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ABSTRACT 
This study reports on an intensive 

archaeological and arahiteehrral SUIVey of a 2 acre 
electrical substation in the north central portion of 
Aiken County, South Carolina. The work was 
conducted to assIBt Central Electric Power Cooperative 
comply with Section 106 of the National HU.toric 
Preservation .Act and the regulations codified in 
36CFR800. 

The tract, meesurlnll 210 feet north-south by 
420 feet east-west, ;,, to be used hy the Men Electric 
Cooperative for the construction of a new substation 
yard. It will be situated immediately south of an exIBting 
substation, as well as an e:xisting powerlme easement. 

The proposed properly consists of a generally level to 
gently rolling woodland. 

The proposed substation will re<fUll:e the. 
clearing and grubbing of the corridor, followed hy 
construction of the proposed facility. These activities 
have the potential lo affect archaeological and historical 
sites and this survey was conducted to identify and 
assess archaeological and historical sites which may be 

in the project corridor, For tllli study an area of 

potential effect (APE) 0.5 mile around the substation 
was assumed. It should be noted, however, that the area 
is currently affected by an existing substation. 

Consultation with the S.C. Department of 
Archives and History revealed only one previously 
identified architectural resource, U/03/0000/1790013, 
in the APE. This structure, identified dnring a previous 
survey of th;,, portion of Men County has been 
previonsly recommended not eligible by the State 
Historic Preservation Office. No National Register 
properties were present. An investigation of the 

archaeological site files at the S.C. Institute of 

Archaeology and Antbropalogy identified only one 
archaeological site, 38AK499, within the APE. 

The archaeological survey of the tract 
incorporated shovel testing at 100-foot intervals on 
transects laid out at 50-foot intervals. All shovel test fill 
was screened tbrough 1/4-mch mesh and the shovel tests 
were backfJled at the comple!ion of the study. A total of 
18 shovel tests were excavated in the survey tract. No 
archaeological sites were identified as a result of these 

investigations. 

The investigations c~nfinned the presence of 
the previously reported architectural site. This site, a ca. 
1925 one-story frame structure with a end-to-front 
gable roof, has not been altered since the 1988 
assessment. There are replacement porch posts, a oneO
bay addition at the left elevation, and added awnings. 
There is aka a more recent vertical-board garage in the 
rear yard. We recommend the site not eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register. The proposed 

substation will be largely s«eened from the view of this 
structure. 

Finally, it is possible that archaeological 
remains 1nay be encounte!ed in the corridor durillg 
conshuction. Construction crev.rs should be advised to 

report any discoveries of concentrations of artifacts 
(such as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) or brick 
rubble lo the project engineer, who should in hlin report 
the material to the State Historic Preservation Office 
or to Chicora Foundation (the process of dealing with 
late discoveries ;,, du.cussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)). 
No construction should take place in the vicinity of 
these late dU.coveries nntll they have been examined by 
an a-rchaeologist anJ, if necessary, have been p-rocessed 

according lo 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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INTRODUCTION 

This intensive archaeological survey of the 
proposed Camp Long Substation in Aiken County waJl 

conducted by Dr. Michael T rinkJey of Chicora 
Foundation, Inc. for Mr. Tommy L. Jack.on of Central 
Electric Power Cooperative.The work was conducted to 
assist Central Electric P.ower Cooperative comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
and the regulatioru codified in 36CFR800. 

The project site consists of a tract measuring 
about 210 feet norlh-eouth by 420 feet eae\-wes\, or 
about 2.0 acres, situated in north central Aiken County 
about 1.3 miles south of 1-20 and about 2.3 mil.., 
southwest of Foxtown (figure 1). It is situated 
immediately south of a;, existing .substation and 
hansmission line (Figure 2). 

The corridor consi.Bts of a generally level tract 
exhibiting a gentle slope to the west and is forested in 
pine and mixed hardwoods. Tbe substation to the norlh 
has been completely cleared, while a tract lo the 
southeast (but not associated with the survey or 
proposed sub.talion) hae recently been dea!-CUt 
exposing more rolling topography. It appears that a 
small inkrmiltent drainage which originally ran through 
th~ area of the existi.nB substation may have been 
rechannalized to run through the study tract. A± the 
time of this study, however, the ditch was completely dry 
and exhibited no evidence of past water. 'rhe nearest 
permanent water is the Edisto River swamp, a.bout 0.6 
mile to the southwest. 

The corridor, as previously mentioned, is 

intended to be used a.a an electrical substation. 
Landscape alteration, primarily clearing, grubbing, and 
grading, as well as subsequent construction of the towers 
and other facilities, will cause considerable damage to 
the gronnd surface and any archaeological resources 
which may be present in the survey area. 

Construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the substation may also have an impact on historic 

resources in the project area. Although the project will 
not remove any struclures 1 substations (as well a.s other 
above grade projects) may detract from the visual 
integrity of historic properlies1 creating what many 
consider discordant surroundings. Becalll!e this 
substation is to be situated adjacent to an existing 
substation, this impact is anticipated to be modest. 
Nevertheless, this architectural survey uses an area of 
potential effect (APE) about 0.5 mile in diameter 
around the proposed facility: 

This study, however, does not consider any 
future secondary impact of the project, including 
increased or expanded commercial or industrial 
development of this currently rural section of the South 
Carolina sand hills. 

We were req_uested by Mr. Robert Kidd of 
Central Electric' Power Cooperative to conduct a 
cultural :resources survey of the tract on March 7, 
2000. These investigations incorporated a review of the 
sile fJes at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology. AB a result of that work, one 
previously identili.ed site, 38.A1'499, was found in the 
APE, about 2,500 feet west of the study tract. This 
site, reported by a local collector, is reported to include 
a variety of lithias in a low-lying field overlooking the 
Edisto River swamp. 

In addition, the master topographic maps at 
the South Carolina Department of Archives and 
History were checked to locate any NRHP buJdings, 
dif!tricts, structures, sites, or objects, or stn1clures 
surveys in the study area. There are no NRHP 
pi::operlies in the APE. Thei::e are, hawever, several 
previously identified architectural sites, including one 
within the APE. This site, U/03/0000/1790013, was 

recorded by PreBervation Consultants as a result of their 
Aiken County survey in 1988. The site is a small 
weatherboarded house with a front gable roof. This 
structure was determined not eligible as a result of this 
initial survey tletter from Ms. Julie Turner, S. C. 
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Department of 

Archives and History 
Survey Architectural 
Hratorian to Mr, 
David Schneider, 
Preservation 

Consultants, dated 
February 14, 1989). 

Archival 
and historical 
research was limited 

to a review of 

secondary sources 

available in the 
Chicora Foundation 

files, as well as 
research at the 

South Caroliniana 
Library and the 
Thomas Cooper Map 
Repository. 

INTI<ODUCTION 

igure 2. Existing electrical substation immediately north of the survey lraot. View to th 
northeast. 

