological assemblage and, in 
particular, will be. make the site appear more 
impoverished than it actually was? Are the 
architectural remains consistent with those seen 
elsewhere as characteristic of "improved" housing 
adopted by plantation owners in response to 
abolitionist pressure? Will the artifacts reflect this 
very limited time frame? Again, for these research 

. questions to be addressed we will need some 
degree of intact architectural remains, as well as 
identifiable sheet midden or features. 

In other words, for all of these research 
questions we would need to better understand the 
integrity of 38CH1460. Are there features, such as 
pits and post holes? Are there architectural 
remains, such as structural post holes, chimney 
footings, or even concentrations of brick or nails? 
Are there discrete concentrations of artifacts, 
which absent other features, can be identified as 
structure areas? 

We recommended that the additional 
testing at the site focus on two methodologies. 
First, the site area should be auger tested at close 
intervals, perhaps 20 feet. This, we suggested, 
provides a fairly good chance of identifying specific 
structural locations, especially when combined with 
a metal detector survey. 

Second, once several structures have been 
identified, between three and six 5-foot units 
should be excavated in order to evaluate artifact 
de.nsity and diversity, determine the potential for 
sheet middens and recovery of floral and faunal 
remains, examine the area for architectural 
features, and evaluate the potential for recovery of 
other features. 

Once this additional data was in hand, we 
believed that it would be possible to evaluate the 
significance of the site. 



INTRODUCTION 

Cu ration 

The field notes and artifacts from 
Chicora's testing at 38CH1460 have heen curated 
at the South Carolina lnstituk of Archaeology and 
Anthropology (SCIAA). The artifacts have been 
cleaned and/or ronscrved as necl·ssary and have 
heen curated using the SCIAA site numbers 
following that institution's provenience system. All 
original records and duplicate records were 
provided to the curatorial facility on pH neutral, 
alkaline buffered paper. Black and white negative 
film was processed to archival standards and is 
included in the materials being curated. Color 
transparencies received E-6 processing and are 
filed as both originals and duplicates. 
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EXTANT ENVIRONMENT 

Physiography 

Charleston County is located in the lower 
Atlantic Coastal Plain o f South Carolina and is 
bounded to the cast by 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 feel above mean sea 
level (AMSL). 

In the Seccssionville area elevations range 
from about 5 lo 10 feet J\MSI. {Figure 3). 
Secessionville fomts a peninsula , which while very 
constructed to the west, widens in the project area, 
becoming about 3200 feet in width. In gcnernl, 
the area is very level, representing a slightly 
elevated sand ridge running roughly cast-west. The 
topography slopes to the north, toward the 
marshes of Seaside Creek, and to the south, 
toward the marshes of Secessionville Creek. 

The project area is situated entirely to the 
north of a paved road, known locally as Fort 
Lamar Road, which bisects the peninsula. To the 
south of this road is a tract previously surveyed by 
Butler ( 1994), on which two sites were 
encountered, 38CH127l and 38CHl456. Site 
38CH1460 is situated on a small, hut hroad, finger 
of land. To the north is the tidal marsh associated 
with Seaside Creek, which drains eastward into 
Clark Sound. To the east and west are small 
sloughs draining into Seaside Creek. 

The project area is typical of James Island 
which consists of large sandy plains intc.rrupted by 
marsh and tidal creeks. The mainland topography, 
which consists of similar subtle ridge and bay 
undulations, is characteristic ofhcach ridge plains. 
Seven major drainages are found in Charleston 
County. Four of these, the Wando, Ashley, Stono, 
and North Edisto, are dominated hy tidal tlows 
and are saline. The. three with significant 
freshwater flow are the Santee, forming the 
northem boundary of the County, the South 

Edisto, fom1i11g the southern boundary, and the 
Cooper, which bisects the County. Because of the 
low topography, many broad, low-gradient drains 
are present as either extensions of the tidal rivers 
or as flooded bays and swales. Examples of these 
arc present .in the project area, and include the 
slough found near the eastem boundary. 

Geology and Soils 

Coastal Plain geological formations are 
unconsolidated sedimentary deposits of very recent 
age (Pleistocene and Holocene) lying 
unconfom1ably on ancient crystalline rocks (Cooke 
1936: Miller 1971:74). The Pleistocene sediments 
are organized into topographically distinct, but 
lithologically similar, geomorphic units, or terraces, 
parallel to the coast. The project area is identified 
by Cooke {1936) as part of the Pamlico terrace, 
which includes the land between the recent shore 
and an abandoned shore line about 2S feet AMSL 
Cooke ( 1936:7) notes that evidence of ancient 
beaches and swales can still be seen in the Pamlico 
formation and this likely contributed to the ridge 
and trough topography present in much of the 
area. 

Within the coastal zone the soils are 
Holocene and Pleistocene in age and were formed 
from materials that were deposited during the 
various stages of coastal submergence. The 
formation of soils in the study area is affected by 
this parent material (primarily sands and clays), the 
temperate climate, the various soil organisms, 
topography, and tin1e. 

The mainland soils are Pleistocene in age 
and tend to have more distinct horizon 
development and diversity than the younger soils 
of the sea and barrier islands. Sandy to loamy soils 
predominate in the level to gently sloping mainland 
areas. ·n1e island soils are less diverse and less well 
developed, frequently lacking a well-defined B 
horizon. Organic matter is low and the soils tend 
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EXTANT ENVIRONMENT 

to be acidic. The Holocene deposits typical of 
barrier islands and found as a fringe on some sea 
islands, consist almost entirely of quartz sand 
which exhibits little organic matter. Tidal marsh 
soils are Holocene in age and consist of fine sands, 
clay, and organic matter deposited over older 
Pleistocene sands. The soils are frequently covered 
by up to 2 feet of saltwater during high tides. 
Historically, marsh soils have been used as 
compost or fertilizer for a variety of crops, 
including cotton (Hammond 1884:5 J 0) and Allston 
mentions that the sandy S(.)il of the coastal region, 
"bears well the admixture of salt and marsh mud 
with the compost" (Allston 1854:13 ). 

Only one soil series occurs in the project 
area: Wanda loamy fine sands (Miller 1971: Map 
70). The Wanda soils present a very similar profile 
with an Ap horizon of dark brown ( 10YR4/3) sand 
to 0.8 foot overlying a Cl horizon of. brown 
(75YR5/4) sand to about 2.8 feet (Miller 1971:30). 
At the edge of the high ground, on the slope into 
tlte tidal marsh are soils classified as Capers silty 
day loams. These soils are typical of the higl:ier 
tidal flats that are inundated by 0.J to 0.5 foot of 
sea water once or more each month. The soils are 
typically poorly drained and have a dark-gray 
(5Y4/l) surface layer (Miller 1971:8). 

Climate 

John Lawson described South Carolina in 
1700 as having, "a sweet Air, moderate Clin1ate, 
and fertile Soil" (Lefler 1967:86). Of course, 
Lawson tended to romanticize Carolina. In 
December 1740 Robert Pringle remarked that 
Charleston was having ''hard frosts & Snow" 
characterized as "a great Detriment to the 
Negroes" (Edgar 1972:282), while in May 1744 
Pringle states, "the weather having already Come 
in very hott" (Edgar 1972:685). 

The major climatic controls of the area are 
latitude, elevation, distance from the oceau, and 
location with respect to the average tracks of 
migratory cyclones. Charleston's latitude of 32°3 7'N 
places it on the edge of the balmy subtropical 
din1ate typical of Florida, further south. As a 
result, there are relatively short, mild winters and 
long, warm, humid summers. The large amouut of 

uearby warm ocean water surface produces a 
marine climate, which tends to moderate both the 
cold and hot weather. The Appalachian Mountains, 
about 220 miles to the northwest, block the shallow 
cold air masses from the northwest, moderating 
them before they reach the sea islands (Mathews 
et al. 1980:46). 

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

in the months of June, July, and 
August, 1752, the weather in 
Charleston was warmer than any 
of the inhabitants before had ever 
experienced. The mercury in the 
shade often rose above 90°, and 
for nearly twenty successive days 
varied between that an 101° (Mills 
1972:444). 

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

The aunual rainfall in this portion of 
Charleston is about 49 inches, fairly evenly spaced 
over the year. While adequate for most crops, 
there may be periods of both excessive rain and 
drought. The Charleston area has recorded up to 
20 inches of rain in a single month and the rainfall 
over a three month period has exceeded 30 inches 
no less than nine times in the past 37 years. 
Likewise, periods of draught can occur and cause 
considerable damage to crops and livestock. Mills 
remarks that the "Summer of 17U was 
uncommonly hot; the face of the earth was 
completely parched; the pools of standing water 
dried up, and the field reduced to the greatest 
distress" (Mills 1972:447-448). Another significant 
historical drought occurred in 1845, affecting both 
the Low and Up Country. 

9 



ARCIIAEOLOGICAL TESl'ING OF 38CH1460 

The annual growing season is 295 days, 
one of the longest in South Carolina. This mild 
climate, adequate rainfall, and long growing 
season, as Hilliard ( 1984:13) notes, is largely 
responsible for the presence of many southern 
crops, such as cotton and sugar cane. 

Floristics 

The area of the study tract exhibits two 
major ecosystems: the maritime forest ecosystem 
which consists of the upland forest areas, aud the 
estuarine ecosystem of deep water tidal habitats 
(Sandifer et al. 1980:7-9).. 

Figure 4. Oak-liickory woods at 
bogging. 

