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The black Southerner and white Southerner are locked to the land 
and to history, a painful history of guilt and cruelty and 
ignorance. It clings to us like the moss on the trees. 

      -- Maya Angelou

  



  



 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 
 
 

This study provides the results of data 
recovery excavations conducted at 38BK1900, a 
site identified as a Mazyck plantation on a tract 
of land today known as Liberty Hall Plantation. 
The investigations were conducted for Centex 
Homes and are meant to assist the company 
comply with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the regulations codified in 
36CFR800. The data recovery plan was 
approved by the S.C. State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) and was conducted under a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the Office of 
Ocean and Coastal Resource Management 
(OCRM). 
 
 Site 38BK1900 was initially identified 
during an intensive archaeological survey 
conducted by Chicora Foundation in 2002. The 
site was recognized as an eighteenth century 
plantation settlement situated on a ridge top 
surrounded by old rice fields and was 
determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criterion D, information 
potential. In particular, this site was thought 
able to address questions concerning the 
lifeways of early rice planters as well as the 
social and economic importance of Huguenot 
Mazyck family. Other plantations in the Goose 
Creek area suitable for comparison to 38BK1900 
include both Crowfield and Broom Hall.  
 
 Historical investigations for this site 
included two discrete approaches. The first 
involved the examination of background 
information in an effort to develop a 
preliminary context for “inland swamp rice 
plantations.” This context examined a wide 
range of issues, including planting, processing, 
and marketing rice, as well as the affect of rice 
on African Americans in the South Carolina 
lowcountry. The second aspect of the historical 
research included additional study of the 

Mazyck family, most especially those who 
owned the plantation. This research reveals that 
the property passed from the émigré Isaac 
Mazyck to his son Benjamin. The plantation, 
likely profitable during the period prior to the 
American Revolution, became increasingly less 
so toward the end of the eighteenth century. 
While the sources are limited, it appears that 
throughout Benjamin’s ownership the property 
was a working plantation and Benjamin was 
more likely to spend time either in Charleston or 
at his brother Paul’s Goose Creek plantation.  
 

Benjamin held the property until his 
death in 1800, although it is likely that for the 
last several decades of his life Benjamin’s son, 
Stephen Mazyck, was operating the plantation. 
It may have been this period of observation that 
prompted Benjamin to leave the plantation not 
to Stephen, but to Stephen’s children. Through 
time the plantation became less valuable and it 
seems likely that the children were unable to use 
the property productively. Eventually an equity 
case directed the property to be sold at auction. 

 
Charles L. Desel, the son-in-law of 

Stephen Mazyck, acquired the plantation. Desel, 
a wealthy Charleston merchant held the 
property until his death in 1854. Agricultural 
census records reveal that the property was 
being planted, although the crops raised were 
hardly enough to feed the slaves on the tract, 
much less make any profit. It seems that the 
property was being held for reasons other than 
its profitability. 

 
The archaeological research involved 

the hand excavation of two 10-foot units in each 
of four artifact concentrations identified during 
the initial survey. After the completion of the 
hand excavations, a series of 10 mechanical cuts 
were placed around the concentrations in order 
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to explore for architectural features that might 
have been missed by the hand excavations. 
None were encountered. 
 

The hand excavations revealed very 
dense remains at Area B, although distinct 
architectural features were not encountered. At 
Areas A, C, and D, the artifact density was much 
lighter.  Temporal differences were identified in 
the four areas, with Areas B and D dating to the 
first quarter of the eighteenth century. In 
contrast, Areas C and A date to the first quarter 
of the nineteenth century. This reveals that the 
settlement pattern on the plantation changed 
dramatically after Benjamin Mazyck’s death in 
1800.  The relocation of these settlements is 
probably associated with the movement of the 
main plantation core to an area off the survey 
tract. 
 
 Area B produced dense European 
ceramics and modest amounts of Colono ware. 
The European ceramics are generally low status 
and hollow wares. The artifact pattern from the 
site resembles that of the Revised Carolina 
Pattern and we believe this is the location of an 
early eighteenth century overseer. The area was 
abandoned by the time of the American 
Revolution and was not reoccupied. 
 
 Area D, in contrast, was dominated by 
Colono ware, with almost no European ceramics 
present. This locus is attributed to a very early 
African American slave settlement and the 
artifact pattern very closely resembles that of the 
Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern. The terminal 
date for this settlement is impossible to 
determine given the very low frequency of 
securely dated items.  There is, however, no 
evidence of nineteenth century wares, so we 
believe that this site, too, was abandoned by the 
time of the American Revolution, if not earlier. 
 
 Areas C and A produced relatively low 
densities of remains, but the ceramics and other 
artifacts present are suggestive of slave 
structures. The settlement was probably begun 
in the last decade of the eighteenth century or 
perhaps the first decade of the nineteenth 

century. The occupation span is difficult to 
determine, but probably did not continue past 
about 1830. These settlements tend to reinforce 
the historic accounts of relatively stagnant 
plantation operations in the mid- to late 
antebellum.  
 
 Although faunal remains were 
preserved only in Area B, they were quite dense 
in Units 1 and 2. The remains are unusual in that 
the only domestic mammal present is cow. 
While many less desirable or lower value cuts 
are represented, there are also a number of more 
valuable cuts. The density and variety of these 
remains is consistent with the interpretation of a 
white overseer in the early eighteenth century 
when cattle ranching was still a significant 
activity in the Goose Creek area. 
 
 Our knowledge of early eighteenth 
century plantations is extremely limited. While 
there are occasionally some “early” remains, 
they are frequently found associated, or co-
mingled, with antebellum materials. These later 
materials often mask the earlier occupation, 
making it difficult to tease apart any diachronic 
observations. Even more fundamentally, our 
previous excavations in the Goose Creek and 
Charleston area have largely explored high 
status remains such as Broom Hall or 
occasionally slave settlements such as 
Crowfield. We are not familiar with any 
investigation of white plantation overseers. The 
insights provided by 38BK1900 are of crucial 
importance to help better explore this forgotten 
class. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Development of the Project 
 

In June 2002 Centex Homes retained 
Chicora Foundation to conduct a cultural 
resources survey of their proposed Liberty Hall 
development in the Goose Creek area of 
southwestern Berkeley County (Trinkley et al. 
2003; Figure 1). The Goose Creek area is rapidly 

developing and the proposed 672-acre 
development would include single-family 
homes with the entrance to the new community 
off what is today known as Liberty Hall Road 
(S-529). 

 
As a result of that study a relatively 

small eighteenth century plantation, designated 

 

 
Figure 1. The central portion of the South Carolina low country showing the location of 38BK1900 in Berkeley

County (USGS State of South Carolina, 1:1,000,000). 
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38BK1900, was identified on the southern edge of 
their property, bordering Liberty Hall Road. 
Initially a series of 130 shovel tests were excavated 
across the 4-acre site (measuring 775 feet east-west 
by 225 feet north-south). Of these 51, or 39%, were 
positive, revealing that the site consisted of four 
distinct loci or areas, identified as “A” through 
“D.” Artifacts were found confined to what 
appeared to be an Ap horizon of grayish brown 
(10YR5/2) fine sandy loam. Subsoil varied, but 
was often a yellowish brown (10YR5/6) clay loam. 
In addition, two 1.5-foot units were also excavated, 
one in Area B and another in Area C. The Unit in 
Area B revealed relatively dense brick, mortar, and 
plaster debris, along with a high density of 
artifacts. Two possible features were encountered 
at the base of the unit. The Unit in Area C found a 
much lower density of remains, although the 
collection was dominated by Colono ware, a slave-
made pottery from the eighteenth century. 

 
The site was also found to contain several 

remnant dikes thought to be associated with rice 

cultivation. Representative of the process of 
hydraulic control used on eighteenth century 
interior swamp rice plantations, such dikes are 
common to the low country, although there has not 
been any detailed assessment of their research 
potential. 

Figure 2. Liberty Hall survey tract and location of 38BK1900 in the Goose Creek area (USGS Ladson, Mt. Holly,
and Kittredge 7.5’, scale is 1” to 8,000 feet). 

 
The collections from the site were found to 

be dominated by Colono ware, coarse red 
earthenware, delft, and lead glazed slipware. The 
most recent ceramics were pearlwares, typically 
dating from the first quarter of the nineteenth 
century (although they can extend to almost mid-
century). The mean ceramic date for the site, 
combining all shovel tests and units, was identified 
as 1747 (Trinkley et al. 2003:41).  

 
The site was recommended eligible for 

inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places and the South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred. Centex 
Homes was unable to avoid or green space the site 
since it lays at the entrance to the development. As 
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a result a Memorandum of Agreement was 
prepared between Centex Homes, the SHPO, and 
the Office of Coastal Resource Management 
(OCRM). Also prepared was a data recovery plan 
that was reviewed and approved by the SHPO 
with modifications. 

 
The archaeological investigations were 

conducted from late April through early July 2003. 
Sarah Fick, Michael Trinkley, and Debi Hacker 
conducted the historic research. The field 
investigations were conducted by Michael 
Trinkley, Nicole Southerland, and Tom Covington 
from April 22 through May 5, 2003. 
 
Research Goals 
 

Site 38BK1900 was identified as eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register under Criterion 
D, information potential. Based on the initial 
historic research, the tract was thought to represent 
a relatively small interior swamp rice plantation 
owned by the prominent Mazyck family of French 
Huguenots. While research has been conducted at 
large and very high profile rice plantations such as 
Crowfield (Trinkley et al. 1992) and Broom Hall 
(Trinkley et al. 1995), the smaller Goose Creek 
holdings had not received anything approaching 
careful archaeological attention. Moreover, as 
pointed out the by the SHPO, previous studies 
focused on the wealth and status of the plantation 
holders – not on how that wealth and status had 
been achieved through rice cultivation. While there 
is a generally good understanding of tidal rice 
(certainly focused by such scholars as Hilliard 
1975), a similar understanding is not widely 
available for so-called interior swamp rice 
cultivation. Consequently, the Mazyck plantation 
held an opportunity to explore not only a smaller, 
and presumably less profitable version of 
plantations such as Broom Hall and Crowfield, but 
it is also an opportunity to better examine the 
historical accounts of early rice cultivation in the 
Carolina colony. 
 The data recovery at 38BK1900 involved 
essentially three activities. The first was historic 
research. This task was divided into two broad, but 
clearly overlapping areas – investigation of rice 
cultivation techniques and investigation of the 
plantation’s history. Neither task was especially 
easy. 

 As previously mentioned, inland rice 
cultivation has received relatively little attention 
and, where attention has been given, terminology 
is inconsistent and historical accounts are often 
contradictory. Historians, and most particularly 
archaeologists, have ignored inland rice cultivation 
in favor of the more grandiose, better documented, 
and far wealthier tidal rice cultivation of the post-
American Revolution.  Many, although not all, of 
these problems were resolved during this study 
and one benefit, we believe, is that researchers 
have a firmer context in which to place future 
investigations of rice plantations. 
 
 While the Mazyck family contributed 
important Huguenot blood to the early families of 
South Carolina and were, in their own right, 
significant and wealthy merchants, they have left 
no plantation diaries, letter books, or journals. Few 
of the Mazycks were active in Carolina politics and 
what activity there was ceased after the 
Revolution. There are few letters and even fewer 
clues to their economic, social, or mercantile 
activities. The Liberty Hall plantation, staying in 
the family for nearly 150 years, was not the subject 
of various plats, so there is little cartographic 
evidence of their activities. And since the property 
stayed in the family, there are relatively few deeds 
or other legal instruments that might help 
reconstruct the plantation and its economic 
importance. 
 
 Nevertheless, this research brings together 
what can be found concerning the branch of the 
Mazyck family who owned and operated Liberty 
Hall during the eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries.  While there is much speculation (which 
we prefer to characterize as educated guesses), we 
have been able to provide basic information, 
especially on the activities of Benjamin Mazyck. 
 
 The second significant activity involved in 
the data recovery plan was archaeological study.  
 

Comparable plantations (in terms of time 
and location, if not status) that have received 
archaeological study include Broom Hall 
Plantation (Trinkley et al. 1995) and Crowfield 
Plantation (Trinkley et al. 1992),each 3 to 3.5 miles 
to the west.  Perhaps the most distinct feature of 
38BK1900 is that the plantation appears relatively 
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obscure in the historical record, while Broom Hall 
and Crowfield were well known and elaborately 
documented.  
 

Our level of understanding based on 
survey data incorporates four site areas with no 
intervening artifacts –  suggestive of either four 
structures or four areas of intensive activity 
(perhaps representing more than four structures). 
Area B is the largest and represents the densest 
(and highest status) remains. It was initially 
interpreted as a main house and/or kitchen. The 
remaining three areas offer lower artifact density 
and lower status remains (and may therefore 
represent slave dwellings). 
 

Clearly one research goal is to test this 
information by opening larger units and collecting 
more artifacts from each area. We believe that even 
absent historic documents such as plats, South’s 
artifact patterns will help explain the different site 
areas. By examining this plantation, and making 
some sense of the artifact distribution, we will be 
improving our understanding of eighteenth 
century plantation layout and activities. 

 
A second research area should include a 

detailed investigation of the recovered artifacts. 
Efforts to distinguish Indian-made from slave 
made ceramics have not been successful in 
previous studies, although many of the studied 
sites are from different geographic areas and 
represent a significant span of time. Continuing 
this research at a third site in close proximity to 
two other sites (Broom Hall and Crowfield) where 
similar research methods have been used would 
provide an exceptional opportunity to amass data 
that might help resolve this question. In addition, it 
would provide an opportunity to compare and 
contrast three sites that are very closely tied to 
South Carolina’s eighteenth century rice 
cultivation. 
 

We believe that the investigation of both 
research topics – architecture and material culture 
– is enhanced by the plantation being under one 
ownership for the bulk of its history (from 1735 to 
1834). Moreover, this period well corresponds with 
the current dating of remains from the site. 
 

Each of the four site areas would first be 
examined by hand excavation, followed by 
mechanical stripping. While there was a hope that 
architectural remains would be found (and the 
initial survey did suggest the presence of features 
at one site area), our primary goal was to obtain a 
sufficient quantity of artifacts to help interpret the 
different site areas. The hand excavations would 
open 800 square feet, or nearly a 0.5% sample of 
the site area. 
 
 While the subsequent mechanical 
stripping would open an undetermined additional 
amount of the site, the goal of this work was not to 
collect additional artifacts, but rather to expose any 
architectural features that might have been missed 
in the shovel testing and hand excavations. 
 
 As the research got underway, we 
discovered that three of the four site loci seem to 
represent temporally distinct slave settlements, 
while the fourth represents the settlement of an 
early eighteenth century overseer. Research at the 
various areas was primarily explorative, seeking to 
gather samples of materials that would be useful 
for comparison to other slave settlements. In 
particular we were interested in the overseer 
settlement since no similar settlement was 
available for comparison. Our research at that site 
involved the examination of the ceramics and other 
artifacts for information on status of the individual, 
as well as examination of the faunal collection for 
information on dietary practices for an overseer of 
this early period. 
 
 The third activity of the data recovery 
plan was the development of a public component. 
In this area we were assisted by Dr. Michael 
Heitzler, a local historian and author (Heitzler 
1983), principal of Westview Elementary School in 
Goose Creek, and the major of the Town of Goose 
Creek. We developed a school curriculum focused 
on Benjamin Mazyck. Recognizing that there was 
relatively little historical information, we dubbed 
Benjamin a “mystery man,” and developed studies 
that allow kids to better know Benjamin Mazyck 
through a combination of history and archaeology. 
To further support this activity, Dr. Heitzler 
assisted the promotion of the work by 
incorporating it on the Town of Goose Creek web 
page. 
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NATURAL SETTING 
 
 The Mazyck plantation today known as 
Liberty Hall was situated in the St. James Goose 
Creek Parish of South Carolina. Established by 
the Church Act of 1706, the parishes of South 
Carolina were units of social, civil, political, as 
well as religious, importance. St. James (Goose 
Creek is added to distinguish it from St. James 
Santee at the mouth of the Santee River) 
included part of the Charleston Neck and was 
bounded on the east by Cooper River, extending 
north to the Back River. From the point where 
the Back River branches from the Cooper, the 
parish line follows the Back River to its source, 
then runs west, from south of Pimlico, Fairlawn 
Barony, to what was the unsettled Carolina 
frontier. The southern boundary, at the 
Charleston Neck, runs west-northwest parallel 
to the west-northwest boundary to the frontier. 
The western boundary was not defined at the 
time and the parish extended indefinitely into 
the frontier. Today most of the parish is 
subsumed by Berkeley County, although 
portions are also found in Charleston and 
Dorchester counties and Orangeburg County 
includes the unstated western boundary. 
 
 Today while some areas remains rural, 
dominated by farms and wooded acreage, much 
of the parish has been overtaken by suburban 
“bedroom communities” for Charleston and its 
once prosperous naval bases on the Cooper 
River. 
 
Topography, Geology, and Soils 
 
 Berkeley County is in the southeastern 
part of South Carolina on the Atlantic Coastal 
Plain, in the area called the Atlantic Coast 
Flatwoods. Most of the county (and previously, 
the St. James Goose Creek parish) consists of 
broad areas of nearly level to gently sloping, 
dominantly loamy and clayey soils. Soils 
adjacent to creeks, in the flood plains of the 

rivers, and in low areas are subject to frequent 
flooding. Most are sedimentary and were 
transported from other areas by the ocean or 
streams. 
 
 The lower part of St. James Goose Creek 
Parish is dominated by Goose Creek, which runs 
northwesterly through the middle of the parish 
and flows into the Cooper River. At the 
headwaters of Goose Creek is the Goose Creek 
Swamp, which is derived from Ancrum Swamp 
to the west and Huckhole Swamp that forms a 
more easterly branch. It is apparent from 
topographic maps that Huckhole Swamp has 
rather arbitrary boundaries, flowing into Goose 
Creek Swamp or what is sometimes called 
Bluehouse Swamp, and coming from King 
Branch, Daisy Swamp, and Laurel Swamp to the 
north. Bordering the swamps and creeks are 
relatively high, steep bluffs to the east and west. 
It was on these bluffs that plantations such as 
Crowfield, Persimmon Hill, and Broom Hall 
were situated. 
 
 Further to north lies Foster Creek, 
running west from the Back River for about 2 
miles before it turns northward. What is known 
today as Brick Bound Swamp, and beyond that 
Sophia Swamp, form the headwaters of Fosters 
Creek. These, in turn, are interconnected with 
Laurel Swamp and Daisy Swamp, with some of 
the drainage flowing east into the headwaters of 
the Back River. What is left of the Mazyck’s rice 
lands are found north of Foster’s Creek in the 
vicinity of Brick Bound Swamp. 
 
 Elevations throughout the county range 
from sea level in the vicinity of what is today 
Daniel's Island to a high of about 105 feet above 
mean sea level (AMSL) in the western part. 
Around Liberty Hall, at a gross level, the 
topography is generally level. Much of the study 
tract incorporates swamplands so there is a 
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general slope toward the east from about 30 feet 
AMSL to 10 feet AMSL. At a more localized 
scale, with more careful inspection, we find 
considerable variation – up to 18 feet – between 
the uplands and the associated swamps. We also 
find a very complex topography reflecting an 
interaction of natural and man-made features. 
 
 For example, there appear to be a 
number of small natural springs on the bluff 
edge overlooking the swamp. At least one of 
these, immediately west of Area A at 38BK1900, 
was integrated into an upland rice 
impoundment. In the vicinity of Area B there is 
a broad level plain that looks out northward 
over what were once rice fields (Figure 3). While 
the most noticeable slope is that to the north, 
there is also a significant slope to the west, 
toward site Area D, as well as toward the east, 
into Area C. 
 

Within the immediate area of 38BK1900 
is a single soil series, Duplin fine sandy loam 
(Long 1980:Map 87). This gently sloping soil is 
generally found on broad ridges and narrow 
slopes along streams and drainages. The soils 
are moderately well drained, although during 
the winter there are seasonal high water tables 

within 2.0 to 3.5 feet of the surface. The soils are 
also characterized by moderately slow 
permeability – a feature which significantly 
hindered the archaeological investigations. 
 
 A typical soil profile reveals an Ap 
horizon of grayish brown (10YR5/2) fine sandy 
loam about 0.5 foot in depth. This overlies 
various B horizons of yellowish brown 
(10YR5/6) clay loam that may extend to 4.4 feet 
(Long 1980:17). 
 
 Surrounding the plantation site are far 
less well drained soils. To the east and west are 
areas of Wahee soil. Identified as somewhat 
poorly drained, they have seasonal water tables 
within 0.5 foot of the ground surface. To the 
north, comprising the bulk of what were once 
rice fields, are vast areas of Meggett clay loams. 
These areas are nearly level and poorly drained 
with common flooding and an apparent water 
table at the surface or within a foot of the 
surface. While the dike system to maintain water 
is no longer functional and much of the area had 
begun to dry out during the mid-twentieth 
century, recent beaver activity has re-diked 
some drainages, flooding areas of the lowlands 
and creating a setting far more like the original 

rice fields than would 
otherwise be found. 
 
 It probably isn’t 
surprising that the plantation 
settlement was placed on the 
better drained Duplin soils. 
What is more surprising is 
that it wasn’t located on one 
of the several areas of even 
better drained Caroline soils, 
found both to the northwest 
and to the east. The soils to 
the northwest, however, are 
on an isolated ridge, nearly 
surrounded by lower and 
much less well drained soils. 
Such a location might have 
impeded travel to the 
plantation. Likewise, the 

6

Figure 3. 38BK1900, Area B showing high ground dropping into the swamp
in the foreground (to the north). 
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Caroline soils to the east are found on a north-
south running ridge with little access to the 
Liberty Hall Road. This area, too, was likely 
viewed as being less accessible. Moreover, the 
current location appears far more centrally 
located, allowing easier access to the different 
areas of the plantation. 
 
 In the mid-nineteenth century Edmund 
Ruffin remarked that the soils of the area were 
generally poor, "& very sandy, & mostly on 
sandy subsoil. Some, however, has a sandy clay 
subsoil" (Mathew 1992:60). Closer to the river 
Ruffin found an increase in clays, at times "clay 
so much predominated in the soil as to be 
objectionable, the high land being very stiff& 
intractable under tillage." While Ruffin describes 
a variety of tidal rice fields: 
 

nearly all the inland swamp 
lands formerly were under it 
[rice cultivation] — but have 
been thrown out, & are now 
under water (Mathew 1992:64). 

 
  Period historian David Ramsay noted 
that the soils of South Carolina could be divided 
into six broad categories: tide swamp, inland 
swamp, high river swamp, salt marsh, oak and 
hickory high ground and the pine barren. He 
noted that the tide swamp and inland swamp 
were suitable for rice; the high river swamps 
(such as those at Liberty Hall) were best suited 
to hemp, corn, and indigo; while the oak and 
hickory high grounds were excellent for 
provision crops, indigo, and cotton. While the 
Pine Barrens were the least productive, they 
were recognized as the most healthy and an 
"indispensably necessary appendage to a 
swamp plantation" (Ramsay 1858:158). By the 
time of Ramsay’s observations, the planting of 
rice in the “high river swamps” had fallen out of 
favor, being largely replaced by tidal rice, so his 
observations concerning the suitable crops were 
cast by the period, not by any physical features. 
 
 
 

Health and Climate 
 
 Promotional pamphlets of the late 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries were 
nearly all equally glowing in their accounts of 
Carolina. The reputed author of the 1710 A Letter 
from South Carolina, Thomas Nairne, described 
South Carolina as a vast "champaign Country," 
complete with a "well stock'd" forest and a sea 
coast "full of Island, Sounds, Bays, Marshes" 
(Greene 1989:37).  Nairne explains that the "air 
of Carolina is generally very clear and fine, even 
when the greatest Rains fall, the Weather does 
not continue long cloudy, for the sun soon 
dissipates the Fogs, and restores the Air to its 
usual Serenity" (Greene 1989:42). 
 
 While less well known, John Norris 
offered similar recommendations in his Profitable 
Advice for Rich and Poor, commenting that: 
 

The greatest Part of the Year 
round seems very pleasant and 
delightful, and is generally 
Healthful to most People that 
live Temperate. . . . Although 
the Summer Months seem 
burdensome to some People, yet 
the Conveniency of shady 
Groves, open Air, Arbours, 
Summer-Houses, and frequent 
cool Bathings makes amends 
sufficiently for the Inconvency 
(Greene 1989:89). 

 
 John Duffy (1952) counters these 
accounts of Carolina's health. He observes that 
the average European could expect to live to the 
age of about 30 in South Carolina during the 
first quarter of the eighteenth century. Yellow 
fever, smallpox, diphtheria, scarlet fever, 
malaria, dysentery all were at home in Carolina. 
Using the Society for the Propagation of the 
Gospel (SPG) records, Duffy found that from 
1700 to 1750, 38% of the missionaries either died 
or were compelled to resign because of serious 
illness within five years of their arrival. Within 
10 years of arrival, 52% died or resigned because 
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of health problems. After 15 years in the 
colonies, the combined death toll and 
resignations from sickness reached 68% — two 
out of every three missionaries. Frank Klingberg 
(1941:154), using the SPG records, found that in 
a single four month period over 400 African 
Americans died of "distemper." More recently, 
William Dusinberre (1996:80) recounts that two-
thirds — or perhaps even more — of the slave 
children on rice plantations died by the age of 15 
years. The causes varied, but were largely 
malaria and enteric diseases. 
 
 Roy Merrens and George Terry (1984) 
note that during the early period of Carolina's 
settlement its climate was "perceived and 
portrayed as a terrestrial paradise" (Merrens and 
Terry 1984:534). Often the descriptions are even 
more glowing than those given by Nairne and 
Norris quoted earlier. Consistently the climate is 
portrayed as healthful, the land fertile, the soil 
inviting, and the native plants and animals all 
beneficial to English exploitation. It is no 
wonder that the early colony existed on, in the 
words of Coclanis, "activities which included 
not only mixed agriculture but rudimentary 
extraction and plunder — the stuff of Marxian 
primitive accumulation" (Coclanis 1989:58).  
 
 Yet, it is clear that there was a dark side 
to the Carolina climate. Merrens and Terry 
describe many of the accounts, noting that no 
less a notable physician and natural historian as 
Alexander Garden complained that, "Our long & 
hot summers enervate & unbrace the whole 
System" (Merrens and Terry 1984:539).  As late 
as 1805, F.A. Michaux, whose father had 
established a plantation midway between 
Charleston and Goose Creek, observed: 
 

on my return to Charleston in 
month of October 1802, . . . I did 
not meet, on the most populous 
road, for the space of three 
hundred miles, a single traveler 
that was either going to town or 
returning from it; and in the 
houses where I stopped there 

was not a person who conceived 
his business of that importance 
to oblige him to go there where 
the season lasted. . . . from the 
1st of November till the month 
of May the country affords a 
picture widely different; every 
thing resumes new life; trade is 
re-animated; the suspended 
communications re-commence; 
the roads are covered in wagons 
(Thwaites 1904:119-120) 

 
 Merrens and Terry observe that in 
Christ Church Parish along the coast north of 
Charleston, 86% of all those whose births and 
deaths are recorded in the parish register, died 
before the age of twenty. A similar mortality 
pattern was found in St. Johns Berkeley, 
adjacent to St. James Goose Creek, in the interior 
of South Carolina. 
 
 Beginning in the last third of the 
eighteenth century the life expectancy (of 
whites) began to increase. Merrens and Terry 
suggest that this was the result of the occupants 
beginning to understand the causes of malaria:  
 

During the middle of the 
eighteenth century South 
Carolinians' perception of the 
wholesome environment of the 
lowcountry swamps began to 
change. People no longer 
preferred these areas on the 
score of health as a place of 
summer residence. Instead, 
residents began to view the 
lowcountry as fostering both 
mosquitoes and death (Merrens 
and Terry 1984:547). 

 
The cultivation of indigo and rice, as well as the 
swamp lands — all common to the Goose Creek 
area — were recognized as contributing factors. 
 
 The climate, however, not only affected 
the health and well-being of the settlers (white 
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and black alike), it also affected the politics of 
Carolina. The summer climate of Carolina, while 
causing the Barbadian immigrants to feel that 
they had resettled in the tropics, also convinced 
most Carolinians that slavery was inevitable. 
Not only was slavery the accepted order to the 
planters from Barbados, Jamaica, Antigua, and 
St. Kitts, it was thought impossible for white 
Englishmen to work in the torrid heat — African 
American slaves were therefore essential 
(Donnan 1928).  Alexander Hewatt observed 
that: 
 

Major Charleston Hurricanes
 

Date Class 
August 25, 1686 Major 
September 14/16, 1700 Great 
September 5/6, 1713 Major 
September 13/14, 1728 Major 
September 15, 1752 Extreme 
October 1784 Major (?) 
October 19/20, 1797 Major 
September 1804 Major 
August 27, 1813 Great 
September 27, 1822 Major 

with the introduction of rice 

planting into this country 
the necessity of employ
Africans for the purpose
cultivation was doubled. 
laborious is the task . . . 
thought it had been possibl
obtain European servants
numbers sufficient for attack
the thick forest and clea
grounds for the purp
thousands and ten thousa
must have perished in 
arduous attempt . . . . w
servants would have exhau
their strength in clearing a 
of land for digging their o
graves, and every 
plantation would have ser
no other purpose than a bury

ground to its European 
cultivators. The low lands of 
Carolina, which are 
unquestionably the richest 
grounds in the country, must 
long have remained a 
wilderness, had not Africans, 
whose natural constitutions 
were suited to the clime and 
work, been employed in 
cultivating (Hewatt 1971:I:120 
[1779]). 

 
The importance of blacks to Goose Creek can 

hardly be over-
stated. As early as 
1720 there were 80 
white families in the 
parish, with over 
1,500 African- 
American slaves 
(Klingberg 1941:54). 
 

 Another 
aspect of the climate 
not yet mentioned 
were the hurricanes 
which frequented 

 

Table 1. 
 Through the Early Nineteenth Century 

Damage 
Flooding, wind damage 
Flooding, at least 97 deaths 
Flooding, perhaps 70 deaths 
23 ships damaged or lost, forests leveled 
Extensive flooding, damage, death 
Flooding, extensive property loss 
Property damage, 1 death 
Property damage, loss of ships, several deaths 
Severe winds, tides, crop losses 
Extensive crop losses, 300 deaths 
. . .  
ing 
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So 
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ing 

ring 
ose, 
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sted 
spot 
wn 
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ing 

the coast. The last 
storm of the seventeenth century was described 
by Bartram being “very severe, overthrowing 
many houses and over flowing the town 
[Charleston]” (quoted in Ludlam 1963:42).  
Hewatt noted that, "hurricanes have also often 
visited the country, and through such low and 
flat lands have spread their desolation far and 
wide" (Hewatt 1971:I:83 [1779]). He describes 
the August 1728 hurricane which, "levelled 
many thousand trees in the maritime parts" 
(Hewatt 1971:I:317 [1779]), as well as the 1752 
storm, which was so pierce that, "almost all the 
tiled and slated houses were uncovered . . . . The 
fortifications and wharfs were almost entirely 
demolished: the provisions in the field, in the 
maritime parts, were destroyed, and numbers of 
cattle and hogs perished in the waters" (Hewatt 
1971:II:181 [1779]). A similar account is offered 
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in the South Carolina Gazette of September 19, 
1752: 
 

for about 30 miles around 
Charles-Town, there is hardly a 
plantation that has not lost 
every out-house upon it. – All 
our roads are so filled with trees 
blown and broke down, that 
traveling is rendered extremely 
difficult; and hardly a fence was 
left standing in town or country. 
– Our loss in fine timber-trees is 
almost incredible; and we have 
suffered greatly also, in the loss 
of cattle, sheep, hogs, and all 
kinds of provisions (quoted in 
Ludlam 1963: 45).  

 
Concerning this storm, Ramsay quotes one eye 
witness who remarked that "one foot less in the 
height of the land, or one foot more in the height 
of the water" would have inundated every spot 
of ground in Charleston (Ram-say 1858:41-42).   
 
 One hundred sixty nine storms have 
been documented from 1686 to 1972, or about 
one every two years (Mathews et al. 1980:56). 

These storms seemed capricious in 
occurrence to the early settlers: 
 
in such a case between the 
dread of pestilence in the city, 
of common fever in the 
country, and of an 
unexpected hurricane on the 
island, the inhabitants . . . are 
at the close of every warm 
season in a painful state of 
anxiety, not knowing what 
course to pursue, not what is 
best to be done (Ramsay 1858, 
quoted in Calhoun 1983:2). 

8). 

 
Table 1 lists the major storms of the 
seventeenth, eighteenth, and early 
nineteenth centuries that may have 
affected the Crowfield area. It is 

likely, however, that there were others. For 
example, in October 1755 Henry Laurens wrote, 
“our Fortifications were Totally demolish’d by 
the Late Hurricane” (Hamer et al. 1968:35

Figure 4. Upland area prior to bush hogging showing a mixed pine
and hardwood forest with a dense understory. 