The archaeological survey was conducted on 

March 23, 2000 by Dr. Michael T rink!ey and Mr. Tom 
Covington. The architectural survey of the corridor, 
designed to review and validate the findings of the 
previous county-wide survey as well as to determine if 
there were additional historic sites in the APE, was also 
conducted on March 23.Li.horatory work and report 

production were conducted at Chicora' s laboratories in 

Columbia, South Carolina on March 27-28. 
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NATURAL SETTING 

Physiography and Geology 

Aiken County is located midway between the 
mountains and the coast. On the west the County is 

separated from Georgia by the Savannah River. To the 
north it is bordered by Edgefield and Saluda counties. 
To the east lays Lexington County with the border 
established by Chinquapin Creek and the North Edisto 
River. To the south 
Aiken County is 
bordered by Barnwell 
and Orangeburg 
counties. It is 

situated about 60 
miles southwest of 
Columbia and 125 
miles northwest of 
Charleston. 

T h e 

called the Sandhills, about 12.5 miles northeast of the 
City of Aiken and only 2.3 mJes southwest of the small 
community of Foxtown in the northeast corner of the 

county. The project area is generally level, with only a 

very gradual slope up toward the northeast corner of the 

tract (figure 3). Elevations in the study area are about 

340 lo 355 feel AMSL. The m~sl pronounced 
elevation in the tract is a swale which runs roughly east-

topography varies 
dramatically as one 

moves from the 

Southern Coastal 
Plain in the 
southeastern porl:.ion 

of the county, which 
is nearly 'le~el to 

gently sloping, into 
the Carolina 
Sandhills, which are 

Figure 3. View of study tract , looking south-soutl1west. 

characterized by more moderately steep topography. The 

Coastal Plain accounts for about 15% of the county, 
whJe the Sandh;ll; account for roughly 80%. In the 
northwestern ·c~m~r -of Aiken County there is a small 

area of Piedmont terrain, where the soils are dominantly 

sloping to very steep. Elevations in the county range 

frnm about 100 feel above mean sea level (AMSL) 
along the Savannah River to about 635 feet AMSL in 
the northern portions (Rogers 1985:2). 

The project area is found in the area typically 

west through the area (Figure 4). This may represent an 

effort to rechannahze a small, intermittent drainage 

which has been covered up by the existing substation lo 
the north of the study tract. 

Other than this intermittent (and very dry at 
the time of this study) drainage, the nearest permanent 

water to the tract is the South Edisto River and swamp, 

about 0.6 mile to the west. Other, much smaller 
drainages, are found to the north and south of the study 
area, flowing westwardly into the South Edisto swamps. 

5 
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understanding of 
past hfeways are the 
soils, climate, and 
flora of the 
SandhJI.. 

From a 

Figure 4. View of swale or drainage running through the study tract, looking southeast. 

soils perspective the 
SandhJI. tend to be 
characterized by 
excessively drained 
sands found on 2 to 
15% slopes and 
ridges. Well drained 
to moderately well 
drained medium to 
fine textured soils 
with slightly 
compacted subsoils 

The Carolina SandhJI. extends somewhat 
intennittently across the midlands of South Carolina, 
just below the fall line, in an inegular belt 5 to 30 miles 
wide. The fall line itself was sculpted by the strong 
erosion of rivers and streams passing from the hard 
crystalline bedrocks of the Piedmont into the loose, 
unconsolidated sands of the Coastal Plain. It is along 
tbs fall line where the rapidly descending rivers form 
shoal.. 

The relationship of the SandhJI. lo these 
related physiograpbc features h .. been long debated, 
with a common explanation being that the Sandhills are 
the rem.nan-ta of former beaches of the Cretaceous 
period about 130 million years ago (Barry 1980:97). 
Arguing against this, however, is the realization that in 
many areas, the Sandhills are higher than the adjacent 
Piedmont. It seems more likely that this region 
represents tb.e highly weathered, and discontinuous, 

remnants of the continental phase of the Tuscaloosa 
formation which dates back to the Mesozoic {Duke 
1961). 

Regardless, these questions of geology have 
little impac\ on the UBe of the SandhJI. by either 
prehistoric or historic people. More important to our 
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are found at the b .. e 
'of these slopes, although still on gently sloping 
topography. Excessively drained soils with loamy, 
compact subsoils are typically found on positions where 
the slopes break to meet the streams. Overall, inherent 
fertility and organic content of the _soils are low. 

Leaching of plant nutrients is rapid and the soils are 
strongly acid. These features tend to !live the Sand Hills 
a rather bleak and monotonous landscape. 

In the project area the soils are broadly 
classified as the Troup-Lakeland-Fuquay Complex. 
These soils are well drained and typically have a loamy 
subsoil. Rogers (l 985:Map 18) reveal. that the study 
area consiets primarily of Troup sands. These are well 
drained soils that are formed in sandy marine sediments 
and are found on long, broad ridges and smooth side 
slopes. They exhibit an A horizon of grayish-brown 
(10YR5/2) sand to a depth of about 0.3 foot, under 
which is a brownish-yellow (10YR6/6) sand to a depth 
of about 1.8 feet. 

To the north there are some areas of VauclUlle 

loamy sands. These are al.o well drained, but tend to be 
found on narrower ridges and adjacent side slopes. The 

A horizon consists of brown (10YR5/3) sands to a 
depth of 0 .3 foot. The underlying E horizon is a 



NATURAL SETIING 

browniah-yellow (lOYRb/6) sand to a depth of 0.9 foot. 
Below thia iB a Blt horizon of yellowiah brown 
(lOYRS/6) sand to a depth of at least 1.9 feet. In 
addition, there are some areas of Bibb soils in the study 
tract, primarily associated with the drainage. These 
soils, found in level area.E adjacent to small drainages, 
exhibit a dark gray (10YR4/l) sand to a depth of 0.b 
foot, below which iB a light brownish gray (10YR6/2) 
sand to at least 1.1 feet. Th"'3e soils tend to exhibit a 
somewhat reduced soil profile, largely because of the 
moisture in the soils. 

Aiken County ia iust outside the area studied 
by Trimble (197 4), although adjacent Edgefield County 
was found to have lost over a foot of soil to erosion and 
the ITT.udy area is patl of the Cotton Plantation Ar.ea, 

recognized for it. hliih Antebellum erosive land use with 
Postbellum continuation. Tbs area, because of the 
nature of the soils, the type of agricdtural products 
grown, and the form of tenancy common, suffered the 
greatest erosion in the south. Lowry (1934) found that 
while the level sandy soils of the region suffered httle or 
no erosion, those associated with the steeper slopes, or 
along drainageways such as nearby creeks, suffered 
mode~te sheet erosion. Based on this information it 
seems likely that while the western portion of the study 
area has suffered 

little or no erosion, 

the eastern area i8 

hkely to have been 
subjected to relatively 
moderate rates of 

sheet erosion. None 
of the tract exhibits 
slopes over about 

6°/o, so erosion 
overall was very 

limited. 

Moving to 
the climate, thu. 
portion of South 

Carolina is affected 

by the unusual 
convergence of thLee 

different weather 

systeme. Those from the west tend to stall in the 
Appalachian Mountains, moIBt "Warm air masses from 

the Gulf of Mexico move into the area, and coastal 
ayetems come in off the Atlantic Ocean. The result, 
however, iB far from unpleasant. In fact, Aiken has been 
known for at nearly 150 years as a health resort, 
because of its weather. The average winter temperature 

of 48 ° fl and the average summer temperature of 7q 0 

F confirm the generally mild chmate. There are 48 
inches of annual precipitation, with over falling in the 

growing seaBon (Rogere 1985:1). In spite of this, 
Brooks and Crass suggest an element of uncertainty in 

the rainfall, with the amount occurring during the 
prime growing season of such crops as cotton or corn 
having been marginal. They suggest that thu. depressed 
11productivity l'.elative to labor input11 and encou-raged 11a 

broad speclrum subsIBtence base 11 (Brooks and Crass 

1Q91:10). 