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

Of thl:lse the Oak-Pine forests are most 
conunon, constituting large ar~as of Charleston's 
original forest community. In. some areas palmetto 
becomes an important sub-dominant. Typically 
these forests are dominated by th~ laurel oak with 
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pine (primarily loblolly with minor amounts of 
longleaf pine) as the major canopy co-dominant. 
Hickory is present, although uncommon. Other 
trees found are the sweet gum and magnolia, with 
sassafras, red bay, American holly, and wax myrtle 
and palmetto found in the understory. 

Mills, in the early nineteenth century, 
remarked that: 

South Carolina is rich in native 
and exotic productions; the 
varieties of its soil, climate, and 
geological positions, afford plants 

of rare, valuable, and 
medicinal qualities; fruits of 
a luscious, refreshing, and 
nourishing nature; vines 
and shrubs of exquisite 
beauty, fragrance, and 
luxuriance, and forest trees 
of noble growth, in great 
variety (Mills 1972:66). 

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

also observed that: 

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



EXTANT ENVIRONMENT 

The "Oak and hickory high lands" 
according to Mills were, "well suited for corn and 
provisions, also for indigo an<l cotton" (Mills 
1972:443 ). l11c value of these l:inds in the mid-
1820s was from $10 to $20 per acre, less expensive 
than the tidal swamp or inland swamp lands 
(where rice and, with drainage, cotton could be 
grown). 

Today, virtually all of the project area 's 
high ground evidences some form or another of 
disturbance, with much of this disturbance dearly 
being agricultural in nature. I .argL' portions of the 
study tract are. either stiJl being cultivated or in 
second growth forest dominated hy scrub 
hardwoods, representing idle fields allowed to 
naturally go out of cultivation . The cultivated areas 
are found primarily in the wester half and 
northeastern quarter of the study area . The 
southeastern quadrant of the property is a second 
growth forest which exhibits dense, at times almost 
impenetrable, vegetation. Survey in this area was 
facilitated by the use of a bulldozer lo open 
transects, followed by hand clearing of survey lines 
using a bushaxc. 

The e.stuari.nc ecosystem in the vicinity 
includes those art!as of deep waler tidal habitats 
and adjacent tidal wetlands, found at the northern 
edge of the project. Salinity in these areas may 
range from 0.5 parts per thousand (ppt) at the 
head of an estuary to 30 ppt where it comes into 
contact with the ocean. Estuarine systems are 
influenced by ocean tides, precipitation, fresh water 
runoff from the upland areas, evaporation, and 
wind. The system may be subdivided into two 
major components: subtidal and intertidal 
(Sandifer et al. 1980:158-159). ' ll1csc estuarine 
systems arc extremely important to our 
understanding of both prehistoric and historic 
occupations because they naturally contain a high 
biomass. The estuarine area contributes vascular 
flora used for basket making, as well as mammals, 
birds, fish (over 107 species), and shellfish. 

11 
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BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

Previous Research 

There are a number of previously 
published archaeological studies available for the 
Charleston area to provide background (see 
Derting et al. 1991 for refer<.'nccs to research in 
the Charleston area). Trinkley ( l 980), for example, 
provides detailed analysis of excavations at the 
nearby Lighthouse Point Shell Ring, about 2 miles 
to the northeast, while Trinkley (1984) provides a 
hrief overview of the archaeology of Sol Legare 
Island, about 2 miles to the southwest. 

, In 1990 the Fort Lamar site was recorded 
as archaeological site 38CH1271. The site 
boundaries included the primary fortifications, as 
well as much of the battlefield (S.C. Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, University of 
South Carolina. 38CH1271 site foro1). Although no 
archaeological testing or even intensive survey was 
conducted, the site is recommended as eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register and was 
subsequently incorporated in the Secessionville 
National Register District (discussed helow). This 
site is situated outside the current survey 
boundaries. 

In March 1992 representatives of the 
South Carolina Heritage Trust conducted a brief 
reconnaissance of the Secessionville peninsula 
(Judge 1992), apparently in anticipation of the 
Trust purchasing a potion of the property (a 
transfer which has not occurred). The 
reconnaissance identified nine different loci, based 
ou surface evidence. None. of these, however, cover 
the area of 38CH1460 (see Trinkley 1996:Figure 
6). 

Of some relevance is an archaeological 
survey conducted by Butler ( 1994) of the tract 
immediately to the south of the Secessionville 
North Tract. Called simply the;: Martschink 
Development Tract, the study of the 32.5 acre 
parcel south of Fort Lamar Road was conducted in 

September 1992. Use of 20 meter screened shovel 
testing revealed the presence of previously 
identified 38CH1271, known as Fort Lamar. In 
addition, a new archaeological site, designated 
38CH1456, was also identified.1 

In addition to the reported survey south of 
Fort Lamar Road, Brockington and Associates had 
also conducted an intensive archaeological survey 
of the Martschink property north of Fort Lamar 
Road, apparently at about the same time in late 
1992 (Butler 1994:70). This survey, however, was 
not written up and the only data we have identified 
are the site forms filed at the South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. Four 
archaeological sites were identified. 

In August 1996 Martschink Realty 
Company retained Chicora Foundation to 
complete the survey of the development tract north 
of Fort Lamar road. The four previously identified 
archaeo\ogical sites - 38CH1458, 38CH1459, 
38CH1460, and 38CH1461 were relocated. Three 
of these sites we re recommended as not eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register, although pne 
site - 38CH1460 - was recommended as 
potentially eligible (Trinkley 1996a). 

The original Brockington and Associates 
survey apparently found 38CH1460 in a wooded 
area through the excavation of 35 shovel tests, six 

1 1bis site was originally identified as a 
probable Misrusippian palisaded village (see Butler 1992 
and Anouymous 1994). Data recovery efforts at the site 
by Chicora Foundation in 1996 revealed the site to 
consist of a thoroughly plowed Thom•s Creek Illidden 
with a few remnant Thom· Creek shell filled pit features. 
Mississippian pottery was present only as occasional 
items in the plowzone. Also present, but not previously 
reported, were the remains of the Secessionville Water 
Butteries which had been filled or plowed down in the 
early twentieth century. as well as several military 
features (see Trinkley 1996b for aa overview). 
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of which were positive (17.l % ). Mea~uring 162 feet 
north-south by 585 feet east-west, the site was 
reported to represent a "diffuse scatter of 20th 
century historic debris and prehistoric ceramics in 
[a] densely wooded area between Fort Lamar 
Road and marsWswamp off Seaside Creek" and 
was reported to be the '1ocation of [a] structure on 
contemporary quad sheet" (S.C. Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, University of 
South Carolina, 38CH1460 site form). This site was 
recommended by the Brockington and Associates 
researchers as not eligible, with the justification of 
"low artifact diversity and density, most historic 
remains appear modem, no evidence of intact 
cultural deposits, except modem brick chimney 
base? and footings" (S.C. Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology, University of'South Carolina, 
38CH1460 site form). 

Chicora's work at 38CH1460 during our 
initial sutvey found that the site maintained very 
similar site boundaries, based entirely on 
subsurface materials recovered from shovel testing. 
The central lJfM coordinates are E599330 
N3618970 and the site is estimated to encompass 
an area measuring 400 feet east-west by 225 feet 
north-south. 

Tl:le original survey identified a site which 
was essentially more linear, extending west into an 
open area and east into an area which is off the 
current survey tract. This site was not incorporated 
into any of the Heritage Trust loci (Judge 1992), 
most likely because this area is densely wooded 
and was amenable to a recoruiaissance study. The 
Chicora study found no evidence of the site 
extending further to the west. 111e boundaries 
were extended northward, almost to the edge of 
the marsh, based on the dispersion of materials in 
the shovel tests. 

The site is situated on an. interior terrace 
overlooking a marsh slough to the north, but the 
topography is level, with the ground very gradually 
sloping into the marsh. Elevations arc just over 10 
feet AMSL 

Shovel tests revealed an Ap horizon of 0.9 
foot of dark brown sand (7.5YR3/2) overlying a 
brownish yellow (10YR6/6) C horizon sand. Shovel 
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tests were typically excavated 0.3 to 0.4 foot into 
this subsoil to ascertain if there was an intact 
prehistoric lens. 

Vegetation at the time of the August 
survey was very dense second growth forest 
consisting of pine and mixed hardwoods which 
required bushaxing lines for the survey transects. 
This area went out of cultivation sometime after 
1955 and was totally overgrown by 1975. Visibility 
during the survey was 0%. While no evidence of 
the previous cultivation (such as remnant plow 
ridges) could be seen in the survey area, we did 
encounter a number of the fence lines shown on 
the 1955 aerial photograph. 

Also in the middle of this tract we 
encountered the remains of the house observed in 
this aerial photograph. The structure consisted of 
concrete block piers and rotten floor joists of 
mac:hine cut lumber evidencing wire nails. This 
structure consisted of a central core measuring 14 
feet east-west by 24 feet north-south. At the east 
and west ends were bays measuring 14 feet north
south by 12 feet east-west, giving the structure 
overall dimensions of 38 feet east-west by 24 feet 
north-south. This structure must be the "modem 
brick chimney base? and footings" reported by the 
original suivey (S.C. Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South Carolina, 
38CH1460 site form), although the site form fails 
to show the location of the find. There was no 
chimney base or fall associated with this structure, 
suggesting that the structure was heated by a wood 
stove. A series of eight shovel tests excavated at 
cardinal directions around the structure failed to 
reveal any artifacts. About 50 feet to the south, 
however, there is an abandoned (ca. 1940) 
automobile. 

A total of 34 shovel tests were excavated 
in the general area. Of these 18, or over 51 % were 
positive. As can be seen in Figure 5, these positive 
tests are spread throughout the site area, with 
some loose clustering in the northeast and 
southwest quadrants of the site area. There is no 
concentration of materials around the structure. 

