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You can get it if you really want 
You can get it if you really want 
You can get it if you really want 
But you must try, try and try, try and try 
You’ll succeed at last 
Persecution you must bear 
Win or lose you got to get your share 
Got your mind set on a dream 
You can get it though hard it may seem now 

-- Jimmy Cliff, “You Can Get it if You Really Want” 
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ABSTRACT 
This research explores the history and 

archaeology of a portion of what became known as 
Mullet Hall Plantation and includes five 
archaeological sites: 38CH1541, 38CH1542, 
38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 38CH2244, situated on 
the southern shore of Johns Island, adjacent to 
Mullet Hall Creek.  

These investigations are the result of 
compliance studies that began in 1994 and 
represent an initial phase of development of what 
is today being called Kiawah River Plantation.  An 
MOA for the property between the Charleston 
District Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the 
S.C. Department of Archives and History (SCDAH) 
was signed in 2015. The proposal for work at these 
five sites was prepared in July 2016 and approved 
by the client in October 2016. Approval was 
received from the Corps and SCDAH in December 
2017. The investigations were conducted between 
January and May 2017, with additional 
investigations conducted in June 2017.  

While only 15 miles from Charleston (over 
20 miles by water), Johns Island was historically 
isolated and has received little archaeological 
investigation, with most of the attention focused on 
antebellum plantation settlements. The studies at 
Mullet Hall spanned the colonial through 
postbellum periods, though our emphasis is on the 
earliest settlements. 

The earliest evidence of historic activity is 
the 1727 sale of the property by Richard Floyd to 
Anthony Mathews. The Mathews family retained 
the parcel until its sale in 1791 by Benjamin 
Mathews to Thomas Mullet. Mullet sold the 
plantation to James Legare in 1794 and by that 
time, the property was commonly known as Mullet 
Hall. Legare was likely the first owner who lived on 
the plantation, with earlier proprietors being 
absentee owners.  The Legare family maintained 
control until 1923 when Kate Legare, widow of 

Francis Y. Legare, moved to another of her 
plantations and sold Mullet Hall to the Dill Ball 
Company. 

Distinct from Mullet Hall was a smaller 
plantation owned by James Witter, also dating to 
the colonial period. This plantation remained 
separate until the late antebellum when it entered 
the Legare property.  

Archaeological investigations at 
38CH2242 document a small slave hamlet settled 
very shortly after the settlement of Charleston 
(1670) and continuing until the end of the 
eighteenth century, when slaves were likely 
consolidated at 38CH1547 (not currently studied). 

Equally early were enslaved settlements at 
38CH1543 and 38CH2244, located on Mullet Hall. 
Consisting of only a few wall trench structures, 
these were largely African settlements with little 
European interaction. We believe the plantation 
economy was focused on subsistence planting, 
ranching, and naval stores. These settlements were 
abandoned in the last decade of the eighteenth 
century, at the time Legare acquired Mullet Hall 
and began a new settlement at 38CH1542. 
Although this site also exhibited one or two wall 
trench structures from the late eighteenth century, 
they were quickly replaced by “modern” raised, 
frame slave houses typical of the antebellum. Site 
38CH1542 continued to be the primary slave 
settlement at antebellum Mullet Hall throughout 
the antebellum, up to about 1920, when a new 
tenant settlement was established. 

The main settlement, seen on late 
antebellum maps, began (as the other sites 
studied), shortly after the founding of Charleston. 
During the period of absentee ownership, it is likely 
that few, if any, whites lived at the site.  As a result, 
the dominant architecture found at 38CH1541 
consists of wall trench structures, as well as clay-
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floored structures exhibiting subfloor pits identical 
to those reported in Virginia and often associated 
with the African Ibo (Egbo) people. The 
identification of these pits and their associated 
structures marks the first time this architecture 
has been documented in South Carolina. 

With the acquisition of Mullet Hall by 
James Legare, a more formal plantation setting was 
developed at 38CH1541 and the site gradually took 
on the appearance seen in late antebellum maps. 
By this time, the plantation had shifted from 
subsistence farming, ranching, and naval stores, to 
cotton agriculture. Rice was apparently 
experimented with during the late colonial period, 
but there is little evidence that the plantation was 
particularly wedded to the crop. 

The investigations at Mullet Hall focus on 
the transition discussed by Peter Wood and other 
historians of enslaved Africans to African 
Americans. The site provides assemblages that 
represent the earliest settlements by Africans in 
the Charleston area and it has been possible to 
document not only different structures, but also 
artifact patterns that appear distinct from those 
developed for later, antebellum slave settlements. 
In particular, we find that kitchen-related artifacts 
may account for over 90% of the assemblage, while 

other remains, most notably architectural items, 
account for far less than 10%. We see a culture of 
abject poverty, far more severe that seen during 
the antebellum. 

Foodways also appear distinct from those 
developed using predominately antebellum 
assemblages. Counterintuitively, European 
provisions are far more numerous than observed at 
later sites. This suggests that while owners 
provided few goods to their newly acquired slaves, 
they were providing refuse cuts of beef and pork. 
Plants, evidenced by charred remains, pollen, 
phytoliths, and starch analysis, were abundant at 
the sites, suggesting that these early Africans 
wasted no time in acquainting themselves with 
their environment. We also believe that they 
quickly developed a diverse pharmacopeia.  

This first phase of development at Mullet 
Hall has allowed an exceptional story of adaptation 
and survival in the African American community to 
be told. As future development progresses, it is 
important to realize that there are two additional 
plantations on the property, offering an 
unprecedented opportunity to compare and 
contrast evidence of early African settlement in 
South Carolina. 
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Introduction 

1 

This project began in 1994, with a 
reconnaissance survey of what is known locally as 
Mullet Hall Plantation (Adams and Trinkley 1994). 
Even in 1994, we observed that where Native 
American sites were most likely to be encountered, 
there was both deep plowing and extensive 
dredging operations, making the recovery of 
prehistoric or protohistoric remains unlikely. 
However, one previously recorded archaeological 
site (38CH487) was revisited and 11 new 
archaeological sites (38CH1539 - 38CH1549) were 
recorded. All were historic sites. 

After nearly a decade and a half, this 
reconnaissance was followed by an intensive 
survey (Trinkley et al. 2008) which identified 26 
sites, including those previously visited. As a result 
of this work, six sites were recommended eligible 

for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places, 11 sites were recommended not eligible, 
and the remaining nine sites were recommended 
for additional investigations. A Memorandum of 
Agreement for the treatment of these 
archaeological sites was signed by the consulting 
parties on September 15, 2015. Preparations for 
data recovery were begun shortly thereafter.  

Mullet Hall, on which the James Legare 
Plantation is situated, is found on the southwest 
side of Johns Island, across from Kiawah Island and 
northeast of Seabrook Island (Figure 1). 

Mullet and Legare 
Plantation 

The 1994 recon-
naissance and subse-
quent 2008 intensive 
survey identified 
archaeological sites 
38CH1541, 1542, 1543, 
2242, and 2244. The first 
is a plantation settlement 
identified on a late 
antebellum map, while 
38CH1542 is shown on 
the same map as two 
linear slave settlements 
along the edge of the 
marsh to the south of the 
main settlement. Sites 
38CH1543, 2242, and 
2244 are not shown on 
maps, but all appeared to 
date from the eighteenth 
century. 

Over the course 

Figure 1. Location of Mullet and Legare Plantation on Johns Island in Charleston 
County, South Carolina. 
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of the two investigations, over 250 shovel tests 
were excavated at the main settlement (38CH-
1541), with about 48% of these tests being positive 
and suggesting a site that was about 300 feet east-
west by upwards of 600 feet north-south. We found 
a plowzone about 0.8 foot in depth overlying 
subsoil, with some indication of subsoiling. 
Artifacts were limited to the plowzone, although 
we were unable to discount the possibility of 
buried features.  

Various analytic methods suggest a date 
range at the site from perhaps 1757 to about 1835, 
with dense occupation between perhaps 1760 and 
1820. 

At the nearby slave settlement, 38CH1542, 
nearly 220 shovel tests were excavated between 
the two investigations, with about 45% being 
positive. Soil profiles resembled those at 
38CH1541 and all of the artifacts were recovered 
from the plowzone, about 0.8 foot in depth. The site 
appears to measure about 1,200 feet east-west 
along the marsh edge and extends inland about 500 
feet. Although period drawings show two distinct 
settlements, the shovel testing was not able to 
distinguish between the two areas.  

 At this site, artifacts suggest a more 
recent date, from about 1812 through 1887. 

The remaining sites (38CH1543, 
38CH2242, and 38CH2244) were also tested, but 
were identified as requiring additional 
investigations. 

Previous Historical 
Archaeology 

Charleston County has received a great 
deal of archaeological attention, even if one limits 
the review of sites which have received data 
recovery investigations. In 1994 Steen et al. (1994) 
prepared a bibliography of archaeological work 
specific to Charleston, Berkeley, and Dorchester 
counties, which followed on the heels of a 
statewide bibliography (Derting et al. 1991). Stine 
and Adams (2004) have worked carefully to 

synthesize the early plantation archaeology efforts, 
broadly classifying research into four broad topical 
areas. These include landscape studies; 
examination of colono wares; exploration of issues 
of African American religion, magic, and ritual; and 
issues of ethnicity and cultural identify, again 
usually focused on enslaved Africans (Stine and 
Adams 2004:30-34). 

There are, of course, a broad range of other 
research issues that have been, and continue to be, 
explored, including comparison of owner and 
enslaved; examination of diets and foodways; and 
exploration of status differences among both 
whites and African Americans.  

In spite of the volume of research, we may 
sometimes forget that the work has been spread 
over a vast area – spatially and temporally – and in 
that area there are a variety of historical 
differences that are likely to affect archaeological 
manifestations and footprints. Just as, broadly 
speaking, eighteenth century plantations present 
different archaeological features than nineteenth 
century plantations, so too do plantations of 
wealthy owners compared to middling status 
planters. And not to be an environmental 
determinist, but it seems reasonable that different 
soils would affect plantation profitability and 
hence the archaeological character. 

Chicora has explored some of these 
differences looking at the plantation and slave 
settlement of a middling or small planter in Christ 
Church Parish (Trinkley and Hacker 1996, 2001). 
We have also examined a planter’s settlement in St. 
Paul’s Parish (Trinkley and Hacker 2010). While it 
may, indeed, be time for such work to be 
synthesized as suggested by Stine and Adams 
(2004:35), one factor that seems to percolate 
through much of these research is exactly how little 
work has actually been conducted in some areas.  

For example, while there may be much 
work in and around Charleston, the parishes of St. 
Bartholomew or St. Paul have received very limited 
attention. Curiously, St. John’s falls into this same 
category of receiving limited archaeological 
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exploration. 

Kiawah Island 
 On Kiawah Island to the south of Johns 
Island, four significant plantation sites have been 
examined. The Vanderhorst and Shoolbred 
settlements were extensively investigated in 1990-
1991 (Trinkley 1993).  
 

The yard of the Vanderhorst mansion 
(38CH127), still standing, was explored, 
identifying supports for the stairs overlooking the 
water. Structure 1 is thought to be a kitchen and 
wash house which began in the late eighteenth 
century measuring about 17 by 35 feet and was 
subsequently enlarged in the early nineteenth 
century to about 19 by 37 feet with a porch. A 
portion of a central firebox was recovered. 
Structure 2 measured about 15 by 15 feet with use 
in the nineteenth century. It also appears to be a 
kitchen.  Structure 5, poorly defined, appears to 
be an eighteenth century slave dwelling.  

 
Investigations at the Shoolbred “New 

Settlement” (38CH129) focused on the mansion, 
which dated from ca. 1797 to ca. 1864, when it 
burned. It was an elaborate, and expensive, T-
shaped two-storied plan with flankers to the east 
and west. The footprint of the T-shaped building 
was about 1,600 square feet, with the two flankers 
combined contributing an additional 1,360 square 
feet. Investigations in the yard area revealed little 
trash, suggesting an effort to maintain the 
plantation landscape. An overseer’s structure is 
thought to be located to the west of the main 
settlement, but was unfortunately not explored. To 
the east was a massive brick storehouse measuring 
44 by 32 feet, though to be a cotton storehouse.  

 
The Stanyarne Plantation (38CH122) had 

already been developed before investigations, so it 
was possible to only briefly examine a few 
residential yard areas. While Stanyarne had 
consolidated Kiawah in 1737, the structure we 
identified dates somewhat later.  

 
Shoolbred’s “Old Settlement” (38CH123) 

was explored in 1994 (Trinkley and Hacker 2009). 

Six distinct slave structures were examined by this 
work (although at least 21 were present a one 
time). Two are early eighteenth century wall trench 
dwellings 8 by 8 feet and 8 by 10 feet in size. Also 
present are a post structure, two structures set on 
brick piers, and a double pen slave cabin measuring 
15 by 46 feet. 

 
The Kiawah investigations are particularly 

useful in helping to understand diachronic changes 
at the Shoolbred plantation, as well as offering the 
ability to compare and contrast two very different 
plantations. While the Vanderhorst plantation 
appears to have never been particularly profitable 
and was marked by a very modest frame residence, 
the Shoolbred settlement qualifies as a significant 
mansion, built of brick and marble, marking the 
dwelling of a very wealthy owner. Even the cotton 
house was of superior quality.  

James Island 
The most extensive work on James Island 

has been conducted by The Charleston Museum on 
what is known as the Dill Sanctuary along the Stono 
River, directly across from Johns Island. This work 
involves four primary plantations; from north to 
south these include the Catherine Parker Site 
(38CH857), Stono Plantation (38CH851), 
Turquetts Plantation (38CH465), and Rose 
Plantation (38CH464).  

 
Only limited testing has been conducted at 

the Catherine Parker site, but the evidence 
suggests it was a “colonial residential farmstead” 
dating to the third quarter of the eighteenth 
century (Anthony 2014:74). It appears, however, 
that activity areas changed over time and that the 
site may also include antebellum structures.  

 
The Stono Plantation (Anthony 2012) is 

the most thoroughly examined of the Dill sites, 
producing at least two structures. The main 
settlement, of frame construction, measured about 
24 by 16 feet, had a front porch and double 
chimney. It is thought to date from about 1780 to 
1820. A second structure is thought to be a duplex 
slave house, measuring about 21.5 by 12 feet and 
was occupied during the last quarter of the 
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eighteenth century (Epps 2004).  
 
Both Turquetts and Rose plantations 

(Anthony 2012) have received primarily testing 
exploration. While large, rich, and dating from the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, 
little more can be stated at this point. 

 
Another significant James Island 

plantation is known as McLeod, although it is 
situated further away from Johns Island, south of 
the Intracoastal Waterway and west of the Ashley 
River. Although the Charleston Museum surveyed 
much of the property (Zierden and Harris 2008), 
the best investigated component of this site is 
38CH679-3 (Eubanks et al. 1996). The survey is 
notable since it documented the intensive use of 
the Wappoo Cut shoreline, where burned materials 
and levels of fill sand were observed, as well as 
remains of postbellum docks. Like most plowzone 
sites, it was impossible to identify stratigraphic 
zones, Zierden and Harris were able to define some 
temporal information from the assemblage, 
through the proportions of datable artifacts. 

 
The investigations at 38CH679-3 are 

interesting since the site appears to predate the 
McLeod house, representing the eighteenth 
century settlement at the site. While few 
architectural features were encountered, the 
excavations suggest “a single story or 1½ story 
frame structure on a brick foundation probably 
built in a ‘Dog-trot’ style” (Eubanks et al. 
1996:100). There was a cellar or cistern on site and 
the authors believe the structure was oriented 
toward Ellis Creek. Smaller than the extant McLeod 
House, it is characterized as a “rural or country 
home” built at a time when the plantation was 
producing little income.  

 
A possible slave structure was also 

present, although little architectural data was 
recovered. The authors, however, note that, “the 
artifacts associated with the slave and main house 
areas . . . display similar levels of ascribed status,” 
suggesting there was a close relationship between 
master and slave (Eubanks et al. 1996:101).   

 

Investigations at 38CH2105, situated east-
northeast of Stono Plantation, revealed a probable 
slave settlement, although deep plowing made 
interpretation difficult (Grunden 2011; see also 
Goldberg 2014). The site yielded a mean ceramic 
date of 1766, while intact features produced an 
even earlier date of 1714. The only architectural 
feature identified was what appears to be a brick 
corner pier. The resulting artifact pattern is a close 
match to the Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern, giving 
the author confidence that the partial structure is 
associated with enslaved African Americans.  

 
A possible kitchen was examined at 

38CH1511 (Poplin et al. 2003). Situated on the 
bluff overlooking Ellis Creek, the site is found in 
north central James Island. The only structural 
remains found are interpreted to represent a post 
and frame kitchen structure measuring about 20 by 
11 feet, with a brick fire box at the west end of the 
structure, measuring about 4 by 6.5 feet. The site 
yielded a mean ceramic date of 1752, although the 
authors suggest the construction methods may 
indicate a building constructed earlier (Poplin et al. 
2003:45). The function of the structure as a kitchen 
is buttressed by the comparison of this building 
with other posited kitchens, focusing on the fire 
box sizes (Poplin et al. 2003:96). A curious feature 
of the site is that in spite of mechanical stripping, 
no other structures or activity areas were 
discovered (four structures are shown on a late 
eighteenth century plat).  

Mainland 
There are at least three mainland sites 

adjacent to the Stono River that are worth 
consideration: Dixie, Bolton (38CH2017), and 
Wappoo (38CH1199/1200). 

 
Dixie is thought to be the plantation of 

Joseph Fickling by the early nineteenth century and 
the portion of the site investigated is thought to 
represent a dwelling for an enslaved resident. 
Although the mean ceramic date is calculated to be 
about 1790, the bulk of the specimens date from 
the first half of the nineteenth century (Falls 
2014:51). No site number was assigned by Falls 
and unfortunately, no architectural data was 
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recovered. 
 
The investigations at Bolton (Franz et al. 

2012) identified several plantation structures at 
Locus 2, including a manor house, estimated to 
measure about 32 by 23 feet, a kitchen for the 
structure, and a slave settlement area. The slave 
structures are described as frame, about 28 feet 
wide. The depth was not determined, but the 
authors speculate that they may have been square. 
Analysis was made difficult by the presence of 
phosphate mining activities and occupation. 
Nevertheless, the authors note abundant colono 
ware associated with the plantation components, 
accounting for about 18% of the ceramic 
assemblage. 

 
The third site, Wappoo Plantation 

(Gardner and Poplin 1992), included portions of 
two structures dating from the eighteenth and 

early nineteenth centuries. One of these consisted 
of a brick foundation, measuring 13 by 12 feet with 
an end chimney. It was interpreted by the authors 
as a kitchen. The other structure, described as 
“amorphous and incomplete” was a post and 
trench or earthfast building that might have been 
composed of two rooms, at least one of which 
measured about 21 feet (Gardner and Poplin 
1992:101). This structure was interpreted as a 
possible main house or overseer’s house, although 
it seems far more reasonable to assume it was a 
slave house. Also present was a filled well, which 
was not fully excavated.  

Seabrook Island 

We have been unable to identify any data 
recovery excavations of Seabrook Island 
plantations from the records of the South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) 

 
Figure 2. Map showing the location of various sites discussed in this section. Site locations are approximate 

and all sites are prefixed with 38 (except for Dixie which was not assigned a site number). 
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or The Digital Archaeological Record (tDAR).  

Wadmalaw Island 

The one data recovery report identified for 
Wadmalaw Island involves LaRoche Plantation 
(38CH1422) where a mid-eighteenth century 
structure was identified. The mean ceramic date 
for the structure was determined to be 1729 and 
while there were intact structural remains, little 
more could be said then that it was likely a slave or 
overseer residence (Rust and Poplin 1996). An 
associated site, 38CH1424, failed to produce any 
intact remains. 

Johns Island 

One of the most notable plantations on the 
island is Fenwick Hall (38CH84), overlooking the 
Stono River on the east side of the island. The 
structure, still standing, was placed on the National 
Register in 1972 along with 9-acres of surrounding 
property. The boundaries were increased in 2009. 
Archaeology, however, has been limited to several 
surveys, including examinations of the causeway 
across the marshes and Penny Creek to the Stono 
(38CH1146, 38CH2263), as well as two parcels 
identified as C and D that contain several sites 
requiring additional research (38CH1292, 
38CH1656) (Bean 2009). The investigations at 
38CH1292 revealed a probable brick barn or stable 
dating from the nineteenth century (Fletcher and 
Harvey 2002). The structure apparently contained 
two pens, each measuring 11 by21 feet.  

 
We have identified two plantations on 

Johns Island which have received previous 
investigations. 

 
One of these is the Cane Slash Plantation 

slave settlement (38CH2048). This site is situated 
in a more interior location in the eastern portion of 
the island and is notable in that it does not have 
deep water access. Investigations here are 
primarily survey and historic research, although 
extensive testing revealed what appears to be an 
eighteenth and nineteenth century slave 
settlement with temporal variation recognized 
spatially. Testing also revealed several brick 

features, suggesting raised piers and chimney 
construction (Sipes et al. 2006:62). 

 
Data recovery investigations have been 

conducted at Gift Plantation (38CH1244), situated 
on the north edge of the island, overlooking the 
Stono River. The portion of the site investigated 
was the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
century plantation residence, although only the 
management summary is available at SCIAA (Rust 
1966). Apparently the site incorporated a kitchen 
midden and a structure with a ground floor cellar. 
The structure measured at least 14 by 44 feet, 
although it is possible that it covered an area 40 by 
50 feet (Rust 1966:7, 9).  

Research Goals 
 Examination of these previous projects 
reveals a variety of recurring research themes that 
are worth reviewing. One immediate conclusion, 
however, is how few investigations have actually 
been conducted. We certainly are nowhere near a 
redundancy in archaeological data for any St. John’s 
Colleton plantation research. Data (and even 
reports) are spotty and often lack consistency. 
They fail to explore the entire economic spectrum 
and likely provide us with only an incomplete, and 
likely biased, view of area plantations in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 

Architecture 

 Many of the projects have produced 
structural remains. Of course, these tend be 
relatively obvious during survey work, manifesting 
themselves as dense concentrations of bricks or 
other architectural debris and may even be 
suggested by period maps.  
 

Examples of identified structures include 
almost exclusively main houses, kitchens, and slave 
houses (although a combination kitchen and wash 
house and a cotton house were found on Kiawah). 
Of these, slave dwellings are most common 
(accounting for 13 of the 28 structures). This isn’t 
surprising, given the population of enslaved 
African Americans and the expected tendency for 
these structures to be often rebuilt. 
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Undocumented, archaeologically, are the vast 
number of plantation structures recounted by 
authors such as Vlach (1993). While smokehouses, 
barns, overseer’s houses, and other outbuildings 
may be more ephemeral and less statistically 
common, it is still troubling that they seem not be 
encountered, even when large areas are 
mechanically stripped. 

 
The area slave houses with dimensions 

range from 64 to 345 square feet. The smaller 
structures tended to be earlier and more 
ephemeral colonial dwellings. The larger tended to 
be frame structures from the antebellum.  
 
 Five likely kitchens have been 
encountered (one of these was rebuilt), with 
footprints of about 156 square feet to 351 square 
feet. We can speculate that size depended on the 
frequency of the owner’s occupation and need for 
elaborate meal preparation, but we really don’t 
have much on which to base this interpretation. 
 
 Main houses, represented by eight 
examples, including two still standing, exhibit 
equal or greater variation. Two of the structures – 
Fenwick Hall and Shoolbred – were constructed as 
massive brick mansions. The others tend to be 
more modest structures, ranging from 384 to 736 
square feet, although we suspect that they were 
minimally a story and a half and may have been two 
stories. Often this information was either not 
accessible to the researcher or it was not included 
in the analyses. In one case, uncertainty regarding 
construction features leaves us with a structure 
that may range from 660 square feet to perhaps as 
much as 2,000 square feet. 
 
 One curious identification is the presence 
of a “dog trot” style as the predecessor of the 
current McLeod main house. The authors don’t 
explain how the structure was determined to be 
dog-trot, rather than a more conventional double 
pen structure or hall and parlor dwelling. 
Nevertheless, accepting the contention, the posited 
construction date range of 1740 to 1820 would 
make it very early, especially since Glassie 
(1968:89, 96, 98) suggests the style originated 

about 1825. 
 
 Thus, we have a significant range of 
architectural styles, although few of the 
investigations are sufficiently detailed to allow us 
to reasonably compare the resulting data to 
historic syntheses such as those offered by Fick 
(2005) or Smith (1999). 
 
 Moreover, the sample available makes it 
impossible to make meaningful temporal or spatial 
observation. In other words, Smith (1999) outlines 
a variety of temporal changes she feels were 
occurring in colonial period architecture. 
Archaeology is not capable of making a substantive 
contribution because of our limited data. Similarly, 
as the historic overview will reveal, there are 
significant economic differences not only among 
individual planters, but also among those planters 
of the different sea islands on the eve of the Civil 
War. It seems reasonable to expect that these 
differences might be reflected in the architecture, 
but again we simply don’t have the samples to 
make reasonable conjecture. 

Landscape 

 In spite of several projects having very 
complete historic plats or period maps, relatively 
few have been able to explore the plantation 
landscape. Often only a small portion of the 
plantation is available for study, precluding any 
study of plantation organization or layout and 
requiring a focus on a single structure instead. 
 

Notable exceptions are the work by the 
Charleston Museum at their Dill Sanctuary sites, 
where outside of a compliance framework, the 
researchers are able to explore different spatial 
areas as desired. Relatively little of this work is 
widely available at present. 
 
 Because much of Fenwick is still standing, 
a wide variety of landscape organization issues can 
be explored at this site, but archaeological 
questions have not been a priority thus far. 
 
 Otherwise, the closest approximation 
occurs on Kiawah, where a variety of structures 
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and the organization were examined at both the 
Shoolbred “New Settlement,” and the Vanderhorst 
Plantation. Features such as shell pathways and 
brick drains were explored, as well as the physical 
arrangement of the plantation core.  
 
 The sample is so small that it precludes 
any meaningful commentary, except to note that by 
studying plantation arrangement it is possible to 
approximate the owner’s world view. For example, 
at Vanderhorst, the main house is oriented toward 
the water, with shell paths, and even without 
formal gardens, this created a social space. 
Servant’s quarters were to the south of the house 
(toward the interior), around the marsh edges 
where their presence would not impinge on the 
impression created. At Shoolbred the grand 
mansion was set in a very formal landscape with 
Georgian symmetry. The grounds were 
maintained, and with underground drains, helped 
create an almost urban setting. The closest 
structure was the equally grand brick cotton house, 
a symbol of the planter’s power and wealth. 
 
 While efforts to document individual 
buildings are critical, so too is the need to 
document how the structures relate to one-
another, and how taken together they created the 
statement the owner sought to present to the world 
around him. 

Dietary Studies 

 A variety of studies have clearly 
documented the difference between urban and 
plantation dietary practices (e.g., Reitz 1986, 
1995); what is not so clear is the variation found 
both temporally and spatially. Initial research 
understandably looked at the rural/urban 
dichotomy from the standpoint of the coastal plain. 
It may be time to explore differences that could 
help define more regional models. In particular, if 
as we suggest in a following section, there are 
significant economic differences between the 
planters of different islands, are those differences 
visible in foods present? 
 
 While faunal and, generally, floral studies 
are common components of data recovery reports 

for the vicinity, pollen studies are not the norm. 
Nor are other studies, such as the exploration of 
lipids presents in carbonized materials on colono 
sherds. Such studies tend to expensive and time-
consuming, with results uncertain. There is ample 
reason to avoid their incorporation in data 
recovery projects. Nevertheless, they seem to be 
the next stage in our exploration of dietary issues. 
 
 In addition, a recurring theme is that the 
faunal materials found fail to meet the commonly 
defined threshold of at least 200 individuals (MNI) 
or 1,400 identifiable bones (NISP number of 
identified specimens to species) to provide reliable 
interpretations (Grayson 1973; Wing and Brown 
1979). Achieving, or even approaching, this level 
requires a very dense site, a great deal of hand 
excavation, or the good fortune of identifying 
refuse areas with dense bone. Where samples are 
obtained only from units excavated for other goals 
(such of identification of architecture), it seems 
that faunal recovery will often be inadequate.  
 
 Something of a similar problem occurs 
with both floral and pollen recovery. Pollen can be 
affected by its depositional environment and many 
vegetable sources are unlikely to be preserved by 
burning. To some degree, both of these issues can 
be mitigated by very large samples, although this 
approach can be very expensive. 

Artifacts and Status 

 At the level of pattern analysis, Beaman 
(2001) has developed the Carolina Elite Pattern, a 
rural compliment to Zierden’s urban Townhouse 
Pattern observed in Charleston, South Carolina 
(Grimes and Zierden 1988). This may provide 
assistance in distinguishing between the planters 
on the several islands.   
 
 While it seems unlikely that an owner’s 
wealth would automatically extend to his enslaved 
African Americans, the same question regarding 
identifiable differences among slaves by region is 
also worth considering. Are those slaves working 
on more prosperous islands treated more 
generously by their owners? Conversely, where 
there is greater economic pressure, do the slaves 
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suffer as a result? 
 
 We also notice that often a single slave 
structure is examined and this does not allow 
intrasite comparisons. Samples may not need to be 
especially large, but it seems useful to obtain 
samples from multiple houses, as long as the 
architecture appears similar. Comparison of 
ceramics, personal items, clothing, and other 
artifacts may help establish differences between 
individual slaves, allowing a wider variety of 
lifeways to be studied. Such work may also help 
identify slave overseers (perhaps based on the 
presence of more activity artifacts) or healers 
(perhaps based on the presence of crystals, mirror 
fragments, or beads).  
 
 It seems unreasonable to continue to 
explore colono typology, given the excellent 
studies currently available. What is reasonable, we 
believe, is to examine where the colono occurs, in 
what frequency, and in what shapes and forms. As 
previously mentioned, it seems that the carbonized 
deposits on the interior of these vessels have been 
overlooked for far too long and future research 
should attempt to expand on that conducted at 
Crowfield in the Goose Creek area (Trinkley et al. 
2003).  

Refuse Disposal 

 Several of the studies for this region have 
tackled refuse disposal practices (see, for example, 
Franz et al. 2012:357-359). While a broad 
approach is taken, Franz and his colleagues 
document the variation in refuse disposal practices 
found on plantations, ranging from South’s (1977) 
Brunswick Pattern where trash is thrown out of 
rear doors and windows, to sheet midden at 
different locations on the site, to the use of pits 
(such as noted by Wheaton et al. 1983), to the use 
of marsh or rivers as convenient depositories 
(Zierden and Calhoun 1983; Whitley et al. 2001). 
 
 Interpretation at some sites has been 
hindered by either limited investigations or mixed 
assemblages. It may be useful to spend additional 
resources on an effort to determine, if possible, the 
cultural practices that lead to one form of disposal 

over another. In addition, we have noticed that 
attributions of marsh refuse deposits seem to occur 
as an explanation of “last resort,” i.e., being used 
when there is no other obvious explanation for the 
disposal of trash. In relatively few situations have 
archaeologists had the luxury of actually exploring 
the marsh for such deposits. The only exception 
with which we are familiar is the work at the 
Mitchelville site (Trinkley 1986:120). While Franz 
and his colleagues are correct that marsh 
environments will quickly destroy most organic 
materials, iron, wood, leather, glass, and ceramics 
will be well preserved in many marsh settings.  

Memorandum of Agreement 
A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was 

approved by the State Historic Preservation Office 
(signed August 17, 2015), the Corps of Engineers 
(signed September 3, 2015), and Kiawah River 
Plantation Holdings (signed August 6, 2015) in 
partial fulfillment of Permit Number SAC-2008-
0l605-2IG.  

 
Data recovery plans for 38CH1541 and 

38CH1542 were prepared by Chicora Foundation 
and were submitted to the signatory parties on 
October 3, 2016. The plans were approved by the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on 
December 13, 2016 and the Corps by the end of 
December. Plans were also submitted at the same 
time for testing at 38CH1543, 28CH1549, 
38CH2242, and 38CH2244 to allow determinations 
of eligibility. These were also approved by both the 
SHPO and Corps. 

 
A series of management summaries and 

site assessments have been previously submitted 
by Chicora (Trinkley 2017a, b, c, d, e, f,; Trinkley 
and Hacker 2017). Updated site forms have been 
submitted to the SC Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology. 

Curation 
The artifacts from Legare Plantation 

(38CH1541 and 38CH1542) account for 
approximately 30 cubic feet. They are processed 
according to the requirements of the South 
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Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology and are curated with that institution. 

 
The collections have been cleaned and/or 

stabilized as necessary. Selected specimens 
received professional conservation by Ms. 
Katherine Singley with Conservation 
Anthropologica. Treatment forms and associated 
documentation may be found in the permanent 
records of this project. 

 
All original and duplicate records have 

been provided to the curatorial facility on pH 
neutral, alkaline buffered paper. Photographic 
materials have been provided as tiff images on 
archival gold DVDs meeting the preservation 
standards of the National Register of Historic 
Places. 
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Environmental Sections such as this are 
usually never read. They are generally boring, rote, 
and fail to provide the reader with any motivation 
to continue. We hope this section will be at least a 
little different. Stewart explained that, “the value of 
a study of the relationships between humans and 
nature is that it reintroduces nature into its proper 
place in the story” (Stewart 1996:2). He point out 
that today we are sadly isolated from interactions 
with nature and this makes it difficult to fully 
understand, much less appreciate when “the kinds 
and directions of the winds, the consistency of the 
local atmosphere, the height of the tides, and the 
nature of the soil were crucial, ever-present 

phenomena in the lives of earlier Americans.” This 
is not to maintain, as historian Ulrich B. Phillips did, 
that the climate is the chief agency in the making of 
Southern history. The story is more complex, 
especially when humans and culture interact with 

the environment. We hope to recreate some 
appreciation for the landscape that presented itself 
to those establishing on Johns Island. 

Physiography and Drainage 
Charleston County is located in the lower 

Atlantic Coastal Plain of South Carolina and is 
bounded to the east by the Atlantic Ocean and a 
series of marsh, barrier, and sea islands (Mathews 
et al. 1980:133). Elevations in the County range 
from sea level to about 70 feet above mean sea level 
(AMSL).  

 
The mainland 

topography consists of 
subtle ridge and bay 
undulations, characteristic 
of beach ridge plains.   

 
Seven major 

drainages are found in 
Charleston County.  Four 
of these, the Wando, Ashley, 
Stono, and North Edisto, are 
dominated by tidal flows 
and are saline.  Nearby 
portions of the Stono were 
historically used for the 
cultivation of rice by 
plantations such as 
Fenwick Hall on Johns 
Island.  The three 
drainages with significant 
freshwater flow are the 
Santee, forming the 
northern boundary of the 

County, the South Edisto, forming the southern 
boundary, and the Cooper, which bisects the 
County.   

 

 
Figure 3. Islands of St. John’s Colleton Parish. 
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Five islands, Edisto, Johns, Kiawah, 
Seabrook, and Wadmalaw, comprise what 
historically was known as St. John’s Parish (Figure 
3). The largest and most northward of these islands 
is Johns, a sea island consisting of about 84 square 
miles. This size ranks Johns Island as the largest 
island in South Carolina and the fourth largest on 
the East Coast. 
 

Johns Island is separated from Kiawah and 
Seabrook islands on the south by the Kiawah River. 
Flowing east-west, the Kiawah really has no source 
and two mouths. At the Stono, the mouth is broad, 
but it narrows as it approaches Seabrook Island, 
where it connects to the Atlantic Ocean via Captain 
Sam’s Inlet. The river splits the salt marsh shares 
by Johns and Kiawah islands and its flow is 
decidedly saline. 

 
To the east is the Stono River and James 

Island, which was included in St. Andrew’s Parish, 
not St. John’s Colleton. The Stono River is a subtidal, 
estuarine deep-water channel, which accepts 
drainage from other tidally influenced estuarine 
deep-water channels such as the James Island 
Creek and Pennys Creek. 

 
Fitted into the horseshoe shape of Johns 

Island is Wadmalaw Island to the west and south. 
Wadmalaw is about half the size of Johns Island and 
the two are separated by Church and Bohicket 
creeks. Edisto is located south of Wadmalaw and 
southwest of Johns, and is actually composed of Big 
and Little Edisto, as well as Jehossee islands. Edisto 
is nearly as large as Johns Island, but it sandier soils 
made it a premier cotton-growing area. Jordan and 
Stringfellow describe it as the “absolute center of 
the kingdom of ‘sea island cotton’” (Jordan and 
Stringfellow1998:5). Edisto is separated from the 
remainder of St. John’s Colleton by the Edisto River. 
 

Elevations on Johns Island range from sea 
level at the Kiawah River to about 30 feet above 
mean sea level (AMSL) in the center of the island. 
However, when topography is more carefully 
examined, the island consists of well-preserved 
Pleistocene barrier island ridges separated by 
troughs. These troughs are characterized by broad, 

low gradient interior drains. The larger ones, such 
as Hut and Abbapoola, are named and consist of 
well-defined creeks. Many others, however, are 
unnamed and appear only as swampy 
sloughs.  The ridges follow a southwest-northeast 
orientation and the largest runs from Bohicket 
Creek northeast to the Johns Island airport. A 
second area of high ground is found along Maybank 
Highway, while a less well defined third area is 
situated in the Hickory Hill area of the island. 
 

The tidal range on the Stono varies from 
about 5.3 feet at its mouth (Snake Island) to 6.4 feet 
at Church flats. The Wadmalaw has a tidal range of 
6.9 feet at the Church Creek bridge. Throughout 
this area the creeks vary from very high salinities 
to brackish water. For example, the salinity of the 
lower Stono is about 32‰, but drops to about 9‰ 
at its upper end. 

 
Because of the low topography, many 

broad, low gradient interior drains are present as 
either extensions of the tidal rivers or as flooded 
bays and swales.  Extensions include Bryans 
Creek, which flows into the Kiawah River. 

 
Bartram recognized this landscape as a 

broad plain, with about a third being taken up by 
swampland, only partially drained by numerous 
small rivers pushed into the area by the Atlantic 
tides. As Stewart (1996:14) describes, the rivers 
spread out, interlocking, and forming a series of 
swamps parallel to the coast. Along the coast, 
Bartram commented on the line of barrier islands, 
largely fringed with “Barilla, Sedge, Rushes, &c.” 
(Harper 1967:44). 

Geology 

Coastal Plain geological formations are 
unconsolidated sedimentary deposits of very 
recent age (Pleistocene and Holocene) lying 
unconformably on ancient crystalline rocks (Cooke 
1936; Miller 1971:74). The Pleistocene sediments 
are organized into topographically distinct, but 
lithologically similar, geomorphic units, or 
terraces, parallel to the coast. The project area is 
located in an area identified by Cooke (1936) as 
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part of the Pamlico terrace, which includes the land 
between the recent shore and an abandoned shore 
line about 25 feet AMSL. Cooke (1936:7) notes that 
evidence of ancient beaches and swales can still be 
seen in the Pamlico formation and this likely 
contributed to the ridge and trough topography 
present in some areas of Johns Island. 
 

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

 
The mainland soils are Pleistocene in age 

and tend to have more distinct horizon develop-
ment and diversity than the younger soils of the sea 
and barrier islands. Sandy to loamy soils 
predominate in the level to gently sloping mainland 
areas. The island soils are less diverse and less well 
developed, frequently lacking a well-defined B 
horizon. Organic matter is low and the soils tend to 
be acidic. The Holocene deposits typical of barrier 
islands and found as a fringe on some sea islands, 
consist almost entirely of quartz sand, which 
exhibits little organic matter. Tidal marsh soils are 
Holocene in age and consist of fine sands, clay, and 
organic matter deposited over older Pleistocene 
sands. The soils are frequently covered by up to 2 
feet of saltwater during high tides. Historically, 
marsh soils have been used as compost or fertilizer 
for a variety of crops, including cotton (Hammond 
1884:510) and Allston mentions that the sandy soil 
of the coastal region "bears well the admixture of 
salt and marsh mud with the compost" (Allston 
1854:13). During Ruffin’s late antebellum 
examination of the island, he observed marl 
deposits, “especially . . . under all Doctor’s Swamp” 
(Mathew 1992:231).  

 
On an island such as Johns, water appears 

to be plentiful, yet sources of fresh water are 
scarce. The principal deep water aquifers are the 
limestone of Eocene age known as the Santee 
Formation and the sands of Cretaceous age, known 
as the Pee Dee and Black Creek formations, 

although these are at depths of 400 to 500 feet and 
1600 to 2000 feet respectively. The Santee 
Formation has been pumped so heavily within 
recent years that there is now a "cone of 
depression" with the result that chloride levels 
exceed 400 mg/l in some areas (S.C. Water 
Resources Commission 1973:100). 

 
Lynch et al. note that colonial wells rarely 

exceeded 20 feet into the sands which were 
"everywhere saturated with the water which it 
received from a rainfall averaging 43.78 inches 
each year" (Lynch et al. 1882:258). Consequently, 
wells 12 to 15 feet deep provided "an unfailing 
supply of water of the very best quality" (Lynch et 
al. 1882:259). Water quality gradually declined as 
the population increased and antebellum wells 
became deeper, although they rarely exceeded 60 
feet in downtown Charleston. One antebellum 
brick-lined well on Daniels Island, about 5.5 miles 
northeast of Charleston, was only 10.7 feet in depth 
(Zierden et al. 1986:4-44). Cisterns, in common use 
throughout Charleston, could provide very safe, 
potable water, although Lynch et al. (1882:292-
293) also found many of the cisterns in Charleston 
"foul," evidencing high levels of ammonia. Cisterns 
were also used on Jehossee Island, even occurring 
at slave settlements (Trinkley et al. 2002).  

 
There is extensive documentation of wells 

being dug on the sea islands by Union troops 
during the Civil War. For example, on nearby Folly 
island, Barlow remarked,  

 
all the water used on the island 
was obtained by digging below 
tide-mark and curbing with 
barrels. The finest and best 
protected well in camp was made 
by cutting into a sand dune and 
making a winding passage to the 
water, thus placing the water 
continually in the shade and 
protecting it from dust and dirt 
blowing around the camp (Barlow 
1899:158). 
 
It is therefore clear that during the historic 
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period wells were in common use, although 
shallow wells probably tended to be less healthy 
and more saline. At least one well has been 
identified on Mullet Hall (38CH1545), although not 
at either of the sites being studied currently.  

Soils 

Bartram found the wetlands and the 
swamps filled with “black, soapy, rick earth” 
supporting a wide variety of plants (Harper 
1967:19-20). But in the interior, the soil was sandy 
– as one period observer noted, no matter the 
amount of rain, these sands never formed “dirt.” 
The soils were vulnerable to drought. And while 
there might be a few inches of dark soil, it was 
either leached or burned off (see Stewart 1996:68-
69). In either even, crops were successful for only 
the first few years.  

 

DeBrahm observed the same issue, 
commenting that the soil was “very sand Soil” 
and only where mixed with “a little Mould” was 
it productive (De Vorsey 1971:72) Ruffin, 
although on adjacent James Island, might as well 
as have been talking about Johns Island, 
 

The soil is sand & very light, about 
4 to 6 inches deep usually lying on 
a sandy subsoil. Sometimes the 
subsoil is somewhat stiffer, & is 
called clay; but it is much mixed in 
with coarse silicious sand & no 
where deserves the name of clay. 
But little of the land . . . is very rich 
(Mathew 1992:99). 

 
Today soil scientists recognize that the 

bulk of Johns Island consists of the Kiawah-
Seabrook-Dawhoo association – soils that are 
moderately well drained to very poorly drained 
and level to nearly level. The soils are found on 
low, broad ridges and long, narrow to broad 
depressions that roughly parallel the coastline. 
Most of the association is less than 15 feet above 
sea level. 

 
Four soil types are found in the vicinity 

of the two sites examined by this project (Figure 
4) including one moderately well drained soil, 
Seabrook; one somewhat poorly drained soil, 
Kiawah; and two very poorly drained soils, Capers 
and Stono. The slave settlement is nearly entirely 
situated on the well-drained Seabrook soil, while 
the main settlement to the northwest is on soils 
classified as both Seabrook and also the somewhat 
poorly drained Kiawah. 
 

Seabrook soils have an Ap horizon of very 
dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) loamy fine sand to 
a depth of 0.8 foot over a dark brown (10YR4/3) or 
dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) loamy fine sand 
to a depth of 1.7 feet.   

 
Kiawah soils have an Ap horizon of very 

dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) loamy fine sand to 
0.7 foot over a dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) 
loamy fine sand to 1.2 feet in depth.  

 
Figure 4. Soils in the vicinity of the two project sites 

(boundaries are approximate based on the 
original surveys). 
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 Capers soils have an A horizon of dark gray 
(5Y4/1) silty clay loam to 0.4 foot in depth over a 
dark grayish brown (2.5Y4/2) silty clay to a depth 
of 1.5 feet.  Stono soils have an Ap horizon of 
black (10YR2/1) fine sandy loam to 0.8 foot in 
depth over a black (10YR2/1) fine sandy loam to 
1.4 feet in depth.  These soils will exhibit water at 
grade or within the upper foot during most periods. 
 
 The Seabrook and Kiawah soils are both 
placed in modern USDA capability unit IIIw-1. 
These soils range from moderately well drained to 
somewhat poorly drained. Available water 
capacity is low, and infiltration and permeability 
are rapid. Organic content tends to be low. As a 
result, these soils, while usually suitable for 
cultivation, may require both irrigation and 
drainage. There is abundant evidence of irrigation 
using ditches in the fields in which 38CH1541 and 
38CH1542 are found. 
 
 If we are to examine overall plantation 
profitability, in Thomas Mullet’s property 
conveyed to James Legare we find that much of the 
property (40.5%) consisted of very poorly to 
poorly drained soils such as Capers, Dawhoo and 
Rutlege, and Stono. It is likely that these soils 
would, at least initially, remain in forests. An 
additional 28.5% of the soils are classified today as 
somewhat poorly drained, such as Edisto, Kiawah, 
and Leon. These might have been “make do” areas 
for settlement and cultivation once drains were 
created. The remaining quarter of the property 
consisted on moderately to excessively well 
drained Seabrook and Wando soils. We assume 
that these might have been areas of initial 
cultivation.  
 
 DeBrahm commented, “there is no Land 
ever so sandy, rocky, stiff, or boggy, but what can 
be rendered useful for Cultivation to the Ingenious 
and industrious” (De Vorsey 1971:72). This was 
observed in action by Ramsay, who found that 
planters grew their corn “on the lower & moister 
lands” suitable for cotton, while sweet potatoes 
were planted on the “poorest land” (Mathew 
1992:100). In fact, corn was even interspaced with 
cotton, “the rows of corn, by absorbing more 

moisture, relieve the cotton from it” (Mathew 
1992:101). Ruffin found that three rows of cotton 
and one row of corn produced as much cotton as 
four rows, “thus making the product of the corn so 
much clear.” 

Climate 

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

 
Merrens and Terry (1984) found that in 

Christ Church Parish (just northeast of Charles 
Town), 86% of all those whose births and deaths 
are recorded in the parish register died before the 
age of twenty. Equally frightening statistics have 
been compiled by John Duffy (1952), who found 
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 the first 
five years of their arrival. Within 10 years of their 
arrival, 52% had died or resigned because of their 
health. After 15 years in the colony, the combined 
death toll and resignations from sickness reached 
68%- two out of every three missionaries. 

 
African Americans fared no better. 

Klingberg (1941:154), using SPG records found 
that in a single four-month period over 400 slaves 
died of "distemper." Dusinberre, exploring rice 
plantations along the Carolina coast, entitled one of 
his chapters "The Charnel House" – a reference to 
the extraordinary morbidity of African Americans 
on rice plantations. He reports that on some 
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plantations the child mortality rate (to age sixteen) 
was a horrific 90% (Dusinberre 1996:51), while 
the probable average for rice plantations was 
around 60% in 1720 (adapted from B.P.R.O. 
Transcripts, vol. 9, page 23) (Dusinberre 
1996:239). Cotton plantations were healthier, but 
even there fully a third of all slave children did not 
live to see their sixteenth birthday. 
 

The major climatic controls of the area are 
latitude, elevation, distance from the ocean, and 
location with respect to the average tracks of 
migratory cyclones. Charleston’s latitude of 
32°37’N places it on the edge of the balmy 
subtropical climate typical of Florida, further 
south. As a result, there are relatively short, mild 
winters and long, warm, humid summers.  The 
large amount of nearby warm ocean water surface 
produces a marine climate, which tends to 
moderate both the cold and hot weather.  The 
Appalachian Mountains, about 220 miles to the 
northwest, block the shallow cold air masses from 
the northwest, moderating them before they reach 
the sea islands (Mathews et al. 1980:46). 

 
The average high temperature in 

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

 
in the months of June, July, and 
August, 1752, the weather in 
Charleston was warmer than any 
of the inhabitants before had ever 
experienced.  The mercury in 
the shade often rose above 90°, 
and for nearly twenty successive 
days varied between that and 
101° (Mills 1972 [1826]:444). 
 

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

On the adjacent Georgia Sea Islands, 
Thomas Spalding called the summer weather 
“elastic,” because of the ocean breezes. Stewart 
explains this because of the typical Bermuda high 
during the summer, a stable high-pressure system 
between the North American coast and Bermuda, 
which pushes breezes toward the coast and offers 
cooling (Stewart 1996:19). 
 
 The annual rainfall in this portion of 
Charleston is about 49 inches, evenly spaced over 
the year.  While adequate for most crops, there 
may be periods of both excessive rain and drought.  
The Charleston area has recorded up to 20 inches 
of rain in a single month and the rainfall over a 
three-month period has exceeded 30 inches no less 
than nine times in the past 37 years.  Likewise, 
periods of drought can occur and cause 
considerable damage to crops and livestock.  
Mills remarks that the “Summer of 1728 was 
uncommonly hot; the face of the earth was 
completely parched; the pools of standing water 
dried up, and the fields reduced to the greatest 
distress” (Mills 1972 [1826]:447-448).  Another 
significant historical drought occurred in 1845, 
affecting both the coastal areas and the piedmont. 
 

Stahle and Cleaveland (1992) have 
conducted extensive research on precipitation 
trends using bald cypress tree-ring data for the 
Carolinas and Georgia (Anderson 1994:277-289 
provides a useful introduction and application to 
late prehistoric peoples in the Savannah River 
valley). The research reveals region wide, decade-
scale episodes of spring drought and wetness were 
likely a prominent feature of the southeast climate 
over the past 1,000 years. While not widely 
investigated, these fluctuations represent 
departures of 10 to 15% above or below the mean 
and likely had major socioeconomic and 
environmental implications (Stahle and Cleaveland 
1992).  
 
 Figure 5 reveals that from about 1700 and 
continuing to about the Revolution, South Carolina 
had below normal rainfall. These conditions likely 
affected both Native American food supplies, as 
well as those of the early settlers. While rainfall 
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increased during the late eighteenth century, there 
were cyclic fluctuations through most of the 
nineteenth century. 
 
 The annual growing season is 295 days, 
one of the longest in South Carolina.  This mild 
climate, adequate rainfall, and long growing 
season, as Hilliard (1984:13) notes, is largely 
responsible for the presence of many southern 
crops, such as cotton and sugar cane. Nevertheless, 
it appears that South Carolina’s growing season has 
gradually increased, with one study suggesting an 
increase of about 10-20 days during the past few 
decades (Linderholm 2006). Since the mid-1970s, 
the number of days per year during which the 
temperature falls below freezing has declined by 4-
7 days (Perry 2013:56).  

 
The climate also influenced architecture, 

contributing to the development of “single houses” 
in both Barbados and Charleston. Turning to the 
country plantations, Fick observes that at least 
from the early eighteenth century planters 
generally constructed their residences facing 
south. For most planters their country house was a 
seasonal residence. Winter was thought to be the 
only healthy time in the coastal area, so the 
southerly orientation allowed the porch and front 
rooms to be warmed by the sun, leaving the rear of 
the house for storage and service functions (Fick 
2004:359-360). Residences were generally 
rectangular of two or more stories and were raised 
on a brick foundation (Fick 2004:361). 

 
The politics of Carolina were also affected. 

The summer climate, while causing the Barbadian 
immigrants to feel that they had resettled in the 

tropics, also convinced most that slavery was 
inevitable. Not only was slavery the accepted order 
to the planters from Barbados, Jamaica, Antigua, 
and St. Kitts, it seemed impossible for white 
Englishmen to work in the torrid heat – making 
African American slaves essential (Donnan 1928). 
St. John’s Colleton Parish, even early in its history, 
boasted the second highest rate of slavery – 93.7% 
- just behind the 95% black St. James Goose Creek 
Parish. 

 
No discussion of the region’s climate is 

complete without at least a brief mention of the 
tropical storms, or hurricanes, that periodically 
buffet the coast. These storms occur in the late 
summer and early fall, the period critical to 
antebellum cotton and rice growers. The storms, 

however, are capricious in occurrence and those 
along the coast lived in fear of the next storm. 
 

Although speaking of North Carolina, 
Brickell described these “great Storms and Squals 
of Wind,” explaining that they can be “so very 
violent, that they make Lanes through the Woods 
by tearing up Trees by the roots.” Early settlers also 
understood the signs of hurricanes arriving days in 
advance, with the clouds that “hang down” and 
“scarce a breath of Wind” (Brickell 1737:25).  

 
The coastal area is a moderately high risk 

zone for tropical storms, with 169 hurricanes being 
documented from 1686 to 1972 (roughly one every 
two years) (Mathews et al.1980:56). Table 2 
provides information on 20 storms of the 
eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries 
that may have affected Johns Island. The hurricane 
of 1893 still lives in the lore of long-time residents  

 
Figure 5. Reconstructed statewide spring (April-June) rainfall for South Carolina from A.D. 1001 to 1985 

smoothed for 30-year periods (adapted from Stahle and Cleaveland 1992:Figure 3). 
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Table 1. 
Notable Hurricanes Affecting the Johns Island Area. 

 
Year Date(s) Name Details/Impacts 
1686 Sep 4-5 Spanish 

Repulse 
Hurricane 

Drove ships onto land, destroyed crops, houses and livestock, and killed many people.  

1700 Sep 14 Rising Sun 
Hurricane 

Produced severe storm surge flooding and caused damage to several ships, including the 800-ton Scottish 
ship, the "Rising Sun".  Killed 100+ people. 

1713 Sep 16-
17 

Great Storm Hurricane made landfall north of Charleston causing significant property damage and at least 70 deaths.  

1728  Aug 13-
14 

  Hurricane made landfall south of Charleston causing much property and crop damage. 

1752 Sep 13-
15  

Great 
Hurricane 

Very strong hurricane made landfall just south of Charleston and produced severe storm surge flooding, much 
property and crop damage and at least 95 deaths. It is likely the worst storm to ever hit Charleston. 

1778 Aug 10   Storm with hurricane force winds moved along the SC coast making landfall north of Georgetown. Produced 
extensive damage to ships and crops near Charleston. 

1784 Sep 10   Major storm struck west of Charleston. Coastal islands were covered with storm surge, especially Sullivan's 
Island.  

1787 Sep 19   Storm produced substantial damage to shipping, property, and crops from Beaufort to Georgetown.  
1792 Oct 30-

31 
  Storm passed just east of Charleston causing considerable damage in and around Charleston harbor.  

1797 Oct 19-
20 

  Landfall near Charleston. Caused considerable damage to ships and at least 14 deaths. High surge covered all 
the wharves. 

1804 Sep 7-8    Strong hurricane skirted the GA and SC coasts. Produced considerable wind damage, severe storm surge 
flooding (about 3 feet higher than the storm in 1752) and around 500 deaths.  

1813 Aug 27-
28  

  Hurricane made landfall just north of Charleston. One of Charleston's worst storms with significant property 
damage and 15 to 20 deaths.  

1854 Sep 7-9 Great 
Carolina 

Hurricane 

Landfall just south of Savannah, GA as a Cat 3 hurricane with an estimated pressure of 954 mb. Produced great 
property damage from wind and surge even around Charleston, SC.  

1874 Sep 27-
28 

  Landfall at Cedar Key, FL as a Cat 1 hurricane and then weakened to a TS before moving offshore near 
Jacksonville, FL. The storm then re-intensified to a Cat 1 hurricane off the GA coast before making another 
landfall near Charleston, SC. Produced downed telegraph lines in Charleston and extensive damage to rice 
crops along with 2 deaths.  

1885 Aug 24-
25 

  Landfall near Charleston, SC as a Cat 2 hurricane causing severe damage and many deaths. Moved inland 
across eastern SC and NC before moving out to sea along the NC Outer Banks. 

1893 Aug 27-
28 

Great Sea 
Islands 

Landfall just south of Savannah, GA as a Cat 3 hurricane. Moved north-northeast through the SC Midlands and 
weakened into a Cat 1 hurricane before reaching Columbia, SC. The storm hit near high tide and produced a 
catastrophic storm surge of 16+ feet, wind gusts greater than 115 mph, significant damage northward through 
around Charleston and ~2,000 deaths (mostly due to the storm surge). The storm essentially marked the 
beginning of the end of the phosphate industry in the area. 

1893 Oct 12-
13 

  Moved northeast off the coasts of GA and SC before making landfall just north of Charleston, SC as a Cat 3 
hurricane with 120 mph winds and minimum central pressure of 955 mb. Produced significant flooding due to 
already wet ground from previous storms. 

1894 Sep 26-
27 

  Made a second landfall on Hilton Head Island, SC as a Cat 1 hurricane before moving northeast and passing 
just west of Charleston with winds around 80 mph.  

1911 Aug 27-
30 

  Landfall on Hilton Head Island, SC as a Cat 2 hurricane. Winds reached 110 mph in Beaufort, 96 mph in 
Savannah, 95 mph winds on Edisto Island and 94 mph winds at Charleston (before the anemometer broke) 
causing many trees, power lines, and telephone lines to fall. A significant storm surge produced extensive 
flood damage, especially from around Beaufort to Charleston. Much of the rice crops were destroyed, 
effectively ending the region's rice industry. 

1959 Sep 28-
29 

Gracie Landfall near Beaufort, SC as a Cat 4 hurricane. Sustained winds were 115 knots (~130 mph) and the 
minimum central pressure was 951 mb at landfall with tides 6 feet above normal (~12 feet above MLLW). 
Fortunately, the highest storm surge occurred during low tide. However, the storm still caused extensive 
damage to southeast SC, mainly from around Beaufort to Charleston, along with 10 deaths in GA and SC.  

1989 Sep 21-
22 

Hugo Landfall at Sullivan's Island, SC as a Cat 4 hurricane, the first major hurricane to make landfall in SC since 
Gracie in 1959. The strongest sustained winds (~140 mph) mainly occurred in northern Charleston County. At 
the Charleston Airport in North Charleston, winds were 78 mph with gusts to 98 mph, downtown Charleston 
recorded a wind gust of 108 mph and the Coast Guard Cutter "Rambler" in the Cooper River reported a 138 
mph gust. Storm tides ~20 feet above mean sea level occurred near Cape Romain and around were 10-12 feet 
above mean sea level in Charleston Harbor. Rainfall was mainly 5-10 inches across southeast SC into southeast 
GA with the highest total at Edisto Island (10.28 in). 
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of nearby Edisto. Puckette, for example, notes that 
this hurricane, "practically swept the island itself 
into the sea" (Puckette 1978:20). A first-hand 
account by an island black is even more dramatic: 
 

When I woke up the next morning 
and looked out, everything was 
under water .... All the chickens 
and turkeys were drowned, all the 
goods - drowned, dead things 
everywhere .... The storm of '93 
was the hardest time I ever 
experienced and it brought on the 
hardest times that anybody ever 
saw on this island .... More people 
died after the storm than died in 
it. There was nothing to eat, the 
whole island stank with dead 
cattle. We had no time to bury 
them .... The next two years 
sickness broke out and killed 
almost all the old people. They 
were already starved, so they got 
sick easily (Lindsay and Cart 
2000:111-112). 

Vegetation 

The survey area exhibits three major 
ecosystems: the maritime forest ecosystem, which 
consists of the upland forest areas, the palustrine 
ecosystem, which consists of essentially fresh 
water, non-tidal wetlands, and the riverine 
ecosystem, which is derived from salt water and is 
characterized by a tidal influence (Sandifer et al. 
1980:7-9). 
 

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

Of these, the Oak-Pine forests are most 
common, constituting large areas of Charleston's 
original forest community. In some areas palmetto 

becomes an important sub-dominant. Typically, 
these forests are dominated by the laurel oak with 
pine (primarily loblolly with minor amounts of 
longleaf pine) as the major canopy co-dominant. 
Hickory is present, although uncommon. Other 
trees found are the sweet gum and magnolia, with 
sassafras, red bay, American holly, and wax myrtle 
and palmetto found in the understory. 
 

Mills, in the early nineteenth century, 
remarked that: 
 

South Carolina is rich in native 
and exotic productions; the 
varieties of its soil, climate, and 
geological positions, afford plants 
of rare, valuable, and medicinal 
qualities; fruits of a luscious, 
refreshing, and nourishing 
nature; vines and shrubs of 
exquisite beauty, fragrance, and 
luxuriance, and forest trees of 
noble growth, in great variety 
(Mills 1972 [1826]:66). 

 
The loblolly pine was called the "pitch or 
Frankincense Pine" and was used to produce tar 
and turpentine while the longleaf pine was "much 
used in building and for all other domestic 
purposes.” Trees such as the red bay and red cedar 
were often used in furniture making and cedar was 
a favorite for posts; and live oaks were recognized 
as yielding "the best of timber for ship building”; 
(Mills 1972 [1826]:66-85). Mills also observed 
that: 
 

in former years cypress was much 
used in building, but the difficulty 
of obtaining it now, compared 
with the pine, occasions little of it 
to be cut for sale, except in the 
shape of shingles; the cypress is a 
most valuable wood for durability 
and lightness. Besides the two 
named we have cedar, poplar, 
beech, oak, and locust, which are 
or may be also used in building 
(Mills 1972 [1826]:460). 
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Figure 6. Environmental conditions on Mullet Hall today. The top photo shows agricultural fields planted 

primarily in truck crops. The lower photo shows a relatively open maritime forest. 
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The "Oak and hickory high lands" 
according to Mills were, "well suited for corn and 
provisions, also for indigo and cotton" (Mills 1972 
[1826]:443). The value of these lands in the mid-
1820s was from $10 to $20 per acre, less expensive 
than the tidal swamp or inland swamp lands 
(where rice and, with drainage, cotton could be 
grown). 
 

Today, virtually all of the project area's 
higher ground evidences some form of disturbance.  
Many of the trees on the tract are young pines and 
hardwoods that have recently grown into 
previously cultivated fields. There are still 
cultivated fields on the property, which are planted 
in corn, tomatoes, squash, zucchini, cabbage, and 
other truck crops.  Some fields have been 
converted into planted pines.  There are also 
several dug ponds on the property. 

 
The palustrine ecosystem, which includes 

all wetland ecosystems, such as the swamps, bays, 
savannas, pocosins, and creeks where the salinities 
measure less than 0.5 ppt, is found throughout the 
project area.  These palustrine ecosystems tend 
to be diverse, although not well studied (Sandifer 
et al. 1980:295).  Many of these freshwater areas 
are likely associated with the various troughs 
scattered across the area.  A number of forest 
types may be found in the palustrine areas which 
would attract a variety of terrestrial mammals.  
The typical vegetation might consist of red maple, 
swamp tupelo, sweet gum, red bay, cypress, and 
various hollies.  Also expected in these areas 
would be wading birds and reptiles.  It seems 
likely that these freshwater environs were of 
particular importance to the prehistoric occupants, 
but posed only a passing hindrance to the historic 
plantation owners. 

Animal Resources 

 Early reporters such as John Lawson 
(Lefler1967) provided spectacular accounts of the 
wildlife along the South Carolina coast. The 
abundance of wildlife can be seen in the estimated 
2,049,275 deerskins exported from Charleston in 
the 36 years between 1699 and 1735, representing 

an average of 56,924 skins a year (Clowse 
1971:Table 3). Especially important during these 
early years, the trade involved Native American 
groups who exchanged deerskins and other furs for 
manufactured European goods (Clowse 1971:63). 
By the first decade of the eighteenth century, this 
trade was “the single most valuable commercial 
activity (Clowse 1971:162).  
 
 A series of laws enacted in South Carolina 
in 1695 and 1700 offered bounties to encourage 
ridding the province of “beasts of prey”: wolves, 
bears, wildcats, and “tigers” (or cougars). Viewed 
as a danger to the fur trade, the colonists 
themselves, and their cattle, the Assembly first 
required an annual quota as a duty on Native 
American delivery of more profitable deerskins. As 
Indian tribes declined, bounties were offered to 
settlers. These efforts dramatically reduced the 
numbers of these species, bringing some to near 
extinction. 
 
 A similar fate awaited the Carolina 
parakeet, which was driven to extinction by the 
killing of huge numbers for food, feathers, "sport," 
and to protect crops. 
 
 Otto (1987) provides a thorough summary 
of Carolina’s involvement with cattle and hog 
production during its early years. With limited land 
and resources, the early settlers found livestock 
raising the “ideal industry . . . to create wealth from 
cheap land and abundant livestock” (Otto 
1987:21). Both Carolina “black cattle” and Spanish 
cattle adapted successfully to the environment. 
They easily survived the mild winters, their horns 
offered protection from predators, and they breed 
easily. The forage and browse of the marshes, 
bottoms, savannahs, and old fields provided more 
than adequate food (Stewart 1996:73). 
 

Most of the slaughtered meat was salted 
and shipped overseas. As early 1680, Carolina 
shipped 4-tons of salt-beef to Barbados (Otto 
1987:20) and would eventually become a major 
supplier to a number of British West Indies 
colonies. The industry collapsed about 1750 as a 
result of overstocking and epidemics, so that in 
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1770 only 350 barrels of beef were shipped to the 
West Indies (Otto 1987:24).  
 
 Hogs were equally important and were 
also salted and packed in barrels for shipment. In 
fact, some authorities felt that hogs were an even 
better choice than cattle, faring better and 
increasing in numbers more quickly (Otto 
1987:21).  
 
 Promotional literature reported that both 
cattle and hogs were abundant, although sheep 
were not because “we have not yet much land 
clear’d from timber and shrubs, under which sheep 
will not thrive well” (Norris 1712:24). Concerning 
beef, the report details that cattle are fat in August 
and September, at which time they are slaughtered. 
The hogs are feed on “acorns, nuts, wild potatoes, 
and other things with which the woods is well 
stor’d” and were generally slaughtered in 
December, after the cattle began to become lean 
(Norris 1712:25-26). 
 
 Nevertheless, Carolina endured several 
food shortages. Settlers abandoning Charleston 
and reaching St. Augustine in 1679 complained of 
the suffering caused by a lack of food (Clowse 
1971:80). The issue occurred again in 1716-1717 
as a result of the Yemassee War when planting was 
interrupted. Clowse (1971:191) notes this resulted 
in “near famine conditions.” 
 
 On the eve of the Revolution we have an 
account that provides considerable detail 
regarding the availability and cost of various food 
items in Charleston, 
 

Beef, which on account of the hot 
weather is now reckoned out of 
Season and but very indifferent 
can't be had under 4d per Pound 
but in the Winter it is much better 
at 2d per Pound. Veal which is 
sold by the Joint comes to about 
5d per Pound. The Town in 
general is very ill-supplied with 
Fish, which is not owing to a real 
Scarcity for there are plenty to be 

caught if there were but proper 
People to seek after them, but as 
that is not the Case they are scarce 
and dear: however that is pretty 
well made up for by having plenty 
of fine Turtle one half the year 
from 4d to 8d per Pound. Poultry 
is in general very good and 
reasonable, fine Capons being at a 
shilling a Piece and very good 
Fowls fit for the spit at 9d and in 
the Winter Season here are fine 
Wild Ducks at 4d each, Plenty of 
excellent Otterlines, Partridges 
and Quails at 2d each, with 
abundance of very fine Wild 
Turkeys weighing from 20 to 40 
Pounds from 3 to 6 Shillings each, 
also Plenty of Venison at a Guinea 
a Buck, which tho' it has little or 
no fat is generally Esteem'd very 
good Flavor'd (Anonymous 
1865:343-344). 

 
The author continues to describe the 

availability of eggs (8 for a groat, or 4d), as well as 
peas and beans (“6d to a shilling a Peck”). Corn is 
not mentioned, and although a few fruit are 
detailed, there is no mention of peaches. 
 
 Johns Island has been extensively 
transformed over the 300 years, with development 
gradually diminishing the quantity and variety of 
wild animals. It is in the marshes and waterways 
where we may still glimpse something of the 
original productivity. The waters of Kiawah River 
and the tidal creeks connected to it are shallower 
and warmer than the ocean and are also slightly 
less saline. A variety of fish and crustaceans are 
found around oyster bars, including sea catfish, 
mullet, whiting, and flounder. The waters also 
serve as a nursery and forage habitat for a range of 
fish, including red and black drum, Atlantic 
menhaden, and blue crab. 
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While the focus of this research is on the 
eighteenth and nineteenth century occupation of 
what was known as Legare Plantation, excavations 
have produced a small assemblage of prehistoric 
artifacts. This isn’t surprising, considering the 
topographic setting and the variety of different 
ecological zones in close proximity. Consequently, 
a very brief overview of South Carolina coastal 
prehistory will be provided to help readers better 
understand these Native American remains. Figure 
7 offers a generalized view of South Carolina's 
cultural periods. 

Paleoindian Period 
The Paleoindian Period, most commonly 

dated from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P., is 
evidenced by basally thinned, side-notched 
projectile points; fluted, lanceolate projectile 
points, side scrapers, end scrapers; and drills (Coe 
1964; Michie 1977). Oliver (1981, 1985) has 
proposed to extend the Paleoindian dating in the 
North Carolina Piedmont to perhaps as early as 
14,000 B.P., incorporating the Hardaway Side-
Notched and Palmer Corner-Notched types, usually 
considered Early Archaic, as representatives of the 
terminal phase. This view, held by Coe for a number 
of years, has considerable technological appeal. 1 
Oliver suggests continuity from the Hardaway 
Blade through the Hardaway-Dalton to the 
Hardaway Side-Notched, eventually to the Palmer 
Side-Notched (Oliver 1985:199-200). While 
convincingly argued, this approach is not 
universally accepted. In addition, it appears that 

                                
1 While never discussed by Coe at length, he did observe 
that many of the Hardaway points, especially from the 
lowest contexts, had facial fluting or thinning which, "in 
cases where the side-notches or basal portions were 
missing, . . . could be mistaken for fluted points of the 
Paleo-Indian period" (Coe 1964:64). While not an 

the Hardaway Side-Notched points are rare in 
South Carolina and largely restricted to the 
Piedmont. 

 
Goodyear suggests a sequence of Clovis – 

Redstone – Dalton, with a major population 
reduction during the period that Redstones were 
used, but conditions were ameliorating by the time 
Dalton points became popular (Goodyear 
2006:101-102).  

 
The most recent 2005 update for the 

Paleoindian Database of the Americas 
(http://pidba.utk.edu/main.htm) lists approx.-
imately 373 Paleoindian points for South Carolina. 
Of these, only seven (1.8%) were found in 
Charleston County. All but one were made of 
coastal plain chert. Using other data, Goodyear 
(2016) places the number of Paleoindian points 
from South Carolina at about 600. 

 
Several quarry sites, such as Charles 

(38AL135) and Big Pine Tree (38AL143) have 
received significant excavations (Goodyear 1999). 
Perhaps the most significant site is Topper 
(38AL23), which has produced evidence of Clovis 
and Pre-Clovis occupation (Goodyear 2005). 

 
The pre-Clovis assemblage at the Topper 

Site includes primarily flakes modified by unifacial 
retouch, created side and end scrappers, as well as 
shokeshaves. Goodyear (2016) characterizes the 
collection as microlithic. Clovis bifaces and macro-

especially strong statement, it does reveal the formation 
of the concept. Further insight is offered by Ward's 
(1983:63) all too brief comments on the more recent 
investigations at the Hardaway site (see also Daniel 
1992). 

http://pidba.utk.edu/main.htm


ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
24 

prismatic blades were also identified from the 
Topper Site, as were what Goodyear describes as 
“easily recognized floors.” Over 190 preforms have 
been recovered, as well as four finished points. The 
site itself is described as “immense” and the 
boundaries have yet to be identified.  
 

While many of the conclusions are 
technological, Goodyear has been able to expand 

his interpretations significantly. He notes that 
relatively few blades were modified to produce 
tools, which he believes may mean that the blades 
were being transported into the surrounding 
settlements. The denticulates, produced by 
unifacial retouch, produced teeth-like projections, 
which Goodyear suggests may have been used for 
shredding plant materials. Most of the tools were 
classified as expediently produced for short-term 

 
Figure 7. Regional sequences for South Carolina. 
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use on-site. 
 

Relatively little is known about 
Paleoindian subsistence strategies, settlement 
systems, or social organization. Generally, 
archaeologists agree that the Paleoindian groups 
were at a band level of society, were nomadic, and 
were both hunters and foragers. While population 
density, based on isolated finds, is thought to have 
been low, Walthall suggests that toward the end of 
the period, "there was an increase in population 
density and in territoriality and that a number of 
new resource areas were beginning to be 
exploited" (Walthall 1980:30). In South Carolina, at 
least, it appears that the distribution of high quality 
cryptocrystalline lithic raw material helped focus 
Paleoindian settlement. 

Archaic Period 
The Archaic Period, which dates from 

10,000 to 3,000 B.P.2, does not form a sharp break 
with the Paleoindian Period, but is a slow transition 
characterized by a modern climate (the Pleistocene 
to Holocene transition) and an increase in the 
diversity of material culture. Associated with this is 
a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammals, 
although the white tailed deer was likely the most 
commonly exploited animal. Archaic period 
assemblages, exemplified by corner-notched and 
broad-stemmed projectile points, are fairly 
common, perhaps because the swamps and 
drainages offered especially attractive ecotones. 
 

Loftfield's (1979:54) data for the North 
Carolina coast suggests that there was a noticeable 

                                
2 The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer than 
that for the Paleoindian and many researchers suggest a 
terminal date of 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. There 
is also the question of whether ceramics, such as the 
fiber-tempered Stallings ware, will be included as 
Archaic, or will be included with the Woodland. Oliver, 
for example, argues that the inclusion of ceramics with 
Late Archaic attributes "complicates and confuses 
classification and interpretation needlessly" (Oliver 
1981:20). He comments that according to the original 
definition of the Archaic, it "represents a preceramic 
horizon" and that "the presence of ceramics provides a 

population increase from the Paleoindian (with 
five identified components in his study) into the 
Early Archaic (where at least 42 components were 
isolated). This corresponds with findings by other 
researchers. This has tentatively been associated 
with a greater emphasis on foraging. Diagnostic 
Early Archaic artifacts include the Kirk Corner 
Notched point, which appears to diminish in 
significance from Horry County southward into 
Charleston County (see Sassaman and Anderson 
1992:50). Of equal interest for this early period is 
the Taylor Side Notched point (Michie 1966) which 
appears to represent a local expression of the side 
notched horizon better known through the Big 
Sandy and Bolen points (see Sassaman and 
Anderson 1992:51). As previously discussed, 
Palmer points may be included with either the 
Paleoindian or Archaic period, depending on 
theoretical perspective. Regardless, they appear to 
be relatively common along the central coast, 
increasing to the interior and declining in 
popularity along the north and south coasts 
(Sassaman and Anderson 1992:50).  

 
As the climate became hotter and drier 

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

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

convenient marker for separation of the Archaic and 
Woodland periods (Oliver 1981:21). Others would 
counter that such an approach ignores cultural 
continuity and forces an artificial, and perhaps 
unrealistic, separation. Sassaman and Anderson 
(1994:38-44), for example, include Stallings and Thom's 
Creek wares in their discussion of "Late Archaic Pottery." 
While this issue has been of considerable importance 
along the Carolina and Georgia coasts, it has never 
affected the Piedmont, which seems to have embraced 
pottery far later, well into the conventional Woodland 
period.  
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one such site. In addition, there were numerous 
small sites which produce only a few artifacts; 
these are the "network of tracks" mentioned by 
Ward (1983:65). The base camps produce a wide 
range of artifact types and raw materials which has 
suggested to many researchers long-term, perhaps 
seasonal or multi-seasonal, occupation. In contrast, 
the smaller sites are thought of as special purpose 
or foraging sites (see Ward 1983:67). It may be that 
the Coastal Plain was occupied during the winter 
and perhaps early spring, while the Piedmont was 
utilized during the late spring and summer.  

 
Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P.) 

diagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain, 
Guilford, Stanly and Halifax projectile points. 
Terminal Archaic bifurcate and Stanly points are 
rare along the central coast, while the Middle 
Archaic types, at least the Morrow Mountain (see 
Sassaman and Anderson 1994:108) appear to be 
somewhat more common- perhaps suggesting an 
increasing population. 

 
Much of our best information on the 

Middle Archaic comes from sites investigated west 
of the Appalachian Mountains, such as the work by 
Jeff Chapman and his students in the Little 
Tennessee River valley (for a general overview see 
Chapman 1977, 1985a, 1985b). There is good 
evidence that Middle Archaic lithic technologies 
changed dramatically. End scrapers, at times 
associated with Paleoindian traditions, are 
discontinued, raw materials tend to reflect the 
greater use of locally available materials, and 
mortars are initially introduced. Associated with 
these technological changes there seem to also be 
some significant cultural modifications. Prepared 
burials begin to more commonly occur and storage 
pits are identified. The work at Middle Archaic 
river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse 
floral and faunal subsistence base, seems to stand 
in stark contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Old 
Quartz Industry" of Georgia and the Carolinas, 
where axes, choppers, and ground and polished 
stone tools are very rare. 
 

The available information has resulted in a 
variety of competing settlement models. Some 

argue for increased sedentism and a reduction of 
mobility (see Goodyear et al. 1979:111). Ward 
argues that the most appropriate model is one 
which includes relatively stable and sedentary 
hunters and gatherers "primarily adapted to the 
varied and rich resource base offered by the major 
alluvial valleys" (Ward 1983:69). While he 
recognizes the presence of "inter-riverine" sites, he 
discounts explanations which focus on seasonal 
rounds, suggesting "alternative explanations . . . 
[including] a wide range of adaptive responses." 
Most importantly, he notes that: 
 

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

 
Others suggest increased mobility during 

the Archaic (see Cable 1982). Sassaman (1983) has 
suggested that the Morrow Mountain phase people 
had a great deal of residential mobility, based on 
the variety of environmental zones they are found 
in and the lack of site diversity. The high level of 
mobility, coupled with the rapid replacement of 
these points, may help explain the seemingly large 
numbers of sites with Middle Archaic assemblages. 
Curiously, the later Guilford phase sites are not as 
widely distributed, perhaps suggesting that only 
certain micro-environments were used (Braley 
1990; cf. Ward [1983:68-69] who would likely 
reject the notion that substantially different 
environmental zones are, in fact, represented). 
 

Abbott et al. (1995) argue for a 
combination of these models, noting that the 
almost certain increase in population levels 
probably resulted in a contraction of local 
territories. With small territories there would have 
been significantly greater pressure to successfully 
exploit the limited resources by more frequent 
movement of camps. They discount the idea that 
these territories could have been exploited from a 
single base camp without horticultural technology. 
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Abbott and his colleagues conclude, "increased 
residential mobility under such conditions may in 
fact represent a common stage in the development 
of sedentism" (Abbott et al. 1995:9).  
 

Gunn and Wilson (1993) offer an 
alternative model for Middle Archaic settlement 
based upon their excavations at 38CT54 and 
38CT58, located in the Sandhills physiographic 
zone of Chesterfield County, South Carolina. They 
accept that the uplands were desiccated from 
global warming, but rather than limiting 
occupation, this environmental change made the 
area more attractive for residential base camps. 
Gunn and Wilson suggest that the open, or fringe, 
habitat of the upland margins would have been 
attractive to a wide variety of plant and animal 
species. 
 

Another point of some controversy is the 
idea that the groups responsible for the Middle 
Archaic Morrow Mountain and Guilford points 
were intrusive ("without any background" in Coe's 
words) into the region, from the west, and were 
contemporaneous with the groups producing 
Stanly points (Coe 1964:122-123; Phelps 1983:23). 
Phelps, building on Coe, refers to the Morrow 
Mountain and Guilford as the 'Western Intrusive 
horizon." Sassaman (1995) has recently proposed 
a scenario for the Morrow Mountain groups which 
would support this west-to-east time transgressive 
process. Abbott and his colleagues, perhaps 
unaware of Sassaman's data, dismiss the concept, 
commenting that the shear distribution and 
number of these points "makes this position wholly 
untenable" (Abbott et al. 1995:9).  

 
Regardless, Middle Archaic sites tend to be 

infrequent along the coast, especially when 
compared to more inland and Piedmont locations. 

 
The Late Archaic, usually dated from 6,000 

to 3,000 or 4,000 B.P. during a period of 
environmental stability, is characterized by the 
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah 
River projectile points (Coe 1964). These people 
continued to intensively exploit the uplands much 
like earlier Archaic groups. While certainly found 

in the coastal plain (see Sassaman and Anderson 
1994:110), there is also no question but that these 
points are more common in the stone-rich 
piedmont. 
 

One of the more debated issues of the Late 
Archaic is the typology of the Savannah River 
Stemmed and its various diminutive forms. Oliver, 
refining Coe's (1964) original Savannah River 
Stemmed type and a small variant from Gaston 
(South 1959:153-157), developed a complete 
sequence of stemmed points that decrease 
uniformly in size through time (Oliver 1981, 1985). 
Specifically, he sees the progression from Savannah 
River Stemmed to Small Savannah River Stemmed 
to Gypsy Stemmed to Swannanoa from about 5000 
B.P. to about 1 ,500 B.P. He also notes that the latter 
two forms are associated with Woodland pottery. 
This reconstruction is still debated with a number 
of archaeologists expressing concern with what 
they see as typological overlap and ambiguity. They 
point to a dearth of radiocarbon dates and good 
excavation contexts at the same time they express 
concern with the application of this typology 
outside the North Carolina Piedmont (see, for a 
synopsis, Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162, 
1994:35). This may be a particular concern on the 
central coast of South Carolina where these small 
variants seem to be associated with Woodland 
pottery as late as the Deptford phase. 
 

In addition to the presence of Savannah 
River points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the 
introduction of steatite vessels (see Coe 1964: 112-
113; Sassaman 1993a), polished and pecked stone 
artifacts, and grinding stones. Some also include 
the introduction of fiber-tempered pottery about 
4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic (for a discussion see 
Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-44). This 
innovation is of special importance along the 
Georgia and South Carolina coasts, including 
Charleston County. 

 
Called Stallings, after the type site 

excavated by the Cosgroves in 1929 (Claflin 1931), 
the definitive features of this pottery is its large 
quantity of fiber, now identified as Spanish moss 
(Simpkins and Scoville 1981), included in the paste 
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prior to firing. Vessel forms include simple, shallow 
bowls and large, wide mouthed bowls, as well as 
deeper jar forms. The pottery is generally molded, 
although coiling fractures are occasionally present, 
particularly later in the period. Firing was poorly 
controlled. Decorative techniques included 
punctations (using periwinkle shells, reeds, and 
sticks), finger pinching, and incising. At least some 
of these motifs may be temporally sensitive 
(Trinkley 1986; Sassaman 1993a). Sassaman, for 
example, suggests an early period dominated by 
plain vessels, followed by a period of drag and jab 
linear punctations. The final period appears to 
include a broad range of decorative motifs, 
including a resurgence of plain vessels (see 
Sassaman 1993a: 109-110). 

 
In addition to the pottery, these Stallings 

sites also produce a rich cultural assemblage of 
bone and antler work, polished stone items, 
grooved and perforated "net sinkers" or steatite 
disks, stone tools (including knives, scrapers, and 
cruciform drills) (see Williams 1968). Stallings 
phase sites are found clustered in the Savannah 
River drainage (Claflin 1931; Hanson 1982; 
Sassaman 1993a) and in the coastal zone south of 
·Charleston (Anderson 1975). Stoltman (1966, 
1974) obtained an early radiocarbon date of 
2515±95 B.C. (GX0-345) from Rabbit Mount in the 
Savannah Drainage. This area has produced a 
number of large Stallings sites, such as Stallings 
Island (Bullen and Greene 1970; Clafflin 1931), 
Fennel Hill (38AL2 notes on file, South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, Columbia), Rabbit 
Mount (Stoltman 1974), and Bilbo (Williams 
1968:152-197; Dye 1976), with elaborate material 
assemblages. 
 

Stallings pottery was produced as late as 
1060±80 B.C. (UGA-1686), based on a date from the 
Cunningham Mound C in Liberty County, Georgia, 
although Milanich and Fairbanks (1980:78) 
suggest that fiber tempering may be found on the 
Georgia coast as late as A.D. 1. While Stallings 
pottery is usually considered older than, and often 
the progenitor of, Thom's Creek pottery, the 
radiocarbon dates leave little doubt that the two 

pottery styles are largely contemporaneous 
(Trinkley 1976; cf. Sassaman 1993a: 16-20). 
 

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

 
Thom's Creek pottery continues to be 

decorated with the motifs common to the Stallings 
series, including punctations (reed and shell), 
finger pinching, simple stamping, incising, and very 
late in the phase, finger smoothing (Trinkley 1976). 
Vessel forms include deep, straight sided jars and 
shallow conoidal bowls. Lip treatments are simple, 
and coiling fractures are common. Firing of the 
Thom's Creek vessels is certainly better than that 
evidenced for Stallings, but there continues to be 
abundant incompletely oxidized specimens. 
 

Like the Stallings settlement pattern, 
Thom's Creek sites are found in a variety of 
environmental zones and take on several forms. 
Thom's Creek sites are found throughout the South 
Carolina coastal zone up to the Fall Line. In the 
Coastal Plain drainage of the Savannah River there 
is a change of settlement, and probably 
subsistence, away from the riverine focus found in 
the Stallings Phase (Hanson 1982:13; Stoltman 
1974:235-236). Thom's Creek sites are more 
commonly found in the upland areas and lack 
evidence of intensive shellfish collection. In the 
coastal zone large, irregular shell middens; small, 
sparse shell middens; and large shell rings are 
found in the Thom's Creek settlement system. 
 

Limited testing has been conducted at one 
small Thom's Creek non-shell midden on Sol 
Legare Island (38CH770) in Charleston County 
(Trinkley 1984). Faunal remains recovered from 
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the site indicated that the occupants focused 
primarily on large mammals rather than shellfish 
and smaller vertebrates heavily relied on at other 
Thom's Creek shell midden sites. Excavations also 
identified a portion of a probable Thom's Creek 
post structure situated about 180 feet inland from 
the marsh edge. 
 
 Another small Thom’s Creek site 
(38CH1693) was investigated in the Mount 
Pleasant area (Trinkley and Hacker 2007). While 
no shell midden was present, there were a number 
of shell-filled pits that appeared to represent 
discrete, single use episodes of meal preparation 
and discard. Zooarchaeological and ethnobotanical 
remains indicate both spring-summer and fall-
winter occupations, suggesting that the site was 
periodically visited throughout the year, albeit for 
different resources.  
 

By far the most work has been conducted 
at Thom's Creek phase shell rings (see Trinkley 
1980b, 1985). These sites are circular middens 
about 130 to 300 feet in diameter, 2 to 6 feet in 
height, and 40 feet in width as their bases, with 
clear interiors. These doughnut-shaped 
accumulations were formed as small mounds, 
arranged around an open ground area, and 
gradually blended together. The ring itself is 
composed of varying proportions of shell, animal 
bone, pottery, soil, and other artifacts. The midden 
soils are silts, and the shell is lensed and crushed. 
Post holes are abundant, although no structures 
have been clearly defined. Pits are evidenced 
throughout the midden, but under the midden 
large shellfish steaming pits, several feet in 
diameter and 2 to 3 feet in depth, are most clearly 
evident. Their use and the subsequent disposal of 
the shells actually formed the middens. 
 

These shell rings were apparently 
mundane occupation sites for fairly large social 
units which lived on the ring, disposed of garbage 
underfoot, and used the clear interiors as areas for 
communal activities. The sites further suggest 
relatively permanent, stable village life as early as 
1600 B.C., with a subsistence base oriented toward 
large and small mammals, fish, shellfish, and 

hickory nuts (Trinkley 1985). 
 

There is evidence that during the Late 
Archaic the climate began to approximate modern 
climatic conditions. Rainfall increased resulting in 
lusher vegetation pattern. The pollen record 
indicates an increase in pine which reduced the 
oak-hickory nut masts which previously were so 
widespread. This change probably affected 
settlement patterning since nut masts were now 
more isolated and concentrated. 

Woodland Period 
Sassaman (1993a:55) recalls the cautions 

of Joseph Caldwell, who found "the regional 
landscape of the Early Woodland ceramic 
traditions" a "fascinating array of local 
developments and diverse extralocal influences." 
As a consequence, the Early Woodland becomes 
quickly confused and difficult to interpret. It is 
nevertheless characterized by the widespread 
adoption of domesticated plants, pottery, and a 
burial mound tradition. 
 

The Refuge Phase, dated from 1070± 115 
B.C. (QC-784) to 51 0± 100 B.C. (QC-785), is found 
primarily along the South Carolina coast from the 
Savannah drainage as far north as the Santee River 
(Williams 1968:208). Anderson (1975:184) 
further notes an apparent concentration of Refuge 
sites in the Coastal Plain, particularly along the 
Santee River. The pottery is found inland along the 
Savannah River (Peterson 1971:151-168), 
although it does not extend above the Fall Line (see 
Anderson and Schuldenrein 1985:719; Garrow 
1975:18-21). 
 

The Refuge series pottery is similar in 
many ways to the preceding Thom's Creek wares. 
The paste is compact and sandy or gritty, while 
surface treatments include sloppy simple stamped, 
dentate stamped, and random punctate 
decorations (see DePratter 1979:115-123; 
Williams 1968:198-208). Anderson and his 
colleagues note that these typologies are "marred 
by a lack of reference to the Thom's Creek series" 
(Anderson et al. 1982 :265) and that the Refuge 
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Punctate and Incised types are indistinguishable 
from Thom's Creek wares. Peterson (1971:153) 
characterizes Refuge as both a degeneration of the 
preceding Thom's Creek series and also as a bridge 
to the succeeding Deptford series. There is a small 
stemmed biface associated with the Savannah 
drainage Refuge sites. This type has been termed 
Groton Stemmed by Stoltman (1974:114-115) and 
Deptford Stemmed by Trinkley (1980a:20-23). 
Peterson suggests that, "a change from the 
'Savannah River' to the small stemmed points, a 
diminution basically, could occur during the 
Refuge" (Peterson 1971:159), although points 
similar to the Small Savannah River Stemmed 
continue to occur. 
 

In spite of the relative lack of detailed 
investigations at Early Woodland sites, it seems 
likely that the subsistence economy was based 
primarily on deer hunting and fishing, with 
supplemental inclusions of small mammals, birds, 
reptiles, and shellfish. This is based on an 
impression that there was a continuation of a 
generalized Late Archaic pattern, which may or 
may not be appropriate. 
 

Somewhat more information is available 
for the Middle Woodland, typically given the range 
of about 2,500 B.P. to about 1,200 B.P. The most 
characteristic pottery of this time period is 
Deptford, although both Swift Creek and 
Wilmington (called Hanover in North Carolina) are 
likely late additions. Regardless, the Middle 
Woodland is best understood in the context of 
Deptford, which has been carefully described by 
DePratter (1979:118-119, 123-127), who suggests 
two divisions with check stamping and cord 
marking gradually being supplemented by 
complicated stamping. The introduction of clay or 
grog tempered Wilmington wares follows on the 
heels of the Deptford phase. 
 

DePratter (1979: 119, 128-131; 1991) 
takes the position that Wilmington pottery 
postdates Deptford, ushering in the use of grog or 
clay as a tempering material in the late Middle 
Woodland. The check stamping and complicated 
stamped motifs found in the Deptford continue, 

except with clay tempering for a short time. Called 
Walthour, these wares are described by DePratter 
(1991:174-176), but they apparently existed for 
only a short period of time before being completely 
replaced by cord marking (DePratter 1979: 119). 
They are also only occasionally seen on the central 
Carolina coast. Wilmington phase sites are rather 
poorly understood in the South Carolina coastal 
plain. Not only has there been little effort to 
develop settlement models incorporating the 
Wilmington, there is very little technological 
research on the pottery itself. In fact, the 
distinction between grog or clay tempered and 
sand tempered is occasionally ignored, resulting in 
considerably typological confusion. 
 

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

In some respects, the Late Woodland 
(1,200 B.P. to 400 B.P.) may be characterized as a 
continuation of previous Middle Woodland cultural 
assemblages. While outside the Carolinas and 
Georgia there were major cultural changes, such as 
the continued development and elaboration of 
agriculture, the coastal South Carolina and Georgia 
groups settled into a lifeway not appreciably 
different from that observed for the previous 500-
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700 years. From the vantage point of Middle 
Savannah Valley, Sassaman and his colleagues note 
that, "the Late Woodland is difficult to delineate 
typologically from its antecedent or from the 
subsequent Mississippian period" (Sassaman et al. 
1990: 14). This situation would remain unchanged 
until the development of the South Appalachian 
Mississippian complex (see Ferguson 1971). 
Anderson (1994:366-368) provides a basic review 
of the Late Woodland and Mississippian ceramic 
sequence at the mouth of the Savannah River. This 
review is particularly useful since it also compares 
and contrasts these developments to those in the 
middle and upper reaches of the Savannah 
(Anderson 1994:368- 377). 
 

Along the northern Carolina coast, 
Anderson et al. (1982:303-304) suggest a 
continuation of the Santee series into the Late 
Woodland, The Hanover and Mount Pleasant series 
may also be found as late of A.D. 1000. Along the 
southeastern North Carolina coast, South (1960) 
has defined the Oak Island complex, which is best 
known for its shell tempered ceramics with cord 
marked, fabric impressed, simple stamped, and net 
impressed surface finishes. The phase is briefly 
discussed by Phelps (1983:48-49), but curiously 
this manifestation is almost unknown south of the 
Little River in South Carolina. The Wando Series, or 
something similar, has been identified by a number 
of researchers along the coast north of Charleston. 
The pottery, most commonly cord marked or check 
stamped, is limestone tempered and may be either 
Middle or Late Woodland in time (see Adams and 
Trinkley 1993:64-71 and Trinkley et al. 2001). 
Very little is known about the northern coastal 
South Carolina Late Woodland complexes, 
although sites such as 38GE32 may document the 
occurrence of village life in the Late Woodland. 

 
A variety of settlement models have been 

proposed for the Woodland, most notably by 
Brooks and Scurry (1978) who hypothesized fall 
and early winter intensive utilization of the Lower 
Coastal Plain oak-hickory interriverine areas for 
deer and other resources. While the foundation of 
much archaeology today, the model had not been 
validated until recently when Scurry, using 

ArchSite, found that “all prehistoric sites were 
statistically more likely to be found in the high 
probability zones and there was no significant 
difference between Early, Middle and Late Archaic 
Period from Woodland Period site locations” 
(Scurry 2015:1). 

Mississippian Period 
The Mississippian is characterized by corn 

agriculture, sedentary village life, and a more 
hierarchical social, political, and ceremonial 
society. It may be viewed rather basically by 
focusing on a simple coastal chronology based 
almost entirely on the results of excavations at 
Irene (Caldwell and McCann 1941) and the 
resulting synthesis by DePratter (1979:Table 30; 
1991: 183-193). In this scenario the Savannah 
Phase, consisting of three subphases, is followed by 
the Irene, broken into two subphases. 
 

The Savannah I Phase, characterized by 
cord marking, is seen as developing from earlier 
cultures. Present are flat-topped temple mounds, 
although these seem to decline dramatically from 
the mouth of the Savannah River northward. While 
the settlement system is very similar to that of the 
Late Woodland, there are also nucleated 
settlements found near estuaries and along 
freshwater rivers further inland. Although 
agriculture is seen by many as almost essential, 
there is no good evidence for corn or other 
domesticated crops. 
 

Savannah II is distinguished by the 
introduction of check stamping and Savannah III is 
defined by the presence of complicated stamping. 
The Savannah III Complicated Stamped pottery is 
primarily curvilinear, often of concentric circles or 
oval motifs. Sassaman et al. (1990:207) suggest 
that the current temporal ranges are likely too 
restrictive for these subphases and suggest instead 
broader period of perhaps A.D. 1100 to 1200 for 
Savannah II and perhaps A.D. 1200 to 1300 for 
Savannah III. 
 

The Savannah phase gives way to what is 
often called the Irene Phase, probably beginning 
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about A.D. 1300. The Irene I Phase is identified by 
the appearance of Irene Complicated Stamped 
pottery using the filfot cross and line block motifs. 
Not only are these motifs different from the earlier 
Savannah Complicated Stamped designs, but the 
Irene ware is characterized by grit inclusions and a 
coarse texture, compared to the Savannah's sandy 
inclusions and fine to medium-grained paste. Also 
present in Irene collections are a range of rim 
decorations, including nodes, rosettes, and fillet 
appliques. Although incising is found in very low 
quantities during this early period, the succeeding 
Irene II phase is characterized by bold incising. The 
mouth of the Savannah River, however, was likely 
abandoned by the end of the Irene I Phase since 
little incising is found in this area. 
 

From the more northern region, the Pee 
Dee culture was defined through the excavations of 
Joffre Coe at Town Creek which is located about 
150 miles due north of Charleston (Boudreaux 
2007; Coe 1995; Reid 1967). The site, generally 
accepted to represent a northern intrusion of a 
Mississippian chiefdom, was originally dated from 
about A.D. 1550 to 1750, although more recent 
analyses suggests a date more likely between A.D. 
900 and 1400 (Coe 1995: 159). 
 

In the Charleston area the most commonly 
mentioned Mississippian excavations are those 
undertaken by Stanley South at the moundless 
ceremonial center at Charles Town Landing (South 
1971). Anderson (1994:115) notes with regret that 
there has been "no broad-scale comparative 
analyses of Mississippian ceramics" for the South 
Carolina area, although there has been some effort 
to untangle the typology of the Middle Wateree 
valley. In particular, DePratter and Judge (1986, 
1990:56-58) have proposed a fairly detailed six 
phase division encompassing the period from A.D. 
1200 through 1670. Although it remains to be 
debated how well their chronology and associated 
ceramic changes can be transposed from the 
Middle Wateree to the coast, it seems to be an 
excellent starting point. 
 

An effort to apply these phase 
designations on a small collection from 38CH1257 

on Seabrook Island (Trinkley 1999) met with 
failure because the sorting criteria, being rather 
complex, require large collections. As a 
consequence, the study fell back on the earlier 
designations of Charleston and Ashley series 
(South 1973). From this excavation the Ashley 
Series was radiocarbon dated to A.D. 1645 to 1670 
(Beta-118433) - consistent with the recovery of 
peach pits. This would place the remains entirely 
within the Daniels Phase. The stamping, however, 
does not appear as "deteriorated" as that suggested 
by DePratter and Judge (1986) for the Daniels 
Phase (which much more closely resembles the 
historic Wachesaw Series of the Waccamaw Neck 
(Trinkley et al. 1983). Nevertheless, it is likely that 
the pottery fits within the general continuum and it 
would be interesting to have the original Charles 
Towne Landing report available to compare these 
materials to those identified at the moundless 
ceremonial center by South. Regardless, the 
abbreviated description (South 1973) seems to fit 
the ceramics found at 38CH1257 with the 
exception that corn-cob impressing and finger 
pinching were not identified. 

Protohistoric Period 
There are three Native American groups 

that may have been on the sea islands in the study 
area during the protohistoric and early historic 
periods, including the Kiawah, Stono, and Bohicket. 
Regrettably little is known about any of these 
groups.  

 
It seems likely that Robert Sandford first 

saw the Bohicket Indians and their agricultural 
fields along Bohicket Creek in 1666 (Waddell 
1980:95-96) — a location they continued to hold 
for a number of years.  In ca. 1685, for example, 
they are shown by Mathews east of the head of 
Bohicket Creek and by ca. 1695 they are shown on 
the Thornton-Morden map on the north side of the 
creek near the headwaters (Waddell 1980:96). 
This is the same location they held on the Crisp map 
of 1711 (Waddell 1980:97; Figure 8). In 1707 an 
act establishing Indian lookout posts reveals that 
the “Jones Island” outlook was to be manned by 
“Bohicott Indians.” Waddell (1980:97) suggests 
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that Jones Island was likely Seabrook.   
  
The early location of the Kiawah is 

problematic, although it seems likely that by the 
early 1670s they were on the Ashley, in the 
immediate vicinity of the Albemarle settlement. 
Waddell (1980:236) comments on an early account 
by Cheves, which points out that there was an 
Indian village just beyond the palisade and that an 
Indian grave (with “trade beads”) had been found 
near “Old Town” (Waddell 1980:234). The Kiawah 
were still on the banks of the Ashley in 1682 when 
Ferguson made his account of Indian tribes 
(Waddell 1980:237) and Gaycoyne shows them, in 
1682, about two miles south of the Stono, on an 
island. Waddell points out that the map is far too 
crude to allow any accurate placement, and 
suggests that the most important feature of this 
map is that it indicates some movement of the 
Kiawah southward had taken place by this time. 
Mathews, in 1685, places the Kiawah directly on 
Kiawah Island and Waddell suggests a location 
near where the Kiawah flows into the Stono 
(Waddell 1980:238). Although there is uncertainty, 
it may be that their location remained unchanged a 
decade later, when they are still shown on Kiawah 
Island by the Thornton-Morden map.   

  
Perhaps the best evidence pointing to a 

Kiawah settlement is provided by the Diamond plat 
of Trescott’s Plantation east of the Cooper River. 
Waddell comments that the plat may even show an 
Indian mound and the historic documents reveal 
that Trescott even dug through Indian burials in 
laying out his plantation house (Waddell 
1980:241-242). This may be the only clear link to 
the Kiawah that remains.  

  
In 1671 the Stono were reported to be 

living north of the Edisto and south of the Kiawah 
(at the English settlement) (Waddell 1980:303). 
The location seems to remain constant, in spite of 
their problems with the English, since in 1682 
Ferguson remarks that the Stono were south of the 
Kiawah, “upon the River Stonoh, adjoining to 
Edisto” (Waddell 1980:305). By 1695, however, the 
Thornton-Morden map shows the Stono on 
Seabrook Island, at the mouth of the North Edisto 

River (Waddell 1980:307). In fact, the Stono 
continue to be closely associated with Seabrook 
through at least the first decade of the 1700s, when 
Seabrook Island was even called “Stonoe” Island 
(Waddell 1980:307). In spite of the Seabrook 
Island connection, it seems that the most promising 
lead for a Stono settlement might be the Frances 
Hext plantation known as Indian Graves on Johns 
Island. It doesn’t appear that too much has been 
made of the name of the plantation (see Jordan and 
Stringfellow 1998:246, 263, 280).  

  
These brief discussions clearly point out 

the frequent movement of low country Indians. For 
example, the Kiawah moved away from the 
pressures of the Ashley River settlement, 
eventually to Kiawah Island. The Stono may have 
moved from along the Stono River to Seabrook.  
The Bohicket seem to have been the most stable, 
largely staying north of Bohicket Creek, although 
perhaps sharing some of Seabrook Island with the 
Stono. In spite of the maps and review of the 
historical documents, none of these settlements 
have been found and we have no real information 
on any of these early tribes.   

  
One of the earliest accounts, by Maurice 

Matthews in 1671, lumps them all together,  
  
The Indians all About us are our 
friends; all yt we have knowledge 
of by theyre Appearance and traid 
with us) . . . . some of these have 4 
or 5 Cassikaes . . . . I finde no 
tributaries among them, butt 
intermarriages & poverty causeth 
them to visitt one Another; never 
quarelling who is ye better man; 
they are generally poore & 
Spanish; Affraid of ye very foot 
step of a Westoe; A sort of people 
yt live up to the westward [which 
these say eat people and are great 
warriors] (Cheves 2000:334). 
  
In 1696 Governor Archdale signed a law 

requiring Indians, including the Stonoe, Kiaway, 
and others, to pay one deerskin yearly to the  
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Figure 8. Indian settlements. At the top is the 1696 N. Sanson Carte Particuliere de la Caroline. At the bottom 

is the 1711 Edward Crisp A Compleat Description of the Province of Carolina. 
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government. This resulted from the colonists 
noting that the Indians had been “furnished with 
clothes and all sorts of tools necessary for making 
their provisions and have from time to time as 
often they have had need thereof been protected 
and defended.” Yet the bill complained that these 
same Indians, “have not hitherto been any ways 
useful or serviceable or contributing to the 
inhabitants of this province” (Hicks 1998:75).  

  
Mills, in the early nineteenth century, 

expressed the situation concisely, “[a] number of 
tribes of Indians inhabited this country originally; 
but little care has been taken to preserve either 
their names or locations” (Mills 1972:749 [1826]).  

  
Nevertheless, as late as 1847 there was at 

least one settlement Indian, William Beamer, living 
on Johns Island. He had served with American 
forces during the Revolution and afterwards had 
been an overseer for various planters, including 
William Sams (Hicks 1998:275).  

  
Although contact period archaeological 

studies have not been conducted on Johns Island, 
Polhemus (1972) did report on the accidental 
discovery of four burials with trade goods. No 
archaeological study of the site, however, was 
conducted and when the tract was recently 
developed, the site was quickly dismissed 
(Bridgman et al. 1999). 
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This section will provide readers not 
familiar with the region’s long history at least a 
brief introduction. We hope it will serve as a 
context for the following section, which recounts 
the historic specific to the study tract. 

Parish and Administrative 
Divisions 

The study area falls within the Proprietary 
county of Colleton, created in 1682. The 640 square 
mile Colleton County, however, was effectively 
eliminated with the creation of the seven original 
judicial districts in 1769. The Charleston District 
included 4,180 square miles and incorporated 
today’s Charleston, Colleton, Dorchester, and 
Berkeley counties, as well as a small portion of 
Orangeburg County.  

  
The boundaries of Charleston were 

constantly changing. For a few years, between 
1785 and 1791, Charleston was reduced to the 
peninsula, James Island, and Sullivans Island, with 
Johns Island being subsumed by Colleton County. 
By 1791, however, the boundaries were restored 
and although Charleston changed in shape and size, 
Johns Island remained in Charleston District until 
1882, when the southern portion of the area, 
including Johns Island, was lost to Berkeley County. 
The islands returned to Charleston in 1893 and 
there has been no substantive change since that 
time.  

 
In addition to the judicial districts, South 

Carolina was also divided into a series of parishes 
as a result of the 1706 Church Act. Our study area 
of Johns Island falls within the original St. Paul 
Parish. The boundaries ran from the South Edisto 
River to the Stono River. In 1734, however, St. Paul 
lost to the creation of St. John-Colleton. This new 

parish included the sea islands of Edisto, Seabrook, 
Kiawah, Johns, and Wadmalaw, with the mainland 
north of the Stono being retained by St. Paul.  
James Island has remained part of St. Andrews 
Parish from the 1706 division through the present. 
These parishes were eliminated as governmental 
units by the 1865 state constitution, although some 
local government and public service districts are 
still parish based in unincorporated sections of St. 
Andrews and St. Paul’s.  

 
Given  the instability of political 

boundaries throughout the nineteenth century, the 
more stable parish boundaries – used by 
nineteenth century census takers – provide more 
accurate statistics for researchers than county 
level data (Fick 1992:1).   

Eighteenth Century Life 
The English established the first 

permanent settlement in what is today South 
Carolina in 1670 on a low rise on the west bank of 
the Ashley River. This original settlement 
encompassed about 9 acres; just beyond was a 
spring and a Kiawah Indian village (Cheves 
2000:173). Like other European powers, the 
English were lured to the New World for a variety 
of reasons, including the acquisition of land and the 
promotion of agriculture. The Lord Proprietors, 
who owned the colony until 1719-1720, intended 
to discover a staple crop, the marketing of which 
would provide great wealth through the mercantile 
system.  

 
By 1680 the settlers of Albemarle Point 

had moved the village across the bay to the tip of 
the peninsula formed by the Ashley and Cooper 
rivers. This new settlement at Oyster Point would 
become modern-day Charleston. The original 
settlement became part of Old Town Plantation 
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owned by Lynch Horry in the antebellum. Evidence 
of the earlier Kiawah settlement, however, was still 
obvious as late as the 1880s, when a burial 
containing trade beads was uncovered (Cheves 
2000:353).   

  
 The move provided not only a more 

healthful climate and an area of better defense, but, 
  
the cituation of this Town is so 
convenient for public Commerce 
that it rather seems to be the 
design of some skillful Artist than 
the accidental position of nature 
(Mathews 1954:153).  
  
Early settlers came from the English West 

Indies, directly from England, and from other 
colonies. But perhaps more than any others, it was 
the Barbadian elite who would set the Carolina 
culture apart from that of the more northern 
colonies, such as Virginia, and who would also 
establish the roots of cash monoculture and slavery 
(Sirmans 1966; Waterhouse 1975). Coclanis notes 
that almost as many Carolina settlers came from 
the small island of Barbados in the decade of the 
1670s as from England herself, remarking that, 

  
Carolina - alone among the 
English colonies on the mainland 
of North America - felt the heat of 
the tropics from the start. Those 
that wish to understand the 
torridity of South Carolina's later 
history, its passion and its zeal, 
would do well to remember this 
point (Coclanis 1989:22).  
  
Clowse (1971:60-61) suggests that cattle 

raising began as a response to the initial inability to 
find salable tropical or semitropical crops. 
Ranching, especially on the islands, was an easy 
way to exploit the region's land and resources, 
offering a relatively secure return for very little 
investment. Few slaves were necessary to manage 
the herd. The mild climate of the islands made 
winter forage more abundant and winter shelters 
unnecessary. The salt marshes, useless for other 

purposes, provided excellent grazing and 
eliminated the need to provide salt licks. Further, 
the islands were self-contained, eliminating the 
need for fences (Coon 1972; Dunbar 1961).  Fick 
et al. (1989:9) comment that the estate inventory 
of Bernard Schenckingh, who died in 1692, 
included “134 head of cattle” and “one negro man.”  

  
Production of cattle, hogs, and sheep 

quickly outstripped local consumption and by the 
late seventeenth century beef and pork were 
principal exports of the Colony to the West Indies 
(Ver Steeg 1975:114-116).  

  
The slaughtered meat, once salted, found a 

ready market in the West Indies where the focus on 
sugar prevented planters from feeding their slaves. 
The tanning of the resulting hides supplied 
additional income (as well as supplying local 
needs). Moreover, the herds represented a food 
reservoir, providing a buffer for the colonists 
themselves.  

 
Weir also comments on the prevalence of 

cattle raising throughout colonial Carolina, with at 
least 60,000 head present as late as 1751. He notes, 
however, that as lucrative as it might be for a few, 
it was not a source of fortunes for many. In fact, 
those that prospered during the earliest years, 
“appear to have done so mainly by the aggressive 
and simultaneous pursuit of various opportunities” 
(Weir 1997:142).   

  
Other early eighteenth century economic 

activity around Charleston focused on naval stores 
(such as lumber and tar) and Indian trade (prior to 
1715) (Fick 1992:10). Weir notes that deerskins 
paled in comparison to the value of tar and pitch. 
By 1699 a royal official noted that Carolina was the 
only source for these commodities in America and 
in 1705 parliament granted a subsidy for their 
production (Weir 1997:143). Large amounts were 
easily produced and shipped from South Carolina.   

  
Clowse (1971) provides details on 

Charleston exports. Deerskins fluctuate widely by 
year, beginning with 64,488 skins in 1699, dipping 
to 22,133 the following year and peaking at 
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121,355 in 1707. The Yemassee War dramatically 
reduced the trade in 1717 and it took five years for 
the levels to return to pre-war levels of around 50-
60,000 skins.   

 
The Yemassee War left its mark on Johns 

Island when a band of Apalachee Indians, allies of 
the Yemassee, crossed the Edisto and raided as far 
north as the Stono River in July 1715. About 20 
plantations were destroyed before the Indians 
retreated southward, burning the Pon Pon River 
bridge behind them (Milling 1969:145, 174).   

 
Two forts were constructed as a result. One 

was LaRoche’s Bridge Fort. It was constructed to 
guard the bridge (named for nearby planter James 
LaRoche) that connected Wadmalaw and Johns 
islands. Situated on Johns Island, just north of where 
Maybank Highway crosses from Johns to Wadmalaw, 
the fort was garrisoned from August 1715 to March 
1716 (Fick et al 1989:9; Ivers 1970:55). A second fort, 
known as Stono Bridge Fort, was constructed on John 
Beamer’s (or Beamor) plantation.  This fort was 
also garrisoned from August 1715 to March 1716 
(Ivers 1970:74).  

 
By 1720 the naval stores market was 

glutted. In addition, British rope-makers 

complained that Carolina 
tar “scorched” the rope 
and preferred tar from 
Sweden. The most 
significant difference was 
that Swedish tar was 
rendered from live or 
green trees, Carolina tar 
was taken from deadwood. 
The Carolina producers 
refused to change 
production because of the 
cost and by 1724 
parliament allowed the 
bounty on naval stores to 
lapse. Lobbyists for 
Carolina producers and 
British merchants 
succeeded in getting a 
new, albeit lower, bounty 
passed by parliament in 

1729. Significant quantities continued to be 
shipped throughout the colonial period (Clowse 
1971:Table III). 

Development of a Market 
Economy 

Upland rice was the first valuable 
commodity that the Carolina planters identified. 
The development and evolution of this crop on 
interior swamps in the eighteenth century is 
discussed at length in Trinkley et al. (2003:13-42) 
and it relied on a complex network of drained and 
diked interior lowlands combined with interior 
reservoirs. Beginning about 1720, rice exports 
climb dramatically, with the price increasing from 
5.17 shillings per hundredweight in 1722 to 8.98 
shillings in 1750 (Trinkley et al. 2003:33). There 
were downturns, but overall interior swamp rice 
brought the first staple commodity to Carolina and 
created planters of great wealth. 

 
There were, however, consequences. One 

of these was the dramatic increase in African 
American slaves during the early colonial period. 
Although the number of enslaved Africans can’t be 
readily determined prior to about 1703, Figure 10 

 
Figure 9. Portion of Stuart’s 1780 map showing the vicinity of the two 

Yemassee War forts and the original survey tract. 
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shows the dramatic rise of the black population 
beginning about 1710.  

  
This rise in the black population brought 

increasing concern over the possibility of a slave 
rebellion. In 1739 this fear became reality with the 
Stono Rebellion. Lead by the Angolan slave Jemmy, 
a band of 20 slaves began their rebellion on Johns 
Island south of the vicinity of the Limehouse Bridge 
and Chisolm Road (Fick et al. 1989:14). They 
attacked the Hutchinson warehouse or store, 
killing the two guards and gaining access to 
weapons and ammunition (Stono Rebellion 
National Register of Historic Places Nomination, 
SCDAH). The band swelled to about 80 slaves 
marching southward to seek their freedom in 
Spanish St. Augustine. They were overtaken by the 
Provincial militia in the vicinity of Parkers Ferry 
close to the Edisto River crossing. About thirty 
slaves were killed outright; about the same number 
escaped, but were gradually captured over the next 
months and executed. One, however, remained a 
fugitive for three years.  

The primary result of the rebellion was the 

development of a “negro act” that severely limited 
the privileges of the slaves. African American slaves 
were no longer allowed to grow their own food, 
assemble in groups, earn their own money, or learn 
to read. While some restrictions were in force prior 
to the Negro Act, the rebellion caused stricter 
enforcement.  

Early experiments with indigo in Carolina 
were abandoned in the face of West Indian 
competition. Beginning in the first decades of the 
eighteenth century, however, Jamaica and the 
other islands turned to sugar, which was more 
profitable. Leaving the English dyers without a 
British supplier, they turned to the French islands. 
However, about 1740 tensions with France 
threatened to cut off “French Blue” and Carolina 
was presented with a second opportunity. This was 
further buttressed by English bounties that made 
the production –even given its rather mediocre 
quality (typically the cheapest “copper indigo” 
quality) – profitable. South Carolina enjoyed the 
luxury of this second staple crop for about three 
decades before the American Revolution 
interrupted shipments and the bounty that 
supported inferior Carolina indigo was lost. 

 
Indigo cultivation was fairly simple. The 

crop was planted from seed in middle April, with a 
preference for dry, loose soil typical of "hickory 
lands and pine barrens." The plant was harvested 
in late June or early July, immediately after it 

blossomed, by cutting it off at ground 
level. This allowed the roots to produce 
a second, and sometimes a third, crop 
before it was killed by frost.  

 
If cultivation was simple, 

processing indigo was difficult. The 
plants were hauled to the indigo vats 
and placed in a steeper made from pine 
or cypress planks measuring 16 feet 
square and 3½ to 5 feet deep. The plants 
were weighted down, covered with 
water, and allowed to ferment for 10 to 
14 hours to remove the dye. The "liquor" 
was drained off to the wooden beating 
vats, which were typically 15 feet long, 8 
feet wide, and 5 feet deep. There the 
solution was oxidized by beating. After 

visible precipitation began, limewater was added 
from the adjacent lime vat to aid coagulation of the 
dye. Agitation was continued for about an hour.  

 
Afterwards the liquid was drained from 

the vat and strained through woolen cloth to catch 

 
Figure 10. Growth of African American slavery in Carolina 

during the early eighteenth century. 
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the dye. As Carman notes, "indigo has a very 
disagreeable smell, while making and curing; and 
the foeces, when taken out of the steeper, if not 
immediately buried in the ground (for which it is 
excellent manure) breeds incredible swarms of 
flies” (Carman 1939:288 [1775]; see also 
Huneycutt 1949). 

 
The wet dye was carried to the curing shed 

where it was pressed to remove as much water as 
possible and cut into cubes about 2-inches square. 
It was dried on trays in the shade, then placed in 
barrels with damp moss, where it was allowed to 
mold for several days. Afterwards it was brushed 
off and graded into four categories – fine blue, 
ordinary blue, fine purple, and ordinary copper, the 
least desirable (Copenhaver 1930:895). 

Early Settlement on Johns 
Island 

The earliest warrant for land that 
specifically mentions Johns Island (called St. Johns 
Island) dates from 1707 (Salley and Olsberg 
1973:640). Fick et al. (1989:8) mention early 
grants on Johns Island to Thomas Stanyarne 
(1698), Thomas Weatherly (1707), and Elizabeth 
Godfrey (1710). Clowse reports that the first land 
grants for Colleton County, created in 1682, did not 
occur until 1694. By 1700, the 63 grants known for 
Colleton totaled 33,635 acres – averaging 534 acres 
each. Between 1710 and 1719 an additional 151 
grants were entered, totaling 71,506 acres. 
Nevertheless, Mathews comments that in 1680 the 
land between the Ashley and Stone rivers to the 
west was populated fairly thickly (Mathews 1954). 
 

The Holman shown on early maps of Johns 
Island (see Figure 9) is likely Thomas Holman, who 
is known to have at least 500 acres by 1718 (SCDAH, 
Colonial Plat Book (copy series), vol. 12, pg. 171). 

The Revolution 

After the abortive attempt by the British to 
take Charleston in June 1776, the American 
Revolution was largely fought in the North. 
However, in May 1779, a British Army marched 

from Savannah to besiege Charleston. On May 10, 
Augustine Prevost reached Ashley Ferry on the 
Ashley River about 7 miles north of the city, 
crossed the river and defeated a small cavalry 
detachment sent by Francis Marion to delay their 
advance. The British camped at the Ferry for about 
two weeks and then marched southward across 
James and Johns islands to Stono Ferry. During this 
crossing of Johns Island a number of plantations 
were burned, including those of Abraham 
Bosomworth and Robert Gibbes (Fick et al. 
1989:17).  
  
  Fludd offers a brief mention of a lookout 
post established by the Johns Island planters on 
Chaplin’s Point on the Kiawah River, near the Stono 
Inlet (Fludd 1886:81). There do not, however, 
appear to have been any fortifications at this point.  
 

The bulk of the British forces crossed the 
Stono and continued along the coast to Beaufort. 
Prevost, however, left about 900 troops at a series 
of three redoubts that were enclosed in an abatis 
on the eastern shore.  American general 
Benjamin Lincoln mounted an attack on June 20. He 
was able to obtain only 1,200 men, mostly militia 
units that were unable to match the resolve and 
discipline of professional soldiers in a defensive 
position. The battle lasted only an hour and half. 
During that time the two forces were within easy 
killing range of one another – less than 60 yards. 
The British lost 26 killed and 103 wounded. The 
American forces suffered 34 killed, 113 wounded, 
and 18 missing.   
 

Lincoln realized that he would be unable 
to force the British out and retreated to Charleston. 
Their mission of shielding Prevost’s retreat 
accomplished, the British forces broke camp and 
also marched to Beaufort, arrived there on July 8, 
1779 (Morrill 1993:53-54). Lincoln put a positive 
spin on the campaign, writing to Governor 
Rutledge, “Our men now see that little is to be 
feared either from musquetry or field pieces; they 
are full of spirit, & are sure they can beat the enemy 
on equal grounds at any time” (Mattern 1995:74). 
Ramsay, however, observed that, “immediately 
after this attack, the American militia impatient of  
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Figure 11. Area events during the Revolutionary War. At the top is a portion of the 1780 Sproul map showing 

the Johns Island vicinity with many of the sites mentioned in British accounts. The original study 
tract is shown in red. At the lower left is a portion of a1786 plan showing the three redoubts at 
Stono Ferry from the 1770 battle (McCrady Plat 6528). These redoubts were destroyed by late 
twentieth century development. At the lower right is a plan of Stono Ferry in 1780 (Tustin 1979). 
J= Jäger Crops, B=British troops. 
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absence from their homes returned to their 
plantations” (Ramsay 1990:446 [1789]).   
 

In the fall of 1779 the combined American 
and French armies failed to liberate Savannah (and 
Georgia) from Prevost. The heavily fortified British 
suffered relatively few losses. The American forces, 
however, lost nearly a fifth of the entire allied army 
(Morrill 1993:64). If this wasn’t bad enough, it laid 
the groundwork for the second Royal invasion of 
South Carolina.   
  
  On December 26, 1779 Sir Henry Clinton 
debarked from New York with a British armada of 
90 transports under Admiral Marriot Arbuthnot. 
After briefly anchoring off the Georgia coast to 
make repairs and final preparation, the fleet set sail 
for the North Edisto River on February 11, 1780. 
They arrived off Simmons (today’s Seabrook) 
Island the evening of the 11th and began putting 
troops ashore, with the process not completed until 
the following day. Those disembarking included 
English grenadiers and light infantry under 
General Leslie, Hessian grenadiers, a Jäger 
detachment, and the 33rd Regiment.   
  
  One account reports that,  
  

towards ten o’clock the troops set 
out through a pathless and 
marshy wood, which continued 
with the greatest difficulty until 
five o’clock in the evening. A path 
often had to be cut through the 
bushes with axes and bayonets in 
water up to the waist.  By this 
time we reached a prepared road 
and discovered a plantation, from 
whose owners this island had 
derived its name (Tustin 
1979:196).  

  
Another diarist, Captain Johann Hinrichs, reported 
that Simmons Island “is a part of Johns Island, 
desolate and salty, and full of cabbage trees” 
(Ulhendorf 1938:181).  This account also 
remarks on the dense thickets, marshy conditions, 
and “impenetrable woods where human feet had 

never trod!” (Ulhendorf 1938:183). A third account 
by General Von Huyn reported, “All the white 
inhabitants were on their way to the city with their 
guns, arms, and ammunition, leaving behind their 
wives and children, as well as their Negroes” 
(Ulhendorf 1938:371).   
  

Some of the troops continued, crossing 
over onto Johns Island, where they took camp,  
  

The jäger detachment and the 
33rd Regiment . . . occupied a road 
leading to Stono Ferry . . . the 
remaining troops encamped on 
Simmons Island.  
  
At midnight we had to move 
forward over a mile to Wilson’s 
plantation, where the landing 
place for the provisions and 
baggage ships was situated. We 
had nothing but stinking water in 
this area (Tustin 1979:196).  

  
In addition to his diary, Ewald also wrote 

at least one letter that describes these events. He 
adds that on February 13 and 14 the armies 
advanced to Stono Ferry, as well as to the houses of 
Chisolm and Fenwick. On the 16th, part of the army 
crossed the Stono at what he called White’s house, 
probably the settlement of Abraham Waight, while 
the remainder crossed at Stono Ferry. They 
occupied the old redoubts constructed the year 
before. Additional troops cross over to James 
Island from Fenwick’s plantation (Ulhendorf 
1938:27). Other accounts suggest that the British 
crossed the Stono at a variety of other locations, 
including “Sucky Staniard’s” and landing at “Ingles’ 
plantation on pleasant, rising ground” (Ulhendorf 
1938:187). Additional troops camped at William 
Ashley’s plantation on Johns Island, where they 
were joined by the 71st Scottish Regiment (Tustin 
1979:203). In February 1780, Captain John Peebles 
of the Scottish Grenadiers, was briefly 
headquartered at the Simmons estate, “a large 
Plantation and house” (Gruber 1998:339) at the 
south tip of Johns Island, the former home of James 
Simmons (d. 1775) and his wife Ann Holmes (d. 
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1773). Francis Simmons (ca. 17651814), the heir to 
the property, had been sent abroad by his trustees 
for his safety and education. Peebles mentioned 
two other Johns Island landmarks, describing 
Headquarters (Fenwick Hall) as “a large modern 
house with offices” and the nearby Gibbes House 
(Peaceful Retreat) as “a good house on the bank of 
Stono River” (Gruber 1998:339).  
  

For their part, the few American forces 
present retreated toward Charleston using 
Wallace’s and Rantowle’s bridges, destroying them 
both after crossing (Ulhendorf 1938:187). The 
British appear to have been proceeding slowly, at 
least in part because of the “horses, cattle, and 
Negroes” that they had removed from plantations. 
In fact, a portion of the British forces remained on 
Johns Island and Hinrichs’ diary comments that 
daily foraging parties scoured the island, “thus 
great quantity of livestock has been driven in” 
(Ulhendorf 1938:197). In fact, the British spread 
out, raiding plantations on Wadmalaw (Ulhendorf 
1938:199). Hough reported that “Major Hay and 
Captain Moncrieff are appointed Commissaries of 
all captured Goods, and the Troops are amply 
supplied with fresh Provisions and Rice by them” 
(Hough 1867:37). At least some plantations – like 
the Vanderhorst house on Kiawah – were burned 
during the British advance on Charleston (Trinkley 
1993:57). Even the Anglican church on Johns Island 
was not spared. The assessment was bleak, “not a 
door, window, shutter, or pew to be seen, a large 
part of the floor missing, aisle pavement in many 
places destroyed” (quoted in MacCallum 1970:12).  
 

The accounts reveal that a number of 
British fortifications dotted the area surrounding 
Charleston. For example, two are noted at 
Peronneau’s house at the Wappoo River (on James 
Island, just south of the better known McLeod 
plantation) which were “heavily fortified.” At least 
two redoubts were constructed at Fenwick’s Point 
on Wappoo where nine 32 pounders were put into 
position (Ulhendorf 1938:375, 379).    
  

By March 29, 1780, Clinton had moved 
from Johns to James Island, occupied Fort Johnson, 
crossed the Wappoo Cut, and arrived at Drayton 

Hall, about 7 miles northwest of Charleston. The 
British navy with its 216 guns had blocked 
Charleston harbor. On April 10 Clinton called on 
Lincoln to surrender Charleston; Lincoln refused. 
Rather than retreat, the patriots continuing 
sending troops into Charleston; in fact, civil 
officials in Charleston threatened to help the 
British destroy Lincoln’s army should he attempt to 
flee the city (Morrill 1993:70). The Charleston 
battle lasted one evening, May 9, and on May 12 
Lincoln surrendered, allowing Clinton to capture 
5,466 armed troops, 391 artillery pieces, 5,916 
muskets, 33,000 rounds of small arms ammunition, 
over 8,000 rounds of shot, and 376 barrels of 
powder. Charleston – and the surrounding 
countryside – was held by British forces for the 
next 2½ years.    
  

Clinton issued a proclamation allowing his 
troops to seize “all such Valuable Property as shall 
be found belonging to any person in Rebellion” for 
the armies’ use. He declared all unoccupied 
property to be forfeited under the assumption that 
if the owner had fled, he must have been fighting 
against the Crown. Brannon notes that one British 
captain remarked that the local population “hated 
us from the bottom of their hearts because we 
carried off their belongings” (Brannon 2007:37).   
 

On September 16, the British announced 
that the real and personal estates of 83 “wicked and 
dangerous traitors” would be sequestered. It was 
seen by the conquerors as “both just and 
expedient” that the property of those defying the 
King should be used to put down the revolution.  
 

When these names (McCowen 1972:153-
154) are compared to those offered by Jordan and 
Stringfellow 1998:237) as residing on Johns, 
Seabrook, Wadmalaw, and Kiawah islands, the only 
certain matches are those of Arnoldus Vanderhorst 
on Kiawah and William Gibbes on Johns Island.   
  

This does not mean, however, that the 
British were the masters of South Carolina. The 
active war shifted to the upstate, but American 
raids in the low country continued. At first the 
British sought to bring Loyalist estates back to 
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productivity. They found that most were so 
damaged by war that their productivity was low. As 
the frequency of raids increased, the British 
abandoned many of these plantations. The British 
also abandoned efforts to ship goods overland and 
used heavily armed boats instead. Eventually even 
this effort proved useless (Cruden 1890:13; 
McCowen 1972:94).  
 

When Charleston was finally abandoned 
by the British in December 1782, they took with 
them many of the enslaved African Americans. 
McCowen estimates that of the 9,127 civilians, over 
5,000 were African Americans and he comments, 
“this loss of manpower at a critical period of 
reconstruction greatly undermined the economy” 
(McCowen 1972:109).   
 

The Jacksonboro Assembly, meeting in 
January 1782, approved the confiscation and 
amercement of various properties. The 
Confiscation Act was directed toward 
those who were British subjects or 
steadfast Loyalists. Based on the official 
lists, 239 Loyalist estates were 
confiscated. In contrast, amercement was 
directed toward those who had wavered 
in their allegiance, but had repented and 
taken a loyalty oath. Again based on the 
published lists 47 estates were amerced 
at 12% of their value (McCowen 
1972:135-137). However, it has been 
shown that these lists are incomplete and 
there were at least 400 estates either 
confiscated or amerced (Brannon 
2007:172).  
  

At least five Johns Island planters were 
affected. Richard Russell Ash, Alexander Chisolm, 
John Freer, William Sams, and John Wells all 
petitioned the Assembly requesting relief from 
amercement. Chisolm and Freer were even able to 
provide petitions from other residents on Johns 
Island in support of their requests. In Freer’s case 
the petitioners explained that they knew “of no Act 
that he has Committed whereby to deserve, 
Amercement, unless his having taken British 
protection” (SCDAH, Petitions to the General 

Assembly, 1783).   
  

After the Revolution a number of citizens 
came forward with claims for supplies, service, 
loans, and other issues. At least 14 of those 
reported to be on Johns Island by Jordan and 
Stringfellow (1993:237) appear to have submitted 
claims (Ravill 1941). 

Recovery and the 
Antebellum 

The period from 1790 through the early 
1800s was one of reorganization and expansion. 
Indigo was no longer a profitable crop, although 
rice continued to be the gold upon which much of 
the low country was built. Gradually, however, 
cotton came to replace indigo, although it too was 
based on specialization in the production of a 
staple crop using slave labor. As Coclanis notes, 

"such specialization, under prevailing market 
conditions, generally proved highly profitable to 
those individuals in both the low country and in 
Europe with capital directly involved in the 
production or distribution of such staples" 
(Coclanis 1989:130).    
  

Cotton planting spread throughout the 
south after the Revolution, encouraged by 
improvements in ginning machinery (the best 
known being Eli Whitney’s wire-toothed saw gin, 
patented in 1794). Sea Island cotton, a distinct type  
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Figure 12. Comparison of white, enslaved, and free blacks on 

Wadmalaw, Edisto, and Johns islands between 1790 
and 1860. 
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characterized by its long staples and black seeds, 
became the pre-eminent crop on Johns Island. 
Unlike the more common upland green-seed 
cotton, distinguished by its short fibers, Sea Island 
cotton was not ginned with Whitney’s machine. Its 
long fibers required planters to continue using the 
traditional roller gins usually in the form of slave-
powered foot gins. Only in the 1850s, with the 
development of the improved Fones McCarthy gin, 
did mechanical equipment become popular 
(Porcher and Fick 2005:221).    
  

Sea Island cotton was developed on the 

Georgia Sea Islands in about 1785, and in 1790 
William Elliott grew South Carolina’s first 
commercial crop on Hilton Head Island. By the 
early 1800s, several planters, notably Kinsey 
Burden of Johns Island, had developed improved 
strains that commanded the highest prices on the 
European market (Porcher and Fick 2005:95-96).  
 

The new emphasis on cotton dramatically 
changed the area’s racial makeup. Figure 12 shows 
that African American slaves – other than a slight 
dip in 1830 (perhaps the result of the crash of 
cotton prices in 1819), steadily increased in  

Table 2. 
Population and Wealth in St. John’s Colleton in 1860 

 

White 
Population Slaves

No. of Slave 
Owners

Average 
No. Slaves 
per owner

Value of Real 
Estate

No. 
Reporting

Average 
Value of 

Real Estate
Value of 

Personal Estate No. Reporting

Average 
Value of 
Personal 

Estate

Johns Island 129 2,346 62 38 $594,500 34 $17,485 $1,796,203 36 $49,895
Edisto 301 4,506 123 37 $2,246,850 50 $44,937 $4,585,285 75 $61,137
Wadmalaw 190 2,800 80 35 $720,500 39 $18,474 $2,137,811 46 $46,474  

Table 3. 
Occupations in St. John’s Colleton District from the 1850 and 1860 Census 
 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Planter 82 58.6 88 65.7 23 76.7 35 53.8 27 36.5
Farmer 7 9.5
Physician/Dentist 14 10.0 7 5.2 2 6.7 3 4.6 4 5.4
Overseer 12 8.6 12 9.0 1 3.3 10 15.4 9 12.2
Clergy 7 5.0 7 5.2 1 3.3 4 6.2 3 4.1
Lawyer 2 2.7
Carpenter 7 5.0 1 0.7 1 1.5
Factor 1 1.4
Storekeeper 5 3.6 5 3.7 2 3.1 2 2.7
Blacksmith 3 2.1 1 0.7 1 1.5
Clerk 3 2.1 3 4.1
Nurse 3 2.2 2
Butcher 2 1.4
Laborer 2 1.4 3 4.1
Boat Builder 2 1.5 2 3.1
Mechanic 2 1.5 2 6.7 2 3.1 3 4.1
Seaman 2 1.4 2 2.7
Teacher 1 0.7 5 3.7 1 3.3 2 3.1 2 2.7
Mantua Maker 1 0.7 1 1.5
Other 6 8.1

140 134 30 65 74

1850 1860
1860 Johns 

Island
1860 Edisto 

Island
1860 James 

Island
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Figure 13. Two views of the portion of Johns Island in the vicinity of the project tract in the first quarter of 

the nineteenth century. At the top is the ca. 1819 Kinsey Burden map. Below is the 1826 Mills’ Atlas 
Charleston District. Jenkins is not in the study tract, indicating some distortion in Mills’ map. 
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numbers, from 3,065 in 1790 to their peak in 1840 
at 11,044. There was a slight decline in slaves after 
1840, with St. Johns Colleton containing 9,652 
slaves at the eve of the Civil War. 
 

In contrast, the white population 
increased from 433 to only 819 in 1840, declining 
in St. Johns Colleton to 620 in 1860. The free black 
population in the district was small – peaking at 
179 in 1820, then declining to only four in the 1860 
census. In spite of the fluctuation in raw numbers, 
the proportion of black slaves to whites steadily 
increased from 7:1 in 1790 to 16:1 in 1830. This 
ratio held fairly stable until the Civil War.   
 

We are able to obtain an even better view 
of slave holding on the islands that compose St. 
John’s Colleton when we look at the 1860 census. 
Johns Island was the most heavily populated by 
African Americans – with 2,346 slaves and only 129 
whites, the ratio was 18:1 compared to the 15:1 
found on both Wadmalaw and Edisto. While the 
difference in average slave holdings between 
Edisto and Johns Island is not significant, owners 
on both islands held more slaves than did those on 
Wadmalaw.  
  

The wealth of the Edisto planters is clearly 
revealed by their reported real estate holdings and 
personal estates. Johns and Wadmalaw islands 
come in distant second and third whether total 
value or average value is considered. Farm values 
on Wadmalaw were slightly greater than those on 
Johns Island, but the personal estate value was 
higher on Johns Island. 

 
There are other changes in the district 

over time. For example, the 1840 census indicates 
the importance of agricultural pursuits – there are 
only 12 individuals enumerated that did not list 
their occupation as planter. All 12 were classified 
as “learned professionals,” probably physicians 
and ministers (Johns and Edisto islands both had 
two year-round churches). Most, however, were 
also planters. 
  

The 1850 and 1860 data are more 
revealing since they provide occupations. These 

are shown in Table 3. Although the category of 
physician continues to be prominent, it is clear 
from the census data that many of these physicians 
were also very successful planters. The quantity of 
overseers enumerated remains constant, as does 
the number of clergy and storekeepers or 
merchants. The number of teachers increases from 
1850 to 1860.   
 

Interestingly, we find three young Irish 
women in planter households with occupations 
listed as nurse, a task typically assigned to African 
American slaves. In England the nurse was not 
uniformly well regarded, with many accused of 
drunkenness, thievery, and licentiousness. They 
were typically drawn from the working class and 
were domestic servants rather than medical staff 
(Olsen 1999:264). The mantua maker seen in 1860 
was a mulatto woman living on Edisto Island. While 
this trade was common in cities such as Charleston, 
it seems uncommon on the islands where sewing 
was done by both plantation mistresses and slaves 
alike.  

 
For the 1860 census we can separate out 

occupants on Johns Island and we get the 
impression that this island was more rural – or at 
least more agrarian – than other nearby islands. 
The community was composed almost exclusively 
of planters, with only two physicians, one 
clergyman, and one teacher. The proportion of 
overseers was also considerably lower, suggesting 
that more of the land owners either tended their 
own lands or used slave drivers. When we compare 
Johns Island to neighboring Edisto and James 
islands, we do notice that proximity to Charleston 
no doubt played a role. Edisto, which was further 
removed from Charleston than Johns, had a lower 
proportion of planters and greater range of 
occupations.  
 

The War of 1812 left little impact on St. 
Johns Colleton, although two fortifications were 
constructed in the area – one on the north end of 
Kiawah (shown on the 1822 "Map of South 
Carolina," by John Wilson) and another on Cole’s 
Island. These two batteries were intended to 
maintain control of the Stono and Kiawah rivers, 
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preventing British forces from repeating their 
Revolutionary War land assaults on Charleston. 
Mistakenly referred to in later years as a "tabby" 
fort, the Kiawah fortifications were little more than 
piled up shell embankments in the hard marsh at 
the edge of the river. The fortification was 
connected to the island's high ground by means of 
a causeway.  

 
The ca. 1819 Kinsey Burden map and the 

1826 Mills’ Atlas provide two early antebellum 
views of the area. The Burden map must be viewed 
cautiously since it is uncertain if each numbered 
square designates a dwelling or if some may simply 
represent property owners. However, the map 
does provide us with a view of the island, showing 
66 listed owners, as well as the island’s road 
system. The map must be seen as schematic since 
the shape of the island is significantly distorted.   
  

In the vicinity of the study tract, Burden 
shows four owners: Hugh Wilson, B.D. Roper, S. 
Witter, and James Legare (from east to west).  
  

Mills’ map of Charleston District is more 
topographically correct and many of the same 
owners are shown. Mills’ placement of these 
owners, while similar to Burden, is somewhat 
different. Thus, on Figure 13 we see that Jenkins 
and Fripp are both in the approximately correct 
locations, except that Jenkins has been shifted 
eastward. We know from detailed title examination 
that Jenkins was not an owner of the Mullet Hall 
tract. It is important to carefully interpret Mills’ 
placement of properties. With Jenkins disposed of, 
we see that Mills fails to show any of the owners on 
the study parcel in the early antebellum. Although 
Mills does not show the Kiawah fort, he does show 
the Cole’s Island fort. He also shows the two 
fortifications guarding the North Edisto – one on 
Seabrook and another close to Point of Pines on 
Edisto Island.   
  

Speaking of the district as a whole, Mills 
explained that while rice and indigo were the staple 
crops of the eighteenth century, indigo lands, 
“being suitable for raising cotton” had been 
abandoned in favor of cotton, “being equally 

productive [and] being safer culture, both in regard 
to health and certainty of crops” (Mills 1972:389 
[1826]). It may be that “certainty” was a 
euphemism for profitability, since by this time 
indigo was virtually extinct in South Carolina (Gray 
1958:2:610-611).  
  

While rice was still being grown, Mills 
suggests that many planters were turning their 
banked lowlands over to the cultivation of cotton, 
as well as “corn and pulse [legumes such as beans 
and peas] of various kinds” (Mills 1972:387 
[1826]).   
  

Mills explained that Charleston’s sea 
islands had a “delightful” climate in the winter and 
spring. In the summer months, however, planters 
were obliged to “retire to the seashore, to enjoy the 
breezes of the ocean.” Otherwise, the summer and 
autumn brought “bilious fevers and dysenteries” 
(Mills 1972:473 [1826]). Summer villages, such as 
Edingsville and Johnsonville, were developed all 
over Charleston District. Fick briefly mentions 
Rockville on Wadmalaw Island and Adams Run on 
the South Edisto (Fick 1992:30). Legareville was 
the retreat for Johns Island planters after 1838. 
Before that time, it is suggested that planters 
erected summer cottages close to salt water, where 
mosquitoes were less common. Elias Vanderhorst 
on nearby Kiawah Island was routinely building a 
small house on the beach for a summer residence 
by at least the 1820s (Trinkley 1993:48-49), and 
the pattern of building “seashore houses” has been 
well documented on Waccamaw Neck (see Hobcaw 
Barony NRHP nomination, SCDAH, Columbia).  
  

On nearby James Island, the plantation 
known today as McLeod was advertised for sale by 
the Estate of Mrs. Sarah P. Parker in 1850. On the 
tract was a dwelling house with outbuildings, 
accommodations for 90 slaves, and a “summer 
settlement” (advertisement in Charleston Courier 
beginning December 1850). Although the village of 
Rockville was well established on Wadmalaw 
Island in 1851, when Benjamin S. Whaley bought 
Red House Plantation, the property description 
noted that the tract was bounded “east by William 
C. Bailey’s summer residence and Bohicket Creek” 
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– indicating that summer residences were still 
present. We even note their occurrence in Prince 
William’s Parish. William Fripp’s claim to the South 
Carolina State Auditor for losses during the Civil 
War included not only his winter residence, valued 
at $1,500, but also his summer residence, valued at 
only slightly less – $1,200 (SCDAH, Comptroller 
General/ State Auditor, Claims of property loss due 
to the enemy).  
 

Although silent concerning Johns Island, 
Mills does provide a detailed discussion of Edisto, 
noting that like the rest of the district, indigo lands 
had been uniformly devoted to cotton and that the 
Edisto area was a poor producer of rice. Edisto 
lands sold for $30 to $60/acre. Mills commented 
that,  
  

The proximity of the island to 
Charleston, affords the planters 
an opportunity of disposing of the 
various productions of their 
plantations to advantage. They do 
not, however, in every case, make 
the most of these (Mills 1972:473 
[1826]).  

  
It would take another hundred years for 

the islands to turn to truck crops. He also mentions 
that the islands were major producers of sweet 
potatoes, with an acre typically producing about 
300 bushels (Mills 1972:480 [1826]). On the other 
hand, he observed that Irish potatoes “are not 
planted in any quantity or extent” largely because 
“the negroes are averse to their use, and can hardly 
be prevailed upon to receive them as a substitute 
for the sweet potato” (Mills 1972:481 [1826]). The 
most common standing provision, however, was 
corn, with an acre producing between 15 and 25 
bushels.  
  

Mills also mentioned, for both the district 
and Edisto, that while the roads were in generally 
good condition most transportation was by boat 
except for travel on each island. Barely a decade 
before William Seabrook’s interisland steamboat, 
Mills notes that for Edisto,   
  

the islanders carry on their 
intercourse altogether by water. 
In transporting themselves, and 
the productions of their 
plantations to Charleston, &c they 
use boats made after the canoe 
models. These boats are built of 
cypress, and other curable 

Table 4. 
Agricultural Census Data for Charleston District, 1850-1860 

 

Farms
Acres 

improved
Acres 

Unimproved Value of farm
Value of farm 

(2006$)
Value of 

implements
Horse, asses, 

mules Milch cows
Working 

oxen
Other 
cattle Sheep Swine

Value of 
livestock

1850 682 127,584 589,439 3,681,543 96,882,700 174,506 3,887 10,761 1,768 21,357 10,111 26,457 525,900
1850 104 55,652 46,617 1,917,550 50,461,842 90,871 1,136 4,126 714 3,207 3,304 3,790 137,350

1860 810 127,194 584,739 5,202,502 130,062,550 332,808 4,360 9,863 967 17,990 10,849 39,741 912,399
1860 132 63,183 175,010 3,559,010 88,975,250 111,972 1,239 3,725 1,039 4,531 4,303 5,014 294,511

Wadmalaw 1860 40 16,441 9,814 801,200 20,030,000 18,760 353 904 162 1,174 1,017 1,087 72,835
Edisto 1860 49 27,361 150,754 2,164,910 54,122,750 75,053 553 1,733 639 2,423 2,062 3,457 149,446
Johns Island 1860 43 19,381 14,442 592,900 14,822,500 18,159 333 1,088 238 934 1,224 470 72,230

1860 70 1,269 1,346 536,500 13,412,500 12,475 146 97 - 32 1 295 21,845
1860 71 18,547 28,814 889,375 22,234,375 58,900 511 1,888 71 705 879 1,457 107,540

Land Occupied or Improved Livestock

St. Johns

St. Johns
Charleston

Charleston

Charleston Neck
St. Andrews  

 

Wheat, 
bu

Rye & oats, 
bu Corn, bu Rice, lbs Tobacco, lbs

Cotton, 
bales Wool, lbs

Peas & 
beans, bu

Irish 
potatoes, bu

Sweet 
potatoes, 

bu
$ Orchard 
Produce

$ Garden 
Produce Butter, lbs

Hay, 
tons

Cane 
molasses, 

gal

Sorghum 
molasses, 

gal
Beeswax, 

lbs Honey, lbs
Value animals 

slaughtered

235 38,594 318,737 15,700,603 12 4,221 14,574 64,191 7,568 498,972 - - 82,991 2,440 78,086
- 2,070 97,840 1,205,670 3,536 4,062 13,482 160 158,200 - - 21,856 - 18,998

40 14,218 383,316 18,899,512 0 6,381 19,381 52,456 28,144 323,042 5,009 106,213 54,068 13,551 224 305 2,159 185,304
- 280 102,666 1,500,000 4,265 16,297 15,894 2,135 223,858 500 - 29,860 2,665 - - 132,104

- 31,425 - 1,053 4,405 5,320 200 43,050 - - 7,180 898 1 150 6,060
280 44,961 1,500,000 2,208 7,424 7,774 335 122,280 500 - 13,320 1,152 8 1,450 8,184

- - 26,280 - 1,004 4,468 2,800 1,600 58,528 - - 9,360 615 - - 117,860
- 3,795 - 3 170 22,934 3,686 - 64,295 - 517 10,000

1,630 44,021 215,350 929 855 6,330 11,897 51,990 800 32,200 12,050 1,335 4,920

Agricultural Products

1,034
-
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materials; and are well adapted to 
the purposes of inland navigation; 
but ill calculated for encountering 
heavy seas., They are of various 
dimensions, from half a ton to six 
tons burden, and cost from one 
hundred to one thousand dollars. 
There are five or six workmen 
advantageously employed in 
constructing and repairing these 
boats [two were specifically 
mentioned in the 1860 census] 
(Mills 1972:476 [1826]).  

  
Beyond these general observations, it is 

difficult to obtain good agricultural statistics for 
the early antebellum since published data has been 
merged by district. This blurs distinctions between 
areas such as Christ Church and Johns Island. For 
example, in 1860 the average value of a Johns 
Island plantation was nearly $14,000, while a 
Christ Church plantation had an average value of 
less than $8,000. Edisto plantations had an average 
value of over $44,000. Consequently, we tabulated 
the agricultural census data for St. John’s Colleton. 
For 1860 it was possible to further refine the data, 
breaking St. Johns into Johns, Edisto, and 
Wadmalaw islands. James Island (St. Andrews) is 
also listed for comparison. These data are shown in 
Table 5.  

  
For Charleston district as a whole, the 

number of farms increased by a mere 3% between 
1850 and 1860 and acreage actually decreased 
(improved acreage by 30% and unimproved by 
8%). The average farm value in 1850 was just over 
$7,100, declining by about $700 to $6,420 in 1860 

– still significantly less than farm values in either 
Christ Church or Johns Island (in contrast, the 
average plantation value in St. James Goose Creek 
was only $3,007). This indicates that while there 
were pockets of very productive – and valuable – 
farm land in Charleston, there were also very 
modest farms on less than spectacular soils. On the 
other hand, we see that the value of farm 
implements per farm increased by 25% in the 
decade between 1850 and 1860. This suggests that 
the Charleston planters were active in seeking to 
maximize the profits from land that had been in 
cultivation for generations.  
  

Cattle and milk production declined over 
the period, although the value of the county’s 
livestock increased by nearly 38%. Given the 
decline in cattle and sheep, this increase must be 
attributable to swine and horses. However, even 
the value of animals slaughtered countywide more 
than doubled, and horses were not valued for 
slaughter.   
  

Turning to crops, the decline from 1850 is 
dramatic. Cotton production was down by 18%, 
peas by 33%, and sweet potatoes by 49%. Corn 
production was the bright spot – it was down by 
only 8%. The decline in cotton production may be 
related to the spike in prices – from 27.8¢/pound in 
1850 to 47.0¢/pound in 1860. In an 1826 letter 

from Johns Island planter 
Kinsey Burden to Whitemarsh 
Seabrook, Burden explains that 
the island’s soils were “partly 
of a low, heavy loam and sand, 
on a clay foundation, and partly 
high brown mould on sand and 
clay” and that his favorite 
manure was a combination of 
“salt mud, salt marsh, and the 
compost of salt marsh and 
rushes combined with animal 

manure.” Using this combination his average crop 
was about 98 pounds of cotton per acre (Seabrook 
1826:27-30).   
  

Production of the other staple, rice, 
increased by nearly 12% in Charleston District. The 

Table 5. 
Agricultural Wealth Comparisons, 1860 

 
$ Value/        

Improved 
Acre

$ Average 
Value/Farm

$ Value 
Livestock/    

Farm
Acres/Bale of 

Cotton
Acres/ Bu. 

Corn

Charleston 40.90 6,422 1,126 19.93 0.33
St. Andrews 47.95 12,526 1,515 19.93 0.42
St. John's Colleton 56.33 26,962 2,231 14.81 0.61

Edisto Is. 79.12 44,182 3,050 12.39 0.61
Johns Is. 30.59 13,788 1,680 19.30 0.74
Wadmalaw Is. 48.73 20,030 1,821 15.61 0.52  
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price of rice, however, declined from 3.4¢ to 
3.2¢/pound (Gray 1958:2:1027, 1030-1031).  
  

In 1850 St. Johns (composed of Edisto, 
Wadmalaw, and Johns islands) consisted of 104 
enumerated farms – 15% of the total in Charleston 
District. These plantations, however, account for 
over 43% of the tilled land in the district and over 
half of the farm value. We find 30% of the horses 
and mules, 38% of the milk cows, 40% of the oxen, 
nearly 33% of the sheep, and 26% of the livestock 
value in this parish. Only cattle and swine are 
proportionate to the number of farms.  
  

Looking at agricultural production, St. 
Johns produced nearly 84% of Charleston’s cotton, 
30% of the corn, and 32% of the sweet potatoes. 
Only 8% of the district’s rice was produced in St. 
Johns Parish, however.   
 

Between 1850 and 1860 there were 
significant changes. While the number of farms 
increased district-wide by about 19% (although 
improved acreage remained flat), the enumerated 
farms in St. Johns increased by 27% (with the 
improved acreage increasing by 13%). The value of 
the farms in St. Johns increased by 86% (this is 
about a 76% increase when inflation is factored in). 
The value of farm implements did not keep pace 
with the value of land, but there was still an 
increase of about 23% (in addition, the most 
valuable – and costly – farming “implements” were 
the enslaved African Americans who are not 
included in this tabulation). 
 

The quantities of livestock in St. John’s 
Colleton did increase between 1850 and 1860 –
horses and mules by 9%, oxen by 46%, cattle by 
41%, sheep by 30%, and swine by 32%. In fact, only 
milch cows declined (by 10%) and in spite of this 
decline, butter production rose by nearly 37%. The 
increase in numbers alone, however, does not seem 
to account for livestock value more than doubling. 
As both McGaw (1984) and Gray (1958:2:856) 
note, livestock breeding advanced during the late 
antebellum. Gray suggests that major advances 
coincide with the cotton depression of the 1850s. 
Thus, we believe that, at least in part, the increased 

value may reflect improved breeds. 
 

Agricultural production also increased in 
St. John’s Colleton, following the county-wide 
trend. While improved acreage increased by a 
modest 13%, cotton production increased by 21%, 
corn increased by 5%, pease by 18%, and sweet 
potato yields increased by 41%. Even Irish 
potatoes saw a 13-fold increase. The production of 
hay in St. John’s Colleton in 1860 was greater than 
the yield of all of Charleston County in 1850. Only 
oat production fell. 
 

The 1850 census shows that St. Johns was 
a very wealthy parish. Much of this wealth, 
however, was concentrated on Edisto Island and 
this becomes clear when the more refined 1860 
census is examined (Table 5). For St. Johns 
Colleton, Edisto has the highest value per improved 
acre and highest average farm value, while Johns 
Island has the lowest. This same trend is found in 
the value of livestock on the three islands. Edisto 
also produced the most cotton on the fewest acres 
– Johns Island took the most acreage. Only in acres 
per bushel of corn did Edisto come in second to 
Wadmalaw – with Johns Island still ranking third. 
Johns Island compares best to St. Andrews Parish 
(which includes James Island). 
 

The 1860 census also enumerates eight 
tracts totaling 53 improved acres (average of 7 
acres) and 8 unimproved acres. No individual 
owned more than 24 acres and most owned 4 or 
less acres. Three tracts had no value listed; the 
remainder were valued at $29,000, with an average 
value of $5,800. Only three listed livestock – horses, 
mules, and (primarily) milch cows – although three 
others listed significant values for slaughtered 
animals – $35,000 to $40,000. Three showed 
production of Irish potatoes, one a very small 
quantity of sweet potatoes, two produced hay, and 
four reported yields ranging from $300 to $3,000 
worth of garden produce. 
 

Of the eight owners, seven could be found 
in the 1860 census. Four lived in the 7th Ward, two 
lived in the 5th, and one lived on the neck – none 
appear to have lived on Johns Island.  The  
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Figure 14. Two views of the project area at the end of the antebellum. Top is Coast Survey T491. Bottom is 

a tracing of T491 prepared during the Civil War. From West to east the plantations (highlighted in 
yellow) include James Legare, Solomon Legare, and M.J. Roper. 
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occupations included a policeman, butcher, four 
farmers, and a salesman. Five of the seven owned 
slaves. Although three owned only one slave each, 
one person – the butcher, James Dunning – owned 
17 and the farmer – W.R. Disher – owned 49. All of 
the slaves, however, are shown in Charleston. Thus, 
while we have the large and small plantations on 
Johns Island, there are also small holdings for both 
intensive cattle production and an early form of 
truck farming – neither of which has been reported 
in any detail before. Of course, the 1860 
agricultural census for the Charleston Neck reveals 
significant truck farming of Irish potatoes and 
other garden produce. 
 

By the eve of the Civil War we have two 
additional views of Johns Island, show in Figure 14. 
Shown are portions of three plantations: the 
“Legare” plantation belonging to the widow Lydia 
B. Legare, “Mullet Hall” or the “Home Place” of 
Solomon Legare, and Roper’s plantation, The Oaks. 
The plans are most useful in helping to identify 
archaeological sites, but they also reveal the 
complexity of plantation landscapes at the time.  
  