Floristics 

Perhaps the most noticeable feature about the 
Sand.hills, however, i8 its characteristically xerophytic 
vegetation. F~und where there i8 an extremely 
permeable layer of sandy soil whiah iB leached of 
nutrients, this pattern i8 maintained by fire. Curiously, 

7 
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the vegetational pattern can quickly change, however, 
depending on such factors as the pr.,,,ence of clay subsoil 
and the depth of the waler table. Barry remarks, for 
example: 

the complete transition from a xeric 
turkey oak barren to a hydric bay or 
pocosin , can occur within a 

remarkably short distance, often with 
very little ecolone (Barry 1980,100). 

While T nrkey Oak Barrens and Scrub Oak 
Barrens occur in the vicinity of the project area, the 
n~ore dominant vegetation is the Xeric Pine-Mixed 
Hardwood, evidencing a slightly more mesio condition 
(Figure 5). However, it should be cautioned that the 
area has undex:gone erlenBive alterations through time, 

so that the vegetation present today bears likely bares 
little resemblance lo the natural vegetation of the 
region. 

I l seems likely that thi. region hi.torical!y 
would have been characterized by loblol!y pines, perhaps 
red cedar, and post oak. Hickories would have included 
primarily the pignul hickory. Understory plants, then as 
now1 would include dogwood, sassafras 1 blackgum1 and 

persimmon. 

8 



PREHIS!ORIC AND HIS!ORIC BACKGROUND 

of the 85 reports concerning Men County 
listed by Derting et al. (1991), nearly 24% (n=20) are 
the result of relatively •mall, or al leaot con.trained, 
surveys associated with highway projects, while an 
additional 30 stud;., (35%) are aseociated with the on
going archaeological and historical research for the 
Department of Energy at the Savannah River Plant. 
Other major 11themes 11 in the archaeologiaal research of 

Aiken County include work at Fort Moore, Coker 
Springs, and Silver Bluff. There appears to have b~ 
no work undertaken in the immediate area of the 

proposed substation site. 

Several previoUB pubbhed archaeological 
studies are available for the Men (and Barnwell) area 
of South Carolina lo provide background, including the 
synthetic works from the Savannah River Plant, about 
25 miles south of the project area. Sassaman et al. 

(1990) disOUBs the pcehlstmy of the region, providing a 
framework of current research and site/settlement 
model., while Brooks and Crass (1991) provide a 
somewhat more modest effort for the historic period in 

the general vicinity. These studies should be co!U3ulted 
for additional information on the archaeological. context 
of the project: area. 

Paleoindian Period 

The Paleoindian Period, most commonly dated 
from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P ., is evidenced by 
basally thinned, side-notch projectile points; fluted, 
lanceolate projectile points, side scrapers, end scrapers; 
and drill. (Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1965). 
Ohver (1981, 1985) has proposed to extend the 
Paleoindian dating in the North Carolina Piedmont to 
perhaps as early as 14,000 B.P., incorporating the 
Hardaway Side-Notched and Palmer Comer-Notohed 
types, miually accepted as Early Archaic, as 

representatives of the terminal phaBe. This view, verbally 
suggested by Coe for a numb.er of years, has 

considerable technological appeal. 1 Oliver suggests a 
continuity horn the Hardaway Blade through the 
Hardaway-Dalton to the Hardaway Side-Notched, 
eventually lo the Palmer Side-Notched (Ohver 
1985:199-200). While convincingly argued, this 
approach is not universJly accepted. 

The Paleoindian occupation, while widespread, 

does not appear to have. been intensive. Artifa.cls are 

most frequently found along major river drainages, 
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an 

economy "oriented toward the exploitation of now 
extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124). Survey data 
for Paleoindian tools, most notably fluted points, is 
somewhat dated, but has been summarized by Charles 
and Michle 1 992). They reveal a widespread distribution 
across the state {see also Anderson l 992b:Figure 5.1) 
with at least several concentrations relating to intensity 
of collector activity.' What is clear is that points are 
found fairly far removed from the origin of the raw 
material. Charles and Miehe s;uggest that this may 
"imply a geographically extensive settlement system 11 

(Charles and Michie 1992:247). 

Although data are sparse, one of the more 
afuaclive theories that explairu! the widespread 
distribution of Paleoindian sites is the model tracking 
the replacement of a high technology forager (or HTF) 
adaptation by a 11progressively more generalized 

1 While never di.:ioussed by Coe a.t length, he did 
observe that many of the Hardaway paints, especially from the 
lowest contexts, had facial fluting or thinning which, 11in cases 
where the side-notches or basal porlions were missing, ... 
could he mistaken for Ruted points of the Paleo-Indian 
period11 (Coe 1964:04). While not an especially strong 
statement, it does reveal the fonnation of the concept. 
Further iosight;, offered by W&d's (1983:63) all too brief 
comments on the more recent investigations at the Hardaway 
site (see ako DaniJ 1 g92). 

9 
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Reglonal Phases 

Dates Period Sul>- COASTAL MIDDLE SAVANNAH CENTRAL CAROUNA 
Period VALLEY PIEDMONT 

--~---~ 

1715 ii Caraway ' EARLY AltamW 
I ' 

1650 ·- ' 
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Refuge 
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Morrow Mountain 

"""'" 5000 -
-

8000 EARLY """ Pehrer 
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~ Hardaway- Dalton 

~ 
J.1,~ ;i: Cwrberlend aam S>npron 

igure 6. Generalized cultural period. for South Carolina. 
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PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC BACKGROUND 

band/micwband foraging adaption" accompanied by 
increasingly distinct regional traditions (perhaps 

reflecting movement either along or perhaps even 
between river drainages) (Anderson 19921:46). 

Distinctive projectile points include lanceolates 
such "" Clovis, Dalton, perhaps the Hardaway, and Big 
Sandy (Coe 1964; Phelps 1983; Oliver 1985). A 
temporal sequence of Paleoindian projeatile Points was 
proposed by Williams (1965:24-51), but according to 
Phelps (1983:18) there is little stratigraphic or 
chronometric evidence for it. While this is certainly 
true, a number of authors, such as Anderson (1992a) 
and Oliver (1985) have .. sembled impressive data sets. 
We are inclined to believe that while often not 
concb.wively proven by stratigraphic excavations {and 

such proof may be an unreasonable expectation), there 

is a large body of circumstantial evidence. The weight of 
thIB evidence tends to provide considerable support. 

Unfortunately, relatively little is known about 
Paleoindian subsistence strategies, settlement systems, 
or social organization {see, however, Anderson 19q.z1 

for an excellent overview and synthesis of what iB 
known). Generally, archaeologisls agree that the 
Paleoindian groups were at a band level of society, were 

nomadic, and were both hunters and foragers. "While 
population density, based on isolated finds, is thought 
to have been low, Walthall euggests that toward the end 
of the period, 11there was an increase in population . 

density and in territoriality and that a number of new 
resource are"" were beginning to be exploited" (Walt hall 
1980:30). 