In comparison, only six of the initial 
survey's 35 shovel tests were positive, accounting 
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The historic remains 
were entirely consistent with 
an early nineteenth century 
occupation. No materials 
were found which appear to 
represent debris associated 
with the structure in the 
s~rvey tract (i.e., plastic 
items, amethyst glass, canning 
jar fragments, or milk glass). 
Although no catalogs for the 
initial survey were available 
(the site form specifies only 
the recovery of prehistoric 
ceramics, nineteenth century 
ceramics and glass, and brick 
fragments), we do known 
that five of the six positive 
shovel tests produced only 

· ·· · 'UNFf~ 

historic remains, while the 

Figure 5. 38CH1460 as recorded during the initial Chicora survey. 
last test yielded only 
prehistoric items. These 
items, contrary to the 
findings of the current study, 

for only 17%. One of these positive tests was 
actually situated outside the currcut survey tract, 
reducing the proportion of positive tests to 14%. 
These positive tests are fairly evenly spread over 
the entire area, with no clear concentrations. 

Of the 18 positive shovel tests in the 
Chicora survey, five produced only prehistoric 
remains. Eleven tests produced only historic 
materials, including one black lead glazed ceramic, 
oue coarse read earthenware ceramic, one 
undecorated pearlware ce.rantic, one undecorated 
whiteware ceramic, one annularwhiteware ceramic, 
two fragments of dear glass, one fragment of light 
green glass, one fragment of melted glass (with 
adhering shell-lime mortar), one fragment of 
window glass, five unidentifiable nail fragments, 
one kaolin pipe stem fragment, and two 
unidentifiable iron fragments. Two additional tests 
produced both prehistoric remains {exclusively 
small sherds) and historic items (including one lead 
glazed slipware ceramic and one unidentifiable nail 
fragment). Historic remains dominate the 
collection, accounting for 20 specimens, while only 
eight prehistoric items were recovered. 

were described as "20th century historic debris" and 
were thought to be associated with the abandoned 
structure (S.C. Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South Carolina, 
38CH1460 site form) . 

Historic Research 

Chicora 's initial archaeological survey 
(Trinkley 1996) provides a detailed historical 
synopsis for the project area and should be 
consulted by those seeking an in-depth discussion. 
This section will provide only a brief synopsis of 
the tract's history, with a particular focus on 
38CH1460. 

".fhe history of the project area, relatively 
speaking, is exceptionally well researched and well 
understood. Butler, for example, provides 38 pages 
of historic documentation, representing a full 40% 
of his report (Butler 1994). Cote (1995) provides 
an even more complete history of the project area, 
focused on the immediate area of 11Secessionville 
Manor," also known as the William B: Seabrook 
House. 
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While initially we anticipated some 
additional historic research would be necessary, we 
found that the previous studies, especially Cote 
( 1995 ), had exhausted the readily available primary 
and secondary sources. Consequently. our historical 
research was limited to collecting copies of various 
referenced plats. 

Colonial and Antebellum Ownership 

The earliest identified owner for the 
Secessionville peninsula is apparently TI1omas 
Fawcett, who in June 1698 obtained a warrant for 
100 acres on James Island (Salley and Olsberg 
1973:583). The grant was dated July J 4, 1698 and 
was recorded August 6, 1698 (S.C. Department of 
Archives and History, Grant Book C, pp. 197-198). 
Although the meets and bounds are indistinct, and 
although the accompanying plat can no longer be 
found, Cote (l995:~) notes that subsequent deeds 
cite this grant. He also observes that Fawcett's 
ownership is clouded in ambiguity - there is no 
will, no estate inventory, virtually no historical 
record at all to indicate what may have happened 
on the tract during this very early period. 

Moreover, the eventual disposition of the 
tract is not clearly understood since it does not 
show up again until the will of George Rivers 
devises 79 acres (the entire peninsula) to his son, 
Daniel in 1749 (Charleston County WPA Wills 
1747-1752, vol. 6, p. 156). Cote observes that 
Rivers was a moderately successful planter who 
seems to have focused on poultry raising. His son 
David had already occupied the Secessionville 
peninsula, since the will devices, "all that tract of 
land where now he liveth extending to the 
westward as far as where my gate posts uow stands 
in the fence that runs from marsh to marsh across 
the neck" (quoted in Cote 1995:26). West of 
Daniel was the tract he devised to his son John 
(which likely includes a portion of the study tract) 
and even further west would have been lhc tract 
given to his son Thomas. Clearly the Rivers family 
was well established by 1749. Even morn clearly, 
Daniel apparently had a settlement in the project 
area by this tin1e - the first fairly conclusive 
evidence of a plantation settlement. 
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Daniel Rivers died in 1764, after acquiring 
a second plantation on James Island - that of 
Colonel Robert Rivers (formerly. belonging to 
William Rivers). COte (1995:27-29) suggests that 
he continued to live on the Secessionville 
peninsula, even after acquiring the other tract. 
There sees, however, to be little indication for this 
aud, in fact, the wording of Daniel's will suggests 
more strongly that he may have taken up residence 
on the plantation acquired from Colonel Rivers. 
Regardless, in March 1765 the executors of 
Daniel's will sold the Secession ville tract to his son, 
John Rivers, for 10 shillings (Cote 1995:29). This 
deed traces the property back to Fawcett and also 
notes that the neck was known "by the Indians 
Washopeau" (Charleston County RMC, DB G3, 
p.177). 

In John's 1773 will the eastern half of the 
plantation (accounting for about 77 acres) was 
devised to his son, Henry Rivers. Cote descnbes 
Henry Rivers as: 

an educated, middle-class young 
man who raised cattle, sheep and 
planted on a modest scale. His 
table was set with pewter plates, 
not silver. His few luxuries 
included a silver watch, a pair of 
silver buckles, some gold sleeve 
buttons, a riding chair and a small 
lot of books. He also owned 
eleven juvenile slaves (Cote 
1995:30). 

While Henry Rivers may have been a small 
planter, the watch, buckles, buttons, books, and 
riding chair all suggest that he was aggressively 
participating .in growing consumer economy of 
Georgian society. Dying sometime between 1773 
and J 776, this widow inherited his Secessionville 
plantation (based on a 1796 plat which reveals the 
property was previously owned by the '1ate widow 
of Henry Rivers"). 

There is another gap in the chain of title 
between River's widow and the next owner, John 
Stint, Sr. who had acquired the property at least by 
1796. A 1796 plat reveals that Stint was the owner 
of only 44 acres. As Cote observes: 



The lot of land now under 
discussion has shrunken from the: 
original 100 acres to 79 acres (all 
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his son, John Stint, Jr. Cote ( 1995:33) suggests that 
this Stint was also a small planter who raised 
cotton on the parcel. This is at least partially 

confinned by a Coastal SuIVey map which 
reveals the presence of a dwelling, two out 
buildings, and four slave houses on the 
south edge of the parcel, outside the 
survey area, in 1825 (Figure 7). 

In 1837 Edward Freer, executor of 
the estate of John Stent, Jr. sold the 44 
acre tip of the Secessionville peninsula to 
Rawlins Rivers. C&te reports that: 

at this time, Rivers 
already owned the land to 
the west [apparently 
acquiring the tract from 
the executors of John 
River's estate]. This 
pu rch as e re u u it e d 
ownership of all the land 
oa the peninsula under 
one owner (Cote 
1995:35). 

Figure 6. Project area in 1796. with Stent's settlement at the eastern 
end of the peninsula (Charleston County RMC, DB Q6, p. 
110) 

The 1850 agricultural census reveals that 
Rawlins Rivers was a relatively well 
established cotton planter - his 35 slaves 
produced 10 bales of cotton the previous 
year, as well as corn. peas, beans, potatoes, 
sweet potatoes, and butter (Cote 1995:35). 
It is also likely that he constructed what 
subsequently became known as the William 

of the land east of the neck) to 
just 44 acres (the eastern half 
of the land east of the neck) 
(Cote 1995:32). 

The land west of Stint aud east of the 
neck, according to the 1796 plat (Figure 
6) was still part of the "&tate of John 
Rivers (Deceased)." This suggests that 
John's estate was only partially devised 
by this late date. 

John Stint died m 1816 and 
apparently passed the small parcel to 
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B. Seabrook House during his ownernhip. By l838, 
however, Rivers had sold the 44-ac.Te tip of the 
Secessionville peninsula to Henry F. Bailey 
(Charleston County RMC, DB TlO, p. 199). The 
land was described as: 

All that plantation or tract of 
land . . . known by the name of 
"Stint's Point," measuring and 
containing forty four a~res of high 
land more or less . . . bounding to 
the north on Simpson's Creek, to 
the northeast, east and south on a 
creek called Savannah Creek and 
to the west on land belonging to 
me the said Rawlins Rivers . 
(quoted in Cote 1995:36). 

By 1841 Bailey had acquired all of tb.e 
Secessionville Peninsula, plus additional land, for 
a total of 410.7 acres, which were surveyed by 
Robert K. Payne (Figure 8 ). This is a particularly 
valuable plat, since it reveals that while the main 
settlement had not moved from the earlier 1796 
plat, the slave settlement had been shifted further 
away - to the area north of what ic; today Fort 
Lamar Road. The slave settlement shown on the 
plat appears to be situated in the area identified as 
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38CH1460. The land form is identica~ confirming 
the accuracy of Payne's survey. 

The plat also reveals that the point was 
still known as Stent ·s Point and that there was 
likely a ditch (possibly a property boundary) dug 
across the narrow neck. Cote suggests that there 
was "a bridge across a marshy inlet." More likely 
the plat depicts a dike, probably impounding a 
portion of the marsh for rice planting. Even today 
there is a remnant of this nineteenth century dike 
still distinct in the marsh and visible along the edge 
of the highground (Figure 9). 