  All three plantations consist of a network 
of interconnected roads and drainages in order to 
maximize the productivity of the fields for cotton. 
Relatively few areas have been retained in woods, 
in order that as much land could be cultivated as 
possible. As early as 1826 Mills warned that 
districts were “beginning already to experience a 
want of timber, even for common purposes” – the 
result of uncontrolled clearing for planting of cash 
crops (Mills 1972:383 [1826]).   
  

A sea island cotton plantation was a 
commercial agricultural enterprise as well as the 
home of a sizeable residential community. Service 
buildings were required for every aspect of the 
plantation’s operation. On every plantation were 
slave cabins, corn houses, pea houses, and blade 
houses (for the corn shucks used as animal fodder). 
There were other special-purpose buildings: 
kitchen, smoke house, meat house; wagon sheds 
and carriage houses; gin house, moting house, and 
packing house. These last structures were crop-
specific. Because high-grade cotton could be ruined 

by trash and fragments of seed, processing and 
storage buildings were kept free of dust and litter. 
The best cotton barns were two-story buildings 
with glassed windows to light the interior without 
admitting breezes (Porcher and Fick 2005:370-
371). Surrounding these settlements were fences, 
suggesting orderly yards and perhaps kitchen 
gardens.  
  

The majority of auxiliary buildings on 
every plantation were slave cabins. There might be 
a few close to the main house, but the dwellings of 
field laborers were grouped in clusters or lines set 
near the main house, along the entry drive, or near 
the working areas.  Slave settlements laid out in 
single or double rows provided a tidy appearance 
while allowing convenient oversight and 
supervision (Porcher and Fick 2005:375). They 
also reinforced the world view of the planter, 
creating order and the appearance of a small 
English village.  
  

At least four slave settlements are present 
on these plans, with 30 structures visible. The 1860 
slave schedule for Johns Island enumerates 2,228 
slaves living in 682 houses – yielding an average of 
3.3 occupants per house, assuming that all houses 
were occupied at the time of the census. This 
average, however ranges from 2 slaves per 
structure up to almost nine per structure. 

The Civil War 

One Confederate regiment was raised on 
Johns Island, called Captain Walpole’s Cavalry or 
the Stono Scouts. They were an independent 
company of mounted infantry composed largely of 
the sons of plantation owners. They patrolled Johns 
Island to prevent looting, acted as lookouts, and 
provide videttes (sentries on horseback) for the 
coast between the North Edisto and Stono rivers. A 
portion of the muster roll is reproduced by Haynie 
(2007:23) and further information is provided by 
Spencer (2008). Even Robert E. Lee agreed that it 
was important to hold Johns Island (OR 6, pg. 349). 
  

With the fall of Hilton Head and Beaufort 
in November 1861, the entire coast of South  
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Figure 15. Johns Island in 1863 showing most of the locations referenced in the Civil War discussions (from 

Tomlinson’s Map of Charleston Harbor, S.C. and Vicinity). Jenkins is misplaced and is actually west 
of the study area (suggesting that Mills’ Atlas is the basis for this map). 
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Carolina was placed at risk. General Robert E. Lee 
was sent to South Carolina to assume command of 
the department of South Carolina, Georgia, and 
East Florida. Seeing the impossibility of holding the 
sea island (in spite of his earlier opinion regarding 
the island’s importance), his strategy was to 
concede the islands – including Johns Island – and 
create a mobile defense relying on securing the 
Charleston and Savannah Railroad. In that way he 
hoped to protect the mainland and in particular 
Charleston and Savannah. A string of fortifications 
was created to guard the railroad.   
  

Johns Island was ordered evacuated in late 
November, although as early as February 6, 1862 
Richard De Treville wrote that the islands were 
essentially undefended (OR 6, pg. 384). In May 22-
23, 1862 Confederate forces moved to Johns Island 
to remove slaves that had been left behind – 200 
were found and were sent to the Charleston 
“workhouse to be fed and taken care of by the 
owners.” The Confederates were also destroying 
cotton on the island to prevent it from being seized 
by Union forces (OR20, pg. 18-19).  
  

In March 1862, Lee was replaced by Major 
General John C. Pemberton, who set about devising 
a string of defenses on James Island. Meanwhile the 
Union forces were jumping from island to island, 
approaching Charleston. Edisto was almost 
continuously occupied by Union forces, with the 
William Seabrook house and Oak Island plantation 
used as the headquarters and for billeting officers.   
  

In contrast, Seabrook, Kiawah, and Johns 
Island were less important to the Union strategy 
and were occupied repeatedly by both sides. In 
April 1862 the Third New Hampshire Infantry 
made a brief reconnaissance to Seabrook Island. 
Evidently little activity was found on either 
Seabrook or Kiawah, although Confederate troops 
were clearly established on Johns Island (OR14, pg. 
3-4). Johns Island in particular became a no-man’s 
land. This resulted in destruction by troops from 
both sides.   
  

When Arnoldus Vanderhorst IV visited 
Kiawah in March 1862 he told Adele (his wife), 

Our own troops had broken into 
the fine dwelling house [of his 
neighbor, Isaac Wilson] and 
maliciously destroyed the 
furniture, and left the house in 
such a condition that it scarcely 
ever will be habitable for a decent 
family. The Vandals were not 
satisfied with this shameful 
destruction of private property, 
but were low enough to rob the 
poor old negro who was left to 
take care of the place of all his 
chickens, and they even went in 
his house, and stole a new pair of 
shoes that his master had given 
him. Is it not melancholy to think 
that we have such Barbarians 
amongst us, and that these are the 
men that the country looks to[,] to 
fight its battles (South Carolina 
Historical Society 12/200/12).  

  
In October 1863, Confederate General 

Harry A. Wise complained of the constant 
movement of men through his area. He noted that 
many were involved in various “depredations” in 
the area (OR47, pg. 387; see also Jordan and 
Stringfellow 1998:149). Wise’s headquarters on 
Johns Island were at the “Fripp House” (OR65, pg. 
590), one of several plantations owned by 
members of the Fripp family on the island.  
  

The Coles Island fort, constructed during 
the War of 1812, was apparently reworked in early 
1861 to guard the Stono River entrance. A February 
6, 1861 New York Times article remarks that on 
February 2 “Fort Palmetto, on Cole’s Island, in the 
harbor of South Carolina, was completed, and the 
soldiers there celebrated.” The article explains that 
the work was conducted by “some fifty negroes.” 
By March 7, however, the commanding officer, J.J. 
Pope, Jr. was complaining “the planters of Johns 
Island, who volunteered to complete it, as I was 
informed, left it not half finished, and the troops 
have bestowed much labor upon it, to bring it to a 
defensible condition” (OR1, pg. 268). Of perhaps 
greater concern, the two 18 pound guns at the fort 
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were unable to command the Stono. When fired 
their “balls failed to reach the Stono Channel.”  
  

Concerned that Charleston had 
insufficient men and artillery to protect itself, 
Confederate General John C. Pemberton ordered 
troops to abandon the Cole's and Folly Island 
defenses in March 1862 (Hagood 1910). The 
abandonment of these defensive lines allowed 
Union troops to move into the area without 
opposition in the Spring of 1862. It was at this time 
that the siege of Charleston began and the Civil War 
came to Johns Island.  
  

The first major offensive on Charleston 
was the ill-fated June 1862 land attack of James 
Island. Just prior to this there was a brief skirmish 
on Johns Island with the Union troops overtaking a 
small party of Confederate pickets on June 7 at the 
“fork of the roads leading to Legareville and 
Haulover Bridge” (OR20, pg. 32). On June 9, 
Confederate troops sought to engage the Union 
forces in the vicinity of “Bryan’s,” but found that 
they had retired to Legareville (OR20, pg. 34). 
 

On January 30, 1863 the Confederate 
batteries at Legare’s Point Place on Johns Island 
(this was James Legare’s “new” 1830 home west of 
Hancome’s Point) and Grimball’s on James Island, 
succeeded in capturing the Union ship Isaac Smith 
on the Stono (OR20, pg. 201). 
 

The second, equally disastrous, effort by 
the Union forces to take James Island was the 
combined naval and land attack in April 1863. In 
June 1863, the command of the islands around 
Charleston was given to General Quincy A. Gillmore 
and the previously defensive efforts were 
transformed into preparations to again launch an 
attack on Charleston. In July 1863 Union troops on 
Folly Island attacked adjacent Morris Island, easily 
establishing control over the southern end of the 
island. Three efforts to storm Battery Wagner were 
repulsed and the Union troops once again began 
siege tactics. In September the Confederate troops 
abandoned Morris Island, giving the Union forces a 
hollow victory and beginning the next phase in the 
long siege of Charleston. Union troops held a 

tenuous line along portions of Seabrook, Kiawah, 
Folly, and Morris islands, but failed to hold any 
significant portions of Johns or James Island. 

  
The next mention of activities in the Johns 

Island area occurs on November 15, 1863. Union 
forces had been shelling the Haulover Cut area 
using a position at the bridge between Seabrook 
and Kiawah Island. A small contingent of 
Confederate forces sought to destroy the bridge, 
but discovered that the Union forces were much 
larger than anticipated. The Confederate dispatch 
revealed that Union forces were well in control of 
Seabrook and were in the process of constructing 
an “observatory” at Clark’s Bay (OR46, pg. 737-
738).   
  

This observatory was one of the signal 
towers being constructed from Hilton Head to Folly 
Island in an effort to allow uninterrupted com-
munications along the coast. The tower was placed 
on the east end of Kiawah, "as so much smoke 
arises from the camps there and on Folly Island as 
to render it impossible to see a station on Folly 
Island from there [Botany Bay on Edisto Island]” 
(OR46, pg. 54).  
  

The Legareville fortifications must have 
been reworked around December 1863. At that 
time these emplacements held field artillery that 
fired on the Union gunboat Marblehead in the 
Stono River (December 25, 1863). The two upper 
batteries were sunken positions, while the one 
southern battery was a raised position. Other 
vessels came to the aid of the Marblehead, driving 
off the Confederate forces. The fortifications and 
two 8-inch siege howitzers were captured by the 
Union forces (OR46, pg. 752; OR111, pg. 16, 21).  
  

It was probably these events that resulted 
in efforts by the Confederate forces to improve the 
defenses on Johns Island. Plans were developed for 
a “battery in embrasure for four field pieces at 
Ingle's old landing, opposite Thomas Becket's, on 
John's Island” (OR47, pg. 549). Even more 
elaborate works were suggested running across 
the island from the Stono to Bohicket Creek (OR65, 
pg. 527). None of this work, however, was ever  
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Table 6. 
Losses Claimed by Johns Island Planters During the Civil War 

 
# $ # $ # $ # $

Brown, James May 1862 3 525.00

Grimball, Isaac P. May 20, 1862 79

Townsend, Mrs. Mary S. Head Quarters 42 37,800.00
steam engine, 
gins, machinery 2,000.00 utensils, carts, &c 200.00

Townsend, Mrs. Mary S. Oakland 10 9,000.00

Curtis, Dr. Thomas 13 11,550.00 damaged

2 corn hs, dairy, 
kitchen, poultry 
hs, cotton hs, 
stables, 
carriage hs, 8 
negro houses fencing

Curtis, Francis S. April 1862 4 4,000.00

McElhenny, E.T. 7 7,000.00

Burden, Est. Kinsey 10 8,300.00 cotton hs 500.00

sundaries, whippers, cotton 
frames, grain seive. Seives, 
foot seive, plough, hoes, corn 
sheller, xcut saws, whip saws, 
carpenter tools, anvils, fodder 
cutters, wheel barrows, tool 
chest, pick ax, grubbing hoe, 
weights, scale, block & tackle 1,119.00

Whaley, Edward C. May 1862  6 5,500.00 corn hs 150.00
Angel, Mrs. M. 4,000.00
Angel, Dr. J.W. 6 1,800.00 machine hs 700.00
Angel, Miss J.H. 3 1,800.00
Pelot, Mrs. M.C. 3 3,000.00

Totals $90,275.00 $4,000.00 $3,350.00 $1,319.00

Planter Plantation Name Date of Loses
Other GoodsSlaves House Other Bldg.

 
 

# $ # $ # $ # $ # $ # $ # $ # $

Brown, James
1 - 10 oar    
1 - 4 oar 300.00 1 carriage 100.00 7 903.00 600 bu 750.00 4a 10 cattle 125.00

Grimball, Isaac P. furniture 2,500.00

1 - 12 oar    
1 - 6 oar    1- 
4 oar       4 - 
flats 1,000.00

40 cattle   
24 sheep  3 
mules 560.00

Townsend, Mrs. Mary S. furniture 500.00 3,000.00
Townsend, Mrs. Mary S. furniture 500.00 2,200.00

Curtis, Dr. Thomas furniture 1,349.00 1 - 8 oar 230.00 259a 6a 32a 1 horse 275.00
Curtis, Francis S.

McElhenny, E.T. furniture 200.00 110 bu 165.00
6 sheep      6 
cattle 250.00

Burden, Est. Kinsey

negro 
clothing, 
blankets; 
furniture, 
bedding, 
crockery &c 700.00

2 - canoes   
2 - flats     350.00

1 carriage   
5 wheels 290.00 3 horses 130.00

Whaley, Edward C. furniture 200.00 1 - boat 80.00 250 bu 375.00

18 cattle   
30 sheep   2 
horses 610.00

Angel, Mrs. M. 500.00
Angel, Dr. J.W.
Angel, Miss J.H.
Pelot, Mrs. M.C.

Totals $6,449.00 $1,960.00 $390.00 $6,103.00 $1,290.00 $1,950.00

Cotton (bales) Corn Potatoes Stock
Planter

PeaseHousehold Goods Boats Carriages
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conducted (OR65, pg. 528).  
  

Always desperate for raw materials, in 
January 1864 Confederate General Harry A. Wise 
“ordered all the old iron to be picked up at and 
about deserted houses on Johns Island and 
elsewhere throughout the district” (OR65, pg. 523).   
 

Activities continued on Johns Island 
unabated in 1864. On February 9-11, 1864 the 
Union forces made a demonstration on Johns 
Island as a feint (OR65, pg. 31, 469, 582). The Union 
forces crossed over from Kiawah to Seabrook and 
from there crossed Haulover onto Johns Island. 
They traveled the Bohicket Road, meeting strong 
Confederate resistance at the junction of Bohicket 
and River roads – at what is called “the cocked hat.” 
The Union forces retreated, leaving the 
Confederates again in control of Johns Island.  
  

On June 3, 1864 Union forces conducted a 
reconnaissance of Johns Island as far as 3 miles 
west of Legareville (OR65, pg. 62). Another 
reconnaissance was conducted on June 19-22, 
1864, this time with the battery near Legareville 
destroyed (OR65, pg. 13, 66).  
 

Another major Union expedition to Johns 
Island resulted in a series of battles around Isaac 
Grimball’s Waterloo Plantation on the Stono 
between July 2 and 10, 1864 (OR64, pg. 14-15; 
OR65, pg. 84-85, 266). These battles focused on the 
old rice fields, with the dikes serving as 
breastworks. The battle culminated in the July 9 
action at Burden’s causeway. Again Union forces 
retreated.   
  

Although a small victory, the battle had no 
bearing on the war. Moreover, it did nothing to 
deter Union forces from returning to Johns Island. 
In mid-August the Union forces began tearing 
down some of the buildings at Legareville to use 
the lumber in their own camps. No longer able to 
mount any serious offensive against the incursion, 
the Confederate commander ordered the village 
burned rather than allow the Union forces to use 
the materials. Thus, on August 20, 1864 a 
Confederate raiding party under Major John 

Jenkins burned Legareville (OR65, pg. 268-269). It 
was about this time that the St. John’s Parish 
Episcopal church, rebuilt after its loss during the 
Revolution, was destroyed by fire (MacCallum 
1970:22).   
  

By January 1865 the Confederate forces 
had again erected new batteries on Johns Island 
near the Stono. Although the communication does 
not indicate the location, it seems likely that it 
would have been in the same approximate location 
as those destroyed in June 1864 (OR99, pg. 49).   
  

Although the Confederates held Johns 
Island, Charleston was a “mere desolated wreck.” 
What remained of the Confederate forces after the 
fall of Atlanta and Savannah abandoned the city in 
February 1865. The city surrendered and, while it 
avoided Sherman, was nevertheless occupied by 
Federal troops on February 18, 1865.   
  

The loss of the Civil War caused 
exceptional social and economic disruption 
throughout South Carolina. A labor force that had 
been previously depended on to make planters 
wealthy was no longer available. In fact, the entire 
financial system had collapsed.  
  

These losses are perhaps nowhere better 
documented in the “Losses Due to the Enemy” 
where families itemized losses in the hopes of 
being reimbursed by the state. These data are 
shown in Table 6. Although interesting, they must 
be carefully interpreted and certainly tell us more 
about a few of the individual properties than either 
about the island or the nature of the losses.  For 
example, we do see an interesting assortment of 
structures, clearly supporting the wide variety 
described by Porcher and Fick (2005). We see that 
several plantations had steam engines to power 
their gins; we also get an idea of the cost of 
utilitarian buildings, such as cotton houses and 
corn houses – and the data again supports the 
assertion by Porcher and Fick (2005:370) 
concerning the care taken in construction of cotton 
houses. The data from the Kinsey Burden 
plantation gives us a better understanding of the 
range of tools and supplies present on a cotton 
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plantation. Included are items of critical 
importance, such as the scale and weights for the 
cotton. We also see the range of “plantation boats,” 
obtaining a better idea of their value.   

Only three of the 16 accounts list cotton. 
Since the losses occurred in May the current year’s 
crop would have only recently been planted. Thus, 
the cotton destroyed must have been held back 
from the previous year, perhaps in hope of better 
prices.  The value of .43¢ a pound used by one 
claimant seems reasonable. Another, however, 
claimed for “cotton . . . abandoned in the field,” 
which seems optimistic – and clearly a practice not 
followed by most claimants.   
  

While corn was valued by the planters, 
those making claims for potatoes and pease simply 
listed the acreage – no value was assigned. This 
may suggest that these crops were not as highly 
regarded as either cotton or corn.  
 
  Some claims also make some general 
reference to the occurrence of the loss – most 
indicate that the losses were the result of 
abandonment (the property fell “into the hands of 
the enemy” or was abandoned “to them”). Some, 
however indicate other causes. Grimball, for 
example, explains that his sheep and mules were 
taken by Confederate forces. Thomas Curtis 
“regretted” that the losses “had been done by the 
troops of Confederacy.” Burden claimed that some 
of the blacks escaped as a result of the “insufficient 
guard of the Cavalry.” Several planters also 
reported that their cotton houses and other 
plantation items were destroyed upon the orders 
of “Brig. Gen [N.G.] Evans.” 

Reconstruction 

As the various Civil War accounts reveal, 
the abandonment of the sea islands was not 
complete. Many African Americans remained on 
plantations for the entire war (Schwalm 
1997:157). In June 1862 Congress adopted 
legislation enforcing the Direct Tax Act of 1861 in 
the seceded states; it provided for forfeiture to the 
government of land whose owners failed to pay the 
tax and for its subsequent lease or sale.  

General Sherman’s Field Order No. 15 
allotted the sea islands south of Charleston to the 
freedmen, a move that brought confusion among 
whites and ultimately disappointment to the black 
population. President Andrew Johnson rescinded 
the order in February 1866, but there were many 
delays in the restoration process.   
  

While Assistant Commissioner of the 
Freedmen’s Bureau in South Carolina, Robert K. 
Scott, sought to delay the process of restoration, 
General James C. Beecher, the brother of Harriet 
Beecher Stowe, was one of several military officers 
who took control of the low country out of the 
hands of the Bureau, following military policy 
instead. Stationed in Summerville as a subassistant 
commissioner, Beecher developed his own policy 
of what would recognized as a valid claim to land, 
intending to bring the possessory land titles of 
African Americans to a quick test.  
  

To be valid, the claim had to be a written 
certificate, it must specify the number of acres, the 
plot had to have been “duly measured and staked 
out,” and had to have been occupied by the 
claimant. If these tests were met, the claimant had 
a right to the soil only – “no land claim or warrant 
includes any buildings upon the ground claimed or 
upon the plantation, or right to occupy the same” 
(Saville 1996:83).   
  

Using this approach, the more than 11,000 
claims on Johns and Wadmalaw islands were 
reduced to a mere 11 valid certificates. By mid-
February Federal troops under Beecher’s 
command began to “clean out” settlers who refused 
contracts after their claims were judged invalid.   
  

Island blacks struggled against these 
efforts. Schwalm explains that on Johns and 
Wadmalaw,  
  

freed people held public 
meetings, organized com-
missions, appointed delegations, 
and formed paramilitary guards 
to protest the accelerating 
process of restoration, and to 
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prevent white landowners from 
setting foot on the islands and 
usurping their own claims to the 
land (Schwalm 1997:80).   
 
Powell recounts an event on Johns Island 

when island blacks arrested a party of Northerners 
who landed on the island to visit land they were 
thinking of purchasing. The blacks marched the 
party to see the resident bureau chief. During the 
march the group grew to more than 150 armed and 
angry African Americans, threatening to kill any 
“cursed white man who cum on Jim or Jon for take 
he property” (Powell 1980:99-100). Beecher’s 
response was to arrest the black instigators. 
Elsewhere he issued orders prohibiting blacks 
from holding meetings. He also used the dispensing 
of rations as a control mechanism (Powell 
1980:100).  
  
  By March 1866, the state office issued 
instructions on possessory titles. While more 
liberal, these rules allowed only about 450 
certificates to be recognized on the islands (Saville 
1996:84). This amounted to less than one-fifth of 
the African American families on Edisto, Johns, and 
Wadmalaw islands. By June 1866 Freedmen’s 
Bureau inspectors found only 141 possessory titles 
survived to “encumber” 32 plantations – only a 
tenth of the 310 plantations that had originally 
been identified as abandoned on Edisto, Johns, 
Wadmalaw, and James islands in August 1865 
(Saville 1996:85).   
  

Beecher’s reputation began to sour by the 
end of 1866 and he was not allowed to reenlist at 
the end of this tour. Critics accused him of doing the 
planters’ bidding, rather than working for the best 
interests of the freedmen. One critic wrote, "The 
job of turning out of house and home the poor loyal 
freedmen, to make place for rebels steeped in 
treason, was given to Col. Beecher, because his 
name and his antecedents might make the 
inhumanity seem less inhuman” (Singleton 1999). 
Twenty years later, after suffering severe 
depression, Beecher took his own life in upstate 
New York (James C. Beecher’s Suicide, New York 
Times, August 26, 1886, pg. 1).   

Ultimately the efforts by blacks to retain 
their lands were unsuccessful and by the close of 
1866, the planters were again in possession of 
almost all of the islands that had not been sold 
outright by the Direct Tax Commission. Former 
slaves had little choice but to work as wage 
laborers and tenant farmers (Bleser 1969:12).   
  

In March 1869 the legislature created the 
Land Commission – a unique Reconstruction 
program intended to provide freedmen with 
affordable land. The commission was to purchase 
land for the state, then subdivide it for sale on 
reasonable terms to the poor of both races. The law 
effectively excluded speculators; poor whites 
largely refused to participate. The program was 
adandoned in 1890 because of corruption, but not 
before at least 960 deeds were issued (Bleser 
1969:146).   
  

White planters in the St. Johns Colleton 
area, as elsewhere in South Carolina, experimented 
with wage labor immediately after the Civil War. 
Faced with uncertainty, but the need to begin 
planting immediately, many accepted the wage 
labor solution begun by the Union Army and later 
espoused by the Freedmen's Bureau. To support 
the wage system no less than seven major types of 
contracts were used by Southern planters (see 
Shlomowitz 1979).   
  

For example, the Freedmen’s Bureau 
“Register of land and occupants, 1865-1868” 
(Series M869, Reel 30) lists the population at the 
670 acre Briars Plantation, east of the study tract, 
on January 26, 1866, when it was restored to Dr. B. 
D. Roper, Jr. Twenty-one people – six men, seven 
women, and eight children – were in residence, and 
Roper was required to draw up a labor contract 
with them (Series M869, Reel 32, pg. 586).  
  

A number of white planters applied for 
government rations in February 1868. Among 
them was James Legare Walpole, who was,  
  

desirous of obtaining . . . provisions 
for the freedmen and women now 
on my plantation [Acorn Hill] on 
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Johns Island who are in a destitute 
condition. I intend planting if I can 
procure this aid seventy acres of 
cotton, sixty acres of corn. I have 
now on my plantation eighteen 
men, twenty-one women, two 
infirm, and seventeen children. On 
account of the failure of crops last 
year the people have no means of 
support and I am unable to render 
any. My plantation is in thorough 
discipline and hope General that 
you will endeavor to aid us if it is in 
your power as soon as possible as 
we cannot commence operations 
until we receive aid.” Approved, S. 
B. Thompson, Feb. 21, 1868 (Series 
1910, Reel 85, pg. 227).  

   
The St. Stephens planter Thomas L. 

Gourdin used a contract that agreed to share crops 
equally with the freedmen, except for cotton, two-
third of which was retained by Gourdin. While he 
allowed them to remain in their houses, they must 
furnish all of their own food and clothing. They 
agreed to “submit at all times” to the Gourdin’s 
control, “to behave in a respectfull [sic] and orderly 
manner” and to do a “reasonable days work,” 
defined as 10 hours “such as formerly done on the 
plantation.” The freedmen were prohibited from 
possessing firearms or liquor, entertaining 
company, or bringing animals onto the plantation 
(Theodor L. Gourdin Papers, Folder 16, South 
Carolina Historical Society). Such restrictive 
contracts were the norm and often resulted in 
appeals by planters to the Freedmen’s Bureau to 
help restore order on plantations.   
  

This system was doomed to failure, being 
disliked by both the Freedmen, who found it too 
reminiscent of slavery, and the plantation owners, 
who found that it gave the Freedmen too much 
liberty. While discussing the task system 
characteristic of the low country, Morgan observed 
that, “the preferences and ambitions of the 
freedmen reflected, above all, a desire for 
autonomy not only from the impersonal 

marketplace but also from individual whites” 
(Morgan 1981:596).   
  

While land and labor policies generally 
worked to the disadvantage of island blacks, the 
Freedmen’s Bureau did establish schools on Johns 
Island. In December 1865 a school was established 
at McIlhenny’s Plantation, north of Legareville, on 
the southwest side of Plowground Road and River 
Road and the school at Townsend Plantation 
(Rushland) was opened in March 1866 
(Freedmen’s Bureau Records, Series 803, Reel 29, 
pg. 35). At the end of 1866 the McIlhenny School 
had one African American teacher, 62 students, 
with an average attendance of 47. These schools 
expanded to five by November 1868, supported by 
Methodist Freedmen’s Aid Association. The 
teachers were listed as Miss Mary L. Sharp, Israel 
Seabrook, Rev. W. H. Hunter, and Mrs. Scudder 
(Freedmen’s Bureau Records, Series 803, Reel 29).  

 
Jackson provides another view of Johns 

Island schools, noting that the May 1866 issue of 
the American Freedman reported one school on 
Johns Island, operated by the non-sectarian New 
England Freedmen’s Aid Society (Jackson 
1923:22). As late as 1872 the Freedmen’s Aid 
Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church was still 
teaching on Johns Island (Jackson 1923:26).  
  

The Freedmen’s Bureau also provided 
medical assistance to the island’s blacks. While most 
of this work responded to immediate problems, there 
were also preventative health programs. On 
September 12, 1867, Col. M. K. Hogan, Surgeon in 
Chief, at Charleston wrote to J. L. Beckett, the 
Assistant Surgeon with the Bureau on Johns Island,   
  

You will at once commence a 
thorough system of vaccination 
amongst the Refugees and Freed 
People of your sub district, and to 
make it as complete as possible, 
measurers should be taken to find 
out all persons who have not been 
vaccinated who, either through 
carelessness or from any other 
cause, fail to report themselves to 
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you for this purpose. . . . On the 
reopening of schools, no person 
should be admitted who has not 
previously been vaccinated. . . . as 
the subject of vaccination is a very 
important one, you are requested 
to give it due encouragement 
amongst the people generally 
(Freedmen’s Bureau Records, 
Series 1910, Reel 85, pg. 197).  

Post-Reconstruction 

Ninety percent of the farm labor was 
African American, and local plantation owners 
complained that not only was adequate labor 
generally unavailable, but the quality of the labor 
had noticeably declined over the past five years 
(Anonymous 1884:47-48).   
  

The monthly wage for farm labor was 
about $8 a month plus rations. Another reports that 
day labor, “while becoming very scarce” was paid 
at the rate of 50¢ a day (Anonymous 1880).  “The 
system most in vogue is for the laborers to give two 
days in every week to the landowner for 8 to 10 
acres of land and a house” (Anonymous 1884:48). 
This was the same system described by the 1880 
census taker as “rent paid in labour. The Black’s 
work 1 to 1¼ acre of Land for the Manager or 
owner for 5 to 8 acres for themselves.” Hilgard 
(1884:516) reports the same system for Johns 
Island, “most . . . are engaged for two days’ work a 
week by allowing them a house, fuel, and 6 or 7 
acres of land free of rent.” He notes, however, that 
the whites were already finding the system 
unsatisfactory. Land worked by whites was 
improving, while that worked by the blacks on 
their own account was deteriorating rapidly. He 
observed, “the labor is not so easily controlled as 
when cash wages are paid.”  

 
South Carolina’s lien law was first passed 

in 1866, allowing the lender the first lien on the 
crop when the agreement was properly registered 
in the county clerk’s office. The concept of the lien 
law was simple – it was intended to help farmers 
get credit in order to allow them to plant. It 

bolstered an economy that had been struggling 
since the end of the Civil War by allowing 
merchants to take a lien on the crop being raised.  
  

The Republicans dramatically altered this 
law in 1873, allowing the renter the first claim on 
any crops he produced – thereby protecting the 
freedman farmer. Often liens would be issued by 
the landowner for use of the land, the merchant 
who provided supplies, and the fertilizer company 
that sold the guano. Some planters also required a 
lien against not only the prospective crop, but also 
the debtor’s personal property, such as horses, 
mules, and oxen (Williamson 1965:171-172).   
  

The 1877 legislature repealed the 
Republican’s lien law. Suddenly realizing what they 
had done, in 1878 during Wade Hampton’s 
administration the legislature reenacted the lien 
laws before the state’s agricultural system was 
paralyzed.   
  

However valuable the lien system may 
have been, it caused serious pain for the small 
farmer, especially blacks. The merchants who 
offered loans for planting also sold their goods for 
two prices – a lesser price being charged for cash. 
Goods bought on credit, in anticipation of a 
successful harvest, were more expensive and the 
interest charges were not assessed separately, but 
were buried in the inflated credit price. Estimates 
of these credit charges range from 30% to 110% 
(Woodman 1968:303; Hilgard 1883:517 reports 
similar figures – from 20 to 100% above the market 
value). 

 
In 1882 it was reported that Charleston 

posted 1,331 liens, totaling $180,117.20 (South 
Carolina Legislative Reports and Resolutions, 
1882). Comments, such as this one concerning 
South Carolina lien law, are particularly revealing, 
  

it demoralizes the labor, is bad for 
the farmers and is good for the 
merchants. It works injury to the 
white and colored farmers, as it 
induces idleness as long as their 
supplies last. Famers who run on 
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liens entirely rarely if ever do 
more than pay out at the end of 
the year (Anonymous 1884:48).  

Postbellum Agriculture 

The first agricultural census after the Civil 
War reveals a proliferation of farms – representing 
the large number of freedmen in Charleston. On 
Johns Island the number of farms increased from 
43 prior to the Civil War, to 400 in 1870. The 
average number of improved acres in a holding 
prior to the Civil War was about 450 acres. By 

1870, this had declined to just 
24 acres. The total farm value 
for the island declined by 
more than 75%.  
  

Milk cows declined by 
96%, from 1,088 to just 39. 
The overall value of livestock 
declined by 70%. Cotton 
production declined by over 
60%, corn by over 50%, sweet 
potatoes by 84%. The 
agricultural economy of the 
island was devastated.   
 

The value of garden 
produce shows the least 

severe drop – “only” 19%, suggesting that the 
islanders continued to engage in early truck 
farming. Johns Island was also the only district in 
St. Johns Colleton to report garden produce, 
although the island contributed only 9% of the 
county’s total.  
  

If the census data are correct, then Johns 
Island’s cotton production was dwarfed by that of 
Edisto, which in 1870 produced 1,245 bales. On 
Edisto it seems clear that blacks and whites alike 
planted little besides cotton – they produced only 
2,053 bushels of corn and 1,678 bushels of sweet 

Table 7. 
1870 and 1880 Agricultural Census for Johns Island  

 

Farms
Acres 

improved
Acres 

Unimproved
Value of 

farm
Value of 

implements
Wages 

pd./year

Horse, 
asses, 
mules

Milch 
cows

Working 
oxen

Other 
cattle Sheep Swine

Value of 
livestock

1870 2,494 168,393 437,739 2,984,178 124,021 226,576 2,264 2,565 353 2,869 10,390 433,011
St. Johns 1870 522 31,215 21,883 154,853 55,160 78,614 431 102 16 163 250 622 120,837
Johns Island 1870 400 9,759 9,607 138,424 11,151 16,533 119 39 12 149 189 388 21,385

Land Occupied or Improved Livestock

Charleston

 
 

Rye & 
oats, bu Corn, bu

Irish 
potatoes, 

bu

Sweet 
potatoes, 

bu
Peas & 

beans, bu
Butter, 

lbs Rice, lbs

Value of 
garden 

produce
Cotton, 
bales Wool, lbs

Value animals 
slaughtered

1870 1,915 170,087 62,984 4,329,217 43,601 5,512 2,257 36,302
St. Johns 1870 669 24,241 358 11,693 3,584 50 1,200,000 3,980 3,584 - 40
Johns Island 1870 618 16,709 84 9,492 1,824 - 3,980 385 - -

Agricultural Production

Charleston

 
 

Owner
Fixed 

Rental Shares
Acres 
Tilled Pasture Forest Other Farm Value $

Livestock 
Value $ Acres Bushels Acres Bales Acres Bushels

Tilled Acres With 
Other Crops

1880 115 284 40 7,106 2,301 7,737 2,280 26,309,224 25,548 2,967 15,995 2,994 901 450 12,898 695

Sweet PotatoesOperator Improved Unimproved Corn Cotton

 
 

Table 8. 
1880 Agricultural Statistics for Charleston by Township  

(adapted from Butler 1883:Table V) 
 

Township No. Farms Acres Tilled Acres Bales Rice, bu. Corn, bu.
Christ Church 51 24,919 627 394 860 6,700
City of Charleston - 696 - - - -
St. Andrews 408 10,476 1,498 887 2,070 11,011
St. James Goose Creek 874 23,920 5,875 2,477 45,134 102,548
St. James Santee 210 6,126 185 71 50,703 8,982
St. Johns Berkeley 938 19,720 5,649 1,890 145,414 35,434
St. Johns Colleton 1285 21,073 9,826 3,079 34,565 56,796
% of aggregate 45.2 18.0 39.6 33.7 10.6 23.2
St. Stephens 300 6,394 990 290 3,300 18,929
St. Thomas/St. Denis 60 3,419 177 53 45,108 4,766
Totals 4126 116,743 24,827 9,141 327,154 245,166

Cotton
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potatoes. Edisto also produced the only rice from 
St. Johns Colleton – 1,200,000 pounds, nearly 28% 
of that reported from Charleston District. These 
data leave unaddressed the issue of decision 
making – exactly why we see the differences 
between the islands.   

 
In 1879 the New York Times remarked that 

truck farming, which sprang up “almost 
immediately after the close of the war” was certain 
to be the “solution of the lowcountry problem” 
being as profitable if not more so than cotton. The 
article explains how the planting of crops such as 
strawberries and potatoes had taken over the Neck 
area between the Ashley and Cooper Rivers with 
1,543 acres being planted. The article notes that 
truck farming, even this early, was not confined to 
the Neck, but was to be found in Christ Church, on 
James Island, in St. Andrew’s Parish, and on Johns, 
Wadmalaw, and Edisto islands (Anonymous 1879).  
  

By 1880 the number of farms in St. Johns 
more than doubled, increasing from 522 in 1870 to 
1,285. In addition, 10,000 acres went out of 
production. Cotton fell from 3,584 bales to 3,079. 
On the other hand, the production of corn more 
than doubled, from 24,241 bushels to 56,796 
bushels.   

 
On Johns Island we find 115 owners 

compared to the 43 antebellum owners. This 
indicates around 72 new property owners, many of 
whom were African Americans.  
  
  Some were the blacks that had purchased 
the Townsend property, Rushland, on the Stono. 
The property was sold by the Land Commission in 
small tracts and by 1872 there were 44 certificates 
of purchase. In 1880 there were still 29 blacks 
(two-thirds) in residence (Bleser 1969:162).   
  

These owners, black or white, were in a 
minority – there were 324 tenants. Most of these 
were identified as paying a fixed rental. Forty 
(12%), however, were identified by the 
enumerator as “rent paid in labour. The Black’s 
work 1 to 1¼ acre of Land for the Manager or 
owner for 5 to 8 acres for themselves.” A relatively 

small proportion of the island’s land – just over a 
third – was being cultivated. The remainder was in 
pasture (12%), woods (40%), or were old fields 
(12%). The quantity of old fields indicates that 
much of what was once cultivated had been 
abandoned.  
  

The cultivated land was about evenly split 
between corn and cotton. The 439 farms raised 901 
bales of cotton. Although this yields an average of 2 
bales per farm, nearly double the production in 
1870, the number is deceiving. A very large number 
of the small African American farmers, tilling only 
a few acres, reported harvesting as little as 1/8 or 
1/6 bale – 50 to 70 pounds of cotton. At an 1880 
market value of 31¢ a pound, they would have 
made only $15 to $20 gross, before any expenses 
were deducted. The per acre yield was also less 
than 1/3 bale or about 120 pounds per acre.   
  

Corn production was roughly stable 
compared to a decade earlier. Sweet potato 
production, however, was up dramatically – from 
9,492 bushels in 1870 to 12,898 bushels in 1880. It 
may be that the African Americans, realizing that 
they would be unable to feed their families on 
cotton and perhaps even resistant to planting the 
crop of slavery, sought to maximize their self-
reliance through corn and sweet potatoes.   
  
  An early review of the area is offered by 
the News and Courier in an 1880 article. Readers 
were told that the island contained around 40,000 
acres (only 19,424 acres were enumerated) and 
that only about 17,560 acres were arable, the rest 
being swamp (this essentially agrees with the 
census data). The paper notes that, “the most fertile 
lands are on the outskirts running along the waters 
which surround it [the island], and the interior is 
one vast and almost impenetrable swamp.” The 
population of the island was reported to be 5,000 
Africans Americans and 200 whites, with cotton 
planted by only 26 of the whites, none had more 
than 45 acres in cotton. If correct, this indicates the 
difficulty of obtaining workers and the uncertainty 
that prevailed during this time (Anonymous 1880).  
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Readers were told that, “the spirit of 
progress is not apparent among the John’s 
Islanders as on the other islands, and they are 
much behind in their mode of cultivation.” This 
complaint focused almost entirely on the failure to 
install “underdrainage” or tile drains to promote 
the drainage of fields for cotton.  
  

The article explains that prior to the 
increased use of fertilizer, 100 pounds of cotton to 
the acre was about the best to be hoped for, with 
most blacks producing only 50 to 75 pounds. With 
fertilizer these yields doubled – the 120 pounds per 
acre reported by the census does seem to support 
this boosterism.  

Postbellum Island 
Conditions 

While the article reports that the price of 
land on Johns Island was about $10 an acre, Hilgard 
values Johns Island land from $2.50 to $20 an acre 
(Hilgard 1884:516). There were two white 
churches (the Episcopal and the Presbyterian) and 
13 African American churches. There was no white 
school on the island, but there were 12 black 
schools, although “the attendance is not very 
regular, and the improvement in education is not 
so marked as on the other islands.” The roads and 
bridges were reported to be in good condition and 
“well worked,” although the residents were 
anxious to have the Bugby Bridge (connecting 
Wadmalaw and Johns islands), burned during the 
Civil War, replaced (Anonymous 1880).  
  

It was around this time that Johns Island 
briefly joined Berkeley County, so the study area is 
included in Berkeley by the News and Courier in its 
1880-1884 review. Unfortunately, Berkeley 
County included over 2,000 square miles and 
ranged from Edisto Island at the southern tip to the 
Santee River in the north. Even a small portion of 
what is today southern Orangeburg County was 
included.  
  

Nevertheless, Berkeley included 51 grist 
mills, 15 steam rice threshing mills, eight lumber 
mills, 30 turpentine stills, and three brick works 

(on the Wando and Cooper rivers). Given the 
agricultural variation, the author explained, 
  

Berkeley County is peculiarly an 
agricultural district, the products 
being mainly confined to sea 
island cotton and garden 
vegetables. John’s Island, 
Wadmalaw Island and Edisto 
Island form the southern 
boundary of the county and 
produce the bulk of the sea island 
crop. Vegetable gardening is 
carried on most extensively in 
Christ Church and St. Andrew’s 
Parishes and upon Wadmalaw 
Island. St. Andrew’s Parish is 
largely devoted to phosphate 
mining. In the parishes of St. 
James Santee, Goosecreek, St. 
John’s and St. Stephen’s lie large 
and extensive rice lands 
(Anonymous 1884:47).  

  
In spite of the size, the county could boast 

of only 17 sowers, 22 reapers, nine sulky plows, 
and 70 harrows. As an indicator of the fertilizer 
rage, however, there were 220 guano spreaders. 
The general complaint was that farm labor – 
meaning African Americans – was less productive 
than last year and far less productive than five 
years ago. This may be seen in the increasing 
tendency for blacks to plant corn and sweet 
potatoes, rather than cotton.  
  

There were 189 cotton gins, “mostly for 
long cotton.” The average haul was 5 miles and the 
average cost of ginning was $9 a bale for long and 
$2 a bale for short.   
  
  The commentator summed up  his 
observations by noting,  
  

It is a notorious fact that those 
farmers who have met with 
success have not made their 
money solely by cotton planting, 
but by combining with cotton 
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planting; ginning for toll and 
store-keeping. The great mistake 
is that the farms have not been 
made self-supporting. Too little 
attention is paid to the raising of 
provision crops and to the raising 
of hogs and cattle (Anonymous 
1884:48).  

  
Butler (1883:668) fails to note any stores on Johns 
Island, although there were nine on Edisto Island, 
one in Rockville (on Wadmalaw Island), and seven 
in Enterprise (also on Wadmalaw Island, across the 
Wadmalaw River from the community of Yonges 
Island).  This suggests that at the end of the 
nineteenth century Johns Island remained a very 
isolated, and largely self-sufficient, location.  

Cotton 

Cotton was the cash crop, with one 
respondent reporting 3,200 pounds of seed cotton 
per acre. The cost of raising cotton was $40 per 
500-pound bale. With cotton selling at .12¢/pound 
in the mid-1870s, a bale would bring about $60, 
providing a reasonable margin of profit. By 1880 
cotton was averaging about 9.8¢/pound, so that a 
bale would bring only about $9 (Woodman 
1968:343). 

 
Hilgard (1884) provides an overview of 

cotton cultivation on the sea islands. Although two 
of his informants were from James Island and a 
third was from Edisto, the fourth was W. Edings 
Fripp of Johns Island.  
  

One of the most notable features of cotton 
tillage were the “remarkably high beds on which 
cotton is planted here, being from 18 inches to 2 
feet high” (Hilgard 1884:505). These, he noted, in 
conjunction with open drains, were in lieu of the 
subsurface drainage used in other locations. Tile 
drains are mentioned only for James Island. Plows 
were coming into more common use throughout 
the area. Cotton was planted on fields every other 
year, with stock turned out on the fields during the 
intervening years. Hilgard notes that about half of 
the land had passed out of cultivation since the Civil 

War, with the proportion about the same on 
Wadmalaw, but much lower on the other islands 
(Hilgard 1884:502).   
  

The planting began with hoeing off the 
weeds (“hurricane”), cutting up the cotton stalks, 
and burning off the litter. In early February “two 
furrows of a single-horse turning-plow are run in 
the old alleys, making a trench 7 to 8 inches deep.” 
A subsoil plow may be used next, based on the 
character of the subsoil. In the trench made by the 
subsoiler, or in the middle of the alley if no 
subsoiler was used, manure was placed. This 
manure was generally about 20 cart-loads of marsh 
mud mixed with 1,000 to 1,400 pounds of 
cottonseed. Commercial fertilizer is then drilled 
into this compost. He comments that on Johns 
Island the typical fertilizer was a mixture of 250 
pounds of acid phosphate, 200 pounds of kainit 
(German potash salt), and 200 pounds of calcined 
marl per acre (Hilgard 1884:510).  
  

With this done the land was ready for 
listing – using a hoe to place soil from the tops and 
sides of the old bed on the manure. Some of the 
more modern farmers used a turning plow to 
accomplish this, the advantage being that the labor 
of a plow cost about 17½¢ an acre, compared to 80¢ 
for hoeing. He points out, however, that hoeing is 
far more accurate in getting the soil exactly where 
it needs to be. Afterwards, a double roller weighing 
about 800 pounds was used to compact the soil.  
  

Planting could begin after March 20, 
although April 1 through 10 was preferred. Hilgard 
contends that mechanical cotton planters weren’t 
used on the sea islands, a view endorsed by 
Porcher and Fick (2005:168). Instead the work was 
done by three hands. The one in front chopped a 
hole on top of the bed at intervals of 12 to 18 inches 
using a hoe. Another dropped eight to 10 seeds in 
each hole, and the third hand followed, covering 
the seeds. Germination occurred in about eight to 
12 days and the stand was “perfected” from the 
second week in April to the first week in May.  
  

Next came cultivation – a hoeing in early 
May, another in late May when some of the cotton 
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would be thinned. Then a plow was used to “break 
out the middles (the spaces between the new beds 
where the old beds stood” (Hilgard 1884:511). 
Hands followed the plow, using hoes to pull up the 
loose soil to the foot of the cotton plants – a practice 
called “hauling.” This prevented the cotton from 
“flagging” or falling down from its own weight. It 
also reduced competition from grass. There were 
four hoeings and haulings by the last week in July. 
During each one, additional cotton would be 
thinned, so that by July only one stalk per bunch 
was left. At this time a side sweep plow would be 
used to sweep between the rows in August to 
destroy grass.  

  
The first blooms appeared about the 

middle of June, when the cotton was about 15 
inches high. The bolls opened toward the end of 
August, when the plants were about 4 to 5 feet high.   
  

Cotton picking began the last week in 
August to the second week in September. For this 
first picking, when the crop was “thin” planters 
paid pickers 1½¢ per pound of seed cotton. The 
price fell to 1¢ a pound for subsequent pickings 
until the last of November, when it rose again to 1½ 
to 2¢ per pound. By December 15 the entire crop 
had been gathered.  

  
Fripp observed for Johns Island that no 

improved planting implements were necessary – 
“any one hand, with ordinary implements and 
management, can make four times as much cotton 
as he can gather” (Hilgard 1884:511). It was 
complained that the cotton picker “already pockets 
one-sixth of the gross value of the crop, and is a 
heavy burden on the producer” (Hilgard 

1884:511). While not discussed by Hilgard, it is 
likely that this “surplus” labor contributed to the 
large number of African Americans who left the 
cotton plantations to work in the phosphate mines 
during certain times of the year (Trinkley et al. 
2006).  
  

Hilgard (1884:514) observes that ginning, 
baling, and shipping the cotton are standard 
activities and there is nothing unusual about the 
practices in the coastal region. However, there 
were significant differences between Sea Island 
cotton ginning and packing and the methods used 
on the mainland.   

  
Instead of the saw gin common elsewhere, 

long-staple cotton planters continued to rely on 
roller gins. With human powered foot gins having 
largely been abandoned, the McCarthy roller gin, 
powered by either steam or animals, was 
ubiquitous (Porcher and Fick 2005: 219).   
  

Hilgard observed that the roller gin (used 
for long staple cotton) with steam power made 400 
to 600 pounds of lint in a 10-hour day. This lint was 
packed in round bags 7½ feet long. Fripp explained 
that it was done using “a hole in the floor, hung bag, 
iron pestle, and a negro” (Hilgard 1884:514). Three 
bags can be pressed a day, with the bag weight 
being about 350 pounds. He notes that 1,600 
pounds of seed cotton is required to yield 400 
pounds of lint. These bags were also not bound 
with ties, as were the bales of short staple cotton.  
  

The 1870 Industrial Schedules note a 
steam-powered grist mill and a steam-powered 
cotton gin on James Island. At Enterprise Landing 

Table 9. 
1870 Commercial Gins on Johns Island (1870 Industrial Schedule) 

 

Firm Capital Gin #
Males 

16+
Females 

16+ Child.

Total 
Yearly 
Wages

# 
Months Cotton Seed (lbs) Value 

Beckett & Walpole $1,000 saw 1 4 1 1 $100 2 18 bales 24,000 $7,064
Beckett & Walpole $1,000 McCarthy 2 4 1 1 $200 3 20 bags 14,000 $1,680
W.S. Whaley $1,350 McCarthy 3 7 8 1 $240 4 11 bags 14,000 $1,970
William Gregg $2,000 McCarthy 3 6 12 - $1,000 3 50 bags 60,000 $9,000

Production
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on Wadmalaw Island there was a steam grist mill 
and a steam gin with five McCarthy gins, operating 
six months a year with an average of twenty-five 
hands. The grist mill had a much smaller force, 
averaging one man and two women. There were 
four commercial gins on Johns Island (Table 9).  
  

There was also a steam sawmill on Johns 
Island, operated by J. M. Humbert. He reported to 
the census that he operated for ten months of the 
year, averaging thirty hands (all men at least 
sixteen years old) and paying total wages of $8,000 
in 1869. He produced 1.4 million board feet of 
lumber, valued at $16,000.  
  

We could not find individual industrial 
statistics for St. Johns, Colleton Parish in 1880.  
Nine commercial gin operations were enumerated 
on James Island.  

The major threat to the crop was the 
cotton caterpillar (the boll weevil wouldn’t arrive 
until 1919). The caterpillar arrived during warm, 
wet spells during the late summer and quickly ate 
the foliage. Planters, however, learned to control 
the pest with Paris green (copper(II) acetate 
triarsenite) using a mixture of 1 pound Paris green, 
1 pound of rosin, and 40 pounds of flour. It was 
dusted over the crops by hand when the caterpillar 
was first seen.  

End of the Nineteenth 
Century 

In 1889 the Johns Island area (including 
the Johns Island station on the mainland) boasted 
12 general stores and one grocer (Table 10). Five 
of the general merchandise stores may be 

commissaries operated by planters. Three 
of the stores were operated by African 
Americans. A list from 1890-1891 
includes six general merchandise stores, 
including Andell, Seabrook, Seel [Seele], 
Walpole & Co., and Whaley & Co. The only 
individual not on the earlier list was F.Y. 
Legare – who operated the Mullet Hall 
commissary (Anonymous 1890:268). 

 
 At the end of the nineteenth 

century the sad state of the state’s 
agricultural economy is clearly outlined 
by Edgar (1998:428), who notes that the 
economy was in shambles. Not only were 
cotton prices down dramatically from the 
immediate postwar boom; but with a 
single-minded focus, the state’s farmers 
planted cotton at the expense of provision 
crops, further compounding their 
problems. Add to this a series of droughts 
and other natural disasters, and the 
situation was bleak.  
  

Edgar also observes that in spite 
of these problems, South Carolina’s 
governors were out of touch with reality. 
For example, in 1882 Governor Johnson 
Hagood extolled to the Legislature the 
virtues of the state, with “happy and 

Table 10. 
Stores Operated in the Johns Island Area, 1889  

(R.G. Dun & Co., 1889) 
 

Possible Location
Financial 

Strength ($)
General 
Credit

Andell, William Andell's Bluff 5,000-10,000 good
Bailey, Charles E. <1,000 limited
Brown, Charles (AA) <1,000 limited
Bryan, Edward B. Chaplin <1,000 limited
Ellison, J.W. <500
Harding, George M. fair
Legare, F.Y. Mullet Hall 10,000-20,000 good
Nelson, F.L. (AA) <500
Nelson, W.A. (AA)
Seabrook, E.M. Ferry Field <500
Seile [Seele], Charles
Struhs, H. (grocery & liquor)
Walpole & Co. <1,000 fair
Whaley, C.G. Auld Reeckie <500

Bailey, H.J. <500
Jenkins, R.H. <1,000
Lancaster, H.C. fair
LaRoche, J.E. <500

Geraty & Towles

Jenkins, A.H. <500
Schaffer, E.A. 1,000-2,000 fair

Johns Island

Store

Enterprise

Martin's Point

Wadmalaw
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prosperous” citizens and a “well-ordered, smooth 
working, and economic” government. Four years 
later Governor John R. Richardson was equally out-
of-touch by proclaiming that the “sun of 
prosperity” had “arisen from the dark clouds” 
(quoted in Edgar 1998:429). Yet during the 1880s 
thousands were losing their farms – statewide in 
just two years over a million acres went on the 
auction block, with almost 8% of the farmland 
being foreclosed and auctioned (Edgar 1998:431). 
These frustrations helped propel Edgefield’s Ben 
Tillman into the governor’s seat in 1890. 
  

Although a populist and appealing to the 
rural agrarian farmer, Tillman offered no 
substantial programs to address the needs of the 
debt-ridden farming class. Instead he promoted 
violence against blacks.   

Natural Disasters 

 On August 31, 1886 at approximately 
9:50 p.m. an estimated magnitude 7.3 earthquake 
struck the Charleston area, resulting in at least 83 
deaths and extensive damage to the buildings of 
Charleston. Damage extended across an elliptical 

area measuring about 20 by 30 
miles trending northeast 
between Charleston and 
Jedburg and including 
Summerville, centered at 
Middleton Place.  
  

In Earl Sloan’s detailed 
review of damage along the 
Charleston-Savannah Railroad, 
he noted “prostrated 
chimneys” and “craterlets” 
throughout the area, including 
on Wadmalaw at Enterprise, 
Martins Point, and in the center 
of the island (Peters and 
Herrmann 1986:61). The 
damage continued to Rockville 
and onto Seabrook Island. The 
rail line at the Rantowles 
Bridge was distorted and 
twisted (Peters and Herrmann 
1986:63). On the north side of 

the Stono, Sloan observed a “large two story frame 
building of square plan” that was twisted, plaster 
walls were cracked, a partition wall was distorted, 
and the chimneys were damaged. On Johns Island 
he observed displaced stones in the Presbyterian 
cemetery, “craterlets . . . in great profession” 
interspersed with cracks. The store at Andells had 
goods thrown off shelves (Peters and Herrmann 
1986:64). Although chimneys were damaged, it 
appears that the “very small frame structures” – 
probably tenant houses – were largely undamaged.   

 
Jordan and Stringfellow (1998:198) report 

that the earthquake produced a “large pond” at Fair 
Oaks Plantation (situated between Legareville 
Road and River Road), although no pond is shown 
on the USGS topographic map. Côté (2006:74, 267) 
indicates relatively minor damage on the islands.  
  
  The South Carolina coast was hit by at least 
11 hurricanes in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries. At least six are thought to have been 
Category 4 or higher storms. None did more 
damage or caused more loss of life than the 
hurricane of August 1893.   

 
Figure 16. 1893 Postal Route map showing that Johns Island had a post 

office at Mullet Hall. Mail arrived by steamer from Charleston, 
after a stop at the Exchange Post Office. 
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The storm formed east of the Cape Verde 
Islands on August 15, becoming a hurricane on the 
19th while crossing the Atlantic. By the evening of 
August 25th, the storm was a Category 3 
approaching the Bahamas. During its approach it 
deviated arcing west-northwest, making landfall 
near Savannah, Georgia on August 27 as a Category 
3 storm. The wind was reported to be 120 mph, the 
pressure is estimated to have been about 954 mbar 
at landfall and possibly as low as 931 mbar, and the 
storm surge – hitting at high tide – was 16 feet. The 
hurricane passed over South Carolina on August 28 
and moved up the East Coast.  
  

The destruction along the South Carolina 
coast was greatest in the Beaufort area, but 
extended along the entire coast. An estimated 
1,000 to 2,000 were killed, although this figure is 
quite conservative. A February 1894 Scribner’s 
Magazine article reported the heaviest damage on 
those islands between Beaufort and Charleston – 
including Johns Island (Harris 1894). The initial 
report in the Charleston News and Observer on 
August 30 explained that while reports from 
Edisto, James, Johns, and Yonges islands were 
“meager,” they all “describe the storm in those 
localities as the most terrible visitation which the 
inhabitants have had.” Water in the Wappoo Cut 
was reported to have reached 18 feet, spreading 
“itself over the surrounding country like an endless 
inland lake.”  
  

An article on August 31, 1893 reported 
Kiawah “fearfully damaged.” Dill and Ball reported, 
“We have heard from John’s Island and the reports 
are that the crop has been under water and is 
stripped of its fruit .... Mr. Hofstetter, of Wadmalaw 
Island, reports that the cotton crop on the island is 
a complete loss.” G.M. Pollitzer reported, “the 
losses on John’s Island were very serious. The 
colored farmers felt it more especially, and I 
understand, lost all their cattle, crops, provisions 
and, in fact, are in a most destitute condition.” 
Another reported that the Johns Island plantations 
along the riverfront “were under water and the 
cotton stalks were completely submerged” 
(Anonymous 1893:1).  
  

On September 1 the news was much the 
same with reports of all the wharfs between 
Charleston and Kiawah destroyed. The steamer St. 
Helena was found stranded at the high water mark 
of the storm on F.Y. Legare’s place (Mullet Hall), 
with the report that “she will have to be dredged 
out.” Houses near Legare’s were reported 
destroyed, as was the stock. Ravenel & Company 
reported that the cotton at Andell’s Bluff on Johns 
Island was destroyed.  
  

After four days, news describing the extent 
of the devastation began to reach Columbia and 
Governor Tillman responded by asking for 
donations. Local relief committees were formed 
and eventually very minor aid began to arrive. The 
governor grossly underestimated the damage and 
what it would take to help the area recover and it 
wasn’t until mid-September before Tillman finally 
called on assistance from the American Red Cross. 
Clara Barton arrived on October 1.  
  

After the Red Cross arrived, a warehouse 
of clothing and food was started in Beaufort. The 
Red Cross established rations, began organizing 
parties to dig over 300 miles of ditches in order to 
drain agricultural fields, and bought a million 
board feet of lumber to rebuild houses – in spite of 
both the South Carolina Legislature and the U.S. 
Congress denying appeals for assistance. The relief 
efforts were closed in May 1894 (Nash 2006).  

The Phosphate Industry 

Charleston’s phosphate industry was a 
significant source of short-term revenue during the 
late nineteenth century (for a more detailed 
discussion see Trinkley et al. 2006). The plants 
involved the old elite in management and 
operations; the former slaves found mining an 
excellent supplement to farming. For a time, 
phosphate was an economic boom for the low 
country. The 1892 political opposition led by Ben 
Tillman to state subsidies, new competition and 
better resources in Florida, and the 1893 hurricane 
all combined to seriously cripple the industry, 
which ceased entirely in 1911.   
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  While Johns Island blacks worked in the 
nearby phosphate works on the mainland, we 
know of no mining on the island.  

The Beginning of the 
Twentieth Century 

Mercantile interests in the Johns Island 
area increased from 21 in 1889 to 28 in 1912, 
although two of these later stores were associated 
with operating phosphate mines, and two others 
were primarily ginning establishments – thus the 
increase is minor (R.G. Dunn and Company 1912). 
Moreover, as with the earlier listing, many of these 
establishments are located at the Johns Island 

station on the mainland, not on the island. 
Wadmalaw drops from the listings, being replaced 
by Mullet Hall. At Mullet Hall there are three 
listings. William Andell continued to be the owner 
of Andell’s Bluff and this store was likely a 
commissary on that plantation. The H.C. Muhler 
listed in 1912 was the overseer on Andell’s Bluff, in 
addition to the owner of the store on Legare’s 
Mullet Hall (which he acquired after the 1905 
death of F.Y. Legare). J.J. Johnson was the founder 
of the Edisto Island Industrial School for African 
Americans in 1897 (Tindall 1952:226). The 1900 
census shows him as an African American 
clergyman living on Edisto. Seemingly absent is the 
Johns Island store of John F. Limehouse (Jordan and 
Stringfellow 1998:172), but this is almost certainly 

listed as J.J. Limehouse.  
 

A 1905-1910 directory listed 
Mullet Hall, describing it as “a small town 
35 miles from Charleston” and noting that 
the only merchant at the location was 
Francis Y. Legare, who operated a “general 
store and grist mill” (Anonymous 
1905:435-436). The entry also lists 162 
“farmers” for the community – the closest 
document we have providing a 
comprehensive list of both whites and 
blacks on the island (Table 13). Since all 
portions are represented, we believe this 
may be a listing of those using the Mullet 
Hall Post Office, which was, of course, the 
only post office on the island. Most, 
although not all, of these names are found 
in either the 1900 or 1910 census.  
 

Although phosphates were still on 
the mind of low country property owners, 
there were only six mining companies 
listed by Watson in 1907 and they 
produced just over $1.1 million in 1906 
(Watson 1907:142). Agriculture    
remained    the    focus    of    
South Carolina’s economy with the state’s 
176,000 farms producing nearly 
$142,000,000 of products in 1909. Even 
the state’s textile industry didn’t compare, 
with production of only $49 million in 

Table 11. 
Stores Operated in the Johns Island Area, 1912 

(R.G. Dunn & Co., 1912) 
 

Possible Location
Financial 

Strength ($)
General 
Credit

Banov, A. (clothing, shoes) <500
Bolton Mines Co, 20,000-35,000 good
Bradley, P.B. & S.S. >1,000,000 high
Ferri, E.
Gadsden, Cyrus <500 limited
Glover, J.E. <500
Harrod & Limehouse (Gin) fair
Hart, Joseph S. 20,000-35,000 high
Limehouse, J.J. 3,000-5,000 fair
Linstedt, J.G.
Lowrey, I.H. <500
Rivers, Frank W. <500 limited
Struhs, Henry

Bailey, J.S. <500
Bailey & Barnwell (Gin, Cotton Buyers) 3,000-5,000 limited
Baxter, F.D. <500
Hart, W.R.
Wadmalaw Mercantile Co. 3,000-5,000 fair
Wilson, W.H. (G.S. & Gin)

Clement, R.L. <500
Cox, H.L.
Towles, F.W. 20,000-35,000 high
Venning, W.C. <500
Whaley, H.S. <500
Wise & Wise <500

Andell, William
Johnson, J.J. <500
Muhler, H.C. 3,000-5,000 fair

Johns Island

Enterprise

Martin's Point

Mullet Hall

Store
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1905 (Watson 1907:432). By 1907 Watson also 
remarked   that   the “trucking   branch   
of   the industry [of agriculture] has developed 
with remarkable speed” (Watson 1907:236). In 
fact, the future was “full of promise” to those tilling 
the soil.   
  

Cotton remained the king. Between 1900 
and 1906 the acreage statewide devoted to cotton 
increased by 5.9%. The number of bales produced 
increased by 19%; and the value of the cotton 
increased by 23%. In Charleston cotton acreage did 
increase, although by only 3.3%. Production, 
however, increased by nearly 35% (between 1900 
and 1906 and by nearly 85% between 1900 and 
1910).  Corn production in Charleston also 
increased – by 21.5% between 1900 and 1910.   

 

The cause of this increased production 
between 1920 and 1930 is not entirely clear. The 
per farm spending for fertilizer did increase 
appreciably from $252 in 1920 to $579 in 1930. 
However, the proportion of farms using purchased 
fertilizer declined from 67% in 1920 to 51% in 
1930.   
  

In addition, the agricultural statistics must 
be viewed cautiously since in 1911 St. Pauls Parish 
was added to Charleston. Thus, the 1920 statistics 
are not directly comparable to those of 1910.  
  

The increase in cotton production was 
accompanied by about a 10% decline in the 
number of farms and a 17% decline in improved 
acreage in Charleston County. Farm value, 
however, increased by 59%.  

  
There was, however, a price to pay for the 

focus on cotton. Irish potato production dropped 
by over 50%. Sweet potato production declined by 
44%. Peas and beans also dropped by nearly half. 
Butter production dropped by over 90%. The value 
of home slaughtered animals dropped by nearly 
30%.  
  

The federal census shows a 54% increase 
in vegetable production between 1900 and 1910, 
although the 1910 production was still just 
$507,248. Watson, however, offered different data, 
indicating a 1210% increase between 1900 and the 
1905 figure of $2,787,000 (Watson 1907:291). 
Even if this were significantly overstated, there was 
an increasing interest in vegetable production for 
Eastern markets.   

 
The development of this 

industry was attributed by Watson to 
Wadmalaw Island, where William C. 
Geraty and his partner, Frank W. Towles 
developed small scale operations at 
Martin’s Point. Watson (1907:291) 
pointed out that Geraty was by 1907 the 
largest shipper of cabbage plants in the 
world, having shifted his operations to 
Yonge’s Island. Other truck crops 
increased: asparagus, cucumbers, beets, 
strawberries, lettuce, beans, peas, Irish 

potatoes, and sweet potatoes (the last four items 
are enumerated separately in the federal census, 
perhaps explaining the differences in values). The 
Charleston truck crop area was described as 
including the, 
  

mainland, Yonge’s Island, Mount 
Pleasant, McClellanville, St. 
Andrew’s Parish, Edisto, 
Wadmalaw, and James Islands. 
Meggett’s at Yonge’s Island, is the 
center of the truck area in respect 
of business activity, although not 
the geographical center of the 
truck belt. About Meggett’s are 
the largest farms and greater 
diversification of crops. Here are 

Table 12. 
Charleston County Truck Crops in 1915 (Watson 1916:44). 

 
Crop Acres Yield/acre Total Yield FOB Price Total $

Irish potatoes 7,000 50 barrels 350,000 1.50 per barrel 525,000
Cabbage 5,500 180 crates 900,000 1.35 crate 1,336,500
Cucumbers 2,000 200 baskets 400,000 .50 basket 200,000
Beans 2,000 150 baskets 300,000 1.00 basket 300,000
Peas 600 100 baskets 60,000 1.25 basket 75,000
Sweet potatoes 1,000 100 sacks 100,000 1.25 sack 125,000
Cabbage plants 600 500,000 300,000,000 0.70/1000 210,000
Misc. vegetables 2,000 200,000

$2,971,500  
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the farms of Norman H. Blitch, the 
“Cabbage King,” so called from the 
fact that he raises a larger number 
of cabbages than any other 
individual planter in the world; 
W. C. Geraty, who makes a 
specialty of raising cabbage plants 
for replanting and cultivation in 
other sections, and other 
substantial truck raisers who 
have achieved reputation in the 
market in other respects (Watson 
1907:297). 
 

Watson did not mention Johns Island in his truck 
area, although his reasoning is uncertain. The 
Seaboard Coast Line opened a branch line across 
the Stono River to Johns Island in 1916. As a result, 
a complex of packing sheds was built at the 
junction of Main Road and Belvedere Road, near 
Chisolm Road. Where access to this rail line was 
difficult, such as along the Kiawah River and 
Abbapoola Creek, farmers used water 
transportation. Haynie (2007:62) notes that the 
Legare family operated a very large potato farm at 
Hanscome Point in the 1920s and 1930s. We also 
know that Reubin Bishopp operated a truck that 
shuttled between Charleston and the southern end 
of Johns Island during the late 1920s.   
  

The huge crops of cabbage, Irish potatoes 
and early-spring vegetables were grown strictly for 
packing and shipping to northern markets. 
Although we have not examined island-level 
agricultural statistics for the twentieth century, 
anecdotal evidence suggests that some island 
farmers grew vegetables for the Charleston 
market. Because of Johns Island’s distance from the 
city, they were not as successful as the vegetable 
farmers on James Island or on the neck.  
  

Watson was no less enthusiastic about the 
vegetable industry in 1915, noting the center 
remained in the Charleston area (Watson 1916:43).  
  

By 1927 the truck crop industry had 
spread to Barnwell, Bamberg, Allendale, Edgefield, 
Saluda, Calhoun, Dorchester, and Hampton 

counties. Some crops were even grown in Sumter, 
Richland, and Lexington counties (Anonymous 
1927:151). Charleston County, however, remained 
the center of the shipments, supplying 2,236 train 
cars or 61% of the state’s total (Anonymous 
1927:153). Cabbage that sold for $1.35 a crate in 
1915 was selling for $2.50 a crate in 1927.  

 
As late as 1937 Meggett continued to be 

known for its cabbage production, taking on the 
name, “Cabbage Patch.” The cabbage season 
typically opened April 1 and closed May 10, with 
11,517,000 pounds of cabbage being shipped out in 
Atlantic Coast Line cars (Anonymous 1937:8). In 
addition to the cabbage, the Yonge’s Island area 
also produced Irish potatoes, broccoli, radishes, 
peas, beans, cucumbers, and tomatoes. 

 
Figure 17 shows the variation in acreage, 

revealing that the land devoted to truck crops (as 
well as sweet potatoes, Irish potatoes, and pease) 
remained relatively stable through 1920. In 
contrast, acreage for corn and cotton both increased. 

 
Cotton prices, like production, fluctuated 

(Figure 17). In general, American agriculture 
prospered during World War I and cotton prices 
were typically higher than they had been in years – 
accounting for increased production. Southern 
agriculture, however, contracted after the war, as 
European farmers recovered. Nevertheless, cotton 
farming was "not highly prosperous even during 
the war years.” Although most sectors of the 
economy recovered relatively quickly, "agriculture 
did not ever fully recover," and in the "years 
following 1920, the cotton industry experienced 
little, if any, prosperity" (Dimsdale 1970:5).  
  

One of the disruptions in South Carolina 
agriculture was the arrival of the boll weevil. At the 
door to Savannah in 1917, the weevil had spread 
through much of South Carolina by 1919 (including 
Charleston County) and by 1922 had covered most 
of North Carolina as well. Planters are said to have 
paid their tenants a penny per weevil in an effort to 
slow the spread and millions of pounds of arsenical 
dusts (primarily calcium arsenate) were applied. In  
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Table 13. 
List of Farmers Using the Mullet Hall Post Office, 1905-1910 

 
White Black

Census               
District Other White Black

Census 
District Other

Aimer, O.A.
Andell, William x 125 x 76
Ball, J.A.
Bennett, Richard x 125 x 76
Bennett, S.W.
Bishop, Frank x 124 Mathews x 75
Bishop, Lydia x 124
Bishop, Paul B.
Blake, L.R.
Blake, Marcus x 123 x 74
Blake, M.F.
Blake, P.H.D.
Blake, Ralph x 123 x 74
Boggs [Boags], Robb x 125
Brisbane, James x 73
Brisbane, Richard x 75
Brown, Byas [Bias] x 123 x 73
Brown, Clarence x 123 x 73
Brown, Daniel x 73
Brown, George P. x 123 x 73
Brown, Isabella x 123
Brown, James x 124/125 x 74/76
Brown, Robert x 124
Brown, January x 73
Brown, M.C. 
Brown, Robert
Brown, Sarah x 123 x 74/75/76
Brown, Simon
Brown, Thomas x 123/125 x 73/76
Brown, Titus x 125
Bryan, Ellen
Bryan, E.B. x 124 Chaplin x 74 Briars Plnt.
Butler, Susan
Bynum [Binum], George x 125
Campbell, Jacob x 75 Mullet Hall Rd.
Capers, Ezekeil [Zekiel] x 124
Capers, G.A.
Capers, Samuel x 125 x 76
Capers, W.C.
Cash, Cyrus x 125 Caper Plnt. x 76
Chisolm, Isabella x 125 x 76
Chisolm, J[ohn].C. x 123 x 74
Chisolm, Phillip
Chisolm, Samuel
Chisolm, Thomas
Chisolm, Thomas
Chisolm, William x 75 Mullet Hall Rd.
Choice, Lewis x 123 x 74
Cool, Dennis x 73
Crawford, Abram x 123 x 73
Crawford, Joseph x 123 x 73
Crawford, Prince x 123 x 73
Crawford, Ransom
Crawford, Sharper x 123 x 73
Cunningham, Andrew x 123
Dent, Hannah x 125
Dent, Samuel x 123 x 73
Eady [Eddy], Robert x 123 x 73
Emanuel, A.J.
Fenn, W.H.
Fludd, Fortune x 75 Legareville
Fludd, Harry
Ford, August x 124
Francis, Moses x 123 x 74
Francis, Samuel x 123 x 74
Fraser, Isaac x 123 x 73
Freeman, Cain x 125 x 76
Freeman, James x 124 x 75
Freeman, Kit x 125 x 76
Freeman, Richard x 76
Frip, A.R. x 76
Fripp, J.E. x 124 Saxbie x 75
Fripp, W.E. x 124 Legareville
Frost, F.R.
Gaillard, Charles x 124 Rosebank
Gaillard [Gilliard], Robert x 124 Blacklock x 74
Geddes, Achy x 74
Geddes, Robert x 125 Capers Plnt.
Gibbes, Laurence [Lawrence] x 124 Legareville x 75 Legareville Rd.
Green, Andrew x 125 x 76
Green, Richard x 123/124 x 76
Green, Mingo x

1910 Census1900 Census

 

White Black
Census               
District Other White Black

Census 
District Other

Grimball, Eliza A. x 123 x 73
Hamilton, Morris x 75
Harrison, Joseph x 123 x 74
Hart, R[ichard].H. x 123 x 73
Heyward, M.W.
Heyward, William x 124 Mathews x 75 Mullet Hall Rd.
Hollingston, Peter x 74
Hoyt, Emon [Enon] x 124 Mathews
Hunt, William x 123
Jenkins, A.M.
Jenkins, C.B.
Jenkins, M[ary].J. x 123
Jenkins, T.Y.
Jenkins, William x 123/124 x 73
Johnson, John x 124 Johnson's
Johnson, Robert
Johnson, Robin x 124 Creek Side x 76
Johnson, William x 123 x 75 Mullet Hall Rd.
Jones, Stepney x 75
Jones, T.S. x 75
Judge, Moses
Laborde, John x 124
Lee, A.M.
Legare, F.Y. x Mullet Hall x Mullet Hall
Legare, John x 124 Miller Mill
Legare, J.C.W.
Legare, T.S. x 75
Logan, Richard x 74
McCoy, Jack
McNeil, Alex
McPherson, Benjamin x 76
Mack, Henry x 123/124/125 x 75
Mack, Richard x 123 x 73
Magill [McGill], Jackson x 76
Manigault, Frederick x 75
Matthews, J.E.
Middleton, Frank, Sr. x 125 x 76
Middleton, Thomas x 125
Mickell, William, Sr. x 124 x 75
Mitchell, M.P.
Morrison, London
Murray, Tony
Prioleau, Edward
Reese, Joe x 123
Richardson, Chris
Richardson, Richard
Riley, M.J. x 73
Robinson, Roger x 76
Ryan, Jack
Seabrook, A.E. [A.C.] x 76
Seabrook, C[lark].B. x 74
Seabrook, B[en].J. x 122 x 75 Creek Side Plnt.
Seabrook, M.E. x 76
Saunders, Israel
Simons, Cyrus x 124
Simons, Dennis x 124
Simons, Joe x 124
Simons [Simmons], Moses x 124 x 75 Mullet Hall Rd.
Singleton, Isaac x 75 Legareville Rd.
Small [Smalls], Sam x 125
Smith, David x 124 Mathews x 75 Mullet Hall Rd.
Stevens, A.J.
Stevens, W[illiam].F. x 124 Kiawah x 74
Taylor, Richard x 124 Hopes x 75 Mullet Hall Rd.
Taylor, Robert x 125 x 76
Waite [Wate], Jeffrey x 73
Waite [Wate], Joe x 122 x 73
Waite [Wate], John x 73
Waite, Paul
Walpole, H.E. x 124 Auld Ricke x 75
Washington, Caesar
Whaley, A.K.
Wigger, J.H.
Williams, Adam x 123 x 74
Wilson, J.S.
Wilson, M.V.
Wine, A.W.
Wright, Edgar
Wright, Joseph x 125 x 76
Wright, Thomas x 123/124 x 74/75

1900 Census 1910 Census

 
 
Although using different divisions, both the 1900 and 1910 census divided Johns Island into four quadrants. Roughly the NE quadrant was 
District 122 in 1900 and 74 in 1910; the NW quadrant was District 123 in 1900 and 73 in 1910; the SE quadrant was District 124 in 1900 and 
75 in 1910; and the SW quadrant was District 125 in 1900 and 76 in 1910. The Mullet Hall tract was situated in District 124 in 1900 and District 
75 in 1910. 
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Table 14. 
Agricultural Schedule Data for Charleston County, 1900-1940 

 

Farms
Acres 

improved

Acres 
Unimprov

ed
Value of 

farm

Value of 
implemen

ts

Horse, 
asses, 
mules

Milch 
cows

Working 
oxen

Other 
cattle Sheep Swine

Value of 
livestock

1900 3,801 80,323 116,481 2,790,670 143,330 3,104 2,795 NR 4,588 3,358 6,921 328,944
1910 3,403 66,492 111,194 4,445,157 217,182 3,718 3,028 NR 4,367 1,880 8,360 679,236
1920 3,850 85,267 127,272 9,106,354 641,536 5,306 4,890 NR 7,617 2,606 22,710 1,891,221
1930 1,957 56,402 99,544 9,043,677 494,253 2,812 1,470 NR 3,880 1,334 8,809 525,346
1940 2,124 59,164 107,327 5,745,815 627,227 2,089 1,767 NR 672 603 5,136 440,274

Charleston
Charleston

Land Occupied or Improved Livestock

Charleston
Charleston
Charleston

 
 

Wheat, bu
Rye & 

oats, bu Corn, bu

Irish 
potatoes, 

bu

Sweet 
potatoes, 

bu
Peas & 

beans, bu
Value misc. 
vegetables Butter, lbs

Hay, 
tons Rice, lbs*

Cotton, 
bales

Wool, 
lbs

Beeswax, 
lbs Honey, lbs

Value 
animals 

slaughtered
1900 35 5,390 178,350 225,404 203,817 18,314 328,860 75,541 376 2,034,744 5,658 10,200 260 3,970 13,479
1910 0 8,956 216,647 112,301 114,632 9,720 507,248 6,507 781 289,800 10,461 NR 58 1,205 9,503
1920 30 9,854 451,195 312,880 233,804 38,681 2,068,578 13,374 572 420,210 9,620 4,835 8 503 NR
1930 0 240 343,201 1,303,000 129,314 19,980 913,936 13,105 374 50,580 1,506 2,473 NR 353 NR
1940 0 5,805 215,818 1,047,686 59,658 10,435 661,494 4,614 527 26,730 434 1,649 NR 157 NR

Charleston
Charleston

Agricultural Products

Charleston
Charleston
Charleston

 
 

* rice, where reported in bushels, was converted to pounds as 1 bu. = 45 lbs. 

 

 
 
Figure17. Crops and cotton. Upper graph shows acreage devoted to six major crops between 1900 and 1940. 

The lower graph shows cotton prices from the late antebellum through the early 1930s 
(Anonymous 1927:132; Edgar 1998:499; Watson 1907:269).  
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spite of these efforts losses ranged between 30 and 
60% of a crop (Haney et al. 1996). The most 
devastating year was 1922, when production 
statewide was only 30% of what it had been two 
years earlier (Anonymous 1927:130). 

 
Sea Island cotton, with bolls softer than 

upland cotton, could never be made resistant to 
weevils, and planters abandoned it. However, 
short-staple cotton could be managed, given 
sufficient chemicals, and Johns Island farmers 
continued planting with this variety. Any 
remaining stands of Sea Island cotton produced 
hybridized seed, and the pure Sea Island type was 
lost.   
  

In April 1930, John Rivers of the Dill, Ball 
Company sent to S. M. Hasell & Co., cotton 
merchants in Columbia, “samples of twenty-five 
bales of the long-length cotton which you request. 
This lot of 102 bales is still on hand . . . . We cannot 
get the parties who own the Sea Islands to name a 
firm price.” A year later, in May 1931, Rivers wrote 
to Mr. Hue Thomas in Savannah, “The only Sea 
Island cotton that we know of was raised at the U. 
S. government experiment station on Wadmalaw 
Island” (Dill, Ball Company papers, The Charleston 
Museum).  
  

The boll weevil, the flight of black labor, 
the rise of the mills – all were viewed as the reason 
for the cotton farmer’s predicament. The decline in 
cotton production, however, was more than 
anything else the result of the expansion of cotton 
growing in the West and abroad. Southern farmers 
were competitively handicapped by worn out land, 
expensive fertilizer, small farms, weeds, the boll 
weevil, and undependable rainfall. Speculators and 
a shaky economy added to these fundamental 
problems. The South’s dependency on cotton has 
been claimed to be perhaps the most important 
factor leading to the agricultural depression of the 
1920s (Holmes 1974:316). Forty-five banks failed 
in 1926 alone and between 1921 and 1929, 225 
South Carolina banks, or roughly half of those 
active at the end of WWI, had failed. These failures 
were largely the result of the decline in the value of 

lands that served as loan collateral (Schultz 
1992:3).   
  

In spite of its problems, the state 
continued to hold an almost delusional sense of 
optimism. The 1927 state handbook’s motto was, 
“South Carolina: The Comfortable State,” and it 
extolled the state’s virtues. Charleston County, in 
spite of its size and population had only four 
incorporated cities: Charleston, Maryville, Mount 
Pleasant, and McClellanville. In many respects 
Charleston remained a very rural area. By 1915 
there was only one gasoline station outside the city 
(Yonge’s Island Oil Company on Yonge’s Island). 
Other industries included only the Bryan Spring 
Carbonating Company and the Hollywood 
Manufacturing Company that produced boxes, both 
on Yonge’s Island, as well as McClellanville’s Bull 
Bay Canning Company (Watson 1915: 129, 135-
136, 237). 
 

One of the needs recognized for the area 
and its improvement was the discontinuation “of 
long-time consumption credit, based on the 
mortgaging of crops and labor, which so long has 
operated to limit the accumulation of wealth by 
individuals working the soil” (Hager 1927:244).  

Tenancy 

Statewide tenancy increased every year 
between 1880 and 1930 – from 50.3 to 65.1%. 
Charleston, however, took a different path. 
Although there were fluctuations, the proportion of 
owner operated farms increased from 35.6% in 
1900 (compared to the state average of 38.9%) to 
76.4% in 1940 (compared to the state average of 
43.9%). When South Carolina had the highest 
proportion of tenancy in 1930 of 65.1%, the 
tenancy rate in Charleston County was 39.5%.  
  

While there were different forms of 
tenancy in Charleston, most tenants in the 
Charleston area were cash tenants, also known as 
cash renters. In this form of tenancy, the landlord 
furnished the tenant only with land, a house, and 
fuel at a fixed rental to be paid either in cash, which 
was most often the case, or its equivalent in crop 
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value, typically lint cotton. The tenant furnished 
labor, work stock, feed for the work stock, tools, 
seed, fertilizer, and received all income after his 
rent was paid. The landlord only exercised 
supervision to prevent depletion, damage, or 
deterioration of the land and associated structures.   
  

This type of tenant was slightly better off 
than most since the defined agreement on the 
amount of rent to be paid made him somewhat 
more independent. The landlord had no lien on his 
crop and the tenant could market his lint cotton 
wherever he chose.   
  

Nevertheless, tenancy created a class from 
which escape was nearly impossible. In order to 
maximize profits and limit the mobility of the labor, 
owners of larger holdings – such as Mullet Hall – 
often began commissaries, limiting the options of 
croppers and tenants and ensuring indebtedness. 
Some issued their own coinage – also like Mullet 
Hall – that ensured ongoing debt peonage.  
  

At the same time, planters became 
indebted to their own suppliers. F. Y. and Kate 
Legare, owners of Mullet Hall, received seed and 
fertilizer on credit, and they also took cash loans 
from Dill, Ball Company. While large farmers 
amassed large debts, small farmers also relied on 
Dill, Ball Company, their factor, to advance not only 
fertilizer and seed, but also cash and food rations. 
One small tenant on Johns Island, Caleb Chisolm 
wrote to Mr. Rivers, “I want you to send me three 
sacks of minnare [manure] and two bushels cotton 
seed. Please to try and send it today, I want to plant 
it by Thursday next week. Please sir to send the 
change for me, I need it very bad to get some rope 
for my horse. If I had a job to make anything I 
wouldn’t worry you. PS - please to send it by 
Bellenger truck” (Letters 1920-1932, Dill, Ball 
Company Papers, The Charleston Museum).  
  

In June 1929, Cephas Drayton wrote John 
Rivers from Mullet Hall, saying he needed $5 “very 
bad. Please send it, please sir don’t disappoint me.” 
Drayton requested $4.50 in June 1932, asking 
Rivers to “lend it on my wages.” Cain Freeman 
asked Rivers to “please send me one sack corn 

today so I can finish plowing my cotton.” In about 
1930, one tenant on Johns Island sent an urgent 
note asking for an advance and trusting a good 
cotton crop,  
  

please let me have a little 
something to eat for I can go no 
more. The crop is fine, six acres 
cotton. Please sir send me, if only 
one bushel of rice and a bushel of 
grits and twenty-four pounds of 
flour and ten pounds of meat. And 
I was dependent on the potatoes 
and I didn’t get nothing of the 
potatoes and now I don’t got 
nothing to eat. Please sir send it 
with Joe Bishop (Dill, Ball 
Company Papers, Box 60, Folder 
5A, The Charleston Museum).  

  
As the economic situation became more 

desperate, merchants were unable to collect their 
debts. In the summer of 1932, W. S. Howell, 
proprietor of a gin and general merchandise store 
on Johns Island (at the corner of River Road and 
Edenvale), wrote to the Dill, Ball Company 
regarding their mutual debtors, many of whom had 
turned to Howell for their “seed cash.” John Rivers 
replied that he “had no idea that you had advanced 
to so many of them,” and agreed that they should 
share information. He sent a list of about 120 
names (almost a third of them women) and their 
corresponding debts. Most were less than $25; the 
highest figure was $58.17, and there were credit 
balances as low as $3.14. He directed Howell, “if 
any of these send cotton to your gin, you will 
protect us to the amount of our account before 
paying them. . . . I would be glad to receive your list 
and to protect you against debt dodging.” In 
December 1932, Howell forwarded to Dill, Ball 
Company three bales of ginned cotton and the 
accounts of the growers. The cotton was remitted 
to Dill, Ball “all for loans” (Dill, Ball Company 
papers, Box 5E, The Charleston Museum).   
  

With credit entanglements and 
competition among various gins and storekeepers, 
even African-American small producers had some 
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flexibility in selecting their markets. In November 
1929, John Rivers wrote to Christopher Freeman, 
“you are so slow in sending down your cotton” only 
one bale so far and “it is now high time that you 
send down the rest of it. We have understood that 
the gins on Johns Island are about to close down 
ginning, but we expect to run our gin on James 
Island this coming Friday and so if you cannot get 
it ginned on Johns Island we can gin it out for you 
on Friday next.” He also wrote to Harry Freeman 
“we have understood that you ginned a second bale 
of cotton . . .  but have not brought it to us. Please 
send it as soon as possible” (Dill, Ball Company 
papers, The Charleston Museum).  
 

In January 1930 John Rivers wrote to Mrs. 
C. R. Jones on Johns Island, “I have found out that 
John Fields has a bale on Johns Island, and Reubin 
Bishopp can haul this cotton to the gin . . . we will 
operate the gin . . . and can get your cotton ginned . 
. . Bishopp will pick it up” (Dill, Ball Company 
papers, The Charleston Museum).  
  

In spite of the somewhat better conditions 
offered by Charleston, the county – as well as the 
state – saw a significant out migration. The first 
waves occurred in the late nineteenth century. 
Known as “Exodusters” after the biblical exodus 
from Egypt, many went west to Kansas, Oklahoma, 
and California. The Great Migration, however, took 
place between about 1916 and 1920 as blacks took 
advantage of a severe labor shortage during World 
War I. Destinations were primarily northern cities 
such as Chicago, Detroit, Washington, and 
Baltimore, although even some southern cities, 
such as Atlanta, gained.  
  

 This movement crippled cotton planters 
who relied on tenant labor to pick cotton. 
Resentment mounted among  many who 
remained and,   
  

their protests were not always 
verbal. Some cotton pickers filled 
their sacks with green bolls or 
rocks before weighing (Cobb 
1992:203).  

  The decline in African American 
population was not seen as devastating by all South 
Carolinians; one account said,  
  

This means a new freedom for 
South Carolina. It is the removal of 
a vague but always present 
shadow. South Carolina at last has 
become a white state 
(Anonymous 1927:22).   

  
Although uncertain, it seems that the abundance of 
truck farming in Charleston County may have 
ameliorated the problems caused by the decline in 
African American labor.  

Arrival of the Depression 

Edgar notes that in 1930 the situation 
among South Carolina farmers was dire. Having 
gone on a spending spree when money was 
flowing, they had no reserves, and the decade of the 
1920s was so bad that, 

South Carolina agriculture was 
about to go under. Farmland and 
buildings had lost more than one-
half their value. One third of the 
state’s farms were mortgaged, 
and 70 percent of the state’s 
farmers survived on borrowed 
money (Edgar 1998:485).  
  
Schultz remarks that many remember the 

Depression years not for the “coming” of hard 
times, but instead “recall those days as a 
continuation of long-standing hardship” (Schultz 
1992:3). By 1933 state government itself was on 
the verge of collapse – state employees were laid 
off and those that remained were paid with “state 
I.O.U.’s.”   
  

Statewide the average farm value dropped 
over 40% from $4,222 in 1920 to $2,400 in 1930.  
Yet in Charleston County the average farm value 
actually increased from an average of $2,365 in 
1920 to $4,621 in 1930. A decline isn’t seen until 
1940, when the value sank to $2,705. In addition, 
while statewide a third of all farms were 
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mortgaged, only 9.2% of Charleston farms had a 
mortgage on them. The debt to value ratio for 
Charleston farms was also slightly better (30.06) 
than the statewide average (40.06).  
  

There were earlier signs of the depression 
in Charleston County, however; between 1920 and 

1930 the value of farm implements declined by 
23% and the value of livestock declined by a 
staggering 72%. Perhaps most ominously, the 
value of vegetable production fell from $2,068,578 
to $913,936 – indicating that the truck farmers 
were being hit hard. Cotton production declined by 
84%. In addition, while the rate of mortgaged farms 
in Charleston was low, the per farm mortgage was 
actually quite high. The state average was $1,747, 
but in Charleston the average mortgage was 
$4,150.   
  

The 1930 census also gives us a view of the 
living conditions in Charleston County. Of the 1,957 
farms, only 478 reported having automobiles and 

only 60 (about 3.1%) had 
electricity. Telephones were 
found in 134 farms and 127 had 
piped water into their houses. 
Over 40% of the farms were 
located on unimproved dirt 
roads; only 0.3% were adjacent 
to sand-clay roads. The average 
cash rent for farms in Charleston 
County was $89. In comparison, 
the average cash rental for 
Berkeley farms was $102 and 
$58 in Beaufort.  

 
The situation is made 

even clearer by the Bureau of 
Home Economics (1939). This 

research surveyed over 15,000 tenant homes in 
South Carolina to arrive at a profile of the “typical” 
tenant house. They found that 38% of these houses 
were 25-49 years old, with another third between 
10 and 24 years old. Nearly 80% were of unpainted 
frame construction (and slightly over 2% – as late 
as 1939 – were still constructed of logs). Islander 

G.C. Brown provided an oral 
history in which he remembers 
the numerous Johns Island houses 
made of logs with stick and mud 
chimneys (Carawan and Carawan 
1989:10).  
 

Foundations were gen-
erally in fair to poor condition and 
roofs were largely in poor 

condition. Exterior walls were about evenly split 
between good, fair, and poor conditions. Doors and 
windows were typically in poor condition. Window 
screens were largely absent and, where present, 
were in poor condition. Interior walls and floors 
were generally in fair to poor condition.  
  

Turning to household facilities statewide, 
less than 1% had gas, less than 4% had electricity, 
and only 0.1% had piped heating (meaning that 
virtually all depended on either fireplaces or wood 
stoves). In terms of refrigeration less than 1% had 
mechanical units (refrigerators). An additional 
14.5% could boast of ice boxes, while the 

 
Figure 18. Farm operators in Charleston County from 1900 through 

1940. 
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Net Income per Family by Tenure Status and Region, 1934 

(Woofter 1936:Table 38) (2016$) 
 

Region Wage Hands Croppers Share Tenants Renters
Atlantic Coastal Plain 199 ($3,615) 519 ($9,428) 833 ($15,133) 536 ($9,737)
Upper Piedmont 153 ($2,779) 336 ($6,103) 440 ($7,994) 444 ($8,066)
Black Belt 156 ($2,833) 334 ($6,067) 313 ($5,685) 471 ($8,556)  
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remaining 85% had no refrigeration at all. Only 
0.1% had a power washing machine. Cooking was 
almost universally done using wood or coal stoves 
since less than 0.5% had either a gas stove or 
electric range. 
 
  Woofter (1936) also provides similar 
details, recounting that in South Carolina 97.4% of 
all tenants used a wood or coal stove. Over two-
thirds of all tenants used an “unimproved” outdoor 
privy and over 28% had no toilet facilities 
whatsoever. As late as 1934, 72.1% of South 
Carolina tenants had a dug or bored well. An 
additional 13% relied on a spring for fresh water 
(absent on the sea islands). The typical tenant 
house in South Carolina had 2.7 bedrooms and 1.8 
“other” rooms, including kitchens and parlors. In 
these 4.5 rooms there was an average of 1.3 
occupants per room.  
 

The disparity between black and white 
was clear. The average South Carolina value of 
white tenant houses was $454, compared to $238 
for black tenants. 
  

Woofter (1936:Table 38) also provides  
information on the average tenant incomes by 
region in South Carolina. These are shown in Table 
15 – where we can begin to see the reality of 
tenancy. The modern HHS poverty level for a family 
of six (an average tenant family) would be just less 
than $26,000 – over eight times what a wage hand 
might be making in Charleston County and three 
times what a renter would be making.   
  

Nearly two-thirds of the tenant’s income 
was spent on food. The bulk of the food budget was 
spent on three items – flour (or cornmeal), lard, 
and meat (almost universally fat salt pork). What 
may be surprising is the relatively significant 
portion of the income spent on condiments – 5.4%. 
Presumably this was an effort to make otherwise 
bland food palatable or it was because condiments 
could not be made at home.   
  

These dietary habits – responsible for a 
variety of health ailments, such as the dietary 
deficiency pellagra – were deeply rooted in 

Southern tenancy. Two studies from the late 
nineteenth century found African American diets 
dominated by “bacon, flour, corn meal, and 
molasses,” and per man per day costs averaged 
between 8¢ and 11¢ ($1.86 and $2.56 in 2006$) 
(Atwater and Woods 1897, Frissell and Bevier 
1899). It is, however, uncertain if the abundance of 
readily available vegetable crops in the truck 
farming area made a difference in these dietary 
practices.  
  

Using even the lowest figure for the two 
adults in an average tenant family and assuming 
only one meal a day, a year’s food would cost 
approximately $1,324 – about 60% of the wage 
hand’s net family income. When we factor in 
children and at least some minor supper meal 
costs, we can sense the depth of poverty that 
tenants faced.  

Partial Recovery 

The effect of the Great Depression was 
devastating to all sectors of South Carolina’s 
economy. Between 1920 and 1935, 80% of all high 
school and college graduates left the state. The 
value of the state’s timber industry declined by 
68%, its cotton mill industry declined by 33%, and 
mineral products declined by 63%. One reporter 
commented, “in almost every form of human 
progress South Carolina has sunk about as far as a 
state can sink” (quoted in Edgar 1984:4).   
  

A bright spot in Charleston was the Navy 
Yard, which benefited from WPA and PWA 
activities, as well as the war boom (Hamer 2005). 
In 1937 The News and Courtier would brag that the 
WPA projects, which had employed an average of 
1,200 men a year, had helped make Charleston "the 
Navy's youngest and fastest growing yard." By 
1938 the WPA had spent $895,000 on 
improvements and the PWA $1,782,800. In 1939, 
the Navy Yard had a $3.5 million expansion and 
improvement program underway employing 
nearly 1,800 WPA and PWA workers. By the time 
WWII was declared, the yard had nearly 2,000 
production workers compared to 241 in 1932.  
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Figure 19. Johns Island in 1938 (General Highway and Transportation Map of Charleston County). Original 

survey tract outlined in red. 
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A number of Depression era programs 
were initiated by President Franklin D. Roosevelt. 
One critical effort for the state’s rural farmers and 
tenants was the Farm Security Administration. It 
began in 1933 as the Agricultural Adjustment 
Administration (AAA) and was initially responsible 
for the efforts to pay farmers to reduce agricultural 
production. This effort was successful – 10 million 
acres of cotton were plowed under and 5 million 
hogs were butchered. South Carolina was expected 
to plow under 30% of her 1.77 million acres of 
cotton (Charleston County’s share would have 
been about 1,188 acres – far less than many 
surrounding counties). The AAA graduated 
payment was about $14 per acre (Hayes 
2001:122). Ultimately 68,200 contracts were 
negotiated and 424,000 acres were taken out of 
cotton production, representing about 24% of the 
crop.   
  

Initially the AAA made payments to 
landowners, not tenants, for whom the reduced 
production meant the elimination of their tenancy 
or livelihood. In Charleston County the early efforts 
failed to reduce tenancy – the number of tenant 
operated farms nearly doubled between 1930 and 
1935, going from 623 to 1,227.  
  

By 1935, however, the AAA required that 
cash renters (the bulk of Charleston tenants) were 
to receive the entire payment – parity plus rental 
(Hayes 2001:126). With this incentive tenancy was 
significantly reduced, with Charleston losing 808 
tenants (the number dropping 419 in 1940). 
Statewide, tenancy was reduced by nearly 30,000 
farmers (Cooper and Terrill 1991:648).  
  

Island life during this time is still 
remembered by the island’s African American 
residents. Nancy Butler remembers the pay on the 
truck farms – 10¢ per sack of potatoes (Behre 
2004). Belle Green reported being paid $3 a week 
for harvesting cabbage and potatoes on Johns 
Island (Carawan and Carawan 1989:7). Many of the 
island’s blacks continued to live off the resources of 
the creeks, including fish, shrimp, and oysters. 
Carawan and Carawan (1989:8) report oral 
histories speaking of a plate of shrimp for 5¢ or 

islanders selling a string of fish for 10¢. While the 
City of Charleston was the recipient of much WPA 
funding through the political machinery of Mayor 
Burnet Maybank (Fraser 1989:379-383), the only 
WPA project we have identified on Johns Island 
was the construction of a 2-story brick school for 
white high school students (Carawan and Carawan 
1989:9).  
  

The WPA organized at least two small 
handwork businesses on Johns Island. The 1920 
Agricultural Hall on Angel Oak Road hosted a 
sewing room where white women made clothes for 
weekly wages. On Main Road, close to John F. 
Limehouse’s store, was a moss factory. Here 
African-American women collected Spanish moss, 
steamed and dried it, and packed it for use as 
mattress stuffing (Haynie 2007:70-71).  
  

The 1938 General Transportation and 
Highway Map of Charleston County (Figure 19) 
shows the area around Mullet Hall as it was prior 
to World War II. There were two bituminous paved 
state highways on Johns Island – SC 610 or Main 
Road ran from the mainland community of Johns 
Island south through the island terminating at SC 
700 or Maybank Highway. This highway had been 
paved only a decade earlier. Prior to that time many 
preferred to travel to Charleston by boat, a trip that 
required up to 6 hours (Vinson 2004:40).  
  

Swing bridges had been built for both 
highways across the Stono in 1929 (with the 
Limehouse Bridge connecting the island to the 
mainland replacing a ca. 1917 swing bridge). SC 
700 continued from James Island onto Wadmalaw. 
Main Road became an unimproved road that ran to 
Andell Bridge and a gate onto Seabrook Island. 
River Road, which ran from SC 700 along the edge 
of the Stono on the island’s east side was also paved 
as far as Huskum [Hanscome] Corner. The 
continuation of River Road along the southern edge 
of the island was graded and drained, tying into 
Bohicket Road at what was by this time called 
“Cock Hat” (rather than “Cocked Hat”).   
  

At the terminus of Mullet Hall Road was a 
farm dwelling and a single tenant house. These are 
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the only structures shown for the tract, although a 
second farm house and four tenant houses were 
found on the west side of the Mullet Hall Road, 
perhaps off the tract. On the east side of the road 
was a portable sawmill.  
  

In close proximity to the west of Mullet 
Hall were three black churches: Hebron, Promised 
Land, and St. Johns. Both Hebron and Promised 
Land had graveyards. Just a few buildings to the 
north of the Promised Land Church was the 
Promised Land School (identified as for “Negroes”). 
Today Hebron Church is still shown on the modern 
USGS topographic map, although the cemetery is 
no longer shown. Promised Land School is shown, 
although both the church and the cemetery are no 
longer shown. St. John’s Church is still shown and 
with it is a cemetery.  
  

Along River Road to the east of Mullet Hall 
was Burgess Road School – also for the island’s 
black community. A little further to the east was a 
grist mill. Neither are shown on the modern map.  
  

Other landmarks no longer found today 
include Sand Hill School (N), Calvary Church (N), 
the cemetery for Bethlehem Church (N), Johns 
Island Church (N), Miller Hill School (N), 
Wellington Church (N), Ferry Field School (N), 
Humber School (N), Zion School (N), and 
Legareville School (N).  
  
  The 1940 census provides additional 
support for the idea that the depression continued 
to affect Charleston later than the rest of the state. 
While South Carolina as a whole began to show 
some signs of improvement in 1940, Charleston’s 
farms were still in trouble. The proportion 
mortgaged had increased from 9.2% in 1930 to 
9.8% in 1940, although the amount of the average 
mortgage had dropped to $2,833 and the value to 
debt ratio had decreased slightly to stand at 28% – 
significantly lower than the state average of 34.9%. 
The average value of the Charleston farm dropped 
from the 1930 level of $4,621 to only $1,709 in 
1940. The average farm size, however, remained 
relatively stable at 78.4 acres.  
  

Rural electrification had made an impact, 
with 450 farms having electricity by 1940, 
although this still represented only 21.2% of the 
county’s farming community. The number of 
automobiles rose very little – up from 478 to 544 – 
and the number of telephones on farms actually 
declined by 25%.  
  

Truck cropping continued to decline in 
Charleston. In 1930 there were 1,018 farms with 
7,311 acres harvesting vegetables for sale. By 1940 
there were only 693 farms with 6,193 acres. The 
value of the produce declined from $913,916 to 
$661,504 – a decline of 27.6%.   
  
  In 1940 Johns Island contained 937 
dwellings, 663 or 70.7% of which were farm units. 
The remaining 274 were non-farm units. Of the 
total, 500 or 53.4% were owner occupied; the 
remainder were tenant housing. Nearly 74% of the 
houses were occupied by African Americans. 
Twenty-eight percent of the houses on Johns Island 
were classified as late as 1940 as needing major 
repairs and 90% lacked an indoor bath.  
  

Even as late as 1950 the census study of 
farm housing units (conducted by economic 
subregions and looking at African American 
dwellings) found that 45% of the occupied units 
were dilapidated. Regardless of condition, 92% of 
farm houses in the area still lacked running water. 
Nearly 97% of the occupants, in 1950, were making 
less than $1,000/year ($10,030 in 2016$).   
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The original study tract (Trinkley et al. 
2008) was historically made up of five plantations: 
Mullet Hall, “Home Place,” Rosebank, The Oaks and 
a tract owned by James Witter. Mullet Hall and 
Home Place, each 600+ acres, were the halves of a 
larger Mullet Hall assembled by James Legare and 
divided between two of his children in 1830. The 
larger Mullet Hall was recombined from its two 
halves during the 1880s, with the Home Place 
name being lost. Rosebank (only a small part of 
which is in our study tract) was a Fripp plantation 
added to Mullet Hall in 1855. The Oaks was a Roper 
plantation added to Mullet Hall in 1897.  

Witter Plantation 
To the south of Mullet Hall, “Home Place,” 

Rosebank, and The Oaks was a 238 acre plantation 
owned by the Witter family through much of the 
colonial and antebellum period. James Witter’s 
estate is shown on the undated (but ca. 1800) plat 
as owning the tract south of Thomas Mullet’s 
property. Researchers should be aware that there 
was also a James Witter living contemporaneously 

on James Island, making it difficult to develop a 
cogent history. 

 
As early as 1753 Witter, already on Johns 

Island, was attempting to sell a parcel “fronting on 
Bobicket-Creek” (South Carolina Gazette, June 12, 
1753). In 1760 and 1780 he was listed on the Petit 
Jury List (SC Department of Archives and History, 
Jury Lists, 1757, Acts 863, pg. 7; Jury Lists, 1778, 
Acts 1078, pg. 3). In 1773, Witter’s overseer, 
William Boone, advertised that a horse strayed 
onto Witter’s Johns Island property (South Carolina 
Gazette, July 19, 1773). The next year Witter was 

advertising the sale of 150 bushels 
of flint corn on his Johns Island 
plantation (South Carolina Gazette, 
June 24, 1774). Witter was also 
associated with St. John’s Parish 
Vestry and was responsible for 
collecting the island’s assessment 
for the poor (South Carolina 
Gazette, September 16, 1774).  

 
In 1784 Witter’s daughter 

Betsy was married to Jeremiah 
Hutchinson of Charleston on the 
Johns Island plantation (South 
Carolina Weekly Gazette, June 9, 
1784).  

 
In 1790 we learn a little 

about his plantation, finding an advertisement for 
the sale of “Warranted Sea Shore Indigo Seed” (The 
City Gazette, May 22, 1790) and by the end of the 
year Witter was advertising for an overseer “to 
take charge of an indigo plantation” on Johns Island 
(The City Gazette, December 9, 1790).  

 
Witter also appears in the 1790 federal 

census, listing in his household one male 
(presumably himself), three females, and nine 

 
Figure 20. Boundaries for the plantations referenced in the text. 
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slaves (suggesting a relatively modest plantation).  
 
Sometime prior to February 14, 1794, 

James Witter “of Johns Island” died intestate and 
Jane Witter applied for her letter of Administration 
(since James had a daughter, Jane, it is uncertain if 
this was his wife or daughter). The estate was 
inventoried by David Ramsay and John Reid, who 
found that it was valued “not exceeding eight 
hundred pounds” (Letters of Administration, 
Testamentary and Guardianship, 1775-1869, 
Charleston County Probate Court). 

 
It seems that his plantation continued 

being operated by his daughter, Susanna. In 1809 
she was listed in a Charleston directory as a Johns 
Island planter (Hrabowski 1809). An 1816 plat of 
Benjamin Roper’s Oaks Plantation (McCrady 4577) 
shows the land to the south as “Heirs of James 
Witter, decd.” The plat of Thomas Mullet’s land 
(McCrady 4608) also shows “James Witters” to the 
south.  

 
The 1820 federal census identified “Miss S. 

Witter” on Johns Island. The white household 
consisted of one female between 10 and 15 years 
old, one female between 16 and 18, and three 
females 45 years old or older. There were 118 
enslaved African Americans on the plantation, a 
considerably larger population than we found in 
the 1790 census where only nine slaves were 
listed. 

 
In the 1830 census only slaves are 

enumerated, suggesting that Susanna may have 
been living in Charleston. A decade after the 1820 
census, the slave population had fallen to 42.  

 
The will and estate papers for Susanna 

Witter, described as “late of Johns Island Spinster,” 
suggest that she died sometime between 1840 and 
1851. Prior to her death, it seems that she was 
disposing of her Johns Island property. 

 
The plantation was partitioned, with three 

shares held by various family members. In 1839 
Solomon Legare extended his “Home Place” to the 
south, acquiring most of James Witter’s 238-acre 

tract on Kiawah River and Coles Creek. This 
plantation had been divided into thirds: for $4,753 
Susannah Witter conveyed to Legare one-third 
(79.3 acres) of the land, and an undivided half-
share of another third (RMC Deed Book V10, pg. 
607). The remaining third, the southwest corner, 
was held by Mrs. Jane Holmes (the widow of John 
Holmes of nearby Hope Plantation, Jane was 
Susannah Witter’s sister, and her parcel, too, 
eventually came into Mullet Hall). Upon Miss 
Witter’s death, by prior agreement her executor 
conveyed an additional 100 acres to Solomon 
Legare in 1849. The boundaries were described as 
north partly on Solomon Legare (Home Place), 
partly on M. Jenkins Roper (The Oaks), east on M. J. 
Roper (The Oaks), west on Coles’ Creek, south on 
marshes of Kiawah River (Charleston County RMC 
DB E11, p. 418). 

Mullet Hall 

Richard Floyd 
 The earliest owner of the property was 
likely Richard Floyd, who arrived in Carolina in 
1681 (Salley and Olsberg 1973:408). In 1698 he 
acquired a warrant for 200-acres in Colleton 
County and in 1711 was granted another warrant 
for 600 acres, also in Colleton (Salley and Olsberg 
1973: 582, 670). Colleton during this period 
included Johns Island. Two land grants, one for 300 
acres and another for 600-acres are still present at 
the South Carolina Department of Archives and 
History (Colonial Land Grants, Copy Series, v. 38, p. 
472 from 1704 and v. 39, p. 159 from 1711). We 
believe the 600-acre grant is what become Mullet 
Hall. 
 
 Although we know little about Floyd, we 
do know that he owned slaves since in 1719 he 
mortgaged two slaves to John Fenwicke in order to 
secure his bond (Charleston RMC, DB A, p. 104). 
 
 He was apparently overextended, 
mortgaging 600 acres to Anthony Mathews, John 
LeRoche, and Francis Holmes in 1719 (Charleston 
County RMC, DB A, p. 230). By 1727 events must 
have gotten worse, as Floyd and his wife, Jemima  
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Figure 21. Genealogical chart for the Mathews family. 
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Floyd sell the 300-acre tract to the same 
individuals, although her renunciation of dower 
was provided only to Mathews (South Carolina 
Department of Archives and History, Renunciation 
of Dower Books, 1726, p. 46).  

Mathews Family 
We believe that the 600± acre tract that 

became Mullet Hall was acquired by Anthony 
Mathews (also Mathewes, Matthews), in 1727 from 
Richard Floyd (DB O, pg. 72, Dower Bk A53, pg. 18, 
Charleston County RMC; Jordan and Stringfellow 
1998:58). Relatively little is known of Anthony 
Mathews’ life, although his obituary reported that 
he was born in London and arrived in Carolina in 
1680. He was described as “an eminent Merchant & 
Settler” who “acquired one of the greatest Estates 
in the Country” (South Carolina Gazette, September 
6, 1735). He married Lois Fowell in the colony and 
they had six sons, James, William, Anthony, George, 
Benjamin, and John, as well as a daughter, Sarah. He 
acquired the title of Captain as a result of his 
service during the Yemassee War. He may have 
commanded Fort Laorach on Johns Island, across 
the road near the Episcopal Church at the crossing 
to Wadmalaw.  

 
His will reveals his considerable wealth, 

including his residence “on the Bay of 
Charlestown,” as well as four tenements on Tradd 
Street, a lot on Church Street, and 780 acres at 
“Winyau.” His “plantation or tract of six hundred 
acres of land or thereabouts situated on John’s 
Island” was devised to his son Anthony (1697-1756). 

 
While the plantation remained in the 

Mathews family, its ownership becomes less clear. 
In late 1769 there is an advertisement that 
“household furniture, a good boat, with sails, about 
thirty head of black cattle, some horses, mares, &c. 
&c.” were to be sold on the “plantation of the late 
Mr. Anthony Mathews, deceased, on Johns Island” 
(South Carolina Gazette, September 26, 1769). This 
suggests that the plantation passed from Anthony 
Mathews (1667-1735) to his son Anthony (1697-
1756) to his son Anthony (1722-1768). From there 
it appears to pass laterally to Anthony’s cousin, 
Benjamin Mathews (-1801).  

Benjamin was the son of Benjamin (1723-
1754) and Ann Holmes. He married first Sarah, 
who died in 1723 and subsequently Mary, who died 
in 1769. It was this Benjamin and Mary Mathews 
who sold the property in 1791.  

 
Prior to this, however, Benjamin 

advertised the sale of a 1,000 bushels of rough rice 
in 1771 (South Carolina Gazette, December 17, 
1771) documenting that rice was being grown in 
rather large quantities. Jordan and Stringfellow 
(1998:236-237) identify Captain Benjamin 
Mathews in the project area on an unspecified 
Reolutionary War era map. Benjamin is found on 
Johns Island in 1780 when he appears on the Grand 
Jury and Petit Jury lists (Jury Lists, Acts 1078, pg. 1, 
3, SC Department of Archives and History). In 1790 
he appears in the first Federal Census with three 
males under 16 years, one male over 16, two white 
females, and 93 African American slaves. 

 
By 1791, Benjamin appears to have hit 

hard times. A newspaper advertisement reveals 
that 26 enslaved African Americans had been 
seized in execution of a judgement against him and 
were being sold. The sale, however, was made 
difficult since the slaves were to be delivered to his 
wife should he predecease her (which he did) 
(State Gazette, July 28, 1791, pg. 4).  

 
The conveyance of the parcel is clouded by 

conflicting evidence. A deed reveals that Benjamin 
Mathews and Mary his wife sold the property to 
Thomas Mullet in 1791(Charleston County RMC DB 
D7, pg. 49; recorded December 1800). 
Nevertheless, there is an advertisement in early 
1791 indicating that the plantation was being sold 
at auction, 

 
To be Sold at Public Auction, 
Before our office on Tuesday the 
14th of February next, at 12 
o’clock in the forenoon. That 
Valuable Plantation on John’s 
Island, containing 648 acres, late 
the property of Benjamin 
Mathews, Esq. On the premises 
are a good dwelling house, and all  
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Figure 22. Undated plat of Thomas Mullet’s Johns Island property conveyed to James Legare (McCrady Plat 

4608) at the top; below is a modern topographic map showing the Mullet Hall property in blue.  
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necessary plantation buildings. 
Conditions – one half of the 
purchase money cash, the 
remainder on 1st January 1793, 
giving bond and approved 
security. William Holmes & Co. 
(City Gazette, February 10, 1792, 
pg. 1).  

 
Yet additional questions are raised by the notice of 
Benjamin’s death “at his plantation on John’s 
Island” (City Gazette, February 21, 1801, pg. 3).  
Additional research will be necessary to help 
resolve these differences, although the most 
convenience explanation is that Benjamin held 
several tracts. 

Ownership by Mullet 
 In any event, the next documented owner 
is Thomas Mullet, born about 1745 in Devon, 
England. He began his mercantile career as a 
paper-maker and stationer in Bristol, England. He 
was apparently in England during the Revolution, 
but is reported to have supported the American 
cause. In 1783, he visited the United States, 
including New York and Charleston. Mullet was a 
business partner with Henry Cruger, first through 
the firm of Henry Cruger & Co. (dissolved in 1785) 
and later through the firm Cruger, Lediard & Mullet 
of London (dissolved in 1788). In South Carolina 
Cruger, Lediard, and Mullet were involved in court 
actions against Anne and Moses Glover (1789-
1798) and John Maitland (1789), likely the result of 
commercial dealings (Charleston District 
Judgement Rolls, 1791, item 613A; 1794, item 
104A; 1798, item 412A; Court of Common Pleas, 
Judgement Rolls, 1789, Box 146A, item 372A; Box 
149A, item 655A, SC Department of Archives and 
History).  
 

By 1789, Mullet was listed as a merchant 
in New York, but by 1791 he left New York for 
Bristol (New York Daily Gazette, July 4, 1791, pg. 2) 
and formed an association with Joseph Jeffries 
Evans, his nephew by marriage to his daughter 
Mary Anne.  

 
In March 1793, Thomas Mullet of the City 

of London, merchant, had given his power of 
attorney to Thomas Morris, Joshua Ward, and John 
Ward, Esquires, of Charleston, authorizing them to 
sell his property on Johns Island and in 1794 the 
plantation was sold to James Legare. The deed 
(Charleston County RMC DB D7, pg. 49; recorded 
December 1800) described a parcel that had been 
conveyed to Mullet by Benjamin Mathews and 
Mary his wife in 1791, and was bounded west on 
Paul Fripp and on George Rivers, south on James 
Witter, and east on Micah Jenkins. Paul Fripp’s tract 
became Rosebank; the Witter tract was later 
acquired by Solomon Legare as part of his “Home 
Place”; and the Micah Jenkins tract became known 
as The Oaks.  

 
In 1802, Mullet and Evans were known as 

Thomas Mullet & Co. in London and operated a 
major mercantile business. Mullet died in 1814, 
leaving his son, Frederick, as the junior and sole 
surviving partner of the firm. At the time the 
company was described as “the most extensive and 
valuable American business (particularly with 
New-York) at that time enjoyed by any commercial 
house in London” (Newbern [North Carolina] 
Sentinel, August 24, 1822, pg. 1). In spite of the 
fortune, the business went into receivership in 
1815 as the result of his son’s reckless investments. 
 

Thus, although his name is attached to the 
parcel, Mullet held the property for only four years, 
likely as an absentee owner looking to make 
speculative profits off the tract.  

James Legare Tenure 

Members of the Legare family have been 
associated with Johns Island since at least the 
eighteenth century.   The Huguenot Solomon 
Legare (d. 1760) was a goldsmith by profession; his 
son Solomon Legare Jr. (1703-1774) became a 
“currier” – one who prepares tanned hides for 
working as leather. His workyard on Tradd Street 
was supplied from his rural lands, first in Christ 
Church Parish and soon on the more convenient 
islands southwest of Charleston. In 1729, Solomon 
Legare Jr. of Charles Town paid £250 for 510 acres 
on Wambaw Creek (Christ Church Parish), then in  
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Figure 23. Genealogical chart for the Legare family. 
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1744 he paid £2,000 for a 540-acre plantation on 
the Stono River on Johns Island. Although he kept a 
town house near the tanning business in 
Charleston, Solomon Legare, Jr. described himself 
as a planter “of St. Johns, Colleton,” in 1750 when 
he bought another 100-acre plantation from the 
executors of Thomas Jinks. In 1768, Legare paid 
£2,500 for 650 acres on Wadmalaw Island.    
 

Solomon Legare gave some of his Johns 
Island land to his son Thomas Legare (1732-1801) 
the father of three men whose families were 
associated with Mullet Hall Plantation: James 
Legare (1762-1830), Thomas Legare (1766-1842), 
and Solomon Legare (1770-1799). James Legare 
occupied the Mullet tract and adjoining properties; 
Thomas Legare acquired land to the north. 
Solomon Legare’s granddaughter married James 
Legare’s son, and as his widow she managed Mullet 
Hall from 1850 to 1868.  

 
The acquisition by James Legare of the 

Mullet tract for £554 sterling money nearly 
doubled the size of his existing 607.5 acre 
plantation. Evidence is clear that from an early 
date, there was a house on the tract conveyed by 
Mullet to James Legare. This house seems to have 
predated Benjamin Mathews, who sold the land to 
Mullet, but was almost certainly built by an earlier 
generation of Mathews. Regardless, its location is 
clear on the plat of James Legare’s 622 acres 
(Figure 22). By the time of Legare’s ownership the 
name “Mullet Hall” was firmly attached to the tract. 

 
James Legare retained Mullet Hall, about 

1,100 acres between the public road and the 
Kiawah River, for the rest of his life. At some point, 
he moved his primary residence to the northwest 
part of his property, then in the 1820s he bought 
two plantations on Abbapoola Creek. Over sixty 
years old in 1824, he paid taxes on 1,936 acres of 
land and 132 slaves (SCDAH, Individual Tax 
Returns 1824, item 2572). At about this time, he 
moved his residence from Mullet Hall to his Point 
Plantation on Stono River. Legare bought The Point 
from Thomas Hanscome in 1825, paying $9,720 for 
the 324 acres fronting the river (Charleston County 
RMC DB Q9, pg. 139), where he lived at the time of 

his death in 1830. This tract adjoined a larger 
plantation (later known as Creekside, home of his 
daughter Martha L. Walpole) which Legare had 
bought from Hanscome in 1821, paying $19,000 for 
650 acres at the north side of Abbapoola Creek 
(Charleston County RMC DB J9, pg. 98).  
  

When James Legare wrote his will in June 
1828, he bequeathed Mullet Hall to two of his 
children, directing that it be divided by “a line 
running from the creek on the south to the line of 
Estate Jenkins” (Charleston County Will Book 38, 
pg. 682). He left the west part of Mullet Hall 
containing “the Settlement and Mansion house I 
lately resided in” to his son James C. W. Legare 
(1806-1850). To his daughter Eliza Slann 
Wilkinson Legare, the wife of Solomon Legare Jr., 
he left the ca. 600-acre east tract “so much of the 
plantation whereon I lately resided, called Mullet-
Hall, as will make about six hundred acres taken 
from the eastern side … as it has been … laid out by 
a line lately run from the creek on the south to the 
line of Estate Jenkins.”   

 
We believe the dividing canal followed the 

modern Mullet Hall road and a ditch is still present 
to the east of this road. 
  

The will specified that Eliza S. W. Legare 
was to have undisturbed use of the canal running 
from the division line between the two Mullet Hall 
tracts down to the Creek for the purpose of 
draining. In addition to the plantation, Legare also 
left slaves to James C. W. Legare (twenty-five 
people in seven families) and Eliza S. W. Legare 
(twenty-six people in six families).  

The West Half of Mullet Hall 
After 1830 

Upon his father’s death in 1830, James C. 
W. Legare (1806-1850) inherited the west half of 
Mullet Hall Plantation, just over 600 acres 
including his parents’ “Settlement and Mansion 
House” (Will of James Legare, Charleston County 
Will Book 38, pg. 682). Whether he occupied the 
residence immediately is not certain, but after his 
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1833 marriage to his cousin Lydia Ball Bryan 
(1816-1868) they settled at Mullet Hall.   
  

James C. W. Legare planted Mullet Hall 
until his death in late 1850. Although no 1850 
agricultural schedule has been located, the 
appraisal of his personal estate made in January 
1851 details a large operation: 126 slaves, twenty-
two gins, five plows, eleven oxen, and two mules. 
There was evidently no ginned cotton on the 
premises, but foodstuffs and feed included fodder, 
peas, corn, rice, seed potatoes, and cow potatoes. 
The inventory of household goods indicates a 
residence of four bedchambers, equipped for year-
around occupancy (Charleston County Inventory 
Book C, pg. 105). Although we have no plats for this 
tract, we believe that Legare continued to occupy 
the Mullet settlement shown in Figure 22.  
  

Legare also owned land in St. Pauls Parish, 
near Toogoodoo Creek where other members of his 
family planted cotton. There he held thirty-three 
slaves, ten oxen, one mule, a plow, and two gins 
(Charleston County Inventory Book C, pg. 105).   
  

James C. W. Legare’s will provided for his 
widow to sell his Toogoodoo Plantation at her 
discretion, bequeathing his house and lot at 
Legareville to her for life, and the “rest and residue” 
of his estate, including his home plantation – Mullet 
Hall – to his widow Lydia Ball Bryan Legare and 
their children (Charleston County Probate Records, 
Case 063025).   
  

In 1860 Lydia B. Legare held 110 slaves on 
Johns Island, all of them on Mullet Hall (Davidson 
1970: 219). Fortunately, we have the agricultural 
schedule for her operation and it suggests she was 
doing an excellent job managing the property. The 
650 improved and 225 unimproved acres were 
valued at $21,000, well above the island’s mean 
value of $15,600. Implements on the plantation 
were valued at an additional $504. The livestock, 
including 16 horses, two mules, 30 milk cows, three 
working oxen, 40 cattle, 52 sheep, and 60 pigs, 
were valued at $2,140 (about the average for Johns 
Island). She produced 1,300 bushels of Indian corn 
(the island’s average was 721 bushels), 45 bales of 

cotton (the average for other plantations on the 
island was only 29), 3,000 bushels of sweet 
potatoes, and 520 pounds of butter.  
  

Legare’s Estate was handled by Lydia 
Legare while her children were minors. She was a 
successful planter, and the Estate accounts give an 
interesting picture of the early years of the Civil 
War. In the first quarter of 1861, Lydia Legare paid 
$5.88 for five gallons of gin oil. She managed to get 
some cotton picked before the mandatory 
evacuation in late fall, selling seven bales in April 
1862, five in December, and eight in January 1863. 
The cotton sold in 1863 was probably grown near 
Orangeburg, where the family and “negroes” had 
moved in June 1862. Some of the slaves might have 
been sent there earlier, for Legare bought 217 
bushels of corn ($217) in February 1862. Other 
corn purchases were necessary in May 1863 
($612) and January 1864 ($600) (Charleston 
County, Estate Account, audited and approved 
December 27, 1866, Probate Case 063025).    
  

In September, 1865, Reuben Tomlinson 
reported to the Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and 
abandoned Lands concerning the plantations 
which comprise the property and neighboring 
tracts, 
  

These lands have never yet been 
reported having been but lately 
settled. No crops were raised on 
them. The aggregate number on 
these places are 43 men, 60 
women, 98 children. . . . All are 
dependent on government for 
support (Freedmen’s Bureau 
Records, Series 1910, Reel 85).  

  
The names of the “former owners” were 

given as Joseph Stephens, Sol Legare, Benjamin 
Roper, Jenkins Roper, A. Brown, Lydia Legare, 
James Legare, Widow Mathews, and William 
Jenkins (Freedmen’s Bureau Records, Series 1910, 
Reel 85, pg. 253). The owners of the study tract 
were Lydia Legare and her son James.  
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Lydia Legare died in 1868, leaving four 
children, her “only estate an undivided interest in 
certain real property worth about $1,500: a 
plantation and a lot at Legareville” (Charleston 
County Probate Court, Case 212016). Her son 
James C. W. Legare was planting at Rosebank, her 
daughters were married, and her youngest son, 
Francis Y. Legare (1850-1905) took over Mullet 
Hall, managing the plantation and his father’s 
estate. The sharp decline in value hints at the 
extraordinary loss of fortune that occurred with 
the Civil War. 

 
This situation is revealed more clearly in 

the 1870 agricultural schedule for Mullet Hall. 
There were only 350 improved acres and the value 
had dropped to a mere $5,000 (the average for 
Johns Island was about $2,300), although there 
were only $10 of tools on the property and a single 
mule valued at $150. Mullet Hall produced only 25 
bushels of corn and four bales of cotton (the 
average plantation cotton production for the island 
was 3.8 bales).  
  

In June 1872, F. Y. Legare settled his 
father’s estate, selling some of Mullet Hall to effect 
a partition. In February 1873, Augustine Smythe, 
the family’s attorney, bought 387 acres (Charleston 
County RMC DB H16, pg. 343) and immediately 
resold it to F. Y. Legare for the same price, giving 
him clear title (Charleston County RMC DB J16, pg. 
120).  

  
Also in February 1873, 169 acres of Mullet 

Hall was sold to Mary Legare and her husband 
Thomas Whaley. Six months later, the Whaleys sold 
their parcel to Alexander McLoy and J. W. Rice, 
trading partners doing business as McLoy and Rice. 
McLoy & Rice sold about sixty acres to Washington 
Capers, Samuel Robertson, and Richard Singleton, 
then in May 1876, they lost the rest of the tract to a 
foreclosure suit, and in December it was sold at 
auction, together with storehouses, gins, engines, 
and all other buildings (Charleston County RMC DB 
G16, pg. 138). F. Y. Legare paid $1,878 for the land 
and buildings, consolidating his holdings.  
  

It appears that McLoy and Rice had 
invested in a commercial gin operation on Mullet 
Hall. At least since the 1850s, one of the partners, 
McLoy, had been in Charleston, where he operated 
a dry goods store on King Street (Charleston City 
Directories, 1859, 1860). Sometime after the Civil 
War, J. W. Rice, formerly of Erie, New York, joined 
him in business. Rice was a prominent 
businessman in New York and Macon, Georgia. The 
company continued in business for a number of 
years after the 1876 sale of their land on Johns 
Island. The deed for that sale is complicated, with 
other parties besides McLoy and Rice having been 
objects of the foreclosure suit, and it does not 
indicate whether their gin had run profitably, if at 
all.   

 
Francis Y. Legare had already established 

himself as a mercantile operator when he bought 
McLoy and Rice’s gin equipment. As early as 1871, 
his brother, who was planting at adjacent 
Rosebank, agreed to market his crop through F. Y. 
Legare. Other small farmers in the area gave him 
crop liens in exchange for advances of planting 
supplies or cash credit. For example, in April 1874, 
John Small and Joseph Wright (who signed his own 
name) were planting at Hopkinsons, north of 
Mullet Hall. To secure repayment of up to $105 in 
goods or cash to be advanced to them, they gave 
him a lien on the crops grown on twenty-one acres 
(Charleston County RMC DB R15, pg. 387). In June, 
they increased their credit line, giving a mortgage 
on four horses to Legare (Charleston County RMC 
DB R15, pg. 387). In January, 1875, Small and 
Wright each agreed to a crop lien in exchange for 
advances of up to $200 (Charleston County RMC DB 
R15, pg. 388, 400), and a few months later each 
sold a horse to F. Y. Legare. He paid $60 each for a 
two-year old bay stallion and a four-year old black 
stallion (Charleston County RMC DB P16, pg. 565, 
617). As his brother’s estate administrator in 1874-
1876, Legare was ginning cotton grown at 
Rosebank, and probably for other farmers as well.  
  

By 1880, F. Y. Legare owned one farm 
(Mullet Hall) and rented additional acreage – either 
on “Home Place” (the east half of the original Mullet 
Hall), or Rosebank. His own land, 596 acres, was 
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worth $5,000, comprising 155 acres improved, 160 
pasture, 120 woods and forest, and 161 acres of 
fallow or “old field” land. There were implements 
and equipment worth about $1,000, and he had 
spent $1,300 on buildings and repairs. This 
suggests that the island’s economy was stabilizing. 

 
The land he rented was 135 acres: 35 

improved, 50 woods and forest, and 50 fallow, 
worth altogether $1,800.  

 
Production on the two tracts was 

dissimilar. He had spent only $20 to fertilize the 
rented tract, but $200 on his own land, where he 
paid $195 in laborers’ (all African-Americans) 
wages for fifty weeks. The rented land produced 
crops worth $700: 100 bushels of corn on 15 acres, 
7 bales cotton on 15 acres, 70 bushels sweet 
potatoes on 10 acres. At his own Mullet Hall, he 
made $4,500 in crops: 200 bushels corn on 30 
acres, 150 bushels oats on three acres, 42 bales of 
cotton on 64 acres, and 200 bushels sweet potatoes 
on 10 acres. Legare held little livestock: four 
horses, two mules, 18 cows, and 8 chickens.    
  

Without inherited land or access to capital, 
Legare’s African-American neighbors operated 
much different farms than he did. Discussed below 
are three men, Jack Ryan, Henry Wright, and Joseph 
Wright. There were men by these names among the 
fourteen freedmen who signed contracts with 
Solomon Legare in 1866, and the burial location of 
Jack Ryan was found at 38CH1459.    
  

In 1880 Jack Ryan was 32, being born in 
1848. He was married to Phyllis and had four 
children. Ryan rented ten acres worth $120. The 
previous year he had spent $25 on buildings 
and/or repairs. Without buying any fertilizer, he 
produced 30 bushels of corn on four acres, two 
bales of cotton on four acres, and ten bushels of 
sweet potatoes on a quarter-acre. He had a horse, a 
milking cow (whose calf he sold), three pigs and 
forty chickens (collecting 50 dozen eggs in 1879). 
Ryan did not report growing any market produce 
for sale. His total production for the year was worth 
$200.  
  

Henry Wright was 60 years old in 1880 
and lived on Johns Island with his wife, Betty, and 
their four children. Wright rented eleven acres 
worth $100 in 1880. In 1879, he had produced 
crops worth $60. Four acres planted in corn gave 
him 40 bushels, he got two bales of cotton from six 
acres, ten bushels of sweet potatoes on one acre, 
and two bushels of peas from marginal land. 
Wright kept fewer animals than Ryan – one pig and 
six chickens; a milk cow and an ox, one of which 
died during 1879.  
  

Joseph Wright, born in 1847, was married 
to 29-year-old Lydia. They lived on Johns Island 
with their six children. Joseph Wright was slightly 
more prosperous than the others in 1880. He 
owned 28 acres, 20 improved and eight in pasture, 
worth $120 altogether. He spent $25 on fertilizer 
during the previous year, producing crops worth 
$400: 12 bushels of corn from two acres, four bales 
cotton from eight acres, 40-bushels sweet potatoes 
from a half acre. He also kept 20 chickens, nine 
swine, three cattle (one a milk cow), and a horse.   

Mullet Hall After the 1880s 
F.Y. Legare and his wife Catherine Walpole 

(Kate S. Legare, 1859-1945) operated Mullet Hall 
(both the western and eastern tracts, 610 acres and 
1,180 acres) and Rosebank together, managing a 
total of almost 2,000 acres of farmland. In 1897, F. 
Y. Legare added the adjacent Oaks Plantation. For 
the years between 1880 and 1920, deed indexes 
show dozens of conveyances of small parcels of 
land by the Legares to other individuals, and 
numerous acquisitions of land by them. Small 
independent farmers as well as their own tenants 
traded at the Mullet Hall store.   
    

As discussed in the previous general 
overview for Johns Island, in 1890 F. Y. Legare’s 
general merchandise store had at least five 
competitors: the businesses of William Andell, E. M. 
Seabrook, Charles Seel, Walpole & Co., and C. G. 
Whaley. Legare had a decided advantage in the fact 
that Mullet Hall was a regular landing on the 
steamboat route connecting Exchange Landing 
(Wadmalaw Island) with the truck farms and 
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cotton farms throughout southern Charleston 
County. Payroll for commercial farmers, including 
Legare’s neighbor William Andell, was delivered to 
the Mullet Hall landing (Sidi Limehouse, personal 
communication 2008). The Mullet Hall Post Office, 
begun in 1893 with Francis Y. Legare the first 
postmaster, operated until 1918 when Frank 
Legare left Mullet Hall (http://www.carolana. 
com/SC/Towns/All_SC_POs_1783_to_1971.htm). 

 
The state business directory for 1905 

shows Francis Y. Legare with a general store and 
grist mill near the Mullet Hall post office. Other 
farmers in the area included John Legare, J. C. W.  
Legare, and T. S. Legare. However, Francis Y. Legare 
died in 1905, leaving his widow Kate and a fifteen-
year-old son, Francis Y. (Frank) Legare. Henry 
Muhler, previously the farm overseer for William 
Andell’s nearby operation, had been managing the 
store for Legare, and upon his death began renting 
the operation from Kate Legare for $120/year 
(Haynie 2007:36). Acting on the advice of her 
lawyers and factors, Mrs. Legare sold the stock of 
goods in the store to Henry Muhler for $414.84 in 
January 1906 (Charleston County Probate Court, 
Case 461029 and 461030). By 1912, R. G. Dun & Co. 
listed three merchants near Mullet Hall Post Office, 
including Muhler, with $3,000 to $5,000 capital, 
and fair credit worthiness. We have not learned 
how late the Mullet Hall store operated, or how 
long Muhler retained use of the commissary tokens 
marked “F. Y. Legare.” A previous owner of the 
property remembers the commissary building 
standing at least through the early 1940s (Sidi 
Limehouse, personal communication 2008; we 
were not able to identify the structure in the 1948 
aerial photographs of the tract).  

 
The Legares traditionally relied on the 

Charleston firm of Dill, Ball Company for credit and 
cash advances. As early as 1886, F. Y. Legare gave 
the company a mortgage on his 610-acre Mullet 
Hall to secure a loan (Charleston County RMC DB 
A31, pg. 262). After years of operating as a 
partnership, Dill, Ball, Company was incorporated 
in 1898 with officers Joseph T. Dill, J. Alwyn Ball, 
and John Rivers. Their charter allowed a “general 
factorage and commission business, advancing to 

planters and selling of Sea Island and upland 
cotton,” also buying and selling Sea Island cotton 
bagging and twine, and selling cotton seed and 
“such other produce as may be consigned to it” 
(Charleston County RMC DB L23, pg. 37; Acts and 
Resolutions of 1899, pg. 263). Between 1901 and 
1929, the firm also acquired a number of farms on 
Johns Island, evidently resulting from forced sales 
by indebted farmers. Most of the parcels were less 
than ten acres (Charleston County RMC Deed 
Index, 1898-1930).  
  

Upon the death of Francis Y. Legare in New 
York, “where he had temporarily gone for his 
health for a few weeks,” his widow Kate turned to 
the Dill, Ball Company. His death came in early 
October, “the midst of a business season,” and they 
took over business management of his property – a 
total of 2,627 acres on Mullet Hall, Rosebank, The 
Oaks, and Briars.   
  

The family’s attorneys handled debts and 
legal affairs. On their advice, she sold the Briars 
Plantation, and began foreclosing on bad debts. She 
forced a sale of Lots 6 and 7 on Rosebank 
Plantation to recover a judgment against Richard 
Johnson, and bought the forty acres back in her 
own name, paying $100 (Charleston County RMC 
DB W23 pg. 118). Other parcels of Rosebank came 
back to her as well. The same day she bought in 
Lots 6 and 7, she paid $100 at the public auction of 
Lot 9, also 20 acres, which was being sold as a 
result of her claims against Susan Green 
(Charleston County RMC DB W23 pg. 119).   

 
The lawyers arranged management of the 

gin, and authorized repairs to the Legares’ house 
and other buildings. For several years, Dill, Ball 
Company continued to manage the farm and its 
tenants. In December 1908, they received $750 
from E. M. Bailey, “½ rent for Mullet Hall,” and in 
January 1909 W. B. Hills paid in $500 for an 
unspecified tract. The 1900 census has Hills, a 
white 21-year old farmer, living on Edisto Island.  
  

Other rents were probably collected from 
cotton receipts: in the last six weeks of 1908, Dill, 
Ball credited Henry Mack, Cain Ryan, Pompey Scott, 
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Joe LaBorde, Annie Ryan, Tom Murray, Jimmy 
White, Katie Capers, and July Mikell each with $25. 
Others paid smaller amounts - Elizabeth King, 
$22.50, John Ryan $5.38 – but Alfred Heyward paid 
$35. Only two of these names are on the 1905-1910 
list for Mullet Hall (Table 14). Eight of these 
individuals can be identified in the 1910 census 
(Table 19).  
  

Two entries on the rent rolls seem to 
indicate business tenants, P. S. Co, and W & R, but 
the amounts were small ($90 and $15) (Charleston 
County Probate Cases 461029 and 461030). W & R 
is likely Whaley and Rivers, while P.S. Co. is 
probably Porter-Snowden Company. Both were 
cotton factors in Charleston (R.G. Dun & Co. 1907).  

 
When Francis Yonge Legare (1890-1955) 

reached adulthood in 1911, the Estate of Francis Y. 
Legare, Sr., was closed. After graduating from The 
Citadel in 1912, Frank Legare (1890-1955) 
married Mary V. Lee and returned to Mullet Hall for 
a few years (Ben Legare, person communication 
2008).   
  

When the boll weevil reached the Sea 
Islands, the Legares and their young children left 
Johns Island. Kate Legare continued the 
agricultural operation with the help of the Dill, Ball 
Company. Their records between 1914 and 1918 
show many small advances, either fertilizer or seed 
money, in the early spring each year: $35 in 1914, 
1915, and 1916, increasing thereafter to $55 in 
1917, $45 in 1918, and $60 in 1919 (Dill, Ball Co. 
Ledger Book 1909-1918, Charleston Museum, 
Charleston, South Carolina). In 1920 they advanced 
$1,500 to F. Y. and Kate Legare (Dill, Ball Co. loose 
papers, Charleston Museum, Charleston, South 
Carolina).   
  

In March, 1920, Kate S. Legare 
repurchased Briars Plantation. E. B. Bryan, the 
1906 buyer of Briars, had subdivided its 764 acres 
for sale in small parcels (see Charleston County 
RMC PB D, pg. 143). Seventeen purchasers are 
shown on the plat, but only the tracts conveyed to 
Alonzo S. Gray (30 acres) and Isaac Singleton (52.5 
acres) were exempted from Briars when Bryan 

sold it to Ravenel & Company (J. R. P. Ravenel and 
John H. Roper) in 1908 (Charleston County RMC DB 
N25, pg. 95), or when they conveyed it to Kate 
Legare (Charleston County RMC DB P29, pg. 114). 
Although not researched, it may be that the other 
purchases defaulted. 
 

Now the owner of Briars Plantation, free of 
the mortgages and liens that entangled Mullet Hall, 
Kate Legare presumably consented to a foreclosure 
action brought by Dill, Ball Company in 1923 
against Mullet Hall. In July 1923 Mullet Hall was 
sold at public auction to the Dill, Ball Company for 
$10,000. It was described as the acreage that 
remained in Mullet Hall (originally 1,790 acres) 
after various conveyances by the Legares, together 
with 660 acres (The Oaks): 1675 acres in all, with 
an undetermined acreage of salt marsh (Charleston 
County RMC DB P31, pg. 572).    

The Dill, Ball Company Years 
The Charleston Museum’s Dill, Ball 

Company notes include ledger and account books 
from several periods in the twentieth century 
(1914-1917; 1935-1938; 1939-1940). These 
primarily concern land on James Island – 
Centerville (WB Seabrook) and the Dills’ Stono 
Plantation, and the James Island Ginning Company. 
There is no evidence that the firm held any large 
tracts besides these and Mullet Hall (Dill, Ball 
Company papers, Charleston Museum). They 
certainly forced the sales of other tracts in order to 
collect debts, occasionally buying the land, but 
there is no evidence of a systematic effort to amass 
large holdings.  
  

Over time the company grew significantly. 
In 1907 it was listed as having $35,000 to $50,000 
in capital and good credit. By 1921 its capital had 
grown to $75,000 to $125,000 with high credit 
(R.G. Dun 1907, 1921).  
  

We did not find records of the Dill, Ball 
Company for the first few years it owned Mullet 
Hall. Twentieth century deeds refer to a plat, “Map 
showing holdings of Dill-Ball Co., formerly of F. Y. 
and Kate S. Legare . . . 1685 acres surveyed 
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December 1924 by Rene Ravenel,” which was 
eventually identified in the unrecorded plats held 
by the South Carolina Historical Society. By this 
time the settlement at 38CH1542 had been 
abandoned and is no longer shown. 
  

By 1928, the company had rented much or 
all of the land to Johns Island farmers. Their 
December 1928 lease agreement with F. L. Glover 
concerned a portion of the “Grave Yard Field,” run 
from the creek opposite Glover’s ownership,  

  
on a straight line to the east of and 
including the grave yard and to 
run as far as the rod which runs 
east and west along a dam about 
1/16 mile south of the graveyard. 
From this point you are to run 
your fence in a generally westerly 
direction to the creek, and to 
fence as much of this marsh land 
as the creek allows. The fence is 
yours and you will have the right 
to remove it. The rent is $30/year. 
Either party may terminate the 
lease before October 1st . . . you 
have the right to gather all crops 
remaining after the termination of 
the least, provided it does not 
extend so far into the succeeding 
year as to prevent the preparation 
of the land for crops for that year 
(Dill, Ball Company papers, 
Charleston Museum, Charleston, 
South Carolina).  

  
The firm also undertook some 

improvements, the nature of which remains 
unclear. In an undated letter from Caleb Chisolm, 
John Rivers was informed that, “I went to Mullet 
Hall Friday but the lumber did not come till late. I 
did make a little start but I did not do much. I will 
try to make a good stand by Monday.” Chisolm 
followed with the report that “this window size is 
2’6” X 4’6” . . . and I want you to send me one gallon 
of roofing cement because the cement that is in the 
roof will not be enough” (Dill, Ball Company Letters 

1920-1932, Charleston Museum, Charleston, South 
Carolina).  

 
Mullet Hall farmers could be expected to 

send their cotton to Dill, Ball Company for ginning. 
Following established custom, each bale was 
tagged with its owner’s name and sold when the 
factors deemed the best price had been obtained. 
The cotton seed, too, was marketed for sale, some 
to be pressed for oil and some for planting. In 
November 1928, Reubin Bishop, whose pickup 
truck hauled bagged cotton and supplies for his 
neighbors, wrote, “Dear Mr. Rivers, this is just to 
remind you of the planting cotton seed I told you 
about some time ago. I want to get 15 bushel of the 
Mullet Hall seed. I will try and be down soon” (Dill, 
Ball Company Letters 1920-1932, Charleston 
Museum, Charleston, South Carolina).  

 
In May 1929, John Rivers saw the 

possibility of selling Mullet Hall but retaining the 
management of it. He wrote to Cephas Drayton, one 
of the tenants there, “I have a party who wishes to 
go over Mullet Hall on horseback on Friday 
afternoon. Please have two horses with saddles for 
this gentleman and myself to ride. We also want 
you to go along to show us the lines, and so need 
three horses. We should be there 3:30 or 4 o’clock” 
(Dill, Ball Company Letters 1920-1932, Charleston 
Museum, Charleston, South Carolina).  
  

This “gentleman” was a potential buyer, 
John Knapp Hollins. A son of Wall Street millionaire 
Harry B. Hollins, John K. Hollins was one of the 
many Long Island sportsmen who bought South 
Carolina plantations between 1890 and 1930. 
Harry B. Hollins was a founder of the Pineland Club, 
member of the Okeetee Club, and late-nineteenth 
century owner of Good Hope Plantation in Jasper 
County (obituary, New York Times February 25, 
1938). John K. Hollins, like his brothers Gerald V. 
Hollins (obituary, New York Times November 30, 
1955) and H. B. Hollins, Jr., (obituary, New York 
Times December 8, 1956) grew up wintering in 
South Carolina, and eventually bought property in 
the Lowcountry.   
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John K. Hollins and his father were very 
active in real estate in Beaufort and Jasper counties, 
and between 1898 and 1931 they acquired some 
fifty parcels as recorded in the Beaufort County 
RMC (Stephen G. Hoffius personal communication 
2008). In 1906 he donated Indian artifacts to the 
Peabody Museum. John K. Hollins owned a share of 
Paul and Dalton Plantation in Colleton County 
(Anonymous 1931) and briefly owned Cotton Hall 
and Laurium, together 1,797 acres (Anonymous 
1930) in Beaufort County as well as Brays Island. 
His brother Gerald owned Tomotley, and Harry B. 
Hollins, Jr., owned Cunningham’s Bluff and Hall’s 
Island, together 2000 acres, and Broadmarsh 
Plantation.  
  

Although Dill, Ball Co. conveyed Mullet 
Hall and The Oaks to John K. Hollins in 1929, the 
deed was not filed with the RMC. We have not 
determined how long he held the property or how 
much he paid to Dill, Ball Company (he gave them a 
mortgage for the purchase price).   

 
Hollins must have intended to resell Mullet 

Hall, and he began to consider ways to “improve” it. 
His attorney in Beaufort wrote John Rivers at Dill, 
Ball Company for permission to “destroy the old 
dilapidated buildings around the building site, and 
generally improve conditions around this spot, and 
repair and make passable the avenue . . . [we think 
you will agree] the buildings right around the old 
home site are valueless and I will be indeed 
fortunate if I can have them removed for the 
material to be salvaged” (J. Heyward Jenkins to 
John Rivers, October 8, 1929, Dill, Ball Company 
papers, Charleston Museum, Charleston, South 
Carolina).  
  

Rivers consented immediately: “relative to 
pulling down the old buildings on Mullet Hall 
around the building site. It is perfectly agreeable to 
us to have you do this. I agree with you that the 
buildings are of not much value and you have our 
permission to take them down. . . . the quarters 
occupied by the several tenants on Mullet Hall are 
in quite bad repair, and we would suggest that you 
allow these tenants the use of this lumber in 
repairing their quarters if they would take it down 

for the material. We are glad you intend fixing up 
the road – in wet weather it is a great source of 
annoyance” (John Rivers to J. H. Jenkins, October 
10, 1929, Dill, Ball Company papers, Charleston 
Museum, Charleston, South Carolina). Some of the 
work was carried out, but the correspondence is 
not specific about which “building site” was in 
discussion.  
  

Hollins had paid for Mullet Hall with a 
mortgage; nevertheless, he was the owner and the 
rent money was due to him. However, Dill, Ball 
Company was his plantation manager, and retained 
half the rent. Rivers reported to Hollins’ attorney 
“Enclosed is list of renters at Mullet Hall, with the 
amounts paid by each . . . . We have collected 
$190.50. Mr. Hollins’ portion of this will be one-
half, so we enclose our check for $95” (John Rivers 
to J. H. Jenkins, November 26, 1929, Dill, Ball 
Company papers, Charleston Museum, Charleston, 
South Carolina; no list of renters found in file). In 
1931 there were four tenants paying rent: Joe 
LaBorde, Caesar Simons, Emma Jenkins, and Mary 
Wright (Folder 5C, Dill, Ball Company papers, 
Charleston Museum, Charleston, South Carolina).   
  

Only Mary Jenkins can be identified in the 
1930 census as living on Johns Island. Caesar 
Simons may have moved to Johns Island from the 
Beaufort area where an individual with the same 
name is shown in the 1920 census.   
  

William Seabrook of Johns Island acted as 
Rivers’ agent in financial dealings with the Mullet 
Hall tenants. Their affairs were complicated – 
advances to the tenants of fertilizer and seed; rent 
payments owed to Dill, Ball; payments to tenants 
for cotton; ginning and hauling tolls due. When the 
1930 crop was being picked, Seabrook and Rivers 
spelled out the arrangement. The ginning toll was 
taken in seed. Remaining seed was sold to a cotton 
oil company, or held for sale as planting seed. First 
out of the proceeds of each tenant’s baled cotton 
came Dill, Ball’s repayment for fertilizer advances, 
and then the rent was taken out. Anything left after 
the rent was collected went toward other advances 
made by Dill, Ball; anything left after that could be 
paid to the tenant. (William Seabrook to Dill, Ball 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
100 

Co., October 2; Rivers to Seabrook October 4, 1930, 
Dill, Ball Company papers, Charleston Museum, 
Charleston, South Carolina).  
  

Clearly the rents at Mullet Hall could not 
carry Hollins’ mortgage, and although there were 
still northerners eager to buy a southern hunting 
plantation, he does not seem to have tried to resell 
it as such. Instead, in 1931 he sent his $1,400 
interest five months late, thanking John Rivers for 
allowing the late payment: “You may be interested 
to know that by so doing you are allowing me to 
continue the employment of three families” (J. K. 
Hollins to John Rivers, June 22, 1931, Dill, Ball 
Company papers, Charleston Museum, Charleston, 
South Carolina).    
  

Hollins eventually lost any inclination to 
improve or otherwise use Mullet Hall. In December 
1931, Dill, Ball Company requested an interest 
payment; he replied that he was “in no position to 
pay interest.” In June, Rivers ordered a Bradstreet 
report on Hollins, receiving a positive reply as to 
his financial stability, but a year later the company 
said,   
  

we have no recent 
correspondence with Mr. J. K. 
Hollins. In January 1932 we 
corresponded with him at 
Beaufort, and June 1931 his 
address was Meadow Farm, East 
Islip, Long Island. We think a 
letter to him at Beaufort would be 
forwarded” (John Rivers to Julian 
Mitchell, July 13, 1933, Dill, Ball 
Company, Charleston Museum, 
Charleston, South Carolina).  

Mullet Hall and The Oaks 
Into Julian S. Limehouse 

Six years after losing John K. Hollins as a 
buyer, in about 1938 the Dill, Ball Company leased 
or sold Mullet Hall and The Oaks to Julian S. 
Limehouse, Jr. (Sidi Limehouse, personal 
communication 2008), giving him title in June 
1942. Limehouse paid $12,000 for 1,685 acres plus 

salt marsh with two fingers of high land, south to 
the Kiawah River (Charleston County RMC DB L43, 
pg. 197).   
  

The residence built by Francis Y. Legare, 
and several tenant houses remained on Mullet Hall 
at the time Limehouse purchased it. His father soon 
built a new two-story house near the water. 
Although delayed by World War II-era shortages, 
Limehouse managed the evolution of Mullet Hall 
from a tenant-based cotton farm to a productive 
vegetable and livestock operation. Equipment 
sheds and trailer houses replaced tenant houses, 
and tractors with subsoil tillers replaced hoes and 
plows.  

Mullet Hall in the Modern 
Age 

 
In 1994, the heirs of Julian S. Limehouse, 

Jr., conveyed 738 acres of their Mullet Hall 
plantation (which included The Oaks) to 
Charleston County Park and Recreation 
Commission (Charleston County RMC DB Y243, pg. 
235). The remainder of the property, about 2,207 
acres, was sold to The Beach Company. Portions 
remained in agricultural production under the 
management of Rosebank Farms/ Sidi Limehouse 
for a short period.  
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Methods 
Background 

All of the sites discussed here were 
initially investigated using shovel testing. 
Unfortunately, the time between the investigations 
made it impractical to attempt to re-establish the 
original survey grids for either additional testing or 
data recovery. Consequently, our plan was to 
establish a new grid and conduct testing at 20-foot 
intervals in order to identify artifact 
concentrations that might indicate structural 
remains. Excavations would then focus on the 
identified concentrations. 

 
The bulk of the excavations were 

conducted between January 3 and May 19, 2017 by 
a crew including Andrew Hyder, Kyndra Beatty, 
Lincoln Caldwell, Rachael Hutchison, Katrina 
Newburn, and Marly Richison. Laboratory 
processing was conducted by Debi Hacker. 
Additional investigations were conducted at 
38CH1541 on June 8-9 by the author and Andrew 
Hyder. The principal investigator and field 
director, Michael Trinkley, was on-site throughout 
the project.  

Site Grid 
The client’s surveyors, Thomas and Hutton, 

established a skeleton site grid at 50-foot intervals for 
horizontal control at each site. We used a modified 
Chicago grid system. Such a system assumes an off-
site 0R0 point and the southeast corner of each unit 
designates the feet north and right (or east) of this 
arbitrary 0R0 point. Hence, the southeast corner of 
unit 10R50 would be 10 feet north and 50 feet right, 
or east, of the 0R0 point.  

 

The surveyors’ grid is tied into the South 
Carolina State Plane Coordinate system so it can be 
easily reconstructed and excavations at different 
sites could be correlated, if necessary. Thus, our 
point 800R280 at 38CH1541 is also N292,150 
E2,267,950. At 38CH1542, our point 600R1600 is 
also N290,900 E2,269,500. At 38CH1543 grid point 
150R600 is also N292,300 E2,268,650; our point 
340R380 at 38CH2242 is N290,100 E2,270,500; 
and our point 470R660 at 38CH2244 is also 
N290,400 E2,270,200 in the state plane system. 
Although no excavations took place at the 
cemetery, 38CH1549, the grid for 38CH2244 could 
be extended west to cover this site as well.  

 
Vertical control at each site uses data 

established by Thomas and Hutton. These are in 
feet, tied into the North American Vertical Datum 
of 1988 (NAVD 88). All elevations were taken in 
relation to these points, allowing widely separated 
areas of each site and different sites to be precisely 
compared. 

 
At each site, the 50-foot grid was further 

subdivided into 20-foot blocks and flagged. It was 
this 20-foot grid which was used to auger test all of 
the sites with the exception of the cemetery, 
38CH1549. This grid was also used to establish 
formal excavation units.  

Auger Testing 
We determined the best, most efficient, 

approach would be to further explore each site 
area, ensuring that we reasonably identified site 
boundaries and obtained a realistic idea of site 
contents. To facilitate this work, the client ensured 
that each site and a buffer was, if necessary, bush 
hogged to allow unfettered access. Agricultural 
fields had been taken out of cultivation, but were 
mowed to provide access.  
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Figure 24. Auger testing at 38CH1541. The upper photo shows the use of a tracked skid steer with a 12-

inch auger conducting the auger tests. The lower photo shows screening the auger test spoil 
through ¼-inch mesh screens. 
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For the next phase of investigations, we 
chose to conduct auger testing to determine the 
close interval spatial distribution of key artifacts in 
order to indicate possible structural locations. We 
have decades of experience using this technique 
with numerous reports demonstrating that it can 
successfully indicate structural or occupational 
areas. In addition to Chicora’s work, the same 
technique has been used by the National Park 
Service, with its outstanding record of 
archaeological protection and investigation. 
 

In 1999 at Magnolia Plantation, 
archaeologist Dr. Bennie Keel excavated 1,206 
auger tests over the 18-acre plantation and was 
able to ascertain a variety of structures. Keel 
commented, “the comprehensive auger testing 
program provides an understanding of the 
distribution of archaeological remains at the park” 
(Keel 199:10). He goes on to specify the use of 25-
foot intervals, based not only on this project, but 
also on his work at the Charles Pinckney site in 
Charleston County (Keel 1999:78).  