Archaic Period 

The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000 
to 3,000 B.P.2, does not form a sharp break with the 

2 The tenninal point for the .Archaic is no clearer 
than that for the Paleoindian and many researchers suggest a 

terminJ date af 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. There is 

also the question of whether ceramics, such as the fiber~ 
tempered Stallings ware, will he included as Arcbia, or will 
he included with the Waadknd. Oliver, for example, argu"" 
that the inclusion of ceramics with Late Archaic attributes 
"complicates and confuseg classification and interpretation 

need\°"'ly" (Oliver 1981'20). He comments thal according lo 

Paleoindian Period, but is a slow tral'lSition 

characterized by a modern climate and an inctea!le in 
the diversity of material culture. Associated with this is 
a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammals, 

although the white tailed deer was likely the most 
commonly exploited animal. Archaic period 
assemblages, exemp!ilied by corner-notched and broad
stemmed projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps 

because the swamps and drainages offered especially 

attractive ecotones. 

Many researchers have reported data suggestive 

of a noticeable population increase from the Paleoindian 
into the Early Archaic. This has tentatively been 
associated with a greater emphasis on foraging. 
Diagnostic Early Archaic artifaots include the Kirk 
Corner Notched point. As previously discussed, Palmer 
points may be included with either the Paleoindian or 
Archaic period, depending on theoretical pe-repeclive. 
As the climate became hotter and drier than the 
previous Paleoindian period, resulting in vegetational 

changes, it also affected settlement pattenring as 
evidenced by a long-term Kirk phase midden deposit at 
the Hardaway site (Coe 1964:60). This is believed to 
have been the result of a change in subsistence 

strategies. 

Settlements during the Early Archaic suggest 
the presence of a few very large, and apparently 
intensively occupied, sites which can best be considered 

base camps. Hardaway might be one such site. In 
addition, there were numerous small sites which produce 

only a fe~ artifacts - these are the 11network of tracks" 

the original definHion of the ~haic, it 11:rep:reBents a 
preceramic horizon11 and that "the presence of ceramics 
provides a convenient mar~e:r for separation of the Ar"haic 
and Woodland periods (Oliver lq81:21). Othera would 
counter that such an approach ignores cultural continuity and 
foroes an arlificial, and perhaps unrealistic, separation, 
Sasaaman and Anderson (1 Q94:38-44), for example, include 

Stallings and Thom1s Creek wares in their dIBcussion of 11Late 
fuchaio Pottery." While this issue has heen of considerable 
importance along the Carolina and Goorgia coasts, it has 
never affecteJ the Piedmont, which seems to have embraced 
pottery far later, well into the conventional Woodland period. 

The imporlanoe of the issue in the Sandhills, unfortunately, 
is not well known, 

11 
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mentioned by Ward (1983:65). The base camps 
produce a wide range of arli:fact types and raw materials 

which has tluggested to many researchers long-term, 

perhaps seasonal or multi-seru:ional, occupation. In 
contrast, the smaller sites are thought of aa special 
purpose or foraging sites (see Ward 1983:67). 

Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P.) 
diagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain, 
Guilford, Stanly and Hahfax projeatile points. Much of 
our best :information on the Middle Archaic comes from 

sites investigated west of the Appalachian Mountains, 
snch as the work by Jeff Chapman and his students in 
the Little Tennessee River Valley (for a general overview 
see Chapman 1977, l 986a, l 985b). There is good 
evidence that Middle Archaic lithic technologies 
changed dramatically. End scrapers, at times associated 
with Paleoindian traditions, are discontinued, raw 

material. tend to reflect the greater use of locally 
avaJable material., and mortars are initially introduced. 
Assoctated with these technological changes there seem 
to also be some significant cultural modifications. 
Prepared burials begin to more commonly occur and 

storage pits are identified. The work at Middle hchaic 
river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse floral 

and faunal subsistence base, seems to stand in stark 
contrast to Caldwell's (1958) Middle Archaic "Old 
Quartz Industry" of Georgia and the Carolinas, where 
axes, choppers, and ground and poli.hed stone tool. are 
very rare. 

Among the most common of all Middle 
Woodland arnfacts is the Morrow Mountain Stemmed 
projectile point. Originally divided into two varieties by 
Coe (1904:37,43) based primarily on the size of the 
blade and the stem. Morrow Mountain I points had 
relatively small triangular blades with short, pointed 
stems. Morrow Mountain II points had longer, narrower 
blades with long, tapered stems. Coe euggested a 
temporal sequence from Morrow Mountain I to Morrow 

Mountain JI. While this has been rejected by some 
archaeologists, who suggest that the differences are 
entirely related to the life-stage of the point, the debate 
is far from settled and Coe has considerable support for 
his scenario. 

The Morrow Mountain point is also important 
in our discussions since it represents a departure from 

the Carolina Stemmed Tradition. Coe has suggested 
that the groups responsible for the Middle Archaic 
Morrow Mountain (and the later Guilford points) were 

intrusive ('without any background11 in Coe1s words) into 
the North Carolina Piedmont, from the west, and were 

contemporaneous with the groups producing Stanly 

points (Coe 1964:122-123; see also Phelps 1983:23). 
Phelps, building on Coe, refers to the Morrow 
Mountain and Guilford as the 'Western Intrusive 
horizon." Sassaman (1995) has recently proposed a 
scenario for the Morrow Mountain groups which would 
support this west-to-east time-transgressive process. 
Abbott and his colleagues, perhaps unaware of 
Sassaman1s data, dismiss the concept, commenting that 
the shear dtstribution and number of these points 
"makes t!U. position wholly untenable" (Abbott et al. 
1995:9). 

The controversy surrounding Morrow 
Mountain al.a includes its posited date range. Coe 
(1964: 123) did not expeol the Morrow Mountain to 
predate 6500 B.P ., yet more recent research in 

Tennessee reveal. a date range of about 7500 to 6500 
B .P. Sassaman and Anderson (1994:24) observe that 
the South Carolina dates have never matched the 
antiquity of their more western cowiterparls and suggest 

continuation to perhaps as late as 5500 B.P. In fact 
they suggest that even later dates are possible since it 
can often be difficult to separate Morrow Mountain and 
Guilford points. 

A recently defined point is the MALA. The 
term is an acronym standing for Middle Archaic and 

l,ate Archaic, the strata in which these points were first 
encountered at the Pen Point site (38BR383) in 
Barnwell County, South Carolina (SaBSarnan 1985). 
These stemmed and notched lanceolate points were 
originally found in a conterl suggesting a single-episode 
event with variation not based on temporal variation. 
The original discUBsion was explicitly worded to avoid 
application of a typology, although as SaBSaman and 
Anderson (1994:27) note, the "type" has spread into 
more common usage. There are possible connections 
with both the Hahfax points of North Carolina and the 
Benton points of the middle Tennessee River valley, 
while the "heartland:' for the MALA. appears confined to 
the lower middle Coastal Plain of South Carolina. 
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The available information has resulted in a 
variety of competing settlement models. Some argue for 

increased sedentiam and a reduction of mobility (see 

Goodyear et al. 1979:111). Ward argues thatthe most 
appropriate model ;,, one which includes relatively stable 
and sedentary hunters and gatherers "primarily adapted 
to the varied and rich resource base offened by the major 
alluvial valleys" {Ward 1983:69). While he recognizes 
the presence of 11inter-riverine11 sitesr he discounts 
expknatiom which focus on seasonal round., suggesting 

"alternative explanatiom ... [including] a wide range of 
adaptive responses. 11 Most importantly, he notes that: 

the seasonal transhumance model 

and the sedentary model are opposite 
ends of a continuwn, and in all 
likelihood variations on these two 
themes probably existed in different 
regions at different times throughout 
the Archaic period {Ward 1983:69). 