The Secessionville tract was sold by Bailey 
to Joseph Washington Hills, who by 1850 had 
acquired a total of 250 acres (Cote 1995:40). He 
owned 32 slaves and produced 9 bales of cotton, as 
well as subsistence crops. By 1851, however, he 
sold the 250 acre plantation to Constant H. Rivers, 
reserving for himself, "one lot of land" in what had 
already been promoted by Rivers as a new summer 
village. 

The Civil War and Postbellum 

The project area, as descnbed in Trinkley 
(1996a:19-32), was incorporated in the late 

antebellum 
development of 

li<Xl 1991 the Riversville 
planters' village. 

·:.;., : Subsequently, it 
was incorporated 
into what became 
known as Fort 
Lamar or the 
Secessioville 
works, developed 
b y t h e 
Confederates to 
protect the 
approach to 
Charleston. 

None of 
the available 
historical maps 
reveal any 
military activity 
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Figure 9. View of the old dike west of 38CH1460 shown on the 1841 Payne plat, 
view lo the north-northwest. 

military camp, recently 
occupied by African
American freedmen, 
does reveal a numbers 
of structures in the 
background, with 
some partially 
obscured by a 
bombproof. We 
believe that these 
houses are, in fact, the 
slave settlement at 
38CH1460. Six 
structures are shown, 
although several 
appear to be animal 
pens or shelters and 
probably only three or 
four are houses. All 
are rustic, perhaps 
dilapidated, but 
appear to be occupied. 

in the vicinity of the slave settlement and, in fact, 
it does not seem to have been worthy of comment 
by period sources. Some, such as Cote (1995), 
suggest that the slave village was probably 
destroyed by military operatious. Even if the land 
itself was not encroached upon, the need for 
lumber would have been so pervasive, so the 
argument goes, that the slave village would have 
been dismantled. 

We do not believe that this is likely. 
Although none of the "better" or more accurate 
period maps show this slave village, Lt. Col. Ellison 
Capers' map of Secessionville (Figure J 0), does 
reveal the presence of "houses" east of Fort Lamar 
and west of Col. Gaillaird's camp: We believe that 
the map is considerably distorted and that the 
camp was situated al the far eastern end of the 
Secessionville peninsula. The houses, therefore, 
may be the slave settlement. 

Perhaps even better evidence for the slave 
settlement comes from a Spring 1865 photograph 
taken by either S.R. Seibert or Mr. Barnard 
(Figure 11). This photograph, while focused on the 

The presence 
of the slave village 

within the confines of the Secessionville works 
should not appear surprising, considering the need 
for labor at Confederate engineering projects, the 
frequent use of slaves as body servants, and the 
generally peaceful nature of the military camp (see, 
for example, Jordan 1995). 

After the Civil War, with the abandonment 
of Secessionville by Confederate troops, it was 
quickly taken over by African-Americans. One of 
the earliest accounts of Secessionville after the war 
is that of Esther Hill Hawks, who visited the village 
on May 13, 1865: 

A ride of six miles [from Fort 
Johnson], with an occasional 
deviation to visit the ''works11 of a 
few. families, brought us to the 
rebel stronghold, Secessionville. 
There are but two small framed 
houses, these were used as Hd. 
Qrs. and the huts for the soldiers 
are scattered several acres 
irregularly. They are built of 
rough logs and mud, with 
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thatched roofs, a chimney on the 
side opposite the door, and rough 
brick floors .... There are over 
300 people now at this place, and 

1 

it would take a stout heart to ride 
unmoved, among them - dirty 
ragged, ~1an•ing expresses their 
condition .... We rode around 
the fortifications, which are of 
great strength and finely made 
dismounted and went into the 
house, formerly head qrs. of the 
rebs. Our shot and shell have 
shattered it considerably but it is 
still in usable condition and the 
people told me. they were keeping 
it for school (Schwartz 1984:141-

142). 

By November 1866, when she re
visited Secessionville, the house was 
being lived in by a black family 
(Schwartz 1984:161). 

COte (1995:109) reports that 
the Seabrook and Freer families 
returned to Riversville, now 
renamed Secessionville, in the late 
1860s, apparently evicting the 
freedmen and re-establishing their 
homes. William Seabrook died at 
bis Secessionville home in 1870 and 
by 1872 his 258 acre plantation was 
divided into three tracts. His widow, 
Elizabeth, received the 72-acre 
portion east of Fort Lamar 
(Charleston County RMC, DB Bl6, 
p. 537). 

Although impossible to 
determine with any certainty, Cote 
(1995:109) suggests that the 
bombproof near the village and the 
earthworks near the two surviving 
houses were fairly quickly leveled as 
the area was converted back into 
farmland. 

Like other areas of South 
Carolina, however, it is entirely 

possible that Secessionville changed little from the 
late nineteenth century into the early twentieth 
century. The 1919 topographic map of the area 
shows a structure in the vicinity of 38CH1460, 
perhaps representing a remnant of the slave village 
or perhaps an early effort to establish a new 
homesite in the area (Figure 12). 

In 1942 the Seabrook plantation had been 
re-united and was being passed from the estate of 
W. Edwin Thayer to Dr. Robe.rt M. Hope. A plat 
of the 254 acre tract was produced showing some 
details (Figure 13 ). North of Fort Lamar Road the 
plat shows only field until the far east end of the 
tract, where a single tenant house is shown. Just 
south of this was a barn, while to the southeast are 
still extant Rivers and Seabrook homes. To the 
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Figure 12. Portion of the 1919 James Island topographic map showing the Secessionville peninsula and area of 

38CH1460. 
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Figure 14. Portion of the 1957 aerial photograph GS-VPL 1-77 showing 
Sece~ionville and the structure at 38CH1460. 

rear of the Seabrook home is a single servant's 
quarters. No structures are shown in th~ area of 
38CH1460. 

A 1957 aerial photograph (GS-VPL 1-77: 
see Figure 14) shows a well constructed and paved 
Fort Lamar Road. North of the Fort Lamar Road, 
in 1957, was heavily cultivated. The only structure 
is one at the eastern end of the project, situated in 
the middle of the field. While not shown on the 
1942 plat, the structure in the aerial appears to be 
a tenant house and appears to be the same 
structure still extant at 38CH1460 today. Twenty 
years later, in 1977, an aerial shows dramatic 
changes in the project area. Site 38CH1460 is now 
entirely wooded and there is no clear evidence of 
the structure. It is likely that this fiel<l went out of 
cultivation because of its small size. This suggests 
that twentieth century occupation at 38CH1460 
may not have begun sometime between 1942 and 
1957, and the site was abandoned by 1977. 
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FIELD STUDY AND RESULTS 

Field Methodology and Results 

Although the original survey at 38C'Hl460 
suggested the presence of possible strut.:turcs, hased 
on the dispersion of positive shovel tests, some 
form of testing was needed at the site to evaluate 
artifact densities and better define strudural areas. 
An auger survey was chosen over more traditional 
shovel testing for several reasons. Auger testing has 
been found to be less destrm:tivc to the 
archaeological remains and to also be moTC 
efficient than individual shovel tests. Work al 
plantation settlements throughout the lowcountry 
with intervals ranging between I 0 allll 50 feet 
reveal that tests spaced at 50 or more feet provide 
very little structure specific data, allowing only 
gross site. boundaries to be established. Intervals of 
25 feet or less generally tend to provide adt:quate 
definition of structural remains, although 
decreasing interval distance tends to ii11.:rease the 
definition capability. The 20-foot interval was 
selected as the closest interval possihlt: in the tin1e 
frame provided. We anticipated that it would be 
more than adequate to hl'lp establish site 
boundaries and evaluate the distribution of 
archaeological remaii1s on the study tract . 

Absent any above ground evidence of 
nineteenth century structural remains (fireplaces or 
brick piers, for example), we chose to orient the 
site grid with the topography of the study area, 
which stretches across the tract roughly cast-west. 
Certainly the 1841 Payne plat suggt:sts that the 
structures followed this sand ridge (Figure 8). 
Consequently, the site was laid out N 15°W (figure 
15). Auger test [X)ints were laid out at 20 foot 
intervals and were numbered sequentially from I 
through 131. ll1e numbers were assigned from 
south north and from the west to the east. ·111cse 
points included what we felt was the entire. site 
area based on the original surv1.·y. Later iii the 
project an additional 20 points wen~ 1.·stablished 
along the south central and far western area of the 
site, to better explore the fringe woods and the 

area at the head of the western marsh slough (see 
Figure 15). 

Vertical control was maintained through 
the use the assumed elevation (AE) point 
established at the south side of Fort Lamar Road 
for excavations at 38CH1456(Trinkley1996b). This 
allows the ve.rtical elevations at both sites to be 
compared. Our work also allows, should it be 
necessary, for the grids at 38CH1456 and 
38CH1460 to be tied together. 

The tests were conducted with a two
pcrson [X)Wer auger equipped with a 10-inch bit 
(Figure 16). Each test was augered to a depth of 
1.5 to 2.0 feet. All soil was screened through 1/4-
inch mesh and all remains, including shell, brick, 
and mortar, were collected. Measured profile 
drawings of all auger tests were collected and the 
tests were then back filled. 

Materials from these tests were sorted in 
the field laboratory, with brick, mortar, and shell 
weighed and discarded. Historic artifacts were 
counted. Although no attempt was made to 
distinguish between artifact classes for the purpose 
of the computer map, an effort was made to 
distinguish between nmeteenth century and 
twentieth century remains, with only the former 
used to derive artifact densities. The tabulated 
artifact data served as the basis for the computer 
density map (Figure 17). 