 
Vegetation 
 
 Just as the early explorers described the 
climate as healthful, the Carolina vegetation was 
usually described as bountiful and fruitful. 
Catesby described the swamp lands, typical of 
the Goose Creek area in the first decade of the 
eighteenth century: 
 

He also mentions that these 
swamps, filled with "a 
profusion of flagrant and 
beautiful plants give a most 
pleasing entertainment to the 
senses, therein excelling other 
parts of the country, and by 
their closeness and warmth in 
winter are a recess to many of 
the wading and water-fowls" 
(Catesby, quoted in Merrens 
1977:93). 
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Early naturalists, such as Catesby and 
Bartram provided detailed lists of the 
vegetation. Mills (1972 [1826]:66-93) provides a 
detailed list of native plants known by the 1820s. 
The swamp lands included what today are 
known as Cypress-Tupelo Swamps and upland 
swamps. In both cases vegetation is affected by 
the wet, acidic soils and 
understory, shrub species, 
and herbaceous species are 
very similar. Upland swamps, 
however, contain pond 
cypress (Taxodium ascendens), 
pond pine (Pinus serotina), 
Atlantic white cedar 
(Chamaecparis thyoides), and 
slash pine (Pinus elliottii) as 
the canopy species. Cypress-
Tupelo swamps tend to 
contain black cypress 
(Taxodium distichum) and 
water tupelo (Nyssa aquatica). 
Present are also water ash 
(Fraxinus carolinianus), red 
maple (Acer rubrum), black 
willow (Salix nigra), water elm 
(Planera aquatica), and swamp 
tupelo (Nyssa biflora). They 
may border areas dominated 
by water hickory (Carya 

aquatica), overcup oak (Quercus 
lyrata), and swamp chestnut oak 
(Quercus michauxii). 
 

Understory vegetation may 
include red bay, sweet-bay 
magnolia, American elm. Shrubs 
may include viburnums, hollies, and 
Virginia willow. Herbaceous species, 
because of the flooding, are rather 
limited, but those present, such as 
poison ivy, arrowhead, false nettle, 
are usually found in very dense 
stands (Barry 1980:147-151). 

 
While the site’s current 

vegetation evokes what must have 
been present originally, there are still 
very significant changes. In the 

upland areas (Figures 3 and 4) there is a mixed 
pine and hardwood forest with a dense 
understory (which was bush hogged prior to the 
data recovery). Lowland areas consist almost 
entirely was mesic hardwood species (Figure 5) 
representing a phase in the succession from 
cleared rice fields back to native swamps.  

Figure 5. Low land swamp area showing hardwood species. Water is
backed up by beavers. 

Figure 6. 1949 aerial of 38BK1900. Liberty Hall Road is to the south. The
lighter colored area is upland, the darker vegetation is the lowland
swamp forest. 
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earlier roadway, while still visible, is 
beginning to be filled in. These changes 
suggest logging with dense second 
growth. 

1

Figure 7. 1954 aerial photograph of 38BK1900. The old roadbed,
while still visible is less distinct. Vegetation is much
heavier throughout the tract. 
There is also evidence that the property 
as been logged at least once. Throughout the 
8BK1900 tract there are hardwood and pine 
tumps ranging in size from 18 inches to 3 feet. 
he forest we see today is at least third 
eneration succession. There are, however, still 
owering live oaks. The property contains oaks 
anging in diameter from 25 to 48 inches. There 
re several extant pines ranging from 26 to 32 
nches, and the stump of a gum 32 inches in 
iameter. Unfortunately, we have not been able 

o ascertain any pattern to the live oaks, 
lthough they almost certainly are descendants 
f trees forming an avenue to the structure in 
rea B. 

 
Aerial photographs are available for the 

ite dating from 1949 and 1954 (Figures 6 and 7). 
he earlier photo clearly shows an early access 
oad running southeast-northwest off Liberty 
all road into Area B. Portions of this road may 

till be seen on the ground today. The road is 
epressed into the topography, suggesting long 
se. The 1949 aerial also shows a fairly clear 
istinction between the lowland swamp and 
pland areas.  By 1954 the cover is heavier. It is 
o longer possible to clearly distinguish uplands 
rom lowlands based on vegetation and the 
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RICE CULTIVATION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING IN THE 
EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 

 
Understanding Rice 
 
 Rice (Oryza spp.) is a member of the 
grain or grass family (Poaceae).  A botanist 
would describe rice has having a morphology 
characterized by hollow, erect stems with long 
ensheathing leaves. The botanist would observe 
that the inflorescence is a terminal panicle of 
one-flowered spikelets, growing erect first, then 
arched. The rice may be either “bearded,” 
meaning that there is an awn or setaceous 
extension, or it may lack the “beard.” Generally 
this is no longer used as a morphological 
distinction. 
 

Two species (out of about 22 
recognizable species) are cultivated: Oryza 
glaberrima in West Africa and O. sativa in the rest 
of the world. The latter may be derived from the 
wild annual forms (O. nivara) in northeastern 
and eastern 
India, northern 
southeast Asia, 
and southern 
China (Anony-
mous 1999:15) 
and its 
domestication 
is considered 
to have 
occurred bet-
ween 15,000 
and 10,000 B.C. (H
Heiser 1973:87). In
certainly domesti
species endemic t
the most likely 
Anonymous 1999:

 
Researche

groups (of the tho

O. sativa, the so-called “indicas” and 
“japonicas.” Since these two groups cannot be 
easily crossbreed, it is likely that they separated 
early in the history of rice cultivation (Baker 
1978:13).  The japonica types have short grains  
(and are known as “short-grained rice) and are 
sticky when cooked, while the indica types 
(often called “long-grain rice”) have long grains 
and are drier when cooked. This cooking quality 
of rice is determined by the percentage of the 
starch components, including amylose and 
amylopectin. If low (10 to 18%), the rice will be 
soft and sticky. If high (25 to 30%) the rice will 
be hard and fluffy. 

 
All rice, 

however, is not so 
easily recognized as 
morphologically dis-
tinct. As a result of 
hybridization, the 
different cultivated 
rice species each have 
their own shattering 
types of weed rice 
(Harlan 1975:96).  
These are the bane of 
rice planters world-
wide as the weed 
seed is easily self-
sown, contaminating 
Figure 8. Rice plant (courtesy
Leeds University,
UK). 
arlan 1975:129, 220; see also 
 contrast, African rice almost 

cated from the wild annual 
o West Africa, with O. barthii 
candidate (Harlan 1975:200, 
15).  

rs generally define two broad 
usands of “varieties”) within 

t
h
g
t
1
J
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Figure 9. Rice grain
composition. 
he crop. It has been noted that the Indica group 
as a wider range of grain shattering and 
reater potential to become a volunteer weed 
han does the Japonica group (Anonymous 
999:26). However, red rice, of either Indica or 
aponica, easily shatters and has strong 
ormancy – becoming a weed problem in rice 

ields. It is observed that intraspecific 
ybridization between domesticated rice and 
eed relatives, especially red rice, occurs in 
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many rice-growing areas. The red rice turns 
brown shortly after milling and has dramatically 
different cooking qualities – taking longer to 
cook (Glenn Roberts, personal communication 
2003). As a result, its presence would cause a 
significant drop in the value of the crop. Because 
contamination was so easy, the only effective 
suppression was by hand rouging in the field. 

 
The structure of a rice grain may be 

separated into three parts. 
The germ is the heart of the 
grain, which sprouts when 
the seed is planted. It is 
rich in the B vitamins, 
vitamin E, protein, 
unsaturated fat, minerals, 
carbohydrates, and dietary 
fiber. The endosperm 
constitutes the largest part 
of the grain. It is composed 
chiefly of carbohydrates in 
the form of starch, with 
some incomplete protein 
and traces of vitamins and 
minerals. The bran portion 
is the covering and is 
composed primarily of 
carbohydrate cellulose 
with traces with B vitamins (including thiamin, 
niacin, and B-6), minerals (including iron 
phosphorus, magnesium, and potassium), and 
incomplete proteins.  The outer husk, or hull, is 
inedible but is often used for fuel or fertilizer. 

 
While the entire grain is edible, the bran 

and germ are often removed during milling in 
order to reduce the chance of rancidity and to 
improve the storage quality of the grain (fresh 
milled rice bran begins to spoil within 8 hours of 
milling at room temperature). The resulting rice 
is known as milled rice, milled white rice, 
polished rice, or polished white rice. Historically 
this milling process was not only beneficial 
given the long shipment and delays in reaching 
final markets (Clowse 1971:129), but also served 
to meet the market demand for a polished white 
rice. In fact, as early as 1722 Francis Younge’s 

tract, A View of the Trade of South-Carolina, 
commented that Carolina rice was “esteemed 
the best in the world” (Merrens 1977:71). 

 
Today very sensitive whiteness meters 

control the process of milling. Whiteness is 
measured in KET units, with Carolina Gold Rice 
milled to KET 38 being shelf stable. Partially 
milled rice, however, with a KET of 35-36, while 
barely distinguishable at the table, results in rice 

with 
bran 
Carol
emula
stage 
still p
for th
perso

Nutrients in 100 grams of
Agricultural Research S

Nutrient 
White, short-

grain, 
cooked 

W
lon

c
Water (g) 68.53 

Energy (kcal) 130 

Protein (g) 2.36 

Total lipid (g) 0.19 
Ash (g) 0.20 

Carb (g) 28.73 
Fiber (g) 0 
Fe (mg) 0.20 

Mg (mg) 8 

K (mg) 26 

many
whole
of ca
white
vitam
carbo
There
conte
differ
perso
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Table 2. 
 various rices (adapted from USDA , 
ervice, Nutrition Data Laboratory). 

 
hite, 

g-grain, 
ooked 

Brown, 
long-grain, 

cooked 

Rice flour, 
white 

Rice 
flour, 
brown 

68.44 73.09 11.89 11.97 
130 111 366 363 

2.69 2.58 5.95 7.23 

0.28 0.90 1.42 2.78 
0.41 0.46 0.61 1.54 

28.17 22.96 80.13 76.48 
0.4 1.8 2.4 4.6 
0.20 0.42 0.35 1.98 

12 43 35 112 

35 83 76 289 
the germ and a small percentage of the 
still attached. Most authorities agree that 
ina Gold Rice at KET 35-36 is a very close 
tion of African hand pounded rice. At this 
the rice retains its unique flavor – but is 
erishable and would have been prepared 
e table on a daily basis (Glenn Roberts, 
nal communication 2003). 

 
The milling process may also eliminate 

 important minerals. Consequently, while 
 brown rice contains significant quantities 

lcium, phosphorus, and iron, the milled 
 rice has no significant amount of B 
ins and is almost exclusively 
hydrates (Dunne 1990:242; see Table 2).  
 is evidence, however, that the starch 
nt of Carolina Gold Rice is distinctly 
ent from other rices (Glenn Roberts, 
nal communication 2003). 
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The milling also results in several 
“types” of rice. In addition to the “best” rice, 
there are broken kernels, generally defined as 
less than ¾ of the lengthy of whole kernels 
(known historically by such terms as “rice grits,” 
and “middlings,” as well as rice flour. It seems 
that this rice flour was generally given to the 
slaves for their consumption – it spoils very 
quickly, but when fresh has an usual, sweet taste 
that apparently was very highly esteemed 
among the slave population. 
 
Types of Cultivation 
 
 Rice ecosystems are characterized by 
elevation, rainfall patterns, depth of flooding, 
and drainage. There are four generally 
recognized ecosystems or cultivation practices: 
upland, rainfall lowland, flood-prone, and 
irrigated. 
 
 Upland rice has been described in many 
different ways. Gupta and O’Toole follow the 
definition perhaps most widely adopted: 
“Upland rice is grown in rainfed, naturally well 
drained soils without surface water 
accumulation, normally without phreatic 
[ground or aquifer] water supply, and normally 
not bunded [banked]” (Gupta and O’Toole 
1986:1).  Put another way, this rice is direct-
seeded in non-flooded, well-drained soil and 
grown in conditions without surface water, 
relying solely on rainfall. As a result, yields tend 
to be low, although this agricultural system is 
found worldwide. Upland rice is not only 
affected by drought, especially during the 
flowering stage (Brugnoli 1998), but may also 
promote dew formation on leaves, with the 
result of increased fungal attack (Gupta and 
O’Toole 1986:37). 

 
In Africa the upland rice is further 

divided between pluvial and phreatic. Pluvial 
rice cultivation relies solely on rainfall and the 
soils generally support mixed woodland 
vegetation that is cut and burned off. Phreatic 
cultivation, in contrast, frees production from 
rainfall by the cultivation of lands in lowland 

swamps that trap supplemental moisture. 
Success depends not only on the farmer’s 
knowledge of soil saturation properties, but also 
on methods that facilitate water impoundment 
and drainage, such as the use of inland 
depressions with perched water tables or 
catchment run-off (Carney and Porcher 
1993:131). 

  
Rainfed lowland systems have rice direct 

seeded in puddle soil on level, slightly sloping, 
or diked (i.e., bunded) fields. The depth and 
duration of flooding is dependent on local 
rainfall, so the system is subject to yield 
fluctuations. The difference between this 
approach and the upland pluvial rice cultivation 
is solely one of topography. 

 
Flood-prone cultivation requires that rice 

be directly seeded or transplanted in the rainy 
season on fields that are characterized by 
medium to heavy flooding from rivers or deltas. 
The crops are grown as the rivers (and flood 
waters) rise and are harvested after the waters 
recede.  In some systems this is also called “deep 
water” cultivation. 

 
The final category is irrigated rice 

cultivation. Here rice is transplanted or directly 
seeded in puddled soil on level fields with water 
control, generally in lowland areas. Carney and 
Porcher call this fluxial, describing the rice as 
grown on riverine floodplains with tides 
supplying the water requirements (Carney and 
Porcher 1993:132). 

 
While each of these is discussed as a 

distinct cultivation approach, there is some 
overlap. Other authors (see Anonymous 
1999:26) also define slightly different variations 
(for example distinguishing tidal wetland from 
irrigated). In general, however, we see rice 
cultivation ranging from drier to wetter and 
from uncontrolled to more controlled 
conditions. 
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Evidence of Cultivation Today 
 
Gresham and Hook (1982) provide a 

overview of what rice fields look like today in 
South Carolina. In 1974 they used black and 
white aerials with field sampling to delineate 
abandoned rice fields. They identified the size of 
the various holdings, as well as the current land 
cover. The land cover was broken into three 
broad categories: managed (impounded, spoil 
area, farmed, or flooded), grass-marsh (ranging 
in salinity from seawater to freshwater), and 
tree-marsh (ranging from wet to dry).  
 

The Goose Creek area falls into their 
Wando, Cooper, Ashley sample. The most 
common cover type was managed (39.1% of the 
20,572 acres). Within this category 50.9% of the 
area was permanently flooded. The next most 
common cover type was the tree-marsh (38.9%). 
Here the two most common covers were pine 
forest (42.8% of the 7,997 acres) and cypress-
gum swamp (30.5%). The pine forests are 
dominated by loblolly and pond pines, both 
water tolerant species. The frequency of the 
cypress-gum swamps is: 

 
Logical because most of the rice 
fields were originally cypress-
gum swamps that were cleared 
and leveled. Thus, if the rice 
fields were not managed by 
man, they could conceivably 
revert back to swamps, if their 
topography had not been 
significantly altered and the 
rising ocean level in this area 
were to halt or recede (Gresham 
and Hook 1982:132).  
 

Historical Overview of Rice Cultivation 
 

Introduction 
 
 Clowse (1971:123) comments that, “most 
of the late eighteenth and nineteenth century 
accounts [of rice cultivation] barely touch on the 
early trials and problems before launching into a 
discussion of tidal culture.” This lack of 

firsthand information is probably the reason that 
modern authors also gloss over the first century 
of rice cultivation in South Carolina. A perfect 
example of this problem is David Doar’s (1936) 
Rice and Rice Planting in the South Carolina Low 
Country – a bible for which we have no use since 
Doar confined himself to the grandeur of tidal 
rice cultivation, dismissing inland cultivation 
with virtually no attention. Yet tidal cultivation 
represents the culmination of socio-
technological evolution and can only be 
understood in the context of the wider 
developmental sequence of rice production and 
economy. 
 
 Many accounts describe rice as an 
accidental discovery that suddenly changed the 
social and economic aspects of the Carolina 
colony (see, for example, Collingson’s 1766 
article in Gentleman’s Magazine in Merrens 
1977:226-228). Both Gray (1958:I:277) and 
Porcher (1987:1-2) explain that rice was one of 
the earliest crops planned to support the colony, 
pointing to the detailed research by Salley 
(1919). In 1671 a barrel of rice was brought into 
the colony, with another barrel sent in 1672, 
possibly for seed. Rice was noted as being 
planted in 1685 and again in 1688. By 1691 the 
Legislature granted a patent on an “improved 
engine to husk rice.” In that same year a petition 
observed, “We are encouraged wth severall new 
rich Comodityes as Silck, Cotton, Rice, and 
Indigo, wch are naturally produced here.” By 
1695/6 it became possible to pay quitrents using 
rice (Cheves 1897:377, 390; Gray 1958:I:278; 
Clifton 1981:272-273). 
 
 So while we may wish to remember the 
Madagascar rice given to Henry Woodward 
around 1685, rice was very much a part of the 
Carolina colony for nearly two decades before 
that date (Whitten 1982:5).  Gray remarks that, 
“while rice was undoubtedly cultivated in South 
Carolina before 1694, the various accounts point 
to 1694 as a significant date probably because 
varieties of superior quality were introduced 
which were better adapted to the physical 
conditions of the Colony than were the varieties 
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previously employed” (Gray 1958:I:278). There 
is, however, general agreement that this early 
rice was, according to Porcher, “grown as an 
upland crop in the savannah lands that laced the 
Lowcountry” (Porcher 1987:3). 
 

Initial Upland Culture 
 
 The 1712 account by James Freeman 
describes early dry culture: 
 

As to the manner of planting 
our rice, after the land is clear’d 
or clenged, as aforesaid, we, 
with hoes, trench the land 
something like furrows made 
with a plough, but not so deep, 
and about a foot distance 
between each trench: and when 
the land is so trench’d, in the 
month of April we feed it, 
carefully, within each trench, 
and cover it thin with earth, one 
peck and half is sufficient for to 
feed an acre, then, with narrow 
hoes made for that purpose, 
about five or six inches broad in 
the mouth, we hoe, weed, or cut 
up the grass, or other trash, 
growing between the said 
trenches of rice, which ought 
carefully to be done three times 
in the summer, for grass and 
weeds growing between the 
corn, pease, or rice, will 
otherwise destroy or spoil the 
crop: then, at harvest, which 
comes in September, we reap 
and carry it to barns, which 
when trash’d, if it prov’d a good 
crop, 30, 35, or 40 bushels, 
sometimes more (Merrens 
1977:45). 

 
This description reveals that rice cultivation was 
no different, either in location or technique, to 
the cultivation of corn or peas. Porcher provides 
less detail, but does indicate that this approach, 

in “savannah fields,” was without benefit of 
reservoirs and “depended on rainwater at the 
right time to make the best crop” (Porcher 
1987:3). Clifton (1981:261) examines the letters of 
John Stewart dating from 1690 and finds ample 
evidence of rice experimentation, again in the 
sandy pinelands. Stewart also made the very 
early suggestion of using swamplands. While 
unclear if he followed his own suggestion, his 
rice must have been produced in some quantity 
since once of his letters explains, “Our rice is 
better esteem’d of in Jamaica than that from 
Europe sold for a ryall a pound its price here 
new husk’d is 17/-[shillings] a hundred weight” 
(quoted in Clifton 1981:269). 
 
 During this early stage there is also 
good evidence that rice, while one of the 
planned commodities, was still an adjunct to 
other sources of revenue, most particularly 
ranching. Thomas Nairne, in 1710, explained  
that rice was “much sow’d” in the colony, not 
only because it was a “vendible Commodity, but 
thriving best in low moist Lands, it inclines 
People to improve that Sort of Ground, which 
being planted a few Years with Rice, and then 
laid by, turns to the best Pasturage” (quoted in 
Clifton 1981:273). Nairne’s comment may 
provide information concerning how rice was 
perceived by the early planters. One 
interpretation is that rice was just something to 
improve the soil before turning it to pasture – a 
green fertilizer that almost coincidentally had 
market value. Another interpretation of this 
brief quote is that rice provided short-term, 
quick economic benefits that prompted swamp 
clearing, but the long-term economic benefits 
would be found in ranching. 
 
 Regardless of the interpretation, what it 
does reveal is that planters were, in fact, 
beginning a shift from dry, pluvial upland 
cultivation to phreatic upland cultivation if not 
actual rain fed lowland cultivation. This view 
seems to be echoed by Bagwell (2000:87), who 
observes that rice grows best with 60 inches of 
rain and while Carolina achieved this, the rain 
was not well distributed, leading to failed crops. 
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Rain Fed Lowland to Irrigated Rice Cultivation 
 
 Authors such as Gray (1958:I:279) and 
Clifton (1981:274) see a turning point about 1720, 
with rice cultivation clearly shifting from dry to 
wet cultivation. Francis Young’s 1722 tract on 
trade, while not providing details on the method 
of cultivation, does reveal both a spike in 
production occurring in 1720, as well as noting 
that the Parliamentary constraints in trade 
which were causing the Carolina colony to 
lower the value of the crop as more was planted 
(Merrens 1977:70-72): 
 

Thus it may be seen, by the 
people of Carolina’s making 
and exporting in 1721, 8,256 
barrels of rice more than they 
did in 1719, they have lost the 
whole increase and £4,171.0.2 
sterling, the reason of which 
must be, that they make more 
than sufficient for the northern 
market, and they can supply no 
other, nor have any vend for 
their rice but in Great-Britain, 
and must therefore (unless they 
are relieved by the parliament) 
confine themselves to a certain 
quantity, or be undone by their 
own industry, which sure no 
other people ever were before 
(Merrens 1977:72). 
 

 In 1731 Mark Catesby’s The Natural 
History of Carolina, Florida, and the Bahama Islands 
revealed significant changes in rice cultivation. 
He noted that there were two “kinds” of rice, 
one  a small “bearded” grain which could be 
grown only in water and the other a “larger, and 
brighter, of a greater increase, and will grow 
both in wet and tolerably dry land” (Merrens 
1977:99). For the first time he also commented 
on the “degeneracy” caused by successive 
sowing of the same seed on the land, “causing it 
to turn red.” Always the bane of rice planters 
worldwide, it was this red rice that shattered so 
easily and remained viable in the soil to cause 
volunteer rice. What the planters were surely 

seeing is the increase, year after year, of this 
weedy rice species. 
 
 Catesby also recounts common rice 
cultivation techniques: 
 

In March and April it is sown in 
shallow trenches made by the 
hough, and good crops have 
been made without any further 
culture than dropping the seeds 
on the bare found and covering 
it with earth, or in little holes 
made to receive it without any 
further management. It agrees 
best with a rich and moist soil, 
which is usually two feet under 
water, at least two months in 
the year. It requires several 
weedings till it is upward of 
two feet high, not only with a 
hough, but with the assistance 
of fingers. About the middle of 
September it is cut down and 
housed, or made into stacks till 
it is thresh’d (quoted in Merrens 
1977:100). 

 
A variety of authors expand on this 

account, providing details on the bunded fields 
and various ditches to control the water supply. 
For example, Porcher notes: 
 

The inland swamp system 
depended on rain-fed reservoirs 
to supply water for the crop. 
The common practice was to 
place a bank high up a swamp, 
from highland to highland. The 
diked area, or reservoir, was 
filled by rainwater. Below the 
reservoir, two more banks were 
created, an upper and lower 
bank. Both banks went from 
highland to highland, and 
created an area in which water 
could be retained. Trees were 
removed from within this diked 
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area, and a system of check 
banks constructed to divide the 
diked area into smaller fields to 
ensure an even flow of water on 
the entire crop so it would ripen 
uniformly. A canal with a water 
control structure led from the 
reservoir to the rice field. A 
second canal and water control 
system led from the lower bank 
into an adjacent creek. With the 
system in place, water could be 
flowed onto the field from the 
reservoir, then drained off at a 
later date (Porcher 1987:3-5). 

 
Clifton provides only a slight variation: 
 

Irrigation was used first in 
inland swamps above tidewater 
along the upper reaches of the 
numerous rivers of the Carolina 
lowcountry. Ridges of land 
standing a few feet above the 
swamps were enclosed by dikes 
on either end. The lower dike 
kept the floodwaters on the 
field; the upper dike would 
keep additional water from the 
stream from coming in. Both 
dikes were equipped with 
floodgates, that on the lower 
dike to drain the field when 
desired and the one on the 
upper dike to allow water to 
flow into the field to the desired 
depth (Clifton 1981:275).  

 
 Several of these secondary accounts 
track back to Clowse who commented: 
 

Sometimes in these freshwater 
swamps are ridges of land 
standing a few feet above the 
level of the swamp. Some 
imaginative planter conceived 
the idea that the area between 
two such ridges could be 

dammed by piling up earth at 
either end. The dam at the lower 
end of the artificially created 
field would keep water on the 
field and prevent unwanted 
water from being pushed into 
the field by the tides; the dam at 
the upper end of the field would 
control the water flow into the 
field or would out and divert 
the flow around the field. A 
gate was placed in the lower 
dam to allow water on the field 
to be drained off; the gate in the 
upper dam allowed water to 
flow into the field to the desired 
depth (Clowse 1971:126-127).  

 
Clowse is the only account that provides any 
primary citations for his reconstruction. Two of 
the accounts post-date the period of inland rice 
cultivation by 50 to 100 years (Allston 1846; 
Heyward 1937), one other was written shortly 
before the American Revolution (Anonymous 
1775), and only the fourth dates to the early 
eighteenth century (Nairne’s 1710 letter, see 
Greene 1989). The point is, in spite of 
considerable research into early rice cultivation, 
there are no accounts of rice technology dating 
from 1720 through 1760 that would help refine 
our understanding of inland swamp cultivation 
and water control. The accounts which are 
available, such as this one from 1761 (like 
Nairne’s letter five decades earlier), report only 
that the prospects for inland or swamp 
cultivation were great: 
 

The country abounds every 
where with large swamps, 
which when cleared, opened 
and sweetened by Culture, yield 
plentiful crops of Rice; Along 
the Banks of our Rivers and 
Creeks, there are also Swamps 
and Marshes, fit either for rice, 
or by the hardness of their 
Bottoms for Pasturage (Carroll 
1836:369). 
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Carroll, 125 years after Nairne, identifies 
two types of swamp land: that land so soft as to 
be suitable only for rice and swamp land that, 
when cleared and allowed to dry, is sufficiently 
firm to allow ranching. This suggests that even 
as late as the early nineteenth century, cattle 
were still a viable economic resource, especially 
for what might otherwise be considered 
“marginal” lands. 
 

Most authors agree that these early 
efforts viewed water control as a means to 
provide moisture to the plants – the use of water 
to control weeds and insects would not be 
common until after the American Revolution 
(Whitten 1982:6; see also Bagwell 2000:87). 

 
There is a brief account of slaves 

constructing a ditch to provide water to rice 
fields near Jacksonborough, in Charleston 
County. John Bartram visited the site, explaining 
what he saw: 
 

Mr. DuPont rode out with us, 
lending us his own horses to 
favour ours. He shewed us A 
large ditch, 8, 10, & 12 foot 
deep, diging to let in the water 
from the river into A large piece 
of low ground above two 
hundred acres to water it for 
rice. The ditch was a quarter or 
half of a mile long, reaching 
from the river to the low 
ground. . . . There was 130 
negros diging the ditch. Both 
men & women seemed alike in 
their labours, as is common in 
both Carolinas. The women 
work in the field with the men. 
They worked with hows; some 
howing up the ground & others 
throwing it out with their hands 
(quoted in  Rogers et al. 
1976:176). 

 
 There is likewise a 1764 account in the 
Laurens papers of a Mr. Bell who was retained 

to ”throw up a Dam or Bank.” Laurens explains 
that he did “tolerably well considering the 
disadvantages” including high tides and heavy 
winds. The work was not completed and 
Laurens first advertised for someone to 
complete the work, eventually writing to 
another plantation owner asking for assistance: 
 

assist me with a proper hand to 
compleat my design of banking 
in the whole of my Marsh. . . . I 
would chuse, if it were at my 
option, to pay a good price to 
some person to undertake & 
finish the hole according to a 
plan to be laid before him & 
within a Certain time with his 
own hands (Rogers  et al. 
1974:386).  

 
This passage suggests that at least some planters 
lacked both the overseer and slaves with 
sufficient skills and background to perform this 
specialized task. 
 
 William Bull’s 1770 account of rice 
production alludes to some of the features 
discussed, but fails to provide very clear details: 
 

Many large swamps, otherwise 
useless, and affording 
inaccessible shelter for deserting 
slaves and wild beasts have 
been drained and cultivated, 
with such banks as to keep our 
torrents of water in planting 
season, and, by reservoirs, 
supply artificial rain when 
wanted; thus while a nuisance is 
removed, a great quantity of our 
best land has been acquired 
(quoted in Merrens 1977:265). 
 

While lacking in details, this account does 
suggest that Bull had come completely about 
from Nairne’s earlier account in considering the 
best land to be not pasturage, but ricefields. 
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A second primary account dates from 
1775 and provides considerable detail on the 
process of cultivation, but very little information 
on the technology of water control or land 
modification: 
 

Rice can only be cultivated in 
land which lies so low as to 
admit of floating at pleasure, 
and all such lands in Carolina 
are necessarily swamps. The 
first business in to drain the 
swamp, in which work they 
have no particular methods  
deserving notice, or which are 
unknown in England. The 
moment they have got the water 
off they attack the trees, which 
in some swamps are very 

numerous; these they cut down at the 
root, leaving the stumps in the earth . . . 
. However, they do not wait for the 
ground being cleared of them, but 
proceed to plant their rice among the 
stumps. In March, April, and May they 
plant; the negroes draw furrows 
eighteen inches asunder, and about 
three inches deep, in which the seeds 
are sown; a peck is sufficient for an acre 
of land: as soon as planted they let in 
the water to a certain depth, which is, 
during the season of its growth, 
repeated, and drawn off several times; 
but most of the growth is while the 
water is eight, nine, or ten inches deep 
on the land. The great object of the 
culture is to keep the land clean from 
weeds, which is absolutely necessary, 
and the worst weed is grass: if they 
would say a man is a bad manager, 
they do not observe such a person’s 
plantation is not clean, or that it is 
weedy, but such a man is in the grass; 
intimating that he has not Negroes 
enough to keep his rice free from grass. 
. . .  reaped, which is usually about the 
later end of August of [the] beginning 
of September (Carman 1939:275-278). 

 
Figure 10. Liberty Hall tract showing rice fields and

reserve in the postbellum (Charleston County
RMC, PB B, pg. 6).  

 While there may be few period accounts 
that provide any details concerning the 
technology of water control, there are numerous 
plats – including many from the Goose Creek 
area – which provide graphic representations of 
inland swamp rice cultivation. Two examples, of 
literally hundreds, are provided here. The first 
(Figure 10), representing the study tract in the 
postbellum, reveals “rice fields” just below (i.e., 
down stream of) a dam and an area labeled 
“reserve.” While not providing a great deal of 
detail, it documents at least a portion of the 
control system previously discussed – a bank 
erected between two high ground areas to hold 
back water used as necessary to irrigate the rice 
fields.  
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 The other, shown as Figure 11, dates 
from 1791 and shows the 940-acre Spring Field 
Plantation of Alexander Mazyck. In the upper 
left of the plat swamp areas are shown as 
crosshatched, while just below them is 
“Reservoir about 20 acres.” A dam separates this 
reserve from five distinct rice fields, each 
banked, separated by a dam, and ranging in size 
from 10 to 22 acres. Off Spring Field at the lower 
edge is “Mr. Mazyck’s Reserve,” referring to 
Benjamin Mazyck and a  portion of the study 
track. 
 
 All of the authors agree that the most 
significant limitation of this system was its 
vulnerability to freshets or seasonal floods. 
Sudden large quantities of water would destroy 
the upper dam or flood over it. This, in turn, 
would either flood crops, washing them away, 
or bury them under silt. Just as importantly, 

heavy rainfall would raise the level of streams, 
making it impossible to gravity drain fields. 
Nearly as severe was the inability of most 
reserves to capture enough water to protect 
against severe droughts.  
 

There is little useful historical 
information on significant eighteenth century 
floods and most accounts are similar to the 
October 1773 letter from James Laurens to his 
brother, Henry Laurens: 
 

We have had such tides these 
two days past as to Cover all 
Mr. Gadsden’s dams & that part 
of your Near the high Land by 
which means your tennents are 
greatly out of Concet with their 
Situation, as their Gardens, 
Stables, &ca. are all under Water  

 
 
Figure 11. Spring Field Plantation plat dated 1791 showing the reserve and rice fields of Alexander

Mazyck. This plantation was situated north and west of the study parcel (McCrady Plat 1329).
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(Rogers et al. 1981:126). 
 
Floods were common and all watersheds seem 
to have been equally vulnerable. For example 
the “great rains” during the summer of 1766 that 
did much damage to roads, bridges, and rice 
fields as reported in the August 4, 1766 South 
Carolina Gazette. Chaplin also reports several 
brief accounts where rice was reported to have 
been “rotten” by the freshet flooding and 
another case where all the fields were “under 
Water” (Chaplin 1993:230). Information, 
however, is limited and it is difficult to draw 
any conclusions about what steps, besides 
constant maintenance, planters might have 
taken to protect themselves.  
 

Likewise droughts were part of the 
Carolina landscape, although here there is 
scholarly research suggesting significant 
eighteenth century droughts in 1746 and 1765, 
with far more frequent periods of reduced 
rainfall in 1738, 1747-1750, 1753-1758, 1762-1764, 
1772-1774, 1778, and 1798-1799 (Cook et al. 1999; 
Karl and Koscielny 1982). In fact Henry Laurens 
comments in one letter, “Burning droughts, 
devastating Tempests, destructive Rice Birds, & 
worthless Overseers, Should always be held in 
view at the Commencement of a Rice Crop” 
(Rogers et al. 1981:404) – implying that some 
factors (such as the weather) were always 
variables over which the rice planter had no 
control.  
 