 
In 2000, National Park Service 

Archaeologists Christina E. Miller and Susan E. 
Wood again used auger testing, this time at the 42-
acre Oakland Plantation. A total of 1,660 auger 
tests were excavated. A significant conclusion in 
their report was that, “the auger testing program 
has proved to be an efficient and comprehensive 
method for recovering archaeological baseline 
data” (Miller and Wood 2000:10).  

 
In both cases auger testing did precisely 

what the researchers wanted it to do – predict 
structure locations for additional research. 
Moreover, it achieves this goal in a timely and cost-
effective manner. Auger testing is consistent in size 
(we used a 1-foot diameter bit) and depth – far 
more so than shovel testing which is affected by 
crew experience and stamina.  
 
 An interval of 20 feet was used based on 
Chicora’s own work at various plantation sites, as 
well as the work by NPS. After augering, the 
resulting soil was screened through¼-inch mesh. 
Brick, mortar, and shell were weighed and 

discarded in the field.  Artifacts were transferred 
to Chicora’s Columbia lab where they were cleaned 
and analyzed, allowing the data to be incorporated 
into a Surfer map, using either a Kriging or natural 
neighbor gridding method. The former produces 
visually appealing maps from irregularly spaced 
data. Kriging attempts to express trends suggested 
in the data, so that, for example, high points might 
be connected along a ridge rather than isolated by 
bull's-eye type contours. In particular, Kriging 
gives the best linear unbiased prediction of 
intermediate values. The natural neighbor gridding 
method is a different algorithm that does not 
generate data in areas where no data exists (such 
as in water or marsh areas outside the grid). 
 
 Depending on the site, one or more maps 
were created and were used to guide the placement 
of excavation units. These will be discussed in 
detail at each of the sites investigated. 

Excavations 
The minimal excavation unit was a 5 by 5 

foot unit, although typically 10 by 10 foot units 
were used for horizontal control. 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 

and excavation was by hand with all fill dry-
screened through ¼-inch mesh using both 
mechanical and hand sifters. Many of the sites have 
been plowed, some more heavily than others. It 
would be misleading to say that this plowing did 
not affect the integrity of the sites. Nevertheless, we 
believe that multiple research topics were 
addressed during the investigations. More details 
concerning site stratigraphy will be discussed 
below. 

 
A one-quart soil sample was collected 

from each provenience for soil chemistry needs. 
We also collected pollen and phytolith samples 
from identifiable structures or discrete midden 
areas. 
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Figure 25. Excavations. The upper photo shows excavation of a 10-foot unit using a mechanical screen. The 

lower photo shows troweling a 20-foot block and spraying water. Sandbags were used to retain 
plastic sheeting overnight. 
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Figure 26. Excavation of features. The upper photo shows a small trash pit being bisected. The lower photo 

shows two wall trenches being excavated. 
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Munsell soil color notations were made 
during the course of excavations, typically on moist 
soils freshly exposed. Archaeologists have relied on 
this methodology to the point it has been ascribed 
scientific accuracy that it does not necessarily 
possess. For example, Ferguson (2014) observes 
that the available colors are limited. Perhaps more 
to the point is that rarely do archaeologists 
examine their own ability to distinguish various 
colors (Committee on Vision 1984).  

All materials except brick, mortar, and 
shell were retained by provenience. The brick, 
mortar, and shell from the screens were collected 
(typically combining brick and mortar), weighed, 
and discarded in the field. These brick and mortar 
weights provide information on total brick weight 
and assist in evaluating construction details. It can 
also be used as an indicator of salvage or possible 
reuse of brick. The shell weights may provide clues 
on the utilization of shellfish as a dietary resource. 
Notes were maintained of the species identified, 
although oysters (Crassostrea virginica) dominated 
the collections, with only minor occurrences of 
clams (Mercenaria 
mercenaria) or whelks 
(most commonly knobbed 
whelks, Busycon carica). 

A one-quart soil 
sample was collected from 
each provenience for soil 
chemistry needs. We also 
collected pollen and 
phytolith samples from 
identifiable structures or 
discrete midden areas. 

Each unit was 
troweled at the top of 
subsoil and digitally 
photographed. Units were 
drawn at a scale of 1-inch 
to 2-feet. Profiles were 
drawn at an exaggerated 
vertical scale of 1-inch to 
1-foot, with a horizontal 
scale of 1-inch to 2-feet. 

Features encountered during the 
excavations were plotted and photographed. 
Features were designated by consecutive numbers 
(beginning with Feature 1 at each site). Features, or 
samples of redundant features, were bisected to 
provide profiles. All feature fill was screened 
through ¼-inch mesh, with samples, typically 
about 5 gallons in volume, also screened through 
⅛-inch mesh. Samples retained minimally included 
a soil sample and flotation samples. 

Post holes were consecutively numbered 
by unit, Chicora’s typical method. They were 
completely removed and screened through ¼-inch 
mesh. Profiles were added to the unit level form. 

Sites Investigated 
This work focused on two primary sites: 

38CH1541 and 38CH1542, with less intensive 
work conducted at 38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 
38CH2244. The investigations at the cemetery, 
38CH1549, are not included in these discussions 

Figure 27. Location of the investigated sites (basemap is Wadmalaw Island, 
Legareville, Rockville, and Kiawah Island). 
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Figure 28. The Mathews-Mullet-Legare plantation (38CH1541) over time. Upper left is a modern USGS map 

showing the vicinity of 38CH1541. Upper right is the ca. 1800 plat of the plantation with only the 
main house shown. Middle left is the 1854 Coast Chart T-401 showing the first detailed 
presentation of the settlement. Middle right is the same chart traced in 1863 showing some 
modification to the settlement. Lower left is an unrecorded plat of the plantation from 1929 
showing the settlement is no longer present. Lower right is the 1948 aerial photograph of the area. 
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(see Trinkley and Hacker 2017 for additional 
information). Each of the discussed sites will be 
briefly described below. 

38CH1541 
 This site represents the main Mullet Hall 
Plantation settlement and dates from the 
eighteenth into the nineteenth century. There is 
little evidence, however, of occupation during the 
postbellum and documents suggest that Legare 
moved his residence shortly after the Civil War. 
While the house site is shown on an early plat 
documenting the transfer of the property from 
Thomas Mullet to James Legare, the best graphic 
representation we have dates from the late 
antebellum when the entire plantation complex is 
documented in a cluster on approximately 34 
acres. Included are both a main house, several 
flankers, a variety of outbuildings, and some 
associated slave dwellings (see Figure 28). The 
area’s rice fields are shown in the earliest plat and 
remnant ditches and dikes are still clearly visible 
into the twentieth century. 
 
 Today the site is cultivated, and it has been 
since at least 1929, the earliest “modern” plat we 
have for the property. The site by 1939 was divided 
into two fields by an agricultural drainage ditch 
and today there are three ditches running 
southwest-northeast through area. No topographic 
evidence remains of the site and the road that 
historically accessed the plantation has 
disappeared.  

38CH1542 
The two linear slave settlements identified 

as 38CH1542 don’t appear on maps until 1854 
(Figure 29) bordering Mullet Hall Creek about 
1,400 feet to the south-southeast of the main 
settlement (38CH1541). The number of structures 
varies by plan, but the available plans always show 
two distinct settlements. The western one in 1854 
had about nine structures, while the eastern one 
had eight. Both appear to be about 700 feet in 
length, suggesting one structure about every 80 
feet.  

 

The settlement disappears by about 1929, 
when Dill, Ball sold the property to John Hollins. 
Hollins apparently improved the property by 
removing many of the dilapidated structures, 
especially in eyesight of the main settlement at the 
end of Mullet Hall Road. 

 
While no structures are visible in 1939, 

there are a variety of small fields parallel to Mullet 
Hall Creek that we presume were individual plots 
being operated by the African American farmers on 
the property. Although the road is defined by trees, 
the eastern end of the site appears largely denuded 
and under cultivation. Within a decade the 
causeway across Mullet Hall had been built, 
creating an artificial impoundment. The aerial 
photographs in Figure 28 reveal how only the 
immediate area adjacent to the shore has been 
consistently wooded; interior areas were 
intensively cultivated and even ditched until 
sometime between 1999 and 2003 when the fields 
were allowed to go fallow and the site area was 
taken over by woods. The interior area had 
magnolias and oaks interspersed in the woods with 
the intention of using the tract as a tree nursery for 
the plantation. By 2017, portions were beginning 
to be naturally open. At some point the floodgate 
on the causeway failed and the impoundment 
began to fluctuate with the tides. 

 
The site topography is generally level and 

the marsh edge is only 2 to 3 feet lower than the 
site. There is a shallow beach at low tide. On this 
beach are a variety of architectural timbers that 
may represent the remains of structures 
demolished in the late 1920s (Figure 30).  

38CH1543 
Archaeological studies reveal that this is 

an early eighteenth century slave settlement. 
Unfortunately we have no plats from the colonial 
period that might show the settlement. By 1854 it 
had disappeared, being replaced by cultivated 
fields. The shoreline vegetation comes and goes, 
depending on the intensity of cultivation, but these 
fields remain pretty consistent into the twentieth 
century. Between 1948 and 1957 a small ditch is 
excavated northwest-southeast at what was  
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Figure 29. The 38CH1542 slave and workers’ settlement over time. Upper left is a modern USGS map 

showing the vicinity of 38CH1542. Upper right is the 1938 aerial photograph showing the vicinity 
without structures, but a number of small fields. Middle left is the 1948 aerial showing the 
completed causeway and uniform fields in the site area. Only the road is vegetated. Middle right is 
the 1957 aerial showing increasing shoreline vegetation and the cutoff of a small marsh island. 
Lower left is the 1968 aerial. The interior fields are now evenly bisected by drainage ditches and 
the shoreline vegetation is denser. Lower right is the 1977 aerial of the 38CH1542 area. Portions 
of the previously cultivated fields are now wooded; the drainage ditches are no longer clear, and 
there continues to be shoreline erosion from the causeway floodgate.  
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probably the western edge of the site (see Figure 
31). The presence of the ditch suggests wet soils in 
the area, although by 1968 this single ditch has 
been replaced by a series of much larger ditches 
oriented southwest-northeast. These ditches have 
a relatively short history and sometime between 
1977 and 1989 Limehouse excavated a pond at the 
western edge of the site. Few of the ditches 
observed in 1968 remain even as late as 1977 and 
the pond today became overgrown, almost 
disappearing from aerial images.  

 
Topography, characteristic of Mullet Hall, 

is level with no appreciable slope. The site is about 
400 feet east of the marsh and it would have been 
about 1,000 feet southeast of the main plantation 
house and settlement.  

38CH2242 
Although this site was found on the Witter 

Plantation during the colonial period (see Figure 
27), it is included in this study for its comparative 
value. Unlike Mullet Hall, Witter appears to have 
cultivated indigo. The main Witter Plantation may 
be site 38CH1547, about 1,000 feet to the east. 

Regardless, the slave 
settlement was situated 
on the west bank of 
Mullet Hall Creek, 
overlooking the salt 
marsh and benefiting 
from the tidal breeze.  

 
Figure 32 

shows a variety of aerial 
photographs docu-
menting plowing and 
other activities in the 
vicinity of the site 
during the early to mid-
twentieth century. The 
earliest image available, 
from 1938, shows much 
of the inland area had 
been under cultivation, 
but a number of small 
trees were overtaking 
the acreage. A wooded 

slough ran to the southwest, north of the site. Only 
a decade later, in 1948, the causeway linking the 
tract with the mainland had been constructed and 
the parcel was being more consistently plowed 
because of the improved access. In addition, some 
of the trees had been removed. The slough is no 
longer visible north of the site, suggesting that it 
was filled in by plowing. Even more interior 
vegetation was removed by 1957, although the 
fringe along the marsh was in spotty maritime 
forest. There is only one drainage ditch, north of 
38CH2242 running across the property east-west. 
By 1971 a number of drains had been installed 
although the fringe along the marsh edge at 
38CH2242 was even more pronounced, suggesting 
that plowing had given up some of the marsh 
frontage. 
 

By 1999 the fields east of the access road, 
along the marsh, were no longer being cultivated 
and had begun to be taken over by second growth. 
This conversion was largely complete by 2003, 
although a small field northwest of 38CH2242 was 
still in cultivation. A number of roads were being 
cut through the second growth, likely for hunting  

 
Figure 30. Timbers on the 38CH1542 beach at low tide. Examination reveals 

machine cuts nails and saw marks on the timbers. View is looking west. 
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Figure 31. The colonial slave settlement 38CH1543 over time. Upper left is a modern USGS map showing 

the vicinity of 38CH1543. Upper right is the 1854 Coastal Survey map showing only fields in the 
area. Middle row shows the site vicinity in 1948 and 1957, at which time a ditch bisects the area. 
The bottom left aerial shows the site area in 1968. Bottom right aerial shows the pond built.  
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Figure 32. Sites 38CH2242 and 38CH2244 over time. Upper left is a modern USGS map showing the 

location of the two sites. Upper right is the 1854 Coast Survey map showing only cultivated fields. 
Middle left is the 1929 unrecorded plat showing no structures in the two site areas. Middle right 
shows the 1938 aerial image with the shore of 38CH2242 wooded, but cultivation to the interior. 
At 38CH2244 much of the site area was wooded by this point. The bottom aerials date from 1948 
and 1957 showing increasing cultivation. 
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purposes. By 2006 even the previously open field 
north of the site was fully wooded. The vegetation 
pattern changed by 2010, suggesting that the area 
was either logged or otherwise cleared, and new 
trees were planted. By 2014 the property had 
assumed its modern appearance, fully forested. 

38CH2244 
Situated on Mullet Hall, site 38CH2244 

was found to be another colonial settlement for the 
plantation’s enslaved. Located about 0.6 mile from 
the main settlement and about 0.5 mile from the 
other known slave settlement, 38CH1543, its 
closest neighbor would have been the settlement 
on the Witter Plantation, only 600 feet west across 
the marshes of Mullet Hall Creek. The settlement 
had disappeared by the late antebellum, probably 
the result of various “improvements” that 
consolidated the slave settlements and brought 
African Americans under greater plantation 
control.  

 
Over time the site was cultivated with 

much of the area returning to vegetation only to 
again be cleared and cultivated. The only area 
consistently wooded may have been the marsh 
edge. It was in this area at the northwest corner of 
the site that Limehouse kept pigs, feeding them 
refuse from the Charleston Naval Yard cafeteria. 
This caused extensive damage in that corner of the 
site, with rooting down to nearly 2 feet.  

 
During the late nineteenth century 

through at least the mid-twentieth century there 
was an African American burial ground 
(38CH1549) overlapping the northeast corner of 
the slave settlement (Trinkley and Hacker 2017). 

38CH1541 
Auger Testing 

The auger testing at this site included 727 
tests at 20-foot intervals. Of these, 532 produced 
artifacts (73.2%) with most of the empty tests 
defining the northern and southern site limits. 
These tests produced 2,945 historic artifacts, 119 
fragments of animal bone (although 95 of these 

came from one test where we subsequently 
identified a relatively modern animal burial), and 
26 prehistoric artifacts (most of which were small 
sherds) (Table 16). 
 

Given the size of the collection it was 
possible to do a great deal of analysis. This analysis, 
however, will be considered in the section dealing 
with artifact recovery. The remainder of these 
discussions will explore what the auger testing 
revealed about site density and distribution. A 
series of Surfer maps were prepared to explore 
where historic artifacts were present.  
 

The resulting map of historic artifact 
density is shown in Figure 33. It is of particular 
interest since it appears to show a variety of 
structure areas in the three middle fields, but helps 
confirm that the site does not extend either 
northwest or southeast.  
 
 We identified perhaps as many as 11 
different concentrations, all roughly oriented 
southwest-northeast, identical to the structures 
shown in the late antebellum plans (see Figure 28). 
Not all of the structures are equally visible and 
there are more concentrations than illustrated 
structures, but these factors seem reasonable for a 
plantation spanning the colonial and antebellum 
periods. Although the association is not perfect, it 
did provide ample evidence to permit excavations 
focusing on structural locations. 
 
 We should note that the dense 
concentration at 380R580 is the result of a single 
auger test that produced a large amount of animal 
bone. Subtracting that data the loci, while still 
present, is not as pronounced.  
 
 We also plotted architectural artifacts 
alone (consisting of window glass and nails) and 
temporally sensitive colono pottery. These two 
maps are shown in Figure 34. The architecture plot 
reveals tremendous overlap with other historic 
artifacts, suggesting that refuse was discarded 
around the structures. The colono plot reveals that 
the majority of these remains are found in the 
northern field, with only a limited presence in the  
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541 

Chinese 
porcelain, 

undec

Chinese 
porcelain, 

blue hp

Chinese 
porcelain, 

HPOG

white 
porcelain, 

undec

white 
porcelain, 

blue hp

white 
porcelain, 

HPOG Nottingham Westerwald
SGSW, 
gray

Rhenish 
brown 
SGSW

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol

SW, 
alkaline

white 
SGSW

white 
SGSW, 

poly hp

white 
SGSW, 

slip dip
black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware

Astbury 
ware

delft, 
undec

delft, 
hp

Iberian 
ware

N. 
Devon 
Coarse 

EW
creamware, 

undec
creamware, 

mocha
creamware, 

cable
creamware, 

annular
creamware, 

HPOG
creamware, 

blue tp
creamware, 

poly hp
pearlware, 

undec
pearlware, 

edged
pearlware, 

mocha
pearlware, 

cable
pearlware, 

annular
pearlware, 

blue hp
pearlware, 

poly hp
pearlware 

blue tp
600R340 1
620R340 1 1 1 2
600R360 1 1 1
620R360 1
580R380
620R380 1 1
580R400 1 2
600R400 1 2 1 1
620R400 3
640R400 1
660R400
560R420 1 1
580R420 1 1
600R420 1 1
620R420 1 1 1 1 1
640R420 1 1 1 1 1 1
660R420 1 1 2
680R420 1
560R440
580R440 1 1 1 1
600R440 1
620R440 1 1
640R440 1 1 1 1
660R440 1 3
680R440
700R440 1
600R460
620R460 1
640R460 1
660R460 1
680R460
700R460
580R480 1
600R480 1
640R480 1
660R480 1
680R480 1 1
700R480 1
720R480
560R500
580R500 1
600R500 1
620R500
660R500
680R500 1
700R500 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
720R500 1
740R500
560R520 1 1
600R520 1
620R520
640R520 1
660R520 1
680R520 1 1
700R520 1 1
720R520
740R520
760R520
580R540
600R540 1
660R540 1
680R540
720R540 1
740R540 1
760R540
780R540
620R560
660R560 1
700R560 1 1 1
720R560 1
740R560 1 1
760R560
780R560
640R580
660R580 1
680R580
700R580 1 2
720R580 1
740R580 1
760R580 1
780R580
800R580 1
660R600
680R600
700R600
720R600 1
740R600
760R600 1 1 2
780R600 1 1
800R600
820R600 1
660R620 1
680R620
700R620
720R620 1
740R620 1
760R620 1
780R620
800R620 1
840R100
860R100
900R100
940R100
780R149 1
800R140
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW colono

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut

ceramic 
tile, 

burnt
nail, 
UID

gun 
flint

flint 
flake button buckle

watch or 
picture 

glass key
mirror 
glass

pipestem 
fragment

pipestem, 
4/64"

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

doll 
part

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

rhylolite 
raw 

material
flake, 
chert

Thom's 
Creek 

punctate
small 

PH
600R340 1
620R340 1
600R360 1
620R360 3 1 1 1 1 2
580R380 1
620R380 1
580R400 1 2
600R400 1 3
620R400 1 1 1 1
640R400 1
660R400 1
560R420 1
580R420 1 1 1 1 1 1
600R420 1
620R420 1 1 1
640R420 1 1 1 2 1 1
660R420 2 2 1 1
680R420 1 2 1
560R440 1
580R440
600R440 1 1 1 1
620R440
640R440 3 1 1 1
660R440 1 1
680R440 1
700R440 1
600R460 2 1
620R460 1 1 1
640R460 1
660R460
680R460 1
700R460 1
580R480 1
600R480 1 1 1
640R480 1
660R480 1
680R480 2 1 3 3 1
700R480 3
720R480 3
560R500 2 1 1
580R500 1 1
600R500 1 1 1 1
620R500 1 1
660R500 1 1
680R500 2 1 1 7
700R500 2 2 1 1 2
720R500
740R500 1 2
560R520 1
600R520 1 2
620R520 1
640R520 1
660R520 1 1
680R520 2
700R520 3 1
720R520 1 1
740R520 1 1
760R520 1
580R540 1
600R540
660R540
680R540 1
720R540 2
740R540 2 1
760R540 1 1 1
780R540 1 2
620R560 1
660R560 2 1
700R560 1
720R560 3
740R560 1
760R560 1 1
780R560 1 5
640R580 1
660R580 1 1 1
680R580 1 1
700R580 1 1 1
720R580 2 1
740R580 1 2 1 1
760R580 1 1 4 1
780R580 1 1 2 1
800R580
660R600 1
680R600 1 1
700R600 1
720R600
740R600 4
760R600 1 6 1
780R600 1 5
800R600 1 4
820R600 1 1
660R620 1
680R620 1
700R620 1
720R620 1 1
740R620
760R620 1 1 1 1
780R620 1
800R620 2
840R100 1
860R100 4 1
900R100 1
940R100 1
780R149
800R140 1
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

Chinese 
porcelain, 

undec

Chinese 
porcelain, 

blue hp

Chinese 
porcelain, 

HPOG

white 
porcelain, 

undec

white 
porcelain, 

blue hp

white 
porcelain, 

HPOG Nottingham Westerwald
SGSW, 
gray

Rhenish 
brown 
SGSW

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol

SW, 
alkaline

white 
SGSW

white 
SGSW, 

poly hp

white 
SGSW, 

slip dip
black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware

Astbury 
ware

delft, 
undec

delft, 
hp

Iberian 
ware

N. 
Devon 
Coarse 

EW
creamware, 

undec
creamware, 

mocha
creamware, 

cable
creamware, 

annular
creamware, 

HPOG
creamware, 

blue tp
creamware, 

poly hp
pearlware, 

undec
pearlware, 

edged
pearlware, 

mocha
pearlware, 

cable
pearlware, 

annular
pearlware, 

blue hp
pearlware, 

poly hp
pearlware 

blue tp
900R100
940R100
780R149 1
800R140
880R180
980R180
900R200 1
980R200 1
860R220
900R240
980R240
900R280 1
980R280
920R300 1
960R300
940R320
960R320 1
980R320
1000R320 1
980R380
300R580 1 1
300R620 1
240R640 1
300R640
320R640
260R660
300R660 1 1
320R660 1
340R660
240R680
260R680
300R680
320R680 2 1
340R680
360R680
300R700
320R700
340R700
360R700 1 1
280R720
320R720 1
360R720
380R720
260R740
280R740
340R740
360R740
380R740 1 1
320R760
340R760
360R760 2
380R760
400R760 1
420R760 1
320R780
420R780
360R800 1
400R800
460R800
420R820 1
440R820
460R820 1
440R840 1
480R860 1
460R880
500R880
520R880
480R900
500R900
500R920 1
420R940 1
440R940
460R480
380R500 1
400R500
420R500 1
440R500 1
460R500 1 1
480R500 1 1
360R520
400R520 1
420R520 1 2
440R520 1 1 1 3 2 1
460R520
480R520 1 2
500R520 1
340R540
360R540 1 2 1 1
380R540 1 1 1
400R540 1 1 2 2
420R540 1 1 1
440R540 2 1 1
460R540 1 1 2 2
480R540
340R560 1
360R560 1 1 6
380R560 1 3 2 1
400R560 1
420R560 1 4 1 1 1
440R560 1
460R560 1 2
480R560 1 1 1 1 2
500R560 1 2 3 1 1
520R560 1 1
320R580 1 2
340R580 1 7 1 2 1 2
360R580 2 3 1 2
380R580 1 1 1 2 4 4 1 2
400R580 2 2 1
420R580 1 1 2 1
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW colono

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut

ceramic 
tile, 

burnt
nail, 
UID

gun 
flint

flint 
flake button buckle

watch or 
picture 

glass key
mirror 
glass

pipestem 
fragment

pipestem, 
4/64"

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

doll 
part

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

rhylolite 
raw 

material
flake, 
chert

Thom's 
Creek 

punctate
small 

PH
900R100 1
940R100 1
780R149
800R140 1
880R180 1
980R180 2
900R200
980R200
860R220 1
900R240 1
980R240 1
900R280 1 1
980R280 1
920R300 1
960R300 1
940R320 1 3 2
960R320
980R320 1 1
1000R320 1
980R380 1 1
300R580
300R620 1
240R640 1
300R640 1
320R640 1
260R660 1
300R660 1 1
320R660
340R660 1 1 2
240R680 1
260R680 1
300R680 1
320R680 1 1
340R680 1 1
360R680 1 1 1 1
300R700 3 1 1
320R700 1 1 1
340R700 2
360R700
280R720 2
320R720 1
360R720 1
380R720 1
260R740 1
280R740 1 2 1
340R740 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
360R740 1 2 1
380R740 2 1
320R760 1
340R760 1
360R760 1
380R760 1 1
400R760
420R760
320R780 1
420R780 1
360R800
400R800 1 1
460R800 1
420R820
440R820 1 2
460R820 1
440R840 1
480R860
460R880 1
500R880 1 1
520R880 1 1
480R900 1
500R900 1 1 1
500R920 1 1
420R940 2
440R940 1
460R480 1
380R500
400R500 2
420R500
440R500 1
460R500 1 2 1
480R500
360R520 1
400R520 1
420R520 1 1 1 1
440R520 2 1 8 1 3 2 1
460R520 1 1 1
480R520 1 1
500R520 1
340R540 1
360R540 1 2 1
380R540 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 1
400R540 1 2 1 1 2 1
420R540 1 1
440R540 1 1 2 1 2 3
460R540 2 1 1
480R540 1 1
340R560 2
360R560 4 1 1 2 6 1
380R560 1 1 5 1
400R560 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 1 1
420R560 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2
440R560 1 1 1 1
460R560 1 1 2 1 1 1
480R560 5 3 1 1 7 1 1 1 3
500R560 3 2 1 3 1 2 2 1 1
520R560 2 1 1 4
320R580 2 3 1 1 3 1
340R580 1 1 1 2 5 7 1 1
360R580 9 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1
380R580 1 4 4 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 90
400R580 2 1 5
420R580 1 1 3 1 1
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

Chinese 
porcelain, 

undec

Chinese 
porcelain, 

blue hp

Chinese 
porcelain, 

HPOG

white 
porcelain, 

undec

white 
porcelain, 

blue hp

white 
porcelain, 

HPOG Nottingham Westerwald
SGSW, 
gray

Rhenish 
brown 
SGSW

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol

SW, 
alkaline

white 
SGSW

white 
SGSW, 

poly hp

white 
SGSW, 

slip dip
black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware

Astbury 
ware

delft, 
undec

delft, 
hp

Iberian 
ware

N. 
Devon 
Coarse 

EW
creamware, 

undec
creamware, 

mocha
creamware, 

cable
creamware, 

annular
creamware, 

HPOG
creamware, 

blue tp
creamware, 

poly hp
pearlware, 

undec
pearlware, 

edged
pearlware, 

mocha
pearlware, 

cable
pearlware, 

annular
pearlware, 

blue hp
pearlware, 

poly hp
pearlware 

blue tp
440R580 1 1
460R580 1 2
480R580 1 2 2 1
500R580 2 1 1
520R580 1 1 1
320R600 1
340R600 3 2
360R600 1 4 1 1
380R600 1 2 1 2
400R600 1 1
420R600 2 1
440R600 1
460R600 1 1
480R600 1
500R600 1 2 1
520R600 1 1
540R600 1 1 1
340R620 1
360R620 2 1
380R620 1 1 1
400R620 1 1
420R620 2 1 1 1
440R620 1 1 1 1
460R620
480R620 1 1 1
500R620 1 1 1
520R620
540R620 1
560R620 1
580R620 1 1 1
340R640
360R640 1 2 1 2
380R640 1 1 1 2 1 2 3
400R640 1 3 2 1
420R640 1 2 1 1 1
440R640 2
460R640
480R640 1 2
500R640 1 2 1 1
520R640 1 1 1 1
540R640 1
560R640
580R640 1 1
360R660
380R660 1 2 1 1
400R660 1 2 1
440R660 2
460R660 1
480R660
500R660 1
520R660 1
540R660 1 2 1 1 2
560R660 1
600R660 1
380R680 2 1
400R680
420R680 2
440R680 1 1 1 1
460R680
480R680 1 1
500R680
520R680 1 1 1
560R680 1 1 1 2 1
580R680 1 1 1
600R680 1 1
620R680 1
640R680 2 1 1
420R700 1
440R700 2 1
460R700 1 1 1
480R700 2
500R700 1 1
520R700
540R700 1 1 1 1
560R700 1 1
580R700 1 1 1 1
600R700 1 1 1
620R700
640R700 1
420R720 1 1
440R720 1
460R720 1
480R720
500R720 1 1 1
520R720 1 2
540R720 1 1 1
560R720 1
580R720 1
600R720 1 2 1 1 1
620R720
640R720 1 1 1
420R740 1
440R740
460R740 1
480R740 1 1
500R740 1
520R740 1
560R740 1 1 2 1
580R740 2 1 1 1
600R740 1 1 4
620R740 1 2 1
640R740 1 1 1 1 1
660R740 1 1
440R760
460R760 1 1
500R760
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW colono

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut

ceramic 
tile, 

burnt
nail, 
UID

gun 
flint

flint 
flake button buckle

watch or 
picture 

glass key
mirror 
glass

pipestem 
fragment

pipestem, 
4/64"

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

doll 
part

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

rhylolite 
raw 

material
flake, 
chert

Thom's 
Creek 

punctate
small 

PH
440R580 1 1 1 1 1 1
460R580
480R580 2 1 3 1 1
500R580 2 6
520R580 2 1 1 3 3
320R600 1 1 1 1
340R600 1 1 3 2 3
360R600 2 1 1 1 3 2
380R600 1 1 3 1 1
400R600 1 1 1 1
420R600 1 1 1 3
440R600 1 2 1 1
460R600 1
480R600 1 1 3 1 1
500R600 1 3 1 1
520R600 1 3 1 1
540R600 1 1 1 1
340R620 1 1
360R620 1 1 1 1
380R620 1 1
400R620 1 1 2 1
420R620 1 1 1 1 2
440R620 1 1
460R620 1
480R620 1 1 1
500R620 1 1 1
520R620 2 3 1
540R620
560R620 2 1
580R620 1
340R640 1
360R640 1 1 1 1 1 2
380R640 3 1
400R640 1 1 1
420R640 1 1
440R640 2 1
460R640 1 1 1
480R640 2 1 2 1
500R640 2 2 1 1 1 3 1 1
520R640 2 2 1 4 1 2
540R640 1 1
560R640 1
580R640 1 1
360R660 1
380R660 1 1
400R660 1
440R660 1 1
460R660 1 1 1
480R660 1 1
500R660
520R660 2 2 1
540R660 1 1 1 5 3
560R660
600R660
380R680 1 1 1 4
400R680 1
420R680 2
440R680 1 1 1
460R680 1 1
480R680
500R680 3 1 4
520R680 1 2 1 3 1
560R680 2 1 3 1
580R680 3 1
600R680 2 2 1
620R680 1 1 2
640R680 2 1 1 3 1
420R700 1 1
440R700 1 1
460R700 1 1 2
480R700 1 1 5
500R700 3 1 1 1 1 2 2
520R700 1 1 1 1 1 1
540R700 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1
560R700 1 3
580R700 2 1 1
600R700 1 5
620R700 1
640R700 1 1 2 2
420R720 1 1
440R720 2 1
460R720 1 1 1
480R720 2 1 1 1
500R720 1 1 1 1 4 1 1
520R720 2 1 1 6 4 1
540R720 3 4
560R720 2 1 1 1 5 2 1
580R720 1 1
600R720 1 1 1 4 1
620R720 1 1 1 1
640R720 1 1 2
420R740
440R740 1 1
460R740
480R740
500R740
520R740 1 4
560R740 1 1 6 1 1
580R740 1 1 1 1 1 2
600R740 3 1 1 3 1
620R740 3 1 1 1
640R740 1 1 1
660R740 1 1 1
440R760 1
460R760 1 1
500R760 4 3
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

Chinese 
porcelain, 

undec

Chinese 
porcelain, 

blue hp

Chinese 
porcelain, 

HPOG

white 
porcelain, 

undec

white 
porcelain, 

blue hp

white 
porcelain, 

HPOG Nottingham Westerwald
SGSW, 
gray

Rhenish 
brown 
SGSW

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol

SW, 
alkaline

white 
SGSW

white 
SGSW, 

poly hp

white 
SGSW, 

slip dip
black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware

Astbury 
ware

delft, 
undec

delft, 
hp

Iberian 
ware

N. 
Devon 
Coarse 

EW
creamware, 

undec
creamware, 

mocha
creamware, 

cable
creamware, 

annular
creamware, 

HPOG
creamware, 

blue tp
creamware, 

poly hp
pearlware, 

undec
pearlware, 

edged
pearlware, 

mocha
pearlware, 

cable
pearlware, 

annular
pearlware, 

blue hp
pearlware, 

poly hp
pearlware 

blue tp
520R760 1 1 1 1
540R760 1
580R760 2 1 1 1
600R760 1 1 1
620R760 1 1 1
640R760 1 1 1
660R760
460R780
480R780 1
500R780 2 1 1
520R780 1 1
540R780 2 1
560R780 1
580R780 1 1 1
620R780 1 1
480R800 1
500R800
520R800 1
540R800 1 1
560R800 1 1 1
580R800 1 1 1 1
600R800 1
620R800
640R800 1 3 1 1 2 1
500R820 1
560R820 1 1 1
580R820 1 2 1 3 1 1 1
600R820 1 1 1
620R820 1 3 1 1
500R840
540R840 1 1
580R840 1 1
600R840 2 1 2 1
560R860 1 1 1
720R180 1
740R180
760R180
680R200 1
700R200 1 1 1
720R200 2 1 1
740R200 1 1
760R200 1 1
640R220
660R220 1 2 1 1 2
680R220 2
700R220 1 1 1
720R220 3 1
740R220 1
760R220
780R220
800R220
640R240 1 3 1 2
660R240 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
680R240 1 2 1
700R240 2 2 1 1
720R240 2 1 1 1
740R240
760R240 1
780R240 1
800R240 1 1
620R260 1 1 4 2
640R260 1 1 1
660R260 5 1
680R260 1 2 1
700R260 1 1
720R260
740R260 1
760R260 1 1 2 1
780R260 3 1
800R260 1
820R260 1
840R260
640R280 1
660R280 1 1 2 1 1
680R280 1 1 3
700R280 1 1 1 2
720R280 1 1 1
740R280 1 1
780R280
800R280 1 1 1 1 1
820R280 1
840R280 2 1
860R280 1 1
620R300
640R300 2 1 1 1
660R300 1 3 1
680R300 1 1 1 1
700R300
720R300 1 1
740R300 1
760R300 1 1
780R300 1 3
800R300 3 3 1
820R300
840R300 1
860R300 1
880R300
640R320 1
660R320 1 1 1
680R320 1
700R320 1 1 1 1 1
720R320 1 3 1 1
740R320 1 4 1 2
760R320 2 1
780R320 1 1 1 1 1 3 1
800R320 1 1
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW colono

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut

ceramic 
tile, 

burnt
nail, 
UID

gun 
flint

flint 
flake button buckle

watch or 
picture 

glass key
mirror 
glass

pipestem 
fragment

pipestem, 
4/64"

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

doll 
part

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

rhylolite 
raw 

material
flake, 
chert

Thom's 
Creek 

punctate
small 

PH
520R760 1 2 1 2 3 4 1
540R760 1
580R760 1 1 1 1 1
600R760 1
620R760 2 2 1
640R760 1 1 3
660R760 1 1
460R780 2
480R780 1
500R780 1 1 1
520R780 2 2 2 1
540R780 1 1 1 2 1 2
560R780 1 1 1 5
580R780 2 2 4 2
620R780 2
480R800 1 1
500R800 4
520R800 1 1 2
540R800 1 1 3 2
560R800 2 1 2
580R800 1 1 1 1 5 1
600R800 1 1 3
620R800 1 1
640R800 1 3 3 3 1
500R820
560R820 1 4 1
580R820 1
600R820 2 2
620R820 1 1 3
500R840 1
540R840 1 1
580R840 1
600R840
560R860 1 1
720R180
740R180 1 1
760R180 1
680R200
700R200 1 1 3 1 1
720R200 1 1
740R200
760R200
640R220 1 1
660R220 1 1 1
680R220 1 1 3
700R220 4 1 1 1
720R220 1 1
740R220
760R220 1
780R220 1 1
800R220 1
640R240 3 1 1 1
660R240 5 4 1 1 1 1 1
680R240 2 1 2
700R240 2 1 1
720R240 1 1
740R240 1 1
760R240 1
780R240 1
800R240 1
620R260 4 1 1
640R260 1 1 1
660R260 1 1 1 1
680R260 1 1 2 2 3 1
700R260
720R260 1 1 1 2
740R260 1 1
760R260 1 1
780R260 4 1
800R260 1
820R260 1
840R260 2
640R280
660R280 1 1 1
680R280 3 1 1
700R280
720R280 1
740R280
780R280 1 2
800R280 1 1
820R280
840R280
860R280
620R300 1 2 1
640R300 1 1 1 1 1
660R300 1 1 1 1
680R300 3 1 1
700R300 1 1
720R300 2 3 1 1 1 1
740R300 1 1
760R300 1 1 1
780R300 7 1
800R300 5 1 1
820R300 3 1
840R300 2 1 1
860R300
880R300 1 1 1
640R320
660R320 3 1
680R320 1 1
700R320 1 1 1
720R320 1 2 2 1
740R320 1 2 1 1
760R320 2 1 2
780R320 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
800R320 2
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

Chinese 
porcelain, 

undec

Chinese 
porcelain, 

blue hp

Chinese 
porcelain, 

HPOG

white 
porcelain, 

undec

white 
porcelain, 

blue hp

white 
porcelain, 

HPOG Nottingham Westerwald
SGSW, 
gray

Rhenish 
brown 
SGSW

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol

SW, 
alkaline

white 
SGSW

white 
SGSW, 

poly hp

white 
SGSW, 

slip dip
black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware

Astbury 
ware

delft, 
undec

delft, 
hp

Iberian 
ware

N. 
Devon 
Coarse 

EW
creamware, 

undec
creamware, 

mocha
creamware, 

cable
creamware, 

annular
creamware, 

HPOG
creamware, 

blue tp
creamware, 

poly hp
pearlware, 

undec
pearlware, 

edged
pearlware, 

mocha
pearlware, 

cable
pearlware, 

annular
pearlware, 

blue hp
pearlware, 

poly hp
pearlware 

blue tp
820R320 1
840R320 1 1
860R320
880R320 1 1
640R340 1
660R340 1
680R340 2 4 3 1
700R340
720R340
740R340 1 1
760R340 1 1 3 1
780R340 6
800R340 2
820R340 1 1 1 1
840R340 1 1
860R340 2 1
880R340 1
660R360 1
680R360 1
700R360 1 1 1 1
740R360 2 1
760R360 1 4 1
780R360 2
800R360 1 1
820R360 1 1
840R360 1
860R360 2
880R360 1 1
920R360 1
680R380 2 1
700R380 1 1 1
720R380 1 1 2
740R380 1 1 1 1 1
760R380 1 1
780R380 1 4 1 1 1
800R380 1 1 6 1 2
820R380 1 1 1 1 1
840R380 1 1 1 1
860R380
880R380
900R380 1
920R380 3
700R400 1 1
720R400 1 1 3
740R400 1 1
760R400 1 2 1
780R400 1 1
800R400 1 2 6 6 1
820R400 2 1
840R400
860R400 2
880R400 2 1
920R400
700R420 2
720R420 1 1 1
740R420 1 3 1
760R420
780R420 1
800R420 1 1 1
820R420 1 1 5
840R420 1 2
860R420 1 1
880R420 1
900R420 2 1
920R420 1
940R420 1
720R440
740R440
760R440 1 1 1
780R440
800R440 1 1
820R440 1
840R440 2
860R440 1 1 2
880R440 1 1 1
900R440
740R460 1 1
760R460 1
780R460 1 1
800R460 1
820R460 1
840R460
860R460 1
880R460 1 1
900R460
920R460 1
960R460 1
760R480 1
780R480
800R480 1 1 1
820R480
860R480
880R480 2
920R480 1 1 1
940R480
780R500 1
800R500 1 1
820R500
840R500
860R500
880R500
920R500 1
800R520 1
820R520 1
840R520
860R520
880R520 1
920R520
800R540 1 1
Totlas 22 39 8 24 6 1 6 1 16 1 51 3 2 3 55 1 10 1 84 8 3 22 18 2 5 361 1 2 11 7 1 3 177 29 1 4 26 19 27 43
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Table  16. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541, cont. 

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW colono

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut

ceramic 
tile, 

burnt
nail, 
UID

gun 
flint

flint 
flake button buckle

watch or 
picture 

glass key
mirror 
glass

pipestem 
fragment

pipestem, 
4/64"

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

doll 
part

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

rhylolite 
raw 

material
flake, 
chert

Thom's 
Creek 

punctate
small 

PH
820R320 2 1 1
840R320 2
860R320 1 1 1 1
880R320 1 1
640R340 1
660R340 1 1
680R340 1 2 1 1
700R340 1
720R340 1 1 1
740R340 2 1 1
760R340 1 1 2 3 1
780R340 1
800R340 1 3 1
820R340 3 1 2 1
840R340 1 1
860R340 1 1 2
880R340 1 3
660R360 1 1 1
680R360 4 1 2 2
700R360 1 4 2 4 1
740R360 2 1
760R360 5 2 1 1
780R360 1 7 1 1 1 1 2
800R360 1 5 1 1
820R360 10 1 1 1
840R360 1 5 2
860R360 2 1
880R360 1 1 1
920R360 1 1
680R380
700R380 1 2 1
720R380 3 2 1 1
740R380 1 1 1 2
760R380 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
780R380 1 5 2 1
800R380 3 4 1 2 1 4 1
820R380 2 2 2 1 2 1
840R380 1 2 1 5
860R380 1
880R380 1
900R380
920R380
700R400 2
720R400 1 3 1 1
740R400 1 1 1 3
760R400 1 2 2 1
780R400 2 1 2 1 1
800R400 1 8 3 1 3 2
820R400 6 3 1
840R400 1 3 2 1
860R400 2 1 1
880R400 1
920R400 2
700R420 2
720R420 1 2 1
740R420 1 1 1
760R420 2
780R420 2
800R420 1 4 1
820R420 1 4 1 1
840R420 1
860R420 1 1 1
880R420 1
900R420
920R420 1 1
940R420
720R440 4
740R440 1 1 1
760R440 1 1
780R440 2 1
800R440 2
820R440 1 1
840R440 1 1
860R440 1 1
880R440 1 1 1
900R440 1 1
740R460 1 1
760R460
780R460 2 1
800R460 1 2
820R460 1
840R460 2
860R460 1 2 1 1
880R460
900R460 2
920R460 1 1
960R460
760R480 1
780R480 1 1
800R480 1 1 1 1
820R480 1 1
860R480 1 1 1
880R480 1
920R480
940R480 1
780R500
800R500 1 1
820R500 1 1
840R500 1
860R500 1
880R500 2
920R500 1
800R520
820R520 1 3 1
840R520 1
860R520 1 1
880R520 2
920R520 1
800R540 2
Totlas 166 2 29 2 5 17 3 3 49 12 9 21 217 292 54 16 2 7 114 43 432 1 1 168 1 1 8 1 1 1 2 4 11 79 2 47 1 2 1 1 13 119 2 2 2 20
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Figure 33. Historic artifact density at 38CH1541. 
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Figure 34. Architectural (top) and colono (bottom) density at 38CH1541. 
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middle field. To the south, virtually no colono 
pottery was found with other historic artifacts. 
This suggests that the colonial core of the 
settlement was in the north, shown in Figure 28 as 
the likely location of the main house. 
 
 A map of the faunal remains was also 
created, but it is of limited use since it reveals only 
a single concentration, at 380R580. Elsewhere on 
the property faunal remains are very sparse, 
suggesting that bone refuse may have been 
deposited elsewhere, perhaps in the immediately 
adjacent marsh. 

Excavations 
 The excavations comprise 13 “blocks,” 
with each ranging from as little as 50 square feet (a 
single 5x10 unit) to as much as 1,100 square feet (a 
series of nine 10x10 units and four 5x10 units). The 
southern field included five blocks comprising 
1,250 square feet; the middle field included four 
blocks with 1,350 square feet; and the northern 
field included four block excavations with a total of 
2,200 square feet (Figure 35). These blocks will be 
briefly discussed below.  

Block A 
 Block A consists of six 10-foot units 
(370R570-R590, 380R570-590) forming a 20 by 
30 foot block situated in the middle of the dense 
remains at the southwest corner of the southern 
field. Excavation found a very deep plowzone. 
Being unfamiliar with the plowing history of the 
fields, we were uncertain if this might represent a 
plowzone over an earlier A horizon or perhaps a 
buried midden. Consequently, we took the deposits 
out in two levels. Upper Level 1 was a brown 
(10YR4/3) sand and ranged from about 1.15 foot 
up to 1.71 foot in depth. It graded into what we 
called Level 2, a very dark grayish brown 
(10YR3/2) sand. Level 2 was found to be as shallow 
as 0.12 foot and as deep as 0.72 foot. The subsoil in 
this area, close to the marsh edge, was a 
homogenous brownish yellow (10YR6/8) sand. A 
few pockets of black (10YR2/1) sand were 
encountered, which we attribute to the proximity 
of the marsh and the very damp soil conditions. 

 We subsequently determined that the 
depth at the edge of the field adjacent to the woods 
and marsh was a result of plowing practices that 
deposit soil at the edges of all of the fields at Mullet 
Hall. Examination of current plowing practices 
reveal that this is an ongoing process, with the 
fields being “dished out” and additional soil 
deposited at their ends. Consequently, while there 
is some difference in soil color, we believe that the 
entire depth of levels 1 and 2 represent plowzone, 
although the deposit took place over a very long 
period. 
 
 Shell and brick were abundant in both 
levels of all of the units, but tended to be found in 
greater density in Level 1 since it was deeper. In 
spite of the brick, we found no intact architectural 
features (except a few post holes discussed below), 
which contributed to our decision to terminate 
excavations in this area. 
 

 The single feature recovered was a pit, 
oriented with the field and measuring about 6.5 by 
5.5 feet. Excavation revealed the articulated 
remains of a cow. Artifacts were similar in size, 
quantity, and types to the above levels 1 and 2. We 
interpreted this “feature” to be the burial of a 
diseased cow and excavation was terminated. Since 
the remains were articulated, we do not believe 
that it represented food remains and no further 
analysis was conducted. 
 
 Otherwise, the block produced several 
tree stains, perhaps because of the proximity of the 
excavations to the marsh. These may represent 
efforts to reclaim the field for agriculture. 

Table 17. 
Brick and shell from Block A (in lbs.) 

 
 Brick Shell 
 Lv 1 Lv 2 Lv 1 Lv 2 
370R570 202 110 41 40 
370R580 51 49 26 21 
370R590 219 25 27 7 
380R570 225 99 37 25 
380R580 240 31 34 5 
380R590 217 15 28 11 
Totals 1154 329 193 109 
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Figure 35. Excavations at 38CH1541 (the fields’ agricultural ditch network is shown in blue). 
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Figure 36. Block A. The upper photograph shows plowzone deposition at field edges. The lower photograph 

shows 380R580 at the base of Level 2 looking north. The animal burial stain is in the lower right 
and the partially excavated pit was determined to be a tree.  
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 Three post holes were recovered in 
370R590 which may form the corner of a wall 
trench structure or other earth-fast building. The 
post holes range from 0.8 to 1.2 feet in depth and 
from 0.3 to 1.0 foot in depth. Two of the post holes 
reveal replacements and the maximum span 
represented is 7.5 feet. 

Block B 
 Block B consists of a single 5 by 10 foot 
unit (440R530) excavated in an area of lower 
density remains, based on the auger testing. It was, 
however, still at the edge of the field where deeper 
plowzone was encountered. Here, however, the 
plowzone was removed as one level, 1.23 feet in 
depth. It is this depth that we suspect contributes 
to the apparent density of remains (both here and 

in Block A).  
 
 The plowzone is a brown (10YR4/3) sand 
overlying an older plowzone of very dark grayish 
brown (10YR3/2) sand. The subsoil at the base of 
the excavation continued to exhibit plowscars and 

was a brownish yellow (10YR6/8) sand (Figure 
37).  
 
 While 50 pounds of brick were recovered, 
only 9 pounds of shell was present, primarily 
oyster. No features were identified and no further 
investigations were conducted in this area. 

Block C 
 Two units (480-490R570) were excavated 
in an area with a more pronounced artifact 
concentration in the southern field (Figure 35). 
Both were found to contain only one level, a 
plowzone that varied from 0.8 foot to just over a 
foot in depth. This plowzone was a brown 
(10YR4/3) sand and the underlying subsoil was a 
dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) sand. Plowscars 

were clearly defined, but no features were 
encountered and only these two units were 
examined in this area.  
 
 Brick and shell were most abundant in the 
northern unit (480R570, 131 and 21 pounds 

 
Figure 37. Block B, 440R530, base of the plowzone, looking west. 
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respectively), although was still common in the 
southern unit (84 and 19 pounds respectively).   

Block D 
Block D consists of two 10-foot squares 

and one 5 by 10 foot unit (535R750-760, 540R760) 
(Figure 39). Although overall artifact density was 
not especially high, the density map for 
architectural remains produced a clear structural 
indication in this area. Excavation produced a brick 
pier (Feature 2), which had been drug by the plow 
from its location centered at 531R692.5 to the 
northeast.  

The units revealed a brown (10YR4/3) 

sand plowzone over a brownish yellow (10YR6/8) 
subsoil sand. Plowscars were abundant and the 
plowzone ranged from 0.7 to 0.8 feet in depth. Shell 
and brick rubble are shown in Table 18 and the 
range of identified brick sizes are shown in Table 
19.  

Feature 2 was found to be about 2.4 feet in 
length by 1.2 feet in width and had a depth of 0.24 
foot below the plowzone. Most of this pier had been 
plowed out and was distributed in a line across the 
unit. The pier, however, appeared to be in ruinous 
condition prior to the plowing, suggesting that the 
structure may have been demolished at some point 
prior to the fields being plowed. Additional piers 
were not recovered in the excavations to the 
northeast or southwest.  

Block E 
This block consists of two 10-foot units 

(600-610R780) excavated in the southern field 
east of Block D. These were also opened because 
the architectural artifacts were dense in this area, 
even while the total artifact density was not great. 

We found a brown (10YR4/3) sand 
plowzone overlying a light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4) sandy subsoil. Plowscars were 
abundant. Brick weights were 45 and 43 pounds in 
600R780 and 610R780. Shell weights were 6 and 9 
pounds respectively.  

No features were encountered and we 
opted to move to other areas after the completion 
of these two units. 

Block F 
This block is situated in the middle field, in 

Figure 38. Units 48-490R570, Block C, looking 
north (both 10-foot squares). 

Table 18. 
Brick and shell from Block D (in lbs.) 

Brick Shell 
535R750 54 6 
535R760 65 6 
540R760 157 12 
Total 276 24 

Table 19. 
Brick Sizes Recovered in Block D 

Length Width Thickness 
9¼ 4⅜ 2⅝ 

- 4¼ 2¾ 
- 4⅜ 2½ 
- 4¼ 2¾ 
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Figure 39. Block D. Upper photograph shows the units at the base of the plowzone looking northwest. The 

lower photograph shows Feature 2 looking north. 
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an area where again the artifact density was not 
especially high, but the density map for 
architectural remains produced a clear dense spot. 
The location is at the western edge of the field 
overlooking the marsh and excavations here were 
particularly beneficial in helping us to understand 
the site. 
 
 The formal excavations opened two 10-
foot units, 580-590R410, and one 5 by 10 foot unit, 
580R400. These ranged in depth from 0.86 foot to 
1.17 feet. The plowzone in 540R410 is a brown 
(10YR5/3) sand and it overlies a brownish yellow 
(10YR6/6) sand with abundant plowscars. To the 
south the situation became less clear and we found 
a large area of what appeared to be subsoil dark 
gray (12.5Y4/1) clay. In the center of this, bisected 
by the R400 line was a rectangular area of dark 
gray (12.5Y4/1) sand. This rectangular area, 
centered at 585.8R398.4, was designated Feature 
10 (Figure 40).  
 
 Upon excavation, Feature 10 was found to 
measure 6.5 feet in length and 3.5 feet in width. It 
had an interior depth of 1.24 feet with clay walls 
and floor. It produced relatively few artifacts, 
although some wood, a few nails, and colonial 
ceramics were recovered.  
 
 Based on this 
evidence it was thought to 
represent a colonial burial pit, 
either unused or used but 
with no preserved remains 
since no bone was recovered. 
 

To further examine 
this area, about 12,000 square 
feet surrounding the units 
was mechanically stripped. 
We discovered that Feature 
10 was not situated in a 
natural clay deposit, but 
rather was situated at the north end of a 
rectangular clay pad. This pad was eventually 
discovered to measure about 34 feet north-south 
by 9 feet east-west. On the interior was the original 
pit, as well as a second, similar pit 5.8 feet to the 

north and measuring the same 6.5 feet in length 
and 3.5 feet in width. 

 
As stripping continued an additional four 

“pads” were encountered and in all, three exhibited 
interior features. Several of these pads or floors 
have post holes on their exterior. 

 
We believe these five pads represent 

individual slave structure floors and the interior 
pits are what have been called elsewhere root 
cellars or storage pits. Table 20 identifies the 
dimensions of the structures and interior pits. 

 
The dimensions of the house floors are 

unmistakable as the gray clay stands out 
dramatically against the yellow subsoil. The soil 
texture of one clay floor was determined to be 
nearly 60% clay. The nearby Capers soil from the 
marsh wetlands ranges from 35 to 70% clay, so 
without further study this seems to be the most 
likely origin for this material. The depth of the 
several clay floors sampled range from 0.5 to 1.7 
feet in thickness. A sample of one clay floor was 
sent for soil chemical analysis. Soluble salts were 
found to be very high, with a level of 2.88 mS/cm (a 
measure of conductivity). This is likely the result of 
these clays being pulled from a marsh deposit. 

Potassium (K) levels were very high (145ppm), 
suggesting the deposition of wood ash. In contrast, 
the level of phosphorus (P) was relatively low 
(40ppm) suggesting little deposition of bone or 
human/animal waste inside the structure.  
 

Table 20. 
Dimensions of House Floors and Internal Pits (in feet) 

 

Structure N-S E-W Fea # Structure N-S E-W
1 34.0 9.0 10 1 3.50 6.50
2 17.8 9.9 11 2.30 3.80
3 16.8 7.0 13 4.20 3.10
4 16.5 6.6 14 7.40 5.20
5 ~15.0 7.0 15 1 3.25 6.20

16 2 3.70 7.20
17 4 2.90 4.80
18 4 3.80 5.00
19 4 3.00 5.10

Structure Dimensions Internal Pit Dimensions
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Figure 40. Block F. The upper photograph shows the block, prior to the excavation of Feature 10, looking 

north. The feature is bisected by the north-south string. The lower photograph shows Feature 10 
excavated, looking north.  
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Figure 41.Clay floors and storage pits. The upper drawing shows the stripped area and identified structures. 

The lower photograph shows Structure 1 in the background and Structure 2 in the foreground. 
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Three of the structures (3, 4, and 5) have 
square postholes identified at the edge of their clay 
pads; the other structures do not. 

 
The preservation of these house floors was 

aided by the build-up of plowzone in this area. 
Toward the open field (to the east), where the 
plowzone does not accumulate, the depth of the 
clay floors is reduced and, in one location at the 
eastern edge of the investigations, was so thin that 
the southern quarter was removed during the 
stripping.  

 
Features 10, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 are all 

very similar, each representing what has been 
termed a subfloor storage pit. The dimensions are 
provided in Table 20. They are all rectangular and 
each evidence an internal wood box, typically with 
two cleats on the bottom running the short 
distance on which were attached wood planks 
running the long distance of the feature. Several 
also provided evidence that the box extended up 
the sides of the feature. This presumably both 
served to keep the contents protected from rodents 
and also helped prevent the sides of the pits from 
collapsing.  

 
Internal stratigraphy was consistent, with 

a basal layer between 0.1 and 0.5 foot in depth of a 
very dark brown (10YR2/2) loamy sand. We 
believe this is what remains of the wood box and 
whatever organic materials were present when the 
pit was abandoned. Artifacts, other than nails 
associated with the box, are scarce, but are colonial. 
Above this was a dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) 
sand that represents floor sweepings used to 
backfill the pit. Artifacts in this soil are more 
common, but heavily fragmented. Charcoal and egg 
shell are also found. 

 
Feature 11 is an unusual pit, outside of the 

structures, that is filled with brick, mortar, and 
dense plaster remains. The few artifacts present 
are colonial. The plaster is of interest since it would 
have come from a higher status dwelling. The 
reason for its burial in the midst of this slave 
settlement is not clear. 

 

Feature 13 is a relatively small and 
shallow pit containing food remains, primarily 
oyster. In contrast, Feature 14 is very large and 
deep – about 2.5 feet in depth – which contains 
lensed oyster shell, ash, and a variety of other 
remains. Faunal remains are especially abundant 
and well preserved. Feature 14 is the epitome  of 
a trash pit with all of the recovered remains dating 
from the early colonial period. Both Features 13 
and 14, however, raise the question of why these 
features would be excavated in the rear of slave 
settlement. It is an area not readily available to 
white inspection, but it is only 90 feet from the edge 
of the marsh. A more thorough and far less labor 
intensive disposal practice would be to simply 
throw debris into the marsh. While it is possible 
that the pit may have been excavated from some 
other original purpose, being used afterwards, 
there is no evidence of it producing clay for either 
floors or pottery. 

 
The investigations allowed by this small 

stripped area provide an unparalleled view of slave 
life at Mullet Hall during the early years of the 
plantation. As will be discussed in the summary, 
these features provide a unique link with the 
enslaved Ebo known to be a small minority in South 
Carolina and the much larger population of Ebo 
native in areas such as Maryland and Virginia and 
even into northern North Carolina. 

Block G 
 While relatively few architectural items 
were recovered from this area, the density map 
revealed a light scatter of artifacts. As a result, 
three 10-foot units were excavated to form a north-
south trench consisting of 640-660R420 (Figure 
48). The three units combined produced only 29 
pounds of brick and 7 pounds of shell.  
 

The plowzone is a brown (10YR4/3) sand 
about 0.6 to 0.7 foot in depth over a brownish 
yellow (10YR6/6) sand subsoil. No features were 
encountered, although plowscars were abundant. 
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Figure 42. Feature 15, before excavation, N-S profile looking east, after excavation. 
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Figure 43. Feature 16, after the west half is excavated looking east (top), after excavation, looking north 

(middle), and close-up showing the eastern cleat with in situ nails (bottom). 
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Figure 44. Feature 17, before excavation looking north (top), west half excavated looking east (middle), and 

excavated looking north (bottom). Feature 18 is partially shown to the south. 
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Figure 45. Feature 11, west half excavated looking east (top), Feature 13, exposed portion excavated, 

looking west (bottom). 
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Figure 46. Feature 14, before excavation, looking west (top), after excavation looking south (bottom). 
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Figure 47. Plan and profiles of Features 14, 15, and 17. 
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Block H 
 This block, also located in the center field, 
consisted of four units (680-690R490, 68-
690R500) forming a 20 by 20 foot excavation in an 
area of dense artifacts and especially dense 
architectural remains.  
 

 We found a plowzone that varied from 0.7 
to 1.0 foot in depth, consisting of brown (10YR4/3) 
sand overlying a brownish yellow (10YR6/6) sand 
subsoil. As elsewhere on the site, the plowscars 
were both numerous and also in some areas tightly 
grouped together. Brick was more common here 
than in nearby other units, but still not abundant. 
 
 Unit 690R490 produced two post holes at 
the base of the plowzone. They were between 0.7 
and 1.0 foot in depth and from 0.8 and 1.2 feet in 
width. One produced a post mold within the post 

hole. Unit 680R490, to the south, produced a post 
hole 0.7 foot in depth and 0.8 foot in diameter. 
Nearby was Feature 9, centered at 684.6R484.5. 
The length of this pit was determined to 4.8 feet. It 
was bisected, with the northern 1.8 feet removed. 
The pit was found to be 1.87 foot in depth. The fill 
was homogenous with relatively little shell or 

brick rubble. It appears to be a trash 
pit, although the recovered remains 
suggest it was a deposit for floor or 
yard sweepings. The upper portion of 

the feature was also intruded by a 
number of plowscars.  

Block I 
Block I was the final 

excavation in the middle field and was 
situated at the far northeastern edge 
where artifacts, and especially 
architectural artifacts, were found to 
be dense in the auger testing. A series 
of four 10-foot units were excavated 
(760-770R590, 760-770R600).  

 
The plowzone is a brown 

(10YR4/3) sand 0.6 to 0.9 foot in depth overlying a 
brownish yellow (10YR6/8) sand subsoil. Brick is 
found in the same amounts as recovered from 
Block H, while shell is nearly absent.  
 

During the excavation a variety of 
plowscars were consistently found at the base of 
the plowzone, all running southwest-northeast, 
consistent with elsewhere in the fields. We found, 
however, one narrow feature that ran northwest-
southeast, at a nearly perfect right angle to the 

Table 21. 
Brick and shell from Block H (in 

lbs.) 
 

 Brick Shell 
680R490 10 4 
680R500 17 t 
690R490 9 4 
690R500 23 2 
Totals 59 ~10 

 

 
Figure 48. Block G units looking north. 
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Figure 49. Block H. The upper left photograph shows 680-690R490, looking north (units 680-690R500 are 

just visible to the right). The upper right photograph shows 680-690R500, looking north (prior to 
the excavation of 680-690R490). Bottom photograph is Feature 9, north half excavated, looking 
south. 
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plowscars. Filled with water washed sand, this 
trench also bisected the plowscars. We determined 
the feature to be one of the dip irrigation lines used 
for farming the fields. No cultural features were 
identified in any of the units. 

Block J 
 Situated at the western edge of the 
northern field, this block was excavated because of 
the dense artifact cluster revealed by auger testing. 
A series of three 10-foot units were excavated, 
forming a 10 by 30 foot trench (640-660R260).  
 
 Like elsewhere at the edge of the field, we 
found the plowzone to be very deep, ranging from 
1.97 feet to 2.25 feet in depth. Some gradations 
were visible, with the upper portion a brown 
(10YR5/3) sand with lenses of light gray 
(10YR7/2) sand. Below was a dark brown 

(10YR3/3) sand. Overall the plowzone was a 
brown (10YR4/3) sand. At the base the subsoil was 
a brownish yellow (10YR6/6) sand and plowscars 
were abundant, giving evidence concerning the 
extensive plowing which has occurred at 
38CH1541. 
 
 At the base of the excavations, however, 
Features 4, 5, and 6 were distinct. These 
represented segments of wall trench structures 
and each one was filled with very dark grayish 
brown (10YR3/2) sand (Figure 50).  
 
 Excavation of Feature 4 identified a 
segment 16 feet in length with a maximum width of 
1.6 feet. Depths varied from 0.37 to 0.45 foot and 
the center point was at 658R231.5 with the trench 

oriented south-southwest by north-northeast. 
 
 Feature 5 was bisected by Feature 4 and 
was 11.5 feet in length with a width of 0.8 foot. 
Depths varied from 0.51 to 0.58 foot and the center 
point was at 657R235.4. It contained evidence of 
four post holes, each about 0.7 foot in diameter and 

spaced about 2.8 feet from each other. All were 
very shallow, never deeper than about 0.1 foot. 
 
 Feature 6 paralleled Feature 4 and 
appears to be the east wall for the structure. It had 
a length of 6.0 feet and a width of 0.9 foot. The 
depth varied from 0.47 to 0.54 foot. If our 
association of Features 4 and 6 is correct, the 
structure represented would have been about 6 by 
16 feet or about 96 square feet in size.  
 
 While none of the features produced any 
noticeable amount of brick, the units themselves 
did contain considerably greater amounts of brick 
that we have found in many of the blocks (Table 
23). The source of the brick is unclear. 

Block K 
This was one of several areas where we 

thought the main house might be found based on 
comparison with period maps. It was also an area 
of dense artifact remains. A series of four units 
were excavated, forming a 20 by 20 foot block 
(780-790R310, 780-790R320) (Figure 52). 
Excavation revealed a plowzone of brown 
(10YR5/3) sand ranging from 0.71 to 1.11 feet in 
depth. This overlaid a brownish yellow (10YR6/6) 
sand subsoil. This subsoil produced abundant 
concretions and plowscars were abundant. 

Table 22. 
Brick and shell from Block I (in 

lbs.) 
 

 Brick Shell 
760R590 4 t 
770R590 2 t 
760R600 16 t 
770R600 35 t 
Totals 57 t 

 

Table 23. 
Brick and shell from Block J (in 

lbs.) 
 

 Brick Shell 
640R260 63 2 
650R260 124 4 
660R260 54 3 
Totals 241 9 
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 Table 24 provides information on the shell 
and brick recovered from the excavations. 
Although brick increased to the east, the quantities 
were insufficient to provide evidence for a 
structure. We did, however, identify a square pit 
feature. 
 
 Feature 3 was centered at 794R305.6 and 
was bisected by a cluster of plowscars, making the 
pit outline difficult to see until excavation began. 
While square, the sides taper to the flat base and 
the feature measures about 3.2 feet in length and 
2.7 feet in width. It has a depth of 1.1 feet. The 
feature contained a shell lens, brick rubble, and an 

intact hoe. It also produced a large quantity of fish 
bone and scale during waterscreening. 

Block L 
 Block L consists of 1,100 square feet of 
excavation in the northern field at what we 
determined to be the best possible location for the 
main plantation settlement. The extent of 
excavations is not, unfortunately, the result of 
identifying the structure, but rather the result of 
our search efforts. Nine 10-foot units (780-
810R400, 800R380-390, 800R410, and 820-
830R380) and four 5 by 10 foot units (740-
770R400) were excavated. While the assemblage 

resulted in a large collection, no physical 
evidence of the main house was recovered. 
We did identify two postholes and a portion of 
a wall trench structure (Feature 8). 
 

The area produced a plowzone of 
brown (10YR5/3) sand that varied from 0.6 foot 
to as deep as 1.24 feet. The underlying subsoil 
was brownish yellow (10YR6/6) sand. 
Plowscars were abundant.  
 

The two postholes were found in the 
southern half of 790R400 and about 1.0 to 1.2 
foot in diameter and 0.4 to 0.5 foot in depth. 
 

The wall trench segment (Feature 8) 
was centered at 765.5R402.6, running 

northwest-southeast. Only 5.2 feet of the trench 
was exposed. The width was about 1.0 foot and 
the depth of the stain varied from 0.22 to 0.38 
foot. It had relatively straight sides and a flat  

 
Figure 50. Block J showing Features 4, 5, and 6. 

Table 24. 
Brick and shell from Block K and 

Feature 3 (in lbs.) 
 

 Brick Shell 
780R310 18 7 
790R310 18 4 
780R320 35 3 
790R320 40 4 
Feature 3, SW½ 5 30 
Feature 3, NE½ 16 32 
Totals 132 80 
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Figure 51. Plan and profiles for excavations in Block J. 
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Figure 52. Block K. The upper photograph shows the block at the base of the plowzone looking northwest. 

The lower photograph shows Feature 3, N½ excavated, looking southwest. 
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bottom, exhibiting a slight curve at its northern 
end.  
 
 While a few of the units produced 
noticeable brick, overall the brick density was well 
under what we’d expect even for a frame structure 
with only brick piers. Of course, the structure may 
have been removed from the landscape to facilitate 
plowing. Or we may simply have not been able to 

identify the correct 
structural location. The 
latter seems most likely 
given that a wall trench 
structure was found in the 
immediate area.  

Block M 
 This block consists of 
four 10-foot units in two 
noncontiguous locations 
(680-690R360 and 720-
730R360). They were 
placed in an area identified 
as having a high density of 
architectural remains.  
 

The more south-
erly units revealed a 
brown (10YR5/3) sand 
plowzone about 0.9 foot in 

depth overlying a brownish yellow (10YR6/6) 
subsoil. Only plowscars were identified at the base 
of the plowzone. The two northerly units were 
virtually identical in terms of their soil profiles, but 
720R360 did possess a portion of a wall trench 
structure (Feature 7).  

 
Feature 7 is centered at 724R353.5 and 

was 10.5 feet in length and up to 0.6 foot in width. 
Its depth varied from 0.08 to 0.22 foot, as much of 
the feature had been plowed away. The wall trench 
represents the northwestern corner and a portion 
of the western wall. Postholes were found about 
every 4-feet, occurring at the northwest corner and 
evenly spaced along the western wal l .  The  

 
Figure 53. Feature 8 after excavation, looking to the north. 

Table 25. 
Brick and shell from Block L (in 

lbs.) 
 

 Brick Shell 
780R400 20 2 
790R400 20 4 
800R400 19 7 
810R400 10 5 
800R380 4 2 
820R380 5 2 
830R380 6 5 
800R390 7 4 
800R410 18 5 
740R400 1 t 
750R400 3 t 
760R400 4 t 
770R400 4 1 
Totals 121 37 

 

Table 26. 
Brick and shell from Block M (in 

lbs.) 
 

 Brick Shell 
680R360 6 11 
690R360 5 4 
720R360 3 1 
730R360 5 1 
Totals 19 17 
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postholes ranged from 0.5 to 0.6 foot in diameter 
and about 0.5-foot in depth.  

Summary 
 Excavations found essentially two distinct 
profiles. Over most of the site there is a plowzone 
varying in depth from about 0.5 to 1.0 foot in depth. 
At the base are abundant, and often tightly spaced, 
plow scars, testifying to the intensive agriculture 
that has taken place at Mullet Hall. However, along 
the marsh edge, which is also the field edge, 
agriculture resulted in soil being built up to depths 
of 2 feet or over. This served to provide some 
protection to features that might be present at the 
base of the plowzone. 
 
 Artifacts were typically abundant and the 
following sections will review the materials found 
in these excavations.  

Structures 
We were essentially unsuccessful in 

efforts to recover higher status plantation 
structures, finding only one brick pier (Feature 2 in 
Block D). This tells us little other than that it is 
likely the antebellum structures were frame set on 
brick piers. Feature 11 did produce abundant 
plaster, allowing at least some evidence that 
plastered structures were present. 

 
We did identify five wall trench structures 

(Features 4, 5, and 6 in Block J; Feature 7 in Block 

M; and Feature 8 in Block L). All of these wall trench 
structures are situated in the same northern field, 

where antebellum period maps 
show the development of the main 
plantation settlement. While most 
of the wall segments are only 
partial, Features 4 and 6 suggest a 
structure measuring about 6 by 16 
feet. Two of these, Feature 5 and 7, 
evidence post holes within the 
trench. 

 
Also identified at this site 

were five structures with 
constructed marsh clay floors 
over a foot in depth, several with 
exterior post holes and three with 
interior storage pits. The largest 
structure was 34 feet in length, 
although the others ranged 

around 17 feet. The widths were found to be 
between about 7 and 10 feet.  

 
The existing archaeological record 

suggests an interesting range of eighteenth century 
slave housing in South Carolina. The earliest 
appear to be single and double pen buildings 
without chimneys, measuring about 10 to 14 feet 
by 13 to 22 feet. They have trench outlines, 
sometimes with evidence of upright posts, several 
feet apart in the trench. Toward the end of the 
eighteenth century wall trench structures, at least 
at Yaughan, were replaced with structures defined 
by individual posts (Wheaton et al 1983; Wheaton 
and Garrow 1985). But, there was considerable 
variation. For example, on Daufuskie Island there is 
evidence for long structures chinked with lime 
mortar. Floors were poured lime mortar, perhaps 
only 10 by 12 feet (Trinkley 1989:8). At Crawl 
Plantation in Berkeley County, evidence of exterior 
hearths and wattle walls were identified (Adams 
1995:30). At the Berkeley County Crowfield 
Plantation, the slave settlement included a wall 
trench structure 20 by 32 feet without an interior 
hearth. Another structure at the site was about 17 
by 24 feet and included an interior hearth of brick 
fragments “mortared” together using marsh clay 
(Trinkley et al. 2003).  

 
If we shift from architectural details to 

 
Figure 55. Feature 7 in 720R360, Block M, looking north. 
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space, Adams (1990:89) contends that colonial 
slave structures were relatively small, averaging 
about 143 square feet. Other data suggests some 
structures upwards of 210 square feet. The house 
sizes at 38CH1541 are identified in Table 27. All of 
these structure fit previous documentation, 
including Structure 1 since we believe it is a double 
pen structure, making each space 153 square feet. 

 
The preservation of the clay house floors 

was aided by the build-up of plowzone (as 
previously discussed). Toward the open field (to 
the east), where the plowzone does not 
accumulate, the depth of the clay floors is reduced 
and, in one location at the eastern edge of the 
investigations, was so thin that the southern 
quarter of the house floor was removed during the 
stripping.  

 
While clay floors are not common in South 

Carolina, they have been reported by other 
researchers. For example, Wayne and Dickerson 
identified several “clay floors,” up to 0.6 foot in 
depth, at a multi-room structure on Lexington 
Plantation and at a smaller structure (Wayne and 
Dickerson 1990:8-17, 9-4). Stine and her 
colleagues report a “puddled clay floor” at True 
Blue Plantation in Georgetown County (Stine et al. 
1994). A clay floor is also possible at Structure 10 
on Dataw Island (Poplin and Brooker 1993:342). 
Clay floors are reported from other states as well. 
For example, found at Montpelier, Virginia they are 
explained as an inexpensive technique that would 
form a hard surface that produced little dust. This 
would have been especially useful at Mullet Hall, 
where the soils are very sand and, when dry, are 
even difficult to walk in.  

 

Curiously, clay floors are also reported 
from slave dwellings on Gorée Island, a small island 
off the coast of Senegal from which many enslaved 
Africans began their journey to the Americas. 
Dating from the early to mid-eighteenth century 
these floors seem to have been used to separate 
occupations.  

 
At South Carolina slave sites, there appear to 

be many more structures lacking clay floors than 
found with clay floors, as is the case at Mullet Hall. 
Nevertheless, the clay floors appear in the literature. 

 
 Also present are a series of storage pits 
(Features 10-15, Block F) associated with five clay 
floored slave houses.  
 

The subfloor pits were perhaps first 
reported by Kelso (1984) from his excavations at 
the Kingsmill Plantations in Virginia. There these 
pits, which he called “root cellars,” appeared at 
every probable slave site at Kingsmill (Kelso 
1984:104).  
 

In synthesizing these Virginia sub-floor 
pits, Singleton reports they range in size from 2 by 
3 feet to 5 by 8 feet and from 2 to 4 feet in depth. 
They were found both unlined and lined with brick 
or wood. Researchers, most recently Samford, have 
suggested these pits were used for a variety of 
purposes, including food storage, hiding spaces, 
and even as spiritual spaces (Samford 2007). 
Singleton provides several period accounts of these 
storage pits, including one where the overseer 
complains of slaves pilfering items, than burying 
them in their cabins (Singleton 1996:151).  
 

Although we haven’t found reports 
identifying such features at South Carolina 
plantations (where their presence seems to be an 
anomaly), Samford (2011) notes that they are 
present in several northeastern coastal North 
Carolina slave settlements. Their proximity to 
Virginia suggests to her the spread of Tidewater 
Virginia building traditions southward. 
 

Samford also discusses why such pits are 
seemingly so prevalent in Maryland and Virginia, 
but appear absent in South Carolina and Georgia.  

Table 27. 
House Sizes at 38CH1541 

 
Structure Dimensions (ft.) Square Feet 

Feature 7 6x16 96 
1 9x34 306 
2 9.9x17.8 176 
3 7x16.8 118 
4 6.6x16.5 110 
5 7x~15 105 
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She notes that Virginians imported large number of 
Igbo (Eboes) slaves from the Bight of Biafra, 
especially compared to South Carolina, where 
these people were often disparaged (see, for 
example Hamer et al. 1970:258 and Madden 1968 
[1835]:98-104). This is confirmed by Gomez, who 
notes, 
 

Virginia and Maryland were the 
preserve of the Igbo. . . . South 
Carolina and Georgia, on the other 
hand, were almost diametrically 
opposed to Virginia and Maryland 
with regard to the ethnic 
composition of its African 
population . . .[where] it was the 
West Central Africans who 
contributed to the slave lists 
(Gomez 1998:150). 

Table 28. 
Accounts of Ebo Slaves 

 
 

Date Age & Sex Height Complexion Marks Speech 
June 10, 1732 Male, old     
June 30, 1733 Male Middling  Sharp filed teeth  
September 13, 1735 Female    No English 
January 26, 1738 Male     
December 29, 1739 2 males Tall    
November 13, 1740 Male Tall  Forehead Little English 
September 28, 1747 Female with family    Very good English 
August 10, 1752 Male Middle sized Black  Indifferent English 
February 19, 1753 Male, 24 years old     
July 16, 1755 Male, young  Very black   
December 4, 1755 Male   Temples  
July 8, 1756 Female   Arms, forehead, cheeks  
April 28, 1757 Male     
October 13, 1757 Male 5’7” Yellow   
October 6, 1758 5 males 2 females     
February 9, 1760 Male   Forehead  
July 19, 1760 Female & family     
October 4, 1760 Male, 16 years old 5’6” Black   
July 31, 1762 Male, old     
October 30, 1762 Male 5’10”    
December 10, 1763 Female   Filed teeth  
May 11, 1765 Female, elderly Short  Side of face, filed teeth  
July 20, 1765 Male   Temples No English 
August 31, 1765 Female  Middling Dk. brown   
August 31, 1765 Male     
February 18, 1766 Male  Yellow   
May 6, 1766 Male, young  Yellow  No English 
October 28, 1766 Male    Little English 
November 25, 1766 Male, 40 years old Short, squat   Very good English 
March 8, 1768 Male, 20 years old More than 5’    
July 12, 1768 Male, pretty old 5’4”, full faced  Breast  
August 16, 1768 Female  Yellow  Good English 
August 14, 1769 Male, young 5’5” Yellow   
August 22, 1769 Male 5’3” Yellow Teeth filed, face  
September 5, 1769 Male   Face  
December 26, 1769 Female, 26 years old 5’ Yellow  Tolerably good 
May 8, 1770 Male 5’5”, thin Black Throat to navel  
September 4, 1770 Male, 25 years old 5’10”   Poorly 
December 25, 1770 Female & child 5’, full faced  Face, breast, back  
August 13, 1771 Male 5’6”, red eyes  Face and belly, teeth  
March 9, 1772 Male, 22 years old 5’9” Black  Little English 
March 9, 1772 Male, 22 years old 5’5”, beard Black  Little English 
August 18, 1772 Male, 20 years old 5’4”  Forehead  
September 1, 1772 Male, 25 years old 5’4”    
February 1, 1774 Male, 40 years old   Forehead  
August 21, 1779 Male, 30 years old 5’7”   Broken English 
September 29, 1779 Male, 40 years old 5’7” Yellow  Broken English 
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 The only problem with this interpretation 
is that while prior to this no subfloor pits have been 
reported in South Carolina, Igbos were, in fact, 
present on plantations. In fact, even Gomez cites a 
variety of newspaper advertisements on runaway 
Igbo men (Gomez 1998:123-124).  
 
 Between June 1730 and September 1779, 
there were 47 specific mentions of “Ebo” Africans, 
typically having run away or having been delivered 
to the Charleston Work House. What stands out is 
the diversity – tall and short, yellow skin and black 
skin, some with “country marks,” others without. 
This, to us, calls into question whether planters had 
the ability to identify “Ebo” other than by the ship 
Captain’s statement of origin. What also stands out 
is that they were valued enough to be advertised, 
often with rewards for their return. Thus, while 
perhaps not dominant, it is clear that Ebos were 
present on coastal South Carolina plantations. 
Gomez explains that, 
 

What emerges from the foregoing 
discussion of the Igbo is a group of 
people who were virtually 
stigmatized in South Carolina and 
Georgia, where they responded to 
their victimization in very 
emphatic, decisive and 
irreversible ways, and where such 
victimization probably explains 
their prominence in suicide 
accounts, despite their small 
numbers (Gomez 1998:124). 

 
 There are other factors not often 
considered in estimating that Igbos played a 
limited role in South Carolina. The first is that most 
slaving was done on the interior, gathering a wide 
range of people. This would make it difficult to 
accurately proclaim origin. 
 
 Of even greater importance is that the first 
major importations of enslaved from Africa to 
South Carolina did not occur until 1710. By then 
there were already nearly 4,000 enslaved Africans 
in the colony (O’Malley 2013:236). The first large 
source of enslaved Africans came from the 
intercolonial trade, primarily from the English 

Caribbean. Whether taken from existing stocks or 
from slaves transshipped, the great bulk of the 
Caribbean slaves were Igbo or other people from 
the Bight of Biafra’s interior (O’Malley 2013:237-
240).  
 
 Thus, it seems likely that while perhaps a 
minority, there were still sizable numbers of “Ebo” 
slaves in Carolina. Unfortunately, the records to 
document the ethnic origin of the enslaved at 
Mullet Hall do not exist. The presence of these 
storage pits may, however, suggest the presence of 
Africans from the Bight of Biafra. 

38CH1542 
Auger Testing 

The auger testing at this site included 654 
tests at 20-foot intervals. Of these, 375 produced 
artifacts (57.3%) with most of the empty tests 
defining the northern site limits. These tests 
produced 1,110 historic artifacts, 38 fragments of 
animal bone, and 204 prehistoric artifacts (178 of 
which were small sherds, 87.2%) (Table 29). The 
prehistoric remains were recovered from 83 auger 
tests (1.3% of the auger tests).  
 
 The distribution of historic artifacts is 
shown in Figure 50 showing a linear series of 
artifact concentrations parallel to the shore – 
identical to the arrangement of structures shown 
on historic maps (see, for example, Figure 14). 
While not all of the structures are equally visible, 
the grid map illustrations the location of at least 
eight in the western line (consistent with the 
historic plans) and five out of seven in the eastern 
two rows. While the association is not perfect, it 
does provide ample evidence to permit the 
placement of excavation units focusing on 
structural locations. 
 
 We also plotted architectural artifacts 
alone (consisting of window glass and nails). This 
plot revealed that the two concentrations (general 
and architectural artifacts) are essentially 
identical. This suggests that refuse was discarded 
around the structures. 
 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND
 

 

154 
 

 The plot for prehistoric shows a linear 
concentration running from about 640R800 south 
to 580R600, with smear to the north and south. 
This smear is likely from plowing. It is also 
important to realize that the majority of these 
prehistoric sherds were small and heavily plow 
damaged. Of the 16 identifiable sherds, 14 were 
Early to Middle Woodland. Also present were Early 
and Late Archaic lithics.  
 
 Another plot was created for faunal 
remains. This density map (Figure 51) is of limited 
use since only 38 fragments of animal bone were 
recovered from the auger tests. Three of the 
concentrations appear to co-occur with the 
prehistoric remains. The remaining 11 areas are 
associated with historic structural and artifactual 
remains, while a few appear as outliers. Not much 
should be made of these outliers since they 
represent, at most, two fragments of bone. It is 
unlikely that they represent any significant trash 
pile not associated with the structures themselves. 

Excavations 

 The excavations comprise 11 “blocks”. The 
blocks ranged from as little as a single 5x10 foot 
unit to as many as five 10-foot units. Taken 
together, these excavations account for 2,050 
square feet (Figure 52). These blocks are briefly 
discussed below. 

Block A 
 This excavation consisted of two 10-foot 
units and one 5 by 10 foot unit (450-460R780 and 
465R790). They were excavated to examine the 
western edge of a dense concentration of artifacts, 
architectural remains, and faunal remains 
identified during the auger testing. The work found 
a plowzone of dark brown (10YR3/3) sand 
between 0.8 and 1.0 foot in depth overlying a 
brownish yellow (10YR6/8) sand subsoil. 
Plowscars were abundant and oriented southwest-
northwest.  
 
 As shown in Table 29, brick was abundant 
in the three units. There were, however, no 
identified brick features. What was recovered was 
a probable wall trench segment confined to 
460R780 identified as Feature 2. The units also 

produced several tree stains that were partially 
excavated since we thought they might represent 
post holes associated with the feature.  
 
 Feature 2 was centered at 464.6R776 and 
was 8.4 feet in length (north-northwest by south-
southeast). At its southern end there was a distinct 
corner, extending to the east about 2.0 feet before 
fading out. The maximum width of the trench was 
1.5 feet and it ranged from 0.2 to 0.5 foot in depth. 
There was one deeper area at the northern limit 
which appeared to be a posthole about 0.7 foot in 
diameter and about 0.6 foot in depth.  

 
While it was not possible to identify 

additional wall trenches, we did notice that the 
area to the northeast of the trench, extending east 
into the southern half of 465R790 was much more 
mottled. We interpret this mottling as the interior 
floor of the structure, suggesting it may have been 
about 9 or 10 feet square. 

Block B 
Consisting of five 10-foot units 

(440R800,430-440R810,430-440R820), this block 
was located at the south edge of a dense area of 
historic remains, including architectural items. We 
encountered deep plowzone in this block, ranging 
from a foot to 1.4 feet of brown (10YR4/3) sand. 
Some of this depth is directly related to the north 
road edge cutting through 440R800-810 with the 
resulting increased depth caused by road grading 
over time. 
 

The subsoil was primarily heavily mottled 
brownish yellow (10YR5/5) sand, with a few areas 
of pale brown (10YR6/3) sand. There was also a 
thin zone of remnant humus in a few areas 
consisting of dark brown (10YR3/3) sand. Since 
 

Table 29. 
Brick and shell from Block A 

 
 Brick Shell 

450R780 34 6 
460R780 103 24 
465R790 76 15 
Totals 213 45 
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 Table 30. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1541 

 
white 

porcelain, 
undec

SGSW, 
gray

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol SW, alkaline

black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware Rockingham

Astbury 
ware

creamware, 
undec

creamware, 
annular

creamware, 
poly hp

pearlware, 
undec

pearlware, 
edged

pearlware, 
mocha

pearlware, 
cable

pearlware, 
annular

pearlware, 
blue hp

pearlware, 
poly hp

pearlware 
blue tp

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

whiteware, 
tinted glaze

whiteware, 
decalcomania

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
light 
blue

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
milk

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut spike, UID
nail, 
UID

brass 
nail

flint 
flake

shotgun 
shell

brass 
hook button coin thimble jewlery

harmonia 
reed

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

toy 
ceramic

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

Palmer 
Side 

Notched, 
chert

Savannah 
River 

Stemmed, 
chert

flake, 
chert

Refuge 
Simple 

Stamped

Deptford 
Check 

Stamped

Cape Fear 
Fabric 

Impressed

Irene/Pee 
Dee Comp 
Stamped

small 
PH

280R520 1
320R320 2
360R520 1
400R520 1 1
420R520 1 1
300R540 1
360R540 1
380R540 1
380R560 1
320R580 2
380R580 1
400R580 2
420R580 1
440R580 1 1 1
340R600 1
360R600 1
380R600 1
440R600 1
380R620 1 1 1 4
400R620 1
420R620 1 1 1 1
440R620 1 1 1 1 5
400R640 1
460R640 1 1 1
480R640 1
500R640 1 1 1 1 2
520R640 2 1 1
380R660 1
400R660 1 1
420R660 1 1 1
440R660 1 1 2
460R660 1 1 1 2 2
480R660 1 1 4
500R660 3 1 1 1 1 1 2
520R660 1
540R660 1
400R680 4 1 1 1 5
440R680 1 1 1
460R680 3 1 1 1
480R680 1 1 1 1 1 1
500R680 1 1
520R680 1 2 1
560R680 1 1
360R700 1
400R700 1
440R700 4 1 1 1 2 2
460R700 1 1 1
480R700 1 1 1
500R700 1
520R700 1
400R720 1 1 1 2 1
420R720 1 1 1
440R720 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 2
460R720 2 1
480R720 1 1 1 1 2
400R740 1
420R740 1 1 1 1
460R740 1 1
480R740 3
540R740 1
560R740 1 1
700R740 5
400R760 1 2
440R760 1 1 1 1
460R760 1 1 1 1 2 2
480R760 1
500R760 2 1 2 1 2
520R760 1
540R760 2 1 1 1
560R760 1 1
580R760 1
600R760 1
640R760 1
700R760 1
720R760 1 2
420R780 1 2 1
440R780 1 1 1
460R780 1 1 2 1 2 1 4 1
480R780 1 1 1 1 1
500R780 1 1 2
520R780 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
540R780 2 2 1 1 1 1
560R780 1 1 1
600R780 1
620R780 1
640R780 1
400R800 1
420R800 1 1 1
440R800 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 2
460R800 4 1 1 2 3 1 5 1
480R800 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 5
500R800 1 1 1 1 1 1
520R800 1 1 1 1 2 1 1
540R800 1 1 2
560R800 1 1 1 1 2
580R800 3
600R800 1 5 3 7 22
620R800 1
660R800 8
680R800 3
700R800 1
720R800 2
740R800 1 1
440R820 2 1 1 4 2 1 3 1 3
460R820 1 2 1 2 1 1 4 1
480R820 1 1 1 1 2 2
500R820 1 3 1 1 1 1 2
520R820 1 2 1 2 2
540R820 1 1 1 2
560R820 1 1 2
580R820 4
600R820 1 1
640R820 1
660R820 1
700R820 2
720R820 1
740R820 1
440R840 1 2 1 1 2
460R840 1 1 1 1 2
480R840 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
500R840 1 1
520R840 1 1 1 4
540R840 1 1
560R840 1 1 1
580R840 2 2
600R840 1
620R840 1
640R840 1
660R840 2
700R840 1 4
740R840 1 1
440R860 2
460R860 2
480R860 5 1 2 1 1
500R860 1 2
520R860 1 1 2
540R860 1
560R860 1 1
580R860 1 1
600R860 1 1 1 1 1 1
620R860 4
440R880 2 1 1 1 1
460R880 5 2 1 4 2 1 1
480R880 1 1 1 1 1 1
500R880 1 1 1 1 1
520R880 1 1 1 1
560R880 1 1 1 1
600R880 1 1
640R880 1  
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 Table 30. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1542, cont. 

 
white 

porcelain, 
undec

SGSW, 
gray

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol SW, alkaline

black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware Rockingham

Astbury 
ware

creamware, 
undec

creamware, 
annular

creamware, 
poly hp

pearlware, 
undec

pearlware, 
edged

pearlware, 
mocha

pearlware, 
cable

pearlware, 
annular

pearlware, 
blue hp

pearlware, 
poly hp

pearlware 
blue tp

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

whiteware, 
tinted glaze

whiteware, 
decalcomania

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
light 
blue

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
milk

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut spike, UID
nail, 
UID

brass 
nail

flint 
flake

shotgun 
shell

brass 
hook button coin thimble jewlery

harmonia 
reed

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

toy 
ceramic

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

Palmer 
Side 

Notched, 
chert

Savannah 
River 

Stemmed, 
chert

flake, 
chert

Refuge 
Simple 

Stamped

Deptford 
Check 

Stamped

Cape Fear 
Fabric 

Impressed

Irene/Pee 
Dee Comp 
Stamped

small 
PH

660R880 1
440R900 3 1
460R900 1 5 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 2
480R900 2 1 2 1 1 1
300R900 1 1 1 1 1
520R900 1
540R900 1 1 1
560R900 1 1 1
600R900 1 1
440R920 1 1 2
460R920 1 1 1 1
480R920 4 1 1 1 1
500R920 1 2
520R920 1 1
560R920 1 1
580R920 1 1
620R920 1
700R920 1
460R940 1 1
480R940 1
520R940 1 1 1 1 3
560R940 1
580R940 1
460R960 1
480R960 1 1
540R960 1 2 1 1 4
580R960 1 1 1
600R960 1
620R960 1
660R960 1 1
440R980 1 1
460R980 1
480R980 1 1
500R980 1 1
520R980 2 1 2
540R980 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2
560R980 1
580R980 1 1
600R980 1 1
620R980 1 1
640R980 1
660R980 1
500R1000 1
520R1000 1 1 1
540R1000 1 1
580R1000 1 1 2 1
600R1000 1 1
640R1000 1 1 2
680R1000 1
720R1000 1
440R1020 1
480R1020 3 2 1 1 1 1
500R1020 2 1
540R1020 1
560R1020 1 1
580R1020 1
600R1020 1
620R1020 1
460R1040 1 1
500R1040 1 1 4 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 1
520R1040 1 4
540R1040 1 1 2 1
560R1040 1
520R1060 1 2 1
540R1060 3 1 1 1
560R1060 2 1
480R1080 1
520R1080 2 2 1
540R1080 1 1 2
560R1080 1 1 1 1 2
500R1100 1 1 1
520R1100 1 1
540R1100 2 4 1 2 2
560R1100 1 2
580R1100 1
600R1100 1 1
500R1120 1
520R1120 1
560R1120 1 1 2 1 1
580R1120 1 1 1
600R1120 2 2 1
620R1120 1
500R1140 1
540R1140 1 1 1
560R1140 1 1 1
500R1160 1 1
560R1160 1 1 1
580R1160 1
600R1160 2
500R1180 1 1 3
520R1180 1 1
540R1180 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1
560R1180 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
580R1180 1 1 2
600R1180 1
620R1180 1 1 1 1
520R1200 1
540R1200 1
560R1200 1 2
580R1200 1
600R1200 1
520R1220 2
560R1220 1
580R1220 1
600R1220 1 1
440R1240 1
480R1240 1
520R1240 3 1 1
540R1240 1 2 1
560R1240 1 2
580R1240 2
600R1240 2 1
480R1260 1
580R1260 2 1
440R1280 1 1 1 3
500R1280 1 1 1 1
520R1280 1 1
540R1280 1 3
580R1280 1
440R1300 1 1
540R1300 1
420R1320 2 3 1 1
440R1320 1
500R1320 1 1
400R1340 1 1 2
440R1340 1 1 1
460R1340 1 1
540R1340 1 1
560R1360 2 1
400R1380 1 1 1 2
420R1380 1 1 1 2
460R1380 1
480R1380 1
540R1380 1
580R1380 1 1
620R1380 1
400R1400 1 1
420R1400 1 1 2
440R1400 3
460R1400 1 2 1 1
540R1400 1
600R1400 1 1 2 1
400R1420 4 1 1
440R1420 3
460R1420 1 1
500R1420 1
560R1420 1 1 1 1 1 1
580R1420 1
600R1420 1
420R1440 1 1  
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 Table 30. 
Artifacts Recovered in Auger Testing at 38CH1542, cont. 

 
white 

porcelain, 
undec

SGSW, 
gray

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Albany

SW, 
Bristol SW, alkaline

black 
basalt

lead glazed 
slipware

clouded 
ware Rockingham

Astbury 
ware

creamware, 
undec

creamware, 
annular

creamware, 
poly hp

pearlware, 
undec

pearlware, 
edged

pearlware, 
mocha

pearlware, 
cable

pearlware, 
annular

pearlware, 
blue hp

pearlware, 
poly hp

pearlware 
blue tp

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
edged

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
cable

whiteware, 
poly hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

whiteware, 
non-blue tp

whiteware, 
sponge

whiteware, 
tinted glaze

whiteware, 
decalcomania

coarse 
red EW red EW

yellow 
ware

burnt 
EW

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
light 
blue

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
milk

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

window 
glass

nail, 
machine 

cut spike, UID
nail, 
UID

brass 
nail

flint 
flake

shotgun 
shell

brass 
hook button coin thimble jewlery

harmonia 
reed

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipestem, 
6/64"

pipe 
bowl

toy 
ceramic

misc. brass 
hardware

misc. iron 
hardware

UID 
lead

UID 
iron

Faunal 
remains

Palmer 
Side 

Notched, 
chert

Savannah 
River 

Stemmed, 
chert

flake, 
chert

Refuge 
Simple 

Stamped

Deptford 
Check 

Stamped
440R1440 1
500R1440 1
520R1440 2 1
400R1460 1 1 1
440R1460 1 1
460R1460 1
480R1460 1 1
500R1460 1 1
520R1460 2
540R1460 1 1
440R1480 1 1 1
460R1480 1 1
480R1480 1 1 1
500R1480 1 1
560R1480 3 3
600R1480 2 1
620R1480 1 1 2 1 1
420R1500 1 1 1
440R1500 1 1 1 3 1
460R1500 1 1 1 1 1 13 1
480R1500 1 4 1 1 3 1 1 1 1
540R1500 1
560R1500 1
600R1500 1 3 1 1 1 1 2
440R1520 1 1 1 1
460R1520 1 1
480R1520 2 1 1
580R1520 1 1 1 1
600R1520 1
440R1540 1 1
460R1540 1
480R1540 1 1
520R1540 1 1
580R1540 2
620R1540 3 1 2 1 1 1 1
460R1560 1 1 1
480R1560 2 2 1 1
500R1560 1 1
520R1560 1 2 1 1 1 1
580R1560 1
460R1580 1 1 1 1 1
480R1580 2 1 1 2 1 1
500R1580 1
520R1580 2
540R1580 1 1 1
600R1580 1
440R1600 1 2 1
460R1600 1 1 1 1 1
500R1600 2
520R1600 1 1 1
540R1600 1
640R1600
440R1620 1
460R1620 1 1
480R1620 1 1 1 2
500R1620 1 1
540R1620 1
500R1640 1 1 3
540R1640 1 3
640R1640 1
480R1660 1 1
500R1660 1
620R1660 1 2 1 1 2
520R1680 1
540R1680 1 1
560R1680 1 1 1 1
660R1680 1
520R1700 1
540R1700 1 2
560R1700 1
600R1700 1 2
540R1720 1 1
520R1740 1
560R1740 1 1 2
580R1740 1 1  
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Figure 57. Architectural, prehistoric, and faunal densities, 38CH1542. 
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Figure 58. Plan of excavations at 38CH1542. 

 
 

 
 

 



EXCAVATIONS 
 

 

161 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 59. Block A. Upper photograph shows Feature 2 in 460R780, looking west. The lower photograph 

shows staining in 465R790 looking north. 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND
 

 

162 
 

 
this was very difficult to distinguish from the 
plowzone, it was typically found in the profile. 
Plowscars were common. 
 
 Table 31 indicates that both brick and 
shell were common in the block, although we 
identified no architectural features.  

Block C 

 Block C was laid in to encompass a large 
concentration of artifacts identified by the auger 

tests and include four 10-foot units (450-460R890, 
450-460R900). Essentially bisecting the road, 
these units revealed a very deep plowzone 
attributed to periodic grading and plow deposition.  

The plowzone, a dark brown (10YR3/3) sand, was 
up to 1.8 feet in depth. The underlying subsoil 
varied from a light yellowish brown (10YR6/4) 
sand to a mottled brown (10YR4/3) sand. 
Plowscars were present in most areas, except for 
immediately under the road.  
 

There was a small (1.2 foot diameter) 
patch of reddish yellow (7.5YR6/8) fine sand in the 

 
Figure 60. Block B, view to the northeast. 

Table 31. 
Brick and shell from Block B 

 
 Brick Shell 

440R800 67 17 
430R810 90 11 
440R810 56 34 
430R820 65 7 
440R820 63 26 
Totals 341 95 

 

Table 32. 
Brick and Shell from Block C 

 
 Brick Shell 

450R890 98 11 
460R890 101 9 
450R900 87 10 
460R900 55 11 
Feature 3 348 9 
Totals 689 50 
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southeast quadrant of 450R890. Only a small 
portion of this was removed; excavations were 
terminated when no artifacts were recovered after 
about 0.5 foot. While we have no explanation for 
this anomaly, it appears natural. 
 
 Brick was abundant in the excavations 
(Table 32). We suspect much of this may have 
originated in Feature 3, found in the northwest 
corner of 460R890, with the exposed portion 
centered at 469R881. The maximum length 
exposed was 5 feet and the maximum width 
exposed was 3.8 feet. The upper third of the feature 
consisted of dense brick rubble, all quarter to half 
brick in size. No intact brick was recovered and 
only a few of the brick exhibited mortar. There 
were no “chunks” of brick mortar recovered from 
the feature. The feature had straight to slightly 
insloping walls and the base, 1.25 feet below the 
plowzone, was flat.  
 
 The brick was found in a dark brown 
(10YR3/3) sand, essentially identical to the 
plowzone (although plowscars intruded into the 
feature). Below was a pale yellow (2.5Y8/2) sand, 
with a think band or lens of brown (10YR4/3) sand. 
The feature contained little besides brick. 
 
 The function of the pit is uncertain, brick is 
limited to upper portion of the pit and there is little 
other trash incorporated in the fill.  

Block D 

 A single 5 by 10 foot unit, 530R990, was 
excavated at Block D to investigate a dense area 
resulting from the auger tests. This unit identified 
plowzone about 1 foot in depth consisting of dark 
brown (10YR3/3) sand overlying a mottled 
yellowish brown (10YR6/4) sand subsoil. A total of 
29 pounds of brick rubble was recovered, along 
with 6 pounds of shell, primarily oyster. Plowscars 
were abundant at the base of the unit. 

Block E 

 This block consists of a single 10-foot unit, 
500R1040, placed in the center of a concentration 
revealed during auger testing. The unit produced 
68 pounds of brick and 5 pounds of oyster shell.  

 We encountered 1.2 feet of dark brown 
(10YR3/3) sand plowzone. Abundant plowscars 
were found at the base of the plowzone, extending 
into a mottled yellow (2.5Y7/6) sand subsoil. One 
of the plowscars was actually the impression of a 
tractor tire where it had bogged down in the soil. 
 
 No features were identified, although four 
tree stains were encountered. These all were a very 
dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) sand with 
abundant organics. They may represent the effort 
to revegetate the field with planted hardwoods. 

Block F 

Block F consisted of a 10-foot unit and a 5 
by 10 foot unit (560R1190 and 555R1185 
respectively) placed in the center of an auger test 
concentration. The plowzone is from 0.8 to 1.0 foot 
in depth and consists of a brown (10YR3/3) sand. 
It overlies a dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) sand 
and a pale brown (10YR6/3) sand subsoil that has 
mottles of gray (10YR5/1) sand. Plowscars are 
abundant.  No features were encountered, although 
excavations revealed a tree stain in 555R1185 and 
there was a pre-existing stump along the R1190 
line. 
 

 
 The plowzone did produce abundant brick 
rubble (Table 33).  

Block G 

 A series of four 10-foot units (450R1500-
480R1500) form Block G. Like other blocks it 
investigated dense remains identified through 
auger testing. One significant difference, however, 
is that Block G is situated close to the edge of the 
impoundment – so that only the northernmost unit 
(480R1500) evidenced plowscars. 
 

Table 33. 
Brick and shell from Block F 

 
 Brick Shell 

555R1185 70 2 
560R1190 104 2 
Totals 174 4 
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Feature 61. Block C. Upper photograph shows the excavations, looking north. Feature 3 is in the upper left 

corner. Lower photograph shows Feature 3 prior to excavation, looking east. 
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Figure 62. Blocks C and D. Upper photograph shows Feature 3 after excavation in Block C, looking west. 

Lower photograph shows Block D, looking north. 
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Level 1 consisted of a black (7.5YR2.5/1) 
sand – distinct from all of the other plowed areas of 
the site. Level 1 ranged from about 0.9 to 1.4 feet in 
depth and overlaid a heavily mottled dark brown 
(7.5YR3/2), light brownish gray (10YR6/2) or 
yellow (10YR7/8) sand subsoil.  

 
The excavation is most notable for Feature 

1 found spanning 460-470R1500 – a brick fire box. 
This feature was centered at 469.5R1495. The 
throat, or opening, measured 3.8 feet while the 
exterior brickwork measured 5.0 feet. The depth 
was 2.5 feet and the sides or arms measured 3.0 
feet. We identified a builder’s trench on both the 
interior and exterior of the fire box, revealing that 
the base of the brick occurred at 6.11 foot 
(surviving were three courses). A foundation for 

the brick hearth was still 
present in the northwest 
corner of the firebox, at an 
elevation of 6.85 feet. 

 
Table 34 itemizes the 

intact bricks recovered from 
this block (primarily from the 
feature itself), revealing 
considerable variation in all 
dimensions. The most distinct 
brick is the one identified as a 
“paving brick.” 

 
Although the block was 

largely unplowed, we were not 
able to identify any of the piers 
associated with the structure. 
One explanation is that the 
piers were indistinguishable 

from the surrounding yard mottling. Another 
possibility is that the piers – either brick or wood – 

 
Figure 63. Block E, 500R1040, looking north. Tractor tire imprint is 

visible in the upper left corner. A large tree hole is visible in the 
southwest quadrant of the unit.  

 
Figure 64. Block F, base of the plowzone, 

looking north. 

Table 34. 
Brick and shell from Block G 

 
 Brick Shell 

450R1500 70 41 
460R1500 321 84 
470R1500 93 26 
480R1500 38 10 
Feature 1, interior 26 8 
Feature 1, bldg. trench 12 4 
Totals 560 173 
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Figure 65. Plan and profile of excavations in Block G. 
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were so shallow that they disappeared into the 
overlying Level 1 soils. Both explanations focus on 
the extensive mottling in the excavation units.   

Block H 

 This block consists of a single 10-foot unit, 
600R1510, placed to investigate a concentration 
identified through the auger testing. The plowzone 
is a dark brown (10YR3/3) sand about 1.2 feet in 
depth overlying a subsoil of brownish yellow 
(10YR6/8) sand. While 80 pounds of brick and 13 
pounds of shell were recovered, no features were 
identified. Flatshoveling the subsoil revealed it was 
sterile. 

Block I 

 Block I is situated northeast of Block H and 

consists of a single 10-foot unit, 
620R1540. It was also placed to 
investigate a concentration 
revealed by auger testing. The 
plowzone was recognized in profile 
as perhaps consisting of 
plowzone and a thin, lower lens 
that might represent remnant A 
horizon or yard soil. The plowzone 
was dark brown (10YR3/3) sand 
0.8 foot in depth, while just below 
was a dark yellowish brown 
(10YR3/6) sand about 0.2 foot in 
depth. There was no difference in 
the materials or their fragmentation 
between the two. At the base of the 
excavations were plowscars in a 
mottled brownish yellow 
(10YR6/8) sand subsoil. No 

features were encountered, although a large tree 
stain was found in the north half of the unit. Bricks 
from the plowzone weighed 63 pounds, while 101 
pounds of shell were recovered. 

Block J 

 This block consists of two 5 by 10-foot 
units (600R800 and 610R805) initially placed in an 
effort to investigate a small quantity of faunal 
remains identified through auger testing. This was 
of special interest since elsewhere on the site very 
low levels of food bone had been recovered and we 
wondered if this might reflect a spoil area for 
butchering removed from the main portion of the 
settlement. 
 

Excavations revealed a brown (10YR4/3) 
sand plowzone between 0.8 and 1.0 foot in depth, 
resting on a very heavily plowed yellowish brown 
(10YR5/8) sand subsoil. Both brick and shell were 
recovered from the plowzone (Table 36). 
 
 A single square posthole was identified 
and removed at the west edge of 600R800. It was 
square, measuring about 0.9 by 0.7 feet and having 
a flat bottom about 0.5 foot deep. 
 

Identified in the northeast corner of 
600R800 and the south edge of 610R805, centered 
at 609.8R799, we identified Feature 4. This roughly 
circular pit 3.5 feet east-west by 3.3 feet north- 

Table 35. 
Brick sizes found in Block G 

 
Length Width Thickness 

8¾ 4¼ 2½ 
9 4 2½ 

83
16�  33

16�  21
16� * 

9¼ 4¼ 29
16�  

89
16�  3¾ 2¾ 

9 4½ 29
16�  

9⅛ 4⅛ 2½ 
9½ 4¼ 2½ 

* paving brick 

 
Figure 66. Feature 1 with the builder’s trench partially excavated, 

looking west. 
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Figure 67. Blocks H and I. Photograph at the top is 600R1510 (Block H), looking south. Photograph below 

is 620R540 (Block I), looking north. 
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south and consisted of a black (10YR2/1) sand. 
Three recognizable plowscars intruded the pit. 
 
 As the first step in beginning excavation, 
the plowscars were being removed to prevent their 
contamination of the feature itself. During this 
work, several fragments of human right parietal 
bone were recovered. This indicates that the 
feature has been truncated by plowing, with the 
remains typically found highest in a burial, the skull 
and pelvis, impacted and potentially dispersed.  
 
 We believe that this represents a late 
Woodland or Early Mississippian flexed burial, 
based on the very well preserved condition of the 
bone. No associated artifacts, however, were 
recovered, only late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth century items consistent with the 
plowzone were present. 
 
 This burial is of exceptional importance 
not only because of its preservation, but also 
because almost no previous osteological analysis is 
available for coastal South Carolina. Within 20 
miles of this burial we have been able to identify 
only one previous investigation. In 1972 remains 
were apparently disturbed in a drainage ditch. The 
analysis focused far more intensively on the 
recovered beads – of which there were 1,127 
specimens – than on the remains. A rudimentary 

analysis of the remains revealed four individuals, 
one adult female with a stature of 105-107cm, one 
adult male, one possible adult male, and an infant. 
The female burial had been burned, while none of 
the remaining individuals were cremated. Given 
the recovery methods used by local individuals, it 
is impossible to determine the relationship of the 
individuals or the accompanying beads (Polhemus 
1972). 
 
 Within 60 miles of the Mullet Hall burial 
there is the recovery of at least one female 

associated with the Stallings midden at Daw’s 
Island. A more complete analysis of these nearly 
intact remains was possible, suggesting the 
individual was a female, between 35 and 40 years 
old, and standing about 152 cm in height. There 
was evidence of severe dental attrition and 
abscesses, with heavy calculus. Also present was 
extensive arthritis of the lumbar (lower back) 
region (Brockington 1971).  
 
 Finally, within 80 miles of Mullet Hall, 
Carter and Chickering (1973) provide the most 
detailed and informative analysis of the 16 
individuals. Identifiable were six males with 
statures between 165 and 180 cm and a mean of 
169 cm, and two females with a mean stature of 
156 cm. In the case of these remains, the bone was 
extremely eroded. The authors also note that 
comparisons were made extremely difficult since 
there were “limited studies on the comparative 
material” (Carter and Chickering 1973:123). They 
noted traumatic swelling, as well as osteitis. While 
dental caries were infrequent, alveolar recessing 
occurred on all male individuals. The burials in this 
sample were flexed, bundled, or cremated – all 
typical among Mississippian period people. While 
the females were articulated, males were found 
both in bundled and articulated burials. They 
further comment, “archaeological evidence 
demonstrates that there was much migration and 
exchange among the various groups living within 
the South Appalachian Province, making it virtually 
impossible to associated sites with specific tribal 
groups” (Carter and Chickering 1973:127). This 
remains true today, although when burials are in 
good condition, it has been possible to use facial 
features to postulate on ancestry. For example, 
Trinkley et al. comment, 
 

Although the Wachesaw 
assessment lacks the support of 
cranial indices, it does provide the 
first osteological evidence that 
the aboriginal occupants of the 
northeastern coast of South 
Carolina were possibly Siouan, as 
Mooney (1894), Hodge (1919), 
and Swanton (1952) have also 
argued on circumstantial grounds 
(Trinkley et al. 1983:70).  

Table 36. 
Brick and shell from Block J 

 
 Brick Shell 

600R800 14 6 
610R805 10 5 
Totals 24 11 
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In the current situation there were insufficient 
cranial remains found to allow any estimate of 
ancestry, making it impossible to ascertain any 
possible tribal affiliation – if any exists. 
 
 There remains much to be learned about 
the inhabitants of the central South Carolina coast. 
Unfortunately, we were not allowed to excavate 
Feature 4, so the information these remains might 
have been able to contribute has been lost. 

Block K 

 This block consists of a single 5 by 10 foot 
unit, 690R740. The unit was located in an effort to 
obtain a larger faunal collection. The plowzone is a 
brown (10YR4/3) sand about 0.8 foot in depth 
overlying a subsoil of light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4) sand. Plowscars were abundant, 
although many were removed with the plowzone 
in an effort to define any features that might be 
present – none were (although a tree stain was 
found along the R740 line). The faunal remains 

appear to be from a single turtle, so no further 
excavations were conducted in this area. We 
recovered 5 pounds of brick and two pounds of 
shell. 

Summary 
 Excavations found essentially three 
distinct profiles. Over most of the site there is a 
plowzone varying in depth from about 0.8 to 1.0 
foot in depth. At the base are abundant, and often 
tightly spaced, plow scars, testifying to the 
intensive agriculture that has taken place at Mullet 
Hall. However, where units were located within the 
direct farm road, we found profiles much deeper, 
up to 2 feet. These are the combined result of road 
grading and plow turning, both of which 
contributed to the gradual deposition of plowed 
soils. Even along the road, however, we found 
plowscars at the base of the plowzone. It was only 
in the one area explored by Block G that we found 
an area that had not been plowed. It was in this 
area where we found an intact brick fireplace, 

 
Figure 68. Block J. Illustrated is unit 610R805 to the north and a portion of 600R800 to the south. Feature 

4 is seen with several plowscars partially removed bisected by the N610 line. 
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while elsewhere either intentional demolition or 
plowing has reduced such features to brick rubble. 
 
 Artifacts were typically abundant in those 
areas defined by auger testing and the following 
sections will review the materials found in these 
excavations.  

Structures 
 Only two structures were identified in this 
work. One, in Block A, appears to be a wall trench 
structure. We have only a corner and about 8 feet 
of wall. We interpret a heavily mottled area as a 
possible floor, making the structure about 10 feet 
square. This size is not unreasonable; at least one 
similar example was identified at 38CH1541 and 
similarly small structures are found in the 
literature. This, however, is the only colonial 
structure recovered from a predominantly 
antebellum and postbellum settlement. Perhaps 
other structures were lost to replacements, heavy 
use, and the very sandy soils found in the area. 

The other structure is consistent with 
what we would expect of antebellum and 
postbellum African American housing. The 
chimney is simple and of the “old style” 
(not Rumford) in which the sides were at right 
angles to the front and rear (see, for example, 
Reese 1847:93). Even through Rumford 
introduced his improvements in 1796 (Brown 
1969) and Thomas Jefferson quickly adopted the 
design to his structure, it appears to have been 
slowly used in African American dwellings.  
Reese explains, 
 

Although some mechanics were at 
first instructed in the principles 
upon which Rumford fireplaces 
should be executed, yet, from the 
opposing interests of trade, and 
the almost total absence of 
scientific knowledge in that class 
of persons on whom their 
construction usually devolves, 
these lessons have been long ago 
almost entirely forgotten (Reese 
1847:94). 

 
But perhaps more to the point, African American 
fireplaces were not intended just to warm, but to 
also serve for cooking and this required a much 

larger and more open fireplace (see Figure 64). 

38CH1543 
Auger Testing 

Of the 219 auger tests, 113 were positive 
(51.6%), yielding 263 historic artifacts (Table 38). 
Figure 65 shows the resulting historic artifact 
density map. It clearly reveals the absence of 
artifacts beyond the grid to the north, east, and 
south, although the density map may be truncated 
to the west where the pond is today situated.  
 
 The most pronounced concentration is to 
the east-northeast of the pond, stretching north-
south about 140 feet (from 340R560 south to 
200R560). There is a second small concentration to 
the southeast at 160R660. The remaining 
concentrations are dismissed since they represent 
a single auger test. As a consequence, the site  

 
Figure 69. Block K, 690R740, looking to the north. 
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Figure 70. Examples of fireplaces in African American structures. Top photograph shows the fireplace in a 

McLeod Plantation, Charleston County slave house (HABS SC,10-CHAR.V,10A—3). Bottom 
photograph shows the fireplace of an African American farmer in eastern Virginia (Frissell and 
Bevier 1899:Figure 1). 
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appears to measure about 200 feet north-south by 
about 150 feet east-west, although it may have 
extended west into the area excavated for the pond. 
 
 The distribution does not clearly reveal 
multiple structures, although it is possible that 
several structures were present and blurred 
together by intensive north-south plowing (which 
is confirmed in aerials as early as 1939).  
 
 Because of the low artifact density, we 
chose not to plot architectural artifacts or colono 
pottery as separate maps. Suffice it to say that both 
are consistent with the overall historic artifact 
density map. 

Excavations 

Seven units were excavated to examine 
areas where the artifact density appeared densest. 
Our goal was to obtain a large, representative 
collection of artifacts from the site to better assess 
pattern and dating, as well as to expose features 
that might assist in site interpretation. 
 

The first unit, 160R660, a 5 by 10, was laid 
in to examine the isolated materials in this area. 
This unit revealed a brown (10YR4/3) plowzone 
about 1.76 feet in depth overlying a brownish 
yellow (10YR6/8) sand subsoil with abundant 
concretions, especially in the southern half of the 
unit. Only plowscars were revealed, although they 
were found going both NW-SE and SW-NE, 
probably since plows tended to turn around on the 
field edge. This also explained the very deep 

plowzone. It was this depth that likely produced 
the apparent density.  
 

A 10 foot square was set in at 240R560, 
revealing a complex stratigraphy. The uppermost 
level was a brown (10YR4/3) plowzone about 0.77 
foot in depth. The overlaid a black (10YR2/1) fine 
sand zone, removed as Level 2, that was about 0.5 
foot in depth. The black soil was nearly sterile, but 
did produce a few large artifacts that likely 
originated in the plowzone. Below the black soil 
was a brown (10YR5/4) zone, identified as Level 3, 
which was excavated to a depth of about 0.1 foot 
and found to be sterile. This lowest zone graded 
into a brown (10YR5/4) fine silty sand. While we 
are convinced the black zone is related to the pond 
or pre-existing drainage, we are unable to provide 
a more detailed explanation. Several plowscars 
were found at the base of the plowzone, oriented 
NW-SE. Also found at the base of the plowzone 
were the probable remains of one or more wall 
trench structures, represented by two, possibly 
three, NW-SE trenches with black fill (although 
they are oriented differently than the plowscars).  
 

Unit 260R620, a 10-foot square, was set in 
at a small concentration at the eastern edge of the 
site. The brown (10YR4/3) plowzone was 1.0 foot 
in depth and laid on a brownish yellow (10YR6/8) 
sand subsoil. There was no evidence of the black 
zone found to the west. Plowscars were abundant 
and the only anomaly identified was a tree smear 
in the northwest corner of the unit.  
 

A single 10-foot unit was excavated at 
300R560. The plowzone, a brown (10YR4/3) 
sand, was 0.8 foot in depth and laid on a yellowish 
brown (10YR5/4) sand subsoil. Plowscars were so 
abundant it was difficult seeing the floor of the unit. 
Nevertheless, like several other units, this square 
produced abundant colonial remains.  
 

The final excavation incorporated three 
units: a 10-foot square, 320R560, and two 5 by 10 
foot units, 320R565 and 330R565. All of these 
units produced a brown (10YR4/3) sand plowzone 
about 1.05 foot in depth overlying a yellowish 
brown (10YR5/4) sand subsoil. The initial 10-foot 
square was expanded because it produced a large  
 

Table 37. 
Brick and shell weights  

(in lbs., t=trace) 
 

Unit Shell Brick
160R660, pz t t
240R560, lv 2 t t
240R560, lv 3 0 0
240R560, pz t 10
260R620, pz 1 4
300R560, pz 1 4
320R560, pz 4 11
320R565, pz 2 5
330R565, pz t 3
Totals 8 37  
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 Table 38. 
Artifacts Recovered from Auger Tests at 38CH1543 

 

Chinese 
porc, HPOG

Chinese 
porc, Hp white SGSW delft, undec delft, hp

lead glazed 
slipware

creamware, 
undec

pearlware, 
blue tp

pearlware, 
annular

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
annular

whiteware, 
blue hp

whiteware, 
blue tp

yellow 
ware

clouded/  
tortoiseshell 

ware Elers ware agateware Nottingham Westerwald
stoneware, 

brown
stoneware, 

bristol
coarse red 

EW colono glass, black
glass, 

manganese
glass, 

aqua/green glass, clear UID nail
window 

glass pipebowl
pipestem, 

4/64"
pipestem, 

5/64" UID iron flake, chert small PH
100R420 1
120R420 1
20R440 1 2
120R440 1
340R440 1 1
340R460 3 1 1
360R460 1 1
380R460 1
60R480 1
100R480 2
120R480 1
20R500 3
280R500 1 1
300R520 1
320R520 1 1
340R520 5
360R520 1
400R520 2
100R540 1
120R540 1
160R540 1 1
240R540 1 1 1 2
260R540 1 1 1
280R540 1
300R540 1 1 1 1
320R540 1 1
340R540 1 1 1
360R540 1
400R540 1
440R540 1
460R540 1
140R560 2
180R560 2
200R560 1 1 1 1
220R560 1 3 1
240R560 1 1 1 1 1 2
260R560 2 1 2 1
280R560 1 1 1 1
300R560 1 2
320R560 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 2 1 1 1 1
340R560 1 1
360R560 2 2 1
380R560 2 1
420R560 1
440R560 1 1 1
480R560 1
500R560 1
140R580 1
160R580 1
180R580 3 1
200R580 1 1
220R580 1 3 1
240R580 1
260R580 2
280R580 1 1 1
300R580 1 1 1 2 1
320R580 1
340R580 1
360R580 1
380R580 1 1
440R580 1
100R600 1
140R600 1
160R600 1 2 1
180R600 3
200R600 1 1 1 1
220R600 1 1
240R600 2 1
260R600 1 1
280R600 1 1
320R600 1 1 1
340R600 1
380R600 1
100R620 1
120R620 1
140R620 1
160R620 1 2 1
180R620 1 1
200R620 1 1
220R620 1
240R620 1 1 1
260R620 2 2
280R620 1 1
300R620 1
320R620 1 1
340R620 1 1 1
360R620 1
400R620 1
140R640 1
160R640 1 1 1 1
180R640 2
200R640 1
220R640 1 1 1
240R640 2 1
260R640 1
280R640 1
300R640 1
320R640 1
160R660 1 1 1 2 1
240R660 1
280R660 1
340R660 3
360R660 2
380R660 1 1
400R660 1 1 1
100R680 1
140R680 1
160R680 1 1
320R680 1
340R680 1
380R680 2
160R700 1
160R720 1 1

Totlas 1 1 4 6 2 15 14 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 5 1 3 75 48 1 7 7 5 6 12 3 5 2 1 23  
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Figure 71. Artifact density at 38CH1543. 
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Figure 72. Plan of site 38CH1543, showing excavations. 
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Figure 73. Excavations. The upper photo shows units 320R560, 320R565, and 330R565, looking to the 

north-northeast. The lower photo shows the south profile of 320R560. Clearly visible is the 
shoveling of backfill into the feature, below the plowzone. 
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feature of mottled very dark grayish brown 
(10YR3/2) sand in its southeast corner. During 
excavation this feature was found to contain 
several intact animals, including a horse or mule 
and at least one pig. Since the remains were intact, 
we presume they were diseased and buried for 
disposal and were not food remains. As a result, no 
additional excavation took place and only a portion 
of the feature was exposed. 
 

These units sampled all of the various 
concentrations and we did not feel that the 
excavation of additional units would produce 
different results. The MOA specified that we would 
open at least 200 square feet – our work actually 
opened 550 square feet, exceeding the MOA. 

Mechanical Stripping 

 At the conclusion of the formal 
excavations, the central portion of the site (an area 
measuring 100 feet east-west by 200 feet north-
south) was mechanically stripped using a track hoe 
with a toothless bucket in order to determine if any 
structures might be recoverable (Figure 74). 

Investigations began on October 3, 2017 
with the monitoring of the stripping operations. 
Since there was nowhere to stockpile the stripped 
soil off-site, each cut was examined for potential 
features and then the open area without features 
was used for the placement of fill from the next cut. 
Although this prevented the entire stripped area 
from being examined at one time, such an effort 
would not have been successful given how quickly 
the soil dried.  
 

At the conclusion of the stripping, 27 
anomalies that warranted additional investigation 
were identified. There was also a large area of very 
dark soil bisected by a series of north-south 
ditches. The dark soil had been previously 
identified in the site excavations and found to likely 
represent low, wet reduced soils. Immediate 
investigation of these ditches revealed that they 
were likely intended for drainage. They were about 
2-3 feet in width and up to 2 feet in depth. They 
revealed water laid sands at the bottom. 
 

Each of the anomalies was troweled and  

 
Figure 74. 38CH1543, stripping in progress. 
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Figure 75. Plan of stripping showing post holes and features. 
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Figure 76. Examples of post holes before excavation. Upper left is Post Hole 4, upper right is Post Hole 8. 

Middle left is Post Hole 11, middle right is Post Hole 12. Lower left is Post Hole 15, lower right is 
Post Hole 16. All photos are looking north except for the lower right, which is looking south. 
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further assessed with the goal of determining 
whether they were a post hole, cultural feature, or 
natural feature. Several were dismissed as trees; 
others were identified as plowscars. This left 16 
post holes and 7 features. Examination of these 
features was conducted from October 16 through 
October 18 with a crew of four. A total of 116 
person hours were spent in this work. 
 

The 16 post holes actually represent at 
least 19 post holes (one was a cluster of two and 
another represented three merging together). All 
post holes were fully excavated and were screened 
through ¼-inch mesh. Hand-picked charcoal 
samples were collected where possible. 
 

In general, we excavated only 50% of each 
feature, although every feature had a 5-gallon soil 
sample retained for flotation, as well as soil 
samples for other studies. The remainder of the soil 
was screened through ¼-inch mesh. Since Feature 
1 had already been previously assigned, 
numbering began with Feature 2. 
 

Feature 2 is the southern and eastern 
portions of a wall trench structure measuring 
about 13.0 feet northeast-southwest by 3.5 feet 
northwest-southeast. Upon excavation the feature 
was found to be only 0.1 foot in depth, indicating 
that most of the structure had been lost to plowing. 
All of this feature was excavated (in two portions).  
 

Feature 3 was an oval pit measuring 
about 5.0 feet north-south by 3.4 feet east-west and 
it was at least 1.7 feet in depth, although excavation 
was terminated when we determined that it, like 
Feature 1, represented the burial of an articulated 
calf. Only a sample of the intact faunal remains 
were retained to aid in identification and no float 
sample was collected.  
 

Feature 4 measured 2.5 feet east-west by 
1.6 feet north-south and was found to be 1.55 feet 
in depth. It was originally thought to be a post hole, 
although as excavation progressed it appeared to 
be larger than anticipated and was designated a 
feature. Only the west half was excavated based on 
the low density of remains. A float sample was, 
however, collected. Much of the fill consisted of 
oyster shell, although a single large whelk was also 

present.  
 

Feature 5 measured 2.0 feet north-south 
by 2.3 feet east-west and it was determined to be 
0.45 foot in depth. It was irregular in shape and also 
produced a very low density of artifacts. It was 
further intruded by a series of rodent burrows. 
Only the west half was excavated. 
 

Feature 6 is another irregularly shaped 
pit with a very low density of artifacts. It measured 
2.1 feet north-south by 1.6 feet east-west and was 
only 0.7 foot in depth. Only the south half was 
excavated based on the low density of remains. A 
float sample was, however, collected. 
 

Feature 7 is the southern portion of a wall 
trench structure having the same orientation as 
Feature 2. Both southern corners were present, 
revealing a width of 7 feet. Upon excavation, we 
found the trench to be very shallow, although a 
series of four post holes comprising the trench 
varied from 0.1 to 0.9 foot in depth. All of this 
feature was excavated with soil samples and a float 
sample retained. 
 

Feature 8, to the south of Feature 7, 
represents a short wall segment of another wall 
trench structure with the same approximate 
orientation. This trench, representing either the 
eastern or western wall measured 3.6 feet in length 
and 0.6 foot in width. No post holes were evident in 
this section, which was 0.3 foot in depth. The 
entirety of the feature was excavated. 
 

The stripping at 38CH1543 accomplished 
the primary goal of documenting the presence of 
wall trench structures at the site, although it also 
confirmed the conclusions of the initial testing that 
the plowzone was deep, had truncated features, 
and greatly reduced the size of the artifacts 
present. Portions of three wall trench structures 
were documented. Only one produced a dimension 
for the structure, 7 feet in width. 
 

There is no evidence of clay floors or sub-
surface pits such as were found at 38CH1541, 
further documenting the uniqueness of that site. 
 

The remaining features were pits of  
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Figure 77. Feature 2, before excavation and during excavation; view to the northwest. 
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Figure 78. Feature 7, before excavation and after excavation; view to the north. 
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Figure 79. Feature 6, before excavation and after excavation; view to the north. 
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indeterminate function. We found no large features 
that might represent significant trash disposal. 
Generally, only the lower portions were recovered 
and artifact density was low. There was no 
evidence of stratigraphy and even speculating that 
the pits might have served for the disposal of yard 
trash or sweepings is questionable.  

 
The post holes recovered are primarily, 

although not exclusively, the deeper examples 
which survived plowing. No complete patterns 
were recognized, although in several cases it 
appears that there were some possible linear 
patterns, based on the similarity of posts. 

38CH2242 
Auger Testing 

A total of 175 auger tests were opened, 60 
of which (34.8%), when screened through ¼-inch 
mesh, yielded 188 historic artifacts and 79 
prehistoric artifacts (of which 77 or 97.5% were 
small sherds) (Table 37). Figure 80 shows the 
resulting historic artifact density map. It clearly 
reveals the absence of artifacts beyond the grid to 
the north and south. To the east, the site is limited 
by the marsh. To the west, there are several 
possible concentrations that deserve additional 
discussion. The seemingly dense areas at the 
western edge of the site consist of a few areas with 
auger tests producing multiple sherds that 
produced “bulls-eyes” when plotted. For example, 
the concentration at auger test 280R240 consisted 
of nine small colono sherds. To the north, south, 
east, and west the auger tests produced no 
artifacts. Inland from the marsh edge the site has 
been plowed and we believe that these are artificial 
concentrations created by plow dispersion.  

 
To verify this conclusion, we conducted 

shovel tests at 10-foot intervals around the densest 
concentration (at auger test 280R240) and found 
no additional materials. The soils evidenced a 
plowzone on top of a subsoil. 

 
The most pronounced concentrations 

were found along the marsh edge, an area where 
we believe there was limited plowing. Since this 
might help preserve features, our work focused in 

this area. The site appears to measure about 250 
feet north-south by 100-200 feet east-west. 

 
The distribution does not clearly reveal 

multiple structures, although it is possible, even 
likely, that several structures were present. The 
1938 aerial reveals that vegetation along the marsh 
was very limited and the buffer developed only 
during the mid- to late-twentieth century. 
Therefore, it is possible that structures may have 
been blurred by earlier plowing. Nevertheless, 
there are at least three vague concentrations 
present.  

 
Because of the low artifact density, we 

chose not to plot architectural artifacts or colono 
pottery as separate maps. Suffice it to say that both 
are consistent with the overall historic artifact 
density map. 

Excavations 

Six units were excavated: 220R460, 
220R480, 250R460, 270R440, 280R460, and 
360R420 (Figure 81). 

 
Unit 220R460 revealed limited plowing, 

likely at the edge of the field. The plowzone, a dark 
yellowish brown (10YR4/4) sand, was about 0.55 
to 1.2 foot in depth and overlay a subsoil of 
brownish yellow (10YR6/6) sand. No features 
were identified at the base of the excavations. 

 
Unit 220R480, excavated further toward 

the marsh edge, revealed little evidence of plowing, 
although the artifacts were fragmented. Level 1 
was 1.4 foot in depth and consisted of a dark 
yellowish brown (10YR3/4) sand. Below was a 
sandy, light brown (7.5YR6/4) subsoil. Only root 
stains were identifiable. 

 
Unit 250R460 produced a plowzone of 

dark yellowish brown (10YR3/4) sand about 0.4 to 
1.1 foot in depth. The underlying subsoil was a light 
brown (7.5YR6/4) sand. Plowscars were present 
running north-south and southwest-northeast, 
suggesting that the unit may have been at the edge 
of the field where plows were turning around. 
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Table 39. 
Auger Test Artifacts at 38CH2242 

 
white 
SGSW

delft, 
hp

lead 
glazed 

slipware
creamware, 

undec
whiteware, 

undec

clouded/  
tortoiseshell 

ware Nottingham colono
glass, 
black

glass, 
clear

machine 
cut nail

UID 
nail button bead

pipestem, 
5/64"

UID 
iron

flake, 
chert

flake, 
rhyolite

small 
PH

100R100 1
120R120 1
140R120 1
100R140 1
180R180 1
180R200 3
200R220 2
220R220 2
220R240 1
260R240 1
280R240 9 4
280R260 2
300R260 1
260R280 1
280R280 1
300R280 1 9
320R280 4
200R300 1
280R300 1
300R300 5
320R300 1
140R320 1
180R320 1 2
220R320 1
280R320 1
300R320 2 1
320R320 1 1 1
360R320 3
320R340 1
360R340 1
180R360 1
200R360 1
280R360 2
300R360 1
320R360 1
340R360 1
160R380 1
200R380 1 2
240R380 1
320R380 1
340R380 1 1
200R400 5
220R400 3 2
240R400 1 1
280R400 1
320R400 1 1
340R400 1
360R400 1
380R400 1
200R420 2 2
220R420 3 3
240R420 2
260R420 1 2 1 1 1
280R420 3
300R420 6 2
320R420 1 2 2
360R420 1 3
380R420 2 1
200R440 5 3
220R440 4 3
240R440 5 1
260R440 1 6 1
280R440 7 1
300R440 3 2
340R440 3
200R460 4 1 1
220R460 1 1
240R460 2
260R460 1 2
280R460 1 11 1 1
300R460 5 2
320R460 1 2 1
340R460 1
200R480 2 1
220R480 7
240R480 4
260R480 4 1
280R480 8 1 2
200R500 4
220R500 4

Totlas 1 1 3 1 2 1 1 165 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 77  
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Figure 81. Plan of site 38CH2242, showing excavations. 
 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND
 

 

190 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Figure 82. Examples of excavation units. Upper photograph shows plowscars in 270R440; lower photo 

shows mottled subsoil in 280R460. Both views are to the north. 
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Unit 270R440 exhibited a dense 
plowzone with abundant southwest-northeast 
plowscars. The plowzone was 1.5 feet deep, likely 
because it was at the edge of the field where soil 
was being thrown up. The soil was a dark yellowish 
brown (10YR3/4) sand and overlay a light brown 
(7.5YR6/4) sand subsoil. 
 

Unit 280R460 produced a very mottled 
subsoil of light brown (7.5YR6/4) sand. The 
overlying soil, identified as Level 1, was a dark 
brown (10YR3/4) sand.  
  
 The final unit, 360R420, at the north edge 
of the site, was similar to 280R460 in that it failed 
to produce evidence of plowing. Level 1 was only 

0.5 to 0.8 foot in depth and consisted of a dark 
yellowish brown (10YR3/4) sand resting on a 
mottled light brown (7.5YR6/4) sand subsoil. 

Preservation in Place 

 Since the portion of this site adjacent to the 
marsh appears to be relatively intact and not 
plowed, a portion was set aside for preservation in 
place. 

38CH2244 
Auger Testing 

A total of 268 auger tests were opened, 
with all screened through ¼-inch mesh. The tests 
yielded 250 eighteenth century artifacts and 359 
nineteenth and twentieth century artifacts. An 
additional 65 fragments of faunal remains were 

recovered (primarily associated with the 
nineteenth and twentieth century remains). There 
were 19 historic items (almost exclusively metals) 
that could not reliably be identified as to the 
eighteenth century or later. Finally, 118 prehistoric 
items were recovered. These consist of 116 small 
sherds and two chert flakes. 
 

Figure 83 shows the resulting eighteenth 
century historic artifact density map. The 
boundaries to the north, west, south, and east are 
fairly well established, although two small colono 
sherds created an apparent concentration south at 
360R660. No further work was conducted in this 
area since the two fragments were not felt 
sufficient to warrant additional investigations. 

 
It also appears that some occupation may 

have extended to the northeast, into the cemetery 
(38CH1549) that was not included in the auger 
testing. There is an especially dense area centered 
at 500R780, and a series of concentrations forming 
a north-south line from about 600R960 to 
440R960. The finds suggest a possible series of 
structures, centered at 540R960 and 500R940, 
with smear to the north and south. Curiously, this 
settlement, unlike 38CH2242, was not located at 
the marsh edge, but was set further inland.  
 

This more inland location was fortuitous 
since Figure 84 illustrates the primarily twentieth 
century artifacts are situated at the marsh edge. 
Also shown is a density map of the faunal materials.  

 
The artifacts are concentrated at the 

northwestern edge of the site, centered at 
540R660. The bulk of the faunal remains were also 
identified from the same location. We believe these 
remains represent mess hall scraps acquired by 
Limehouse to feed his pigs. This location was likely 
chosen because it was possible to import the scraps 
to the pig pen by barge during high tide. 
 

The few nineteenth or twentieth century 
artifacts identified at the far eastern side of the site 
were attributed to scatter from the African 
American cemetery (38CH1549) and likely 
represent grave goods displaced from the 
cemetery by plowing. After analysis, these artifacts  

Table 40. 
Brick and shell weights  

(in lbs., t=trace) 
 

Unit Shell Brick
220R460, pz 2 t
220R480, lv 1 3 t
250R460, pz 1 t
270R440, pz 2 t
280R460, lv 1 3 t
360R420, lv 1 1 t
Totals 12 -  
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 Table 41. 
Artifacts Recovered from Auger Tests at 38CH2244 

 
Chinese 

porcelain, 
undec

Chinese 
porcelain, 

blue hp

white 
porcelain, 

undec
white 
SGSW

delft, 
hp

lead glazed 
slipware

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
stripped

whiteware, 
poly 

stamped Westerwald
SGSW, 
gray

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Bristol colono

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
milk

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

metal can 
frag utensils

nail, 
wire

nail, 
UID button

pipestem, 
4/64"

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipe 
bowl

comb, 
plastic

Misc. brass 
hardware

Misc. iron 
hardware

Faunal 
remains flake, chert small PH

400R560 1
360R580 1 1
400R580 1 1 1
420R580 1
360R600 1 1
380R600 1
400R600 1 2
420R600 1
440R600 1 1 1
460R600 1
380R620 1
400R620 1
420R620 2
480R620 1 5 4
360R640 2 2
460R640 6 3
480R640 1 1 3 2
500R640 2 1 2 6 6 1 1
520R640 1 2 7
540R640 24 2 1 4 39 59 2 1 5 4
360R660 3
380R660 2
400R660 1 1 1
420R660 1
440R660 2
460R660 1
480R660 2 1 1
500R660 2 3 3
520R660 2 1 1 15 1
540R660 1 9 6 5 2 8 30 13 1 1
360R680 1 2
400R680 1 2
420R680 3 1 2
440R680 1
460R680 1 1
480R680 1 1 1 4 9
500R680 2
520R680 2 1 8 4 14 1
540R680 1 1 2 1 2
560R680 1 3 1
360R700 1
400R700 1
420R700 1
440R700 1 1
480R700 1
500R700 1
520R700 1 1
540R700 1 1 28 3
560R700 2
360R720 1
380R720 1
420R720 1
440R720 1
540R720 1
420R740 1 2
440R740 1
460R740 1
500R740 1 1
540R740 1
560R740 1
380R760 2
400R760 1
440R760 2 1
460R760 1
480R760 1 1 1 1 1
500R760 7 2
520R760 2 3
540R760 2
600R760 1 1
440R780 5
480R780 1 2
500R780 7 1
520R780 6 1 1
540R780 1 1
380R800 2 1  



EXCAVATIONS
 

 

193 
 

 Table 41. 
Artifacts Recovered from Auger Tests at 38CH2244, cont. 

 
Chinese 

porcelain, 
undec

Chinese 
porcelain, 

blue hp

white 
porcelain, 

undec
white 
SGSW

delft, 
hp

lead glazed 
slipware

whiteware, 
undec

whiteware, 
stripped

whiteware, 
poly 

stamped Westerwald
SGSW, 
gray

SGSW, 
brown

SW, 
Bristol colono

glass, 
black

glass, 
aqua

glass, 
green

glass, 
manganese

glass, 
brown

glass, 
milk

glass, 
clear

glass, 
melted

metal can 
frag utensils

nail, 
wire

nail, 
UID button

pipestem, 
4/64"

pipestem, 
5/64"

pipe 
bowl

comb, 
plastic

Misc. brass 
hardware

Misc. iron 
hardware

Faunal 
remains flake, chert small PH

420R800 1
440R800 1 1
460R800 1 1
480R800 1 1
500R800 1 1
520R800 1
540R800 2
380R820 1
440R820 1
460R820 1 1
480R820 1
560R820 1 1 1
600R820 1 1
460R840 1
480R840 1 1 3 1 6
520R840 3 1 1 5
540R840 2
560R840 1
580R840 2
400R860 1 1
420R860 1
440R860 1
480R860 2
520R860 1 1 1
560R860 1 1
580R860 1 2
460R880 1
520R880 1 1 1
540R880 2
560R880 1
600R880 2
640R880 1
420R900 1 1
480R900 2
520R900 3
540R900 2
560R900 1 1 1
580R900 2 1
600R900 1
460R920 1 1
480R920 3
500R920 2 1
520R920 1 3
540R920 2
560R920 1 1
580R920 1 3
620R920 1
420R940 3
440R940 1 1
480R940 1 5 1 1 1 4
500R940 2
520R940 1 4 1 1
540R940 2 3 2
560R940 2
580R940 1
600R940 1 3 1
620R940 1 1 1
640R940 1
440R960 4 1
460R960 2 1
480R960 1 2 1 3 1 1
500R960 2 1 2 9 1 1 2 10
520R960 1 4
540R960 2 1 8 2 4 2
560R960 8 15 1 2 2
580R960 1 3 1
600R960 3 2 1
460R980 1
480R980 2
500R980 2 1
540R980 1
560R980 2
580R960 1 1 1 1 1 1
480R1000 1  
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Figure 84. Density map of late nineteenth and twentieth century artifacts (top) and faunal remains 

(bottom) from auger tests at 38CH2244. 
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were returned to their auger tests and were not 
retained. There were several small deposits of 
bone in this same area; the bone was carefully 
examined and determined not to represent human 
remains. These few scatters may be attributed to 
the colonial occupation at 38CH2244. 
 

The final density map (Figure 85), 
illustrates a range of low-density prehistoric 
concentrations scattered across the site. Reference 
to Table 41 reveals that almost all of these are 
based on only a small number of sherds. These 
remains also appear to be fairly well confined to 
the established boundaries of 38CH2244. 

Excavations 
Eight units were excavated: 470R930, 

470R950, 480R680, 480R840, 490R950, 500R785, 
540R660, and 540R960. All were 10 foot squares, 
with exception of 540R660, which was only a 5-
foot unit.  
 

Unit 470R930, situated at the south edge 

of dense remains based on the auger tests, revealed 
some plowing, with one plow scar being well 
defined. The plowzone was a brown (10YR4/3) 
sand about a foot in depth overlying a heavily 
mottled yellowish brown (10YR6/6) subsoil. Brick 
was absent and shell was very sparse, but colonial 
remains were abundant. No features were 
identified at the base of the excavations. 

 
 Unit 470R950, situated just east of 
470R930, was also in an area of dense eighteenth 

century remains. No plow scars could be identified, 
although the upper level consisted of a brown sand 
(10YR4/3) typical of plowzone soil at the site. It 
was, however, only about 0.8 foot in depth. The 
subsoil consisted of a yellowish brown (10YR5/4) 
sand. No features were encountered. 
 

Unit 480R680 produced a plowzone of 
brown (10YR3/4) sand about 1.3 foot in depth. The 
underlying subsoil was a heavily mottled brownish 
yellow (10YR6/6) sand that was difficult to identify 
during excavations. No plowscars were found 
although it was relatively close to the marsh and in 
an area thought to have been plowed. The unit was 
originally laid in since this area produced 
seemingly dense prehistoric remains in the auger 
tests. Excavations, however, produced only very 
small – and heavily fragmented – prehistoric 
pottery.  
 

Unit 480R840 was excavated in an area 
that was thought to represent a small colonial 
concentration. Plowscars were identified, but all 
were shallow. The plowzone was up to 1.1 foot in 
depth, consisting of a brown (10R4/5) sand. The 
subsoil was a mottled brownish yellow (10YR6/6) 
sand. No features were identified. Artifacts were 
not especially dense in this unit.  

 
Unit 490R950 was excavated in the heart 

of dense colonial remains identified through auger 
testing. In spite of dense roots, we found that 
plowscars were well defined at the base of the 1.1 
foot deep plowzone of dark brown (10YR3/8) 
sand. The subsoil was a heavily mottled brownish 
yellow (10YR6/8) sand. Unfortunately, no features 
were identified in this unit, although shell was very 
common compared to other units.  

 
Unit 500R785 was situated in an area of 

dense colonial remains to the west of the primary 
north-south line of colonial deposits. Excavations 
were not able to ascertain if the upper level had 
been plowed, although the presence of a feature 
suggests plowing, if present, was minimal. The 
level 1 soil was 1.0 foot in depth, consisting of very 
dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) sand. Brick and 
shell, while present, were not abundant. The 
subsoil consisted of a mottled yellowish brown 
(10YR5/8) sand. In the northwest quadrant of the  

Table 42. 
Brick and shell weights  

(in lbs.) 
 

Unit Shell Brick
470R930, pz 1 -
470R950, pz - -
480R680, pz 1 6
480R840, lv 1 - -
490R950, pz 21 7
500R785, pz 2 4
540R660, lv 1 - -
540R960, pz 5 31
Totals 30 48  
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Figure 87. Excavations. The photograph above shows 490R950, looking north and showing plowscars. The 

photograph below shows 500R785, looking north, with Feature 1 in the northwest quadrant. 
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unit we found a linear mass of gray (5YR5/1) lime 
and mortar surrounded by yellowish red (5YR5/8) 
burned sand, designated Feature 1. 

 
Feature 1 measured about 3 feet 

southwest-northeast and about 0.7 foot in width. It 
was elevated off the floor about 0.3 foot. We believe 
this was a crudely fabricated hearth. It is nearly 
identical to a similar feature encountered at 
38BU1214 where a unit produced Feature 11, a 
cast block of mortar measuring about 4.5 feet in 
length and 1.0 foot in width. It, too, was associated 
with burnt sand and we interpreted the feature to 
be a crude hearth. No post holes were identifiable, 
although a packed earth floor was identified. At 
38CH2244, the extensive mottling of the unit may 
also represent a floor. Feature 11 at 38BU1214 is 
dated about 1788 – considerably more recent than 
38CH2244 (Trinkley 1991:104-106). These are, 
however, the only two sites where we know a 
feature such as this has been identified. 

 
Unit 540R660 was the single 5-foot unit 

which was excavated in the area of dense twentieth 
century and faunal remains. The unit revealed light 
yellowish brown sand to a depth of 1.3 feet. At the 
base of the excavations were light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4), and yellow (10YR7/8) sand. We 
suspect this is the result of considerable mixing and 
rooting in the area by pigs. The unit produced an 
extraordinary quantity of trash. 

 
The final unit, 540R960, was situated in 

the north of the linear band of colonial material 
found by auger testing. No distinct plow scars were 
identified, but the upper soil was a dark brown 
(10YR4/6) sand 1.3 foot in depth, suggesting that 
plowing may have occurred. The subsoil was a 
mottled brownish yellow (10YR6/8) sand. Brick 
was especially abundant, although no features 
were identified.  

Mechanical Stripping 
In addition to the formal units, several 

trenches were stripped in the area of 38CH2244 in 
an effort to identify the boundaries of the African 
American cemetery (38CH1549). Whatever impact 
these trenches might have had on 38CH2244, we 
viewed the consequences as negligible compared  
 

to an error in identifying accurate cemetery 
boundaries, which could potentially result in 
development damage to human remains. 

 
We found that the cemetery was not 

located where it was thought to be based on 2008 
oral informants. Instead, it was shifted west and 
this work revealed that the two sites overlapped as 
shown in Figure 86.  

 
During the stripping, which sought to 

ensure cemetery boundaries were defined, we 
discovered several colonial features (Features 2, 4, 
and 5) were situated in the overlapping boundary. 
Their discovery was fortuitous, providing the only 
pit or structure features encountered in the 
excavations. 

 
Feature 2 was a circular trash pit, 

measuring about 4 by 5 feet and about 1.5 feet in 
depth. Burial 8 intruded into the pit and the two 
fills were virtually indistinguishable, resulting in 
the recovery of cranial remains and burial 
hardware in the screen (see Trinkley and Hacker 
2017).  

 
The Feature 3 number was not used. 

 
 Feature 4 is a wall trench structure. The 
east wall is incomplete, but measures 14 feet. The 
north wall is also incomplete, extending west only 
4 feet. Presumably associated with the structure 
were two piers, one about a foot to the northeast of 
the corner, measuring about 3 feet in diameter and 
the other in the middle of north-south wall, 
measuring about 3 by 2 feet. About 20 feet from the 
north wall was a mass of brick rubble, perhaps 
representing a brick fireplace. 
 
 Feature 5 is a very shallow trash pit, 
measuring 4.2 feet north-south by 4.6 feet east-
west. It was only 0.4 foot in depth.  

Summary of 38CH1543, 
38CH2242, and 38CH2244 

 While only modest amounts of excavation 
were conducted at these sites, together they 
provide important information regarding the  
 



EXCAVATIONS 
 

 

201 

 

colonial occupation of the Mullet Hall vicinity. 
 
 It is important to point out that 38CH2242 
is not part of the Anthony Mathews-Thomas Mullet 
tract, but rather was owned by a neighbor, John 
Witters. While on a different plantation when 
occupied, it provides us with a near neighbor to 
compare and contrast with the other slave 
settlement on Mullet Hall. 

Settlement Locations 
 We see considerable diversity in the 
location of African settlements, although most are 
located near water. At 38CH1541, structures are 
found in three areas – Blocks F, J, and L. At Block F 
the clay floor structures are about 80 feet east of 
the marsh. At Block J, the wall trench structures are 
about 60 feet east of the marsh. The structure at 
Block L is the most distant from the marsh edge, 
about 250 feet east. 
 
 While the antebellum structures at 
38CH1542 were within 100 feet of the water 
(probably about 60 feet, based on Blcok G), the one 
wall trench structure recovered was about 95 feet 
from the marsh edge today. 
 
 At 38CH1543 no structures were 
identified, but the central settlement, based on 
refuse, must have been about 250 feet east of the 
marsh. The settlement at 38CH2244 was even 
more distant – about 300 feet to water on the west 
and south. 
 
 At the nearby Witters Plantation, the 
38CH2242 settlement was about 50 feet from the 
water, although this, too, is based not on structures, 
but on the concentration of debris. 
 
 There is equal variability when elevations 
are examined. Both Blocks F and J at 38CH1541 are 
at elevations of 7 to 8 feet AMSL. Block L, far more 
distant from the marsh edge, is at an elevation of 9 
feet AMSL. At 38CH1542, elevations are again 
between 7 and 8 feet AMSL.  
 
 All of the remaining settlements are at 
elevations of 8 to 9 feet (there is no area at 
38CH2242 where 9 feet is reached in the 

immediate site area). 
 
 The two major settlements, 38CH1541 
and 38CH1542, are found on Kiawah and Seabrook 
soils that tend to have seasonal high waters within 
2 to 3 feet of the surface. This accounts for the 
numerous drainage ditches in these areas. In 
contrast, the remaining, smaller sites are all found 
on Wando soils, where the seasonal high water is at 
least 5 feet below grade and artificial drainage is 
not typically needed.  
 
 There really doesn’t seem to be any good 
correlation between any of the factors considered 
(elevation, distance from marsh, soil type, or 
drainage). This suggests to us that these 
settlements were located based on other factors, 
perhaps distance to the fields in the case of the 
slave settlements or proximity to major access in 
the case of the main settlement.  
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Often the role, perhaps even the goal, of 
"good analysis" will be simply "to set up signposts 
for future research" (Orton et al. 1993:34). Given 
the very small size of the prehistoric assemblage at 
Kendal, all we hope to accomplish is to give the 
reader some clues concerning prehistoric 
occupation and perhaps some “signposts” for 
future work in the immediate area. 

Methods 
Prehistoric Pottery 

Along the North Carolina coast, Herbert 
(2009) has worked with some success in sorting 
complex typologies and beginning to make sense of 
a complex situation. He identified nine specific 
pastes or fabrics, largely characterized by their 
temper or aplastic additions. These include 
shell/shell/grog, fiber, soapstone, marl, angular 
rock fragments, sand, granule/pebble, clay/grog, 
and shell. Each of these groups is then broken into 
a variety of surface treatments, with some of these 
further divided into their application relative to the 
rim or other details (Herbert 2009:Figure 3.1). The 
sorting criteria proposed by Herbert are generally 
successful, with the exception of identifying 
whether cord marking was oblique or parallel to 
the rim (to distinguish the Cape Fear and New 
River types). This is often difficult when small 
sherds with no clear rim orientation are present. 
Otherwise, we were impressed with the overall 
clearness of the sorting criteria and consistency of 
the results.  

 
On the other hand, there is no such simple 

typology for the South Carolina coast. Perhaps the 
closest approximation, although dated, is the 
review by Anderson and his colleagues (1995). In 
general, researchers continue to rely on a hodge-
podge of WPA, early 1960s, and localized 

typological constructs. On the South Carolina coast, 
it seems that simplicity is replaced with 
complexity. It may be worth working through this 
complexity when one or more large prehistoric 
sites are examined. At Mullet Hall, however, small 
sherds (those passing through a 1-inch screen) 
dominate the collections. These small sherds are 
typically not included in analysis since they are 
often too small to provide reliable paste or 
decoration information. 

Prehistoric Lithics 
Identified in the collection were quartz, 

quartzite, rhyolite, chert, and siltstone. The first 
task in analysis was sorting out the various types of 
lithic raw material. While a number of specimens 
were weathered, a large number of these had 
recent exposed breaks that allowed some degree of 
certainty about the type of raw material. In some 
instances where no clean surface was exposed, the 
patina and texture was compared to specimens 
which had exposed portions, allowing for a 
relatively reliable identification. The identified 
materials included: 
 

• Quartz: is usually translucent white but 
occasional ly  reddis h,  gra yis h,  yel-
lowish-brown or clear and is found 
throughout the Carolina Piedmont. While 
the quartz could be quarried from a vein, it 
is also found as cobbles in Piedmont river 
gravels. 
 

• Quartzite: is light brown to off white in 
appearance. It is composed of quartz sand 
grains and silica and is found in the Coastal 
Plain, outcropping in the Santee and Black 
River Basins (Anderson et al. 1982). 

 
• Plain Rhyolite: has no flow banding or 
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phenocrysts. It is dark gray to green. Like 
other rhyolites, it is found in the Carolina 
Slate Belt. 
 

• Undifferentiated chert: this includes 
materials that would often be identified as 
coastal plain varieties that are light grey or 
grey-white, cream, yellow, brown, or tan, 
or materials that may be extra-local. 
 

• Siltstone: this is a sedimentary rock 
composed of silt-sized particles cemented 
together into a rock. It has a conchoidal 
fracture although it seems unlikely to have 
been used for tools. It is rarely mentioned 
in South Carolina (see, however, Anderson 
et al. 1982:129, 131).  

 
While the Coastal Plain is generally viewed 

as a lithics-poor resource area, Novick (1978) 
identifies a variety of source locations, many of 
which occur in the Piedmont rather than the 
Coastal Plain. Sassaman (1992:53) talks of the 
movement of chert laterally from the Savannah 
River drainage into the Santee-Conagree-Santee 
drainage and remains a significant resource into 
the lower reaches of the Broad River drainage. 
More recent research has worked to identify what 
Daniel (2001) has called an Allendale band range 
during the Early Archaic 
 

After separating materials into raw 
material types, they were then separated by 
debitage categories. These categories were defined 
to allow monitoring of lithic reduction strategies 
and are defined below: 
 

• Primary flakes are generally the first 
flakes struck from a pebble, nodule, or 
tabular piece of material with a dorsal or 
outer surface completely covered with 
cortex (White 1963:5). 

 
• Secondary flakes are the second flakes 

struck from a pebble, nodule, or tabular 
piece of stone with a dorsal surface that is 
only partially covered with cortex. 

 

• Tertiary flakes are those that have no cortex 
on them and that were removed during the 
final shaping of a stone tool. They may also be 
associated with retouching and bifacial 
reduction activities. 