Brick and mortar weights were so small, 
and infrequent, that the.y were not helpful in 
establishing densities and are therefore not further 
considered. It is likely that the structures present 
had only minimal quantities of brick associated 
with their chimneys. After abandonment it is also 
likely that the brick was salvaged for use elsewhere, 
either repairing structures at Riversville or in the 
building of new structures. 

Figure 17 reveals six distinct 
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Figure 16. Auger testing at 38CH1460. 

concentrations. Two are situated at the far western 
edge of the site - one at the head o( the western 
slough (in the vicinity of A Ts 1-7). TI1is 
concentration may reflect multiple structures since 
it is rather large and somewhat amorphous. The 
other concentration is just east of tbe slough (at 
ATs 22-23). There is a third concentration in tile 
west center of the site, appearing as a long north
south band encompassing A Ts 26-28 and 37-40. 

An additional concentration is found in 
the east central site area, although it is rather 
ephemeral. Another is situated al the southern 
edge of the site, encompassing ATs 54-55, 65, 76, 
and 87-88. The final concentration is found at the 
far eastern edge of the site, in the vicinity of AT 
120. 

When these are compared to the posited 
structural locations revealed by the 1841 plat 
(Figure 8), it appears the large concentration at 
the bead of the slough may represent the western 
two structures. The western central concentration 
may represent the central structure shown on the 
plat. The three eastern structures on the plat are 

poorly represented 
by the density maps, 
although one may be 
represented by the 
concentration in the 
vicinity of AT 120. 

The 1865 
photograph (Figure 
11) may help us 
understand both the 
slave settlement and, 
in particular. this 
dispersion of 
artifacts. Close 
examination of the 
photograph reveals a 
variety of structures, 
several of which are 
likely not domestic. 
Consequently. the 
1841 plat includes 
both domestic and 
nondomestic 
buildings. Further, 

·the structures appear somewhat less substantial 
than many slave dwellings, although admittedly the 
quality of the image and the distance of the 
buildings makes an assessment difficult. 

Coupled with the auger testing, a metal 
detector survey was also conducted of the entire 
gridded site, using a Tesoro Bandito ll™ metal 
detector with an 20.5 cm electromagnetic type 
concentric coil operating at lOKHz. This 
instrument has the capability to operate in either 
'an all metals mode or discriminate mode (which 
eliminates ferrous metal response). The all metal 
mode is the industry standard VFL type which 
does not require motion of the search coil for 
proper operation. The discrimination mode is 
based on motion of the search coil, but allows 
control over the detector's response to ferrous 
metals. 

Based on the liistory of the site - the 
presence of the twentieth century structural 
remains and associated late artifacts - we 
anticipated that a relatively large number of 
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EJI DAAK YELLOW1SH BROWN SAND 

D YELLOWISH RED SAND 

Figure 18. Plan and profile drawing of Test Pit 7, typical of those found at 38CH14~0. 

Figure 19. Excavation of Test Pit l, view to the south. 
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ferrous remains would be present. Several initial 
survey transects proved this to be the case. There 
were so many "hits" that it was not possible to 
identify any specific areas or concentrations other 
than those already revealed by the auger testing
there seemed to be a generalize smear o( metal 
artifacts across the landscape, perhaps reflecting 
the blending of nineteenth century materials 
spread by cultivation with twentieth century refuse 
from the structure on-site. 

The bulk of the site area was explored 
using the discriminate mode. Although this 
dramatically reduced the number of hits, we found 
that those remaining were all modem - primarily 
aluminum cans, aluminum pull-tabs, or brass 
shotgun shell casings. No military items were 
identified in the site area. 

To further explore the densities suggested 
by the auger testing, five of the six. concentrations 
were examined using 5-foot units. The sixth 
concentration was not examined since it was so 
amorphous and represented a very low density o( 
materials. 

Test Pits l, 3 and 4 were placed to 
investigate the far western concentration at the 
head of the slough, with AT 6 forming the 
southeast comer of Test Pit 1. Test Pits 3 and 4 
were contiguous, with AT 3 between them on the 
eastern edge. Test Pit 2 was placed to explore the. 
concentration along the marsh edge slightly further 
to the nOI:th and AT 22 was al the southwest 
corner of the unit. 

Test Pits 5 and 7 were placed to explore 
opposite ends of the linear concentration in the 
center of the site. AT 28 was in the southeast 
comer of Test Pit 5, while AT 40 was in the 
northwest comer of Test Pit 7. 

AT 76 was in the southwest comer of Test 
Pit 6, placed to investigate the densest portion of 
the concentration at the south central edge of the 
site. The final unit, Test Pit 8, was placed to 
explore the easte.rnmost concentration, with AT 
120 in the soutbwesteru comer of the: unit. 

30 

Each unit was excavated by natural zones, 
although in each case only one zone was present -
a dark yellowish brown ( 10YR4/4) sandy Ap or 
plowzone horizon which rested on either a 
yellowish brown (10YR5/4 to 10YR5/6) compact 
sand or a yellowish red ( 5YR518) sand subsoil. A 
typical plan and profile is shown in Figure 18. 

Like the auger tests, all fill was screened 
through 1/.c-inch mesh (Figure 19). The units were 
troweled at the base of the excavations, 
photographed using black and white print film and 
color transparency film and then drawn. At the 
conclusion of the work plastic was laid the bottom 
of the units and they were backfilled 

None of the units revealed any features. 
Only two even revealed tree stains and none 
provided evidence of cultivation, suggesting that 
the plowing was modest. 

Artifacts 

This section is intended to provide an 
overview of the material culture present at 
38CH1460. As the study will reveal, most of the 
concentrations, even once obvious twentieth 
century artifacts were removed, were still strongly 
associated with the most recent occupation of the 
site. Only three of the units presented clear and 
unambiguous evidence of the nineteenth century 
slave settlement. 

Laboratory Processing. Conservation. 
and Analysis 

The cleaning of artifacts was conducted in 
Columbia, after the conclusion of the excavations. 
Cataloging of the specimens was conducted 
immediately after the field work, using the system 
adopted by the South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology. Specimens were 
packed in plastic bags and boxed. Within each bag 
is an acid-free card indicating the site number, unit 
number and provenience, date. excavator, and 
catalog number. A minimal level of analysis, 
suitable for the purpose of this study, was 
conducted during the cataloging process. Artifacts 
were evaluated for conservation needs, but none 
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were judged to be worthy of 
treatment. 

Ceramic 

Table 1. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Unit 1 

Date Ran;e 
Mean Date 

(XI) 

# 
(fi) fixn 

Field notes were prepared 
on pH neutral, alkaline buffered 
paper and photographic material 
were processed to archival 
standards. All original field notes 
are curated with the collections, 
while duplicate field notes have 
been curated with the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology. 

Ptarlw.ire, blue b aDJfer printed 
edged 

179.5-1840 
1780-1830 
1790-1820 
1780-1830 

1818 
1805 
1805 
1805 

2 36.36 
1805 

annular 
undecoraled 

2 
5 

3610 
9025 

Whiteware, green edged 1826-1830 lSZS 
1848 
1&51 
1866 
11!60 

2 3656 
blut traosfrr printed 1831-1865 6 11088 
non-blue transfer printed 18"'..6-167.S :! 3702 
annular 183G-1900 9 16794 
undecorated 1813-1900 13 24180 

Analysis of the collections 
followed professionally accepted 
standards with a level of intensity 
suitable to the quantity and quality 

Yellow ware 

of the remains. Tue temporal, cultural, and 
typological classifications of the historic remains 
follow such authors as Cushion ( 1976 ), Godden 
(1964, 1985), Miller (19801 199la, 1991b), Noel 
Hume ( 1970), 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), McNaUy (1982), 
Vose (1975), and Warren (1970). 

The analysis system used South's (1977) 
functional groups as an effort to subdivide historic 
assemblages into groups which could reflect 
behavioral categories. The functional categories of 
Kitchen, Architecture, Furniture, Personal, 
Clothing, Amis, Tobacco, and Activities provide 
not only the range necessary for descnbing and 
characterizing most collections, but also allow 
typically consistent comparison with other 
collections. 

Test Pit 1 

This unit produced 50 ceramics, 
representing 46. 7o/c of the Kitchen Group artifacts. 
These included a small collection of yellow wares 
and pearlwares, but was dominated by whitewares. 
Also present were a small number of modern 
porcelain, gray salt-glazed stonewares, and burned 
ceramics. The pearlwares include a small number 
of undecorated, annular, edged, and transfer 

18Z6-1880 1853 3 5559 
45 8.1,055 

83.055 + 45 "' 1845.7 

printed examples, while the whitewares are 
dominated by undecorated specimens. Also present 
are edged, annular, and transfer printed examples. 
In general, the collection is suggestive of a 
middling status. When only decorated wares are 
considered, the annular and transfer printed 
account for very similar proportions of the 
collection (45.8% and 41.7%, respectively). When 
the edged and annular wares are combined, these 
less expensive decorations are the dominant wares 
from the unit. The collection has a mean ceramic 
date of 1845.7 (Table l), although the modem 
porcelain (which can't be tightly dated), suggests 
an occupation into at least the first quarter of the 
twentieth century. 

The glass includes 10 examples of '~lack" 
glass, probably representing wine or ale bottles, 
one light green specimen, and five clear fragments, 
one of which is the base of a panel bottle. Also 
present are five examples of modem brown glass 
and 27 specimens of modem clear glass. 

The only other kitchen artifacts are nine 
small metal container fragments, probably 
representing can fragments. These are suggestive of 
the mid- to late-nineteenth century. 