 To these issues Porcher adds a third 
limiting factor – the limited availability of 
suitable inland swamps (Porcher 1987:5). In 
spite of these constraints, swamp cultivation 
continued through most of the eighteenth 
century and, in some locations such as Goose 
Creek, well into the nineteenth century. 
 

Eighteenth Century Tidal Cultivation 
 
 Porcher suggests a beginning date of 
around 1738 for tidal cultivation, although it 
took another 50 years for the transfer to be 
completed (Clifton 1981:275; Gray 1958:I:281). 

The 1738 date used by Porcher may come from a 
South Carolina Gazette (January 19, 1739) notice 
that offered two tracts of land for sale: “each 
contains as much River Swamp, as will make 
two Fields for 20 Negroes, which is over flow’d 
with fresh water, every high tide, and of 
consequence not subject to the Droughts.” 
Chaplin, too, finds evidence that planters 
realized the potential of tidal flooding by the 
1730s (Chaplin 1993:232) citing a 1741 South 
Carolina Gazette  advertisement for 1,400 acres on 
the Combahee River “in a good tide’s way.”  
 
 An important difference with the 
introduction of tidal rice was increased output 
per hand.  Inundation of the fields controlled 
both insects and weeds – allowing each African 
slave to work more acres. In 1748, with interior 
swamp cultivation, the output per hand was 
reported to have been about 2,200 pounds or 
about 49 bushels of rough rice. One hand would 
work between 1 and 3 acres of rice, in addition 
to provision crops. By 1791, the average rice 
acreage per hand had increased to between 5 
and 6, plus provision crops (Clifton 1981:277; 
Gray 1958:I:283-284; Whitten 1982:15).  
 
 Although management of the crop 
would be less labor-intensive, creation of the 
fields required more labor and capital than 
inland fields, and their maintenance took more 
still and attention (Chaplin 1993:232, 235). 
Despite the resumption of importation of 
African slaves in the late 1740s, the vagaries of 
international markets during the 1740s and 
1750s restricted the planters’ ability to embark 
on the large-scale improvements that would be 
required to put new rice fiends into production. 
 
 The process of tidal cultivation 
(described by one planters as a “huge hydraulic 
machine”) has been outlined on so many 
occasions it scarcely needs repetition (see, for 
example, Hilliard 1975 or for a primary account, 
Butler 1786). While the system is often explained 
(as it is by Hillard) as “ingenious,” it is 
important to remember that virtually all of the 
technology had already been developed for 
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inland swamp rice cultivation and the process of 
the adaptation to tidal culture took place over at 
least 40 years. While we don’t intend to ignore 
the technological adaptations, it is important to 
understand tidal cultivation in an evolutionary 
context – with the gradual development through 
years of experimentation and use of existing 
technology. A simple synopsis is offered by 
Carney: 
 

First slaves constructed levees, 
or rice banks, around 
rectangular-shaped plots on the 
mudflats. The rice field was 
embanked at sufficient height to 
prevent tidal spillover, with 
banks often reaching six feet in 
height. Earth removed in the 
process resulted in an adjacent 
canal, while openings in the rice 
bank admitted the inflow of 
tidal water onto the field. The 
next step involved dividing the 
area into quarter sections (of ten 
to thirty acres), with river water 
delivered through secondary 
ditches. This elaborate system of 
water control enabled the 
adjustment of land units to 
labor demands and allowed 
slaves to sow rice directly along 
the floodplain. Sluices built into 
the embankment and field 
sections operated as valves for 
flooding and drainage. When 
opened at high tide, the tide 
flooded the field. Closed at low 
tide, the water remained on the 
crop. Opened again on the ebb 
tide, excess water was drained 
away from the plot. (Carney 
2001:92). 

 
Carney (2001:94-96) also explains the gradual 
evolution from plug trunks – hollowed out 
cypress logs with a plug in one end to control 
flow – to hanging flood gates still seen today as 
water control devices in coastal impoundments. 

Planters were aware of the potential of 
tidal rice fields, and relatively high prices 
during the 1760s  encouraged some to expand 
into the new agricultural technology. But “in the 
lowcountry’s maturing plantation economy, 
agricultural experiments saw fruition only when 
a crisis jeopardized existing agricultural 
activities (Chaplin 1993:19). The War of Jenkin’s 
Ear (1739-1742) stimulated South Carolina’s 
adoption of indigo planting, and the non-
importation resolutions of the early 1770s 
(Americans refused to buy British cloth) 
encouraged home production of woolen and 
cotton – led by the planter elite, this political 
reaction laid the foundation for the post-war 
cotton boom (Chaplin 1993:212-214). 

 
Whitten suggests that by the late 

eighteenth century, rice planters were 
experiencing problems with weed and insect 
control, as well as soil exhaustion – and these 
problems spurred the adoption of tidal 
cultivation techniques (Whitten 1982:8-9; this 
same view is repeated by Bagwell 2000:86). 
Alternatively, Chaplin (1993) suggests that it 
was the crisis of the American Revolution  that 
turned ambitious rice planters away from their 
moderately successful inland fields to vast new 
uncleared tidal tracts. 

 
Regardless, the years of war took their 

toll on established rice plantations. Many slaves 
were commandeered by the Army or lost to the 
British; with the enlistment of their overseers or 
masters, others could not be made to work. Rice 
fields damaged by weather or human action 
were not repaired. On many plantations, the 
neglect continued even after 1783, with planters 
distracted by the loss of funds, labor, and their 
British connections (Chaplin 1993:235). 

 
The wealthiest planters recovered first: 

unlike poorer farmers, they had slaves against 
which to borrow money. Chaplin explains,  
 

Amounts of both land and 
slaves increased in the upper 
ranks. In the meantime, falling 
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levels of wealth in the 
population as a whole indicated 
that the coastline no longer 
offered economic opportunities 
to as many of its free inhabitants 
as it had before the war. . . . 
Only those already in the 
planter class (or the rare well-
heeled immigrant) could afford 
to expand production (Chaplin 
1993:237-238). 

 
According to Chaplin, 
 

The 1780s formed a watershed 
in the development of tidal 
planting. Innovators had earlier 
built up a crucial reserve of 
knowledge about techniques of 
exploiting tidal lands; a larger 
group of planters now had the 
incentive to use these 
techniques (Chaplin 1993:236). 

 
Planters returned to rice, and they finally 
committed themselves to tidal fields. Their 
choice was between rebuilding inland 
plantations, where the limits of profitability 
were known, or building new plantations, 
where the possibilities appeared boundless. 
Capital and slaves resources were thus directed 
to the construction of tidal rice field systems. 
 
 The South Carolina Agricultural Society 
was established in 1785, its founding members 
including Thomas Heyward, whose family were 
pioneers in tidal rice cultivation, and Thomas 
and Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, who focused 
on milling as well as cultivation. The new 
organization replaced the colonial reliance on 
Britain’s Royal Society of Arts (Chaplin 
1993:140). Rather than simply making efforts to 
improve crop yield, as was the tendency among 
later antebellum planters, the innovative 
planters not only improved existing cultivation 
but introduced new crops, developed new 
mechanisms, and significantly adapted old 
methods for growing new staples (Chaplin 

1993:10).  An example might be the introduction 
of a new rice variety: 
 

The Gold Seed Rice (the ordinary 
crop Rice most highly esteemed, 
and therefore universally 
cultivated), an oblong grain 
3/8ths of an inch in length, 
slightly flattened on two sides, 
of a deep yellow or golden 
color, awn short; when the husk 
and inner-coat are removed, the 
grain presents a beautiful 
pearly-white appearance – and 
ellipsoid in figure, and 
somewhat translucent. This Rice 
has been introduced into the 
Winyaw and Waccamaw region 
since the Revolution. It was 
planted by Col. Mayham on 
Santee in 1785 (Allston 
1846:323). 
 

These activities, however, were not unique to 
the South Carolina Agricultural Society. The 
Medical Society of South Carolina, founded in 
1789, while focused on medical issues, 
broadened its scope to include communal needs, 
as well as topographical and climatological 
recordation (Shaffer 1991:219-221). 

 
Planters continued to seek European 

technology, particularly for controlling water 
and for cleaning grain. They obtained English 
water pumps, and “particularly valued Dutch 
expertise in using hydraulic power and in 
draining and flooding land” (Chaplin 1993:142-
143). This appreciation of European technology 
was probably behind the names given to 
Heyward plantations in St. Bartholomew’s 
Parish, which included Amsterdam, Rotterdam, 
Antwerp, Hamburg, and Copenhagen. South 
Carolina rice planters compared cultivation 
methods from Sumatra and China to Egypt, 
Italy, and Spain, threshing machines from 
Scotland and Sicily, pumps and waterwheels 
from Holland and Venice (Chaplin 1993:147-
150). 
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By the 1790s, tidal fields had come to 
represent South Carolina rice planting. The seats 
of the wealthiest planters were along Goose 
Creek, the Cooper, Edisto, Combahee, Santee, 
and Waccamaw rivers. While inland swamps 
had produced between 600 and 1,000 pounds of 
rice per acre, by the 1790s tidal rice on a postwar 
tidal planters could make 1,200 t0 1,500 pounds 
– a slave could make five times as much rice on 
a postwar tidal estate as on a pre-Revolutionary 
inland plantation, averaging between 3,000 and 
3,600 pounds per worker. Coastal land values 
also rose, with improved tidal swamp selling for 
two to three times as much as inland swamp – 
increasingly restricting the opportunities to the 
already wealth (Chaplin 1993:247). 

 
 There were social impacts with each of 
these expansions – from dry to swamp and from 
swamp to tidal. In particular Chaplin notes that 
each required more infusions of labor, which 
required more investment of capital in human 
flesh.  This demand created, and then 
maintained, the black majority along the coast. 
The working conditions, which also deteriorated 
with each expansion, also created a greater 
tendency for slaves to run-off, persistently 
eroding whites’ authority over their property. 
Further authority was given up with the use of 
the task system, which allowed slaves, once 
their tasks were performed, to have their own 
time. And with the task system came an 
increasing tendency for slaves to question the 
fairness and equality of the tasks assigned, 
causing yet further erosion of white power 
(Chaplin 1993:230-231, 234). Even as the system 
expanded, became more productive, and created 
greater wealth, the seeds of its own destruction 
were already being sown. There are almost 
certainly multiple causes – beyond the end of 
slavery – for the demise of rice cultivation in 
South Carolina. There are indications of 
increasing competition from a variety of 
locations, over-planting, erosion of field levels, 
exodus of mill engineers, less interest in the 
quality of rice breeding, and – in general – a 
lessened detail to all levels of quality from seed 
to finished rice (Glenn Roberts, personal 

communication 2003). Consequently, the fall of 
the rice kingdom was a result of many factors in 
the postbellum. 

 
Continuity of Upland Rice Cultivation 

 
 While the manner in which most rice 
was grown gradually evolved from dry to wet , 
upland rice cultivation was still practiced into 
the nineteenth century (Clowse 1971:126) – and 
not simply as a provision crop on small yeoman 
farms. Volunteer rice – the so-called “red rice” – 
was endemic to water culture. The combination 
of conditions promoted not only its growth, but 
also its survival from season to season. The 
problem is clearly documented by a letter from 
James Laurens to his brother Henry Laurens in 
December 1773, “I rec’d 50 barrels Rice from 
Mepkin last Saturday, so much red in it that I 
had much trouble to find a Purchaser” (Rogers 
et al. 1981:204). 
 
 Upland dry rice cultivation, however, 
dramatically reduced the amount of volunteer 
rice – it was simply not able to survive the 
harsher conditions. As a result, these upland 
planters maintained the condition of the seed, 
supplying the low country planters. As Whitten 
observes, “the high price of seed rice 
compensated for the extra labor of hand 
weeding that wet culture avoided” (Whitten 
1982:11). Gray (1958:I:283) also comments on the 
premium that piedmont (or upland) rice 
commanded over “Carolina rice.” James 
Laurens, in 1773, wrote about his efforts at even 
this late date to plant upland rice (Rogers et al. 
1981:48).  
 
Continuity of Inland Swamp Rice Cultivation 

 
 Despite the promise of new tidal fields 
after the Revolution, many planters continued to 
use reservoirs, either as their only source of 
water or along with tidal irrigation. 
Developments in tidal irrigation probably 
helped improve methods of reservoir irrigation 
as well; some plantation “old fields” continued 
to produce. Tidal irrigation did not immediately 
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or entirely replace other forms of rice cultivation 
(Chaplin 1993:243). 
 
 Inland rice cultivation continued until 
after the Civil War, but may have become 
increasingly confined to production for the 
home table. George Washington Oswald 
produced 33,730 pounds of rice on Ravenwood 
Plantation (Chessey Creek, St. Bartholomews 
Parish) in 1849 (National Register nomination). 
However, David Gavin’s slaves were still 
planting small amounts of rice in the Indian 
Field Swamp (St. George’s, Dorchester, Parish) 
in 1862, much of it for their own consumption 
(David Gavin Diary, South Carolina Historical 
Society). Vernon provided considerable detail 
concerning the planting of small parcels of 
inland swamp rice by African Americans in the 
Mars Bluff, Florence County area into the early 
twentieth century (Vernon 1993). 
 
 Some inland plantations probably fell 
out of production during a generational change 
– a father may have continued to plant as he had 
always done, but if the son was already 
established on his own land by the time he 
inherited, he may not have turned back to the 
“old fields.” However, whether for sentimental 
reasons, a sense of denial, or the reluctance to 
admit that systems created through immense 
labor were not longer particularly valuable, 
sellers of inland plantations extolled the merits 
of their abandoned fields. 
 
 In late 1840 (South Carolina Courier, 
December 29, 1840), Charleston factor Theodore 
Gaillard offered for sale a plantation in St. Paul’s 
Parish, 2455 acres made of several tracts. The 
McQueen’s Place “has on it a good rice barn, 
and an excellent pounding machine, to work by 
water, and when in order is calculated to pound 
from eight to ten barrels per day.” The large 
plantation had “about 400 acres of excellent rice 
land, immediately below three extensive 
reservoirs, which if put in order, will water 200 
acres of rice, without the aid of rain. . . .” How 
long McQueen’s Place had been inactive is 

unstated, but both the pounding mill and 
reservoirs were out of order. 
 
 Mount Pleasant Plantation, 1900 acres in 
St. Paul’s Parish “about 25 miles from 
Charleston on the Parkers Ferry Road” was 
offered for auction in March 1854. The prime 
cotton and provision land was partly cleared, 
and “a part of this tract is a large body of 
wooded rice swamp, but which could be easily 
cleared, and rendered very valuable; it is 
supplied with an abundance of inland fresh 
water” (South Carolina Courier, March 1, 1854). It 
must have taken years of neglect for Mount 
Pleasant’s rice swamp to have grown up in 
woodland, yet the hope remained that some 
optimist would take a chance on clearing and 
planting it. 
 
 Advertisements for tidal field 
plantations took an entirely different tone:  
 

a plantation at Wiltown 
containing 470 acres of land, 206 
of which is Tide Land, situated 
on the best pitch of the tide, and 
alike exempt from freshets or 
salts. This plantation is 
unquestionably one of the best 
on Pon Pon [Edisto] River, and 
believed to be inferior to none 
of its size in the State. The solid 
clay, with a rich black mould on 
the surface, with dams, ditches, 
trunks etc. all in the best order. 
The barn is located on the brink 
of the channel, and vessels load 
and discharge their freight with 
the greatest facility. A point of 
land contiguous to the barn 
affords an admirable site for a 
mill . . . (South Carolina Mercury 
December 12, 1829). 

 
 The terms for the sale of Navarino 
Plantation (Prince George’s, Winyah, Parish) – 
“now in the highest state of cultivation, 
containing about 150 acres of prime rice land, 
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plants measurement, at a good pitch of tide” – 
were explicit: the land was to be “delivered 
when the crop is got out” (South Carolina Courier 
December 21, 1840).  
 
 By contrast, when Woodford Plantation 
(St. Andrew’s Parish) was advertised in 1856, 
the inland fields were mentioned almost as an 
aside: 
 

780 acres, about 235 acres are 
cleared and are good cotton and 
provision land. There are also 
about 65 acres of old rice land 
cleared. The balance is well-
wooded with oak, hickory, etc.; 
Church Creek, upon which the 
tract bounds, is navigable up to 
the settlement (South Carolina 
Courier, December 2, 1856). 

 
Development of Rice Processing 
 
 Regardless of how rice was grown, the 
processing was generally the same, with 
changes only as different technology (some 
successful, some not so useful) was promoted.  
 

Whitten comments that the labor and 
expense of rice processing were the earliest – 
and perhaps most significant – obstacles to the 
crop’s development (Whitten 1982:13). Once in 
the barnyard, the rice still needed to be 
separated from the straw, cleaned of the husk, 
separated from the bran, polished (which 
removed the pellicle or film), cleaned, and then 
adequately packed for shipment. All of this 
work was so time consuming that the planter 
would spend months processing his rice, not 
getting the finished rice to vessels for shipment 
until late fall or winter. Most of the export trade 
was then conducted in the winter and spring 
months (Clowse 1971:129-130). Unfortunately, 
many planters sought to shorten the cycle by 
reducing the quality of their efforts, resulting in 
mercantile observations such as: 
 

I request you to attend to the 
cleaning and packing the Rice. 
The quality of both the Grain & 
the Barrels from your Side was 
much complained of the present 
year (Rogers et al. 1981:575) 

 
Our Planters are to blame for 
not cleaning their Rice better 
than they generally do. The 
poor people here [in England] 
have not time or will not be at 
the trouble to wash it So 
carefully as we do in America & 
they are disgusted by the chaff, 
gravel, & other mixtures found 
in it (Rogers et al. 1981:578). 

 
Perhaps most revealing was the observation by 
Henry Laurens: 
 

Our Coopers, our Negroes, our 
very bodies almost in these 
warm & plentiful Countries are 
vexatiously careless & often 
occasion me long Walks & loud 
Talks. But the Sailors are as 
careless & some what more 
ungovernable than the other 
folk & if I don’t mistake you’ll 
find some deficiency this time 
also (Rogers et al. 1978: 427). 

 
 Harvesting occurred from early 
September to early October when the crop 
would be cut with sickles and stacked in the 
drained fields to dry. When dry, the cut rice 
straw was bound in bundles or sheaves and 
carried to the stack or barn, either on the heads 
of slaves or on “flats” built to navigate the 
canals in the rice fields. There the rice would 
await further processing.  
 
 Threshing, or separating the grains from 
their stock (culm) or the straw, was the first step.  
While treading (by either slaves or animals) was 
initially used, during much of the Colonial 
period the most common approach was to place 

 28



RICE CULTIVATION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 
 

the bundles on the ground with heads outward. 
Slaves would then walk down the rows of 
bundles swinging a flail to beat off the heads of 
rice, yielding rough rice (Clowse 1971:129; Gray 
1958:I:281; Whitten 1982:12-13). Machine 
threshing did not come into general use until the 
middle of the nineteenth century (Whitten 
1982:13). Threshing, however, was the easiest 
step, since the rice easily separates once dry. 
More complex – and more labor intensive – 
were the following steps of removing the chaff 
and polishing the rice. 
 
 The next step, milling, removed the 
indigestible hulls from the grain. Then the inner 
“skin” or bran would be removed, resulting in a 
white color.  As mentioned earlier, the removal 
of the bran and germ also resulted in rice less 
likely to spoil during the long transatlantic 
voyage. The undesired hulls and chaff were 
separated from the grain by winnowing. 
 
 The earliest technique, known as 
“pounding,” used a wooden mortar and pestle. 
Carney notes that this is a misnomer since the 
goal was to obtain whole, not broken or 
pulverized, grains. To achieve this required a 
skilled tapping and rolling motion (Carney 
2001:125; Clowse 1971:129). It is perhaps because 
of this that period accounts explain a skilled 
worker produce 95% unbroken, whole grain, 
while a less skilled, “careless,” or fatigued 
worker could easily shatter half of the rice 
(Clowse 1971:129).  
 
 The success of the pounding was of 
crucial importance to the planter since broken 
rice sold at significantly reduced prices. Carolina 
planters generally graded the poundings as 
“rice,” or “whole rice,” “middlings,” or partially 
broken grains, and “small rice,” or small broken 
grains. There would usually also be some 
percentage of rice flour. Separated by sieves, the 
rice would be put up in barrels for market, the 
middlings would often be used by the planter’s 
family or sold on the local market, and the small 
rice would be used by the slaves (Carney 
2001:126-127).  

 To further complicate the process, 
pounding unfolded in two distinct operations. 
During the first pounding the hull or husk is 
removed, representing a relatively easy step. 
The second stage is polishing the rice. This was 
more difficult and involved detaching the bran 
(which was responsible for the grain’s brown or 
red color) without breakage.   
 
 The great labor involved in pounding 
was early recognized not only as limiting the 
profitability of rice, but also as seriously 
fatiguing the slaves. Planters looked for ways to 
mechanize, during the 1730s price boom, and 
again during the 1740s when the labor saved 
could be put to indigo. Planters tried animal 
power, but the postwar tidal plantations 
produced so much that not even horse-power 
could keep up (Chaplin 1993:251-253). Chaplin 
quotes Peter Manigault  who, in 1794 warned his 
overseer, “if the Rice made at Goose-Creek is not 
yet beat out, I wd. Wish to have it sold in the 
rough, to save Labour to the Negroes” (Chaplin 
1993:252).  
 
 Much effort was expended in 
attempting to develop machines to pound the 
rice – allowing faster and, most importantly, 
more precise, milling. Clifton  notes that 
between 1691 and 1768 the South Carolina 
Assembly granted eight patents for various rice 
threshing or polishing machines. While none 
lived up to the expectations, it is telling that 
virtually all of them were developed when rice 
prices were below normal – inspiring efforts 
(and creating market) to cut costs 
(Clifton1981:278). 
 
 Porcher provides an intriguing view of 
the various inventions. He notes that one of the 
first (from 1691) was Peter Guerrard’s 
“Pendulum Engine,” that was reported to 
“much better, and in lesse time and labour, 
huske rice” (Porcher 1987:10). The device 
appears to have been a relatively simple fulcrum 
device. He notes that he has found nothing in 
the literature to suggest that the invention was 
either successful or spurred further innovations.  
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 Peter Villepontoux introduced a rice 
pounding machine in 1732 and obtained a 
patent in 1736. The details of this machine are no 
better known, but he suggests that it was a 
“cog” machine. A very similar device was 
developed by George Veitch in 1768. This 
machine attracted much attention and, during 
trials, was reported to have pounded at least 580 
pounds of rice in just over 2 hours. The judges 
felt that six horses could beat out 600 barrels of 
rice in a season. Ultimately the Assembly 
awarded Veitch £2,500 for his invention, 
apparently with much urging from Henry 
Laurens (Rogers et al. 1976:576). Laurens, only 
months later, was sorry for his support: 
 

I am afraid that it will not 
answer our expectations & 
therefore I am going now 
immediately to erect one upon 
the best old plan at Broughton 
Island. . . . A few Gentlemen 
upon whose judgement & 
veracity I could depend gave 
the House the strongest 
assurances of the usefulness of 
the New Machine but it seems 
now that the Inventor or 
improver deceived them in 
some material points which 
escaped their notice (Rogers et 
al. 1976:706). 

 
 Gray (1958:I:282) notes that there were 
yet other inventions. In 1733 Francis Garcia was 
encouraged to produce a machine for “the more 
expeditious beating or pounding of rice.” In the 
same year another act was passed by the 
Assembly encouraging Charles Lowndes in a 
similar endeavor. In 1743 the Assembly offered 
encouragement to John Timmons for his 
machine to clean rice. Additional notices were 
published in 1755 and again in 1756.  
 

After pounding the rice would be 
winnowed to remove the lighter trash from the 
heavier grain.  During much of the Colonial 
period this winnowing process involved placing 

the hand-milled rice in circular and shallow 
straw baskets about two-feet in diameter. 
During a breeze the grains and hulls were 
rotated inside the basket and tossed in the air – 
the lighter chaff is carried off by the wind, while 
the heavier rice falls back into the basket, known 
on the plantation as the fanner basket (Carney 
2001:113).  
 
 Later the winnowing was expanded to 
dropping the pounded rice from buildings 
elevated on stilts – allowing the wind to remove 
the trash and the rice to be collected off hard 
packed clay floors below. By the middle of the 
eighteenth century the hand or animal-turned 
wind fan was introduced and Whitten (1982:13) 
reports that wind fans were in general use by 
1761. 
 
 By 1802 Drayton’s A View of South 
Carolina described three “types” of rice 
machines still found in use in the state. The 
included the “pecker,” “cog,” and “water” mills. 
The pecker mill is likely the fulcrum device 
developed by Guerrard in 1691. The cog mill 
was described by Drayton as working “upright 
pestles driven by animal power.” Porcher 
believes that these are the Villeponteaux and 
Veitch mills. The final type, or water mill, is 
illustrated by Drayton (Figure 12), who notes 
that it was developed by Jonathan Lucas at 
Peachtree Plantation on the Santee River in 1787. 
With this device the process of removing the 
hull and bran are done in separate steps. First 
millstones are used to grind off the hull, then 
mortars and pestles are used to pound off the 
bran. The cog machine was incorporated with 
mill stones added as a separate step (Porcher 
1987:11). 
 
 Other modifications, such as threshing 
machines and steam engines are all nineteenth 
century innovations (Porcher 1987:13-16).  
 
 In spite of all these efforts, a few 
comments by Henry Laurens suggests that 
processing continued to be a challenge. In 1766 
he commented some “workmen” in the 
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Wambaw areas had been spoken to about 
building “a Machine for pounding Rice” (Rogers 
et al. 1976:106). Regardless, it seems that 
mechanical rice processing was remarkably 
unsuccessful until the last quarter of the 
eighteenth century. In 1772, Henry Laurens 
insisted: 

 
For cleaning Rice . . . no 
Grinding will answer the 
purpose. Rice is ground first for 
the Mortar by a Wooden Mill & 
the softest kind of Pine is chosen 

for that service. The husk is 
ground off very clean, but 
nothing less than the Pestle will 
take off the Inside Coat, & shew 
the neat whiteness of the Grain 
(Rogers et al. 1980:409). 

 
 
Figure 12. “An Inside View of a Water Rice Machine as Used in South Carolina,” from John Drayton’s 1802 A 

View of South –Carolina. A. The Windlass for raising the Flood Gate. B Holes for a Pin by which the 
Windlass & Flood Gate are secured. C. The main driving Cog Wheel fixed on the Water wheel shaft. D. 
A large Wheel, revolving on the same Axle with the small Wheel Y. E. A Small Lanthorn Wheel impelled
by the large Cog Wheel D. F. Mill Stones. G. Hopper. H. Funnel; thro’ which the rough Rice falls from 
the Loft. I. Funnel from the Mill Stones discharging into the Wind-fan Hopper. L. A Strap, worked by
Crank for moving a riddle within the Fan. M. Hulls or Chaff passing thro’ the Door. N. The Hulled rice, 
discharging from the Wind-Fan into the Bin. O.P. A Cog Wheel, Moving the Axle S. Q. The Pestles. R. 
The Mortars. TT. Two movable Beams, supporting the Axle S. U. End of the Cross Beam, into which the 
Screw K. plays, and also supports the long moveable Beam VV. on which the upper Mill Stone rests, 
raised at pleasure by Screw K. W. A Band, which works the Pulley of the Wind-Fan. X. A long cross 
beam, connecting the Beating & Grinding Parts. 

 a 

 
Yet the next year he reports that the carpenter, 
Sam, had come to his Mepkin rice plantation 
and built a “New Woodpecker Machine which 
McCullough writes me exceeds all Expectation 
% Pounds 5 barrels Rice per Day with ease” 
(Rogers  et al. 1981:204). 
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The Economy of Rice 
 
 Before considering the legislation 
affecting rice, or the affects of rice on the 
Carolina economy, it is perhaps useful to briefly 
consider how rice – a relatively unimpressive 
grain – became a viable trade commodity.  Rice 
had little economic importance in medieval 
Europe and was largely confined to Spain and 
Italy where it was primarily consumed by 
Catholics during the Lenten season. What was 
present was grown locally and was generally 
used by the poorer classes. While plentiful in the 
Orient, its weight and the long journey did not 
encourage its trade except to the very wealthy. 
 
 With the collapse of State power in India 
and the influx of 
European colonialism 
in the eighteenth 
century, curried 
meats, vegetables, 
and rice gained much 
wider acceptance 
among Europeans 
(especially the 
British). At first the 
dishes were found 
only on the tables of 
the wealthy, where it 
was considered 
elegant. Gradually 
Dutch plantation 
owners introduced Indonesian rice meals to 
Amsterdam. Rijsttafel (Rice Table) was soon the 
favorite culinary tradition of the Netherlands. 
The Rice Table was an elaborate meal of 
Indonesian dishes developed during the Dutch 
colonial era. It included rice and foods to 
accompany it: curried meats, fish, chicken, 
vegetables, fruits, relishes, pickles, sauces, 
condiments, nuts, and eggs. The dinner would 
be served with a plate of rice with the side 
dishes chosen to achieve a balance of salty, 
spicy, sweet, and sour accompaniments. A 
rijsttafel of 40 dishes was not uncommon, the 
meal sometimes taking three to four hours to 
consume (FitzGibbon 1976, Herbst 2001). The 

combination of these events opened the market 
for rice in Europe. 
 
 Gray notes that in the first years of the 
Restoration, several decades before rice was 
planted in Carolina, the English import duty on 
the grain was fixed at £1 6s. 8d. per 
hundredweight containing 112 pounds, or 
nearly 3-pense sterling a pound. By 1663 all 
European goods bound for the Colonies, even 
on English-built ships, had to be transshipped 
through England, guaranteeing to the British, 
rather than colonial, merchants control over the 
colonial import business (Dethloff 1982:235). In 
1692 the duty was increased by adding a 5% ad 
valorem rate on top of the specific duty. And in 
1710 the act was made “perpetual” (Gray 
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ds and commodities that had to be exported 

 the colonies to only England (Dethloff 
2:233). 

Dethloff suggests that, in spite of the 
 press the various navigation acts have 
ived from historians, the acts generally 
ported colonial business practices through 
first two thirds of the eighteenth century. He 
es that they allowed colonists favorable 
ss to European markets, stimulated rapid 
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trade, and ensured protection for the trade from 
the Royal Navy (Dethloff 1982:235).  
 

At first South Carolinians exported rice 
directly to Portugal and the West Indies 
(Dethloff 1982:235). The Colonists were not only 
outraged at the duty, but also at the additional 
shipping time and charges that were added to 
rice by this needless stop in England. Most 
particularly it made it very difficult to get rice to 
the European countries that demanded it for 
Lent.  
 
 It took England until 1730 to relax the 
Navigation Act, allowing Carolina to export her 
rice directly to any part of Europe south of Cape 
Finisterre, which is the northwest tip of Span’s 
Atlantic coast (although a duty still had to be 
paid and the rice had to be shipped in English 
vessels and those vessels had to stop in England 
on their way back to America).  
 
 Although the relaxation of trade 
restrictions was a boost to rice planters, its 
impact has been overstated according to Gray 
(1958:I:286), who notes that the legislation did 
not open the area north of Cape Finisterre – an 
area that included Holland and Germany (the 
French were not great rice eaters in the 
eighteenth century according to Root (1980:414) . 
As an example of the limited impact, Gray notes 
that of the 20,458 hundredweight of rice shipped 
from Carolina between 1713 and 1717, only 
2,478 hundredweight (or  only 12%) went to 
countries south of Cape Finisterre, thus avoiding 
the additional shipping time and duties. In the 
period between 1730 and 1739, more than 74% 
of Carolina rice went to Holland, Hamburg, 
Bremen, Sweden, and Denmark – all north of the 
Cape Finisterre line and therefore requiring 
transportation through England. In 1767/8 the 
percentage had not radically changed, with only 
22.6% of the total exports going to countries 
south the Cape Finisterre line. 
 
 In 1767 colonial rice was placed on the 
“free list” between May 4 and December 1, 1767 
– a practice that was continued until May 1, 

1773. There was, how
of 6 pence a pound w

South Carolina Ric
per hundredwei

198
 

Year Pric
1722 5.17
1723 6.01
1724 6.16
1725 5.62
1726 6.57
1727 8.03
1728 6.62
1729 6.38
1730 6.29
1731 5.32
1732 6.02
1733 5.72
1735 8.64
1736 8.26
1737 8.89
1738 9.60
1739 5.47
1740 4.71
1741 7.45
1742 6.39
1743 4.91
1744 4.23
1745 2.29
1746 2.24
1747 4.43
1748 6.44
1749 8.28

 
 In addition t
other charges. Henry
a client: 
 

Rice at 35/ 
with the char
112, freight 
Insurance to 
& Premium
1/9½, half su

 

Table 4. 
e Prices, 1722-1775, shillings 

ght (adapted from Coclanis 
9:Table 3-29). 

e Year Price 
 1750 8.98 
 1751 6.53 
 1752 7.93 
 1753 9.55 
 1754 6.20 
 1755 5.82 
 1756 4.83 
 1757 4.82 
 1758 6.16 
 1759 9.40 
 1760 7.35 
 1761 5.51 
 1762 4.76 
 1763 6.31 
 1764 6.01 
 1765 6.36 
 1766 8.13 
 1767 8.01 
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Cowes 11½d, total 13/6 Sterling 
per Ct. (Hamer et al. 1970:489). 