 
• Shatter includes flakes with no 

recognizable striking platform or other 
obvious flake attributes. They can be 
generated throughout a reduction se-
quence, but are most common in the latter 
stages. Shatter is a common by-product of 
bipolar reduction; it can, however, also be 
created by trampling on living surfaces. 

 
• Potlid is a flake or the scar from 

detachment of a flake caused by thermally 
induced differential expansion. The flake 
has a circular plan view outline and leaves 
a shallow, smooth depression. The flake 
exhibits a shape resembling that of a lid of 
a pot. Potlids are usually the result of 
accidental, incidental, or postdepositional 
damage to lithic materials in a fire.  

 
 All of the complete projectile points, or 
hafted bifaces, were categorized as types defined in 
the regional literature, primarily Coe (1964) and 
Oliver (1981, 1985).  

Prehistoric Pottery 
 The Mullet Hall excavations produced 
2,347 prehistoric sherds at the five sites. Of these, 
1,930 or 82.2% were small sherds under 1-inch in 
diameter. This left only 417 sherds suitable for 
more detailed analysis. These sherds are itemized 
in Table 43. Nine identifiable types were 
recognized, as well as 19 sherds (all from 
38CH1541) that are atypical and were not 
categorized. Early Woodland pottery (identified 
here as Stallings, Thom’s Creek, and Refuge) 
accounts for only 52 sherds or 12.5% of the 
collection. The Middle Woodland Deptford and 
Cape Fear wares account for 104 specimens or 
24.9%. Late Woodland Wilmington and St. 
Catherines pottery contribute an additional 109 
specimens and account for 26.1% of the identifiable 
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Table 43. 
Prehistoric artifacts from the Mullet Hall sites 

 
38CH1541 

Auger Tests 38CH1541 38CH1542 
Auger Tests 38CH1542 38CH1543 38CH2242 38CH2244 Totals

Plain 3 3

Plain 1 6 1 8
Shell Punctate 2
Reed Punctate 2 5 1 33 41

Simple Stamped 2 2 4
Dentate Stamped 1 1
Random Punctate 1 1

Check Stamped 1 4 10 3 16 34

Plain 2 8 10
Cord Marked 15 5 11 31
Fabric Impressed 5 8 4 11 28
Net Impressed 1 1

Plain 1 3 4
Cord Marked 3 5 8
Fabric Impressed 6 2 8
Net Impressed 1 1

Plain 4 9 13
Cord Marked 4 18 22
Fabric Impressed 6 15 2 30 53

Plain 2 2
Comp Stamp 68 2 10 45 4 129
Linear Punctate 1 1

Comp Stamped 1 1

19 19

20 114 178 448 23 172 975 1930

Palmer Side Notched, chert 1 1 2
Kirk Corner Notched, chert 1 1
Morrow Mountain II, chert 1 1
Small Savannah River Stemmed, chert 5 1 6
Savannah River Stemmed, chert 1 1 2
UID, chert 1 1
Scraper, chert 1 1 2
Biface frag., chert 10 5 1 1 1 18
Biface, chert 3 1 1 5
Biface frag., quartzite 1 1
Biface frag., rhyolite 1 1
Siltstone 4 12 4 20
Quartz cobble 6 1 7
Quartz, cortex frags 1 1
Rhyolite raw material 2 5 1 8
Chert raw material 1 1
Quartzite, secondary flakes 1 1
Rhylolite, primary flakes 1 1
Rhyolite, secondary flakes 2 2
Chert, primary flakes 3 1 1 5
Chert, secondary flakes 7 9 16
Chert, tertiary flakes 2 14 8 12 1 3 40
Chert, shatter 3 3
Chert, burned/spalls 5 5
Quartzite, secondary 2 2

Stallings

Other

Thom's Creek

Deptford

Wilmington

St. Catherines

Irene/Pee Dee

Small Sherds

Cape Fear

Refuge

UID sherds

Ashley 
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pottery. Finally, the Mississippian Irene/Pee Dee 
and Ashley wares contribute 152 sherds and 
represent 36.4% of the total.  

Early Woodland Pottery 
 The Early Woodland pottery is spread out 
across four of the five sites, being absent at 
38CH1543. It is most common at 38CH2244, in the 
form of Thom’s Creek pottery. 
 
 Stallings pottery (first described by Griffin 
1943:159–160) is represented by only three plain 
sherds, all at 38CH1542. Thom’s Creek pottery 
(Trinkley 1976) is more common, being found at all 
of the sites except 38CH1543. While both plain and 
reed punctate types are present, the most common 
is reed punctate. Finally, Refuge (DePratter 
1979:120-123) is represented by simple stamped, 
dentate stamped, and random punctate. These are 
uniformly spread out among the different sites, 
except for 38CH1543 (which produced only a few 
small, indeterminate sherds).  

Middle Woodland Pottery 
 Middle Woodland pottery tends to be 
found in nearly equal quantities at 38CH1541, 
38CH1542, and 38CH2244; although far more soil 
was moved at the first two. Regardless, the Middle 
Woodland occupation seems to be clearly 
associated with marsh frontage.  
 
 Present are two series. Deptford pottery 
was first defined by Caldwell and Waring (1939) 
from the Georgia coast. Also present is Cape Fear, 
described by Herbert as a “long-enduring sand-
tempering tradition” (Herbert 2009:129). It was 
first defined by South (1960) and has been further 
refined by Cable et al. (1998). In spite of our 
placement of this pottery in the Middle Woodland, 
there is still some debate regarding its place in the 
Late Woodland rather than transitional from 
Deptford (Herbert 2009:130).  
 
 While a variety of Deptford surface 
treatments have been reported, only check 
stamping has been identified from the sites 
investigated here.  

 Cord marked, fabric impressed, and net 
impressed are found in the Cape Fear Series. Cord 
and fabric are found in about equal amounts, while 
net (bunched, with only knots visible) is very 
uncommon.  

Late Woodland Pottery 
 We place the Wilmington and St. 
Catherines wares in the Late Woodland. 
Wilmington (DePratter 1979:129, 1991: 177) is 
grog or sherd tempered, although the name is 
generally applied to pottery with this paste to the 
south, into Georgia, while Hanover (South 1960) 
has been used for similar wares to the north (which 
are thought to extend into the Late Woodland). At 
the Mullet Hall sites, the proportion of cord, fabric, 
and net is nearly identical to that found for Cape 
Fear, suggesting a connection or continuum,  
 
 St. Catherines is defined by DePratter 
(1979). In general, the grog or sherd temper is 
smaller than in Wilmington Cord Marked 
assemblages and the paste appears more 
contorted. These are, of course, somewhat 
subjective and open to disagreement. Nevertheless, 
only plain, cord marked, and fabric impressed 
surface treatments are found and the most 
common is fabric. 

Mississippian Pottery 
 The single most abundant ware found at 
Mullet Hall is what we have termed Irene/Pee Dee 
(DePratter 1979:111, 1991:190-192). South 
(1973) has preferred to call this pottery the 
Charleston Series, although that terminology does 
not seem to have gained much traction and no type 
description has been developed. 
 

The complicated stamped motifs are 
primarily rectilinear and often very faintly 
impressed on the vessel surface. Only a few plain 
sherds could be readily distinguished from the 
heavily worn and often badly fragmented colono 
wares present at these sites. One example of a rim 
punctation was identified. This pottery is most 
common at 38CH1541 and 38CH2244. 
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 A single sherd of a bold, crudely carved 
complicated stamp design was recovered at 
38CH1541. We attribute this to the Ashley Series 
(South 1973), first briefly mentioned by South, but 
never fully described. It is thought that this pottery 
dates from the contact period. 
 
 We have found similar Mississippian 
wares on Seabrook Island and the Ashley Series 
there has been dated to 250 ± 40 BP (conventional 
radiocarbon age) or AD 1645 to 1670 (one sigma 
calibrated date) (Beta-118433). Associated with 
this date were also peach pits (Trinkley 1999:54).  

Other Clay Items 
 Also recovered from 38CH1541 and 
38CH2244 at Mullet Hall were seven fragments of 
fired clay. These are items that would typically be 
classified as daub, suggestive of a wattle and daub 
structure. One fragment came from 38CH1541 and 
the remaining six were recovered from 38CH2244. 

Prehistoric Debitage 
 Not surprisingly, the bulk of the debitage 
comes from the two largest sites – 38CH1541 and  

 
Figure 88. Prehistoric pottery recovered from the Mullet Hall sites. A, Deptford Check Stamped 

(38CH2244); B, Cape Fear Fabric Impressed (38CH2244); C, Pee Dee/Irene rim punctations 
(38CH2242); D, Pee Dee/Irene Complicated Stamped, rectilinear (38CH2242). 
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Figure 89. Lithics recovered from Mullet Hall sites. A, rhyolite biface fragment (38CH2242); B, red chert 

biface fragment (38CH1541); C, chert biface fragment (38CH1541); D, chert biface fragment 
(38CH2241); E, chert biface (38CH1541); F, red chert biface fragment (38CH1541); G, chert biface 
fragment (38CH1542); H, burned chert biface fragment (38CH2242); I-J, chert Palmer Corner 
Notched (38CH1541); K, chert Kirk Corner Notched (38CH2242); L, chert Morrow Mountain II base 
(38CH2242); M, chert Savannah River Stemmed (38CH1541); N-P, chert Small Savannah River 
Stemmed (38CH1541). 
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38CH1542. These two sites produced 52 and 42 
specimens respectively. 
 
 Of the 143 specimens, chert is the most 
common material, accounting for 75% of the 
specimens. Although siltstone is the second most 
common at 14%, we doubt these materials were 
being used for tool production and their presence 
may simply be incidental. Therefore, rhyolite is the 
next most common material and quartzite is the 
least common.  
 
 Most of the chert has origins in the 
Savannah River region, although a small amount 
may be from other locations. There appears to have 
been very active movement of the fossiliferous 
cherts into the Mullet Hall sites. Much, although not 
all, of this chert was heat-treated. Since burned 
chert was identified at 38CH1541, we cannot 
determine whether this heat treatment was being 
conducted on-site or at the source locations. It is 
entirely possible that the burned specimens we 
recovered are simply the result of routine discard 
or loss.  
 

Primary and secondary flakes are 
produced during core reduction. Primary 
reduction is the removal of the weathered cortex of 
a nodule, and secondary reduction is the removal 
of interior flakes for use or further modification. 
Modification of the byproducts of core reduction 
into formal tools constitutes the tertiary reduction 
stage. 
 
 The bulk of the flakes (51%) are tertiary, 
suggestive of existing tools being reworked at the 
Mullet Hall sites. In fact, given the use of ¼-inch 
screen, there were likely additional tertiary flakes 
that were simply not recovered. However, there 
seem to be enough primary and second flakes to 
suggest that at least some tool production was 
being performed on the sites and materials were 
not all coming to the coast in finished condition. 
 

Generally, campsites are characterized by 
low proportions of primary flakes and angular 
shatter, and a preponderance of secondary and 
tertiary flakes. This seems to be the situation found 

at the Mullet Hall sites. The conclusion is further 
supported by a small quantity of fire-cracked rock. 

 
There is also little evidence of bipolar 

technology, which might be expected in response 
to stress on lithic resource availability.  

 
Perhaps supporting this view of on-site 

manufacturing is the presence of seven quartz 
cobble fragments. Without evidence of heat 
damage, these may represent hammerstones.  

 
However, we are almost certainly 

examining a mixed assemblage and this may mask 
considerable temporal variation. 

Prehistoric Tools 
 We have identified an assemblage of 40 
tools. Thirty-eight of these tools were 
manufactured of chert. Piedmont rhyolite and Santee 
River Valley quartzite each contribute one 
additional tool each.  
 
 The temporally diagnostic tools are 
equally divided between the Archaic (Palmer, Kirk, 
Morrow Mountain, and Savannah River Stemmed) 
and the Early Woodland (Small Savannah River 
Stemmed). We identified no triangular points that 
are usually associated with the Middle and Late 
Woodland, although the one “UID” point may be a 
severely damaged Eared Yadkin.  
 
 Only five of the 13 projectile points are 
intact and only six of the 27 bifaces and scrapers 
are intact, indicating that the tools at the site were 
being well used and discarded. Additional evidence 
is provided by some of the tools themselves, 
including the intact Savannah River Stemmed point 
that shows extensive use and resharpening.  

Summary 
 The prehistoric components at Mullet Hall 
reflect heavy disturbance from the subsequent 
historic plantation settlement and twentieth 
century plowing. This will be an ongoing problem 
affecting any prehistoric research at the plantation.  
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Table 44. 
Measurements (in mm) of lithic tools recovered from Mullet Hall sites 

 

Length Width Thickness Length Width

38CH1542, AT 440R720 chert intact 44.75 27.74 8.02 - -
38CH1542, 460R900 chert basal fragment 17.24 30.19 8.02 - -

38CH2242, 280R460 chert base 21.57 27.03 10.91 - -

38CH2242, 270R440 chert base 14.66 17.18 7.74 - -

38CH1541, 590R410 chert base 30.98 35.71 11.10 12.92 20.85
38CH1542, AT 460R900 chert intact 72.74 34.76 8.50 7.37 18.20

Small Savannah River Stemmed
38CH1541,640R260 chert intact 30.73 22.03 7.26 5.71 12.99
38CH1541, 680R490 chert tip missing 37.72 29.04 10.83 8.43 13.10
38CH1541, 720R360 chert ear and base broken 36.91 24.79 6.23 - -
38CH1541, 580R410 chert intact 32.47 25.59 8.41 8.57 20.42
38CH1541, 370R580 chert intact 36.76 23.15 9.08 5.06 9.90
38CH1542, 380R540 chert base 27.17 25.84 7.23 9.25 13.94

38CH1542, 450R890 chert base 19.42 22.13 6.27 - -

38CH1541, 490R570 burned chert partial 11.46 20.15 5.31 - -
38CH1542, 465R790 chert intact 25.79 30.70 9.77 - -

Bifaces
38CH1541, 660R260 chert tip 38.10 19.75 9.71 - -
38CH1541, 650R260 chert midsection 27.90 22.14 13.16 - -
38CH1541, 790R320 chert base 36.07 30.58 10.51 - -
38CH1541, 790R320 chert intact 43.71 24.56 10.86 - -
38CH1541, 790R310 chert incomplete 63.48 36.53 9.05 - -
38CH1541, 790R310 chert intact 46.00 23.52 10.78 - -
38CH1541, 780R320 chert intact 40.72 22.79 8.15 - -
38CH1541, 780R320 chert base 25.93 18.48 6.52 - -
38CH1541, 800R390 chert tip 29.05 24.56 6.21 - -
38CH1541, 720R360 chert midsection 22.07 22.31 7.23 - -
38CH1541, 580R410 chert midsection 15.81 19.64 7.97 - -
38CH1541, 580R410 chert midsection 25.75 22.87 11.83 - -
38CH1541, 590R410 quartzite base 15.51 31.87 5.63 - -
38CH1541, 370R590 chert midsection 15.14 25.10 6.46 - -
38CH1542, 450R890 chert tip 58.43 34.86 9.99 - -
38CH1542, 460R890 chert base 19.85 24.81 7.27 - -
38CH1542, 430R810 chert midsection 20.76 28.99 9.94 - -
38CH1542, 440R820 chert tip 33.07 28.87 9.76 - -
38CH1542, 440R820 chert midsection 14.42 27.70 7.54 - -
38CH1542, 440R810 burned chert intact 36.03 22.67 8.32 - -
38CH1543, Cut 9 chert tip 26.11 21.48 7.87 - -
38CH2242, 250R460 rhylolite midsection 34.61 17.48 6.92 - -
38CH2242, 250R460 burned chert base 12.72 19.01 5.21 - -
38CH2244, 500R785 chert tip 28.37 35.46 9.50 - -
38CH2244, 480R680 chert intact 41.98 22.94 6.18 - -

Scrappers

Blade Stem

UID CSPP

Savannah River Stemmed

Kirk Corner Noted

Morrow Mountain II

Palmer
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The only prehistoric feature recovered was an 
apparently isolated burial at 38CH1542. Although 
we suspect it represents a Mississippian hamlet, 
the pottery from the surrounding units include 
only Cape Fear and St. Catherines pottery – leaving 
the association of the burial in considerable doubt. 
Resolution of the issue was made impossible by the 
prohibition of further research. 
 
 There is evidence of the Mullet Hall area 
seeing at least occasional occupation since the 
Early Archaic period. This continued until the Late 
Archaic. In the Woodland Period there seems to 
have been either larger groups or more occasional 
camps, since we begin to see an increase in lithics 
and the presence of pottery, peaking in the 
Mississippian Period.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      
 
Figure 90. Lithics at Mullet Hall. On the left are the types of materials present at the five sites examined. On 

the right are the raw materials present in the tool assemblage (bifaces, scrapers, projectile points).  
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Background 

Soil samples from 17 proveniences across 
the five sites (five from 38CH1541, three each from 
38CH1542, 38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 38CH2244) 
were submitted to Waypoint Laboratories for 
analysis of the macronutrients phosphorus (P), 
potassium (K), magnesium (Mg), and calcium (Ca), 
along with soil pH, and percent of organic matter. 
Tests were conducted using Mehlich 3 extraction 
solution. Elemental analysis was reported in parts 
per million (ppm). Because we observed very 
heavy corrosion on all of the ferrous objects, eight 
of the samples were also subjected to soluble salt 
determinations. These results are presented in 
millisiemens/centimeter (mS/cm) which is a 
measurement of conductivity. Six soil samples 
(from different proveniences at 38CH1541, 
38CH2242, and 38CH2244) were also examined 
for soil texture analysis.  

 
Phosphorus is a commonly examined 

element in archaeological studies since it is often 
associated with human activities and can be found 
in burials, feces and manure, and trash containing 
animal bones, flesh, and decomposed plants. In 
addition, it has minimal mobility in soils (Cornwall 
1958:196-197; Eidt 1977:1327). There are, 
however, different types of phosphorus and 
standard tests (including the one used here) may 
not be sufficient to detect all. 

 
Both potassium and magnesium are also 

introduced as a result of occupation and especially 
trash disposal. Discarded wood ash forms a 
muriate of potash, a form of potassium (Carr 1980). 
Consequently, high potassium readings may 
therefore indicate a hearth or area where wood ash 
was deposited (Middleton and Price 1996:678). 
Both elements, however, are relatively mobile in 

soils. Magnesium may also be indicative of the 
presence of dolomitic lime – such as been 
documented in much of the lime burnt historically 
to produce mortar. 

 
Calcium is an indicator of a trash or 

activity area since it results from bone or shell 
remains. It is also relatively stable and able to 
survive in soils for long periods. High calcium 
values may be indicative of possible areas of food 
preparation, consumption, or disposal (Keeler 
1977:4). 

Native Soils 

Figure 91 shows that the vicinity of the 
Mullet Hall sites is dominated by three principal 
soil series: Capers silty clay loam, Kiawah loamy 
fine sand, and Seabrook loamy fine sand.  

 
The Capers soils are found on tidal flats 

that are inundated by 2 to 6 inches of sea water at 
least once a month. The soils are poorly drained 
and their pH ranges from about 5.6 to 6.5. The 
depth to the seasonal high water table is a foot or 
less (Miller 1971:8, 52). None of the sites are 
situated on this soil (the soil survey has the Capers 
soil line placed entirely too far north in the vicinity 
of 38CH1542 and the soil is actually found only on 
the beach).  

 
The Kiawah soils, while deep, are also 

poorly drained and acidic (pH of 4.5 to 5.5). Surface 
runoff is slow and the soils will be ponded for short 
period. The seasonal high water table is 1 to 2 feet 
below the surface and this often impedes drainage 
(Miller 1971:16, 54). Although many of these soils 
are today cultivated, they require extensive 
ditching. None of the examined archaeological sites 
are found on Kiawah soils. 
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The third most common soil is the 
Seabrook Series and 38CH1541, 38CH1542, and 
38CH1543 are all found on this soil. These soils are 
moderately well drained, although drainage may 
be impeded by a seasonal water table 2 to 3 feet 
below grade. Miller notes that the amount of 
available phosphorus in these soils is higher than 
any other sand soil in Charleston County (Miller 
1971:26-27, 56) and they range from 5.1 to 6.0 in 
pH.  

 
The remaining six soils are found in 

proportions ranging from under 1% to nearly 10%. 
Most of these range from poorly to very poorly 
drained and are typically not used by either 
prehistoric or historic groups. The one exception in 
these relatively minor soils are Wando loamy fine 
sands. Both 38CH2242 and 38CH2244 are found on 
these soils. The Wando Series is excessively 
drained and sandy throughout. The seasonal high 
water table is minimally 5 feet below grade and in 

a site of good drainage, the soils are very low in 
natural fertility (Miller 1971:30, 56). Their pH 
ranges from 5.1 to 5.5. 

Chemical Analysis 
Table 45 provides the results of the 

chemical tests on the 17 soil samples.  
 
Sites 38CH1541, 38CH1542, and 

38CH1543 are found on Seabrook soils with pH 
levels of 5.1 to 6.0, considered to be acidic. Yet 10 
of the 11 samples reveal pH levels outside that 
range, always toward reduced acidity or increasing 
alkalinity. Their deviation from the normally low 
pH levels may be the result of shell and mortar 
inclusions, although we know that the soils have 
been routinely limed for agricultural activities.  

 
Several of soils at 38CH2242 and 

38CH2244 also exhibit soils less acidic than 

 
Figure 91. Soils in the immediate vicinity of the Mullet Hall sites being investigated. 
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anticipated and these areas have not been as 
intensively cultivated during modern times when 
liming became a standard practice. Therefore, the 
modification of the soil pH at these sites is possibly 
a result of cultural activities.  For example, there 
is a strong correlation of 0.679 on a 97% 
confidence level between the levels of calcium and 
the increase in soil pH. The one outlier is from 
38CH2242, where 360R420 exhibits a relatively 
high pH (6.2), but a very low calcium level (140 
ppm). While the reason for this is unclear, we note 
that the unit is at the northern edge of the site and 
contains relatively few artifacts. 
 
 While magnesium may be associated with 
trash disposal, high magnesium levels show a 
vague association with structures at Mullet Hall  
and may be the result of the presence of dolomitic 
limestone. Another cause may be the periodic 
liming of the agricultural fields. Nevertheless, we 
see a very high peak at 38CH2244, 470R950 and 
this is likely associated with trash disposal in the 
area. 
 
 At 38CH1541 high phosphorus levels 
seem associated with structures and near-

structure yards, with 
the lowest level 
associated with a far-
yard area of the 
settlement. Thus, an 
association with 
organics being 
disposed of in these 
areas seems 
reasonable. Phos-
phorus levels are as 
high, or higher, at 
both 38CH1542 and 
38CH1543, where 
the tests are asso-
ciated with structure 
locations. Site 
38CH2244 exhibits 
uniformly low phos-
phorus levels at all 
locations. 
 
 The highest 

phosphorus levels at 38CH2244 are identified in 
the modern pigsty – not surprising since this 
location saw the disposal of large quantities of 
organic garbage. Elsewhere at the site the levels 
seems equivocal concerning any dense occupation. 
 
 Potassium levels are very low at 
38CH1542, perhaps because during the site’s 
history there was a switch from wood to coal. 
Nevertheless, levels are equally low at 38CH2242 
and 38CH2244, where presumably large quantities 
of wood was used for heating and cooking. Only at 
38CH1543 and 38CH1541 is potassium notable. 
The association of this chemical with a structure 
associated yard seems clear at 38CH1543, but is 
less so at the main settlement. 
 
 Although the correlations are not as 
precise as might have been hoped for, we believe 
that they are impressive given such a small sample. 
While there is not always definitive evidence for 
cultural activities in the empirical soil chemistry 
data, these data may provide another evidentiary 
line when associated with either archaeological or 
documentary information. 

Table 45. 
Chemical characterization of soils from Mullet Hall sites 

 
Organic 

Matter (%) pH
Phosphorus 

ppm
Potassium 

ppm
Magnesium 

ppm
Calcium 

ppm

Soluble 
Salts 

(mS/cm)

660R240 J - early structures 0.9 6.5 222 87 56 1020 0.07
640R420 G - yard 0.6 6.1 197 116 27 473 -
760R600 I - far yard 1.2 5.7 166 107 23 362 0.08
780R320 K - yard 0.9 6.4 235 161 55 1200 -
780R400 L - structure 3.1 6.1 211 188 42 765 -

430R820 B - structure/yard 0.6 6.6 237 29 56 1180 0.11
460R780 A - structure 0.6 7.0 276 52 76 1910 -
460R900 C - structure/yard 0.6 6.6 255 93 71 1180 0.07

240R560 yard 1.7 6.5 224 133 98 1660 0.07
260R620 far yard 1.5 6.4 151 119 74 920 -
300R560 structure? 0.9 6.1 191 164 103 1180 0.08

220R480 south, next to marsh 1.7 5.2 69 37 49 259 -
250R460 middle 1.2 6.1 77 38 57 515 0.06
360R420 edge/outside of site 1.7 6.2 87 14 12 140 -

470R950 central site 1.2 5.9 128 55 137 1170 0.10
540R660 pig sty/Navy 0.6 5.3 305 45 41 746 -
500R785 early structure 1.7 5.3 157 51 58 599 -

38CH1541

38CH1542

38CH1543

38CH2242

38CH2244

 
The conversion of ppm, used here, to mg/kg found in some publications, is 1:1. 
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 By way of comparison, some similar soil 
chemistry work has been conducted for The 
Charleston Museum at the Beef Market Site and the 
Heyward-Washington House (Foss 2005). Soil pH 
at the Beef Market ranged from 7.6 to 8.3, while at 
Heyward-Washington the range was from 7.6 to 
8.7. Thus, both sites exhibit soils that are more 
alkaline than those at Mullet Hall – even 
considering that the Mullet Hall soils may be 
affected by both mortar, shells, and more recent 
agricultural liming. 
 
 These pH levels are also reflected in the 
exceedingly high calcium levels: from 41,454 to 
3,199 at the Beef Market and 56,511 to 2,372 ppm 
at Heyward-Washington.  
 
 Phosphorus levels range from 171 to 
3,068 ppm at the Beef Market and 440 to 2,467 
ppm at Heyward-Washington. Magnesium and 
potassium exhibit equally high levels, with most 
readings in triple digits.  
 
 We believe the 
explanation may be the 
difference between the 
rural setting of the Mullet 
Hall sites and the urban 
setting of the Beef Market 
and the Heyward-
Washington House. With 
small lots and confined 
opportunities for disposal, 
refuse deposits are deeper 
and soil chemicals are 
magnified. In rural 
plantation settings space is 
not at a premium and trash 
can be more widely 
distributed.  

Soil Texture 
Analysis 

 The Seabrook and 
Wando soils characterizing 
much of the Mullet Hall 
area, generically, are 

described as loamy fine sands. We were curious to 
determine if there were any significant departures 
from this in several samples taken from specific 
proveniences (Figure 92). 
 
 The samples from the Seabrook soils at 
38CH1541 are, in fact, sandy loams or sandy clay 
loams, at the edge of what might be expected.  
 
 In contrast, the soils at 38CH2242 and 
28CH2244 are very uniform sands, with little silt 
(ranging from 3 to 5%) and even less clay (ranging 
from 2 to 3%). 
 
 We see that organic matter at 38CH1541 is 
significantly lower than at either 38CH2242 or 
38CH2244 and intensive agricultural activities 
have likely reduced the loam of the soils at 
38CH1541, making them somewhat more sandy 
than they might be otherwise. Otherwise, it seems 
unlikely that occupation at Mullet Hall had any 
major impact on soil texture.  

 
Figure 92. Particle size analysis of soil samples from Mullet Hall sites. Key 1 = 

38CH2242, 220R460; 2 = 38CH2242, 270R440; 3 = 38CH2244, 
480R680; 4 = 38CH2244, 470R980; 5 = 38CH1541, 790R320; 6 = 
38CH1541, 535R750. 
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Other Analysis 

 Additional tests were conducted of soils 
associated with clay floors and storage pits at 
38CH1541.  

 There are essentially four different types 
of features represented: the prepared clay floors; 
Zone 1 of the storage pits, representing sweepings 
used to fill the pits; Zone 2 of the storage pits, 
representing what was left in the pits upon their 
abandonment; and the trash pits at the edge of the 
site. 
 
 The clay floors average about 1.4% 
organic matter – less than either the trash pits (at 
1.9%) or Zone 2 of the storage pits (2.7%), but 
considerably more than the floor sweepings used 
to fill the abandoned storage pits. The abundance 
of organic matter in the storage pit may reflect 
either rotted vegetables or grass used to pack the 
items – all of which was left in the pits when they 
were backfilled. 
 
 All of the features are neutral to slightly 
alkaline, likely as a result of the presence of oyster 

shell. In fact, the two categories with the most 
alkaline soil – the trash pits and Zone 2 of the 
storage pits – also exhibit the highest levels of 
calcium. 
 

 The clay floors have the lowest levels of 
phosphorus – 35.4ppm. In contrast, floor 
sweepings (represented by only one sample) are 
very high (167ppm), while the trash pits and Zone 
2 storage pits contain moderate amounts (157 and 
134ppm respectively). Since phosphorus has 
minimal mobility, we can assume these are 
relatively accurate levels. They suggest the trash 
pits did, indeed, contain trash such as animal 
bones, remnant flesh, and decomposed plant 
material. The high levels in Zone 2 of the storage 
pits almost certainly represents the decomposition 
of the plant materials remaining in the pits at their 
abandonment. All of the features, however, exhibit 
far more phosphorus than the control sample, with 
only 49ppm. 
 
 Potassium is more mobile and suggests a 
different situation. In fact, it is perhaps the mobility 
that results in the control sample exhibiting a high 

Table 46. 
38CH1541, soils associated with the clay floors and subsurface pits. 

 
Organic 

Matter (%) pH
Phosphorus 

ppm
Potassium 

ppm
Magnesium 

ppm
Calcium 

ppm
Sulfur     
ppm

Zinc       
ppm

Manganese 
ppm

Iron        
ppm

Copper   
ppm

Boron    
ppm

Soluble 
Salts 

(mS/cm)

1.4 7.1 40 145 126 2207 9 1.1 17 108 0.4 0.7 2.88
Feature 15 pit, Zone 1 0.9 7.3 167 125 75 1493
Feature 15 pit, Zone 2 1.8 7.9 125 125 104 3821

1.2 7.7 74 109 140 3125
Feature 16 pit, Zone 2 3.1 8.3 105 61 101 3735

1.3 7.2 23 109 125 2644
1.4 7.0 27 126 140 2535

Feature 17 pit, Zone 2 2.5 8.1 174 80 116 3780
Feature 19 pit, Zone 2 3.4 8.0 131 56 96 3847

1.5 7.3 13 79 240 3063

1.4 7.7 173 99 58 1797
3 8.0 117 51 81 3861

1.7 7.8 183 97 121 3903
1.5 7.8 156 88 88 3879

0.9 7.0 49 159 85 991 1 0.2 2 74 0.1 0.3 0.06

38CH1541

Feature 13 pit, Zone 1
Feature 13 pit, Zone 2
Feature 14 pit, Zone 1
Feature 14 pit, Zone 2

Structure 1 Floor

Control Soil

Structure 2 Floor

Structure 3 Floor
Structure 4 Floor

Structure 5 Floor

 
The conversion of ppm, used here, to mg/kg found in some publications, is 1:1. 
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level of potassium (159ppm). Otherwise, this 
nutrient is highest in the yard sweepings used to fill 
the storage pits and this likely represents 
discarded wood ash. The clay floors have similar 
levels and, we believe, this documents the 
occupation floor, charcoal, and wood ash present 
there as well. In contrast, the trash pits and Zone 2 
of the storage pits have more moderate levels of 
potassium, reflecting their different function at the 
site.  
 
 Although magnesium is introduced in the 
archaeological record through similar means, it 
does not exhibit a perfect correlation with 
potassium. The floors do have a high level of 
magnesium (154ppm), but curiously low levels in 
the yard sweepings for the one Zone 1 sample (only 
75ppm). This, however, may simply be a sampling 
error.  
 
 We examined the soluble salt in only two 
samples – one floor and the control. The floor has a 
very high level of salt, which we attribute to the 
clay being recovered from the marsh. This seems to 
be about the only location where large quantities of 
clay are readily available. 
 
 Several of the clay floors had texture 
analysis, with the result that they ranged from 
sandy clay loams to clays. In contrast, the control 
sample is characterized as sand.  
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Mortar and bricks are integral, even 
essential, components of most historic settlements, 
yet archaeologists rarely devote much attention to 
the existence of these architectural components. 
This section will explore previous work and then 
focus on the findings at the sites investigated at 
Mullet Hall Plantation. 

Mortar1 
Evolution of Forms 
 As early as 500 B.C. the Romans and 
Greeks used mortar made of lime and sand and by 
10 B.C. the 1:3 lime:sand ratio was established by 
Vitruvius, a military engineer. The knowledge that 
limestone could be burned, cooled, and then 
soaked in water to produce lime putty can be 
traced to at least Mesopotamia.  

 
Neve (1735:204) explains how either 

limestone or chalk may be burnt to produce lime, 
as well as shells, such as “Cockles, Oysters, &ct.” 
They were often sold either by the hundred weight 
or 25 bushels in London or, in the country by the 
load of 32 bushels. The cost ranged from 8 to 12 s. 
per hundred weight. He also explains that there 
was much variation in the mixtures, ranging from 1 
load of lime to 2½ loads of lime to only ⅛ load of 
lime to 1½ loads of sand (Neve 1735:61). 

 
In Charleston, both wholesale prices and 

cartage rates were based on the bushel (Carolina 
Gazette, January 9, 1800, pg. 3; South Carolina 
Gazette, April 12, 1783, pg. 2). 

 
The burning of materials containing 

                                
1 This section is authored by Dr. Michael Trinkley, 
although the chemical and petrographic studies 

calcium carbonate drives off water and carbon 
dioxide, resulting in about 45% of the material’s 
weight. The result is quick-lime or calcium oxide, 
also called lump lime or common lime. At this stage 
it may be placed in barrels for shipment, although 
it has a finite lifespan since it will gradually slake as 
it takes up moisture, even humidity from the air.  

 
The loads of lime, we presume, are of 

unslaked quick-lime. During the slaking process 
the lime expands, Neves noting that that 4 pecks 
will become 5 pecks – making it critical to ascertain 
whether the proportions are before or after slaking 
the lime. At the job site the quick-lime would be 
dumped into pits or wooden boxes, mixed with 
water, and allowed to slake and mature. 
Alternatively, the quick-lime could be ground and 
mixed with wet or damp sand, resulting in what 
was called a “hot-mix” since the slaking was 
occurring in the mixed mortar and generating heat.  

 
Recent research of lime mortars often 

shows inclusions of unslaked or improperly burnt 
lime. These finds suggest the use of hot mixes, since 
in normal slaking these particles would be 
screened out or be deposited at the bottom of the 
mix. The hot-mix mortars are being found to be 
lime-rich and very durable. In particular, they have 
excellent frost resistance. Although the reasons are 
not well understand, it is generally thought that the 
generation of steam results in an open-pored 
structure that improves the mortar’s ability to cope 
with water expansion during freezes. In addition, 
quick-lime was generally less expensive than 
slaked lime putty (Snow 2015:8). There is also 
evidence that the very high alkalinity of the mix 
etches the aggregate, creating a very tight bond. 

were conducted by U.S. Heritage Group. 
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As essential as mortar is to construction, 
Pringle’s letterbooks from the early eighteenth 
century (Edgar 1972) fail to include any 
correspondence regarding lime, shells, limestone, 
plaster, or kilns. Even the Shaftesbury papers 
mention lime only in the context of the Port Royal 
discovery and the seemingly boundless piles of 
shells, the “necessary materiall [sic] for lime for 
many ages” (Cheves 2000:77). 

 
Some of the earliest newspaper accounts 

mention the availability of stone lime (or 
limestone) invariably in hogsheads, suggesting that 
at least some lime was imported into South 
Carolina for burning (South Carolina Weekly 
Gazette, June 7, 1783, pg. 2). There are also reports 
such as the 1783 advertisement looking for 
individuals to assist in the “burning of lime” (South 
Carolina Gazette, September 27, 1783, pg. 1). There 
were also advertisements such as the one that 
reported “a Brick Lime Kiln” on the plantation 
(South Carolina Gazette, January 25, 1735, pg. 4) 
and another reporting “good Conveniencies for 
making Lime” (South Carolina Gazette, February 8, 
1735, pg. 4).  

 
There are very few advertisements prior 

to the nineteenth century selling lime in any form, 
suggesting that it was perhaps a commodity that 
the mason would provide. This is suggested by a 
1785 advertisement by Thomas Cole, Bricklayer, 
who announced that he had “a parcel of very good 
hands and mortar” (South Carolina Weekly Gazette, 
August 2, 1785, pg. 3).  

 
In 1784 John and Thomas Manson on 

Church Street in Charleston were selling “Lime 
Sieves,” necessary to sift quick-lime to remove the 
larger fragments. 

 
Krotzer and Walsh (2009:42) argue that 

shell formed the earliest source of lime, with a shift 
to “imported” rock between 1828 and 1851. They 
do not, however, offer specific evidence other than 
the 1886 comments by G.E. Manigault that shells 
were used until replaced by “cheaper stone limes 
from the Northern States . . . about the year 1838” 
(quoted in Krotzer and Walsh 2009:42). In 

contrast, Brosnan (2012:5) reports the burning of 
lime locally for the construction of the Santee Canal 
in 1800 and suggests that after the completion of 
that canal that rock lime was shipped downriver to 
Charleston. This would push the probable 
introduction of rock lime on the coast at least a 
decade earlier. 

 
As early as 1783 Charleston merchants 

were advertising cement without specifying its 
type (South Carolina Weekly Gazette, October 18, 
1783, pg. 4), indicating that something was 
available a decade before James Parker’s 1796 
invention of a hydraulic cement, often called 
Roman cement, in England (Speweik 1995:5). 

 
The frequency of those notices increased 

after 1800 and the first Charleston advertisement 
we have found for “Roman Cement” occurs in 1820 
(City Gazette, Charleston, S.C., May 26, 1820, pg. 3), 
nine years after its invention.  

 
Parker’s Roman Cement was produced 

from an argillaceous limestone (impure limestone 
containing clay). A similar material, White’s natural 
cement, was discovered in New York and patented 
in 1824.  

 
About the same time a natural cement was 

identified in Rosendale, New York. Ultimately, 
more than 71 sites in 17 states were producing a 
total of nearly 300 million pounds per year of 
natural cement in the late nineteenth century, 
taking the collective term, Rosendale Cement. The 
first mention of Rosendale Cement in Charleston 
advertisements seems to be in 1835 (Southern 
Patriot, April 16, 1835, pg. 3). Krotzer and Walsh 
(2009:42) indicate that natural cements were 
being produced as far south as Georgia by 1850. 

 
In 1824, Joseph Aspdin mixed calcined 

hard limestone with clay, ground the mixture to a 
slurry, and refined it, creating what he called 
Portland cement. The name came from the gray 
color, similar to Portland stone. Portland cement 
achieved very quick set times, but strengths were 
lower than Roman cement, so it initially resulted in 
little commercial interest. 
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It is thought the first shipment of Portland 
cement to the United States arrived in 1869 
(Spewick 1996:365) and local production began 
about 1871. It wasn’t, however, until the late 
nineteenth century that testing revealed Portland 
cement would achieve twice the compressive 
strength as natural cement in the first year. 
Gradually the building industry was convinced that 
stronger was better (Spewick 1995:6). 

 
An 1874 advertisement listed for sale 

1,000 barrels of lime, 500 barrels of Rosendale 
cement, and 100 barrels of Portland cement, 
perhaps providing some vague indication of the 
different products’ popularity in the last quarter of 
the nineteenth century (Charleston News and 
Courier, June 30, 1874, pg. 2). In fact, up to the turn 
of the century, Portland cement was generally 
viewed as an “additive” to help accelerate mortar 
set times. It wasn’t until the 1930s that masons 
were using equal portions of lime and Portland 
cement and it was around this time that bagged 
masonry cement began to be available. About 1935 
hydrated lime was introduced, eliminating the 
need for masons to slake quick-lime into putty at 
the job site (Spewick 1997:20). 

Previous Research 
We have been able to identify three 

previous mortar studies for the Charleston area 
although none have specific relevance to plantation 
research.  

 
The first is the work by Krotzer and Walsh 

on mortar samples from buildings at the College of 
Charleston. The three structures examined were 
Randolph Hall (b. 1828, but modified with stucco in 
1850), Porter’s Lodge (b. 1851) and Towell Library 
(b. 1856). Each of mortar samples was “pale 
yellow,” “soft,” and contained “chunks of white 
lime,” helping to frame the limitations with the 
various gross examinations made by most 
archaeologists. 

 
The Randolph Hall mortar (carefully 

selected to represent the earliest phase) was lime 
derived from burning shell. Mortars from the later 
buildings, however, used lime burned from rock 

sources, possible a marble since there was 
evidence of coarse-grained micas and amphiboles. 
In contrast, mortars from the two later buildings 
were produced with rock limes. The 1850 stucco at 
Randolph Hall was a sanded, natural cement 
mortar. 

 
The second study was of degraded 

mortars at Fort Sumter. Although construction 
began in 1829, apparently mortar construction 
was not commenced until 1841. The study 
examined five original samples (the site has faced 
extensive repair episodes), including bedding and 
pointing mortar used above sea level, bedding 
mortar used below sea level, and mortar from 
below ground level. All, however, used natural 
(probably Rosendale) cement. They also 
discovered the bedding mortar had a higher 
volume of sand to fines, indicating “the masons at 
Fort Sumter during construction mixed to a certain 
consistency that they liked rather than following an 
exact prescribed recipe” (Brosnan et al. 2011:8).  

 
A third report describes mortar associated 

with Charleston’s Tradd Street redan, part of the 
seventeenth century protective wall surrounding 
the city. Both chemical and petrographic study was 
conducted, concluding that the lime was created 
from burnt oyster shells (suggested the the trace of 
MgO in the mortar and confirmed with the 
identification of shell relics in the thin sections). It 
appears that the mortar was lime rich, with 
volumetric proportions between 2:1 and 1:1 lime 
to sand. Of even greater interest is the discovery of 
brick dust fragments (likely from underfired 
bricks) in the paste. These would encourage 
pozzolanic reactions, helping the mortar to set 
more quickly and resist ground water.   

Mortar Composition at the 
Mullet Hall Sites 

Four samples of mortar from the Mullet 
Hall sites were submitted to U.S. Heritage for 
detailed analysis (U.S. Heritage Group 2017). 

 
Sample 1, taken from the in situ remains of 

a slave/tenant structure at 38CH1542 in Block G, 
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weighed 4.5 g and was white. Sample 2 was taken 
from a probable pier (Feature 2) identified in Block 
D. It was also white and weighed 6.5 g. Sample 3 
was taken from unit 320R560 at 38CH1543 and is 
therefore thought to be associated with a slave 
structure. It was white and weighed 14.5 g. The 
final specimen, Sample 4, weighed 7.0 g, was white, 
and was recovered 38CH2244 at Feature 4. This 
was the mortar fireplace remains identified from a 
colonial slave structure.  

 
Methods of Analysis 

 
The samples were analyzed according to 

chemical procedures and petrographic 
examination methods of ASTM C1324, “Standard 
Test Method for Examination and Analysis of 
Hardened Masonry Mortars.” The mortar was 
examined using a stereomicroscope up to a 
magnification of 100X. Portions of the binder 
portion of the mortar were prepared on glass slides 
in several refractive index oils in the range of 1.20 
to 1.71 and examined for identification using a 
polarizing (petrographic) microscope up to a 
magnification of 700X. The optical and 
morphological properties of the phases present 
were used to identify the various constituents 
present, including primary and secondary calcium 

carbonate, hydrated lime, gypsum, brucite, free 
lime, cement, and any other substances. 

 
The chemical analysis was conducted 

using: wet chemical procedures in ASTM C1324, X-
ray fluorescence spectroscopy (XRF), X-ray 
diffraction (XRD) and thermal analysis. 

 
Results of Petrographic Analysis 

Samples 1-4 
 

The paste in all four mortar samples 
appears to consist of hydraulic hydrated lime, with 
the following properties: Residual relict grains of 
alite tricalcium silicate from Portland cement were 
not detected. Relict grains of fine belite dicalcium 
silicate crystals were detected at a trace amount.  

 
Fine and coarse size carbonated crystals of 

calcium hydroxide are present in the paste of each 
sample. The hydrated lime in these samples 
appears to be a high-calcium type. The paste in all 
four samples has a white color that is due to the 
presence of hydrated lime. The paste in all four has 
a soft hardness, and is carbonated. Aggregate-paste 
bond is poor-to-average in all four samples. Mortar 
firmness is average in all four samples. The degree 
of hydration is advanced, and pockets of hydrated 

 
Figure 93. Total percentage of aggregate passing each sieve. 
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lime, up to 1.0 mm, were detected in all four. A high 
amount of secondary calcium carbonate from 
carbonation is present in all four. The type of 
binder cement present in all four samples appears 
to be a hydraulic hydrated lime. Slaked lime putty 
appears to be present. The overall color of the 
samples is white. All four samples have a low 
aggregate content. 

 
The aggregate within all four samples has 

a white color and consists of crushed white 
limestone and white quartz that is finely graded, 
with a 0.5 mm maximum g rain size; this aggregate 
appears finer than the natural or manufactured 
sand grading in ASTM C144. This aggregate has a 
modal (most frequently occurring) size of 0.12 mm 
(Figure 1). The aggregate in all four samples is in a 
stable condition. 

 
Examination of Figure 1 reveals that 

Samples 1, 2, and 4 are all very similar, being 
dominated by the two largest aggregate sizes 
classes. In contrast, the mortar from 38CH1543 is 
noticeably distinct with a much greater proportion 
of the larger size classes. The reasons for this are 
not entirely clear. In general, the smaller sizes 
classes are dominated by quartz; the larger size 
classes consist almost entirely of limestone 
fragments that are gray to red.  

 
These samples are non-air-entrained, with 

low entrapped air contents of approximately 4.0% 
± 1.0%. The majority of the air -voids are irregular 
in shape, and appear entrapped. 

 
Results of Chemical Analysis 

Samples 1-4 
 

The samples were chemically analyzed for 
hydraulic lime, using the method for Portland 
cement content according to the Soluble Silica 

(SiO2) procedure in ASTM 
C1324, “Standard Test Method 
for Examination and Analysis 
of Hardened Masonry Mortar.” 
The silica content in the 
hydraulic lime was estimated 
at 9.1% soluble SiO2.  

 
The binder in these samples appears to 

consist of a high-calcium type of hydraulic 
hydrated lime. The lime was estimated to contain 
approximately 65.0% calcium oxide (CaO), and 
4.0% magnesium oxide (MgO), which equals 5.8% 
rucite; and 9.1% soluble silicon dioxide (SiO2). The 
majority of the paste in all four samples is 
carbonated. Brucite (magnesium hydroxide) and 
magnesite (magnesium carbonated) were detected 
at a low amount, indicating that the hydrated lime 
is a high-calcium type. Carbonated lime putty and 
fine lime particles were detected in all four 
samples. Hydrated lime content was calculated 
based upon the amount of brucite present and 
soluble silica (SiO2).  

 
The brucite was quantified based on DSC 

(Differential Scanning Calorimetry) – Thermal 
Analysis. Brucite and soluble silica contents were 
used to determine the hydrated lime content. 
Approximately 95% of the brucite is carbonated, 
producing magnesite (MgCO3). Brucite content 
equals: the amount of brucite, determined by DSC, 
plus the amount of magnesite determined by XRD 
multiplied by 0.6917. 

 
Since the aggregate in all four samples 

contains some limestone, the aggregate content 
was calculated by difference: 100.0% minus the 
sum of free water, hydrated water and hydrated 
lime. 

 
The densities (bulk loose volume basis, 

lbs./ft.3) of the mortar ingredients were assumed 
to be those listed in ASTM C270: Hydrated lime at 
40.0 lbs./ft.3. Eighty lbs. of dry sand was assumed 
to be equal to one cubic foot of damp loose sand. 
Lime putty is estimated at 80 lbs./ft.3, consisting of 
50% free water and 50% hydrated lime (calcium 
hydroxide). All four mortars appear to be a 

Table 47. 
Volumetric proportions of Samples 1-4 (ASTM C270) 

 
Constituent Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4 

Hydrated Lime 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Natural Sand 2.47 2.43 2.28 2.57 
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hydraulic hydrated lime paste type with low sand 
content, and may possibly be replicated using the 
proportions listed below (Table 1). A summary of 
the chemical analyses is provided in Table 2.  

 
Summary 

 
One conclusion from this study is that the 

mortars from all four samples – none of which are 
likely postbellum – are all very similar. All of the 
mixes are also very slightly undersanded by today’s 
standard of a 1:3 ratio. However, it should be 
understood that historically it was quicklime, not 
hydrated lime, used on building sites. Quicklimes 
increase in volume by 60 to 100% when slaked; 
therefore, the resulting lime:sand ratio for the 
finished mortar is always more lime-rich than the 
originally-stated ratio and generally falls between 
1:1½ and 1:2. Thus, the Mullet Hall mortar is 
actually a little oversanded. This isn’t surprising 
given that lime was more scarce than sand.  

 
Nevertheless, they were all relatively 

                                
2 The portions of this section consisting of background 
were authored by Dr. Michael Trinkley. Those portions 
providing the physical, chemical, and petrographic 
analysis of the brick samples were prepared by Dr. Denis 

simple, straight-forward 
mixes with no indication of 
additives, such as natural 
cements, pozzolans, or tints.  

 
Magnesian quicklime 

is derived from limestone 
containing 5 to 35% 
magnesium carbonate, while 
dolomitic quicklime comes 
from limestone containing 35 
to 46% magnesium 
carbonate. High calcium is the 
purest form of calcium 
carbonate (derived from 
sources containing less than 
4% magnesium carbonate), 
about 95%, typically coming 
from the burning of bones 
and shells. The petrographer, 
however, did not identify any 

remnant shell particles and this suggests that the 
mortar was very well slaked, aged, and then sieved.  

 
This suggests, although does not 

necessarily prove that the mortars predate the 
1850s (or the 1830s according to Manigault).  

Bricks2 
Eighteenth Century  
Advertisements 

There are a number of Charleston 
accounts from the 1730s, including several notices 
of bricks for sale on ships just arrived from Boston 
(South Carolina Gazette, December 23, 1732, pg. 3; 
January 20, 1733, pg. 3; May 29, 1736, pg. 3). These 
bricks were apparently available in fairly modest 

A. Bosnan, P.E. (ret.), Bishop Chair Emeritus and 
Professor Emeritus, Clemson University, Clemson, South 
Carolina, in conjunction with the National Brick Research 
Center. 

Table 48. 
Masonry Mortar Composition (ASTM C1324) 

 

Constituents 
Constituents, % by Mass 

Sample 
1 

Sample 
2 

Sample 
3 

Sample 
4 

Silica (Soluble SiO2) 1.50 1.52 1.60 1.45 
Calcium Oxide (CaO) 29.79 27.11 26.10 29.80 
Magnesium Oxide (MgO) 0.66 0.60 0.81 0.60 
Brucite (Mg(OH)2) 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.04 
Magnesium Carbonite (MgCO2) 1.31 1.33 1.28 1.30 
Insoluble Residue 69.11 73.00 68.22 61.23 

Loss on Ignition (% by Mass) 
At 0-110°C free water 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 
At 110-550°C hydrate water 2.09 2.11 2.13 2.05 
At 550-950° C CO2 20.11 19.50 22.11 20.90 

Calculated Constituents (% by Mass) 
Hydrated Lime (high-calcium) 16.48 16.70 17.58 15.93 
Fine Aggregate 81.42 81.18 80.27 82.01 
Hydrated Lime:Fine Aggregate 1:2.47 1:2.43 1:2.28 1:2.57 
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quantities of 3,000 to 20,000 bricks.3  
 
There are also advertisements for the sale 

of plantations that contained functioning 
brickyards. One brickyard was reported “near 
Georgetown” (South Carolina Gazette, April 6, 
1734, pg. 3). Another along the Wando River in 
South Carolina reported a brickyard with “two 
large Houses, near 100 feet in Length near 20 in 
Breadth, and 9 in Height, with 12 arches, and a 
Division in the Middle, a large quantity of Wood 
near at Hand” as well as several slave “Brick 
Moulders”4 (South Carolina Gazette, December 3, 
1748, pg. 3). Other advertisements simply 
observed that the plantation landing and nearby 
clay would be suitable for making bricks (South 
Carolina Gazette, September 7, 1734, pg. 3; May 4, 
1738, pg. 3).  

 
Brick manufacture has been extensively 

described for the Wando area by Wayne (1992). 
She identified 24 brickyards on the Wando and its 
tributaries, with an additional 12 possible sites. 
These were largely found in areas of poorly drained 
flatwoods, where agricultural pursuits were 
difficult. Brick manufacture provided a seasonal 
source of supplemental income that was readily 
sought by local planters in the area. 

 
The 1740 act regulating the rebuilding of 

Charleston after its fire established the maximum 
price for three varieties of brick: English brick, 
£6/1,000; New England brick, £3.10/1,000; and 
Carolina brick, £5/1,000 (“Postscript,” South 
Carolina Gazette, December 25, 1740, pg. 4). 
Whether these prices reflect quality or size is 
unclear, although it does seem that many of the 
bricks being sent – from both England and the 
north – were too small to suit Charleston 
preferences. By the American Revolution the price 

                                
3 Simons (1934:11) suggests it would have taken the full 
cargo holds of nine of the largest sailing vessels available 
at the time or the equivalent of 45 loads of ballast to 
import sufficient brick for a single large Charleston 
structure – the Miles Brewton House. Hollings (1978:12) 
says about 100,000 brick were required for a 45-foot 
square, two story house. Thus, the imports likely made 

had stabilized at about £6/1,000, with the price 
dropping after the war to £2/1,000 (Wayne 
1992:63). During the antebellum, prices were 
generally $4-$7/1000, depending on the grade of 
the brick (facing brick being better fired and more 
expensive, while common brick were softer 
because of poorer firing and fit only for inner 
wythes of load bearing walls). 

 
Brick kilns are found not only in the 

Wando drainage, but also along the Ashley and 
Cooper rivers. A careful review of both colonial and 
antebellum Charleston newspapers fails to 
mention any property on the Stono or on Johns 
Island associated with brick manufacture. The 
historic resources survey for James and Johns 
islands (Fick et al. 1989) provides no indication of 
brick production on either island. Jordan and 
Stringfellow (1998) also fail to include any 
references to brick production on the islands.  

 
Nevertheless, at least one is mentioned in 

the Willtown area of south Charleston County 
(Zierden et al. 1999). Another has been reported 
from Johns Island (Wheaton et al. 1997), although 
we were not able to confirm its existence or obtain 
any comparative samples for study. 

Brick Sizes 
 Expanding on these few comments, there 
is a substantial literature regarding brick sizes. 
Lloyd (1925) provides numerous examples of 
English brick sizes. Table 49 provides comparison 
a few types reported from the archaeological or 
historical literature. Lloyd, however, cautions,  
 

Attempts to date buildings by 
brick dimensions have been 
useful only in a vague and general 
way. . . . indeed, close scrutiny 

little difference in lowcountry architecture.  
4  An advertisement for the sale of African slaves 
reported several “accustomed to Brick-making, one of 
whom can mould from 5 to 6,000 bricks each day” 
(Columbian Herald, Charleston, South Carolina, July 7, 
1788, pg. 1). 
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leads to the conclusion that care 
was not exercised in making 
moulds, and that probably half an 
inch or even more was a common 
variation in any of the 
dimensions. At best, dating 
buildings by brick dimensions can 
only be vaguely approximate, and 
afford but slender aid to the more 
reliable architectural features and 
to precise historic records in 
determining dates (Lloyd 
1925:11-12). 

 
It is likely that the “Old England 

Bricks” referenced by Pringle are the 1725 
statutory sized bricks. Perhaps the smaller 
ones were the so-called “English sized.”  

 
Table 50 itemizes the brick sizes 

recovered from Mullet Hall. An immediate, 
and interesting, observation is that all 
seem to be in the range of the early 
eighteenth century “English Statutory” 
brick size of 9 by 4½ by 2½ inches. In fact, the 
average of the Mullet Hall brick sizes is 9 by 4⅛ by 
2 5

9�  inches. This seems well within normal 
deviation based on handmade molds and gradual 
wear and tear.  

Brick Analyses 
The four brick 

specimens received for 
analysis are described 
in Table 51. 

Photographs 
of the bricks are 
provided in Figure 94, 
where bricks are 
identified by the NBRC 
Identification (lab 
number). The similar 
width dimension of 
bricks 16784 and 
16786 suggest that 
they could have been 
made in a singular 

brickmaking period. Note that the length and 
height dimensions are affected by a greater extent 
by the burning process in a clamp and are less 
suggestive of commonalities. Complete technical 
documentation is available from the author or the 

National Brick Research Center. 

The Mullet Hall bricks are distinctly 
different in facial appearance than the well-known 
“Charleston Grey” bricks prevalent in residences 
and in commercial buildings on the Charleston 
peninsula and in Fort Sumter. These Charleston 

Table 50. 
Brick sizes from Mullet Hall 

(all measurements are in inches) 
 

Site and Block Length Width Thickness 
38CH1541, Block D 9¼ 4⅜ 2⅝ 

  4¼ 2¾ 
  4⅜ 2½ 
  4¼ 2¾ 

38CH1542, Block G 8¾ 4¼ 2½ 
 9 4 2½ 
 83

16�  33
16�  21

16�  * 
 9¼ 4¼ 29

16�  
 89

16�  3¾ 2¾ 
 9 4½ 29

16�  
 9⅛ 4⅛ 2½ 
 9½ 4¼ 2½ 

* paving brick? 

Table 49. 
Comparative brick sizes  

(all measures are length by width by thickness in inches) 
 

Date Brick Type 
Dimensions 

(inches) Source 
1625 Proclamation brick, London 9x4⅜x2¼ Lloyd 1925:12 
17th c Dutch “dinker” 6⅛x2⅝x1¼ Reeder 1983:1 
17th c Dutch “dinker” 6⅞x3¼x2 Reeder 1983:1 
17th c Dutch bricks 6x3x1 Lloyd 1925:15 
1725 English statutory 9x4½x2½ Lloyd 1925:12 
1776 English statutory 8½x4x2½ Lloyd 1925:12 
18th c Chesapeake 8½x4x2⅝ Lounsbury 2013:242 
18th c “English” sized 8x3¾x1¾ Norton and Moyer 2010:5 
18th c Dutch moppen 9¾x4¾x2¾ Norton and Moyer 2010:5 
18th c French 7⅜x3⅝x1¼ Waselkov 1999:17 
19th c Dutch paving 6x4x1¾ Dobson 1868:48 
19th c English “clinks’ 6x3x1 Dobson 1868:48 
19th c Dutch house bricks 9½x4½x2 Dobson 1868:48 
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Grey bricks exhibit globular black “iron spots” 
providing a grey overall appearance. Recent 
research has shown that the black globular 
features in Charleston Grey bricks are actually 
chert (SiO2) nodules that attained a black color 

when the brick were 
fired and the SiO2 
reacted with iron oxide. 
The Mullet Hall bricks 
contain small iron 
accretions within their 
vitrified clay matter such 
that the iron spots are 
not prominent on the 
exterior surfaces. With 
respect to these iron 
spots, the Mullet Hall 
bricks are generally 
similar to bricks made 
along the Ashley and 
Cooper rivers.  

Methods 
The characterization methods are briefly 

explained below in Table 52. The techniques are 
common in analysis of historic masonry units and 

  
 

  
Figure 94. Bricks submitted to the National Brick Research Center. Upper left is 7631.16783; upper right 

is 7631.16784; lower left is 7631.16785; and lower right is 7631.16786. 

Table 51. 
Bricks examined by Dr. Bosnan at the National Brick Research Center 

 
Chicora ID National Brick 

Research Center ID 
Comment Info from Chicora 

38CH1542, 
460R1500, Lv 1  

7631.16783 Red brick with black 
biological stains, 

mortar residue on 
bed face. 

10R4/4, weak red 
9½x4½x3 

38CH2244, Fea 4 NE 7631.16784 Salmon colored brick 
broken in half, 

rounded corners. 

10R5/8, red 
9x4¼x2½ 

38CH1543,320R560, 
Lv 2 

7631.16785 Red brick with bed 
surface coating, 

broken end. 

RYR5/8, yellowish 
red 

69
16� x3½x2½ 

38CH1542, 
460R1500, Lv 1 

7631.16786 Red brick. 10R4/4, weak red 
9½x4½x3 
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mortar as well as with Portland cement and 
concrete. They are particularly useful in historic 
materials’ characterizations. All analytical work 
was obtained at The National Brick Research 
Center, a component of Clemson University. 
Microscopy was performed in the Electron 
Microscope Laboratory of Clemson University.  

Results 
Chemical Analysis and X-ray Diffraction 
(XRF/XRD)  
 

The chemical analyses by XRF for all of the 
Mullet Hall specimens are similar with distinctly 
high silica (SiO2) contents in the range 78-87% by 
weight, moderate alumina content (Al2O3) in the 

range 8.5-12.8%, and iron oxide (Fe2O3) content of 
2.6-4.0%, the latter explaining the red color of the 
bricks. 

 
The mineralogy of the bricks, i.e. how 

chemical species are present as crystalline matter, 
is shown in the table below. In brief, the 
minerals/phases present reflect the heat treatment 
extent of the bricks as follows: 

 
• Cristobalite (SiO2) is primarily formed 

when the bricks are fired above about 
1100°C by conversion of some of the 
quartz (SiO2) to the new cristobalite 
crystal structure. Thus, the presence of 
cristobalite is a marker and suggests 

Table 52. 
Characterization methods used in this study 

 
Method Abbreviation Purpose Brief Description 

X-ray fluorescence XRF Determine the 
chemical analysis or 
assay of the material. 

The specimen is prepared as a molten salt fusion to create a 
homogenous target for X-rays. This target is illuminated by 
monochromatic X-rays thereby, generating characteristic 
(new) X-rays emanating from the atomic species in the 
product. Analysis of these new X-rays allows a quantitative 
determination of the chemical species in the specimen. 

X-ray diffraction XRD Determine the 
mineralogy of the 
material. 

The powdered specimen is illuminated with a column of 
monochromatic X-rays producing characteristic reflections 
from crystal planes in the material. These reflections reveal 
the identity and quantity of constituent minerals in the 
specimen. 

Mercury Porosimetry MIP Determine the 
density, porosity, and 
pore sizes of the 
material. 

Mercury is forced into a specimen under increasing pressures 
while the amount of mercury intruded is measured. The pore 
sizes are determined by use of the Washburn equation. 

Thermal analysis DSC-TG-
FTIR 

Determine the 
weight changes, 
reaction phenomena 
and evolved gases on 
heating of a 
specimen. 

Determines the occurrence of chemical reactions by energy 
flow and weight change on heating, and observes gases 
evolved from the specimen. The information serves as a 
“fingerprint” of the constituent mineral and chemical species. 

Water soluble salts 
by ion 

chromatography 

IC Determine the 
presence of salts that 
might be present in 
the specimen. 

The method involves extracting the water soluble salts in 
water at room temperature. The salt content is determined by 
ion chromatography (IC) and expressed in terms of the 
original specimen weight. 

Scanning electron 
microscopy 

SEM Observe surface 
features using 
electrons reflected or 
generated by a 
specimen. 

Identifies chemical species in artifacts on the specimen. The 
technique is particularly useful in observing decay 
mechanisms in concrete to include the well-known “alkali-
silica reaction (ASR)”. 

Energy dispersive X-
ray analysis 

EDAX Detect X-rays 
generated in the SEM 
to aid in mineral 
identification. 

The technique is particularly useful in identifying constituents 
of concrete to include lime and cement type. 
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“high” firing temperature. 
 

• Tridymite (SiO2) is formed usually by 
extended exposure to high temperature as 
an intermediary as quartz is converted to 
cristobalite. With faster heating in the 
kilns, only cristobalite is typically seen. 
 

• Quartz (SiO2) is the crystalline phase in 
common sand as found in the earth. 
 

• Mullite (3Al2O3-2SiO2) forms above about 
950°C as feldspars (like albite) 

decompose. Thus, the presence of mullite 
is another marker of firing temperature. 

 
Results of this study indicated that the 

bricks are produced from the sandy clays prevalent 
in the Charleston area. The mineralogy of the bricks 
suggests varying heat treatment when the bricks 
were burned, a result expected in the early kilns of 
the period.  
 
Physical Analysis – MIP 
 

The MIP (mercury porosimetry) results 
shown below (Table 54) exhibit variation that can 
be attributed to differences in heat treatment in 
early kilns and to the small specimen size used in 
the MIP test. For example, the porosity of specimen 
16783 at 6.3% does not agree with the visual image 
from microscopy for the same specimen - 
suggesting that the MIP numbers were from a non-

representative specimen. Further, the bulk density 
for specimen 16784 is obviously in error. 

 
To assist in interpretation of the above 

results, the data in Table 55 is from prior 
investigations of Charleston area historic bricks. 
Comparisons using the results for Dorchester and 
Fort Sumter add further credence to the suggestion 
that there are errors in the values for the Mullet 
Hall specimens. 

 
The MIP results contain errors that are 

attributed to the variability in the early bricks 

and/or the small specimen size in the test. 
Estimates of density and porosity are thus best 
made based on microscopy. 

 
Thermal Analysis - DSC-TG-FTIR 
 

The thermal analysis results provide 
information on chemical reactions on heating of 
the specimens and the gases that may be evolved as 
a consequence of the reactions. The information in 
Table 56 lists heat evolving exothermic reactions 
(“Exo”), heat consuming endothermic reactions 
(“Endo”), the weight change (“ΔW”), the gaseous 
species evolved (in this case carbon dioxide or 
CO2), and the temperature of the event (in degrees 
Celsius or °C). 
 

By way of explanation, the following 
events are observed: 
 

Table 53. 
Chemical studies 

 
Chicora ID 38CH1542, 

460R1500, Lv 1 
38CH2244, Fea 4, 

NE½ 
38CH1543, 

320R560, Lv 2 
38CH1542, 

460R1500, Lv 1 
NBRC ID 7631.16783 7631.16784 7631.16785 7631.16786 
Phase     
 Cristobalite 10.74±0.56  8.40±0.35 4.94±1.26 
 Mullite 14.29±1.05  4.97±0.64 3.07±1.00 
 Tridymite 16.53±0.90    
 Rutile 0.27±0.12 1.35±0.22   
 Quartz 45.85±1.13 14.29±0.97 55.18±1.25 73.45±2.45 
 Albite  4.58±0.650  14.50±1.38 
 Calcite  0.42±0.13   
 Hematite (Fe2O3)  0.73±0.10  4.06±3.06 
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• The low temperature exotherm near 
325°C is due to oxidation of carbonaceous 
matter in the bricks with the source of 
carbon as environmental exposure (being 
buried) with oxidation accompanied by a 
small weight loss. 

 
• The exotherm in the area of 625-670°C is 

due to decomposition of calcite (CaCO3) 
indicating the bricks were exposed to lime 
in mortar either in the original use or in 
landfill. 

 
• The endotherm near 572°C represents the 

expected polymorphic transformation of 
quartz (sand) contained in the bricks. 

 

• For 7631.16784, the 
water evolution in the area 
of 500-600°C may 
represent “re-
hydroxylation”, a slow 
process of ageing where 
clay that has been fired 
(dehydroxylated) reverts 
to the original clay mineral. 
This process is usually seen 
on “common” bricks – 

those with a lesser extent of heat 
treatment. 
 

The thermal analysis 
results show only expected results 
for old bricks from mortared 
masonry. It is possible that 
specimen 16786 may not have been 
used in a mortared assembly, i.e. it 
could have been used in pavement. 
 

Thermal Expansion 
 

The thermal expansion data is shown in 
Table 57 with results for the coefficient of thermal 
expansion (“CTE”). This CTE is defined by the 
length change (ΔL) per unit original length (Lo) as 
temperature is increased from room temperature 
(ΔT): 
 

CTE = (ΔL)/(LoΔT) 
 
The CTE of historic bricks is usually of 

interest in restoration of historic structures. In the 
case of the Mullet Hall bricks, the CTE is a marker 
of the original firing temperature because quartz in 
the brick can be slowly converted to other 
crystalline forms of silica – notably cristobalite – on 

Table 56. 
Results of thermal analysis 

 
Specimen Exo – CO2, °C ΔW – CO2, % Exo2 – CO2, °C ΔW2 – CO2, % Endo, C° Other 

7631.16783 332.6 -0.29 ~625 -0.03 571.3  
7631.16784 325 -0.22 670.6 -0.09 572.4 SL. H2O evolution 500-

600,°C 
7631.16785 320 -0.28 677.9 -0.19 572.6  
7631.16786 327.5 -0.65 ABSENT ABSENT 571.4  

 

Table 54. 
MIP Analyses 

 

Specimen 
Bulk 

Density, 
g/cm3 

Apparent 
Density, 
g/cm3 

Apparent 
Porosity, % 

Pore 
Diameters 

>10µ, % 

Pore 
Diameters 

<1µ, % 
7631.16783 1.95 2.06 6.3 82.7 13.0 
7631.16784 2.64 2.77 27.5 43.1 23.2 
7631.16785 1.48 1.94 27.7 92.4 1.9 
7631.16786 2.25 2.27 29.2 5.7 4.2 

 

Table 55. 
Comparison with other Charleston bricks 

 

Result 
Colonial Dorchester 

Historic Site (ca. 1700) 
(updraft kilns/clamp) 

Fort Sumter Original 
Construction (ca. 1850) 

(downdraft of Scotch 
kilns) 

Bulk Density, g/cm3 1.60-1.74 1.58-1.65 
Apparent Density, g/cm3 1.94-2.54 2.39-2.46 
Apparent Porosity, % 16.5-31.4 24.0-36.0 
Pore Diameters <1µ, % 21.0-25.9 1.9-9.4 
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prolonged exposure to high temperature. Since 
clay bricks with <5-6% sand content may exhibit a 
CTE of 5-6X10-6/°C, the actual CTE of the Mullet 
Hall bricks indicates their high sand content and 
their conversion to cristobalite. For reference, the 
CTE of 100% cristobalite bricks is about 10-12X10-

6/°C. Further, the original maximum firing 
temperature is estimated by the deflection 
(shrinkage) on heating. 

 
The thermal expansion of the bricks 

reflects the original firing temperatures that are 
expected to vary greatly in clamp kilns. Two of the 
bricks – from 38CH1542, 460R1500, Level 1 and 
38CH1542, 460R1500, Level 1 – appear to be well-
fired (exposed to higher temperatures).  

 
Water Soluble Salts (IC) 

 
The soluble anions and cations from short 

term solubility tests are shown in Table 58. The 
calcium and magnesium likely originate from the 

burnt oyster lime used in the mortars associated 
with the masonry or from exposures when buried. 
The sodium and chloride levels are minimal and do 
not suggest direct exposure to sea water. The 
potassium level is interesting and may reflect the 
clays from the site affecting the buried bricks. 

 

The results indicated that soluble calcium 
suggests exposure to burnt lime mortar in the 
original structures and/or while buried prior to 
excavation. The bricks apparently had no 
significant exposure to sea water. 

 
Microscopy (SEM) 
 

Microscopy was accomplished using a 
S3400N scanning electron microscope at the 
Clemson University Electron Microscope 
Laboratory. The specimens were in the form of 
petrographic polished thins sections (without 
cover glass). Features of interest were identified 
suing the EDAX capability of the microscope. 

 
The photomicrographs shown below are 

at a constant original magnification of about 50X. 
While the microscope has a capability of 30,000X, 
there is no need with clay bricks to exceed a 
magnification of about 200X. 

 

Features of interest include: 
 

• Partially vitrified clay and sand/SiO2 
forms (grey color) with the sand forms 
usually as discrete particles. 
 

• Metal oxide inclusions (white) that are 

Table 57. 
Thermal expansion analysis 

 
Specimen Quaartz, % Cristobalite, % CTW, multiplied X 106. 

Range 35-200°C 
Deflection, °C (Beginning of shrinkage 

– suggests peak firing temperature 
7631.16783 45.8 10.9 12.3 Slight >1050 
7631.16784 45.3 0 7.3 987 
7631.16785 55.2 8.4 8.2 997 
7631.16786 73.4 4.9 6.2 1095 

 

Table 58. 
Summary of Important Water Soluble Salts 

(mg/l in leachate after bricks immersed in 100 ml of deionized water for 24 hours) 
 

Specimen Calcium (Ca) Magnesium (Mg) Sodium (Na) Potassium (K) Chloride (Cl) Sulfate (SO4) 
7631.16783 46.1 7.3 3.9 10.2 1.4 0.4 
7631.16784 2000 4.4 5.0 7.3 3.1 1.1 
7631.16785 136 2.5 3.9 11.0 4.0 1.0 
7631.16786 33.7 2.0 4.2 9.9 1.4 0.3 
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found to be rich in Fe2O3 and occasionally 
contain Ti (titanium). 

 
• Pores seen as black voids. In hand molded 

bricks, the large rounded pores are from 
water pockets in the formed bricks (prior 
to drying). The very small pores are 
interstices from incomplete consolidation 
on firing. 
 
Specimen 7631.16783 is a typical hand 

molded historic brick exhibiting large pores, large 
sand particles, and a low extent of vitrification. 

 
Specimen 7631.16784 is an example of a 

“common” or structural brick as indicated by the 

high amount of porosity (black areas). The rounded 
particle in the center of the field is previously fired 
brick scrap known as “grog.” At a higher 
magnification, it resembles the microstructure of 
specimen 7631.16786. Grog or brick dust is 
typically used as a filler. 

 
Specimen 7631.16785 exhibits a high 

content of sand particles and a small amount of 
vitrified clay matter between sand grains. It is 
obviously highly porous. 

 
Specimen 7631.16786 is well vitrified 

(glassy), with linked pores and iron rich glass 
between residual sand particles. It may also have 
been an “overfired” or “clinker” brick that was 

    
 

    
Figure 95. Photomicrographs of brick thin sections. Upper left, 7631.16783 (Photomicrograph 83-01); 

upper right, 7631.16784 (Photomicrograph 84-01); lower left, 7631.16785 (Photomicrograph 
85-01); lower right, 7631.16786 (Photomicrograph 86-01). 



 MORTAR AND BRICKS 
 

 

 

 
233 

unused in a structure. The similarity to the grog 
particle in specimen 7631.16784 suggests a 
common origin for both bricks (although they were 
recovered from two different sites – 38CH2244 and 
38CH1542). 
 
EDAX Results 

 

The elemental analysis, as converted to oxide 

species, is given in Table 59-61 for the clay 
components, sand components, and iron spot 
components of the microstructures. 
 

These results reveal that the composition 
of the vitrified clay phase is generally consistent, 
except for the CaO in 7631.16783-2. The 

sand/silica component is >98% pure SiO2. The iron 
spots contain clay and may originate from iron rich 
nodules (of sand and clay) that are found in the 
Coastal Zone of South Carolina. 

Conclusions 
 The Mullet Hall brick specimens were 

likely hand molded, 
plantation-made clay bricks 
burned or fired in updraft 
kilns called “clamps” or 
“field kilns.” All of the 
specimens are similar from 
a chemical perspective. 
 

The local Mullet 
Hall firing/burning process 
resulted in wide property 
variations as expected, due 
to temperature variations in 

the early kilns. 
 
The Mullet Hall site 

bricks are distinctive in 
characteristics and different 
than bricks produced in 
known Ashley, Cooper, or 
Wando river brickyards or 
plantations. Characteristics 
of bricks can only produce 

an approximate source, but the preponderance of 
the evidence is that the 
Mullet Hall bricks are locally 
plantation produced. 
 

In general, there 
are three types of 
Charleston bricks - 
Charleston Grey (most sand 
and from around the 
Wando), Charleston Brown 
(some sand - near the 

coastal rivers), and Dorchester Reds (up in the area 
of current Summerville spreading over toward 
Monks Corner and the upper Santee). Generally 
they are not combined. 

 
The sand is the reason for the black "iron 

Table 59. 
Normalized EDAX Results – Vitrified Clay Phase (Results in Weight %) 

 
Specimen 7631.16783-2 7631.16784-9 7631.16785-12 7631.16786-15 

MgO 0 10.43 1.18 1.01 
Al2O3 27.20 20.25 24.54 26.21 
SiO2 63.18 51.00 63.45 61.29 
K2O 0.76 0 0.71 1.83 
CaO 8.84 0 0 0 
TiO2 0 2.01 0.89 0.91 

Fe2O3 0 16.28 9.20 8.71 
Mn3O4 0 0 0 0 

 

Table 60. 
Normalized EDAX Results – Sand Components (Results in Weight %) 

 
Specimen 7631.16783-2 7631.16784-9 7631.16785-12 7631.16786-15 

Al2O3 0 1.14 0 0 
SiO2 99.35 98.18 100 100 
K2O 0.14 0.14 0 0 

Fe2O3 0.50 0.52 0 0 
 

Table 61. 
Normalized EDAX Results – Iron Spots (Results in Weight %) 

 
Specimen 7631.16783-2 7631.16784-9 7631.16785-12 7631.16786-15 

MgO 2.09 1.23 12.76 1.75 
Al2O3 22.43 14.28 13.69 9.24 
SiO2 46.72 42.12 54.88 33.94 
K2O 2.73 2.68 0.90 1.59 
TiO2 0 0 0.90 2.97 

Fe2O3 26.00 39.67 16.83 50.48 
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spots" - so Charleston Grey have the most of the 
spots. It is also possible that brick on the peninsula 
from the Wando were graded with first quality 
(small spots) used in wealthy people's houses and 
second quality, going into commercial buildings. 

 
One of the four bricks from the Mullet Hall 

site is poorly vitrified and probably was used in a 
structure of lesser importance or as a “back-up” 
brick. One additional brick may have been 
excessively vitrified to become a “clinker” brick 
and could have been used in paving. The remaining 
two sampled bricks were probably used in 
structural walls. 

 
The Mullet Hall bricks exhibit residual 

calcium as insoluble or soluble forms indicating 
exposure to lime based mortars in their service life 
or due to soluble calcium in ground water when 
buried. 
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Methods 
Processing and Conservation 

Processing began in the field during the 
field investigations, but was completed at Chicora’s 
labs in Columbia. During the washing, artifacts 
were sorted by broad categories – pottery, lithics, 
bone, ceramics, glass, iron, and other materials. 
When possible these categories were further 
divided, for example separating nails from other 
metals and glass by color. Upon drying, the artifacts 
were temporarily bagged by these categories, 
pending cataloging.  
 
 All objects were evaluated for their long-
term stability. Brass items were generally stable 
after dry cleaning and were packed in Marvalseal 
360 1  bags with silica gel to provide long-term 
stability. A few objects were submitted to 
archaeological conservator Katherine Singleton for 
treatment and the treatment forms should be 
consulted for additional information. 
 

Many ferrous objects exhibited very heavy 
corrosion and, after analysis, were discarded. A 
limited number were submitted to archaeological 
conservator Katherine Singleton for treatment and 
the treatment forms should be consulted for 
additional information. A few items, not worthy of 
treatment, but perhaps worthy of retention, were 
packed with silica gel and an oxygen scavenger and 
sealed in Marvalseal 360 bags for long-term 
curation.  
 
 Collections are curated with the South 

                                
1  Marvalseal 360 is a heat sealable foil that provides 
protection from light, air, and moisture vapor. Its water 

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. 
Field notes were prepared on pH neutral, alkaline-
buffered paper and photographic materials were 
processed to archival standards. All original field 
notes, with archival copies, are also curated at this 
facility.  

Analytical Methods 
Analysis of the collections followed 

professionally accepted standards with a level of 
intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of the 
remains. 

 
As previously discussed, the prehistoric 

remains were not a contributing resource and the 
data recovery plan did not incorporate research 
questions focused on these remains. Nevertheless, 
the prehistoric remains are included and given at 
least brief analytical attention. 

 
The temporal, cultural, and typological 

classifications of the historic remains follow such 
authors as Cushion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985), 
Miller (1980, 1991a), 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). Additional references, 
where appropriate, will be discussed in the 
following sections. 

 

vapor transmission rate is about 0.009 gm/100in²/24hr. 
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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 a reasonable choice for 
even early nineteenth century materials since it 
allows ready comparison to other 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.  

Minimum Vessel Counts 
Another important analytical technique 

used in this study is the minimum vessel count, as 
both an alternative to the more traditional count of 
ceramics 2 and also as a prerequisite to the 
application of Miller's cost indices. The most 
common approach for the calculation of minimum 
number of vessels (MNV) is to lay out all of the 
ceramics from a particular analytic unit (such as a 
feature), grouping the sherds by ware, type, and 
variety (e.g., floral motif vs. pastoral). All possible 
mends are then made. Body sherds are, from this 
point on, considered residual and not further 
considered. Remaining rim sherds, which fail to 
provide mends, are examined for matches in 
design, rim form, colors, and other attributes that 
would indicate matches with previously defined 
vessels. Those that fail to match either mended 
vessels or other rims are counted as additional 
vessels. Since there were few closed features, such 
as wells or privies, suitable for this level of analysis, 
the analytic unit used was all of the units from a 

                                
2 Although counts are used in this report, and virtually 
every study of historic wares, we know that they are 
biased as measures of the proportions of types. Simply 
put, the proportion by number of sherds of a particular 
type reflects two things – first, the proportion of that type 
in the population, and second, the average number of 
sherds into which vessels of that type have broken 
(known among some researchers as their brokenness) in 
comparison with the brokenness of other types. In 
general, however, brokenness will vary from one type to 

specific area, combined with the features and post 
holes from that area. These were combined for this 
analysis, using a minimum distinction method for 
the MNV, which tends to provide a relatively 
conservative count. 

 
Yentsch (1990) provides an interesting 

breakdown of food-related vessels into five 
categories: food preparation and storage, kitchen 
and food consumption, food distribution, beverage 
distribution, and beverage consumption. Miller 
(1992) applauds this approach, noting that it 
seems to work well for seventeenth and eighteenth 
century food-related archaeological assemblages. 
He, however, has chosen to use four categories: 
tableware, tea ware, kitchenware, and toilet ware. 
He notes that these are the same classifications 
used by Staffordshire potters and they “hold up 
well” when used for temporal comparisons. These 
are essentially the vessel forms that are used in this 
study. 

 
Although no cross mend analyses were 

conducted on the glass artifacts, these materials 
were examined in a similar fashion to the ceramics 
to define minimum number of vessel counts, with 
the number of vessel lips (rims) in a given 
assemblage being used to define the MNV. 
Attempts were made to mend and match vessel lips 
in order to ensure the accuracy of the count. If a 
glass artifact exhibited a different color and/or 
form not represented by the counted lip, then it 
was designated a separate vessel or container. 

Dating Techniques 
Mean dates rely on South’s (1977) mean 

ceramic dating technique, using primarily the 

another and also from one size vessel of a particular type 
to another size vessel of the same type. Usually, types 
with a high brokenness will be over-represented in 
comparison to those with a low brokenness. More 
importantly, this bias not only affects the study of a single 
assemblage, but may also affect the study, or comparison, 
of different assemblages that may have a different level 
of brokenness. 
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mean dates that he has developed. A very few of 
our colleagues occasionally use Carlson (1983) in 
addition to South. Carlson observes that a 
drawback to South’s technique is that it gives the 
same weight to ceramics manufactured for long 
periods (say from 1700 to 1800, yielding a mean 
date of 1750) as it does to those produced for only 
short periods (say from 1740 to 1760, with the 
same mean date of 1750). While this is true – and 
is certainly an understandable issue – it seems that 
overall it results in only a few years error 
(especially with larger collections). Moreover, it 
seems that relatively few investigators have chosen 
to implement the changes proposed by Carlson. 
South warned archaeologists not to use the system 
uncritically, especially at multicomponent sites. 
For example, Wesler provides the example of a site 
occupied from 1700 to 1750, abandoned from 
1750 to 1800, and reoccupied from 1800 to 1850. 
Presumably, the mean ceramic date would be 
about 1775, a time when the site was not occupied. 
This is likely not an issue at the Mullet Hall sites 
since we know of no period when the 38CH1541 
and 38CH1542 sites were abandoned until the 
settlements were finally abandoned. 

 
More recently Wesler (2014) argues that 

the single date provided by South’s formula may be 
misleading in its precision. He suggests that the 
date should be reported with standard deviation to 
provide a more realistic indicator of site 
occupation. He notes a variety of concerns, such as 
nineteenth century ceramics not being as closely 
datable as those from the eighteenth century. Of 
particular concerns are errors introduced by 
whitewares (still in use today, with an arbitrary 
mean date of 1860) and yellow wares 
manufactured from 1840 to 1940 that can 
introduce a significant bias into mean dating. 

 
Examining a variety of sites with mean 

ceramic dates, tobacco stem dates (discussed 
below), he acknowledges that the uncertainty 
introduced by using a standard deviation is 
“disquieting.” He also cautions that standard 
deviations do not offer “any clear correlation to the 
period of occupation of the site” (Wesler 
2014:179). Nevertheless, he suggests that,  

the conclusion must be that the 
dates that most archaeologists 
have assumed to provide 
reasonably accurate estimates of 
the median occupation dates of a 
site have a considerably larger 
range of uncertainty in statistical 
perspective than has been 
realized (Wesler 2014:179). 
 

He suggests the use of the standard deviation when 
reporting mean ceramic dates “to express the 
statistical confidence intervals inherent in the 
calculation” (Wesler 2014:179). We have taken his 
lead and include standard deviation for our mean 
ceramic dates. 

 
Of greater importance to us at sites such as 

those at Mullet Hall, where at least a portion of our 
research focuses on when different structures or 
site areas were used, is the occupation span 
reflected by the ceramics. One method used to 
determine the occupation span of the excavations 
is South's (1977) bracketing technique. This 
method consists of creating a timeline where the 
manufacturing spans of the various ceramics are 
placed. Determining where at least half of the 
ceramic type bars touch places the left bracket. The 
right bracket is placed the same way, however, it is 
placed far enough to the right to touch at least the 
beginning of the latest type present (South 
1977:214). We have chosen to alter South's 
bracketing technique slightly by placing the left bar 
at the earliest ending date when that ending date 
does not overlap with the rest of the ceramic type 
bars.  

 
Since South's method only uses ceramic 

types to determine approximate period of 
occupation, Salwen and Bridges (1977) argue that 
ceramic types that have high counts are poorly 
represented in the ceramic assemblage. Because of 
this valid complaint, a second method – a ceramic 
probability contribution chart – was used to 
determine occupation spans. Albert Bartovics 
(1980) advocates the calculation of probability 
distributions for ceramic types within an 
assemblage. Using this technique, an 
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approximation of the probability of a ceramic type 
contribution to the site's occupation is derived. 
This formula is expressed: 
 

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃
𝑦𝑦𝑟𝑟.

=
𝑓𝑓𝑃𝑃

𝐹𝐹 𝑥𝑥 𝐷𝐷𝑃𝑃
 

where 
Pj = partial probability contribution, 
fj = number of sherds in type j, 
F = number of sherds in sample, and 
Dj = duration in range of years. 
 
A great deal of ink has been devoted to the 

use of tobacco pipe stem bore diameters for site 
dating. It has often been difficult to achieve any 
degree of agreement, even with regard to sample 
size. Noël Hume (1963), for example, argues that a 
minimum sample of 900 to 1,000 stems is 
necessary, while Hanson (1971) suggests that 30 
stems are adequate. Others observe that bore 
diameters are not consistent throughout their 
length (e.g., Beaman 2005:59). 

 
There are also issues affecting the period 

suitable for analysis. Wesler clearly notes that none 
of the pipe stem formula is applicable later than 
1780, observing, 
 

the smallest pipe-stem bore, 4/64 
in., yields a calculated date of 
1778, so that the latest possible 
date produced by the pipe-stem 
formula is 1778. Therefore, a site 
occupied into the 19th century 

cannot possibly produce a 19th-
century pipe-stem date: the date 
would be biased toward the early 
end of the occupation (Wesler 

2014:177). 
 
In fact, Higgins (1999) suggests the formula seems 
to provide accurate dates for only the period from 
about 1680 to 1760.  

 
With these issues in mind, there are 

essentially three formula dating techniques 
available: Binford’s (1962) linear formula, 
Hanson’s formulas (Hanson 1968, recanted in 
1971; see also Binford 1971), and the Heighton and 
Deagan (1971) formula. 

 
Binford’s formula assumes a constant rate 

of bore diameter decrease of 1/64-inch every 
38.26 years. Hanson did not use a constant rate, but 
offered instead 10 relational straight line 
regression formulas, each covering a relatively 
small period of time. The third formula, by 
Heighton and Deagan offer a second-degree 
polynomial curve. 

 
In 2005, Beaman used all three methods to 

date eight house sites at Brunswick Town after 
recounting and remeasuring all of the surviving 
pipe stems. He found that Heighton and Deagon’s 
polynomial curvilinear regression formula 
performed the best. Just behind these results were 
those obtained from Binford’s formula. As a result, 
his recommendation was that “all three formulas . . 
. should be employed” to obtain the best range of 
dates possible. 

 
More recently, the three formulas have 

been tested by McMillan (2010) at 26 sites from 
Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina, and South 
Carolina. She found that the Heighton and Degan 
method proved to be the most accurate, producing 

Table 62. 
South Carolina Tobacco Pipe Stem Formula Results  

(adapted from McMillan 2010:87) 
 

Site Sample 
Date 

Range 
Mean 
Date Binford (difference) Hanson (difference) H&D (difference) 

Heyward Washington F65 318 1730s 1735 1717 -18 1710 -25 1722 -13 
Heyward Washington F166 721 1730s 1735 1729 -6 1720 15 1732 -3 
Heyward Washington F178 53 1740-1750 1745 1728 -17 1719 -26 1731 -14 

Heyward Washington Zone 5 96 1740-1750 1745 1739 -6 1729 -16 1741 -4 
Beef Market Zone 8 312 1739-1760 1750 1724 -26 1701 -43 1728 -22 
Beef Market Zone 9 347 1739-1760 1750 1729 -21 1714 -14 1732 -18 
Dock Street Privy 32 1750s 1755 1741 -14 1731 -24 1743 -12 

 



 ARTIFACTS 
 

 

 

 
239 

formula mean dates closest to the dates assigned 
using other techniques. She also found at all of the 
techniques worked better in Maryland and Virginia 
than in North or South Carolina. Her results for 
South Carolina sites are found in Table 62. 

 
None of these South Carolina results is 

especially impressive, but we are providing 
readers the mean dates using the Binford and 
Heighton and Deagan formulas. The Binford 
formula is expressed as: 

 
𝑌𝑌 = 1931.85 − 38.2𝑋𝑋 

 
where: 

Y = mean date of data sampled and 
X = mean diameter of the sample. 

 
In contrast, the Heighton and Deagan formula has 
two parts: 
 

𝑋𝑋 =
−𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑌𝑌 + 1.04435

0.05324
 

 
and 
 

𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑𝑑 = 1600 + 22𝑋𝑋 
 
where: 
 

Y = mean bore diameter. 
 

Finally, there is also a place for relative 
dating, although application at the Mullet Hall sites 
is limited by the few sealed deposits. Terminus post 
quem is used to indicate the date after which an 
artifact must have been deposited. Coins offer a 
good example. If 1756, 1777, and 1802 coins are 
found in an archaeological context, the terminus 
post quem would be the coin dated 1802, the latest 
date obtained from the evidence and meaning the 
deposit could not date before 1802. 

 
In contrast, terminus ante quem, is the date 

before which the deposit must date. For example, if 
an 1802 coin were found in a layer, those layers 
below must have been deposited prior to 1802. 

Artifact Patterns 
Most historic archaeologists make 

extensive use of South’s artifact groups and classes 
– sometimes as simply a convenient and logical 
means of ordering data. Often these functional 
categories are used for an "artifact pattern 
analysis" developed by South (1977), who believes 
that the patterns identified in the archaeological 
record will reflect cultural processes and will assist 
in delimiting distinct site types. South has 
succinctly stated that, "we can have no science 
without pattern recognition, and pattern cannot be 
refined without quantification" (South 1977:25). 
The identification (and occasionally creation) of 
patterns in historical archaeology is not an end in 
and of itself, but rather is one of a series of 
techniques useful for comparing different sites 
with the ultimate goal of distinguishing cultural 
processes at work in the archaeological record. 

 
There can be no denying that the 

technique has problems, some of which are serious, 
but no more effective technique than South's has 
been proposed. Garrow (1982b:57-66) offers some 
revisions of South's original patterns, which will be 
incorporated in this study.  

 
Even at the level of a fairly simple heuristic 

devise, pattern analysis has revealed five, and 
possibly seven, "archaeological signatures" – the 
Revised Carolina Artifact Pattern (Garrow 1982b, 
South 1977) associated with colonial English 
refuse disposal; the Revised Frontier Pattern 
(Garrow 1982b; South 1977), associated with 
British-American refuse disposal on rural sites; the 
Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern (Garrow 1982b; 
Wheaton et al. 1983), representative of nineteenth 
century slavery; the Georgia Slave Artifact Pattern 
(Singleton 1980; Zierden and Calhoun 1983), found 
in association with eighteenth century slave 
settlements; and the Public Interaction Artifact 
Pattern (Garrow 1982b). There are well the less 
well developed or tested Tenant/Yeoman Farmer 
Artifact Pattern (Drucker et al.1984) and the 
Washington Civic Center Pattern (Garrow 1982b), 
which Cheek et al. (1983:90) suggest might be 
better termed a "Nineteenth Century White Urban 
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Pattern." In addition, there are some additional 
patterns defined by others, including Zierden and 
her colleagues in Charleston, specific to that city. 

 
Some of these patterns are provided here 

in Table 63. A careful inspection of the major 
patterns reveals surprisingly no overlap in the 
major categories of Kitchen and Architecture which 
suggests that these two categories are particularly 
sensitive indicators of either site function 
(including intra-site functional differences) or 
"cultural differences" (see Cheek et al. 1983:90; 
Garrow 1982a:4; South 1977:146-154).  

Status Indicators 
Examining social inequality is a central 

theme in much archaeological research. This 
inequality exists when society invests differences 
between people with cultural and social meanings, 
rewarding some and disincentivizing others (Ames 
2007:487). A variety of factors can reflect wealth 
and status, including house size and contents, as 
well as health and nutrition. Ames notes that in 
addition to factors such as house size and 
construction cost, house contents can be viewed in 
terms of taxonomic richness (the number of 
artifact classes) and the presence of recognized 
status markers. There may also be differences in 
diet, with high-status individuals having access to 
“better quality, more varied, and more prestigious 
food” (Ames 2007:503; cf. Monks 1999:208). 
 

Gibb has examined consumer behavior in 
seventeenth century English America, noting that 
the theory fills a critical need since it links objects 
to social behavior and choice (Gibb 1996:237). He 
believes that by examining household choices, “we 
can see how households create themselves and 
their communities” (Gibb 1996:238). He focuses 
extensively on the plantation setting, architecture, 
home lot organization, ceramic and glass vessels, 
and family cemeteries, arguing that each 
represents a class of inter-related objects that had 
meaningful associations to those who used them. In 
particular, they used their material culture to 
express their identities, both to themselves and to 
others (Gibb 1996:241).  

 
Evidence of social status might include 

complex, segregated floor plans; special-use 
buildings; and home lots with differentiation in 
sheet midden deposits. But he also cautions that 
the physical expression of the plantation may not 
accurately reflect status: “many planters, 
particularly those seeking opportunities to expand 
their plantations and acquire new tracts for their 
sons, probably saw little point in improving the 
plantations: they were destined to leave within a 
decade or so of the arrival, in search of greater 
opportunities” (Gibb 1996:246).  

 
Nevertheless, archaeologists commonly 

broaden discussions to include evidence of status. 
Or more precisely, they broaden the discussions to 

Table 63. 
Comparison of Published Artifact Patterns 

 
Revised 
Carolina 
Artifact 
Pattern1

Townhouse 
Pattern2

Dual-
Function 
Pattern2

Carolina Elite 
Pattern3

Georgia Slave 
Artifact 
Pattern4

Carolina 
Slave Artifact 

Pattern1
18th Century 

Overseer5
Yeoman 
Pattern6

Kitchen Group 51.8 - 65.0 58.4 63.1 42.1 - 64.2 20.0 - 25.8 70.9 - 84.2 65.2-78.1 40.0 - 61.2
Architectural Group 25.2 - 31.4 36.0 25.0 26.5 - 55.8 67.9 - 73.2 11.8 - 24.8 8.9-21.2 35.8 - 56.3
Furniture Group 0.2 - 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.1 - 0.8 0.0 - 0.1 0.1 0-0.1 0.4
Arms Group 0.1 - 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 - 1.0 0.0 - 0.2 0.1 - 0.3 0.2-0.3 -
Tobacco Group 1.9 - 13.9 2.8 6.0 0.2 - 4.7 0.3 - 9.7 2.4 - 5.4 10.2-11.4 -
Clothing Group 0.6 - 5.4 0.9 1.2 0.1 - 0.3 0.3 - 1.7 0.3 - 0.8 0.1-0.2 1.8
Personal Group 0.2 - 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.1 - 1.1 0.1 - 0.2 0.1 0.1-0.2 0.4
Activities Group 0.9 - 1.7 1.1 4.1 0.2 - 1.6 0.2 - 0.4 0.2 - 0.9 1.1-2.9 1.8

1 Garrow 1982b 3 Beaman 2001 5 Trinkley et al. 2003, Trinkley et al. 2005
2 Zierden et al. 1988 4 Singleton 1980 6 Drucker et al. 1984  
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include what the artifacts suggest about the 
differing status of the various occupants. 

 
We can examine the range of vessel forms: 

hollow ware, flatware, utilitarian, and serving 
vessels. Sometimes this is simplified to an 
examination of the cups to plates ratio. 
Archaeologists have evidence to believe that higher 
status individuals, because of their wealth, would 
tend to have diets that allowed or preferred the use 
of flatware and serving ware. Families of greater 
wealth would also be able to purchase matched 
ceramic services including cups and saucers. 
Likewise, those of higher social position would 
likely have a higher proportion of cups based on 
the need to participate in the tea drinking ritual. 

 
Lower status individuals would be more 

inclined to eat one-pot meals that necessitate bowl 
or hollow ware forms, would be less likely to 
purchase matched sets, and might not participate 
as fully in the tea ritual. 

 
We also realize that some decorative 

motifs tend to be more expensive than others. For 
example, annular wares tend to be very 
inexpensive. Transfer prints tend to be more 
expensive. Plain wares are problematical since 
they begin their history as expensive but rather 
quickly become less expensive.  

 
There are some ceramics that tend to be 

associated with either higher or lower status 
(although high status wares can be cast off from the 
master’s table). For example, black basalt is a very 
high status ware. Chinese porcelains were similarly 
high status because they were highly sought and 
expensive to acquire. On the other hand, lead 
glazed slipwares were the wares of the yeoman 
farmer and laborer.  

 
Of course, this approach is not universally 

accepted. For example, in examining cup to plate 
ratios, Monks argues there that there is “no clear 
separation of the economic from the social 
variables that this ratio measures” and also notes 

                                
3 Small domestic wooden objects, such as bowls. 

that tea could be drunk from bowls instead of cups 
(Monks 1999:209).  

 
Another approach that has been 

recommended compares ceramic utility wares to 
tablewares. Unrefined ceramics, such as stoneware 
or redware are used for both cooking and storage 
and are therefore present in almost all assemblages 
at some level. In contrast, refined wares, such as 
creamware, pearlware, and whiteware, are used to 
serve food and more liable to exhibit status or 
other values important to the owner. VanderVeen 
suggests that, “a high ratio of production to serving 
vessels could mean that the inhabitants of the site 
had few opportunities to host their neighbors, or 
little inclination” (VanderVeen 2007:124). Zierden 
and her colleagues have found that tablewares 
increase from about 58% of the ceramic 
assemblage in the first half of the eighteenth 
century to nearly 82% up to 1830. Utilitarian wares 
decline from about 41% to about 18% over the 
same time (Zierden et al. 1995:113). 

 
Of course, it is generally expected that 

tablewares will increase over time as ceramics 
became more affordable and replaced treen3 and 
pewter wares (Martin 1989). 

 
Other temporal aspects that Zierden has 

noted include the increasing proportion of window 
glass in the architecture group and the decline in 
the proportion of olive green glass in the kitchen 
group between 1720 and 1830 (Zierden et al. 
1995:113).  

Ceramic Indices 
There is another way of examining status 

and that is to look at the cost of the ceramics, an 
approach developed by George Miller over 30 years 
ago (Miller 1980, 1991a, 1991b). Miller argued that 
the ceramic assemblage reflects the socio-
economic status of the household. 

 
The “CC (cream colored) Index,” as it is 

known, is a way to estimate the cost of a ceramic 
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assemblage by calculating the cost of the individual 
refined earthenwares that comprise it, based on 
index values. Miller determined these values from 
exhaustive studies of price lists for refined 
earthenwares from the late eighteenth through 
early nineteenth centuries.  

 
Undecorated CC ware, the price of which 

remained relatively stable throughout the 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, was 
used as the baseline. Three other categories of 
decoration were calculated as ratios to this 
baseline. He devised an approach in which the 
comparison of the number and value of each type 
of decoration category could be used to construct a 
proportion of expensive to inexpensive wares, 
called the ceramic value index. VanderVeen (2007) 
notes that this is essentially a weighted mean, with 
the prices for each type scaled in reference to the 
base line of undecorated ceramics.  

 
Miller’s formula was based on sealed 

contexts, using minimum vessel counts. McBride 
and McBride “adapted” the technique to the use of 
sherd counts with vessel forms unknown, by 
averaging prices for plates, cups, and bowls, citing 
similar work by others (McBride and McBride 
1987:149). VanderVeen, however, raises the 
legitimate concern about sherds that may be 
“misclassified as undecorated when, in fact, they 
included a pattern that was not exhibited in the 
particular portion of the vessel that was recovered” 
(VanderVeen 2007:119).  

 
The average CC Index values at a site can 

not only be used to compare one site to another, 
but can also be used as a marker of economic class 
or social status. Adams and Boling (1989) used the 
CC Index values to compare 44 plantation sites 
across Georgia. They suggested that for at least 
some selected vessel forms, enslaved African 
Americans had more expensive vessels than the 
plantation owners or white farmers and 
merchants. 

 
Like most analytical approaches, not all 

archaeologists are fully supportive of the 
technique. One of the most common arguments is 

the indices are ambiguous in what they indicate 
about economic and social variables (e.g., Klein 
1991:80-83). Even critics, however, agree that, 
 

they do focus directly on 
economic behaviour and thus 
provide information on house-
hold expenditure patterns. 
Comparison of economic vari-
ability between households is 
therefore enhanced through the 
use of these indices (Monks 
1999:208). 

Sample Size 
 Nearly 30 years ago Miller berated 
archaeologists for not providing meaningful data 
on the sample size their excavations represent 
(Miller and Moodey 1986). They suggested the use 
of a formula adopted from biologists for estimating 
fish populations. A decade later Miller once again 
made his argument for this approach (Miller 
1991b). Neither appears to have made much of an 
impression on the archaeological community. 
 
 We, too, are not convinced that fish are a 
suitable analog for ceramics. Nevertheless, we are 
sympathetic regarding the need to provide some 
information on what an excavated assemblage 
represents. 
 
 Site 38CH1541, for example, is large and 
the boundaries, even after this work, are open for 
interpretation. As a result of the site 
reconnaissance, the site was estimated to be 
180,000 square feet (Trinkley et al. 2008:121). One 
an intensive survey was completed, the estimate 
increased to 630,000 square feet (Trinkley et al. 
2008:125). This current work suggests about 
250,000 square feet, with a core area of perhaps 
150,000 square feet representing the area within 
which the plantation structures were confined. 
 

If the total site size of 250,000 square feet 
is used, then these investigations sampled only 
1.9% of the site. If, however, only the core area is 
used as the basis for computation, then the sample 
size rises to 3.2%. In either case, a relatively small 



 ARTIFACTS 
 

 

 

 
243 

area of the site has been explored and this may 
seem discouraging. 
 
 On the other hand, as Miller observes, 
“archaeologists have a tendency to excavate the 
more intensively used areas such as around 
structures and where there are concentrations of 
artifacts” (Miller 1991b:5). Thus, it is likely that 
more than 3.2% of the site artifacts were 
recovered. 

Artifacts 
 We are not describing or discussing every 
artifact class at the Mullet Hall sites, but our 
discussion of artifact types and definitions here 
will simplify the reporting of the block excavations 
and prevent the necessity of lengthy repetitions. 
The discussions will be broken into artifact groups 
and then further divided into individual artifact 
types. Those familiar with archaeological 
terminology may chose to skip these discussions 
and proceed directly to the block excavation 
results. 

Kitchen Group 
Chinese Porcelains 

Porcelains are discussed at length in 
Chicora’s report on the eighteenth century Broom 
Hall Plantation in Goose Creek, South Carolina 
(Trinkley et al. 1995). Readers interested in the 
origin and history of porcelain development may 
find the Broom Hall discussions of interest. 

 
In terms of typology and identification, 

South outlines, but does not further describe, four 
principal types of Chinese porcelain (as well as 
earlier Ming dynasty porcelain, English porcelain, 

                                
4 The use of "China trade" verses "China export" is likely 
intended to express both a time and quality distinction, 
with the China export wares being earlier, thinner, and 
better executed, while the China trade wares were later, 
thicker, and less well painted. The same view is 
presented by Noël Hume (1978) who argues for a decline 
in the quality of Chinese porcelain over time. While such 
a decline did occur, this is not to say that thick, poorly 

and "Littler's Blue"): Canton (c. 1800-1830, x̄1815), 
overglaze enameled China trade porcelain (c. 
1790-1825, x̄1808), overglaze enameled Chinese 
export porcelain (c. 1660-1800, x̄  1730), and 
underglaze blue Chinese porcelain (c. 1660-1800, x̄
1730).4 Ann Brown (1982:8-9) develops a slightly 
different scheme: 
 

Overglaze Chinese Trade ("Oriental 
Lowestoft") made expressly for 
European market. Some have 
elaborate European engraving type 
motifs & with chain or spear-head 
borders in red or gold. Overglaze 
deteriorates in soil and often all 
that remains is a matt trace visible 
at an oblique angle. [c. 1660-1800, x̄ 
1739] 

 
Underglaze Blue with overglaze red 
& gilding. Often in very busy 
patterns inspired by Japanese 
"Imari" porcelain. [c. 1700-1780, x̄ 
1740] 

 
"Famille Rose" decoration of large 
pink peonies high-lighted in white 
with drab green leaves. On 
American sites usually found on 
tureens & large dishes. [c. 1750-
1800, x̄ 1775] 

 
Armorial Wares: made in China in 
the shapes of European silver 
services & bearing a particular 
family's coat of arms. [c. 1750-
1800, x̄ 1775] 
 
Deteriorated Chinese Trade: 

executed pieces were also not available very early. There 
was, as Amanda Lange puts it, "plenty of room in the 
market for a wide range of wares" (Amanda Lange, 
personal communication 1995). To equate quality with 
time, especially on a per fragment basis, is a mistake. 
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decoration limited to thin swags, 
wiggly lines or dots & dashes in 
black, orange, pink & blue around 
rims. Some have small  floral   
decoration in the center. [c. 1790-
1825, x̄ 1808]5 

 
Blue Willow: three figures, two 
birds, house, bridge, and boat. 
Early pieces are well done. [c. 
1792-early nineteenth century]6 

 
"Canton" Blue Willow: heavier body 
than Blue Willow with grayish-
green glaze. Border has dark blue 
hatching under lighter blue band. [c. 
1800-1830, x̄ 1815] 

 
Virtually all of the accounts, be they by 

archaeologists, collectors, or curators, agree that 
Chinese pottery during the eighteenth century 
incorporated two broad styles: one was an 
underglaze blue and the other was an overglaze 
polychrome. Likewise, for our discussions we can 
specify that all of the wares were produced during 
the Qing Dynasty. While earlier Ming items may 
occasionally be found at archaeological sites, they 
do not appear to be present in the Mullet Hall 
collections. 

 
Below are the forms initially identified at 

Broom Hall, but also appropriate for the Mullet Hall 
collections. 

 
Blue and White 

 
The bulk of the export wares for European 

trade were the common blue and white porcelains, 
often known by collectors as Nanking, Nankeen, or 

                                
5 As previously mentioned, associating specific 
"deteriorated" motifs or techniques with a late time 
period may result in over-simplification. It is likely that 
even the early Chinese export market contained poorly 
executed and technically inferior wares. While large 
assemblages may be accurately classified, it seems 
unlikely that individual sherds can be so identified. 
6 Although "Blue Willow" is typically used to describe a 

Nankin, after the port on the lower Yangstse River 
from which it was shipped (see Godden 
1979:129). 7 However, Medley (1976:261) notes 
that much of this ware was also shipped out of 
Canton, after an overland passage. Godden 
(1979:111) observes that this style was made from 
at least the fourteenth century and far outnumbers 
all other types present. It was produced by 
decorating the bisque porcelain with cobalt prior 
to firing. 
 

While the beginning date for this ware can 
be quite early, what is seen at most American 
archaeological sites probably does not predate the 
English re-opening of the China trade, about 1715. 
Godden suggests that this style is relatively rare 
from the 1740s through the 1770s, when 
overglazed forms were more popular. However, by 
the 1770s they begin to dominate the collections, 
remaining popular to at least 1795 (Godden 
1979:148). Godden also observes that while 
production continued well into the nineteenth 
century, relatively few blue and white dinner 
services were sent to England after 1800, since 
British potters had largely captured the market and 
were beginning to do the same in the United States 
(Godden 1979:144). 
 

A decoration added by the Chinese, and 
very popular prior to about 1750, was a thin brown 
band or line edge at the rim. This can be seen on 
bowls, cups, and plates (Godden 1979:138). At 
least some of these blue and white forms were 
embellished by English factories – a form of "value 
added" merchandising – typically by adding gilding 
to the plain vessels (Godden 1979:149). Battie 
notes that the addition of gilt borders post-dates 
1780 and observes that this was: 
 

British earthenware, Brown has taken the term and 
applied it to a Chinese motif. 
7  It should be remembered that this port was not 
opened until the nineteenth century (see Howard 1984), 
again illustrating the problem of using rather vague 
collector's terms in scholarly studies. In addition, 
Nankeen is also a term applied to Chinese woven cottons. 
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a fashionable way of making a 
somewhat mundane Chinese 
blue-and-white tableware a little 
more upmarket, and to lend 
individuality to a dealer's stock 
when all were displaying much 
the same repetitive patterns 
(Battie 1990:66). 

 
Godden (1979:114) mentions that early in the 
eighteenth century plates of this ware were valued 
by the British East India Company at a shilling each, 
but sold for upwards of two shillings each. 
 

Motifs incorporated the spotted deer, 
cranes, peacocks, phoenixes, butterflies, dragon-
flies, ponds, rocks, and clouds (Schiffer et al. 
1980:7). Other decorations include landscapes 
with buildings in a variety of compositions. One 
typical decoration includes branches of blossoming 
cherry reserved on a field of cracking ice, intended 
to signify the end of winter and coming of spring 
(Valenstein 1989:220). Another typical motif of the 
blue and white wares is called Fitzhugh. Named 
after one of the East India Company 
representatives, this is a relatively common border 
pattern which incorporates butterflies, diaper, and 
plant forms. The spearhead or dagger border is 
equally common and Susan Gray Detweiler 
comments that it "may have developed from the ju-

                                
8 Most loosely interpreted this may include just about 
any landscape scene, typically in underglaze blue on 
white (Godden 1979:148). The pattern appears to have 
dominated tea sets after about 1770. More strictly 
speaking, the term "willow" is applied to a pattern which 
shows a pagoda with pavilion or tea house on the right, 
backed by an apple tree. In the center a willow tree leans 
over a three arched bridge across which three figures are 
crossing to the left. In the top left is usually a covered 
boat, crewed by one man, which is floating in front of 
small island. Two doves fly overhead. The English legend 
concerning the pattern is described by A.W. Coysh and 
R.K. Henrywood: 
 

the story concerns a Chinese 
mandarin, Li-Chi, who lived in a 
pagoda beneath an apple tree. He had 
a beautiful daughter, Koong-Shee, 

i or ceremonial scepter form used in Chinese frieze 
decorations or from the European fleur-de-lis or 
both" (Detweiler 1982:53). 
 

There seems to be some confusion 
regarding the origin of the willow pattern.8 Noël 
Hume (1978:260-261) suggests that a Chinese 
antecedent provided the inspiration for the English 
versions found so commonly on whiteware 
ceramics during the nineteenth century. Vainker 
however, disagrees, asserting that the willow 
pattern originated in England and that, "neither the 
motif nor even the legend is known in China, 
although it has represented the essence of Chinese 
art and literature to many Europeans" (Vainker 
1991:158). It seems likely that the style was 
introduced from England for the Chinese porcelain 
makers to copy. 
 
 Chinese Imari 
 

This style began at the beginning of the 
eighteenth century and represents a Chinese copy 
of the Imari wares made at the Arita kilns in Japan. 
The Japanese versions were decorated in a dark 
underglaze blue, "enlivened with overglaze iron-
red enamel and gold" (Valenstein 1989:236) and 
were exported to Europe in large quantities during 
the last quarter of the seventeenth century.9 The 
Chinese copy was intended to capture this market 

who was to marry an elderly 
merchant named Ta Jin. However, she 
fell in love with her father's secretary, 
Chang, who was dismissed when it 
was discovered that they had been 
having clandestine meetings. Koong-
Shee and Chang then eloped and, 
helped by the mandarin's gardener, 
they are seen crossing the bridge 
which spans the river. The boat is 
used to approach Chang's house but 
the furious mandarin discovers their 
retreat. They are pursued and about 
to be beaten to death when the Gods 
take pity on them and turn them into 
a pair of doves (Coysh and 
Henrywood 1982:402). 

9 The Japanese wares will have stilt marks and square 
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and the two wares are often difficult to distinguish. 
Occasionally the Chinese examples will have 
overglaze colors added to the basic blue, red, and 
gold color scheme.  
 

It seems unlikely that most archaeologists 
could distinguish Japanese from Chinese Imari, 
although Deagan admits only that it "is not always 
easy." She notes that: 
 

the body, which on Chinese 
porcelain is generally thinner and 
"crisper" than the Japanese forms, 
may show slight variations in 
thickness and finish. The 
background glaze on the Chinese 
wares have a faint bluish or violet 
tint to them, whereas the 
Japanese examples have a flat 
white or grayish white hue. The 
Japanese porcelains, furthermore, 
often exhibit a slightly grainy 
surface texture. The shades of 
blue used to decorate Chinese and 
Japanese porcelains also differ 
somewhat: the Japanese 
examples tend to have a dark, flat, 
and sometimes cloudy blue in 
contrast to the deep sapphire blue 
found on Chinese porcelains of 
the eighteenth century (Deagan 
1987:103). 

 
 
 Batavian Ware 
 

Characterized by a glaze which ranges 
from an "old-gold" tint to a dark bronze hue, these 
wares may also include what have been described 
as "the popular shades of chocolate, 'dead leaf,' and 
café au lait" (Valenstein 1989:242). The ware took 
its name from the Dutch post at Batavia on the 

                                
foot rims, unlike the beveled foot rims of Chinese vessels. 
The body of a Japanese vessel is slightly darker in color 
and the decoration is more elaborate, not restrained like 
the Chinese examples. Regardless, it is very unlikely that 
Japanese wares will be found in the context of eighteenth 

island of Java, from where much of this particular 
pottery was shipped to Western ports (Palmer 
1976:18). 

 
 Famille Rose 
 

About 1720 an opaque rose-colored 
enamel was introduced into the pallet of overglaze 
colors. While in the past linked to European 
methods of producing a similar color, recent 
studies (see Vainker 1991:205-206) suggest that 
the European and Chinese techniques were vastly 
different. The Chinese ground up a ruby glass 
produced using gold, and used this as a pigment 
dispersed in a clear medium. This technique was 
cheaper than the European approach since it used 
far less gold (Vainker 1991:205). Medley has 
remarked that: 
 

Rose enamels were used at first 
rather sparingly, and a study of 
eighteenth century porcelain 
reveals that on early pieces the 
colour was often muddy and 
sometimes a weak lilac, although 
the other colors might be quite 
good (Medley 1976:246). 

 
As time passed, the enamel became more 

stable, the wares better fired, and this new style 
allowed meticulous treatment of detail, delicate 
shading of tones, and a wide range of color 
combinations. On plates the decoration typically 
appeared only on the inside. Bird and flower 
subjects, along with figural themes are most 
common, often surrounded with a diaper pattern 
(Medley 1976:247, 263). 
 

But this pink, allowing tones from the 
palest blush of pink to deep ruby red, was only one 
aspect of the famille rose wares. Added to it, and 
some claim to be even more important, was a lead-

century Southern plantations. The wares were almost 
never exported to the American market, with only very 
limited examples being found in Dutch settled areas like 
the Hudson River Valley (see Howard 1984). 
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arsenic, opaque white pigment. Using this base, the 
artist could add other pigments and achieve a wide 
color palate.  By 1730 the famille rose style 
became the dominant decorative motif in overglaze 
enamelled wares (Valenstein 1989:247). 
 
 
 Blue and White with Overglaze Enamel 
 

Collectors (and some archaeologists) have 
long called the blue and white porcelain with added 
overglazed enamelled decoration "Canton," 
apparently because much (though not all) of the 
ware had overglaze decoration added at the port 
city of Canton (Detweiler 1982:53 and Noël Hume 
1978:262). 10  It seems equally likely, however, 
that much of this decoration was done at the point 
of initial manufacture, probably Jingdezhen. 

 
The overglaze may often be lost to wear, 

leaving only a ghost or dull outline of where it 
existed.  
 
 

Canton Porcelains 
 
 South observes that the Chinese were 
exporting wares until at least 1830 and these late 
porcelains were characterized by a broad blue 
band around the rim (South 1977:210). Samford 
identifies two typical border patterns. One consists 
of a band containing a crisscrossed lattice in a 
heavier blue, with an inner border of scallops or 
swags while the second consists of two parallel 
bands of diagonal lines that meet at an angle. 
Landscapes tend to be generic. Madsen (1995:175) 
disputes South’s short date span, indicating Canton 
porcelains are found in archaeological assemblages 
between 1785 and 1853.  
 
 

The Tea Ritual 
 

James Deetz observes that at least by 1780 
the porcelain found in colonial inventories is 

                                
10  This is not a universal convention. Amanda Lange 
(personal communication 1995), for example, uses the 

largely limited to:  
 

tea sets, and probably demon-
strates the adoption of the full-
blown English tea ceremony for 
the first time. This custom can be 
considered a good indicator of the 
re-Anglicization process that was 
at work at the time (Deetz 
1977:60-61). 

 
He points out that porcelain is therefore a socio-
technic artifact and less likely to be broken, and 
enter the archaeological record, than more 
technomic artifacts. Henry Hobhouse describes 
this ritual, as well as the ceramics associated with 
it:  
 

The eighteenth century Euro-
peans, like the Japanese but 
unlike the Chinese or the 
Russians, regarded tea making as 
a ceremony. There was the boiling 
water, not boiled for too long. 
There was the specially warmed 
pot. There was the infusion time. 
There was the pouring, a little bit 
of a ceremony all on its own 
(Hobhouse 1987:111). 

 
Richard Waterhouse (1989) explores the 

structure of values in Carolina society, noting that 
"the behavior patterns of the wealthy eighteenth-
century Carolinians were based on luxurious living 
and imitation of upper-class English taste and 
manners" (Waterhouse 1989:103). The reasons for 
this "exaggerated imitation of the . . . English 
gentry" (including the adaption of the tea 
ceremony) were complex, but seem to involve the 
high mortality of the new colony, the long-
established links between Carolina's elite and the 
English gentry, the close trading (and economic) 
ties between the two groups, and the desire for the 
Carolina elite to establish itself as a ruling class 
which was rigidly hierarchical with severely 

term "Canton" to describe a blue and white pattern with 
Asian landscapes and a rain/cloud border. 
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limited mobility. Waterhouse also contends that 
the "black majority" of Carolina "deepened the 
psychological need for South Carolinians to adhere 
to the normative values of English culture" 
(Waterhouse 1989:108). The tea ritual, and the 
associated very expensive imported porcelains 
were one aspect of this overall process. 

 
In spite of these views from male 

historians, Thomas (2007) suggests that the tea 
ritual played a greater role among women than it 
did among men; it was used by females as “their 
way of demonstrating their position within 
society” (Thomas 2007:1). Men use wine drinking 
“ceremonies” to establish their social status. 

English Porcelain 
Although porcelain production in Europe 

began in the first decade of the eighteenth century, 
it remained very expensive compared to Chinese 
wares and it wasn't until the nineteenth century 
that European wares really became a commercially 
viable product, as opposed to an item of 
extraordinary luxury (Medley 1976:261). English 
porcelain (typically known among collectors as 
"soft paste" porcelain) was first made about 1745 
at Edward Heylin's glassworks at Bow, 
Middlesex.11 
 

Distinguishing Chinese and English 
porcelains has always been difficult, in spite of a 
broad range of collector hints. As in most 
endeavors, there is no simple single approach. 
Distinguishing between Chinese and early English 
imitations depends on observing a broad range of 
features or characteristics. 
 

One of the more concise and reliable 
approaches is provided by Battie (1990:66). In 
Chinese porcelain the paste is fully vitrified, while 

                                
11 It is important to realize that English porcelain shows 
considerable variation in body composition. While the 
majority of eighteenth century English porcelain is soft 
paste, hard paste is also present, with bone China 
introduced after about 1794. 
12 Of less use were techniques intended to distinguish 
intact pieces. For example, Chinese teapots have the 

eighteenth century English specimens (regardless 
of what they are called) typically have a soft paste. 
On Chinese examples the glaze is thin, hard, and 
close-fitting, while on English examples the glaze 
tears or pools. English porcelains may exhibit glaze 
bubbles and the glaze may stain or discolor. 
Crazing and cracking is common. As a whole, the 
Chinese examples are more thinly potted and the 
edges, being thin, are prone to chipping or "glaze 
nibbles." The underglaze blue, all of which is hand 
painted, will be sharp and static. Any overglaze 
painting will sit on the surface. In English 
porcelains the decoration may be printed and the 
overglaze enamels tend to "sink" into the glaze. On 
the English specimens gilding is thick, often tooled 
into a design, while on Chinese porcelains it is thin, 
almost watery in appearance. Chinese examples 
have very carefully turned foot rims, often with the 
body scooped away to form the ring, while plates of 
English porcelain may rock back and forth on the 
foot ring, which is typically applied as a separate 
step. The central section of the foot ring often 
exhibits lathe-like thinning marks on Chinese 
specimens and the glaze has been carefully cleaned 
away from the foot prior to firing. The unglazed 
foot ring may be tinted green or a light brown. A 
final characteristic of the Chinese porcelains is an 
absence of spur marks or signs of stilts or other kiln 
furniture. The English were not nearly so careful in 
their production techniques.12 

 
South suggests a simpler approach, 

commenting, 
 

A white background as opposed 
to a light blue-tinted background 
is the distinguishing attribute I 
have long used to distinguish 
English porcelain from that made 
in China (South 2004:97). 

glaze trimmed away from the filling aperture and the 
inside flange of the covers is also free of glaze (to allow 
the covers to be fired on the pots without the glaze 
sticking them together). Likewise, Chinese handles were 
made hollow with small vent holes to allow air to escape 
during firing. 
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American Porcelain 
Frelinghuysen (1989) provides a general 

introduction to the slow rise of American 
(primarily art) porcelain. She notes that American 
experimentation began by at least 1738, but it was 
the 1876 Centennial Exposition in Philadelphia 
that provided the watershed in the development of 
American porcelain (Frelinghuysen 1989:4). While 
she talks of the “flamboyant, even gaudy” designs, 
relatively little is said of the everyday porcelains 
being produced, although they were apparently 
very similar to foreign wares. 
 
 Frelinghyysen (1989) and Hunter (2011) 
briefly mention such American porcelain potters as 
Andrew Duché, and the Philadelphia American 
China Manufactory founded by Gousse Bonnin and 
George Anthony Morris. But Hunter suggests that it 
was John Bartlam who was producing soft paste 
porcelain as early as 1765 in the settlement of 
Cainhoy just north of Charleston, and then later in 
Charleston until1773.  
 
 South (2004) investigated a Bartlam 
pottery site at Cainhoy, finding what he described 
as “Bartlam's ‘Blue and White’ China’” consisting of 
cobalt blue-decorated fragments. However, since 
the sherds were not translucent (which South felt 
was the “defining attribute” of porcelain) and since 
there was lead in the glaze, he suggested that the 
pottery was an early attempt to produce pearlware 
(South 2004:27-28). After additional investi-
gations, South recanted, explaining, “what I had 
called "blue and white 'china' pearlware" (a likely 
forerunner to pearlware), is Bartlam's attempt to 
make porcelain” (South 2004:157).  
 
 Surprising little attention, however, has 
been paid to the American porcelains which Magid 
(cited in Ziegler and Bodor 1998:52) suggests date 
from about 1880 to the present. Others suggest 
various alternative dates, although with little 
support. For example, Brewer claims that 
“American porcelain around 1860 was decorated 
with nothing but gold stripes” (Brewer 1990:19). 
By the late 1800s he suggests that porcelains “have 
a raised pattern around the rim in the mold, a pink 
over-glaze wash on the pattern around the rim, and 

gold lines along the edge of the rim (Brewer 1990: 
21).  
 
 Loughlin offers more detail, suggesting 
that porcelain decal wares date from about 1897 to 
1910, gilded date from 1850 to 1910, and molded 
porcelain designs date from 1830 to 1870 
(Loughlin 2008:64). How reliable these dates are, 
however, has not been discussed. 

Nottingham Stoneware 
Nottingham is a type of red and brown 

stoneware with a gray body, which has a metallic-
looking, semi-matte surface comprised of an iron 
oxide and salt glaze yielding a faintly metallic luster 
(Feild 1987:53, 90). The "orange peel" finish 
typical of salt glazed wares is barely seen on 
Nottingham stoneware because it is usually 
smoothed or obliterated by the engobe (Samford 
2014:16). Although some quite strange designs 
were produced, far more common in America are 
the posset-pots, mugs, jugs, bowls, and other 
tavern ware (Blacker 1980:244; Wood 2014:6). 
Production began by the end of the seventeenth 
century, beginning to wane after the Revolution. 

 
While typically known from Nottingham, 

the presence of similar brown salt glazed pottery 
from Derbyshire, Staffordshire, Liverpool, and 
Yorkshire has given rise to the term “Nottingham-
type.” 

Westerwald Stoneware 
Also known as Rhenish blue and gray, 

Westerwald is a gray salt glazed stoneware with 
incised, stamped, sprigged, and cobalt or 
manganese painted decorations. A common 
applied ornament motif was the armorial or 
heraldic medallion. On vessels exported to the 
colonies during the late seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, the royal initials "WR," "AR," 
and "GR" were often added (King William, Queen 
Anne, and King George, respectively). 

 
Gaimster comments that the Westerwald 

chamber pot became popular by the beginning of 
the eighteenth century, with tankards and jugs 
following and being common through the end of 
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the century. He suggests that the decline in 
Westerwald for table use among the wealthier 
classes is explained by the arrival of relatively 
inexpensive “fineware” ceramics by mid-century. 
There are well-dated Westerwald assemblages in 
North Carolina towns such as Brunswick, Bath, 
Halifax, and Edenton (Gaimster 1997:104-105). 

Rhenish Brown Stoneware 
There is also a Rhenish brown stoneware, 

a buff to dark gray bodied ware coated with a 
speckled brownish slip. This was produced by 
adding a brown engobe or a thinner wash before 
firing. Afterwards the slip would appear in various 
mottled shades of brown. The appearance led to 
the popular name of “tiger ware.” 

 
On the brown stoneware, one of the most 

typical decorations was the "Bartmann" face mask 
(Bartmasken), also known as "Bellarmine" or 
"graybeard."  

 
Gaimster’s (1997) study found that 

sixteenth and early seventeenth Bartmann bottles 
were round and squat with elaborate face masks. 
By the mid-seventeenth century the bottles had 
become pear-shaped. While the face mask tends to 
become “debased” or cartoonish in appearance 
during the latter half of the seventeenth century, 
this cannot be used for dating. Both high and low 
quantity face masks occur on contemporary 
vessels. Moreover, many vessels remained in use 
for decades before they entered the archaeological 
record. 

 
Although mugs and jugs are most 

common, there are examples of chamber pots (Noël 
Hume 1978:280-285).  

 
South’s (1977) mean ceramic dating 

approach identifies not only Rhenish stoneware, 
but also Bellarmine and deteriorated Bellarmine. 

White Salt Glazed Stoneware 
The introduction of this pottery, relatively 

simple and inexpensive to produce, came at a 
perfect time for Staffordshire potters, allowing 
them to manufacture comparatively fine wares for 

the tea ritual and offering competition to Chinese 
porcelains (Cushion 1976:81). Noël Hume 
(1978:115) notes that by the mid-eighteenth 
century these wares became “the typical English 
tableware” and displaced delft. Output included 
plates, mugs, bowls, tureens, sauce boats, punch 
pots, flasks, loving cups, puzzle jugs, teapots, tea 
canisters, and other forms (Wood 2014:21).  

 
White salt glazed stonewares were not 

only more durable than the earlier style delft, but 
the creation of block molds allowed the creation of 
such intricate relief patterns as "dot, diaper and 
basket" and "barley." A defining characteristic of 
this ware is the “orange peel” finish on the glossy 
surface, produced as a result of the salt glazing. 

 
Overglaze enamel painting is found from 

about 1739 through perhaps 1770 and is found on 
a variety of forms (Wood 2014:22). A wide variety 
of colors were used, including blue, green, red, 
yellow, and pink. Also occurring is transfer 
printing, although it appears to be found only on 
plates and dates from the late 1750s through the 
1770s (Wood 2014:23). Primary colors are red, 
purple, and sepia. 

 
A variation is called Scratch Blue, a white 

salt glazed stoneware which was incised and neatly 
filled with cobalt blue prior to firing, resulting in a 
white body with thin blue lines. These examples 
are typical of pre-1760 periods when the lines are 
found on cups, saucers, and bowls. Occasionally the 
"scratch" design was filled with iron oxide rather 
than cobalt blue. These are referred to as "Scratch 
Brown" white salt glazed stoneware. 

 
By the 1780s the quality of the Scratch Bue 

ware became increasingly sloppy and the fine 
detail was lost, perhaps in an effort by English 
potters to copy Rhenish blue and gray stoneware 
(Noël Hume 2001). This variation, which expanded 
onto chamber pots and other wares is called 
Debased Scratch Blue. The style declines in 
popularity after 1795, but was manufactured to at 
least the 1820s. 

 
Another variation is slip dipped, 
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sometimes called simply dipped white salt glazed. 
This is a stoneware with a tan or gray paste that 
have had a white slip (hence, dipped) applied,  
resulting in a whiter and smooth surface, rather 
than the typical “orange peel” surface. The dipped 
vessels often have brown oxide coating on hollow 
form rims, handles, and spouts, areas where the 
white slip (also known as engobe) tended to pull 
away from the ceramic body. 

 
South has dated the beginning of dipped 

white salt-glazed stoneware to about 1715, but 
recently Noël Hume (2001:199) suggests a date 
perhaps as early as the mid-1690s and certainly by 
the first decade of the eighteenth century. 

Black Basalt 

Black basalt was introduced by 
Wedgwood about 1750 and perfected by 1760 
(Gusset 1980; Wood 2014:27-28). It was the first of 
the Wedgwood “dry bodies” developed and 
continued to be used into the first several decades 
of the nineteenth century, at least partially because 
it was fashionable to use it in times of mourning. 

 
Black Basalt is a fine-grained, non-porous 

stoneware that required no glaze. The black basalts 
were fired in an oxidizing atmosphere to produce 
the characteristic black fabric. Vessels are 
generally wheel thrown, slip cast, or molded. 
Engine-turned designs date to after 1760. Most 
designs found in archaeological sites are associated 
with tea wares. 

Eler’s Ware 
This is somewhat generic term used by 

many archaeologists to identify a dry bodied red 
stoneware. It was copied from Chinese wares first 
by English pottery John Dwight, who stopped 
production about 1695. The Eler brothers, David 
and John, began production of a superior red 
stoneware about 1693, but they, too, were out of 
business by 1700. As a result, authors such as Noël 
Hume (1978:121) argue that true Eler’s Ware is 
rare on American sites. Others began production 
about 1740s and engine turned decorations 
became common after about 1760. The resulting 
tea and coffee wares were popular into the 1780s. 

Rockingham 
First produced in Britain in the mid-

nineteenth century, production rapidly moved to 
America. Sometimes the pottery is called 
“Bennington ware” after the town in which one 
pottery producing Rockingham wares, the United 
States Pottery Company, was located.  

 
The pottery ranges from a highly-fire 

earthenware to a stoneware, usually with a buff to 
yellow paste with an applied brown splotched 
mottled, and streaked glaze. There is usually relief 
molded decoration (Claney 2004; Samford 
2014:42; Spargo 1972:168). 

Lead Glazed Slipware 
Slipware was a traditional eighteenth 

century form of pottery decoration in which a 
white or cream-colored slip is trailed over a buff or 
red earthenware body. A clear lead glazed slip is 
then applied before firing. Decorations may include 
dots or a combed decoration. Characteristic are 
"piecrust" rims, found on both plates and bowls. 
Another name sometimes used is English 
Staffordshire-Type Slipware (to distinguish it from 
similar types mentioned below) or occasionally 
North Midlands-type to reflect its broad 
geographic range of production.  
 

The lead glazed slipwares are examples of 
“everyday necessities for the more humble table” 
(Cushion 1976:79). Erickson and Hunter (2001:95) 
comment that these wares were “a mainstay of 
domestic and utilitarian pottery for the masses.” 
Vessel forms were typically plates, trenchers, 
mugs, and pitchers, exported to the American 
colonies from England in huge numbers.  

 
Brief mention should also be given to 

Moravian wares (South 1999). These are slip-
decorated wares distinct from English 
Staffordshire slipwares in their red-colored paste, 
their motifs, and their use of green decoration and 
highlighting. They were produced by German 
potters who settled in North Carolina and 
Pennsylvania in the 18th century, 
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Wrotham and Metropolitan Slipwares 
Before the Staffordshire type discussed 

above, there were earlier slip wares that featured 
darker, more rustic decorations. Wrotham features 
a dark slip covering the entire vessel and another 
slip design on top in naturalistic designs. Relief 
decorations are common (Grigsby 1993). 

 
Metropolitan Slipware was roughly 

contemporaneous with Border Ware (see below), but 
was made at Harlow in Essex, England. It consists of 
orange-red paste (Hildyard 1999:16) with trailed 
designs of cream colored slip. These include a wide 
variety of botanical , geometric, and figurative designs, 
often with religious or secular inscriptions.  

Jackfield 
 Noël Hume describes Jackfield as a "class 

of thinly turned wares" with a purple to gray body 
coated with a deep black glaze (Noël Hume 
1978:123). Of all the forms produced, most seem to 
be tea and coffee ware, often tea or milk pots (Feild 
1987:95).  

 
South identifies what he terms two 

different types of generic “Jackfield.” The 
traditional type is one in which the paste “varies 
from a hard, wine colored to a very hard grey 
earthenware, often so hard it is difficult to 
distinguish from stoneware” (South 2004:90). The 
other “is a coarser, soft red paste earthenware 
having a black lead glaze that has a tendency to 
flake off due to the softness of the paste” (South 
2004:90). It seems to us that this second “type” 
would be classified by most archaeologists simply 
as a lead glazed red earthenware.  

 
Samford notes the type developed in the 

1740s and was most popular in the 1750s and 
1760s. Nevertheless, a “degenerate” version was 
made in small quantities into the nineteenth 
century (Samford 2014:10). 

Refined Agate Ware 
South (2004:90) identifies agate ware as 

an eighteenth century earthenware having a 
marbleized or “agate” appearance resulting from 

mixing clays of different colors. It was typically 
glazed with clear lead, although salt glazed agate 
ware stoneware was also produced. Thrown agate 
reached its height of popularity in the 1750s and 
continued in production into the early 1770s 
(Barker and Halfpenny 1990:31). It seems, 
however, to be found on American sites spanning 
the period from the 1770 through 1780s (Erickson 
and Hunter 2003:90-91). Although mugs and 
bowls were made, teawares were the most 
common forms. A revival occurred in the late 
nineteenth century when agate ware door knobs 
began to be manufactured. 

Green Glazed Cream Body Refined 
Earthenware 

Thomas Whieldon and Josiah Wedgwood 
developed a rich green-glazed cream-colored ware 
in 1759. Press-molded fruit and vegetable-shaped 
table and teawares were glazed, primarily in bright 
greens and yellows. The pottery peaked in 
popularity in the 1760s, but continued to be 
produced through the early 1780s (Hildyard 
2005:92). 

 
The pottery has thin walls, and iron oxide 

contaminants give the paste a cream color. Bisque 
wares were dipped into colored glazes and some 
would also be painted to produce the realistic 
appearance. Green glazes contained copper oxides 
and yellow glazes contained iron oxides. 

Clouded or Tortoiseshell Wares 

The last of the eighteenth century wares, 
which bridge into the creamwares (themselves 
transitional between the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries) are clouded or tortoiseshell  
wares. 

 
These have a cream body with a dip or 

sponged glaze resulting in wares with purple, blue, 
brown, yellow, green, and gray colors (Noël Hume 
1978:123). In effect, they represent a creamware 
body being decorated with colored glazes (Walton 
1976:73).  

 
While lumped together, the clouded wares 

have amorphous patches of metallic oxides in 
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combinations of green (copper oxide), purple 
(manganese), brown (iron) and yellow.  In 
comparison, tortoiseshell decoration consists of 
brown spots or streaks on the vessel’s creamy 
yellow background (Barker and Halfpenny 
1990:36, 40). 

Astbury Ware 
Astbury is a thin earthenware with a 

dense, dull-red body and a dark red colored lead 
glaze. It may be found plain, decorated by engine 
turning , or with white clay sprig-molding. 

 
This pottery appears by the mid-1720s 

and declines in production after the 1750, being a 
good marker for the second quarter of the 
eighteenth century (Noël Hume 1978, Sanford 
2014:10). 

 
Named after John Astbury (1686–1743), 

some researchers prefer Astbury-like since it was 
produced by many potteries and others prefer "fine 
red earthenware" since there is no evidence that 
Astbury actually produced this pottery. 
Nevertheless, we retain the traditional name. 

Delft 
The term defltware is often used as a 

generic term for tin-glazed or enameled 
earthenwares since not all were made at Delft 
(Noël Hume 1978:285, Beaman 1997:18). The 
convention is not, however, universal and we will 
use delft as a general term. 

 
Delft is a typical eighteenth century ware 

with a lead glaze to which has been added tin-oxide 
to produce a very white glaze in imitation of 
Chinese porcelains. The ware is generally Dutch or 
English, although French, Italian, Portuguese, and 
Spanish tin-glazed wares were also manufactured. 

 
The most common decorations include 

cobalt blue painting (occasionally red, yellow or 
green also occur) and a purple or manganese 
splatter, although undecorated vessels were also 
produced. Decorative motifs included geometric, 
floral, landscape, figures, and Chinese designs, 
many of which are useful in refining dates for delft 

(Shlasko 1989). Unfortunately, at the Mullet Hall 
sites the fragments are typical too small to allow 
such refined dating.  

 
Cushion (1976) indicates that, like 

slipware, the bulk of the delft until sometime in the 
eighteenth century was utilitarian, intended for the 
table, a view also expressed by Noël Hume 
(1978:13, 25) who describes delft as a "modestly 
priced ware." By the eighteenth century some 
merely decorative forms appeared. Additional 
research suggests both vessel forms and 
decorations may be temporally sensitive. 

 
One of the earliest delft forms according to 

South is called “Delft Blue Dash Chargers.” These 
are delft plates common in the seventeenth century 
and probably not made after about 1720. They are 
decorated around their edges with a series of blue 
dashes (South 2004:92). This may be the case, 
although Shlasko (1989) has identified several 
equally early motifs.  

Manganese Mottled Earthenware 
This earthenware was produced from the 

1670s through the 1780s, although it waned in 
popularity after about 1720 or 1730. It consists of 
a fine, buff-bodied ware, although Samford 
(2014:9) notes that coarser body fabric are found. 
The glaze was a yellowish-brown lead glaze with 
mottled dark streaks or speckles. Also present are 
glazes that range from light olive yellow to very 
dark red. 

 
While most of the vessels are undecorated, 

drink vessels commonly have wheel-turned 
grooves or cordons and are a striking element. 

Utilitarian Wares 
El Morro is a coarse, lead-glazed 

earthenware – probably often called by others 
simply lead-glazed earthenware. Although 
uncertain, it is suggested that the ware originated 
in either Havana, Cuba or Puebla, Mexico (Deagan 
1987:50-51) and was probably introduced as 
storage vessels.  

 
Similar, but coming from England, is the 
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North Devon gravel tempered ceramic. The North 
Devon wares have a reddish-pink to pink body, 
often with gray core, and are immediately 
recognized by the large quantity of gravel temper. 
Samford, however, notes that there is a variety 
lacking the gravel temper, usually called North 
Devon gravel-free, North Devon smooth, or North 
Devon plain (Samford 2014:6). They have an 
interior light-brown to yellow to green or even 
clear lead glaze and Noël Hume (1978:133) notes 
that their forms are limited to creampans, jugs, and 
jars. 

 
Buckley wares are usually identified by a 

hard, brick-red earthenware paste made by combining 
red and yellowish or white clays, often visible in cross-
section. Generally, the darker clay predominates. 
Vessels are usually thick, often with ribbed exteriors, 
and generally glazed with a thick black lead glaze. This 
glaze may be found on only interior surfaces (bowl 
forms) or on both surfaces (typical of storage jars). A 
red slip may also be present. The pottery dates from 
the mid-seventeenth through nineteenth centuries, 
although Samford notes that it is rare on Chesapeake 
sites before 1720s (Samford 2014:5).  

 
Border Ware is a pale gray to pink to white 

paste pottery with a brush of copper-green, yellow or 
brown lead glaze (usually on the interior surface only, 
although some forms, such as drug jars, exhibit glaze 
on both the interior and exterior) produced by 
potteries on the Surrey-Hampshire border in England. 
Originating in the early 1600s, by 1640 and through 
about 1700 they were major everyday wares in 
London (Hildyard 1999:16, Samford 2014:4). 

Creamware and Pearlware 
Creamware was developed or refined (not 

invented) by Josiah Wedgwood in the 1750s and was 
considered to be a revolution in the industry. 
Wedgwood was able to provide a fine glazed ware at a 
relatively inexpensive price. Originally called cream-
colored ware, when Queen Charlotte, wife of King 
George III, became a user of it, Wedgwood began 
calling his cream-colored product “Queens ware.” Soon 
replicated by a number of other potters, the dominance 
of this cream-colored ware dealt a death blow to the 
older tin-glazed delft and the white salt-glazed 

stonewares – “rejected from genteel tables” (Collard 
1967:105; see also Cohen and Hess 1993:31). 
 

Peter Walton notes that there are four 
major decorative styles for creamware — colored 
glazes (including many molded examples and some 
of the so-called "clouded wares"), enamel hand 
painting, transfer printing, and slips (Walton 
1976:73). The transfer printed wares, beginning 
perhaps as early as 1761, were printed in either an 
Indian-red, black, or lilac enamel. Subjects 
included pastorals, coats-of-arms, figures, 
landscapes, birds, and flowers (Cushion 1976:88). 
There is also a scratch blue decoration, similar to 
that found on white salt glazed stoneware, 
although of course on a creamware paste (Noël 
Hume 1978). Two common rim forms for flatware 
are the Royal and feather edged patterns. The 
former consists of a gently scalloped marly and rim 
shape, with a narrow molded band below and 
following the shape of the rim, while the latter 
consists of a raised feathery decoration. 

 
The conventional wisdom is that 

pearlware “replaced” creamware. Cohen and Hess 
(1993:31) note that Wedgwood added cobalt frit to 
the glaze and greater proportions of white clay and 
flint in the paste than creamware. Yet others, such 
as Collard (1967:109) emphasize that Wedgwood 
did not develop the ware to any extent – an issue 
that is dealt with at length by Miller and Hunter 
(2001). They note that potters had developed 
“China glaze” by the last half of the 1770s (perhaps 
a little earlier) – clearly in response to a market 
glutted by the production of creamware and the 
resulting falling prices. Josiah Wedgwood himself 
wrote that “from the moment a finer ware than the 
Cream-color is shewn [sic] at our Rooms, the sale 
of the latter will in great measure be over” (quoted 
in Miller and Hunter 2001:150-151).  

 
Nevertheless, Miller and Hunter 

(2001:154) argue that pearlware didn’t simply 
“replace” creamware; rather, they suggest that 
decoration replaced creamware. Most of the 
creamwares being sold were undecorated 
(although as discussed above, some decorations 
were present). In contrast, pearlware is almost 
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never undecorated.  
 
These decorations include edged 

(generally in green or blue), hand painted blue and 
white, hand painted polychrome (early in delicate 
floral patterns using olive green, brown, blue, and 
mustard yellow; after 1830, 
pinkish-red, black, light blue, 
and light green shades were 
added), sponged or splattered 
(generally in blue), and 
transfer printed. Transfer 
printed wares include blue 
(1784-1840; South claims 
1795-1840), brown (after 
1809), navy blue (1818-1830), 
and red, green, and purple 
(after 1829) (Samford 1997). 
Many of these colors and 
decorations continued into 
whitewares. 

 
Miller and Hunter 

explain that while creamware 
was fashionable for over two 
decades, it was produced at a 
price that made it available to 
the middle classes and that its 
production actually cut 
dramatically into the sale of 
porcelain. The blue-painted 
chinoiserie patterns of the 
pearlware manufacturers 
were those that English 
porcelain potters had been 
using at least 20 years earlier, 
but were abandoning because 
of the fierce competition of the 
new “China glaze.” They also 
suggest that “China glaze” be 
specifically limited to those 
blue-tinted glaze earthen-
wares, decorated in Chinese-
style patterns, copying Chinese 
vessel forms, and produced 
from about 1775 to 1812 
(Miller and Hunter 2001:157). While this practice 
doesn’t seem to have been picked up by many 

archaeologists, it does help us to better understand 
assemblages.   

Whitewares 
By the late eighteenth century, 

Staffordshire potters and importers rarely 
mentioned the ware type, instead describing 
ceramics as “edged,” “painted,” “dipt” and “printed” 

Table 64. 
Alternative Dating for Edged, Painted, Printed, Dipt, and Sponge Wares 

(https://www.jefpat.org/diagnostic/Post-Colonial%20Ceramics/index-
PostColonialCeramics.htm) 

 
Motif, Design, Color Date Range

Rococo-inspired asymmetrical, undulating scalloped rim with impressed curved lines 1775-1810
Neoclassically-inspired symmetrical scalloped rim, with curved or straight impressed lines 1800-1830s
Embossed rims incorporating various motifs, such as fish scales, floral garlands, feathers and wheat 1820s-1830s
Unscalloped rims with impressed simple repetitive patterns 1840s-1860s
Non-impressed: Blue rim edging created by brush strokes continues, but impressed molding disappears 1860s-1890s

China glaze cobalt blue painted patterns c.1775-1810
Polychrome painted floral patterns with minimal use of cobalt c.1795 to c.1815
Cobalt blue painted patterns with large brush strokes c. 1815-1830
Polychrome painted wares with an increasing use of cobalt blue c. 1815 to 1830
Chrome colors post 1830
Very small sprig painted wares c.1835-c.1870

Dark blue 1802-1846
Medium blue 1784-1859
Black 1785-1864
Brown 1818-1869
Light blue 1818-1867
Green 1829-1859
Red/Pink 1829-1880
Purple/Mulberry 1829-1867
Lavender 1829-1871
Brown on ivory 1873-1895
Black on ivory 1879-1890

Flow Blue Chinoiserie Landscape 1828-1867
Flow Blue Romantic 1830-1920
Flow Blue Chinoiserie Floral 1834-1887
Flow Blue Central Floral 1862-1929
Flow Blue No Central Design 1878-1920
Flow Mulberry 1828-1867

Chinese 1783-1834
Chinoiserie 1783-1873
British Views 1793-1868
American Views 1793-1862
Exotic Views 1793-1868
Pastoral 1781-1859
Classical 1793-1868
Romantic 1793-1870
Gothic 1818-1890
Central Floral 1784-1869
Sheet Patterns 1795-1867
Aesthetic 1864-1907

Solid color slip fields and banded wares 1770s-early 20th c
Variegated surfaces late 18th c-first decades 20th c
Engine turned c. 1770s-late 19th c
Mocha 1790s-1939
Multi-chambered slip (cat’s eyes, cabling, twigging) 1811-late 19th c
Fan decoration c. 1805-c.1840

Sponge c. 1820s-c.1860s
Cut Sponge c.1845-early 20th c
Open Sponge 1860-1935

DIPT (DIPPED) WARES

SPONGE DECORATED

EDGED WARES

PAINTED WARES

TRANSFER PRINTED

TRANSFER PRINTED FLOW DESIGNS

CENTRAL DESIGNS

 

https://www.jefpat.org/diagnostic/Post-Colonial%20Ceramics/index-PostColonialCeramics.htm
https://www.jefpat.org/diagnostic/Post-Colonial%20Ceramics/index-PostColonialCeramics.htm
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(Miller 1980). Therefore, the whiteware construct 
is primarily used by archaeologists. A white to off 
white, generally thin, hard, and compact paste 
characterizes whitewares. They exhibit clear lead 
glaze that, where pooled, may range from clear, to 
light gray, to very slightly blue.  

 
Some archaeologists go so far as to argue 

that, “separating vessels by their ware types has 
minimal value” (http://www.jefpa t .org/  
d i a g n o s t i c / P o s t - C o l o n i a l % 2 0 C e r a m i c s  
/ S h e l l % 2 0 E d g e d % 2 0 W a r e s / i n d e x - s h e l l  
edgedwares.html). We see the justification for this 
position, but note that relatively few archaeologists 
appear willing to abandon the ceramic dating 
approaches that rely on the distinctions of 
creamware, pearlware, and whiteware.  

 
In general, archaeologists continue to 

define edged whitewares (almost always in blue or 
green), hand painted (both in blue and a variety of 
chrome or bright colors including reddish-pink, 
green, purple, orange and pink), transfer printed 
(primarily blue, although black, brown, purple, 
green, red, lavender occur after about 1830), a 
broad category of dipt wares (annular, mocha, 
cable, and a few others), and sponged (red, pink,  
yellow, pink, purple, blue, brown and black).  

 
Some of the approaches used in dating when 

the distinction between creamware, pearlware, and 
whiteware are abandoned are shown in Table 64. 

 
Two forms largely limited to the twentieth 

century include overglaze decal printing 
(“decalcomania”) and tinted glazed. Recognizing 
decals is generally easy since the motifs have sharp, 
crisp lines. The colors are natural and can include 
shading. Before 1900 they are found primarily on 
imported European porcelains; after 1900 they 
appear on American-made earthenwares 
(Majewski and O’Brien 1987:147). Tinted 
whiteware or tinted glaze whiteware is also 
sometimes called “Fiestaware” and it occurs only in 
twentieth century contexts (Adams 1980:515, 
Orser et al. 1982). Colors may include light brown, 
blue, green, pink, and yellow.  
 

The difficulty distinguishing between 
whiteware and ironstone has been discussed by 
South (1974:247-248), who uses an "ironstone-
whiteware" category, and Price (1979:11), who 
uses a "whiteware" category that includes 
ironstone. Both researchers point out that 
differentiating between whiteware and ironstone 
using vessel hardness (or degree of vitrification) is 
an uncertain or even invalid approach (cf. Worthy 
1982). White granite or ironstone was introduced 
in the 1840s and in general was vitrified, denser, 
and thicker than CC ware (i.e., creamwares, 
pearlwares, and whitewares). For the purposes of 
this study, however, whiteware will encompass 
both categories of ceramics. 

Yellow Wares 
Yellow ware, distinct from the yellow- glazed 

earthenwares of the eighteenth century, is a simple 
kitchen and tableware with a buff or yellow paste and 
a clear glaze (Ramsay 1947:7).  

 
This ceramic was made from primarily 

New Jersey and Ohio clays that, when fired, take on 
a dark yellow color. Sometimes wheel-thrown, it 
was more often mold-cast, with the subsequent 
application of an alkaline glaze to intensify the 
yellow color.  

 
Best known are mixing bowls, often with 

decorative color bands of white, blue, and black. 
Other surface treatments include molded-relief 
designs, mocha or moss designs, spatter or sponge 
designs. Also occurring are mugs, crockery, and 
kitchen utensils.  

Red Wares 
Redware is an early form of low fired 

earthenware made from red colored clays. Glazes 
may be on one or both surfaces, or absent. 
Redwares were locally produced during the 
seventeenth through nineteenth centuries and are 
therefore difficult to date. In Pennsylvania redware 
production began in 1780 and continued to 1904 
(Lasansky 1979:6). Border wares are a type of buff 
ware produced in England. 

 

http://www.jefpat.org/%20diagnostic/Post-Colonial%20Ceramics%20/Shell%20Edged%20Wares/index-shell%20edgedwares.html
http://www.jefpat.org/%20diagnostic/Post-Colonial%20Ceramics%20/Shell%20Edged%20Wares/index-shell%20edgedwares.html
http://www.jefpat.org/%20diagnostic/Post-Colonial%20Ceramics%20/Shell%20Edged%20Wares/index-shell%20edgedwares.html
http://www.jefpat.org/%20diagnostic/Post-Colonial%20Ceramics%20/Shell%20Edged%20Wares/index-shell%20edgedwares.html
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Container Glass 
The olive green glass (appearing black in 

reflected light) fragments are typical of wine or ale 
bottles. Bottle fragments with thicker walls, gentle 
lines, and kick ups are attributed to champagne, 
wine, or brandies, while those with thinner walls, 
pronounced shoulders, and flat bases are 
characteristic of stout or ale. Jones and Smith, 
However, warn such containers “were probably 
multipurpose containers used to contain any of the 
alcoholic or non-alcoholic beverages as well as 
other items such as vinegar, linseed oil, or any 
substance sold in quantities over a pint and under 
a gallon” (Jones and Smith 1985:13). 

 
There are, however, additional differences 

with temporal importance.13 Barrelet (1953:102) 
describes the French wine bottle of early 
eighteenth century as being "onion-shaped." Noël 
Hume's (1978) wine bottle typology calls this the 
"squat form" and dates it from about 1685 to 1730. 
These bottles have short, globular bodies with 
broad bases and kick ups. Necks are tapered and 
finished simply with a racked-off lip and applied 
string rim, possibly down-tooled on English bottles 
(Harris 1975).14 

 

During this early period wine was 
commonly purchased and stored in barrels and the 
wine bottles were merely used for decanting and 
serving at the table (Price 1908:116; Leeds 
1914:290). However, during the first half of the 
eighteenth century it gradually became common to 
store wine bottles in bins, first upside down and 
later on their sides, in order to keep the corks damp 
(McKearin 1971:125, 127). This required a change 
in bottle shape since the “onion” bottles could not 
be stored in this fashion. From 1740 to the 1760s, 
the commonest "wine" bottle style was 
characterized by a short, wide cylindrical body. The 

                                
13 Others argue that the “development of English glass 
bottles from the 1640s to the 1740 can be defined into 
six types. The first and earlies is the ‘shaft and globe’ 
bottle, followed (chronologically by a steady design 
evolution into what is now classified as the ‘onion’, 
‘bladder onion’, ‘mallet’, and ‘cylinder’ or ‘cylindrical 
shape’ . . .” (Jeffries and Major 2015:132). 

string rims were flattened, downtooled, or V-
shaped and the lip was usually cracked off and fire 
polished (Jones and Smith 1985:14). Beginning in 
the 1760s the English "wine" bottle started to have a 
taller and narrower body and a longer neck, resulting 
in a taller bottle. Two visually distinct styles, the wine 
and beer, developed. 

 
Between 1770 and 1800 wine bottles 

evolved into what Noël Hume (1961:105) calls the 
"evolved cylindrical form." The body became tall 
and slender with a much smaller basal diameter 
than before (and smaller than beer forms). The 
neck became longer and more cylindrical and was 
often bulged in the middle. Additional glass was 
sometimes used to form the lip and the string rim, 
making finishes generally larger and more varied 
in shape (Harris 1975). 