The Architecture Group artifacts included 
only one window glass fragment and 44 
unidentifiable nail fragments. The latter probably 
are machine cut. although they are badly corroded 
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and fragmented. 

The Furniture Group 
artifacts include three fragments of 
lamp glass, one with scalloping, and 
two fire grate fragments. 

The single Arms Group 
artifact is one honey colored 
gunflint. Eighteenth and early 
nineteenth century French gunflints 
tend to be brown or honey colored, 

Ctt:1atic 
Clouded IVilCC$ 

Yellow watl' 

similar to the specimen recove.red from Test Pit 1 
(Noel Hume 1978:220). 

The Tobacco Artifact Group is 
represented by five kaolin pipe stems, all with a 
bore diameter of 5/64-inch. One is decorated with 
alternating ribs and dots. Also present is one 
nbbed bowl fragment. 

Clothing items from the unit include two 
buttons. One is South's ( 1964) Type 23, a four-bole 
porcelain example measuring 10.8 mm in diameter. 
The other is South's (1964) Type 7, an 
undecorated brass button, with a diameter of 15.2 
mm. The former is typical of the mid- to late
nineteenth (and twentieth) century, while the 
former is characteristic of the late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth century. 

The only other artifacts' present is one 
small diameter iron rod, placed in the Activities 
Group category. 

Test Pit 2 

Ceramics are uncommon in this unit, the 
10 specimens accounting for only 8.4% of the 
Kitchen Group artifacts. The recovered specimens 
include four yellow ware fragments, one 
tortoiseshell ceramic, three alkaline glazed 
stonewares, and two bristol-glazed stonewares. The 
mean ceramic date for the collection (Table 2) is 
1833, primarily because of the early date assigned 
to clouded wares. 

Glass items indu<le two fragments of milk 
glass, six "black" glass fragments, and 69 specimens 
of clear glass (most of which are identifiable as 
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Table 2. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Unit 2 

Mean O;ate # 
D3te Raa!!e clil (fil fix xi 
1740-1770 1755 1 1755 

1826-1880 1853 4 741:? 

s 11167 

9,lCi7 + s .. 1833 

canning jar fragments), and 13 specimens of dear 
glass with a pale green edge. Two canning jar 
fragments are stamped "Dura glass" (one on the 
base and another on the body) and must therefore 
post-date 1940 (Toulouse 1971:170). 

Kitchenware items include 18 container 
fragments, almost certainly very fragmented tin 
cans. 

The only Furniture Group artifacts were 
25 fragments of clear lamp glass. These items were 
likely associated with lick lamps, probably kerosene 
lamps post-dating about 1864 and used well into 
the twentieth century (prior to rural electrification) 
(see Woodhead et al. 1984). 

Activity Group artifacts include two 
fragments of barbed wire (which still occurs on the 
surface of the site), one corroded bolt and nut, and 
one unidentified brass fitting. 

Test Pit 3 

Ceramics account for just over a third of 
the Kitchen Group. Present is one lead glazed 
slipware and one yellow ware. More common are 
pearlwares (n""8) and whitewares (n,,,,16). If only 
the decorated pearlwares and whitewares are 
considered, the higher status transfer printed 
specimens account for 38.5% of the sample, 
although the edged, painted, and annular examples 
clearly dominate the collection, suggesting a 
relatively low status assemblage. The mean ceramic 
date for the collection is 1835.7 (Table 3). The 
yellow ware (in conjunction with a small sample of 
glass), however, suggests that the site was likely 
occupied into the early twentieth century. 
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Table 3. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Unit 3 

Mean Date # 
C.enimic Dale Rllnwe /xi 1 (Ii I 

Lead Glazed Slipw:ire 1670-1795 1733 1 

Pearlware. edged 
undecora led 

Whitcware. blue edged 
poly band painted 
blue lnln.sfer printed 
non-blue rraruifcr prinl 
annal at 

undecorated 

Yellow ware 

1780-18.~ 

17&l-18.l0 

18::6-l8.l0 
18'.!6-1870' 
1831-11165 
1!1.!6-1875 
1830-1900 
1813-1\100 

182&-lSBO 

1805 
1805 

ms 
ls.18 
lS.h.~ 

1851 
1366 
1860 

1853 

47.727 + .26 "' 183S.7 

Twenty-three glass specimens were 
encountered in the unit, including seven ''black" 
fragments, oue brown, three aqua, and 12 clear 
fragments. Only one of the clear specimens was 
without a doubt modem, although some of the. 
others may also date from the twentieth century. 

Also present were 27 fragments of thin 
coutainers, probably tin cans. No seams or 
container tops, however, were present. 

The rest of the assemblage was very 
sparse. One fragment of window glass was 
encountered, although the collection was devoid of 
nails or other architectural remains. 
This suggests that the unit was not 
in the immediate vicinity of a 
structure. 

The Tobacco Group 
artifacts include one stem with a Ceramic 

7 

'.? 

4 
1 .. 
4 

Ui 

5/64-inch bore and one nbbed bowl Lead Glued Slipware 

fragment. Pearlw11re, annular 
undecorated 

Ii x xi 
1733 

1805 
1~~5 

3656 
1848 
73\Y.! 
1851 
746-t 
7440 

l&.~ 

47,7'!7 

ceramic, together accounting for 
82.6% of the ceramics. The 
collection is dominated by annular 
wares, suggesting a ver:y low status 
assemblage. 

The mean ceramic date for 
the collection (Table 4) is 1835.2, a 
date which closely resembles that 
obtained from the collections in 
Test Pits 2 and 3. Like Test Pit 3, 
the presence of the slipware suggests 
tbat some older wares were being 
used by the occupants of the site, 
perhaps as "curated" items. 

Glass fragments included 
five "black" specimens, one aqua 
piece, 18 clear fragments, and four 

brown specimens which were probably modem. 
The one tableware item from the unit is a clear 
glass tumbler rim. Manufactured from soda gla~. 
it is a probable nineteenth century specimen. 

Kitchenware items are the most prevalent 
in the Kitchen Group, accounting for 45.4% 
(n=44). All of the items, however, were fragments 
of thin iron, probably container fragments. 

The Architecture Group is represented is 
15 unidentifiable nail fragments. The quantity of 
nails, at least compared to other units, suggests 
that this one may be in the vicinity of a structure. 

Table 4. 
Mean Ceramic D,ate for Unit 4 

Mean Date # 
Dale Riin~c (xii £lil fi xxi 
1670-1795 1733 1 1733 

1790-lS:lO !BOS :! 3610 
17S0-1830 1805 6 10830 

Test Pit 4 Whitcware, blue u·arufer priuted 1831-1865 1848 1 1848 
annular 1830-1900 1866 8 149"..8 

Test Pit 4 produced 23 undecor:ated 1813-1900 1860 2 3720 

ceramics, representing less than a 
Ydlowware ts:l.6-1880 1853 :? 3706 

quarter of the Kitchen Group 22 40.375 
artifacts (n=23.7% ). Pearlwares and 
whitewares are the most common 40.315 -;- 22 - 1835.Z 
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The single Arms artifact was a gray 
gunflint. Heavily used, the gray color is 
characteristic of English flints. 

Tobacco artifacts include one 5/64-inch 
bore kaolin pipe stem and one pipe bowl fragment. 
TI1e seam on the bowl is decorated with leaves and 
dots. 

One button was recovered from the unit. 
The specimen, identified as South's (1964) Type 
18, is a gilt specimen measuring 21.1 mm in 
diameter. The reverse is stamped "R R & Co. 
WARRANTED GOLD SURFACE." This stamp 
was used by Richard Robinson- and Company 
between 1813 and 1826 (McGuinn and Bazelon 
1984:81). 

Test Pit 5 

This unit produced only two 
ceramics - a Chinese underglazed 
blue porcelain with a mean date of 
1815 and a brown stoneware. The 
bulk of the Kitchen Group items are 
contain glass fragments. Five "black" 
fragments, characteristic of wine or 
ale bottles were recovered, along 
with one aqua fragment and 15 clear 
fragments. These dear glass 
fragments probably represenl a 

Ceramic 
Pearfware, undecorated 

Whitew;ire. undecorated 

range of materials. At least one is a 
pharmaceutical bottle with side measurements, 
while another is a preserve jar. Both a re probably 
representative of mid-twentieth century bottles. 

Also present is one tableware item, a 
fragmentary iron spoon. Although the bowl is 
partially missing, the overall length is estimated to 
have been about 6 inches. Somewhat similar 
examples are typical from the early-nineteenth 
through mid-twentieth centuries, although this 
specimen most likely pre-dates the end of the 
nineteenth century based on style and overall 
corrosion. 

Kitchenware items include a crown cap 
and a single can fragment. 

Unit 5 produced three nail~. 1\vo are 
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identifiable as hand wrought specimens (Sd and 
12d in size) and the other is a 20d machine cut 
specimen. 

A single Furniture Group specimen was 
recovered - an iron caster missing the porcelain 
wheel. This specimen is suggestive of the mid- to 
late-nineteenth century and measures 23/4-inches in 
overall length and is T/e-inch in width. 

The two clothing items recovered are both 
brass grommets, probably representing shoe 
grommets based on their small size. 

The single Personal Group artifact is a 
brass eraser holder. Activity Group artifacts 
include one glass marble with a diameter of 14.8 
mm and three paint brush fragments with a few 

Table 5. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Unit 6 

Mean Date II 
Date Ran!le (xii (Ji) 

1780-1&30 1805 4 

1813-1900 1860 2 
6 

I0,9'W + 6 "' 18:?33 

intact bristles. Also recovered 
unidentifiable iron fragment. 