 
 To these shipping and commission 
charges, of course, must also be applied the 
initial capital investment to establish a rice 
plantation. Those costs are estimated by Carman 
(1939:285) and reproduced here in Table 3.    The 
most significant cost, throughout the Colonial 
period, was the purchase of African American 
slaves, especially during those periods when the 
flow of human flesh was restricted. Yet even 
land was an escalating commodity. Whitten 
explains that rice land was doubling in value 
every three to four years by 1748 (Whitten 
1982:16). An alternative means of acquiring both 
land and slaves, however, was inheritance or 
marriage and it is difficult to determine if direct 
or indirect acquisition was the most important 
route. 
 
 Coclanis (1989) provides us with 
another view of the economics of rice and its 
importance in the rise, and demise, of the low 
country’s economy. While the arguments are 
complex and worthy of greater attention by 
those focused on economic history, we may 
summarize the proposition relatively simply. 
There is no question that rice production grew 
steadily in the Colonial period, added by 
technological innovations. Coclanis reminds us 
that rice yields increased from about 1,000 
pounds per acre during the first quarter of the 
eighteenth century to at least 1,500 pounds per 
acre during the last quarter (Coclanis 1989:97). 
He also reveals that the price of rice increased 
more over time than the prices of goods 
imported into South Carolina from England 
(Coclanis 1989:106-107).  Thus, while there were 
clearly dips in the price of rice (see Table 4), 
overall the trend increased and, more 
importantly, the trend of rice prices was higher 
than the trend in import prices. He concludes 
that despite tremendous mortality, market 
forces in the low country during the eighteenth 
century “lead to aggregate expansion and 
intensive growth, increasing social stability, and 
the accumulations of vast wealth” (Coclanis 

1989:110). The mean total wealth per white 
inhabitant (generically, personal wealth) grew 
steadily, from £146.68 Sterling between 1722-26 
to £303.62 between 1757-62 (Coclanis 1989:89). 
 
 In spite of this, the low country 
economy collapsed  -- Coclanis remarks that, 
“the forces responsible for the area’s earlier 
dynamism had been routed” by the end of the 
nineteenth century and “the dark victory of 
economic stagnation [was] virtually complete” 
(Coclanis 1989:111).  He looks carefully at the 
estimates of wealth and points out that while 
Carolinians, especially rice planters, were 
exceedingly wealthy, much of their wealth was 
tied up in human flesh. When mean nonhuman 
wealth per capita is examined, “the low country 
had trailed both New England and the Middle 
Colonies even in 1774, the distance separating 
the low country and these other areas, which in 
1774 had been short, by 1860 had greatly 
increased” (Coclanis 1989:125).  In other words, 
when slaves were taken from the equations, the 
per capita wealth of Carolina declined 
precipitously and the situation was probably 
even worse than this would indicate when we 
consider that by all accounts the cost of living in 
the South was far higher than elsewhere in the 
Country during the nineteenth century. 
 
 The low country’s economic rise was 
based entirely on its specialization in the 
production of a few plantation staples with 
slave labor. During the eighteenth century that 
proved to be highly profitable, but by the 
nineteenth century the system began to fail. 
Coclanis explains this collapse by pointing out 
that rice was never “vital” to the West. He notes 
that, “in comparison with sugar, cotton, and 
tobacco, which have been described with some 
accuracy in the literature as mighty, kingly, and 
holy commodities respectively, rice was but a 
humble footman or sexton, lacking even a hint 
of sovereignty in the marketplace” (Coclanis 
1989:133). Rice was really never more than a 
cheap    dietary     supplement    or   complement 
intended to feed the poor, soldiers, orphans, and 
slaves. It was not an indispensable product and, 
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as the nineteenth century moved forward, there 
was increasing competition from Bengal and 
Java in the East Indies and from Louisiana, 
Arkansas, and Texas here at home. Another 
historian, R.C. Nash, has similarly pointed out, 
“Rice . . .  was an inferior good, a substitute for 
other small grains” (Nash 1992:682). 
 
 Coclanis (1989:141) calculates that the 
annual net rates of return on investment for rice 
ranged from about 12.5% in 1710 to an 
astonishing 26.7% in 1768. By the nineteenth 
century, however, the figures were consistently 
at 1% or less and most often in the negative 
range. In 1859 the rate of return was an 
astonishing –28.3%. Rice was simply no longer 
worth the effort to plant – in spite of the puffery 
of its later apologists.  
 
 Relatively little attention, however, has 
been directed to why South Carolina’s economy 
grew and declined so precipitously with rice. 
Shepherd and Walton (1972) in Shipping, 
Maritime Trade, and the Economic Growth of 
Colonial North America focused on the cost of 
transport and claimed that increased efficiency 
and gains in productivity in distribution were 
largely responsible for Colonial economic 
growth. Russell Menard (1988) suggested a 
three-stage model of economic growth, with 
rapid growth prior to 1740, stagnation during 
the 1740s, and slow expansion after 1750 (the 
result of the end of the wars between 1739 and 
1748 and diversification into indigo). R.C. Nash 
(1992) advanced the idea that European demand 
played a pivotal role in the growth of South 
Carolina’s rice industry. Coclanis (1989), already 
discussed in some detail, believes the rapid 
Colonial growth was the result of a variety of 
factors, including specialization, greater 
demands on slaves for labor, relative increase in 
factor inputs (such as land, labor and capital),  
productivity changes from better technology, 
the growth of domestic credit sources, and 
improving terms of trade. 
 
 Recently Hardy (2001) attempted to test 
these various models. He converted the value of 

rice exports into constant pounds sterling (see 
Figure 13) revealing that the rice industry went 
through three distinct phases. During the period 
from 1722 to 1738 (roughly corresponding to 
Menard’s first phase) the industry grew at a 
steady, rapid rate, with the value of rice exports 
increasing at an average rate of £7,046 per year – 
a striking compound growth rate of 13.9% per 
year.  

 In the second period, from 1739 to 1763, 
the value of rice exports stagnated. Hardy 
attributes this to two periods of war 
sandwiching an uneasy peace.  During this 
period average growth fell to only £1,719 per 
year or an annual compound rate of only 1.3%. 

 In the third and final period, from 1764 
to 1774, the value of rice exports expanded at a 
variable, but generally rapid, rate. The average 
rate of growth was £9.099 per year, or a 
compound rate of more than 3.6% per year.  

 Hardy found that while the first period 
of growth, from 1722 to 1738, could be explained 
by changes in the organization of trade and 
shipping (as advanced by Shepherd and 
Walton), the second period could not be 
explained by their model. Rather, it appears that 
factors internal to South Carolina (such as 
specialization and increased demands on 
slaves), coupled with increasing market demand 
in Europe and the West Indies for a cheap grain, 
lead to the growth after 1764.  
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 While we have thus far focused on how 
the economics of rice affected the planter, there 
is another significant partner in the process. 
Nash (2001) points out that unlike sugar and 
tobacco planters, rice planters rarely marketed 
their own crops in Britain using the commission 
system. Not only were overseas markets 
fragmented for rice, but the high cost of 
shipment relative to the value of rice required a 
knowledge of freight and commodity markets 
that most planters either did not possess or 
chose not to learn. In addition, Nash (2001:77) 
notes that there were few variations in rice 
quality, so planters had only very limited 
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opportunities to earn premium prices for their 
crops. As a result, rice planters largely marketed 
their crops in America rather than Europe and 
early on the central market became Charleston. 
 
 By about 1700 a large, professional 
merchant community  had already emerged 
from the migrants reaching Caroling. In 
particular many were Huguenots. Van Rumbeke 
(2001:32-35) notes that merchants formed the 
second largest group coming to Carolina, 
accounting for about 25% of those whose 
occupants could be identified. He notes that 
they were either local merchants, largely from 
Aunis, maritime ports, and La Rochelle in 
France, that mixed mercantile activity with 
agriculture or “especially at [the] turn of the 
eighteenth century, factors for large London-
based companies” (Van Ruymbeke 2001:34). 
 
 Until the 1720s, the Charleston 
merchants usually acted as factors or agents for 
British merchants from whom they received 
consignments of dry goods. The rice planters, 
who were their most important clients, usually 
contracted to make future payments for their 

purchases in “merchantable” rice when their 
crops were harvested. The Charleston merchant-
factors would then remit the rice to their British 
agents, usually in ships provided by the British 
firms. 
 
 By the 1720s – which corresponds with 
the rapid growth of rice – there was a 
fundamental change in business practices. Rice 
planters began to sell their rice on the open 
market, receiving payment in cash, which they 
then used to discharge their debts to the 
merchants for various supplies. Nash notes that 
this suited both parties. The planters could, if 
they wished, withhold the sale of rice, in an 
attempt to manipulate the market to obtain 
better prices. The Charleston merchants found 
that they could trade more flexibly if they were 
able to purchase rice on the open market, rather 
than through a contract that anticipated future 
deliveries. Since one cost of shipping was how 
long a vessel was in port, by having rice on 
hand, the merchants were able to move ships 
more quickly in and out of port, reducing their 
costs. This new “class” of Charleston merchants 
may be called “export merchants.” 

 
 During King George’s 
War (1739-1748) the basic 
method of marketing rice 
changed once again. The rice 
market collapsed (as previously 
discussed) and the value of rice 
reached disastrous lows. Many 
rice planters ceased selling rice 
themselves and, instead, 
retained “rice factors” to sell the 
rice on commission to the 
Charleston export merchants. 
This new class of merchants 
came either from the ranks of 
existing Charleston merchants or 
from planters or sons of planters 
who moved to Charleston and 
used their rural connections to 
launch themselves into business 
(Nash 2001:79). 
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Figure 13.  Value of South Carolina rice exports (constant £ sterling, 1860 =
100).  (Adapted from Hardy 2001:Figure 5.1). 
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 The factors invariably owned or leased 
wharfs and warehouses on Charleston’s East 
Bay Street. The planters would send their rice to 
these locations, either in their own boats or in 
boats owned by the rice factors.  
 
 Nash notes that this change soon lead to 
friction as the interests of various parties were 
often very different. For example, the rice 
factors, whose interests coincided with those of 
the planters, wanted high rice prices and low 
freight rates. In contrast, the export merchants 
wanted low rice prices and, since they also 
handled the shipping, high freight rates. The 
rice factors seem to have been very successful in 
forming cartels to keep up the price of rice and 
push down freight rates. Nash (2001:80) notes 
that the factors would advise their clients to 
“stop their boats,” or halt shipments to 
Charleston, driving up the price of rice. As ships 
empty stacked up in the harbor, the freight rate 
also dropped. Nash observes, “the general effect 
of the country [rice] factors’ manipulations was 
to push up the price of rice in Charleston rather 
than in Europe, thus eating into the profit 
margin of the Charleston export merchants and 
their British correspondents” (Nash 2001:80). 
 
The Impact of Rice on African Americans 
 
 Peter Wood’s classic Black Majority 
provides the only detailed examination of the 
growth of South Carolina’s African population 
(Wood 1974). Supplemented with Daniel 
Littlefield’s (1981) Rice and Slaves and Philip 
Curtin’s (1969) The Atlantic Slave Trade, we can 
begin to obtain a better idea of the impact rice 
played on the importation of Africans into the 
Carolina colony. 
 
 Wood observes that the future of 
slavery in Carolina established early and by 
conditions elsewhere in the British realm. In 
particular, the Proprietors realized that 
Barbados could provide seasoned settlers from a 
very short distance at a very minimal cost – 
allowing an early, and substantial, return on 
their investment.  The ranks of the Barbadian 

emigrants consisted of small landholders who 
had been squeezed from their holdings, bound-
servants who found no land available when 
their terms expired, and political exiles who fled 
to the island after the English restoration. 
Eventually the Proprietors even made a 
concession to the Barbadian settlers, allowing 
black adults (virtually all of whom were slaves) 
a status in the headright system equal to that of 
free white women and children. This was a 
major victory for the settlers since their major 
holdings were in slaves – and the net result was 
a significant increase in the number of slaves to 
be transported into Carolina from the Barbados 
early on. Wood notes that well over 40% of the 
enslaved Africans reaching the British mainland 
colonies arrived in a single port – Charleston 
(Wood 1974:xiv).  
 
 Figure 14 shows the population trends 
for Carolina during the early Colonial period. In 
particular it reveals that the white population 
remained slightly larger than the enslaved 
African population until about 1709 – around 
the time that there was increased attention to 
rice production and an increased need for 
African slaves. We also see a dip in the 
importation of slaves in 1715-1716 as a result of 
the Yemassee War.  After this point, however, 
the slave population increases dramatically, 
with the white population never able to keep up. 
Wood also uses the available data from 1720 and 
1740 to calculate the annual rate of black 
population increase for the two decades in 
excess of the number of immigrants (ignoring 
departures and those escaping). He finds that a 
population that had been increasing at a rate of 
5.6% per year before 1720 appears afterward to 
have been decreasing at a rate of 1.1% per year 
over the next 20 years. It is tempting to suggest 
that much of this decrease can be attributed 
directly to the labor associated with rice 
cultivation (see also Morgan 2001). 
 
 Perhaps the most detailed account of the 
affect of rice planting on the enslaved comes 
from Dusinberre’s (1996) examination of 
Gowrie, a river swamp rice plantation on the 
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Savannah River. While 
the study incorporates 
only the nineteenth 
century, the general 
conclusions are likely 
relevant to earlier rice 
plantations.  In fact, 
Dusinberre (1996:80) 
notes that similar 
accounts are unavailable 
for the eighteenth 
century, where there is 
only one reasonably 
complete record of 
mortality rates – and it 
goes back only to 1786 
(see Steckel 1979). Yet he 
suggests that the 
eighteenth century rates 
were likely much worse 
– taking into 
consideration that they 
reflect a period prior to 
the “reform” movement 
of the 1820s.  
 
        Dusinberre 
(1996:51) notes a horrific 
child mortality rate of 
90% at Gowrie– 
although this does not 
take into account 
stillbirths or mis-
carriages. He suggests a 
more conservative 
estimate of at least 55% for general use, 
suggesting that two-third of all children born on 
swamp rice plantations would die before their 
sixteenth birthday (Dusinberre 1996:80, 412, 
416). Wood also explains,  
 

the drive to secure profits or 
remove debts by increasing the 
production of a plantation 
economy created a willingness 
to buy Negroes on credit, a 
callousness toward the 
conditions of resident slaves, 

and a general sense of the 
expendability of black labor. All 
these tendencies worsened the 
prospects for natural population 
growth among slaves and 
simultaneously heightened the 
demand for slave imports. A 
vicious circle was thereby 
established in which it appeared 
advantageous to stress the 
importation of “salt-water” 
slaves rather than the survival 
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Figure 14. Population trends in Colonial South Carolina, 1700-1740

(adapted from Wood 1974:Table 4). 
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of those at hand” (Wood 

lave import
s responsible for seeming rise in number o

1974:152). 
 
 Not all scholars, of course, agree wit
Wood. Some, such as Chaplin suggest that afte
mid-eighteenth century planters realized, “
reproducing slave force served their interest
better” and that by the 1750s “slaves live
longer . . . and raised children” (Chapli
1993:54-55).  There is some support for this view
with even Wood acknowledging that by th
1760s birthrates were rising (1974:142-166
Menard, however, has critiqued Wood’s figure
and posits less increase and more s
a
African Americans (Menard 1995). 
 

Population Figures for South Carolina b
 

Parish A. 
Taxable 
Acres 

B. 
Taxpayers 

St. Helena 51,817 30 

St. Bartholomew’s 30,559 47 

St. George’s 47,457 68 

St. Paul’s 187,976 201 

St. Andrew’s 197,168.75 210 

St. James Goose 
Creek 153,267.50 107 

St. Philip’s 
(Charleston) 64,265 283 

St. John’s Berkeley 181,375 97 

St. Thomas & St. 
Dennis 74,580 113 

Christ Church 57,580 107 

St. James Santee 117,274 42 

 

 

Table 5. 
y Parish, 1720 (Adapted from Wood 1974:Table 2). 

C. 
Slaves 

D. 
Estimated 

Free 
Population 

 (B x 5) 

E. 
Estimated 

Total 
Population 

(C + D) 

F. 
Estimated 
% Slaves 

(E/C) 

G. 
Taxable 

Acres Per 
Person 
(A/E) 

42 150 192 22 270 

144 235 379 38 80 

536 340 876 61 54 

1,634 1,005 2,639 62 71 

2,493 1,050 3,543 70 56 

2,027 535 2,562 79 60 

1,390 1,415 2,805 50 23 

1,439 485 1,924 75 94 

942 565 1,507 63 50 

637 535 1,172 54 49 

584 210 794 74 148 
s 
f 

) 
xpands the information, providing a closer look 
t the 

to only70% in St. 
ndrew’s. The study tract, largely focused on  

h 
r 
a 
s 
d 
n 
, 
e 
). 
s 

 Figure 14 does not reveal where these 
African American slaves eventually resided. In 
1720 the interim governor, James Moore, 
forwarded to England “An Exact account of the 
Number of Inhabitants who pay Tax in the 
Settlement of South Carolina for the yeare 1720 
with the Number of Acres and Number of 
Slaves in each parish.” Wood (1974:146-147
e
a parishes making up South Carolina 
during the early colonial period (see Table 5).  
 
 While we find that the slave population 
of St. Andrew’s Parish exceeded St. James Goose 
Creek (2493 to 2027), the Goose Creek parish 
was 79% black, compared 
A
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inl swamp rice cultivation was dominated 
by African American slaves. 
 
 Recently Carney (2001) has made a 
strong argument that Africans transferred an 
entire “knowledge system” concerning rice – 
everything from production to consumption – 
and “slaves from West Africa’s rice region 
tutored planters in growing the crop (Carney 
2001:81). Yet much of this thesis has been 
presented before by Wood and Littlefield. 
Wood, for e

and 

xample, observes that it was the 
lave, not the European, who was familiar with 

rice pla ificant 
rice reg
 

ion 
f this in turn was sometimes 

e concludes that it seems likely African slaves 

e also Curtin 1969:157).  In spite of 
ese supposed preferences, Table 6 reveals that 

the mos

the Windward Coast 
(Littlefield 1981:75-78).  Combined, these three 
regions 

ting out that Chinese cultivation 
techniqu stically different than those 
of early

1980:414).  Were the techniques in these two 
areas si

 a positive value placed on slaves from 
ambia? Littlefield offers only that it was easier 

to secure large numbers of slaves from Angola 

s
nting, noting that the most sign
ion, 

Was the “Windward Coast,” the 
area upwind or westward from 
the major Gold Coast trading 
station of Elmina in present-day 
Ghana. Though most of the 
slaving era a central part of this 
broad stretch was designated as 
the Grain Coast, and a port
o
labeled more explicitly as the 
Rice Coast (Wood 1974:59). 
 

H
“succeeded in nurturing rice where their 
masters had failed” (Wood 1974:62). 
 
 The argument is made even more 
strongly by Littlefield, who first attempts to 
decipher the ethnicity of slaves brought into 
South Carolina. Noting that Carolina planters 
had clear preferences. In general the preference 
was for Africans from Gambia and the Gold 
Coast with a decided bias against those from 
Calabar (or Ibo or “Bite”) slaves from the Niger 
Delta. Those from the Windward Coast and 
Angola were somewhere in between (Littlefield 
1981:9; se
th

t commonly imported slaves were from 
Angola.  
 

Nevertheless, Littlefield (1981:21) notes 
that in one year alone – 1764 – of the five ships 
that came into the Gambia region, three arrived 
in South Carolina in 1765. He further argues that 
planters placed a positive value on slaves from 
rice growing regions, especially Upper Guinea, 
Senegambia and 

contributed nearly 43% of the African 
slaves brought to Carolina during the eighteenth 
century (see Table 6). 

 
Littlefield acknowledges the earlier 

contribution of Wood and observes that the 
theory is easier to advance than to prove, with 
Wood having taken the concept about as far as 
possible, given the lack of substantive data, 
especially information concerning slave imports 
during the crucial first two decades of the 
eighteenth century (Littlefield 1981:103). He 
does, however, point out the implausibility of 
Europeans having the knowledge base to 
develop rice cultivation (see also Hess 1992: 10-
11), poin

es were dra
 Carolina (while commenting that there 

are many similarities between Carolina and 
Africa).  

 
What is missing, however, are 

examinations of rice growing in Spain (where 
rice was introduced in the eighth century by the 
Moors) and Italy (where it was introduced from 
Spain by the fourteenth century) (see Root 
1980:414). France can be ignored since there was 
no successful rice cultivation there until the very 
early twentieth century (Hess 1992:14; Root 

milar to those used in Carolina? And 
were there mechanisms to transfer that 
knowledge successfully to the English colonists?  

 
But what explains the large proportion 

of Angolas (where rice cultivation was not 
historically significant) being imported, if there 
was
G
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HISTORIC SYNOPSIS OF THE PROJECT TRACT 
 

Isaac Mazyck (1661-1736) was born, and 
lived in, St. Martin, Ile-de-Ré, on the Bay of 
Biscay. He was part of a Walloon family 
established in the merchant class of a small port 
town. Part of the Province of Aunis, this area 
contributed a large number of Huguenot 
refugees after the Edict of Nantes, guaranteeing 
some semblance of religious freedom to 
Protestants in Catholic France, was renounced in 
1685 (Butler 1983:13-22; Van Ruymbeke 2001). 

 
As a young man already involved in 

commerce, Isaac escaped France only a few 
weeks after the Edict, moving to Amsterdam 
briefly.  From Holland he went to London, 
where he was “denizened” in April 1687 
(denization was granted by the Crown and 
bestowed limited rights; citizenship could be 
granted only by Parliament). 

 
In London he purchased a cargo of 

goods (family history suggests he left France 
with £1,500) that he accompanied to Charles 
Town in 1686.  This was the beginning of his 
mercantile career in South Carolina (Mazyck 
1932; Van Ruymbeke 2001:26; Frost Prioleau, 
personal communication 1998).   

 
In Charles Town Mazyck became 

associated in business with Jacques LeSerurier 
and the Perdriau and de St. Julien families, all of 
who were ship owners and merchants. Their 
trade focused on Barbados, Madeira, and West 
Indies. He married Mary LeSerurier (1675-1732), 
the daughter of his senior mercantile partner. 
Initially the marriage was opposed by 
LeSerurier, who on October 10, 1693 filed a 
formal protest against the marriage. Lacking 
citizenship, LeSerurier feared that a marriage 
between the two, performed by a Huguenot 
minister, would be found illegal. Undaunted, 
the marriage took place on October 14, 1693 
with the assistance of an Anglican minister. 

Witnesses included Rene Ravenel, a member of 
the Assembly. On October 19 there was a public 
announcement of the marriage’s legality 
(Anonymous n.d.; Kirk n.d.). By 1696/7, Isaac 
was listed as one of the petitioners to the 
Assembly “for making aliens free of this part of 
the province and for granting liberty of 
conscience to all Protestants” (Anonymous 1897; 
in 1708 the Parliament passed a naturalization 
law for all Huguenots in English domains 
[Clowse 1971:101]). 
 

Britain had welcomed the French 
Protestant refugees, and like many other Charles 
Towne Huguenots, the Mazycks had relatives 
and family connections in England or (northern) 
Ireland.  Although the first generation of 
Huguenots spoke French, they were loyal to the 
British king, and like their English-speaking 
contemporaries, they sent their sons to study in 
England.  The first generation of Mazycks – 
Isaac’s children – married into other Huguenot 
families, but his grandchildren were as likely as 
not to marry outside the Huguenot circle.        
 

With his strong ties to England, Isaac 
prospered as a Charles Towne merchant.  Before 
1700 he began obtaining grants for land in town 
and on Charleston Neck.  Soon there were also 
grants in rural areas near Cooper and Wambaw 
rivers (SCDAH Consolidated Index).  He must 
have established a country seat: his daughter 
Penelope, born in 1709/10, was baptized "sur 
ma plantation" (Mazyck 1932:55). Like other 
successful merchants, Isaac was also in a 
position to lend money, and at least by 1719 was 
accepting mortgages on slaves as security for the 
debts  (SCDAH Consolidated Index). Unlike 
many merchants of the period who used the 
ships of English importers, Mazyck in 1711 
bough “one fifth of the hull of the 200-hundred-
ton ship called Rebecca and Mary” for £300 
(cited in Van Ruymbeke 2001:34). 
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HISTORIC SYNOPSIS OF THE PROJECT TRACT 
 

According to George Rogers (1969), in 
Charles Towne's early years it was the custom 
for a merchant to return to England once he had 
made his money in the colony.  Gradually these 
commercial operators began to remain in 
Carolina, lending out and investing their funds, 
and becoming the "eighteenth century ideal, the 
landed gentlemen."  Retiring merchants became 
gentleman-planters (Rogers 1969: 14-15) with 
residences in town and country.  This trend was 
exemplified by the Mazycks, who used their 
commercial fortunes to buy plantation land and 
establish country seats around Goose Creek, an 
easy trip from Charleston and the favored rural 
neighborhood of many early Huguenot families. 
Rogers also notes that the principal settlement of 
these new gentlemen planters was Goose Creek, 
an area he compared to “the clusters of London 
merchants at Hampstead or at Newington 
Green” (Rogers 1980:15). 

 
The Goose Creek area was likewise the 

home of many Barbadian slave owners. Known 
as “Goose Creek Men,” they dominated the first 
generation of political actors in the Carolina 
colony (Morgan 2001:198) and were constant 
opponents of proprietary rule (Weir 1983:65-69, 
94). 
 

In addition to obtaining land through 
grants, Isaac also bought large tracts.  In May 
1726, he paid £3,500 current money of South 
Carolina to Mr. Nathaniel Moore of St. James, 
Goose Greek Parish, gentleman, for 900 acres 
butting and bounding southwest on Forsters 
[sic] Creek, southeast on Nicholas Bennett, north 
and northwest on John Davis, east on Mrs. Anne 
Davis.  According to a memorial filed in 1733, 
this tract had originally been granted to Robert 
McKune. (Charleston County RMC, DB P6, pg. 
277).  This purchase seems to have begun the 
Mazyck presence in the Foster's Creek area. 
 

Isaac Mazyck continued acquiring land 
both south and north of Charles Towne: 640 
acres on Ashepoo River in 1725 and 650 acres in 
Craven County in 1731.  In 1732 he had at least 
2,000 acres in Granville County, and by 1733 had 

acquired another 1,590 acres on Ashepoo River 
(SCDAH Consolidated Index). 

 
While we have no definitive evidence of 

Mazyck’s plantation activities, Butler (1983:99) 
does mention that Isaac Mazyck recorded his 
brand as a fleur-de-lis. Many of the early 
planters engaged in ranching, allowing cattle to 
free range, foraging for food. Hewatt remarked 
in 1779: 
 

cattle increased in an amazing 
manner, and thrived 
exceedingly well in their forest. 
Having little winter, the woods 
furnished them with both 
shelter and provisions all the 
year; neither houses no 
attendants were provided for 
them, but each planter’s cattle, 
distinguished only by his mark, 
every where grazed with 
freedom (Hewatt 1971:I:95). 

 
Isaac Mazyck's eldest son Isaac (II) 

studied in England and Ireland for six years.  
Upon his return to Charleston in 1723, he 
entered his father's import merchant business 
(Mazyck 1932:44).   By the mid-1730s Isaac II 
(1700-1770) and his brother Paul (1702-1748/9) 
were also acquiring land in their own right 
(SCDAH Consolidated Index). 
 

At his death in 1736, Isaac Mazyck 
bequeathed town lots and large sums of money 
to all six of his children, also leaving a large 
estate to be sold for distribution among the 
heirs.  His will (WPA Wills 3:321, translation in 
Mazyck 1932) devised a 1,090-acre plantation on 
Ashepoo River to be divided between Benjamin 
and Stephen, who were still under age.  The four 
sons further inherited equal shares in a 1,700-
acre island south of Port Royal.  Showing the 
extent of his assimilation into Charleston's 
establishment, Isaac Mazyck's will left bequests 
to the poor of the Episcopal Church and the "old 
Presbyterian Meeting," and to the French 
Church in Charleston.  Van Ruymbeke (2001:40) 
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suggests this generosity “represents an effort to 
integrate into the urban socioeconomic structure 
of the colony while attempting to preserve an 
ancestral identify.” Considering that "God has 
favored my leaving France... to take refuge in a 
country where I have, by the grace of God and 
of our good King William of blessed memory, 
and of our good King George, also of blessed 
memory, full liberty to exercise our good and 
holy religion," an additional fund was 
designated to encourage the minister of the 
French Church to give two sermons every other 
week, "the service to be Calvinistic like that of 
Holland." 
 

Their older sisters Marianne and 
Elizabeth married into other successful 
Huguenot families, and the Mazyck brothers 
were as ambitious as their father.  Remaining in 
close contact with each other, all amassed slaves 
and land, not just in the rich lowcountry river 
swamps but also in the further reaches of 
Carolina.   
 

Like other prominent colonial families, 
the Mazycks retained their commercial interests 
in Charleston.  Members of the family studied 
medicine or the law, and became factors and 
commission merchants.  Those who planted, 
though, remained loyal to rice.  The Mazycks 
and their Huguenot cousins, are rarely 
represented among the great antebellum cotton 
planters.    
 

By February 1737 Benjamin Mazyck "of 
the province of South Carolina, gentleman," had 
come of age and his older brothers Isaac, a 
merchant, and Paul, a gentleman, acting as their 
father's executors, conveyed to him for £5,200 
the 900-acre plantation at the northeast side of 
Foster's Creek (Charleston County RMC, DB P6, 
pg. 283), which Isaac's will had ordered to be 
sold to fund the legacies therein.  Not long after 
the purchase, Benjamin was married, to his first 
cousin Damaris Elizabeth Ravenel.  Eventually 
the parents of five children, Daniel, Stephen, 
John, Charlotte, Isaac (and probably others who 
died young), the Mazycks established their 

plantation residence on the Fosters Creek tract.  
Benjamin was also an active city merchant, and 
retained a residence in Charleston throughout 
his life (South Carolina Gazette 8/27/1748, 
12/3/1753, 2/26/1756), while continuing to 
enlarge his plantation land almost until his 
death.     
 

Like most early plantation owners, 
Benjamin Mazyck pursued a mixture of 
endeavors on Foster's Creek.  In 1749 (South 
Carolina Gazette 1/23/1749) he advertised for 
sale an "open boat that will carry about 120 
barrels of rice, or 15 cords of firewood . . . also a 
large quantity of bricks."  (Wayne [1992] 
identifies both Benjamin and Isaac Mazyck, and 
Samuel Elliott, as brick makers on Fosters Creek 
at least for some of the period 1745-1760, but by 
1761 finds only Henry Gray making brick in the 
area.)  
 

Although the Mazycks seem to have 
concentrated their productive efforts on their 
plantations in St. James, Goose Creek, and St. 
James, Santee, parishes, their holdings spread 
throughout the Charles Towne and the entire 
colony.  Benjamin bought 25 acres on Charleston 
Neck in 1737, and between 1764 and 1775 
received grants for land on Santee River (1,957 
acres), Beaver Creek (1,000 acres) and Sandy 
River (500 acres) in Craven County; 1,000 acres 
on Rocky Creek (Granville County), and at least 
1,500 acres in Ninety Six District (SCDAH 
Consolidated Index). 
 

Benjamin's brother Paul held land on a 
"Plantation on Fosters Creek which I Purchased 
from John Davis Containing Eight Hundred & 
Eighty Acres of Land, & also my Plantation 
adjoining which I purchased from Benjamin 
Smith Containing Three Hundred and twenty-
five Acres of Land."  Upon his death in 1749, 
Paul bequeathed these tracts to his only son 
Alexander, recommending in his will that his 
executors "not clear any land whatsoever on my 
Plantation on Foster's Creek or to cut any timber 
or trees, more than is barely required for fencing 
and making barrels for the use of the [rice?] 
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crop. . ."  (WPA Wills 6:208). In this way the 
value of the land for marketable timber and 
firewood would be preserved. 
 

Alexander held his father's plantations 
for a quarter-century, while he settled the 
adjoining Springfield Plantation. In 1773, 
Alexander conveyed the 1,205 acres to his uncle 
Benjamin for £17,955 "good and lawful money of 
the province."  Both parties were described as 
"gentlemen of Charleston" (Charleston County 
RMC, DB P6, pg. 302). The 1773 conveyance 
details the tract histories:   
 
The 880-acre Davis plantation was made of four 
tracts:   
 

• 380-acre plantation bounding northeast 
and northwest on other land formerly of 
John Davis, now of Alexander Mazyck, 
southwest on land lately of Isaac 
Mazyck Sr., 

• 200-acre plantation bounding northeast 
on John Davis, west on land formerly of 
Davis, now of Alexander Mazyck, 
southwest on the 380-acre tract 
mentioned above, southwest on land 
late of Isaac Mazyck Sr., 

• 200-acre tract, the east part of Boochase 
Plantation, bounding south and east on 
a tract of Alexander Mazyck mentioned 
above, north on land late of John Davis, 
and  

• 100-acre west part of Boochase, 
bounding west on land formerly 
belonging to Benjamin Scheckingh Esq., 
north on land late of John Davis, south 
on land owned by Alexander Mazyck 
and mentioned above. 

 
North of Boochase and the Fosters Creek tract 
was the 325-acre plantation made of two tracts: 
 

• 200-acre tract formerly belonging to 
Thomas Smith deceased, and on which 
he lived, bounding northwest on land 
formerly of Col. James Moore deceased, 
southeast on land formerly of Capt. 

David Davis, now of Alexander 
Mazyck, south on land formerly on 
Capt. Benjamin Scheckingh deceased, 
and  

• 125-acre plantation adjoining the Smith 
tract, bounding east, south and west on 
the Davis tracts mentioned above now 
owned by Alexander Mazyck, north on 
land heretofore Lawson, late of 
Benjamin Waring Sr. 