 
Jones and Smith also observe that French 

wine bottles are characterized by a tapered body 
and sloping shoulder during the mid-eighteenth 
century. Finishes tend to be crudely made (Jones 
and Smith 1984:22). 

 
So-called “case bottles” were square-

sectioned bottles blown in dip molds manufactured 
as early as the first half of the seventeenth century 
in England. They apparently preceded circular 
bottles as containers for wine (Noël Hume 
1969:33). With the development of strong circular 
bottles they became less common, only to reappear 
in the eighteenth century when they were used as 
containers for medicines, blacking, and gin.15 

 
Case bottles from the eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries are recognizable based on the 
taper from shoulder to base, horizontal shoulders, 
and short necks. Finishes were simple, typically 
only an applied lip or collar. Bases were concave, 

14 Even still wine bottles were sealed with a cork tied 
down with wire wound over the top and then fastened 
below the lip (Jones and Smith 1985:13).  
15 Gin, distilled from grains and flavored by the addition 
of juniper berries and other aromatics, was the drink of 
the English lower classes during the first half of the 18th 
century (Sullivan and Smith 1985:11).  
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resulting in a four-point bearing surface (Harris 
1975). The style remained the same until the early 
1800s when the use of hinged moulds increased 
(Toulouse 1969a: 535). 

 
The green and light green glass collection 

appears typical of non-alcoholic soda (and possibly 
mineral) water. 

 
Pharmaceutical bottles are characterized 

by fragments of small, thin-walled vials of clear, 
light green, or aqua glass. Also included are ground 
glass stoppers unless they are so ornate that they 
are more likely associated with decanters of clear 
or leaded glass. 

 
Clear or aqua panel bottles probably 

contained proprietary or "patent" medicines and 
were first introduced in England shortly after 
Robert Turlington patented his well-known cure-
all, "Balsam of Life,” in 1744 (Harris 1975). While 
these concoctions frequently contained a high 
percentage of alcohol, Wilson notes that it would be 
a mistake to assume these preparations were 
primarily consumed for their alcohol. He notes that 
nineteenth century living conditions were such 
that there were a "plethora of fevers and aches" to 
which proprietary medicines were routinely 
applied (Wilson 1981: 39). That these "medicines" 
were frequently used as intended is evidenced by 
Cramp (1911, 1921, 1936). Those lacking lettering 
likely predate 1867 (Lorrain 1968:40). 

 
Brown glass is often associated with 

bitters. Bitters, as a product, are only a step away 
from the proprietary medicines of the nineteenth 
century and they claimed to cure a number of 
illnesses. Bitters were made from a variety of 
botanical substances, aromatic flavorings, alcohol 
(up to 40%), and occasionally sugar (Wilson 
1981:24). 

 
Wines 

 
Many of wine bottles likely held Madeira 

wine from the Portuguese islands by the same 
name. From as early as the 1500s Madeira was 
imported into Europe. British ships began stopping 

there to take on wine, water, fresh food, and ballast. 
Pipes (casks of 95 gallons) were taken on board to 
be sold at American ports such as Charleston, 
Savannah, and Baltimore. Tuten comments that, 
“unlike every other wine, which would have been 
bruised by the thousands of miles of rocking in the 
super-heated ship’s hull as it sailed down into the 
tropics, Madeira became dramatically improved” 
(Tuten 2008:57). Not only did the trans-Atlantic 
shipment mellow the wine, but Madeira, fortified 
by the vintners with brandy, also held their quality 
for decades or even centuries.  

 
Jones and Smith (1985:9) identify Madeira 

in Canada as old Sterling from 3 to 5 years old, 
Particular and London Quality, London Particular, 
London Market, New York and Cargo, and India 
Market. Thomas (2007:140) mentions Memsey, 
Malmsey, or Malmsea Madeira. 

 
Port was another common red wine from 

the Douro valley in Portugal. During the eighteenth 
century it became a favored wine of English 
gentlemen and by 1800 virtually all Port was 
fortified with the addition of brandy. This made the 
wine much sweeter and stronger in alcoholic 
content than the original. While still largely sold in 
barrels, some was being bottled and allowed to 
mature, although Jones and Smith note that “even 
in the 1790s much port was drunk that was only a 
year old” (Jones and Smith 1985:9).  

 
Claret is a generic term for clear red wines, 

typically from the Bordeaux region of France. In 
spite of trade restrictions, claret was readily 
available both in England and America (Jones and 
Smith 1985:9, Thomas 2007:140). 

 
Champagne had by this time acquired the 

reputation of being a “special occasion” wine. It 
could be still or sparkling, white or red.  

 
A number of other wines are mentioned by 

Thomas (2005:140) including Sherry, a fortified 
golden wine from Portugal. 
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The Ritual of Wine Drinking 
 

Smith observes that “alcohol drinking is an 
art” and that societies around the globe “have 
devised complex rules to govern where, when, how 
much, and with whom one can drink” (Smith 
2008:135). In exploring the context of drinking, 
Smith repeats work by both Donald Horton and 
William Rorabaugh (Smith 2008:3-5). The former 
suggested that “an unpredictable existence leads to 
anxieties that are ameliorated by regular bouts of 
excessive drinking,”, while the latter has argued 
that “excessive drinking in the early American 
Republic stemmed in part from the anxieties 
caused by the rapid pace of economic growth and 
the inability of Americans to live up to the 
revolution’s ideals of individualism and 
independence” (Smith 2008:4-5; Rorabaugh 
1979:174).  

 
Thomas has a slightly different focus, 

explaining that, “gentlemen considered wine 
drinking a serious sport with a detailed protocol 
that included the necessary possession of elaborate 
accessories associated with wine’s consumption” 
including not only the wine, but decanters, glasses, 
wine coolers, coasters, funnels, strainers, and other 
paraphernalia (Thomas 2007:1, 96). Knowledge of 
wine and its proper handling, as well as possessing 
wine,  

 
was a strategic way for the 
English or American gentleman to 
demonstrate his worthy place in a 
higher level of society. He 
successfully distanced himself 
from those below him by creating 
an atmosphere that could not be 
replicated by the lower classes for 
both lack of funds and for lack of 
the social and cultural knowledge 
necessary for achieving the 
desired effect (Thomas 2007:46-
47). 

 
 Thomas goes on to observe that the 
wealthy filled “their elaborate houses with 
frivolous objects in order to truly separate 

themselves from ordinary people” (Thomas 
2007:62). As mentioned earlier, she believes that 
wine drinking among men was the equivalent to 
the tea ritual among women in eighteenth century 
society. 

Tableware Glass 
By the late 1670s a glass of potash-lead-

silica composition, usually called “leaded glass,” 
became the common medium for English table 
glass. Leaded glass is colorless, heavy, and lustrous. 
McNally notes that during the nineteenth century 
leaded glass came to “be accepted as the standard 
of crystal ware for the bourgeois table” (McNally 
1982:11). Nevertheless, soda glass continued to be 
made many years after the introduction of leaded 
glass. Gabriel suggests that not only did the smaller 
manufacturers continue to use soda in order to 
avoid taxes, but soda also offered an inexpensive 
alternative to the costlier leaded glass (Gabriel 
1974:15). Another technique used to escape taxes 
was to establish glass houses in Ireland. Gabriel 
notes that glass was exported from Ireland to the 
America in large quantities between 1780 and 
1825 (Gabriel 1974:10), although with free trade 
glass was also imported from Germany, Italy, and 
the Netherlands (Thomas 2007:90).  

 
Thomas contends that wine glasses had 

their long stem to distance the wine from table, 
“giving the liquid an unusual importance” (Thomas 
2007:90). Moreover, it was thought that the small, 
vase-shaped opening enhanced the color and 
brightness of the wine. 

 
Pontal marks, the scar left by the iron rod 

attached to the base of a blown glass, were not 
ground out before 1750. After this, grinding 
became more common and by the end of the 
eighteenth century all good glass was polished to 
remove the scar (Gabriel 1974:10).  

 
During the early eighteenth century the 

most common stemware was the elaborate 
knopped baluster. During the 1740s, new 
decorative forms appeared, including the air twist, 
opaque twist, incised twist, and facet cut. Plain 
drawn stems remained popular throughout the 
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eighteenth century, but they became shorter and 
slighter in weight during the last quarter of the 
century. There was also a marked increase in 
engraving and cutting about mid-century (Jones 
and Smith 1985:38). 

 
Glassware was often described in invoices 

and inventories either by appearance, such as 
“plain,” “neat,” “enameled,” or “cut,” or by the type 
of wine the glass was intended to hold, such as 
“claret” (Thomas 2007:90). The latter terminology 
should be viewed with caution since Jones and 
Smith (1985:35-57) were unable to identify any 
direct relationship between the type of drinking 
glass and its particular alcoholic function.16 

 
The most common decoration was 

engraving, which was done using several 
techniques, including diamond point engraving, 
often in Holland on glassware of English origin.  
Both lines and stippling were used. Wheel 
engraving was conducted by holding the glass 
against a revolving wheel. The finished design 
would be frosted in appearance, but was polished 
after about 1740. Cutting was developed in 
England and generally consisted in geometric 
designs, such as panels, flutes, and miters (Jones 
and Sullivan 1985:55-56).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 
Painting is another decoration 

occasionally identified. It consists of oil paints 
applied to the glass and then heated to fuse the 
colors. This technique required glass with a 
relatively high melting point, so it is found more 
often on lime than leaded glass (McNally 1982:18). 
Gilding was not fired onto glass, but was applied in 
a mixture with a water-resistant cement (McNally 
1982:18). Gabriel (1974:11) notes that gilding was 
not particularly popular on English wares until the 
middle of the eighteenth century and since the 
technique was not well developed, the gilding 
tended to wear off.   

 
A common form of glassware decoration 

                                
16 Examples of advertised glasses include dwarf wines, 
Spanish wines, half-pint glasses, ale and beer glasses, 
brandies, ciders, drams, flutes, gills, goblets, hock glasses, 

involved inclusions. A common air bubble 
decoration is the air tear, found in eighteenth 
century glass. Air twists, typically in stemware, 
often in single or double series. These are generally 
English, dating between 1740 and 1780. They were 
called “worm’d” glass in contemporary accounts 
(Thomas 2007:90). Opaque twists use canes of 
opaque glass rather than air and were popular 
between about 1750 and 1780 (Jones and Sullivan 
1985:50). They created spiral and gauze designs 
within the stems.  

 
Tumblers were typically used at the same 

table as stemware and how the two were used is 
not really clear. Moreover, tumblers tended to be 
more expensive than stemware (although wine 
glasses were socially and aesthetically superior). 
This initially seems counterintuitive, but glass was 
sold by weight and tumblers were typically far 
heavier than stemware (Jones and Smith 1985:34). 

 
During the second half of the eighteenth 

century, the usual tumbler form was conical. By the 
early nineteenth century a cylindrical form 
appeared. Also in the nineteenth century tumblers 
with low, wide cylindrical bodies appear. Most 
tumblers were plain, but decorated specimens 
were pattern molded, engraved, cut, or (very 
rarely) gilded. Perhaps the most common 
decoration was pattern-molded flutes, which on 
bases appear as ribs (Jones and Smith 1985:36).  
 

There are a variety of tableware forms, 
including bowls (deep, open vessels using for 
serving food or holding water; if decorated, these 
were usually pattern molded or rarely engraved), 
carafes and decanters (which may be easily 
confused), dessert glasses (often footed vessels 
with tall slender bowls or stems resembling those 
found on stemmed drinking glasses), stemware 
(drinking glasses with a foot, stem, and bowl), and 
tumblers (typically with flat or shallow concave 
bases, plain rims, and circular horizontal cross-
section (Jones and Sullivan 1985:127-145 provide 

rummers, wines, wine and waters, clarets, Champagnes, 
cordials, and liqueur glasses (Jones and Smith 1985:38). 
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an excellent overview of forms and terminology).  

Utensils 
By 1729 La Salle prescribed rules for polite 

dining,  
 
At table you ought to use a napkin, 
a plate, a knife, a spoon, and a fork. 
It would be totally contrary to 
politeness for you to fail to use 
any of these things while eating 
(Wright 2007:61). 

 
Plates were to be used rather than a trencher. 
Knives were no longer used to transfer food to the 
mouth and hands no longer made direct contact 
with food. These new utensils began appearing 
among the wealthiest about 1720, but rapidly 
spread to less affluent groups by the 1740s. Similar 
rules were transcribed by George Washington 
(Toner 1888), including an admonishment not to 
use one’s fingers nor convey food to the mouth with 
a knife. The increasingly complex rules of civility 
were intended to create and support a disciplined 
and stratified society (Shackel 1992:209).  

 
Noël Hume (1978:177-178) describes the 

gradual evolution of the knife, noting that as forks 
began to be used, the spearing knife was replaced 
by a square-ended knife in the third quarter of the 
seventeenth century. During the last quarter of the 
seventeenth century knife blades became slightly 
concave at the back and proportionally convex 
along the cutting edge. The rounded end became 
more bulbous. At the beginning of the eighteenth 
century he reports that blades acquired a “dorsal 
ridge about a third of the way along the blade, 
which gave it the appearance of a round-ended 
scimitar” (Noël Hume 1978:178). Handles during 
this period began curving down into what has been 
described as a “pistol grip,” a style that lasted until 
about the mid-eighteenth century.  

 
Two tined forks are common from the last 

quarter of the seventeenth century until the 
beginning of the nineteenth century (Noël Hume 
1978:180). In the second half of the eighteenth 
century the two-tine variety overlaps with a newly 

introduced three-tine fork with a wider-shoulder. 
Fork handles are similar to those of the knives they 
accompanied, although smaller.  

 
Many knives and forks had bone handles, 

sometimes plain, often incised.  
 
Iron, pewter, and brass spoons followed 

the same forms as silver examples, although Noël 
Hume suggests there was a time-lag. Up until the 
mid-seventeenth century spoon bowls were fig-
shaped with stems that were rectangular in 
section. After this spoons became more oval in 
shape. Terminals were trifid and there was a spinal 
rib reinforcement down the back of handle, known 
as a rat-tail. By about 1710 the bowl had taken on 
an egg-shape and by 1715 the trifid end was lost, 
being replaced by a rounded, upcurling spatula, 
usually thickened on the edges. By the second half 
of the eighteenth century the bowl became more 
pointed and the stem terminal turned down, rather 
than up. In the third quarter of the eighteenth 
century, continuing throughout the nineteenth 
century, there was a widening of the stem to 
provide two small, ear-like projections above the 
bowl (Noël Hume 1978:183).   

 
While utensils might initially have been 

used as odd-lot assortments, by about 1760, 
matching sets of knives, forks, and ceramics 
become common in archaeological contexts (Bedell 
and Scharfenberger 2000:37). It is suggested that 
this effort to establish consistency extended to 
dining room chairs and other objects (Carson 
1994:505).  

Kitchenware 
One of the most common kitchenware 

items are kettle fragments. Iron kettles were 
designed to either hang over the fire, if the weight 
could be supported, or to actually sit in the coals of 
the hearth (Feild 1984:93). By the eighteenth 
century the kettle was firmly established in 
kitchens and, being costly, would be “passed down 
from generation to generation and were highly 
valued” (Lantz 1970:15). By the late nineteenth 
century kettles, at least in urban areas, were on 
their way out of fashion, being replaced by the iron 
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stove and more manageable pots (Lantz 1970:31). 
This decline is clearly evidenced when period 
catalogs are examined. For example, in the mid-
nineteenth century there were two full pages of 
different types of iron kettles (Russel and Erwin 
1980 [1865]:392-393), but by the end of the 
century, they had been reduced to but one entry 
with seven different sizes (Israel 1968:130).  In 
spite of this gradual decline in popularity, it seems 
likely that kettles continued into use well into the 
first several decades of the twentieth century. 

Colonoware Pottery 
Originally called Colono-Indian ware by 

Noël Hume (1962) from the Virginia tidewater, he 
attributed it to Native American trade with early 
Virginia settlers. Since that time Henry (1980) has 
provided a detailed analysis of this low fired 
earthenware in the Chesapeake area of Virginia, 
recently supplemented by Veech’s (2013) 
examination of colono from northern Virginia. In 
Virginia this pottery is found in the seventeenth 
century, but diminishes rapidly in the early 
nineteenth century.  

 
Galke (2009) suggests that Virginia’s 

nineteenth century slaves in Manassas, Virginia 
used Colonoware out of economic necessity, not as 
a way to express their ethnicity. 

 
Colonoware was also recovered from the 

Caribbean, where it began in the eighteenth 
century and is still made by some African groups in 
the area. It has been suggested that the “migration 
of people from the Caribbean to South Carolina 
may have helped stimulate the development of 
colonoware” (Chodoronek 2013:60). This view is 
further supported by Hauser and Decorse, who 
comment, "what unifies this disparate group of 
ceramics is not method of manufacture, design and 
decoration, or even form and function but the 
association or potential association with African 
diaspora populations" (Hauser and Decorse 2003: 
67). 

 
The North Carolina literature, perhaps 

because colono is far less common, does not offer 
as many typological details. Richard does question 

South’s Colono-Indian interpretation of the 
Brunswick pottery, observing, “the problem here 
was that instead of questioning the validity of his 
interpretation in front of glaring historical 
evidence, South chose to follow Noel Hume's 
conclusions uncritically and to accept the 
hypothesis of Indian manufacture at face value” 
(Richard 1998:154).  

 
In the South Carolina lowcountry it is 

found in the early eighteenth century, but declines 
by the nineteenth century. There are a number of 
studies and descriptions of South Carolina Colono 
wares including Anthony (1986), Ferguson (1980, 
1989, 1992), William Lees (1980), William Lees 
and Kathryn Kimery-Lees (1979), and Thomas 
Wheaton et al. (1983). More recent studies include 
Anthony (2002, 2009, 2016), Joseph (2004), and 
Espenshade (2008), to name just a few. 

 
Several of the typologies resulting from 

this work are summarized in Table 65, but clearly 
they continue to be in a state of flux and are often 
difficult to apply given the variety of qualitative 
statements and overlapping data. Perhaps, as 
Richards has noted, “the inherent nature of Colono 
ceramics does not lend itself to fostering 
consensual views and interpretations” (Richard 
1998:117). He goes even further, “by failing to 
acknowledge the essentially fluid nature of ethnic 
entities and the dynamic contours of their borders, 
‘traditional’ typologies become meaningless 
conceptual boxes which help perpetuate ‘static’ 
approaches to culture and cultural understanding” 
(Richard 1998:125). 

 
One of the primary researchers notes that 

the types are a “continuum” from Yaughan to River 
Burnished in terms of finishing and the quality of 
production (Anthony 1986:7-28 – 7-30). A similar 
view was offered by Crane, who found colono from 
the Heyward-Washington House "to be different 
ends of a continuum, rather than two distinct, and 
mutually exclusive types" (Crane 1993:81). 

 
The reason or reasons that Colonoware 

ceased production have not received much 
attention. An exception is Espenshade, who comments, 
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the newly freed African Amer-
icans of South Carolina faced 
many difficult decisions after 
emancipation. Those who had 
been making and using 
Colonoware before the war chose 
unanimously to stop. It was not a 
decision based on economic 
considerations, and it flew in the 
face of traditional rituals and 
foodways (Espenshade 2008:11).  
 

After reviewing, and dismissing, the most common 
explanations, he suggests, 

 
this interpretation sees 
Colonoware transformed from a 
valued and useful item to a 
marker of all that was wrong in 
slavery. This interpretation 
recasts the final users of 
Colonoware from the most 
stringent resistors, nobly holding 
on to their identity in defiance of 
the planters, to the misfortunate, 
who could not recognize the 
negative symbolism of 
Colonoware (or who recognized 
its symbolism, but still needed 
Colonoware). By this model, those 
slaves who were still using 
Colonoware when the war [Civil 
War] came were immediately 
educated upon emancipation, and 
the abandonment of Colonoware 
was final and complete 
(Espenshade 2008:11). 

Architecture Group 
Window Glass 

Flat glass may be either window glass or 
mirror glass and often the two cannot be 
distinguished from each other unless some 
remnant silvering remains. One other distinction is 
that mirrors may be made from plate glass, which 
because of its production expense was rarely used 
in windows until the nineteenth century. Plate 

glass is several times thicker than window glass, 
may still exhibit polishing, and if edges are present, 
may be beveled. 

 
Flat glass or window glass during the 

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was either 
blown or cast (in the case of plate glass). The 
former might be made by the crown method or by 
cylinder blowing (see Thorpe 1912:731 for a 
description of the two methods). Distinguishing 
between the two is difficult, most especially with 
small fragments (Jones and Sullivan 1985:171).  

 
While Blacklock and Tunno advertised 

“Window Glafs of all fizes” (South Carolina Weekly 
Gazette, September 20, 1873, pg. 4), most firms 
advertised only specific sizes, suggesting that 
relatively little glass was being cut to size by 
Charleston merchants. One advertised “Window 
Glafs 6 by 8” (South Carolina Weekly Gazette, March 
8, 1783, pg. 2), while another advertised “Window 
Glafs 9 by 7, 10 by 8, and 14 by 9” (South Carolina 
Weekly Gazette, August 30, 1783, pg. 2). Some 
advertisers noted that they were offering “Crown 
glass” (South Carolina Gazette, June 7, 1735, pg. 3). 

 
Previous work in the region has attempted 

to use window glass thickness to determine the 
mean construction dates. The major shortcoming 
of this technique is that the regression formulae 
have a number of correction factors (for a detailed 
discussion see Adams 1980 and Orser et al. 1982). 
Studies by Jones and Sullivan have cast doubt on 
the validity of this dating technique. They comment 
that, "the very nature of window glass suggests 
that one should take great pains to avoid using it 
for dating except under special circumstances" 
(Jones and Sullivan 1985:172). In contrast, 
Weiland suggests that, “the study of window glass 
can produce valuable information about historic 
sites, and if approached correctly these studies can 
be conducted in an efficient fashion” (Weiland 
2009:39).  
 

In particular it appears that the Moir 
(1982) method may have some applicability for 
dating the construction of agricultural worker 
cabins at 38CH1542. The formula was developed 
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for the southern United States and has an 
applicable date range of 1810 to 1920. There are, of 
course, some limitations. For example, context is 
better than quantity. The formula is simple: 

 
𝐼𝐼𝐷𝐷 = 84.22 (𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇) +  1712 

 
where 
 

ID = date of site construction ± 7 years 
TH = thickness in 0.01 mm. 

 

Architectural Hardware 
Archaeological sites with structural 

remains often include a very large assortment of 
architectural hardware. A partial list of potential 
items would include strap hinges, pintles, HL 
hinges, butt hinges, skew hinge cast butts, skew 
joint butt hinges, hinge hooks, shutter catches, 
shutter ring pull clinches, shutter staples, lead 
window caning, window sash pulleys, window sash 
weights, inside corner braces, and L-braces. 

 
Door lock parts consist of a variety of locks 

and latches including slide bolt locks, rimlocks, 
Suffolk and Norfolk latches, thumb latches, and 
door knobs. Both Suffolk and Norfolk latches are 
thumb latches; however, Norfolk latches have a 
full-length mounting plate, whereas the Suffolk 
latches are mounted on cusps which are an 
extension of the handle (Streeter 1971:12). Thumb 
latch parts that do not include diagnostic parts 
were simply called thumb latches. Also included 
are keyhole surrounds, brass door stops, door lock 
escutcheons, brass door pulls, lock strikes, lock 
boxes and lock box fragments, as well as door 
knobs. 

 
Architectural hardware generally has only 

broad dates of use. Both Suffolk and Norfolk latches 
were introduced at about the same time. The cast 
iron latches may have been produced before the 
end of the eighteenth century, since cast iron butt 
hinges were being made in relatively large 
numbers by 1780; and a jointed hinge calls for 
technology equal to the thumb latch. Thumb 
latches have been documented back to the first 

decade of the nineteenth century where they were 
advertised as available with cast or wrought plates. 
The cast iron latches were cheaper, but apparently 
did not drive the wrought variety out of use as the 
cast iron butt hinge did the HL hinge (Streeter 
1971:12-17). HL hinges were manufactured as 
early as the late 17th century. These early ones had 
ground surfaces, beveled edges, and the nail holes 
were staggered. By the late eighteenth or early 
nineteenth century the surfaces are untreated and 
the nail holes are aligned and less numerous (see 
Streeter 1983:6). Skew joint hinges, which had the 
joints filed sloping so the door would rise as it 
opened and would be self-closing, were 
manufactured by the late eighteenth century 
(Streeter 1973:23). The cast iron butt hinge, 
invented in 1775 in England, was being 
manufactured in the United States by 1815, if not 
earlier. At this point the HL hinge was driven out of 
use (Streeter 1973:47-49). 

Delft Tiles 
 The term defltware is often used as a 
generic term for tin-glazed or enameled 
earthenwares since not all were made at Delft 
(Noël Hume 1978:285, Beaman 1997:18). The 
convention is not, however, universal and we will 
use delft as a general term. 
  

Noël Hume (1978:285) explains that 
fireplace tiles were being made in not only the 
Netherlands, but also in England by at least the late 
sixteenth century and distinguishing origin is 
nearly impossible. Those for flooring were about 
⅝-inch in thickness, while those for fireplace 
surrounds were typically no thicker than 5/16-
inch. The latter measured about 5¼ inches square. 
A number of studies are available to archaeologists, 
including Horne (1989), Jonge (1971), and van 
Dam and Tichelaar (1984).  

 
The earliest advertisement we have found 

for Charleston dates to 1735 when “white or painted 
tiles for chimnies” imported from London were 
available from James Crokatt in Charleston (South 
Carolina Gazette, August 2, 1735, pg. 3). By 1750 
Richard Martson on Charleston’s Broad Street was 
advertising “Dutch tiles for chimneys” (South 
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Carolina Gazette, May 14, 1750, pg. 2). Noël Hume 
(1978:287) reports them as early as 1716 from 
Boston.  

 
Beaman (1997) examined the Dutch tile 

fragments from three structures at Brunswick 
Town, North Carolina: Russellborough, Prospect 
Hall, and the Public House. He identified “six distinct 
sets of pastoral motifs” and one of the “common 
designs is an idyllic countryside setting with no 
decorative border or corner motif (Beaman 
1997:24). Even more common was a landscape tile 
in blue with a Louis XV border with diaper corner 
similar to the design found on white glazed 
stoneware. 

 
Delft tiles, however, were not the only tiles 

available in Charleston. One advertisement lists, 
“red Hearth-Tiles, 9 and 11 Inches square,” 
presumably reference to red clay tiles (South 
Carolina Gazette, August 3, 1769, pg. 2).  

Nails 
Nails are typically classified as hand 

wrought, machine cut, or wire, although each of 
these has a variety of subclassifications. In many 
collections, however, the nails are in such poor 
condition that more detailed classification is 
impossible. 

 
Hand wrought nails were individually 

forged by blacksmiths, either in America or 
England. 17  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 may often be distinguished. Rose heads 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 

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

attaching exterior cladding. The other style is a 
clasp head (sometimes called a "T-head"). 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). 

 
It is worth noting that Neve (1736:218-

220) identified no fewer than 22 different types of 
nails. The descriptions for many are today difficult 
to understand, but those of some archaeological 
importance include “clasp nails,” or what we call as 
T-head nails, which are described as “proper for 
any fine Building with Firr, or other soft Wood: The 
clasping of the Head brings them into little 
Compass, and admits of their finking into the Wood, 
makes the Work smooth, and will admit a 
Smoothing plane to go over them, when drove” 
(Neve 1736:218).  

 
Neve also describes “rose nails,” identical 

to our type of the same name. He notes that they 
are  
 

drawn four-square in the Shank . . 
. as all common 2 d. Nails are, and 
most Commonly 3 d. and 4 d. In 
some Countries they make all 
their larger Sort of Nails in this 
Shape, but their being square, 
drowneth the Iron, and the Nails 
do not shew so fair to the Eye, as 
those laid upon the flat; but if 
made of tough Iron, they are very 
serviceable (Neve 1736:219). 
 
Cut nails were produced by a machine that 

cut each shaft from a flat plate or 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 

proportion of the nails used in buildings through the late 
18th century were imported from England." 
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becoming widely available until the first quarter of 
the nineteenth century. 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.  

 
Wire nails have round heads and round, 

pointed shanks. The wire nails may be further 
subdivided into common nails, finishing nails, and 
roofing nails. The earliest wire nails were 
introduced about 1850, but were only available in 
very small sizes for picture frames and boxes 
(Nelson 1968:7). Larger sizes were not widely 
available until the late nineteenth century. By the 

                                
18 Nails were not only sold by shape, but also by size, the 
lengths being designated by d (pence). This 
nomenclature developed from the medieval English 
practice of describing the size according to the price per 
thousand (Lounsbury 1994:239). Nelson (1968:2) 

1880s they became inexpensive enough to 
supersede cut nails (Nelson 1968:7). By the late 
nineteenth century there was a wire nail monopoly 
that collapsed in 1895, with the result that wire nail 
prices plummeted (“Nail Trust Broken Expenses 
Exceeded the Income and the End Came - Big Drop 
in Prices,” The State Newspaper, November 23, 
1896, pg. 1).  

 
Galvanized roofing nails were introduced 

at the beginning of the twentieth century (Fontana 
et al. 1962:50). 

 
One of the few commonly accepted rules in 

nail length is, "to have the Nail full three times as 
long as the Sheathing Board is thick" (Neve 
1736:220). Within certain broad limits the size of 
nail used to perform a certain task was flexible, 
depending on the carpenter and the availability of 
nails. This variation is reflected in Orser et al. 
(1982:677). Nevertheless, it is possible to use the 
relative frequencies of nail sizes 18  to indicate 
building construction details. Table 66 provides 
equivalences and probable uses. 

 
Most advertisements specify little beyond 

kegs of nails being for sale. An exception 
announces, “4d, 6d-8d-10d-20d-30d-and 40d 
Nails, 2 & 2 and a half sheathing Nails in Casks 
sorted” (South Carolina Gazette, February 9, 1734, 
pg. 4).   

Furniture Group 
Furniture artifacts are represented in the 

archaeological record primarily as fragments of 
brass hardware remaining after wood, fabric, and 
upholstery have decayed. Some items are so 
generic that they may actually represent other 
artifact groups. For example, brass tacks were also 
used on harnesses and some lock boxes are only 

provides the same interpretation, although the price was 
per hundred. Common sizes include 2d - 6d, 8d, 10d, 12d, 
20d, 30d, and 40d. It was not, however, until the late 
nineteenth century that penny weights were 
standardized. 

Table 66. 
Nail Sizes and Probable Uses 

 
Penny Weight SAE Size 
Small Timbers and Shingles 

2d 1 
3d 1¼ 
4d 1½ 
5d 1¾ 

Sheathing and Siding 
6d 2 
7d 2¼ 
8d 2½ 

Framing 
9d 2¾ 

10d 3 
12d 3¼ 

Heavy Framing 
16d 3½ 
20d 4 
30d 4½ 
40d 5 
50d 5½ 
60d 6 
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distinguished from architectural items by their 
smaller size. 

Tacks 
Tacks, being a very humble artifact, are 

rarely given much discussion by archaeologists. 
Even Noël Hume deals with furniture tacks in one 
sentence: “small tacks were used around the skirts 
of seventeenth-century chair seats and it is 
impossible to distinguish these and the common 
upholstery tacks of the eighteenth century” (Noël 
Hume 1978:227). 
 
 A few researchers are not so cavalier in 
their dismissal. Jobe, for example, notes that “the 
differences between eighteenth-century examples 
and their modern counterparts are quite marked” 
(Jobe 1987:72). Prior to about 1790, tacks were 
made of hand forged shanks with hammered heads 
– similar to nails. Cut shanks were introduced in the 
1780s, although the heads continued to be 
hammered by hand. It wasn’t until the nineteenth 
century that machine-stamped heads replaced 
hammered ones (see also Anonymous 1881).  
 
 Tacks have generally been measured 
overall, including the head, with the measurements 
in 1/16-inch increments (thus a tack ½-inch in 
length would be described as measuring 8/16-
inch). They were sometimes also referred to by an 
ounce designation. This, however, referred to the 
thickness of the leather the tack was able to clinch. 
Thus, a 9/16” tack might also be described as an 8 
ounce tack. 

 
This is seen in Neve, who explains that the 

largest tacks are “for Upholsters” and the sizes 
range from “2¼ , 5, 6, 8, 9, 14, and 15 Ounces a 
Thousand” (Neve 1736:220).  

 
Brass dome-headed tacks are even more 

commonly found in archaeological contexts. These 
historically were measured from under the domed 
head to the point. They would often be identified by 
both the diameter of the head, as well as the shank 
length. Similar tacks are briefly mentioned by 
Stone (1974), where head diameters vary from 9 to 
12 mm (⅜ to ½ inch). 

Noël Hume is more impressed by these 
artifacts, describing in more detail their use as 
decorative items. He notes that these tacks were 
“used to ornament and anchor the leather of 
straight-backed side chairs of the second quarter of 
the seventeenth century; these were either circular 
or lozenge-shaped, concavo-convex, and with a 
welded brass shank” (Noël Hume 1978:227). 
McInnis (1999) notes that the quantity of brass 
tacks increased through the eighteenth century, 
peaking in the early nineteenth, when Neoclassical 
items used continuous lines to enhance reflection. 

Other Hardware 
Other hardware may consist of small lock 

plates, brass escutcheon plates, brass finials, brass 
drawer handles, brass drawer pulls or knobs, brass 
corner protectors, and brass hinges. Noël Hume 
(1978:228-229) traces the development of plates 
and handles from the seventeenth through early 
nineteenth centuries. He notes the presence of 
“bat’s” or “angle’s-wing” escutcheon plates with 
bale handles during the first half of the eighteenth 
century. By the mid-eighteenth century the handles 
were anchored by posts with threaded shanks. 
Handles lost their central knops and instead they 
had bulging midsections. Noël Hume (1978:229-
230) also notes that much hardware during the 
Georgian Period can be identified by its association 
with Chippendale (1750-1775), Hepplewhite 
(1785-1800) and Sheraton (1800-1820) styles. 

 
A useful outline of hardware types by 

period is provided by Kauffman (1968:210), 
although there is considerable overlap of styles 
(see also Miller and Miller 1988:46-47).  

 
Aronson (1965:80) notes that the earliest 

casters were of wood, replaced by brass and 
leather. Brass castors appeared in the third quarter 
of the eighteenth century (Noël Hume 1978:231). 
By the mid-nineteenth century porcelain casters 
were introduced. Casters could be of two designs. 
Stem casters were mounted inside furniture legs, 
while cup casters support the leg inside a 
constructed cup. 

 
Of course some items, such as trunks, may 
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also have ferrous metal hardware. Both small brass 
and iron keys may be classified as furniture items, 
although they are more generally included with 
Personal Group Artifacts. Mirror glass, briefly 
discussed under window glass, is typically included 
in the furniture group, as are remains of lighting 
devices, such as lamp chimney glass and candle 
holders. Household clock parts, such as gears or 
decorative items, are also included in the Furniture 
Group. 

Arms Group 
During the colonial period there were a 

variety of laws that constrained enslaved African 
Americans from possessing weapons in South 
Carolina. As early as 1704 it was authorized to arm 
“trusty Slaves” in times of conflict (McCord 
1840:349). This implies that slaves were familiar 
with weapons, but did not routinely possess them. 
Only a few years later, laws were enacted requiring 
whites to routinely search their slave quarters for 
weapons every two weeks (McCord 1840:353). By 
1722 slaves were required to have a written 
permit, good for no more than a month, to possess 
a firearm for a range of specific purposes, such as 
“to hunt and kill game, cattle or vermin . . . keeping 
off rice-birds and other birds” (McCord 1840:372). 
By this time, however, it was required that the gun 
be returned to “their master’s chief dwelling 
house” at night. Moreover, by 1735 only one slave 
per plantation was to be so licensed (McCord 
1840:387, 404). By 1751, the legislature prohibited 
slaves from carrying weapons beyond the 
boundaries of their own plantations (McCord 
1840:422). In spite of these various restrictions, in 
1765 a petition was presented to the legislature by 
the grand jurors concerning the “too frequent 
liberty given to negroes in the country to make use 
of fire arms” (McCord 1840:753). 

 
This creates an ambiguous message. It is 

clear that whites feared the enslaved possessing 
firearms and enacted a variety of laws to limit 
possession. Yet, it seems that, especially in the 
country, slaves managed to obtain, and use, 
firearms with some degree of regularity. 

 
Although archaeologists frequently 

interpret finds such as lead shot, gun flints, or even 
gun parts as providing evidence that slaves 
possessed weapons, as opposed to shot being 
found in animals hunted by others, salvage of 
gunflints for fire starters, or gun fragments being 
salvaged for other purposes. Faced with conflicting 
evidence, it is difficult to determine whether the 
African Americans at Mullet Hall possessed 
weapons, were granted occasional use of weapons, 
or simply acquired various arms-related items 
from discard. 

Available Firearms 
The two most common firearms likely to 

be found on Mullet Hall are flintlocks and 
percussion cap arms. 

 
Flintlocks were developed in France 

around 1612 and slowly spread throughout 
Europe, gradually replacing the earlier wheel lock 
and snaphaunce. Most flintlocks were muskets, a 
muzzle-loading smoothbore long gun that was 
loaded with a round lead ball, but could also be 
loaded with shot for hunting. In addition to the 
flintlock musket, there were also flintlock pistols. 

 
Eighteenth century Charleston 

newspapers advertised “Indian trading guns” 
(South Carolina Gazette, May 25, 1734, pg. 3), “neat 
fowling pieces” (Columbian Herald, January 31, 
1785, pg. 1), “long duck fowling pieces, double 
barrel ditto, fingle ditto, gun locks” (City Gazette, 
January 25, 1790, pg. 4), or in some cases more 
fancy weapons, such as “a fowling piece elegantly 
mounted with filver” (City Gazette, January 8, 1790, 
pg. 3).  

 
Flintlocks continued in common use until 

the first quarter of the nineteenth century, when 
percussion cap arms were developed. The exposed 
flashpan of the flintlock is replaced by a simple tube 
that leads straight into the barrel. An explosive cap 
is placed on top of the tube and, when struck by the 
hammer, ignites the powder inside the barrel. This 
system provided a major advancement in 
reliability. The cap was almost certain to explode 
when struck and it was largely immune to 
dampness. 
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The first Charleston newspaper 

advertisement for percussion caps seems to be the 
Charleston Courier on February 25, 1830. They 
don’t seem to become common, however, until the 
1850s (gun flint advertisements tend to decline in 
the 1830s and 1840s).  

 
By the 1850s an effort was being made to 

integrate the percussion cap into a metallic 
cartridge containing the bullet, powder, and 
primer. By the late 1860s, breech-loading metallic 
cartridges had made the percussion cap system 
obsolete, although percussion cap weapons 
continued to be used, especially by sportsmen. 

Gunflints 
 Hamilton and Emery (1988:5) discuss at 
length the different definitions of flint used by 
geologists, archaeologists, and shooters. For the 

purposes of our study we have largely adopted the 
definition of Hamilton and Emery (1988:9), calling 
historic materials, likely associated with flintlocks, 
flint, while similar siliceous sedimentary materials 

typically found in prehistoric contexts have been 
called chert.   
 

Thus, flint will include the black and gray 
kinds from England, and the brown to honey-
yellow kinds typically from France (Hamilton and 
Emery 1988:9). The French, however, used a wide 
variety of flint, described as ranging from “gray 
through gray- brown to a light brown, then through 
a darker brown and eventually merges into black” 
(Hamilton and Emery 1988:30). In spite of this 
variety, however, they observe that “French 
gunflints are very uniform in color and general 
appearance of the flint source material” leaving 
readers to question the consistency of flint origin 
identifications (Hamilton and Emery 1988:52).  
 
 Hamilton and Emery describe the earliest 
gunflints “were pieces of flint picked up by the 
shooter that happened to fit his lock” and were 
called simply “chips” (Hamilton and Emery 
1988:9). Lacking uniformity, they are difficult to 
recognize and it is suggested that by the second 
decade of the eighteenth century they had largely 
been replaced by commercial gunflints, defined as 
either spalls or flakes. Ballin (2012:125-126) 
illustrate what they call “minimally shaped and 
‘amorphous’ gunflints” from a sixteenth and 
seventeenth English site. Such material would be 
exceedingly difficult to identify at a plantation such 
as Mullet Hall.  
 

Spall gunflints (“Dutch,” “edge-shaped,” or 
“gunspalls”) were individually made from chance 

Table 67. 
Gunflint Sizes Correlated with Probable 

Weapon 
 

Weapon Flint Size  
(side to side in mm) 

Muskets >34 
Fowler or Carbine 28-34  
Tradegun 20-28 
Pistols or Tradeguns <20 

 

 

 
Figure 96. Flintlock and percussion cap systems 

(adapted from International Hunter 
Education Association). 
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pieces of flint that offered suitable striking 
platforms or from prepared cores (Hamilton and 
Emery 1988:10-12). In contrast, the flake gunflints 
were produced from blades or “flakes” struck off 
prepared cores.  

 
Distinguishing between French and 

English flakes, however, can be more difficult. 
Hamilton and Emery (1988:13) suggest that most 
French flakes were made from a glossy, translucent 

yellowish flint. They are usually single-edged with 
sides and a nicely rounded heel showing delicate 
chipping. Double edged French flakes are rare and 
by the 1800s, French flakes were almost square.  

 
English flakes were made from flint 

without a glossy surface and from dark gray to 
black in color. There is little or no chipping on the 
sides, demicones of percussion are almost always 
present (they were removed in French flakes) and 

 
Figure 97. Gunflint terminology (adapted from Hamilton and Emery 1988:Figure 2). A. French spall 

gunflints; B. French flake gunflints with rounded heels; C. French flake gunflints, double edged; D. 
English flake gunflints, arrow points to demicone of percussion; E. English flint knapper 
terminology with a showing the back, b showing the face, and c showing the side; 1 = back, 2 = edge, 
3 = heel, 4 = sides, 5 = bulbs (demicones of percussion), 6 = ribs. 
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Hamilton and Emery (1988:14) argue that English 
flake gunflints don’t appear in America until after 
1800. Virtually all were produced in southern and 
eastern England. None are known from Scotland, 
Wales, or Ireland (Hamilton and Emery 1988:175). 

 
Figure 97 provides a drawing showing 

gunflints and their terminology. 
 
 Hamilton and Emery (1988:17) also note 
that the size of the gunflint will vary, depending on 
the type of arm it was used in. They establish at 
least three guns sizes, based on bore diameters. 
Military long arms generally had a larger bore than 
civilian arms, typically about 0.75-inch for English 
weapons and 0.70-inch for French weapons. 
Civilian long guns, usually called “fowlers” ranged 
from 0.75-inch down to 0.60-inch, although their 
locks were smaller and thus they used smaller 
gunflints. The smallest locks and smallest gunflints 
were used with tradeguns that had bores from 
0.62-inch to as small as 0.45-inch. Table 67 
provides some general information correlating 
gunflint sizes and the guns in which they were most 
likely used.  
 
 Bye (2013:74) provides detailed 
instructions on fitting gunflints and indicates that, 
at least today, common sizes range from ⅜-inch 
(9.5mm) for pistols, ⅝-inch (15.9mm), ¾-inch 
(19mm), ⅞-inch (22mm), 1-inch (25mm), and 1⅛-
inch (28.6mm) for large musket locks. These are all 
substantially smaller than identified in 
archaeological collections, suggesting that direct 
comparisons using these sizes may not be 
appropriate.  
 
 Schock and Dowell are more cautious in 
their interpretations, noting that, “it is very difficult 
and frequently impossible to determine whether a 
particular gunflint was used with a rifle or a pistol” 
(Schock and Dowell 1983:61). They do, however, 
provide ranges that are very similar to those 
provided in Table 67. This seems to be a reasonably 
cautious approach adopted by Ballin (2013:132).    
 
 Hamilton and Emery (1988:23, 26-27) 
argue that the British fought most of the American 

Revolution using largely French gunspalls because  
the British were learning how to make flake 
gunflints, although English gunspalls also existed.  
 
 Most were imported in kegs of mixed sizes, 
with customers selecting the gunflints that best 
fitted their guns (Hamilton and Emery 1988:20). 
This seems supported by Charleston newspapers 
that only list “gun flints” or “flints,” not providing 
any additional details or sizes.  
 
 Bye reports that one trading list from 1768 
reveals that flints were priced “by size, demand, 
quality, and distance from the coast; a reasonable 
price was two cents each” (Bye 2013:70).  
 
 Schock and Dowell (1983:62) note that the 
1849 Ordnance Manual stated gunflints were to 
last for about 50 shots and one gunflint was issued 
in the U. S. Army for every 20 rounds of 
ammunition. 

Percussion Caps 
Arms using percussion caps were 

available as early as 1833, but it wasn’t until 1841 
that the system was adopted by the U.S. Army 
(Weber and Scott 2006:131). Percussion caps 
consisted of small copper caps, punched out by 
machine, with a small quantity of igniting 
compound, typically mercury(II) fulminate 
(Hg(CNO)₂), pressed inside. This was then sealed in 
place using varnish or another waterproof sealer 
(Coggins 1962:30; Weber and Scott 2006:132).  

 
There were a variety of cap designs. 

Among the more common were caps with ribbed 
sides. The ribbing was developed to make the caps 
less likely to fragment during ignition and became 
known as “common” caps. Since they tended to be 
smaller than other varieties, they were also known 
as pistol caps, although being used on a variety of 
small rifles (Weber and Scott 2006:132). 

 
Another variety became known as the “top 

hat” cap since it had protruding sides, like the brim 
of a hat. It is also called a military or musket cap and 
there seems to be general agreement that it was 
designed to make for easier handling by soldiers in 
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battle (Barry 2006; Weber and Scott 2006:132).  
 
Weber and Scott provide basic data on the 

measurements of the two types: 
 

Common caps range in diameter 
from 0.17 to 0.18 in. (0.43-0.46 
cm) with lengths of 0.17 to 0.24 in. 
(0.43-0.61 cm), and musket or top 
hat caps range in diameter from 
0.22 to 0.24 in. (0.56-0.61 cm) and 
in length from 0.22 to 0.25 in 
(0.56-0.64 cm) (Weber and Scott 
2006:133). 
 

 Percussion caps faded from military 
service in the 1860s, as a variety of metal 
cartridges containing both a primer and black 
powder were developed in response to the Civil 
War. Nevertheless, turn of the century catalogs 
continued to advertise a wide-variety of percussion 
caps. In 1897, seven different caps were offered by 
Hibbard, Spencer, Bartlett & Company 
(1897:1100). Prices ranged from 40¢ to 80¢ per 
1,000 (the caps came in tins of 100, 10 tins to a 
package).   

Cartridges 
In 1857 the .22 short round was developed 

for use in the Smith and Wesson revolvers (Ball 
1997a:113) and by the late nineteenth century 
there were a variety of rimfire and centerfire metal 
cartridges (Treadwell 1873).  

 
Contemporary cartridges consist of a 

bullet (the projectile), a charge of gunpowder, a 
primer for igniting the gunpowder, and the 
cartridge case (which serves to hold the various 
components). Bullet calibers (diameters) are 
generally (but not always) expressed in increments 
of 0.01 inch, although some are expressed in 
millimeters. The former are generally of U.S., 
Canadian, or English origin, while the latter are 
typically of European origin (Ball 1997a:114). 
 
 Ball (1997a:121-122) provides a useful 
compilation of different cartridge sizes and their 
chronology (inception and terminus). He also 

provides an introduction to the many headstamps 
used to identify manufacturers of cartridges. 

Lead Ball and Shot 
Early lead projectiles may be classified as 

either balls or shot. Balls were used in smoothbore 
muzzle-loading weapons and common calibers 
ranged from .354 to .669 inches. At military sites 
the calibers are generally between .527 and .59 and 
Noble (1973:121) notes that calibers of .551 inch 
and above were likely the most useful in bringing 
down deer or heavier game.   

 
The difference between the lead ball 

diameter and the weapon’s bore caliper is referred 
to as windage. During the Revolution, ball 
diameters of 0.69 inch are typically associated with 
the 0.75-inch British (“Brown Bess”) muskets. Balls 
with a diameter of about 0.64-inch are generally 
associated with French or American muskets. 
Schablitsky (2014:192) has found that musket shot 
by the first quarter of the nineteenth century 
ranged from 0.60 to 0.70 caliber and weighed 19.2 
to 30.2 g. She distinguishes British and American 
balls by the diameter and/or weight. The standard 
issue for the British was the “Brown Bess” musket 
with their 0.75-inch bore, which she found 
primarily loaded with 0.69 to 0.70 caliber lead 
balls. In contrast, American troops were primarily 
using the Model 1795 Springfield with a 0.69-inch 
bore and their shot was typically 0.62-inch in 
diameter (Schablitshy 2014:193).  

 
Many lead balls are distorted by impact 

and are thus difficult or impossible to measure 
accurately. Sivilich (1996) has developed a formula 
based on weight to determine caliber: 
 

𝐶𝐶 = 0.223204 𝑥𝑥 𝑊𝑊⅓ 
 
where 
 

C = caliber 
W = weight of ball in grams. 

 
Another type of lead ball artifact is lead 

sprue – lead waste remaining from the casting of 
the balls in molds. One would assume that much of 
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the sprue would be recycled into additional shot. In 
addition, the presence of sprue indicates that the 
balls were being produced on the plantation, rather 
than being purchased in quantity.  

 
Lead shot will vary considerably in size, 

today being produced from 1.3 to 15.24 mm (0.05 
to 0.6 inch). Noble explains that, 
 

Differences in shot size are 
correlated with the type of bird or 
small game to be hunted. It is 
inferred here that such was also 
the case in the past. It seem 
probable that the smaller 3 mm. 
to 4 mm. shot in the bimodal 
frequency curve are convenient 
sizes for shooting ducks, grouse, 
pheasants, pigeons or other 
upland game birds. The second 
curve in the bimodal frequency 
represents larger shot sizes 
between 4.5 mm. and 6 mm. 

These sizes are effective in 
shooting geese, swans, cranes or 
small game such as rabbits and 
beaver. Frequently the early 
traders’ documents refer to 
different types of shot (e.g., swan 
shot, beaver shot and bird shot) 
(Noble 1973:122). 
 

Table 68 identifies common lead shot using current 
names, measurement, and type. 
 
 Lead shot is usually characterized as either 
Rupert or drop shot. The earlier form is Rupert shot 
made by heating lead in a colander from which 
small drops fell as pellets into a container of water. 
The process forms slightly dimpled, oval shot. Drop 
shot, invented in 1769 was also produced by 
dropping lead through a screen, but at a great 
height. This technique could form nearly perfectly 
round shot and size could be varied by adjusting 
the height above water (Burns 2005:112-113). 
Nevertheless, Rupert shot continued being made 
into the nineteenth century (Meide et al. 
2011:128). A third type is, however, found at some 
sites and has been called “shot with tails” and is 
tear drop in shape. This was produced by carefully 
dripping lead from a ladle into water. Tails would 
usually be removed, although this still leaves a 
misshaped shot. 
 
 Curiously, “drop shot” was advertised in 
Charleston as early as 1734 (South Carolina 
Gazette, November 16, 1734, pg. 3). Generally, 
however, shot is being advertised without further 
comment or qualification. 
 

Recent documentary research reveals that 
George Washington did not order more than four 
shot sizes in any given year and, in fact, never 
ordered more than five bird shot sizes. However, 
archaeological investigations have also revealed 
that there are many more shot sizes in the middens 
than were ordered. This suggests to Breen that “the 
terminology had not yet been developed to specify 
lead shot smaller than No. 4 and larger than No. 1, 
and instead was encompassed by generic terms 
such as mustard seed (for the smallest sizes) and 

Table 68. 
Common Lead Shot Sizes 

 
Size Type Size 

(mm) 
Size (in.) 

#TriBall 12 Buck 15.24 0.60 
#0000 Buck 9.40 0.380 
#000 Buck 9.14 0.360 
#00 Buck 8.38 0.330 
#0 Buck 8.13 0.320 
#1 Buck 7.62 0.300 
#2 Buck 6.86 0.270 
#3 Buck 6.35 0.250 
#4 Buck 6.09 0.240 

#FF Waterfowl 5.84 0.230 
#F (#TTT) Waterfowl 5.59 0.220 

#TT Waterfowl 5.33 0.210 
#T Waterfowl 5.08 0.200 

#BBB Bird 4.82 0.190 
#BB Bird 4.57 0.180 
#B Bird 4.32 0.170 
#2 Bird 3.76 0.148 
#4 Bird 3.28 0.129 
#5 Bird 3.05 0.120 
#6 Bird 2.77 0.109 

#7½ Bird 2.39 0.094 
#8 Bird 2.26 0.089 

#8½ Bird 2.16 0.085 
#9 Bird 2.01 0.079 
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Bristol drop (for the larger sizes)” (Breen 
2013:325-326). 

Tobacco Group 
Noël Hume (1978:296) notes that tobacco 

pipes are of considerable use to archaeologists, 
being “manufactured, imported, smoked, and 
thrown away, all within a matter of a year or two.” 
Presumably his observation is based on the fragile 
nature of the artifact, which was often made of 
white ball clay. By the 1570s tobacco smoking was 
fashionable and by the early seventeenth century 
the pipe was common. One of the earliest 
advertisements for tobacco pipes in Charleston 
lists “long and short tobacco pipe” (South Carolina 
Gazette, June 17, 1766, pg. 1), but other 
advertisements might specify either long or short 
and some specified “negro pipes” or “negro pipes in 
boxes” (South Carolina Gazette, February 10-12, 
1784, pg. 1; June 1, 1785, pg. 2).  

 
There were, however, other forms of 

tobacco use during the eighteenth century, such as 
cigars (introduced by 1762) and snuff, which are 
nearly invisible archaeologically. Mackenzie 
(1957:193) claims that snuff was more popular in 
Europe than smoking. One of the earliest 
advertisements in a Charleston paper was for 
“Spanish Snuff” (South Carolina Gazette, November 
11, 1732, pg. 4). Chewing tobacco was introduced 
during the first half of the nineteenth century and 
by the mid-1850s snuff was largely rejected in the 
United States in favor of chewing (International 
Agency for Research on Cancer 2007:42).  By the 
1880 cigarettes were being produced in both 
America and England (Gately 2001:212-213). 
 

We have previously discussed the use of 
tobacco pipe dating (pages 214-215). Far less 
accurate are pipe stem lengths, discussed by Noël 
Hume (1978:296-297), as well as bowl shapes 
(Noël Hume 1978:302-303). In fact, Noël Hume 
notes that bowl shape or form remains the most 
accurate dating technique for seventeenth century 
pipes. Some have suggested pipe bowl form and 
size varied with the price of tobacco, growing 
larger as tobacco prices fell (Fox 1998:27).  

 

Noël Hume (1978:304-305) also remarks 
on the ability to sometimes obtain pipe dates based 
on the identification of makers’ marks. These 
marks may occur on flat base of the heel or on 
either side of the heel or spur, typically as initials. 
Sometimes there is identifying information on the 
back or sides of the bowl. Obtaining useful 
manufacturing information can be difficult and 
generally the date range is rather broad. 
Nevertheless, there are a variety of information 
sources (e.g., Davey 1980; Walker 1966; at least 
one on-line reference is available at 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090
510221705/http://museumoflondon.org.uk/clay
pipes/pages/marks.asp). 

 
By the mid- to late-eighteenth century 

stub-stemmed redware pipes were being produced 
and were initially included in the Activities Group 
by South; since that time most archaeologists have 
incorporated them in the Tobacco Group (see 
Beaman 2005:88-89). Notable among these pipe 
makers was Gottfried Aust - potter at Moravian 
settlements in Pennsylvania and North Carolina - 
who was producing distinctive anthropomorphic 
and fluted reed-stem pipes (South 1967; see also 
Walker 1975, 1980). 

 
Another regional stub stem pipe produc-

tion center was in Pamplin, Virginia. First 
beginning as a cottage industry, pipe production 
became more automated by the end of the 
nineteenth century and the pipe factory didn’t go 
out of business until the second quarter of the 
twentieth century (Sudbury and Jung 2009:140). 

Clothing Group 
Epictetus (Discourses 3.1) explained, 

“Know first who you are, then deck yourself out 
accordingly.” White (2005:57) provides a brief 
introduction to late seventeenth and eighteenth 
century men’s clothing. Examining period portraits 
she also comments on how even paintings served 
to convey the status and wealth of the individual 
through their accessories. The individual’s 
“impeccable and luxurious garments, buttons, hat, 
walking stick, watch seals and fob, gleaming shoe 
and knee buckles” all served as visual reminders to  

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090510221705/http:/museumoflondon.org.uk/claypipes/pages/marks.asp
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090510221705/http:/museumoflondon.org.uk/claypipes/pages/marks.asp
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20090510221705/http:/museumoflondon.org.uk/claypipes/pages/marks.asp
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Figure 98. Comparison of South (1964) and Olsen (1963) button classifications. South’s types are shown 

with numbers, Olsen’s are shown with letters. Those above the red line are dated by South from 
1726 to 1776. Those below the line are dated from 1800 to 1865. 
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the public.  

Buttons 
Buttons are often the most numerous 

Clothing Group artifacts at a historic site, even 
while comprising only a very small percentage of  
the total collection. Nevertheless, the kinds of 
materials used in the manufacture of buttons can 
provide clues regarding the clothing worn by the 
occupants of a site and this can help archaeologists 
better understand the socioeconomic status of 
these individuals. White (2005:57), for example, 
explains that pewter buttons will be common 
among all economic levels in the seventeenth and 
early eighteenth centuries, but were relegated to 
the lower classes by the mid-eighteenth century. 

 
An early Charleston newspaper 

advertised, “double gilt buttons of the newest 
fashion” (South Carolina Gazette, June 29, 1734, pg. 
4). Another was more specific, advertising, “sleeve 
buttons and studs set in gold and silver . . . [and] 
coat and waistcoat buttons” (South Carolina 
Gazette, May 14, 1750, pg. 2).  

 
While there are a variety of button 

terminologies, there are really only two broadly 
defined button attachments. The first is the sew-
through button, often utilitarian and generally with 
two or four holes, although three or five may be 
present. These buttons can be made of a wide 
variety of materials, including wood, bone, 
porcelain, and various metals. The other button 
attachment form is a metal loop that forms a shank. 
This shank may be soldered onto a metal disc or 
attached to a two-piece metal button using a hole, 
to form a loose shank. Metal loop shanks may be 
found on glass, metal, mother-of-pearl, and bone 
buttons. 

 
Buttons occurred as fasteners on a broad 

range of clothing. White explains, 
 

Coat, jacket and vest buttons are 
decorative types used to fasten 
these garments. Sleeve buttons 
consist of a set of linked buttons 
used to fasten one cuff to another. 

Sleeve buttons are a special class 
of buttons, commonly decorated, 
and the shape of the links can be 
used to date the buttons. Buttons 
were also used to fasten shirts, 
breeches and trousers, boots and 
shoes, undergarments and gloves 
(White 2002:74; Noël Hume 1961 
discusses sleeve buttons).  

 
In the eighteenth century, however, most women’s 
clothing did not use buttons, instead relying on 
lacings, pins, or hooks and eyes. Eighteenth 
century men’s clothing used buttons on coats, 
waistcoats, breeches, stocks, cloaks, sleeves, and 
even handkerchiefs (White 2005:57).  
 

Buttons come in a variety of sizes and were 
typically measured in 'lines', a term derived from the 
French lignes of 40 “lines” to 1-inch (25 mm). The size 
ranges follow generally accepted concepts of use, 
with those buttons 6 mm and under being associated 
with undergarments or delicate outer garments, 
those between 7 and 13 mm used on shirts and pants, 
and the larger buttons being used for coats (Luscomb 
1971:121).White offers alternative measurements of 
18 to 35+ mm for coats, waistcoats used buttons 
ranging from 14.5 to 19.5 mm, and sleeve buttons 
were generally 13 to 17 mm (White 2005:57). 
 
 As focused on typologies as archaeologists 
tend to be, there is no complete button typology. 
The closest is that developed (and widely used) by 
South from work at Brunswick Town and Fort 
Fischer, North Carolina. South identified 16 types 
of buttons which date from 1726 to 1776, and an 
additional 16 types which date from 1800 to 1865 
(South 1964). Shortly before South’s publication, 
Olsen (1963) published on plain metal button 
forms. While there is considerable overlap, Figure 
98 illustrates some of the differences. Most notable 
are differences in ages assigned to many of the 
buttons. 
 

More recently Deagan (2002:161-174) 
discusses Spanish buttons from the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries, noting that by the 
eighteenth century French fashion dominated 
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Europe and America. She separates eighteenth 
century buttons on Spanish sites by materials, such 
as bone buttons and button backs, copper-alloy 
buttons, two-piece metal buttons and so forth. 
 
 An exception to this absence of typologies 
is work with military buttons, where collectors 

have focused on developing detailed lists of 
buttons broken into different state regiments and 
other governmental groups. Examples include 
Albert (1969), Calver and Bolton (1950), Tice 
(1997), and Troiani (2001). 
 
 Noël Hume, in discussing common 
eighteenth century buttons, provides some dating 
guides, typically providing only very general 
information. For example, “hollow-cast examples, 
usually in white metal or brass, and often with 
embossed decoration, plain, or gilded, were the 
rule in the first half of the eighteenth century, while 
flat copper-alloy disks predominated in the second, 
getting larger and larger toward the end of the 
century” (Noël Hume 1978:89-90). 
 
 Often of greater use are the backstamps 
found on many buttons. Luscomb (1967) provides 
discussions of a great many manufacturers and 
there are additional resources on-line (for 
example, http://www.oldcopper.org/button_ 
makers.htm and http://www.angelfire.com/ 
wa/dianaspage/BritishButtonBackmarks.html). 
There are also resources available for a few 
particular button types, such as the porcelain or 
Prosser buttons (Sprague 2002).  

Shoe Buckles 
 Buckles are nearly as well studied as 
buttons (Abbitt 1973; Noël Hume 1978:84-88; 
White 2005:31-50). They represent a variety of 
qualities, making them useful as an index of class 
and status. Noël Hume (1978:84) divides them into 

dress (clothing) 
and harness, with 
those used on or 
with clothing 
further divided 
into shoe, knee, 
stock, hat, garter, 
spur, and sword 
buckles (White 
2005:39). Of these 
the shoe buckle 
seems to be the 
most common. 
 
 Figure 99 shows 

the parts of a typical eighteenth century shoe 
buckle, which might be made of silver, copper-

alloys, gilded brass, tin, pewter, iron, and a variety 
of other metals. Various accents were occasionally 
added, such as paste or rare jewels, although these 
don’t seem to be common in archaeological 
collections.   

 

Table 69. 
Outline of Shoe Buckle Types based on Abbitt (1973) 

 

Type Decoration Metal Face Shape Corners 
Side  to 

Side 
Top to 
Bottom 

1 Plain Brass/copper alloy Flat to convex Right angle 38-47 44-89 
1-A Plain Iron Flat to convex Right angle 38-47 44-89 

2 Decorated Brass/copper alloy Flat to convex Right angle 33-51 41-83 
3 Plain Brass Flat to convex Rounded 37-51 48-70 

3-A Plain Iron Flat to convex Rounded 37-51 48-70 
4 Decorated Brass/copper, some plated NS Rounded 35-52 51-76 

4-A Decorated Silver NS Rounded 35-52 51-76 
5 Openwork Brass/copper alloy NS NS 41-67 51-102 

5-A Openwork Iron NS NS 41-67 51-102 
6 Commemorative Copper alloy NS NS NS NS 
7 Paste Jewels Solid set in brass NS NS NS NS 

 
Measurements in mm 
NS = not specified 

 
Figure 99. Parts of a shoe buckle with pin types 

(adapted from Abbitt 1973:Figure 8). 

http://www.oldcopper.org/button_%20makers.htm
http://www.oldcopper.org/button_%20makers.htm
http://www.angelfire.com/%20wa/dianaspage/BritishButtonBackmarks.html
http://www.angelfire.com/%20wa/dianaspage/BritishButtonBackmarks.html
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Eighteenth century shoes (both men’s and 
women’s) had two leather straps over the tongue. 
The lower strap (these straps were also known as 
lachets) was secured by the chape and the upper 
strap was fastened over the lower by the tongue of 
the buckle. A useful graphic is available at 
http://www.american-duchess.com/fitting-buckles.  

 
White (2005) suggests that both the buckle 

shape and the chape itself can be used to date shoe 
buckles, but many of the changes are gradual, 
resulting in overlaps and only very general dates. For 
example, from the late seventeenth century through 
about 1720 shoe buckles were relatively small, about 
30-40 mm in length and 20-30 mm in height. By the 
1750s the size had increased to about 50-70 mm in 
width and by the 1760s, the width might be 100 mm. 
The very large buckles, called Artois buckles, were 
most popular from 1775 through about 1790. By the 
nineteenth century the shoe string was introduced 
and shoe buckles in America are generally not found 
later than 1820. Openwork buckles tend to be most 
common after about 1750.  

 
The chape evolved through three basic 

forms (White 2005:Figure 3.8, reproduced here as 
Figure 100). The roll changes from a stud to an anchor 
shape about 1720, then changes to a loop shape, all 
with a single tongue. In the last half of the century the 
roll develops two teeth and the tongue becomes fork- 
shaped.  

 

A detailed typology of shoe buckle frames, is 
briefly outlined in Table 69 (Abbitt 1973). Dating of 
the various types is not particularly secure and no 
mention is made of the chape style.  

Other Buckles 
Knee buckles were worn on breeches, 

short trousers, fastened either just above or below 
the knees. The long axis of the buckle was vertical, 
allowing cinching of the band holding the breeches 

tight to the leg. Knee buckles were introduced 
about 1735; prior to that time buttons were used. 
Curiously, even after buckles were common, 
buttons continued to be found on the bands. White 

(2005:43) identifies only anchor- shaped chapes 
with knee buckles. Initially the buckles were small 

 
Figure 101. A knee buckle on the left and a stock 

buckle on the right (courtesy Historic 
New England).  

 
Figure 100. Evolution of shoe 

buckle chapes (adopted 
from White 2002:Figure 
3.8) 

 
Figure 102. Eighteenth century 

boot or garter buckle 
(courtesy Wardell Arm-
strong Archaeology). 

http://www.american-duchess.com/fitting-buckles
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and square, increasing in size as the century 
continued. By the 1770s, the knee buckles reached 
their maximum size of about 30 by 40 mm and 
might be either square or oval. By the 1790s 
buckles began to be replaced by ties.  

 
White notes that the knee buckles have 

four distinct characteristics. First, as previously 
mentioned, the roll or chape is always anchor 
shaped and often has a half-heart cut-out design. 
The chape will have either two or three tongues, 
while the anchor chape of shoes has only one 
tongue. A second characteristic is the location of 
the pin terminal on the short axis of the buckle 
frame (since the buckle was worn vertically). The 
third feature is that knee buckles are flat, unlike 
shoe buckles which are convex. Finally, the knee 
buckle will have a relatively small frame, especially 
compared to shoe buckles (White 2005:45). 

 
Stock buckles were also common during 

the eighteenth century. The stock was a neckcloth 
worn by men and wrapped around neck, being 
secured in the back using a buckle. These buckles 
had rectangular or oblong frames. The pin 
terminals were on the long side of the frame, giving 
the buckle a vertical orientation like knee buckles. 
The stock buckle roll had three or four buttons 
used to fit into corresponding buttonholes on the 
stock. The chape tongue generally had four tines or 
spikes used to attach the buckle to the stock (White 
2005:45). 

 
White (2005:47) suggests that hat buckles, 

found on round and tricornered hats, are almost 
impossible to distinguish from knee and stock 
buckles, generally being rectangular with pin 
placement on the short axis.  

 
Other buckles include those to hold up tall 

boots, fashionable in the last quarter of the 
eighteenth century, girdle buckles worn by women 
around the waist of dresses beginning in the 
second quarter of the eighteenth century, spur 
buckles worn from the seventeenth century on, and 
sword buckles (see White 2005:46-47). Deagan 
(2002:187-189) provides a particularly detailed 
account of spur buckles, although Noël Hume 

reports that eighteenth century spurs are 
uncommon in archaeological contexts, perhaps 
because they were primarily brass and were 
melted down when broken (Noël Hume 1978:243).  

Aglets 
Noël Hume (1978) does not mention 

aglets, although both Deagan (2002:174-175) and 
White (2005:31) give them some brief context. 
Rare on eighteenth century Spanish sites, they 
appear more commonly on English sites and 
documentary sources often call them “points.” 
They were typically made of rolled copper, 
attached to the enveloped lace with a ferrous rivet.  

Hook and Eye Fasteners 
Noël Hume (1978: 255) reports the 

presence of these fasteners from at least the 
seventeenth century on and they are, of course, still 
present today. Being hidden from view White 
(2005:74) notes that this makes it “difficult to 
provide much detail about their form.” Moreover, 
they “exhibit a basic and consistent form” (White 
2005:75). White reports that early hooks and eyes 
were both made from rounded wire, although by 
the early 1700s, hooks began to be made of 
flattened wire. Flat brass eyes are not found prior 
to about 1815. 

 
White (2005:75) suggests that more hooks 

than eyes are found archaeologically since early 
eyes were formed with thread. Deagan (2002:176) 
reports that by the seventeenth century “cooper-
alloy examples with the configuration of modern 
hooks and eyes” were present, at least on Spanish 
sites. 

Beads 
Archaeologists typically associated beads 

with either Native Americans (Orser 2002) or 
African Americans (Stine et al. 1996). While 
acknowledging the use of beads by native groups 
and enslaved Africans, White (2005:81) focuses on 
beads “as part of European American dress.” She 
discusses beads of higher status, such as gold 
beads, coral beads, and cut-steel beads, but then 
admits that “it remains difficult to associate beads 
with particular items of dress” (White 2005:83). 
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In reviewing advertisements in Charleston 
newspapers, we found few references to coral or 
gold beads prior to the Revolution. Instead, there 
were early on references for “beads proper for 
Indian trade” (South Carolina Gazette, December 
10, 1735; similar advertisements appear in the 
August 21, 1736 and October 2, 1736 issues). Into 
the 1740s and beyond, there are no longer 
references to Indians. Instead, the advertisements 

are similar to the one announcing for sale, “blue 
and white agate, blue & white barley corn, with a 
variety of other beads” (South Carolina Gazette, 
January 1, 1752).  

 
Exceptionally rare are advertisements 

such as the one announcing,  
 

Beads for Servants 
The Undersigned has received a 
large lot of Round Immitation 
Coral Beads, of various sizes, put 
up on strings, and in the shape of 
Armlets and Necklaces with 
Lockets. They are especially well 
adapted for plantation negroes, as 
the prices are so exceedingly low, 
viz: 

Beads on Strings, small 19½ cts; 
medium 18 cts.; and large at 37 
cts. Per dozen Strings. 
Necklaces at 50 cts per dozen pair. 
Armlets at 5 cts. Per dozen pair 
(Charleston Mercury, March 26, 
1859, pg. 2).  
 
Prior to the Revolution there are also six 

references to enslaved 
Africans using beads as 
adornment. These include 
a female with “a string of 
large glass beads” (South 
Carolina Gazette, July 16, 
1753) and two females 
with “blue beads about 
their necks” (South 
Carolina Gazette, July 15, 
1756). But there were also 
accounts of beads being 
used by male slaves. For 
example, one had “a brass 
ring with a bead on his left 
ear” (South Carolina 
Gazette, November 18, 
1756), another had “in his 
left ear three beads strung 
for an ear-ring” (South 
Carolina Gazette, June 14, 
1760), while a third was 

reported to have “a string of small black beads 
round his neck” (South Carolina Gazette, November 
29, 1760). Such references continued after the 
Revolution; one example is the advertisement of a 
female slave with “blue, white, and red beads round 
her neck” (South Carolina Gazette and General 
Advertiser, September 25-28, 1784, pg. 4).  

 
South (1977) included beads in clothing; 

others however, prefer to include them in the 
category of personal artifacts. In looking over 
advertisements, it seems that far more beads fit the 
category of personal possessions than clothing, so 
we have chosen to tabulate them with other 
personal and pocket items.  

 
Regardless, one of the most complete 

 
Figure 103. Basic drawn or tube bead typology proposed by Kidd and Kidd 

(1970: Figure 3). 
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typologies for glass beads (Kidd and Kidd (1970) is 
based on manufacturing processes such as being 
drawn or wire wound.  

 
Drawn beads were made from a bubble of 

glass that was stretched into a long, thin tube. Once 
hard, it was broken or cut into segments. These 
segments formed the individual beads. The basic 
Kidd and Kidd typology for this style of bead is 
shown in Figure 103. In contrast, wire wound 
beads were produced individually. A ribbon of 
molted glass was wrapped around a chalk-covered 
wire, slowly building up a small bead. Once cooled, 
it was removed from the wire. 

Sewing Items 
Although not worn or items of personal 

adornment, South (1977) chose to include a variety 
of sewing items in the Clothing Group, including 
thimbles, pins, and scissors.  

Noël Hume, although noting that thimbles 
are among the most common small finds at historic 
sites, provides only a page of discussion and little 
in the way of chronological assessment. He notes 
that by the early eighteenth century the thimble 
crowns were stamped with linear patterns and that 
there were “no appreciable difference between 
thimbles of the eighteenth century and those of the 
nineteenth” (Noël Hume 1978:256). Hill provides a 
more detailed discussion, noting that by the 
seventeenth century what are known as deep 
drawn thimbles were made by pressing sheet 
metal rather than by annealing (Hill 1995:86). 
These thimbles had edges that were folded over the 
outside of the rim. Hand stamping the exterior 

surface gave way to a mechanical process known as 
knurling (Hill 1995:87).  

 
Although Deagan focuses on Spanish 

collections, she provides very useful information. 
In the first half of the eighteen century most 
thimbles were being produced in England and 
were cast in two-pieces. Their form was short and 
wide. The crowns were rounded and lacked a 
tonsure or blank area on the crown. As mentioned 
by Hill, the sides are knurled. By 1750, thimbles 
from both England and Holland were cast in one-
piece and were tall and narrow with a wider base. 
After 1800, thimbles were deep drawn and their 
shape was “beehive-like.” The crown was also 
rounded (Deagan 2002:Table 10.1).  

 
Both Deagan (2002:205) and Hill 

(1995:90) mention the recovery of small thimbles, 
sized for children. Beaudry (2006:105) explains 
that three basic sizes were available: girls’, maids’, 
and women’s, although elsewhere these seem to be 
identified as Child’s, Small, and Medium each 
associated with number sizes for a variety of 
manufacturing countries (Beaudry 2006:106). 
While admonishing archaeologists to provide sizes 
of thimbles found on archaeological sites, she does 
not specifically identify size ranges with the 
different terms or size numbers.  

 
Scissors are two-piece cutting implements 

with pivoting blades and loop handles. In contrast, 
shears are a single piece with two blades operating 
on a spring action (Figure 105). 

 
Noël Hume (1978:267) reports that “rat 

tail” bows are common during the first half of the 
seventeenth century. These scissors have bows 
formed by drawing the shanks out into narrow rat 
tails and looping them outward and back toward 
the shank to make unconnected bows. Otherwise 
Deagan (2002:207) suggests that scissor form was 
more typical of function than when they were 
made, a view that corresponds with Beaudry 
(2006:135). Beaudry does, however, offer some 
bow and shank styles, based on English 
scissorsmiths (Beaudry 2006:126).   

 

 
Figure 104. Parts of a thimble (adapted from 

Beaudry 2006:Figure 4.1). 
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Another sewing item found at many 
colonial sites are pins. In fact, Deagan (2002:193) 
suggests they are the most common sewing artifact 
recovered when fine screening is used. Most of 
these pins were brass, often tinned (Deagan 
2002:193; Noël Hume 1978:254). Heads generally 
consisted of wire of the same diameter of the pin 
twisted around the head and then stamped 
(wrapped wire headed pins). Deagan comments 
that pins are not typically useful in dating since the 
technology changed very little over time.  

 
While perhaps not useful in dating, 

Beaudry believes that pin lengths can provide 
essential information regarding the function of the 
pin. Table 70 provides information on a variety of 
pin forms. She suggests that while the smallest size 
pins, or lills, could be used to pin fine fabrics prior 
to sewing, they were more often used to pin veils, 
although they might also have been used to pin 
men’s or boys’ ruffs (Beaudry 2006:24).   

 

Sewing pins were divided among short 
and long whites and Beaudry (2006:25) suggests 
that most households would have a variety of pin 
sizes, perhaps mixed together, suitable for a variety 
of sewing needs. In contrast, blanket pins would 
have been used for fastening the folds of heavy 
blankets or other furnishings. Wig pins were used 
by both sexes (Beaudry 2006:27-28).  

 
Looking at a variety of archaeological sites, 

Beaudry (2006:41-42) finds that the most common 
intact pins measured 20 to 25 mm in length – 
corresponding to what are known as short whites. 

Personal Group 
 As might be expected, the Personal Group 
can be very broad, although generally these items 
reflect a relatively small proportion of the total 
assemblage. Included are items such as coins, 
religious medallions, jewelry, fans, umbrellas, 
eyeglasses, combs, toothbrushes, coinage, and even 
keys. Only a few of these will be selected for 
additional discussion here. 
 

As previously mentioned, while South 
(1977) placed beads in the clothing group, many 
have chosen to instead to view beads as personal 
adornment and include them in this category. 
Readers should be aware of this difference before 
comparing statistics. 

Toothbrushes 
 Toothbrushes did not attract Noël Hume’s 
attention, but Mattick (1993, 2010) has prepared 
fairly detailed histories, although they focus on the 
nineteenth century. Nevertheless, she recounts the 
basic history. Toothbrushes, using horse, badger, 
and hog hair, were in use by 1723 among the elite. 
By at least 1780 the toothbrush, more or less as we 
know it today, became commercially available 
(Carter et al. 1984; Hyson 2003; Mattick 
1993:162). 
 
 Mattick (2010) expands on her earlier 
work, establishing a systematic typology and some 
choronological information beginning about 1820 
and extending to about 1920. Deagan (2002:232-

 
Figure 105. Shears (left) and scissors (right). 

Table 70. 
Pin Sizes in millimeters  

(adapted from Beaudry 2006:Table 2.1) 
 

Pin Type 
Approximate 

Length 

Approximate 

Diameter 

Lills, lillikins, lillskins, minnikins 12 <1 

Sewing pins – short whites 24-30 1 

Sewing pins – long whites, middlings 30-70 1.5 

Blanket pins, corkins, double long 

whites 

76 3 
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233) provides some information on early to mid-
eighteenth century Spanish toothbrushes, but 
notes that the artifact seems to be very rarely found 
on Spanish colonial sites before about 1780.  

Combs 
 Noël Hume has relatively little to say about 
this artifact except that it is a type that “persisted 
throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, being rectangular in shape with teeth of 
different sizes along two opposite sides” (Noël 
Hume 1978:174). White identifies these as 
“dressing combs” used “in daily tasks of basic 
grooming and hygiene to rid the hair of tangles and 
of lice or other vermin” (White 2005:104). 
Decorative combs, in contrast, were used to secure 
hair according to particular styles and were larger, 
one-sided, and usually curved. Decorative combs 
became more elaborate by the end of the 
eighteenth century. 
 
 Dressing combs were generally bone, 
horn, or wood (generally boxwood), while 
decorative combs were more often tortoiseshell 
and horn. Metal was also used, primarily for 
decorative combs.  
 
 It appears that there is little difference 
between those dressing combs found on English or 
American sites and those found on Spanish sites 
(Deagan 2002:224-227). 

Coinage 
 Noël Hume comments that in a review 
such as his (or ours, for that matter), little of 
interest to the serious numismatist will be 
discussed. Instead, his goal – and ours – is to 
provide some general information useful to the 
interpretation of the coins most likely to be 
recovered at a site such as Mullet Hall (Noël Hume 
1978:154-155). This means coinage of low 
denominations from the eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries. There are, of course, a variety 

                                
19 Before decimalization in 1971, one pound (£1) was 
equal to 20 shillings (20 s.), with one shilling equal to 12 
pence (12 d.). The pound continued to be the primary 

of very detailed publications useful for this study, 
most particularly Breen (1988). Also useful is the 
website, The Coins of Colonial and Early America, 
http://www.coins.nd.edu/ColCoin/. 
 
 Although the British currency system of 
pounds, shillings, and pence19 was used through-
out the North American colonies in bookkeeping, 
each colony decided for itself the value, or what 
was known as the “rating,” of the coins used in 
transactions. These coins were not only English, 
but also French, Portuguese, and Spanish. These 
ratings were based on the amount of gold or silver 
contained in the coins and varied by colony. They 
were always, however, higher than the rating used 
in Britain. For example, in the mid-eighteenth 
century the Spanish milled silver dollar was the 
principal measure of exchange and was appraised 
at 4 shillings and 6 pence in London, 6 shillings in 
New England, 7 shillings and 6 pence in 
Pennsylvania, and 8 shillings in New York (Powell 
2005:12). By 1782, the rate of exchange for the 
Spanish dollar in North Carolina was 8 shillings, 
but only 5 shillings in Georgia (Chalmers 1898:18).  
 
 This process of rating (overrating or 
underrating) also served to encourage or dis-
courage their circulation. Ratings also changed as 
the value of silver changed relative to gold and 
changed with the gradual wearing of coins that 
reduced their weight and thus their intrinsic value. 
 
 A variety of authors comment on the 
shortage of coin in the colonies, although the cause 
is unclear. Some economists attribute the problem 
to the perils of sea travel and trade imbalances with 
Britain. But another problem that cannot be 
overlooked is the rating system itself. Powell notes 
that “overrated coins drove out underrated coins, 
which were hoarded, leaving light and poor-quality 
coins in circulation” (Powell 2005:12). This meant 
that silver and gold coinage of full weight could 
only be obtained by paying a premium – giving the 
appearance of scarcity.  

form of currency in America until the Coinage Act of 
1792 when the dollar was established. 

http://www.coins.nd.edu/ColCoin/
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 Efforts to relieve the situation with paper 
money, typically in war-time, were unsuccessful. In 
1740 the change rate in North Carolina for paper 
money was £1,000 paper for £100 sterling. By 
1782 the Spanish dollar was rated at £32.6 in South 
Carolina paper money (Chalmers 1898:18).  
 
 As previously noted, most of the coinage 
found on archaeological sites are small 
denominations – farthings (¼ pence), halfpence, 
and pence. Although gold and silver British coins 
were not allowed to be exported to the colonies, 
there was no restriction on the export of “coppers” 
and over £69,000 in farthings and halfpence was 
exported to the American colonies from 1695 to 
1775. By the 1730s the quantity of British coppers 
increased and they began to be traded at a 
premium, or higher than face value. For example, in 
New York the English halfpence was accepted at 
twice its face value. However, by the 1740s a 
number of counterfeit halfpence began to be 
identified in the colonies, resulting in merchants 
devaluing the British coppers (Henry 1879:17-18).  
 
 Of all the British coppers, the halfpenny 
was the most common in America. Those dated 
1749 are especially interesting, as a large number 
of those produced in that year were shipped here 
as payment for the New England-sponsored 
expedition to take Louisbourg from the French four 
years earlier (Cook 2006:138-139). 
 
 America’s small denomination coinage 
included the copper half-cent, produced from 
1793 to 1857. Slightly smaller than a modern 
quarter, it gradually increased from 22 to 23 mm. 
While the obverse had five different depictions 
over time, the reverse always had “Half Cent” 
encircled by a wreath.  
 

The large cent was also first struck in 
1793 and coined every year thereafter through 
1857 except for 1815. The coin measured 28.57 
mm, thus the name “large cent.” Rising copper 
prices made it impractical to continue their 
production and they were replaced in 1857 and 
1858 by what are known as the Flying Eagle cent. 
About the diameter of today’s penny but thicker, 

this style was replaced in 1859 by the Indian Head 
design. The reverse was a laurel wreath, replaced 
in 1860 by an oak wreath with a shield. The Lincoln 
cent would go into circulation in 1909. 
 

Of far less importance is a two-cent coin, 
23 mm in diameter, produced between 1864 and 
1873. A silver three-cent coin was produced from 
1851 to 1873 and an nickel version (with a 
different obverse, but identical reverse) was 
produced from 1865 to 1889.  

 
Token coins or trade tokens are coin-like 

objects used instead of coins, although they, too, 
are studied by numismatics. They occur during 
various periods of American history, as early as 
1832 (Rulau 1996), with a number of catalogs 
being widely available (Ralau 1990, 1997 and 
Chibbaro 1990). As metallic substitutions for 
government coinage, they were often distributed 
by merchants or planters for use in specific stores. 
Often they are marked “good for” something, 
typically 1¢, 5¢, or some other amount. They served 
to “retain” customers, limiting the use of pay or 
change to that one store.   

Activities Group 
 South chose to include a broad range items 
in the Activities Group and these are briefly 
summarized in Table 71. A few modifications have 

Table 71. 
Activities Group Classes and Examples 

(items removed shown italicized) 
 

Class Examples 
Construction Tools Files, hammers, chisels 
Farm Tools Hoe, rake, sickle 
Toys Marbles, jew’s harp, doll parts 
Fishing Gear Fishhooks, sinkers 
Stub Stemmed Pipes Added to Tobacco 
Colono Added to Kitchen 
Storage Items Barrel bands, brass cock 
Ethnobotanical Not included 
Stable and Barn Stirrup, harness, horseshoe 
Misc. Hardware Chain, bolts, nuts, andirons 
Other Items reflecting specialized activities 
Military Objects Insignia, bayonets 
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been made. For example, stub stemmed pipes are 
included with the Tobacco Group and Colonoware 
pottery is included in the Kitchen Group with other 
ceramics. These conventions are common among 
most archaeologists today. Ethnobotanical remains 
are not included since their counts would 
significantly distort the various patterns. Some 
care is required when examining the Activities 
Group because modifications to South’s original 
framework are not always obvious. For example, 
some include writing implements in the Activities 
Group, rather than in the Personal Group or include 
scissors here rather than in the Clothing Group 
(e.g., Alvey 1997:63).  
 
 Those hoping that South (1977) might 
provide a tidy explanation of this broad assemblage 
are no doubt disappointed. He does, however, 
explain that,  
 

the classes in the Activities group 
should reveal specific behavioral 
activities through the higher than 
normal frequency for one or more 
classes. Such deviation from the 
ranges defined by the pattern 
might allow for the interpretation 
of an industry, a craft activity, or 
trade with the Indians (South 
1977:102).  

 
South illustrates that Fort Moultrie has a higher 
than expected proportion of Activities Group items, 
such as bone button blanks, suggesting “by-
products of specialized activities” (South 
1977:104). He even suggests the group should 
encourage archaeologists to focus on the artifact 
classes that the group contains to look for minute 
differences between the examined site and a 
specific pattern (South 1977:116).  
 
 Some archaeologists have noted that many 
of the Activities Group artifacts might normally be 
associated with domestic activities.  Toys may 
sometimes be associated with children, but South 
(1977:182) cautions that some items associated 
with children today, such as marbles, were 
originally used by adults (dice is another example). 

Fesler (2004:207), however, associates 
construction and farm tools, livestock items, 
miscellaneous hardware, and storage items with 
men living at a site.  
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Although all of the sites at Mullet Hall 
produced colono pottery, abundant quantities 
were found only at 38CH1541. Even there, 
however, most of this pottery was badly plow 
damaged and it was only with the recovery of 
Features 13 and 14 that large quantities of sizable 
remains were recovered. As a result, this section is 
focused almost exclusively on 38CH1541.  

 
Table 72 identifies some characteristics of 

the 6,665 sherds included in this study from 
38CH1541. 

Typological Considerations 

Figure 65 summaries several recent 
typologies for colono and hopefully readers will 
come away realizing that in spite of the huge 
investment of time, these typologies remain far 
from perfect. 

 
Very simply, a typology is generally 

thought of as a rigorous classification in which data 
are all divided into categories defined by an 
established set of criteria, all of which are mutually 
exclusive. In other words, Type A must be readily 
distinguished from Type B on objective bases.  

 
Perhaps the two greatest flaws in today’s 

understanding of colono typology are, first, that not 
all archaeologists appear willing to accept a 
unifying typological construct. Hence, there are 
slightly different versions offered by several 
researchers (e.g., Anthony 1986, 2002, 2009 and 
Joseph 2004). The second flaw comes from the 
typologies themselves. Generally, the issue is 
imprecision, overlap, and the need for judgement 
calls. For example, if the different types were 
examined, most would agree that the variation in 
many respects is one of degree, with one type 
slipping into another. Thus, while “overall,” a 

collection may fit into a category, there is 
considerable spread.  

 
These discussions, however, are not 

intended to resolve these typological issues. It is 
simply important that readers understand that the 
individual Lesesne, Yaughan, River Burnished, or 
Colonial are not nearly as precise as individuals 
might wish and they all seem to occur on a 
continuum of “fineness.”  

 
This last point is one of the foundations of 

what Adams and Adams call a practical typology, 
 

A practical typology is one that 
allows for reasonably accurate 
and rapid sorting. That is, the type 
descriptions must correspond to 
the observable attributes of the 
material being sorted sufficiently 
closely that most entities can be 
unambiguously with one or 
another of the types (Adams and 
Adams 1991:241). 
 
Nor are these discussions going to resolve, 

or even attempt comment, on who produced these 
vessels, although we are far more comfortable 
accepting that African Americans were producing 
colono than that there was any significant influx of 
Native American products. 

 
Rather, we will seek to provide primarily 

descriptive comments concerning the colono 
present at 38CH1541 during the very early colonial 
period. 

Characterization 

Table 72 (see also Figure 106) reveals that 
small sherds (under 1-inch in diameter) comprise  
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Table 72.  

Colono sherds from 38CH1541 
 
 
 

Block A Block B Block C Block D Block E Block F Block G Block H Block I Block J Block K Block L Block M
Area of 

Stripping Fea 1 Fea 3 Fea 4 Fea 5 Fea 7 Fea 9 Fea 10 Totals
Spoil N½ W½ Lv 1 W½ Lv 2 E½ Lv 1 E½ Lv 2 E½ Lv 3 N½ Lv 1 N½ Lv 2 N½ Lv 3 N½ Lv 4 S½ Lv 1 S½ Lv 2 S½ Lv 3 S½ Lv 4 S½ Lv 5 E½ Lv 1 W½ Lv 1 W½ Lv 2 Clean W½ Lv 1 E½ Lv 2 Clean W½ Lv 1 E½ Lv 1

Body Sherds
67 3 2 31 36 189 112 245 61 408 605 1370 325 27 2 60 25 14 2 32 3 105 17 9 333 127 128 244 234 139 46 78 61 5 4 2 2 3 2 5 2 4 5169

Mean Thickness - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5.51 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Range - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 4.35-7.04 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

1 2 2 1 1 2 5 7 7 26 22 6 71 29 21 31 63 47 128 18 5 1 496
Mean Thickness 10.13 5.61 - - - 8.58 9.09 7.15 6.17 - 5.08 5.93 5.15 5.38 6.15 5.30 6.01 5.55 5.41 5.86 5.27 -
Range 10.13 5.58-5.64 - - - 8.48-8.68 6.04-11.48 5.49-12.28 5.91-7.00 - 3.81-6.36 4.21-7.18 3.34-6.61 3.87-8.54 3.78-7.87 4.30-6.35 2.76-8.06 4.12-6.91 3.46-7.28 4.11-8.33 4.43-6.54 -

Rim Sherds

Round 7 1 3 12 6 22 1 33 34 126 40 3 3 2 1 2 1 4 4 28 12 12 19 28 7 8 3 3 425
Mean Thickness 6.21 - - 7.35 6.54 - - - - 6.73 6.10 - 8.50 6.35 - 13.14 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Range 5.58-6.83 - - 6.60-8.11 4.94-8.08 - - - - 5.40-8.35 5.55-7.35 - 8.50 6.34-6.35 - 6.19-6.95 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Bulbous 2 2 5 2 1 12
Mean Thickness 8.70 - - - -
Range 8.30-9.09 - - - -

Flat 8 1 1 12 7 27 2 28 26 81 35 2 1 3 19 7 4 9 22 13 5 5 3 1 322
Mean Thickness 7.83 - - 7.04 7.28 - - - - 6.42 6.94 7.82 5.93 - - - - - - - - - - -
Range 6.89-9.27 - - 5.51-8.04 5.74-8.82 - - - - 5.02-8.72 5.34-9.24 7.39-8.24 5.93 - - - - - - - - - - -

Other 1 5 1 1 4 2 1 15
Mean Thickness 10.09 - 4.94 - - -
Range 10.09 - 4.94 - - -

Round 2 2 4 1 1 1 8 1 13 4 2 4 22 9 8 4 86
Mean Thickness - 8.94 6.27 6.12 6.76 6.51 6.15 5.01 6.56 6.18 6.28 6.40 6.86 6.35 6.39 5.97
Range - 7.62-10.25 5.49-7.40 6.12 6.76 6.51 4.57-7.23 5.01 4.93-7.51 5.91-7.12 5.33-7.23 5.86-6.79 5.18-7.88 4.54-7.50 4.96-7.43 5.54-6.48
Mean Vessel Diameter - - - - 178 381 - 254 337 406 470 356 -
Range of Vessel Diameters - - - - 178 356-406 - 254 254-483 357-457 457-483 356 -

Bulbous 2 1 4 3 3 4 3 20
Mean Thickness 6.78 7.21 6.16 5.21 5.71 6.79 6.23
Range 5.50-8.06 7.21 4.36-7.18 4.57-5.88 4.49-7.43 6.43-7.36 5.98-6.68
Mean Vessel Diameter - - - 330 - 508 292
Range of Vessel Diameters - - - 279-381 - 508 178-406

Flat 2 1 2 3 2 10 5 4 10 11 5 2 3 1 61
Mean Thickness 7.99 9.04 7.86 6.15 4.57 6.60 6.27 6.21 6.27 6.55 6.72 6.03 6.13 4.62
Range 6.76-9.22 9.04 7.35-8.36 4.57-7.23 4.29-4.85 4.68-7.91 5.77-7.54 5.23-7.20 5.25-7.43 4.97-7.71 5.47-8.27 5.71-6.35 5.32-6.87 4.62
Mean Vessel Diameter - - - - 229 284 216 330 290 432 483 - - -
Range of Vessel Diameters - - - - 229 127-381 203-229 254-406 229-330 432 432-508 - - -

Other 8 6 3 7 15 2 5 1 47
Mean Thickness 6.18 6.05 6.49 6.01 6.41 - - -
Range 4.48-7.52 5.67-6.45 5.21-7.29 5.04-7.60 5.59-7.14 - - -
Mean Vessel Diameter 330 246 229 273 323 - - -
Range of Vessel Diameters 305-381 227-254 229 229-356 279-381 - - -

Handles 1 2 3 2 1 9

1 1
1 1

1 1

85 3 2 33 42 215 126 295 64 473 671 1582 415 40 2 66 27 15 2 28 34 3 1 148 30 9 493 193 175 328 410 232 206 108 77 5 5 2 3 4 2 5 2 4 6665

Fea 15Fea 14 Fea 16 Fea 17

Total Colono

Fea 11

Appendages

Fea 13

Under 1-inch

Over 1-inch

Under 1-inch

Over 1-inch

Other
Mending hole
Incised
Foot ring
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89% of the colono collection. Most (85%) are also 
body sherds.  

 
This made it very difficult to obtain 

meaningful information on vessel wall thickness 
(since there were so few that could be measured in 
a specific location), vessel form (since very few 
vessels are generally recognizable), or vessel 
diameters (for the same reason).  

Three lip forms were consistently 
identified across the site. The most common is a 
rounded lip, accounting for 53% of the specimens. 
This is followed by a flattened lip, seen on 39% of 
the sherds. We should note that at times the 
distinction becomes blurred as a flat lip can be 
rounded at the edges. These were not segregated 
out, but were generally identified as flattened (a 
few were so rounded that they were classified as 

 

   
 
Figure 106. Characterization of colono sherds from 38CH1541. Upper left, size of sherds; upper right, 

proportion of body and rim sherds; lower left, lip forms, lower right, wall thickness distribution. 

Under 
1"

89%

Over 
1"

11%

body
85%

rim
15%

round
53%

bulbous
3%

flat
39%

other
5%

0
20
40
60
80

100
120
140
160
180

N
um

be
r

Wall Thickness, mm



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
290 

rounded). The final type is identified as bulbous, 
seen on 3% of the lips. This lip form is specifically 
mentioned for Lesesne Lustered by Anthony (1986, 
2002, 2009). The bulbous lips were also at times 
difficult to identify when the rims were small; thus, 
it is likely this type is underrepresented (Figure 
107). 

 
Finally, about 5% of the rims were 

identified as “other.” 
 
The sherds exhibit a fine to medium paste. 

There were no observed examples of what we 
would classify as a coarse or gritty paste. 

 
Firing exhibits a considerable range from 

very well fired with compact paste so that the 
sherds “ring” when knocked against one another to 
rather poorly fired. Nevertheless, firing from fully 
oxidized to fully reduced are found, often in the 
same provenience. Surface colors therefore range 
from tan to brown to black. 

 
Vessel wall thickness (Figure 106) is 

difficult to gauge given the very large number of 
small sherds as previously mentioned. In addition, 
where sherds were sufficiently large we observed 
that many exhibited variation in wall thickness. 
Two examples should suffice. In one case, thickness 
varied from 5.96 to 6.07mm, while in another the 
variation was more significant, ranging from 4.97 
to 7.04mm. Therefore, it is wise to view thickness 
carefully. In any event, we found thickness varied 
from 2.76 to 12.28mm, with a mean of 6.21mm (SD 

1.28) and a mode of 5.49. These figures reveal 
greater variation than is generally found among 
colono collections. 

 
Given the plow disturbance over the 

majority of the collection, surface preparation was 
difficult to determine. If only those sherds found in 
sealed contexts are examined, then the surfaces 
tend to be well smooth to burnished, many 
exhibiting distinct burnishing marks. 

 
Forms are highly variable, although most 

of the collection is so small and fragmented that 
any quantification seems meaningless. 
Recognizable, however, are bowls, straight-sided, 
flat bottom bowls or pans, necked jars, and necked 
jars. Although a minority, the collection also 
produced several specimens that appear to be 
replicas of European forms with royal and 
scalloped rims.  

 
Only five wavy rims were recovered, while 

11 specimens were lipped dish forms. Five 
examples of out flaring rims were recovered. Only 
one specimen with a foot ring was discovered in the 
assemblage.   

 
Also recovered were 10 handle fragments, 

most of which appear to have been loops. These are 
all ovals, averaging 23mm in width with a standard 
deviation of 4mm and a mode of 20mm. 

 
There were 69 rims sufficiently large to 

permit identification of the vessel diameter. The 
average of these is 323mm (12.7-inches) with a 
standard deviation of 94 mm (3.7-inches) and a 
mode of 254mm (10-inches). The distribution is 
seen in Figure 108. These seem to be larger than 
most European wares, suggesting that the colono 
was not simply a “poor man’s china,” but served a 
specific function among those using it. This same 
observation has been offered by Riggs et al. 
(2006:77) for the Catawba produced 
earthenwares. 

 
Forty-seven of the rims were decorated. 

Two had small, circular punctations just below the 
rim on either the interior or exterior of the vessel. 

 
Figure 107. Lip forms. 
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The most common decoration occurred on 
flattened lips and consisted of punctations or 
pinches applied to the lips. This variation occurred 
on 7.3% of the flattened lips. Less common were 
pinches applied to rounded lips, found on 3% of the 
rounded lips.  

 
 We identified two rims that evidenced 
extensive wear or abrasion on the rim below the 
lip. These are characteristic of another vessel being 
inverted to cover the opening. 
 
 Finally, we found one mending hole. 
Although these are not uncommon on prehistoric 
pottery, we do not recall them being reported on 
colono vessels previously. 

Identified Type 

 Given the vagaries of the existing 
typologies, it is difficult to say a great deal when a 
collection consists of so many small sherds with 
extensive plow damage. Nevertheless, we tended 
to focus in on several characteristics that applied to 
the majority of the sherds, especially the larger 
sherds and those from sealed feature contexts. 
 

The sherds exhibit a fine to medium paste, 
but this is characteristic of virtually all colono 
types. We observed only one or two that might 

have had a small admixture of shell (a 
characteristic of the Colonial Burnish 
type according to Joseph [2004]). We 
do not believe these are of 
significance, however, given the 
abundance of shell found at 
38CH1541. 
 

Firing characteristics are 
also not definitive, applying to most 
of the types identified by 
researchers. 
 

Vessel wall thickness reveals 
greater variation than is generally 
found among colono collections; 
although the mean and mode are 
within the ranges published for most 

of the wares (the one exception is Joseph’s [2004] 
River Burnished with a range of only 2.5 to 5mm). 
 
 Well smooth to burnished pottery with 
many exhibiting distinct burnishing marks tends to 
eliminate the wares from the Yaughan 
classification, but they could fall into either the 
Lesesne Lustered or River Burnished categories. 
The presence of tooling facets tends to suggest 
River Burnished. 
 
 Overall, the collection (assuming it 
represents one type) seems to be best defined at 
Lesesne Lustered. Some River Burnished may be 
mixed into the assemblage, but we are not 
prepared to distinguish between the two rather 
minor variations. What does seem relatively 
certain is that little or none of the colono can 
reasonably be identified as Yaughan. 
 
 If authors such as Joseph (2004) and Crane 
(1993) are correct, then the colono at Mullet Hall 
seems to be primarily materials made for sale in 
the market or use at the main house. The abundant 
quantities with exterior sooting and interior 
carbonization, suggest that these vessels were 
being used at 38CH1541 and were not exclusively 
intended for sale. While it remains possible that the 
materials found in some features may represent 
refuse from the main house, we have little else  

 
Figure 108. Vessel diameters (in inches). 
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Figure 109. Colono pottery from 38CH1541. A-B, flat body sherds, likely from large plates or pans. B exhibits 

charred debris on the exterior; C, bowl form with a rounded rim; D, body sherd with simple 
stamping (?); E, body sherd with a mending hole; F, olla form with a rounded rim. 
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Figure 110. Colono pottery from 38CH1541. A, footed bowl; B, bowl form with everted rim, C, large bowl 

form; D, plate form with imitation of English plate; E, small fragment of an everted rim, notice 
charred debris on the underside; F-G, straight sided jars with indentations in the rims; H, olla form 
with a flat rim.  
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Figure 111. Colono pottery from 38CH1541. A, section of a large bowl, showing fire clouding; B, large pan 

with an everted rim; C, sherd showing distinct burnishing marks; D, small fragment of an everted 
rim, notice charred debris on the underside (compare with Figure 110,E). 
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Figure 112. Colono pottery from 38CH1541. A, large bowl with a lug handle. Note the charred debris on the 

sides of the vessel; B-F, examples of various straight handles, perhaps for pitchers; G, flattened 
handle fragment. 
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Figure 113. Colono pottery from 38CH1541. A-F, flat rims with punctations and pinches; G-H, rounded rims 

with interior pinches or indentations in profile; I, rounded rims with interior shallow circular 
punctations; I, rounded rim with interior pinches or indentations. 
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mixed into the collection to support this. Instead, 
the overall assemblage appears to represent items 
originating from the slave village. The large vessel 
diameters, however, might support a function of 
use in a plantation kitchen context where large 
meals were being prepared. Joseph also notes that, 
“planters would have purchased Market 
Colonowares for use in the slave villages on 
plantations where there were no slave potters or 
where the clay sources needed for pottery 
production were not available” (Joseph 2004:82).  
 
 In addition to the uncertainty regarding 
the “type” of the colono present at 38CH1541, we 
are unable to offer any meaningful 
observations regarding who might 
have manufactured the wares 
recovered. Joseph (2004) would 
discount the potential for Native 
American contributions since the 
assemblage is pre-Revolutionary. 
Riggs and his colleagues argue, 
however, that, “Catawba potters 
were already accomplished at 
producing hand-built facsimiles of 
English ceramics prior to the 
American Revolution and reveal a 
nuanced understanding of English 
table assemblages that informed 
Catawba ceramic production and use” (Riggs et al. 
2006:81). Moreover, there is abundant evidence 
that the Catawba were trading this pottery.  

Overview of Colono from 
38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 

38CH2244 

 Table 73 provides a brief overview of the 
colono pottery from the other sites investigated at 
Mullet Hall (excluding 38CH1542, which yielded 
only seven sherds).  
 
 Many of the attributes previously 
discussed are found in these smaller collections. 
Every collection has been heavily impacted by 
plowing, resulting in very few sherds over 1-inch in 
size and significantly limiting information on vessel 

diameters and forms. Bulbous rims were also more 
difficult to identify since so many of the rim sherds 
were very small. While they occurred, especially in 
the 38CH1544 assemblage, we did not attempt to 
distinguish them from flattened and rounded.  
 
 When compared to 38CH1541, these other 
collections have fewer sherds over 1-inch, 
primarily since 38CH1541 produced several 
features with intact deposits. Nevertheless, the 
proportion of rims (about 15%) is identical to 
38CH1541. The proportion of rounded rims is also 
nearly identical. A noticeable difference is the wall 
thickness, with the 38CH1541 assemblage being 

very slightly thicker (6.21mm compared to 
5.63mm).  
 
 During the individual site assessments, we 
noted a number of additional details. For example, 
at 38CH1543, there are flat rims that are punctated 
or pinched, identical to those found in the 
38CH1541 collection; one incised sherd was 
identified, and lid wear was also observed. Two 
handles and a foot were identified. Punctated or 
pinched flat rims and lid wear were also found at 
38CH2242. Handles were found at 38CH2244. 
 
 One significant difference was en-
countered between the four sites. The only site on 
which spalling was found is 38CH2242. These 
spalls are usually interpreted to be firing accidents, 
providing an indication on on-site firing.  
 
 Therefore, it appears that there is no 

Table 73. 
Colono from 38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 38CH2244 

 
38CH1543 38CH2242 38CH2244 Combined %

724 1351 2055 4130 100.0
11 24 25 60 1.5

Rims 90 290 228 608 14.7
Rounded 51.10% 55.90% 54.90% - 54.7
Flattened 48.90% 44.10% 45.07% - 45.2

6.53 5.43 5.98 5.63 -
standard deviation 0.94 0.95 1.16 1.04 -
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substantial difference between the colono pottery 
found at the Mullet Hall sites.   
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Site 38CH1541overlooks Mullet Hall Creek 
and its colonial rice fields to the west. Today the 
rice fields are waterfowl impoundments and there 
is a thick stand of scrub vegetation, making it 
impossible to see the wetlands from most 
locations. This was the location of the original 
Mathews settlement, sold to Thomas Mullet, and 
the succeeding Legare family settlement. The main 
house remained occupied at least until the second 
decade of the twentieth century, when the 
plantation was taken over by Dill Ball. While no 
longer occupied, it was apparently standing in 
some condition in 1938, when Julian S. Limehouse 
acquired Mullet Hall and built the currently 
standing house on the water. Thus, it seems likely 
that the main settlement at 38CH1541 was built in 
the 1720s and was intensively occupied until the 
Civil War, after which occupation came less 
intensive until its abandonment about 1923.  

 
The auger testing at the site revealed 13 

concentrations, each of which was investigated by 
block excavations. The collection from these blocks 
and their associated features accounts for 50,210 
artifacts (Table 74). While there are some 
differences between individual blocks, which we 
will point out, this section will explore the artifacts 
recovered from the site using the now well-known 
artifact groups developed by South. 

The Pattern 
When the assemblage is examined as a 

whole, 70.4% of the artifacts are related to kitchen 
activities and 23.3% are related to architecture 
(Table 75). Knowing that the history reveals 
occupation by both master and enslaved, how does 
this pattern compare to other existing artifact 
patterns? 

 
There is a distinct Carolina Artifact pattern 

which reveals abundant kitchen-related artifacts 
(comprising about half to two-thirds of the total), 
followed by architectural remains (consisting of 
just under a third of the assemblage). In contrast, 
there is also a pattern thought to represent the 
enslaved African Americans during the eighteenth 
century, before architectural “reforms.” In this 
pattern, kitchen-related items are more common 
(up to four-fifths of the artifacts) and architectural 
remains accounting for perhaps a fifth of the 
assemblage (because of the far more rudimentary 
wall trench construction). 

 
The total collection from 38CH1541 very 

closely approximates what is associated with 
eighteenth century slavery, suggesting that either 
no main house settlement is present or that its 
assemblage has been statistically “overwhelmed” 
by the abundant slave-related collections. Either 
way, the finding demands that the individual blocks 
be examined.  

 
Nine of the 13 block excavations (Blocks A, 

B, C, F, G, H, K, L, and M) are most likely areas of 
eighteenth century slave occupation. In these 
blocks kitchen related items range from a low of 
67.9% to a high of 83.3%. In contrast, architectural 
artifacts, primarily nails, range from only 7.8% of 
the assemblage, to as high as 28.3%. Although 
these are not perfect representations of the defined 
pattern, they seem like reasonable fits considering 
the extensive plowing in the Mullet Hall fields. 

 
A single block excavation (Block I) seems 

to represent a reasonable approximation of what 
we expect from a nineteenth century slave 
settlement. The pattern anticipates kitchen 
artifacts ranging from 20 to 26%; Block I is higher, 
with nearly 39% of the assemblage being kitchen-
related. The pattern also anticipated 69 to 73% of 
the artifacts being architectural – an indication of  
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 Table 75. 
38CH1541 block and feature artifact patterns and comparison with established patterns 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

38CH1541 
combined 

Block A 
(17,541)

Block B 
(376)

Block C 
(1,854)

Block D 
(2,488)

Block E 
(2,252)

Block F 
(2,554)

Block G 
(524)

Block H 
(1,497)

Block I 
(1,203)

Block J 
(3,379)

Block K 
(2,316)

Block L 
(5,895)

Block M 
(2,160)

Fea 3 
(630)

Fea 10 
(114)

Fea 13 
(403) 

Fea 14 
(4,060)

Revised 
Carolina 
Artifact 
Pattern1

Carolina 
Slave 

Artifact 
Pattern1

Georgia 
Slave 

Artifact 
Pattern2

Yeoman 
Pattern3

38BK1900 
Area B 18th 

Cen. 
Overseer4

38CH1278 
18th Cen. 
Overseer5

Kitchen 70.4 67.9 71.0 69.8 52.1 66.9 69.3 75.6 73.7 38.8 67.6 82.9 83.3 81.9 74.0 66.7 78.2 76.5 51.8-65.0 70.9-84.2 20.0-25.8 40.0 - 61.2 65.2 78.1
Architecture 23.3 28.3 25.5 27.5 44.1 27.5 25.0 15.1 19.5 58.2 23.5 9.5 7.8 9.9 14.3 25.4 9.9 10.1 25.2-31.4 11.8-24.8 67.9-73.2 35.8 - 56.3 21.2 8.9
Furniture 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2-0.6 0.1 0.0-0.1 0.4 0 0.1
Arms 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.9 4.0 3.8 0.1-0.3 0.1-0.3 0.0-0.2 0.0 0.3 0.2
Tobacco 4.9 2.9 3.2 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.6 8.6 6.0 2.2 7.5 6.5 7.6 7.4 9.5 6.1 6.7 8.1 1.9-13.9 2.4-5.4 0.3-9.7 0.0 10.2 11.4
Clothing 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.1 1.1 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.6-5.4 0.3-0.8 0.3-1.7 1.8 0.1 0.2
Personal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2-0.5 0.1 0.1-0.2 0.4 0.1 0.2
Activities 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.9-1.7 0.2-0.9 0.2-0.4 1.8 2.9 1.1

3Drucker et al. 1984

1Garrow 1982b
2Singleton 1980

4Trinkley et al. 2003
5Trinkley et al. 2005  
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the “improved” housing of the period. About 58% 
of the Block I collection consists of architectural 
remains.  

 
This leaves three blocks (Blocks D, E, and 

J). Block D, we believe is a good approximation of 
the Revised Carolina Artifact Pattern, typical of 
colonial British occupation. Kitchen artifacts in this 
block account for 52% of the assemblage – well 
within the expected range of 52% to 65%. 
Architectural remains account for 44% of the Block 
D artifacts – somewhat more than projected by the 
Revised Carolina Artifact Pattern of about 25 to 
31%. While not tabulated in the pattern, it is worth 
mentioning that Block D was one of the few 
locations producing plaster, typical of upscale 
dwellings. Because architectural remains are so 
abundant, categories such as clothing and personal 
goods are exceedingly low.  

 
We believe there are several factors at 

38CH1541 that help explain the weak showing of 
higher status goods. One is that over much of the 
plantation’s early history, it was not owner 
occupied. Another is that given the proximity to 
Charleston, it is likely that conspicuous 
consumption was found there, not on Johns Island. 
Further, we must consider dispersion and damage 
resulting from plowing. Finally, it is well 
documented that the Limehouse brothers allowed 
numerous metal detecting enthusiasts to their 
fields.  

 
The remaining Blocks E and J may 

represent occupation by eighteenth century 
overseers. The several sites known to have been 
occupied by overseers have produced an artifact 
pattern that is midway between that of an owner 
and that of an enslaved person. Both Blocks E and J 
appear to fall into this range. This possibility will be 
further examined during the exploration of the 
38CH1541 artifacts. 

 
The patterns of those features with larger 

assemblages were also explored (Table 75 looks at 
Features 3, 10, 13, and 14). Although there is some 
variability, we believe that all represent pits used 
by eighteenth century slaves. Feature 3 is in Block 

K, previously identified as representing eighteenth 
century slaves. Feature 10 was a sub-floor storage 
pit in a slave wall trench structure, and Features 13 
and 14 represent trash pits at the edge of the slave 
settlement.  

 
Because they were used for the disposal of 

trash, Features 13 and 14 contain relatively few 
architectural items and are dominated by kitchen 
remains. The flotation of very large quantities of 
soil from these two features also resulted in a very 
large collection of small shot and this inflates the 
Arms category.  
 
 If correct, this analysis reveals areas of 
eighteenth century slaves, owner, and perhaps 
overseer, as well as a much smaller area of only 
nineteenth century slave occupation. It appears 
that occupation areas not only changed over time, 
but that there was a sizable eighteenth century 
slave settlement at 38CH1541. 

Kitchen Artifacts 
Kitchen artifacts account for 35,364 

specimens and slightly over 70% of the 38CH1541 
collection. Of this collection, European ceramics 
account for 60.6% (n=21,445). Four types account 
for 73% of the ceramics: creamwares (5,345 
specimens, 24.9%), pearlwares (5,085 specimens, 
23.7%), lead glazed slipwares (2,748 specimens, 
23.1%), and whitewares (2,506 specimens, 
11.7%).  

 
If colono is added to the European 

ceramics, it accounts for 23.6% of the total 
(n=28,055). Creamware, with 5,345 specimens, 
would then account for 19% of the ceramics.  

 
The assemblage contains some very early 

wares, including North Devon Gravel Tempered. If 
we look at those wares whose mean dates occur 
prior to the Revolutionary War, we find about 
11,682 specimens, accounting for 41.6% of the 
collection (we have included the colono among this 
group). This leaves the very late eighteenth century 
and nineteenth century wares accounting for about 
58.4%.  
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There are, however, only 35 ceramics with 
postbellum beginning dates. This doesn’t preclude 
Frank and Kate Legare from living at this site after 
the Civil War, or even Kate continuing to occupy the 
mansion until 1923. It does, however, strongly 
suggest that the economic conditions precluded 
acquiring new patterns and those ceramics from 
before the war, or very simple traditional patterns, 
continued to be used.  

 
Container glass accounts for 6,980 

specimens, not a lot more than colono pottery. This 
assemblage represents 19.7% of the entire kitchen 
group.  

 
Black glass, primarily wine, ale and gin 

bottles, represents 57.9% of the container glass. 
While this may seem to be a lot for a predominantly 
slave settlement, it represents only about 72 
bottles – not many considering an occupation span 
of perhaps 145 years (estimating between 1720 
and 1865). Young reports caches of wine bottles at 
slave sites, which since they contained grape pollen 
she assumes represents “offering[s] of libations to 
the spirits” (Young 2011:429). It might be just as 
reasonable to assume these were caches of wine 
secreted away from the owner or even that the 
pollen analysis was detecting the dregs from 
bottles that had not been well rinsed. Edwards, in 
fact, argues that the presence of wine bottles more 
likely indicates salvage and re-use, observing that 
at, “rural domestic sites, some bottles had more 
reuse value than in urban areas where they were 
returned” (Edwards 1998:263). 

 
Most of the container glass is not 

temporally sensitive; the 79 fragments of 
manganese glass are an exception. This glass is 
suggestive of dates between the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century and WWI (Jones and Sullivan 
1985:13) and as such would have been deposited 
during the terminal phase of site occupation by 
Frank and Kate Legare. While many fragments are 
present, we could identify only two manganese 
bottles. 
 
 The site as a whole includes a minimum of 
72 black glass containers. Because of the degree of 

fragmentation, the basal diameters of only eight 
bottles could be determined. These include 5 
measuring 3½-inches in diameter. Jones (1986) 
suggests these were a wine style dating from about 
1790 through 1850. Two bottles measured 4¾-
inches and these are thought to be a probable wine 
style, dating from the 1730s through the 1770s. 
The remaining bottle measures 5½-inches in 
diameter, representing an “onion-style” wine 
bottle from the late seventeenth or early 
eighteenth century (Noël Hume 1977:64).   
 
 Also recovered were a small number of 
case bottles in black, brown, and green. While many 
of these held alcohol, they were also used for a 
variety of other medicines, condiments, and other 
products (Switzer 1974; Wilson 1981). While many 
of these products are found in bottles with 
distinctive features, the small plowed fragments 
from 38CH1541 did not allow further analysis. 
 
 One fragment of black glass was a wine 
seal. While only a small portion of the seal remains, 
it shows “Ev” as raised letters. 
 

Seals were a sign of status and Dumbrell 
(1983:152) reports that sealed bottles cost up to 5 
p. extra per dozen, not including the cost of the die. 
White and Beaudry (2009:218) suggest that seals 
with an owner’s full name, being rarer than bottle 
seals with only initials, may have carried special 
importance, further reinforcing and reaffirming the 
masculine, patriarchal identity of the owners. 
 
 There were a minimum of 22 aqua panel 
bottles, many with embossing. Unfortunately, few 
revealed more than a few letters. One of the most 
complete are embossed “-HARL-,” almost certainly 
indicating Charleston. Others, however, were 
embossed “WH,” and “New.”  
 
 Also identifiable were six clear bottles and 
five green bottles. Jar forms are far less common, 
consisting of one clear jar and two brown jars. 
 

Tableware from 38CH1541 includes at 
least 45 tumblers with basal diameters from 2 to 
3¾-inches. These tumblers were heavily 
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dominated by clear glass (39 specimens), with only 
six manganese glass specimens. Figure 114 shows 
the distribution of tumbler diameters, revealing 
that the 3-inch tumblers were the most common. 
Many fragments of tumblers reveal evidence of 
engraving or cutting, indicating their use, at least 
originally, by the plantation owner. The six 
manganese specimens also indicate that the 
Legares continued to acquire tableware, although 

in reduced quantities, after the Civil War. 
 
Goblets or stemware was far less common, 

with only 18 vessels identifiable. This included one 
air twist stem, which first appeared in the 1740s 

(Jones and Smith 1985:38). All of this 
stemware is clear glass, suggesting that after 
the Civil War, little inventory was added that 
might be considered important for social 
functions. In addition, it is worth noting that 
while wine glasses were socially and 
aesthetically superior to tumblers, the latter 
cost far more since glass was sold by weight 
(Jones and Smith 1985:34). 

 
Other tableware included 11 clear 

glass bowls, at least one of which was 
engraved and another possessed a folded rim. 
These bowls ranged in diameter from 3 to 6 
inches. As revealed in Figure 114, the 6-inch 
bowls were the most common.  

 
Two clear glass bowl lids were 

identifiable in the collection. One is 3-inches in 
diameter, matching a size associated with bowls. 
The other was only 1.5-inches in diameter and a 
bowl of this size has not been recovered. It does, 
however, appear to match what we have identified 
as a saltcellar, measuring 1.5-inches in diameter.  

 
One blue glass plate, 5-inches in diameter, 

was also identifiable in the assemblage. 
 
Five utensil handles were recovered 

from 38CH1541, including three pewter 
specimens and one bone handle. Also 
recovered were an iron knife and an iron, two-
tine fork. Two tined forks are common from the 
last quarter of the seventeenth century until the 
beginning of the nineteenth century (Noël 
Hume 1978:180). 

 
The iron specimens might all have 

been used in the various slave dwellings. The 
bone specimen likely originated in the main 
house, but could easily migrate to slave use. The 
pewter always had a resale value, so it may be 
more likely that these specimens reflect loss, 
either accidental or intentional.  

 
Kitchenware items consist entirely of 

kettle fragments, including primarily sidewalls, 
although a foot was also recovered.  
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Figure 114. Tumbler diameters identified from 38CH1541. 
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38CH1541. 
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Architectural Artifacts 
Nearly two-thirds of the architectural 

items are nails (n=7,216, 
61.7%). Unfortunately, 91% 
of these nails (n=6,576) are 
so badly corroded that 
separation between hand 
wrought and wire cut was 
impossible. Of the 640 nails 
that were identifiable to 
type, 55.2% (n=353) are 
machine cut, while the 
remaining 44.8% (n=287) 
are hand wrought. The 
wrought nails, while largely 
replaced by machine cut 
nails at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, 
continued in specialized use 
far longer.  

 
The nearly equal 

presence of both, we 
believe, documents the 
longevity of the main 
settlement. While we have 
relatively little information 
about maintenance activ-
ities, we do know that in 
1905, after Frank Legare’s 
death, repairs were made 
on the house. These might 
have been wire nails, 
although no such nails were 
encountered in the col-
lection, so we presume hand 
cut nails were used. Also not 
found in the assemblage are 
roofing nails, suggesting 
that until its demolition, the 
main house retained wood 
shingles.  

 
Of course, some of 

these nails were likely also 
being used in antebellum or even postbellum 
houses of African Americans on the site. 

Only Blocks A, D, and E possess sufficient 
nails to allow some discussion of what the different 
styles and sizes may mean for the construction 

process (Figure 116). Readers may recall that 
based on the artifact pattern, we have suggested 
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Figure 116. Nails. Block A is at the top, Block D is in the middle, and Block E 

is at the bottom. 
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that Block A was occupied by eighteenth century 
slaves, Block D was an area of owner occupation, 
and Block E may be an occupation area of an 
overseer.  

 
Only the overseer area has a substantial 

quantity of nails and there it seems that the 
machine cut nails indicate substantial repairs at 
some point, particularly for the roof and sheathing. 
The absence of nails used in heavy framing and 
very small quantities used in framing suggests 
construction that emphasized the craft tradition of 
pegging framing. This is consistent with the posited 
early construction date.  

 
Nails used in the slave quarters suggests 

that shingles were nailed and also that at some 
point there may have been sheathing, although it 
seems possible that even these may have been used 
in gable end or roof construction. In any event, 
there are very few framing or heavy framing nails. 
The presence of machine cut nails may reflect late 
repairs or may suggest the dwelling was 
constructed later than might be suspected. 

 
The number of nails from the posited 

overseer are so few that conclusions are risky. 
However, the scarcity of framing nails and absence 
of heavy framing nails, suggests craft construction 
and perhaps a date as early as the main settlement.  

 
Window glass is nearly as common as nails 

(n=4,462), attesting to its durability if nothing else. 
Certainly the main house and posited overseer’s 
house would have had glassed windows. Block D, 
thought to be the main house, contained 821 
fragments of glass; Blocks E and J, thought to be 
possible overseer dwellings, produced 321 and 
365 window glass fragments respectively. The very 
high quantity at Block A is, we believe, the result of 
abundant plowzone piling up in this area from 
elsewhere in the field.  

 
Only nine other architectural items are 

found in the block excavations. The density is 
exceptionally low. This may be the result of salvage, 
with freedmen robbing the standing structures for 
serviceable items. There is certainly some 

indication of this in the historic documents. 
Alternatively, there may also be some loss 
attributable to metal detecting, which was done 
with regularity.  

 
The two shutter latches were associated 

with the posited main house and one of the 
overseer’s blocks. The three red clay-flooring tiles 
were also associated with one of the overseer’s 
blocks. The presence of the one delft fireplace tile 
at the suspected overseer’s house might be a fluke, 
or it may suggest that this structure was earlier 
occupied by an owner and subsequently turned 
over to an overseer.  

Furniture Artifacts 
Furniture artifacts are clustered in Block 

A, where deep plowzone was deposited at the edge 
of the field. The depth of the deposits may also have 
precluded much loss to metal detecting. 
Nevertheless, six items are found in Block D, 
including three brass tacks often associated with 
leather furniture or trunks, one brass escutcheon, 
and three decorative furniture hardware items. 
Three items were found at one of the posited 
overseer dwellings. 

 
The scarcity of furniture is likely the result 

of the area’s abandonment, with the removal of 
useful material. Some would have been salvaged by 
freedmen and other material would have been 
moved by Kate Legare to her new plantation 
residence. In addition, we see little indication that 
the plantation was ever used by its owners for 
display of wealth.  

Arms Artifacts 
Of the 83 items found in block contexts, 57 

are associated with posited slave dwellings and 25 
are associated with owner or overseer 
occupations. There were, however, more 
excavations in the slave dwellings, so the ratio 
between owner and slave is actually 1:0.7. When 
the features are included, it is difficult to make 
comparisons since virtually all reflect slave 
behavior and the recovery rate of small items was 
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dramatically higher because of waterscreening and 
flotation. 

 
We identified 18 gunflints. Eight of these 

were manufactured from honey or brown flint, 
thought to be French, while the remaining 10 were 
of black or gray flint, associated with English 
sources. Table 76 provides information concerning 
the remains, including type, shape, and 
measurements. Six of these were badly damaged, 
perhaps from plowing, but more likely from use.  

 
Of the 17 with suitable measurements, 

nine are a size that would be used in pistols or 
tradeguns, an additional six are consistent with the 
flints used in tradeguns, and two would likely have 
been used in fowling pieces or carbines.  

 
It is interesting that the most common 

weapon, based on the flints, was the trade gun. This 
was a smoothbore flintlock manufactured in 
England for the American trade. It was inexpensive 
and somewhat crudely made, often being called a 
“Carolina Gun.” Burke (1965:3) reports on an 
inventory evaluation in 1740 where 40 such guns 
were valued at 11 shillings 4 pence each. There 
were generally .628 inch in bore (although larger 
calibers are found). In addition, some authors 
(Russel 1957:103) call trade guns a “cheap, light 
fowling piece” so obviously the definitions blur.  

 
A step up would have been a fowling piece, 

which included the “long fowler,” which was larger 
and able to kill more birds at once.  In addition, 
longer barrels allows better combustion of poor or 
coarse-grained powder. The caliber of fowling 
pieces varied, often being under the size of trade 
guns.  

 
In theory, at least, the carbine or rifle was 

thought to be highly accurate at longer distances.  
 
In addition to the gunflints, 38CH1541 also 

yielded 51 flakes of either honey or gray/black 
flint. Both primary, secondary, and tertiary flakes 
are found, indicating that some may come from on-
site attempts to produce flints from ballast stone, 
as well as efforts to reshape broken or damaged 
commercial flints.  

 
Just as English flints dominate the 

collection, so too do flakes from English flints 
(n=10). However, both English and French flint 
occurs as primary flakes with evidence of cortex, 
indicating ballast from both countries was used in 
the effort to produce local flints. 

 
Only one flint wrap was identified, 

although numerous pieces of lead were recovered 
that could not be specifically identified as flint 
wraps and they were placed in the Activities Group. 
Alternatively, many preferred using leather, which 
would not survive in most archaeological settings.  

 

Table 76. 
Gunflints recovered from 38CH1541 

 
Provenience Type Shape Origin Material

Width, mm 
(heel to edge)

Length, mm 
(side to side) Thickness Comments

38CH1541, 380R570 (Block A) Flake Square English Gray flint 20.17 18.66 5.76
38CH1541, Fea 3 (Block A) Spall - French Honey flint 21.73 19.46 7.38 Extensively damaged, measurements approx
38CH1541, Fea 3 (Block A) Spall - English Black flint - - 6.43 Extensively damaged, measurements not possible
38CH1541, 535R760 (Block D) Spall Square French Honey flint 26.67 19.31 5.23
38CH1541, 540R760 (Block D) Flake Square English Black flint 19.53 22.87 5.36
38CH1541, 580R400 (Block F) Spall - English Black flint 17.28 16.47 5.95 Extensively damaged, measurements approx
38CH1541, 580R410 (Block F) Spall - English Light gray flint 16.71 19.30 6.26 Extensively damaged, measurements approx
38CH1541, 640R420 (Block G) Flake D-shaped French Honey flint 21.80 18.66 8.72
38CH1541, 640R260 (Block J) Spall D-shaped English Black flint 17.97 23.22 6.67
38CH1541, 780R320 (Block K) Flake D-shaped English Light gray flint 17.27 20.66 6.96
38CH1541, 830R380 (Block L) Flake Square English Black flint 20.03 28.17 9.14
38CH1541, 740R400 (Block L) Flake D-shaped English Black flint 17.66 22.71 7.53
38CH1541, 800R380 (Block L) Flake D-shaped French Honey flint 20.93 27.99 8.31
38CH1541, 680R360 (Block M) Flake D-shaped French Honey flint 21.94 26.12 6.16
38CH1541, 680R360 (Block M) Spall - French Honey flint 30.95 19.20 7.06 Extensively damaged, measurements approx
38CH1541, 690R360 (Block M) Spall - French Honey flint 22.38 13.72 6.98 Extensively damaged, measurements approx
38CH1541, 690R360 (Block M) Flake Square English Light gray flint 24.80 19.83 7.69
38CH1541, Fea 14, N½, lv 1 Spall Square French Brown flint 22.77 28.24 8.13  
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Lead shot dominates the collection, with 
183 specimens recovered. The size distribution is 
shown in Figure 117. Only the features were 
subjected to water screening or flotation, so the 
small shot sizes are likely underrepresented. 
Nevertheless, sizes typically classified as “bird 
shot” are the most numerous, accounting for 153 
(84%) of the collection. So-called “waterfowl shot” 
consist of nine specimens; buckshot contributes 
another 15 specimens, and ball ammunition 
representing the remaining 5 specimens. 

 
There is overlap in what shot size is 

needed for specific game, but in general the shot 
appears heavily weighted towards birds and 
waterfowl, with relatively little suitable for large 
game. Moreover, the lead shot is distributed over 
blocks thought to be occupied by owners, 
overseers, and slaves (although only buckshot was 
found in the block thought to be occupied by 
nineteenth century slaves). This suggests that all 
segments of the population either had firearms 
available or were, minimally, benefiting from 
hunting. 

 
A single “top hat” percussion cap was 

recovered from Block E, thought to be an overseer’s 
dwelling. Percussion caps were introduced about 
1820, and the “top hat” variety is often associated 

with the military during the Civil 
War since it was easier to use 
than the variety without flanges. 
There were numerous 
skirmishes on Johns Island, so 
this may reflect military 
activities.  

 
There are only four 

shotgun shell bases present in 
the collection, suggesting 
relatively limited hunting in the 
fields.  

 
One, with the headstamp 

Western Super-X is 410 gauge. 
Western originated in 1898 and 
in 1932 purchased Winchester 
Repeating Arms Company to 
form Winchester Western. 

Apparently, the Western name continued to be 
used. 

 
A second shell is 20 gauge with a 

headstamp of “Peters /Made in U.S.A./20/ Victor.” 
This company operated from 1887, combining with 
Remington in 1934. The requirement for the 
marking of foreign products began in 1930 (Section 
304 of the Tariff Act, 19 U.S.C. § 1304), suggesting 
that this may post-date 1930.  

 
The remaining two are 12 gauge, but the 

headstamp is only complete on one, marked, “REM-
UMC / No/12/SHURSHOT.” Remington combined 
with Union Metallic Cartridge Company in 1911 
and Remington Arms was formed in 1934. 

 
These specimens seem to date from the 

last quarter of the nineteenth century through 
about the first quarter of the twentieth century and 
were likely deposited by any of the site occupants, 
but are late introductions. 

Tobacco Artifacts 
There are 2,467 tobacco group artifacts at 

38CH1541, including 1,663 white ball clay stems 
(some with partial bowls), 799 white ball clay 
bowls, and an additional five red clay pipe 
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Figure 117. Size distribution of shot at 38CH1541.  
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fragments.  
 
The most common pipe bore diameter is 

5/64-inch; accounting for 1,276 pipe stems (76.7% 
of the total). Dating of these is considered later in 
this section.  

 
Both the pipe bowls and the pipe stems 

exhibit relatively few decorative motifs. Less than 
1% of the pipe stems showed any elaboration or 
decoration. These included dot and ribs on two and 
three with stamped maker’s marks. Pipe bowls 
were more frequently decorated, but even among 
them only 14% exhibited any decoration. 

 
It is tempting to attribute the plainness of 

these pipes to their distribution to and use by the 
enslaved. This was certainly the conclusion of work 
at the English Norton Priory and village (Davey 
1985b: 164-66). Cessford warns, however, 

 
the use of clay pipes as status 
indicators is complicated by the 
fact that they could be classed as 
belonging to the wide range of 
cheap luxury items known as 
"populuxe goods", which appear 
during this period (Fairchilds 
1993). The relatively low prices of 
such items sometimes meant that 
it may have been the poorer 
groups in society who were 
willing to pay extra for better 
quality versions of such artefacts 
[sic], as this was one of the areas 
of consumption in which they 
could compete (eg. Mullins 1999). 

 
The enslaved, however, were often supplied pipes 
by the master, so the decision of style was not the 
prerogative of the smoker.  
 
 Carolina merchants frequently advertised 
pipes, but did not provide costs. For example, a 
1766 advertisement reported “short and long 
pipes” for sale by Godfred and Gadsden (South 
Carolina Gazette and Country Journal, February 4, 
1766), while Thomas Eveleigh and Company 

advertised “negro pipes” in 1784 (South Carolina 
Gazette, March 2-March 4, 1784, pg. 2).  

 
Jagielski observes that by the end of the 

eighteenth century the “best” clay pipes cost 11p 
for 36, or roughly a farthing each. Alternatively, 
cheaper pipes were available for only 2p per 144, 
or 18 pipes for a farthing (Jagielski 2010:6). Thus, 
there might well have been motivation for the slave 
owner to acquire the cheapest pipes available. If 
this is the case, the assemblage from 38CH1541 
was likely very inexpensive.  
 
 Two bowl feet exhibit initials, one with 
F/G and the other with G/M. These may represent 
George Fowler from Hull, with dates from 1663 to 
1681 and George Mason, from York, with dates of 
1792-1829. A third has NT stamped on the bowl 
and this may be a reference for Nicholas Tarbotom 
from Hull, with dates from 1720 to 1747 (White 
2004). 
 
 Two pipe bowls marked with TD were also 
recovered from Block E. These pipes have been 
discussed by Hopkins (1937), Humphrey (1969), 
and Walker (1966). Walker (1971b:31) suggests 
that the type was first manufactured about 1755 by 
a maker, Thomas Dormer, whose initials were T.D. 
The style was so popular that it was quickly copied 
or plagiarized. Whatever the origin of this mark 
might be, by the mid-nineteenth century several 
makers were using it as a style and the D. 
McDougall and Co. of Glasgow were advertising 
them as "Plain T. D. . . . 1. 10 per gross” in ca. 1875 
(Sudbury 1980:45-46). 
 
 Three marked pipe stems were recovered, 
although none has been identified. One includes the 
partial name “John Step_,” another appears to be 
“John FP_,” and a third is “MDIVEC” 

 
Pipe bowls are decorated with a small 

variety of motifs, including in one case a unicorn, 
although ribs are the most common, being found on 
54% (n=39) of the decorated pipe bowls. Less 
common designs are leaves, leaves and crosshatch, 
rouletting, floral designs, and a sunburst motif.  
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 There are five red clay pipe stems and 
bowls, all of similar form to the white ball clay 
pipes. Similar pipes were found by South at Charles 
Town (South 2002:95). It seems there are multiple 
possible sources, including Jamaica, where they 
were likely produced by Africans (Heidtke 1992; 
see also Sudbury and Gerth 2014). Alternatively, 
Marx (1968:12) suggests these red clay pipes may 
have been produced in northern Ireland or 
Stamford, England in the last half of the 
seventeenth century. Veit identifies colonial 
sources for these pipes as well (Veit 2002:29). 
Thus, we are left with the same observation offered 
by South over 15 years ago – far more research is 
clearly necessary. 

Clothing Artifacts 
One hundred and thirty six clothing items 

have been identified at 38CH1541, although this 
accounts for less than 1% of the assemblage. In this 
collection buttons comprise nearly 74% of the 
collection (n=121). Over two-fifths of these buttons 
were found in Block A – almost certainly because of 
the deep deposit of plowed soil.  

 
The buttons are tabulated by block in 

Table 77, revealing that most of the buttons fit into 
relatively well-defined types proposed by South 
(1964). Sizes range from 8 to 25 mm. 

 
Exactly half of the buttons typed by South 

are thought to represent eighteenth century 
varieties. This is consistent with the historical data 
and the artifact analysis thus far presented. The 
collection represents an assemblage of eighteenth 
and nineteenth century buttons.  Of the probable 
nineteenth century buttons, the most common is 
the Prosser style (Sprague 2002).  

 
Not a single button possessed a backmark 

providing further dating information. Only a few of 
the buttons exhibit any remnant silver or gilt, and 
few exhibit any decoration. Taken together, this 
suggests that high status clothing was not common 
at 38CH1541. 

 
Buttons sizes can provide clues regarding 

function. White’s divisions seem more suitable for 
colonial items, so looking only at those buttons 
thought to be colonial; they are divided nearly 
evenly between those used for sleeves, waistcoats, 
and coats. She does not, however, account for the 

Table 77. 
Buttons from 38CH1541 

 
South's 

Type Description
Block 

A
Block 

D
Block 

E
Block 

F
Block 

H
Block 

I
Block 

J
Block 

K
Block 

L
Block 

M Fea 3 Fea 5 Fea 10 Fea 14 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Cast brass face, spun back 1 1
7 Spun brass/white metal with eye cast in place 7 1 1 2 2 7 3 10 1 1 1 4 3 5 1 3 1 3 1 4 2 3 1
8 Molded white metal/brass with eye boss 4 2 1 1
9 Brass, eye soldered, no foot 1 1

10 Cast brass, domed disc 1 1 11 1
15 disc, 1-hole 3 2
16 Brass face, crimped on flat back, soldered eye
18 Stamped brass or white metal 1 3 5 1 4 1 1
19 Bone disc, 5-hole 1 1
21 Iron with fiber center 1 1 1 1
22 Shell, 4-hole, flat back, sunken panel
23 Porcelain, convex 7 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 4 1 1 1 16 1 1 1
25 Plain brass face, iron back and eye
26 Machine stamped brass face and back, eye loose
27 Brass, domed, machine embossed 1 1 1
28 Brass, gilt 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
29 Cast white metal/brass, wire eye 1 1
31 Brass, spun back 1 1 1 1 1 1
32 Stamped brass, sunken panel 1 1
- Red & white faceted glass, molded 1 1
- Cast cone, undecorated, back missing 1 1
- Brass, hollow dome 1 1
- UID 1 1
- UID material
- Brass with fiber center
- Hard rubber, 2-hole
- Brass, domed, UID button
- Brass, insert to 3-piece button
- UID iron or iron and brass
- Brass and milk glass
- Plastic, 2-hole
- Brass, overall button
- Brass 1 1 1 1 1 1
- Domed porcelain 1 1 1 1

Diameter, in mm.
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buttons under 13mm.   
 
Using the Luscomb 

(1971) data for the buttons most 
likely to date from the nineteenth 
century, none of the buttons was 
likely used for underclothing or 
delicate items, while two-thirds 
were of a size suitable for shirts 
and pants. The remaining third 
were a size more likely to have 
been used on coats. The absence 
of buttons for delicate clothing is 
odd, but may be the result of 
excavation bias (few items 6mm 
or less are likely to be recovered by ¼-inch mesh).  

 
Five buckles were recovered in the 

excavations, providing at least some evidence of 
fashionable clothing during the eighteenth century. 
These buckles, all brass, include four shoe buckle 
face fragments, several of which were ornate, and a 
single knee buckle chape.  

 
Two aglets were recovered, both of brass. 

Their function is uncertain. 
 
Sewing equipment includes two thimble 

fragments and 20 straight pins. The latter were 
primarily recovered from feature fill that was 
water screened or floated.  Only three of these 
were intact and these consisted of two known as 
“short whites” and one known as a blanket pin or 
double long whites (Beaudry 2006:Table 2.1). The 
short whites (25 and 27mm) were likely used in 
general sewing, while the blanket pin (79mm in 
length) would have been used for pinning blankets 
or other heavy fabrics.  

 
These few items help document the 

presence of either white or enslaved seamstresses 

                                
1 It seems that much of our understanding is coming 
from Caribbean or African studies. For example, Higman 
(1994:116) briefly mentions slaves wearing bead 
necklaces at “slave balls” on St. Croix. Buckridge 
comments that, “the symbolism of beads – their colour, 
material, size and shape, even where they are worn on 

on the plantation.  

Personal Artifacts 
This category includes a broad range of 

items that might be carried in one’s pocket or be 
considered a personal possession. Obvious 
examples are coins, keys, and pocket knives – all of 
which are represented in this assemblage. The 
most common personal items likely belonged to 
enslaved men, women, and children – beads. 

 
The 11 beads recovered from 38CH1541 

are itemized in Table 78. Only one bead is blue and 
the most common color is black (n=5; one with 
yellow stripes), with two white beads (one with 
blue strips), and individual specimens of red and 
green. 

 
Stine and her colleagues (1996) comment 

on the ubiquity of blue glass beads at settlements 
of the enslaved. They also provide a good 
discussion of what the different colors might mean. 
Unfortunately, over 20 years later, we really have 
made little progress beyond their study attempting 
to understand better the role of beads among 
African Americans. 1 Such an understanding may 

the body – helped the wearers to communicate non-
verbally their religious beliefs, sex, are, wealth, and 
status” (Buckridge 2004:58). He mentions different 
traditions among the Yoruba, Ashanti, and Ibo. He adds 
his understanding of symbolism in Jamaica, where “red 
beads were worn as protection against duppies (ghosts), 

Table 78. 
Beads recovered at 38CH1541 

(based on Kidd and Kidd 1970, measurements in mm) 
 

Block Type Colors and Design Length Diameter
A - pink stone, hand cut and polished 18.0 10.2
D W1b translucent milky pale blue 8.6 9.9
H IIj opaque black with 3 yellow stripes 10.4 11.5
K W1b opaque black  11.4 13.2
L IIb7 opaque white with blue stripes 12.4 7.8
M W1b opaque black 7.6 9.6

Fea 9 W1b transparent green 6.3 6.8
Fea 14 IVa3 opaque red ext., clear interior 1.4 2.3
Fea 14 IIa7 opaque black 2.3 3.3
Fea 14 IIa7 opaque black 2.4 3.3
Fea 14 IIa12 opaque white  2.3 2.6  
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be impossible. Nevertheless, it is important to 
observe that 38CH1541 fails to comply with the 
findings of Stine et al. (1996).   

 
There is one anomaly in the bead 

collection – a hand-ground, polished pink stone. It 
is an octagon, although the individual panels are 
uneven in size. The bead is tube shaped, tapering 
from 10 mm to 8 mm and having an overall length 
of 18 mm. The central hole is 2 mm in diameter.  

 
Another jewelry item is a fragment of a 

polished stone pendant. This item, given its quality, 
was likely worn by a white. It appears to moss 
agate, a chalcedony that was finely worked and 
polished. It was probably originally rectangular, 
although today only a corner remains.  

 
Two slate pencils and a single counting 

slate were recovered. The counting slate was not 
lined and therefore more likely intended for 
counting goods than for writing practice.  

 
The single coin found is a 1906 Indian 

Head penny. Dating from the year after Frank 
Legare’s death, while Kate Legare is thought to still 
have been residing on the site, we assume that it is 
part of the planter assemblage and is not intrusive.  

 
There are two fragments of umbrella 

struts in the collection, both from Block A. They 
include a fragment of rib and an end tip.  Samuel 
Fox invented the steel-ribbed umbrella in 1852; 
however, the Encyclopédie Méthodique mentions 
metal ribs at the end of the eighteenth century, and 
they were on sale in London during the 1780s. 
While umbrellas were certainly owned and used by 
African Americans, it seems more likely that these 
items came from the main house at Mullet Hall and 
were used by whites. 

Activity Artifacts 
This assemblage includes 243 artifacts 

                                
and amber beads were a common talisman in the Afro-
Jamaica cult of Myalism” while red beads among the 
Yoruba reflected their religious status. Among the 

identified as construction tools, farm tools, toys, 
fishing gear, storage items, stable and barn items, 
miscellaneous hardware, and “other.” A list of these 
items, by Block, is provided in Table 79. 

 
The “other” group, composed of 

miscellaneous items for which a function is 
generally not clear, is the largest collection, 
representing 68.3% of the total group. Included are 
fragments of brass, iron, and lead, as well as 
puddles of lead and generally small fragments of 
slate (which may at one time have been counting 
slates). An unusual item consists of matching 
fragments of a small mesh ferrous screen. The 
mesh is about 1mm square and it seems likely it 
was used for processing an agricultural product, 
such as corn meal or rice flour. 

 
One artifact for which a function is 

probable is the single quartz smoothing stone. We 
attribute this item to the smoothing of colono 
pottery. These stones were first recognized during 
our work at the Crowfield slave settlement in 
Berkeley County (Trinkley et al. 2003). More 
recently, we have noticed that similar items are 
being reported among the Catawba pottery makers 
(see Riggs et al. 2006:77 and Davis et al. 2015:223).  

 
Miscellaneous Hardware accounts for 

10.3% of the Activities Group and, as the name 
implies, contains hardware that cannot be 
specifically associated with a structure, such as 
nuts and bolts. While some items might be thought 
of as architectural, such as screws, there is no 
certainty that they weren’t associated with other 
farm functions. 
 

Eleven brass nails were recovered from six 
blocks and a feature at 38CH1541. These artifacts 
occur at almost all low country slave settlements. 
Their origin were the boats that plied coastal 
waters. They would likely have been common 
items, salvaged from abandoned or sunk vessels 
and used for repair of the current vessels, but they  

Ashanti, however, red indicated heat or anger 
(Buckridge 2004:61, 96). 
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Figure 118. Porcelains, salt glazed stonewares, and delft. A, Chinese blue hand painted porcelain; B, Chinese 

blue hand painted porcelain with brown rim; C, Chinese blue hand painted porcelain; D, Chinese 
hand painted overglaze porcelain; E, white salt glazed stoneware, scratch brown; F, white salt 
glazed stoneware; G, white salt glazed stoneware, slip dipped; H, white salt glazed stoneware, 
scratch blue; I, white salt glazed stoneware, slip dipped spout; J, blue hand painted delft; K, 
undecorated delft; L, polychrome hand painted delft. 
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Figure 119. Lead glazed slipware. A, slip-trailed decoration with slip dots; B, vessel with “173-“ inscription; 

C, additional inscription on vessel; D-E, slip combing; F, example of “pie crust” rim; G-H, reverse 
slip; H, unusual slipware (compare with South 2004:Plate 3g); I, slipware with green mottling.  
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Figure 120. Rhenish, Buckley, Nottingham, brown salt glazed, Elers, and Black Basalts. A, Rhenish 

stoneware with rilling at the neck; B, Buckley earthenware with thick black lead glaze; C, 
Nottingham stoneware with rouletting; D, Nottingham stoneware with cordoned banding ; E, 
brown salt glazed stoneware, either German or English; F, Elers red dry bodied stoneware, several 
with engine turning; G, black basalt stoneware with reed motif and engine turning. 
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Figure 121. North Devon gravel tempered, South European ware, Spanish olive jar, and El Morro ware. A, 

North Devon gravel tempered with glazed interiors and unglazed exterior; B, Southern European 
ware; C, Spanish olive jar fragments with green lead glaze; D, El Morro lead glazed coarse 
earthenware. 
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Figure 122. Westerwald stonewares. A-C, engraved (incised) motifs; D, crowned "GR" cipher of King George 

I (1714-1727) or King George II (1727-1760); E-J, engraved (incised) motifs; K, manganese 
decoration under the glaze. 
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Figure 123. Creamwares, pearlwares, and whitewares. A, creamware annular ware with engine turning; B, 

edged creamwares; C, polychrome hand painted creamware; D, black transfer printed creamware; 
E, overglazed hand painted creamwares; F, creamware with beaded rim; G, creamware rope 
handle; H, pearlware annular wares with engine turning; I, shell edged pearlware; J, polychrome 
hand painted pearlware; K, blue hand painted pearlware; L, blue transfer printed pearlwares; M, 
annular whiteware; N, polychrome hand painted whiteware; O, blue (left) and black (right) 
transfer printed whiteware; P, sponged whiteware; Q, stamped whiteware; R, tinted whiteware. 
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Figure 124. Bottle seal, architectural, furniture, arms, and tobacco artifacts. A, bottle seal; B, slide bolt; C, 

pintle; D, latch; E, brass Griffin foot for furniture; F, brass tack; G, brass drawer handle, H, brass 
furniture knob; I, fragment of brass drawer pull; I, black, gray, and honey gun flints; K-L, fragments 
of ball clay pipes; M, ribbed pipe bowl. 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
320 
 

 
Figure 125. Clothing and personal artifacts. A, brass straight pins; B, brass aglet; C, brass shoe buckle 

fragment; D, brass thimble fragment; E, reverse of a brass button showing remnant gilt; F, W1b 
opaque black bead; G, IIb3, opaque white with blue stripes bead; H, IIj opaque black with three 
yellow stripes bead; I, W1b translucent milky pale blue bead; J, W1b, transparent green bead; K, 
IIa7, opaque black bead; L, IVa3, opaque red exterior clear interior bead; M, 1906 “Indian Head” 
penny; N, cut stone pendant fragment; O, umbrella strut tip; P, slate pencil; Q, clear glass ink well. 
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Figure 126. Activities artifacts. A, grindstone fragment; B, whetstone; C, broad or Carolina hoe; D, doll parts, 

including a face; E, clay marbles, one on the right has a scratched “X”; F, squared off Colono gaming 
sherds; G, brass rivet; H, brass nail; I, lead shot modified to create a net weight; J, worked slate, 
function unknown. 
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seem disproportionally found associated with 
African Americans. This may be result of their 
fishing efforts and need to repair small boats. On 
the other hand, there are numerous accounts of the 
power of nails, as well as the power of bright, shiny 
objects. For example, Hyatt (1978:3830-3847) 
describes a variety of spells and activities in which 
nails were used (although he does not specifically 
mention a copper or brass nail).  

 
Toys account for 8.2% of the group and 

include doll parts, doll ceramics, marbles, and two 
gaming pieces. 

 
Doll parts are not unheard of at slave 

settlements, although the accoutrements, such as 
toy plates, are not common. Consequently, it seems 
probable that these items were associated with 
whites on the plantation.  

  
Marbles are more difficult to categorize. 

While they were toys, widely available for very 
nominal costs, games such as "ringer" and 
"spanner" were likely played for cash wagers and 
formed the nucleus of gaming (Baumann 
1991:138-147). The clay marbles were produced at 
least to about 1928, although their popularity 
declined as glass become more common and 
affordable.  

 
The gaming pieces, found in Blocks G and 

L, were formed from colono ceramics by chipping 
and squaring the sherds. The two measure 20 by 23 
and 15 by 17 mm. There have been previous 
discussions by Good (2009) and Handler (2009), 
although the specimens they were discussing were 
angular and heavily worn. 

 
Thirteen round fishing weights 

(representing 5.8% of the total assemblage) were 
recovered. Although they could be used with lines, 
no fishhooks were identified and it seems to us that 
these are more likely net weights. If so, they would 
suggest that the 38CH1541 occupants were using 
cast nets to acquire relatively large numbers of 

                                
2  In contrast to the “Carolina Hoe,” which was the 
general-purpose hoe for initial clearing and chopping the 

small fish rapidly. These weights were sewn into 
the net along the exterior edges, with the weight 
controlling how quickly the net sinks and how 
many fish will be caught.  

 
There are only six items identified as 

“farming-related” even though these were farm 
laborers, probably because very few tools were 
actually owned by the African Americans living on 
the site. The plantation owner would have 
provided most. The same explanation likely 
explains the low incidence of construction tools, 
storage items, and even stable and barn items, as 
well. 

 
The seven storage items represent 2.9% of 

the Activities Group and the most interesting item 
is a small fragment of a lead seal with the letters 
“TH” in relief. It is tempting to suggest this may 
represent a seal for Thomas Mullet, although the 
two letters may simply represent initials, in which 
case we have no owner that it would match. Such 
seals are often identified as “cloth bale seals” (see, 
for example, Luckenbach and Cox 2003), but also 
were associated with other products both leaving 
the plantation and being shipped in. 

 
The five farm tools account for only 2.1% 

of the collection and the presence of three hoes is 
not surprising since the tool was ubiquitous in the 
plantation South. Two of the hoes are relatively 
intact and represent what are often called narrow 
hoes, being the tool used after the seed had been 
planted and were generally used for rice (Evans 
2012). They were about 5-inches “at the mouth”2 
In contrast, “Carolina Hoes,” were general purpose 
and about 9-inches “at the mouth.”   

 
Hoes were often advertised by Carolina’s 

merchants, sometimes using the names of well-
known manufacturers, such as Crowley (South 
Carolina Gazette, November 9-November 11, 1784, 
pg. 3). At other times terms such as “Carolina broad 
hoes” or “broad and narrow hoes” were used 
(South Carolina Gazette, March 20-March 23, 1784, 

land. It was about 9-inches “at the mouth” and of course 
weighed far more. 
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pg. 2 and Charleston Morning Post, March 6, 1786, 
pg. 3). 

 
It may be useful to examine the activity 

artifacts by their ubiquity, or percentage of blocks 
in which a particular subcategory (such as toys) 
was recovered. Table 79 also provides this 
information. We can see that “other artifacts” are 
found in all but one block, with a ubiquity of 92%. 
Toys, fishing gear, and miscellaneous hardware all 
exhibit a ubiquity above 50%. In contrast, 
construction tools are entirely absent from the 
blocks and only one block contained farm tools. 

Dating 
Various observations have been offered 

during these discussions. For 
example, we have noted that 
some of the glass was 
manganese, which dates 
from about the 1870s 
through 1920. One coin dated 
from 1906. Three ceramics 
from Block A have dateable 
maker’s marks. These include 
one from E. Challinor & Co. 
from 1850 to 1862 (Gibson 
2011:47), another from 
James Edwards from 1841-
1851 (Lage 2004:98), and a 
third from Elsmore & Forster 
dating from the 1860s (Lage 
2004:101; see also Godden 
1964:235 who extends the 
date from 1853 to 1871). A 
fourth mark is incomplete 
and may represent one of 
three different companies, all 
of which operated from 1814 
to 1882 (“J.W.”, see Godden 
1964:481, 534, 671). The 
first three are whitewares, 
the third is pearlware, so the 
earlier dates are more likely.  

 
So clearly, there are 

both antebellum and 
postbellum artifacts included 

in the 38CH1541 assemblage. 
 
Another potential dating technique is 

Moir’s formula for window glass, which we have 
applied to only Block D, which we believe to be the 
vicinity of the main house. The resulting date, with 
the mean glass thickness of 1.49 mm, is 1837.5±7 
years. These data are shown graphically in Figure 
127, where the dates for what we believe is the 
main house begin after the Revolution, peak in the 
1830s and 1840s, with a very significant one-year 
peak in 1860. Thereafter, there is a downward 
trend until 1914. There is a peak in 1904 that may 
represent the work done on the house after Frank 
Legare’s death in 1904.   

 

Table 79. 
Activity artifacts recovered from 38CH1541 

 
Ubiquity 
(Blocks)

Block 
A

Block 
C

Block 
D

Block 
E

Block 
F

Block 
G

Block 
H

Block 
I

Block 
J

Block 
K

Block 
L

Block 
M

Fea 
3

Fea 
14

Fea 
17

0.00%
Triangular file 1

8.33%
Whetstone fragment 1 1
Hoe 1 1 1

58.33%
Doll fragment 1 5 1 3 1
Toy dish 3
Marble, porcelain 1 1
Marble, clay 2
Gaming piece, colono 1 1

50.00%
Lead weight 1 1 1 3 4 1 2

25.00%
Padlock 2
Lead seal 1
Strap 3 1

33.33%
Buckle 1 1 2
Horse tack 1 1

66.66%
Staple 1
Spike 1
Bolt/nut 1 3
Washer 1 1
Screw 1 2
Brass rivet 1 1
Eye bolt 1
Brass nail 3 1 1 1 1 2 2

UID brass 91.66% 16 2 9 3 1 3 1 1 2 3 1
Brass wire 1
Metal mesh 3
Melted lead 4 2 1 1 4 1 4 1 22
UID lead 6 2 4 1 2 1
UID iron 42 1 5
Slate frags 8 1 1 3 1
Smoothing stone 1
UID material 1

Misc. Hardware

Other

Stable and Barn Items

Construction Tools

Farm Tools

Toys

Fishing Gear

Storage Items
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We should emphasize that these samples 
are not particularly good, in that they don’t 
represent materials from discrete features, but 
represent plowzone materials. So it is possible 
there is mixing with a variety of structures on site. 
The failure to identify pre-Revolutionary window 
glass is simply a feature of the formula and little 
significance can be attributed to the beginning 
date. The peak in the 1830s and 1840s may be 
associated with the rise in cotton prices beginning 
about 1834 and peaking about 1842.  
 