Others suggest increased mobility during the 
Archaic (see Cable 1982). Sassaman (1983) has 
suggested that the Morrow Mountain phase people had 
a great deal of residential mobility, b.,,ed on the variety 
of environmental zones they are lound in and the lack 
of site diversity. The high level of mobility, coupled with 
the rapid replacement of these points, may help explain 
the seemingly large numbers of sites with Middle 
Archaic assemblages. Curiously, the later Guilford 
phase sites are not as widely distributed, perhaps 
suggesting that only certain micro-environments were 
used (cf. Ward (1983:68-69] who would likely reject 
the notion that substantially different environmental 
zones are, in fact, represented). 

Recently Abbott et al. argue for a combination 
of these models, noting that the ahnost certain increase 
in population levels probably resulted in a contraction of 
local territories. With small territories there would have 

been significantly greater pressure to successfully exploit 
the limited resources by more frequent movement of 

camps. They discount the idea that these territories 
could have been exploited from a single base camp 
without horticultural technology. Abbott and h;,, 
colleagues conclude, 11increased reaidential mobility 

under such conditions may in fact represent a common 

stage in the development of sedentism" (Abbott et al. 

1995:9). 

From excavations at a Sandhills site in 

Chesterfield County, South Carolina, Gunn and his 
colleague (Gunn and Wil.on 1993) offer an alternative 
model for Middle Archaic settlement. He accepts that 
the upland. were desiccated from global warming, but 
rather than limiting occupation, this environmental 

change made the area more attractive for residential 
base camps. Gunn and Wil.on suggest that the open, or 
fringe, habitat of the upland margins would have been 
attractive to a wide variety of plant and animal species. 

The Late Archaic, usually dated from 6,000 to 
3,000 or 4,000 B.P., ;,, characterized by the 
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River 
projectile points (Coe 1964). These people continued to 
intensively exploit the uplands much like earlier Archaic 
groups with, the bulk of our data for th;,, period coming 
from the Uwharrie region in North Carolina. 

·0ne of the more debated issues of the Late 
Archaic ;,, the typology of the Savannah River Stemmed 
and its various diminutive forms. Oliver, refinip.g Coe1s 

(1964) original Savannah River Stemmed type and a 
small variant from Gaston (South 1959:153-157), 
developed a complete sequence of stemmed Points that 
decrease uniformly in size through time (Oliver 1981, 
1985). Specifically, he sees the progression from 
Savannah River Stemmed to Small Savannah River 
Stemmed to Gypsy Stemmed to Swannanoa from about 
5000 B.P. to about 1,500 B.P. He also notes that the 
latter two forms are associated with Woodland pottery. 

Th;,, reconstruction ;,, still debated with a 
nwnber of archaeologists expressing concern with what 

they see as typological overlap and ambiguity. They 
point to a dearth of radiocarbon dates and good 
excavation contexts at the same time they express 

concern with the application of thu. typology outside the 
North Carolina Piedmont (see, for a synopsis, 

Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162, 1994:35). 

In addition to the presence of Savannah River 
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction 
of steatite vessels (see Coe 1964: 112-113; Sassaman 

1993), polished and pecked stone artifaols, and grinding 
stones. Some also include the introduction of fiber-
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tempered pottery about 4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic 
(for a fuCUBsion see Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-
44). Tbs innovation is of special importance along the 

Georgia and South Carolina coasts, but seems to have 
had only minimal impact in the upland. of South or 
North Carolina. 

There Ui evidence that during the Late Archaic 
the climate began to approximate modem cbatic 
conditions. Rainfall increased resulting in a more lush 

vegetation pattern. The pollen record indicates an 
increase in pine which reduced the oak-hickory nut 
masts which previously were so wid..pread. This change 
probably affected settlement patterning since nut masts 
were now more isolated and concentrated. From 

research in the Savannah River valley near .Aiken, 

South Carolina, Sassaman has found considerable 
diversity in Late Archaic site types with sites occurring 
in virtually every upland environmental zone. He 
suggests that this more complex settlement pattern 

evolved from an increasingly complex socio-economic 
system. While it is unlikely that this model can be 
simply transferred to the Sandhills of South Carolina 
without an extensive review of site data and micro

environmental data, it does demonstrate one approach 
to understanding the transition from Archaic to 
Woodland. 

Woodland Period 

AB previously discussed, there are those who 

see the Woodland beginning with the introduction of 
pottery. Under this scenario the Early Woodland may 
begin as early as 4,500 B.P. and continued to about 
2,300 B.P. Diagnostics would include the small variety 
of the Late Archaic Savannah River Stenuned point 
(Oliver 1985) and pottery of the Stallings and Thoms 
Creek series. These sand tempered Thoma Creek wares 
are decorated filling punotations, jab-and-drag, and 
incised desigru (Trinkley 1976). Al.a potentially 
included are Refuge wares, also characterized by sandy 
paste, but often having only a plain or dentate-stamped 
surface {Waring 1968). Others would have the 
Woodland beginning about 3,000 B.P. and perhaps as 
late as 2,500 B.P. with the introduction of pottery 
which;,, cord-ma<ked or fabric-impre!!sed and suggestive 
of influences from northern cultures. 
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There remains, in South Carolina, 
considerable ambiguity regarding the pottery series 
found in the Sandhills and their association with coastal 
plain and piedmont types. The earli .. t pottery found at 
many sites may be called either Deptford or Yadkin, 
dependfilB on the researah or their inclination at any 
given moment. 

The Deptford phase, which dates from 3050 to 
1350 B.P., Ui best characterized by fine to coarse sandy 
paste pottery with a check stamped surface treatment. 
The Deptford settlement pattern involves both coastal 
and inland sites. 

Inland sites such as 38AK228-W, 38LlC5, 
38RD60, and 38BM40 indicate the presence of an 
extensive Deptford occupation on the Fall Line and the 
Inner Coastal Plain/Sand Hills, although sandy, acidic 
soils preclude statements on the subsistence base 
(./;nderson 1979; Ryan 1972; T rink!ey l 980a). These 
interior or upland Deptford sites, however, are strongly 

associated with the swamp terrace edge, ancl this 
environment is productive not only in -nut masts, but 

also in large mammals such as deer. Perhaps the best 
data concerning Deptford 11base camps 11 comes from the 

Lewis-West site (38AK228-W), where evidence of 
abundant food remains, storage pit f~tures, elaborate 

material culture, mortuary behavior, and craft 
specialization has ken reported (Sassaman et al. 
1990:96-98; see also Sassaman 1993 for similar data 
recovered from 38AK157). 