 
By the time of the Revolution, a third 

generation of Mazycks had become planters.  
Two interesting letters (SCHS Mazyck Papers, 
folders 11/389/20 and 21) have survived from 
Stephen Mazyck (1747-1782) to his brother Paul 
(1745-1835), who was living in Ireland with the 
family of his wife.  Sons of Isaac Mazyck II, 
Stephen and Paul were Benjamin's nephews, 
and first cousins to Alexander Mazyck. 
 

In February 1776 Stephen wrote from 
"Springfield, Goose Creek," explaining that it 
was presently difficult to send money abroad, 
but that  
 

I intend to advance you my own 
money on this occasion. . . . I 
shall do nothing that may 
endanger either your or my 
property, yet I shall do 
everything to assist you with 
money in Ireland and to 
promote your interest in 
Carolina  . . . . for upwards of 
six months past, finding your 
attorneys had neglected your 
business, I have transacted 
almost all your business in 
Carolina.  I have supplied your 
plantation with every necessary 
it wanted, as Negro Clothes, 
shoes, blankets, plantation tools, 
and paid the overseer's wages 
and several accounts in town for 
which I have advanced you a 
large sum of money, though I 
do everything with great 
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economy and have received 
very little of your money.  There 
is still £1,200 due for the crop 
made in 1774 which I hope to 
receive soon. . . . In December I 
went to Romney [on South 
Santee] where I stayed a 
fortnight.  I found everything in 
pretty good order, the Negroes 
healthy and behaved well.  You 
have made last crop, 200 barrels 
rice and 400 pounds of very fine 
indigo. . . .  We are pounding 
out 100 barrels of rice and shall 
keep the rest in the rough till it 
can be exported.  We shall then 
ship your indigo and 100 barrels 
of rice for a remittance.   

 
Whilst I was at Romney, Mr. 
Heard the surveyor called in 
there from Georgetown, and 
going with him to see your 
lands on the Island, we found 
that Mr. Thomas Horry has 
lately claimed a piece of land 
and made a ditch that runs 
several degrees within your line 
and will take in many acres of 
your best land. 

 
I find that Mr. Lynch also 
planted some land last year 
which my father quietly enjoyed 
for near forty years.  When I 
came to town I acquainted 
Charles Pinckney esq. of this 
affair and asked what was best 
to be done.  He told me that, as 
all the courts of justice were 
shut up, we must not let them 
enjoy possession of what they 
have taken, but we should level 
and destroy their ditches and 
cut up their rice, as they took 
the advantage of the present 
Unhappy Times to get 
possession of your lands and we 

cannot get them to settle by 
arbitration.  I hope the courts of 
justice will be open soon. 

 
Most people think you will get 
all the lands.  Cousin William 
Bull having sold his plantation 
at the southward lately told me 
that he would with pleasure 
give you £15,000 for 200 acres of 
swamp and fifty of high land at 
Romney.  If you could sell the 
rest at the same rate I think you 
would do very well. 

 
We are about leasing part of 
your plantation at Peedee to one 
Mr. Britton for £250 per annum.  
Cousin Alexander Mazyck and I 
intend to go to Santee in about a 
fortnight to have his land at 
Wambaw surveyed by Mr. 
Heard.  Whilst we are at 
Romney we shall consult with 
Mr. __ to take proper measures 
to prevent Mr. Thomas Horry 
and Mr. Lynch keeping 
possession of your land.  We 
shall also see about planting the 
next crop.  We intended to have 
planted fifty acres in indigo and 
fifty of rice but Santee River has 
been and still remains so high 
that I am afraid we shall not be 
able to get the land ready for 
indigo as the river has broken 
and flooded our ditches very 
much.  We shall give orders to 
repair things as soon as 
possible. 

 
I am sorry to acquaint you that 
neither your attorneys nor 
myself have received anything 
of my late dear father's or 
brother Peter's estates on your 
account from brother Isaac, 
except £400 currency and a 

 48



HISTORIC SYNOPSIS OF THE PROJECT TRACT 
 

small bond of £113 for which I 
have given you proper credit . . . 
I always keep a very exact 
account of all that I transact on 
your account and show it to 
cousin Daniel Mazyck . . . . 

 
I am now at cousin Alexander 
Mazyck's house at Goose 
Creek,. . . I pass my time more 
agreeably than I can in 
Charleston, which now has the 
most melancholy appearance, 
the greatest part of the 
inhabitants having removed 
into the country. 

 
Your most affectionate brother 
and friend, Stephen Mazyck. 

 
PS:  That faithful old servant 
Sylvia now lives at Goose Creek 
with cousin Alexander Mazyck.  
Both he and Mrs. Mazyck are so 
kind to her that she says she 
lives far happier than she has 
done since my dear father's 
death.  She is very well and begs 
to be remembered to you and 
your worthy wife, who she 
always calls her Mistress. 

 
Sylvia was a slave who had received special 
attention in the will of Isaac Mazyck II: "At my 
death, my faithful negro woman, named Silvia, 
shall be set free of and from any manner of 
slavery and servitude; and I do by these 
presents, declare her absolutely free and for ever 
discharged accordingly;" and £300 to be held by 
son Paul, the interest to maintain Silvia during 
her life. (WPA Wills 14:1-12). 
 

Later in 1776 Stephen wrote Paul again, 
this time from "St. Stephen's, Santee."  With 
money still difficult to send abroad, he had to 
suggest that Paul borrow money until his goods 
could be shipped to market, but that the 
plantation had been supplied and Paul's 

accounts in South Carolina had been settled.  He 
went on in a downhearted tone:    
 

None of your crop made last 
year has been sold.  You have 
200 barrels rice and about 300-
weight of good indigo now in 
your barn... You have lost 
[illegible] weight good indigo 
this year by grasshoppers... I 
think from what I have heard 
you will make about 300 barrels 
of rice.  I wish we may be able 
to sell and ship it.  You have 
been unfortunate this year in 
the loss of Negroes, your Negro 
Abraham died in the spring, 
also Stephen and a woman 
named Beck, the rest are pretty 
well and two or three have been 
born . . . .  

 
My health is poor, I wish I could 
come live with you and wife... 
so we could spend the 
remainder of our days together 
in that healthy and happy 
country.  I hope you will never 
think of returning to this place 
again. 

 
I intend to go to Romney again 
as soon as the season is more 
settled and cool as my presence 
is much wanted there about 
several things.  I do not hear 
from Mr. Jonah [illeg] once in 
four months and I met him 
lately in the streets of Charles 
Towne and made all the 
inquiries I could about the 
plantation and I am afraid he 
does not go as often to see it as 
your friends could with, and 
your overseer is nothing 
extraordinary,  I heartily wish 
you had sold Romney and all 
the Negroes, stock and etc. to 

 49



LIBERTY HALL: A SMALL EIGHTEENTH CENTURY RICE PLANTATION IN GOOSE CREEK 
 

Mr. Porcher before you left the 
Province for what he offered . . . 
. Most people are now returned 
to town, brother Isaac, sister 
Weston, sister Mazyck (brother 
Billy's widow), cousin 
Alexander Mazyck and their 
families are now in town... 

 
All your acquaintances know 
your love for this province and 
that you have its prosperity and 
peace much at heart, but as they 
know the situation of your 
family connections in Ireland 
they do not expect that you can 
come over. . . .   
 

In fact, Paul did not return to Charleston until 
after his wife's death in 1801. (Anonymous n.d.). 
 

Members of the Mazyck family actively 

supported the American Revolution. Isaac 
Mazyck III (Benjamin's nephew) loaned a total 
of £7080 to the State of South Carolina, and 
Mary Mazyck (there were at least two family 
members by this name) loaned the state £3,000. 
(SCDAH, Accounts Audited, File 4868B, 4868C). 
 

Benjamin Mazyck's own plantation 
supplied provisions and forage for Continental 
troops and State Militia men during the 
American Revolution.  In April 1780 Daniel 
Horry's Regiment of Light Dragoons, encamped 
at his plantation, requisitioned 12,000 weight of 
corn blades – which would have severely 
diminished his store of animal fodder.  Mazyck 
sent "14 head of large full grown sheep" to 
Charles Towne for the use of the Continental 
Army, hay and corn blades to Dorchester for 
animal fodder, and provided rice for troops in 
the area.  As an example, in December 1782 Lt. 
John Garden received "500 bushels of clean rice 
for the use of the guard under my command at 

Goose Creek" (SCDAH, 
Accounts Audited, File 
4868). 

 
Figure 16 Portion of the Stuart-Faden “Map of South Carolina and a Part of

Georgia” showing the Goose Creek area in 1780. 

 
After the war, 

Benjamin submitted a 
claim for payment 
totaling £428.5.5.  His 
statement included 408 
cords of wood, rough 
rice (115 bushels), clean 
rice (101/2 bushels), 
corn blades, rice straw; 
sheep, beef, and 102 
leaden balls.  For the 
"wages" due him for 
the work of his slaves, 
seven of them taken to 
labor on public works 
in Charleston from 
June 1776 to March 
1780, he claimed an 
additional £30.  Three 
of these people had 
disappeared, "lost in 
said service."  One 
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young man, under nineteen years old but an 
expert boatman valued at £150, was removed 
from Charles Town and put into service on an 
American galley.  When the ship was captured 
by the British, the slave was part of the prize.  
Two others, one of them a shoemaker, became 
British property when Charles Towne 
surrendered (SCDAH, Accounts Audited, File 
4868). 
 

Neighboring Springfield Plantation also 
fed State Legion detachments in the vicinity of 
Goose Creek Road.  In March 1780 Alexander 
Mazyck supplied three oxen, and in the autumn 
of 1782 provided 383 sheaves (111/2 bushels) of 
rough rice, and a half-bushel of clean rice.  By 
1784 Alexander was dead, and his executor 
Daniel Mazyck received £24.14.11 on behalf of 
the estate (SCDAH, Accounts Audited, File 
4867). 
 

The Mazycks recovered as planters and 
businessmen, and Benjamin enlarged his home 
plantation again in late 1786.  For £300 "sterling 
money of Great Britain," Mr. James Rockford 
(also “Rochford”) sold to Benjamin Mazyck: 
 

A certain plantation on Fosters 
Creek . . . 183 acres English 
measure . . . butting and 
bounding on Fosters Creek, on 
marsh or marshes of land 
formerly belonging to John or 
Robert McKeown[probably the 
Robert McKune who held the 
1733 memorial] but now to the 
said Benjamin Mazyck, and the 
other side on land formerly of 
John Davis and - Guichard  
(Charleston County RMC, DB 
V5, pg. 434).   

 
However, it is likely that, despite 

increasing his land on Foster's Creek, Benjamin 
was finding it less profitable by comparison 
with the new areas being opened along tidal 
rivers.  He was middle-aged at the time of the 

Revolution, and may not have invested a great 
deal of energy in revitalizing his plantation. 
 

After Benjamin Mazyck's death in 1800, 
an inventory (Charleston County Inventories, 
Book D, pg. 128) was made of the personal 
property "on the plantation late the residence of 
the said deceased."  The property was appraised 
at £5078.16.6, with most of the value (£4,660) in 
74 slaves.  Other assets were plantation horses 
(£15), five wild horses, books (£4), old Iron 
(£2.10/), jewels (£5; "a diamond ring and a gold 
girdle buckle were refused to be produced to us 
by Mrs. Mary Mazyck and were not appraised"), 
2 blunderbusses (20/), a double barreled Gun 
(30/), old carts and wagons (£6), crockery ware 
(40/), an old silver watch (14/), silver plate (152 
oz., £38.12/6).  Household goods (two 
featherbeds, two mattresses, two bolsters, four 
pillows, four rugs, case of drawers, three 
mahogany bedsteads, a press, nine mahogany 
chairs, an easy chair, three mahogany tables, 
four looking glasses, nine pair sheets, twelve 
pillowcases and four table cloths) were 
appraised together at £30. 
 

Mazyck's estate also had 15 slaves in 
Charleston, one of them an infant.  Household 
goods shown in the inventory are sparse, but the 
appraisers do not specify that the town house 
was Mazyck's own property, and his will does 
not mention a Charleston residence.  His few 
goods in town may have been in a fully 
furnished home of a child or other relative.   
 

When he wrote his will in 1796, 
Benjamin Mazyck, planter of St. James Goose 
Creek Parish, was already a venerable elder but 
"at present enjoying perfect health, a tranquil 
mind and sound memory” (WPA Wills 28:79).   
 

To his son Daniel he left two town lots 
in Charleston, three tracts in Ninety Six District 
and 837 acres in St. Johns, Berkeley, Parish, in 
three tracts that were connected with a "place 
called Summersett" [Somerset] which he 
inherited from his mother.  Somerset, like Paul 
Mazyck's Romney, later proved to be a more 
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advantageous inheritance than land on Foster's 
Creek.  During the early nineteenth century, 
Daniel Mazyck and other planters used their 
tidal rice fields to re-establish their wealth and 
position, while Stephen seems to have watched 
his fortunes dwindle alongside Fosters Creek. 
 

Stephen Mazyck's inheritance in St. 
James, Goose Creek, was in three adjoining 
tracts totaling about 2,288 acres on the north 
side of Fosters Creek: the 1,205 acres Benjamin 
had purchased from his nephew Alexander, a 
"small plantation of 183 acres bought of James 
Rochford," and also "the plantation where I now 
reside, containing about 900 acres." Benjamin 
left this plantation in trust to eight friends for 
Stephen's use, providing for him to have the 
benefits and profits but "so as in no case 
whatever to be in any wise subject to or liable 
for his debts, charges or encumbrances."  After 
Stephen's death, if his wife Mary survived him 
(she did) she would have use of the property, 
under the same terms, until her death or 
remarriage, after which it was to pass to 
Stephen's children equally when they became of 
age. But "if among them, there shall be any 
female Child or children then the share or shares 
of such females shall be in value be less than the 
share of a male child, by 1/4 part of the share of 
a male child."   
 

Benjamin Mazyck devised other legacies 
too – 2,500 acres near Winnsboro, and four town 
lots - differently to the two brothers, Daniel and 
Stephen.  Stephen was by now was a grown 
man and a father himself, and his sons also 
received bequests from their grandfather, Paul 
receiving a lot on Queen Street, and Benjamin, a 
lot on Broad Street.  The limits placed on 
Stephen's ability to mortgage or sell his 
inherited property must indicate that his father 
had little confidence in him.  
 

Stephen Mazyck seems to have been 
unwise or unlucky, validating his father's 
decision, and did not add to the land he had 
inherited.    Heavily indebted at his death, his 
only disposable asset was the "negroes I lately 

purchased."  In the will of "Stephen Mazyck Jr. 
of St. James Goose Creek, planter” (the "Junior" 
seems in deference to his slightly older first 
cousin Stephen Mazyck of St. John's Parish) 
written in 1808 (WPA Wills 31:150), he ordered 
these slaves sold to pay his debts to several 
banks.  He directed the rest of his debts to be 
paid by 2/3 of the income of the estate, 
reserving 1/3 for the support and maintenance 
of the family.  To each of his three daughters, he 
bequeathed "$6000 when they reach 21 or 
marriage, or as soon thereafter as the 
circumstances of my estate may allow."  To his 
wife Mary he left slaves, 1/5 of the rest and 
residue of the estate after other legacies were 
made, and all his household furniture, bedding 
and plate, carriage and carriage horses.   
 

The inventory made of Stephen 
Mazyck's estate, taken in July 1809 (Charleston 
County Inventories, Book E, pg. 4), does not 
include a list of debts and assets, so it is 
impossible to determine his financial condition.  
However, the goods in the houses in town and 
in St. James' Parish, Goose Creek, do not 
indicate a pinched existence.  Both residences 
were comfortably, even ostentatiously, 
furnished with mahogany tables and chairs, 
brass fire dogs and fenders, gilt tea china, silver 
and glassware, carpets, and curtains for beds 
and windows.  He owned forty-seven slaves 
(total value $17,455) and had the use of thirty 
more during his brother Daniel's lifetime.  These 
slaves must have been employed in the rice 
fields, and maybe some brick making, but the 
inventory does not indicate their occupations, 
nor does it include any stored crops, which 
would have clarified the agricultural activity on 
the plantation.  There are interesting hints that 
Mazyck was planting at least some cotton:  he 
had two cotton gins, and among the livestock 
were five mules and seven oxen.  These animals, 
used to draw plows, were more often found on 
cotton than on rice plantations.  
  

Although Stephen Mazyck had not had 
the right to sell his Foster's Creek land, it was his 
responsibility to divide it equitably among his 
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three sons (apparently assuming the daughters' 
inheritances could be paid out in cash).  
Therefore, he reconfigured the plantation lines.    
 

To his son Benjamin he devised 600 
acres "made of so much of my Brick Barn 
plantation (purchased by my father from Mr. 
Alexander Mazyck) as lies south of the Back 
River Road, and so much of the plantation on 
which I reside as shall be necessary to complete 
that quantity, meaning the part containing the 
buildings and settlement.  To be bounded by 
Foster's Creek, Thomas Smiths, and the 
remainder of my said plantation."  Also the part 
of the plantation lately purchased of Mr. Adam 
Tunno that is south of Back River Road. 
 

To Alexander he left "the small 
plantation purchased by my father from 
Rockford, also the part of the residence tract not 
devised to Benjamin, and 300 acres of the Brick 
Barn tract closest to the Rockford tract." 
 

Paul's portion was the rest of the Brick 
Barn Plantation, and the part of the Tunno 
purchase that is north of Back River Road. 
   

The result of Stephen's land division, 
and his direction that "the Canal lately made to 
Fosters Creek be kept open for the use of my 
three sons, as appurtenant to their adjoining 
plantations and be kept in repair at their joint 
expense," was that the three plantations could 
not be managed completely separately, and 
none was sizable enough to support a Mazyck in 
fine style.  Even if one of the sons had been in a 
position to buy the others out, planters were 
now turning their attention to tidal rice fields or 
Sea Island cotton plantations, and this inland 
tract was evidently unable even to produce 
enough income to settle Stephen Mazyck's 
affairs. 
 

Estates were commonly kept together 
during the life of the widow, until the heirs 
sought a division, or until creditors forced 
settlement of debts.  In 1827, two decades after 
Stephen's death, the executors of James Hopkins 

brought an equity case against Mrs. Mary 
Mazyck (Stephen's widow), George Elfe and his 
wife Mary Jane (Stephen's daughter), and 
Charles L. Desel and his wife Caroline 
(Stephen's daughter).  By that time, J. S. 
Hopkins, husband of Margaret Mazyck 
(Stephen's daughter), a downtown merchant 
and planter, had died.  His plantation inventory 
taken in 1826, while not specific about the 
location of the land, included livestock, slaves, a 
rice boat, "12 hundred thousand bricks," and 
fine household goods, the whole valued at 
$13,020 (Charleston County Inventories, Book G, 
pg. 165).  Hopkins was quite wealthy, but it 
seems that his death, for whatever reason, was 
the impetus behind the sisters' decision to 
partition the property.   
 

We have found little information about 
Stephen Mazyck's three sons.  An inventory 
(Charleston County Inventories, Book G, pg. 
280) made in June 1828 found only small value 
($212) in the livestock and provisions owned by 
the Estate of Alexander and Paul Mazyck on 
Ellery Plantation in St. John's, Berkeley, Parish. 
 

By the time the case regarding the 
Foster's Creek land was heard in early 1834, all 
of Stephen Mazyck's sons were dead.  The 
decision was a court order that "all that 
plantation on the northern side of Fosters Creek, 
2,740.5 acres, being formerly composed of 
several tracts and commonly called Buckhorn, 
Rockford and Mulberry, known as the property 
and residence of Benjamin Mazyck Sr." were to 
be sold at auction.  The tract was not yet being 
called Liberty Hall (the name did not appear 
until 1859).  Buckhorn was likely a corruption of 
Brick Barn, Rockford (or Rochford) was the 1786 
purchase, and Mulberry was probably the 
residence tract (situated southeast of examined 
archaeological site 38BK1900). 
 

The advertisement for the auction 
portrays a plantation where the early inland 
reserve system was still in place, but one that 
may not been profitably planted in recent years, 
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a great portion is well supplied 
with wood and timber, and 
within a short carting distance 
of several landings; [2740.5 
acres,] 177 acres of which are 
prime Inland Swamp, with 
sufficient quantity of water to 
flow; the whole of which is 
cleared and under good banks.  
The Provision Land is of the 
very best, and has always 
yielded abundantly - the range 
for cattle and stock is fine. 
 
This Plantation is situated on 
Foster's Creek, upon which 
there is a body of valuable Rush 
land, which might be easily 
brought into cultivation.  This 
Plantation is in all respects 
worth the attention of those 
who are disposed to make 
investments in agricultural 
pursuits.  A Canal has been cut 
from the head of Foster's Creek 
up into the Oak Swamp, for the 
purpose of conveying the wood 
to the Landing, which has been 
used formerly, and could with a 
little repair be made again 
useful for the same purpose. . . . 

 
The Plantation is in perfect 
planting order, with 6 new 
Negro Houses, and all other 
necessary outbuildings &c. 
(Charleston Mercury 2/18/1834) . 

 
The description suggests that the 

plantation was largely uncultivated, although 
the new slave cabins indicate that there was 
some activity on the part of the heirs.  There is 
no record of the bidding, or whether non-family 
members respected the family's interest in the 
property, but Mazyck's son-in-law Charles L. 
Desel of Charleston bought it in for only $7,800 
(Charleston County RMC, DB H10, pg. 114). 
 

Charles L. Desel was the son of Charles 
Desel, a prosperous Charleston cabinetmaker.  
At his death in 1807, Desel left his wife Mary 
Barbara their residence at the corner of King and 
Broad streets, her choice of eight of his slaves, 
bank shares and other stock, and several rental 
properties.  His eldest daughter Ann Marie was 
married to Christian Henry Faber, of the 
prosperous merchant family.  The other four 
children were underage.  Besides a comfortable 
residue to be divided equally among the 
children, there was property enough to leave 
son Samuel a lot on Broad Street, and $1,000 to 
son Charles L. Desel "toward his schooling and 
bringing him up to a decent profession" (Will of 
Charles Desel, written 10/22/1807, proved 
12/4/1807, WPA Wills 31, pg. 35). 
 

Charles L. Desel must have added to the 
tract he purchased from the Mazyck heirs.  The 
1850 Agricultural Census and Slave Schedules 
for Charles L. Desel in St. James, Goose Creek 
Parish, shows him with 3,252 acres, 250 acres 
improved, the balance unimproved or 
woodlands, the whole valued at $7,000.  There 
were five horses, four mules, 20 milch cows, 50 
other cattle, 25 sheep, 25 swine, with the 
livestock having a total value of $1,200.  With 
$100 worth of utensils and implements, the 56 
slaves had produced in 1849 8,900 pounds of 
rice, 700 bushels of corn, 490 bushels oats, 100 
bushels peas, 150 bushels sweet potatoes, 300 
pounds of butter, and 3 tons of hay.  This rice 
production is miniscule by comparison with the 
great Cooper River plantations, although with 
the other crops it might sustain the labor force 
and bring a small profit, while retaining the 
investment value of land and timber.   In other 
words, while the 56 slaves were almost certainly 
involved heavily in rice cultivation, the Desel 
plantation was small and likely was viewed 
more as a country estate (or possibly even as a 
memorial to the family’s previous grandeur), 
than as a means of making great wealth. 

 
Liberty Hall (at best) was viewed as 

recreational property, with several accounts of 
hunting   parties   on   the   plantation.     Visitors  
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Figure 17. 1854 plat of Liberty Hall (McCrady Plat 1598). 
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included both Dr. John Bachman, pastor of St. 
John’s Lutheran Church on Archdale Street, as 
well as John James Audubon, the famous 
naturalist and painter (Bailey et al. 2002:44). 

 
Ruffin, passing through the Goose 

Creek area in January 1843 noted it was “as 
much a scene of desolation as any, formerly 
furnished residences & plantations for many of 
the wealthy planters” (Mathew 1992:61). He 
commented that plantations in the parish 
generally had “neither resident proprietor nor 
cultivator” with many held “for timber for 
another place” (Mathew 1992:62). 
 
 Desel died about 1854 and his will 
reveals that the property was to pass to his wife, 
Catherine, and then be divided equally among 
his children. It was a result of these events that 
the first known plat of the property was 
prepared (Figure 17; Charleston County RMC, 
PB B, pg. 6). This plan shows the 3,601 acre 
plantation settlement (including both the main 
house and a slave settlement of at least 12 
structures) southwest of 38BK1900 (and off the 
portion of Liberty Hall Plantation previously 
studied by Trinkley et al. 2003). The plat also 
shows that the rice fields consisted of what is 
today Brick Bound swamp, with the reserve 
situated in the northern third of the tract. By this 
time Liberty Hall Road was present and two 
plantation landings are shown on Fosters Creek. 
 
 This plat shows three divisions, with 
“A” representing 2,777 acres identified as 
Liberty Hall; “B” represents the 554 acre 
Brickbarn Tract; and “C” is the 270 acre 
Rockford or Rochford tract. Site 38BK1900 is 
situated on what is identified as the Brick Barn 
tract. 
 
 The inventory of Desel’s estate indicated 
that there were 86 slaves (28 of them children), 
along with eight mules, three horses, 50 head of 
cattle, 30 hogs, and furniture valued at $250. The 
sparse inventory indicates that Desel, a wealthy 
enough man, did not keep a fine house at 
Liberty Hall. Instead there must have been a 

Spartan, albeit serviceable, farm house. While 
there is no inventory of his Charleston house, it 
is likely that Desel spent most of his time in the 
city. 
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Research Methods 
 

Background and Research Strategy 
 
 As a result of the initial survey phases 
(Trinkley and Southerland 2003) the entire site 
had been shovel tested at 100-foot intervals and 
the individual site areas (A through D) had been 
tested at 50-foot intervals. These 130 shovel tests 
were sufficient to identify site boundaries and 
better identify the four concentrations of 
artifacts (Figure 18). Finally, two 1.5-foot units 
were excavated — one within Area B and 
another within Area C. 
 

 The ceramics recovered from the site 
include eighteenth century wares such as 
porcelain, Westerwald, delft, and lead glazed 
slipware, and early nineteenth century wares, 
such as creamware and pearlware. The mean 
ceramic dates for the collection is 1747. 
 
 Assuming the plantation had a date 
range of about 1726 (when acquired by Isaac 
Mazyck) to 1801 (when Benjamin Mazyck died), 
the mean historic date would be 1777 – 
considerably later than the mean ceramic date. 
This suggests that the four loci were abandoned 
by Benjamin sometime around 1770 or perhaps 
as late as 1775 – about the time of the American 

 

Figure 18. Topographic map showing 38BK1900 and the four site areas (USGS Ladson, Mt. Holly, and
Kittredge 7.5’; scale 1” to 2,000 feet). 
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Revolution. And it was certainly about this time 
that not only was the economic flow of rice 
interrupted, but also that tidal cultivation 
became the preferred method of growing rice. It 
is about that time, we believe, that the Mazyck 
settlement moved from the vicinity of 38BK1900 
to the southeast, off the study tract (see Figure 
17). 
 
 The collections produced generally 
middling and lower status ceramics, suggesting 
that the settlement may have been used by 
Mazyck’s overseer and slaves, but that he was 
likely not a resident on this plantation – a 
conclusion entirely consistent with what we 
have been able to determine about Mazyck’s 
focus on mercantile interests. 
 
 In spite of this probable agricultural 
mixing and/or damage from silvaculture, we 
found no especially deep plowzone deposits. In 
addition, we identified discrete concentrations 
of artifacts during the intensive survey, and 
even very distinct concentrations of faunal 
remains. One unit produced possible features 
and a large quantity of plaster debris. All of 
these were interpreted as signs that the 
plantation, or portions of the plantation, was 
likely in good condition.  
 

Archaeological Methods 
 
 Excavations, relying on the previous 
investigations, were focused on all four site 
areas.  Units 1 and 2 were placed in Area B, 
Units 3 and 4 were excavated in Area D, Units 5 
and 6 were excavated in Area C, and Units 7 and 
8 were placed in Area A. Vegetation in each area 
was similar and Centex Homes arranged for the 
site to be carefully bush hogged prior to our 
investigations. Nevertheless, considerable 
distances and variation in elevation separated 
the four areas. We decided that it would take far 
more time and energy to establish one grid 
system, encompassing all four areas, than it 
would be worth. Instead, we laid in units in each 
area, oriented magnetic north-south, and 
established permanent points for each which 

were later identified and mapped by surveyors 
for Centex Homes. This approach allowed us to 
maximize our field time, while still obtaining 
very accurate data for tying the four areas into 
one site plan (Figure 19). 
 
 Since only two units were opened for 
each area we opted to simply designate the units 
by sequential numbers, rather than use a 
modified Chicago grid system. 
 
 Vertical control at the site was 
established by reference to an off-site elevation 
point. We used a manhole cover at the south 
edge of the site as our permanent datum, 
assigning it an assumed elevation (AE) of 104.05 
feet. This system allows the four widely 
separated areas of the site to be precisely 
compared. We subsequently determined that the 
actual elevation of this point is 31.41 feet above 
mean sea level (AMSL). Consequently, to 
translate our assumed elevations into mean sea 
level elevations 76.24 feet need to be subtracted 
from the AEs provided. On the various profile 
drawings we have consistently indicated the 
assumed elevations. In addition, we have 
included the translated mean sea level elevation. 
 
 The minimal excavation unit was a 10 
by 10 foot unit. Chicora has adopted engineering 
measurements (feet and tenths of feet) for 
consistency in its work, especially on European 
sites where structural measurements are most 
often in feet. 
 
 The excavations were by natural soil 
zones, with the site consistently containing 
about 0.8 to 1.0 foot of very dark gray (10YR3/1) 
to black (7.5YR 2.5/1) loamy clay A horizon 
overlying a subsoil which varied from mottled 
brown (7.5YR5/3) or dark brown (10YR3/3) 
sandy clay to a mottled reddish yellow 
(7.5YR6/6) sandy clay to a dark gray (2.5Y4/1) 
sandy clay. Some units exhibited a subsoil of 
mottled red (2.5YR6/8) firm clay  (usually as 
pockets). All artifacts were recovered from the A 
or Ap horizon.  Excavation was by hand with all  
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Figure 19. Topographi
 

  
 

c map of 38BK1900 showing excavations, machine cuts, significant hardwoods, and the two dikes in the site area ("birms" are calld "dikes" in the text). 
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fill dry-screened through ¼-inch mesh using 
both mechanical and hand sifters (Figure 20).  
 
  Flotation samples (typically 5 gallons in 
size)     were      collected     from     all    features.  
These were subjected to water flotation in 
Columbia. Regrettably we failed to identify dark 

organic trash refu
water flotation p
conclusion of the
search for eth
unsuccessful. We

experience on histo
of samples is not 

don't provide samples large enough for 
meaningful analysis. It is far better to search for 
samples that are likely to produce quantities of 
food remains than to float materials by rote in 
the hope of finding adequate samples.  
 A one-quart soil sample was also 
collected from each provenience for future soil 
chemistry needs.  

Mechanic
 

Cut # Site Ar
1 D 
2 D 
3 B 
4 B 
5 B 
6 C 
7 C 
8 A 
9 A 

10 A 
 

 
 All brick and rubble from the screens 
was collected, weighed, and discarded in the 
field. These weights provide information on 
total brick and assist in evaluating brick 
concentrations and the probable importance of 
brick construction in each area (i.e., helping to 
distinguish between remains from a chimney 
stack and remains from low piers). This 
information can also be used as an indicator of 
salvage or possible reuse of brick. 
 
 Each unit was troweled at the top of 
subsoil, photographed in b/w and color slide 

Figure 20. Excava
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Table 7. 
al Cuts at 38BK1900 

ea Size (in feet) Ft² 
30x8 240 
35x9 315 
30x8 240 

30x10 300 
50x10 500 
40x10 400 
35x9 315 
25x8 200 
40x8 320 
40x8 320 
se areas and a mechanical 
rocess was used at the 
 field investigations. This 

nobotanical remains was 
 have found from past 

ric sites that routine flotation 
cost-effective — they simply 

film, and profile and plan views were drawn. 
Features encountered during the excavations 
were plotted and photographed. All features 
were bisected to provide profiles. All feature fill 
was screened through ¼-inch mesh. Samples 

retained minimally included a 
soil sample and flotation 
samples. 
 
 As a result of these 
excavations a total of 250 
person hours were spent in the 
field and a total of 800 square 
feet 590 cubic feet) were 
opened by hand (200 square 
feet at each of the four areas).  
 
 The State Historic 
Preservation Office requested 
that at the conclusion of the 
hand excavations areas be 
mechanically stripped. As a 
result a series of 10 blocks, 
totaling 3,150 square feet (see 
Table 7). These cuts were made 

using a track hoe with a cutting bar welded to 

tion in Unit 1 looking to the northwest. 
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the bucket teeth. The equipment size allowed 
easy movement of the soil and roots and the 
cutting bar allowed a relatively smooth floor to 
be created, minimizing the need for shoveling 
scraping afterwards (Figure 21).  
 
 While these cuts were designed to 
explore each area for features, they were also 
intended to help provide coverage in areas 
where no hand excavated units had been placed. 
We were also constrained by dense vegetation 
and the need to avoid damaging vegetation that 
was to be retained for the development. 
 
 In spite of the effort to identify features, 
none (other than a modern fire line cut) were 
found in the mechanical cuts. 
 