Test Pit 6 

was 

Ii x xi 

3720 
10,940 

one 

Test Pit 6 produced relatively few 
specimens, including only 16 Kitchen Group 
artifacts. Six were ceramics, including four 
undecorated pearlwares and two undecorated 
whitewares. The mean ceramic date for th.is 
collection is 1823.3 (Table 5). Glass specimens 
include seven "black11 fragments, three aqua, four 
clear, and three brown (the latter likely modem). 

The only Architecture Group artifacts are 
two machine cut nail fragments. The single 
Tobacco Group specimen is a kaolin pipe stem 
with a 7/16-inch bore. 
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Test Pit 7 
Table 6. 

Test Pit 7 was equally Mean Ceramic Date for Unit 8 

Mrao Date # 
Ceramic Date Ranvc Cxil 161 6 x .'l.i 

Pe:arlware. uo<lcconlled 1780-1830 1805 3 5415 

sparse, producing only 11 artifacts -
all container glass. Recovered are 
two "black" fragments, one green, 
two emerald green, and six clear. Whiteware, blue trons£er printed 1831-186.~ 1848 1 1848 

5598 
1860 Test Pit 8 

The Kitchen Grorip 
accounts for 98.7% of the artifacts 
recovered from Test Pit 8. Only 

annular 
UDdccorated 

eight ceramics are present. including nearly equal 
numbers of pearlwares and whitewares. The 
collection is very small, but like the others at the 
site tends to suggest a middling to lower status 
assemblage weakly dominated by annular wares. 
The mean ceramic date is 1840.1, representing the 
latest date derived from any of the units (Table 6) 

The collection is dominated by glass 
specimens, which account for 97. 7% of the Kitchen 
Group artifacts (n=381). These indude six "black" 
glass fragments, one of which was dearly a blown 
into a mold, suggestive of a nineteenth century 
date. Also present are 10 blue fragments and 29 
light green specimens. The 39 brown fragments 
include one specimen with "CLOROX" molded 
into the. neck and shoulder. The 297 clear 
specimens include one intaci oval panel bottle 

Table 7. 

1&.30-1900 1866 3 
1813-1900 1860 1 

8 14,721 

14. 711 + 8 ... 1840.1 

measuring 51/:z-inches in height. On the base is 
molded "OWENS/15," which indicates a date of 
1929 through 1954 (Toulouse 1971:403). The 
majority of this clear glass is equally modem, 
representing at least five additional glass 
containers. 

The single kitchenware item is a rubber 
bottle stopper. Molded into the top of the stopper 
is "CLOROX." 

The Clothing Group includes two buttons. 
One is South's (1964) Type 23, a white porcelain 4-
hole button with a diameter of 11.2 mm. The other 
specimen, which does not fit South's typology, has 
a diameter of 12.1 mm and is made of brass. 
Stamped on the front is a flower pattern, while on 
the reverse is "SCOVILLE• EXTRA*." 

Artifact Pattern at 38CH1460 Compared to Previously Defined 
and Published Patterns (numbers in percents) 

The one Activity Group 
artifact is an unidentified iron 
item which resembles a plug. 

Pattern Analysis 

Kitchen 
Architectural 
Furniture 
Arms 
Tobacco 
Clothing 
Personal 
Activities 

Revised Carolina 
Artifact Patteni' 

51.8. 65.0 
~5.2 - 31.4 
O.'.! -0.6 
0.1 - Q_~ 

1.9 - 13.9 
0.6 - 5 .4 
02 - 0.5 
0.9 - l.7 

• Gm-row 1982 
~Wheaton et al . 1983 
< Drucker et al. 1984 

Cnrolina Slave Piedmont 
Artifact Pattern~ Tenant/Yeoman• 

70.9 - 842 45 .6 
11.8 - 24.8 50.0 
0.1 0.4 
0.1 - 03 
'.!.4 - 5.4 
0.3 - 0.8 1.8 
0.1 0.4 
0.2 - 0.9 LS 

38CH1460 
79.5 
10.7 
4.6 
0.3 
1.7 
l.l 
02 
1.9 

There is considerable 
variability in the assemblages, 
with some units producing fairly 
large collections and others 
producing only a very few 
artifacts. AJJ a consequence we 
have combined the various units 
to produce the pattern revealed 
by Table 7. This same table 
includes several common 
previously defined patterns. 
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In general, the assemblage from 38CH1460 
strongly resembles that established for eighteenth 
century slave settlements (originally defined by 
Wheaton et al. 1983 ). It is clearly distinct from the 
Revised Carolina Artifact Pattern, which would be 
encountered at eighteenth and early nineteenth 
century white settlerue(lts, such as found at the 
main plantation house. The collection from 
38CH1460 is also quite distinct from that 
associated with tenant occupations, where kitchen 
and architectural remains are almost equal in 
proportion. 

This finding is somewhat surprising since 
all of the archaeologic.al, and historical, evidence 
points to 38CH1460 being slave settlement which 
spanned the early to mid-nineteenth century. Since 
the settlement was moved to this spot from south 
of Fort Lamar Road, there may be some "curatiou0 

of earlier materials and this may be affecting the 
pattern in some minor way. More important, 
however, are three other factors. 

First, it appears that several of the units 
(perhaps most) were placed in non-structural areas. 
As a consequence, the assemblage is dominated by 
yard debris, with relatively few of the proveniences 
clearly being associated with structural remains. 
Second, it is likely that several of the structures 
were, at best, ephemeral. Some were likely 
utilitarian in nature and others were possibly very 
flimsy, representative of housing provided slaves by 
more modest planters. Third, it is possible that at 
least some of the structural remains were reDtoved 
at the end of the Civil War. This demolition may 
account for some slight reduction in the 
significance of architectural remains. In general. 
however, we believe that the first two explanations 
are probably the more significant - tbe excavations 
focused ou yard areas and the structures present 
were very modest by even slave standards. 

These findings, therefore, are quite 
significant. One study has shown that late 
eighteenth and early nineteenth century planters of 
modest means tended to build ephemeral 
structures which exhibit a pattern not dissimilar to 
those lived in by eighteenth century slaves (see, for 
example Trinkley and Hacker 1996:61-63). The 
current study allows us to infer that the slaves of 
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these very modest planters lived in perhaps even 
more modest circumstances. The study at 
38CH1460 begins to question whether all planters 
succumbed to abolitionist-inspired improvements in 
the nineteenth century. Perhaps there were far 
more planters who continued to house slaves little 
better than cattle than we care to imagine. 
Although 38CH1460 is not likely to help us further 
explore this issue, it does help us to frame the 
question. 

Social Status and Lifeways 

In a similar manner, the excavations at 
38CH1460 are suggestive of very modest 
surroundings. 

John Solomon Otto ( 1984:64-67) found 
that at Cannon's Point (a coastal Georgia 
nineteenth century plantation) the slaves tended to 
use considerably more banded, edged, and hand 
painted wares than the plantation owner, who 
tended to use transfer printed wares. The overseer 
appears to have been intermediate on this scale, 
although the proportions of decorative motifs were 
generally more similar to the slaves than the 
owner. Part of the explanation, of course, involves 
the less expensive cost of annular, edged, and 
undecorated wares compared to the transfer 
printed wares. While transfer printed specimens 
were present in the slave assemblage at Cannon's 
Point, they represent a variety of patterns and Otto 
(1984:66) suggests that either the planter 
purchased mixed lots of ceramics for slave use, or 
the slaves themselves occasionally made such 
purchases. An additional, often advanced, 
explanation, involves the use by slaves of discarded 
ceramics from the main house. 

On an assemblage basis, the majority of 
the wares at 38CH1460 have less expensive 
painted, edged, or banded decorations (n=Sl, 
66.7%), while only a third (n=l7) have more 
expensive transfer printed patterns. Even this, 
however, does not tell the whole story. When the 
transfer printed wares are examined, none 
represent matching items - all are different 
patterns. This suggests that the transfer printed 
examples came into the site as discards from the 
planter's table. 
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Similarly, an examination of the different 
types of pottery present in the shovel tests reveals 
that porcelain. typically associated with high status., 
tea servings, comprises only 1.6% of the collection 
while stoneware, primarily used for storage, 
accounts for an additional 7.8% of the assemblage. 
Earthenwares, the most common ceramic present. 
accounts for the remainder. with wbitewares 
dominating the earthenware category. This is 
suggestive of a very modest assemblage, used by 
individuals with limited access (or need for) 
teaware, but with a clear need for food storage 
containers. 

Vessel fonn also has been used to explore 
status and wealth, since slave assemblages most 
often contain relatively high percentages of bowls 
and utilitarian wares, while planters' sites tend to 
exhibit more plates and teawares: Although the 
collection at 38CH1460 is very modest, the 
assemblage is dominated by bowls (n=l3) which 
account for 61.9% of the identified vessel forms. 
Plates, by way of contrast, account for only 38.1 % 
of the recovered specimens. 

The remainder of the assemblage is rather 
sparse. Much of the glass likely belongs to the later 
occupation of the site. Eighteenth and nineteenth 
century remains are limited to a few "black" bottles 
and a few aqua panel bottles. Clothing items are 
uncommon. Personal goods are virtually non
existent. Furniture items are almost exclusively 
limited to lamp glass, which may be associated with 
either the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
assemblage or the early twentieth century structure. 
Even the architecture group suggests very modest 
- almost ephemeral - buildings. 

Summary 

In sum, the artifact assemblage is 
representative, we believe, of a very impoverished 
slave settlement. The bulk of the artifacts are 
consistent with the suggested late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth century movement of the slave 
settlement from south of Fort Lamar Road to the 
location next to the Seaside Creek marsh. 