Further to the north and west, in the 
Piedmont, the Early Woodland ;,, marked by a pottery 
type defined by Coe (1964:27-29) as Badin.3 This 
pottery ;,, identified as having very fine sand in the paste 
with an occasional pebble. Coe identified cord-marked, 
fabric-marked, net-impressed, and plain surface finishes. 
Beyond this pottery little Ui known about the makers of 
the Badin wares and relatively few of these sherd. are 

:5 The ceramics suggest clear regional differences 

during the Woodland winch seem to only b, magnified during 
the later phases. Ward (1983:71), for example, not"' that 
there 11 markeJ distinctions" between the potl:ery from the 
Buggs Island and Gaston Reservoirs and that from the south
central Piedmont. 



PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC BACKGROUND 

reported from South Carolina ailes. 

Somewhat more information is avails.ble for 

the Middle Woodland, typically given the range of about 
2,300 B.P. to 1,200 B.P. In the Piedmont and even 
into the Sand Hills, the dominant Middle Woodland 
ceramic type is typically identified as the Yadkin series. 

Characterized by a crushed quarn temper the pottery 
includes snrface treatments of cord-marked, fabric
marked, and a very few linear check-stamped sherds 
(Coe 1964:30-32). It is regrettable that several of the 
seemingly 11best11 Yadkin sites, such as the Trestle site 

(31Anl 9) explored by Peter Cooper {Ward 1983:72-
73), have nsver been published. 

Yadkin ceramics are associated with medium.

sized triangul<rr points, although Oliver (1981) sugges\s 
that a continuation of the Piedmont Stemmed 

Tradition to al least 1650 B.P. coexisted with this 
Triangular Tradition. The Yadkin in South Carolina 
has been best explored by research at 38SU83 in 
Sumter County (Blanton el al. 1986) and al 38FL24<J 
i;, Florence County (T rink!ey et al. 1993) 

In some respects the Late Woodland (1,200 
B.P. to 400 B.P.) may be characterized as a 
continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural 
assemblages. Wble outside the Carolinas there were 
major cultural changes, such as the continued 
development and elaboration of agriculture, the 
Carolina groups settled into a lifeway not appreciably 
different from that observed for the previous 500-700 
years. From the vantage point of the Middle Savannah 
Valley Sassaman and b colleagues note that, 11-the Late 
Woodland is difficult lo delineate typologically from its 
antecedent or from the subsequent Mississippian period.11 

(Sassaman el al. 1990:14). This situation would 
remain unchanged until the development of the South 
Appalachian Mississippian complex (see Ferguson 
1971). 

The survey tract (presently in Aiken County) 
is in what is historically known as the Orangeburg 
District. Although exploration of the Savannah River 
Valley began as ·early as the sixteenth cenlnry 
(DePratter 1 Q89), subatantial settlement of the area did 

not begin until afterthe Y amassee Indian War ( 1715-
1718). By the mid-eighteenth century, cattle ranchers 
and subsistence farmers cleared land and established 
small farms and plantations (Kovacik and Winberry 
1987:69-71), and by the eve of the American 
Revolution, cattle ranching was well established in the 
area (Brook. 1 981). 

In 182b Mills remark. that the district was 

largely urwettled until 1735, when a number of German 
immigrants arrived, followed by a second wave in 1769. 
Mills observes that north of these settlements, on the 
edges of the district, there were few wh:itt:s and the area 

was largely inhabited by Cherokee and Catawba Indians 
(Milla 1 Q72:657 [1826]). Milla, while commenting on 
neighboring Edgefield District, mentioned that, 

There is nothing that distinguishes 
the settlement of Edgefield from that 
of other districts in the upper and 
middle country. They were all 
gradually settled as the tide of 
emigration rolled from the north and 
east (Mills 1Q72:519-520 [1826]). 

In the first quarter of the nineteenth cenlnry 
Milla notes that the district, in the shape of "a kind of 
peninsula, or long, narrow strip" ran between the South 

Edisto on one side and the North Edisto on the other. 

While Tory forces were quite active in the 
adjacent Edgefield District during the American 
Revolution, only two skirmish took place in Aiken 
County. These were in conjunction with the American 
capture of Augusta from the British, and occurred at 
Beech Island and Galphin's Fort (Brook. 1984). 

By 1800 the Orangeburg District population 
consisted of 5,957 whites, 4,110 slaves, and 88 free 
blacks, for a total of 10,155. By 1820 the population 
had increased to 15,653, including b,760 whites and 
8,829 African American slaves. A similar situation was 

occurring in adjacent Edgefield District, where in 1800 
there were 13,063 whites and 5,006 African-American 
slaves. In twenty years the population increased by about 
7,000 with 12,8b4 whites, 19,198 slaves (Mills 
1972:527, 664 [182b]). Although the population 
decreases into the middle of the nineteenth century, 
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African American slaves still dominated the 
landscape, accounting for nearly SQ% of 
the population (DeBow 1854:302). The 
decline in population was largely a result of 
planters and farmers leaving the exhausted 
soJs of South Carolina and moving to Georgia, 
Alabama, and MUisUisippi (Kovacik and 
Winberry 1987:92-93). 

Mille' Atlas shows the project area, 
situated between the Rocky Springs Creek 
and Mc Tyer Creek to be vacant lands 
(Figure 7). The map, however, suggests 
that there were a number of farms nearby, 
based on presence of- eight mills in the 

general area. The few settlements shown 

seem to clwote-r on the main road running 
the length of the dUitrict and connecting 
the town of Orangeburg with the loWnB of 
Cambridge (Ninety Six) and 
Richardsonville m Edgefield Dmrict. 

The area saw some activity during 

the Civil War. General H.J. Kilpatrick of 
the Union Army fought General Joseph 
Wheeler's_ troops at Blackville, Williston, 
and Aiken during his threat to Augusta 
{Wallace 1951:548). 

It was not unit the end of the 
Civil War that Aiken came under attack. 
Will the fall of Savannah, General O.H. 
Hill was placed in charge of the 
Confederate fore.;. in All!luata, where it was 

thought that Sherman's troops would surely 

1.STUDYAREA\ 
. - -·~ .AltmanS J[UJ 

.Brooks Kill 

t:ooks .Bridt/ehead in order to destroy the vast stores of 

cotton. By late January 1865 Union forces 
were rapidly advancing through South 
Carolina, having taken P ocotali.go on 

igure 7. Portion of Mills' Ora~geburg DUitricl in -1S:l6 showmg th 
study area. 

January 14th and breaking the Chadeslon-
Savannah raJway for the first time during the war. The 
Confederate forces establi.hed a defenBive line near 
Three RU!lB in Aiken County, near where the Savannah 
River Plant site i£l today. The Union forces reached 

Allendale by the 31st and succeeded in taking 
Blackville, breaking the Charleston-Hamburg Railroad 
connection. 
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Union troops, inaludmg the 14th and the 
20th Corps as well as Major General Hugh Judson 
Kilpatrick's cavalry, began following the raJway line lo 
the west, leadmg directly lo Aiken. By February 10 
.Kilpatrick', cavalry reached Jobon's T urnoul (al what 
is today Montmorenci), while the Confederate forces 
hastily estahlished a line about two miles east of Aiken. 
Practicing total war, the country side was pillaged and 
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the railway was destrnyed. Kilpatrick remarked in a 
message lo Sherman that "this is splendid country; 
plenty of forage and supplies" (quoted in Boylston 
n.d.:8). Efforts to advance thro">!h Aiken were foiled by 
Confederate troops under the command of General 

Joseph Wheeler. While Aiken was saved, as was the 
Graniteville cotton mill, and the stores of cotton in 

August, South Carolina was lost. 