Tobacco pipe stem dating is inappropriate 
for the assemblage since none of the pipe stem 
formula is applicable later than 1780 and it is virtually 
certain that pipe stems were being deposited well 
into the nineteenth century. Thus, tobacco pipe stems 
were not included in this analysis. 

 
One of the most common approaches is the 

use of South’s Mean Ceramic Dating technique, 
which is documented in Table 80. Before 
discussing these findings, it is useful to 
momentarily consider the historical records and 
what they suggest as a mean date. We believe it is 
reasonable to assume some occupation by 1700, if 

not before. The terminal 
date was ca. 1920, when 
Kate Legare moved off 
the plantation and 
management was taken 
over by Dill Ball. The 
resulting mean date 
using these figures is 
1810. It is reasonable, 
however, to conclude 
that much activity at 
38CH1541 had ceased by 
about 1865. This 
terminal date produces a 
mean of 1782. 

 
The mean 

ceramic date for the 
entire site proveniences 
combined is 1792 – 
midway between the two 
historic mean dates, 

suggesting that there is some validity to the dates 
we have assigned. If, however, we look only at 
Block D, which we believe to be the main house, the 
mean ceramic date is 1780 – which is very close to 
our assumed 1782 mean historic date for most 
activities on the site.  
 
 There is, however, a variety of earlier 
mean dates and these suggest that the plantation 
may originally have had an absentee owner, with 
management held by an overseer.  
 
 For example, Block J, which we have 
attributed to an overseer based on the artifact 
pattern, yields a mean ceramic date of 1764. The 
remaining overseer block (Block J) is later, 1786, 
suggesting perhaps relocation.  
 
 Nevertheless, there are still earlier dates, 
typically associated with structures and features 
used by the plantation’s enslaved population. 
These provide, we believe, the best evidence for an 
occupation managed by either an overseer or a 
slave driver. 
 
 For example, both Blocks G and H produce  
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Figure 127. Window glass dating at Block D, 38CH1541. 
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 Table 80. 
38CH1541 mean dates 

 
 
 

Ceramic Date Range
Mean Date 

(xi) (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi (fi) fi x xi
Overglazed enameled porc 1660-1800 1730 0 0 0 0 2 3460 3 5190 3 5190 0 0 0 0 1 1730 4 6920 2 3460 4 6920 5 8650 1 1730 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 43250
Underglazed blue porc 1660-1800 1730 353 610690 2 3460 17 29410 33 57090 51 88230 37 64010 10 17300 13 22490 9 15570 8 13840 7 12110 3 5190 14 24220 0 0 4 6920 2 3460 0 0 0 0 0 0 563 973990
English porc 1745-1795 1770 79 139830 5 8850 17 30090 11 19470 6 10620 3 5310 2 3540 5 8850 2 3540 26 46020 14 24780 13 23010 4 7080 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 187 330990

NA salt glazed stoneware 1826-1905 1866 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1866 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1866
Bristol Slipglaze (American) 1884-1950 1917 2 3834 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1917 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3834 2 3834 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 13419
Alkaline glazed stoneware 1820-1925 1873 14 26222 2 3746 0 0 1 1873 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3746 1 1873 3 5619 11 20603 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 63682
Nottingham stoneware 1700-1810 1755 19 33345 0 0 0 0 13 22815 15 26325 3 5265 2 3510 2 3510 0 0 3 5265 2 3510 6 10530 2 3510 0 0 0 0 1 1755 0 0 4 7020 1 1755 73 128115
Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 22 38236 0 0 3 5214 8 13904 3 5214 15 26070 6 10428 13 22594 9 15642 26 45188 3 5214 11 19118 12 20856 0 0 26 45188 0 0 0 0 3 5214 0 0 160 278080
White salt glazed stoneware 1740-1775 1758 44 77352 0 0 6 10548 41 72078 38 66804 8 14064 6 10548 28 49224 8 14064 8 14064 3 5274 13 22854 10 17580 1 1758 11 19338 4 7032 0 0 1 1758 1 1758 231 406098
White sg sw, slip dipped 1715-1775 1745 48 83760 0 0 2 3490 7 12215 54 94230 44 76780 4 6980 9 15705 0 0 3 5235 6 10470 16 27920 20 34900 3 5235 57 99465 1 1745 2 3490 1 1745 6 10470 283 493835
White sg sw, scratch blue 1744-1775 1760 25 44000 2 3520 4 7040 0 0 3 5280 2 3520 0 0 2 3520 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1760 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 68640
White sg sw, scratch brown 1720-1740 1730 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1730 0 0 1 1730 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1730 0 0 1 1730 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6920
White sg sw, hand painted 1740-1775 1758 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1758 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1758
Rhenish stoneware 1650-1750 1700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1700 0 0 0 0 1 1700 0 0 1 1700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6800
Black basalt 1750-1820 1785 28 49980 1 1785 3 5355 0 0 2 3570 0 0 0 0 1 1785 1 1785 4 7140 1 1785 9 16065 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 89250
Eler's ware 1690-1715 1702 6 10212 4 6808 0 0 2 3404 2 3404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1702 1 1702 1 1702 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 28934

Lead glazed slipware 1670-1795 1733 0 0 13 22529 29 50257 110 190630 221 382993 165 285945 50 86650 173 299809 21 36393 181 313673 122 211426 392 679336 193 334469 61 105713 484 838772 9 15597 3 5199 13 22529 5 8665 2245 3890585
Metropolitan slipware 1630-1660 1645 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1645 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1645

Jackfield 1740-1780 1760 5 8800 0 0 0 0 6 10560 0 0 2 3520 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7040 0 0 2 3520 1 1760 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7040 2 3520 26 45760
Clouded wares/Tortoiseshell 1740-1770 1755 16 28080 0 0 3 5265 11 19305 26 45630 6 10530 2 3510 6 10530 1 1755 10 17550 1 1755 4 7020 13 22815 1 1755 14 24570 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 114 200070
Astbury ware 1725-1750 1737 3 5211 0 0 1 1737 0 0 1 1737 2 3474 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1737 1 1737 3 5211 4 6948 1 1737 3 5211 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 34740

Delft, decorated 1600-1802 1750 23 40250 0 0 2 3500 14 24500 30 52500 26 45500 12 21000 25 43750 1 1750 7 12250 0 0 6 10500 15 26250 5 8750 48 84000 2 3500 1 1750 2 3500 1 1750 220 385000
Delft, manganese 1739-1764 1751 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5253 0 0 0 0 1 1751 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7004
Delft, plain 1640-1800 1720 29 49880 1 1720 2 3440 20 34400 48 82560 31 53320 11 18920 31 53320 5 8600 12 20640 7 12040 19 32680 21 36120 1 1720 24 41280 1 1720 0 0 5 8600 0 0 268 460960

North Devon 1650-1775 1713 5 8565 0 0 0 0 1 1713 2 3426 11 18843 11 18843 23 39399 3 5139 11 18843 2 3426 37 63381 24 41112 4 6852 33 56529 0 0 1 1713 0 0 0 0 168 287784
El Morro 1550-1700 1625 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1625 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1625 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3250
Buckley ware 1720-1775 1748 10 17480 1 1748 1 1748 2 3496 0 0 5 8740 2 3496 4 6992 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1748 1 1748 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 47196

Creamware, cable 1790-1820 1805 27 48735 0 0 2 3610 1 1805 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1805 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 55955
Creamware, annular 1780-1815 1798 52 93496 0 0 2 3596 1 1798 5 8990 12 21576 0 0 0 0 3 5394 10 17980 11 19778 34 61132 3 5394 0 0 1 1798 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 134 240932
Creamware, edged 1775-1820 1797 93 167121 1 1797 0 0 1 1797 0 0 3 5391 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 7188 2 3594 4 7188 1 1797 0 0 1 1797 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 110 197670
Creamware, hand painted 1790-1820 1805 123 222015 0 0 2 3610 0 0 2 3610 4 7220 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3610 2 3610 0 0 1 1805 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 136 245480
Creamware, blue trans print 1765-1815 1790 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3580 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3580
Creamware, overglazed hand painted 1771-1810 1791 0 0 3 5373 6 10746 3 5373 0 0 4 7164 1 1791 1 1791 0 0 5 8955 2 3582 2 3582 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 48357
Creamware, overglazed trans print 1761-1790 1775 1 1775 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1775
Creamware, undecorated 1762-1820 1791 2260 4047660 29 51939 205 367155 141 252531 119 213129 274 490734 26 46566 50 89550 47 84177 451 807741 343 614313 681 1E+06 227 406557 4 7164 8 14328 0 0 1 1791 0 0 0 0 4866 8715006

Pearlware, mocha 1795-1890 1843 22 40546 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5529 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1843 1 1843 1 1843 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 51604
Pearlware, edged 1780-1830 1805 329 593845 10 18050 30 54150 7 12635 10 18050 31 55955 1 1805 10 18050 4 7220 32 57760 36 64980 63 113715 23 41515 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 586 1057730
Pearlware, annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 285 514425 3 5415 24 43320 9 16245 3 5415 13 23465 0 0 7 12635 4 7220 10 18050 7 12635 19 34295 7 12635 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 391 705755
Pearlware, poly hand painted 1795-1815 1805 138 249090 1 1805 9 16245 1 1805 2 3610 29 52345 1 1805 0 0 0 0 31 55955 17 30685 73 131765 14 25270 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1805 0 0 0 0 317 572185
Pearlware, blue hand painted 1780-1820 1800 160 288000 1 1800 13 23400 0 0 13 23400 24 43200 2 3600 0 0 4 7200 11 19800 5 9000 46 82800 12 21600 1 1800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 292 525600
Pearlware, blue trans printed 1795-1840 1818 311 565398 2 3636 21 38178 14 25452 18 32724 61 110898 5 9090 6 10908 3 5454 20 36360 20 36360 34 61812 19 34542 1 1818 5 9090 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 540 981720
Pearlware, undecorated 1780-1830 1805 1570 2833850 32 57760 146 263530 60 108300 48 86640 122 220210 16 28880 34 61370 34 61370 200 361000 126 227430 371 669655 103 185915 3 5415 3 5415 1 1805 1 1805 0 0 0 0 2870 5180350

Whiteware, green edged 1826-1830 1828 30 54840 0 0 1 1828 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 56668
Whiteware, blue edged 1826-1880 1853 32 59296 0 0 11 20383 0 0 0 0 1 1853 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1853 0 0 1 1853 1 1853 0 0 1 1853 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 48 88944
Whiteware, poly hand painted 1826-1870 1848 56 103488 2 3696 2 3696 2 3696 0 0 9 16632 1 1848 2 3696 2 3696 5 9240 0 0 5 9240 1 1848 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 87 160776
Whiteware, blue trans printed 1831-1865 1848 310 572880 2 3696 24 44352 19 35112 6 11088 6 11088 1 1848 2 3696 2 3696 1 1848 1 1848 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 374 691152
Whiteware, non-blue trans printed 1826-1875 1851 0 0 1 1851 2 3702 1 1851 1 1851 1 1851 0 0 0 0 1 1851 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 12957
Whiteware, poly decalcomania 1901-1950 1926 23 44298 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 44298
Whiteware, annular 1831-1900 1866 294 548604 5 9330 10 18660 9 16794 9 16794 7 13062 2 3732 4 7464 5 9330 7 13062 0 0 3 5598 2 3732 0 0 2 3732 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 359 669894
Whiteware, sponge/splatter 1836-1870 1853 16 29648 3 5559 0 0 1 1853 0 0 6 11118 1 1853 0 0 1 1853 0 0 1 1853 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 53737
Whiteware, tinted glaze 1911-1970 1941 3 5823 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3882 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9705
Whiteware, mocha 1831-1900 1866 8 14928 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 14928
Whiteware, undecorated 1813-1900 1860 920 1711200 30 55800 141 262260 60 111600 40 74400 70 130200 8 14880 41 76260 24 44640 51 94860 9 16740 36 66960 35 65100 2 3720 2 3720 2 3720 0 0 0 0 0 0 1471 2736060

Yellow ware 1830-1940 1885 102 192270 6 11310 19 35815 1 1885 2 3770 24 45240 1 1885 5 9425 6 11310 21 39585 5 9425 8 15080 6 11310 0 0 1 1885 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 207 390195

Total 7896 14278958 162 292983 762 1E+06 614 1E+06 788 1E+06 1067 2E+06 185 326174 502 884992 208 373197 1170 2E+06 763 1E+06 1940 3E+06 795 1E+06 88 153437 731 1E+06 24 42094 10 17553 33 57406 16 27918 17754 31812634

Mean Ceramic Date by Block 1808.4 1808.5 1809.4 1780.4 1764.0 1785.0 1763.1 1762.9 1794.2 1786.5 1784.8 1782.4 1775.1 1743.6 1737.5 1753.9 1755.3 1739.6 1744.9 1791.9

Block LBlock A Block B Block C Block D Block E Block F Block G Block H Block I Block J Block K Fea 18 Combined Block M Fea 13 Fea. 14 Fea. 15 Fea. 16 Fea. 17
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Figure 128. Ceramic Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates. The graph at the top is for 

the combined site. Below shows Block D, thought to be the main house. Below that is Block E, the 
probable overseer’s earlier settlement. The bottom graph is thought to be an early slave occupation 
at Block G. 
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mean ceramic dates of 1763, perhaps 20 years 
earlier than that of the main settlement. Features 
13-18 yield even earlier dates, between 1737 and 
1755. Mullet Hall, was therefore a very active 
plantation during the first quarter of the eighteenth 
century. 
 

We were unable to get a bracket date for 
the site, since there was no date where at least half 
of the beginning dates coincide. There are 54 
datable ceramic types and no more than 22 co-
occur (at 1760). This might suggest that there are 
multiple occupation periods (see, for example, South 
1977:74), yet we really see nothing in the 
archaeological record to suggest that the site was 
abandoned and reoccupied. Nevertheless, the 
terminal date appears to be 1911 (based on the 
presence of tinted glaze whiteware in Blocks A and 
I).  
 
 Alternative approaches to dating include 
the Ceramic Probability Contributions and 
Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates, shown in Figure 128 
for the entire site combined (at the top of the page). 
These dates suggest that occupation began by at 
least 1741 and continued to at least 1826, although 
a terminal date in the postbellum is more likely. 
Readers should keep in mind that by combining all 
of the ceramics from the site, we average together 
differences in the individual blocks. This produces 
a very simplified version of reality. 
 
 We performed the same analyses on Block 
D, thought to be the main settlement and having a 
mean ceramic date of 1780. South’s Bracket Dates 
for this block are 1745 to 1835. The Ceramic 
Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s 
Bracketing Dates, also shown in Figure 128, 
suggest that occupation began about 1722 and 
continued to at least 1819, although a terminal date 
in the postbellum is almost certain. However, few 
remains continued to be deposited, suggesting a 
significant reduction in the usage of the main 
settlement.  
 
 Looking at Block E, an early overseer with 
a mean ceramic date of 1764, South’s Bracket dates 
are still not particularly helpful since we are unable 

to achieve a beginning date that encompasses at 
least half of the assemblage. The terminal date is 
1890, which is entirely unlikely when the entire 
assemblage is examined. We believe the plow 
mixing likely accounts for this date. The Ceramic 
Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s 
Bracketing Dates are far more revealing. The 
bracket dates are 1696 and 1808. The “tail” on the 
graph is, again, most likely the result of plow 
mixing or potentially even later use of the general 
site area. 
 

The final block for which these alternative 
studies were applied is Block G, an early slave 
settlement with a mean date of 1763. South’s 
bracket dates are hardly worth mentioning, being 
confused by the plow distribution of artifacts at the 
site. Nevertheless, the Ceramic Probability 
Contributions and Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates are 
very helpful. The bracket dates are 1692 and 1809, 
almost identical to the overseer settlement. They 
suggest that the two are contemporaneous and 
represent some of the earliest occupation at Mullet 
Hall, perhaps settled very shortly after Charleston 
was established.  

 
A final item worth discussing is the 

recovery of a dated lead glazed slipware pitcher. 
Among the indecipherable letters are the first three 
digits for a date of 173_. The mean ceramic date for 
Feature 14 is 1737. Grigsby notes “inscriptions 
were fashionable on slip-trailed pieces,” although 
date may reflect the production or may be 
commemorative (Grigsby 1993:52). 
 
 It appears that the various dating 
approaches support and enhance the known 
historic documentation for the site. While we were 
unsure if Richard Floyd had a settlement at Mullet 
Hall prior to the tracts acquisition by Anthony 
Mathews about 1727, it now seems almost certain 
that Floyd or someone else held slaves under the 
direction of an overseer on the property within a 
decade of Charleston’s settlement in 1670.  
 
 The construction of the main settlement, 
which we thought predated the 1794 sale to 
Benjamin Mathews may date as early as Richard 
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Floyd’s ownership. Certainly, both slaves and 
overseers were present on the tract.   

Status 
 Most of the techniques archaeologists use 

to make judgements of the status of site occupants  
are based on ceramics. We will also begin with their 
consideration. 
 
 We will first examine all of the ceramics 
combined from 38CH1541, warning readers that 
doing so averages all of the blocks and obscures 
any differences that might be seen in specific areas. 
Nevertheless, we see that flat wares are the most 
common, representing slightly over 56% of the 

collections (n=955 vessels). Hollow wares 
represent just over a third of the ceramics (37% or 
676 vessels. Serving pieces comprise 3% of the 
assemblage (n=48 vessels) and utilitarian wares 
account for the remaining 4% (n=74 vessels). In 
this context, it might be reasonable to assume that 

the total represents a relatively high 
status occupation. 
 

This trend continues even 
when we consider the four major 
types (creamware, pearlware, 
whiteware, and porcelain) 
individually. Flat wares are 
consistently the most common 
vessel form. This is generally typical 
of the wealthy, while enslaved 
African Americans tended to use 
hollow forms more suitable for their 
“one-pot” meals. However, we often 
see that whatever was still 
functioning was passed down to the 
slave settlement.  
 

Archaeologists also 
examine the motifs themselves in an 
effort to gauge the wealth, or status, 
of a population. We know that 
transfer printed and hand painted 
wares were more expensive than 
the edged and dipt wares and, 
eventually, plain ceramics.  
 

In the case of the ceramics 
from 38CH1541, about 71% of the 
creamwares, pearlwares, and 
whitewares were inexpensive 
motifs. The largest collection of 
expensive motifs (n=163) occurs 

among the pearlware vessels. 
 
Not a great deal can be made of these 

results, taking into consideration the range of 
settlements combined. Nevertheless, it is tempting 
to suggest that pearlwares comprise the largest 
assemblage of high status wares because this 
ceramic (with inclusive dates of about 1780 to 
about 1840 [although the mocha does extend to 
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Figure 129. Vessel forms and decorations at 38CH1541, all blocks 

combined. 
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about 1890]) co-occurs with the occupation of the 
wealthy and successful Legare family beginning 
1794 and continuing to the Civil War. 

 
It may be informative to examine these 

issues by isolating the owner’s settlement (Block 
D). In Figure 130, we see that while flat ware is 
dominant in creamware, pearlware, and 
whiteware, as we would expect for higher status 
dining, hollow wares dominate the porcelains. This 
may be the result of the tea ware necessary for 
eighteenth century tea ceremonies. Of equal 
interest is that only whitewares and other ceramics 
contain serving wares. Storage of these off-site, 
perhaps in a kitchen, wouldn’t seem to eliminate 
breakage in and around the main house; on the 
other hand, perhaps there were few formal dinners 
at Mullet Hall, so the need for serving vessels was 
reduced?  

 
When we examine the motifs, we see that 

expensive examples such as hand painted and 
transfer printed are uncommon. Of course, when 

first introduced, plain creamware was considered 
expensive and was only reduced in status over time 
as new decorations were introduced. Alternatively, 
this may be another example of the plantation 
simply not being used for elaborate displays.   

 
Block E, thought to be an early overseer, 

contains 81 reconstructed vessels, but given its 
early age, we will focus on only the early wares 
(n=30) which are most likely to represent those 
occupying the site. Creamwares and pearlwares 
are dominated by flatwares, consistent with a 
higher status occupant. When the motifs are 
examined, both the creamwares and pearlwares 
are dominated by inexpensive motifs. There are 
more expensive pearlwares, perhaps because of 
increasing prosperity. This assemblage, then, 
seems to represent what we would expect from an 
overseer, lacking the wealth of the owner, but 
exhibiting an Englishman’s diet of plated foods, 
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Figure 130. Vessel forms and decorations at 

38CH1541, Block D. 
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Figure 131. Vessel forms and decorations at 

38CH1541, Block E. 
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rather than the porridges and one-pot meals of the 
enslaved. 

 
Figure 132 examines these issues at the 

two slave settlements. Block G represents an 
eighteenth century slave settlement, while Block A 
is the settlement of an antebellum slave. The 
former must be interpreted with care since it does 
not include the abundant colono ware bowls that 
would significantly increase the number of hollow 
ware forms.  

 
Nevertheless, we see that for the earlier 

settlement there is a mixture of early vessel forms. 
This pattern continues into the antebellum and we 
must ask if this pattern is the result of a significant 
number of items coming from the tables of the 
planter and/or overseer or if we are simply seeing 
so much mixture from plowing that it has become 
impossible to tease apart the different occupations.  

We suspect the former since we were able 
to obtain discrete dates and clear artifact patterns 
from each of these blocks – which would seem 
impossible if plow disturbance were the causative 
agent. 

 
Thus, this suggests that it is difficult, but 

not impossible, to see status differences in a 
plowed context, although motifs seem to be a 
better indicator than vessel form – at least at Mullet 
Hall. 

  
It’s worth considering one last area – the 

combination of Features 13 and 14, which exhibit a 
sealed context thought to be associated with the 
early enslaved African Americans at Mullet Hall 
and dating in the late 1730s (the combined mean 
ceramic date is 1738). A total of 87 vessels are 
represented in these two features (combined 
because of cross-mends; a tpq of 1831 is provided 
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Figure 132. Comparison of the ceramics from the colonial (left) and antebellum (right) slave settlements 

(Blocks G and A, respectively). 
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by the two sherds of annual whiteware in Feature 
14). These data are presented in Table 81.  

 
In this particular collection, the hollow 

wares are significantly more common than flat 
wares, accounting for 71% of the assemblage, Flat 
wares account for only a fifth of the collection. Both 
serving and utilitarian vessels are present, but in 
small numbers. This seems to be far more 
consistent with what we typically think of as 
representing a slave assemblage.  

 

Summary 
Historical Correlation 
 There are two major areas where it is 
useful to compare the archaeology with the 
historical evidence. The first involves historical 
events and the second involves structural 
locations. 
 

 Table 82 lays out 
the known historical 
events surrounding 
Mullet Hall, focusing on 
ownership, and we have 
made occasional 
references comparing 
archaeological findings 
with historical features. 
 
 For example, if 
we accept occupation by 
1700 and abandonment 
in about 1920, shortly 
before the plantation was 
sold, we have a mean 
date of 1810. However, 
we believe that after the 
Civil War, the plantation 
while still occupied and 
certainly farmed, was far 
less intensively used. 
This might suggest a 
terminal date of about 
1865 and this, in turn, 
reduced the mean 

historical date to 1782, or earlier.  
 
 With the mean ceramic date for all 
proveniences being 1792, midway between these 
two projected historical dates, it seems that our 
reconstruction is accurate. It is even more 
convincing since the mean date for the main house 
is projected to be 1780, very close to our assumed 
1782 mean historic date for most activities on the 
site.  
 
 While we were unsure if Richard Floyd 
had a settlement at Mullet Hall prior to the tract’s 
acquisition by Anthony Mathews about 1727, it 
now seems almost certain that Floyd or someone 
else held slaves under the direction of an overseer 
on the property within a decade of Charleston’s 
settlement in 1670. The construction of the main 
settlement, which we thought predated the 1794 
sale to Benjamin Mathews, may date as early as 
Richard Floyd’s ownership. Certainly, both slaves 
and overseers were present on the tract.   

Table 81. 
Minimum vessels identified in Features 13 and 14 at 38CH1541 

 

Cup/Mug Bowl Saucer Plate Pitcher Tea Pot Storage/ 
Jar

Chamber 
Pot

Chinese porcelain, undecorated 1
Subtotals
Delft, undecorated 1 2
Delft, polychrome 1
Delft, sponged 1
Delft, blue hand painted 5 2
Subtotals
White SGSW 1
White SGSW, slip dipped 4 10 1
White SGSW, scratch brown 1
Subtotals
Lead Glazed Slipware 5 41 1 2
Subtotals
Astbury 1
Subtotals
Westerwald 1
Subtotals
North Devon 2
Subtotals
Clouded 1
Subtotals
Pearlware, transfer printed 1
Subtotals
Whiteware, annular 1
Whiteware, edged 1
Subtotals

Totals by Function
%

Flat WareHollow Ware Serving Utilitarian 

6 4 0 2

1 0 0 0

46 1 2 0

6 10 1 0

1 0 0 0

1 1 0 0

71.26 19.54 3.45 5.75
62 17 3 5

1 0 0 0

1 0 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 0 2
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We did find evidence to support the 
continued, albeit limited, occupation after the Civil 
War. This evidence included limited ceramics with 
postbellum beginning dates. These certainly 
indicate some continued occupation. There are also 
fragments of manganese glass, suggesting an 
occupation during the last quarter of the 

nineteenth century and first several decades of the 
twentieth century. Most of these are containers, 
but some are also tableware.  
 
 Window glass and nails also suggest 
postbellum repair activities.  
 
 All of these findings, however, fail to reveal 
any great revival of the plantation. There were few 
new ceramics or glassware acquired after the Civil 
and the house repairs are seemingly modest. There 
is certainly no indication of any rebuilding episode. 
For example, we have noted that the absence of 
roofing nails suggests that the main house, 
throughout its history, retained wood shingles and 
was never “improved” with either asphalt or metal 
roofing. All of this helps us to understand better the 
dire economic conditions after the Civil War, as the 
Legares struggled to maintain some continuity in 
planting. 
 

The scarcity of furniture is likely the result 
of the area’s abandonment, with the removal of 
useful material. Some would have been salvaged by 
freedmen and other material would have been 
moved by Kate Legare to her new plantation 

residence. 
 
 There is little indication that the 
plantation was ever intended for the conspicuous 
display of wealth by its owners. For example, the 
glass tableware is simple, utensils are modest, wine 
bottle fragments are not nearly as abundant as we 

would expect. It seems far more likely 
that the plantation owners used the 
property as a country retreat, not as a 
showplace.  
 
 To some degree, this is supported 
by Charleston City Directories. For 
example, in 1785, we find Benjamin 
Mathews living at 26½ Church Street, 
and by 1790 listing himself as planter 
and living at 108 Church Street (Hagy 
1992:6, 17). In 1802, James Legare was 
living at 2 Church Street, also defining 
himself as a planter (Hagy 1992:102). By 
1806 Legare had moved to New Street, 
where he resided until his death (Hagy 

1995:40) 
 
 The one possible sign of wealth may be the 
abundance of pearlwares. These co-occur with the 
occupation by the successful Legare family 
beginning in 1794 and extending to the Civil War. 
This was likely a sign of the money being generated 
during this period by cotton agriculture. 

The Historic Maps 

 We have previously discussed the NOAA 
topographic maps from 1854 and the traced copy 
from 1863 (the latter simply being a cleaner 
version of the former without some of the 
vegetative details). We have explained that the 
confines of the site appear to be about 1200 feet by 
600 feet, with 11 structures, perhaps surrounded 
by a fence to separate the yard from the fields. 
 
 An accurate overlay, however, was very 
difficult since the NOAA map provided only a 
fractional scale (1:20,000) and we were unable to 
establish a meaningful scale. Eventually, however, 
we determined to use the latitude marks on the 
map (1’ of latitude equaling 6,076 feet).  

Table 82. 
Owners and activities on Mullet Hall 

 
1681 Richard Floyd arrives in Carolina (warrant issued 1698)  
1727 Richard Floyd → Anthony Mathews 
1735 Anthony Mathews → Anthony Mathews II  
1769 Anthony Mathews II → Anthony Mathews III 
? Anthony Mathews III → Benjamin Mathews (his cousin) 
1791 Benjamin Mathews → Thomas Mullet 
1795 Thomas Mullet → James Legare 
1820s James Legare moves from Mullet Hall, but continues operation 
1830 James Legare → James C.W. Legare 
1850 James C.W. Legare → Lydia Ball Legare 
1868 Lydia Ball Legare → Francis Y. Legare 
1905 Francis Y. Legare → Kate Legare 
1923 Kate Legare → Dill Ball Company 
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 This finally allowed us to make what may 
be a reasonably accurate overlay of the NOAA map 
on an aerial of the site vicinity. With the 
excavations providing some data on probable 
functions (primarily attributing Block D to the 
main house and assuming the central, largest 
square on the map is that structure), we were 
further able to refine our placement. The result is 
Figure 133. We note that the shoreline, Mullet Hall 
Road, and northeast trending slough are all 
accurately located. 
 
 If this is correct it means that 38CH1543 is 
not, as we had thought, a separate site, but is 
actually part of the main settlement. It also means 
that the northern most excavations (Blocks J, K, L, 
M) are all beyond the nineteenth century 
boundaries of the settlement. Or put another way, 
that the settlement shrank during the late 

nineteenth century. It would also mean that some 
portions of the plantation complex were 
completely obscured by plowing, while other 
portions have been destroyed by drainage ditches.  
 
 This position, however, requires us to try 
to find evidence of mid-nineteenth century 
occupation at 38CH1543 – which we really cannot 
do. It also requires us to presume that the only area 
thought to be exclusively nineteenth century 
(Block I) is outside the plantation complex.  
 
 In combination, the placement of the 
settlement as shown in Figure 133 makes us very 
uncomfortable and we are not immediately 
inclined to accept it. 
 

The alternative is to conclude that the 
NOAA map was an inaccurate portrayal of the 
physical conditions, at least in so far as structure 

 
Figure 133. Overlay of the T491 map on a 2017 aerial of Mullet Hall showing Block locations. 
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locations. Otherwise, the topography appears 
reasonably accurate.  
 

Absent additional plats and maps it is 
difficult to arrive at a conclusion, but we are 
included to accept the map as a representation of 
the nineteenth century plantation arrangement, 
but not to place a great deal of credence on the 
relative location of the structures. Since these maps 
were primarily for near shore navigation, it was 
helpful to have landmarks, but the accuracy may 
have been “negotiable.” 
 
 In this case, history was not a particularly 
effective handmaiden to archaeology. As historian 
C. Van Woodward has warned, “the norm for 
historical sources is a mess, a confusing mess, and 
the task of the historian is to make sense of it” 
(Woodward 1985: 53) 

The Slave Landscape 

 The investigations at 38CH1541 provide 
far more detail on the eighteenth century enslaved 
African Americans than on either later slaves or 
even the owners of those slaves – even though by 
all accounts this was a main settlement. 
 
 Features 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were all remnants 
of wall trenches, typically associated with 
eighteenth century slave houses. None was 
complete, all being impacted by plowing. Features 
4 and 6, however, may represent parallel walls and, 
if so, represent a structure only 7 feet in width. 
Several of these revealed remnant post holes, 
indicating that posts were set within the trench for 
the support of the structure.  
 
 All of these structures were more of less 
oriented the same as the nineteenth century 
plantation (see Figure 75), revealing that while 
structures came and went; there was never any 
major re-arrangement of the plantation layout. 
These structures were oriented to the nineteenth 
century access road, toward the marsh edge of the 
plantation. 
 
 Of far greater interest are the five 
structures and six sub-floor pits identified in the 

area stripped in the vicinity of Block F. These 
structures, while oriented approximately the same 
as everything else at 38CH1541, are very different. 
They consist of well-prepared and packed clay 
floors ranging from around 7 to 10 feet in width 
and 15 to 34 feet in length. There are no associated 
wall trenches, although several post holes were 
identified at the outer edges of floors.  
 
 None of these structures intruded upon 
another, suggesting that they might all have been 
occupied simultaneously. This is further suggested 
by the mean ceramic dates for the sub-floor pits. 
 
 There is no evidence of interior hearths. 
The subfloor pits, however, are all found at the 
structures’ north ends. Two structures lack these 
pits, one structure has only one, one structure has 
two pits, and a third structure has three pits – none 
intruding upon other pits. The pits range from 
about 3 to nearly 4 feet in width and from only 3 
feet to nearly 7 feet in length. Most of these pits 
reveal the remains of interior wood planking to 
shore up the side and prevent cave-ins. All had 
been abandoned and were largely filled with floor 
or yard sweepings.  
 
 Behind (i.e., to the west) these structures 
were several contemporaneous large trash pits. 
Around them were several smaller pits, one filled 
with rather fancy architectural remains (such as 
plaster).  
 
 Regardless of the type of structure, all of 
the slave structures were found along the west 
edge of the site, adjacent to the marsh and, during 
the eighteenth century, what we believe were rice 
fields. They were preserved by their location at the 
field edge, where plowed soil gradually built up and 
protected the underlying features. 
 
 These features date from the 1730s 
through the 1750s, representing some of the very 
earliest occupation at 38CH1541.  
 
 Complementing these physical features 
are over 6,000 colono sherds. Most are small and 
heavily plow damaged, with the best specimens 
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coming from the few trash pits found at the edge of 
the settlement. Regardless, they compose nearly 
20% of the entire kitchen assemblage.  

The Master’s Landscape 

 Far less can be said about the landscape of 
the white owners. In fact, Feature 2 at 531R692.5 
in Block D produced the only physical evidence of 
the main plantation settlement. This consisted of a 
largely plowed out brick pier – the only one we 
found preserved at the site. 
 
 These remains, all being situated within 
the plowed fields, have been significantly damaged 
and displaced. Nevertheless, the artifacts can 
provide some clues. 
 
 As we have previously suggested, few of 
the remains are suggestive of country estates 
where the owners engaged in elaborate tea 
ceremonies or late-night parties. These events 
were most likely confined to the sociable clime of 
Charleston and the houses along Church and New 
streets. Instead, Mullet Hall was more likely a 
working plantation where the owners only 
occasionally ventured during safe seasons.  
 
 The remains recovered seem only 
sufficient to support very modest entertaining, 
likely of the family alone when they ventured 
beyond Charleston. Thus, there are tumblers, not a 
large number of stemmed wine glasses. There are 
plates, but not a large number of tea wares. There 
is no evidence of fine decanters. Even evidence of 
personal goods lost by the planter elite are rare, as 
are fine furnishings. 
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Situated on the north bank of the now 
flooded Mullet Hall Creek, site 38CH1542 is known 
to have been occupied at least from the late 
antebellum, when it is shown on period maps, 
through about 1920, when it was abandoned. The 
collection consists of 29,537 specimens from 11 
blocks and three features (Table 83). While there 
are some differences between individual blocks, 
which we will point out, this section will explore 
the artifacts recovered from the site using the now 
well-known artifact groups developed by South. 

The Pattern 
When the assemblage is examined as a 

whole, 55.0% of the artifacts are related to kitchen 
activities and 40.5% are related to architecture 
(Table 84). Knowing that the history reveals both 
antebellum and postbellum occupation, how does 
this pattern compare to other existing artifact 
patterns? 

 
More than twenty-five years ago, Joseph 

and his colleagues examined a variety of tenant 
patterns during his work on the Finch Farm in 
Spartanburg County, South Carolina. He 
commented that two patterns might be observed. 
One was representative of “stable farmsteads” 
while the other was characteristic of tenancy 
(Joseph et al. 1991:175). The authors went on to 
explain that, 

 
A Piedmont farmstead pattern 
should be reflected by a relatively 
dominant kitchen profile (45 to 
60 percent range), significant 
architectural profile (35 to 45 
percent range), limited furniture, 
arms, tobacco, clothing, and 
personal items (totaling 1 to 4 
percent of the pattern), and a 

relatively high activities profile 
(ranging from 5 to 10 percent). 
Such a pattern is considered to 
reflect the use of a permanent 
architectural tradition and the 
construction of numerous 
agricultural support buildings. In 
contrast, the tenant profile, as 
developed by Trinkley and 
Caballero (1983b) should indicate 
the relative impermanency of 
tenant architecture via a high 
kitchen profile (70 to 90 percent), 
a low architectural contribution 
(5 to 20 percent), limited 
furniture, arms, tobacco, clothing, 
and personal items (ranging from 
1 to 5 percent of the total pattern), 
and a relatively high activities 
percentage (ranging from 3 to 10 
percent) (Joseph et al. 1991:175). 
 
They note that the defining elements seem 

to be kitchen and architectural remains (as is 
typical for most of the developed patterns) and that 
the similarities reflect their “shared agricultural 
existence.” Our only disagreement, which is minor, 
is that we are not certain that permanency is the 
distinction between owner and tenant. In our 
experience, we have found that owners simply 
chose not to repair, maintain, or upgrade tenant 
structures, while there was an entirely different 
standard of care for their own residences. 
Nevertheless, their comments are insightful and 
help to explain the differences we see in Table 84 
comparing a variety of postbellum farm structures. 

 
For example, it suggests that the yeoman 

pattern developed by Drucker and her colleagues is 
more representative of owners (or at least as the 
name implies, yeomen farmers) than tenants. The  



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND
 

 

338 
 

 

Ta
bl

e 
83

. 
Ar

tif
ac

ts
 re

co
ve

re
d 

fr
om

 3
8C

H
15

42
 

 

 



 38CH1542 ARTIFACT ANALYSIS 
 

 

 

 
339 

 

Ta
bl

e 
84

. 
38

CH
15

42
 a

rt
ifa

ct
 p

at
te

rn
 c

om
pa

ri
so

n 
an

d 
te

na
nc

y 
pa

tt
er

ns
 

      

 
   

 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
340 

data also suggest that there is some considerable 
consistency from the piedmont through the coastal 
plain, at least in terms of tenants (the farm/yeoman 
patterns were developed in the piedmont).  

 
It is also interesting to observe that the 

work at 38BK397, which examined a variety of 
locations under the structure, under the porch, in 
the front yard, in the side yards, and in the rear 
yards, provides a very tight range. Similarly, the 
examination of a trash dump at 38HR131 found 
that it, too, fit the tenant pattern. Thus, it doesn’t 
seem that reliability of the data is affected by the 
location of the excavations.  

 
We believe the pattern at 38FL240, a clear 

and distinct tenant site, provides a farmstead 
pattern because the settlement spans both slavery 
and tenancy. A careful examination of the patterns 
identified at 38CH1542 reveals similar results. 
Although there are some excavation blocks 
(representative of structures) that have patterns 
clearly reflecting the tenant profile (Blocks C, E, F, 
and J), others reflect something different. Some of 
the house sites have longer occupational histories 
than others, representing a mixture of artifacts 
reflecting the nineteenth century Georgia Slave 
Artifact Pattern with those from postbellum 
tenancy. This mixture tends to ameliorate the 
differences between kitchen and architecture 
items. 

Kitchen Artifacts 
Ceramics account for 7,953 kitchen group 

artifacts or nearly 49% of the total kitchen 
assemblage. Five types account for nearly 91% of 
the ceramics: white porcelain (309 specimens, 
3.9%), yellow wares (401 ceramics, 5.0%), 
creamwares (538 fragments or 6.8%), pearlwares 
(1,520 specimens, 19.1%), and whitewares (4,446 
or 55.9% of the ceramics).  

 
Reference to Table 83 reveals the presence 

of a small quantity of eighteenth century ceramics, 
including Chinese porcelains, delft, lead glazed 
slipware, creamware, Eler’s ware, Jackfield, and 
clouded wares, although most of these account for 
only a few sherds and only about 8.5% of the 

collection. Even colono ware contributes only 
seven sherds to the assemblage. Thus, while there 
is certainly evidence of at least late eighteenth 
century occupation, it seems limited. Nineteenth 
and early twentieth century occupation is more 
prevalent, accounting for at least 91.5%. 

 
Nevertheless, we should observe that 

there are only 56 datable ceramics with postbellum 
beginning dates, including 23 decalcomania 
whitewares (post-1901), two gilt whitewares 
(post-1891), and 31 tinted whitewares (post 
1911). Of course, it is possible that some of the 308 
white porcelains also fall into this category. 

 
Container glass accounts for nearly as 

many specimens as the ceramics – 7,747 or 47.7% 
of the kitchen group. Within this group, clear glass 
is the most common, followed by manganese, aqua, 
and black specimens.  While most of these are not 
temporally significant, one exception is the 
manganese glass (1,702 specimens), which is 
suggestive of dates between the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century and WWI (Jones and Sullivan 
1985:13). 

  
The site as a whole includes a minimum of 

122 glass containers, with manganese, aqua, clear, 
and black dominating the collection. These include 
four black case bottles and 15 black wine or ale 
bottles. Single examples of a green bottle and a milk 
glass jar were identified. Blue containers include 
one “VASELINE” container and one pharmaceutical 
bottle. The Vaseline product would have been used 
in the treatment of minor wounds, bruises, and 
skin irritations. Although the company dates from 
1879-1955, this specimen probably post-dates 
1908 when screw caps came into use (Fike 
1987:56). 

 
Both clear and manganese glass 

containers include a variety of South Carolina 
Dispensary bottle fragments (Huggins 1971, Teal 
and Wallace 2005). 

 
Although South Carolina was largely 

supportive of prohibition (in 1891, 27 
communities were dry and an 1892 referendum 
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overwhelmingly approved prohibition), then 
Governor Ben Tillman saw drinking as an 
“individual freedom.” More to the point, he 
reckoned that the issue of drinking would divide 
the Democratic Party and the cause of white unity. 
As a “compromise,” Tillman created the 
Dispensary. Only the state would be able to 
purchase wholesale alcohol and then rebottle it for 
retail sale. A local dispensary, however, would only 
be opened after the majority of the town’s freehold 
voters signed a petition requesting one be opened. 
The only alternative to a state dispensary was local 
prohibition. The profits from alcohol would be 
divided between the state and the municipality 
where the dispensary was located (thus the 
government profited from heavy alcohol sales). On 
July 1, 1893, the Dispensary became the only legal 
source of alcohol in South Carolina. The Dispensary 
became the “most profound, insidious, and 
widespread agency of corruption” in South 
Carolina history (quoted in Edgar 1998:450). The 
system continued to operate until 1907 when it 
was abolished in favor of local option. By 1909 only 
six counties, including Charleston, remained wet 
and in 1915 South Carolinians (like the rest of the 
country) voted in prohibition. 

 
There are numerous examples of panel 

bottles, many of which held various patent or 
proprietary “medicines.” Several of the bottles 
were identifiable specifically as liniments. One was 
Sloan’s, a topical capsaicin “good for man and 
beast” which was available from at least the late 
antebellum and is still sold today (Fike 1987:137). 
Another bottle is the less well-known Mexican 
Mustang Liniment, which was first introduced in 
1825 by George W. Westbrook of St. Louis, 
Missouri. Composed primarily of crude petroleum 
oil, it was made until the turn of the century.  

 
Other recognizable bottle forms include 

sauce, soda, canning jar, and pharmaceutical. At 
least five case bottles were recovered, with basal 
diameters ranging from 3 to 4-inches.  

 
Although included in tablewares, the 

collection also produced two glass bottle stoppers, 
one of manganese and the other clear glass. 

Tableware from 38CH1542 includes at 
least 75 tumblers with basal diameters from 2 to 
3½-inches. These tumblers were slightly 
dominated by clear glass (41 specimens), with one 
additional green example and 33 manganese glass 
specimens. 

 
Only two identifiable goblet or stemware 

were identified in the collection, both of clear glass 
and undecorated. 

 
There were three footed bowls and 11 

other bowls, most of clear pressed glass (n=5), 
although examples of blue, white milk glass, brown, 
green, and manganese glass were present. Four 
bowl lids were also identified, including three of 
clear glass and one of manganese glass.  

 
One while milk glass plate was identified 

in the assemblage. 
 
Utensils were all iron and included two 

handles, two spoons, and four knives.   
 
Other tableware items include a threaded 

brass lid, a twist top brass lid, a white metal bottle 
stopper, and a white metal spigot. The bottle 
stopper is identical to those known to be associated 
with Tabasco Pepper Sauce. Orser and Babson 
(1990) discuss the different “sprinkler” tops 
associated with Tabasco (they illustrate the one 
identified from 38CH1542 in their Figure 5d) and 
comment that all of these tops were likely used 
between 1868 and 1909 (Orser and Babson 
1990:111).  

 
Kitchenware items were dominated by 

kettle fragments (n=30) and can fragments (n=12). 
The can fragments are of interest since tin plate 
was introduced as early as 1810, about the same 
time as the first “hole-and-cap” cans were available 
(Rock 1984:100). Although more precise dating is 
possible, the necessary seam fragments were not 
recovered. We did, however, recover two examples 
of can keys, post-dating 1895. 

Architectural Artifacts 
Nearly 90% of the collection consists of 
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nails, although 7,203 of the 10,740 specimens 
(67%) are unidentifiable because of their extensive 
corrosion and fragmentation. Considering only the 
identifiable specimens, 79.7% are machine cut 
nails. An additional 15.7% are wire nails. The wire 
nails, usually postdating 1880, are found primarily 
in Blocks A, B, and G, suggesting those may be 
structures occupied well into the late nineteenth or 
early twentieth centuries. The roofing nails, 
accounting for 3.5% of the total identifiable nail 
assemblage, are found primarily in Block G (where 
the vast majority of the nails were recovered).  

 
Only Blocks B and G possesses sufficient 

nails to allow some discussion of what the different 
styles and sizes may mean for the construction 
process.  

 
At the former, while there are over 1,300 

nails, only 40 are suitable for analysis. This 
assemblage is dominated by machine cut nails with 

machine applied heads (n=36). 
Most of these nails are a size 
range (9d through 12d) typically 
used for sheathing and siding, 
suggesting a frame house. The 
near absence of wire nails (n=1) 
suggests little or no use of the 
structure in the postbellum, 
although there are 15 roofing 
nails. 

 
The data in Block G are 

more informative (Figure 125), 
revealing that the machine cut 
nails were used for attaching the 
structure’s siding. While some of 
the wire nails were apparently 
used to replace siding, the 
majority of them were 
associated with heavy framing. 
This suggests that the structure 
was enlarged during the 
postbellum, perhaps with the 
addition of a rear kitchen or 
other improvement. 

 
In spite of the very large 

assemblage of nails from 
38CH1542, only 15 other pieces of iron hardware 
were recovered, including hinges, pintles, and door 
lock fragments. This suggests that architectural 
hardware may have been salvaged with the 
abandonment of these structures.  

 
Window glass, however, is very common, 

with 1,213 fragments recovered from the various 
block excavations. While 347 fragments originated 
in Block G, an additional 269 fragments were 
recovered from Block B. Although neither 
assemblage is perfect for dating, they both are 
considered at the conclusion of this section. 

Furniture Artifacts 
None of the blocks produced particularly 

abundant furniture remains and only 58 are 
present. Most of these came from the more 
significant excavations at Block G, where 36 of the 
items were recovered (62%). Most of the 

 

 
Figure 134. Nails. Block B is at the top and Block G is below. 
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collection, from all of the excavations, consists of 
either lamp glass (n=15; lamp bowls and parts add 
another four items) or decorative items (n=23), 
although all of the latter came from Block G.  

 
The chimney glass is uniformly clear, 

usually very thin, often with plain rims. Several 
examples of crimped or fluted rims, however, were 
identified. These crimped or fluted motifs are 
copies of the highly popular "pearl-top" design first 
employed by the George A. MacBeth Co. in 1883. 
After MacBeth's merger with the Thomas Evans Co. 
in 1899, the MacBeth-Evans Glass Company 
became the nation's largest producer of lamp 
chimneys (Lewis and Haskell 1981:119-120). The 
few examples at 38CH1542 document post-1883 
use. 

 

A number of lamps, using a variety of 
burning fluids, included chimneys to improve the 
combustion process. The first such lamp was the 
Argand, initially marketed in the 1780s, which 
burned camphine oil (a mixture of turpentine and 
alcohol). A shade, to minimize shadows, was added 
by the 1830s, although the Argand lamp, often 
without a shade, continued to be popular 
throughout the nineteenth century. By the mid-
nineteenth century a variety of burning fluids were 
available, including kerosene (which appeared in 
the early 1860s) (Bishop and Coblentz 1979:107-
109). 

 
We are able to document only flat wick 

kerosene lamps. One thumb wheel is marked 
“Manhattan Brass Co., New York.” This company 
began in 1865, closing in 1926 
(http://www.thelampworks.com/lw_companies
manhattan.htm).  

 
 The decorative items include fragments of 

a vase in white porcelain, a bisque porcelain basket, 
another unidentifiable bisque porcelain object, and 
a Bristol stoneware piggy bank. While classified as 
furniture, we can imagine that these were very 
highly regarded personal objects.  
 
 The cast iron stove parts from Block G 
document the presence of a “modern,” probably 
wood burning, stove at this structure.  

Arms Artifacts 
These artifacts document the entire 

history of 38CH1542, from at least the antebellum 
into the early years of the twentieth century. 

 
Among the earliest items are two French 

honey-colored gunflints, as well as flakes from both 

English and French flint, and even cobble 
fragments. The latter items suggest that there may 
have been some attempt to produce local gunflints 
or to at least resharpen or reshape existing flints. 

 
The two intact flints are of sizes that 

suggest their use in a tradegun (the 20.16 mm 
specimen) and in a fowler or carbine (the 32.33 
mm specimen). All three are guns that would be in 
common use during the colonial and early 
antebellum periods. 

 
The lead shot is rather large (16 mm in 

diameter), exceeding the size typically associated 
with shotguns, but far smaller than typical ball 
shot. It was likely used in a shotgun. 

 
The two percussion caps and minie ball 

represent an entirely different period in the 
development of arms. Percussion caps were 
introduced about 1820, and the “top hat” variety is 
often associated with military use since it was 

Table 85. 
38CH1542 gunflints (in mm) 

 
Provinence Type Shape Origin Material

Width, mm 
(heel to edge)

Length, mm 
(side to side) Thickness

38CH1542, 460R900 (Block C) Spall D-shaped French Honey flint 21.41 20.16 6.27
38CH1542, 470R1500 (Block G) Spall D-shaped French Honey flint 28.22 32.33 9.52  

http://www.thelampworks.com/lw_companiesmanhattan.htm
http://www.thelampworks.com/lw_companiesmanhattan.htm
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easier to use. Nevertheless, both were available for 
a very long period of time. The minie ball was 
extensively used during the Civil War and there 
were, of course, numerous skirmishes on Johns 
Island.  

 
The remainder of the weapons items are 

shell casings, all of which post-date about 1857, 
when .22 caliber shells were introduced. A variety 
of calibers are present, including .22, .32, .38 shell 
casings, and even one .40 shell casing. The latter is 
a law enforcement round that was not introduced 
until 1990.  

 
Companies represented by these shell 

casings include Remington, U.S. Cartridge 
Company, Union Metallic Cartridge Company, and 
Winchester Repeating Arms Company. The most 
unusual company is a .38 caliber shell marked 
“R.W.S. S&W .38”. Although the round itself is not 
especially unusual (there are three other Smith & 
Wesson shell casings), the manufacturer is. This 
round was produced by Rheinisch-Westfälischen 
Sprengstoff-Fabriken, a German company founded 
in 1856, which passed into the ownership of 
Dynamit Nobel in 1931, and then under the control 
of RUAG Ammotec. This headstamp was being used 
at until 1938 based on a catalog. 

 
Both the .32 and .38 caliber shells were 

equally common and were likely from small game 
or vermin control.  

 
The shotgun shells exhibit nearly equal 

variety and only one is almost certainly from the 
period of site occupation, a “Remington Express” 
16 gauge shell that is dated from about 1890 
through 1911. An interesting shell is the 12 gauge 
“Sportload” marked J.C. Higgins. This was the brand 
of Sears, used between 1908 and 1962. Otherwise, 
the others are common shells that were found in 
wide use from the late nineteenth century through 
the 1930s, or later. 

 
It seems likely that many of these items 

post-date the occupation of the site. As a result, the 
percentage of arms-related artifacts is likely 
inflated in the pattern studies previously reported. 

Tobacco Artifacts 
There are 468 tobacco group artifacts at 

38CH1542, including 290 white ball clay stem 
stems (some with partial bowls), 158 white ball 
clay bowls, and an additional 20 red clay, gray clay, 
or stoneware pipe fragments.  

 
The most common pipe bore diameter is 

5/64-inch, accounting for 68.2% of the total. Dating 
of these is considered later in this section.  

 
Both the pipe bowls and the pipe stems 

exhibit a variety of decorations and markings, 
although by far, undecorated specimens are most 
common. Only 2% of the pipe stems are in some 
way marked and 46.6% of the bowls are decorated. 

 
Only two makers are identified on the 

stems. One identifies William White and Glasgow, 
the other Peter Dorni.  

 
Walker (1971a:23, 25) notes that the 

Glasgow pipe industry dates almost exclusively to 
the nineteenth century. William White began 
production in 1805, but continued until 1955, 
although the trade to North America was 
essentially over by 1891. The fact that the pipe is 
identified to Glasgow, rather than Scotland, further 
confirms that it predates 1891. 

 
While it might seem reasonable that a 

marked pipe would allow accurate attribution, this 
is not the case of the Peter Dorni pipe. Most of these 
pipes have traditionally been associated with a 
French pipemaker, operating in northern France 
about 1850. More recently, a Peter Dorni firm has 
been identified in Germany and Dorni pipes were 
so popular that they were widely imitated in both 
Scotland and Canada (Omwake 1961:14, Sudbury 
1980:36, Smith 1985:10).  

 
One other pipe stem were marked 

“Germany.”   
 
Ribbing was the most common pipe bowl 

design, occasionally being combined with dots or 
leaves on the seam line. Grapes and leaves were 
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occasional decorations as well. Individual 
specimens included a skull and cross bone motif, a 
sailing ship, a basket weave design, stars at the rim, 
rouletting along the rim, and a sunburst.   

 
There was a small collection of both red 

(n=6) and gray clay pipe stems or bowls. At least 
one of these was a stub stem pipe. We have 
previously mentioned the redware pipe stem 
production by both the Moravians in North 
Carolina and at Pamplin, Virginia.  

 
Ten stoneware pipe fragments were also 

identified in the collection. These were almost 
certainly stub stemmed, although many are very 
small fragments. While such pipes are occasionally 
recovered, they are rarely given more than a 
passing mention (see, for example, Laird 2010:58). 
The so-called “Presidential Pipes” have attracted 
the most attention (see, for example, Pfeiffer et al 
2006), but those from 38CH1542 are far more 
ordinary. Bradly observes that these forms are 
“considered the dominant pipe form manufactured 
from the 1840s into the early 1900s” and they 
“became synonymous” with the American pipe 
industry (Bradly 2000:118).  

 

Clothing Artifacts 
Across the site, the most common clothing 

related artifacts are buttons, accounting for 81% of 
the clothing assemblage. Most of these buttons 
(n=89, 37%) came from Block G, where significant 
excavation took place. 

 
The types of buttons and their diameters is 

provided by block in Table 86. Only 11, or about 
4.4% are thought by South to date from the 
eighteenth century. Most (209, 89.7%) are almost 
certainly nineteenth or even early twentieth 
century buttons. One was these has a backmark for 
“W. TODD & Co. LIMERICK.” This company dates 
from at least 1834 when they produced their own 
farthing token coin, stamped “W. TODD & Co. 
DRAPERS / MARY ST. DUBLIN.” 
(https://www.worthpoint.com/worthopedia/183
4-farthing-token-todd-drapers-642218892 ). 
Another is a hard rubber button, also from Block G. 
These were patented in 1851 (Luscomb 1967: 91). 

 
This leaves about 5.9% of somewhat 

uncertain age, although we believe most are also 
nineteenth century. In any event, the collection is 
primarily a nineteenth century assemblage. In fact, 
the most common button is the Prosser style so 
common on nineteenth century work clothes 

Table 86. 
Buttons from 38CH1542, sizes in mm 

 
South's 
Type

Description Block 
A

Block 
B

Block 
C

Block 
E

Block 
F

Block 
G

Block 
H

Block 
I

Fea 1 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

7 Spun brass/white metal with eye cast in place 2 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1
16 Brass face, crimped on flat back, soldered eye 1 1
18 Stamped brass or white metal 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
21 Iron with fiber center 1 3 1 2 1
22 Shell, 4-hole, flat back, sunken panel 5 1 2 2 2
23 Porcelain, convex 15 30 39 5 9 58 9 5 5 29 64 5 4 6 10 13 6 1 1
25 Plain brass face, iron back and eye 2 1 1
26 Machine stamped brass face and back, eye loose 1 1
27 Brass, domed, machine embossed 1 1
29 Cast white metal, wire eye 1 1
32 Stamped brass, sunken panel 1 1
- Brass, 3-piece 1 1
- Black glass 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1
- Blue glass 1 1
- Iron  1
- UID material 1
- Brass with fiber center 2 1 1
- Hard rubber, 2-hole 1 1
- Brass, domed, UID button 1 2 1 1 1
- Brass, insert to 3-piece button 1 1
- UID iron or iron and brass 9 3 1 2 2 1
- Brass and milk glass 1 1
- Plastic, 2-hole 1 1
- Brass, overall button 2 1 3

 

https://www.worthpoint.com/worthopedia/1834-farthing-token-todd-drapers-642218892
https://www.worthpoint.com/worthopedia/1834-farthing-token-todd-drapers-642218892
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(Sprague 2002) (n=170, 73%). 
 
One of these buttons (from Block G) is a 

Union Army Eagle (General Service Enlisted) 
measuring 15mm in diameter. On the reverse is the 
backmark “WATERBURY BUTTON CO.” 

 
Another Block G button is for overalls and 

is marked on its face “COAST Brand.” This company 
(Coast Brand Overall Company, Charlotte, North 
Carolina) was providing denims to the Army 
Quartermaster under contract in 1918 
(Anonymous 1918:6). It appears to have been in 
business from at least 1909 through the mid-
1920s. 
 

We have previously discussed how button 
sizes can provide clues regarding function. 
Luscomb’s (1971) size ranges seem more 
appropriate for this collection than do White’s 
(2005). Therefore, none of the buttons is a size 
suggestive of delicate clothing or undergarments. 
In contrast, nearly two thirds of the buttons 
(n=126, 62%) are characteristic of pants or shirts. 
The remaining 38% are consistent with sizes 
typically found on coats and outer garments.  

 
This seems consistent with what is known 

of the site and the living conditions of either 
enslaved or free agricultural workers during the 
time.  

 
There are a variety of other clothing 

fasteners identified from 38CH1542, including 
brass hooks and eyes, snaps, and suspender 
buttons. Three of these items in Block G are likely 
associated with women’s hosiery, providing some 
evidence of the African American dressing, likely 
for church or other very significant social 
occasions. Foster quotes a narrative, “jes’ any rag 
won’t do for church,” that reveals the importance 
of Sunday dress (Foster 1997:214). 

 
Another from Block A is a suspender 

fragment, stamped “Shirley President.” These were 
manufactured by the C.A. Edgarton Manufacturing 
Company (opened in 1882, became known as the 
President Suspender Company around 1900) in 

Shirley, Massachusetts. Advertising for the 
company is especially common. One, from the Dry 
Goods Reporter, September 4, 1915, notes that they 
patented as early as 1898 and wholesaled for $4 
per dozen.  

 
The next most common clothing artifact at 

38CH1542 are brass grommets, typical of shoe and 
boot eyelets (they are considerably smaller than 
grommets associated with tents or tarps). These 
are likely all that remains of discarded leather 
footwear. Although invented as early as the first 
quarter of the nineteenth century, they were not 
readily incorporated into shoe manufacturing until 
about 1874, when an eyelet-setting machine came 
into use. It is therefore likely that these were used 
by free agricultural laborers, well after the Civil 
War. 

 
There are only nine sewing items 

recovered, including seven scissor fragments and 
two brass thimbles. Nevertheless, the presence of 
these few items document the presence of African 
American women in the assemblage. 

Personal Artifacts 
This category includes a broad range of 

items that might be carried in one’s pocket or be 
considered a personal possession. Obvious 
examples are coins, keys, and pocket knives – all of 
which are represented in this assemblage. Perhaps 
less obvious items include scent bottles that would 
be worn, mirror fragments, beads, and even quartz 
crystals. Only a few of these items will be described 
in any detail. 

 
A small lock faceplate was encountered in 

Block A that we interpret to be a lock for a small 
jewelry box or diary. The scent bottle is made from 
light green glass and measures 2-inches in height 
and 1 by ½-inches at its base. It is unmarked. 

 
A variety of jewelry items were recovered, 

including a stamped brass broach face, a fragment 
of a milk glass pendant, a locket cover, and a small 
fragment of a bracelet consisting of nine very 
delicate links. While none of the items is thought to 
be especially costly, all were likely valued items of 
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personal adornment. 
 
A number of harmonica fragments were 

recovered from the excavations at Blocks B and G. 
These are sometimes included with toys, and while 
certainly intended to entertain, we believe adults 
more likely used them than children.  

 
Although the instrument dates to the early 

nineteenth century Germany, it was not until mid-
century when Matthias Hohner began to mass-
produce them, beginning imports to the United 
States around 1867.  

 
Pearson notes that the harmonica was 

quickly taken up by African Americans in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and 
integrated into their blues 
music. He points out that 
“African reed instruments 
such as the Fulani tiorumba 
or the bounkam from 
Burkina Faso” produce 
similar sounds (Pearson 
2004:521). In addition, 
while the harmonica was 
intended to be played by 
blowing, African Americans 
drew notes, essentially 
playing the instrument 
“backwards.” Thus, by using 
hand cupping and “note 
bending,” African Americans 
“reshaped the harmonica to a traditional aesthetic 
rooted in African practices (Pearson 2004:522). It 
was quickly integrated in the blues.  

 
Another very common artifact in this 

category are counting slates. Small fragments of 
slate (we identified no source of architectural slate 
at the Mullet Hall structures investigated), they 
have scratches in groups, suggesting they were 
used as a means of counting goods. We did not find 
slates that were lined and likely intended for 
practice writing. 

 
One of the most characteristic African 

American items recovered from laborers’ sites are 

beads. Stine and her colleagues (1996) comment 
on the ubiquity of blue glass beads at settlements 
of the enslaved. Table 87 lists the 12 recovered 
from 38CH1542, including three translucent blue 
and two opaque blue beads.  

 
Most notable of these beads is that two are 

neither drawn (sometimes called tube) nor wound 
beads, but are molded (sometimes called mold 
pressed, see Karklins 1985:100-103).  These 
were formed by compressing warm glass in a two-
part mold, leaving visible seam marks around the 
widest point of the bead. In our experience, these 
are uncommon, although we have found no data 
specific to this type. 

 
Looking at colors, five of the 12 beads 

(41.7%) are blue – a finding consistent with Stine 
and her colleagues (1996:Table 2). These blue 
beads tend to be the most common throughout 
time (Stine et al. 1996: Table 3), although most 
closely approximate the 38CH1542 percentage 
during the postbellum. Black beads represent only 
16.7% of the total, but this is also consistent with 
their data and the color seems to have been 
preferred in the antebellum.  

 
Perhaps the most unique personal artifact 

in the 38CH1542 assemblage is a slave tag. In first 
few years of the twentieth century, Charleston 
writer and amateur historian John Bennet (1903) 
wrote about these items, with a more complete 
explanation coming from Smith (1950). It wasn’t, 

Table 87. 
Beads recovered at 38CH1542 

(based on Kidd and Kidd 1970, measurements in mm) 
 

Block Type Colors and Design Length Diameter
A If faceted opaque black 5.6 5.8

If faceted transluscent blue 5.1 5.1
B If faceted opaque black 6.7 7.6

IIIf faceted transluscent blue 5.8 5.6
C - round opaque light green, with mold seam 5.1 5.8
D If faceted transluscent blue 4.8 5.3
E - round opaque pink, with mold seam 6.8 7.9
F If2 faceted clear 7.0 5.4

IIIf1 faceted tube clear/milk glass 4.8 6.4
G IIa round opaque milk glass 6.9 8.1

WIIc faceted opaque pale blue 5.8 5.9
Feature 1 If faceted opaque light blue 6.1 5.8  
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however, until 1984 that professional attention 
was drawn to these items (Singleton 1984). The 
most recent, and authoritative, work is that by 
Greene and his colleagues (2004). 

 
These copper tags were intended as 

licenses certifying that an African American slave 
was authorized to be hired out in the City of 
Charleston. Most were to be worn around the neck, 
although some were sown on clothes and at one 
point, some were allowed to simply carry them. But 
all were required to present them upon demand or 
risk being sent to the Charleston work house. While 
other cities, such as Savannah, New Orleans, 
Richmond, Mobile, and Wilmington passed similar 
laws, only Charleston seems to have actually 
produced these tags (Greene et al. 2004:8). 

 
Slaves were being hired out at least by 

1712 (Greene et al. 2004:16), but the oldest 
surviving slave-hire badges date from 1800 
(Greene et al. 2004:69). The documented 
occupations include Fishers, Mechanics, House 
Servants (or simply Servant), Porters, and 
Huckster. The last year they were used was 1865, 
by which time many of the badges were being 
struck on the reverse because of metal shortages in 
the Confederacy (Greene et al. 2004:166). 

 
The badge identified at Block F dates from 

1843 and was Mechanic 156. These badges, while 
unsigned, are known to have been made by William 
M. Rouse, a silversmith located on Mary Street, 
between King and Meeting streets (Hagy 1997:58). 
It is estimated there were 4,101 badges made for 
1843, with approximately 365 being for mechanics 
(Greene et al. 2004:122, 173). The term “mechanic” 
likely referred to an individual employed in manual 
labor, a handicraft worker, or an artisan. 

 
The presence of this tag outside the urban 

core documents that the late antebellum owners 
were hiring out at least one slave in the city proper. 

 
We also believe the two quartz crystals 

identified in Block I, and possibly some of the five 
mirror fragments may be associated with African 
American ritual activities.  

Archaeologists have recently become far 
more interested in attempting to discern evidence 
of African American cosmology. Ferguson, for 
example, suggests that scratched designs in Colono 
bowls are sacred symbols (Ferguson 1992) and 
Stine and her colleagues argue the ritual and 
spiritual importance of beads, particularly blue 
ones (Stine et al. 1996). Wilkie (1997) has urged 
archaeologists to better explore the context of 
artifacts at African American sites, looking for 
artifacts, perhaps previously ignored, which might 
indicate something of the magical-religious 
practices of slaves. Since there are a number of 
artifacts, such as bottles, pins, and buttons, which 
can have multiple functions and meanings, she 
cautions restraint, while at the same time 
encouraging exploration of meaning. 

 
There is a vast body of literature, only 

briefly explored by even the detailed research of 
scholars such as Stine and Wilkie, concerning the 
beliefs and practices of low country African 
Americans. Among the Gullah, there is a blend of 
herbalism, spiritualism, magic, and religion. Called 
in some places "ubia," or “voodoo," or "Santeria," or 
"hoodoo," it seems most often to be called simply, 
"the root," among elderly low country blacks still 
willing to talk about old ways (see, for example a 
discussion by Pinckney 1998). 

 
Wilkie chooses to distinguish mid-wives, 

root doctors, and conjurers, although she does note 
that at times the distinctions blur. It seems that 
Denmark Vesey's coconspirator, "Gullah" Jack 
Pritchard, combined the functions of ritual expert 
and conjuror (Pearson 1999:124-127). This was 
also the case with Stephaney Robinson, probably 
better known as "Dr. Buzzard," and his son, 
"Buzzy," who died as recently as 1997. 

 
Regardless, there is a very rich body of lore 

and information concerning the use of various 
objects among African Americans. 

 
Wilkie is also correct in noting that many 

simple artifacts may have multiple meanings. 
Certainly one example are the small fragments of 
mirror. They may represent small personal or even 
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household mirrors. Martin, for example, explains 
that mirrors, 
 

Have a deep resonance in West 
African culture. They functioned 
in a Bakongo ritual tradition that 
valued light and transparency, 
enabling sight into another world. 
[They] became a fundamental 
component in West and sub-
Saharan African spiritualism . . . . 
African American slaves, like their 
African cousins, believed mirrors 
could capture, attract, or repel a 
spirit, and this belief played out in 
numerous faith practices, 
superstitions, and customs 
(Martin 2008:188). 
 
Hyatt also describes many voodoo rituals 

utilizing a mirror, such as this one, 
 

You works with a mirror. You 

takes a mirror and you bury it at 
the fork of a road. Understand? 
And you let that mirror stay there 
for three days and afterwards you 
digs this mirror up, and you don’t 
want to be the first one to look 
into it. Let a cat, either a dog, look 
into it first. Then after that you 
can know just what you wants to 
know through this mirror is 
anything coming against you 
(Hyatt 1970:193-194). 

Other examples that should not be 
automatically discounted include the quartz 
crystals and brass nails (the latter will be discussed 
in a following section). Hyatt (1970:172) provides 
at least one account of a doctor consulting a “big 
crystal.” In another situation, he describes a doctor 
using a “clear rock” (Hyatt 1970:199).  

 
Although the skeptic may dismiss one or 

more of these examples, their co-occurrence at one 
settlement may make repudiation more difficult. In 
addition, 38CH1542 offers us 12 beads - five of 
which are blue. The documentation of beads as 
spiritual objects seems too convincing to ignore.  

 
A final category worthy of discussion is 

that of coins and tokens itemized in Table 88. Five 
coins – all U.S. pennies – were recovered and range 
in date from 1886 through 1919. All were in 
satisfactory condition and none had been punched 
to be worn. Four of coins, spanning the period from 
1917 through 1919, came from Block G where a 
very large assemblage has been recovered. 

Factoring in inflation, a penny in 1917 has 
the value of about 21¢ today. While still not a great 
deal of money, for individuals being paid 50¢ a day, 
we doubt that even a penny would not be picked up 
if knowingly dropped.  

 
Also present were nine white metal (likely 

aluminum) tokens being used by F.Y. Legare at his 
plantation commissary. These were in 
denominations of 2¢, 5¢, 10¢, and 25¢, together 
totaling .92¢ or almost two days wages.  

 

Table 88. 
Coins and tokens recovered from 38CH1542, measurements in mm 

 
Block Item Diameter Notes

B 1-2¢ token 19.04 Front: F.Y. LEGARE/2/MULLET HALL, S.C. Reverse: GOOD FOR/2/IN MERCHANDISE
D 1-5¢ token 21.32 Front: F.Y. LEGARE/5/MULLET HALL, S.C. Reverse: GOOD FOR/5/IN MERCHANDISE
G 3-5¢ tokens 21.32 Front: F.Y. LEGARE/5/MULLET HALL, S.C. Reverse: GOOD FOR/5/IN MERCHANDISE

2-10¢ tokens 24.68 Front: F.Y. LEGARE/10/MULLET HALL, S.C. Reverse: GOOD FOR/10/IN MERCHANDISE
2-25¢ tokens 28.87 Front: F.Y. LEGARE/25/MULLET HALL, S.C. Reverse: GOOD FOR/25/IN MERCHANDISE

C 1¢ Indian Head Penny 19.00 1886 Type II penny (end of minting)
G 1¢ Indian Wheat Penny 19.00 2-1917 worn, but appears to be single strike

1¢ Indian Wheat Penny 19.00 1918
1¢ Indian Wheat Penny 19.00 1919  
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We believe that the scarcity of coins and 
the prevalence of store tokens may say something 
regarding how the workers felt about Legare and 
his store. Money could be spent anywhere, 
allowing the laborers to search for the best value. 
Tokens could be redeemed only at one location and 
in exchange for goods at inflated prices.  

 
Of course, an alternative explanation is 

that when the store closed unused tokens, no 

longer having any value, 
were simply thrown away. It 
is difficult, however, to 
conceive of workers, being 
paid so little, not redeeming 
their tokens prior to the 
store closing.  

 
Regardless, these 

tokens provide evidence of 
both the store and the 
workers’ use of it during the 
late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. 

Activity Artifacts 
This assemblage 

includes 394 artifacts 
identified as construction 
tools, farm tools, toys, fishing 
gear, storage items, stable 
and barn items, 
miscellaneous hardware, 
and “other.” A list of these 
items, by Block, is provided 
in Table 89. 

 
The miscellaneous 

hardware is the largest 
assemblage, containing 171 
items (44.2% of the group) 
and as the name implies 
contains hardware that 
cannot be specifically 
associated with a structure, 
such as nuts and bolts. While 
some items might be thought 
of as architectural, such as 

screws and even plumbing parts, there is no 
certainty that they weren’t associated with other 
farm functions. 

 
Fourteen brass nails were recovered from 

five different blocks at 38CH1542. In fact, these 
artifacts occur at almost all low country slave 
settlements. Their origin were the boats that plied 
coastal waters. They would likely have been 
common items, salvaged from abandoned or sunk 

Table 89. 
Activity artifacts by Block 

 
Ubiquity Block A Block B Block C Block D Block E Block F Block G Block H Block I Fea 1 Fea 3

11.10%
Hammer head 1
Gimlet 1

33.30%
Plow part 1
Sweet grass weaving tool 3
Wrench 1
Hoe 1

77.80%
Doll fragment 7 6 6 5 19 1 2
Toy dish 2 4 4 2
Marble, glass 1
Marble, unglazed ceramic 1

44.40%
Lead weight 1 4 1 2

22.20%
Padlock, iron 1
Bucket lug 3

44.40%
Buckle 1 1
Horse bit 1
Barbed wire frag 7
Oil can 1

100%
Staple 3 1 1 1 49 1 1
Bolt/nut 3 6 1 2 1 25 1
Washer 4 1
Screw 1 23 1 2
Screw expansion shield 4
Chain/chain link 1 1 8 1
Brass rivet 1 1
Eye bolt 1
Hook 1
Brass nail 1 1 3 8 1
Ring, iron 2
Hook/latch 3
Wire frag 2
Plumbing (?) fitting 2 1

77.80%
UID brass 2 3 5 1 1 17
Brass fragments 2 1
Staple, copper 2
Melted lead 1 2 1
UID lead 2 3 2
UID iron 2 6 41
UID white metal 2
Mercury thermometer frag 1
Fossil frag 1
Slate frags 2 23 1
UID material 1

Misc. Hardware

Other

Stable and Barn Items

Construction Tools

Farm Tools

Toys

Fishing Gear

Storage Items
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vessels and used for repair of the current vessels, 
but they seem disproportionally found associated 
with African Americans. This may be result of their 
fishing efforts and need to repair small boats. On 
the other hand, there are numerous accounts of the 
power of nails, as well as the power of bright, shiny 
objects. For example, Hyatt (1978:3830-3847) 
describes a variety of spells and activities in which 
nails were used (although he does not specifically 
mention a copper or brass nail).  

 
The “other” category is the second largest, 

comprising 32.3% of the collection.  
 
There are only six items identified as 

“farming-related” even though these were farm 
laborers, probably because very few tools were 
actually owned by the African Americans living on 
the site. Most would have been provided by the 
plantation owner. The same explanation likely 
explains the low incidence of construction tools, 
storage items, and even stable and barn items, as 
well. 

 
In the farm tool category are items we 

believe were used in the production of sweet grass 
baskets characteristic of low country African 
Americans.  Dale Rosengarten notes that, 
 

[f]or splitting the palmetto into 
strips and for making a space in 
the coil through which to pull the 
palm binder, basketmakers use a 
sewing awl they call a "bone" or a 
"nail-bone." Earlier sewers made 
this tool from an actual animal 
bone. Nowadays, most Mt. 
Pleasant basket makers make 
their bones from metal teaspoons. 
They break off the bowl, hammer 
the neck flat and file it to a 
rounded point, then smooth and 
polish the surface by thrusting it 
repeatedly into the dirt 
(Rosengarten 1986:8; several 
"bones" are illustrated by 
Rosengarten on page 9). 
 

Rosengarten notes that this basketmaking 
tradition developed from native African crafts 
during the antebellum period and was fostered as 
a means of self-support during the postbellum 
(Rosengarten 1986:14-25; see also Vlach 1978). It 
is therefore reasonable to believe that the Mullet 
Hall occupants were making baskets and these 
artifacts provide archaeological evidence of that 
activity, for which no more concrete evidence 
remains. 

 
The toy category documents the presence 

of children through 58 fragmentary doll parts and 
associated toy dishes. Both glazed and bisque 
porcelain doll parts are present. The toys are small 
dishes that would have been part of “tea sets.” They 
suggest that in the midst of extreme poverty, 
parents attempted to create a sense of normalcy for 
their children. 

 
More than simply documenting the 

presence of African American children, they also 
reflect the efforts by parents to “instill values” 
(Wilkie 2000:100). Chosen by parents, the toys 
suggested, and reinforced, certain behaviors. Dolls 
and toy tea sets were intended to develop a sense 
of female identity tied to the domestic sphere. 
Wilkie, however, also notes that by providing such 
relatively expensive items to children, parents may 
have been “expressing dreams of upward mobility” 
(Wilkie 2000:102). Given the small fragments 
found, it seems that the toys were highly valued 
and curated, even perhaps when damaged 
(replacement parts were available through 
catalogs such as Sears and Montgomery Ward).  

 
Marbles are more difficult to categorize. 

While they were toys, widely available for very 
nominal costs, games such as "ringer" and 
"spanner" were likely played for cash wagers and 
formed the nucleus of gaming (Baumann 
1991:138-147). The clay marbles were produced at 
least to about 1928, although their popularity 
declined as glass become more common and 
affordable.  

 
It may be useful to examine the activity 

artifacts by their ubiquity, or percentage of blocks  
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Figure 135. Kitchen artifacts. A, edged pearlware; B, annular pearlware; C, polychrome hand painted 

pearlware; D, annular whiteware; E-H, transfer printed whitewares; I, polychrome hand painted 
whiteware; J, stamped whitewares; K, polychrome white porcelain; L, Ginger beer bottle neck; K, 
aqua glass panel bottle; N, iron spoon bowl fragment; O, iron utensil handle, P-Q, iron knife 
fragments. 
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Figure 136. Other artifacts. A, machine cut nail; B, roofing nails; C, scissor fragments, D, “Prosser” porcelain 

buttons; E, porcelain button with brass eye; F, brass button; G, suspender button; H, ribbed white 
clay tobacco bowl; I, pipe stem with “PETER” imprint; J, F.Y. Legare 2¢ token; K, 1886 “Indian Head” 
penny; L, If faceted opaque light blue glass bead; M, IIIf, faceted transparent blue glass bead; N, If, 
faceted opaque black bead; O, IIIf1,faceted clear and milk glass bead; P, padlock; Q, porcelain doll 
arm. 
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in which a particular subcategory (such as toys) 
was recovered. Table 89 also provides this 
information. We can see that “miscellaneous 
hardware” is found in every block. It came as a 
surprise to note that toys were nearly as common. 
In contrast, construction tools and storage items 
are uncommon. 

Dating 
Various observations have been offered 

during these discussions. For example, we have 
noted that much of the glass was manganese, which 
dates from about the 1870s through 1920. There 
are also South Carolina Dispensary bottles, which 
were used only between 1893 and 1907. The one 
“sprinkler” top for a Tabasco bottle is dated 
between 1868 and 1909. The Manhattan Brass 

Company lamp thumb wheel could not have been 
deposited prior to 1865. And the beaded or 
crimped lamp glass post-dates 1899. So clearly, 
there are numerous examples of postbellum 
artifacts included in the 38CH1542 assemblage. 

 
Another potential dating technique is 

Moir’s formula for window glass, which we have 
applied to the two largest assemblages from Blocks 
B and G. The resulting date from Block B, where the 
mean glass thickness is 2.18 mm, is 1895.6±7 years. 
The date for Block G, where the mean thickness is 
2.09, is 1888±7 years. These data are shown 
graphically in Figure 126, where the dates for Block 
B spike in 1890s and those for Block G about a 
decade earlier in the 1880s. 

 
It should be clear that these don’t 

date the construction of the two structures 
– which were likely standing during at least 
the late antebellum. Rather, they suggest 
the date when glassed windows replaced 
the board shutters typical of slave 
dwellings. Thus, it seems that sometime 
around the last decade of nineteenth 
century there were some limited 
improvements made to the workers’ 
settlement. This may correlate with the 
introduction of the wire nails and the 
improvements or repairs they seem to 
document. The earlier glass fragments are 
likely glass salvaged from other plantation 
structures (perhaps the main house at 
38CH1541). Brock has identified an almost 
identical situation at slave structures from 
Historic St. Mary’s City in Maryland (Brock 
2014:240-244).  
 

Tobacco pipe stem dating is 
inappropriate for the assemblage since 
none of the pipe stem formula is applicable 
later than 1780 and it is virtually certain 
that pipe stems were being deposited well 
into the nineteenth century. Thus, tobacco 
pipe stems were not included in this 
analysis. 
 

One of the most common dating  

 

 
Figure 137. Window glass thickness correlated to time in 

Block B (at top) and Block G (at bottom). 
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Table 90.  

Mean Ceramic Dates for 38CH1542 
 

 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
356 

Approaches is the use of South’s Mean Ceramic 
Dating technique, which is documented in Table 90. 
  

Block J and Feature 2 provide the earliest 
dates, but also have a very small number of 
datable ceramics (23 and 1, respectively). If 
these two are ignored, all of the remaining mean 
dates range from 1830.7 (in Block F) to 1857 (in 
Block I). When all of the datable ceramics are 
combined, the mean date is 1844.9. We note, 
however, that the standard deviations are 
significant (from 29.5 years to 61 years). Thus, the 
mean dates, while falling consistently in the late 
antebellum (when we have the first plan of the 
settlements), range from the mid- to late-
eighteenth century through the first decade of the 
twentieth century. This date range seems 
consistent with the available historic 
documentation. 
 
 We were unable to get a bracket date for 
the site, since there was no date where at least half 
of the beginning dates coincide. There are 38 
datable ceramic types and no more than 16 co-
occur (at 1800). This might suggest that there are 
multiple occupation periods (see, for example, 
South 1977:74), yet we really see nothing in the 
archaeological record to suggest that the site was 
abandoned and reoccupied. Nevertheless, the 
terminal date appears to be 1910 (based on the 
presence of tinted glaze whiteware).  
 
 Alternative approaches to dating include 
the Ceramic Probability Contributions and 
Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates, shown in Figure 138. 
These dates suggest that occupation began about 
1808, perhaps a little earlier, and continued until at 
least 1878, although a terminal date in the 1920s is 
more likely (especially considering the tinted 
glazed whiteware and other artifacts).  
 
 It appears that the various dating 
approaches all support the known historic 
documentation for the site, indicating that it was 
begun in either the late eighteenth or very early 
nineteenth century with occupation continuing 
through freedom to the first or second decade of 
the twentieth century. 

Status 
 Most of the techniques archaeologists use 
to make judgements of the status of site occupants 
are based on ceramics. We will also begin with their 
consideration. 
 

When we consider all of the ceramics from 
38CH1542 (Table 91), we see that flat wares are 
the most common, although by a relatively narrow 
margin (55.8% compared to 40.7%). This is pretty 
consistent across the different types. The 
creamwares and pearlwares have a slightly higher 
proportion of hollow wares (45% and 42% 
respectively), but this is perhaps because most of 
these wares (especially the creamwares) would 
have been used exclusively during slavery. On the 
other hand, the whitewares, which likely represent 
considerable purchases by freedmen, are more 
solidly flat wares, with only 36% of the assemblage 
representing hollow wares. 

 
The Chinese porcelains, of course, would 

not have been specifically purchased for the 
enslaved, being far too expensive. On the other 
hand, they would likely have been passed to the 
slave population as they became chipped, broken, 
or out of style. This likely explains that only 32% of 
these ceramics are hollow wares. 
 
 The passing of ceramics – either because of 
damage or replacement – also likely explains most 
of the flat wares in the creamware and pearlware 
categories. 
 
 Archaeologists also examine the motifs 
themselves in an effort to gauge the wealth, or 
status, of a population. We know that transfer 
printed and hand painted wares were more 
expensive that the edged and dipt wares and, 
eventually, plain ceramics.  
 

In the case of the ceramics from 
38CH1542, 82% are low cost wares. In contrast, 
only 18% are more expensive hand painted and 
transfer printed wares. The proportion of more 
expensive wares, however, gradually increases 
over time, perhaps reflecting both the improving  
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Figure 138. Ceramic Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates for 38CH1542. 

Table 91. 
Status of ceramics from 38CH1542. 

 

Cup/Mug Bowl Saucer Plate Platter Bowl Pitcher Tea Pot Lid Storage/ 
Jar

Chamber 
Pot

Pan

Chinese porcelain, undecorated 1 1
Chinese porcelain, blue hand painted 1
White porcelain, undecorated 11 1 19 9
White porcelain, hand painted 2 2
White porcelain, decal 1
White porcelain, HPOG 1 1
White porcelain, gilt 1 2
White porcelain, blue transfer printed
Subtotals
Lead Glazed Slipware 1
Subtotals
Coarse Red Earthenware 1
Subtotals
Creamware, undecorated 3 1 19 1 2
Creamware, annular/cable/mocha 15
Creamware, edged 1
Creamware, HPOG 1 2
Creamware, hand painted 1 1
Subtotals
Pearlware, undecorated 1 6 3 7
Pearlware, annular/cable 57
Pearlware, edged 89
Pearlware, hand painted 4 5 4 1 1
Pearlware, transfer printed 2 3 6
Subtotals
Whiteware, undecorated 22 26 13 145 2 1 1 3 4
Whiteware, annular/cable/mocha 98
Whiteware, sponged/splattered/stamped 3 2 11
Whiteware, edged 77
Whiteware, hand painted 2 9 1 21
Whiteware, tinted 1 3
Whiteware, decalcomania 3 3
Whiteware, transfer printed 9 8 2 40 2 1
Subtotals
Other ceramics 3 55 4 5
Subtotals

Totals by Function
%

1 0 0 0

40.76 55.91 1.15 2.18
355 487 10 19

58 0 0 9

180 319 7 7

78 109 1 1

20 24 1 2

0 1 0 0

Flat WareHollow Ware Serving Utilitarian 

18 34 1 0
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economics of the owner, 
as well as the 
purchasing power of the 
African American 
laborers during free-
dom (see Figure 128).
   
 Serving vessels 
are uncommon at the 
site, indicating few were 
either purchased by 
freedmen or given to 
the enslaved – likely 
because the African 
American dietary 
practices did not 
require (or allow) large 
amounts of food to be 
prepared and served. 
Utilitarian forms are far more common, but when 
carefully examined, reveal that these are about 
equally divided between two forms – storage jars, 
which suggest something to set aside, and chamber 
pots, reflecting toileting practices. Both forms are 
most common among the whitewares, perhaps 
suggesting that in freedom conditions improved to 
the extent that storage of excesses might 
occasionally be necessary and that families sought 
(or were able to afford) imitation of toileting 
practices among whites. 
 

Three blocks contain over a thousand 
ceramics: Blocks A, B, and G. The minimum vessel 
counts and proportions of the different vessel 
forms and decorations for these three blocks are 
itemized in Table 92. 
 

Block B has the largest sample, with a 
minimum vessel count of 217, compared to 101 
vessels in Block A and 180 in Block G. In the case of 
Blocks A and B, the proportion of hollow ware and 
flat ware vessels is very similar (1:4 and 1:1.2). In 
contrast, the proportion is nearly equal in Block G 
(1:1.1). In addition, Blocks A and B are both 
dominated by whitewares (60.4% and 58.5% 
respectively). The next most common ceramics are 
pearlwares (26.0% and 24.8% respectively). The 
proportions of porcelains and creamwares are 

reversed in Blocks A and B, but combined they 
account for only about 13%. 

 
Put another way, hollow wares dominate 

the early slave creamwares, providing mute 
testimony for one-pot meals and ceramics likely 
handed down from the owner’s table. There are 
few utilitarian vessels and no serving vessels 
making their way to the slave settlement. By the 
time pearlwares are introduced, we may be seeing 
something of a change in diet. Flat wares dominate 
the pearlware collection in Block A. While hollow 
wares are still more common in Block B, the flat 
wares have significantly increased. Of course, it is 
possible that we are simply seeing whatever was 
available to be used, but it is hard to image eating 
one-pot, semi-liquid meals on a plate. In other 
assemblages, however, hollow wares are the only 
type of other ceramic present and they, too, must 
be considered. 

 
Block G appears significantly different in 

overall composition. The proportion of hollow 
wares to flat wares is nearly equal (1:1.1). 
Whitewares are by far the most common, 
representing 77.4% of the block’s assemblage. It is 
the white porcelains that comprise the second 
largest category, amounting 21.8% of the total. 
Pearlwares account for 10.3% and creamwares 
only 1.3%.  

 
Figure 139. Wealth or status represented by various ceramics. 
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Table 92. 

Status of ceramics from Blocks A, B, and G 
 

Cup/Mug Bowl Saucer Plate Storage/ 
Jar

Chamber 
Pot

White porcelain, undecorated 3
Subtotals
Creamware, undecorated 2 2 1
Creamware, annular/cable/mocha 3
Creamware, edged 1
Creamware, HPOG 1
Subtotals
Pearlware, undecorated 1 1
Pearlware, annular/cable 7
Pearlware, edged 15
Pearlware, hand painted 1
Subtotals
Whiteware, undecorated 2 2 11
Whiteware, annular/cable/mocha 15
Whiteware, sponged/splattered/stamped 1
Whiteware, edged 14
Whiteware, hand painted 3
Whiteware, tinted 1
Whiteware, transfer printed 3 1 5
Subtotals
Other ceramics 5
Subtotals

Totals by Function
%

0 3 0

Hollow Ware Flat Ware Utilitarian 

5 4 1

9 16 0

22 36 0

5 0 0

41 59 1
40.59 58.42 0.99    

Cup/Mug Bowl Saucer Plate Platter Pitcher Lid Storage/ 
Jar

Chamber 
Pot

Chinese porcelain, undecorated 1
Chinese porcelain, blue hand painted 1
White porcelain, undecorated 2 2 2
White porcelain, hand painted 1
White porcelain, HPOG 1 1
Subtotals
Creamware, undecorated 1 2
Creamware, annular/cable/mocha 6
Creamware, HPOG 1 1
Subtotals
Pearlware, undecorated 1 2
Pearlware, annular/cable 17
Pearlware, edged 24
Pearlware, hand painted 1 4 1 1 1
Pearlware, transfer printed 1 1
Subtotals
Whiteware, undecorated 4 3 4 19 1 2
Whiteware, annular/cable/mocha 31
Whiteware, sponged/splattered/stamped 1
Whiteware, edged 30
Whiteware, hand painted 3 5
Whiteware, tinted 1
Whiteware, decalcomania 2
Whiteware, transfer printed 5 3 1 11 1
Subtotals
Other ceramics 2 8 1 3
Subtotals

Totals by Function
%

95 111 4 7
43.78 51.15 1.84 3.23

50 73 2 2

10 0 0 4

7 4 0 0

25 27 1 1

3 7 1 0

Hollow Ware Flat Ware Serving Utilitarian 

   

Cup/Mug Bowl Saucer Plate Pitcher Lid Storage/ 
Jar

Chamber 
Pot

White porcelain, undecorated 6 1 4 3
White porcelain, decal 1
White porcelain, gilt 1
White porcelain, blue transfer printed 1
Subtotals
Creamware, undecorated 1
Creamware, annular/cable/mocha 1
Subtotals
Pearlware, undecorated 1 2 1 2
Pearlware, annular/cable 4
Pearlware, edged 3
Pearlware, hand painted 1
Pearlware, transfer printed 2
Subtotals
Whiteware, undecorated 5 13 32 1 2 1 1
Whiteware, annular/cable/mocha 20
Whiteware, sponged/splattered/stamped 2 5
Whiteware, edged 14
Whiteware, hand painted 1 2 1 4
Whiteware, tinted 1
Whiteware, decalcomania 2 1
Whiteware, transfer printed 1 9 1 1
Subtotals
Other ceramics 1 21 1 1 1
Subtotals

Totals by Function
%

Hollow Ware Flat Ware Serving Utilitarian 

9 8 0 0

1 0 1 0

8 8 0 0

44 69 5 2

46.67 47.78 3.33 2.22

22 1 0 2

84 86 6 4
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While flat wares increase consistently 
over time, the hollow wares remain a noticeable 
vessel form, even into the postbellum use of 
whiteware and white porcelain, especially if the 
“other” ceramics are considered. This may 
represent different food habits by the residents of 
this structure.  

 
Thus, although the mean ceramic dates for 

the three blocks vary by only 13 years, it seems 
clear that Block G is far more characteristic of a low 
status diet consisting of one-pot meals (hence the 
greater proportion of the hollow wares) and more 
whitewares compared to other ceramics. 

 
If we look at design motifs, however, we 

see relatively little difference in the proportion of 
expensive and inexpensive motifs (1:5.6, 1:3.4, and 
1:4.3, for Blocks A, B, and G).  

Summary 
Distinguishing Slaves, 
Freedmen, and Tenants 
 Authors such as Handler and Lange 
(2006:2) have boldly stated that “archaeological 
remains alone cannot determine the presence of 
slavery” and “no artifactual remains were 
independently characteristic of slave culture and 
status” (Handler and Lange 2006:4). They even 
argue that Higman’s work at New Montpelier also 
failed to “reveal the social status of the occupants” 
(Handler and Lange 2006:5).  
 
 This view is more recently re-examined by 
Marshall (2015). She acknowledges that 
“archaeologists rarely encounter obvious tools of 
domination such as shackles or chains” and this can 
lead to the belief that its presence is 
“archaeologically unrecognizable” (Marshall 
2015:5). She further notes that as the term 
“slavery” is used “to encompass an ever widening 
array of social subjugation and abuse . . . . does the 
term mean much at all?” (Marshall 2015:4).  
 

Parenthetically, she does identify a variety 
of traits that may suggest slavery, including loss of 

contact with natal groups, loss of natal language, a 
destiny controlled by others, coercion of labor, lack 
of social honor, physical maltreatment, treatment 
as an object of exchange, and a “perception” of 
“unfreedom.” Bioarchaeological characteristics 
seem easier to document than artifacts, including 
nutritional deficiencies, skeletal trauma, and 
physical overwork (Marshall 2015:6). Artifacts 
seem more limited to colono ware (e.g. Ferguson 
1992; yet they are also found on the planter’s 
table), subfloor pits (Samford 2007; but they are 
very limited spatially), and blue beads (Stine et al. 
1996; and they extend into the postbellum). 
Authors such as DeCorse 1999:144) argue that 
these beads may reflect socioeconomic status 
rather than social or cultural affiliations or even 
beliefs. 
 
 Even if no definitive artifacts can be 
pointed to, Marshall does acknowledge that, 
“small-scale archaeologies focused on the everyday 
life of the enslaved have the potential to reveal a 
more immediate and emotionally potent story that 
may dispute dominant historical narratives” 
(Marshall 2015:2).  
 
 We believe these brief comments are 
important, since they help to explain our view that 
“slavery” exists on a continuum of social 
subjugation, with chattel slavery being at one end 
(although we can’t really call it the more 
impoverished or even more violent end). Also on 
that continuum, we believe, are agricultural 
workers such as tenants, sharecroppers, and even 
day laborers, as well as freedmen. To some degree, 
all had their freedoms constrained and all were 
dominated by others. All suffered under debt 
peonage, and all were not entirely free to make 
daily decisions.  
 
 While the archaeological community may 
not have been successful in efforts to distinguish 
the different types of agricultural workers, perhaps 
the single best approach is that of pattern analysis, 
discussed at the beginning of this section. Table 93 
briefly reviews some (not all) of these patterns and 
adds a suggested freedman’s pattern, developed 
from work at Fish Haul (38BU805).  
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 While each seems to work on similar, 
known sites, the problem is that there is 
considerable overlap (for example between the 
Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern and the Tenant 

Pattern and between the Freedman’s Pattern and 
the Yeoman Pattern). This comes as no surprise, 
because both these patterns reflect gradual 
behavioral changes – the continuum previously 
mentioned.  
 

It should also be no surprise that it has 
been difficult to make significant distinctions 
between the assemblages of slaves and freedmen at 
38CH1542. Not only were both groups 
impoverished, but at least some of the artifacts 
span both periods, with little if any changes (such 
as whitewares). Finally, as previously explained, 
the mixing of the assemblages results in a pattern 
that appears midway between that of slavery and 
that of tenants.  

Ritual and “Hidden Transcripts” 
 Lee provides an interesting discussion of 
“recontextualization” and “hidden transcripts,” 
defining the former as “creative redefinition of the 
symbolism of mass-produced goods,” usually to 
express social identity. The latter is defined as 
discourse that takes place “off-stage” outside the 
view of those holding power (Lee 2011; Miller 
1987; Scott 1990). Brown and Cooper express 

similar sentiments suggesting, 
 

if the goal is to increase 
understanding of plantation 

communities, then 
archaeologists must look at 
the function, use, and 
meaning of artifacts within a 
context that is not totally 
dependent upon the 
dominant European-
American behavioral system 
(Brown and Cooper 1990:8). 
 

Wilkie (1995, 1997) has 
provided similar observations. Foster, 
although focusing on clothing, briefly 
comments on the “protective powers” 
of items such as beads (Foster 
1997:174). Brown and Cooper 
suggest that even “a chert projectile 
point and two chert scrapers” may be 

part of the ritual tool kit (11 such examples are 
present at 38CH1542 with no firm prehistoric 
association). In this section we have identified a 
variety of artifacts, ranging from mirrors to cooper 
nails that we suggest may have meaning beyond 
their obvious intent. As Brown and Cooper observe, 
“ritual objects are not the elaborate and 
symbolically decorated objects generally noted 
within ethnographic descriptions,” but rather are 
artifacts which are “simple adaptations of existing 
European-American material design” (Brown and 
Cooper 1990:17). 
 
 Of course, the problem is that we cannot be 
certain, discovered with other refuse, that an 
artifact had some ritual meaning or hidden 
transcript. We have tried, however, to point out 
literature that suggests some of these objects did 
play a role in African religious practices. 
 
 Brown and Cooper (1990:12) suggest the 
presence of 133 African-born freedmen in Brazoria 
County, Texas in 1870 provides some indication 
that there may be African behavioral holdovers 
(although they fail to mention the percentage of 
those born in Africa). Thus, we wondered what, if 

Table 93. 
Comparison of patterns focusing on slaves, freedmen, and tenants 

 

38CH1542 
combined 

Carolina 
Slave 

Artifact 
Pattern1

Georgia Slave 
Artifact 
Pattern2

Freedmen 
Pattern3

Tenant 
Pattern4

Yeoman 
Pattern5

Kitchen 55.0 70.9-84.2 20.0-25.8 41.0 80.6 40.0 - 61.2
Architecture 40.5 11.8-24.8 67.9-73.2 54.2 11.3 35.8 - 56.3
Furniture 0.2 0.1 0.0-0.1 0.6 0.0 0.4
Arms 0.1 0.1-0.3 0.0-0.2 0.3 0.0 -
Tobacco 1.5 2.4-5.4 0.3-9.7 0.6 0.0 -
Clothing 1.0 0.3-0.8 0.3-1.7 1.0 2.4 1.8
Personal 0.2 0.1 0.1-0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4
Activities 1.3 0.2-0.9 0.2-0.4 2.2 4.0 1.8

4 Trinkley and Caballero 1983b
5 Drucker et al. 1984

1 Garrow 1982
2 Singleton 1980
3 Trinkley 1986  
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any impact, Africans might have had on Johns 
Island the region. 
 
 South Carolina was the only state to 
reopen the African slave trade after the Revolution 
and it continued unabated until 1800, when it was 
closed until 1803. However, Littlefield estimates at 
least 3,000 enslaved Africans entered South 
Carolina between 1800 and 1803 (Littlefield 
2006:96). It wasn’t until 1808 that a federal statute 
made the importation of slaves from Africa illegal 
(Ford 2009). The last known U.S. ship to bring 
slaves into the South arrived at Mobile Bay 
between 1859 and 1860.  
 
 We found two African-born individuals 
living on Johns Island in 1870: 105 year old Graham 
Summerset and 68-year-old Juliet Gilbert, who was 
still working as a house servant. This amounts to 
about 0.05% of the blacks living on the island 
during the census year. The same proportion of 
those on Wadmalaw Island (1 in 1,864) were born 
in Africa. On neighboring James Island, two were 
identified as being born in Africa (amounting to 
0.1% or 2 in 1,753).  
 
 Thus, by the postbellum, there were few 
living connections with Africa and whatever 
behavioral holdovers there might have been were 
more likely from oral history than from direct 
behavior adaptation.  

Architecture 
 Although very little in situ architecture 
was identified, the remains document a process of 
acculturation from an eighteenth century wall 
trench structure (in Block A) to a nineteenth 
century frame structure raised off the ground (in 
Block G). As Garrow and Wheaton observed, this 
documents the adaptation of Euro-American 
building techniques as contact with white 
increases (Garrow and Wheaton 1985:257).  
 
 Unfortunately, the extensive plowing (and 
perhaps salvage) at the site precluded making 
architectural comparisons. The plowing is readily 
visible in the archaeological record, as well as 
through the examination of aerial photographs. 

Possible salvage is suggested by the low incidence 
of architectural hardware. There is absolutely no 
indication of the structures being shuttered and 
walked away from, allowing the dwellings to 
gradually deteriorate and collapse. In fact, we 
know this settlement was likely abandoned in favor 
of a different settlement, further inland and north 
of the main house. We believe that anything 
functional was likely stripped from the structures 
and used elsewhere. Not only was hardware 
removed, but we found very little brick rubble and 
no evidence of roofing material. Even in the nearby 
marsh, only a few larger timbers were found, 
where they were likely tossed to remove them 
from agricultural fields. 
 
 The salvaging and reuse is not unique. An 
examination of window glass thickness suggests 
that when the slave structures began to be 
occupied by agricultural workers, shuttered 
windows were replaced with glazing, between 
1885 and 1890. The glass came from much earlier 
structures elsewhere on the plantation.  
 
 This, however, is much more than simple 
salvaging. Brock (2014:220) observes that as 
African Americans began to look at their houses as 
homes, viewing them as possessions, they 
implemented strategies to claim their ownership, 
even if the “structure” was legally owned by a 
white. One aspect of this was to make physical 
improvements, such as adding windows or 
additional space  
 

Only Blocks B and G (the latter having an 
intact chimney below grade) produced sufficient 
nails for any meaningful analysis. At Block B, the 
nails suggest a frame structure, but it was likely not 
extensively occupied (and hence not repaired) in 
the twentieth century given the infrequency of wire 
nails. In contrast, at Block G it appears the structure 
may have been enlarged in the twentieth century, 
accounting for the large wire nails typical of heavy 
framing. A typical improvement was the addition of 
a rear kitchen (although the archaeological record 
is mute).  
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Artifacts 
 We believe the artifact assemblage is 
another force in recognizing African American 
efforts to remake houses into homes. The ability to 
hire out during slavery (as evidenced by the 
discarded “slave tag” recovered at 38CH1542) 
aside, what slaves possessed was limited to what 
their owners provided or the slave was able to 
make, barter, or steal.  
 
 As early as 1690 slaves were to be 
provided, “convenient clothes, once every year” 
(McCord 1840:343). In 1712, slave houses were to 
be searched every two weeks, “for clothes, goods, 
and any other things and commodities that are not 
given them by their master, mistress, commander 
or overseer, and honestly come by” (McCord 
1840:353). By 1735 whites were outraged by the 
“finery” being worn by some slaves (primarily 
those in the urban setting), so it was enacted that 
no slave was to wear clothing made of cloth valued 
at more than 10 shillings. Allowed cloth included, 
“negro cloth, duffelds, coarse kearsies, osnabrigs, 
blue linen [sic], checked linen or coarse garlix or 
calicoes, checked cottons or scotch plaids” (McCord 
1840:396, 412). These acts, however, were 
repealed or expired prior to the Revolution. Into 
the nineteenth century, South Carolina appears to 
have been more concerned with slave 
insurrections than in regulating clothing or other 
possessions. 
 
 In the postbellum, a new world opened up, 
allowing freedmen to make their own purchases. 
From Mitchelville, an early freedmen’s village on 
Hilton Head Island, we see African Americans 
becoming acquainted with a consumer economy, 
with stores and shops being established in the 
village. The research found that, “the freedmen 
owned possessions in excess of those typical of 
slaves” (Trinkley 1986:338). There are more 
furniture and arms artifacts and both clothing and 
personal items are within the upper range of the 
slave pattern. Even the ceramics suggest changes in 
both food preparation and serving habits, with a 
greater emphasis on plates and the decline of 
annular wares. There was a shift away from wild 

species to cow. Similar to research by Miller 
(2004:181), while there was economic 
improvement, there was no evidence that the 
freedmen were “improvident.” 
 
 This stands in contrast with the claims by 
John C. Calhoun in 1885, that the African American 
agricultural workers were “indolent and 
extravagant, and eager to buy on a credit 
everything the planter or merchant would sell 
them” (Senate Committee on Education and Labor 
1885:158). Calhoun also complained that there 
was much time lost, “for instance, they seldom 
work on Saturday at all . . . they generally choose 
one-third [land to cultivate] than they should” 
(Senate Committee on Education and Labor 
1885:159). 
 
 Therefore, what do we find at 38CH1541? 
We have previously looked at pattern analysis, 
finding that 38CH1542 seems lie somewhere in the 
continuum from slave to yeoman. There is evidence 
of some “luxury” items that fall into personal and 
clothing groups, but they are not especially 
common.  
 

Another approach is to look at the 
deposition rates, a technique that Miller 
(2004:157-158) calculated for her work at 
Magnolia Plantation, which also included a mix of 
slave and free persons of color. There she 
calculated a deposition period of 125 years (1845-
1970). At 38CH1542, we believe there was likely 
occupation from about 1808 to 1920 or 112 years, 
so there is very little difference. The ranges from 
Magnolia and the results from 38CH1542 are 
shown in Table 94. 
 
 Clearly, there is a significant difference 
between the two ranges, with the 38CH1542 
collections containing more artifacts per square 
feet and, most importantly, more artifacts 
deposited per year. Granted, the per year 
deposition of personal and clothing items are low 
at 38CH1542, but they are still considerably higher 
than Miller reports for Magnolia Plantation. At the 
latter Miller attributes the low deposition to one of 
three factors, either the occupants had little to 
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break, were careful not to break (or lose) items, or 
trash was deposited elsewhere. Does this mean 
that the opposite holds true for the Mullet Hall 
occupants or are there other factors to consider? 
 
 Certainly one issue is that Magnolia, in 
Natchitoches Parish, Louisiana was in the heart of 
Delta cotton country, while Mullet Hall was 
situated on the Atlantic seaboard. Woofter (1936) 
notes significant economic differences between the 
two areas. We suspect this plays an important role 
when comparing the two sites.  
 
 With this in mind, we cannot say that the 
occupants of 38CH1542 had greater disposable 
wealth or were more frivolous with their income 
than the occupants of Magnolia Plantation were, 
but this is an interesting line of research. 
 
 The assemblage documents the presence 
of South Carolina Dispensary bottles in every block, 
suggesting that the use of alcohol was widespread, 
if not common. Taken together, at least 42 bottles 
are present, although they all appear to be pints or 
smaller.  
 
 What this means, however, is open to 
dispute. Christmon argues that African Americans 
exhibit low rates of alcohol use, drunkenness, and 
problems resulting from drinking. Occasions for 
alcohol use where similar to those in precolonial 

Africa (which is to say socially regulated). Alcohol 
use was low and drunken behavior was rare in the 
late nineteenth century (Christmon 1995:328).  
This appears not to have changed until mid-
twentieth century. 
 
 In contrast, Lewis makes the argument 
that whites felt African Americans were heavy 
drinkers who posed a threat to the well-being of 
the (white) community. As one Lowcountry planter 
complained that his laborers “went to town on 
Saturday evening” and they drank so much that, 
“I’ll be damned if I can get my darkies sober before 
Wednesday” (quoted in Lewis 2016:66). 
 
 Another factor to consider is where this 
alcohol came from. Tillman’s Dispensary Act made 
it illegal for alcohol to be sold outside of the 
dispensaries. There were initially 10 in Charleston 
County, all within the City. By at least 1897, there 
were four additional Charleston County 
dispensaries (State Board of Directors 1898). The 
closest was in Rantowles, about 10 miles “as the 
crow flies” from Mullet Hall and on the mainland 
across the Stono River. This seems like a significant 
distance for African American laborers to navigate. 
Given the laxness of Charleston’s enforcement of 
the Dispensary Act, we wonder if local general 
stores or commissaries might have acquired small 
quantities and sold alcohol “under the counter.”  
 

Table 94. 
Distribution and deposition rates 

 

per ft²
per 

year per ft²
per 

year per ft²
per 

year per ft²
per 

year per ft²
per 

year

Kitchen 6.57 14.661 7.80 34.821 10.26 36.643 5.44 2.429 5.11 4.563
Clothing 0.15 0.330 0.09 0.001 0.12 0.420 0.02 0.009 0.05 0.045
Personal 0.04 0.000 0.01 0.063 0.01 0.036 0.04 0.018 0.02 0.018
Combined 10.23 22.830 11.49 51.304 13.62 48.625 7.82 3.491 6.90 6.161

A B C D E

 
 

per ft²
per 

year per ft²
per 

year per ft²
per 

year per ft²
per 

year per ft² per year per ft² per year

Kitchen 6.78 9.080 7.94 28.339 8.73 7.795 6.02 5.375 5.11-10.26 2.429-36.643 1.04-10.74 0.007-0.089
Clothing 0.08 0.107 0.28 0.982 0.23 0.205 0.05 0.045 0.02-0.28 0.001-0.982 0.039-1.6 0.0003-0.01
Personal 0.03 0.036 0.10 0.366 0.00 0.000 0.03 0.027 0-0.1 0-0.366 0.27-1.24 0.0002-0.15
Combined 9.37 12.554 26.48 94.571 13.89 12.402 8.91 7.955 6.90-26.48 3.491-51.304 2.3-12.8 0.019-0.028

F G H I 38CH1542 Range Magnolia Range
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The only other glass container nearly as 
common were panel bottles, commonly associated 
with proprietary medicines (n=31). At least three 
of these could be identified as Sloan’s, a liniment 
good for “man and beast.” Added to this 
assemblage are at least nine pharmaceutical 
bottles, suggesting heavy work and the need for 
various cures.   
 
 We were also able to identify 15 probable 
canning jars. While found in six different blocks, six 
of the jars were identified from Block G (also the 
only structure thought to have a stove). While 
canning jars were invented by the middle of the 
nineteenth century, it wasn’t until the early 
twentieth century that mass production made their 
occurrence commonplace at rural homes. This 
corresponds with the US Department of 
Agriculture’s funded efforts to help home canners 
that began in 1909 (Andress et al. 2002).  
 
 By at least 1914 (and probably earlier), 
various “canning clubs” were formed and 
supported by various vocational initiatives. 
Encouraging the use of local produce and to save 
their excess, these clubs and organizations were 
also supported by the USDA. In Southern states, 
there was special outreach to the African American 
communities (Reid 2000; Scott 1914; Secretary of 
Agriculture 1921:473).  
 
 The presence of these artifacts at 
38CH1542 indicates that the residents were not 
very dependent on the plantation store and were 
working toward some level of self-sufficiency. 
 
 Nevertheless, two structures in Blocks A 
and G also provided evidence of commercial 
canned goods (only the structure at Block G also 
had canning jars). This suggests that the residents 
were not entirely self-sufficient and that some of 
their essentials were being acquired from the local 
store. Tin cans at Mullet Hall are far less common 
than for the tenants at 38BK397 where 233 
fragments were recovered (Brockington et al. 
1985:219). 
 
 An example of an outside luxury are the 

soda bottles found at Blocks A, B, and C. They were 
most common at Block B, where four bottles are 
identified, several of them being Coca-Cola®.  
 
 Introduced in 1886, it was initially 
available only at segregated soda fountains. With 
the development of the company’s distinctive glass 
bottle in 1899, the cocaine-infused beverage was 
widely available to blacks and whites (to be fair, the 
drink contained an extract of coca leaves and kola 
nuts, leading to its name; by 1902 there was, it is 
thought, as little as 1/400 of a grain of cocaine per 
ounce of syrup [Allen 1994]). 
 

This availability fueled a wave of fear that 
African Americans would become “cocaine fiends” 
in the Jim Crow South and by 1903, the extracts 
were removed and replaced with more sugar and 
caffeine. It wasn’t until the 1940s that Pepsi sought 
to compete with Coca-Cola by using black sales 
representatives and working the Southern Black 
Belt (Grace Elizabeth Hale, “When Jim Crow Drank 
Coke, New York Times, January 28, 2013). 
Consequently, it is interesting that these bottles are 
found at 38CH1542, but it helps to explain why 
they are not more common. 
 
 These data may be compared to 38BK397, 
which has a similar setting and date range 
(Brockington et al. 1985:151). The tenants there 
had a collection dominated by alcohol containers 
(46.7%); at 38CH1542, alcohol containers 
represent 40.4% of the assemblage. There were 
equal amounts of medicine and soda bottles 
(16.7% each) at 38BK397, while at Mullet Hall the 
two represented 38.5% and 5.8% of the collection 
respectively.  
 
 It seems that alcohol at both locations was 
equally accessible. Medicinal bottles are more 
common at Mullet Hall, while sodas were 
significant less common at this Johns Island 
plantation. 

Ethnographic Analogy 
 Brown (2004) argues for the value of 
ethnography when exploring tenant lifeways, 
suggesting the benefit of looking at the 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
366 

“Gullah/Geechee culture of the Carolina 
Lowcountry.” Although not offering a particularly 
convincing means for operationalizing such efforts, 
it does remain an interesting concept. 
Unfortunately, we have not been especially 
successful in finding late nineteenth or early 
twentieth century ethnographies suitable for the 
task.  
 
 This is not to say that early authors such as 
Parsons (1923), Pearson (1969) and Savannah 
Unit (1940) or more recent works such as Jones-
Jackson (1987) aren’t immensely useful. None, 
however, provides a succinct overview of the life of 
typical African American agricultural workers at 
the end of the nineteenth century. Many also fail to 
provide a neutral overview. Two dietary studies 
help fill in at least some of the gaps and create a 
detailed impression of the lives of African 
American tenant farmers. Studies conducted from 
1895 through 1898 in Alabama and eastern 
Virginia (Atwater and Woods 1897, Frissell and 
Bevier 1899), provide a vivid account of many 
aspects of the tenant’s life. 
 
Housing 

 . . . roofs were covered with 
coarse shingles or boards and 
were apt to be far from tight. The 
windows had no sash or glass, but 
instead, wooden blinds, which 
were kept open in all weather to 
admit the light. The cabins 
generally stood on posts a few feet 
from the ground; the door was 
approached by a box or a few 
broken steps. The open space 
between the floor of cabin and the 
ground was generally occupied by 
dogs, with which but few families 
were not supplied. The one-room 
cabins had a door in front, a 
fireplace on one side, and perhaps 
one or two windows in the side or 
rear walls. The one room served 
for kitchen and living and 
sleeping room,. Occasionally a 
small annex was built on the rear 

and served as a storeroom. . . . The 
chimneys were built of small logs 
laid against the wall on the 
outside and reached no higher 
than the roof, and in some cases 
not quite so high. These logs were 
chinked with clay, with which the 
interior was also lined. The 
chimney opened into the cabin, 
making a fireplace about four feet 
square. The cabin floors were 
made of rough boards with cracks 
of varying widths (Atwater and 
Woods 1897:16-17) 

 
 Clearly, the Mullet Hall cabins, or at least 
some of them, were better constructed. There is 
evidence of tarpaper (based on the roofing nails), 
although board shingles may have been present 
earlier (and the roofing nails seem inadequate to 
account for an entire roof at any structure).  
 

There is good evidence of window glass 
being added at Mullet Hall (1880-1895), about the 
time the two dietary studies were being conducted.  

 
At least one chimney was brick, although 

the date of its construction is uncertain and there 
are ample photographs of African Americans in 
South Carolina living in cabins with wood 
chimneys.  

 
Finally, the comment regarding the poor 

floors seems consistent with the variety of small 
artifacts found during the excavations, such as 
coins and buttons – items that one would imagine 
being picked up, if accessible. 

 
Lighting 

Few of the families studied had 
lamps or candles. The cabins were 
not lighted in the evening except 
by the open fireplace (Frissell and 
Bevier 1899:7). 

 
 Again, this may have been the case at 
Mullet Hall at one point, but there is evidence that 
kerosene lamps were being used at all of the cabins, 
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based on at least a few fragments of lamp glass. 
 
Clothing 

Of the clothing of the country 
negroes there is little to be said. It 
was for the most part coarse, 
scanty, and ragged. At their work 
the people did not commonly 
wear shoes, and for the women a 
cloth knotted around the head 
served as a hat whether in the 
house or the field (Atwood and 
Waters 1897:21).  

 
 We suspect that in spite of the clothing 
artifacts recovered at 38CH1542, this statement is 
generally correct. It is certainly supported by a 
variety of period photographs. Foster (1997:213-
216) also recounts how many blacks saw 
conditions worsening for them in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Clothes 
were harder to get and often wore out more quickly 
than during the antebellum. A continuum from 
slavery was the headwrap, initially “a symbol of 
servitude” that came into existence sometime after 
the beginning of European slave trading (Foster 
1997: 281, 296).  
 
Nevertheless, it would be incorrect to assume that 
the clothing of slavery was the same as the clothing 
of agricultural workers. Buttons indicate shirts; 
suspender clasps and overall buttons provide 
additional information on men’s work clothing; 
and garter belt hooks indicate women wore 
hosiery on special occasions. Ultimately, clothing 
served as means for blacks to define themselves 
according to their own perceptions, rather than to 
those of white owners. 

 
 While much of this clothing may have been 
purchased, the presence of a few sewing items 
indicates that some clothing was either being 
made, or more likely repaired, at home. 
 
Furniture 

The furniture of these cabins was 
very limited, consisting of one or 
two roped bedsteads with corn-

shuck mattresses and patchwork 
quilts, a small portable wooden 
cupboard containing a few dishes, 
a wooden chest or old trunk used 
as a receptacle for both food and 
clothing, a cheap pipe table, a few 
homemade chairs, a pair of 
andirons and an iron pot in the 
fireplace, an earthenware jar used 
for a churn, and sometimes a 
clock. Occasionally there would 
be a few books or a picture 
(Atwater and Woods 1897:17). 

 
 This description may be generally correct. 
Certainly, there are very few furniture artifacts 
recovered at the site and most of these were 
decorative items, found primarily at one structure. 
 
Life 

The negro farmer generally works 
about seven and a half months 
during the year. The busy seasons 
are two, that of planting and 
cultivating the cotton, which 
begins in March and lasts until the 
end of June, and that of cotton 
picking, which begins about the 
middle of August and continues 
until the latter part of November. 
The rest of the time is devoted to 
visiting; social life, revivals or 
other religious exercises, and to 
absolute idleness. The working 
season opens with the plowing of 
the land; planting begins in April, 
and is followed by the "chopping," 
i. e., the hoeing and thinning out of 
the cotton. This is done by both 
men and women. They swing 
their large hoes in a slow, regular 
movement, frequently keeping 
time to the tune of some 
plantation song. After the 
chopping and while the crop is 
maturing, is a period of rest called 
"laying-by time." This period the 
negro enjoys by holding "bush 
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meetings" (camp meetings) and 
visiting among his friends on 
neighboring plantations. Whole 
families thus visit with each other 
for a week at a time. By the middle 
of August the cotton begins to 
open, and then comes a busy 
season of picking, when men and 
women, old and young, even the 
little children, are pressed into 
the work. During this season, as 
well as that of planting and 
chopping, work in the field begins 
at sunrise and lasts until sunset, 
with a short rest at noon. Toward 
the end of November the picking 
is over; then comes a season of 
general festivities. During the 
winter months the men pass 
much of their time in the house by 
the fire. One more thrifty than his 
neighbor may perhaps spend a 
few days fixing up his fences, or 
making chairs and baskets. But 
few of the negro farmers work on 
Saturday even in the busy season; 
instead, the whole family goes to 
the village and does its marketing, 
which consists principally of the 
purchase of a little corn meal and 
salt pork for the next week's 
rations (Atwater and Woods 
1897:18). 

 
 A curious factor of this description is that 
Atwater and Woods seem to agree with Calhoun’s 
remarks that African American laborers didn’t 
work on Saturdays and interspersed the 
agricultural seasons with periods of relatively little 
activity.  
 
Working 

At the end of the season when the 
farmer has sold his cotton he has, 
if the crop was good, a little 
money, but this is usually soon 
spent and the rest of the year he 
lives from hand to mouth. He may 

occasionally collect a small load of 
dead limbs and fragments of 
stumps of trees and sell them for 
what he can get. He also earns a 
little money in other ways. The 
rate of wages may be inferred 
from the fact that when he works 
out his road tax, or that of some 
white man who employs him for 
the imposed, he is allowed from 
40 to 50 cents per day (Atwood 
and Waters 1897:18-19) 

 
 The rate of pay was gradually increased to 
as much as $1 a day, but wages were very low and 
were generally suppressed by white owners. 
Atwood and Waters seem to suggest that some 
laborers might have been “improvident” in their 
spending habits, but we suspect this is more 
related to the low wages, inflated prices, and the 
absence of other opportunities. 
 
Vegetable Production. 

A personal inspection of a number 
of gardens cultivated by the 
colored population in this vicinity 
reveals the fact that not more than 
half a dozen varieties of vegetable 
foods are grown by those 
producing vegetables for their 
own consumption, and in a 
number of cases the variety is 
much smaller. The vegetables 
most generally cultivated are 
turnips, collards, string beans, 
corn, and Irish potatoes, while 
cabbage is grown to a somewhat 
less extent. At a somewhat later 
period in the season cowpeas 
replace some of the vegetables 
named, while in the latter part of 
the summer or in the early fall the 
sweet potato comes into use.  
The turnips are cultivated almost 
exclusively for the tops or “turnip 
greens,” which are used as a pot 
herb, which is locally called 
“salad,” while collards are utilized 
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in season in similar manner. 
These two vegetables are 
probably employed for food 
purposes by the colored laborer 
to a greater extent than almost 
any other vegetable food, and 
either one or other can be 
obtained at almost any time from 
April to October, as turnips are 
grown from both spring and fall 
plantings, while collards can be 
obtained at almost any time from 
the middle and latter part of this 
period (Atwater and Woods 
1897:11). 

 
 The African American reliance on “salads” 
is still a characteristic and has been explored to 
some extent by Morton (1974) and ethnobotanical 
accounts often mention the presence of mustard-
type seeds. Otherwise, this is a useful overview 
since relatively few indications survive in the 
archaeological record. 
 
Field Crops 

Of the field crops used for food the 
most common were corn, sweet 
potatoes, sugar cane, and 
sorghum, the last two being used 
to make molasses for home 
consumption. . . . Quite a number 
raised corn for nourishment of 
their families and livestock, 
though very few raised enough to 
supply all their needs. . . . The 
staple crop was cotton, to which 
the larger part of the cultivated 
land was devoted. The status of a 
negro farmer here is decided 
mainly by the number of bales of 
cotton he can produce in a year 
(Atwater and Woods 1897:17). 

 
 We have found little evidence that 
sorghum was planted on Johns Island. In the two 
farms that were likely on Mullet Hall, we can 
document only corn, peas/beans, and sweet 
potatoes. Into the twentieth century, the island 

grew more truck crops, so the variety likely 
increased. 
Livestock 

The livestock of the negro farmers 
varied with the season. Generally 
each one had a mule or an ox, one 
or more pigs, frequently a cow, 
and very often hens. The oxen 
were poor and underfed (Atwater 
and Woods 1897:18).  

 
 The available agricultural census records 
for 1870 are silent on chickens, but by 1880, most 
of those living on Johns Island had at least a few 
chickens and often reported egg production. On the 
two farms we believe were likely on Mullet Hall, we 
find only a single cow, two horses, and three pigs. 
This seems common for those farms in the Mullet 
Hall vicinity. 
 
Food 

The staple foods of the negroes . . . 
are fat salt pork, corn meal, and 
molasses. Of late, since wheat 
flour has become so cheap, it has 
been considerably used. The 
molasses is made from sorghum, 
or "millet," as it is called in this 
region. . . . . Only a part of the 
molasses used by the farmer is 
made on the farms, the rest is 
bought at the stores with other 
commodities. Part of the corn 
meal is made from the corn grown 
on the farms, the rest is bought 
from dealers, and is uniformly 
unbolted. The pork consists 
mostly of the fat sides, butchered 
and salted in the meat-packing 
houses of Chicago and elsewhere, 
and brought in large quantities to 
the Southern market. Some pork 
is produced on the farms, but 
comparatively few swine were 
seen on those visited, nor was any 
kind of meat but fat pork, not even 
ham or shoulder, seen in any of 
the farmhouses. . . . Whenever 
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they spoke of meat they always 
meant fat pork. Some of them 
knew it by no other name, nor did 
they seem to know much of any 
other meat except that of 
opossum and rabbits, which they 
occasionally hunted, and of 
chickens which they raised to a 
limited extent. This limited use of 
fresh meats . . . seemed due to the 
agricultural conditions which 
obtain in the region, and to the 
difficulty of keeping fresh meat in 
the warm climate. . . . For making 
butter they used small, dash 
churns of glazed earthenware 
called "splashers," which are 
usually about 15 inches high by 8 
in diameter. The fresh milk was 
put directly in to the churn and 
successive milkings were added 
until it contained from 1½- to 2 
gallons, and the whole churned 
without any attempt at removing 
the cream. The churning was done 
about once in two days, and from 
the above amount of milk a small 
saucerful of a soft, white, and 
watery butter would be obtained. 
The people made no attempt at 
working it, nor did they add salt, 
but ate it fresh. The buttermilk 
was drunk with decided relish 
(Atwood and Waters 1897:19-
21). 
 
“hog and hominy” literally form 
the larger part of the diet. Side 
bacon is the principal meat, and, 
with some fish and a little milk, 
formed the major portion of the 
animal food. Large quantities of 
fish are obtained from the waters 
. . .and form an important source 
of food. Frogs, turtles, and even 
snakes were not infrequently 
eaten by some of the families at 
certain seasons of the year. 

Unbolted corn meal, costing about 
a cent a pound and containing a 
very large amount of bran, 
furnishes a large proportion of the 
nutriment of the diet. The coarse 
bran is removed by sifting, but the 
meal actually used still contains a 
large proportion. The bread is 
made simply of meal wet up, 
without salt or leavening 
material, and baked, as a rule, in 
the ashes (“ash cake’) (Frissell 
and Bevier 1899:8) 

 
 These comments are especially revealing, 
considering how sparse faunal remains were at 
38CH1542. Taken in combination with the low 
incidence of pigs and cows, it seems likely that the 
Mullet Hall tenants and farmers largely relied on 
the purchase of salted meats from the Legare store. 
 
Cooking 

The cooking is of the most simple 
and primitive character. It is 
nearly always done over the open 
fire. . . . The daily fare is prepared 
in very simple ways. Corn meal is 
mixed with water and baked on 
the flat surface of a hoe or griddle. 
The salt pork is sliced thin and 
fried until very brown and much 
of the grease tried out. Molasses 
from cane or sorghum is added to 
the fat, making what is known as 
"sap,'' which is eaten with the 
corn bread. Hot water sweetened 
with molasses is used as a 
beverage. This is the bill of fare of 
most of the cabins on the 
plantations of the "black belt,'' 
three times a day during the year. 
It is, however, varied at times; 
thus collards and turnips are 
boiled with the bacon, the latter 
being used with the vegetables to 
supply fat "to make it rich." The 
corn-meal bread is sometimes 
made into so-called "cracklin 
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bread,'' and is prepared as 
follows: A piece of fat bacon is 
fried until it is brittle; it is then 
crushed and mixed with corn 
meal, water, soda, and salt and 
baked in an oven over the 
fireplace. Occasionally the 
negroes may have an opossum. To 
prepare this for eating it is first 
put in hot water to help in 
removing a part of the hair, then 
covered with hot ashes until the 
rest of the hair is removed; 
thereupon it is put in a large pot, 
surrounded with sweet potatoes, 
seasoned with red pepper, and 
baked. One characteristic of the 
cooking is that all meats are fried 
or otherwise cooked until they 
are crisp (Atwood and Waters 
1897:21). 
 
Cook stoves were unknown, all 
the cooking being done in the 
open fireplace, which was an 
important feature of all the 
cabins. Side bacon was almost 
invariably fried, as was, in fact, a 
large proportion of all the food 
(Frissell and Bevier 1899:8). 

 
 While kettle fragments were common at 
38CH1542, only Block G reported any stove 
fragments. Thus, it seems that most of the 
occupants did rely on their fireplaces for heat and 
cooking. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
372 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



38CH1543 Artifact Analysis 

 

 
373 

Situated on the east bank of Mullet Hall 
Creek, midway between 38CH1541 to the north and 
38CH1542 to the south, the function of site 
38CH1543 has never been fully understood. Does it 
represent a component of either of the other two 
sites? Is it a completely independent and separate 
site? Could it be a transition between an earlier and 
later slave settlement? The historic record is entirely 
silent concerning this site and, as previously 
discussed, the late antebellum map is vexing. 

 
The initial investigations opened seven 

excavation units that were not as informative as we 
originally hoped. Consequently, additional work, 
consisting of site stripping, plotting, and excavation 
of features took place during a subsequent phase. 

 
With all of the investigations combined, 

the site yielded a relatively modest collection of 
3,465 artifacts (Table 95). This discussion has 
largely subsumed all of these artifacts into one 
group for the purposes of discussion. 

The Pattern 
When the assemblage is examined as a 

whole, 77.4% of the artifacts are related to kitchen 
activities and 15.1% are related to architecture 
(Table 95). It is useful to compare this pattern to 
not only other previously identified artifact 
patterns, but also those patterns found at 
38CH1541 and 38CH1542. These patterns are 
illustrated in Table 96 below. 

 
The 38CH1543 pattern very closely 

approximates the anticipated pattern for 
eighteenth century slave site, deviating only in a 
larger than anticipated proportion of arms and 
tobacco-related items and lower than anticipated 
proportion of clothing items. Variation in these 
minor categories is not uncommon and overall, the 

site is what archaeologists expect to see at an 
eighteenth century settlement occupied by 
enslaved African Americans. 

 
The pattern is very similar to Feature 14 at 

38CH1541, as well as a number of the posited slave 
dwelling areas.  

Kitchen Artifacts 
The assemblage, as mentioned, is 

dominated by the 2,682 kitchen-related artifacts. 
Colono wares account for 29% of the total 
collection and nearly 53% of the ceramics 
(n=1,025). Of the European wares, the most 
common are lead glazed slipware (n=275, or 8% of 
the total collection, 14% of the ceramics, and 30% 
of the European wares). The second most common 
European ceramic is creamware (n=126). 
Reference to Table 95 reveals a quantity of 
eighteenth century ceramics, including Chinese 
porcelains, delft, lead glazed slipware, creamware, 
Eler’s ware, Jackfield, and clouded wares. Post-
Revolutionary pearlwares and whitewares 
contribute only 76 ceramics to the assemblage. In 
addition, there are no ceramics with postbellum 
beginning dates, such as decalcomania whitewares 
(post-1901), gilt whitewares (post-1891), or tinted 
whitewares (post 1911). We will further discuss 
these issues in a subsequent section on dating.  

 
Container glass accounts for over a 

quarter of the kitchen assemblage, with black glass 
the most common (n=604, 84%). At least 12 black 
glass bottles are represented, with an additional 
four square case bottles. 

 
The round bottles have basal diameters 

ranging from about 78 mm to 135mm. Jones 
(1986) suggests these are primarily eighteenth  
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Table 95. 
Artifacts recovered from 38CH1543 

 
240R560, 

lv 1
240R560, 

lv 2 300R560 320R560 320R565 330R565 260R620 160R660 Cut 2 Cut 3 Cut 4 Cut 5 Cut 6 Cut 7 Cut 8 Cut 9 Cut 10 Cut 11 Fea 1 Fea 2 Fea 3 Fea 4 Fea 5 Fea 6 Fea 7 Post 
Holes

2682 77.4
Chinese porcelain, undecorated 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
Chinese porcelain, blue hand painted 2 7 1 1 1 1 2 6 3 2 1 2 3 3 5 2 2
Chinese porcelain, poly HPOG 1 1 1 1 1 4
White SG SW 3 1 6 7 1 1 2 1 7 2
White SG SW, slip dipped 1 1 5 3 4 3 2 1 1 1
White SGSW, slip dipped, HPOG 1 1
Delft, undecorated 13 2 9 6 2 1 4 2 4 1 8 2 2 1
Delft, polychrome hand painted 2 2 1
Delft, blue hand painted 3 6 1 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 5
Delft, sponged 1 1
Lead glazed slipware 54 6 39 18 12 8 6 8 1 1 10 19 2 2 12 5 11 24 21 3 1 3 9
Creamware, undecorated 17 1 20 5 2 1 4 4 2 1 3 10 4 8 5 6 11 4 1 1 7
Creamware, annular 1
Creamware, HPOG 1 1 1 1
Creamware, cauliflower 3 1
Pearlware, undecorated 1 4 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 2 1
Pearlware, blue hand painted 1 1
Pearlware, cable 2 1
Pearlware, annular 3 1 5 2 1
Pearlware, green edged 2 1
Pearlware, blue edged 1
Pearlware, blue transfer printed 1
Whiteware, undecorated 3 5 2 1 1 1 2 1 1
Whiteware, poly hand painted 1
Whiteware, annular 1 1 1 2 1 1 3
Whiteware, cable 3
Whiteware, blue edged 1
Whiteware, blue transfer printed 1 1
Yellow ware, undecorated 1 2 1
Yellow ware, mocha 1 1 1
Black basalt 1
Astbury ware 1 1 1
Jackfield 2 1 1 1
Clouded ware 2 1 1 2 2 2
Elers ware 2 1 2 1
Agate ware 1 3
Nottingham 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1
Westerwald 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2
Gray SG SW 8 6 4 1 3 2 1 1 5 3 3 1 6 1 1
Brown SG SW 4 5 4 7 1 2 1 2 2 5 5
Albany slip SW 1
Coarse red earthenware 9 10 6 4 3 2 2 1 1 1 8
North Devon gravel tempered 1 1 1 2
South European Ware 3 1 1 1 1
Red earthenware 6 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 2
Burnt refined earthenware 3 1 1 1
Glass, black 125 19 76 26 18 9 24 18 6 5 1 28 34 8 11 39 19 8 56 2 10 27 3 7 25
Glass, aqua 5 10 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 5 3
Glass, green 7 2 12 7 3 8 1 2 4 3 3
Glass, blue 1
Glass, clear 3 1 5 1 1 2 2 1 2 3
Glass, manganese 2 1
Glass, melted 4
Utensil 3 1 1 1
Kitchenware 1 1
Tableware, glass 3 3 1 1 1 2
Colono ware 110 13 141 86 79 25 56 34 4 8 23 5 1 2 8 29 9 180 29 32 6 2 14 129

524 15.1
Window glass 9 4 9 2 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 2 3
Hinge fragments 2
Nails, wrought 1 2 15 5 5 5 1
Nails, machine cut 1 2 1 11
Nails, UID 20 42 54 62 16 6 3 4 2 5 2 3 135 14 9 7 4 19 26

4 0.1
Brass tacks 1 1
Decorative item 1
Candle snuffer 1

20 0.6
Lead shot 2 1 2 4 6
Gunflint 1 1 1
.58 minie ball 1 1

213 6.1
Pipe stems, 4/64-inch 10 1 6 1 5 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 7 2 3
Pipe stems, 5/64-inch 9 1 20 8 3 3 10 4 1 4 3 2 23 3 3 4
Pipe stems, fragments 1 1 1 1
Pipe bowl fragments 17 2 7 1 3 3 1 2 2 8 5 1 2 4
Colono pipe frag 1

4 0.1
Buttons 1 1
Straight pins 1
Thimble 1

5 0.1
Knife blade/pocket knife 1
Bead 1 1 1
Coin 1

13 0.4
Construction tools 1
Farm tools 2
Fishing gear 2
Misc. hardware 1 1 1 1
Other 1 1 1 1

Personal Group

Activities Group

Kitchen Group

Architecture Group

Furniture Group

Arms Group

Tobacco Group

Clothing Group
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century, ranging in probable dates from the 1730s 
through about 1800. Round bottles were wine or 
ale; the case bottles were more likely spirits such 
as gin.  
 

As many archaeologists have emphasized, 
their presence doesn’t suggest alcoholic 
consumption among the enslaved. It is far more 
likely that bottles, having less recycle value than in 
urban centers, made their way as discard into the 
hands of African Americans, who used them as 
water bottles or drinking containers.  

 
Green and aqua glass are the next most 

common fragments (representing 52 and 33 
fragments respectively). We were able to identify 
only one green bottle, with a basal diameter of 
32mm. Also present was one green case bottle. 

 
The three fragments of manganese glass 

are suggestive of dates between the last quarter of 
the nineteenth century and WWI (Jones and 
Sullivan 1985:13). We believe that these are most 
likely accidental inclusions in the site, perhaps 
spread from nearby 38CH1542. Moreover, there is 
a farm animal burial, indicating that activities took 
place on the site well into the twentieth century. 

 
Tableware glass includes 11 specimens. 

These are representative of three goblets and two 
glass bowls. Both fragments of a blown stem and an 
air twist stem are present. What we did not find 
were tumblers (which because of their weight 
would have been more expensive).  

 

Clearly, these are items 
from the planter’s table. We 
believe, however, that they tell 
us far more about the lives of 
slaves than they do about the 
planter. The fragments may 
represent items that the 
enslaved thought were 
salvageable. However, the 
stems, in particular, seem more 
likely to have been retained 
because of the resemblance to 
crystals and they may have 
played roles in African rituals or 

conjuring. 
 
 There are six fragments of 

utensils. These represent fragments of at least two 
while metal spoons, a white metal utensil handle, a 
bone utensil handle, and fragments of an iron knife. 
The white metal is most likely pewter and since 
pewter always had resale value, it seems unlikely 
that the owner would have purposefully discarded 
these or given them to slaves. Theft seems more 
likely.  

 
Accounts of slavery often mention the 

absence of spoons and the use of shingles, bark, 
shells, and fingers for eating. Wood spoons seem to 
occur far more often than metal spoons (Covey and 
Eisnach 2009:60-61).  

 
Only two kettle fragments were recovered 

from all of the work conducted at 38CH1543 – 
perhaps suggesting the use of colono pots far 
exceeded the use of kettles and other European 
items.  

Architectural Artifacts 
Nearly 92% of the collection consists of 

nails, although only about 10% of the nails are 
identifiable as either wrought or machine cut. 
About 70% of these identifiable nails are wrought. 
The remaining few nails likely were not available 
until the first decades of the nineteenth century. 

 
Identifiable nails are so scarce that it is not 

feasible to derive much information from their 

Table 96. 
Pattern analysis for 38CH1543 

 

38CH1543
38CH1541 

(combined)
38CH1542 

(combined)
Revised Carolina 
Artifact Pattern1

Carolina Slave 
Artifact Pattern1

Georgia Slave 
Artifact Pattern2

Kitchen 77.4 70.4 55.0 51.8-65.0 70.9-84.2 20.0-25.8
Architecture 15.1 23.3 40.5 25.2-31.4 11.8-24.8 67.9-73.2
Furniture 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2-0.6 0.1 0.0-0.1
Arms 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1-0.3 0.1-0.3 0.0-0.2
Tobacco 6.1 4.9 1.5 1.9-13.9 2.4-5.4 0.3-9.7
Clothing 0.1 0.3 1.0 0.6-5.4 0.3-0.8 0.3-1.7
Personal 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2-0.5 0.1 0.1-0.2
Activities 0.4 0.5 1.3 0.9-1.7 0.2-0.9 0.2-0.4
1Garrow 1982b
2Singleton 1980  
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sizes, but we will note that the majority were of 
sizes used for details such as shingles (2d to 5d). It 
seems reasonable that at least a few nails were 
likely used for roofing or roof repairs.  

 
Window glass is nearly as common as 

identifiable nails, but still accounts for only 40 
specimens.  

 
The only other architectural remains are 

two fragments of a strap hinge. 
 
The sparsity of architectural items 

provides important clues about the architecture at 
38CH1543. It is entirely unlikely that any 
conventional “cabins” were present – either frame 
or even log. Glazed windows are unlikely. Doors, if 
present, would have been hung using leather. This 
leads to the conclusion that the structures were 
certainly ground-fast and likely wall trench 
structures. This is borne out by the archaeology, 
which found evidence of several wall trench 
dwellings.  

Furniture Artifacts 
Considering the nature of the structures 

present, it is not at all surprising that only four 
furniture-related items were recovered. None of 
these need to have been associated with slave-
owned furnishings. In fact, they were likely 
discards that were collected by the enslaved for 
functions having nothing to do with furniture. 

 
The items 

consist of two brass 
tacks, a decorative item 
broken from some 
furniture item, and 
remains of a candle 
snuffer.  

 
The last item is of special interest since it 

seems very unlikely that slaves would have been 
given candles, much less a candle snuffer. The 
fragment includes a portion of the box cover and 
blade. Likely made in America (because of its shape 
and lack of ornate features) during the eighteenth 
century, it was a multipurpose tool, allowing the 

candle to be snuffed, trimming and catching the 
burnt wick, and lifting the wick, if necessary, prior 
to cutting (Plummer 1999:93). These continued to 
be used until the development of the “snuffles” 
candle with a self-consuming wick in the first 
quarter of the nineteenth century. 

 
The absence of anything commonly 

thought of as clearly suggesting a furnishing is 
reminiscent of French’s late antebellum 
description of the interior of a slave house: 
 

The only furniture inside the hut 
is a washtub, in which water is 
carried on the head often from 
long distances; hominy-pots, ever 
stewing in the ashes, boards 
propped up so as to form a kind of 
table, evidently not used or 
washed for weeks, some few 
dishes on a shelf against the wall, 
or on the table or floor . . . a bench, 
and a sort of berth, where a heap 
of rags shows it is used as a beds, 
and sometimes one or two old 
chairs, and some boxes” (French 
1969:163). 

Arms Artifacts 
Arms-related items are more common 

than anticipated and this to some degree because a 
number of small lead shot were recovered from 
flotation of feature fill. Accounting for 0.6% of the 

total assemblage, there are 15 lead shot, three 
gunflints, and two .58 caliber Minié balls. The latter 
likely date from the occasional Union incursions on 
Johns Island, but the remainder of these items are 
almost certainly associated with the enslaved at 
38CH1543. 

 

Table 97. 
Gunflints recovered from 38CH1543 

 
Provinence Type Shape Origin Material

  
(heel to 

edge)
Length, mm 

(side to side) Thickness
300R560 Flake Square English Black flint 22.57 18.81 5.81
260R620 Spall Square English Black flint 18.34 22.83 6.16
Cut 3 Spall Square English Gray flint 22.99 33.03 8.91  
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All three of the gunflints are English of 
black or gray flint (Table 97). Based on the sizes 
present, only one (from Cut 3) was likely used for a 
fowler, although use in a trade gun is also possible. 
Another (from 260R620) was likely used in a trade 
gun. The third gunflint might have been used in 
either a pistol or a trade gun. Since trade guns were 
among the least expensive and most basic long 
guns of the period, it seems likely that all three 
were used in trade guns, if we assume that 
weapons were being used by the enslaved.  

 
Eleven of the shot are between 0.06 and 

0.14-inches, at the small end of what is today 
considered birdshot. Over a third of these are 0.13-
inch in diameter. Four additional shot fall 
into the category of buckshot, being 0.27 to 
0.28-inch in diameter. In sheer numbers, it 
seems likely that most of the shot found at 
38CH1543 was used to procure birds or 
other small animals.  

Tobacco Artifacts 
There are 213 tobacco group artifacts at 

38CH1543, including 154 white ball clay stem 
stems (some with partial bowls) and 59 white ball 
clay bowls. Only two pipe stem diameters are 
present: 4/64-inch (42% of the total) and 5/64-
inch (58% of the total). 

 
Not included in this total is a thin red clay 

pipe, well made and fired, and decorated with 
incising. It is most reminiscent of the Chesapeake 
pipes discussed by authors such as Emerson 
(1999), Mouer and his colleagues (1999), and more 
recently by Luckenbach and Kiser (2006) 
(although their pipes are generally decorated with 
roulette designs). While Emerson believes that, 
“the decorative styles, designs, and motifs of 
Chesapeake tobacco pipe art are clear evidence 
that Africans made pipes in seventeenth-century 
Virginia and Maryland” (Emerson 1999:60), Mouer 
et al (1999) argue that these pipes are the result of 
creolization and Native Americans can’t be 
eliminated as significant contributors. Taking the 
discussions a step further, Luckenbach and Kiser 
attempt to assign makers to a variety of the more 
common styles. For example, they suggest that 

many of the roulette-decorated pipes should be 
attributed to “The Nomini Maker” from the Virginia 
plantation by the same name, a creolized 
Algonquin. The presence of this style in the 
Charleston area, while curious, likely has 
precedents that we are simply unaware of at 
present.  Regardless, we attribute it to the colono 
assemblage. 

 
 A single stem with a remnant foot revealed 
“T D” initials.  
 
 Ninety-seven percent of the bowls were 
plain and only one specimen exhibits a floral motif.  
 

Like the collection from 38CH1541, the 
assemblage seems to represent the least expensive 
options. 

Clothing Artifacts 
Only four clothing artifacts were 

recovered from the extensive work conducted at 
38CH1543, including two buttons, one straight pin 
(from flotation), and one thimble. The remains are 
so limited, the first thought is of the numerous 
accounts of enslaved reaching Charleston with few, 
if any clothes (see, for example, Foster 1997:69, 
and Schneider and Schneider 2001:31). 

 
The two buttons include a South’s Type 7 

and Type 25. The one intact button, with a diameter 
of 16mm is a size that both Luscomb (1971) and 
White (2005) suggest was used on coats.  

Personal Artifacts 
Only five items commonly thought to be 

“personal” were recovered from the assemblage, 
including three beads, one pocketknife, and one 
coin. 

Table 98. 
Beads recovered from 38CH1543 

 
Block Type Colors and Design Length Diameter

260R620 IIa transparent green glass 7.6 9.6
Fea. 6 WIb green glass 1.6 1.9
PH 6 WIIb clear "raspberry" bead 9.2 13.0  
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Beads have been discussed at length in 
previous sections and we will only provide Table 
98 to identify the types and sizes. While the 
“raspberry” bead from a posthole is unusual, so too 
is the scarcity of these remains at the site. 

 
The coin is a portion of what was known as 

a silver cobb 8 Reales piece. It is a type known as 
“pillars-and-waves” and was minted in 1670 in 
Potosi, Bolivia, then a Spanish colony.  

 
With Parliament prohibiting both the 

exportation of English coinage and the creation of 
a foreign mint (except for a brief experiment in 
Massachusetts), the colonies relied on gold and 
silver from Spain’s New World mines and mints for 
monetary transactions and a store of value 
(Perkins 1980:101). Much of this was provided by 
pirates and South Carolina’s ratio of £161 current 
money to £100 sterling, made the colony attractive 
to the pirates (Clowse 1971:146). One example of 
Carolina opening its arms was the receipt of the 
crew of the Loyal [or Royal] Jamaica” in 1692 with 
gold and silver (see, for example, Hughson 
1971:17, 31).  

 
Although a small footnote in the history of 

Mullet Hall, the presence of this coin at 38CH1543 
documents an important aspect of Carolina’s early 
history. 

Activity Artifacts 
The 13 activities-related artifacts 

comprise less than 1% of the total assemblage and 
represent five different subcategories: 
construction tools (a single triangular file 
fragment), farm tools (two fragments of 
millstones), two fishing gear items (both lead net 
weights), four items of miscellaneous hardware, 
and four remnant items. Absent are toys, which 
might suggest the presence of children (although 
the absence should not be taken to assume that 
none were present). 

 
Because of its shape, a triangular file is 

used to work on angles, grooves and corners, most 
often in the sharpening of saw blades. 

 

The grinding or millstone fragments were 
part of a quern or hand mill that consisted of two 
stones set one on the other. The lower stone was 
fixed and the upper had a funnel-shaped hole in the 
center into which grain would be poured. Close to 
the edge of the upper stone was another hole to set 
a handle for rotating the stone. The ground grain 
worked out from the center between the two 
stones to the outside (Tunis 1999:36). Querns were 
an alternative to paying a miller and were used by 
many colonial families into the nineteenth century 
(and, in fact, they can still be purchased today). 

 
These mills are occasionally mentioned in 

slave accounts such as the one by W.C. Gildersleeve, 
“The corn is ground in a handmill by the slave after 
his task is done – generally there is but one mill on 
a plantation, and as but one can grind at a time, the 
mill is going sometimes very late at night” (quoted 
in Anonymous 1846:174). A similar account was 
offered by a South Carolina overseer in 1828, “Any 
one that has spent a night on a plantation where the 
Negroes grind their own Corn, must recollect the 
horrible sand of a handmill, all night (quoted in 
Breeden 1980:90).  

 
A similar millstone was recovered at 

38CH2244. 
 
The two net weights were “opportunistic.” 

One consists of a large lead shot that has been 
scored to allow it to be sewn into a net. The other is 
rolled lead through which the net was run. Both 
document the slaves’ use of the nearby marsh and 
creek. 

 
For the most part the remaining items are 

rather unspectacular – nuts, bolts, and 
miscellaneous metal fragments of uncertain origin 
or function. One worth mentioning is thought to be 
a smoothing stone for colono ware. A similar object 
was recovered from nearby 38CH1541, where 
there is another large concentration of eighteenth 
century slaves.  

Dating 
A few of the previously discussed artifacts  
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Figure 140. Artifacts. A. pewter spoon; B-C. lead glazed slipwares; D. Westerwald; E. blue hand-painted delft; 

hand-painted overglazed creamware; G. cauliflower creamware; H-J. colono rim sherds; K. colono 
handle; L. brass finial; M-N, black flint gun flints; O-P, lead shot with sprue; Q. silver Spanish 8-reale 
coin; R. green bead; S. incised colono pipe fragment.  
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provide clues concerning dates. For example, the 
machine cut nails likely date from the first quarter 
of the nineteenth century (or later), most of the 
ceramics predate the American Revolution, and the 
Spanish coin was minted in 1670. The TPQ date for 
the ceramic assemblage is 1831, based on the 
presence of both blue transfer printed and edged 
whiteware. Much of the black glass likely dates 
from the first half of the eighteenth century.  

 
Window glass has not been used for dating 

since we are uncertain that the glass actually 
originated at 38CH1543.  

 
These broad ranges provide us with the 

impression of a colonial site, but several techniques 
may help refine this process.  

 
Tobacco pipe stem dating is appropriate 

for the assemblage, although readers should be 
aware that none of the pipe stem formula are 

applicable later than 1780. However, Table 99 
provides dates for the combined assemblage of 
1753 to 1755. This is certainly consistent with the 

assemblage. 
 
One of the most common approaches is the 

use of South’s Mean Ceramic Dating technique, 
which is documented in Table 100. When all of the 
ceramics are considered, assuming both the 
pearlware and whiteware to be legitimate 
contributors, the mean date is 1756 (within a year 
of the Heighton and Deagan tobacco stem date). It 
is difficult to see how these 76 pearlwares and 
whitewares could not be part of the overall 
assemblage, but if they are excluded, then the mean 
date is fully a decade earlier, 1746.  
  
 The bracket dates for the site are 1730 and 
1840. 
 
 Alternative approaches to dating include 
the Ceramic Probability Contributions and 
Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates, shown in Figure 141. 
These dates suggest that occupation began very 
early, about 1682 and continued until at least 1820 
(the whitewares suggest a terminal date after 
1831).  
 
 Just like multiple components at 
38CH1541, it appears that settlement at 38CH1543 
began shortly after the settlement of Charleston, 
consistent with the 1681 arrival of Richard Floyd in 
Charleston.  

Status 
 Most of the techniques archaeologists use 
to make judgements of the status of site occupants  

are based on ceramics. We will also begin with their 
consideration. 
 

Table 99. 
Tobacco pipe stem dating for 38CH1543 

 
Bore Diameter #

4/64 49 196
5/64 101 505

150 701
average bore diameter 4.673333
Binford Date 1753

log of average bore diameter 0.669627
7.038378

Heighton and Deagan Date 1755  

˅ ˅ ˅

1910

.001

1830 1850 18701670 1690 1710 1730 18901750 1770 1790 18101650
.0000

1682 18051756

 
Figure 141. Ceramic Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates for 38CH1543. 
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Table 100. 
Mean ceramic date for 38CH1543 

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

Overglazed enameled porc 1660-1800 1730 9 15570
Underglazed blue porc 1660-1800 1730 44 76120

Nottingham stoneware 1700-1810 1755 7 12285
Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 9 15642
White salt glazed stoneware 1740-1775 1758 31 54498
White sg sw, slip dipped 1715-1775 1745 22 38390
White sg sw, hand painted 1740-1775 1758 2 3516
Black basalt 1750-1820 1785 1 1785
Elers ware 1690-1775 1733 6 10398

Lead glazed slipware 1670-1795 1733 275 476575

Jackfield 1740-1780 1760 5 8800
Refined agate ware 1740-1775 1757 4 7028
Clouded wares/Tortoiseshell 1740-1770 1755 10 17550
Astbury ware 1725-1750 1738 3 5214

Delft, decorated 1600-1802 1750 34 59500
Delft, plain 1640-1800 1720 57 98040

North Devon 1650-1775 1713 5 8565

Creamware, annular 1780-1815 1798 1 1798
Creamware, hand painted 1790-1820 1805 4 7220
Creamware, overglazed hand painted 1771-1810 1791 4 7164
Creamware, undecorated 1762-1820 1791 117 209547

Pearlware, edged 1780-1830 1805 4 7220
Pearlware, annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 15 27075
Pearlware, blue hand painted 1780-1820 1800 2 3600
Pearlware, blue trans printed 1795-1840 1818 1 1818
Pearlware, undecorated 1780-1830 1805 20 36100

Whiteware, blue edged 1826-1880 1853 1 1853
Whiteware, poly hand painted 1826-1870 1848 1 1848
Whiteware, blue trans printed 1831-1865 1848 2 3696
Whiteware, annular 1831-1900 1866 13 24258
Whiteware, undecorated 1813-1900 1860 17 31620

Yellow ware 1830-1940 1885 3 5655

Total 729 1279948

Mean Ceramic Date 1755.7586  
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When we consider all of the ceramics from 

38CH1542 (Table 101), we see that flat wares are 
the most common, accounting for 53% of the 49 
vessels. Hollow wares consist of an additional 35%, 
followed by utilitarian wares (8%) and serving 
wares (two teapots, accounting for 4%).  

 
Serving vessels are very uncommon. The 

two teapots were likely salvaged, like wine bottles, 

for use as storage containers. The 
utilitarian vessels, consisting of three 
jars and one pan, are items that could 
have served their original functions 
even in the slave settlement. 

 
Figure 142 provides 

additional information, graphically 
portraying the ceramic types by vessel 
form and also design motif. These 
reveal that while flat wares dominate 
the creamware and porcelains, hollow 
wares are far more common among 
every other type of ceramic. One 
interpretation is that early eighteenth 
century vessel forms were dominated 
by the hollow wares of colono, a type 
of vessel that was subsequently 
replaced by hollow ware pearlwares 
and eventually entirely replaced by 
hollow ware whitewares. Alterna-
tively, it is worth mentioning that not 
all slave settlements were dominated 

by hollow wares. For example, Singleton observes 
that, “at Cafetal Biajacas [in Cuba], both flatware 
and hollow ware are more or less equally present 
in the total artifact collection recovered from the 
enclosure, a finding that differs from most 
discussions of slave foodways that emphasize the 
use of hollow ware in the consumption of soups, 
stews, and pottages” (Singleton 2015:162). 