The current study found no evidence of 

military activities on this site - no Confederate 
buttons, no backpack hooks, no dropped bullets. 
There is virtually nothing in the excavated 
assemblage which would suggest that the site was 
within the confines of one the largest Confederate 
camps outside of Charleston. This would seem to 
suggest that the soldiers did not mingle with the 
African-American slaves. Whether this segregation 
was the result of social distinctions or respect for 
private property is not known, but regardless of the 
reason the separation appears real. 

The absence of clear concentrations, 
coupled with the rather large quantities of 
seemingly late glassware, suggests that the mid
twentieth century use of the site area, coupled with 
cultivation, has significantly affected the integrity 
of the slave settlement. It seems that the later 
occupation "swamped" the earlier, diluting its 
archaeological imprint and reducing our ability to 
adequately separate the two components. 

37 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL TEsTING OF J8CHJ..a60 

38 



CONCLUSIONS 

Cultural Resources Evaluation 

The primary reason for conducting this 
research was to collect sufficient information 
concerning 38CH 1460 to allow the Sta It: Historic 
Preservation Officl' to make a determination of the 
site's eligibility for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. This goal has been met 
hy this project. 

First, an<l foremost , this study provides 
detailed infom1atio11 on the data sets present at 
38CH1460. We have identified that the site 
includes a small asse,mblagc of primarily late 
eighteenth and early to mid-ninetee,nth artifacts, 
although there is a smear, or wash, of later 
artifacts associated with the ca . 1940 structure on 
the property. ' l11e earlier artifacts include primarily 
ceramics, although small quantities of other 
remains are present in proportions generally 
consistent with an established slave a rt ifact pattern. 

We have been unsuccessful at 
demonstrating the presence of consistent faunal 
remains. Although small quantities, in good 
condition, were recovc,red from several units, the 
remains are not adequate, for any serious faunal 
investigation. Charcoal was also noticeably absent 
in the different assemblages. This i-; somewhat 
surprising since there is evidence that the ca. l940 
structure burned. 

Likewise, although there is no evidence for 
deep plowing, we have been unable to identify any 
subsurface features in the eight 5-foot tc,sts opened 
during the study. While several trees were found, 
in general the soils are highly friahle and stains arc 
likely to have leached away. 'Ilic heavy tree cover 
does not make this site an appropriate candidate 
for stripping in order to explore for stains over 
large areas. 

There is some indicati,)n of discrete 
structures, although the auger test l'videuce was 

not completely supported by the unit excavation 
data. There seems to be good reason to believe a 
structure exists at the southwest edge of the site, 
while the other concentrations are somewhat more 
problematical. Our metal detecting failed to 
identify, or help refine, structural areas. This was 
primarily the result of the large quantity of later 
twentieth century remains present on the site. 

Second, the Introduction and Background 
Research provide an overview of a historic context 
for the site. Probably the most important aspect is 
that we know very little about the slave settlements 
of small plante,rs. A whole range of questions are 
possible based on the site's context as the slave 
settlement of a small planter. How did such slaves 
live, what types of food did they eat, from where 
did they procure their ceramics, what types of 
artifacts did they possess, how well constructed 
were their houses? And all of these questions can, 
of course, be explored by comparing slave 
settlements - do the slaves at small settlements 
exhibit significant differences to those of larger or 
more successful owners? It might also be 
appropriate to explore to range in building types at 
a settlement such as 38CH1460. In particular, can 
different settlement areas be identified and do the 
structures or their construction help us understand 
their function? The investigation of 38CH1460 
might also help us to understand why the 
settlement location was shifted. 

These are all important, and worthwhile, 
questions which would help us better understand 
the diversity of bondage. They would help us better 
account for the differences we sometimes see in 
the historical record. 

Yet, these questions must be evaluated in 
tem1s of the data sets' ability to address them. In 
other words, significant questions are, at times, 
easier to develop than it is to fmd data sets with 
the ability (or integrity) to answer those questions. 
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In the case of 38CH1460, there are 
lingering. and serious, concerns about integrity. If 
the site is to be eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register under Criterion 0 (i.e., a site 
that has yielded, or may be able lo yield, 
information important in history), theu we must be 
especially concerned with location, design, 
materials, and associative integrity. 

Archaeological site 38CH1460 does, in 
fact, possess considerable locational integrity. The 
site is intact - it has not been damaged by highway 
construction, or plowing, or by use.d by borrow fill. 
It has not been seriously eroded. We must, 
however, recognize thai the locational integrity is 
somewhat diluted by the presence of the later 
twentieth century structure whose assemblage has 
blurred the distinctions thought to be. present at 
the earlier settlement. 

Elements of design include organization of 
space, proportion, scale, technology, 
ornamentation, and materials. Archaeological site 
38CH1460 evidences much less integrity of design, 
with the primary disturbance being the ca. 1940 
occupation which has seriously diluted the slave 
artifact assemblage. This later occupation has 
affected the site's inter~site patteming, making it 
very difficult, perhaps impossible. to distinguish 
more than one structural area. 

Materials include the physical items that 
were deposited during the period of the site's use 
which form particular pattems or configurations. 
Integrity of materials is typically discussed in the 
context of intrusive artifacts, the completeness of 
the artifact and feature assemblages, and the 
preservation of features themselves. We must 
acknowledge that in this area as well, 38CH1460 
exhibits generally low integrity. Although we have 
identified a clear, and well preserved, slave artifact 
pattern at the site, we have been unable to identify 
any historic features. There are no concentrations 
of brick rubble, there are no trash pits, and even 
artifacts seem very loosely concentrated. The ca. 
1940 assemblage is clearly intrusive, causing 
problems isolating only slave materials t:rom later 
items. 

Integrity of association is that direct link 
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between the historic event and the property. It is 
often evaluated, for historic archaeological sites, in 
the context of the relationship between the site's 
data sets aud the research questions. For example, 
it typically requires a well stratified site to address 
chronological questions of change and adaptation. 
At 38CH1460, it would require distinct structural 
areas, with associated artifact assemblages, in order 
to explore slave lifeways. Although we believe that 
this existed at one time, the association has been 
compromised by the ca. 1940 structure. 

Based on this review of site integrity, we 
conclude that the site is not likely to be able to 
satisfactorily address the important research 
questions we have outlined. Therefore, we 
recommend the site as not eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register. 

Of course, this is only our 
recommendation which must be presented to the 
State Historic Preservation Office for their review 
and concurrence. In addition, it is always possible 
that additional, and unexpected, remains may be 
found during the course of development. If so, all 
ground disturbing activities should be halted until 
the newly uncovered remains can be fully 
evaluated. 

Secondary Goals 

Although the site is not recommended as 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register we 
do not wish to leave the reader with the belief that 
the work was unproductive - nothing could be 
further from the truth. In fact, the research at 
38CH1460 has illustrated the importance of 
exploring the outlined questions and bas provided 
a first glimpse at significant research issues. 

Slave settlenumts of small slave owners will 
perhaps be very ephemeral and our expectations of 
slave assemblages may lead us to misinterpret s11i:h 
sites, or worse, ignore them. The original survey of 
this site totally ignored both the historical evidence 
and the very small assemblage of nineteenth 
century remains, identifying the site as "20th 
century historic debris" (S.C. Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, University of 
South Carolina 38CH1460 site form). Faced with 
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a small assemblage and having biased expectations 
of what a slave assemblage should look like, this 
was probably the easiest interpretation. Regardless, 
it was incorrect. 

Consequently, this study has taught us that 
it is exceedingly important to interpret 
archaeological remains in the context of the 
historical evidence, while maintaining an open 
mind concerning the expected assemblage. 

It has also suggested that small slave 
settlements may have very ephemernl architectural 
remains. If we focus our sights on the recovery of 
architectural remains, either as a survey technique 
or a goal of data recovery. we may very well loose 
an exceptional amouut of information. The 1865 
photograph showing what we believe lo be part of 
this settlement suggests that the architecture may 
besl be described as in1pennanent. · Our 
understanding of architecture may need to come 
from small artifacts, rather thau more massive 
building remains such as piers or trenches. We may 
need to focus on recovery of architectural artifacts 
or concentrations of yard debris in order to 
understand settlement. If this is the case then we 
obviously must not rely on site stripping, since such 
an approach will destroy what little evidence of the 
past there is. 

Although the current artifact assemblage 
certainly resembles what we have come to expect 
from a slave settlement, it has also suggested that 
perhaps we need to focus greater attention on a 
broader range of questions. For example, the 
absence of faunal remains probably doesn't mean 
the occupations were vegetarians. More likely it 
means that the bones were disposed of elsewhere. 
Perhaps that elsewhere is in the adjacent marsh or 
the slope to the marsh which was uot explored in 
this study. Perhaps it will be necessary to expand 
our study area to include not only the ground to be 
developed, but also that ground which is safe from 
development. Both provide pieces of the story and 
neither can be understood without benefit of the 
other. 

Finally, it seems very important to expand 
our study of slavery to include not just those slaves 
of well-to-do planters, but also those of the 

planters who themselves were of very modest 
means. We have elsewhere wondered if perhaps 
the improvement of the slave's lot in the 
nineteenth century hasn't bee.n overstated by an 
unintentional reliance on studies oflarger planters. 
If so, then archaeology may be able to significantly 
rewrite history, suggesting that while the 
abolitionist movement may have affected the 
wealthy planters, it had little or no impact on the 
smaller planters. This failure to uniformly affect 
planters may suggest that the less wealthy were 
barely hanging onto slavery as an economic 
proposition as it was and any "improvement" would 
have placed the ownership of slaves out of their 
reach. 

We grant that this is little more than an 
idea supported by very limited data from a single 
site, but it illustrates the types of questions which 
archaeologists should be considering and it gives a 
solid reason for expanding research into sites such 
as 38CH1460. 
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