Curation 
 
 As part of the routine curation process, 
an updated archaeological site form for 
38BK1900, Liberty Hall Plantation, has been 
completed and filed with the South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology.  
 
 Field notes were prepared on alkaline 
buffered paper and photographic materials were 

processed to archival 
standards. All original field 
notes, with archival copies, 
are curated at the South 
Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and 
Anthropology (SCIAA). All 
specimens have been 
evaluated for conservation 
needs and have been 
treated prior to curation 
(this process is discussed in 
the following section). The 
materials have been 
cataloged as 38BK1900-1-1 
through 38BK1900-19–5. 

Figure 21. Mechanical excavation of Cut 3 in Area B, view to the west. 

 
 
 

Conservation 
 

 The cleaning of artifacts was conducted 
in Columbia, after the conclusion of the 
excavations. Cataloging and analysis of the 
specimens was conducted during June 2003. 
Conservation treatments have been conducted 
by Chicora personnel at the Columbia 
laboratory intermittently during the same 
period. 
 
 All items were evaluated for 
conservation needs and at the time of our study 
the brass items were all stable, exhibiting no 
active bronze disease. These items were packed 
in the same manner as other specimens. 
 
 The only ferrous items identified as 
requiring conservation treatment were tested 
with a magnetic and found to consist of 
relatively sound metal. They were subjected to 
electrolytic reduction in a bath of sodium 
carbonate solution in currents no greater than 5 
volts for a period of 10 to 40 days.  When all 
visible corrosion was removed, the artifacts 
were wire brushed and placed in a series of 
deionized water soaks for the removal of soluble 
chlorides.  When the artifacts tested free of 
chlorides (at a level less than 0.1 ppm, or 2 
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µmhos/cm using a conductivity meter), they 
were dewatered in an acetone bath and allowed 
to air dry under low humidity conditions (35% 
RH) for 24 hours. A series of phosphoric (10% 
v/v) and tannic (20% w/v) acid solutions were 
then applied.  The artifacts were air dried for an 
additional 24 hours and coated with a 10% 
solution (w/v) of acryloid B-72 in toluene. 
 
 As previously discussed, the materials 
have been accepted for curation by the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology. The collection has been cataloged 
using this institution's accessioning practices.  
Specimens were packed in plastic bags and 
boxed. 
 
Excavation Results 
 

Units 1 and 2 
 
 Unit 1 was placed in the vicinity 
of a shovel test (N250E350) and small 
test unit (Test Unit 1) that produced 
dense remains, including plaster and 
brick. Unit 2 was laid in 5 feet to the east 
(Figure 19). Both units are in Area B and 
revealed a black (7.5YR2.5/1) loamy clay 
A horizon ranging from 0.8 to 1.5 feet in 
depth (Figures 22 and 23). At the base of 
the units the dominant subsoil was a 
mottled brown (7.5YR5/3) sandy clay 
subsoil. Typical of the Goose Creek area 
we also found pockets, or domes, of firm 
red (2.5YR6/8) clay. These are natural 
and although they may have served as 
sources for pottery or brick clay there is 
no comprehensive study.  
 

Neither the A horizon nor the 
underlying subsoil provided any 
indications of plowing, although there is 
ample evidence of logging activities in 
the site area. The A horizon, termed 
Level 1, produced dense brick, mortar, 
and plaster remains in Unit 1 (400 
pounds), with these materials declining 
to only 112 pounds to the east. Further 
excavation to the west was not possible 

because of a large live oak. Shovel testing, 
however, suggests that brick density declines 
equally quickly to the north, south, and west. 
While this density is certainly meaningful, it 
helps to put the weight in a firmer context. The 
one intact brick recovered from these 
excavations is hand made with a fresh break 
color of red (2.5YR7/8) and measures 8 by 4 by 
2½ inches. It has a weight of 6 pounds, 
indicating that the total brick weight in Unit 1, 
Level 1 amounts to less than 67 bricks. The 
plaster identified in the excavations exhibits two 
coats – a base coat with lathe impressions and a 
thin, white topcoat. No identifiable fibers are 
present in the base coat. 

 
At the base of the excavations in Unit 1 

we identified a single feature (Feature 1) in the 

Figure 22. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 1. 
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southwest corner of the unit at 101.14 feet AE 
(24.90 feet AMSL). In the center of the 
feature was a single posthole, excavated 
prior to removing the feature. The 
posthole measured 0.5 foot in diameter, 
had straight sides and a flat bottom 0.3 
feet below the top of the feature. Also 
present penetrating the feature was a 
tree stain. 

 
The exposed portion of this 

feature measured 5.6 feet north-south by 
2.8 feet east-west. The heavily mottled 
soil contained what appears to be 
building or demolition rubble. Feature 
fill was screened through ¼ -inch mesh, 

with a sample subjected to water flotation – 
no carbonized remains were recovered. An 
additional 18 pounds of brick rubble was 
recovered. 

 
The feature is variable in depth 

with the deepest portion about 0.14 foot 
and the sides sloping up to the edge, 
creating a shallow basin. The fill was very 
similar to the overlying A horizon and this 
feature may represent only a low spot that 
was filled in with rubble (Figure 24). 

 
Unit 2 produced a lower density of 

both bricks (112 pounds) and artifacts. The 
A horizon soils and subsoils were virtually 
identical. This unit, however, did reveal no 
fewer than four tree stains, one of which 
included a relatively large quantity of brick 
rubble. A single posthole was encountered 
in the northeast quadrant of the units, 
bisected by the north wall. This posthole 
was very shallow – only 0.2 foot in depth – 
although it was 1.2 feet in diameter. 
Immediately to the south was Feature 2 
(Figure 25) which was identified at the base 
of the A horizon, at 100.85 feet AE (24.61 
feet AMLS). This pit had a black 
(7.5YR2.5/1) loamy clay fill and measured 
1.95 feet northwest-southeast by 0.9 feet 
northeast-southwest taking on a roughly 
rectangular shape. Upon excavation the pit 
was found to have gently sloping sides and 

a flat base, with an interior depth of 0.22 feet. A 

Figure  23. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 2. 

 
Figure 24. Feature 1 after excavation, looking west. 
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float sample from the unit failed to produce 
carbonized materials. This feature appears to be 
either the remnant of a shallow trench or a very 
large posthole. There were few artifacts and no 
brick rubble. 

 
While there is little doubt that Units 1 

and 2 are in the immediate vicinity of a 
structure, there is no convincing archaeological 
footprint for this building – there are no 
postholes that form a recognizable pattern, no 
evidence of wall trenches, no chimney footing. 
There is no good indication of a dense chimney 
fall scatter (and the quantity of brick does not 
suggest that this density exists). The presence of 
plaster, however, suggests that the building was 
relatively substantial, even if it was lightly 
anchored to the surrounding topography. 
 

Units 3 and 4 
 
 Units 3 and 4 were placed in Area D at 
the western edge of the site. As shown in Figure 
19, Unit 4 was placed immediately northwest of 
Unit 3’s northwestern corner. Both are in an area 
where shovel testing (N300E250) revealed 
relatively dense remains. Both units exhibited an 
A horizon of very dark gray brown (10YR3/1) 
loamy clay about 0.8 foot in depth. The area was 
10 to 11 feet lower in elevation than Area B and 
the soils were more poorly drained and wetter. 
Sifting was hampered by the damp clays and the 

subsoil was identified as a mottled dark 
brown (10YR3/3) clay.  
 

Unit 3 produced only 4 pounds 
of brick and at the base of the 
excavations we identified only three 
stains – all attributed to trees (Figure 
26). 

 
Unit 4 yielded no brick and 

produced a subsoil that ranged from 
mottled brown (7.5Y5/3) sandy clay to 
mottled reddish yellow (7.5YR6/6) 
sandy clay. At the base of this unit we 
found much disturbance, including 
evidence of rutting and several trees.  A 
dome of red (2.5YR6/8) clay was also 

found in the northwest corner of the unit (Figure 
27). 

Figure 25. Feature 2 after excavation, view to the west. 

 

Figure  26. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 3. 
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These two units failed to reveal any 
indications of structures, although we believe 
that structures were present in the general 
vicinity (see discussion of the artifacts for 
additional details). Nevertheless, the 
archaeological footprint for structures is not 
present. Perhaps most interesting is the very low 
and generally unpleasant (by today’s standards) 
area of these remains. The topography drops to 
the north and west, into the rice fields. This 
creates a setting typical of many eighteenth 
century slave settlements, where dwellings 
hovered on the edge of the marsh, exposed to 
swarms of mosquitoes, constantly damp soils, 
snakes, alligators, and occasional floods. A well 
preserved dike is found to the southeast of the 
site, with a much less preserved remnant 
continuing to the west – indicating an effort to 
protect the upland from flooding, but a 
willingness to sacrifice the slave settlement if 
need be. 
 
 

Units 5 and 6 

Figure  27. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 4. 

 
 The two 10-foot units were placed in 
Area C, to the east of Area B and only 4 to 5 feet 
lower in elevation (Figure 19). As a result, the A 

horizon soils are drier than those in Area D 
although the soils are similar -- a very dark 
grayish brown (2.5YR3/2) clay loam ranging 
from 0.5 to 0.9 foot in depth (Figures 28 and 29). 
The dominant subsoil is a dark gray (2.5YR4/1) 
sandy clay. 

Figure  28. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 5. 

 
 These units – like the others -- were 
located in an area where shovel testing had 
produced relatively dense remains and where 
Test Unit 2 had been excavated (vicinity of 
N200E250). Unit 6 was place 10 feet due north of 
Unit 5. Between the two were several large trees 
that precluded contiguous excavations. 
 
 Unit 5 revealed three tree stains, but no 
cultural features. In the northwest corner of the 
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unit there is an area of slightly browner subsoil. 
This area was examined as a possible feature 
and found to represent sterile subsoil. The Unit 
produced 55 pounds of brick rubble. 
 
 To the north Unit 6 revealed two tree 
stains, one in the center of the unit and one, with 
a relatively large amount of brick rubble, in the 
northwest corner. This unit, excluding the trees, 
produced 40 pounds of brick rubble. 
 
 Like elsewhere on the site, we were able 
to identify no clearly defined ground-fast 
structures. The brick rubble suggests very 
ephemeral remains, perhaps little more than low 
brick piers. 
 

Units 7 and 8 
 
 These two units were situated on the 
eastern most extension of the site, Area A 
(Figure 19). Elevations in this vicinity are 

actually several feet higher than Area  B (with 
Units 1 and 2).  In this area we found a very 
dark grayish brown (2.5YR3/2) clay loam A 
horizon 0.4 to 0.6 foot in depth over a heavily 
mottled brown (7.5YR5/3) sandy clay subsoil.  

Figure  29. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 6. 

 
 These units were again located in the 
vicinity of shovel tests that produced denser 
remains (N250E750), but they revealed no 
structural evidence – even evidence of trees was 
noticeably absent (Figures 30 and 31). Both units 
produced very sparse brick remains (17 and9 
pounds respectively) and no features.  

 
Mechanical Cuts 

 
 A series of 10 cuts were placed 
throughout the site area with the goal of 

identifying architectural features that might 
occur outside the confines of the formal 
excavation units (see Figure 19 and Table 7).  

 
Figure  30. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 7. 
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 Cuts 1 and 2 were placed in Area D, 
with Cut 1 in close proximity of dense remains 
in the hope of finding any structures that may 
have alluded the formal units. No cut was 
placed to the southwest since that area 
contained dense vegetation. Cut 2 was placed 
southeast of the excavation units, on higher 
ground and “outside” the confines of the diked 
area. This cut was situated to determine if there 
was any evidence of activities not associated 
with the low area being explored. Neither cut 
yielded any features or evidence of occupation 
(brick rubble, shells, or other anomalies).  
 
 Cuts 3, 4, and 5 were placed in Area B. 
Cut 3 was in a broad, open area. While artifact 
density was low, we wanted to determine if 
there was any indication of plantation activities 
– none were encountered. Cut 4 was placed 
immediately west of Units 1 and 2, in an effort 
to determine if we could identify structural 
remains outside the hand excavation area. None 
were found and, based on artifacts recovered 

from the surface, the density appears to quickly 
drop off in this direction (confirming earlier 
shovel test data). This unit did reveal a fire plow 
cut that ran roughly east-west across the site. 
Once it was identified in the cut, we were able to 
vaguely make out the filled-in remnants of the 
plow cut on the surface – these had simply been 
overlooked prior to this point. Cut 5 was placed 
on a level area north of Units 1 and 2 and on the 
edge of the swamp. While artifact density was 
low, this seemed to be an ideal location for 
additional structures – no remains were 
encountered. 

Figure  31. Plan and profile drawing of Unit 8. 

 
 Cuts 6 and 7 were placed in Area C and 
were located to explore sections of the loci that 
were not examined by the hand excavations, 
with Cut 6 to the west of the excavations and 
Cut 7 to the southeast, further upslope toward 
the highway. No subsurface features were 
encountered. 
 
 The final three cuts – Cuts 8, 9, and 10 -- 
were placed in Area A. Cuts 8 and 9 were 
clustered together in an open area south of the 
excavations. They were intended to explore a 
portion of the site that appeared level and 
suitable for occupation, although shovel testing 
had revealed low artifact density. Cut 10 was 
placed to the northeast of the excavations, in 
what shovel testing suggested was a down slope 
extension of the site. None of the cuts revealed 
any features or subsurface evidence of 
occupation. 
 
Dikes 
 
 As previously mentioned, two dikes are 
present in the study area and are shown on 
Figure 19, both in the context of the general 
topography and as detailed features. In light of 
our previous discussions, the dike at the eastern 
site edge is relatively easy to interpret. It is 
situated at the head of a small drainage, running 
from the western bank of the slough midway 
across and has been breached. The dike is about 
20 feet in width at the base and terminates at an 
elevation of about 23 feet AMSL. It appears to 
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have been constructed as a terminus of the 
slough, backing up water to the north into the 
swamp. Alternatively, it may have been 
designed to prevent flooding from the 
headwaters to the south flowing into the planted 
rice fields. Regardless, it helped define, we 
believe, the extent of the rice fields in this 
immediate area. 
 
 The western dike is about 15 feet in 
width at the base and terminates at an elevation 
of 16.5 feet AMSL. Situated along the upper 
swamp edge at elevations of 14 to 16 feet, it 
appears to have been designed to prevent 
flooding from the rice fields encroaching 
southward. As previously mentioned, what we 
find interesting is that the slave settlement was 
situated north of this dike, suggesting that while 
the settlement could be sacrificed, there was a 
desire to perhaps prevent damage to the road 
about 200 feet to the south. 
 
Analysis of the Artifacts 
 
 The excavations at 38BK1900 produced 
a total of 2,726 historic artifacts (excluding 
bone), most (2,206 or 81%) from Units 1 and 2. 
The bulk of these remains are ceramics, 
accounting for 1,464 specimens, or 54% of the 
historic assemblage. Of these ceramics the 
largest collection consists of Colono wares, 
accounting for 650 specimens or 29% of the 
entire ceramic collection. All of these remains 
are small, suggesting that the A horizon soils at 
the site have been plowed. 
 

A total of 260 prehistoric artifacts were 
recovered from the excavations, again with most 
(193 or 74%) coming from Units 1 and 2. Not 
unexpectedly, virtually all of these items (255 or 
98%) are sherds. While this prehistoric 
assemblage was not incorporated into the data 
recovery plan and was therefore not subjected to 
detailed study, most of these are examples of 
Middle Woodland Deptford Cord Marked, with 
significantly smaller collections of Deptford 
Fabric Impressed, Deptford Simple Stamped, 
Deptford Plain, and Deptford Check Stamped. 

 Our analysis reveals that the historic 
collection can be conveniently divided into two 
spatial units – those materials coming from 
Units 1-4 and those materials coming from Units 
5-8. Nevertheless, each excavation area will be 
briefly discussed, with a final synthesis drawing 
the different results together. 
 

Analysis of the collections followed 
professionally accepted standards with a level of 
intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of 
the remains. Prehistoric pottery was so 
uncommon in these investigations (and outside 
the scope of the research plan) that it is not 
included in the study. The temporal, cultural, 
and typological classifications of the historic 
remains follow such authors as Cushion (1976), 
Godden (1964, 1985), Miller (1980, 1991), Noël 
Hume (1978), Norman-Wilcox (1965), Peirce 
(1988), Price (1970), South (1977), and Walton 
(1976). Glass artifacts were identified using 
sources such as Jones (1986), Jones and Sullivan 
(1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972), McNally 
(1982), Smith (1981), Vose (1975), and Warren 
(1970).   
 

The analysis system used South's (1977) 
functional groups as an effort to subdivide 
historic assemblages into groups that could 
reflect behavioral categories. Initially developed 
for eighteenth-century British colonial 
assemblages, this approach appears to be an 
excellent choice for the Liberty Hall collections. 
The functional categories of Kitchen, 
Architecture, Furniture, Personal, Clothing, 
Arms, Tobacco, and Activities provide not only 
the range necessary for describing and 
characterizing most collections, but also allow 
typically consistent comparison with other 
collections.  

 
After completing the analysis we chose 

not to use Miller’s cost indices for this study, 
primarily because we were not confident that 
the small blocks and yard midden deposits 
provided   suitable   collections  for   cross  mend  
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(1,085 or 

 

studies. While certainly not as 
precise, we have discussed    the    
motifs    present     –    allowing 
comments on the social status or 
wealth of the site occupants. 
 

Units 1-2 
 
 These two units produced 
2,134 historic artifacts. This yields a 
density of 13.8 artifacts per cubic 
foot, which exceeds that found at the 
eighteenth century Broom Hall slave 
settlement (Trinkley et al. 1995:163) 
and is consistent with at least one 
higher status outbuilding (Trinkley 
et al. 1995:154).  This density is also 
dramatically higher than that found 
at middling status white owners in 
nearby Christ Church Parish during 
the eighteenth century (Trinkley and 
Hacker 1996:52).  
 
Kitchen Group Artifacts 
 

A total of 1,390 Kitchen 
Group artifacts was recovered, most 

78.0%) representing 
ceramics or glass (302 or 21.7%). 
Recovered were a wide range of 
eighteenth century ceramics, 
including porcelains, white salt 
glazed stonewares, lead glazed 
slipwares, delft, clouded wares, 
North Devon Gravel Tempered, and 
Westerwald. As discussed below, the 
latest ceramic recovered, which 
provides the TPQ date for Area B, is 
a single creamware ceramic.  

 
Tablewares, such as the 

white salt glazed stonewares, delft, 
and slipwares, account for 69.3% of 
the collection. In contrast, utilitarian 
wares such as North Devon Gravel 
Tempered and brown stonewares, 
used in food preparation or storage, 
account for 29.2% of the assemblage. 
The tea and coffeewares – entirely 

Table 8. 
Artifacts Recovered from 38BK1900 

 
Units 1-2 Units 3-4 Units 5-6 Units 7-8 Totals

Kitchen 1390 121 230 60 1801
Chinese porcelain, blue hp 6 1 7
Chinese porcelain, Batavia ware 1 1
Chinese porcelain, undec 2 2
White porcelain, poly hp og 1 1
Slipware, lead glazed 71 5 76
Delft, undec 137 137
Delft, dec 128 128
Coarse red earthenware 6 6
Coarse red earthenware, lead glazed 81 3 84
Southern European ware 17 17
North Devon gravel tempered 30 30
El Morro ware 1 1
Westerwald 55 7 62
Rhinish blue 13 13
Rhinish brown 1 1
Tortoiseshell 11 11
White SG stoneware 2 2
White SG stoneware, scratch brn. 2 2
White SG stoneware, slip dipped 4 4
Stoneware, brn. SG 42 1 5 3 51
Alkaline glazed stoneware 2 2
Creamware, undec 1 5 6 12
Creamware, cauliflower ware 5 5
Creamware, annular/cable 3 3
Pearlware, undec 33 15 48
Pearlware, blue edged 30 3 33
Pearlware, green edged 3 1 4
Pearlware, annular 35 3 38
Pearlware, blue tp 9 5 14
Pearlware, blue hp 7 7
Pearlware, poly hp 5 5
Burnt refined earthenware 3 2 2 7
Colono ware 469 103 62 16 650
Glass, "black" 281 3 21 5 310
Glass, aqua 3 3
Glass, clear 5 1
Glass, manganese 2 2
Glass, green 5 5
Glass, melted 8 8
Table glass 2 2
Utensil handle frag. 1 1

6

Architecture 453 22 44 9 528
Window glass 33 2 3 38
Tile fragment 5 5
Wrought nails/frags 23 23
Machine cut nails/frags 4 4
UID nails/frags 387 20 41 9 457
Door hardware 1 1

Arms 7 0 0 1
Gunflint 7 1 8

8

Tobacco 218 5 2 2 227
Pipe stem 184 4 188
Pipe bowl 34 1 2 2 39

Clothing 2 0 0 0
Button 1 1
Scissor blade 1 1

2

Personal 2 0 2 0 4
Amethyst glass gemstone 1 1
Mirror frag 1 1
Bead 1 1 2

Activities 62 10 10 2 84
Toys 1 1
Storage 2 2
Stable/Barn 4 4
Misc. Hardware 1 1 2
Other 55 9 9 2 75

Totals 2134 158 288 74 2654  
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porcelains – contribute an additional 1.5% (and 
this is almost certainly an over estimate since we 
did not attempt to separate dinner ware from tea 
ware).  

 
No assemblage at Broom Hall – not even 

the slave settlement or any of the various 
outbuildings – exhibits such a high percentage 
of utilitarian wares (Trinkley et al. 1995). A close 
approximation, however, is found at the 
middling status Moses Whitesides settlement in 
Christ Church Parish, where utilitarian items 
account for 15.6% of the collection (Trinkley and 
Hacker 1996:55). 

 
The most common ceramic is delft 

(Cushion 1976:52; Noël Hume 1977; 1978:105-
111). Of the 265 specimens identified, 137 (or 
51.7%) are undecorated. Throughout the 
seventeenth century the flow of Chinese 
porcelain into Europe spurred demand and 
encouraged potters to find the secret of this 
pottery so they, too, could cash in on its great 
popularity. One of the earliest attempts was 
delft – a tin-glazed ceramic. Soon the English, 
too, were manufacturing delft. The forms 
include plates, jugs, teapots, chamber pots and 
apothecary jars, although at 38BK1900 the bulk 
of the forms appear to be either bowls or cups. 
Plates are rather uncommon and only one 
ointment or apothecary jar was recovered. While 
undecorated forms are common, many such 
fragments may be rims from otherwise 
decorated vessels, especially plates. Decorations 
present are the common blue on white motif, as 
well as polychrome hand painted, manganese 
splatter, manganese tint, and manganese hand 
painted.    
 

The next most common ware is the lead 
glazed slipware, accounting for 71 examples. 
Slipware was a traditional eighteenth century 
form of pottery decoration in which a white or 
cream-colored slip is trailed over an buff or red 
earthenware body. A clear lead glazed slip is 
then applied before firing (Cushion 1976:79). 
Examples of pink and buff fired-clay bodies 
were encountered. All slipware, however, can be 

characterized as being produced by country 
potters primarily concerned with producing 
everyday necessities for the more humble table. 
The identifiable forms from Units 1 and 2 
include only hollow ware – bowls and mugs. No 
flatware, such as plates, was recovered.  

 
Examples of Westerwald, a gray salt-

glazed stoneware with cobalt blue or purple 
decoration (Noël Hume 1978:279-284) are also 
recovered from Units 1 and 2 in some quantity. 
This ware was often produced as mugs, 
tankards, and chamber pots and less commonly 
as storage jars and porringers. All of the forms 
identifiable in these excavations are mugs. 
Related, but cataloged separately, is what we 
have called Rhenish  blue. Together these two 
account for 68 specimens. One additional 
specimen was identified as Rhenish Brown. This 
is a brown stoneware that was elaborately sprig 
molded with armorial devices and scenes. 
Typical forms are tall jugs (Brown 1982:10).  

 
Next in abundance are brown 

stonewares. For the most part these are small 
and may represent any of a number of different 
wares, including what Brown (1982:10) terms 
American Brown Banded. Of the 42 examples 
recovered from Units 1 and 2 the only 
recognizable forms are cups, mugs, and jugs.  

 
There is a very large assemblage of 

coarse red earthenwares, most (81) of which are 
lead glazed (either clear or black), with only a 
few specimens (6) unglazed. These are among 
the most common of utilitarian wares and the 
forms include milk pans and crocks. 

 
North Devon Gravel Tempered wares 

were reported by Noël Hume (1978:133) to have 
been exported to America in large quantities. 
This pottery has a pink body (many of the 
specimens also exhibit a gray core) with heavy 
gravel tempering. They have a light brown to 
green glaze. At 38BK1900 all of the identifiable 
vessel forms are milk pans and 30 specimens 
were identified. A similar pottery is what is 
often called Southern European Ware. This 
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ceramic also has a coarse 
usually with small dark in
The glaze is yellow to green
examples were found, all f
milk pan. 

 
The remaining wa

very low numbers and are g
eighteenth century sites. 
warrant special mention. Th
the most part, rather 
underglazed examples. The
however, of Batavia ware
characterized by a glaze t
“old-gold” tint to a dark 
material was found at th
(Trinkley et al 1995:191). 

 
White salt glazed

found in abundance on hig
the last half of the eigh
relatively uncommon in Un
eight specimens recovered
developed to appeal to the 
the social habit of tea drin
refined wares had a hard w
uniform salt glaze (Cushi
blue is white salt glazed 
incised and filled with coba

resulting in a white body with thin, 
fine blue lines.  Potters would also dip Mean Cerami

Ceramic D
Underglazed blue porc

Westerwald
White salt glazed stoneware
White sg sw, scratch blue

Lead glazed slipware

Clouded wares

Decorated delft
Plain delft

North Devon

Creamware, undecorated

Total

Mean Ceramic Date

 

Table 9. 
c Date for Units 1 and 2. 
buff to pink body, 
clusions in the clay. 
. In Units 1 and 2 17 

ragments of a single 

res are all found in 
enerally common to 
A few, however, 

e porcelains are, for 
unexceptional blue 
re is one specimen, 
. This porcelain is 
hat ranges from an 
bronze hue. Similar 
e Broom Hall site 

 stoneware, often 
her status sites from 
teenth century, are 
its 1 and 2, with only 
.  This pottery was 
increasing interest in 
king. The relatively 

hite paste and nearly 
on 1976:81). Scratch 
stoneware that was 
lt blue prior to firing, 

entire vessels into a thin clay and 
cobalt wash, resulting in an all-over 
blue glaze, sometimes called “Littler-
Wedgwood” blue, but referred to this 
study simply as slip dipped. While 
the earlier examples included cups, 
saucers, and bowls, the style 
expanded into chamber pots and 
mugs, in an effort by the English 
potters to take the market held by 
German utilitarian wares. 

 
The one example of El Morro 

ware fits the definition provided by 
Deagan (1987:50-51) and represents a 
storage container.  

 
As seen in Table 9, the mean 

ceramic date for these two units is 1734.1. This 
early date places occupation at the end of Isaac 
Mazyck’s (d. 1736) tenure and the beginning of 
Benjamin Mazyck’s occupation of the tract. 
While the one creamware ceramic is anomalous, 
it does not dramatically change the mean date. It 
may be an indication that the settlement lasted 
into the second half of the eighteenth century, or 
it may represent material accidentally deposited 
at the site from elsewhere. 

ate Range Mean Date (xi) (fi) fi x xi
1660-1800 1730 9 15570

1700-1775 1738 55 95590
1740-1775 1758 6 10548
1744-1775 1760 2 3520

1670-1795 1733 71 123043

1740-1770 1755 11 19305

1600-1802 1750 127 222250
1640-1800 1720 138 237360

1650-1775 1713 30 51390

1762-1820 1791 1 1791

450 780367

1734.1

 
 Most of the collection represents hollow 
wares – cups, bowls, and storage containers. 
There are very few examples of plates. The 
prevalence of hollow ware forms is thought to 
be indicative of foodways and, in particular, is 
generally interpreted by archaeologists to mean 
that the site was occupied by individuals of 
lower status. Often this has been taken to mean 
African American slaves with their reliance on 
one-pot stews, pilafs, and meals. We have 
previously suggested (Trinkley and Hacker 
1996:64) that such an approach may be too 
narrow. It appears that more middling status 
planters – and certainly overseers -- might also 
have had very plebian tables. 
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 Another very large assemblage from 
Units 1 and 2 is Colono ware pottery (although 
much of this pottery is very fragmented).  While 
there has been considerable interest in 
attempting to distinguish slave-made (Colono or 
Yaughan) from possibly Native American-made 
(River Burnished or Catawba) pottery previous 
efforts both in Christ Church parish (Trinkley 
and Hacker 1996, 2001) and in Goose Creek 
(Trinkley et al. 1995, in preparation) have 
provided ambiguous results, at best. The general 
synthesis is best expressed from more recent 
work: 
 

There continues to be 
compelling evidence that no 
matter how detailed the 
analysis, the “types” Yaughan 
and River Burnished cannot be 
consistently separated based on 
any typological criteria 
(Trinkley and Hacker 1996:82). 

 
With this in mind we chose to look at the 
assemblage from Units 1 and 2 in the context not 
of who made the pot, but rather in the context of 
how it was used (Singleton and Bograd 2000:9). 
To that end we ignored issues of paste and 
temper (although we can comment that most of 

the collection exhibits a rather heavy use of 
sand inclusions – generally taken as indicative 
of the Yaughan type) and focused on four 
issues: vessel form, rim diameter, evidence of 
charring or sooting (based on both rim and 
body sherds) and evidence of use (such as 
cutlery marks or spoon scrapes). These are the 
most likely attributes to help us better 
understand how this pottery was used by the 
occupants at 38BK1900. 
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 Vessel form study was limited by the 
small size of sherds present and the absence of 
reconstructable vessels. Given the limitations 
the most that we can state is that there were two 
basic vessel forms – a fairly shallow bowl (a few 
of the larger sherds indicate a slight curvature) 
and a deeper form resembling a jar (with a very 
few sherds suggesting no curvature and straight 
sides). No plate forms were found. 

Figure 32. Plot of rim diameters from Units 1 and 2
showing a trend line. 

 
 Rim diameters ranged from 5 to 14 
inches (Figure 30). Although the actual rim 
diameters reveal two peaks – one at  8 inches 
and another at 10 inches, the trend line suggests 
a simple bell curve, with  a peak at around 9 
inches. These results are surprisingly similar to 
those from the Broom Hall study (Trinkley et al. 
1995:222) and the as yet unpublished Crowfield 
study.  Similar findings were provided by the 
detailed analysis of Colono from the Moses 
Whitesides plantation (Trinkley and Hacker 
2001:109).  This consistency of results suggests 
that the function of these vessels may have 
proscribed some uniformity of size. A bowl 9-
inches in diameter seems rather large for 
individual use, but well within what is 
reasonable for food preparation or serving. 
 
 Evidence of use includes both charring 
or sooting and also various marks. We found 
only one sherd with “lid wear.” Examples of this 
have also been found at Broom Hall (Trinkley et 
al. 1995:215) and they reveal that a slightly 
smaller inverted bowl was used as a lid that sat 
just inside the larger bowl. This created a sort of 
“Dutch oven” vessel. We have previously noted 
that this type of arrangement was typical in 
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Colonial kitchens and we shouldn’t be surprised 
to find the use including Colono ware pots. 
 
 Sooting or charring was found on the 
exterior of 10 sherds and on both the interior 
and exterior of eight sherds. All of these 
examples are probably bowl forms. These 
results are also similar to the findings from 
Broom Hall and indicate that bowls, at least 
occasionally, were used in fires for cooking. 
While important that the previous findings are 
again confirmed, it continues to be surprising 
since bowls are traditionally thought of as 
serving vessels. Because of the large surface area 
and opening, liquids would tend to cook off 
quickly. In spite of that they were being placed 
in fires. There is also evidence that when this 
was done, food was frequently charring on the 
interior of the vessels. It is important to note that 
we have failed to encounter evidence of charred 
remains on the interior of a vessel when there is 
no indication of exterior fire contact. None of the 
jar forms were apparently used in cooking – we 
believe that they were entirely used for storage, 
perhaps of water. We admit, however, that the 
sample is very small and the sherds themselves 
are fragmentary – there is no compelling 
support for this interpretation. 
 
 Archaeologists have also routinely 
explored the proportion of Colono and 
European ceramics at sites, although most of 
that work has been conducted at main 
settlements. Lees (1980) at Limerick Plantation 
suggested that when the plantation was 
pioneered planters may have relied on Colono 
wares since manufactured items were difficult to 
acquire, especially the further the plantation was 
from a trade center. It seems that the reliance on 
Colono may have increased as external 
pressures were exerted on the rice plantation 
economy – so that more Colono was used 
during the 1740s when rice priced dropped and 
again after the American Revolution when the 
region’s economy was in tatters. This situation 
was also found at Broom Hall (Trinkley et al. 
1995:207) with Colono representing about 25% 
of the ceramics in the 1740s, dropping to around 

20% for the rest of the eighteenth century, and 
then peaking again at around 30% in 1800. 
 
 At Liberty Hall the Colono accounts for 
43% of the ceramics in Units 1 and 2 – far 
exceeding anything found at Broom Hall, but 
similar to the results found by Lees at Limerick 
and almost identical to the situation 
encountered by Zierden  et al (1985) at Archdale 
Hall. It seems likely that the results reflect both 
the economics of the times as well as the status 
of the occupants. As will be discussed in greater 
detail, the settlement at Liberty Hall is almost 
certainly not a main house, although it does 
reflects the early pioneering period of Goose 
Creek settlement. 
 