 
Regardless of vessel forms, Figure 142 also 

Table 101. 
Status of ceramics from 38CH1543 

 

Cup/Mug Bowl Saucer Plate Teapot Storage/ 
Jar

Pan

Chinese porcelain, blue hand painted 5
Chinese porcelain, poly HPOG 1
Subtotals
Delft, undecorated 1 1
Delft, blue hand painted 2 2
Subtotals
White SGSW, HPOG 1
Subtotals
Lead Glazed Slipware 5 5 1
Subtotals
Westerwald 3
Subtotals
Coarse Red Earthenware 2
Subtotals
Creamware, undecorated 1 9
Creamware, edged 1
Subtotals
Pearlware, edged 1
Pearlware, hand painted 1
Subtotals
Whiteware, annular 2
Subtotals
Other ceramics 1 3 1
Subtotals

Totals by Function
%

Flat WareHollow Ware Serving Utilitarian 

3 3 0 0

0 6 0 0

5 5 0 1

0 0 1 0

1 1 0 0

0 11 0 0

4 0 1 0

2 0 0 0

34.69 53.06 4.08 8.16
17 26 2 4

0 0 0 3

2 0 0 0
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Figure 142. Ceramic types by vessel form and decorative motif. 
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reveals that expensive motifs (such as transfer 
prints and hand painting) are almost absent, except 
for pearlware, and the collection is instead 
dominated by inexpensive motifs. This would, with 
the exception of the creamwares, suggest that 
these vessels might have been acquired specifically 
for slave use. The creamwares consist primarily of 
undecorated specimens, which began their history 
as “expensive” and gradually were devalued.  

Summary 
The Houses 

Unlike some of the block excavations and 
sites, where we see a mix of enslaved, overseers, 
and owners or enslaved and freedmen, at 
38CH1543 there is no suggestion that we are 
examining anything other than enslaved. 
Consequently, the artifact assemblage may be 
viewed as “pure,” that is, not representing a 
difficult to separate mix of people and conditions. 

 
Thus, the settlement provides us with an 

interesting view of early eighteenth century 
slavery outside of Charleston. The artifact 
assemblage clearly documents the conditions of 
daily life. The structures (combining artifacts and 
feature data) are minimal and architectural 
remains are almost non-existent. With 
architectural artifacts representing only about 
15% of the collection, these remains are 
significantly less common than all but one of the 
structures at Yaughan and all of the structures at 
Curriboo plantations (Wheaton et al. 1983:Tables 
12 and 18).   

 
Wheaton and his colleagues focused on 

issues of acculturation, arguing that structures at 
these slave settlements gradually became more 
European in form, gradually evolving from “poorly 
or unevenly constructed [mudwall] trench 
structures to better constructed [frame] posthole 
structures (Wheaton et al. 1983:338). As Singleton 
observes, these “better built” structures “made of 
planks” 
 

. . . involved more costs, labor, or 

time. Wooden planks needed to 
be cut and smoothed before they 
could be used for building, and 
nails, an additional expense, were 
needed to put the boards together 
to form the structure (Singleton 
2015:96).  

 
 We believe the structures at 38CH1543 
were very minimally built. In fact, we see no 
evidence in the archaeological records of any mud 
or lime mixture added to the thatch walls. Perhaps 
this was because the early colonial owner saw no 
need and saw plenty of motivation to use monetary 
and time-saving advantages of thatch alone (see 
Singleton 2015:97), or perhaps they were 
preferred by the enslaved themselves since the 
materials and construction techniques were 
similar to their own housing in Africa (see also 
Armstrong 1999:179 and Savannah Unit, Georgia 
Writers Project 1940:179).  
 
 The result seems typical of the structures 
described by Du Bois using various historical 
accounts as, “palmetto huts,” “built in the coarsest 
manner,” “of the poorest kind,” “seldom affording a 
comfortable structure from wind or rain,” 
“miserable huts,” and “exceptionally small” (Du 
Bois 1908:48-50).  
 
 We should point out that while 38CH1543 
is very early, we found no evidence of either 
prepared clay floors or the sub-floor pits identified 
at 38CH1541. In this sense, the site is far more 
“typical” of eighteenth century slave settlements 
and it may perhaps mean that unlike at 38CH1541, 
there were few or no Igbo slaves at this settlement.  

The Possessions 
 Just as the houses were minimal and even 
ephemeral, so were the possessions of the enslaved 
at 38CH1543. Evidence for clothing is almost non-
existent: a few buttons and little else. Again quoting 
accounts in Du Bois, one observer noted that, 
“clothing of the slaves is wretchedly poor; and 
grows worse as you go [further] south [from 
Tennessee]” (DuBois 1908:100).  
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In terms of cabin furnishings, we 
previously quoted one source; Du Bois provides 
another who claims, “they have neither chairs, 
table, or bedstead” (DuBois 1908:50). In fact, other 
than a few nails (which we thought were associated 
with the structures, but which might have been 
used to build rustic furnishings) there is nothing to 
suggest any recognizable furnishings. 
 
 The archaeological assemblage offers 
equally little evidence of any personal possessions. 
Even beads are scarce at the settlement, with only 
three examples recovered (in spite of feature 
flotation).  
 
 Ceramics have been previously described 
in detail, but the majority of these are slave-made 
colono wares. European ceramics at first consist of 
only items discarded from the planter. By the 
nineteenth century, it appears that European 
wares of the lowest styles and costs were acquired 
for the use of the enslaved. Items that would 
normally be discarded appear to have made their 
way into the slave settlement, for example wine 
bottles used for water containers. 
 
 There were even very few artifacts 
associated with plantation activities or other 
activities of daily life. There was no evidence of 
either child’s toys or games played by adults. The 
single construction tool was a broken triangular 
file. There were no hoes, shovels, or scythes, only 
the remains of a quern or hand mill for grinding 
corn (which does suggest that unmilled corn was 
dispensed to the slaves as part of the ration). 
Although in the fishing category, the presence of 
two lead net weights also provides a clue to efforts 
by the enslaved to supplement their diet using the 
locally available creeks. The various hardware and 
other category reveal almost no artifacts. 
Elsewhere you may find abundant scraps of lead, 
brass, or even iron – but not at 38CH1543.  

Ritual or “Hidden Transcripts” 
 This issue has been previously discussed 
at 38CH1541 and in even more detail at 38CH1542. 
At this early settlement, however, there is 
seemingly little evidence of African rituals or even 

efforts to express social identity. There are no 
mirror fragments and no copper or brass nails. 
There are two examples of glass stems that may 
have a modification of the mass produced goods to 
stand in for crystals. Likewise, the small fragments 
of window glass may be more than simply 
accidental inclusions in an otherwise windowless 
settlement.  
 
 Beads, which often compose a significant 
portion of the slave assemblage and which may 
provide ritual insights, are nearly absent at 
38CH1543.  
 
 Is this lack of ritual objects yet another 
example of the poverty seen at 38CH1543? This 
seems more reasonable than attempting to suggest 
there simply not being a root doctor or conjurer in 
this settlement.  
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Artifacts 

Formal excavations produced 3,041 
artifacts (Table 102). The most abundant of these 
were colono wares – low fired, slave-made 
earthenwares that have been previously discussed 
at length. The colono pottery (n=1,351) accounts 
for 44.4% of the assemblage; most of these were, 
however, under 1-inch in diameter. The most 
abundant European ware was lead glazed slipware, 
which accounts for only 0.8% of the total collection 
(n=26). The colono accounts for nearly 94.1% of 
the ceramics and the lead glazed slipware 
contributes only an additional 1.8%.  
 

Utilitarian wares dominate the kitchen 
ceramics, with very few more expensive wares 
present. 

 
All of the glass identified from the site 

represents bottles, although the quantities are very 
small.  

 
As was the case with the auger tests, the 

excavation assemblage produced a small 
assortment of nineteenth century materials that 
likely have nothing to do with the slave settlement 
at 38CH2242. These items include several 
whitewares and a fragment of manganese glass. 
These are likely accidental inclusions, perhaps the 
result of farming.  

 
Architectural items are exceedingly rare, 

consisting of a single small fragment of window 
glass. It seems likely that the structures present 
were wall trench buildings that required few nails 
and probably lacked glazed windows. Similar 
structures have been previously discussed from 
38CH1543. 

 

Arms related items include three lead shot, 
ranging in size from 0.34 to 0.71-inches. These are 
today all considered buckshot, with the largest 
sometimes-called Triball 12.  

 
Present is one gunflint, manufactured 

from gray flint and thus almost certainly English. 
This gunflint is a square spall measuring 17.39 mm 
from heel to edge, 26.11 mm from side to side, and 
9.33 mm in thickness. Like most of the gunflints 
from the Mullet Hall sites, the size is suggestive of 
use in a relatively inexpensive trade gun.  

 
There are also three flint flakes; two gray 

and likely from efforts to produce or resharpen 
English flints, and one honey colored, indicating its 
origin was likely a French flint. 

 
A total of 45 tobacco related items (not 

including a probable colono ware pipe stem 
fragment) were recovered. Twenty-five of the 
items are stems, with 5/64-inch diameter bores 
accounting for 20 of these specimens. The 20 pipe 
bowl fragments were primarily undecorated, 
although one was recovered with unidentifiable 
writing and other with a floral motif. 

 
Beads are very common, with 11 

specimens recovered from formal excavations. 
These are briefly summarized in Table 103 and 
represent nearly 1% of all artifacts recovered from 
the site. 

 
We have previously discussed the 

importance of beads in African American 
assemblages as both items of ritual and adornment. 
Interestingly, there are far more beads at this site 
than were recovered from 38CH1543, a somewhat 
similar occupation.  

 
We also cannot help but make note that  
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Table 102. 
Artifacts recovered from formal excavations 

 
 
 

220R460, 
pz

220R480, 
lv 1

250R460,  
pz

270R440,  
pz

280R460,  
lv 1

360R420,  
lv 1

1436 95.3
White SG SW 1
Delft, undecorated 1 1
Delft, blue hand painted 1 1 2 1
Lead glazed slipware 6 4 4 4 7 1
Whiteware, undecorated 1 2
Whiteware, blue edged 2
Tortoiseshell 1 1 1 2
Nottingham 8 3
Gray SG SW 1
Brown SG SW 1
Red earthenware 7 1
Glass, black 4 5
Glass, aqua 1 1
Glass, brown 6
Glass, clear 1 1
Glass, manganese 1
Colono ware 176 455 172 247 254 47

1 0.1
Window glass 1

0 0.0

7 0.5
Lead shot 1 2
Gunflint 1
Gunflint flakes 1 1 1

45 3.0
Pipe stems, 4/64-inch 1 2 1
Pipe stems, 5/64-inch 2 6 1 6 4 1
Pipe stems, 6/64-inch 1
Pipe bowl fragments 6 9 3 2

0 0.0

11 0.7
Beads 1 4 5 1

7 0.5
Construction tools 1
Misc. hardware 1
Other 2 1 1 1

201 500 204 272 279 51 1,507

Personal Group

Activities Group

TOTAL

Kitchen Group

Architecture Group

Furniture Group

Arms Group

Tobacco Group

Clothing Group
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Figure 143. Artifacts recovered from 38CH2242. A-D, Kidd and Kidd Type IIa beads; E-G, Kidd and Kidd Type 

IIb beads; H, Kidd and Kidd Type W1b bead; I. Kidd and Kidd Type WId bead; J-K, Kidd and Kidd 
Type WIIc beads (K and L are different perspectives of the same bead); M, colono ware sherd with 
an engraved “X” on the exterior surface; N, fragment of colono ware handle; O, colono ware rim with 
burnishing facets. 
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three of these beads (all Type IIa) bear a strong 
resemblance to the cowry shells used in the African 
slave trade and recognized as legal tender in West 
Central Africa. It may be that these otherwise 
rather unimpressive beads were significant 
because of this resemblance. It may also be 
significant that three of these beads are similar, but 
also include blue stripes. There is only one blue 
faceted bead, although two other beads are opaque 
blue glass. 

Pattern 

The artifact pattern at 38CH2242 is not 
especially clear (Table 104), matching none of the 
previously defined patterns and distinct from other 
patterns found at the Mullet Hall sites except for 
work at 38CH2244 (discussed in the following 
section). The issue is that ceramics – largely colono 

wares – are so prevalent that other remains almost 
disappear statistically. Ignoring this one 
discrepancy, the assemblage most closely 
resembles the eighteenth century slave artifact 
pattern, although personal items are inflated by the 
abundance of beads recovered from the site.  

 
In any event, while the pattern is not a 

particularly close match, it certainly seems to 
represent a low status slave occupation. The 
suggestion of minimal architecture is even more 
pronounced than found at 38CH1543. 

Dating 

If we exclude the whitewares, thought to 
have likely been intrusive (based on the small 
quantity present), then the mean ceramic date for 
38CH2242 is 1742 (Table 105). Even if these few 
later wares are added, the mean date is increased 
by only a decade to 1752.  

 
These dates are almost precisely the same 

as were determined for 38CH1543, suggesting that 
while on different plantations, these sites were 
likely occupied simultaneously.  

 
Of course, there are a variety of other 

dating methods. For example, again ignoring the 
pearlwares, whitewares, and yellow wares, South’s 
Bracketing Dates are 1700 to 1740, slightly earlier 
than the mean date. Looking at alternative dating 
techniques, the Bartovic Bracketing Dates are 1660 

to 1796, while the 
Salwen and Bridges 
Ceramic Probability 
Contributions suggest a 
range from 1670 
through 1796.  

 
All of these 

dates are similar, 
indicating an occupation 
at 38CH2242 beginning 
shortly after the es-
tablishment of Charles-
ton and ending some-
time before the end of 
the eighteenth century. 

Table 103. 
Beads recovered in formal excavations 

 
Provenience Type Colors Length Diameter

220R460, pz IIb white/blue >6.3 8.0
220R480, lv 1 IIa white 15.5 7.9

IIb white/blue 14.9 8.1
WIIc blue 8.3 5.7
WIIc blue faceted 9.2 7.1

250R460, pz IIa black 9.0 9.9
IIa white 9.6 8.1

WIb white 7.1 7.6
WId clear 5.8 10.8
WIIc blue 4.7 8.9

270R440, pz IIa white 13.1 8.9  

Table 104. 
Artifact Pattern analysis for the 38CH2242 collection 

 

38CH2242 38CH2244 38CH1543

Revised 
Carolina 
Artifact 
Pattern1

Georgia Slave 
Artifact 
Pattern2

Carolina 
Slave Artifact 

Pattern1

Kitchen Group 95.3 91.3 77.4 51.8 - 65.0 20.0 - 25.8 70.9 - 84.2
Architectural Group 0.1 5.3 15.1 25.2 - 31.4 67.9 - 73.2 11.8 - 24.8
Furniture Group 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 - 0.6 0.0 - 0.1 0.1
Arms Group 0.5 0.2 0.6 0.1 - 0.3 0.0 - 0.2 0.1 - 0.3
Tobacco Group 3.0 2.5 6.1 1.9 - 13.9 0.3 - 9.7 2.4 - 5.4
Clothing Group 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.6 - 5.4 0.3 - 1.7 0.3 - 0.8
Personal Group 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.2 - 0.5 0.1 - 0.2 0.1
Activities Group 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.9 - 1.7 0.2 - 0.4 0.2 - 0.9

1 Garrow 1982
2 Singleton 1980  



 38CH2242 ARTIFACT ANALYSIS
 

 

 

 
389 

In fact, given the artifact assemblage it seems 
reasonable that the settlement may have been 
abandoned prior to the Revolution since the TPQ is 

1740 (provided by the Clouded Wares).  
 
Tobacco stem bore diameter is yet another 

dating technique, although it is applicable only to 
those sites pre-dating 1780. Thus, 38CH2242 may 
be at the outside edge of the range. The resulting 
dates, shown in Table 106, are close to one another 
– 1745 and 1747. These are both slightly later than 
the Mean Ceramic Date of 1746, but still entirely 
plausible.  

 
Thus, all the dating approaches support 

38CH2242 being occupied during the very early 
eighteenth century. When the historic research is 
consulted, it appears that the site was occupied 
during, and likely before, the occupation of James 
Witter.  

Status 

The quantity of ceramics is 
insufficient to justify calculation the 
minumum number of vessels. We are 
therefore unable to speculate on the vessel 
forms. Nor are we able to accurately gauge 
the nature of decorative motifs. What we can 
say, however, is that utilitarian wares such 
as lead glazed slipwares account for 40% of 
the European ceramics. Nottingham 
stonewares contribute an additional 17%. 
Another 11% are delft and redwares 

contribute 12%.  
 

Relatively expensive 
ceramics, such as white salt 
glazed stoneware and clouded 
wares that might have come 
from the planter’s table, 
together contribute only 9% of 
the European ceramic 
assemblage. 

 
Therefore, it appears 

that this represents a relatively 
low status dwelling – consistent 
with eighteenth century 
enslaved African Americans.  

 

Table 105. 
Mean Ceramic Date for 38CH2242 

 
Ceramic Date Range

Mean Date 
(xi) (fi) fi x xi

Nottingham stoneware 1700-1810 1755 11 19305
White salt glazed stoneware 1740-1775 1758 1 1758
Lead glazed slipware 1670-1795 1733 26 45058
Clouded wares/Tortoiseshell 1740-1770 1755 5 8775
Delft, decorated 1600-1802 1750 5 8750
Delft, plain 1640-1800 1720 2 3440

Total 50 87086

Mean Ceramic Date 1741.72  

Table 106. 
Tobacco stem dating 

 
Bore 

Diameter #
4/64 4 16
5/64 20 100
6/64 1 6

25 122
average bore diameter 4.88
Binford Date 1745

log of average bore diameter 0.68842
6.68539

Heighton and Deagan Date 1747  

˅

1650

˅
1660

1670 1690 1710 1730 1750 1770 1790 1810

˅
17961742

 
Figure 144. Ceramic Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s Bracketing 

Dates for 38CH2242. 
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Summary 

Early in this report, we have provided a 
brief synopsis of the historic context, identifying 
eighteenth century owners such as James Witter, 
about whom little is known. We suspect rice 
cultivation, but we have almost no documentations 
that would help reconstruct daily plantation 
activities. 

 
Given the early age of this settlement (with 

dates from essentially the settlement of Charleston 
until the American Revolution), 38CH2242 tells a 
very important story about the enslaved African 
Americans laboring on the island. It is directly 
comparable to both 38CH1543 and 38CH2244 
(discussed in the following section). 

 
Its small size seems to stand in contrast 

with other sites, such as Yaughan and Curriboo, 
where relatively large number of slaves were 
housed in a village-like setting (Wheaton et al. 
1983). It is even smaller than the settlement 
identified at 38CH1543. 

 
Colono wares are the largest data set at 

38CH1543, although they are compromised by 
extensive plowing and fragmentation. European 
ceramics were also present, although they, too, 
were heavily fragmented. Other artifacts are less 
common, although that is attributed to the site’s 
probable function as an eighteenth century slave 
settlement. One interesting anomaly was the large 
number of glass beads recovered from the 
settlement – all of which appear to be eighteenth 
century in origin. 

 
The density of the colono pottery has 

produced an artifact pattern that does not match 
those found previously at eighteenth century slave 
settlements. We suggest this may be the result of 
the very early date of the settlement, coupled with 
site-specific features that are not entirely clear.  
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Artifacts 

Formal excavations produced 3,332 
artifacts (Table 107). The most abundant of these 
artifacts are colono wares – low fired, slave-made 
earthenwares. The colono pottery (n=2,055) 
accounts for 61.8% of the assemblage and nearly 
68% of the kitchen artifacts. The most abundant 
European ware is lead glazed slipware, which 
accounts for 9% of the total collection (n=303).  

 
We have previously discussed the Colono 

pottery from this and other sites investigated at 
Mullet Hall. Perhaps the most intriguing finding 
from 38CH2244 (other than the sheer quantity of 
the Colono pottery) is the presence of handles 
suggesting the replication of European styles and 
the occurrence of two sherds with crudely 
engraved “X” motifs. Unfortunately, the colono 
ware is so plow damaged that only 25 of the 2,055 
sherds (1.2%) are over 1-inch in size.  
 

Turning our attention to the European 
ceramics present at 38CH2244, the lead glazed 
slipwares account for 51.6% of the European 
wares. Slipware was a traditional eighteenth 
century form of pottery decoration in which a 
white or cream-colored slip is trailed over a buff or 
red earthenware body. A clear lead glazed slip is 
then applied before firing. These ceramics were the 
wares of the yeoman farmer and laborer in 
England, so it is no surprise they so frequently find 
their way into slave households.  

 
Similarly, the 87 fragments of salt glazed 

stoneware assumed many utilitarian functions, 
including chamber pots and tankards. They 
account for 14.8% of the English ceramics present. 
They were likely salvaged from the planter’s trash 
or perhaps intentionally passed to the slaves.  

Delft is a typical eighteenth century ware 
with a lead glaze to which tin-oxide has been added 
to produce a very white glaze in imitation of 
Chinese porcelains. Cushion indicates that, like 
slipware, the bulk of the delft until sometime in the 
eighteenth century was utilitarian, intended for the 
table, a view also expressed by Noël Hume 
(1978:13, 25) who describes delft as a "modestly 
priced ware."  

 
The last utilitarian ware to be mentioned is 

the single sherd of a Spanish olive jar. The coarse 
paste includes abundant temper and the vessels, 
when sufficiently intact, have a distinctive globular 
shape with two crude handles below the neck. As 
large containers, olive jars transported a variety of 
contents, including bullets, capers, beans, chickpeas, 
lard, tar, wine, olives in brine, and olive oil (Goggin 
1960:6; Pernambuca de Mello 1979:221). 

 
Over 11% of the collection consists of 

Chinese porcelains. While quite expensive, the 
presumption is that such ceramics, once broken, 
cracked, or out of style, were discarded, often 
finding their way to slave quarters. This is 
consistent with all of the sites investigated at 
Mullet Hall. 

 
Only a few nineteenth century remains are 

present in the assemblage. It seems unlikely, given the 
proximity of the Navy deposit (see Trinkley 2017a) 
and the presence of the nearby African American 
cemetery (38CH1549; see Trinkley 2017b), that 
these items were not deposited during the occupation 
of the slave settlement. Consequently, they are not 
included in further analyses. 

 
Black glass accounts for 70.8% of the glass 

recovered at 38CH2244 and these remains 
represent wine and beer bottles salvaged or 
expropriated by the enslaved for other uses. 
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Table 107. 
Artifacts recovered from 38CH2244 

 
470R930, 

lv 1
470R950, 

lv 1
480R680, 

pz
480R840, 

lv 1
490R950, 

pz
500R785, 

lv 1
540R960, 

lv 1 Fea 2 Fea 4 Fea 5

3028 91.3
Chinese porcelain, undecorated 2 3
Chinese porcelain, blue hand painted 11 10 2 22 13 1
Chinese porcelain, poly HPOG 2
White porcelain, undecorated 1 1
White SG SW 6 4 2 2
White SG SW, slip dipped 1 2 1
Delft, undecorated 6 6 3 9 4 3 1
Delft, polychrome hand painted 1 1 2
Delft, blue hand painted 1 3 1 9 2 2 2
Lead glazed slipware 60 38 6 19 65 78 19 15 3
Creamware, undecorated 1
Pearlware, undecorated 1
Whiteware, undecorated 1 1 2 1 1
Whiteware, sponged 4
Whiteware, blue edged 1 1
Jackfield 1 1 2
Rhenish stoneware 2 1
Elers ware 1
Tortoiseshell 1 1
Westerwald 2 4 3 5
Gray SG SW 6 3 7 11 3 1 1 2
Brown SG SW 9 6 1 2 5 10 2 3 1
Coarse Red earthenware 1 4 1 2 3 2 4
Spanish olive jar 1
Burnt refined earthenware 3 2 1 1
Glass, black 38 44 25 16 52 26 11 27 31
Glass, aqua 3 1 1 1
Glass, green 2 2 1
Glass, brown 3 17
Glass, clear 2 1 33 10 1 15 2 2 1
Glass, milk 1 1 1 5
Kitchenware 2 1 5 2
Colono ware 223 390 31 140 362 356 195 311 31 16

177 5.3
Window glass 2 2 1
Hinge fragments 1
Paver 1 3
Nails, wrought 1 2 4 2 6 7 13
Nails, machine cut 4 1 2 4
Nails, UID 11 15 10 3 7 9 21 30 7 2

5 0.2
Brass tack 1
Decorative item 1

5 0.2
Lead shot 1 1
Gun part 1
Gunflint 1 1

82 2.5
Pipe stems, 4/64-inch 2 2 2 1 1 1 1
Pipe stems, 5/64-inch 7 8 1 2 9 14 1 6
Pipe stems, 6/64-inch 1 1
Pipe bowl fragments 1 2 1 2 15 1

3 0.1
Buttons 1
Scissor 1 1

2 0.1
Knife blade/pocket knife 1
Writing/counting slate 1

15 0.5
Farm tools 2
Fishing gear 1
Misc. hardware 2 2
Other 1 1 2 1 1 1 1

Personal Group

Activities Group

Kitchen Group

Architecture Group

Furniture Group

Arms Group

Tobacco Group

Clothing Group
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Figure 145. Artifacts recovered from 38CH2244. A, underglaze blue hand painted Chinese porcelain; B, 

Westerwald stoneware; C, polychrome Delft; D, white salt glazed stoneware tea pot lid; E, lead 
glazed slipware; F, colono sherds with scratched “X” motifs; G, iron pot leg; H, etched glass tumbler; 
I, straight colono ware handle. 
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Figure 146. Artifacts recovered from 38CH2244. A, hand wrought nails; B, brass furniture tack; C, white 

ball clay tobacco pipe stem with an impressed crown over “16”; D, relatively short stemmed ball 
clay pipe, likely made for enslaved African Americans; E, iron scissor fragments; F, lead net 
weight. 
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Incorporated in the clear glass is a small 
collection of other materials which originated in 
the owner’s house, including at least one glass bowl 
and a stemmed goblet with an etched floral pattern. 
 
 All of the kitchenware items consist of iron 
kettles or pots. These were designed either to hang 
over the fire, if the weight could be supported, 
or to actually sit in the coals of the hearth (Feild 
1984:93).  
 

Architectural items are rare, accounting 
for only 5.3% of the assemblage. Most of these 
items are unidentifiable nails. Wrought examples 
are the most common of the identifiable nails, 
although they are scarce. Like the small quantity of 
window glass, it seems unlikely that they were 
used in the construction of the slave structures, but 
were perhaps brought into the settlement for other 
reasons, such as the construction of rudimentary 
furniture for the dwellings. 

 
The furniture group includes only two 

objects, a specimen of furniture hardware and a 
single brass tack.  

 
Arms-related artifacts account for only 

0.2% of the assemblage, but include two English 
gunflints of gray flint, a fragment of a gun trigger, 
and several shot (the one measurable shot is 0.33-
inch, today known as 00 buckshot). 

 
One gunflint is a fragmentary spall, with 

only its thickness (10.48mm) recoverable. The 
other flint, also a spall, D-shaped and only the 
thickness (8.30mm) and length (24.52mm) are 
recoverable. This flint, at least, is a size typical of 
tradeguns.  

 
 While the gun part may be evidence of 
gun-use by the 38CH2244 slaves, we remain 
somewhat ambivalent. There are alternative 
explanations for all of these items. 
 

Eighty-two tobacco-related items were 
recovered, primarily stems, representing 5.2% of 
the collection. Pipe bowls are present, but are 
generally undecorated. 

One of these pipe stems is intact and is 
relatively short, suggesting that it may be a style 
purchased by owners for the specific use of their 
enslaved population. It is entirely plain, without 
any markings. 

 
One of the stems, however, contains the 

mark of a crown over the number “16.” We have not 
identified this mark, although Walker notes that, 
“from its beginning the Gouda industry used letters 
or numbers, often surmounted with a crown, or 
symbols, as makers' marks” (Walker 1971b:30; see 
also Walker 1971b). A nearly identical mark 
documents use by at least eight makers, dating 
from perhaps 1720 through 1869 
(http://www.goudapipes.nl/books/Meulen/catalog
/cijfermerken.php).  

 
Clothing items are scarce, limited to two 

scissor fragments and one button (South’s Type 
31). Curiously, the button type is thought to be 
nineteenth century by South (1964:125). 
Unfortunately, too little work has been done with 
button dating to ascribe much confidence in this. 

 
The personal items include a single 

counting slate and a fragment of a pocketknife. Of 
more interest is the absence of beads from this site, 
when they were so common at 38CH2242 on the 
opposite side of the marsh and 38CH1543.  

 
The Activities Group includes a variety of 

miscellaneous fragments, as is typical. Of particular 
interest, however, is the one fishing or net weight, 
which provides some evidence that the marsh was 
exploited for food resources.  

 
A small fragment of a grinding or millstone 

was also recovered. This was part of a quern or 
hand mill that consisted of two stones set one on 
the other. Similar devices have been identified at 
38CH2242 and 38CH1543. 

Pattern 

Table 108 compares the artifact pattern 
from 38CH2244 with those obtained from other 
Mullet Hall sites (38CH2242 and 38CH1543), as 
well as a few of the most common artifact patterns 

http://www.goudapipes.nl/books/Meulen/catalog/cijfermerken.php
http://www.goudapipes.nl/books/Meulen/catalog/cijfermerken.php
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employed at coastal southern plantations. The 
pattern at all three sites – at least when considering 
ceramics – is a good match for the eighteenth 
century slave artifact pattern. 

 
In fact, the similarity between 38CH2244 

and 38CH2242 extends to furniture, arms, 
clothing, and activities. The most 
anomalous site seems to be 38CH1543, 
where architectural remains are 
significantly higher than either 38CH2244 
or 38CH2242 and tobacco, where again 
the remains from 38CH1543 are higher 
than the other two sites. 

 
While there may be some 

temporal or regional explanation for the 
differences between 38CH2244 and 
38CH2242, we believe that all three are 
representative of remains deposited by 
enslaved African Americans during the 
colonial period at Mullet Hall. The range 
emphasizes that our understanding of 
early colonial occupation, especially that 
of the enslaved, is far from complete. 

Dating 

If we exclude the pearlwares and 
whitewares, thought to have likely been intrusive, 
then the mean ceramic date for 38CH2244 is 1734 
(Table 109). Even if these few later wares are 
added, the mean date is increased by only a few 
years to 1737 since there are so few.  

 

Of course, there 
are a variety of other 
dating methods. For 
example, again ignoring 
the pearlwares and 
whitewares, South’s 
Bracketing Dates are 
1690 to 1760 (with the 
terminal date provided 
by the one creamware). If 
the creamware is ignored, 
the terminal date is 
bumped to 1740. 

 
Tobacco stem bore diameter is yet another 

dating technique, although it is applicable only to 
those sites pre-dating 1780. Thus, 38CH2244 may 
be at the outside edge of the range. The resulting 
dates, shown in Table 110, are close to one another 

– 1746 and 1748. These are both slightly later than 
the Mean Ceramic Date of 1734, but still plausible. 

 
The Bartovic date range is 1670 to 1795, 

while the Salwen and Bridges Ceramic Probability 
Contributions suggest a range from 1654 through 

Table 108. 
Artifact Pattern comparison 

 

38CH2244 38CH2242 38CH1543

Revised 
Carolina 
Artifact 
Pattern1

Georgia Slave 
Artifact 
Pattern2

Carolina 
Slave Artifact 

Pattern1

Kitchen Group 91.3 95.3 77.4 51.8 - 65.0 20.0 - 25.8 70.9 - 84.2
Architectural Group 5.3 0.1 15.1 25.2 - 31.4 67.9 - 73.2 11.8 - 24.8
Furniture Group 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 - 0.6 0.0 - 0.1 0.1
Arms Group 0.2 0.5 0.6 0.1 - 0.3 0.0 - 0.2 0.1 - 0.3
Tobacco Group 2.5 3.0 6.1 1.9 - 13.9 0.3 - 9.7 2.4 - 5.4
Clothing Group 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.6 - 5.4 0.3 - 1.7 0.3 - 0.8
Personal Group 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.2 - 0.5 0.1 - 0.2 0.1
Activities Group 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.9 - 1.7 0.2 - 0.4 0.2 - 0.9

1 Garrow 1982
2 Singleton 1980  

Table 109. 
Mean Ceramic Date for the 38CH2244 excavation units 

 
Ceramic Date Range

Mean Date 
(xi) (fi) fi x xi

Overglazed enameled porc 1660-1800 1730 2 3460
Underglazed blue porc 1660-1800 1730 64 110720

Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 14 24332
White salt glazed stoneware 1740-1775 1758 14 24612
White sg sw, slip dipped 1715-1775 1745 4 6980
Rhenish stoneware 1650-1750 1700 3 5100
Elers ware 1690-1775 1733 1 1733

Lead glazed slipware 1670-1795 1733 303 525099

Jackfield 1740-1780 1760 4 7040
Clouded wares/Tortoiseshell 1740-1770 1755 2 3510

Delft, decorated 1600-1802 1750 24 42000
Delft, plain 1640-1800 1720 32 55040

Creamware, undecorated 1762-1820 1791 1 1791

Total 468 811417

Mean Ceramic Date 1733.8  
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1793. While both suggest a longer date range than 
South’s Bracketing Technique, all three suggest a 
very early origin for the site, and the Bartovic and 
Salwen and Bridges dates suggest the possibility of 
occupation through the American Revolution until 
the turn of the century. The near absence of 
creamware could suggest that the site was likely 
abandoned prior to the Revolution, although it is 
just as likely that the lead glazed slipware 

continued to be used by the enslaved and no effort 
was made to pass creamwares to the settlement. 
Certainly Figure 147 suggests occupation was 
unaffected by the Revolution.  

 
Thus, all the dating approaches support 

38CH2244 being occupied during the early 
eighteenth century, perhaps within years of the 
founding of Charleston. When the historic research 

is consulted, it appears that the site was occupied 
during, and likely before, the occupation by 
Anthony Mathews.  

Status 

Although it is not possible to look at the 
ceramic motifs for clues on status, we can look at 
the vessel forms themselves. A total of 47 minimum 
number of vessels were recognized from the unit 
and feature excavations at 38CH2244. The results 
of this work are seen in Table 111.  

 
At this site, with only a few of the ceramics 

likely cast-off from the main settlement, we see the 
hollow wares dominating the collection, 
accounting for 26 of the specimens (55%). In 
contrast, flat wares contribute only 12 vessels 
(26%). The ceramics at this site help document the 
one-pot meals that have become associated with 
the enslaved. Nearly 13% of the assemblage 
consists of utilitarian vessels – including four 
chamber pots (two-thirds of the total). Whether 

these were 
actually used by 
the slaves at the 
settlement seems 
unlikely (at least 
we have been 
unable to find any 
historic accounts 
of such use). On 
the other hand, 
Posnansky indi-
cates that in West 
Africa, “a broken 
pot serves as a 
chicken coup if 
large enough, or 
as a basin to hold 

seeds, or as an eating dish or water tray for poultry” 
(Posnanski 1999:33). Singleton herself 
acknowledges that, “slave sites frequenty yield 
artifacts refashioned from discards” (Singleton 
2015:153).  

 
Thus, the status of the wares present 

seems consistent with those expected among the 
enslaved during the early eighteenth century. 

˅ ˅ ˅

18101650
.0000

1654 17931734

.001

.005

18301670 1690 1710 1730 1750 1770 1790  
Figure 147. Ceramic Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates for 

38CH2244. 
 

Table 110. 
Tobacco stem dates for 38CH2244 

 
Bore Diameter #

4/64 10 40
5/64 48 240
6/64 2 12

60 292
average bore diameter 4.866667
Binford Date 1746

log of average bore diameter 0.687232
6.707708

Heighton and Deagan Date 1748  
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Summary 

We have previously provided a brief 
synopsis of the historic context, focusing on 
eighteenth century owners such as James Witter, 
about whom little is known. We suspect rice 
cultivation, but we have almost no documentation 
that would help reconstruct daily plantation 
activities. 

 
Given the early age of this settlement (with 

dates from the early eighteenth century), 
38CH2244 tells a very important story about the 
enslaved African Americans laboring on the island. 
It is especially useful when compared to 38CH1543 
and 38CH2242, both settlements where African 
Americans from roughly the same period lived. 

 
Its small size seems to stand in contrast 

with other sites, such as Yaughan and Curriboo, 
where relatively large number of slaves were 
housed in a village-like setting (Wheaton et al. 
1983). We wonder if the early date of the 
settlement may help explain this since the earliest 
settlers to Carolina did not generally arrive with 
large numbers of slaves. For example, among the 

first to arrive in Carolina, 
Baldwin is able to 
document only 68 
enslaved Africans. 
Moreover, in 1720, there 
were apparently only 
1,439 slaves in St. Johns 
(BPRO Transcriptions, vol. 
9, pg. 23). Thus, with 
occupation perhaps 
beginning within years of 
the settlement of 
Charleston, it is 
unreasonable to expect 
large slave villages. 

 
Colono wares are 

the largest data set at 
38CH2244, but are 
compromised by extensive 
plowing and fragment-
ation. While European 

ceramics are present in a greater proportion than 
at 38CH1543 or 38CH2242, they are also heavily 
fragmented by plowing. 

 
Other artifacts are less common, although 

that is attributed to the site’s probable function as 
an eighteenth century slave settlement. The 
density of the colono pottery has produced an 
artifact pattern that does not match those found at 
other eighteenth century slave settlements. This 
may be the result of the very early date of the 
settlement, coupled with site-specific features that 
are not entirely clear. The pattern is, however, 
similar to 38CH2242 and 28CH1543, both in the 
immediate area. 

 
Because of the extensive plowing, features 

are not common. Only three have been identified. 
Two are structural remains. One is an odd hearth 
formation seen previously only at a late colonial 
slave settlement on Spring Island (Trinkley 1991). 
The crude architecture may have survived later 
there than on Johns Island because of the former’s 
isolation. The other feature at 38CH2244 appears 
to be a portion of a wall trench structure. Only the 
northeast corner was identified, with most of the 

Table 111. 
Vessel forms represented at 38CH2244 

 

Cup/Mug Bowl Saucer Plate Bowl Teapot Storage/ 
Jar

Chamber 
Pot

Chinese porcelain, undecorated 2 1
Chinese porcelain, blue hand painted 4 2 1 5 1
Subtotals
Delft, undecorated 1 1
Subtotals
White SGSW 2 1 1
Subtotals
Lead Glazed Slipware 2 9 3
Subtotals
Jackfield 1
Subtotals
Rhenish ware 1
Subtotals
SGSW, brown 1
Subtotals
Westerwald 1
Subtotals
Coarse Red Earthenware 1
Subtotals
SGSW, gray 3 3
Subtotals

Totals by Function
%

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

3 0 0 3

0 1 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 0 1

55.32 25.53 6.38 12.77
26 12 3 6

11 3 0 0

2 2 0 0

Flat WareHollow Ware Serving Utilitarian 

2 0 0 0

8 7 1 0
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northern wall and a portion of the eastern wall 
destroyed by plowing. The remaining feature was a 
large trash pit.  

 
The SHPO determined that portions of the 

site were eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register and a portion of the site was set aside in a 
preservation easement.  
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Introduction 

Ethnobotanical remains were recovered 
from flotation samples (all from features), as well 
as being handpicked during excavation (from units, 
features, and postholes) and collected by water 
screening through 1/16-inch mesh (all from 
features). 
 

Handpicked samples may produce little 
information on subsistence since they often 
represent primarily wood charcoal large enough to 
be readily collected during either excavation or 
screening. Such handpicked samples are perhaps 
most useful for providing ecological information 
through examination of the wood species present.  
 

Such studies assume that charcoal from 
different species tends to burn, fragment, and be 
preserved similarly so that no species naturally 
produces smaller, or less common, pieces of 
charcoal and is less likely than others to be 
represented – an assumption that is dangerous at 
best. Such studies also assume that the site 
occupants were collecting the wood in the same 
proportions as the charcoal found in the 
archaeological record—likely, but very difficult to 
examine in any detail. And finally, an examination 
of wood species may also assume that the species 
present represent woods intentionally selected by 
the site occupants for use as fuel or other purposes 
– probably the easiest assumption to accept if due 
care is used to exclude the results of natural fires. 
 

While this method probably gives a fair 
indication of the trees in the site area at the time of 
occupation, there are several factors that may bias 
any environmental reconstruction based solely on 
charcoal evidence, including selective gathering by 
site occupants (perhaps selecting better burning 

woods, while excluding others) and differential 
self-pruning of the trees (providing greater 
availability of some species over others). Smart and 
Hoffman (1988) provide an excellent review of 
environment interpretation using charcoal that 
should be consulted by those particularly 
interested in this aspect of the study. 

 
Researchers generally don’t discuss the 

merits of water screening for ethnobotanical 
remains in any detail; the one exception is Dye and 
Moore (1978). They advocated combining 
approaches noting,  
 

whatever was lost in the water 
screening system, particularly 
seeds and small animal parts, 
could be accounted for in the 
flotation system . . . . the two 
systems complement each other 
and are good sampling devices 
(Dye and Moore 1978:62). 
 

We view the results of water screening lying 
somewhere between that of handpicking and 
flotation. Water screened samples seem to produce 
a range of plant materials (down to 1/16-inch), 
although fragmentation may be greater than 
flotation because of water pressure. We should 
note that some researchers, such as Wilson (1977), 
have prepared exceptional studies of food remains 
and use using only water screened samples. 

 
Finally, flotation samples, offering the 

potential to recover small seeds and other food 
remains, provide the most reliable and sensitive 
subsistence information. Samples of 10 to 20 grams 
are usually considered adequate, if no bias was 
introduced in the field (14 of the 40 samples here 
and six of the 22 features meet this threshold).  
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Popper (1988) explores the "cumulative 
stages" of patterning, or potential bias, in 
ethnobotanical data. She notes that the first 
potential source of bias includes the worldview and 
patterned behavior of the site occupants – how 
were the plants used, processed, and discarded, for 
example. Added to this are the preservation 
potentials of both the plant itself and the site's 
depositional history. Of the materials used and 
actually preserved, additional potential biases are 
introduced in the collection and processing of the 
samples. For example, there may be differences 
between deposits sampled and not sampled, 
between the materials recovered through flotation 
and those lost or broken, and even between those 
that are considered identifiable and those which 
are not. 
 

In the case of the Mullet Hall sites, the soil 
samples were generally 5 gallons (unless features 
were so small that this volume could not be 
obtained while also saving samples for other 
analyses) in volume (representing soil prescreened 
to remove artifacts and architectural debris to ¼-
inch) and were water floated (using a machine 
assisted system) at Chicora's Columbia 
laboratories. Prescreening may cause some 
fragmentation, but it ensures a much larger soil 
sample than would be the case if artifacts, brick, 
and mortar were retained. This equates to about 19 
liters of soil, which is in excess of what is collected 
by many researchers.1 

Procedures and Results 
Handpicked Samples 

The handpicked samples were bagged in 
the field directly from either the ¼-inch screen or 
actual feature excavation and were therefore clean 
and easily sorted. The samples were examined 
under low magnification with the larger pieces of 
wood charcoal identified, where possible, to the 
genus level using comparative samples, Hoadley 
(1990), Koehler (1917), and Panshin and de Zeeuw 
(1970). Wood charcoal samples were broken in 

                                
1 Guedes and Spengler (204:Table 5.1) recommend 

half to expose a fresh transverse surface. The results 
of this analysis are shown in Tables 112 and 113. 

 
Site 38CH1541 provides evidence of nine 

woods and hickory (Carya sp.) nutshell.  
 
Pine (Pinus sp.) is found in 52 of the 61 

(85%) samples and dominates 25 of these 61. This 
ubiquity is no doubt an indication of the dominance 
of pine in the historic landscape. Three of the 
samples (which also contain pine wood), also 
evidence what appears to be carbonized pine bark. 
One sample, Feature 18, also contained small 
quantities of uncarbonized wood identified as pine, 
likely longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) and almost 
certainly representing fragments of the wood box 
supporting the feature sidewalls.  

 
Oak (Quercus sp.) is found in 26 of the 61 

samples (43%) and it is a common lowcountry tree. 
Of particular interest is the sample from post hole 
2 in 770R400 (Block L). The sample was over 35 g 
in weight and appears to represent carbonized 
shavings. One explanation for this may be that 
green wood shavings were burned in a smudge pit 
for the control of insects (and this was not a post 
hole, but rather a small feature). 

 
The remaining species are all found in low 

quantities: cedar (Juniperus silicicola), maple (Acer 
sp.), ash (Fraxinus sp.), and walnut (Juglans sp.) are 
all found in only five or fewer samples 
(representing 8% ubiquity or less).   

 
The more recent slave settlement at 

38CH1542 was the only site that produced 
evidence of coal (found in three samples and 
abundant in one). We suspect this is a result of 
postbellum occupation by agricultural laborers. 
During the late nineteenth century, coal became 
more commonly available beyond the confines of 
Charleston.  

 
In terms of burned wood, pine is again the 

most common, found in 17 out of the 19 samples  

between 10 and 30 liters be collected for flotation. 
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Table 112. 
Identification of materials in handpicked samples, 38CH1541 

 

Provenience
Pinus 

sp.

carb. 
Pinus 
bark

uncarb. 
Pinus

Ilex 
sp.

Quercus 
sp.

Salix 
sp.

Acer              
sp.

Fraxinus  
sp.

Carya 
sp.

Juglans 
sp.

Juniperus 
silicicola

Carya 
nutshell

Block A 370R570 lv 2 ++ ++
Block A 37R580 lv 2 ++
Block A 370R590 lv 2 + ++
Block A 370R590 PH 1 ++ + +
Block A 370R590 PH 2 ++
Block A 380R580 pz ++ +
Block A 380R580 lv 2 ++ + +
Block A 380R590 pz +
Block A 380R590 lv 2 +
Block F 580R410 pz +
Block F 590R410 pz +
Block F 590R410 PH 1 + +
Block H 690R490 pz + +
Block I 760R590 pz +
Block I 770R590 pz ++
Block I 770R600 pz +
Block I 770R600 trowel +
Block J 640R260 pz +
Block J 640R260 trowel +
Block J 650R260 + +
Block K 780R320 pz +
Block L 770R400 pz ++
Block L 770R400 PH 1 ++
Block L 770R400 PH 2 ++
Block L 780R400 pz ++ +
Block L 790R400 pz +
Block L 800R410 pz ++ + +
Block L 810R400 pz +
Block L 820R380 pz +
Block L 830R380 pz +
Fea 1 ++ + ++
Fea 7 + +
Fea 8 +
Fea 11 W lv 1 ++ +
Fea 11 W lv 2 ++
Fea 13 E lv 1 + ++
Fea 13 E lv 2 + ++ +
Fea 13 E lv 3 ++ ++
Fea 14 trowel ++
Fea.14 S lv 1 ++ ++ +
Fea 14 S lv 2 + + ++
Fea 14 S lv 3 ++ ++ +
Fea 14 S lv 4 + + + +
Fea 14 N lv 1 ++
Fea 14 N lv 2 ++ + +
Fea 14 N lv 3 ++ +
Fea 14 N lv 4 ++
Fea 15 W lv 1 ++
Fea 15 W lv 2 ++ ++
Fea 16 W lv 1 ++ +
Fea 16 E lv 2 +
Fea 17 E finding edge + ++
Fea 17 E lv 1 +
Fea 17 E lv 2 + ++
Fea 17 W lv 1 +
Fea 18 E lv 1 ++
Fea 18 E lv 2 ++
Fea 18 E cleaning ++ + +
Fea 19 E lv 1 + + ++
Fea 19 E lv 2 ++ +
Fea. 19 W lv 1 +

38CH1541
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Table 113. 
Identification of materials in handpicked samples, 38CH1542, 38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 38CH2244 

 

Provenience
Pinus 

sp.
Ilex 
sp.

Quercus 
sp.

Acer              
sp.

Carya 
sp.

Juniperus 
silicicola

UID 
wood

Carya 
nutshell

Peach 
Pit

Corn 
cob

Acorn 
Shell Coal

Block A 450R780 pz ++
Block A 460R780 pz ++ ++
Block A 465R790 pz ++ ++ + +
Block B 440R800 pz ++
Block B 440R810 pz ++
Block B 440R820 pz + +
Block C 460R890 pz +
Block F 560R1190 pz +
Block G 450R1500 lv 1 ++
Block G 460R1500 lv 1 ++ + +
Block G 470R1500 lv 1 ++ +
Block G 480R1500 lv 1 ++
Block H 620R1540 pz ++
Block I 600R1510 pz ++
Block J 690R740 pz +
Fea 1 ++ +
Fea 1 interior ++
Fea 2 N ++
Fea 3 +

160R660 lv 1 +
240R560 lv 2 +
300R560 lv 1 +
320R560 lv 2 ++ + + +
Fea 1 ++ + +
Fea 4 W ++ +
Fea 7 ++ +
Stripped PH 1 ++
Stripped PH 5 +
Stripped PH 6 +
Stripped PH 7 +

220R480 lv 1 ++
250R460 lv 1 ++ ++ +
270R440 lv 1 +
360R420 lv 1 + + 

470R930 lv 1 +
470R950 lv 1 ++ +
480R680 pz ++
480R840 lv 1 +
490R950 pz +
500R785 lv 1 + ++
540R960 lv 1 ++
540R960 trow +
Fea 2 ++ ++ +
Fea 5 + ++

38CH2244

38CH2242

38CH1543

38CH1542
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(89%). It is abundant in 13 of these samples (76%). 
Single samples of maple and cedar are also present.  

 
Site 38CH1543 was still dominated by 

pine, with eight out of the 11 samples evidencing 
pine (73%). In five of these eight, pine was the 
dominant wood species (63%). 

 
Only three samples (16%) contained oak, 

and cedar was found in only one sample (5%).  
 
Acorn shell was found in one provenience, 

although that sample also produced small 
quantities of oak wood. We suspect the acorn shell 
is just an accidental inclusion. Food remains at 
38CH1542, however, were found in three samples. 
Features 1 and 4 produced peach pits (Prunus 
persica). Feature 7 produced a small corncob 
fragment, likely a tiller ear (it had only four rows, 
well paired, 3 kernels per 10mm).   

 
Pine also dominated the small collection 

from 38CH2242 and the only other wood identified 
was, surprisingly, holly (Illex sp.) 

 

The last site investigated, 38CH2244, 
contains 10 handpicked samples. Eight of these 
(80%), produced pine and four of these eight 
(50%) yielded abundant carbonized pine 

fragments. Two other woods were also identified: 
hickory and oak. Both occur in three samples and 
each is dominant in a single sample.   

 
The only other handpicked item was 

hickory nutshell, abundant in one sample, which 
otherwise contained only pine. The abundance 
suggests that the hickory was used as a food 
resource. 

Water Screened Samples 
Turning consideration to water screened 

samples, this process was conducted only for 
features at 38CH1541 and there are 23 samples. 
Each sample was weighed and the various 
components were sorted under low magnification 
(7 to 30x). Once separated, they were weighed to 
allow the proportion of each to be calculated (see 
Table 114).  

 
 The total weights ranged from a low of 

just 0.47 g to a sample with 62.50 g. While we know 
of no research attempting to establish a minimum 
weight for statistical accuracy, we can note that this 

range of carbonized material came from a standard 
collection of 5 gallons of soil. Thus, the water 
screening may be taken as an indication of the 
organic materials in each feature. Feature 9 had 

Table 114. 
Results of water screening at 38CH1541 (weights in grams) 

 

Feature Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. %

Fea. 3 NE 14.51 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.51
Fea 3 SW 60.99 97.58 0.00 0.10 0.16 0.50 0.80 0.72 1.15 0.00 0.19 0.30 0.00 0.00 62.50
Fea 8 0.91 85.85 0.00 0.12 11.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.94 0.01 0.94 0.01 0.94 1.06 1 Smilax  sp. (greenbrier)
Fea 9 0.47 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.47
Fea 10 NE lv 1 1.76 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.76
Fea 10 NE lv 2 0.59 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59
Fea 10 SW 0.64 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64
Fea 13 E lv 1 2.45 10.19 0.00 21.16 87.98 0.43 1.79 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 24.05
Fea 14 S lv 1 5.23 10.27 0.00 0.00 0.65 1.28 42.59 83.62 2.46 4.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.93
Fea 14 S lv 2 8.77 16.66 0.00 0.00 0.98 1.86 42.90 81.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 52.65
Fea 14 S lv 3 11.57 30.68 0.00 0.00 1.10 2.92 22.07 58.53 2.95 7.82 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 37.71 1 Juniperus silicicola  (southern redcedar)
Fea 14 S lv 4 7.63 24.76 0.00 0.00 0.68 2.21 20.64 66.97 1.87 6.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.82
Fea 14 S lv 5 9.97 25.90 0.00 0.00 0.64 1.66 23.69 53.61 4.20 10.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.50
Fea 15 W lv 1 0.44 95.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 4.35 0.00 t 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46
Fea 15 W lv 2 2.18 91.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 8.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.37
Fea 16 W lv 1 0.24 82.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 17.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29
Fea 16 W lv 2 0.42 85.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 14.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49
Fea 17 E lv 2 2.38 14.83 0.00 0.00 0.24 1.50 13.43 83.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.05
Fea 17 W lv 1 1.95 87.84 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.90 0.25 11.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22
Fea 17, W lv 2 0.56 63.64 0.00 0.00 0.03 3.41 0.29 32.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.88
Fea 18 W lv 1 1.27 15.66 0.13 1.60 6.66 82.12 0.05 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.11
Fea 18 W lv 2 1.56 14.59 0.01 0.09 8.84 82.69 0.28 2.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.69
Fea 19 E lv 1 3.45 20.83 0.04 0.24 0.00 0.14 0.85 12.93 78.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.56

38CH1541

Hickory 
Nutshell 
(Cary a 

sp.) Seeds
Total SeedsWood 

Charcoal
Uncarb. 
Organic Bone

Shell & 
Mortar

Uncarbonized 
Wood

Walnut 
Nutshell 
(Juglans 

sp.)Artifacts
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very miniscule quantities of plant remains, while 
Feature 3 was an abundant producer.  

 
There are multiple viewpoints regarding 

some of the issues these findings raise. For example 
White and Shelton found that dual-recovery 
programs, using both water screening and 
flotation, “greatly increase the number of collected 
and identified remains” (White and Shelton 
2014:111), which is not supported by these 
investigations. Guedes and Spengler warn that it is 
important to avoid the bias of selecting only 
productive features since this can result in a 
skewed understanding of the site’s features 
(Guedes and Spengler 2014:79). Differences in 
recovery indicate that bias was not an issue in this 
assemblage. 

 
Wood charcoal is the most abundant 

material from 13 of the 23 water-screened 
samples, accounting for between nearly 64 and 
100%. The remaining eight samples were 
dominated by uncarbonized organic materials (in 
three samples) and shell or mortar in seven 
additional samples.  

 
Hickory nutshell (Carya spp.) occurs in 

four of the samples (17%) and walnut shell 
(Juglans sp.) occurs in one (4%). Seeds are found in 
two samples. From Feature 8, a single greenbrier 
(Smilax sp.) seed was identified; while in Feature 
14 a single southern red cedar (Juniperus silicicola) 
seed was recovered.  

Flotation Samples 
The 40 flotation samples were prepared in 

a manner similar to that described by Yarnell 
(1974:113-114). The samples were passed through 
graded test sieves (6.30, 4.00, 2.80, 2.38, 2.00, 1.40, 
1.00, 0.71, 0.42, and 0.21 mm), yielding 11 
fractions. These samples, having similarly sized 
fragments, are easier to examine. In addition, only 
those samples in the first four fractions are 
completely sorted into their various components. 
All components in these four samples are weighed 

                                
2 Some ethnobotanists sort through the 2.00 mm screen 

and become part of the data. All seeds are counted 
and then weighed as a unit, since their individual 
weights are usually small. The quantities of plant 
remains below the 2.38 mm screen are calculated 
based on the quantity determined for materials not 
passing through the 2.38 mm screen. This method 
reduces the time necessary for identification, 
especially as materials other than seeds retained in 
these finer screens are difficult to identify with any 
degree of confidence.2  

 
Below the 2.38 mm screen, the material is 

scanned for seeds. Materials are examined under 
low magnification (7 to 30x) to identify carbonized 
plant foods and food remains. Remains were 
identified based on gross morphological features 
and seed identification relied on Schopmeyer 
(1974), United States Department of Agriculture 
(1971), Musil (1963), Martin and Barkley (1961), 
and Montgomery (1977).  

 
The proveniences are listed in Table 115 

and we provide some brief information on the 
nature of the feature for the benefit of the reader. 
All but three of these features are likely associated 
with the African American slave or freedmen 
occupations at the various sites. 

 
The results of the analysis are provided in 

Table 116. As previously mentioned, only 14 of the 
40 samples are a minimum of 10 grams, although a 
few are significantly larger. Since most of the 
flotation samples were of the same volume, this 
reflects a fundamental difference in the quantity of 
preserved botanical remains in the features. For 
example, of the eight wall trenches examined at the 
four sites, none produced 10 g of flotation, 
suggesting that they may be an especially 
unproductive source of ethnobotanical data.  

 
Each sample was dominated by wood 

charcoal, ranging from 69% to over 99%. 
Uncarbonized material is generally not abundant, 
with only four of the samples exhibiting double-
digit percentages. Bone, shell, and fish scales, while 
present in 21 samples, never represent more than 

(Fritz and Nesbitt 2014:119). 
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5% of a sample and are usually under 1%. 
 
Evidence for cultivated plants is found in 

20 samples (three additional samples contain only 
mustard seeds), with corn being the most common 
(found in 15 or 75% of the samples). In addition to 
corn, evidence of rice, indigo, peach, beans, and 
greens were identified. Grape was found in one 
sample, but the seed is damaged and may represent 
a wild species. 

 
Twenty-six of the 40 samples contain 

seeds, although in most cases the quantities are 
relatively small. The most common genus is 
Brassica (mustard, rape, turnip), found in 11 
samples, followed by bedstraw (recovered from 
five samples) and spurge (found in four samples).  

Analysis of Wood 
Charcoal 

Pine – Pinus sp. 
Typical of most southeastern sites, 

the most abundant wood was pine (Pinus sp.). 
Many of these specimens appear to be in the 
subclass of Southern Yellow Pines, which 
includes loblolly, shortleaf, longleaf, slash, 
and pitch pine (Hoadley 1990:147). This may 
reflect the density of the species, or it may 
only reflect that pine is a good self-pruner, 
making its wood readily accessible to site 
occupants.  

 
By 1699, Carolinians were producing 

large quantities of tar and pitch when a royal 
official reported that South Carolina was “the 
only place for such commodities upon the 
Continent of America” (quoted in Weir 
1997:143). Parliament granted a subsidy to 
South Carolina in 1705 and by 1717, nearly 
44,000 barrels a year were being exported. 
Commodity prices ranged from 17s. to 27s. 
sterling per barrel of tar delivered in England 
and pitch varied from about 23s. to 35s. 
sterling (Clowse 1971:176). Longleaf pine 
also found abundant use by Charleston 
shipyards (Harris 1999).  

 
By the antebellum, pines were still 

common in the Carolina low country. Commenting 
on the prevalence of pines, found usually with “only 
a very few back-jack oaks,” Edmund Ruffin 
observed that they were found on “the dryest [sic] 
land” whose surface is “sandy & dry” (Mathew 
1992:74). 
 

Although the function of the recovered 
woods is uncertain, their presence so widely 
dispersed and carbonized suggests that for the 
most part we are looking at remnants of fuel wood.  

 
At least some of the wood (including non-

carbonized specimens) recovered from 38CH1541 
appears to represent dimensional lumber used in the 

Table 115. 
Feature contexts and floated materials 

 

Location Contex

Weight (g) of 
Resulting 
Flotation 
Sample

Fea 1 382R580 square pit - animal burial -
Fea 2 531R692.5 brick pier 0.67
Fea 3 794R305.6 square trash pit -
Fea 4 658R231.5 wall trench 2.8
Fea 5 657R235.4 wall trench 2.47
Fea 6 651R237 wall trench 1.56
Fea 7 724R353.5 wall trench 1.2
Fea 8 765.5R401.6 wall trench -
Fea 9 684.6R484.5 square trash pit -
Fea 10 585.8R398.4 rectangular storage pit in house floor -
Fea 11 592.8R410.6 architectural trash pit 5.64
Fea 13 574R380 trash pit 37.55
Fea 14 571R387 trash pit 474.57
Fea 15 594R394 rectangular storage pit in house floor 7.21
Fea 16 588.5R416.5 rectangular storage pit in house floor 7.15
Fea 17 617R421 rectangular storage pit in house floor 31.09
Fea 18 614.5R424 rectangular storage pit in house floor 14.79
Fea 19 612R425.5 rectangular storage pit in house floor 6.85

Fea 1 469.5R1495 brick fire box -
Fea 2 464.6R776 wall trench 3.84
Fea 3 469R881 architectural trash pit 3.18
Fea 4 609.8R799 Mississippian burial pit (not excavated) -

38CH1543
Fea 1 322R558 square pit - animal burial
Fea 2 - wall trench 0.56
Fea 3 - oval trash pit -
Fea 4 - oval trash pit 29.51
Fea 5 - circular trash pit 4.17
Fea 6 - circular trash pit 2.53
Fea 7 - wall trench 5.6
Fea 8 - wall trench -

Fea 1 507R778 shell/lime fire box -
Fea 2 520R965 circular trash pit 12.08
Fea 4 558R917.5 wall trench 7.59
Fea 5 620R914 circular pit -

38CH1541

38CH1542

38CH2244

Feature
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 Table 116. 
Flotation samples (weight in g) 

 

Feature Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. % Wt. %

Fea 2 0.57 85.07 0.10 14.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67
Fea 4 2.71 96.79 0.09 3.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.80
Fea 5 2.34 94.74 0.12 4.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.47
Fea 6 1.48 94.87 0.04 2.56 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.64 0.01 0.64 0.00 0.02 1.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.56
Fea 7 1.15 95.83 0.03 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.83 0.01 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.20
Fea 11 W lv 1 5.15 91.31 0.09 1.60 0.00 0.30 5.32 0.10 1.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.64
Fea 13 E lv 1 16.13 94.77 0.89 5.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t t 0.00 17.02
Fea 13 E lv 2 13.78 97.87 0.29 2.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.00 14.08
Fea 13 E lv 3 6.24 96.74 0.21 3.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.45
Fea 14 N lv 1 55.70 98.62 0.74 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.05 0.01 0.02 56.48 1 UID, 1 Euphorbia  sp.
Fea 14 N lv 2 55.07 98.96 0.23 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 55.65
Fea 14 N lv 3 39.83 98.98 0.30 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 t t 40.24 1 Paspalum  sp.
Fea 14 N lv 4 94.52 98.68 0.44 0.46 0.00 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.30 0.00 0.17 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.08 95.78 1 Sida  sp., 1 Phytolecca sp., 1 unidentified
Fea 14 S lv 1 72.71 99.17 0.45 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.10 t 0.00 0.08 0.11 73.32 1 Indigofera  sp., 1 Oryza  sp., 1 Gallium  sp, 1 Brassica  sp., 2 eroded seed coats
Fea 14 S lv 2 30.15 98.82 0.24 0.79 0.00 0.12 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 t t 30.51 1 Digitaria  sp. seed coat
Fea 14 S lv 3 36.37 98.97 0.15 0.41 0.00 0.20 0.54 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.00 t 0.00 0.01 0.03 36.75 1 Gramineae, 1 unidentified seed coat
Fea 14 S lv 4 28.31 99.12 0.08 0.28 0.07 0.25 0.00 0.05 0.18 0.00 0.03 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.04 28.56 2 Galium  sp., 1 unidentified 
Fea 14 S lv 5 56.90 98.84 0.48 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.12 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.09 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 57.57 1 Eupatorium  sp., 1 chenopod, 1 unidentified
Fea 15 W lv 1 3.23 92.82 0.12 3.45 0.00 0.12 3.45 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 0.01 0.29 3.48 4 Brassica  sp.; 1 frag Vitus  sp.
Fea 15 W lv 2 3.55 95.17 0.18 4.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t t 3.73 2 Galium  sp. 
Fea 16 W lv 1 3.07 93.88 0.19 5.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.31 3.27 4 Galium  sp. 
Fea 16 W lv 2 0.51 92.73 0.04 7.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55
Fea 16 E lv 2 3.25 97.60 0.08 2.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t t 3.33 2 Galium  sp.
Fea 17 W lv 1 6.61 97.49 0.09 1.33 0.00 0.02 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.59 t 0.00 0.01 0.15 6.78 1 Sambucus canadensis
Fea 17 W lv 2 4.29 97.95 0.02 0.46 0.00 0.04 0.91 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.23 4.38 8 Brassica  sp.
Fea 17 E lv 2 12.42 97.18 0.11 0.86 0.00 0.19 1.49 0.02 0.16 0.00 0.02 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 0.02 0.16 12.78 1 Melia azedarach , 3 Brassica  sp.
Fea 18 W lv 1 3.83 93.87 0.12 2.94 0.00 0.07 1.72 0.05 1.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 0.01 0.25 4.08 1 Brassica sp., 1 Euphorbia  sp.
Fea 18 W lv 2 5.60 97.73 0.04 0.70 0.00 0.09 1.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 t 0.00 5.73 2 Euphorbia  sp.
Fea 18 E lv 2 4.73 94.98 0.02 0.40 0.00 0.22 4.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.20 4.98 4 Brassica  sp.
Fea 19 E lv 1 2.58 95.20 0.10 3.69 0.00 0.02 0.74 0.01 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 t 0.00 2.71 1 Brassica  sp., 1 Lactuca  sp.
Fea 19 E lv 2 4.06 98.07 0.05 2.40 0.00 0.02 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.24 4.14 2 Brassica  sp., 1 Myrica cerifera , 1 Euphorbia  sp., 1 unidentified seed fragment

Fea 2 3.69 96.09 0.10 2.60 0.05 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.84
Fea 3 3.13 98.43 0.03 0.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.63 3.18 1 Juniperus silicicola  (southern redcedar)

38CH1543
Fea 2 0.46 82.14 0.10 17.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56
Fea 4 28.12 95.29 0.55 1.86 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.32 1.08 0.00 0.49 1.66 t 0.00 0.01 0.03 29.51 1 UID seed coat fragment 
Fea 5 W lv 1 4.01 96.16 0.11 2.64 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 0.01 0.24 4.17 1 Brassica  sp. 
Fea 6 lv 1 2.02 79.84 0.50 19.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.40 2.53 2 Brassica  sp., 1 UID seed coat
Fea 7 5.39 96.25 0.14 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.07 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.60

Fea 2 8.34 69.04 1.29 10.68 0.12 0.99 0.40 3.31 0.85 7.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.07 8.86 0.00 0.01 0.08 12.08 2 Brassica  sp., 1 Portulaca  sp.
Fea 4 7.29 96.05 0.05 0.66 0.09 1.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 1.84 0.00 0.00 t 0.00 0.02 0.26 7.59 1 Galium  sp., 1 chenopod
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construction of the in-floor pits. Research by 
Highley (1995) found that yellow pine has 
relatively short-term durability in above-ground 
applications, limited to about a decade. The use of 
heartwood appears to increase durability about 
two-fold. In fact, old growth longleaf pine is rated 
as only “moderately resistant” to biodeterioration 
(Forest Products Laboratory 2010:14-5). 

 
Stewart explains that pine was extensively 

used for “staves and headings, fencing rails, rick 
beds rails, plantation machines and buildings, and 
as fuel” (Stewart 1996:172). 

 
The varying quality of firewood has long 

been recognized; Reese notes, “the heavy and 
dense woods give the greatest heat, burn the 
longest, and have the densest charcoal. To the 
dense woods belong the oak, beech, alder, birch, 
and elm; to the soft, the fir, the pine of different 
sorts, larch, linden, willow, and poplar” (Reese 
1847:116). 

 
Pine, therefore, is not a particularly good 

firewood. Depending on the species, the heat index 
ranges from about 77 to 85, but the wood burns 
quickly and is smoky. In contrast, oak has a heat 
index of 82 to 92 (Graves 1919:29). Regardless, 
Bonhage-Freund (2007:168) notes two additional 
features that must be considered. First, most 
hardwoods tend to burn to ash, while pine tends to 
produce charcoal (if the presence of charcoal is 
important). Second, whatever its properties, pine 
was abundant and readily available. It is this 
quality, we believe, that explains its ubiquity as a 
fuel wood in the plantation South.  

 
The low country Georgia Butler plantation 

used 12 cords of wood (each cord being a stack 
measuring 4x4x8 ft.) to pound 37,450 pounds of 
rice (Stewart 1996:173). A small household used 
this same amount of wood a year for heating and 
cooking (S.C. Commons House of Assembly, June 
19, 1761) and some estimate that a large 
household would use up to 40 cords. This 40-cord 
estimate equals about 1 acre of woodlot. There 
simply wasn’t enough hardwood on low country 
plantations to provide firewood for an active 

plantation. Purvis estimates that over 336,000,000 
cords of wood were burned in colonial America, 
denuding over 18,000,000 acres of forest (Purvis 
1999:Table 1.11). 

 
Pine knots are mentioned in the slave 

narratives for when “de fire git low or stop blazing,” 
as well as for the production of charcoal used by 
blacksmiths (Zack Herndon, South Carolina and 
Nellie Lloyd, South Carolina).  

Oak – Quercus sp. 
There are at least 13 species of oaks in the 

Charleston area and they occur in areas that range 
from low sandy soils to high dry woods (Radford et 
al. 1968). Occurring in the immediate vicinity of 
Mullet Hall today are live oaks (Q. virginiana; a 
white oak) and laurel oaks (Q. laurifolia; a red oak).  

 
Red and white oaks are the most common 

varieties used in lumber, with the timber well 
known for its strength (Anonymous 1909:19-26). 
The use of live oak was primarily limited to 
shipbuilding (Harris 1999). However, Neve 
describes its use as “Pales, Shingles, Ports, Rails, 
Boards, &c.”, commenting that it “endure[s] all 
Seafons of the Weather” (Neve 1736:261). He does, 
however, caution on the expense of sawing oak 
because of the time it takes (Neve 1736:17). White 
oaks are rated as resistant to decay, while red oaks 
are not. 

 
Oak is also a favored firewood, with heat 

indices of 82 to 92 depending on the species (the 
index is the heating value as a percent compared to 
a short ton of coal; Graves 1919:29). Oak was 
mentioned only once in the slave narratives we 
reviewed, when Alice Hutcheson explained that 
oak bark was especially good “to make de pot bile 
[boil] in a hurry.”  

Hickories – Carya sp. 
There are four hickories common to the 

Mullet Hall area – bitternut (Carya cordiformis), 
water (C. aquatica), mockernut (C. tomentosa), and 
pignut (C. glabra).  Today there are even a few 
specimens of the pecan tree (C. illinoensis), a 
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species that has escaped into the coastal area. The 
fragments identified in the collection are too small 
to allow a positive identification.  

 
The mockernut and pignut prefer drier, 

better-drained upland soils, with the mockernut 
associated with yaupon and live oak on coastal 
sites and the pignut often found with black oaks or 
with post and white oaks (Fowells 1965:116,125). 
The bitternut and water hickories are typically 
found in wetter sites, with the water hickory able 
to survive on soils that are seasonally flooded 
(Fowells 1965:112, 136). Nevertheless, of the four 
varieties, only the pignut appears to have been 
used to any extent (Medsger 1974:103-104).  
 

Hickory wood is noted for its “hardness, 
strength, toughness, and resiliency” (Panshin and 
de Zeeuw 1970:544), although they are only 
slightly resistant to decay (Forest Products 
Laboratory 2010:14-5). The heat indices for 
hickory range between 83 at the low end (water 
oak) to as high as 100 (for pignut hickories) 
(Graves 1919:29). As such, hickories are the 
premier fuel wood in terms of heat production, 
especially if they are seasoned (see Reeds 
2015:350). 

 
We identified several accounts of hickory 

firewood in the slave narratives. Alice Hutcheson 
(Georgia), explained that chestnut and hickory 
“made de bes’ fires,” while Zack Herndon (South 
Carolina) reported that oak chips and bark 
produced very hot coals and clean ashes. Another 
informant (Mon Hester Hunter, South Carolina) 
said that only green hickory wood was used to 
smoke cure the meat on her plantation. 

Holly – Ilex sp. 
The genus Ilex includes both small trees, 

most notably Ilex opaca found in mixed deciduous 
woods and the inkberry (I. glabra) more 
characteristic of low woods, and shrubs such as 
cassena (I. cassine) and yaupon (I. vomitoria) 
(Radford et al. 1968:681-684). The size of the wood 
fragments is suggestive of a tree.  

 
The hollies are good food sources for 

wildlife and the yaupon was used historically as a 
powerful emetic and diuretic (Morton 1974:81; 
Porcher 1863:393-394). I. opaca was also used 
medicinally, with root bark decoctions “serviceable 
as a demulcent in colds, coughs, and incipient 
phthisis” (Porcher 1863:390). The root was also 
boiled to produce “birdlime,” a sticky substance 
used for catching birds, mice, and other small 
creatures (Porcher 1863:391).  

 
 The plant also had a landscape function, 
with Dr. Alexander Garden of Charleston reporting 
that, “it makes a very good and most beautiful 
hedge and may be kept as short and neat as Box” 
(quoted in Dutton 1986:26). 
 
 Holly is a dense, heavy, and hard wood, but 
it found relatively few purposes, being only 
occasionally used in furniture, handles, and 
novelties (Panshin and de Zeeuw 1970:602). It also 
has relatively low heat indices, ranging from 68 to 
75 (Graves 1919:29).  

Maple – Acer sp. 
 Likely the red maple (A. rubrum), this tree 
is found in low, rich woods of the coastal area 
(Radford et al. 1968:688).  
 
 Porcher reported the red maple was used 
primarily “in the manufacture of Windsor chairs, 
gun-stocks, etc.” although the sap would produce a 
small quantity of sugar (Porcher 1863:79). Koehler 
found it moderately heavy, straight-grained, and 
easily cut across grain, probably accounting for its 
use in furniture (Koehler 1917:52). Today, maple is 
used for wall paneling, furniture, boxes, and 
pulpwood. Maple has little decay resistance (Forest 
Products Laboratory 2010:14-5). 
 
 Maple is used as a fuel wood, although it 
has a heat index of only 73 when dried and 68 when 
green (Graves 1919:29). This did not, however, 
prevent it from being rated second in favor by Peter 
Kalm after hickory (Reeds 2015:350).  

Ash – Fraxinus sp. 

 Although several species may be found, at 
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least occasionally, in the coastal plain, the most 
common is the water ash, F. caroliniana. This is a 
small tree, typically found in low woods (Radford 
et al. 1968: 829-830). Also found, at least 
occasionally, is the white or American ash (F. 
americana). It is this latter species that Porcher 
briefly describes, noting that it is used “for every 
conceivable purpose by the farmer, turner, cabinet-
maker, wheelwright” (Porcher 1863:494). Neve 
was equally excited regarding its uses, commenting 
that, 
 

The ufe of Afh is almoft univerfal, 
good for Building, or any other ufe 
where it may lie dry; ferves the 
Occafions of the Carpenter, 
Plough-wright, Wheel-right, Cart-
wright, Cooper, Turner, &c. For 
Garden ufes alfo, no Wood 
exceeds it; as for Ladders, Hop 
poles, Palifade hedges, &c. It 
ferves alfo at Sea, for Oars, Hand-
fpikes, &c. (Neve 1736:261).  

 
 Nevertheless, ash has little to no decay 
resistance (Forest Products Laboratory 2010:14-
5) and is given a heat index of only 79 (Graves 
1919:28). 

Walnut – Juglans sp. 
 Most likely the black walnut (J. nigra), this 
tree is not common in the coastal plain, but can be 
found in the low, well-drained bottoms (Radford et 
al. 1968:362; Porcher 1863:318 described it as 
“diffused in the lower . . . country”). The wood is 
primarily used today for furniture because of its 
excellent machining and finishing properties. It 
produces nuts used by both humans and a wide 
variety of animals.  
 
 The wood is not resistant to decay (Forest 
Products Laboratory 2010:14-5). This trait was 
recognized by Neve, who warned that while the 
timber was of “univerfal ufe,” it should not be used 
for “outward Edifices” (Neve 1736:262).  
 
 For heating use, walnut has a heat index of 
80 (Graves 1919:29). 

 Porcher reports that the bark is “styptic,” 
the “rind of the unripe fruit is said to remove 
ringworms,” and a decoction could be used as a 
vermifuge (Porcher 1863:318). They continue to 
be used to treat ringworm by African Americans 
today (Morton 1974:85). 

Cedar – Juniperus sp. 
 Although the Eastern Red Cedar (J. 
virginiana) is the most common, it tends to be 
found in the piedmont. Fowells (1965:212) 
indicates the South Carolina coastal plain is out of 
its range, suggesting that the cedar found at Mullet 
Hall is likely the Southern Red Cedar (J, silicicola), 
although some researchers view it as a variety of 
Eastern Red Cedar (Juniperus viriginiana var. 
silicicola). The Southern Red Cedar is found on the 
sandy soils of the outer coastal plain. 
 
 Historically cedars were used primarily 
for fence posts, although the wood was also used 
for wardrobes and chests because of its color, 
working qualities, and fragrance. It was also used 
in millwork, although suitable material is no longer 
readily available (Panshin and de Zeeuw 
1970:500). Porcher explained that it was, 
 

Suitable for all kinds of cabinet 
work, in the construction of posts, 
staves, the inner work of houses, 
and particularly in the building of 
boats. Cedar boxes are not 
infested by insects, moths, etc. 
and are used for storing away 
woolens. The leaves also prevent 
the attacks of insects when spread 
over cloth (Porcher 1863:511).  

 
 Morton (1974:87) reports that today it is 
boiled with whiteroot or Hercules Club (Aralia 
spinosa) and blackroot (Pterocaulon 
pycnostachyum) and the decoction taken as a 
remedy for colds. Porcher did not distinguish 
between J. virginiana and J. silicicola, He attributes 
only minor medicinal uses to the plant, primarily 
for dropsy, although it could also be used as an 
antiparasitic (Porcher 1863:510).  
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Willow – Salix sp. 
 There are two possible willows in the 
Mullet Hall area, the black willow (Salix nigra) and 
the swamp willow (S. caroliniana) (Radford et al. 
1968:358). Both are found on stream banks and in 
low, moist areas. Fowells (1965:651) reports that 
it is common in swamps, sloughs, and at or below 
the water level.  
 

Willow has exceedingly low strength as a 
beam or post, is moderately soft, but is moderately 
high in shock resistance. They lack decay 
resistance. Today the wood is used for boxes, 
furniture, caskets, and the manufacture of charcoal, 
often for the manufacture of black powder 
(Panshin and de Zeeuw 1970:549). Porcher 
reported that the bark was used as a purgative, 
anti-intermittent (similar to quinine), and 
vermifuge (Porcher 1863:334). Morton 
(1974:133) reports its use by low country African 
Americans as a remedy for severe colds and notes 
that the bark is both a tonic and astringent. 
 
 In spite of its medicinal use, the wood 
makes a very poor firewood, providing a heat index 
of only 42-52 (Graves 1919:29).  

Analysis of Cultigens 
Common Bean – Phaseolus sp. 

This genus includes, among others, 
Phaseolus vulgaris, P. lunatus (lima bean), and P. 
coccineus (runner bean). There is a large amount of 
variability in seed size, shape, color, and coat 
markings as well as in pod characteristics even 
within Phaseolus vulgaris. Despite this diversity, 
wild and domestic beans belong to the same 
species, as do all of the colorful varieties 
("landraces") of beans, which are believed to be the 
result of a mixture of population bottlenecks and 
purposeful selection. 
  

Phaseolus tolerates a wide range of soil 
conditions and flourishes in infertile and marginal 
sites. Native Americans planted beans throughout 
their fields interspersed with other crops, a 

practice that was imitated by historic farmers. 
 
Although beans were commonly planted 

and are a better source of protein than corn or 
wheat, Allston (1854) failed to mention them in his 
Essay on Sea Coast Crops. John Randolph, speaking 
from a Virginia perspective, comments that they 
should be planted no earlier than March, unless 
sheltered. They were not to lie on the ground, 
“otherwise . . . they will . . . rot” (Randolph 1924:6). 

 
Beans are certainly mentioned in the slave 

narratives (Covey and Eisnach 2009:218-219), but 
rarely with any specificity (lima and string beans 
are exceptions). The problem is that often “bean” 
seems to have been used to include various forms 
of Vigna unguiculata (cowpeas), Cajanus cajan 
(pigeon peas), or black-eyed peas (a subspecies of 
cowpeas) (Covey and Eisnach 2009:78).  
 
 Beans were historically prepared in soups, 
stews, baked, or as succotash, cooked with corn cut 
from the cob (Sumner 2004:77-78). They were also 
a significant African food, so it is not surprising that 
rice and bean dishes are found associated with 
African Americans in South Carolina. Jamaican 
slaves are also reported to have planted overlook 
or cut eye beans at the edges of their plots as 
protection from the evil eye (Bedigian 2013:98).  
 
 Nevertheless, beans are not common in 
many archaeological assemblages, typically 
because they preserve poorly. 

Corn – Zea mays 
 The history of corn is still being debated. 
However, a three-part typology is generally used in 
the eastern United States, where corn is viewed as 
Eastern Eight-Row ("flint" and “flour” types; 
historically called Northern Flint or Eastern Flint), 
Midwestern Twelve Row ("flour" type), or 
Northern American Pop (King 1987:25-26, 
Bonhage-Freund 2007:171).  
 
 The dominant corn throughout the 
Southeast from about A.D. 1200 to 1850 was the 
Eastern Eight-Row (Blake and Cutler 2001:75). 
This Eastern Eight Row has a large cob with an 
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expanded butt, usually with eight rows, although 
up to 12 rows can be present. The grains may be 
hard flint or soft flour, but rarely sweet. The plant 
is cold and drought tolerant, needing a short 
growing season to reach maturity. 3  Catsby, 
however, observed two varieties of corn in the low 
country, including one brought by slaves from 
Africa and found only among the “plantations of 
negroes” (Catesby 1751:16, 18).4 

 
Kernels with an indentation caused by soft 

starch is diagnostic of flour corn (i.e., dent corn), 
but the rounded kernels, especially the high, 
rounded "popcorn-like" kernels, are more 
characteristic of the flint corns (Bonhage-Freund 
2007:272). The Spanish brought dent corn from 
Mexico to their early settlements in the Southeast, 
including South Carolina’s Santa Elena, and before 
1679 dent corn was being grown in Virginia (King 
1987:25-26).  

 
Along with other field crops, maize thrived 

in Virginia’s fertile coastal plain. Washington’s 
principal maize variety was likely Virginia 
Gourdseed, a late flowering, tall dent type with a 
red cob and many rows of deep, starchy kernels. 
There is evidence among Washington’s papers that 
he also cultivated a northern flint variety that could 
be planted earlier in the growing season (Jackson 
and Twohig 1976:279). When grown as a 
plantation crop Jefferson suggested that it should 
be intercropped with potatoes or peas (Betts 
1944:194). This is repeated in a Southern 
Agriculturalist article that provides, “the practice of 
cultivating peas between Indian corn, has long 
been common in Carolina” (Anonymous 
1828:209). In fact, Allston explains that, “in the 

                                
3  There is some disagreement, but most believe that 
corn comes in five phenotypes. Flint corn is often used 
for making hominy or grits. It can be used for corn on the 
cob, but remains sweet and tender for a shorter time 
than sweet corn. Northern flints tend to germinate well 
in cooler soil and all tend to be more insect resistant 
during later stages of ear maturation because of the 
harness of the seeds. Flour corn is use for making corn 
meal and parched corn. It tastes good on the cob, but 
must be harvested during a narrow window and eaten 
more quickly than real sweet corn.  Dent corn has high 

month of June . . . Peas are sown in dibbles upon the 
ridges, midway between the Corn plants” (Allston 
1854:19). Kalm provides a slightly different view 
as a result of his 1748 travels, 

 
after the Indians have planted the 
maize, they wait a couple of weeks 
and then plant Iroquois beans in 
the same place as the maize. The 
maize serves later as a support for 
the beans to wind around. The 
Europeans, however, let the 
maize grow alone (Kalm 
1974:110. 
 
Nevertheless, Shields reports that flint 

corn was being grown on the eighteenth century 
Sea Island (Shields 2015:341). This, however, may 
be a relic of crossbreeding, as Allston commented 
that, “Any soft Corn planted near the sea-coast 
tends gradually to become flinty” (Allston 
1854:20).  
 

Plantation accounts are replete with 
accounts of corn – eaten as kernels, made into 
hominy, added to stews, ground into meal, or even 
fed to livestock. The presence of cupules 5  also 
suggests that cobs were used as tinder or fuel. 
Thomas Jefferson suggested that corn should be 
intercropped with potatoes or peas (Betts 
1944:194). Corn remains, therefore, are entirely 
consistent with what might be expected at Mullet 
Hall. It is not found more commonly since there are 
relatively few opportunities for its preservation 
through burning. Nevertheless, Gardner 
(1986:F17) discovered that, of the cultigens, corn 
was the most common carbonized seed recovered 

yield (although some flints and flours are comparable) 
and is the most widely grown today. There are both soft 
(floury) and hard (flinty) dents. They were mostly used 
for livestock feed, but sometimes for cornmeal or grits 
historically. It is not, however, good for corn on the cob. 
Sweet corn is generally used for corn on the cob, but was 
apparently not favored by Native Americans. 
4  This might, however, have been sorghum or millet, 
although both should have been readily recognizable. 
5 Cupules are the small cup-like structures on the cob, 
from where kernels originate. 
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from the Lesesne Plantation in Berkeley County, 
South Carolina. Corn cupules were found in 25 of 
the 51 samples from Yaughan and Curriboo 
(Gardner 1984:G-7). It was also very common at 
Yourhaney Plantation in Georgetown County, 
South Carolina (Adams 2006:152). The archaeobo-
tanical study of the South Grove Midden and the 
House for Families (Shick 2004) tell us that maize 
was the most-provisioned starchy staple for both 
the Washington and slave households. 

 
Corn and cornmeal dominate the slave 

narratives. Covey and Eisnach 2009:220-224) 
identify nearly 600 accounts of corn and various 
corn items in these documents. They comment that 
for some slaves, “corn was almost the only food” 
(Covey and Eisnach 2009:80). 

 
Porcher (1863:548-561) provides 

considerable discussion on the possible benefits of 
corn, although it is doubtful that it was much used 
beyond its meal for humans and as fodder for cattle 
and horses. Porcher does mention, “blade tea is 
quite a favorite diaphoretic used recently by many 
in the Confederate States in fever – its antiperiodic 
properties doubtful” (Porcher 1963:548). Hilliard 
also discusses the importance of corn, observing 
that by the mid-antebellum corn production along 
the coast was below that needed for self-sufficiency 
(Hilliard 1972: 158-159).  
 

Blake and Cutler comment that various 
accounts of “green corn” and “sweet corn” likely 
refer to slightly immature corn, “picked when the 
kernels are still moist and doughy but riper than 
the milk state, which is preferred by modern eaters 
of green sweet corn” (Blake and Cutler 2001:14). 

Rice – Oryza sativa 
So much has been written about rice 

cultivation, it suffices to reference such works as 
Clifton (1981), Gray (1958), Hilliard (1972, 1975), 
Lawton (1871), and Smith (2012).  

 
Porcher (1863:578-580) cites a variety of 

uses. Gardner found abundant specimens at 
Yaughan and Curriboo plantations (Gardner 1983), 
but only a few examples at the Lesesne and 

Fairbank plantations (Gardner 1986). Only a few 
specimens were identified from 9CH1205 (Joseph 
et al. 2014:427).  

 
The slave narratives document far fewer 

references to rice than corn, likely because of the 
specialized nature of rice and the limited area 
where it would have been inexpensively available 
(Covey and Eisnach 2009:263-264).  

 
Carbonized rice has been found by several 

analysists and it is always attributed to O. sativa (as 
we have here); there are other species, most 
notably O. glaberrimas, sometimes called African 
rice. Both were grown in Africa and both, it seems 
reasonable, migrated into South Carolina. 
Unfortunately, there are no seed characteristics to 
distinguish sativa and glaberrimas and the two can 
be distinguished only through their DNA (personal 
communication, Dr. Anna McClung, Director and 
Research Leader, National Rice Research Center, 
Stuttgart, Arkansas, 2018).  

 
The single specimen from 38CH1541 

measures 5.3 by 2.4 mm and was a naked 
caryopsis, indicating that it had been threshed 
prior to its loss.  

Peach – Prunus persica 
The peach (Prunus persica) is well known 

in the Southeast, likely being introduced by the 
Spanish and quickly adapted by Native American 
groups (Faust and Timon 1995:338, 351; Leighton 
1986:259; Sheldon 1978). The trees became so 
widespread that by the mid-eighteenth century 
Bartram regarded the fruit as a native plant 
(Hedrick 1972).  

 
Hilliard (1972:180) comments that it was 

a favorite food, found fresh, dried, or preserved. 
Where there were sufficient quantities it was 
converted into a wine and distilled into a brandy. 
They were even fed to the hogs. Nevertheless, 
orchard production was spotty and often poorly 
tended (Hilliard 1972:181). The number of named 
species attests to its popularity. In 1629 there were 
21, by 1768 there were at least 31, and by 1850, 
there were over 250 named peach varieties 
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(Leighton 1976:237). All belonged to one of two 
groups, generally described as freestones or 
melting-peaches in which the pulp or flesh 
separates easily from the stone and the clingstone 
in which the flesh clings or adheres to the stone. 

 
Simmons (1798:41-42) describes 

preserving peaches in sugar and brandy, as well as 
drying them using sugar and heating on a stovetop 
(Simmons 1798:44). Carter (1803:172,189) offers 
nearly identical recipes, as well as one to make 
peach sweetmeats with brown sugar (Carter 
1803:208). 

 
Washington mentions three different 

types at Mount Vernon, and describes the sharing 
of peach scions with other plantation owners in the 
region. The harvesting of peaches specifically for 
producing brandy is described at Mount Vernon 
(Jackson and Twohig 1976:332). In 1797, 
Washington built and operated a commercial 
distillery at Mount Vernon that produced 
marketable quantities of cider and peach brandy in 
addition to grain alcohol.  

 
Jefferson cultivated over thirty-eight 

peach types in his South Orchard alone. Not only 
was the peach his favorite fruit, but he commented 
on the tree’s usefulness for firewood (Hatch 
1998:10) and even planted the trees as living 
fences around fields and between tracts.  

 
Peach pits have been found in a wide 

variety of historic contexts, including Yaughan and 
Curriboo plantations in Berkeley County, South 
Carolina (Gardner 1983), the Lesesne and Fairbank 
plantations, also in Berkeley County (Gardner 
1986) and even from McCrady’s Longroom in 
downtown Charleston, South Carolina (Trinkley 
1982).  

 
Radford et al. (1968:566) note that the 

peach is frequently found escaped from cultivation 
and fruits from June through July, although there 
are varieties that fruit in early May. Though they 
prefer relatively warm areas, they also require a 
resting period of winter cold for at least two 
months, during which time they gather strength for 

producing leaves and flowers in the spring. 

Mustard and Rape – Brassica sp. 

All of the various species of Brassica are 
introduced (Radford et al. 1968: 497) and the 
Brassicaceae (or Cruciferae) includes over 500 
genera, including many plants of economic 
significance, commonly known as the mustards or 
the crucifers (USDA, Agricultural Research Service, 
Germplasm Resources Information Network). 
Some examples include mustards, collard greens, 
cabbages, rape, kale, swede turnips, and turnips. 
Some, such as kale, are grown for autumn and 
winter harvest, providing fresh greens after most 
fresh vegetables have become unavailable. Collards 
are an especially easy crop to grow and are able to 
withstand the summer heat better than cabbage 
(Davis and Morgan 2005:71-72). Leaves are rich in 
vitamins A, B-1, B-2, and C, as well as providing 
both calcium and iron. 

 
The various greens (some of which also 

produce root crops) are so well known in the South 
(see Ferris 2014:13), to have warranted little 
attention by Porcher, who describes their use only 
in the context of oil production (Porcher 1983:453-
460). Generally this oil was used for making soap 
and other industrial activities since the oil, while 
highly unsaturated, contains a high proportion of 
erucic acid. This acid has a deleterious effect on the 
heart. Many of the seeds also contain 
glucosinolates, which are goitrogenic and 
potentially toxic (Vaughan and Geissler 1997:28). 
Thomas Jefferson was familiar with Brassica, 
although perhaps as either mustard or turnips and, 
apparently, primarily as animal feed (Barton 
1987:330, 508). 

 
As early as 1764, the South Carolina 

Gazette announced the importation of, “a great 
variety of garden seeds, consisting of leek, parsnip, 
green and white round turnip , radish, early and 
late lettuce, spinnage [sic], beet, celery, cresses, 
sorrel, mustard, chervil, parsley, asparagus, all 
kinds of cabbage” (South Carolina Gazette, August 
24, 1764). By 1766, it was announced, “'tis but a 
few years since, that scarce a good Cabbage, 
Turnip, Beet, Carrot, Onion or Irish Potatoe [sic] 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
416 

could be found in our markets; but now they are 
raised in such quantity and perfection, that none . . 
. need be imported again (South Carolina Gazette, 
July 7, 1766).  

 
In 1768, an advertisement for the sale of a 

plantation on James Island (just northeast of Johns 
Island), reported, “a large field of cabbage, rye, 
turnips, onions, beans, and peas” (South Carolina 
Gazette, November 22, 1768). 

 
While plantation accounts focus on the 

feeding of corn, rice, and bacon to enslaved African 
Americans, “turnips” show up on a routine basis. In 
1781 a Hanover County, Virginia planter observed, 
“the Negroes here raise great quantities of snaps 
and collerds [sic]” (quoted in Davis and Morgan 
2005:69). Another Virginia planter mentions 
turnips in 1837, while another reports cabbage and 
turnips (Breeden 1980:93-94). Similar reports 
came from a South Carolina planter as late as 1853 
(Breeden 1980:107). 

 
Covey and Eisnach (2009:219-220, 224-

225, and 230) found abundant references to 
cabbage, collard greens, greens, kale, mustard, and 
turnip greens. In fact, it appears that “greens” 
might include the “tops” of even Irish potatoes. 
Wild lettuce and poke (both discussed below) were 
also used.  

 
Brassica was considered a secondary 

succession colonizer at Peyton Randolph's Urban 
Plantation in Williamsburg (Edwards 1988:9) and 
were dismissed as seedy inclusions from several 
downtown Charleston urban sites (Trinkley 
1983a:93 and Trinkley 1983b:117). Evidence of 
charred seeds or oil was recovered on colono 
pottery from the slave settlement at Crowfield 
Plantation in South Carolina (Trinkley et al. 
2003:136-137). Seeds were reported from a 
Chatham County, Georgia plantation (Joseph et al. 
2014:440).  

Gourds – Cucurbitaceae 

The analysis produced examples of rind 
(fragmented portions of the mature, carbonized 
pericarp) in nine samples (from four features). 

Gourds are typical of the two genera Cucurbita and 
Lagenaria, which can often be distinguished on the 
basis of thickness, texture and anatomy (Whitaker 
1981). Although the individual fragments are very 
small (individually weighting about 0.02 g) and 
eroded, we believe they are likely from a Cucurbita. 

 
Pumpkins are identified in numerous 

plantation accounts (Breeden 1980) and Porcher 
(1863:64) mentions that the pumpkin “is used as 
an article of food for man and beast in many of the 
Confederate States). In addition, he reports that the 
watermelon juice can be boiled down to create a 
“palatable syrup) and the seeds of both the 
watermelon and pumpkin can be used as a diuretic. 
Porcher also mentions the gourd or calabash 
(called Cucurbita lagenaria). Beyond the typical use 
for “convenient receptacles, water-flasks, dippers, 
milk-pans, etc.” they are carved for buttons and are 
“much used for these purposes by the negroes on 
the plantations” (Porcher 1863:65). 

 
Triggs and Henderson (2012:7) report 

similar materials from the late eighteenth century 
Wingo’s Site in Virginia. There it was thought to 
represent Cucurbita maxima (winter squash, 
pumpkin).  

Indigo – Indigofera sp. 

The “true indigo,” I. tinctoria, is a native of 
central Asia and the leaves contain indican, a dye 
that is obtained by fermenting the leaves, 
converting the indicant into the blue dye indigotin. 
Related is French or Guatemalan indigo, I. 
suffruticosa. The plant became a cash crop in South 
Carolina by the 1700s and its economic history is 
briefly reviewed by Sharrer (1971) and Winberry 
(1979). 

 
True and French indigo may be an annual, 

biennial, or perennial, depending on the climate in 
which it is grown. While not identified by Radford 
and his colleagues (1968:624), they are reported 
naturalized in this region by the USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Service Plants Database.  

 
Also present is Carolina indigo or wild 

indigo, I. caroliniana, a perennial herb found in 
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open sandy woods, scrub oak communities, and 
along roadsides. This plant was also likely grown 
for dye production (Edgar 1998:146). Porcher 
(1863:178) identifies it as “not inferior to the 
cultivated indigo,” suggesting that it may have been 
of secondary importance. Martin and Barkley 
(1961:170) note that I. caroliniana is distinguished 
by its black-eyed hilum – a feature that was not 
visible in the specimen from Mullet Hall. 

 
Indigo was planted from March to middle 

April in loose, sandy soil. At harvest, typically in 
June or July, the plant would be cut at ground level, 
but a second or third crop might be possible prior 
to the first freeze (Copenhaver 1930). The process 
of pigment production required either vats or 
barrels, as well as significant supervisory attention. 

 
Porcher (1863:178-179) identifies a 

variety of medicinal uses for indigo, including as an 
emetic, for nephritic diseases and for hepatic 
disorders. Similar uses were reported by 
Millspaugh (1974[1892]) for wild indigo.  

Other Identified Plants 
Hickory Nuts – Carya spp. 
 

Hickory wood was previously discussed, 
but the Mullet Hall sites also produced carbonized 
nutshell fragments. Hickory nuts provide a 
valuable and reliable food source for both humans 
(especially in the prehistoric period) and wildlife. 
The nuts may be eaten raw, crushed and boiled for 
their oil, roasted and ground for flour, and even 
candied.  

 
As previously described, there are four 

hickories common to the Charleston area – 
bitternut (Carya cordiformis), water (C. aquatica), 
mockernut (C. tomentosa), and pignut (C. glabra). 
The fragments identified in the collection are too 
small to allow a positive identification.  

 
In South Carolina hickories fruit in 

October, although seeds are dispersed from 
October through December (Bonner and 
Maisenhelder 1974:269; Radford et al. 1968:363-

366). Good crops of all species are produced at 
intervals of up to three years when up to about 
16,000 nuts may be produced per tree (Bonner and 
Maisenhelder 1974:271). Complicating this simple 
seasonality is the ability of the nuts to be stored for 
up to six months. 

 
Scarry (2003) provides data on the 

nutritional composition of several hickories, 
contrasting them with acorns. Although the 
hickories have higher caloric yields than acorns, 
the former’s carbohydrate levels are considerably 
lower. All of the nutmeats provide abundant folic 
acid. 
 
 Found at Yaughan and Curriboo 
plantations, as well as in the Daniels Island 
collections, Gardner (Gardner 1983:G-8; Gardner 
1986:F-5) attributes their presence to “snack 
foods;” items that were not a routine part of the 
diet, but which were occasionally eaten as they 
became available and were found. Nutshells were 
also identified at the Mount Vernon slave quarter 
and were characterized as food “collected by the 
enslaved African American inhabitants in their 
own time” (Shick 2004:23). Although considered to 
be “gathered” at Yourhaney Plantation, the nut 
fragments are not further discussed or explained 
(Adams et al. 2006). At 9CH1205, hickory nutshells 
were particularly common, giving rise to the 
assumption that they played an important role in 
the found at that settlement (Joseph et al. 
2014:448).  
 
 Covey and Eisnach (2009:281) mention 
hickory nuts being collected by enslaved African 
Americans. In one case, however, they appear to 
have been starvation food used immediately after 
the Civil War (Violet Guntharpe, South Carolina) 
and several other cases appear to represent 
collection by children and it is unclear whether 
they represent a significant dietary contribution or 
were simply children’s pastimes (Angie Floyd, 
Mississippi; Jim Henry, South Carolina). In only one 
case that we reviewed was it implied that hickories 
were a significant resource (Edmond Smith, 
Arkansas).  
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Acorn – Quercus spp. 
Acorn nutshell is found in only one sample 

and we suspect this represents accidental inclusion 
with oak firewood.  
 
 Compared to hickories, acorns are low in 
protein, low in fat, but high in carbohydrates. They 
also provide roughly half the calories of hickory 
nuts. While widely used by Native American groups 
(Messner 2011), they do not seem to have been 
used by Euro-Americans as food. Porcher 
(1863:265) describes their primary use for feeding 
hogs, although he briefly mentions that coffee may 
be adulterated with the addition of roasted and 
ground acorns and that “during scarcity of food,” 
acorn meal can be mixed with barley meal to 
provide a palatable bread (Porcher 1863:535, 
541). Both suggestions seem more “theoretical” 
than actual. At least part of the problem was likely 
the tannic acid found in the red oak group. In fact, 
it is this tannin that Morton (1974:125-126) noted 
being used by lowcountry African Americans as a 
tea to expel worms. She, however, reports the tea is 
made from the inner bark of the tree, not the 
acorns. 
 
 Although Covey and Eisnach (2009:281) 
report that acorns were a food source mentioned in 
the slave narratives, two of the three reports 
(Frank Magwood, North Carolina and Violet 
Guntharpe, South Carolina), were in the context of 
the depravations at the end of Civil War. This 
suggests that acorns were considered a starvation 
food. We were unable to verify the third reference 
(Aunt Clara Walker, Arkansas).  

Purslane – Portulaca sp. 
 In the Mullet Hall area, the most common 
species is P. oleracea, an annual producing seeds 
from May through October (although the greens 
would be available in spring and fall). It is generally 
found in fields and waste places (Radford et al. 
1968:434).  
 

Purslane is thought to have been a native 
of India, but was adopted by both Native Americans 
and Europeans as a choice vegetable, commonly 

consumed as a leafy green, either cooked or raw 
(Moerman 1998; Scarry 2003). Purslane could also 
be dried and stored for year-round use and the 
seeds could be ground and used as flour (Cox 
1985). The juice of the plant was used for coughs 
and applied externally for skin irritations and 
sores. The crushed seeds were boiled in wine and 
given to children as worm medicine. Nevertheless, 
given the presence of other cleavers (Galium sp.), 
mallow (Sida asp), and noncultivated Chenopodium 
sp., it seems likely that they were used for greens.  

Bedstraw – Galium sp. 
 The most common species in the 
Charleston area are G. pilosum, found in woods, on 
roadsides, and in clearings, and G. tinctorium, 
which tends to be found in wet areas, including 
swamps, meadows, marshes, and wet ditches 
(Radford 1968:986). These are perennials that 
produce seeds from June through August.   
 
 Following Asch and Asch (1985:389), 
most researchers have viewed bedstraw as having 
little nutritional value and was an incidental find, 
More recently Fritz (1989:79) has suggested that 
the "seeds were being subjected to processing such 
as parching in preparation for use as some type of 
drink or food element" (Fritz 1989:79). Other 
researchers are considering that they might have 
been used as greens or potherbs (Scarry 2003:72). 
 
 Some species have been documented to be 
used medicinally (Culpepper 1826:20; Moerman 
1986) and other reports describe the use of the 
seeds for dyes (Porcher 1863:406). 

Greenbrier – Smilax sp. 
 There are at least four species that may be 
found in the Mullet Hall vicinity, but the most 
common are S. rotundifolia, and S. bona-nox, both of 
which fruit from September through November. 
They are found in both dry and moist soils and 
today are often identified in cutover areas.  
 
 Greenbrier has a large tuberous root that 
has been dried and ground into flour. Porcher 
(1863:537) reports they contain abundant starch. 
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The tender shoots are eaten cooked as a vegetable 
or made into a soup (Morton 1974:145; Porcher 
1863:537). Morton even reports that the shoots 
were “still occasionally sold on the streets of 
Charleston.” These taxa were also commonly used 
as medicinal remedies. Morton believes the root 
was the “gomo” root, sought after by African 
Americans for it alleged aphrodisiacal effect 
(Morton 1974:145-146).  

Chinaberry – Melia azedarach  
 The chinaberry was introduced in the 
sixteenth century, with the earliest citation by 
Thomas Jefferson in 1778 (Adams 2004:87). 
Radford and his colleagues report that the tree is 
commonly cultivated and is often found 
naturalized on woodland borders in disturbed 
habitats (Radford et al. 1968:655).  
 
 The carbonized seeds have been found in a 
variety of slave-related archaeological contexts 
(see, for example, Trinkley 1983c, Gardner 1983, 
and Joseph et al. 2014). Since the berry is typically 
not thought edible (see, however, below), its 
presence is typically associated with the seed’s 
properties as a medicinal herb. 
 
 The tree flowers in April and May, with 
berries ripening from September through October 
(Radford et al. 1968:655).  
 
 Morton (1974:95-96) describes the fruit 
as yellow when ripe, about ½ to ¾-inch in diameter. 
The skin is thin, the pulp juicy, and the fruit has a 
single hard stone containing five seeds. The fruit is 
described as having a flavor varying from bitter to 
sweetish. Porcher comments that “we have 
frequently seen them [the berries] eaten by 
children in South Carolina, with no bad effect” 
(Porcher 1863:106-107). 
 
 Both Morton and Porcher, however, spend 
considerable effort to describe the plant’s ability to 
expel worms, with Morton even noting that 
children who eat the fruit don’t need to be treated.  
 
 Porcher describes the various uses of 
leaves, roots, and berries for “ascaradides 

[parasitic roundworms of the family Ascaridia], 
taenia [a tapeworm], and verminous maladies 
generally” (Porcher 1863:106). He reports the 
berries being stewed in lard and used as an 
ointment. Its importance as a vermifuge should not 
be overlooked considering "worms of all kinds 
seem also to have plagued Carolina bondsmen" 
(Duncan 1971:258). Sheridan and Moss describe a 
variety of vermifuges, but most involve European 
medicines, such as various salts, tobacco, calomel 
and other items that were not widely available to 
the enslaved (Moss 1999:77-79; Sheridan 
1985:215-217).  

Lambsquarters/Goosefoot – 
Chenopodium sp. 

 Chenopods are small, but very nutritious 
seeds (more properly called a fruit since the thin 
papery fruit coat, called the pericarp, is present) 
that is high in carbohydrates. In South Carolina 
seeds are produced from June until frost and the 
plant is found in disturbed, but rich, habitats 
(Radford et al. 1968:418). 
 
 Although a ruderal, there is a complex 
interaction between weed and domesticate and 
this is seen clearly in the prehistoric use of 
chenopods (see, for example, Messner 2011:128-
129; Smith and Cowan 2003). Yarnell (nd) even 
discusses several historic accounts of chenopod 
use by the Natchez and Carolina Algonkian Indians.  
 
 Porcher (1863:364) reports that C. album 
is a sedative and diuretic and was used to treat 
hemorrhoids, while the oil of C. ambrosioides was 
used as a tonic and antispasmodic. This latter 
species is reported by Morton (1974:43) to be used 
as a vermifuge. Young goosefoot leaves are cooked 
as a spinach-like potherb, eaten raw in salads, or 
added to soups. 
 
 Gardner (1986) found a number of the 
seeds at the Lesesne Plantation, but assumed it 
only to be weed. No chenopod was found at 
Yaughan or Curriboo (Gardner 1932). At Sylvestor 
Manor, chenopod was found, but the authors state 
“whether goosefoot was a food or merely a weed 
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accidentally incorporated into the archaeological 
deposits cannot be determined” (Twigg and 
Leasure 2007:120).  

Spurge – Euphorbia sp.  
The spurges are a large family of annual 

and perennial herbaceous herbs and shrubs. 
Distributed throughout the United States, Radford 
and his colleagues discussed 20 species that found 
in the southern states (Radford et al. 1968:668-
674). Several have been used as ornamental 
flowers (Euphorbia lathyris, known as Casper 
Spurge or Mole Plant; E. marginata, or Snow-on-
the-Mountain; and E. corollata, frequently call 
Flowing Spurge). 
 
 Several of the plants (E. corollata; E. 
maculata, or Spotted Spurge; and E. supina, or 
Prostrate Spurge) are common native weeds, found 
in waste places, along roadsides, and in gardens or 
pastures (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1971). 
 
 Porcher identified E. corollata as “wild 
ipecac,” comparing potions using the root to 
ipecacuanha. It was used as an emetic, cathartic, 
and diaphoretic. Porcher (1863:127) notes that the 
plant was “easily obtained.” E. maculata was 
reported by Porcher to be used in treating various 
eye problems, but notes that like other plants in 
this family, it, too, is “impowered with some emetic 
power (Porcher 1863:129). Somewhat later, 
Millspaugh still noted that, “the genus Euphorbia . . 
.  is one of the largest purgative general known” 
(Millspaugh 1974[1892]:591).  
 
 Found at Curriboo Plantation, Gardner 
(1983) dismisses them common to disturbed 
ground. It was found even more commonly at 
Lesesne and Fairbanks plantations (Gardner 
1986), but not remarked upon. A single seed was 
recovered from 9CH1205 (Joseph et al. 2014) and 

                                
6  We note, however, that there have been recent 
advances, using the ratio of breadth over length, 
discriminant analyses of size variables such as pip 
length, stalk length, and chalaza position and using the 
ratio of stalk length over total pip length. All of these 

Louis Berger reported what they called 
“Euphorbiaceae supina (milk purslane)” from the 
urban site. Rather than Euphorbia supina, this is 
probably a reference to E. maculate and they 
apparently assumed it was used as greens.  
 
 With a single seed recovered from 
38CH1541, it is most likely this represents a 
ruderal species, although the plant did have a 
variety of functions in eighteenth and nineteenth 
century society. 

Grape – Vitus sp.  
 One seed, or pip, was recovered from 
Mullet Hall excavations. While not the only grape 
present in the coastal plain, the most common is V. 
rotundifolia, or muscadine. This species has a 
particular musky flavor, and is astringent, lacking 
the sweetness of the cultivated grape (Vaughan and 
Geissler 1997:96). The specimen found at 
38CH1541 is almost certainly this, rather than the 
cultivated grape, V. vinifera (it is, however, difficult 
to distinguish domestic grapes and wild grapes).6 
Radford and his colleagues note that the muscadine 
flowers from May through June, with the grapes 
ripening between August and October. 
  
 At Monticello, Jefferson writes of growing 
grapes (Betts 1944; Hatch 1998) and his extensive 
experimentation in both planting and processing, 
in spite of his consistent failures, give him the 
reputation of America’s “first distinguished 
viticulturist” (Hatch 1998:131). Washington’s 
experimentations were, according to Hatch 
(1998:143) “surprisingly similar” to Jefferson’s and 
he, too, abandoned the efforts in favor of fruit trees. 
Nevertheless, numerous coastal planters in 
Carolina were making quantities of “Scuppernong 
wine.” 7 Porcher writes at length about grapes 
(Porcher 1863:213-233), but his attention is 
focused entirely on wine production. In spite of 

approaches, however, require both larger and better 
preserved, samples. 
7 Scuppernong is usually considered the white-fruiting 
form of the southern muscadine grape (V. rotundifolia).  
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this, both the leaves and fruit are edible and the 
vine yields a potable sap. All parts of the plant were 
used for medicinal purposes by different groups 
(Moerman 1998). 
 
 Grape is occasionally identified in the 
archaeological record. The absence of grape seeds 
at Yaughan and Curriboo suggested to Gardner that 
the slave diet, “was constricted, not to the point of 
chronic malnutrition, but rather to that of culinary 
monotony” (Gardner 1983:G-11). Similarly, few 
grape seeds were recovered at the Lesesne and 
Fairbanks plantations (Gardner 1986:F-7). In 
contrast, in the urban setting of nineteenth century 
Wilmington, Delaware households thousands of 
grape pips were recovered, suggesting “wine or 
jelly processing” (Louis Berger and Associates 
1985:240-241). Similarly, large collections were 
recovered from privy samples at the early 
twentieth century urban sites investigated by 
Machiran and Harl (2014). 

Poke – Phytolacca americana  
 Poke is a vigorous, herbaceous perennial 
that is found on rich, low ground in open woods, 
fields, pastures, waste ground, and disturbed 
habitats (Radford et al 1968:429). The berries are 
available from May until the first frost. 
 
 Porcher listed a variety of medicinal uses, 
including the treatment of tumors, curing 
rheumatism, easing pain, as an emetic, for use in 
scrofula, as a powerful purgative, and even as a 
cure for syphilis (Porcher 1863:366). He reports its 
use for dying cloth and as an ink. No mention is 
made of poke as a food. 
 
 Millspaugh notes that the medicinal use of 
the plant was “handed down to domestic and 
botanic practice by the aborigines, who valued the 
plant not only as an emetic, but also as an efficient 
remedy in gonorrheal and syphilitic rheumatism” 
(Millspaugh 1974[1892]:558). Millspaugh reports 
use of powdered root, a mixture of the root and 
lard, and a tincture of the berries. He also notes that 
“the young shoots . . . make an excellent substitute 
for asparagus, and I much prefer them, if gathered 
early and discriminately” (Millspaugh 

1974[1892]:558).  
 
 Ex-slave Gus Feaster in the South Carolina 
slave narratives provides an interesting account of 
poke, 
 

Poke salad was et in dem days to 
clean a feller out. Hit cum up 
tender every spring and when it 
cut deep down in sand it looked 
white. It’s an herb. Cut it; wash it 
and par boil; pour off water and 
ball up in balls in your hand; put 
in frying pan of hot grease (grease 
from ham or strip meat) and fry. 
Season with black pepper and salt 
and eat with new spring onions. 
Tender white stems are better 
than the salad and of course 
earlier (Library of Congress, 
Federal Writers' Project: Slave 
Narrative Project, Vol. 14, South 
Carolina, Part 2, pg. 2). 

 
 Poke continued to be used by coastal 
African Americans, with  
 

young shoots . . . defoliated, boiled 
in two waters and served like 
asparagus. Tender new leaves are 
cooked like spinach (Morton 
1974:109) 

 
Morton, however, also reports medicinal uses of 
the plant. 
 
 Gardner (1986) recovered a few poke 
seeds from Lesesne and Fairbanks, and Joseph and 
his colleagues report poke from 9CH1205. Often, 
however, archaeological poke remains may be 
assigned to the “weed seed” category, primarily 
because it does tend to rapidly colonize open space.  

Wild Lettuce – Lactuca sp.  
 This is most likely L. canadensis, a common 
and weedy biennial plant with a highly variable 
appearance. It is found in fields, waste places, 
roadsides, and pastures. Seeds are produced from 
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June until frost (Radford et al 1969:1021-1023). 
The leaves are high in several vitamins and can be 
eaten raw when young or boiled later in the season. 
Native Americans used an infusion to treat pain, as 
a stimulant, and for calming the nerves. The milky 
sap was used topically to treat warts and poison 
ivy. 
 
 Porcher was unimpressed with the plant’s 
medicinal properties, reporting, “it is said to act as 
an anodyne, and to produce discharge by the 
kidneys and skin . . . according to others, it is 
destitute of narcotic power” (Porcher 1863:435). 
Millspaugh was more impressed, claiming that the 
genus was used as an “anodyne, diaphoretic, 
laxative, and diuretic” (Millspaugh 
1974[1892]:374). Neither mentioned its food 
potential and Morton (1974) fails to include it in 
her discussions. 
 
 At least one slave narrative, that of John 
Sneed in Texas, talked of “wild lettuce,” reporting 
that there were “all kinds” of wild greens available 
for the picking, including “wild lettuce, mustard, 
leather-britches,8 and poke salad, and watercress” 
(Library of Congress, Federal Writers' Project: 
Slave Narrative Project, Vol. 16, Texas, Part 4, pg. 
2).  

American Elderberry – 
Sambucus canadensis 
 The American Elderberry is a deciduous 
shrub or small tree found in swamp forests, alluvial 
woods, pastures, thickets, fencerows, and 
roadsides (Radford et al. 1968:995-997). The Royal 
Horticultural Society currently lists American elder 
as Sambucus nigra var. canadensis. The seeds ripen 
in July through August.  
 
 Elder flowers, or actually the corollas 
detached from the stalks, are used to make wine; 
the berries are used in preserves and jellies. The 

                                
8  An obsolete term, used sometimes for dried green 
beans. We aren’t certain how these relate to wild greens. 
9  This, however, was likely first expressed by 

leaves, bark, roots, and seeds, however, contain 
glycosides and are considered poisonous (Vaughan 
and Geissler 1997:198). 
 
 Porcher describes medicinal properties of 
leaves (as an emetic), leaf-buds (as a purgative), 
flowers (excitant and sudorific), inner bark (a 
hydragogue cathartic and emetic), and berries (a 
diaphoretic and aperient) (Porcher 1863:408-
409). It is no wonder that Millspaugh announced, 
“in domestic medicine this plant forms almost a 
pharmacy in itself” (Millspaugh 1974[1892]:297).9  
 
 Morton lists these same uses for the plant 
historically, but notes that it continues to be used 
in the low country, with a “root decoction” as a 
“cure-all,” although the primary function today is 
as a food, with the berries eaten raw or used to 
make wine (Morton 1974:135-136). Other uses 
include steeping the leaves to create a tea, while the 
berries, containing both sugar and pectin, are used 
for “pies, jelly, jams, and wine,” with the flavor 
improving by sun-drying (Morton 1974:136).  
 
 The use of this (and other wild fruits) was 
common among Native Americans (Fritz 200:233) 
and is reported among a number of historic tribes 
Quave 2013: 42). It is also reported from a number 
of historic archaeological investigations (see 
McDonald 1979; Puseman et al. 2013:A-32) and is 
identified as significant in African American herbal 
medicine (Groover and Baumann 1996; Hamby 
2004). The seed is found at several archaeological 
sites (Bowes 2009; Mrozowski et al. 2008). 

Ironweed – Sida sp.  
 The genus Sida includes annual or 
perennial herbs or shrubs. The specimen at Mullet 
Hall is likely S. rhombifolia, known as Ironweed. 
This is a perennial or annual found on roadsides, 
fields, and waste ground (Radford et al. 1968: 702).  
 
 It was briefly mentioned by Porcher 

Hippocrates in 400 B.C., who is reported to have called 
the elderberry a “medicine chest.”  
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(1863:91) as having been used in medicine, with no 
additional details, and is not mentioned at all by 
Millspaugh (1974[1892]). Morton provides more 
detail, noting that the plant is mucilaginous and 
emollient, being used for indigestion and to 
regulate menstruation. The root is chewed to 
relieve toothache. She notes that today the plant is 
still boiled as a tea, and a decoction is given to 
children to relieve fever. It is also used by men to 
increase their potency (or courage?) (Morton 
1974:143).  
 
 It has been found by Gardner (1986) at 
Lesesne Plantation. Both Groover and Baumann 
(1996) and Hamby (2004) note its use by African 
Americans.  

Thoroughworts – Eupatorium sp.  
Eupatorium is a genus of flowering plants 

in the aster family, and the Thoroughworts include 
dog-fennel and wide variety of other plants. They 
are found in fields, pastures, in sandy soil, 
woodlands, old fields, low woods, and wet 
meadows (Radford et al. 1968:1054-1057).  

 
Porcher identified the species common in 

Charleston as E. perfoliatum, calling it 
Thoroughwort or boneset. He found that a “warm 
infusion. . . is emetic, sudorific, and diaphoretic” 
and was commonly used to treat colds. It could be 
used as a purgative in cases of constipation. It was 
also prescribed for rheumatism, typhoid 
pneumonia, catarrhs, dropsy, and even yellow 
fever (Porcher 1863:410-411). Porcher also 
identified E. teucrifolium or E. verbenaefolium as 
wild horehound, recommending its use as a tonic, 
diaphoretic, diuretic, and aperient. E. 
rotundifolium, he reported, could be used for 
constipation. Finally, he also noted E. 
faeniculaceum, or dog-fennel (Porcher 1863:413-
414). 

 
E. hyssopifolium, also known as hyssop-

leaved thoroughwort, justice’s weed, or 
“horehound” (not Marrubium vulgare), is reported 
to be widely used by Morton (1974:59-60). 
Historically it was used in the treatment of snake 
bite, but today is typically boiled with the resulting 

decoction used as a remedy for colds. It is also 
taken by some as a remedy for diabetes and to 
relieve fever.  

 
Eupatorium, identified as Boneset, was 

identified from both the greenhouse and slave 
quarters at Wye House Plantation in Maryland and 
Pruitt comments that the plant was used by 
enslaved African Americans as an emetic and to 
cure colds (Pruitt 2017:63). Hamby (2004) also 
reports its use by African Americans. 

Other Seeds  
It could not be determined if these 

fragments assigned to the grass family were 
fragments of domesticated cereal grains or from 
wild/weed species. 

 
One badly damaged seed of panic grass 

(Panicum sp.) was found in the assemblage. 
Although many of these seeds were found not 
carbonized, this one specimen was thoroughly 
carbonized. This grass is a common 
annual/perennial plant is a common weed in open 
fields, is found in open woods, and grows in wet 
conditions of swampy areas and along 
streambanks. The fruits of these annual and 
perennial grasses ripen throughout the summer 
months. Porcher (1863:565) briefly mentions that 
the root of the Bermuda grass (Panicum dactylon) 
was used as an aperient and diuretic. Nevertheless, 
this seed likely represent yard weeds that grew 
naturally on the property. 

 
There are at least five species of Paspalum 

common to the Charleston area (Radford et al 
1969:132-138). They are generally considered 
forage grasses and are found in brackish to 
freshwater marshes, waste places, fields, and low 
woods.  
 
 The last identifiable seed was that of 
Digitaria sp., possibly D. sanguinalis, commonly 
known as crab grass. Radford and his colleagues 
note that it is found in waste areas, along roadsides, 
and in fields (as well as many residential lawns) 
(Radford et al. 1968:138). 
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Discussion 
Mullet Hall 
 Wood charcoal reflects an environment 
consistent with what is still largely present today – 
large areas of upper, sandy ground suitable for oak, 
cedar, holly, and pine, interspersed with lower, 
wetter soils suitable for maple, ash, walnut, and 
willow.  
 
 Although several of these trees have 
medicinal aspects, they may reflect simply 
opportunistic gathering of firewood. The most 
common wood, as it is in most archaeological 
assemblages in the region, is pine – a wood that 
produces sparks, burns quickly, and releases 
relatively low amounts of heat. Nevertheless, it was 
common and many pines are relatively good self-
pruners, making the wood abundant.  
 
 Some of the pine is attributed to 
dimensional lumber used at the plantation. In fact, 
some heartwood pine was still preserved in the 
underfloor pit features at 38CH1541, likely to 
support the sandy soil walls.   
 
 One posthole from Block L at 38CH1541 
produced abundant shavings of carbonized oak 
wood. This posthole may actually represent a 
smudge pit. Considering the insects common to the 
low country, the burning of smudge is not 
especially surprising. What may be more 
interesting is the presence of a quantity of oak 
shavings, suggesting of the oak being planed or 
otherwise worked on-site.  
 
 Plant foods, food remains, medicinal 
plants, and other plants tell an even more complete 
story about the occupants of 38CH1541. Janet 
Schaw was particularly impressed with the 
agricultural ability of the enslaved, commenting, 
"the Negroes are the only people that seem to pay 
any attention to the various uses that the wild 
vegetables may be put to" (Andrews and Andrews 
1921:176). 
 
 The “three sisters” of corn, beans, and 

squash are found in the Mullet Hall samples and all 
likely represent intentional cropping of edible 
plants.  Corn, found in 14 of the 40 flotation 
samples, has a ubiquity of 37%. If the individual 
sites are considered, its ubiquity is 35% at 
38CH1541, 60% at 38CH1543, and 100% at 
38CH2244. This corn is found as both cupules, 
indicating the presence of shucked cobs, as well as 
kernels, indicating unprocessed corn. A single tiller 
ear with only four rows was recovered from a 
handpicked sample at 38CH1543. Even this tiller 
ear had been cleaned of kernels. 
 

The importance of corn in the diet of the 
enslaved cannot be understated. Reviews of slave 
diet focus on the monotony of cornmeal and salt 
pork, sometimes with field peas and molasses (see 
for example, Breeden [1980:89-113]). In fact, 
Breeden comments that, “in most cases the 
recommended weekly allowance for a field hand 
was 3½ to 4 pounds of meat, 1 to 1½ pecks of 
cornmeal” (Breeden 1980:89). In the early 
twentieth century, when North Carolina and 
Virginia tenant farmers were being studied, the 
dependence on corn, particularly low quality 
cornmeal, continued to be confirmed. Corn 
constituted 32% of southern African American 
tenant farmers, with salt pork contributing an 
additional 40% (Johnson et al. 1935:17). This left 
only 27% to be contributed by other sources. 
 

Beans are found significantly less often in 
the archaeological record at Mullet Hall, accounting 
for a ubiquity of only 2%.  

 
Squash, represented solely by rinds, with a 

ubiquity of 22% for the four sites. All nine of the 
recovered specimens come from 38CH1541, 
resulting in a ubiquity at that site of 29%. 
 
 In addition, we identified a single sample 
with rice. The specimen had been processed, 
suggesting that rice was being used by some 
population at the site. This is consistent with the 
1794 plat of Mullet Hall that shows rice fields along 
the upper reaches of Mullet Hall Creek, apparently 
fed by a reservoir further to the interior. Remnants 
of these field are still seen today, although by the 
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late antebellum the agricultural schedules reveal 
no rice being raised on the plantation.  
 
 Other food evidence includes three 
samples of peach from the flotation, representing a 
ubiquity of about 7%. Other, much larger, stones 
were recovered in the handpicked samples.  
 
 Single examples of grape and elderberry 
were recovered from this work. Both are well 
known for their food contributions. 
 
 We think that another plant food, often 
ignored in assemblages, is worthy of consideration. 
This is the 29 seeds of Brassica, representing a 
range of greens. These seeds are found in 10 float 
samples, for a ubiquity of 25%.  
 
 Accompanying these are examples of 
other greens, including purslane, bedstraw, poke, 
and wild lettuce. When these are considered, 
examples of greens assume a ubiquity of 42% - 
greater than even corn. From the individual sites, 
the ubiquity is 42% at 38CH1541, 40% at 
38CH1543, and 100% at 38CH2244. We believe 
that the density of these remains is very suggestive 
of their role as gathered greens to supplement a 
rather meager diet. Coupled with these remains 
may also be greenbrier, whose root is both starchy 
and edible.  
 
 Other possible food remains are the hickory 
and black walnut shells, representing as another 
researcher has described them, snack foods 
collected and eaten when available. The acorn might 
be added to this list. Although we are dubious, 
freedmen described the use of acorns during 
slavery, so we must at least keep an open mind. 
 
 While these results are not particularly 

                                
10 Some of these plants retained their African names. Of 
special interest are those known as “duppy” plants, 
because of their linkage to the world of spirits and 
association with obeah. One example is the pantropical 
edible spinach "Duppy Calalu" (Amaranthus spinosus) 
(Carney 2003:173). In addition, amaranth was also used 
to give the Caribbean dish calalou or “pepper pot” soup 

useful in establishing patterns of use or even 
importance, they do suggest a wide range of both 
cultivated and native plants were being 
incorporated into the African American diet.  
 

The variety of and dependence on greens 
is especially worthy of consideration that does not 
seem common in archaeological discussions. 
Dietary histories, such as Ferris (2014) focus 
extensively on “turnip greens, collards, cabbages” 
in the African American diet – both during slavery 
and afterward – both wild and raised. She notes 
that greens were typically planted in August, with 
the plants maturing in about two months, 
providing a steady supply throughout the winter. 
“For generations, cooks valued the ‘cut and come 
again’ ability of the plan to regenerate as leaves 
were picked for eating throughout the winter, a 
traditional time of food scarcity” (Ferris 2014:13).  

 
The tremendous range of plants which, we 

believe, were utilized by the enslaved at Mullet 
Hall, can be traced back to the African diaspora, as 
people, plants, and the African knowledge of plants 
were all transported (Carney 2003:168). Carney 
reports that the leaves of at least 150 plants are 
used for food – some cultivated, but many gathered 
(Carney 2003:172).  
  
 At least four species (chinaberry, 
goosefoot, ironweed, and thoroughworts) were 
likely used for medicinal purposes, although many 
of the food plants previously mentioned also had 
medicinal functions. This should be of no surprise, 
as Carney reports that tropical West Africa has “a 
rich tradition of using bush or herbal teas and 
greens for both food and medicine” and this was 
integral to the African diaspora (Carney 
2003:171).10 This knowledge of plants stood in  
 

part of its distinctive flavor (Carney 2003:180). Although 
no amaranths were found at Mullet Hall, they are 
common at other enslaved African American sites, such 
as Fairbanks and Lesesne plantations (Gardner 1986). 
Frankly, we view their spiritual use far more likely than 
their potential food use.   
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stark contrast to the harsher – and more invasive – 
treatments typical of European medicine at the 
time, including “venesection, cupping, blistering, 
purging, and leeching” (Carney 2003:172; see also 
Groover and Bautmann 1996).  
 
 Several of the Mullet Hall plants are 
included in Carney’s list of 125 genera and species 
that document the African legacy, including 
Brassica, Euphorbia, Indigofera, Oryza, and Panicum 
(also discussed below).  
  

Similarly, Hamby (2004) has composed a 
list of 204 plants identified with African American 
Materia Medica. At least 13 of these plants – 
including several trees – are included on this list.   
 
 We have identified four genera as weeds, 
including spurge, panic grass, Paspalum, and 
crabgrass. Two of these, however, are identified by 
Carney as having a place in African American 
medicinal practice (spurge and panic grass). So 
even here, it becomes difficult to discern what plant 
may simply be suggestive of a disturbed habitat as 
opposed to what might be a plant that entered the 
archaeological record because it was being 
specifically used.  
 
 Finally, another cash crop evidenced in the 
flotation assemblage is a single example of indigo, 
which was a major crop during the early colonial 
period. Unfortunately, no above grade evidence of 
its processing remains on the plantation today. 

A Regional Perspective 
 Although identifying ethnobotanical 
(inclusive of archaeobotanical or paleobotanical) 
reports continues to be difficult and data remains 
meager, there is no question that an increasing 
emphasis on archaeobotanical sampling at some 
sites is growing the regional dataset. We were able 
to identify 11 sites in South Carolina, three in 
Georgia, seven in Virginia, and two in Maryland 
(although we are sure there are many others).  
 

Although most are from secure eighteenth 
and nineteenth century slave settlements, those 
from the Oxen Hill Manor are difficult to compare 

because of both preservational biases and also 
because the materials recovered were in 
association with the home of a wealthy, eighteenth 
century plantation owner. They do, however, 
provide an important contrast. In addition, the data 
from Lesesne and Fairbank plantations also 
present multiple contexts, although enslaved 
people were probably heavily represented. 
 
 Table 117 identifies 135 genera and 
species from the 24 sites. The number of plants 
identified per site varies from only one to as many 
as 36 (with an average of 16). We believe that this 
variation is largely the result of sampling strategies 
and effectiveness of flotation recovery, although 
certainly site preservation and cultural factors are 
also significant. 
 
 The table is divided into major categories 
(crops, garden, orchard, nuts, and other) and 
within each of these categories the plants identified 
are listed by the number of sites from which they 
have been identified. 
 
 In the category of crops, it is no surprise 
how frequently corn is found, considering the 
plant’s importance to subsistence of both man and 
beast in the South. It is two times more common 
than the next plant – wheat. Looking at wheat, oats, 
rye, and barley, their occurrence increases in 
Virginia and Maryland – consistent with the 
findings of Hilliard (1987:54, 72).  
 
 In spite of its importance to the feeding of 
enslaved African Americans, it is not surprising 
that sweet potato is so infrequently recovered, 
considering it is planted using slips and not seeds. 
The recovery of tubers in ethnobotanical research 
is always problematical. Far more surprising is that 
“King Cotton” was recovered from only one site 
(see Table 117). While this may relate to the crop’s 
economic importance and the care planter’s took to 
protect the crop, the cottonseed not needed for 
next season’s production was often discarded. 
Nevertheless, like indigo, it was not a subsistence 
item and the opportunities for charring were 
limited. 
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 Similarly, rice is relatively uncommon in 
spite of both its economic significance and 
widespread dietary use. This may perhaps be 
explained by our experiments charring this seed. 
Unprocessed (i.e., unpolished rice still possessing 
bran) seeds are high in oil and therefore are readily 
destroyed with even low heat. Once polished (as 
most rice was), it does char, but is very fragile.  
 
 Another plant that it seems should be 
recovered more frequently are cowpeas (and 
related items such as pigeon peas, Cajanus cajan). 
They were heavily planted and very widely relied 
on by African Americans during slavery and 
afterwards (rivaling sweet potatoes according to 
Hilliard [1984:72]), yet peas or pulse seem nearly 
absent from the ethnobotanical record.   
 
 Turning to garden crops, one of the two 
most commonly recovered plant, the bean, is not 
surprising. Even charred, it is large and robust. 
More surprising is the recovery of 
raspberries/blackberries, which are far smaller 
and represent a plant presumably gathered 
incidentally. We have previously spoken at length 
about the importance of collards and similar 
greens, so it is not surprising that their seed are 
also commonly found (even if they are often 
dismissed).  
 
 Recovery of flowers such as poppy, sweet 
pea, and spices such as coriander and sage, are 
largely limited to the more northern plantations. 
The reason for this is not entirely clear, but may be 
related to an increased prevalence of pleasure and 
kitchen gardens in the region of tobacco. 
 
 It comes as no surprise that peach, with its 
very large and durable pit, is the most commonly 
found orchard plant. The plant, like corn, was 
widely used by both man and beast. Similarly, the 
grape produces a durable seed. 
 
 The cherry is another plant largely limited 
to the Virginia and Maryland plantations. This is 
likely the result of the difficulty in obtaining a 
descent crop.  
 

 Among the nuts identified, walnuts and 
hickories are nearly equal in proportion. Of course, 
both have a large amount of discard and the shells 
are very durable. There is certainly evidence from 
the slave narratives that these nuts were collected, 
sometimes incidental to other activities (“snack 
food”), but also apparently sometimes as a 
significant resource to be stored.  
 
 More surprising is the quantity of acorn 
(recovered from eight of the 24 sites). The slave 
narratives describe its use only as a starvation 
food. Perhaps these were coming into the fire with 
oak wood, but we should be careful not to 
disregard their contribution too quickly, given the 
number of sites where acorn has been recovered. 
 
 In the other plant category are a range of 
“weedy” plants, medicinal plants, and edible plants. 
The most common two plants represented are 
knotweed and bedstraw, followed by spurge and 
goosefoot. All have a range of economic functions, 
including food and medicine. Even the 53 plants 
represented by single seeds include some 
significant economic use. Cane, for example, has 
been used for medicine, fiber, fuel, and weapons 
(Moerman 1998:104).  

Summary 
 Mullet Hall produced an interesting range 
of plant foods, food remains, and other plants of 
economic or medicinal importance. The 26 genera 
recovered are surpassed in range by only two other 
studies, that of Lesesne and Fairbank plantations 
and Chinquapin Hill Plantation, where 36 and 35 
genera were recovered respectively. 
 
 Some of the recovered foods are those that 
are well documented being used by the enslaved, 
such as corn. Many of the others are of even more 
importance to our understanding of the slave 
lifeway. We do not believe that plants represented 
by seeds such as Brassica should be dismissed as 
weedy intrusions. We believe, instead, that they 
begin to represent the lengths that the enslaved at 
Mullet Hall went to supplement an otherwise 
limited food supply. Although only a few seeds are 
present, wide varieties of “greens” are represented 
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by these seeds – further suggesting intentional 
collection of greens by African Americans. Foods 
such as hickory and walnut may have played a 
more important role than the limited finds would 
otherwise suggest. We are not even ready to 
dismiss intentional use of the acorn. 
 
 When the finds from these 24 sites (Table 
117 herein) are compared to the list assembled by 
Carney (2003:Table 1) we find 14 genera 
(including five from Mullet Hall) with analogous 
tropical West African examples. These include four 
crops (rice, cowpea, sorghum, and indigo), one 
garden crop (collards), and eight other plants 
(spurge, goosegrass, copperleaf, panic grass, 
pigweed, ragweed, rattlebox, sida, and sorrel). This 
helps illustrate the African legacy. As Carney also 
observes,  
 

In promoting survival, cultural 
identity, spiritual succor, and 
resistance, the ethnobotanical 
knowledge of New World Africans 
laid the foundation for the rich 
traditional healing system still 
practiced in the Caribbean to this 
day (Carney 2003:183). 
 

This same healing system was well established on 
Southern plantations and continued uninterrupted 
into at least the mid-twentieth century, as 
evidenced by the research of Morton (1974). 
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Methods 
Pollen and Starch  

Sediments present unique challenges for 
pollen preservation and recovery.  A chemical 
extraction technique based on flotation is the 
standard preparation technique used in this 
laboratory for recovering pollen grains from 
sediments. This particular process was developed 
for extracting pollen from soils where the 
preservation has been less than ideal and the 
pollen density is lower than in peat. It is important 
to recognize that it is not the repetition of specific 
and individual steps in the laboratory, but rather 
mastery of the concepts of extraction and how the 
desired result is best achieved, given different 
sediment matrices, which results in successful 
recovery of pollen for analysis.   
 

Hydrochloric acid (10%) was used to 
remove calcium carbonates present in the 
sediment samples, after which, they were screened 
through 250-micron mesh.  Multiple water rinses 
until neutral employ Stoke’s Law for settling time. 
After settling, the supernatant was poured off. A 
small quantity of sodium hexametaphosphate was 
mixed into each sample to suspend clay-sized 
particles prior to filling the beakers with water.  
Again, multiple rinses employing Stoke’s Law and 
decanting facilitated clay removal.  Treatment 
with sodium hexametaphosphate was repeated, as 
necessary, to remove clay.  This process was 
repeated with ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid 

(EDTA), which removes clay, soluble organics, and 
iron.  Finally, the samples were freeze-dried 
under vacuum. 
 

Once dry, the samples were mixed with 
sodium polytungstate (SPT), at a density of 1.8 
g/ml, and centrifuged to separate the organic 
material including pollen and starch, which floats, 
from the inorganic remains and silica, which do not 
float. The supernatant containing pollen and 
organic remains was decanted and retained.  The 
sodium polytungstate process was repeated to 
recover all of the organics. Once the organics were 
recovered, the accumulated supernatant was 
centrifuged at 1,500 rpm for 10 minutes to allow 
small-sized silica to be separated from the 
organics.  This supernatant was decanted into a 
50-ml conical tube and diluted with reverse 
osmosis deionized (RODI) water and centrifuged at 
3,000 rpm to concentrate the organic fraction in 
the bottom of the tube. This pollen-rich organic 
fraction was rinsed, then all samples received a 
short (25-minute) treatment in hot hydrofluoric 
acid to remove remaining inorganic particles.  
Some samples were acetylated for 10 minutes to 
remove extraneous organic matter. The remaining 
samples were acetylated for 15 minutes three 
times each to remove extraneous organic matter. 
Then, all samples were rinsed with RODI water to 
neutral.  Following this, a few drops of potassium 
hydroxide (KOH) were added to each sample, 
which was then stained lightly with safranin.  
Due to the presence of large quantities of minute 
organic debris, the samples were centrifuged at 
high speeds for short intervals to remove this 
debris for better viewing. 

Linda Scott Cummings 
R.A. Varney 

PaleoResearch Institute, Inc. 
Golden, Colorado 
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A light microscope was used to count 
pollen at a magnification of 500x. Pollen 
preservation in these samples varied from good to 
poor. An extensive comparative reference housed 
at PaleoResearch Institute aided pollen 
identification to the family, genus, and species 
level, where possible. 
 

Pollen aggregates were recorded during 
pollen identification. Aggregates are clumps of a 
single type of pollen and may be interpreted to 
represent either pollen dispersal over short 
distances or the introduction of portions of the 
plant represented into an archaeological setting.  
The aggregates were included in the pollen counts 
as single grains, as is customary.  An “A” next to 
the pollen frequency on the percentage pollen 
diagram notes the presence of aggregates.  The 
percentage pollen diagram was produced using 
Tilia 2.0 and TGView 2.0.2.  Total pollen 
concentrations were calculated in Tilia using the 
quantity of sample processed in cubic centimeters 
(cc), the quantity of exotics (spores) added to the 
sample, the quantity of exotics counted, and the 
total pollen counted and expressed as pollen per cc 
of sediment. 
 

“Indeterminate” pollen includes pollen 
grains that are folded, mutilated, or otherwise 
distorted beyond recognition.  These grains were 
included in the total pollen count since they are 
part of the pollen record.  The microscopic 
charcoal frequency registers the relationship 
between pollen and charcoal.  The total number 
of microscopic charcoal fragments was divided by 
the pollen sum, resulting in a charcoal frequency 
that reflects the quantity of microscopic charcoal 
fragments observed, normalized per 100 pollen 
grains. 
 

Pollen extraction retains starch granules.  
Since starch analysis was requested for some of 
these samples, not only would starches have been 
recorded as part of the pollen count, an additional 
search for starches was conducted.  Starch 
granules are a plant's mechanism for storing 
carbohydrates.  Starches are found in numerous 
seeds, as well as in starchy roots and tubers.  The 

primary categories of starches include the 
following: with or without visible hila, hilum 
centric or eccentric, hila patterns (dot, cracked, 
elongated), and shape of starch (angular, ellipse, 
circular, or lenticular).  Some of these starch 
categories are typical of specific plants, while 
others are more common and tend to occur in 
many different types of plants. 

Phytoliths 

Extraction to recover phytoliths from the 
sediment samples is based primarily on heavy 
liquid extraction principles.  First, 15 ml of 
sediment from each sample was placed in a beaker 
with bleach.  After being agitated, it was covered 
and allowed to stand overnight.  The next day the 
beakers containing samples were filled with water 
and allowed to settle by gravity for one and one-
half hours, after which the supernatant was poured 
off.  This rinse was repeated four times to remove 
the bleach.  A small quantity (10 ml) of dilute 
(10%) potassium hydroxide (KOH) was added to 
each sample after the fourth rinse, allowed to sit for 
two minutes, and then the beakers were filled with 
water for another series of four rinses on the same 
schedule.   
 

Once these steps were complete, 15 ml of 
a 5% solution of sodium hexametaphosphate was 
mixed into each sample to suspend clay-sized 
particles.  Again, the beakers were filled with 
water and allowed to settle by gravity for two 
hours, after which the clay-sized particles that 
were still in suspension were decanted.  This was 
repeated four more times.   

 
The samples then were freeze-dried using 

a vacuum system, which freezes out all moisture at 
-107 °C and < 10 millitorr.  The dried samples 
were mixed with sodium polytungstate (SPT, 
density 2.1 g/ml) and centrifuged to separate the 
phytolith and starch grain fraction, which will float, 
from most of the inorganic silica fraction, which 
will not.  The light fraction of each sample was 
retained and rinsed to remove the heavy liquid.  
The phytolith- and starch-rich fraction of each 
sample was rinsed in alcohol to remove any 
remaining water. Microscope slides were made by 
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putting a drop of sample on a slide, allowing it to 
dry, then mixing with optical immersion oil prior to 
covering with a cover slip for counting with a light 
microscope at a magnification of 500x. A 
percentage and/or frequency diagram was 
produced using Tilia 2.0 and TGView 2.0.2. 

Ethnobotanic Review 
Use of historic documents referring to 

plant use is particularly relevant to the study of 
remains from the historic era.  Ethnobotanic 
literature, as well as historic records of various 
types, provides evidence for the exploitation of 
numerous plants in historic times, both by broad 
categories and by specific example.  

 
We consulted a broad range of 

ethnographic sources, both inside and outside the 
study area, to permit a more exhaustive review of 
potential plant uses. Ethnographic sources 
document that with some plants, the historic use 
was developed and carried from the past.  A plant 
with medicinal qualities very likely was discovered 
in prehistoric times and the usage persisted into 
historic times.  There is, however, likely to have 
been a loss of knowledge concerning the utilization 
of plant resources as cultures moved from 
subsistence to agricultural economies and/or were 
introduced to European foods during the historic 
period. References on plant domestication, 
cooking, and food cultures are often consulted 
when describing plants whose evidence we 
encounter in the pollen, phytolith, and/or 
macrofloral records.   

 
Plants represented by pollen, phytoliths, 

and macrofloral remains are discussed in the 
following paragraphs to provide an ethnobotanic 
background for discussing the remains.  Many 
plants represented by pollen, phytoliths, and/or 
starch analyses are potential and/or probable food 
resources, while others are weedy and/or 
ornamental plants that probably grew nearby.   

 

 

Edible and Economically 
Important Native Plants 

Ericaceae (Heath Family) 
 
Members of the Ericaceae (heath family) 

include trees, shrubs, subshrubs, and perennial 
herbs that thrive in acidic soils.  Many of the 
leaves are evergreen (Britton and Brown 
1970:675; Hickey and King 1981:158; Hickman 
1993:544-567).   

 
 Members of the heath family in the 

eastern United States include primarily Gaylussacia 
spp. (huckleberry), Vaccinium spp. (blueberry, 
cranberry), and sparkleberry (Vaccinium 
arboreum) (USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 2017). 

 
Vaccinium (blueberry, cranberry, 

whortleberry, bilberry) are deciduous or 
evergreen shrubs native to temperate and arctic 
regions in North America and Europe (Schopmeyer 
1974:840).  Although usually blue, blueberries 
may be red, black, or purple, often with a white, 
waxy coating on their skins (Angell 1981:108).  
Vaccinium plants prefer wet or dry acidic soils and 
grow on peaty or fire-blackened land, and in bogs, 
tundras, barrens, woods, or thickets (Peterson 
1977:102, 220).  

 
The versatile berries are consumed raw, 

cooked, dried, in breads or cakes, alone or 
combined with nuts or grains, and added to 
pemmican.  Dried and pulverized berries were 
given to children with poor appetites.  
Cranberries, although less sweet than blueberries 
and bilberries, became popular due to their 
abundance and ease of harvest (Angell 1981:72, 
108; Moerman 1998:582-583).  

 
Native peoples drank blueberry leaf tea as 

a blood purifier and as a tonic after miscarriage.  
The tea also treated colic and labor pains.  Dried 
and pulverized leaves and stems were 
administered to increase appetite and to alleviate 
nausea.  The fumes of burning dried cranberry 
flowers were inhaled to deter madness (Angell 
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1981:72, 108; Brill and Dean 1994:198-200; Foster 
and Duke 1990:248; Moerman 1998:582). 

 
Commercial blueberries and cranberries 

were cultivated from American varieties. Half of 
the annual cranberry crop in the United States 
comes from Massachusetts, where cultivation 
began in 1840.  In 1910, a USDA scientist and a 
New Jersey cranberry farmer developed fifteen 
improved varieties of blueberry (McGee 
1984:185).  Blueberries and huckleberries 
(Gaylussacia) are very similar and may hybridize.  
Berries historically have been eaten raw, cooked, 
dried, and used in pies, jellies, jams, muffins, and 
pancakes.  Cranberries are red, juicy fruits that 
are included in common Thanksgiving and 
Christmas dishes such as cranberry sauce, relishes, 
salads, jellies, pies, juices, and as an addition to hot 
breads (Angell 1981:70). 

 
Poaceae (Grass Family) 

 
One of the largest and most economically 

important families of plants, Poaceae (grass family) 
grow in all climates, though local conditions 
determine their abundance.  

 
Native Americans typically used a seed 

beater and burden basket when collecting 
caryopsis (seeds) (Ebeling 1986:183, 195; Grant 
1978:517).  When present, grass awns (hairs) 
were singed off by exposing the seeds to flame.  
Depending on species, grass seeds ripen from 
spring to fall, providing a long-term available food 
source.  Grains were parched and ground into 
meal for mushes, breads, and cakes (Kirk 
1975:177).   

 
Grass leaves and stems were used for 

building, weaving, and making cordage.  Bedding, 
baskets, mats, clothing, screens, nets, twine, thatch, 
brushes, brooms, clothing, and sandals were made 
from grasses.  In addition, they were used for 
floor covering and tinder (Ebeling 1986:196; Kelly 
1978:417; Moerman 1998:127). 

 

Edible and Economically 
Important Cultivated Plants 

Brassicaceae (Mustard Family) 
 
Brassicaceae (mustard family) is a large 

family of annual to perennial herbs, rarely 
presenting as small shrubs.  The family 
comprises 375 genera and 3200 species that often 
contain watery, acrid sap.  About 55 genera are 
native to the United States.  No mustards are 
poisonous, although all are pungent tasting.  
Flowers are uniform, consisting of four separate 
sepals arranged like a cross.  Mustards are widely 
distributed across North America in open sunny 
fields, cultivated fields, disturbed areas, or moist 
places, chiefly in northern temperate regions. 
Brassicaceae seeds ripen in summer and last into 
fall (Brill and Dean 1994:249; Fernald 1950:707-
708; Hickey and King 1981:150; Tilford 1997:158). 

 
Weedy members of this family include 

Capsella (shepherd’s purse), Descurainia (tansy-
mustard), and Lepidium (pepperweed).  Wild 
members of this family grow in waste places, grain 
fields, pastures, neglected fields, cultivated areas, 
in ditches, and along stream banks (Britton and 
Brown 1970:146). 

 
Cultivated members of the Brassica 

(mustard) group include broccoli, cauliflower, 
cabbage, brussels sprouts, collards, kale, kohlrabi, 
turnips, mustards, rutabagas, and rape.  Many 
varieties were introduced from Europe and Asia, 
such as B. nigra and B. oleracea.  B. nigra (black 
mustard) is one of the most widespread mustards 
in the United States and is the chief source of 
commercial mustard.  Cabbage, brussels sprouts, 
broccoli, cauliflower, kohlrabi, and kale are all 
different varieties of B. oleracea.  Mustards are 
annual, winter annual, or biennial herbs with 
yellow, four-petaled flowers.  The young leaves 
are rich in Vitamins A, B1, B2, and C, and may be 
boiled as greens.  Seeds are used whole as 
seasonings in pickle recipes or ground to make hot 
mustard.  Some weedy species can cause damage 
to grain and flax crops (Hedrick 1972:100; Martin 
1972:64-65; McGee 1984:196; Muenscher 
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1980:232-236; Peterson 1977:64). 
 
Mustards are high in calcium, potassium, 

fiber, beta carotene, vitamins A, B1, B2, C, and 
isothiocyanates (mustard oil) (Brill and Dean 
1994:249).  Young plants, eaten raw or cooked as 
potherbs, are highly nutritious and contain 
significant amounts of vitamins A, B, and C.  
Brassicaceae flower buds are a good source of 
protein (Tilford 1997:158).  Seeds of this family 
stimulate production of digestive juices and aid in 
digestion (Fernald 1950; Hickey and King 
1981:150; Hodgson 2001:98-99; King 1990:12; 
Kirk 1975; Sweet 1976:56; Tilford 1997:158).  
Descurainia and Lepidium seeds generate a 
gelatinous coating when wet that stimulates the 
production of digestive juices, slows and improves 
digestion, and possibly decreases development of 
diabetes (Hodgson 2001:98).  Recent research 
into Brassica vegetables indicates they are rich in 
indole-3-carbinol, which boots DNA repair at the 
cellular level (Fan et al. 2006; Wu et al. 2006). 

 
A poultice of the plants was applied to 

toothaches and used as lotion to treat frostbite and 
sore throats (Fernald 1950:707-708; Harrington 
1967:307-308; Hickey and King 1981:150; 
Hodgson 2001:98-99; Kearney and Peebles 
1960:349; King 1990:12; Kirk 1975:35-41; 
Moerman 1986:151; Muenscher 1980:242; Sweet 
1976:56; Tilford 1997:158).  Capsella is useful 
for stopping internal or external bleeding (Sweet 
1976:42). 

  
Cerealia 

 
Cerealia is a term used in palynology to 

denote Avena sativa (oat), Hordeum vulgare 
(barley), Secale cereale (rye), and Triticum (wheat).  
Other major cereal grains around the world include 
Oryza sativa (rice), Panicum miliaceum (proso 
millet, common millet), Setaria italica (foxtail 
millet), Sorghum bicolor (sorghum) and Zea mays 
(maize).  Of these, Oryza and Zea mays pollen 
grains may be distinguished and are not usually 
lumped with Cerealia.   

 
These seeds “played a crucial role in 

human nutrition and cultural evolution" (McGee 
1984:226).  Grains were used for beer and bread, 
staples in the human diet since at least 3000 BC.  
Cereal grains are concentrated sources of protein 
and carbohydrates and continue to provide the 
majority of caloric intake for much of the world's 
population.  Wheat, barley, rye, and oats have 
been the most important grain in the Middle East 
and Europe; rice in Asia; maize or corn in the 
prehistoric New World; and sorghum and millets in 
Africa (Hickey and King 1981:436; McGee 
1984:227-232).  

 
Avena sativa (Oats) 

 
Avena sativa (oat) is an annual grass and 

important cereal grain.  Oats are noted to have 
been cultivated by the Celts and Germans about 
2000 years ago.  Oats once were considered a 
weed and used only for medicinal purposes or 
animal fodder.  Today, oats are still fed mostly to 
animals, with about 5% of the world crop used for 
human consumption. Like rice and barley, oats are 
complete fruits. The grain is borne in a protective 
husk that must be removed before the grain can be 
used as food.  The oat grain consists of 8% water, 
14% protein, 7% fat, and 68% carbohydrates.  
Because of the higher fat content compared with 
other cereals, oats have a tendency to become 
rancid. Oats have no gluten-producing proteins; 
therefore, oat flour can only be used to make heavy 
breads and porridge.  They do produce a gluten-
like protein – avenin.  Oat endosperm contains a 
natural antioxidant, similar in action to BHT 
(Hedrick 1972:77-78; Kirk 1975:180; McGee 
1984:230, 233, 237; Toussaint-Samat 1992:136).     
 
Triticum (Wheat) 

 
Triticum (wheat) was one of the first 

cultivated plants, and it was the most important 
cereal in ancient Mediterranean civilizations.  
Today, there are over 30,000 varieties of wheat, 
making it the most widely cultivated plant in the 
world.   
 

Early wheat was parched, ground, and 
made into gruel.  It also was fermented to make 
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beer.  The Spanish brought wheat to Mexico in 
1529, where it spread as an agricultural crop 
among the native peoples.  Wheat grows best in 
cool weather, so crops were grown in winter 
during the traditionally scarce time of year.  
Wheat is used for making bread because wheat's 
storage proteins form a complex called gluten 
when they are ground up and mixed with water.  
Gluten makes the dough stick together and gives it 
the ability to retain gases, which are necessary to 
make raised bread.  The three types of modern 
wheat most commonly grown are named based  
on hardness of the kernel, which is a measure of 
protein content.  Durum semolina is the hardest 
and is used to make pasta products.  Hard flour 
contains little free starch and is used for bread.  
Soft flour has a high starch content and weak gluten 
and is used for pastries, biscuits, cookies, and cakes 
(Heiser 1990:63-74; McGee 1984:234, 285). 

 
Zea mays (Maize, Corn) 

 
Zea mays (corn, maize) is a New World 

cultigen in the Poaceae (grass) family.  
Endosperm composition allows identification of 
five different maize types.  Flour corn, often used 
by Native Americans, is starchy with little protein.  
Popcorn and flint corn have hard starch and more 
protein than other varieties.  Dent corn has a 
waxy starch, and sweet corn contains little starch 
and is mostly sugar (Heiser 1990:95; McGee 
1984:241). Experimental processing reveals maize 
pollen on husks, silks, in shelled maize, and in 
ground maize flour (Linda Scott Cummings, 
personal communication, 1983).  

 
Zea mays evolved in the southern 

highlands of Mexico from the annual grass teosinte.  
Maize is a staple of many groups around the world 
and is the second most cultivated crop in the world 
(Cushing 1920:267; Kiple and Ornelas 2000:99-
100; Mangelsdorf 1974:122-125; McGee 
1984:240). Maize demonstrates great variability in 
kernel color, size, and shape; in ear size and shape; 
and in maturation time.  Maize kernel colors 
include white, yellow, blue, red, and black, and 
combinations of these (Heiser 1990:95; Huckell 
and Toll 2004:45; Kiple and Ornelas 2000:99-100; 

Whiting 1939:67-70).    
 
Maize is known to have been cultivated in 

the southwestern United States since 
approximately 1500 BC, but is believed to have 
reached this area by 2000 BC.  Corn had been 
well established in the Fremont area 2000 years 
ago (Madsen 1989:7).  Maize reached the 
northeastern United States by at least 200 AD, and 
likely earlier.  Cultivated maize is noted in east 
Florida around 750 AD (Milanich 1998:45).  The 
Great Plains acted as a gene flow barrier, resulting 
in eastern maize species that are enzymatically 
different from their southwestern counterparts.  
Northeastern introduction began with minor crops 
that were grown in small quantities for hundreds 
of years.  However, by the Late Woodland period, 
maize had become the principal food crop and was 
the focus of many northeastern tribes’ activities 
(Heiser 1990:89).   