Exhausted by war and stunned by the upheaval 
of their economic and social system the residents of 
Orangeburg Distriot, as well as the rest of the slate, 
were in a slate of confusion and hardship. Immediately 
after the Civil War cotton prices peaked, causing many 
Southemeni to plant cotton again, in the hope of 
recouping losses horn the Wac. The single largest problem 
across the South, however, was labor. While som~ 
freedmen stayed on to work, others, apparently many 
othera, left. 

The hiring of freedmen began immediately after 
the war, with variable result.. The Freedmen's Bureau 
attempted to establish a system af wage lahor, but the 
effort was largely tempered by the enaolment af the Black 
Codes by the South Carolina Legislature in September 
1865. These Codes all awed nominal heedom, while 
establishing a new kind of slavery, severely restricting the 
right. and freedoms of the black majority (see Orser 
1988:50). Added ta the Codes were oppressive contracts 
which reinforced the power of the plantation owner and 
degraded the kedom af the Blacks. The heedmen found 
power r however, in their ability to break their contracts 
and move to a new plantation, beginning a new contract. 
With the high price of cotton and the scarcity af labor, 
this mechanism caused tremendous agitation to the 
plantation owners. 

Gradually owners turned away horn wage labor 
contracts to two kinds af tenancy - sharecropping and 
renting. While very different, both succeeded in making 
land ownership very difficult, if not impo.,ible, for the 
vast majority af Blacks. Sharecropping required the 
tenant lo pay his landlord par! of the crop produced, while 
renting required that he pay a fixed rent in either crops or 
money. In oharecropping the tenant supplied the labor 
and ane-half af the fertilizer, the landlord supplied 
everything else - land, house, tools, work an:imala, 
animal feed, wood for fuel, and the other half of the 
needed fertilizer. In return the landlord received half of 

the crop at harvest. This system became known as 
"working on halves," and the tenants as 11half hands, 11 or 
11half tenants.n 

In share-renting, the landlord supplied the land, 
housing, and either one-quarter or one-third of the 
fertilizer costs. The tenant supplied the labor, animals, 
animal feed, tools, seed, and the ren1ainder of the 
fertilizer. At harvest the crop was divided in proportion to 
the amount of fertilizer that each party supplied. A 
number of variations on this occurred, one of the most 
common being 11-third and fourth, 11 where the landlord 
received one-fourth of the cotton crop and one-third of all 
other crops. In cash-renting the landlord provided the 
land and housing, with the renter providing everything 
else and paying a fixed per-acre rent in cash. 

After the Civil War the study area was shifted 
horn Orangeburg lo Lexington County, although Aiken 
was not created until 1871 when parts of adjoining 
Edgefield, Lexington, Barnwell, and Orangeburg 
counties. 

In the 1880s Aiken County had three rnilJ. 
(Graniteville, VauclUBe, and Langley). Cotton was being 
produced in large amounts and it was estimated that the 
average cost of producing merchantable cotton was about 
eight cents a pound and 40 dollara la bale 500 pounds. It 
appeara that a large portion of the manufacturing in the 
county was milling grain or producing lumber and 
turpentine. Of the 31 other manufacturing 
establishments there were 12 grist rntlls, 12 lumber rnilJ., 
6 turpentine establishment., and one paper rntll 
(Anonymous 1884). There was, in addition, one granite 
quarry, associated with Graniteville Manufacturing 
Company. 

Cotton continued t,o be the major crop in the 
area. In 1900 Aiken reported 63, 127 acres elevated to 
cotton (representing neatly a third of the county's 
improved farm acreage) with a yield of 28,223 bales, 
placing it ll th in the state. The anly crop with more 
acreage was com, planted on 75,966 acres. Com 
production, al 703,080 bushel,,. Only Orangeburg, 
Sumter, and Barnwell produced more corn than Aiken. 

The 1939 General Highway and T ransporlatian 
Map of Aiken County (Figure 8) reveals that there was a 
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farm, along with at least one tenant 
structure on the east side of Muddy Branch 
Road, potentially in the survey vicinity. In 
addition, a similar farm complex was situated 
on the west side of the road, in the general 
vicinity of the previously reported 
architectural site. 

Recently Cabak and her colleagues 
have examined the architectural development 
of farmstead. in the Aiken Plateau area 
(Cabak el al. 1999). They distinguish "folk 
styles" from unational styles," using the 

delinitioru common to the field, folk formll 
being "designed without a conscious attempt 

to mimic current fashion" (McAlester and 
McAl .. ter 1984,5), while national formB 
reveal "the influence of shapes, materials, 
detailing, or other features that make up an 

architec!ura.l style that was currently in 
vogue" (McAlester and McAlester 1984,5). 
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of COtlIEe, this approach is open to 

criticism. For example, some would argue 
that anything as "pure" as McAlester and 
McAleBter's folk form exists, that it is 
virtually impossible to design without some 
degree of influence being exerted by one's 

- - ±_ ·~ - _K 
igure 8. Portion of the 1939 Gencra/ H;g/rway and Tmnsporlatfon Map 

of Aiken County showing the project area. 

neighbors. It al.o leaves little room for formB 
which are vernacular interpretationB of prevailing national 
styles. 

Regardless, Cabak el al. (l 999)nole that the 
common folk or vernacular styles of the Aiken region 
prior lo 1950 include three with considerable time depth, 
the 1-hoUBe, the hall-and.parlor house, and Cumberland 
hoUBe (this latter style being a frame version of an earlier 
log style). They consider two styles, the shotgun hoUBe 
and the side-gabled hoUBe, lo be transitional forms found 
in mid-nineteenth through early twentieth century 
contexts. The final three vernacular forms, the southern 
bungalow, front-gabled, and cross gabled hoUBes, were 
popular in the early twentieth century (Cabak el al. 
l 9Q9,26). The only national form noted in the area was 

the Craftsman style - that became popular nationwide in 
the first quarter of the twentieth century. 

The vast majority of the Aiken area houses fall 
into the vernacular or folk category, with only 5o/o 
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representing national formB. Althottjlh these folk hoUBes 
dominate the pre-1950 land.cape, 97% of tenant houses 
fell into the category of early vernacular (I-houses, hall
and-parlor hoUBes, and Cumberland houses), while only 
43°/o of the operator houses were of these early vernacular 
formB. T11e modern styleB were found at only 3% of the 
tenant farms, but 27% of the operator farmsteads. 

Whether this represents poverty vs. wealth, 
acceptance of new ideas vs. rejection, or perhaps even a 
dichotomy of power is unclear, but as they emphasize, 

architectural differences definitely existed between rural 
tenure classes" (Cabak et al. 1999,36). They take these 
changes as reflecting almost evolutionary differences in 
farmsteads, which could be claasified as traditional, 
transitional, or modern (Cabak el al. 1999,31). 