 When we examine how the Colono pots 
were used in the area of Units 1 and 2 we find 
that we are on relatively firm footing. The 
vessels were either jars – probably used for food 
or water storage – or bowls, used heavily in food 
preparation, at least occasionally as Dutch 
ovens. The pottery also represented over two-
fifths of the ceramics present on the site. While 
the European ceramics seem to have been 
primarily used for serving and tableware, the 
Colono pottery was likely more important in 
cooking. 
 

Container glass accounts for 302 
fragments or 21.7% of the Kitchen Group total. 
The most prevalent glass type is that commonly 
called "black," which is actually dark green in 
transmitted light, comprising 93% of the glass 
found in Area B (n=281). Six recognizable bottles 
were present. These represent "wine" bottles 
commonly used in Europe and North America. 
While Olive Jones (1986) has conducted 
extensive research on body styles, her work 
begins in 1735 with bottles whose bases have 
diameters averaging 129 mm. Only two of the 
examples at Liberty Hall likely post-date 1735. 
The others have significantly larger basal 
diameters – up to 180 mm – indicating that their 
form was typical of the “onion” bottles of the 
first several decades of the eighteenth century 
(see Noël Hume 1978:64). Also present was a 
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single case bottle, sometimes erroneously called 
a “Dutch gin bottle.” This was a square sided 
bottle made for easy shipment in case lots. All of 
these styles, while typically containing wine or 
other alcohols, might also be used for vinegar 
and mineral waters. In addition, they would 
have been used by private individuals as 
containers for decanting, storing, and serving 
beverages either bought in barrels or made at 
home.  
 
 Other glass items are uncommon and 
represent three aqua bottle fragments, five clear 
glass fragments, five green fragments, and eight 
melted fragments. 
 
 The assemblage also produced three 
tableware items. One is a white metal utensil 
handle measuring about 3 inches in length. 
Table glass items include a fragment of a clear 
glass footed vessel, about 3½-inches in diameter, 
and a clear glass pitcher handle.  
 
Architecture Group Artifacts 
 

A total of 453 architectural fragments 
(excluding brick) was recovered from Area B, 
representing about 21.2% of the total artifact 
assemblage.  
 

The single largest category is that of 
nails, with the 414 specimens accounting for 
91.4% of the collection. Of these 387, or 93.5%, 
can be discounted since they could not be either 
measured or identified as to type. Only 27 nails 
were suitable for even basic analysis, probably 
because of the generally damp soils. Of these 
most, 85.2%, were identified as hand wrought, 
meaning they were individually forged by 
blacksmiths, either in America or England.  
Lounsbury (1994:239) notes that while nails 
were certainly manufactured locally in the 
South, "a sizable proportion of the nails used in 
buildings through the late 18th century were 
imported from England." The wrought nail 
shank can be distinguished from machine cut 
nails (introduced about 1780) by their taper on 
all four sides, instead of only two (see Howard 

1989:54; Nelson 1968). These nails, while largely 
replaced by machine cut nails at the beginning 
of the nineteenth century, continued in 
specialized use far longer.  

 
Two head styles are present in the 

collection. Rose heads (accounting for 85.7% of 
the wrought nails; n=18) have a distinctive head 
created by four strikes of a hammer, giving it the 
form of a four-leaf clover. Lounsbury (1994:412) 
notes that this style was most commonly used in 
rough framing and attaching exterior cladding. 
The other style present at Area B is a clasp head 
(sometimes called a "T-head"), accounting for 
only three. This style was produced like the rose 
head, but was struck two additional times on 
either side of the head, to form the characteristic 
T-shape. These nails were usually used in trim 
work where the holding power of the larger 
head was not needed and the head would 
distract from the appearance (Lounsbury 
1994:412). 

 
Only four cut nails were found in Area 

B. These were produced by a machine that cut 
each shaft from a sheet of iron, tapering the nail 
along its length on only two, instead of all four, 
sides. Although this machinery was invented in 
the 1780s, nails produced by machine were slow 
to reach the South, not becoming widely 
available until the first quarter of the nineteenth 
century. Their presence suggests that the 
structure was used into the late eighteenth 
century, although there seems to have been very 
little maintenance. Lounsbury (1994:107) 
suggests that the most widely available variety 
from the 1790s through the early 1820s were 
those whose heads were still hand forged (that 
is, a machine cut nail with a hand forged head). 
After about 1815 machines capable of both 
cutting and heading the nails were introduced 
and hand forged heads gradually declined in 
significance. Of the machine cut collection, all 
have forged heads, suggesting their use during 
this earlier period. 

 
Because different size nails served 

different self-limited functions, it is possible to 
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use the relative frequencies of nail sizes to 
indicate building construction details. Although 
the sample is very small, the distribution of nails 
is about evenly spread between those used for 
small timbers and shingles (38.1%), sheathing 
and siding (28.6%), and framing (33.3%).  The 
later cut nails were used both in sheathing or 
siding and framing.  

 
The next most common Architecture 

Group artifact is that of flat glass (all of which 
appears to represent window glass), accounting 
for 7.3% of the group (n=33). Until the modern 
period window glass was either crown or 
cylinder, with crown glass dominating the 
eighteenth and early nineteenth century market. 
Regardless, it is usually difficult to distinguish 
the two unless certain, usually large, parts of the 
glass are present (Jones and Sullivan 1985:171). 
At Liberty Hall all of the fragments are small, 
suggesting considerable fragmentation of the 
panes prior to their disposal. All of the glass, 
however, had a greenish tint, common to 
eighteenth century specimens (Noël Hume 
1978:233). 
 

Five fragments of tile were found, all of 
which are attributed to roofing material. That so 
little has been recovered suggests that the 
structure underwent extensive salvage of 
material prior to demolition. Alternatively, these 
tile fragments may represent some other 
function. 

 
One door lock fragment was also 

recovered from the excavations. Although the 
items is fragmentary it is a bolt mechanism from 
a mortise lock box and is consistent with an 
eighteenth century date. 

 
Arms Group Artifacts 
 

Arms artifacts are relatively common in 
Area B, with the seven that were recovered 
representing 0.33% of the total assemblage. All 
of the items are gunflints: two honey-colored, 
two black, and three gray. A review of research 
concerning gunflints is provided by Davis 

(1986). In general, however, both Emery 
(1979:37-48) and Noël Hume (1978:220) agree 
that English flints tend to be gray or black, while 
French flints tend to be brown or honey-colored, 
with the majority of flints found on colonial sites 
coming from France because of their superior 
quality. This is clearly not the case at Liberty 
Hall, where nearly three-quarters of the flints 
are English. 

 
Tobacco Group Artifacts 
 

Units 1 and 2 produced 218 tobacco 
artifacts (representing 10.2% of the total 
assemblage), including 184 pipe stem fragments 
and 34 pipe bowl fragments.  
 

Of the 34 bowls, 25 were plain (and only 
one had a foot, also known as a spur or heel). 
Decorated examples included four with 
rouletted rims, three with an incised line at the 
rim, and two that were marked – one with a “D” 
and another with “ER.”  

 
The most common diameter pipestem is 

5/64-inch, accounting for 52.8% of the collection 
(n=95), followed by 6/64-inch (n=35, 19.4%) and 
4/64-inch (n=33, 18.3%). The largest bore 
diameter, 7/64-inch, accounts for an additional 
9.4% (n=17). The only decoration is a single 
example of rouletting.  
 
 No effort has been made to use the pipe 
stems for dating for a variety of reasons. One is 
that pipe stem bore diameters are frequently not 
consistent throughout their length. There are 
also lingering concerns over the adequacy of 
various sample sizes. There is also uncertainty 
over when the system begins to break down, 
with dates ranging from 1744 to 1800 having 
been offered. To make matters more complex 
there are at least six different dating techniques 
proposed. Binford’s (1971) last proposed dating 
formula requires so much time to calculate that 
the effort, we believe, out weighs its usefulness 
when more accurate methods are available – as they 
are at 38BK1900. Pfeiffer (1978) offers a review 
of the problems inherent in using pipe stems for 
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dating. Readers who nevertheless would like to 
calculate the date may do so, since we provide 
the number of each bore diameter in the text for 
all the various units. 
 
Clothing Group Artifacts 
 

This category includes one button and 
one other clothing item, a fragment of a scissor 
blade. Together these items account for 0.1% of 
the total assemblage from Area B. The button,  
globular black glass measuring 14.2 by 8.9 mm 
has an iron eye inserted. This button does not 
match any of South’s (1964) types and offers 
little in the way of dating assistance.  The scissor 
blade is iron and appears to represent a rather 
utilitarian item, not an especially fine sewing 
accessory. 

 
Personal Group Artifacts 
 
 Two items (or 0.1% of the assemblage) 
are classified as personal: one paste stone and 
one bead. The glass gemstone is amethyst in 
color and measures 6.5 mm in height by 9.5 mm 
in diameter. The size suggests that it was not 
intended for a ring, but rather for a necklace or 
pendant brooch. Fales  (1995:205) notes that 
amethysts grew increasingly large from the 
eighteenth through nineteenth centuries, often 
being accented by other stones (real or paste).  
The bead is black glass, wire wound, having a 
diameter of 9.6 mm and a length of 8.2 mm. This 
is a type W1b (Kidd and Kidd 1970). 

 
Activities Group Artifacts 
 

This final artifact group includes a total 
of 62 specimens (or 2.8%of the total Area B 
assemblage). The category is broken down into a 
variety of classes – construction tools, farm 
tools, toys, fishing gear, storage items, stable 
and barn items, miscellaneous hardware, and a 
rather general class called simply, "other" (South 
1977:96). In Units 1 and 2 we identified one toy 
item, a fragment of a porcelain doll’s head.  
Storage items include two lead seals, both 
typical of seals use to identify commodities. 
Neither, however, has identifiable initials or 

marks. Noël Hume (1978:269) notes that little is 
known about their function, although they were 
typically used to secure bags of general 
merchandise. The stable and barn  class includes 
one single horseshoe, measuring 4-inches in 
height, 4½-inches at its widest point, and 3-
inches at the heels. The shape of the shoe 
suggests a pre-1740 date (Noël Hume 1978:239). 
Also included are three brass trimmings, 
decorative items that would have been found on 
“horse clothing,” such as rollers, or on 
harnesses. 

 
The largest category is that of “other,” 

which includes 25 fragments of unidentifiable 
iron, two fragments of lead, two flint fragments, 
and 26 smoothing stones. The lead fragments 
are puddled and may represent lead sprue or 
any other melted object.  The flint fragments are 
likely spalls from either gunflints or strike-a-
lights. The most interesting objects are the 
smoothing stones. These are thought to be 
associated with the Colono wares and were used 
to burnish the moist pottery (see Trinkley and 
Hacker 1999; similar objects have been 
recovered in very large numbers from work at 
the Crowfield slave settlement which is in 
progress). 
 

Units 3-4 
 
 These two units produced 158 historic 
artifacts. This yields a density of 1.3 artifacts per 
cubic foot – far lower than either slave area at 
Broom Hall (Trinkley et al. 1995:163, 168) or any 
of the slave settlements found at a lower status 
plantation in Christ Church Parish (Trinkley and 
Hacker 2001:81). 
 
Kitchen Group Artifacts 
 

A total of 121 Kitchen Group artifacts 
was recovered, most (103 or 85.1%) representing 
Colono ware pottery. European ceramics 
account for only 13 specimens (10.7%), with the 
container glass contributing an additional five 
items or 4.1%.  
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The European ceramics include only 
five lead glazed slipwares, seven Westerwald 
stonewares, and one brown salt glazed 
stoneware. All of these specimens are either 
storage containers (the brown salt glazed) or 
hollow ware (the slipware and Westerwald; the 
latter was identified as a mug). No flatwares are 
present in the assemblage. While this represents 
a very small collection, the mean ceramic date 
for the assemblage is 1735.9 – only 1.8 years 
different than Units 1 and 2 (Table 10).  

 
The container glass consists entirely of 

“black” glass, although no bases were recovered 
so bottle diameters or shapes could not be 
determined. 
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same as encountered in Units 1 and 2. Figure 31 
shows the vessel rim diameter information, 
revealing that most vessels have a diameter of 7 
inches – only slightly smaller than those found 
in Units 1 and 2. We found no specimens with 
sooting or charred remains. 

Table 10. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Units 3 and 4. 

 
Ceramic Date Range Mean Date (xi) (fi) fi x xi

Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 7 12166

Lead glazed slipware 1670-1795 1733 5 8665

Total 12 20831

Mean Ceramic Date 1735.9  

  
While the assemblage is much smaller, 

we can find nothing in the Colono from Units 3 
and 4 to clearly distinguish the materials from 
the larger assemblage found at Units 1 and 2. 
The paste is virtually identical, with the sherds 

containing abundant quantities of grit. Finishing 
of the sherds is good, with almost all of the 
having careful smoothing (although burnishing 
facets are absent). No wear patterns were found 
in the small collection, but as noted above, the 
vessel forms and diameters are very similar to 
those found in the large assemblage from Units 
1 and 2.  
 
Architectural Group Artifacts 
 
 The architectural remains from this area 
consist of only two small window glass 
fragments and 20 heavily corroded nail 
fragments. These account for 13.9% of the total 
assemblage, considerably less than the 
architectural contribution in Units 1 and 2. In 
addition, this work found little brick and no 
plaster. The low incidence of architectural 
remains suggests very ephemeral structures. 
 
 We have pointed out in our discussions 
of the slave settlement at Roupelmond (Trinkley 
and Hacker 1999: 177-178) in Beaufort County 
that the presence of window glass in such low 
quantities may not be an indication of glazing 
but rather may be associated with African 
American ritual and magic. Certainly it seems 
safe to suggest that the few fragments of glass 
found in these excavations are far more 
suggestive of some non-architectural use. 
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Figure 33. Plot of Colono rim diameters
from Units 3 and 4 showing a trend
line. 
The Colono wares are indistinguishable 
rom those recovered in Units 1 and 2.  The 
maller sample size reduces the confidence level 
f rim diameter and vessel form, although the 

atter consists only of jar and bowl forms – the 

 
Tobacco Artifact Group 
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 This group consist of five specimens, 
accounting for 3.2% of the assemblage. Included 
are four pipe stems and one bowl fragment. All 



LIBERTY HALL: A SMALL EIGHTEENTH CENTURY RICE PLANTATION IN GOOSE CREEK 
 

four of the stems have bore diameters of 5/64-
inch and the single bowl is undecorated. 
 
Activity Artifact Group 
 
 The only other remains from Units 3 
and 4 in Area D are 10 activity related items. 
This includes one hardware item – an iron staple 
– and nine items classed as “other.” These 
include one fragment of unidentifiable iron, one 
gray flint spall, and seven smoothing stones, 
thought to be associated with the manufacture 
of Colono ware pottery.  These seven stones 
account for 4.4% of the total assemblage, while 
the 26 specimens from Units 1 and 2 account for 
1.2% of the assemblage from that site area. 
 

Units 5-6 
 
 Turning to Units 5 and 6 in Area  C, a 
total of 286 artifacts were recovered. In this area 
the artifact density is about 2.4 specimens per 
cubic foot , still far lower than the artifact 
density of the slave settlements at Broom Hall, 
although it is consistent with the late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth slave settlements found at 
a relatively middling status plantation in Christ 
Church Parish (Trinkley and Hacker 2001:81, 
87). 
 
Kitchen Group Artifacts 
 

A total of 230 Kitchen Group 
artifacts was recovered, most (147 or 
63.9%) representing European 
ceramics. This assemblage, in contrast 
to those from Units 1-4, contains little 
early eighteenth century material 
(such as the Chinese porcelain, which 
admittedly may date as early as 1660) 
and the bulk of the collection dates 
from either the late eighteenth century 
or the early nineteenth century (such 
as the creamwares and pearlwares). In 
fact, the mean ceramic date for this 
assemblage is 1804 – nearly 70 years 
later than Areas B and D (Table 11). 

Creamw

 

The most common ceramic present in 
the collection is pearlware, accounting for 122 
specimens (or 83.0% of the European ceramics 
present in the two units). Creamwares account 
for an additional 13 specimens. 

 
Creamwares, developed in the 1750s by 

Josiah Wedgwood, were considered a revolution 
in ceramic production.  This cream colored 
earthenware (developed from the earlier 
“clouded wares”)  provided a fine glazed ware 
at a relatively inexpensive cost, and came in sets 
with a wide variety of vessel forms and styles. In 
Units 5-6 the creamwares five undecorated 
specimens and five that are classified as 
“cauliflower” ware – creamware molded in 
various vegetable shapes and tinted green. One 
of the most popular was cauliflower, although 
other forms are also known (Cushion 1976:88). 
Three specimens are annular ware.  The 
creamwares represent two bowls, one plate, one 
chamber pot, and one relish dish. This is the first 
assemblage at 38BK1900 where flatware is 
present, albeit in a very low proportion. 
 

As potters continued to experiment with 
creamware, in an effort to imitate the Chinese 
porcelains, pearlware was eventually produced. 

By 1779 Wedgwood had produced pearlware, 
what he called an “improvement” on the 
creamware (Walton 1976:77; see also Noël Hume 

Table 11. 
Mean Ceramic Date for Units 5-6. 

Ceramic Date Range Mean Date (xi) (fi) fi x xi
Underglazed blue porc 1660-1800 1730 1 1730

are, cable 1790-1820 1805 3 5415
Creamware, undecorated 1762-1820 1791 10 17910

Pearlware, poly hand painted 1795-1815 1805 5 9025
Pearlware, blue hand painted 1780-1820 1800 7 12600
Pearlware, blue trans printed 1795-1840 1818 9 16362
Pearlware, edged 1780-1830 1805 33 59565
Pearlware, annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 35 63175
Pearlware, undecorated 1780-1830 1805 33 59565

Total 136 245347

Mean Ceramic Date 1804.0  
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1978:129-132). By 1790 the ware was further 
“improved” by Spode who added a small trace 
of cobalt to the formula to serve as a “blue 
whitener” (Feild 1987:54). Today pearlwares are 
recognized by the blue puddling of the glaze 
and over-all bluish cast. In these excavations we 
encountered seven different types of pearlware. 
The most common is annular pearlware (n=35), 
followed closely by undecorated (n=33) and 
edged (n=33).  There are nine specimens of blue 
transfer printed, seven examples of blue hand 
painted, and five specimens of polychrome hand 
painted. Consequently, the less expensive wares 
dominate the collection. 

 
These pearlwares include seven plates, 

one saucer, nine bowls, an oval serving bowl, 
and two cups. This indicates that hollow wares 
were slightly more common, accounting for 60% 
of the pearlware assemblage. 

 
Other ceramics present in the 

excavations include two porcelains, five brown 
salt glazed stonewares, and three lead glazed 
coarse earthenwares.  

 
When only the European ceramics are 

considered, the tablewares account for 93.2% of 
the assemblage while utilitarian wares account 
for only 5.4% of the collection. Tea and 
coffeewares contribute an additional 1.4%. This 
is in stark contrast to the assemblage at Units 1 

and 2 where utilitarian vessels were far more 
important. On the other hand, this is closer to 
the slave assemblage at Broom Hall, where 
tablewares contributed 83.3% and utilitarian 
wares an additional 4.2% (Trinkley et al. 
1995:164). 
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Figure 34. Plot of Colono rim diameters from

Units 5 and 6 showing a trend line. 

 
 The Colono collection from Units 5 and 
6 is small – only 62 sherds. Like those from the 
other assemblages we can point out no 
distinctions or unusual characteristics – they, 
too, have a gritty paste with relatively good 
smoothing (although burnishing facets are 
absent). Only five specimens were found with 
sooting – in all cases the carbonization was on 
the exterior of sherd, indicating that the vessels 
were used over open fires. 
 
 The vessel forms again reveal open, 
straight sides jars, probably for storage; and 
open shallow bowls. Vessel diameters range 
from 6 to 12 inches. Figure 32 reveals that for 
this collection the most common vessel diameter 
is around 7 inches, although some bowls ranged 
up to a foot in diameter. We see no bell-shaped 
curve, although the small sample has possibly 
truncated the results, eliminating the smaller 
vessels from the graph. Regardless, the 
collection from Area C is indistinguishable from 
that recovered elsewhere at 38BK1900.  
 
 Other kitchen artifacts include 21 
fragments of “black” glass – all representative of 
wine or alcohol bottles. No bases were 
encountered, although the body fragments 
suggest that these containers were more typical 
of those associated with the nineteenth century 
sites and are consistent with the ceramic mean 
date. 
 
Architecture Artifact Group 
 
 This assemblage includes 44 specimens, 
accounting for 15.3% of the total assemblage 
from the two units. Recovered items include 
three fragments of window glass and 41 heavily 
corroded, unidentifiable nail fragments.  
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 The low incidence of glass suggests that 
the units were either not located in a structure 
area or, more likely, the structures present did 
not have glazing. We have previously discussed 
that the small quantities of glass found on this 
site may reflect functions other than 
architecture. 
 
Tobacco Artifact Group 
 
 Tobacco artifacts are limited to two pipe 
bowl fragments. Both fragments are ribbed.  
 
Personal Group Artifacts 
 
 Units 5 and 6 yielded two personal 
items – a mirror fragment and a single bead. 
 
 The mirror fragment is small and its 
function is uncertain. We are inclined, given 
other evidence, to associate this item with 
African American magic and religion rather 
than any sort of European affiliation with 
grooming or personal appearance (see, for 
example, Trinkley and Hacker 1999:177-179; 
Wilkie 1997). 
 
 The bead is fragmentary, but 
represents a blue opaque glass tube bead, Type 
11a, oval (Kidd and Kidd 1970). The diameter 
was 8.1 mm and the length was 11.7 mm. Beads 
are commonly thought to be an indicator of 
African American occupation (see, for example, 
Stine et al. 1996).  
 
Activities Artifact Group 
 
 Ten specimens are included in the 
activities group. One is a fragmentary bolt 
fragment, one is an unidentifiable fragment of 
iron, three are fragments of flat brass, and five 
are smoothing stones, thought to be associated 
with the manufacture of Colono ware. 
 
 
 
 
 

Units 7-8 
 
 The excavations in Area A at Units 7 
and 8 produced only 74 specimens. This area 
produced the lowest density of remains 
anywhere at 38BK1900, with only 0.8 specimens 
per cubic foot.  
 
Kitchen Group Artifacts 
 
 The assemblage yielded 60 kitchen 
artifacts, with the collection dominated by 
European ceramics (n=36, or 60% of the kitchen 
group). This collection includes only three 
brown salt-glazed stones – the only utilitarian 

items present.
represents ta
only six spec
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55.5%) are un
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printed. Whil
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 The vast majority of the collection 
blewares. Creamware contributes 
imens, with pearlwares being the 
, with 27 examples. Most (n=15, 
decorated, with small quantities of 
en edged, annular, and transfer 
e the collection is very small, the 
 decorations (plain, annular, and 
far more common than more 
sfer printed specimens.  

Date Range Mean Date (xi) (fi) fi x x
1762-1820 1791 6 107

1795-1840 1818 5 90
1780-1830 1805 4 72
1790-1820 1805 3 54
1780-1830 1805 15 270

33 595

1804.4

 

 the assemblage consisted of 
nexpensive wares, flatwares 
identifiable vessel forms, with five 
e chamber pot being represented. 

mean ceramic date for the 
 1804.4 – almost identical to that of 
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Figure  35. Artifacts from 38BK1900. A, polychrome delft; B-C, blue on white delft; D, lead glazed

slipware; E, white salt glazed slipware; F, cauliflower creamware; G, Westerwald; H-J,
annular pearlware; K, hand painted pearlware; L, pewter utensil handle fragment; M-N,
tobacco pipe bowls; O, gray gun flint, P, blue glass bead,  Q, black glass button, R, tobacco
pipe stem with rouletted design. 
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Figure  36. Colono ware from 38BK1900. A, Colono sherd with rouletting on exterior; B, Colono with

exterior sooting; C, Colono with rim decoration; D, Colono with foot ring; E, Colono with
rounded rim; F, Colono with flattened rim; G-H, Colono with rounded rims; I-J, typical
Colono body sherds; K, Colono with exterior sooting. 
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 Other kitchen items identified in the 
assemblage include 16 Colono ware sherds. 
Similar to those from elsewhere on the site, the 
only  unique  find  was  a portion of a vessel foot  
ring from Unit 7.  Also present were five 
fragments of “black” glass and a single fragment 
of aqua glass. This last specimen is a fragment of 
a panel bottle. Embossed on the recovered panel 
was “___RD.” 
 
Architecture Group Artifacts 
 
 The nine specimens in this category are 
all heavily fragmented and unidentifiable nail 
fragments. 
 
Arms Group Artifacts 
 
 The one artifact from this classification 
is a dark brown gunflint, probably French in 
origin. 
 
Tobacco Group Artifacts 
 
 Two tobacco pipe bowl fragments were 
recovered from the excavations in Area A. One 
is ribbed and the other is plain. 
 
Activities Artifact Group 
 
 The only other artifacts present were 
two smoothing stones, both placed in the 
“Other” category and thought to be associated 
with the manufacture of Colono pottery. 
  
Discussion and Summary 
 
 Perhaps the most noticeable observation 
is that the four site areas, identified on the basis 
of artifact concentrations found during shovel 
testing, appear to represent occupations at two 
different time periods.  
 

Areas B and D appear to have been 
occupied during the very early eighteenth 
century and to have been abandoned prior to 
the American Revolution. In contrast, Areas A 
and C appear to have been settled after the 

Revolution and to have been abandoned by the 
end of the first quarter of the nineteenth century. 

 
This movement does not seem to have 

been accompanied with any clear change in 
topography or other landscape features, 
although Areas A and C are somewhat higher 
and better drained than Area D. All, however, 
were closely associated with the swamp margin 
and were likely located there because of rice 
cultivation.  

 
There are, however, other differences. 

Perhaps the most obvious is that Area B stands 
out as containing different architectural and 
artifactual remains. There is an abundance of 
brick, as well as some indication of roofing 
material, door locks, and glazed windows. The 
nails suggest the presence of a framed structure 
and we know that plaster was a component of 
the structure. In contrast, the architecture at 
Area D is ephemeral, at best. Brick is 
uncommon, as are nails. Window glass, while 
present, was probably not used for glazing. At 
the crudest level, we see two different status 
levels present – a high status with conventional 
architectural details (glazing, plaster, permanent 
roofing, piers and/or chimney brick) and a low 
status with very limited architectural detailing 
(no glazing and earthfast).  

 
Artifactual remains are no less distinct. 

While Area B includes a wide range of European 
ceramics typical of the period, Area D includes 
almost nothing but Colono wares. Area B 
includes evidence of weapons (a number of gun 
flints), while Area D contains no indication of 
weapons or armament. Likewise, Area B 
includes at least some few clothing and personal 
items – while Area D does not. And while 
tobacco items are present in both areas, the 
quantities are far greater in Area B. Likewise, we 
find a significantly wider range of activities 
artifacts in Area B – including evidence of toys 
(suggesting children), storage items, and stable 
or barn items (including brass tack trimmings).  
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It is useful to examine Areas B and D 
using what archaeologists call the artifact 
pattern – a way of arranging the collection of 
artifacts in various categories. These patterns 
also help compare sites and have resulted in the 
definition of several broad or defining patterns. 
There are patterns representative of planters 
throughout the eighteenth and most of the 
nineteenth century (called the Revised Carolina 
Artifact Pattern), as well as eighteenth century 
slaves (the Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern), and 
nineteenth century slaves (Georgia Slave 
Artifact Pattern). The pattern resulting from an 
excavation depends, quite naturally, on the part 
of the plantation being examined. 
Understanding this is very important when we 
begin to compare and contrast patterns. The 
various comparative patterns, as well as those 
from Areas B and D, are shown in Table 13. 
When we look at these data we find that the 
structure identified in Area B (Units 1 and 2), 
most closely resembles that of the Revised 
Carolina Artifact Pattern, exhibiting a high 
proportion of kitchen items, a relatively high 
percentage of architectural remains (indicative 
of permanent architecture), and a wide range of 
other items. There are, however, some 
differences.  

 

The Kitchen 
Group is very slightly 
over the expected 
range – an anomaly 
that is probably 
insignificant. There is, 
however, a small but 
probably significant 
difference in the 
quantity of 
architectural remains. 
This difference may 
be the result of 
salvaging – for 
example, if there was 
indeed a tile roof, we 
would expect to 
recover a very large 
number of broken 
tiles. Yet, there are 

only a few examples. Likewise, most structures 
produce relatively large quantities of 
architectural hardware – items such as shutter 
hooks and door hardware. This assemblage 
produced only one item. Given the time frame 
the low incidence of nails may simply reflect the 
extensive use of the craft traditions of joinery – 
with the structure relying on mortises and 
tendons rather than nails and spikes. 
Nevertheless, there seems to be some indication 
of salvage – and this would be sufficient to 
reduce the proportion of architectural remains. 
There is yet another possible explanation: it may 
be that the structure was rather humble in 
comparison with other main plantation 
settlements explored and this is reflected in the 
reduced quantities of architectural details. The 
last anomalies are the higher than anticipated 
proportion of activity-related items and the 
lower than expected proportion of clothing 
items. 

Table 13. 
Previously Published Artifact Patterns Compared to Areas B and D at 

38BK1900. 
 

Revised Carolina
Artifact Patterna

Carolina Slave 
Artifact 
Patterna

Georgia Slave 
Artifact 
Patternb Area B

Area 
D

Area 
A

Area 
C

Kitchen 51.8-65.0 70.9-84.2 20.0-25.8 65.2 76.7 81.1 79.9
Architecture 25.2-31.4 11.8-24.8 67.9-73.2 21.2 13.9 12.2 15.3
Furniture 0.2-0.6 0.0-0.1 0.0-0.1 0 0 0 0
Arms 0.1-0.3 0.1-0.3 0.0-0.2 0.3 0 1.3 0
Tobacco 1.9-13.9 2.4-5.4 0.3-9.7 10.2 3.2 2.7 0.7
Clothing 0.6-5.4 0.3-0.8 0.3-1.7 0.1 0 0 0
Personal 0.2-0.5 0.0-0.1 0.1-0.2 0.1 0 0 0.7
Activities 0.9-1.7 0.2-0.9 0.2-0.4 2.9 6.3 2.7 3.4
a Garrow 1982
b Singleton 1980

 
We believe that all of these deviations 

can be explained when the status of the goods 
present is also examined. The lower status 
ceramics and the heavy reliance on hollow ware 
suggests that this was the residence of a white 
overseer on the plantation. If that is the case, the 
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structure might well have been modest in 
comparison with many plantation dwellings. 
The status of the occupants would certainly 
explain the low incidence of clothing. The 
increased number of activities-related items may 
be associated with the overseer’s function on the 
plantation and that to safeguard many tools and 
materials they would be stored in close 
proximity to the overseer. 
 

In contrast, Area D (Units 3 and 4) very 
closely fit the anticipated pattern for eighteenth 
century slave settlements. In fact, the only 
anomaly is the seemingly high quantity of 
activity-related items. Since the bulk of these 
items are smoothing stones – which have not 
traditionally been recognized by archaeologists 
– this difference can be dismissed.  

 
In sum, there is convincing evidence 

that Area B (Units 1 and 2) represents the 
dwelling of an early to mid-eighteenth century 
overseer. This may be one of the first 
assemblages of this type documented in South 
Carolina. The materials from Area D (Units 3 
and 4), in contrast, represent those of an African 
American settlement, also dating from the early 
to mid-eighteenth century. 

 
Turning to Areas A and C, we find (as 

previously discussed) collections from 
somewhat later in time, suggesting that for 
whatever reason, the location of the slave 
settlement was sifted to the east and the 
overseer’s residence was abandoned (and 
probably largely scavenged or salvaged of 
useable materials). The reason for the move of 
the slave settlement seems fairly clear – the site 
shifted from a very low, wet area to areas 6 to 14 
feet higher in elevation. While still next to the 
rice fields, this difference in elevation had to 
have made a difference in the healthfulness of 
the location. 

 
The pattern analysis shown in Table 31 

helps confirm that African Americans occupied 
these two areas. Some of the anomalies in the 
pattern for Area A may dismissed on the basis 

of the very small sample size, but for both Areas 
A and C the most significant difference is in the 
Activities Group Artifacts. We believe that these 
differences are entirely explained by tabulating 
the smoothing stones as activity artifacts. If 
these items are removed the proportion is 
reduced to anticipated levels (yet certainly these 
manufacturing tools are an important, even if 
rarely recognized, component of the African 
American cultural assemblage and should be 
included in the tabulations).  

 
Further confirmation of the African 

American settlement in this area is provided by 
the uniformly low status of the ceramics. As 
other archaeologists have noted, Colono 
ceramics appear to begin to decline in the late 
eighteenth into the nineteenth century. This is 
certainly the case at 38BK1900, where we begin 
to see a dramatic increase in the use of European 
wares. Moreover, there seems to be a movement 
away from hollow ware and toward flatware 
during the mid to late eighteenth century.  The 
samples are too small to speculate on whether 
this represents a basic change in African 
American diet and foodways or whether the 
plantation owner or overseers forced it on them. 
Regardless, it is an area worthy of additional 
archaeological attention. 
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FAUNAL REMAINS 
 
Introduction 
 

The vertebrate faunal material from 
38BK1900 consists of 1,726 bones and skeletal 
fragments which weigh a total of 1.95 kg. The 
material came from Level 1 of Units 1 and 2 – 
both thought to represent an early eighteenth 
century overseer’s structure. These remains 
were evenly dispersed in the A horizon and 
exhibit no patterning. 
 