RESEARCH METHODS AND FINDINGS 

A. previously indicated, the primary goals of 
this survey are to identify, record, and a.Bsess the 

si>!nificance of archaeological sites within the proposed 
substation footprint. No major analytical hypotheses 
were created prior to the field work and data analyeia. 
This research design proposed for thia study ia 
fundamentally explorative and explicative. 

!he survey area was wooded, but was clearly 

marked in the field with double blue blazes on trees at 
the properly lines. In addition, the tract had been 
surveyed and we were provided with a plat of the tract. 

The 2.0 acre traat was examined using a 
systematic intensive survey methodology that examined 

the entire acreage for archaeological and historical 
resources. An archaeological survey was conduoted 

using shovel tests placed at 100 foot intervals on 
traruecls spaced at 50 foot intervals. A series of eight 
traruecls were establiahed running from south to north 
on the parcel, for a total of 18 shovel tests (Figure 9). 

All shovel tests were approxin1ately one-foot 

square and were excavated to subsoil, usually about 1.5 
feet below the surface. All sotle were screened through 
1/4-inch ntesh and soil prcifiles were recorded as 

appropriate, using Munsell soil colors. All shovel tests 
were backf;lled at the completion of the work. 

Results of the Archaeoloe'ical Survey 

The investigation revealed that the proposed 
property slopes up to the east and that there was a gentle 
swale or drainage area running roughly east-west 

through the tract. A. a result of this, some differences 
were observed in the shovel teat profiles. In general we 

found the soils in the western portion of the tract to be 
more consistent with Troup Sands, exhibiting a grayiBh 

brown (10YR5/2) sand about 0.4 foot overlying a 
brownish-yellow (10YR6/6) sand to a depth of at least 
1.5 feet. The soils in the eastern portion of the tract 
included Bibb soils in the depressions, characterized by 
about 0.5 foot of dark gray (10YR4/l) sand overlying 
an additional 1.5 foot of light browniBh B'"Y (10YR6/J) 
sand. The dark surface soils are suggestive of reduction, 
likely from the moisture in the sotls. Also found in this 
area were Vaucluse soils, with profiles of about 0.2 to 

0.4 foot of brown (10YR5/3) sand overlying an 
additional 0.6 foot of brownish yellow (10YR6/6) sand 
on top of a yellowish brown (10YR5/6) and. 

The field investigation revealed clear-cut 
logging to lhe east, southeast, and south. In these areas 
upland soils were completely exposed with some initial 

sheet erosion. To the north there iB a powe:dine corridor 
and just beyond the existing substation. The topography 
has been erlensively altered, but it ia through thia 
general area that a small drainage originally ran. Today 
the powedine corridor tends to be somewhat low and 
wet. To the southwest of the proposed tract, and outside 
of its borders, ia an area of modem trash, including soda 
bottles, metal, cans, and other debris. None of these 
materials were collected. 

None of the shovel tests, however, produced 

any cultural remains. 

Results of fue Architectural Survey 

During 1988 an architectural survey of eastern 
Aiken County was conducted by Preservation 

Conscltants (Fick and Schneider 1988). A. previously 
discussed only one structure was identified in the APE 
for this project, U/03/0000/1790013. Thia strucluxe 
was found on the wast side of county road 703 
(previously known as Wire Road, today called Muddy 
Branch Road), 0.2 mile south of its junction with S-49 
(T wo Notch Road). The site was de.cribed as a one story 
front gabled roof structure. The porch ia a separate 
gabled element covering a single bay. Butl\ about 1925, 
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ARCHAEOWGICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED CAMP WNG SUBSTATION 

Durin{: our invesHgations this 

structure was revisited since it waa 
noted to be within the APE. The 
structure is essentially the same as 

origmally reported in 1 988 (Figures 11 
and 12). As waB reported initially, 
alterations include replacement porch 

posts, a one bay addition at the left 
elevation, and an awning on a rear 

window on the right elevation (not 
visible in these photographs). The ca. 
1950 vertical-board garage iB likewise 
still present. No additional ~ses8rnent 
or comments seem appropriate for this 
structure and we continue to 

recommend the stroclure not eligible. 

igure 11. North elevation of structure 1790013, looking south. 
Standing at the proposed 

substation site the structure was just 

barely viBible through screening 
vegetation. - The existing substation and associated 

powerline are currently vic.;ible from the structme. It is 
the structure waB reported to have triangular louvered 
attic vents in the front and porch gable ends, and 
exposed rafter ends 
and triangular 

knee braces at the 
eaves. The single 
and double 
windowe have 6/6 
panes and the 

was house 
constructed 

weatherboard.a. 
of 

T h i s 

' 

structure was 
recommended as 

not eligible for 
inclUBion on the 
National Register 

and thiB waB 

concurred with by 
the State Historic 
Preservation 
Office (letter from 
Ms. Julie Turner, 

igure 12. South and west elevations of structure 1790013, looking northeast. 

Survey Architectural Historian to Mr. David Schneider, 
dated February 14, 1989). 

unlikely that the proposed substation will have any 
additional quantifiable visual affect on the view scape. 



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study involved the examination of a 2.0 
acre tract situated in north central .Aiken County, 
South Carolina. The tract is proposed for the 
conslruction of an electrical substation to be uaed by the 
Aiken Power Cooperative. This report, conducted for 

Carolina Power Cooperative, provides the results of that 
investigation and is intended to assist that organization 

comply with their bstoric preservation resporuibilities. 

WhJe surrounding areas had been erlensively 
logged, the study tract was found to be in gond 
condition with a light coverlng of pine and mixed 
hardwoods. The archaeological survey included close 
interval shovel testing, which revealed intact soils, but 
no evidence of cultural remains on the study tract. 

It U. likely that the absence of prehistoric 
remains is associated with the distance to any 

permanent water source, as well as the low, rolling 

topography. It seems more likely-that- prehistoric sites 

wi.11 be found further upslope, on the ridge crest. 
Historic sites, while associated with the road network, 

are not present on the survey tract. One fann stead 

appears to have been destroyed by previous development 
activities nearby, while the farmstead to the west has 
been recorded in a previous county-wide architectural 

survey (Fick and Schneider 1988) as 
u /03/0000/1790013. 

This particular structure ;,, situated about 500 
feet west-sauthweBt of the study tract. Our 
investigations reveal that it is essentially uncb~nged 
since the 1 Q88 survey. A. was recommended at that 
time, we also recommend the site as not eligible for 

inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Moreover, it seems likely that the structure will be 
largely screened from the new substation, although both 
the existing substation and the existing pmverUnes 
associated with the substation are currently visible. 

It is possible that archaeological remains may 

be encountered in the substation during construction 

activitieB. A. always, the utility's contractors should be 
advised to report: any discoveries of concentrations of 

artifacts (ruch as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points) 
or brick rubble to the project engineer, who should in 
turn report the material to the State Historic 
Preservation Office, or Chicora Foundation (the 
process of dealing with late ckcoveries is discussed in 

36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No further land altering 
activities should take place in the vicinity of these 
dUicoveries until they have been examined by an 

archaeologist and, if necessary, have been processed 

according to 36CFR800.13(b)(3). 
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