For this material Minimum Number of 
Individuals (MNI) and biomass estimates were 
computed for the collection.   Comparisons 
between the Liberty Hall collection and similar 
plantation sites are also discussed. 
 
Analytical Techniques 
 

The faunal collection from 38BK1900 
was analyzed using standard zooarchaeological 
procedures.  Skeletal material was first sorted 
according to class, genus, and then species, if 
possible.  The bones of all taxa and other 
categories were weighed and counted.  The 
Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) for 
each taxonomic category was determined using 
paired bone elements, sex, and age as criteria. 
 

Although the MNI estimate is a 
relatively easy quantification technique to use, 
there are analytical problems associated with the 
method (see, for example, Klein & Cruz-Uribe 
1984:26). These issues are briefly summarized 
here: 
 
C There is no consensus among 

researchers on how MNI estimates 
should be calculated or how material 
should be sorted.  Different techniques 
include quantifying specimens 
according to the number of left and ride 
sides and taking the number of that side 

which is greater.  Another technique is 
to take the total number of elements and 
divide by two.  Yet another method is to 
attempt to match up elements by size 
(this is the most problematic technique 
because bone size among adult animals 
is relatively subtle, thus leaving the 
decision arbitrary and subjective).  
Matching elements in large samples is 
also impractical due to the time 
involved in such a method. 

 
C MNI values are dependent on the 

degree of fragmentation of a collection.  
These degrees will vary among 
assemblages and between species of an 
assemblage, which hinders intersite 
comparisons.  

 
C MNI values should not be applied to 

adjacent provenience units that have 
arbitrarily been defined, such as levels 
within squares.  The logical reason 
being that material from adjacent levels 
may be associated with each other and 
separate MNI estimates will be 
exaggerated.  

 
In light of these observances, the 

biomass was also computed to quantify the 
specimens of the collection, specifically to give 
the estimated meat yield for each species.  This 
method is based on allometry, or the biological 
relationship between soft tissue and bone mass.  
Biomass is determined using the least squares 
analysis of logarithmic data in which bone 
weight is used to predict the amount of soft 
tissue which might have been supported by the 
bone (Casteel 1978; Reitz 1982, 1985; Reitz & 
Cordier 1982; Reitz & Scarry 1986; Wilson 1995; 
Wing & Brown 1979).   
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This relationship between soft tissue 
and bone is expressed in the formula: Y = aXb, 
which is also written as Log Y = Log a + b(Log 
X).  In this equation, Y is the biomass in kg, a is 
the Y-intercept for a log-log plot using the 
method of least squares regression and the best 
fit line, and b is the constant of allometry, or the 
slope of the line defined by the least squares 
regression and the best fit line (Wilson 1995:98). 
 

Table 14 lists the constants used for a 
and b in the allometric formula for a given bone 
weight X for each taxa identified in the 
collection.  Biomass equations were calculated 
for each of the taxa that contributed to the total 
meat consumption available for the inhabitants 
of 38BK1900.  
 

Although the data were collected by 
individual provenience, they are combined for 
this analysis. Presenting the data by specific 
provenience assumes that the analyst knows 
(and agrees) with what was done in the field. 
That is, features, lenses, strata, levels, layers, or 
whatever, are arbitrary spatial assignments, 
called different names by different 
archaeologists. They can mean many different 
things. If there had been some clear clustering of 
faunal data seen in these features or other 
proveniences, it would have been noted and 
described, but there was no such clustering. 
Moreover, the data from this site is very sparse 
and it would have been meaningless presented 
in such a fragmented form. 
 

In addition, there are a variety of 
additional ways of exploring the data, such as 
number of identified specimens present (NISP). 
These, however, have to do with measures of 

diversity, richness, and equitability – all ways of 
exploring data found with more complete 
samples than were available from Liberty Hall. 
 

In other words, the reader may found 
these discussions brief. The length, and depth, of 
the discussions are directly related to the nature 
of the materials present, the size of the sample, 
and the data analyses appropriate for the 
materials. 
 
Identified Fauna 
 

Domestic Mammals 
 

Cattle (Bos taurus) is the only domestic 
mammal species discovered at 38BK1900.  Cattle 
have long been an important meat source in the 
history of southeastern United States.  However, 
while hides and other products made from cattle 
such as milk, cheese, butter, and buttermilk are 
valued, raising cattle as a meat source is 
relatively burdensome, especially when 
compared to pigs.  Cattle provide less meat per 
energy input than pigs, they must feed on a 
specific diet (grains and grasses), they store only 
11% of the calories they consume and yield only 
50-60% of their weight in dressed meat. 

Table 14. 
Allometric Values for Biomass Calculations 

 
Faunal Category log a b 

Mammal 1.12 0.90 
Bird 1.04 0.91 
Turtle 0.51 0.67 

Derived from Table 4 in Reitz (1985:44) 

 
Maag explains that early Carolina  cattle 

were a mix of Spanish and English stock, and 
were “distinguished by their color, size, and 
horns” (Maag 1961:9). To this he adds that most 
were either black Irish or red or reddish-tan 
from England. This account is largely repeated 
by Allen, although he also notes that cattle were 
also being imported from the West Indies 
(Allen1868:34). Although we know nothing of 
the color and little concerning their size, the 
Liberty Hall collection does provide several 
examples of their horns. All are typical of short-
horn cattle. 
 
 Cattle raising was an easy way to 
exploit the region’s land and resources, offering 
a relatively secure return for very little capital 
investment. Few slaves were necessary to 
manage the herd. The mild climate of the low 
country made winter forage more abundant and 
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winter shelters unnecessary. The marshes, 
useless or difficult to make productive, provided 
excellent grazing and provided a consistent 
water supply (Coon 1972, Dunbar 1961). 
Production of cattle quickly outstripped low 
consumption and by the early eighteenth 
century –- the time indicated by the previous 
artifact analysis – beef was a principal export of 
the Colony to the West Indies (Ver Steeg 
1975:114-116). This allowed the ties between 
Carolina and the Caribbean to remain strong 
and provided essential provisions to the large 
scale sugar plantations. The importance of cattle 
in Goose Creek area is suggested by the 1716 
plat of the Elms plantation, which shows cattle 
roaming through the countryside. 
 

It is clear that the Mazycks were raising 
cattle in the early eighteenth century. A total of 
714 identifiable cattle bones were discovered. 
The estimated  yield from these remains was 
83.46 kg of meat, which was nearly 77% of the 
total biomass for the site.   

 
Curiously, no pig (Sus scrofa) were 

found in the assemblage. While Hilliard reports 
that pigs were one of the most important 
domestic mammals used for food in the 
southeastern United States, Reitz (1995) suggests 
that its importance may be overstated, noting 
that pig remains are often found in far lower 
quantities than we might be lead to believe 
should exist, given the South’s reputation as a 
“republic of porkdom.” She suggests a variety of 
explanations; two, we believe, are worthy of 
additional research. First, it may be that the 
coastal plain was far more favorable to beef 
production and, during the eighteenth century, 
swine were relatively uncommon. A second 
possible explanation is that there was a 
relatively high status associated with pork, 
perhaps flowing from it being less commonly 
raised, so that it may show up differentially in 
the archaeological record. 

 
While 38BK1900 provides relatively 

little data to resolve these questions, we can 

report that at this very early eighteenth century 
low status settlement pork was entirely absent. 
 

Wild Mammals 
 
The wild mammals discovered included 

the raccoon (Procyon lotor), opossum (Didelphis 
marsupialus), and striped skunk (Mephitis 
methitis).  Although there is a prehistoric 
component at the, the bulk of these faunal 
remains are presumed to be associated with the 
historic component based on their condition 
(identical to the domesticated mammal remains) 
and their association.  
 

The nocturnal raccoon is highly 
adaptable and has been found in any number of 
environments, although they prefer to be in 
wooded areas near water.  Raccoons provided a 
meat and fur source for both blacks and whites 
on plantations. 
 

The opossum, nocturnal and highly 
adaptable like the raccoon, can be found in 
many environments, but it prefers wooded areas 
near water.  The opossum was generally 
preferred over the raccoon as a food source and 
they were often kept, fattened, and “cleaned 
out” by feeding them only milk, bread, and 
sweet potatoes for several days (Hilliard 
1972:80). 

 
The third wild mammal is the striped 

skunk. Well adapted to humans, the skunk 
prefers open areas of mixed forests and 
grasslands and is benefited by the habitats 
created with the opening of agricultural plots. 
While there are relatively few historic accounts 
of humans eating skunks (it is not, for example, 
mentioned in Hilliard [1972], they are 
consumed, albeit infrequently. Today they are 
furbearers of minor important, although 
historically their thick, lustrous fur was at one 
time more highly valued. 
 

Raccoon, opossum, and skunk remains 
were found in very small amounts at 38BK1900 - 
out of 727 total identifiable mammal bones, only 
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13 fragments were from these three species.  The 
990 unidentified mammal remains may, 
however, contain small amounts of these wild 
animals. Most, however, likely represent cattle. 
Combines, these three species contribute 1.0 kg 
in biomass. 

 
Surprisingly, the largest of the wild 

mammals that could have been used as a food 
source, the white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
virginianus), was not represented in the faunal 
collections from this site. At this time period the 
deer was still widely present throughout the 
region (Hilliard 1972:74-78). The reasons for the 
absence of deer are not clear. 
 

Beef, and even venison, are frequently 
found in cookbooks (see, for example, 
Anonymous 1997 [1832]:221-223, 309-311), 
suggesting that they made many appearances at 
the planter’s table. In contrast, the raccoon, 
opossum, and skunk are rarely found in cook 
books, suggesting that they were most often 
used by those who had no need for cookbooks. 
Opossums are not mentioned in Chaplin’s 
nineteenth century diary and raccoons are 
mentioned only twice – once in the context of 
raiding Chaplin’s corn and again, disparagingly, 
as the result of a 
hunting trip 
(Rosengarten 
1987:693, 703; cf. Reitz 
and Scarry 1985:74). 
These animals likely 
represented 
opportunistic catches. 
 

Birds 
 
 Chicken 
(Gallus gallus) is the 
only identified 
domestic bird species 
found in the Units 1 
and 2 assemblage. 
Chickens, like pigs, 
can be raised either 
by letting them run 

loose or by penning them. The meat of the 
chicken enjoyed a high status as a food item for 
both whites and blacks during the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries. Besides serving as a 
meat resource, chickens supplied eggs that 
could be consumed and used to prepare other 
food dishes (Hilliard 1972:46-47). 
 
 Six bones, weighting 0.87 g were 
encountered in the collection. While 
representing over 8% of the MNI, the bones 
indicate a biomass of only 0.02 kg – a very small 
contribution to the foodways of the site 
occupants. 
 

Reptiles 
 
 The only reptile found in the collection 
is the Eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina 
carolina). This turtle is widespread throughout 
the southeast and is adaptable to both aquatic 
and terrestrial habitats. Box turtles can be found 
near permanent bodies of water, or in open, 
mixed forests where the climate is hot and dry 
in the summers and mild in the winters (Obst 
1986:106).  
 

Hilliard (1972:89) notes that the “box 

Faunal Remains f

    

Mammal  

 Raccoon, Procyon lotor 

 Opossum, Didelphis virginiana 

 Skunk, Mephitis mephitis 

 Cow, Bos tarus 

 Unidentified Mammal 

  

Aves  

 Chicken, Gallus gallus 

  

Reptile  

 Box turtle, Terrapene carolina 

  

Total  

 90
Table 15. 
rom Units 1 and 2, 38BK1900. 

MNI # MNI % 
Number of 

Bones 
Weight 

gm 
Biomass 

kg 
Biomass

% 
MNI 

% 

     99.85 83.33

1 8.33 11 49.39 0.89 0.82  

1 8.33 1 0.71 0.18 0.17  

1 8.33 1 0.33 0.02 0.02  

7 58.33 714 7772.02 83.46 76.77  

  990 1946.6 24.01 22.08  

       

     0.02 8.33

1 8.33 6 0.87 0.02 0.02  

       

     0.13 8.33

1 8.33 3 8.98 0.14 0.13  

       

12 100 1726 9778.9 108.72 100 100
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terrapin” was used as food resource during the 
nineteenth century; its presence in this 
assemblage suggests that use may go well into 
the eighteenth century. In fact, it appears that 
turtle was primarily a West Indian dish, which 
arrived in the Middle Colonies by way of 
English cookbooks as early as the first half of the 
eighteenth century (Hess 1985:296). Considering 
the strong West Indian-Carolina connection – 
especially in Goose Creek – it seems likely that 
the taste was directly transplanted to Carolina 
by immigrants who had full knowledge of 
turtles. The taste was typically described as 
being “between that of Veal, and that of a 
Lobster” (Hess 1985:297). Randolph (1984 
[1824]:230-232) describes how to kill and dress a 
turtle, while a number of cookbooks provide 
recipes. A consistent aspect of all recipes seems 
to be the use of cayenne seasoning.  

 
Three bones, with a weight of 8.98 g 

were recovered from the excavations at Units 1 
and 2. The turtle contributed 0.14 kg of flesh to 
the table. 

 
Results of the Faunal Analysis 
 

Table 15 provides information on the 
materials recovered from 38BK1900, with Units 
1 and 2 combined because of their proximity 
and small sample sizes. Cattle is the largest 
biomass contributor at 83.46 kg, accounting for 
nearly 77% of the flesh represented. Cattle was 
also the single largest MNI contributor at a total 

of seven individuals. The next most common  
biomass contributor is the rather large collection 
of unidentified mammals – these remains are 
highly fragmentary and while most are probably 
cattle, other species may be present. 
 

After cattle, raccoon is the next most 
common dietary source, in terms of biomass, 
followed by opossum, and then turtle. Skunk 
and chicken are tied for fifth place. All of these 
animals, except for cattle, are represented by 
only one individual.  

 
We have previously mentioned the 

absence of pork and Reitz’s explanations for the 
seemingly low incidence of pig remains at many 
coastal plain settlements. While present, pig was 
relatively uncommon at the late eighteenth 
century Roupelmond excavations (Trinkley and 
Hacker 1999) and at a late eighteenth century 
very low status planter site pig contributed 47% 
of the remains (Trinkley and Hacker 1996). It 
may be that pork is temporally sensitive – being 
more common at both high and low status sites 
in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries, but uncommon at earlier sites. 
Additional research on this topic is clearly 
needed. 
 

Reitz (1986 and 1988) has proposed a 
number of hypotheses about the diet of 
occupants at eighteenth and nineteenth century 
Carolina sites. In general, she suggests that 
urban residents used more domestic meat and a 

wider range of species than rural 
residents. Table 16 compares the MNI 
percentages determined for the 38BK1900 
settlement with the composite percentages 
computed by Reitz (1986 and 1988) for 
urban, rural, and slave contexts in the 
southern Atlantic Coastal Plain.  

 
If the settlement in Units 1 and 2 

does represent that of an overseer, we 
might expect the pattern to be somewhere 
between that of the Rural and Slave 
patterns – yet the only similarity is in the 
category of wild animals. Otherwise the 
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Table 16. 
Comparison of the 38BK1900 Faunal Categories by MNI 

Percentages with Various Patterns. 
 

  Reitz’ Patterns 
Faunal Category 38BK1900 Urbana Rurala Slaveb 
Domestic Mammals 58.3 28.9 17.2 20.5 
Domestic Birds 8.3 19.7 4.1 3.0 
Wild Mammals 24.9 8.1 19.2 24.7 
Wild Birds - 7.6 3.0 2.1 
Reptiles 8.3 5.4 13.7 10.4 
Fish - 19.7 38.4 36.6 
Commensals - 10.6 4.3 2.8 

a Reitz 1988 
b Reitz 1986:Table 7 
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results are very different. The occupants at 
38BK1900 were eating large quantities of beef  
that was being slaughtered there on the 

plantation (based on rather common chop marks 
present on many bones). Wild bird and fish 
were absent. 

 
These differences may be the result of a 

very small sample size (although the sample size 
is not especially small when compared to other 
sites being investigated in the region) or it may 
reflect diachronic or status differences not yet 
recognized. It may even reflect idiosyncratic 
differences based on the plantation and the 
activities that were taking place on that tract.  
 
 Burned bones are very uncommon in 
the assemblage and, where found, are entirely 
cow bones. Burning may occur from expose to 
fire while a cut of meat is being roasted, or may 
be occur after discard. Since the burned 
fragments were small and the assemblage is 
found as yard midden, we are inclined to 
assume the burned specimens relate to post-
depositional activities.  
 

Butchering marks, however, are much 
more common, again being found exclusively on 
the cattle remains. The most common were hack 

marks (found on 34.6% of the collection), 
indicating that some large instrument, such as a 
cleaver, ax, or hatchet, was used to dismember 

the carcass during butchering. There 
were no saw marks and cut marks are 
relatively uncommon (found on 11.5% of 
the specimens) given the condition of the 
materials. 

 
Since we anticipate that these 

remains were butchered on site, the 
presence or absence of elements in the 
assemblage provides data on the use of 
the species. The identified cow parts 
have been summarized into categories 
by body parts. The head category 
includes skull fragments, horn, and 
teeth. The atlas, axis, and other vertebrae 
and ribs are included in a Vertebra/Rib 
category. Forequarter includes the 
scapula, humerus, radius, and ulna. The 
Forefoot category includes carpal and 
metacarpal specimens. The Hindfoot 

category includes tarsal and metatarsal bones. 
The Hindquarter category includes the 
innominate, sacrum, femur, and tibia. 
Metapodiae and podiae that could not be 
assigned to another category, as well as the 
sesamoids and phalanges, are placed in the Foot 
category. The results of this analysis are shown 
in Figure 37. 

0 10 20 30 40 50

Head (n=146)

Vertebra/Rib (n=34)

Forequarters (n=5)

Forefoot (n=7)

Hindfoot (n=51)

Hindquarter (n=13)

Foot (n=57)

% Cow (count)

 Figure 37. Histogram of cow specimens. 

 
Head, foot, and hindfoot are the three 

most common categories together accounting for 
slightly over 81% of the assemblage.  The face 
bones, tail, and feet are considered to have the 
lowest meat value by Uerpmann (1973). Some 
portions of the skull, such as the brain and jaw 
musculature, are considered to be of medium 
meat value. None of these are today considered 
an important wholesale cut, although at least a 
portion of the hindfoot is used for heel of round 
and ground beef. Historically all would have 
been stew meats. 
 

The three least common are the 
forequarters, forefoot, and hindquarter. 
Together these account for just under 8% of the 
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total.  For the most part Uerpmann (1973) 
classifies these cuts as having high meat value. 
In terms of modern cuts the two forequarters 
comprise 52% of the carcass and a forequarter 
has a weight of 155 to 190 pounds (early 
eighteenth century cattle, however, were smaller 
and this is almost certainly an overestimate).  
The portions of the forequarters present would 
have been stew meat (absent are those better 
cuts). The hindquarters comprise 48% of the 
steer carcass, but yield more roast and steak cuts 
with less stew and chopped meat than the 
forequarters. The hindquarter today weighs 
from 145 to 180 pounds (Evans and Greene 
1973).  

 
Intermediate in frequency are the 

vertebrae and ribs. These are evaluated as 
having a high meat value and would include a 
number of cuts, including the rib roast, top loin, 
and sirloin.  

 
Consequently, while the collection is 

certainly dominated by a variety of low meat 
value cuts likely to have required long, slow 
moist cooking or stewing, there were also far 
better cuts useful for roasting. 
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SUMMARY 
 
Rice Cultivation 
 

This study provides the first thorough 
overview of eighteenth century rice cultivation, 
processing, and marketing for the South 
Carolina region. While there is perhaps more 
that could be found with further research, this 
synthesis provides a very effective context for 
understanding the development of Carolina’s 
dependence on rice in the eighteenth century. It 
traces the history of rice cultivation through 
upland cultivation (which continued as a means 
of providing “pure” seed well into the 
nineteenth century) to rainfed lowland 
cultivation to irrigated cultivation.  

 
While most see the role African 

Americans played in the introduction of rice 
cultivation as a central question, we believe that 
this detracts from other significant issues, such 
as the role of seed improvement and the role of 
mechanized processing. In addition, while it is 
perhaps intriguing to speculate on the role the 
enslaved played in this commercialization of 
this crop, there has yet to be any thorough 
research on cultivation techniques already well 
understood by Europeans from Portugal, Spain, 
or Italy. Until these antecedents are carefully 
documented, it is gratuitous to attribute rice 
cultivation techniques to African Americans. 
Research time could be far better spent 
researching and proving, or disproving, 
European origins. 

 
Another significant, but often 

overlooked issue, is the late eighteenth century 
evolution from inland swamps with reservoirs 
to the use of tidal irrigation. While previous 
researchers have well described the technology, 
there has been little interest in understanding 
why, or how, this change took place. We have 
found that Chaplin (1993) provides an 
imminently reasonable explanation, explaining 

that the social and economic upheaval of the 
American Revolution provided a springboard 
for the abandonment of old processes and the 
adoption of new ideas. In essence Carney 
explains that change in Carolina’s well 
established and conservative planting 
community took place only in the face of crisis. 
And it was the crisis of the Revolution, taking its 
toll on established rice plantations, that turned 
ambitious rice planters away from their 
moderately successful inland fields to vast new 
uncleared tidal tracts.   

 
This process first involved the 

wealthiest planters, not because they were any 
more forward thinking, but rather because they 
had the capital – enslaved African Americans – 
against which to borrow the funds necessary to 
enter this era. For many the choice came down 
to either rebuilding inland plantations, where 
the limits of profitability were well known and 
the process well understood, or building new 
plantations where the possibilities appeared 
boundless. 

 
Chaplin notes that with each step of the 

process, each expansion from dry to swamp and 
from swamp to tidal, there was the requirement 
for a greater infusion of labor, and that required 
more investment of capital in African American 
slaves. This demand created, and then 
maintained, the black majority along the 
Carolina coast. But it had other affects as well. 
For example, with each advancement the 
working conditions deteriorated, causing more 
slaves to run-off, persistently eroding whites’ 
authority over their property. Further authority 
was given up with the development of the task 
system. And with the task system came 
questions of fairness and equality of the tasks 
assigned – causing yet further erosion in the 
power of white masters over their black slaves. 
Even as the system expanded, became more 
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productive, and created greater wealth, the 
seeds of its own destruction had already been 
sown. Moreover, as the economic discussion 
reveals, while some made great fortunes, by the 
second quarter of the nineteenth century rice 
had entered an economic slump from which it 
would never recover. 
 
History of the Mazyck Tract 
 
 In spite of their early prominence, the 
Mazyck’s left few accounts of their social history 
and no plantation records. Even the land records 
are difficult to interpret since no eighteenth 
century plats exist and the land was retained in 
the same family, resulting in vague descriptions 
of boundaries. Consequently, the reconstruction 
of activities on what came to be know as the 
Liberty Hall tract are sketchy at best. 
Nevertheless, we have found indications that 
support our context of eighteenth century rice 
cultivation. 
 
 Isaac Mazyck arrived in Charleston 1686 
and by 1700 was clearly prosperous as a 
merchant. Exemplifying the trend for retiring 
merchants to become gentlemen planters, 
Mazyck used his commercial fortune to buy 
plantation land in Goose Creek – an easy trip 
from Charleston and the favored rural 
neighborhood of many early Huguenot families. 
The Liberty Hall parcel seems to have been 
acquired by 1726 and was at least raising cattle, 
if not rice. 
 
 At his death in 1736, much of his large 
estate was left to be sold for distribution among 
his heirs. In 1737 Benjamin Mazyck acquired the 
900 acre Liberty Hall tract for £5,200. There is 
some evidence that, like other early plantation 
owners, Benjamin pursued a mixture of 
endeavors on his Foster’s Creek plantation, 
including rice, brick making, cutting timber, and 
probably ranching.  The Liberty Hall tract, 
however, never seems to have been a country 
seat, but was always a working plantation. 
There is good evidence that the neighboring 
Springfield Plantation, owned by Benjamin’s 

nephew Stephen Mazyck, was considered the 
family retreat. 
 
 During the Revolution the Mazycks 
actively supported the American forces and, at 
the conclusion of the war, Benjamin submitted a 
claim for £428.5.5 that included rice (straw, 
cleaned, and rough), wood, corn blades, sheep, 
beef, and lead balls. This gives some additional 
indication of the activities taking place on 
Benjamin’s tracts.  
 
 We speculate that while Benjamin 
recovered from the economic setbacks of the 
Revolution he was middle aged and does not 
appear to have chosen to invest in the new tidal 
lands – he apparently chose the conservative 
path of maintaining his existing properties 
rather than seeking additional fortune 
elsewhere. It seems unlikely, however, that 
much effort was spent in rejuvenating the 
existing rice lands. 
 
 With Benjamin’s death in 1800, the 
property passed to son Stephen as a trust. He 
provided Stephen with the benefits of the 
property, but prevented the tract from being 
encumbered by his debts. After Stephen’s death 
his wife would have use of the property, and it 
would then pass to Stephen’s children. 
 
 We note that Stephen seems to have 
justified his father’s caution. Either unwise or 
unlucky, Stephen failed to add to his inheritance 
and died in 1808 with heavy debts. The Liberty 
Hall tract – almost certainly unprofitable – 
passed to Stephen’s three children, Benjamin, 
Alexander Stephen, and Paul. By 1827 a case 
was brought to divide or dispose of the 
property. Heard in 1834, all of Stephen’s 
children were dead and the plantation was 
ordered to be sold. The advertisement portrays a 
plantation where the early inland reserve system 
was still in place, but one that may not have 
been planted in recent years. The plantation was 
probably not being heavily cultivated, although 
new slave cabins had recently been constructed 
– indicating that there was some activity on the 
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tract. The property was acquired by Mazyck’s 
son-in-law, Charles L. Desel, a wealthy 
Charleston merchant. 
 
 There is no more information 
concerning his activities on the parcel then there 
had been for earlier residents. We are, however, 
inclined to believe that this represents one last, 
and largely vain, attempt to keep the property in 
family hands and to maintain a way of life that 
had already passed them by. 
 
 The historical account suggests that the 
Mazyck’s were unable, or unwilling, to adopt to 
the new technologies and changes that 
accompanied the Revolution. They sought to 
maintain the status quo – with predictable 
economic results.  
 
The Archaeological Studies 
 
 The archaeological research at 38BK1900 
revealed two distinct occupations. The earliest 
on the site, at Areas B and D (the two most 
western), yielded mean ceramic dates of 1734 
and 1736. These dates suggest occupation began 
during the initial ownership of Isaac Mazyck 
and extended into the period of his son, 
Benjamin’s, ownership. The recovered materials 
strongly suggest that both sites were abandoned 
by the time of the American Revolution – 
perhaps earlier. 
 

While the dates are nearly identical, the 
two sites are otherwise very different. The 
materials found in Area B include architectural 
remains such as window glass, plaster, and 
abundant brick – all suggesting a relatively 
higher status dwelling. The ceramics are 
primarily European, although Colono wares are 
found in the assemblage.  These Colono wares 
closely resemble those found at other Goose 
Creek locations. The paste consistently includes 
a relatively large proportion of grit, although it 
is well smoothed. Rim diameters range from 5 to 
14 inches divided between jar and shallow bowl 
forms, with the greatest number being about 8 
inches in diameter. Charring or sooting is 

common on the bowls, suggests their use in fire 
for cooking, perhaps as “Dutch ovens.” This 
slave-made pottery accounts for 43% of the 
ceramic assemblage – far exceeding anything 
found at Broom Hall or Crowfield. It is likely 
that these results reflect both the economics of 
the times, as well as the status of the individuals 
at Area B. 

 
Utilitarian wares represent slightly over 

29% of the collection – a very high percentage 
compared to other eighteenth century sites in 
the area. The tableware vessels found are almost 
exclusively hollow ware – indicative of stews 
and other one-pot meals.   

 
Area B also produced arms-related 

items, personal goods, a very large quantity of 
tobacco items, and at least a few clothing and 
toy items.  This results in an artifact pattern that 
closely resembles the Revised Carolina Artifact 
Pattern – suggestive of whites during the 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.  

 
The faunal remains from Area B are 

unique in that they include a very large quantity 
of cow, but no evidence of other domestic 
mammals. Wild species, such as possum, 
raccoon, are all suggestive of opportunistic 
catches in close proximity to the settlement. The 
cow remains exhibit a range of cuts and provide 
clear evidence through hack marks of on-site 
butchering. This suggests that cattle were a 
common commodity on the plantation and 
comprised a bulk of the meat for the residents at 
Area B. 

 
We believe that Area B represents the 

dwelling for a white overseer’s family in the 
very early eighteenth century. This may be the 
only well-documented eighteenth century 
overseer in the Charleston area and it provides a 
unique glimpse of the life of those working on a 
rice plantation. The settlement was situated on 
the edge of the rice swamp – but was on the 
highest ground available for settlement. The 
structure did include enough brick for piers and 
probably a chimney, but was other of frame 
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construction. The occupant, based on the 
artifacts and especially the ceramics and faunal 
remains, was certainly not of planter status.  
 
 In contrast, Area D provides a very 
different picture. The site was occupied at the 
same time as the overseer’s dwelling, but the 
remains are very different. There is almost no 
indication of architectural remains, suggesting 
ephemeral, ground-fast construction. European 
ceramics are nearly absent, while Colono wares 
are abundant, comprising 85% of the kitchen 
collection. These Colono wares are 
indistinguishable from those recovered at the 
overseer’s structure in Area B. They, too, have a 
gritty paste, evidence of sooting, and both jar 
and bowl vessel forms (with most having a 
diameter of about 7 inches). Arms artifacts are 
absent, as are clothing items, personal goods, 
and toys. Even tobacco related items are found 
in low numbers. The assemblage, in all regards, 
is impoverished. 
 
 When the artifact pattern is examined 
we find that it closely resembles that of the 
Carolina Slave Pattern – typically found at 
eighteenth century slave sites. 
 
 These data strongly suggest that we 
have a small, very early eighteenth century slave 
settlement associated with the rice fields at 
Liberty Hall. The settlement was located on very 
low land, situated within a protective dike.  
 
 These two settlements provide a clear 
juxtaposition of lifeways – overseer and slave – 
on early eighteenth century rice plantations. 
While we are accustomed to recognizing slavery 
as an evil institution, we rarely have the 
opportunity to compare and contrast early 
eighteenth century settlements in this fashion. 
And, as mentioned earlier, there are even fewer 
opportunities to examine the lifeways of an 
early eighteenth century overseer. This is 
particularly troubling since Morgan (1998:326) 
estimates that far more than one in two 
plantations in the eighteenth century low 
country were operated not by owners, but by 

white overseers. This class of poor whites – in 
spite of its large numbers – has been even more 
invisible in archaeological research than the 
ubiquitous African American slave. The results 
of this study reveal a family over very limited 
means living on middling and lower cuts of 
meat, virtually all prepared as stews, and all 
butchered on site. The family had a very large 
number of storage vessels, but almost no plates 
or other fineries.  
 
 In addition to these early eighteenth 
century settlements, we investigated two very 
early nineteenth century loci. Identified as Areas 
A and C, both were located to the east on higher 
and drier ground than Area D. Both have a 
mean ceramic date of 1804, suggesting 
contemporaneous occupation. Both were settled 
shortly after the Revolution, perhaps about 1790, 
and both were abandoned about 1830. The 
settlement period suggests a reorganization of 
the plantation after the Revolution – perhaps 
associated with the death of Benjamin Mazyck 
or perhaps only with the end of hostilities and 
an effort to renew plantation activities. The 
termination of the two settlements appears to 
coincide with the suit brought to dispose of the 
property. We know that by 1854 (the date of the 
only plat available) a new settlement had been 
constructed southeast of Areas A and C. We 
believe that Desel, with his acquisition of the 
plantation in 1834, shifted the core of the 
plantation – building for the first time a main 
house and relocating all of the slave settlements 
in a nucleated row.  
 
 The two settlements found in Areas A 
and C appear very similar and, we believe, are 
likely the location of individual slave structures. 
At both we found primarily European ceramics 
(comprising and 60-64% of the kitchen artifacts); 
with relatively small quantities of Colono ware 
pottery. Pearlwares are most common in both 
collections and whitewares are entirely absent 
(supporting the abandonment of these locations 
around 1830). While the samples of Colono ware 
are hardly sufficient to make any detailed 
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observations, they appear indistinguishable 
from those found at the far earlier settlements. 
 
 Other artifacts are relatively uncommon. 
Architectural remains are limited to nails, with 
very low quantities of brick. This suggests that 
the structures at the site continue to represent 
earthfast and relatively ephemeral buildings. 
Tobacco, arms, and clothing items are scarce. 
While personal items are also uncommon, two 
specimens at Area C – a blue bead and fragment 
of mirror – may represent African American 
activities that may go unrecognized in 
archaeological studies. 
 
 The artifact pattern from Areas A and C 
– especially in the key groups of kitchen and 
architecture – are in line with the Carolina Slave 
Artifact Pattern in spite of the nineteenth 
century date. This suggests that efforts at 
ameliorating the conditions of slavery had not 
yet reached this particular Goose Creek 
plantation and that conditions were still very 
much as they had been in the early eighteenth 
century, nearly 100 years earlier. 
 
 While these investigations failed to 
reveal intact architectural remains or to provide 
faunal remains outside the overseer’s quarter, 
the findings are still very significant for our 
understanding of rice plantations in the Goose 
Creek area. Not only do we have data from an 
early eighteenth century overseer, but we also 
have data that suggest conditions did not 
radically improve during the first third of the 
nineteenth century for at least some enslaved 
African Americans. Coupled with the historic 
overview of rice cultivation, 38BK1900 has 
provided important information concerning the 
early history of Goose Creek. 
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