 
At European contact, “maize was the most 

widely grown plant in the Americas, extending 
from southern Canada to southern South America, 
growing at sea level in some places and at 
elevations higher than eleven thousand feet in 
others” (Heiser 1990:89).  

 
Often, maize was husked immediately 

upon harvesting.  Ears were dried on the roofs of 
homes, and ristras of maize were hung inside from 
the roof.  Whole ears or shelled kernels were 
stored for future use.  Shelled maize was stored 
in bark containers, large baskets, and underground 
storage pits (Hurt 1987:40; Robbins et al. 1916:83-
93; Stevenson 1915:73-76; Vestal 1952:18-19; 
Whiting 1939:67-70).   

 
Early-ripening corn was picked while still 

green and roasted on the cob, while late-ripening 
corn was made into bread (Hurt 1987:40).  Corn 
silks were dried and ground with parched corn to 
add sweetness. Because pollen is retained on the 
silks, this practice is one method of adding corn 
pollen to food and the archaeological record.  
Corn is frequently husked immediately upon 
harvesting (Cushing 1920:264-267; Kiple and 
Ornelas 2000:107; Moerman 1998:610-612), 
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reducing the quantity of corn pollen introduced 
into archaeological proveniences, although pollen 
that is retained on the silks often is included with 
the kernels, as it is difficult to remove all of the 
silks.  

 
Green corn was eaten fresh and whole, and 

mature ears were roasted or wrapped in corn 
husks and boiled.  Dried kernels were ground 
into a multipurpose flour.  Corn was eaten boiled, 
baked, popped, parched, wet or dry ground into 
meal, or dried for later use.  It was made into 
mushes, pinole, a variety of breads and cakes, 
dumplings, porridge, and hominy.  It served to 
feed both humans and livestock.  Ripe corn 
kernels were dried, parched and ground into meal, 
made into hominy, or prepared in various other 
ways.  Hominy is made by soaking corn kernels in 
lye water created with ashes, which removes the 
outer skin of the kernels (Gilmore 1977:15).  
Dried maize was boiled, often with meat and dried 
pumpkin or squash, or ground into meal that was 
used to make bread, mush, or dumplings (Hurt 
1987:40; Moerman 1998:612).  Parched corn 
was frequently served as a beverage similar to 
coffee (Moerman 1998:611). The corn smut fungus 
Ustilago was also used for food.  The fungi were 
gathered when the spores were firm and ripe, and 
boiled (Rogers 1980:42).   

 
Although men sometimes helped clear the 

land for fields, usually women were responsible for 
planting, weeding, and harvesting maize crops.  
Seeds were planted in hills, not rows and often 
were planted alongside beans, which replaced 
nitrogen that corn plants removed from the soil.  
Corn stalks, in return, provided a vertical surface 
for beans to climb.  In addition, squash was 
planted as a ground cover that prevented weeds.  
Watchtowers and platforms were erected so 
women and children could guard crops against 
birds, especially crows.  Snares and deadfalls 
were used to trap pests such as raccoons, 
woodchucks, and deer.  The abundance of game 
(generally deer and rabbits) in fields offered the 
opportunity for “garden hunting”. 

 

Weeds 

Muenscher (1980) describes weeds as 
"those plants that grow where they are not wanted.  
Whether a plant of a given species is considered a 
weed depends not only on its characteristics and 
habitats, but also on its relative position with 
reference to other plants and man."  Often weeds 
are able to thrive in diverse and adverse 
circumstances.  Commonly, weeds are found in 
disturbed areas or in places undesirable to other 
plants.  Many weed species produce enormous 
quantities of seeds, which are widely dispersed.  
Other weed species are capable of reproducing 
vegetatively.  These factors combine to produce a 
plant that is very successful in competition with 
other plant species.  The word "weed" is assigned 
here to those plants that were most likely not 
eaten, but rather were part of the grassy 
environment or lawn or grew around foundations. 

 
Amaranthaceae (Amaranth Family) 

 
Recent revision to botanical taxonomy, 

using gene-based APG (The Angiosperm Phylogeny 
Group 1998) and APG II (The Angiosperm 
Phylogeny Group 2003) systems, subsumes 
Chenopodiaceae under Amaranthaceae and places 
Sarcobatus as the single genus in its own family 
(Sarcobataceae).  Cheno-am is a term derived 
from pollen analysis, although we have replaced it 
with Amaranthaceae according to the revised 
botanical taxonomy.  Amaranthaceae refers to a 
group that includes the genus Amaranthus 
(amaranth, pigweed) and members of former 
Chenopodiaceae (goosefoot family) such as 
Atriplex (saltbush), Chenopodium (goosefoot), 
Monolepis (povertyweed), and Suaeda (seepweed).  
Weedy annuals or perennials, species of 
Amaranthus (amaranth, pigweed) and 
Chenopodium (goosefoot) grow in disturbed areas, 
including cultivated fields and near habitation 
sites. Other members of the former Amaranthaceae 
have pollen distinct from Amaranthus, so are 
reported by genus when they occur.  
Amaranthaceae, which produce large quantities of 
seeds, are weedy annuals or perennials, often 
growing in ecologically disturbed habitats such as 
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cultivated fields and near habitation sites 
(Castetter and Bell 1942:61; Curtin 1984:47-71; 
Kearney and Peebles 1960; Kirk 1975). 

 
Low-Spine Asteraceae (Ragweed Group) 

 
The Asteraceae (sunflower) family is the 

world’s largest family of dicots, consisting mostly 
of herbaceous plants, usually with a taproot 
(Hickey and King 1981:418; Hickman 1993:174; 
Zomlefer 1994:203).  Members of the Low-spine 
Asteraceae (Ambrosieae) group are weedy, 
herbaceous plants that grow in fields, meadows, 
waste places, in drainages, along waterways, in 
disturbed sites, and along roadsides (Hickman 
1993:193-194; Muenscher 1980:422-425).   
The pollen grains are buoyant and capable of being 
transported over longer distances on the wind than 
those of most members of the High-spine group.  
The plants usually pollinate in late summer or early 
fall and cause allergic reactions in many people 
(Niering and Olmstead 1979:355-356). 

 
Low-spine Asteraceae taxa include wind-

pollinated plants such as Ambrosia (ragweed) and 
Iva (sumpweed) that have pollen with spines 
(echinate) less than 2.0 µm in length.  They also 
possess other defined morphologic characteristics 
(Kapp 1969). 
 

Liguliflorae (Chicory Tribe) 
 
Liguliflorae (or Cichorioideae) is a 

subfamily of the Asteraceae (sunflower family) 
consisting of annual, biennial, or perennial shrubs 
or subshrubs.  They have perfect ligulate florets, 
and contain latex (white sap).  The single tribe, 
Lactuceae (or Cichorieae), contains approximately 
100 genera and over 1,500 species including 
dandelion (Taraxacum), endive (Chicorium 
endivia), chicory (Chicorium intybus), and wild 
lettuce (Lactuca) (Committee 1993+; Hickey and 
King 1981:420; USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 2011).  Although 
Chicorium, which is native to Europe, was 
introduced to North America, Taraxacum appears 
to have a more cosmopolitan distribution in 
temperate areas worldwide, as seeds have 

purposely been sown for cultivation (Brill and 
Dean 1994:190-191, 234-235; Harrington 
1967:99-102, 353-354; Hedrick 1972:166-168, 
563-565). 

 
Parthenocissus (Virginia Creeper) 

 
Parthenocissus are climbing vines in the 

grape family that usually grow in woods and 
thickets.  In addition, they are grown 
ornamentally (Angell 1981:102; Foster and Duke 
1990:302; Peterson 1977:180).  P. quinquefolia 
(Virginia creeper) has dark blue berries that were 
eaten raw in small quantities, while roots and 
young stalks were cooked and eaten (Angell 
1981:102-103; Couplan 1998:296; Moerman 
1998:378-379; Peterson 1977:180).  
Parthenocissus is considered astringent and tonic 
(Couplan 1998:296; Foster and Duke 1990:302; 
Moerman 1998:378-379).  A plant infusion 
treated jaundice and urinary issues.  Root 
infusions or decoctions treated diarrhea and 
gonorrhea.  A poultice of leaves and vinegar 
treated wounds and lockjaw (Foster and Duke 
1990:302; Moerman 1998:378-379).  A leaf 
infusion treated swelling and poison sumac, and 
twigs were made into cough syrup.  Berries were 
used to make pink dye for war dances and purple 
paint for summer dances (Moerman 1998:378-
379). 

Discussion 
38CH1541 

Site 38CH1541, representing primarily 
colonial and antebellum occupation of the main 
Mullet Hall Plantation, is represented by samples 
from nine individual features that fall primarily in 
the categories of structural wall trenches, trash 
pits, and storage pits (Table 118).   

 
The pollen record for this site yields a 

variety of signatures, suggesting a combination of 
environmental and cultural spectra (Figure 148).  
The phytolith record also exhibits variations in 
preservation, which affects quantities of short cells, 
which are the most diagnostic.  Dendriforms, 



 POLLEN AND PHYTOLITH ANALYSES 
 

 

 

 
439 

considered markers of wheat and other cereals,  
vary in distribution in this record (Figure 149).   
 

Dendriforms originate in the bract 
material (lemmas, paleas and glumes) that 
surrounds the seed (caryopsis) of some wild and 
domesticated grasses.  They are very common in 
the bract material of Pooideae grasses native to 
North America and also common in domesticated 
Old World cereals. Recovery of multiple 
dendriforms (generally more than 2%) suggests 
processing cereal or grass seeds because the 
dendriform-bearing plant material (glumes) that 
encapsulates the caryopses (seeds) is never 
entirely removed from all of the grains during the 
parching and winnowing steps.  Disarticulated 
dendriforms cannot be ascribed reliably to a 
particular grass or cereal.   

 
Trash Pits 

 
Sample 1 represents the southwest half of 

Feature 3, a trash pit.  Recovery of a large 
quantity of microscopic charcoal in the pollen 
record suggests this feature was either a thermal 
feature or a trash pit into which charcoal, ash, or 
charred remains were dumped. Moderately large 
quantities of Low-spine Asteraceae, High-spine 
Asteraceae, and Poaceae pollen (Table 119 and 
Figure 148) reflect local growth of marshelder or 
similar plants, plants in the sunflower family, and 

grasses.  Recovery of Poaceae 
aggregates suggests either local 
growth of grasses on the fill as it 
accumulated or in its immediate 
vicinity, although it could also 
represent processing grass seeds 
and discard of resulting 
byproducts. The presence of 
moderately small to small 
quantities of Juglans, Carya, 
Carpinus, Pinus, Quercus, and 
Castanea pollen identifies walnut, 
hickory, ironwood, pine, oak, and 
chestnut trees on the landscape.  
Usually Ostrya and Carpinus pollen 
are combined into a single type 
(Ostrya/Carpinus) based on the 
similarity in pollen morphology.  

Here, this pollen taxon is reported as Carpinus 
(ironwood) because that is the genus known to 
grow in this specific area (Radford et al. 1968). 
Similarly, small quantities of Amaranthaceae, 
Artemisia, Brassicaceae, Eriogonum, and Fabaceae 
pollen indicate local growth of plants in the 
goosefoot family, wormwood, plants in the 
mustard family, wild buckwheat, and legumes.  
The smooth, small Fabaceae pollen is not typical of 
cultigens such as Phaseolus (beans), Pisum (peas), 
Cajanus (pigeon pea), or Vigna (cowpeas), but is 
similar to Lupinus (lupine) and several other 
legumes that grow primarily as part of vegetation 
communities.  Total pollen concentration is low 
at approximately 700 pollen per cubic centimeter 
(cc) of sediment, which is consistent with both 
thermal features and the presence of large 
quantities of microscopic charcoal, which serves to 
dilute the pollen record with the presence of 
additional particles.  
 

Sample 4 was removed from the north half 
of Feature 9 fill.  This feature was a colonial era 
trash pit.  Pollen frequencies recovered in this 
sample are very similar to those from Feature 4 
(discussed below, a wall trench).  
Amaranthaceae and Poaceae pollen, representing 
plants in the goosefoot family and grasses, co-
dominated the record.  Moderately small to small 
quantities of Carpinus, Pinus, Quercus, and Castanea 

Table 118. 
Provenience data for samples 

 
 Sample Provenience Context Analysis 

38CH1541    
 1 Fea 3, SW½ trash pit pollen & phytolith 
 2 Fea 4 wall trench pollen & phytolith 
 3 Fea 7 wall trench pollen & phytolith 
 4 Fea 9, N½ trash pit pollen & phytolith 
 5 Fea 10, NE½, lv 2 storage pit pollen & phytolith 
 13 Fea 14, N½ trash pit pollen & phytolith 
 14 Fea 14, N½ trash pit  pollen & phytolith  
 8 Fea 15, E½, lv 1 storage pit pollen, phytolith & starch 
 9 Fea 15, E½, lv 2 storage pit pollen, phytolith & starch 
 10 Fea 16, E½ storage pit pollen, phytolith & starch 
 11 Fea 17, E½, lv 1 storage pit pollen & phytolith 
 12 Fea 17, E½, lv 2 storage pit pollen, phytolith & starch 
38CH1542    
 6 Fea 2, N½ wall trench pollen & phytolith 
 7 Fea 3 trash pit pollen & phytolith 
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Table 119. 
Pollen types observed in samples from 38CH1541 and 38CH1542 

 
Scientific Name Common Name 

ARBOREAL POLLEN: 
Carpinus Ironwood 
Fagaceae: Legume family 
  Castanea Chestnut 
  Quercus Oak 
Juglandaceae: Walnut family 
  Carya Hickory, Pecan 
  Juglans Walnut 
Liquidambar Sweetgum 
Pinus Pine 
Ulmus Elm  
NON-ARBOREAL POLLEN: 
Amaranthaceae Amaranth family  
Asteraceae: Sunflower family 
  Artemisia Sagebrush 
  Low-spine Includes Ragweed, Cocklebur, Sumpweed 
  High-spine Includes Aster, Rabbitbrush, Snakeweed, Sunflower, etc. 
  Liguliflorae Chicory tribe, includes Dandelion and Chicory 
Brassicaceae Mustard or Cabbage family 
Ericaceae Heath family 
Euphorbia Spurge 
Fabaceae: Bean or Legume family 
  Dalea-type Prairie clover 
Parthenocissus Virginia creeper 
Poaceae Grass family 
Polygalaceae Milkwort family 
Polygonaceae: Knotweed/Smartweed family 
  Eriogonum Wild buckwheat 
  Persicaria Persicaria, Smartweed, Pinkweed 
Toxicodendron Poison ivy 
Typha angustifolia-type Narrowleaf cattail 
CULTIGENS: 
Cerealia Triticum (wheat), Avena sativa (oat), Hordeum vulgare (barley), and Secale cereale (rye) 
Zea mays Maize, Corn 
Indeterminate Too badly deteriorated to identify 
SPORES: 
Botrychium-type Moonwort, Grape fern 
Gleichenites Trilete decorated 
Lycopodium Clubmoss 
Lycopodiella cernua syn. 

  
Staghorn clubmoss 

Monolete - smooth Fern 
Trilete - smooth Fern 
OTHER: 
Microscopic charcoal Microscopic charcoal fragments 
Fungal Fungal spore 
Total pollen concentration Quantity of pollen per cubic centimeter (cc) of sediment 
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Pollen reflect local ironwood, pine, oak, and chestnut 
trees.  Small to moderately small frequencies of 
Artemisia, Low-spine Asteraceae, High-spine 
Asteraceae, Brassicaceae, and Dalea-type pollen 
represent local growth of wormwood, marshelder 
or related plants, members of the sunflower and 
mustard families, prairie and clover.  The 
Brassicaceae pollen frequency was elevated in this 
sample, as it was in Feature 7 (a wall trench), with 
the same implications for either preparation and 
subsequent discard of plants in the mustard family 
or their inclusion in the weedy annual population 
in the trash as it accumulated. 

 
A small quantity of Ericaceae pollen 

observed in this sample suggests the presence of 
blueberries or other related berries.  A small 
quantity of trilete smooth fern spores indicates 
local growth of ferns.  Microscopic charcoal was 
abundant in this sample, calculated at more than 
80,000 particles in the space required to count 100 
pollen.  Total pollen concentration is calculated 
as approximately 500 pollen per cc of sediment.  
 

Phytoliths recovered from Feature 9 
included greater quantities of short cells 
representing both short and tall grasses, which 
require summer heat and direct sunlight.  It is 
possible this trash pit was situated in a more open 
area and received direct sunlight.  In addition, 
rondels, typical of festucoid or cool season grasses, 
as well as cereals, were elevated.  The pollen 
record yielded no evidence of cereals and the 
phytolith sample contained no dendriforms.  The 
larger quantity of grass short cells might simply 
reflect better conditions for phytolith preservation.  
In addition to phytoliths typical of grasses and 
sedges, a few phytoliths indicate the presence of 
dicots.  Diatoms and sponge spicules also were 
recovered, suggesting the presence of water.  The 
phytolith record appears to represent primarily an 
environmental signature. 
 

Two samples were collected from the 
north half of Feature 14, a trash pit.  The pollen 
records from these two samples exhibited several 
differences.  Moderate quantities of Quercus 
pollen were observed in both samples, 

accompanied by small frequencies of Pinus pollen.  
Sample 13 exhibited Castanea pollen, while Sample 
14 contained a small quantity of Carpinus pollen 
representing chestnut and ironwood, respectively.  
Sample 13 exhibits an elevated Amaranthaceae 
pollen frequency, while this pollen taxon is absent 
from Sample 14.  Sample 13 exhibits a larger 
frequency of Low-spine Asteraceae pollen, while 
sample 14 contains a large quantity of High-spine 
Asteraceae pollen representing marshelder and 
similar plants and other plants in the sunflower 
family.  Both samples contain small quantities of 
Artemisia pollen, representing wormwood.  Only 
Sample 14 contains a small amount of Liguliflorae 
and Brassicaceae pollen, representing plants in the 
chicory tribe of the sunflower family and mustard 
family.  Either or both might reflect discard from 
the kitchen.  Chicory was used as a coffee 
substitute or to amend coffee, while greens of 
plants in the mustard family were eaten or seeds 
were used as condiments or prepared into 
mustard.  Fabaceae pollen was observed in both 
samples.  These pollen were not similar to 
Phaseolus, so do not represent green or pinto-type 
beans.  Recovery of Eriogonum and Persicaria 
pollen represents wild buckwheat and knotweed 
that likely were weedy plants in the area.  It is 
possible some of the Poaceae pollen falls within the 
Cerealia group, but were not as obvious as other 
pollen representing cereals.  Both samples also 
exhibited elevated Toxicodendron-type pollen, 
suggesting presence of poison ivy.  Sample 13 
contained Zea mays pollen that was not observed 
in Sample 14, indicating discard of maize.  Spores 
recovered in both samples document ferns.  
Microscopic charcoal was much more abundant in 
Sample 13 than Sample 14.  Total pollen 
concentration varies from almost 1700 pollen per 
cc of sediment in Sample 13 to more than 1150 
pollen per cc of sediment in Sample 14.   
 

The phytolith record for these two 
samples contains elevated rondel frequencies, 
moderate quantities of chloridoid-type saddles and 
tall grass bilobates, reflecting Festucoid (cool 
season), Chloridoid (short), and Panicoid (tall) 
grasses.  The signature of both samples was 
dominated by elongates, which is typical of samples 
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with poor phytolith preservation.  Few 
trichomes, Cyperaceae, and dicot forms were  
observed. Diatoms and sponge spicules were more 
abundant in Sample 13 than 14, suggesting the 
presence of water.  Radial birefringent forms 
were observed in Sample 14.  No dendriforms 
were observed in either sample.  The phytolith 
signatures appear to be primarily environmental. 
 

Colonial Wall Trenches 
 

Sample 2 was recovered from fill from 
Feature 4, a colonial era structural wall trench.  
Poaceae pollen dominated this sample and 
Amaranthaceae pollen was sub-dominant, 
representing grasses and plants in the goosefoot 
family.  Moderately small to small quantities of 
Juglans, Pinus, Quercus and Castanea pollen reflect 
local trees including walnut, pine, oak, and 
chestnut.  Similar moderately small to small 
quantities of Artemisia, Low-spine Asteraceae, 
High-spine Asteraceae, Liguliflorae, Brassicaceae, 
Ericaceae, Eriogoum, and Dalea-type pollen reflect 
local wormwood, marshelder and/or related 
plants, plants in the sunflower family, plants in the 
chicory tribe of the sunflower family, members of 
the mustard family, plants in the heath/blueberry 
family, wild buckwheat, and prairie clover.  
Recovery of small quantities of both Cerealia and 
Zea mays pollen in this trench indicates discard of 
kitchen debris including cereal grains and maize.   

 
This sample also yielded a lenticular 

starch, which is typical of cereal grains, 
emphasizing the presence of cereals in this trash 
pit.  Recovery of a few fern spores indicates local 
growth of ferns, probably in shady locations.  A 
moderately small quantity of microscopic charcoal 
was observed and total pollen concentration is 
calculated at approximately 2,000 pollen per cc of 
sediment. 
 

The phytolith record was dominated by 
elongate phytoliths, although a large quantity of 
bulliforms also was observed.  Grass short cells 
including rondels, Stipa-type bilobates, 
Trapeziforms, chloridoid-type saddles, bilobates, 
and crosses represent festucoid or cool season 

grasses, short grasses, and tall grasses.  
Dendriforms were present, but not abundant, 
suggesting discard of cereals.  Trichomes remain 
part of the record.  This sample also yielded a few 
Cyperaceae phytoliths, documenting the presence 
of sedges in the local vegetation.  A single 
Quercus-type phytolith was recorded, likely as part 
of the environmental signature.  Evidence of 
sponge spicules was recovered.  The phytolith 
record did not contribute to understanding this 
wall trench beyond the probable discard of cereals, 
which also was noted in the pollen record.   
 

Sample 3, collected from fill of Feature 7, a 
colonial era wall trench, yielded the largest 
quantity of Amaranthaceae pollen observed in this 
study, accompanied by aggregates.  Either plants 
in the goosefoot family grew in the accumulating 
trash or plants in this family were collected, 
processed, and their byproducts discarded in this 
fill. The overwhelming dominance of this spectrum 
by Amaranthaceae pollen results in a skewed 
pollen signature for this sample.  Small to 
moderate quantities of Carya, Pinus, Quercus, and 
Ulmus pollen reflect hickory, pine, oak, and elm 
trees.  This is the only evidence of elm trees in 
this record for this site.  Small to moderate 
quantities of Artemisia, Low-spine Asteraceae, 
High-spine Asteraceae, Liguliflorae, Brassicaceae 
(accompanied by aggregates), Dalea-type, Poaceae, 
Toxicodendron, and Typha angustifolia-type pollen 
represent wormwood, marshelder and similar 
plants, members of the sunflower family, plants in 
the chicory tribe of the sunflower family, members 
of the mustard family, prairie clover or a similar 
plant, grasses, poison ivy, and cattails.  Recovery 
of the elevated Brassicaceae frequency, 
accompanied by aggregates, suggests either 
preparation and subsequent discard of plants in 
the mustard family or their inclusion in the weedy 
annual population in the trash as it accumulated.  
Recovery of Zea mays pollen indicates processing 
maize and discard of the byproducts.  
Microscopic charcoal was abundant, suggesting 
discard of ash.  Total pollen concentration was 
nearly 3,100 pollen per cc of sediment.   
  

Phytoliths recovered from this colonial era 
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wall trench are very similar to those recovered 
from Feature 4 (also a wall trench).  Differences 
include recovery of phytoliths suggesting the 
presence of dicot leaves in this trash pit and the 
absence of dendriform phytoliths.  This signature 
appears to represent primarily the local 
environment.   
 

Colonial Storage Pits 
 

Sample 5 represents the northeast half of 
Feature 10 fill.  This colonial era storage pit 
yielded a signature co-dominated by High-spine 
Asteraceae and Poaceae pollen, reflecting plants in 
the sunflower family and grasses.  Recovery of 
small quantities of Juglans, Pinus, Quercus, and 
Castanea pollen reflects local walnut, pine, oak, and 
chestnut trees.  Recovery of moderately small to 
small frequencies of Amaranthaceae, Low-spine 
Asteraceae, Brassicaceae, Fabaceae, and Dalea-
type pollen represents plants in the goosefoot 
family, marshelder or similar plants, members of 
the mustard family, legumes, and prairie clover.  
This sample also yielded Cerealia pollen, probably 
reflecting storing cereals.  A small quantity of 
monolete smooth spores indicates local growth of 
ferns.  The microscopic charcoal frequency was 
only moderate in this sample and total pollen 
concentration is calculated as approximately 925 
pollen per cc of sediment.   
 

Phytoliths recovered from the storage pit 
include mainly forms representing grasses.  
Festucoid or cool season, chloridoid or short 
grasses, and bilobate or tall grasses all are 
represented.  Bulliforms are abundant, as are 
elongates, which identify grasses, but not types of 
grasses.  A few forms suggesting sedges and 
dicots were observed.  Dicots and sponge 
spicules also are represented.  This sample 
exhibited a small quantity of charred plant debris, 
as well as birefringent radial forms of unknown 
origin.  These forms are somewhat similar to 
spherulites, which are commonly associated with 
dung.  However, spherulites are not expected to 
survive the chemical processing to which these 
samples have been subjected. 
 

Samples 8 and 9 were collected from the 
east half of Feature 15, a sub-floor storage pit, and 
both were examined for pollen, phytoliths, and 
starch.  Sample 8 contained evidence of yard 
sweepings used to fill the abandoned pit, while 
Sample 9 exhibited remnant wood and organic 
matter from the remnant fill.  The pollen records 
for these two samples are very similar, while the 
phytolith records are very different from one 
another.   
 

The pollen signatures yielded large to 
moderately large quantities of Poaceae, Pinus, and 
Quercus pollen, representing grasses, as well as 
pine and oak trees.  Small quantities of Juglans, 
Carpinus, Amaranthaceae, Artemisia, Low-spine 
Asteraceae, High-spine Asteraceae, Liguliflorae, 
Brassicaceae, Dalea-type, and Toxicodendron 
pollen represent walnut, ironwood, plants in the 
amaranth family, wormwood, ragweed and/or 
similar plants, other plants in the sunflower family, 
plants in the chicory tribe of the sunflower family 
such as dandelion, members of the mustard family, 
prairie clover, and poison ivy.  This portion of the 
pollen record appears to reflect the local 
environment.  Both samples contain Cerealia and 
Zea mays pollen, with Sample 9 containing larger 
quantities of each.  No starches were observed in 
either sample.  This sub-floor storage pit appears 
to have been used to store wheat (or a similar 
grain) and corn.  Sample 8 yielded a total pollen 
concentration of slightly more than 200 pollen per 
cc of sediment, while Sample 9 yielded more than 
three times that concentration at approximately 
640 pollen per cc of sediment.  Both samples 
yielded at least moderate quantities of microscopic 
charcoal.  
 

Sample 8 yielded the largest quantities of 
grass short cells that included primarily rondels, 
representing cool season (Festucoid) grasses, and 
Chloridoid saddles, indicating short grasses that 
thrive in the heat of summer and withstand 
drought.  Short grasses require sunny locations, 
while cool season grasses grow well in shade.   

 
In contrast, Sample 9 was dominated by 

bulliforms and elongates, representing grasses, but 
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did not exhibit many grass short cells.  Usually 
this signature is typical of unfavorable 
preservation conditions, such as moist soils that 
tend towards being alkaline.  It is less of a 
problem in acid soils.  Both samples yielded small 
quantities of dendriform elongates, which are 
produced in abundance in the glumes surrounding 
the seeds of cultivated cereals such as wheat.  
This form is absent from most of the samples from 
this site.   
 

Bilobates, representing tall grasses that 
grow in sunny, moist locations, were observed 
more in Sample 8 than in Sample 9, which is 
consistent with the observation that Sample 8 
contained yard debris.  Trichomes, representing 
grasses in general, also were more abundant in 
Sample 8.  Sample 8 also contained the only 
evidence of Cyperaceae (sedges) for this feature.  
Dicot phytoliths were present, but not abundant.  
Diatoms and spherasters were more abundant in 
Sample 8 and sponge spicules were more 
numerous in Sample 9.  All indicate moist 
sediments.   
 

Sample 10 was collected from storage 
Feature 16, which contained remnants of wood and 
organic matter. The pollen record from this sample 
was similar to those from Feature 15 (Samples 8 
and 9), with the exception that it yielded a large 
quantity of Parthenocissus pollen representing 
Virginia creeper.  Parthenocissus pollen is larger 
than most Vitis (grape) pollen, leading to the 
interpretation that it was Virginia creeper berries, 
not grapes, present in this storage feature.  This 
sample also contained a large quantity of fungal 
spores.  These fungal spores suggest the 
presence of fungus growing in the presumed dark, 
moist conditions of this storage feature.  Since 
airborne fungal spores have been documented in 
wine cellars (Haas et al. 2010), it is possible that 
their presence here and not in other features 
examined from this site relates to use of this space 
for storing wine, perhaps made from Virginia 
creeper berries. Small quantities of both Cerealia 
and Zea mays pollen were observed in this sample, 
suggesting cereals and maize also were stored in 
this feature.  No starches were noted. Total 

pollen concentration was calculated as more than 
925 pollen per cc of sediment and microscopic 
charcoal was nearly absent.   
 

The phytolith signature for Sample 10 was 
very similar to that obtained from Sample 9 in 
Feature 15, also a storage feature.  Two shapes of 
bulliforms (wedge-shaped or cuneiform and 
blocky) dominate both.  This sample yielded a 
larger quantity of sponge spicules suggesting the 
presence of water.  It also contained dendriforms 
suggesting the presence of cereals.  No starches 
were observed in the phytolith fraction either. 
 

Samples 11 and 12 were collected from 
Feature 17, another storage pit that yielded 
evidence of yard sweepings to fill the abandoned 
pit (Sample 11) and wood and organic matter from 
the pit during use (Sample 12).  The pollen 
signatures were somewhat different from one 
another.  Sample 11, which contained yard 
sweepings, exhibited a large frequency of 
Amaranthaceae pollen accompanied by aggregates, 
suggesting plants in the amaranth family were part 
of the weedy mix growing in the yard.  Other 
elements of the pollen signature are typical for this 
site, with hickory, pine, and oak trees represented 
by Carya, Pinus, and Quercus pollen.  Sample 12, 
associated with wood and organic matter, yielded 
a small quantity of Parthenocissus pollen and an 
elevated Poaceae pollen frequency.  The small 
quantity of Dalea-type pollen included an 
aggregate.  Fungal spores were present in Sample 
11 and abundant in Sample 12, but not as abundant 
as in Sample 10 from Feature 16.  Microscopic 
charcoal was more abundant in Sample 12 than 
Sample 11.  Total pollen concentration for 
Sample 11 was calculated at slightly less than 400 
pollen per cc of sediment, while for Sample 12 it 
was calculated at slightly more than 650 pollen per 
cc of sediment.  Neither sample exhibited 
starches.   
 

The phytolith record for these two 
samples from Feature 17 were very similar to one 
another.  Elongate smooth and bulliforms 
dominated the record.  Rondel and saddle forms 
both were present, representing cool season 
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(Festucoid) and short (Chloridoid) grasses.  
Bilobates were less abundant, representing tall 
(Panicoid) grasses.  Sample 11 exhibited a few 
dendriform phytoliths suggesting the presence of 
cereals, while Sample 12 did not.  Evidence of 
water or moist soils was provided by recovery of 
diatoms, spherasters, and sponge spicules.  The 
phytolith record contributed only to the 
description of the general environment as 
containing grasses that grow both in shady and 
sunny areas. 

38CH1542 
Two features, assigned to colonial, 

antebellum, and postbellum African-American 
occupation at this settlement, were sampled for 
pollen and phytolith analysis (Table 118). 
 

Sample 6 was collected from the north half 
of Feature 2, a colonial wall trench.  The pollen 
signature is dominated by Poaceae pollen, 
reflecting local grasses or possible use of grass 
seeds or other grass products (Table 119).  
Moderate quantities of Amaranthaceae, Low-spine 
Asteraceae, and High-spine Asteraceae pollen 
indicate local vegetation included plants in the 
goosefoot family, marshelder and/or similar 
plants, and other plants in the sunflower family.  
Moderately small to small quantities of Carpinus, 
Pinus, Quercus, and Castanea pollen indicate local 
trees included at least ironwood, pine, oak, and 
chestnut.  Small quantities of Brassicaceae 
(accompanied by aggregates), Fabaceae, and 
Dalea-type pollen indicate local vegetation 
includes plants in the mustard family, legumes, and 
prairie clover.  A singe trilete smooth fern spore 
indicates ferns grow in this habitat.  No starches 
were observed. Microscopic charcoal was 
abundant, and total pollen concentration was 
calculated at almost 325 pollen per cc of sediment.  
Likely, the low total pollen concentration is partly 
a result of the large quantity of microscopic 
charcoal present that serves to dilute the pollen.   

 

The phytolith signature yielded typical 
grass phytoliths such as bulliform, elongate, and 
trichome.  In addition, nearly equal quantities of 
rondel (Festucoid) and saddle (Chloridoid) 
phytolith represent cool season grasses growing in 
shady areas and short grasses growing in sunny, 
relatively dry locations.  A smaller amount of 
bilobates, crosses, and polylobates, representing 
Panicoid or tall grasses, was observed.  These 
grasses thrive in sunny locations with moist 
sediments.  A small quantity of Cyperaceae 
phytoliths was observed, indicating the presence of 
sedges.  Dicots are represented by a few 
phytoliths.  Diatoms, spherasters, and sponge 
spicules indicate soil moisture.  The phytolith 
record contained no evidence of starch and 
contributes only to understanding the general 
vegetation community, not use of this feature. 
  

Sample 7, collected from Feature 3 fill, a 
trash pit, also was dominated by Poaceae pollen, 
reflecting local grasses.  The Low-spine 
Asteraceae pollen frequency, representing 
marshelder and/or related plants, is elevated and 
accompanied by aggregates suggesting it grew 
near this feature or perhaps in the feature as it 
filled.  Moderate to small quantities of Carya, 
Carpinus, Pinus, Quercus, and Castanea pollen 
represents local hickory, ironwood, pine, oak, and 
chestnut trees.  Recovery of moderately small to 
small quantities of Amaranthaceae, High-spine 
Asteraceae, Brassicaceae, and Eriogonum pollen 
indicate local growth of plants in the goosefoot 
family, members of the sunflower family, a plant in 
the mustard family, and wild buckwheat.  This 
sample also exhibited a large quantity of 
microscopic charcoal and a total pollen 
concentration of nearly 1,000 pollen per cc of 
sediment.   
 

The phytolith signature for this sample 
was very similar to that for Sample 6.  Differences 
are slight and usually in frequencies of phytolith 
observed with the exception that only Sample 7 
yielded dendriform phytoliths suggesting the 
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presence of wheat and/or other cereals.  Neither 
of these samples contained Cerealia pollen, 
although the Poaceae pollen frequencies were high 
in both.  Not all cultivated cereals produce pollen 
larger than the average Poaceae pollen, so they are 
not split out while counting pollen.  Therefore, it 
is possible both of these locations contained 
cereals.   

Summary and Conclusions 
The pollen record indicates the area 

around Mullet Hall supported a forest that included 
at least hickory, walnut, gum, ironwood, pine, 
chestnut, oak, and elm trees.  Local understory 
and/or weedy plants included plants in the 
amaranth family, wormwood, ragweed/ 
marshelder, other plants in the sunflower family, 
plants in the chicory tribe of the sunflower family 
such as dandelion and/or chicory, plants in the 
mustard family, legumes, prairie clover, knotweed, 
spurge, Virginia creeper, grasses, a member of the 
milkwort family, poison ivy, and cattails in wet 
areas.   

 
Some of the storage areas exhibited pollen 

suggesting the presence of weedy vegetation in the 
amaranth family (Features 4, 7, 9, 10, 14, and 17 at 
38CH1541), ragweed and related plants 
(particularly Features 3, 14 at 38CH1541 and 
Features 2 and 3 at 38CH1542), dandelion and 
related plants (Liguliflorae pollen was observed, 
but not particularly abundant, in Features 4, 7, 14, 
16, and 17 from 38CH1541).  The phytolith 
record indicates that cool season (Festucoid) 
grasses grew in shady areas, probably as 
understory in areas supporting trees. Short and tall 
grasses, represented in the phytolith record, grew 
in sunny areas with lesser and greater quantities of 
sediment moisture, respectively.   

 
Pollen, phytolith, and starch analysis of 

samples from Mullet Hall (38CH1541) and the 
nearby slave quarters (38CH1542) yielded a 
record of cereal grain cultivation and use.  Large 

Poaceae (grass) pollen assigned to Cerealia was 
observed in five samples at 38CH1541 (Features 4, 
7, 15, and 16).  It is possible that some of the 
cultivated cereals produced pollen of the same 
average size as native grasses and that that pollen 
were lumped with Poaceae pollen.  Therefore, 
while we can say that these four features exhibited 
evidence of cultivated cereals, we cannot say that 
there were no cereals in the other features.  
Dendriform phytoliths suggest the presence of 
cereals in five features (4, 15, 16, 17 at 38CH1541 
and Feature 3 at 38CH1542).  Zea mays pollen is 
better defined by very large pollen.  Maize or 
corn is documented in five features (4, 7, 14, 15, 
and 16 at 38CH1541), including three trash 
features and two storage features.  The most 
robust record of maize was recovered from Feature 
15 (38CH1541), a storage pit.  The North 
American maize varieties produce diagnostic 
phytoliths that may be used to identify the 
presence of maize in sediments.  The pollen 
record suggests the presence of Virginia creeper 
berries in Features 16 and 17 at 38CH1541.  
Recovery of fungal spores in both of those features 
indicates the presence of mold along with wood in 
these features and signals the possibility, but not 
certainty, that wine was made from these berries 
and stored in these two features.  The more 
likely, although somewhat less interesting, 
explanation is that the fungal spores are present 
merely because the wood in these two features 
deteriorated.  Recovery of elevated 
Toxicodendron pollen in Feature 14, a trash pit, and 
small quantities in Features 7 and 15 document 
local growth of poison ivy.  The elevated poison 
ivy pollen in Feature 14 is not readily explained.   
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The most common shellfish found at 
Mullet Hall were oysters (Crassostrea virginica) 1, 
although occasional specimens of knobbed whelks 
(Busycon carica) and hard clam (Mercenaria 
mercenaria)2 were recovered. 

 
Whelks may be found since they co-occur 

with oysters as a predatory species (Galtsoff 
1964:435; Wells 1961:256). The clams may co-
occur, although this is less likely given differences 
in habitat preferences. 

 
Previous discussions have documented 

that mortar production at Mullet Hall included both 
limestone rock and shell-based lime. These 
discussions will briefly consider the shellfish at 
Mullet Hall in only a dietary context. 

Estuarine Environment 
 In 1890, the salinity over the mud flats of 
the Kiawah River was about 32ppt (Dean 
1890:360). Studies that are more recent suggest 
salinities ranging from about 24 to 30, with a mean 
of about 28ppt (Stevenson 1975:WQM-13a). These 
data suggest that the region is well within the 
salinity range of healthy oysters and other 
shellfish.  

Oysters 
 Oysters have an ability to adapt to a range 
of environmental conditions. Consequently, while 
oysters thrive in salinities ranging from 5 to 30 ppt, 
they will survive indefinitely in ranges from 3 to 40 
ppt (Burrell 1986:10; Galtsoff 1964:381, 404). 

                                
1 It is usually difficult to distinguish juvenile C. virginica 
from O. equestris with the latter’s maximum size range 
35-55mm (Markwith 2010). No effort was made to do so 
in this study. 

Fluctuations generally do not adversely affect 
oysters, especially if of short duration. In fact, brief 
influxes of fresh water can assist oyster colonies by 
reducing predators and restoring bed productivity. 
Castagna and Chanley report at least short-term 
survival within a range of 0 to 42.5ppt (Castagna 
and Chanley 1972:66). 
 
 Oysters will grow equally well on hard, 
rocky bottoms or on semi-hard mud that is firm 
enough to support the oyster’s weight. Shifting 
sands, soft bottoms, and areas with intensive 
siltation are unsuitable and oyster reefs in such 
areas will soon die and be covered (Galtsoff 
1964:399). These environmental conditions are 
often reflected in the shape of the shell. Galtsoff 
observes that, 
 

Specimens growing in calm water 
on flat surfaces have a tendency to 
acquire a round shape and to have 
poorly developed umbones 
[hinges]. On soft bottom and 
overcrowded reeds the same 
species tend to form long and 
slender, laterally compressed 
bodies with hooklike umbones 
(Galtsoff 1964:2).  

 
Examples of the latter are the so-called “coon 
oysters” that grow on overcrowded reefs exposed 
during low tides. Oysters grown under poor 
conditions may have thin, fragile shells (Galtsoff 
1964:18).  
 

2 Also known as the northern quahog. Some, however, 
argue that it is the sister species, M. campechiensis, that 
is found primarily along the Atlantic coast, including 
South Carolina. 
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 Today, oysters considered marketable 
usually measure 4 to 6 inches in height (i.e., the 
distance between the umbo and the ventral valve 
margin; in contrast, the length is the maximum 
distance between the anterior and posterior margin). 
Oysters of this size might range from 3 to 5 years 
old (Galtsoff 1964:20).  
 
 A variety of fish are also found on oyster 
reefs, including the weakfish (Cynoscion regalis), 
spotted sea trout (Cynoscion negylosus), Atlantic 
silverside (Menidia menidia), black drum (Pogonias 
cromis), red drum (Sciaenops ocellatus), spot 
(Leiostomus xanthurus), Atlantic croaker 
(Microganias undulatus), founder (Paralicthys sp.), 
and silver perch (Bairdella chrysours).  

Clams 
 Clams are randomly clumped – what 
ecologists call “contagiously distributed” – in 
estuarine environments, but at low densities. In 
most South Carolina marshes, they occur at 
densities of about 10 to 26 specimens per square 
yard. Moreover, only about 10% of the estuarine 
area will contain clams, so they are less common 
than oysters. Nevertheless, they are often found 
associated with oyster reefs, burrowed under and 
adjacent to clusters, generally at depths of 0.4 to 
0.8-inches. The most common substrates are 
course sand or shell (Wells 1961:256), which tends 
to discourage predators. 
 
 While clams can survive a range in salinity 
from 4 to 35+ppm, their growth is best at salinities 
between 24 and 28 ppt and they cannot withstand 
prolonged low salinities (Castagna and Chanley 
1972:68; Wells 1961). They reach sexual maturity 
at a shell length of about 1.4-inches. The minimum 
size today is 1-inch. 

Whelks 
 Adult knobbed whelks are usually 5 to 9-
inches in length. The minimum size for the trawling 
industry today in South Carolina is 4.5-inches.  
 
 Whelks are carnivorous gastropods that 
feed on hard clams and oysters, so their co-

occurrence on oyster reefs and clam beds is to be 
anticipated (Wells 1961:256).   
 

Since they are mobile, their presence in the 
archaeological records can provide some 
information regarding season and even time of 
capture. Knobbed whelks are most active in the 
intertidal marsh in June and July, and are generally 
absent in the winter months of December, January, 
and February when they migrate offshore. Juvenile 
knobbed whelks are found most abundantly from 
June through August. Moreover, these smaller 
specimens are more active in the day, while larger 
specimens are typically found at night (Magalhaes 
1948).    

Historical Accounts 
 The English were well aware of oysters 
and they were viewed as inexpensive in the London 
markets, with 200 being bought for 4s. in 1701 
(Drummond and Wilbraham 1991:191-192). 
Lawson commented on what he called “Spanish 
Oysters” in 1700,  
 

[they] have a very thin Shell, and 
rough on the outside. They are 
very good Shell-Fish, and so large 
that half a dozen are enow [sic] to 
satisfy an hungry Stomach (Lefler 
1967:165). 

 
Their value was widely recognized in 

Carolina and as early as 1732 an advertisement 
appeared warning that those trespassing on 
Alexander Parris’ marsh “lying opposite 
Charleston” for the purpose of removing oysters 
would be prosecuted (South Carolina Gazette, 
October 28, 1732). Parris apparently had a 
considerable taste for oyster since several years 
later he was seeking anyone willing to deliver live 
oysters to his plantation (South Carolina Gazette, 
September 7, 1734).  
 
 The problem of oyster pilfering was 
perhaps common since years later, in 1801, James 
Shoolbred took his Kiawah Island neighbor, 
Arnoldus Vanderhorst to court, claiming that 
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Vanderhorst was collecting oysters off his marsh. 
In fact, the production of lime was very profitable; 
in 1799, Vanderhorst realized £215 from the sale of 
lime, equal to that of about 15 acres of indigo 
production (Trinkley 1993:61-62).  
 
 Some plantations were noted as being 
adjacent to deposits of shell suitable for lime 
production, although others focused on the oysters 
as edible commodities, such as the one “where is 
great Plenty of Fish and Oysters” (South Carolina 
Gazette, July 13, 1745) and another that boasted of, 
“great Plenty of Fifth and Oysters” (South Carolina 
Gazette, October 17, 1748). Another advertised a 
plantation, “within 40 yards of the creek, which 
abounds with fifth and oysters” (South Carolina 
Gazette, March 26, 1750).  
 
 Of particular interest is the advertisement 
for the Witter Plantation (on which 38CH2242 is 
situated, south of Mullet Hall). Its sale being 
announced, the tract was described as including a 
creek “wherein is plenty of fish and oysters in their 
seasons” (South Carolina Gazette, October 27, 
1767).  
 
 The earliest advertisement for the sale of 
special knives to open oysters seems to be in 1751 
(South Carolina Gazette, June 3, 1751). It is also 
questionable if the early colonists had any concern 
over eating oysters during months with an “r” in 
them since one advertisement sought to sell a 
plantation “so well supplied with . . . oysters that 
they may be had at any time of the year” (South 
Carolina Gazette, May 12, 1759). 
 
 In the eighteenth century there were few 
advertisements for oysters and those were only for 
“pickled oysters” (South Carolina Gazette, February 
5, 1763, October 11, 1770 and Charleston Evening 
Gazette, November 11, 1785). The earliest of these 
set a price of 20 shillings “a pot.” 
  
 The scarcity of advertisements is almost 
certainly because oysters were largely sold by 
African American oyster-women in Charleston 
(South Carolina Gazette, September 7, 1769; 
Charleston Courier, April 23, 1832). In addition, it 

appears that at least by the second decade of the 
nineteenth century, oysters were also being sold in 
the Charleston market (Charleston Courier, 
December 31, 1824). ; Burrell (2003:4) reports that 
oysters were shelled into a bucket and then sold by 
a gourd dipper full.  
 
 Far earlier oyster shells were beginning to 
be a problem on Charleston streets since in 1808 
an ordinance was passed prohibiting the discard of 
shells “into any street, lane, alley, court, or publick 
place” except immediately prior to the round of the 
city scavenger (Charleston Courier, March 30, 1808; 
see also Charleston Courier, August 28, 1824).  
 
 Whelks and clams do not seem to have 
been as significant a resource and no references to 
either are found in Charleston newspapers during 
the eighteenth century. There is, however, 
evidence from at least French West Indian 
Plantations that clams were a significant dietary 
contribution to the African American population. 
At one such plantation, La Mahaudière, 93% of the 
dietary assemblage consisted of marine 
invertebrates, comprised largely of chiton and 
clams. Closer to Mullet Hall, Samford (2011:11-17) 
suggests that the New Hanover, North Carolina 
slaves at the Martindale-McGinnis plantation 
subsisted largely on the wild species turkey, turtle, 
and clams. 
 
 There are numerous accounts of how 
oysters might be prepared or be used in dining. 
Carson notes that they were “commonly boiled or 
stewed,” usually after they were shelled, and then 
“stewed in white wine and seasonings,” although 
buttered shellfish were also a favorite dish (Carson 
1985:37). Virginia’s Langdon Carter echoes the 
prevalence of “very good oysters for Sauces of all 
kinds” and added that he had oysters prepared in 
“every shape, raw, stewed, caked in fritters, and 
pickled” (quoted in Harbury 2004: 88). She cites 
cookbooks that boiled pullets and oysters, combined 
oysters and eels in baked loaves, and provided a 
recipe for pickling oysters with white wine and 
vinegar (Harbury 2004:254, 262, 274).  Carson 
reports that Carter had oysters harvested “twenty 
bushels at a time, serving part of them immediately  
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Figure 150. Mapping of oyster deposits near Mullet Hall. At the top is the 1890 survey by the Fish Hawk 

(Battle 1890). Below is the 2015 S.C. Department of Natural Resources Survey 
(https://scdnr.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5bc898b455be43bea4a908
491d2b3414).  

https://scdnr.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5bc898b455be43bea4a908491d2b3414
https://scdnr.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5bc898b455be43bea4a908491d2b3414
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Table 120. 
Shellfish recovered from Mullet Hall sites 

 
Shell Wt. 

(lbs)
Shell Wt. 

(lbs)
Shell Wt. 

(lbs)
Shell Wt. 

(lbs)
38CH1542 38CH1543 38CH2242

Block A 160R660 t 220R460 2
370R570 81 450R780 6 240R560 t 220R480 3
370R580 47 460R780 24 260R620 t 250R460 1
370R590 34 465R790 15 300R560 1 270R440 2
380R570 62 45 320R560 4 280R460 3
380R580 39 Block B 320R565 2 360R420 1
380R590 39 440R800 17 330R565 t 12

302 430R810 11 7
440R810 34 Fea 1 0

440R530 9 430R820 7 Fea 2 0
9 440R820 26 Fea 3 0 38CH2244

95 Fea 4 4 470R930 1
480R570 21 Block C Fea 5 0 470R950 0
490R570 19 450R890 11 Fea 6 0 480R680 1

40 460R890 9 Fea 7 t 480R840 0
Block D 450R900 10 Fea 8 0 490R950 21

535R750 6 460R900 11 4 500R785 2
535R760 6 41 540R660 0
540R760 12 Block D 540R960 5

24 530R990 6 30
Block E 6 Fea 1 0

600R780 6 Block E Fea 2 25
610R780 9 500R1040 5 Fea 4 2

15 5 Fea 5 1
Block F Block F 28

580R410 5 555R1185 2
590R410 4 560R1190 2
580R400 1 4

10 Block G
Block G 450R1500 41

640R420 3 460R1500 84
650R420 3 470R1500 26
660R420 1 480R1500 10

7 161
Block H Block H

680R490 4 600R1510 13
680R500 t 13
690R490 4 Block I
690R500 2 620R1540 101

10 101
Block I Block J

760R590 t 600R800 6
770R590 t 610R805 5
760R600 t 11
770R600 t Block K

t 690R740 2
Block J 2

640R260 2 Features
650R260 4 Fea 1 12
660R260 3 Fea 2 0

9 Fea 3 9
Block K Fea 4 0

780R310 7 21
790R310 4
780R320 3
790R320 4

18
Block L

780R400 2
790R400 4
800R400 7
810R400 5
800R380 2
820R380 2
830R380 5
800R390 4
800R410 5
740R400 t
750R400 t
760R400 t
770R400 t

Block M 36
680R360 11
690R360 4
720R360 1
730R360 1

Features 17
Fea 1 0
Fea 2 8
Fea 3 62
Fea 4 0
Fea 5 0
Fea 6 0
Fea 7 0
Fea 8 0
Fea 9 1
Fea 10 1
Fea 11 3
Fea 13 38
Fea 14 304
Fea 15 1
Fea 16 t
Fea 17 2
Fea 18 7
Fea 19 1

428

38CH1541
Block A

Block B

Block C
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– either raw, stewed, in fritters, or ‘for Sauces of all 
kinds’ – and pickling a few bushels for later use” 
(Carson 1985:92).  

 
Shields (2015:137) describes oyster 

stuffed turkey, with the oysters boiled by steam 
and the liquor of the oysters used to create a sauce. 
Other common dishes included scalloped oysters, 
fried oysters, and vol au vent oysters (Shields 
2015:126, 130).  
 

Child recommends heating oysters on a 
gridiron, removing them from their shells as an 
addition to, “Butter melted in boiling flour and 
water is proper sauce for boiled lamb, mutton, veal, 
turkies [sic], geese, chickens, and fish” (Child 
1830:57). Carter includes recipes for creating 
oyster and anchovy sauce, a sauce similar to that 
recounted by Child, fried oysters, oyster soup, and 
oyster ragout (Carter 1803:17, 22, 73-74, 109, 
131).  

 
Not all compilations of recipes, however, 

specifically list oysters. For example, the 1770 
receipt book of Harriott Pinckney Horry from the 
South Carolina low country fails to provide a single 
oyster recipe. Oysters are, however, mentioned in 
other recipes. For example, in “To Ragout a Breast 
of Veal,” Horry used “oysters fried and stew’d” 
(Hooker 1984:53). It may be that to many coastal 
residents it seemed needless to describe the 
cooking of such a common resource. 

Surveys 
 The earliest oyster survey was conducted 
by the U.S. Fisheries Commission under J.D. Battle. 
In the vicinity of the Stono River, Battle reported 
the presence of 14.5 acres of oyster beds with an 
addition 33.8 acres of oyster beds in the Kiawah 
River (Battle 1890:330). The heart of these 
deposits were about 1¼ miles south from the 
38CH1541 settlement (Figure 150), although 
Battle admitted that his survey was not as “detailed 
or exhaustive” as he would have liked with 
more time. It was also limited to where a vessel of 
484 tons displacement could travel, likely 
precluding the smaller creeks where oysters also 

existed.  
 
 A more recent survey was conducted by 
the South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources in 2015. Although intertidal oysters 
were plotted using aerial imagery (including low 
altitude helicopter photography), the survey was 
also ground truthed. The current map is also shown 
in Figure 150. A few deposits are found in Mullet 
Hall Creek in close proximity to 38CH2242 and 
38CH2244, although much denser beds are found 
further south in the Kiawah River.  

Mullet Hall Oysters 
Table 120 tabulates the recovery of oyster 

shell from excavations at the Mullet Hall sites. 
Density at all of the sites is low, ranging from a high 
of 0.25 pound per square foot at 38CH1542 to as 
low as 0.01 pound per square foot at 38CH1543.  

 
While the overall shell density is low, there 

were areas where the density was greater, 
although not by much. For example, the density in 
Block A at 38CH1541 is 0.5 pound per square foot 
and in Block I at 38CH1542, the density is nearly a 
pound per square foot. In spite of these few areas, 
however, none of the sites suggest a great reliance 
on shellfish and there is only a very modest 
increase from the predominantly eighteenth 
century main settlement (38CH1541) to the 
predominantly nineteenth century slave 
settlement (38CH1542). The remaining slave 
settlements exhibit an even lower density of 
shellfish.  

 
Of course, it is possible that shells were 

disposed of in the marsh (or in another location not 
investigated), were largely used for burning lime, 
or even have disappeared because of extensive 
plowing. Alternatively, we wonder if the lack of 
shell may address the labor of collection compared 
to the time involved, at least in the context of the 
enslaved at Mullet Hall. This would help explain 
why 38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 38CH2244 (where 
no owners or overseers were present during the 
colonial period) have some low numbers. There is 
little question that the collection of shellfish 
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requires relative intensive labor on the part of 
some members of the enslaved population. The 
increased quantity of shell at 38CH1542 can 
perhaps be explained by the presence of both 
enslaved and free workers, with the latter having 
more time available for the collection of 
supplemental food sources.  

 
 Enslaved African Americans may have 
been prohibited from collecting shellfish by their 
work demands or the inability to make the 2.5-mile 
roundtrip to collection areas with the time 

available (especially when necessary to also 
correlate the trips with periods of low tide). 
 

Curiously, Covey and Eisnach note only 
two ex-slaves mention eating oysters (Georgia 
Johnson and Julia Rush, both from Georgia). Whelk 
and clam were mentioned only by one each (Sabe 

                                
3 This is supported by the presence of the one lettered 
olive (Oliva sayana) shell. This species may be found in 
depths ranging up to 108 feet, but is commonly found on 

Rutledge and Mom Ellen 
Godfrey, respectively, both from 
South Carolina). In contrast, 
over 200 ex-slaves talked about 
eating fish (Covey and Eisnach 
2009:247-249).  
 
 Thus, while shellfish is 
often mentioned as being 
“relished” by the enslaved (see, 
for example, Twitty 2011:226), 
there seems to be little evidence 
to support the dietary 
importance of shellfish. Thus, 
our discussions must be viewed 
with some caution. 
 

 Table 121 provides data on the length of 
oysters from selected locations, including 
excavation units (where the shells were often 
fragmented or eroded) and features (which 
produced far more intact specimens). There is 
considerable variation both within sites and 
between the sites. Standard deviations are 
generally in double digits, indicating a wide range 
in sizes selected by the site occupants. From each 
site, the shells recovered from features are 
significantly larger than those identified from 
units. We also note that the size of selected oysters 
appears to increase over time, based on Feature 14 
at 38CH1541. 
 

Some of the oysters are long and slender, 
typical of cluster or “coon” oysters. Others exhibit 
an ovoid shape more characteristic of subtidal 
settings. Nevertheless, the recovered oysters are 
overall consistent with the intertidal oysters found 
above mean low water. 3  The chief means of 
collecting intertidal oysters is by hand and that was 
almost certainly the method used during the 
colonial period. What is less certain is whether the 
oysters could be collected by walking 
(characteristic of reef communities situated along 
the edge of high and relatively firm marsh near 

the non-vegetated area above low tide. Consequently, it 
might well be collected with oysters in the intertidal 
zone.   

Table 122. 
Meat weight for Mullet Hall oysters 

 
Shell Wt. Meat Wt.

38CH1541 419 48
38CH1541, Fea 14 138 16
38CH1542 229 27  

Table 121. 
Data on shellfish lengths (in mm) 

 
Whelk Other

mean length SD parasites cluster length
38CH1541

Block A 86.25 12.5 0 0
Block D 81.70 17.8 0 0
Block J - - - - 95
Block M 82.00 12.9 0 0
Fea 14 lv 1 99.27 15.9 2 2 110
Fea 14 lv 2 91.14 21.1 1 1 Oliva  sp. 
Fea 14 lv 3 85.00 15.3 0 0

38CH1542
Block B 71.07 18.6 0 0
Block F - - - - 60
Block G 78.37 14.7 0 0 44, 105
Fea 1 93.39 19.9 0 1

38CH2244
units 67.59 10.5 0 0
Fea 2 89.60 9.4 0 0

Oyster
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land) or would require a boat for access 
(characteristic of the bank and cluster 
communities) (see Crook 1992 for additional 
discussion).  

 
There were very few clusters. In addition, 

while a few specimens reveal borer damage, only 
one was almost certainly dead at the time of 
collection. Few of the oysters, however, had 
reached what today would be considered a 
marketable size. Combined, these suggest that 
those collecting the oysters were taking relatively 
little care to select large oysters, but were 
eliminating those that were dead and avoiding the 
collection of large clusters where only a few of the 
oysters are likely to be of a size worth shucking and 
using. 

 
Table 122 shows the calculated meat 

weight represented by the identified shell weight 
(Quitmyer 1985:40). 4  Although 38CH1541 pro-
duced a larger quantity of meat, this is distributed 
over 4,800 square feet (0.01 pound per square 
foot) and amounts to about 6.8 bushels of oysters 
In contrast, 38CH1542 yielded only 27 pounds of 
meat (or about 3.8 bushels of oysters), but this was 
distributed over only 2,050 square feet (yielding 
0.013 pounds per square foot). The feature at 
38CH1541, with 16 pounds of meat, represents 
slightly less than 3 bushels of oysters. Thus, there 
seems to be little difference in the overall 
significance of oyster meat between the two sites 
and regardless of site, relatively few oysters appear 
to be represented.  

Other Mullet Hall Shellfish 
 Other shellfish in the collections are so 
scarce that it seems likely these items were 
incorporated in the collection of oysters without 
any specific intent. In fact, it is uncertain if they 
were even incorporated into the diet. 

Dietary Contributions 

                                
4 One bushel of oysters weighs approximately 45 to 60 
pounds and contains between 100 and 150 oysters. A 

Oysters are a low fat, low-calorie food, 
although they are protein rich. They are also a good 
source of essential minerals including phosphorus, 
calcium, potassium and zinc. They also possess all 
of the essential amino acids in balance. The 
quantity of vitamins found in oysters are negligible 
except for vitamin B-12. Clams and whelks are 
similar in nutrition, although they both have much 
higher protein levels than oysters (Dong 2001). 
Neither whelks nor clams were widely used by the 
Mullet Hall occupants.  

Summary 
 In summary, while we are inclined to 
accept that the oysters were intentionally 
collected, it is far less reasonable to assume that 
they were being used as part of the African 
American diet. The distance of the oyster beds, the 
time required, and the limited nutritional value, all 
suggest that shellfish may have been collected 
(almost certainly by enslaved African Americans) 
for the white owner’s table. Either during shucking 
or afterwards, the shell was dispersed in various 
trash locations, some of which ended up as 
plowzone (if sheet midden) or were found in 
features (as buried deposits).  
 
 The oysters selected were intertidal 
specimens, likely available within a mile and half 
radius of the plantation. They were largely, but not 
exclusively, single specimens, and very few dead 
oysters were being gathered. This suggests that 
some care was being used during the collection 
process. It appears that few associated species, 
such as whelks or clams, were being collected. 
 
 
 
 
 

bushel of oysters yields about 7 pounds of meat (with 
liquor).  
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Introduction 
Eggshell was recovered from four 

proveniences at 38CH1541, Features 2, 14, 15, and 
17. Feature 2 was the fill surrounding a brick pier; 
Feature 14 was a large refuse pit at the west edge 
of the site; and Features 15 and 17 were both 
rectangular storage pits. Shell was found in Level 2 
of both Features 15 and 17, indicating the presence 
of eggs likely stored in the pits, while the eggshell 
from Level 1 of Feature 17 indicating the presence 
of eggshell in the floor sweepings, used to fill the pit 
once abandoned.  
 

Fresh shell is comprised of both organic 
and inorganic materials.  The central portion, 
itself made up of inorganic calcium carbonates, has 
two organic membranes on either side.  The 
internal membrane is adjacent to the albumin of 
the developing embryo and is the thin, transparent 
membrane so easily removed when one cracks 
open a shell. The external membrane is a cuticle so 
firmly attached to the core of the shell that it cannot 
be mechanically removed (Sidell 1993:6). 

 
The inorganic core of eggshell is made up 

of two main structures.  The mammillae layer 
forms on the outer shell membrane from small 
crystal cells.  They grow upward and outward 
until they meet, forming hexagonal structures. The 
other layer, the palisade layer, forms directly upon 
the mammillae layer.  It is this material that 
makes up the bulk of the shell. 

   
Eggshell also has pore canals running 

through the thickness of the structure to provide 
for the exchange of gases and water vapor to the 
exterior. These are seen more frequently at the 
blunt end of the shell to access an air sac that 
supports the embryo. While the external cuticle 
plugs the outside passage of the pores, it does not 

seem to prevent the passage of air and gases. 
 
Sidell (1993) outlines four techniques to 

identify the species of poultry producing eggshell: 
 

1. Thickness range.  This may be done with 
either a light microscope with an eyepiece 
reticule or, carefully, with digital calipers.  
Several readings should be done on each 
fragment to get a range of thicknesses.  

 
2. Mean pores/mm2.  This is a count taken of 

the average number of pores per square 
millimeter on the external surface of the 
eggshell using a light microscope.  

 
3. Mammillae range/mm2.  This is a count 

made with a Scanning Electron 
Microscope (200X) of the average number 
of whole mammilla on the SEM screen. 
Parts of mammillae on the edge of the 
screen are not counted. Counts are 
converted to an average per square 
millimeter. 

 
4. Ratio (mammillae/palisade layer).  This is 

a ratio taken from either the SEM screen or 
micrographs.  

 
More recently, Stewart and his colleagues have 
developed a technique to use mass spectrometry 
and peptide mass fingerprinting (Stewart et al. 
2013). 
 
 Obviously, the most definitive analysis 
involves combining all of the different approaches. 
However, for the Mullet Hall samples only the first 
two techniques were used since the cost SEM and 
mass spectrometry were beyond our budget. Table 
123 provides comparative data. The shell is 
curated for future researchers. 
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Analysis and Results 
As seen in Table 123, there is sufficient 

variation in eggshell morphology and 
microstructure (shell color and size, pore, 
mammillae, and palisade appearances, counts, and 
shell thickness, etc.) from species to species to 
usually allow for identification. However, some 
intra-species variation does occur - indeed, a single 
clutch of eggs from the same bird will range 
considerably in color and size (Gutierrez et al. 
1997:30).  

 
Several factors are known to affect the 

composition of eggs and the appearance of 
eggshell. Levels of nutrients in the egg are directly 
impacted by the species of hen. Younger hens 
produce smaller eggs and smaller eggs have higher 
proportions of yolk. The older the laying hen, the 
higher the levels of lipids, or fats, in the egg.  
Ambient temperatures also play a role - hens 
exposed to higher temperatures will produce 
smaller eggs. Maternal nutrition also affects the 
thickness of the shell when the bird is laying 
(Gutierrez et al. 1997:30). 

 
Biological and mechanical factors should 

be taken into account when examining eggshell. 
Eggshell does not preserve well in acidic soil (its 
recovery in these sample is likely the result of both 
animal bone and shell neutralizing soil acidity). In 
addition, while it is known for its incredible 
strength, eggshell - even the extremely robust 
ostrich species - cannot stand up to the pressure 
from years of overburden at archaeological sites. 
Acidic soils will leach out the original color of 
eggshell.  Often the shell takes on the color of the 
surrounding matrix, which then has to be 
differentiated from its true color.  However, once 
the shell is fragmented and the soil pH is not 
excessively acidic, the inorganic shell will preserve 
indefinitely (Sidell 1993:8).   

 
While eggshell is often recovered from 

archaeological sites in the United States, certain 
factors may preclude the study of this material, 
allowing valuable information to be lost.  Often 
eggshell is not recognized as such and may be 

misclassified as bone.  If it is recognized it may be 
simply thrown away or recorded as merely ‘avian 
eggshell’ with no other comments attempted.  

 
Prior to analysis, the eggshell is soaked 

briefly in a 1:4 bleach-water bath to remove dirt 
residue and any remaining organic cuticle.  The 
samples are then rinsed with water and allowed to 
dry slowly. The material is counted and weighed. 
Next, measurements of each individual eggshell 
thickness are done using a Mitutoyo digital caliper 
and were taken to one one-hundredth of a 
millimeter. 

 
Staining of the exterior of the shell was 

then attempted to facilitate viewing and counting 
the pores under a light microscope.  A standard 
10% iodine solution was tried first, but it was 

discovered that the stain was too similar to the 
already brownish color of the shell. After several 
attempts with other common inks and pigments, it 
was found that a blue watercolor marker 
(Staedtler brand) worked best.  The watery ink 
seeped into the pores better than the iodine and the 
bright color stood out against the light brown 
shells. 

 
Information on the recovered eggshells is 

provided in Table 124. The largest sample came 
from one of the storage pits (Feature 17), 
suggesting that eggs were at one time present and 
that these remains were not simply accidental 
inclusions. The eggshell fragments represent five 
species. Most common (in terms of numbers) is 
domestic chicken (Gallus gallus domesticus). The 

Table 123. 
Selected metric data for poultry eggs  

(based on Sidell 1993:13) 
 

Bird Thickness 
(mm) 

Mean Pores 
(mm2) 

Chicken 0.325-0.35 2.8 
Domestic Duck 0.35-0.4 1.1 
Domestic Goose 0.525-0.65 1.0 
Turkey 0.325 1.6 
Quail 0.175-0.2 1.6 
Pigeon 0.15-0.2 0.2 
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remaining five species (domestic duck – Anas sp.; 
domestic goose – Anser sp.; turkey – Meleagris 
gallipavo); and quail – Coturnix coturnix) occur as 
minor amounts in six of the nine proveniences.  

Species and Uses 
Chicken 

Today the nutritional value of chicken eggs 
is well recognized. Although the “typical” egg 
contains only 143 calories, these calories represent 
nearly 13g of high-quality protein, 10g of fat, and 
1.6g of saturated fat, along with iron, vitamins, 
minerals, and carotenoids. Moreover, egg protein is 
a complete protein, meaning it contains all the 
necessary amino acids. In addition, eggs are 
naturally protected and have a shelf life, without 
refrigeration, of about 21 days. Other birds, such as 
turkeys and ducks, have larger eggs that produce 
higher nutritional levels, but fewer eggs. 

 
That they were raised and eaten by both 

blacks and whites is well documented. For 
example, in late September, 1805 Anne Cary 
Randolph, Thomas Jefferson’s granddaughter, 
purchased 564 eggs and about 527 pounds of 
poultry from the enslaved African Americans 
(http://www.heritageharvestfestival.com/2016/0
4/jeffersons-chickens-at-monticello/).  

 
Covey and Eisnach (2009:142) note that 

eggs were sometimes roasted by the enslaved, who, 
 
built fires and wrapped the eggs 
in wet rags and covered them 

with ashes. Then they were 
done a loud pop announced 
that fact to the roaster 
(Library of Congress, 
Federal Writers' Project: 
Slave Narrative Project, 
Acie Thomas, Vol. 3, 
Florida, pg. 3). 
 

It is widely reported that 
the enslaved were allowed to keep 
chickens (see, for example, Breeden 
1980:102, 266, 270; and Morgan 
1998:368). The assumption that 
these chickens – or other fowl – 
were part of the diet should not be a 

foregone conclusion. Often, it appears that fowl – 
and their eggs – were used by the enslaved as trade 
goods and this practice continued into freedom. 
For example, Frissell and Bevier reported, “most of 
the eggs obtained were sold” (Frissell and Bevier 
1899:37). When home produced eggs were used, 
the quantity seems to have been low. Dickens 
remarked that although her study was conducted 
during egg season and was “undoubtedly higher 
than usual,” but, “at that, it averaged only 2½ eggs 
per family per day” (Dickins 1928:25). 

 
Chickens may lay 180 eggs per year, 

although egg laying is dependent on daylight and as 
winter approaches, egg laying is reduced. 

 
However, eggs are more complex than 

simply food or trade goods. They play a significant 
role in African religions. For example, Santería, 
which grew up in Cuba as a mix of Catholic, native 
Carib, and Yoruba religion, ritually sacrifices 
chickens, a practice known as Ebbo (Kail 2008:57-
58).  

 
Chickens, and their eggs, have played a 

significant role elsewhere. Sernett (1999:21) 
describes the use of eggshells by Obeah in Jamaica, 
including the hanging of eggshells in trees or over 

Table 124. 
Recovered eggshells from waterscreening 38CH1541 

 

Provenience # 
Total 

Weight 
(g) 

Identifications (in order of 
frequency) 

Fea 2, NE ½ 34 0.017 Chicken 
Fea 14, N½, L 1 14 0.133 Chicken, Turkey, Goose 
Fea 14, S½, L 1 8 0.056 Chicken, Quail, Duck 
Fea 14, S½, L 2 22 0.196 Chicken, Turkey, Duck, Quail 
Fea 14, S½, L 3 1 0.010 Chicken 
Fea 15, E½, L 2 1 0.010 Turkey 
Fea 17, W½, L 1 3 0.043 Chicken, Quail 
Fea 17, W½, L 2 78 1.433 Chicken, Duck, Turkey, Goose 
Fea 17, W½, cleaning 240 1.295 Chicken 

 
 

http://www.heritageharvestfestival.com/2016/04/jeffersons-chickens-at-monticello/
http://www.heritageharvestfestival.com/2016/04/jeffersons-chickens-at-monticello/
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doorways, and the power of Obi included such 
items as alligator teeth and eggshells (Sernett 
1999:22). So feared were many of these that the 
Jamaican legislature enacted a law in 1760 that 
specifically included the use of eggshells by “any 
Negro or other Slave, who shall pretend to any 
supernatural Power” (Sheridan 1985:78-79). 

 
Hyatt (1970:I:186) describes the voodoo 

ritual of breaking eggs to discern one’s enemies 
and using the egg to cure a hernia (Hyatt 
1970:I:426). There are additional uses 
documented for a variety of purposes in a section 
entitled, “The Amazing Chicken Egg” (Hyatt 
1974:3714-3776). Many of these involve breaking 
the egg or using eggshell.  

Goose 
The term goose actually refers to only the 

adult females of the species while gander refers to 
adult males. Youngsters are called green, or 
goslings, until they are four months old.  

 
If used as a table bird, it is usually 

preferable to use the younger animal - while 
greatly relished as a meat in some locations, the 
flavor can be quite strong and the younger green 
geese do not have such an overpowering flavor as 
the more mature birds.  Others prefer the strong 
taste of the bird.  Indeed, some have been known 
to let the carcass turn “gamey”, or let the meat age 
for a few days after slaughter, so that the flavor of 
the meat when it is finally cooked is more 
“pleasant” (Atwater 1903:17).  

 
Being an aquatic species, geese thrive 

when they have access to water. Their diet consists 
of garden vegetables, grass, corn, oats, and milk.  
When fed well, geese will lay two or three times a 
year, beginning in the early spring, with five to 
twelve eggs in each clutch.  Like any other farm 
bird, fresh air and exercise are necessities. 

 
Goose eggs are more nutritious than 

chicken, providing more calories, protein, 
minerals, and vitamins. In addition, a single goose 
egg weighs about 144 g compared to a chicken egg, 
which weighs only 44 g.  

Geese, however, generally lay only about 
five eggs, usually between March and May. 

Duck 
Most of the common ducks in the United 

States originated from the wild Mallard of Europe.  
Duck refers to the adult female of the species, drake 
refers to the adult males, and ducklings are the 
youngsters of both sexes. 

 
Ducks feed on grains, vegetables, corn, 

worms, weeds, and insects.  As with geese, ducks 
prefer to be near a water source.  Also like geese, 
their meat is of a peculiar flavor and the younger 
are preferred as table fare over the older, tougher 
animals. 

 
Although duck eggs weigh only 70 g, they 

still, per 100 grams, provide more nutrition than 
chicken eggs.  

 
Ducks lay eggs in the late spring and early 

summer, with a typical nest containing about nine 
eggs. 

Turkey 
Young turkey chicks are rarely used as 

table fare - it is the large adult domestic turkey, 
averaging thirty pounds, which is the popular 
Thanksgiving bird. Many breeders believe that the 
flavor of the traditional table bird is enhanced by 
the occasional introduction of the wild variety into 
the breeding pool and wild “gobblers” are often 
kept for such purposes. 

 
Turkeys live on a diet consisting of cracked 

corn, wheat grains, and oats. The hens will begin 
laying from the middle of March to the first of April 
and in warmer locations may begin earlier than 
this. Typical clutches range from fifteen to twenty 
eggs at one time.  Young turkeys that are hatched 
early in the spring should grow to weigh from 
fourteen to twenty pounds by Thanksgiving. 

 
Turkey eggs are only slightly larger 

(weighing 79 g) than duck eggs, and while their 
caloric content is lower (171 calories per 100 g), 
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their protein levels are the highest among the fowl 
present at Mullet Hall (14 g).  

 
Turkeys produce eggs in April and May 

and the nest may contain up to 10 eggs. 

Quail 
The quail, also known as the Bobwhite or 

partridge here in the United States, is a native of the 
Old World.  They are more popular here than in 
Europe, however, and are often used as a sporting 
bird hunted during the winter season. As a meat 
source, they have only recently been domesticated 
and are considered delicious, although thought 
expensive and exotic like the pheasant. 

 
Quail were likely not being raised, but 

their nests were likely being found in the fields and 
raided of eggs. Their eggs weigh only about 9 g, so 
their food contribution was likely very small. 
Nevertheless, per 100 g they are still more 
nutritious than chicken eggs. However, nests will 
contain only about 13 eggs, so an entire nest would 
provide the nutrition of about 2½ chicken eggs. 
Quail, like most birds, lay eggs from about April to 
June. 

Conclusions 
This small sample documents the 

presence of chickens, ducks, geese, turkey, and 
quail eggs at the colonial slave site at 38CH1541. In 
the case of the chicken, the results cannot tell us 
whether the eggs were being produced by fowl 
owned and maintained by the enslaved African 
Americans or might have been items secreted away 
from overseers and other whites. Certainly there 
was cause to hide eggs, since as early as 1690 theft 
by slaves was made a crime and in 1735 South 
Carolina had it illegal for a slave to steal “fowls, 
lambs, pigs, hogs, calves or poultry, or any other 
edible matter” and made the theft punishable by no 
more than 30 lashes (McCord 1840:345, 388). 
Nevertheless, it was only the ownership of “any 
stock of hogs, cattle or horses” that was made 
illegal in 1714 (McCord 1840:368).  

 
The geese, turkeys, and ducks might all 

have been domesticated or nests might have been 
happened upon during the daily work regime. It is 
unlikely that quail were a kept species, so their 
presence is almost certainly evidence for 
accidental discoveries.  

 
It is rare to recover eggshells in the 

archaeological record and even less commonly is 
any effort devoted to the identification of the 
species represented. From nineteenth century 
urban Charleston contexts, a much greater variety 
of egg use has been documented. Coyle (2010) 
found chicken, duck, and goose eggshell at 
Chicora’s Broad Street excavations, although 
chicken comprised 79% of the eggshell by weight. 
At the Kendal Plantation excavations in Brunswick 
County, North Carolina Chicora recovered only 
goose eggshell (Trinkley and Hacker 2016:487-
490). 

 
Samford (2007:Table 4.2) reports that 

eggshell was recovered from the subfloor pits at 
both Utopia II and Utopia III structures in Virginia. 
It has not, however, been examined for species. 

 
Lamzik (2013) recently examined eggshell 

recovered from the nineteenth century African 
American slave settlement at Thomas Jefferson’s 
Poplar Forest Plantation. She found, like Broad 
Street and Mullet Hall, that chicken was the 
dominant eggshell present in the assemblage, 
although also present were turkey, guinea fowl or 
goose, passerine (perching birds), and quail 
eggshell (Lamzik 2013:82).  

 
Chicken was the only domestic bird 

identified in the faunal studies (Hogue et al., this 
volume) and the wild birds, such as turkey and 
duck, were likely hunted and not raised.  

 
Although the eggshell may well represent 

food remains, it would be a mistake to ignore that 
the potential for a hidden ritual meaning or use, 
especially with in the context of the subsurface pits 
that sometimes served as alters. 
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Introduction 
This research examines animal bone 

recovered from Mullet Hall Plantation, an 
eighteenth century plantation located in 
Charleston County, South Carolina. The area 
examined yielded four distinct site locations 
(38CH1541, 38CH1542, 38CH2242, and 
38CH2244) representing different activities and 
occupations throughout the time the plantation 
was active. Most of the recovered materials are 
associated with the eighteenth century slave 
occupation of the area. 

 
The inventory and analysis of the 

vertebrate faunal remains recovered from the sites 
provides an opportunity to examine subsistence 
patterns associated with the different occupations 
at the site.  Research questions for this project 
emphasize animal domestication and exploitation 
practices that can assist in identifying differences 
in subsistence patterns and wealth and status in 
the greater Antebellum South. Likewise, 
comparisons of the faunal assemblages recovered 
from the identified activity areas and associated 
features at Mullet Hall Plantation lead to important 
information on differential access to animal food by 
the plantation inhabitants.  Questions directing 
this research include, 
 

1. What are the species identified to these 
sites and how do they relate to other 
plantation sites in South Carolina and in 
general? 

 

2. By observing slave or lower class 
occupations, did slaves have diets solely 
dependent on what was provided to them 
by plantation owners or did they 
supplement their diet with other wild 
fauna in the area? 

 
3. Were there any modifications present on 

the bones? If so, what are they? 
 
By analyzing the faunal materials 

according to the specific activity areas identified 
archaeologically at Mullet Hall Plantation, access to 
and use of animal foods can be examined.  Most 
important are the differences observed in 
identified fauna for the more elite plantation 
owners and lower class slave occupations.  
Research on eighteenth and nineteenth century 
elite urban households document a more diverse 
diet for this social class, including both wild and 
domestic species coupled with a higher frequency 
of fish (Reitz 1986).  Reitz compares urban and 
rural faunal assemblages, corroborating that urban 
residents used more domestic species, particularly 
birds such as chickens, with fewer wild species 
being present when compared to rural diets (Reitz 
1986). It is expected that the poorer slave 
occupants at Mullet Hall Plantation will have a 
relatively diverse diet, perhaps more focused on 
wild game (wild mammals, wild birds, and fish), 
and poorer cuts of meat than the more privileged 
class. 

 
Although identified taxa can provide 

invaluable insight into diet diversity and animal 
availability in a particular environment, the 

S. Homes Hogue, Katarina Wasley, Kelli Wathen, Colton Large,  
and Emma Cieslik 

Ball State University 
Muncie, Indiana 
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presence of particular skeletal elements associated 
with meatier cuts, have been used to assess social 
prestige.  According to Reitz and Weinand, upper 
and middle class antebellum households in 
Charleston, South Carolina characteristically had 
access to better meat cuts, evidenced by a higher 
frequency of forequarter and hindquarter skeletal 
elements. Other cuts of meat, specifically elements 
of the cranium, axial skeleton, and lower legs and 
feet, are often associated with individuals or 
businesses of lower prestige (Reitz and Weinand 
1995). 

 
Bone modifications can provide 

information on butchering patterns, whether 
animals were purchased elsewhere rather than 
being butchered on site, and disposal patterns.  
Sawed bone has been associated with the purchase 
of meat from a butcher (Weinand 1996). Cut marks 
are typically found in joint areas where the animal 
is being disarticulated.  Carnivore and rodent 
gnawing on bone provides evidence that the animal 
remains were not covered immediately after 
disposal.    

Methods 
The faunal collections from Mullet Hall 

Plantation were recovered using standard 
archaeological field methods and by screening 
through ¼ inch mesh.  Flotation and water 
screening were conducted in areas where potential 
for ethnobotanical remains was high.  The use of 
floatation recovery methods to recover botanical 
remains theoretically should increase the number 
of fish and small animal skeletal elements 
recovered, thus providing a more representative 
faunal sample for the collections.    

 
Analysis of the faunal materials employed 

standard zooarchaeological procedures and 
methods.  The comparative collections at Ball 
State University, Department of Anthropology, and 
the Indiana University William R. Adams 
Zooarchaeology Laboratory in the Department of 
Anthropology were used to aid in element 
identification.  Identification of the collection 
included class, suborder, or species.  Attempts 

were made to identify all remains minimally to 
class, but fragmentation and other factors 
prevented this in numerous instances.  These 
unidentified elements were classified as 
miscellaneous unidentified in the inventory.   

 
The specific bone section (diaphysis, 

epiphysis, distal, proximal, etc.), level of maturity 
(immature, adult, old adult), and side of the skeletal 
element (right or left) were recorded when 
preservation permitted.   The bones of all taxa 
were then counted and weighed in grams.  
Fragmentation of the bones was recorded using a 
scale ranging from 1-4 where “1” equaled 75% or 
more of the bone present, “2” 50 -75% of the bone 
present, “3” 25-50% of the bone present, and “4” 
less than 25% of the bone present.  

 
One basic method used in faunal analysis 

in the determination of the Minimum Number of 
Individuals (MNI).  For the Mullet Hall sites, MNI 
was computed for each animal category using 
paired bone elements and age (mature/immature) 
as criteria. Grayson’s (1973) maximum distinction 
method for MNI was employed.  This meant that 
MNI was determined for each level within a unit 
and then summed to get a site total.  For example, 
the MNI for a species from one unit may be 
determined by one bone element (say five left pig 
femurs) and the MNI for another unit based on an 
entirely different element (say three left pig ulnas).  
In this example, the total MNI for pig would equal 
eight.  The maximum distinction method is 
opposite of the minimum distinction method 
where the entire site is treated as a single unit.  
Using the minimum distinction method would yield 
a MNI of five for the pig example discussed above.  

 
In sum, the maximum distinction method 

provides the greatest MNI number while the 
minimum distinction provides the lowest (Grayson 
1973: 438).   One potential bias when using the 
maximum distinction method at Mullet Hall 
Plantation is that plowzone was included as a level 
in sites 38CH1541 and 38CH1542 and surface was 
considered a level in site 38CH2244.  Integrating 
these levels may increase the MNI for larger 
mammals. Since the fragmented nature of the 
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collections limited identification of many species, it 
is argued that the MNIs provided including these 
levels are probably more representative.  

 
As a measure of zooarchaeological 

quantification, using MNI is seen by some as 
problematical (Casteel 1977; Grayson 1973; 1984).  
Depending on the level of provenience analysis 
used (minimum distinction or maximum 
distinction), the MNI calculated for a faunal 
assemblage may be under or over representative.  
Likewise, use of MNI emphasizes small mammals 
over large ones.  For example, a bird species may 
be represented five times for every large mammal, 
but the large mammal contributes more to the diet. 
Problems inherent in using MNI must be 
considered when interpreting species contribution 
to a diet. 

 
 Since using MNI as a zooarchaeological 
measure is problematic, weight percentages for 
each taxa are presented as well as estimates of 
biomass.  Both can provide a more realistic 
profile of animal contributions to the diet.  While 
raw weight provides one measure of animal 
contribution, biomass values are based on 
allometry, which is the relationship between bone 
mass and soft tissue.  Some animals, such as 
chickens, may have less muscle relative to bone 
mass compared to cattle or pig where muscle 
quantity is greater relative to bone size.   
 

When determining biomass weight, bone 
weight in grams is used to estimate soft tissue or 
muscle amounts that would have been supported 
by the bone (Casteel 1978; Reitz 1982; Reitz and 
Cordier 1983; Reitz and Scarry 1985; Reitz et. al. 
1987; Reitz and Wing 1999; Wing and Brown 
1979).  The correlation of bone or skeletal weight 
to body weight is expressed by the allometric 
formula Y= aXb, which can be written as log Y= log 
a + b (log X) (see Simpson et al. 1960:397).  

  
A useful method for comparing similarities 

and differences in faunal assemblages is to observe 
the percentages of MNI for specific faunal 
categories.  Reitz (1986) developed this model 
for urban, rural, planter, and slave settlements 

located along the South Carolina and Georgia coast.  
For this study, MNI percentages were compared for 
each site and then combined for all units in 
configuring the faunal category patterns, domestic 
mammal, wild mammal, domestic bird, wild bird, 
reptiles, fish, and commensals.  

 
Information on animal domestication and 

butchering patterns can be understood using the 
presence or absence of particular bone elements in 
a faunal assemblage.   Specific skeletal elements 
identified for cattle and pig were classified in broad 
categories; “head” (cranial fragments and teeth), 
“axial” (vertebra and ribs), “forequarter (scapula, 
humerus, ulna, and radius), “hindquarter” 
(innominate, femur, tibia, fibula), “hindfoot” 
(tarsals and metatarsals), “forefoot” (carpals and 
metacarpals), and “foot” (phalanges).    

 
Using log difference scale models for cattle 

and pig (Reitz and Zierden 1991) bone 
representation are observed for the different 
activity areas at the Mullet Hall Plantation sites.  
Using cuts of meat in these models provides 
another means for examining bone representation 
in a faunal assemblage (see Reitz and Zierden 1991 
for discussion).  For example, as mentioned 
earlier in this report, different cuts of meat can be 
associated with economic status (Reitz and 
Weinand 1995).  

 
Observations of bone modifications 

classified as sawed, clean-cut, burned, 
chopped/hacked, gnawed and worked was 
included in the analysis.  Sawing is distinguished 
where parallel striations are observed on the outer 
layer of bone. Clean-cut marks are generally 
produced by sawing but striations are not present.  
Burned bone is modified by exposure to fire during 
preparation or after discard.  Cuts are defined as 
shallow incisions on the bone surface generally 
associated with cutting meat around the joint area. 
Chop/hack marks are created using a cleaver or ax.  
Gnawed bone indicates bone was not buried 
immediately following disposal and consequently 
was exposed to animals.  Human modification of 
bone not associated with butchering is identified as 
worked bone (Reitz and Weinand 1995). 
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Since four sites are associated with the 
Mullet Hall Plantation, each will be discussed 
individually. However, before discussing the 
results it should be noted that archaeological 
faunal collections should contain at least 200 
individuals (MNI) or 1,400 identifiable bones (NISP 
number of identified specimens to species) to 
provide reliable interpretations (Grayson 1973, 
1984; Wing and Brown 1979).  Since there is the 
potential for bias and under-representation of the 
certain faunal species recovered and identified at 
the sites, the conclusions offered in this report are 
considered preliminary at best.  The 
interpretations of the faunal data is necessary to 
address the proposed research questions and 
develop further questions concerning dietary 
patterns at Mullet Hall  Plantation site and for 
plantation sites in general.   

Identified Fauna 
It should be noted that the South had an 

abundance of wild game during the antebellum 
period and much was likely procured by slaves.  
This fauna included birds, deer, raccoons, 
alligators, crabs, oysters, opossums, and other wild 
game (Hilliard 1972). While some planters 
provisioned slaves with some meat (cattle, pig, 
goat, and sheep), many slaves depended on 
subsidizing their rations through hunting and 
trapping (Covey and Eisnach 2009).  Birds 
known to be used by slaves as meat include wood 
ibis, blue-winged teal, mallard, lesser scamp, 
sparrow hawk, domestic chicken, turkey, herring 
gull and common crackle.  Reptiles included 
alligator and turtles (snapping, mud, eastern box, 
diamondback terrapin, cooters and sliders, and 
Florida soft-shell).  A variety of fish were 
consumed as well and included sturgeon, shark, 
rays, long-nosed gar, white catfish, sea catfish, gall 
topsail catfish, sheep head, silver perch, southern 
flounder, sheep head, black drum and red drum 
(Covey and Eisnach 2009).  Before providing the 
bone inventory, MNI, weight, and biomass analysis 
for each of the sites, units, and features for the sites, 
a discussion of the identified species recovered 
from Mullet Hall Plantation follows. 

  
 

Domestic Mammals  
 
 Four domestic mammals, cow (Bos 
taurus), pig (Sus scrofa), sheep (Ovis aries), and 
horse or mule (Equus sp.) were identified in the 
assemblage. Some plantation owners would 
provide their slaves with cuts of meat throughout 
the year. On some plantations meat rations would 
be reduced during the summer months as 
vegetables were grown. Other owners discouraged 
slaves from eating meat, or before slave sales 
would grease a slave’s mouth with meat skins to 
give the impression that they had been fed meat 
(Covey and Eisnach 2009).  
 

 In the Southern United States, cattle have 
been an important source of meat but are less 
efficient to raise than other domestic animals 
(Hilliard 1972: Rouse 1973; Towne and 
Wentworth 1950, 1955). In order to keep weight 
up, cattle require huge amounts of grain and 
grasses.  Beef also does not preserve as well as 
other meat options such as pork (Tomhave 1925).  
Despite cattle being a relative inefficient meat 
supply with respect to what they require for food, 
this is somewhat balanced by yielding milk and 
other associated dairy items, along with hides 
(Hilliard 1972; Rouse 1973; Towne and 
Wentworth 1955). Cattle were the most numerous 
species identified in the Mullet Hall Plantation sites 
by weight, followed by pig and Equus sp.  

 
 Pork is considered the most important 
meat in the antebellum south. Compared to cattle, 
pigs require little work relative to meat yield.  
They were efficient in turning corn into meat, could 
be butchered year-round and, as omnivores, could 
eat just about anything (Covey and Eisnach 2009). 
As scavengers, they can rely on foods such as roots, 
seeds, fruits, eggs, and smaller mammals. Pigs are 
able to store 35% of their calories or fat, in contrast 
to cattle who only store 11% of their calories.  
Because of the ability to store fat, pigs are relative 
efficient to raise as a food resource. In contrast to 
beef, pork preserves well and its high fat content 
provides a sought after food (Towne and 
Wentworth 1950). These factors illustrate that pigs 
were a very important domestic animal for food 
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use in the Southeast (Hilliard 1972).  If slaves 
were provided pork, it was typically the low quality 
cuts such as those most likely to spoil as well as 
organ meat, ears, and tails.  It should be noted 
that wild boar/hogs were plentiful in the South and 
could possibly have been hunted or trapped by 
slaves (Covey and Eisnach 2009).  Determination 
of whether a pig (domestic species) or boar (wild 
species) is present cannot be determined.   
 

During the colonial period, cattle and pigs 
were owned by many families to ensure the 
availability of meat and dairy foods especially 
during the colder months (Walsh 1992:233, 242). 
Butchering in the summer was reduced, especially in 
warm rural areas, where meat could not be readily 
consumed or exchanged and would therefore spoil 
quickly. Both cattle and hogs were dependable 
resources for major landholders, such as those at 
Mullet Hall, where large fields were available for 
grazing (Carrier 1957; Walsh 1992).  

 
Interestingly, pigs were slaughtered at 

ages that were most economical while cattle were 
slaughtered at older ages (Walsh 1992). This 
probably relates to cattle typically yielding one 
offspring at a time with longer periods of 
development while pigs yield seven or more 
offspring per year (Lida et al. 2015; see also Maltby 
1979:55 for a discussion of the fecundity of the 
pig)1 with maturity occurring more quickly.  

                                
1 Walsh, however, notes that differences and changes in 
slaughter ages may also be related to environmental 
degradation that likely occurred during the late 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries (Walsh et al. 
1997:35-37).  
2 It is difficult to differentiate between sheep and goat 
from osteological analysis. Diagnostic differences, for 
example, include shape differences of horn cores, 
metrical analysis of metapodia, and the maximum length 
of calcanea (Maltby 1979:41). Walsh and her colleagues 
(1997:32) note that while goats were present early in the 
Chesapeake, their numbers began to decline by the mid-
eighteenth century as sheep replaced them. There is little 
doubt that most of these remains are sheep (see Walsh et 
al. 1997:37).  
3 Dyer observes that wild game added to the quality, if 
not quantity of diet. However, “the importance of game 

The domestic Caprine in the assemblage is 
most likely sheep (Ovis aries). 2 Sheep are thought 
to have been a minor subsistence resource in the 
antebellum south (Hilliard 1972). This finding 
seems to be supported at Mullet Hall Plantation by 
the significantly lower representation of sheep in 
the entire site assemblage. An MNI of two sheep 
was identified and these elements were discovered 
only in the 38CH1541 collection.   

 
By the mid-1600s in the Chesapeake, 

sheep and poultry were raised as well by colonists 
with wild game decreasing to about 10% (Walsh 
1992).3 Until 1700, sheep were used primarily for 
wool (Hilliard 1972:141-142) and their numbers 
were limited. One explanation for their limited use 
as food is that the mutton’s greasy texture made it 
difficult to preserve in hot climates.4  Sheep when 
slaughtered had to be immediately consumed or 
preserved (Harbury 2004). Therefore, in the 
Southeast, sheep were a minor subsistence 
resource (Hilliard 1972). This is evidenced at 
Mullet Hall Plantation by the significantly lower 
representation in the assemblage.  
 

Despite its rarity in the southeast, 
narratives indicate sheep was available and eaten 
by slaves in Arkansas, Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, 
Mississippi, Ohio, South Carolina and Texas (Covey 
and Eisnach 2009:242). 

 

cannot be assessed in merely quantitative terms. Game 
symbolized the aristocratic style of life” (Dyer 1989:61).  
4 This continues to be debated among historians. For 
example, Kennard (2014:145-147) describes the 
production of “mutton ham” and the associated curing, 
almost identical to pork. He also describes in detail that 
the “fat” of mutton was used extensively in both cooking 
and for the production of candles and soap (Kennard 
2014:32-35). In fact, he observes that, like pigs, 
butchered sheep were used for a variety of purposes, so 
that there was “nothing left but the baa.” Bowen asserts 
that dressed sheep generally weighed only 10 to 15 
pounds, making their quick consumption relatively easy. 
Nevertheless, she notes that the meat could be readily 
potted, using hard mutton fat for the seal (Bowen 
1990:143).  
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The Equus species is a domestic mammal, 
but probably did not serve as a food resource. The 
species identified at Mullet Hall is either a horse 
Equus caballus or mule (a sterile hybrid bred using 
a female horse and male donkey).  Bone 
morphology is similar for both so exact 
identification cannot be made at this time.  The 
third possible Equus species, donkey (Equus 
asinus), was tentatively ruled out due to the large 
size of the bone elements.  However, it is 
expected they would have been present on some 
plantations for breeding with horses for mules.   

 
As large mammals, mules and horses can 

rely on grazing on low quality grasses to survive.  
Mules require little food, are highly resistant to hot 
climates, more resistant to diseases and stronger 
than horses.  Mules proved to be a very efficient 
work animal in plantation life (Carter 1976) and 
would follow a furrow without any handling, a trait 
important for plow farming (Sawers 2004).  
While horses and oxen may have also been used on 
plantations, mules were the animal of choice for 
small farmers.  Following the Civil War, mules 
continued to play a central role in the farm 
economy until the adoption of the tractor 
(Ellenberg 2007). Horses, in contrast to mules, 
were easier to breed, but tended to overeat and 
overdrink causing complications that could lead to 
death. Moreover, horses were more sensitive to 
poor care and abuse, making them less favorable 
for work stock (Sawers 2004).   

 
According to slave responses in the WPA 

narratives, horse and mule were both eaten in 
Mississippi (Covey and Eisnach 2009:241, 242) 
though there is no mention of donkeys used for 
food. 
 
Domestic Birds 
 
 The only domestic bird species identified 
in the Mullet Hall Plantation assemblages was the 
chicken (Gallus gallus domesticus). Like pigs, 
chickens are relatively easy to raise and can feed 
themselves by scavenging for food. If they are not 
free-ranging, chickens can easily be kept in pens 
and cared for by humans. Slaves are known to have 

been responsible for tending poultry and chicken 
coops on plantations (Follett 1997).  Chickens 
were a popular animal for both plantation owners 
and slaves in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries, although they were earlier despised as 
the poor man’s food (Drummond and Wilbraham 
1957:108). 
 

Not only did chickens provide meat, but 
they also provided eggs as a food resource (Hilliard 
1972:46-47). Maltby (1979:71) notes that the 
average chicken today produces about 200 eggs in 
the first year, going off lay at the end of that year 
and then often being killed for their meat. Chickens 
were often boiled or prepared for pie or fricassees.  
Stewing rather than frying was also common 
(Harbury 2004). 
 
Wild Mammals 
 

Several wild mammals were identified in 
the Mullet Hall Plantation faunal collection that 
were likely used for food. Wild mammals identified 
include deer (Odocoileus virginianus), eastern 
cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), grey squirrel 
(Sciurus carolinensis), opossum (Didelphis 
virginiana), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and muskrat 
(Ondatra zibethicus).  

 
Of the wild mammals identified, deer is the 

largest in terms of size and meat yield. Deer can 
typically be found grazing at deciduous forest 
edges and in open fields (Choate et al. 1994). 
Settlers and plantations owners hunted them in the 
nineteenth century in most areas of the Southeast 
using firearms. This limited the availability of deer 
as a food resource for slaves (Hilliard 1972:75-76) 
unless plantation owners sent the less desirable 
cuts of meat to the slave quarters (Elliott 1994 
[1846]).  Some owners did not permit their 
slaves to hunt or fish.  They did not want slaves 
to have access to weapons or they felt they lost 
control providing them with the freedom to hunt 
though sometimes older slaves were allowed to 
hunt or fish. If allowed to hunt, slaves were 
required to stay on the plantation or to have a pass 
to get through patrols. Documentation shows that 
deer meat was cured by slaves to provide meat for 
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the winter months (Covey and Eisnach 2009).  
 

 The eastern cottontail inhabits a variety of 
habitats, but prefers deciduous forests and forest 
edge habitats. They can also be found in upland 
thickets, grasslands, and along weedy fencerows 
(Choate et al. 1994). Slaves lacking access to 
firearms could obtain rabbits, and other small 
mammals, for food through trapping (Hilliard 
1972: 78-79). Traps, unlike firearms, were not seen 
as a threat to planters. In addition, traps could be 
set while slaves were doing other work.  Rabbits 
were abundant and easy to capture using traps but 
were also hunted with and without dogs.  
Preparation was also easy as they could be fried, 
roasted, boiled or thrown in to make a stew (Covey 
and Eisnach 2009). 
 
 Many nocturnal animals such as raccoon 
and opossums are found archaeologically in 
antebellum contexts supporting the use of traps 
since hounds and guns were likely not available to 
slaves and slaves may not have had the freedom to 
roam to engage in hunting.  Traps may have 
varied from simple snares to steel traps that were 
mass-produced around 1832 (Faucquez 2011). 
Both raccoon and opossum were identified at the 
Mullet Hall Plantation sites. Both species are 
nocturnal and live in a variety of habitats including 
cleared fields, wooded areas near water, and 
around human settlements (Choate et al. 1994). 
Raccoon served as a food source for both whites 
and blacks. Opossum meat may have been 
preferred over raccoon because once trapped, they 
could be fattened and “cleaned out” by feeding 
them milk, bread, or roasted sweet potatoes for a 
few days.  Both species could be hunted with 
firearms, hunting dogs, or trapped (Hilliard 
1972:80).  
 
 Grey squirrel was also identified in the 
faunal collection. Squirrels and rabbits were 
prepared for meals in the same way.  In general, 
younger, tenderer individuals were fried while 
older specimens were cooked down in stews since 
they were often tough (Covey and Eisnach 2009). 
 
 Muskrat was also identified in the Mullet 

Hall faunal assemblage.  Like the other small 
mammals identified, they also can be trapped. 
Muskrat has been recorded as a food item for 
indigenous North American groups (Wein and 
Freeman 1992).     
 
Wild Birds 
  
 Several wild birds were identified in the 
assemblage. These include turkey (Meleagris 
gallopavo), ring-necked duck (Aythya collaris), 
mourning doves (Zenaida macroura), common or 
European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and owl 
(Strigidae sp.).  
 

In the early seventeenth century, Gervase 
Markham (1655) provided detailed instructions 
for those setting off to Virginia on the hunting of 
water and land fowl. Descriptions of baiting, 
netting, trapping, the use of dogs, and various other 
methods were carefully described.  
 

Turkey was a food source for both whites 
and blacks in the antebellum period (Hilliard 
1972:80-81). Wild turkeys could be hunted with 
firearms or trapped (Hilliard 1972:80). However, 
due to their avoidance of inhabited areas, there 
would have been less chance for slaves to procure 
them in the wild though domestic turkeys are 
known to have been raised on plantations.  
Turkey was often considered a choice of meat for 
special meals among the slaves (Covey and Eisnach 
2009:111-112).    

 
Wright summarizes accounts of wild 

turkeys in the Carolina back to the seventeenth 
century. An account mentions “huge flights of Wild 
Turkies [sic], oftentimes weighing from twenty, 
thirty, to forty pound” (Wright 1915:208). Many of 
the accounts mention the fine taste of wild turkeys, 
with one noting that their taste was better than that 
from England since in Carolina they were in “their 
proper climate” (Wright 1915:208). When 
purchased, a 40-pound turkey could be had for 2 
pence (Wright 1915:210). 

 
The appearance of duck in the faunal 

assemblage is not unexpected. Several duck species 
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winter along the Carolina coast, along with a small 
number of species that may live there year-round 
(Potter et al. 1980:89-90). Wild ducks could be 
hunted and tame ducks were raised on plantations 
for meat and eggs (Covey and Eisnach 2009). Even 
as late as 1842, one visitor remarked that “wild 
ducks are in sufficient abundance to furnish game 
for food” (Wright 1915:211). 
 
 Mourning doves are found in open country 
habitats such as woodland margins and fields, but 
avoid dense woods. Doves and pigeons served as a 
food source as well (Potter et al. 1980:188-191). 
Their population increases with forest clearing 
(Bull and Farrand 1994) and they, along with quail, 
were one of the preferred small game birds in the 
south (Hilliard 1972:83). Lawson mentions that 
pigeons were so numerous “you might see many 
Millions in a Flock” (Lefler 1967:50). In some areas 
Native Americans relied on pigeons for “their Fat 
enough to supply their Winter Stores” (Lefler 
1967:217) 
 
 Starlings are often found around farms as 
well as woodland areas and forests.  They often 
rely on artificial structures associated with human 
habitats for nesting (Sibley 2013).  While smaller 
than a robin, which was used in gumbos and pies, 
the starling could have been used in a similar 
fashion or to make bird stew (Covey and Eisnach 
2009:244-245). 
 

The owl could not be identified to species.  
Owls are located in the dry woodlands throughout 
the Carolinas (Potter et al. 1980:200). Narratives 
suggest they were eaten by slaves (Covey and 
Eisnach 2009:245). 

 
In addition to skeletal remains of wild 

birds, eggshell was identified at the site (see this 
volume) belonging to quail, duck, goose, and 
turkey.  WPA narratives do indicate eggs from 
wild fowl such as duck, goose, turkey were eaten 
(Covey and Eisnach 2009: 244-245) and quail 
would have been readily available around the 
plantation fields (Covey and Eisnach 2009:115).  
Geese prefer ponds, marshes and lakes (Sibley 
2013) and could have been hunted or trapped 

(Covey and Eisnach 2009:115) 
 
Reptiles 
 

Five species of turtle were identified in the 
Mullet Hall Plantation faunal collection. These 
species consisted of box turtle (Terrapene 
carolina), musk turtle (Sternotherus odoratus), 
river Cooter (Pseudemys concinna), coastal plain 
Cooter (Pseudemys floridana), and Florida soft-
shell turtle (Trionyx ferox). Turtles were available 
to slaves as game and were used in soup and stews 
or a dish called calabash where the turtle was 
cooked in the shell (Covey and Eisnach 2009). 

  
Walsh reports that at times turtle meat 

“came at a premium price; at one shilling per pound 
it cost more than three and a half times that of a 
pound of beef” (Walsh et al. 1997:145). Discussing 
Virginia eatables, William Byrd listed a variety of 
land and water turtles, commenting that all of their 
meat “is as good as the best veal, even better, either 
boiled or roasted or baked or in ragout” (quoted in 
Carson 1985:126-127). 

 
Box turtle is found throughout the 

southeast and can be seen in both terrestrial (open 
or mixed forests that have a hot and dry summer 
and mild winter) and permanent water (such as 
streams or lakes) habitats (Obst 1986:106).   

 
River Cooter and coastal plain Cooter are 

found in and around bodies of fresh water such as 
rivers, swamps, and ponds. Occasionally, they can 
also be found in brackish waters (Obst 1986:109). 
The river Cooter can be seen on land looking for 
locations to nest or sunning. During the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries, the river Cooter was 
used as food resource in the south (Hilliard 
1972:89).  

 
The musk turtle prefers shallow slow 

moving muddy freshwaters. When disturbed it 
secrets a foul-smelling fluid (Behler and King 
1979).  

 
The Florida soft-shell turtle is found from 

South Carolina through Florida. It prefers sandy or 
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muddy-bottom lakes, ponds and canals. Frequently 
basking in the water on the banks (Behler and King 
1979) 
   

In addition to turtles, alligator and 
southern black racer were identified.  Alligators 
are the largest reptiles in North American and can 
grow to be anywhere from six to fifteen feet long. 
They can be found in freshwater, swamps, rivers, 
bayous, and brackish marshes (Wernert 1982). 
Alligators were sometimes eaten, but overall, were 
not considered an important food source; instead, 
they were a “curiosity” rather than a food staple 
(Hilliard 1972:88).  Nevertheless, a 1682 account 
of Carolina remarked that, “their Flesh cuts very 
white; the young ones are eatable” (Carroll 1836:2: 
9) and Lawson remarked that some ate alligator “as 
heartily as if it had been Pork and Turneps [sic]” 
(Lefler 1967:58). Alligator has also been identified 
in the faunal collection from the Kendal Plantation 
on the Cape Fear (Steinwachs et al. 2016). One 
alligator tooth was recovered from Feature 14 at 
site 38CH1541.  

 
Black racers (Coluber constrictor) can be 

found in abandoned fields, brushy areas, fields and 
just about any environment from sea level to 7000 
feet.  They are diurnal and eat a variety of foods 
including insects, frogs, lizards, small rodents, and 
birds (Behler and King 1979).  While constrictor 
is not listed as a food, rattlesnake was consumed in 
Mississippi and Texas (Covey and Eisnach 
2009:250).  The snake may also be considered a 
commensal as it would be feeding on rodents. 
 
Amphibian 
  

Narratives reveal that frogs were eaten in 
Georgia (Covey and Eisnach 2009:150). No specific 
information could be located on how frogs were 
prepared by slaves, but legs could have been fried 
of put in stews. One source states that a “mess of 
bullfrog” could not be distinguished from chicken 
(Ferris 2014:46).  
 
Pisces 
 

Seafood was very important to the English 

diet and was very much a part of the culture.  The 
Church of England required its use (Harbury 
2004:87) and Dyer notes that the feast days and 
Lent resulted in “the consumption of meat and fish 
[being] balanced almost equally” (Dyer 1989:58). 
Fish was prepared in stews, pies and prepared by 
roasting, baking, broiling, and boiling (Harbury 
2004:89).   

 
Settlers near the coasts and large rivers 

relied heavily on fish in the diet (Hilliard 1972:48). 
At Mullet Hall, there were a multitude of fish 
species and genera identified among the 
assemblage.  Both fresh water and marine 
species are present.   

 
Fresh water species include unidentified 

perch species (Perciformes), minnow species or 
shiners (Notropis sp.), and catfish species 
(Ictaluridae) along with identified species that 
included brown bullhead catfish (Ictalurus 
nebulosus), white bass (Morone chrysops), bowfin 
(Amia calva), and alligator gar (Atractosteus 
spatula).  

  
Perch and fresh water bass species are 

found primarily in fresh water streams and lakes, 
but perch may also, though more rarely, be found 
in brackish waters. The most common place to find 
perch is in clear open water, containing only 
moderate vegetation (Lee et al. 1980:713).   

 
Very small scales associated with Feature 

14 in site 38CH1541 are thought to be a minnow 
species commonly referred to as shiners. Shiners 
are typically two to three inches long and prefer 
clear creek waters. They are often used at bait for 
catching larger fish such as Walleyes (Boschung et 
al. 1983).  Nevertheless, eating them as small fry 
would also be a possibility.  Southeast narratives 
describe catching minnows and eels from creeks 
located near the plantation (Klippel et al. 2011). 

 
Bullhead catfish species are native to fresh 

waters of North America east of the Rocky 
Mountains and south to Central America. The 
brown bullhead catfish prefer clear water in deep 
pools (Boschung et al. 1983).  
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The bowfin is found in sluggish clear 
waters found off the Carolina Coastal Plain. The 
average size is between 45 and 87 centimeters (Lee 
et al. 1980:53).   

 
Alligator gar was another of the identified 

fresh water fishes.  Gar live in freshwater 
habitats along with estuarine environments. They 
can be found in both fresh and brackish waters of 
swamps, large streams, and coastal inlets (Lee et al. 
1980:49-50). Longnose gar can grow to 150 
centimeters in length. Gar were most likely caught 
with a hook and line, or a trap. 

  
Marine species identified from Mullet Hall 

include flounder species (Paralichthys sp.), drum 
(Sciaenidae), red drum (Sciaenops ocellatus),  sea 
catfish (Ariopsis sp.), hardhead catfish (Arius felis), 
gafftopsail catfish (Bagre marinus), southern 
flounder (Paralichthys lethostigma), summer 
flounder (Paralichthys dentatus), bluefish 
(Pomatomus saltatrix), spotted sea trout 
(Cyannoscion nebulosus), black sea bass 
(Centropristis striata), and striped bass (Morone 
saxatilis).  

 
These fish either spawn in the estuary, use 

it to feed, or use the area as a nursery (Boschung et 
al. 1983). Flounder are bottom dwellers that can 
found along the coast (Robbins et al. 1986). Drum 
are often found in bays and estuarine 
environments, in addition to tidal shores 
(Boschung et al. 1983). The black drum is the 
largest of the drum species weighing up to 109 
pounds, followed by the red drum (Robbins et al. 
1986). Drum present in the faunal collection 
include just the red drum. The sea catfish species is 
commonly used for food (Robbins et al. 1986). Like 
the drum, young catfish are often found in bays, 
estuarine environments, and tidal shores 
(Boschung et al. 1983). Catfish prefer sluggish 
waters, in particular areas of dense vegetation (Lee 
et al. 1980:442). Catfish were a valuable food 
source throughout the south. They could be 
obtained through trapping, trotlines, and set hooks 
(Hilliard 1972:85-86). Both spotted seatrout and 
bluefish can be found in shallow coastal waters 
(Boschung et al. 1983).  Sea bass are found near 

jetties and rocky areas.  The black sea bass is an 
important food item caught often by anglers 
(Boschung et al. 1983). 

 
Fish was an important food source for 

slaves as they had access to the Atlantic Ocean, 
marshes and tidal creeks as well as rivers.  Along 
the coast slaves probably fished throughout the 
year using nets, traps, and hooks.  According to 
historians, traps and nets were used the most. This 
is consistent with the number of net weights 
recovered in the archaeological assemblages. 

 
 Fish were prepared in a variety of ways 

including “open fires in spiders, skillets, and ovens” 
(Covey and Eisnach 2009:128), as well as stewed 
and fried.  Catfish was caught by hook rather than 
net and was a common food source for both owners 
and slaves. Narratives indicate that frying them in 
cornmeal was the preferred cooking choice (Covey 
and Eisnach 2009:129). Other research has shown 
that enslaved cooks cleaned the fish giving the offal 
or entrails to the slaves for food (Ferris 2014).  
 
Crab 

Eight fragments of crab claws were 
recovered at Mullet Hall Plantation.  The remains 
were very fragmented and appeared to be blue 
crab (Callinectus sapidus Rathburn).  Blue crabs 
occupy a variety of estuarine habitat including 
coastal bays and sounds, in addition to inlets and 
coastal waters. In South Carolina, they are available 
year round but burrow in mud or travel to deeper 
waters during cold weather (Hill et al. 1989). 
 
Bivalve 
 

For more information, see the section on 
oysters. 

 
Commensal Species 

 
Commensal species are those animals 

found around and near human habitations, but are 
typically not consumed by humans. Included in this 
are pets, pests, and those animals that eat them. 
The most common examples are rats, mice, dogs, 
amphibians, and snakes.  
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The commensal mammal species present 
at Mullet Hall include dog (Canis familiaris), grey 
fox, (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), and coyote (Canis 
latrans).  While the eastern woodrat (Neotoma 
floridana) was identified, most of the mice and rat 
specimens found in the assemblage could not be 
identified to species.  

 
The common grey fox is usually nocturnal 

and crepuscular but can be seen foraging during 
the day in woody or brushy habitats.  They feed 
heavily on rabbits, mice, voles, and other small 
mammals, as well as birds, insects and some plant 
foods (Whitaker 1997).  They are also known to 
take domestic poultry (Choate et al. 1994).   

 
Coyotes eat similar foods as foxes, but they 

are also known primarily as scavengers.  They 
occupy a variety of environments from grasslands 
to forests (Choate et al. 1994) and can occupy areas 
with dense human habitation (Wilson and Ruff 
1999).  

 
Native to the United States, the medium 

sized eastern woodrat often lives in hollow trees, 
trees dense bushes, and tangles where predators 
cannot reach them (Whitaker 1997).  Slaves used 
rats for bait to trap foxes and at least one author 
argues that the rats common to the rice fields 
became a regular source of roasted meat, being 
consumed by slaves on the same level as birds and 
fish (Heywood 2002). This use of rats for foods is 
based on two premises. First the presence of rats in 
archaeological collections and second the 
ethnographic analogy of historic date that indicates 
rats in the diet of West-Central Africans (Brown 
2012). While still uncertain, rats are eaten in other 
countries today (Meyer-Rochow et al. 2015). 

 
The snakes present include a racer 

species, Coluber constrictor. This diurnal species 
eats insects, frogs, small rodents, and birds (Behler 
and King 1979). This species has been previously 
discussed with reptiles.  

Individual Site Results 

Each of the four sites will be discussed 
individually for species identification.  One of the 

major research questions for this project is: what 
were the food ways of these slaves and did they 
subsist primarily on wild game and fish?  In order 
to address these questions, an inventory and 
analysis of the all site collections was completed.   

 
Before discussing the results of the 

analysis, the sample size of a collection should be 
reiterated. Archaeological faunal collections should 
contain at least 200 individuals (MNI) or 1,400 
identifiable bones (NISP number of identified 
specimens to species) to provide reliable 
interpretations (Grayson 1973; 1984; Wing and 
Brown 1979).  None of the individual collections 
recovered from Mullet Hall Plantation met these 
criteria.  All site analysis included inventory, 
MNI, weight, biomass, fragmentation, 
modifications, and percentages of MNI and 
biomass.  When the site collection was large 
enough, MNI percentages were compared with 
patterns developed for rural, urban, planter, and 
slave occupations (Reitz 1986) to determine if the 
Mullet Hall Plantation sites show similarities. In 
addition, if the sample was large enough, a log-
difference scale was computed for cattle and pig. 

 
38CH1541 
 
 Site 38CH1541 was the largest of the four 
sites, yielding 9,252 bone fragments and had the 
most species present (Table 125) of the four Mullet 
Hall Plantation sites.  This site is primarily 
affiliated with slave activity.  Eleven features 
(Tables 126-136) and 13 block excavations are 
associated with the site.  The flotation of feature 
fill led to the discovery of numerous fish and other 
small animal species.  
 

Overall mammal contributed to 95.99% of 
the total biomass, followed by fish at 1.94%, bird 
with 1.01%, and reptiles at 0.86%.  Frog was also 
represented, but biomass was not determined for 
it as it would be below .01%.  Cattle weight 
totaled 2,375.9 g and 29.27% of the total biomass, 
followed by Equus at 1,128.99 g and 14.88% of the 
total biomass weight.  Pig followed at 552.03 g 
and 7.91% of the total biomass.  Deer ranked 
fourth, representing 3.50% of the total biomass 
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weight.  MNI shows cattle (MNI=26) and pig 
(MNI=24) as the most important meat items, 
followed by deer (MNI=12). Unlike the other sites 
associated with Mullet Plantation, sheep was 
identified in this collection (MNI=2).  Domestic 
mammals were clearly a very important food 
source at site 38CH1541. 

  
Figure 151 illustrates the MNI percentages 

for 38CH1541 compared with Reitz’s urban, rural, 
planter, and slave patterns. The 38CH1541 MNI 
percentages do not show many similarities to the 
slave food ways developed by Reitz (1986).   
The closest similarities are in the use of reptiles 
(slave pattern = 10.4% and 38CH1541=10.8%) and 
in the dependence on domestic birds (slave pattern 
= 3% and 38CH1541 = 4.3%).  Interestingly, the 
percentage of domestic mammals associated with 
38CH1541 (38.4%) is more than the urban pattern 
(28.9%).   
 
 A log-difference scale comparing cattle 
and pig (Figure 152) show an over-representation 
of cranial bones and fore and hind-quarter 
elements with an underrepresentation of axial and 
foot bones.  This finding indicates that if slaves 
were provisioned by plantation owners, they 
received less desirable meat cuts from the cranium 

as well as choice cuts.  Alternatively, we may be 
seeing the mixing of planter and slave refuse. 

Burning was the most prevalent 
modification (Table 137) totaling 546 fragments.  
Fourteen bones had cut marks, ten bones had been 
sawed and one bone showed signs of being 
chopped/hacked.  While most of the bones were 
not identified to species it is interesting that dog 
(Canis familiaris) bones had cut marks and bone 
identified as Equus species may have been sawed.  
This suggests that these animals may have been 
butchered and consumed as food.  
 
38CH1542 
 
 Site 38CH1542 is associated with slave 
activity areas at the site and dates from the mid-
eighteenth century through the early twentieth 
century.  Table 138 presents the results 
combining all the bone recovered from three 
features (Tables 139-141) and the nine blocks 
excavated at site that contained bone. A total of 425 
bones were recovered weighing 606.9 g. Again, 
many of the bone fragments (approximately 75%) 
were extremely fragmented with less than 25% of 
the bone element present.   Despite the small 
size of this collection, it had a diversity of animals 
represented, as Table 138 indicates.   
 

For the site, mammal made up over 92% of 
the biomass weight.  
Cattle (35%) and pig 
(11.0%) dominated this.  
These two were followed 
by Equus species at 7.13%.  
Deer was not very well 
represented by biomass 
weight, accounting for less 
than 2% of the total.  
Following mammal, 
reptiles (5.22%) and aves 
(1.25%) were represented 
next, though in small 
quantities compared to 
mammal.   When MNI is 
considered for the entire 
site (32 total), pig makes 
up 20.00%, cattle 17.14%, 
deer 11.42 % and turtle 

8.51%.  The collection, though small, shows a 

 
Figure 151. MNI percentages for site 38CH1541 compared to Reitz’s patterns 

for urban, rural, planter, and slave sites. 
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tendency towards dependence on domestic 
animals (MNI= 14) rather than wild (MNI =9).  

 
Figure 153 illustrates the MNI percentages 

for 38CH1542 compared with Reitz’s urban, rural, 
planter, and slave patterns. The 38CH1542 MNI 
percentages show similarities for slave food ways 

developed by Reitz (1986) in the dependence on 
wild mammal (28.12% and 24.7%) but is twice the 
percentage when domestic mammals are 

                                
5 Although a prehistoric burial was encountered at this 

compared (43.75% and 20.5%).  
Reptiles are similar in MNI 
percentages with 38CH1542 at 
9.3% and Reitz’s slave pattern at 
10.3%.   Again, the small size 
of the 38CH1542 collection 
makes comparisons with a larger 
sample problematical.  
  

The inventory indicated 
that all of the cattle and pig 
remains were identified by teeth.  
This is reflected in the log-
difference scale (Figure 154) 
that shows over representation 
of cranial and under-
representation of postcranial 
remains. This finding indicates 

that if slave were provisioned by plantation 
owners, they received less desirable meat cuts. One 
problem is that teeth are easier to identify as pig or 
cattle given their unique features.  Cattle as 
herbivores have teeth very different from the 
omnivorous pig. In contrast, highly fragmented 

bones of large mammals 
are very difficult to 
identify to species if 
landmark characteristics 
are not present. 

  
      Modifications 

(Table 142) were limited 
to burning of 70 bones, one 
sawed bone, and four cut 
bones.    
 
Human Remains from 
38CH1542  
 

During analysis of 
the faunal remains from 
site 38CH1542, a single 
human tooth was 

discovered amid the remains of Block G, Level 1 of 
unit 46OR1500. 5  The tooth was inventoried 

site, it was identified in Block J, some considerable 

 
Figure 152. Log-difference scale for pig and cattle from site 38CH1541. 

 
Figure 153. MNI percentages for site 38CH1542 compared to Reitz’s patterns 

for urban, rural, planter, and slave sites. 
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among the rest of the faunal remains and analyzed 
using standards outlined in Buikstra and Ubelaker 
(1994).  The presence of this tooth at the site is 
likely due to its loss as a deciduous (baby) tooth 
and discarded among other refuse.  Since no 

other human remains were found in this area it is 
likely not a disturbed burial.  The results of the 
analysis are summarized in Table 143.  
 

The human tooth was identified as a 
deciduous left central maxillary incisor. The incisor 
appears to be well preserved but has some missing 

                                
distance from Block G, where a brick fireplace was 

enamel along the mesial surface.   
The tooth was identified as 
deciduous due to the fully 
developed crown, surface wear 
on the occlusal surface, and 
absence of a root, which is 
believed to be resorbed (Figure 
155).  The incisor was coded as 
"1" due to the tooth being 
present in the collection, but not 
in occlusion.  The Moorees, 
Fanning, and Hunt system was 
used to determine the 
development of the tooth. The 
tooth development was 
estimated due to the root 
resorption. The central incisor 
was coded as a "14," that 

indicates the tooth would have been fully 
developed, having a closed apex (Moorees et al. 
1963).  There is evidence of wear along the 
occlusal surface of the incisor according to Smith's 
adaptation of the Murphy system.  As seen in 
Figure 155, there is a distinct but thin line of 
dentin visible on the occlusal surface denoting it a 
Stage 2 of wear (Smith 1984). 

 
Age 

 
Using Ubelaker's (1988) sequence for 

aging using dental development, the deciduous 
incisor was determined to have been discarded 
from an individual at the age of 6 years ± 24 
months based upon the full development of the 
tooth with a resorbed root and observable occlusal 
wear. The measurements of the left central incisor 
are shown in Table 143. 

 
Pathologies and Anomalies 

 
Table 143 presents additional data on the 

tooth. There are three instances of taphonomy 
present on the incisor.  First, there is a small 
dental caries present on the mesial surface.  
According to Buikstra and Ubelaker (1994), caries 
"appear as dark eroded regions of the tooth 

encountered. 

 
Figure 154. Log-difference scale for pig and cattle from site 38CH1542. 

  
Figure 155. Deciduous human tooth from Block G, 

Level 1 of unit 46OR1500, site 38CH1542 on 
left. The photo on the right shows the elevated 
ridge on the mesial side (see arrow). Scale is 
in centimeters. 
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enamel" and are a 
common pathology.  The 
caries is coded as a “2” 
from the Moore and 
Corbett system (1971), 
due to being on an 
interproximal surface or 
the mesial surface of the 
incisor.  Second, a 
hypocalcification, or 
opacity, is present on the 
labial surface of the 
incisor. Following 
Buikstra and Ubelaker's 
(1994) descriptions the 
opacity is coded as a “6”, 
meaning it has a discrete 
boundary opacity and is 
brown in color.  Last, 
there is a fracture line apparent on along the long 
axis of the incisor.  It is possible this fracture 
occurred while in occlusion on the juvenile 
individual. This feature is best seen in Figure 155. 
 

Ancestry 
 
Ancestry is very difficult to determine.  

The lingual surface shows evidence of shoveling 
according to descriptions by Scott (1973).  The 
incisor was given a shovel scoring of 2 indicating 
trace elevations of ridges on the labial surface. The 
incisor has an elevated ridge on the mesial side of 
the labial surface as seen in Figure 155. Using Bass 
(1987) for the shovel-shaped feature on the 
median incisor, this feature is present in found 
roughly in 7.6 to 8% of African Americans, 5.2 to 
7.6% of American Whites, and over 75% of Native 
Americans.  Given the location of the tooth in an 
area associated with slave and freedman activity, it 
is proposed that the tooth belonged to a young 
slave or freedman. 
  
38CH2242 
 

The faunal materials recovered from the 
site were from units 220R480 and 360R420 and 
totaled 24 bones.  According to the researchers, 
the site represents a low status slave occupation 

with a mean ceramic date of 1741.72.  The 
assessment of the site as a small slave hamlet is 
based primarily on known artifact patterns 
(Trinkley 2017e:21).  Table 144 presents the 
results combining all the bone recovered from site 
38CH2242.  Twenty-four bones were recovered 
and due to intense fragmentation, only three 
species, deer (Odocoileus virginianus), chicken 
(Gallus gallus), and box turtle (Terrapene carolina) 
could be positively identified.   

 
Deer bone was recovered from the 

360R420 unit (Table 146) and unit 220R480 
(Table 145) and included both mature (unit 
220R480) and immature (unit 360R420) 
specimens creating a MNI of two individuals.  In 
addition to mammal, two other classes, birds (aves) 
and reptile are present in the site collection.  
Both classes are represented by a single bone and 
were associated with the 220R480 unit (Table 
145).  The aves included a fragmented left 
chicken (Gallus gallus) humerus. The reptile is 
represented by the carapace fragment of a box 
turtle (Terrapene carolina) species.   

 
For the site, mammal made up 94.8% of 

the biomass weight followed by bird (3%) and 
reptile (2.1 %).  When MNI is considered for the 
entire site, deer makes up 60%, chicken 20%, and 
turtle 20%. The collection, though small, shows a 

 
Figure 156. MNI percentages for site 38CH2242 compared to Reitz’s patterns 

for urban, rural, planter, and slave sites. 
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major tendency towards dependence on wild 
game, such as deer and turtle, over domesticates 
(cattle, pig, chicken, etc.).   

 
Figure 156 illustrates the MNI percentages 

for 38CH2242 compared with Reitz’s urban, rural, 
planter, and slave patterns. The 38CH2242 MNI 
percentages are different from the MNI pattern for 
slave food ways developed by Reitz (1986).  In 
her slave pattern, fish (36.6 %), wild mammal 
(24.7%), and domestic mammal (25.40 %) 
dominate as food resources.  While both patterns 
for slaves show a heavy dependence on wild 
mammal, no other similarities between the two 
patterns emerge. No fish bones or domestic 
mammals were recovered from 38CH2242, so no 
information is available for comparative purposes.  

 
One difference worthy of note between the 

two slave samples is that Reitz’s sample was 
deposited between 1790 and 1860 (Reitz 
1986:50), while the 38CH2242 sample dates to the 
mid-eighteenth century.  When occupation dates 
are considered, MNI frequencies for the two slave 
patterns do show a continued dependency on wild 
mammals by slaves through time.   Reitz (1986) 
does caution that none of the individual collections 
that were combined to develop the urban, rural, 
planter, and slave patterns had a MNI of 200 or 
more individuals.  A MNI of 200 or more provides 
an indication of a complete vertebrate collection 
for a site (Reitz and Wing 1979:119).   Again, the 
small size of the 38CH2242 collection makes 
comparisons with larger samples problematical.  
 
 Modifications (Table 147) were limited to 
one bone.  Burning was recorded on an 
unidentified mammal fragment from unit 
220R480.  

 
As stressed earlier, the small sample size 

of the 38CH2242 sample should not be expected to 
yield reliable results with respect to interpretation. 
The collection recovered from this small slave 
occupation points more towards a dependency on 
wild game, specifically deer, rather than domestic 
animals and fish.  The presence of a young deer in 
the collection may represent an abandoned fawn 

that could be captured without the use of firearms.  
Hand and net capture of fawns in fields has been 
documented in modern times (Vreeland et al. 
2004).  The presence of chicken in the collection 
is not unexpected and is similar in MNI 
representation to Rietz’s (1986) pattern for slave 
food ways.  
 
38CH2244 

 
Site 33CH2244 has two distinct 

assemblages, including the eighteenth century 
slave settlement and a twentieth century 
Charleston Navy Yard and marsh midden area. 
Only the former is discussed here.   
 
 Table 148 presents the results combining 
all the bone recovered from the eighteenth century 
slave activity site at 38CH2244.  This included 
units 470R950, 470R980, 480R680, 480R840, 
490R950, 500R785, 540R960, Feature 2 (Table 
149), Feature 4 (Table 150), and Feature 5 (Table 
151).   The site (Table 148) yielded 736 bones 
weighing 2,185.17 g. Again, many of the bone 
specimens were fragmented with less than 25% 
present, limiting identification to class in most 
cases.   Interestingly unit 480R680, which was 
excavated as it was thought to represent 
prehistoric activity, yielded no wild animals and 
only domestic cattle and pig (Table 152). 
 

Deer bone was recovered from the 
490R950 unit, unit 500R785, and Feature 2. Cattle 
and or pig was identified in all of the eighteenth 
century units and features.  Other mammals 
identified at the site were grey squirrel (470R950 
and 500R785) and muskrat (490R950).  Turkey 
is the only bird species identified in Feature 4.  
The common box turtle was identified in Feature 2 
and units 490R950 and 500R785.  Unidentified 
fish and crab claws were also in the collection in 
Feature 2. 

 
For the entire site, mammal made up 

99.57% of the biomass weight.  Pig (52.52%) and 
cattle (11.51%) dominated.  Deer was not well 
represented by weight accounting for less than 1% 
of the total biomass weight.  Following mammal, 
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bird (.2%) and fish (.09 %) were represented in 
small quantities compared to mammal.   

  
When MNI is considered for the entire site 

(33 total), pig makes up 36.36%, cattle 24.24 % and 
deer and turtle 9.09 % each.  The collection, 
though small, shows a tendency towards 
dependence on domestic animals (MNI= 21) rather 
than wild (MNI=12) suggesting that plantation 
owners subsidized the slaves with meat.  

 
Figure 157 illustrates the MNI percentages 

for 38CH2244 compared with Reitz’s urban, rural, 
planter, and slave patterns. The 38CH2244 MNI 
percentages show similarities for slave food ways 
developed by Reitz (1986) in the dependence on 
wild mammal (21.8% and 24.7%) but is very high 
when domestic mammals are compared (62.5% 
and 20.5%).  In Reitz’s slave pattern, fish 
(36.6%), wild mammal (24.7%), and domestic 
mammal (25.40%) dominate as food resources.  
While both patterns for slaves show a similar 
dependence on wild mammal, wild birds and 
reptiles are also similar. Like 38CH2242, site 
38CH2244 dates to the mid-eighteenth century. 
The small size of the 38CH2244 collection makes 
comparisons with a larger sample problematical. 

  
In order to understand better the cuts of 

meat available to the slave occupants at 38CH2244 

a log difference scale for 
pig and cattle was 
conducted. If less desirable 
cuts of meat are being 
provisioned to the slaves, 
then head and foot parts 
are expected to be 
overrepresented with 
meatier parts under-
represented.  Figure 158 
shows the results of this 
analysis.  Head remains 
(cranial fragments and 
teeth) are over-
represented in both cattle 
and pig with all other 
elements being under-
represented in cattle 
although the hindfoot is 

overrepresented.  This would suggest that slaves 
had access to the less desirable head and foot cuts 
of cattle meat.  In contrast, pig fore- and 
hindquarters are also overrepresented. One 
possible explanation is that wild hogs are being 
hunted/trapped by slaves and introduced into the 
diet.  Again, the small size of the collection and 
elements used may bias the results but that slaves 
were provisioned with less desirable cuts does 
seem to form a pattern.  

 
 Modifications (Table 153) were limited to 
burning of 73 bones, four sawed bones and one cut 
bone.    
  
Mullet Hall Eighteenth Century Sites Combined 

 
 Since the individual sites from Mullet Hall 
yielded small amounts of bone and MNI less than 
200 individuals, the Mullet Hall Plantation 
proveniences for the eighteenth century slave 
occupations are combined in hopes of better 
understanding the life ways of this population.  
The results, presented in Table 154, show a MNI of 
213, representing some 53 species. The collection 
contained 10,471 specimens with over 6,500 
identified to class and approximately 1,340 
identified to species.  These numbers together 
are close to meeting the minimum requirements, 

 
Figure 157. MNI percentages for site 38CH2244 compared to Reitz’s patterns 

for urban, rural, planter, and slave sites. 
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200 MNI and 1,400 identified to species, suggested 
by researchers (Grayson 1973; 1984; Wing and 
Brown 1979) to provide reliable interpretations.   
  

Mammal was the most represented class 
of animals by biomass percentage (94.25%) 
followed by fish (1.5%) and bird and reptile both 
about 1% each.   When percentage of biomass 

contributed to the diet is 
considered, cattle dominates 
(27.63%), followed by pig 
(14.76%), Equus species 
(9.40%), white-tailed deer 
(4.21%), coastal plain Cooter 
(.31%), chicken (.28%), and 
common box turtle (.27%).  
The most prevalent fish by 
biomass was drum species 
(.27%).  

 
When MNI is compared 

pig (20.28% of MNI), cattle 
(18.86% of MNI), and deer 
(10.38% of MNI) dominate in the 
mammal category followed by 
raccoon (3.8%) and gray squirrel 

(2.8%).  Chicken was the most prevalent bird 
(3.8%) while the common box turtle dominated the 
reptile category (6.1%).  For fish, summer 
flounder dominated (2.8%) followed by Brown 
bullhead catfish (1.9%).  Figure 159 illustrates 
examples of Equus bone and an alligator tooth.   
 

When MNI per-
centages for urban, rural, 
planter, and slave patterns 
devised by Reitz (1986) are 
compared with the combined 
eighteenth century results, 
there are several similarities 
(Figure 160). The eighteenth 
century results are similar to 
Reitz slave pattern in the 
percentage of wild mammals 
(24.7% for slave; 20.7% for 
Mullet Hall), domestic birds 
(3% for slave and 3.8% for 
Mullet Hall), and reptiles 
(10.4% for slave and 10.6% 
for Mullet Hall).  In contrast, 
the Mullet Hall data shows a 
significantly higher frequency 
of domestic mammals when 
compared to the slave pattern 
(20.5% for slave and 42.02% 
for Mullet Hall) as well as 

 
Figure 158. Log-difference scale for pig and cattle from site 38CH2244. 

   
Figure 159. Equus left talus and calcaneus from 380R580 Block A Level 1, 

at site 38CH1541 on the right and an alligator tooth recovered 
from Feature 14, Level 3, 22CH1541 on the right. 
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almost twice as many wild birds (2.1% for slave 
pattern and 4.3 % for Mullet Hall).  Another 
major difference between Reitz’s slave pattern and 
the Mullet Hall assemblage is in fish.  There are 
significantly less fish at the Mullet Hall sample 
(36.6% for slave pattern and 12.5% at Mullet Hall).  
While the combined Mullet Hall sample is 
considered representative based on the MNI and 
the number of elements identified to species, the 
higher frequency of domestic mammal and low 
percentage of fish in the collection is problematical.  
 
 The log-difference scale for cattle and pig 
are presented in Figure 161.  As expected head 
elements are the most represented followed by 
forequarter.  Axial, hindquarter, and foot are 
underrepresented in the sample.  
 
 Finally, modifications are considered for 
the Mullet Hall sample (Table 155).  A total of 725 
bone fragments showed modifications.  Of these, 
95.18% were burned, 2.62% were cut, and 2.06% 
were sawed.  A small percentage of the fragments 
were chopped/hacked (.13%) and no bones 
showed signs of gnawing.  

Conclusions 

The faunal re-
mains recovered from the 
various sites and activity 
areas and features at the 
Mullet Hall Plantation sites 
provided an opportunity 
to examine eighteenth 
century slave lifeways at 
the site.  For this sample, 
10,471 fragments were 
recovered weighing 
11,494.34 grams.  Sam-
ple size for the individual 
sites and features did not 
meet the minimum criteria 
argued for by several 
researchers (Grayson 
1973; 1984; Wing and 
Brown 1979) and present 
possibilities for bias and 
under-representation of 

the faunal materials represented at the site.  
Inferences made based on this individual data 
should be viewed with caution however, such 
inferences are needed in order to answer existing 
questions and develop future questions concerning 
dietary patterns for enslaved groups.  

 
Combining the Mullet Hall Plantation 

eighteenth century samples yielded interesting 
results that are considered more reliable than 
interpretations based solely on the individual sites.  
When MNI percentages are compared, similar 
animal representation exists between Reitz’s 
(1986) slave pattern and the Mullet Hall sample in 
wild mammal, domestic birds, and reptiles.  
Differences, however, are seen between 
commensals and wild bird percentages with the 
Mullet Hall sample having more representation in 
these groups than expected.  In contrast, 
domestic mammals dominate the Mullet Hall 
sample, which is in conflict with Reitz’s (1986) 
pattern for slaves, and there is significantly less fish 
represented at the Mullet Hall Plantation, which is 
unexpected given the site’s proximity to a diversity 
of habitats where fish were available.  

 
The overrepresentation of domestic 

 
Figure 160. MNI percentages for all eighteenth century areas at Mullet Hall 

compared to Reitz’s patterns for urban, rural, planter, and slave sites. 
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mammal and underrepresentation of fish at Mullet 
Hall Plantation requires further investigations, but 
one possible explanation may be associated with 
the early age of the Mullet Hall sites compared with 
the data used by Reitz (1986).  

  
The fragmented nature of much of the 

mammal bone limited identification to species.  
In many cases, skeletal landmarks and features 

used to identify bones to species were not present 
for observation, especially for long bones 
belonging to large mammals.  Because of this 
fragmentation, the observer depended on dentition 
to distinguish between large mammal species.  
Teeth are easier to identify as pig or cattle given 
their unique features.  Cattle, sheep, Equus 
species, and deer as herbivores have some 
similarities in the teeth that can lead to 
misidentification if fragments are being 
considered.  However, all of these species have 
teeth very different from the omnivorous pig so 
they can be distinguished as herbivore or omnivore 
readily.  Small mammals were more likely 
represented by dentition and bone elements where 
landmark characteristics could be used for 
identification. 

 
The recovery methods used can provide 

another problem. Screening can affect the amount 

of fish (and small mammals for that matter) 
represented in a faunal sample.  At Mullet Hall 
Plantation most of the screening was through ¼- 
inch mesh with several features being floated and 
screened through 1.0 mm-mesh screen.  Dry 
screening only often leads to small fish being 
extremely underrepresented (Klippel et al. 2011). 
Probably the most stunning difference for 
38CH1541 when compared to the other collections 

is the amount of fish present.  
When MNI is compared across 
the sites, 12.6% of the 38CH1541 
collection was fish compared 
with 3.2% at 38CH2244.  

  
When screening 

methods at Mullet Hall 
Plantation are compared, dry 
screening yielded only one 
larger fish, bowfin, at site 
38CH1542, two unidentified 
elements at 38CH2244, and no 
fish at site 38CH2242. In 
contrast, flotation methods were 
integrated into collecting 
remains from feature fill at 
38CH1541.  This site yielded 
the majority of the Mullet Hall 
Plantation fish remains totaling 

2,367 fish remains and representing at least 12 
species. 

  
Rat activities need to be considered when 

discussing fish bone preservation. Five rats and 
four mice were identified in the Mullet Hall sample.  
Rats are major destroyers of fish bone at ancient 
sites where they are indigenous or introduced. 
Furthermore, marine fish, with their higher fat 
content, are more likely to be destroyed by rats 
than freshwater fish.  Also eating bone by 
humans, pigs, and dogs leads to a smoothing and 
rounding of the bone (Klippel et al. 2011) which 
may impair identification. 
 
 The log-difference scales for all the slave 
affiliated sites as well as the combined slave 
proveniences indicate an overrepresentation of 
cranial elements.   If less desirable cuts of meat 

 
Figure 161. Log-difference scale for pig and cattle from all eighteenth 

century areas at Mullet Hall. 
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are being provisioned to the slaves, then head and 
foot parts are expected to be overrepresented with 
meatier parts underrepresented. This pattern does 
hold true for cranial elements but not for foot.  
However, the problems with preservation bias 
discussed earlier would apply here as well.  The 
lack of landmark characteristics on postcranial 
elements and the easier identification of dental 
remains may have biased the scale towards 
overrepresentation of cranial remains.   
 

The low percentage of sawed and cut bone 
at Mullet Hall Plantation may be due to the 
difficulties associate with butchering meats.  
Butchers often would locate a convenient joint 
rather than trying to hack or saw through bone.  
Vertebrae have to be severed to divide the carcass 
into right and left sides (Colley 2006).  

 
 The food ways of the enslaved groups 
associated with Mullet Hall Plantation appear to 
have included a variety of wild foods available in 
nearby forests, river, estuarine, and marine 
environments. The results of this analysis also 
indicate that provisioning of meat by plantation 
owners occurred but in most cases the less 
desirable cuts of meat were made available.    
The variety of foods available in the multiple 
habitats of the east coast may have contributed to 
a large degree of self-sufficiency by slaves, a finding 
that has been documented in historical narratives.  
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Table 125.  
Faunal remains from 38CH1541 
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Table 126.  
Faunal remains from Feature 1, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Mammal       
Unidentified Mammal   1 33.33 69 32.11 4.00 
Unidentified Mammal, burned    4 0.48 4.00 
Total Mammal  1 33.33 73 32.59 4.00        
Pisces       
Trout species Salmonidae sp. 1 33.33 1 <0.01 2 
Unidentified Pisces  1 33.33 13 0.01 2.50 
Unidentified Pisces, burned    27 0.02 3.50 
Total Pisces  2 66.66 41 0.03 2.67               
Sample Total  3 99.99 114 32.62 3.33        
Total Unburned Bone    83 32.12 2.83 
Total Burned Bone       31 0.5 3.75 

 

Table 127. 
Faunal remains from Feature 3, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Cattle  Bos taurus 1 6.66 1 1.41 1 
Pig Sus scrofa 1 6.66 15 42.45 3.25 
Commensals       
Mouse Mus sp.  1 6.66 1 >0.01 1 
Wild Mammal       
White-Tailed Deer Odocoileus viriginanus 1 6.66 6 4.02 2 
Opossum Didelphis viriginana 1 6.66 6 2.4 1.2 
Opossum, burned    4 1.13 3.5 
Gray Squirrel  Sciurus carolinensis 1 6.66 5 2.26 1.8 
Unidentified Mammal  1 6.66 74 24.77 2.34 
Total Mammal  7 46.62 112 78.44 2.01        
Aves       
Ring-Necked Duck Aythya colloris 1 6.66 1 0.31 2.00 
Unidentified Aves  1 6.66 22 3.57 3.70 
Total Aves  2 13.32 23 3.88 2.85        
Reptile       
Florida Softshell Turtle Apalone ferox 1 6.66 1 >0.01 4 
Coastal Plain Cooter Pseudemys floridana 1 6.66 1 9.3 3 
Box Turtle  Terrepene carolina 1 6.66 13 4.53 4 
Unidentified Turtle    2 0.81 4 
Unidentified Turtle, burned    1 0.09 4 
Total Reptile  3 19.98 18 14.73 3.8        
Pisces       
Spotted Sea Trout Cynoscion nebulosus 1 6.66 2 0.09 4.00 
Gar Lepisosteidae sp.  1 6.66 2 0.15 1.00 
Unidentified Pisces  1 6.66 844 6.14 1.93 
Unidentified Pisces, burned    1 0.08 1.00 
Total Pisces  3 19.98 849 6.46 1.98        
Miscellaneous       
Miscellaneous Unidentified    705 107.34 4 
Miscellaneous Unidentified burned    245 83.98 4 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    950 191.32 4        
Sample Total  15 100.00 1952 294.83 2.93        
Total Unburned Bone    1701 209.55 2.60 
Total Burned Bone       251 85.28 3.13 
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Table 128. 
Faunal remains from Feature 10, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Mammal       
Raccoon Procyon lotor  1 25 1 0.51 2 
Eastern Cottontail Rabbit Sylvilagus floridanus 1 25 27 6.22 1.6 
Unidentified Mammal    11 6.4 3.5 
Unidentified Mammal, burned    2 2.04 4 
Total Mammal  2 50 27 6.22 1.60        
Aves       
Unidentified Aves  1 25 2 1.83 2 
Total Aves  1 25 2 1.83 2        
Reptile       
Common Box Turtle Terrapene carolina 1 25 2 1.87 2.5 
Total Reptile  1 25 2 1.87 2.5        
Unidentified       
Miscellaneous Unidentified    41 4.46 4 
Miscellaneous Unidentified burned    2 0.09 4 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    43 4.55 4        
Sample Total  4 100 74 14.47 2.53        
Total Unburned Bone    72 14.38 2.52 
Total Burned Bone       2 0.09 4.00 

 

Table 129. 
Faunal remains from Feature 11, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Mammal       
Unidentified Mammal  1 50.00  0.28 3 
Unidentified Mammal burned    1 0.14 4 
Total Mammal  1 50 1 0.42 3.5        
Pisces       
Unidentified Pisces  1 50 5 0.07 2 
Total Pisces  1 50 5 0.07 2        
Unidentified       
Miscellaneous Unidentified    7 0.28 4 
Miscellaneous Unidentified burned    2 0.07 4 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    9 0.35 4        
Sample Total  2 100 15 0.84 3.17        
Total Unburned Bone    12 0.63 3.00 
Total Burned Bone       3 0.21 4.00 
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Table 130. 
Faunal remains from Feature 13, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Cattle Bos taurus 3 30 70 311.85 3.69 
Cattle, burned    1 5.54 4 
Pig Sus scrofa 2 20 9 15.59 2.63 
Wild Mammal       
White-Tailed Deer Odocoileus virginanus 1 10 2 10.51 3.50 
Unidentified Mammal    65 49.68 4.00 
Unidentified Mammal, burned    4 3.51 4.00 
Total Mammal   60 151 396.68 3.64        
Aves       
Unidentified Aves  1 10 10 3.44 4 
Total Aves   10 10 3.44 4        
Pisces       
Brown Bullhead Catfish  Ictalurus  nebulosus 1 10 1 0.16 4 
White Bass Morone chrysops 1 10 1 0.01 1 
White Bass, burned    1 0.05 2 
Summer Flounder Paralichthys dentatus 1 10 56 1.04 1.81 
Catfish  Ictaluridae sp.    1 0.02 2 
Unidentified Pisces    239 8.72 2.56 
Total Pisces   30 299 10 2.23        
Miscellaneous        
Miscellaneous Unidentified    325 15.9 4.00 
Miscellaneous Unidentified, 
burned    1 0.05 4.00 
Total Miscellaneous 
Unidentified    326 15.95 4.00        
Sample Total  10 100 786 426.07 3.47        
Total Unburned Bone    779 416.92 3.02 
Total Burned Bone       7 9.15 3.50 
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Table 131. 
Faunal remains from Feature 14, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Cattle Bos taurus 6 9.67 61 1074.58 3.14 
Cattle, burned    1 4.35 4 
Pig Sus scrofa 7 11.29 80 320.46 2.76 
Sheep Ovis aries 1 1.61 6 9.75 4.00 
Commensals        
Rat Rattus sp. 1 1.61 2 0.09 1.00 
Mouse Mus sp.  1 1.61 1 0.04 2.00 
Wild Mammal       
White-Tailed Deer Odocoileus virginanus 6 9.67 27 184.16 2.57 
Raccoon Procyon lotor 2 3.22 4 11.47 2.00 
Opossum Didelphis virginana 1 1.61 2 2.89 3.00 
Eastern Cottontail Rabbit Sylvilagus floridanus 1 1.61 2 0.3 1.00 
Gray Squirrel  Sciurus carolinesis 2 3.22 4 1.78 2.00 
Unidentified Mammal    516 958.75 3.76 
Unidentified Mammal, burned    31 37.28 3.86 
Total Mammal  28 45.12 737 2605.9 2.70        
Aves       
Chicken Gallus gallus domesticus 4 6.45 16 11.28 2.73 
Chicken, burned    1 0.12 3 
Turkey Melegris gallopavo 2 3.22 1 0.23 1 
Turkey, burned    1 0.96 1 
Ruddy Duck  Oxyura jamaicensis 1 1.61 1 0.21 2 
Owl  Strigidae sp.  1 1.61 1 1.16 2 
Unidentified Aves  5 8.06 66 30.49 3.14 
Unidentified Aves, burned    1 0.01 4 
Total Aves  13 20.95 88 44.46 2.36        
Reptile       
Alligator Alligator mississippiensis 1 1.61 1 3.75 1.00 
River Cooter Pseudemys concinna 1 1.61 3 6.86 4.00 
Common Box Turtle  Terrepene carolina  1 1.61 2 3.15 4.00 
Total Reptile  3 4.83 6 13.76 3.00        
Pisces       
Brown Bullhead Catfish  Ictalurus  nebulosus 2 3.22 13 5.35 2.2 
Alligator Gar Atractosteus spatula  1 1.61 9 1.73 1 
Bowfin Amia calva 2 3.22 2 1.66 3 
Sea Catfish Ariidae sp.  2 3.22 3 1.42 1.33 
Hardhead Catfish Ariopsis felis  1 1.61 2 0.61 4 
Gar Lepisosteidae sp.    12 1.18 1.4 
Catfish sp. Ictaluridae sp.    11 1.58 2 
Unidentified perch Perca sp. 1 1.61 Trace <.001  
Minnow species/Shiners Notropis sp. 1 1.61 Trace <.001  
Striped Bass Morone saxatilis 2 3.22 2 1.48 2.5 
White Bass Morone chrysops 1 1.61 2 0.33 1 
Southern Flounder Paralichthys lethostigma 1 1.61 1 3.28 1 
Summer Flounder Paralichthys dentatus 1 1.61 159 2.26 1.19 
Flounder Paralichthys sp.    1 0.28 1 
Unidentified Perciformes Perciformes sp.    5 0.17 1 
Bluefish Pomatomus saltarix 1 1.61 1 0.11 3 
Drum Sciaenidae sp.    19 20.21 2.07 
Red Drum Sciaenops ocellatus 1 1.61 1 0.05 1 
       
Unidentified Pisces    828 42.32 2.20 
Total Pisces  17 27.37 1071 84.02 1.82        
Amphibian       
Frog Anura sp.  1 1.61 1 0.03 2.00 
Total Amphibian  1 1.61 1 0.03 2.00        
Miscellaneous        
Miscellaneous Unidentified    839 129.02 4.00 
Miscellaneous Unidentified, burned    57 15.73 4.00 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    896 144.75 4.00        
Sample Total  124 99.88 2799 2892.92 2.65        
Total Unburned Bone    2707 2834.47 2.21 
Total Burned Bone       92 58.45 3.31 
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Table 132. 
Faunal remains from Feature 15, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Cattle Bos taurus 1 20 1 127.77 3.00 
Pig Sus scrofa 1 20 1 0.43 4.00 
Commensal       
Rat Rattus sp.  1 20 2 0.08 2.50 
Unidentified Mammal    7 1.8 4.00 
Unidentified Mammal, burned    1 1.4 4.00 
Total Mammal       

       
Aves       
Unidentified Aves  1 20 2 0.27 4.00 
Total Aves       

       
Pisces       
Gar Lepisosteidae sp. 1 20 1 0.03 2.00 
Unidentified Pisces    16 0.15 3.00 
Total Pisces       

       
Miscellaneous       
Unidentified Miscellaneous    54 2.11 4.00 
Unidentified Miscellaneous, burned    6 0.35 4.00 
Total Miscellaneous       

  5 100 91 134.39 3.45        
Total Unburned Bone    84 132.64 3.31 
Total Burned Bone       7 1.75 4.00 

 

Table 133. 
Faunal Remains from Feature 16, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Pig Sus scrofa 1 25 1 0.82 1 
Wild Mammal       
Unidentified Mammal    3 2.8 4 
Unidentified Mammal, burnt    7 2.16 4 
Total Mammal  1 25 11 5.78 3        
 Aves       
Common starling Sturnus vulgaris 1 25 1 0.14 3 
Unidentified Aves    4 1.09 4 
Total Aves  1 25 5 1.13 3.5        
Pisces       
Summer flounder Paralichthys dentatus 2 50 11 0.05 2.5 
Unidentified Pisces    10 0.15 2.2 
Total Pisces  2 50 21 0.2 2.3        
Miscellaneous       
Unidentified Miscellaneous    50 1.1 4 
Unidentified Miscellaneous, 
burnt    13 0.11 4 
Total Miscellaneous    63 1.21 4        
Sample Total  4 100 100 8.32 3.2        
Total Unburned Bone    79 5.23 3.5 
Total Burned Bone       21 3.09 3.1 
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Table 134. 
Faunal remains from Feature 17, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus  Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Cattle Bos taurus 2 14.28 6 30.35 1.33 
Pig Sus Scrofa 2 14.28 6 7.07 3 
Wild Mammal       
Canis Canis sp. 1 7.14 4 3.31 3 
Rat Rattus sp. 1 7.14 7 0.15 1.8 
Unidentified Mammal    24 39.61 4 
Unidentified Mammal, burnt    1 0.64 4 
Total Mammal  6 42.84 48 81.13 2.86        
 Aves       
Turkey Melegris gallopavo 1 7.14 1 0.57 4 
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 1 7.14 1 0.18 3 
Unidentified Aves    11 0.64 3.6 
Total Aves  2 14.28 13 1.39 3.53        
Reptiles       
River Cooter Pseudemys concinna 1 7.14 1 1.28 4.0 
Total Reptile  1 7.14 1 1.28 4        
Pisces       
Summer flounder Paralichthys dentatus 2 14.28 7 0.04 2.5 
Unidentified Black Bass  Micropterus sp. 1 7.14 1 0.02 2 
Gar Lepisosteidae sp. 1 7.14 6 0.08 4.0 
Unidentified Pisces    37 0.4 2.6 
Unidentified Pisces, burnt    3 0.03 3.0 
Total Pisces  4 28.56 54 0.57 2.82        
Malacostraca       
Blue crab  Callinectes sapidus Rathburn 1 7.14 2 3.12 2.5 
Total Malacostraca  1 7.14 2 3.12 2.5        
Miscellaneous       
Unidentified Miscellaneous    101 6.45 4 
Unidentified Miscellaneous, burnt    5 0.63 4 
Total Miscellaneous   0.00 106 7.08 4        
Sample Total  14 99.96 224 94.57 3.3        
Total Unburned Bone    214 92.34 3.08 
Total Burned Bone       10 2.23 3.57 
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Table 135. 
Faunal remains from Feature 18, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Cattle Bos taurus 2 22.22 2 35.19 2.5 
Commensals       
Rat Rattus sp.  1 11.11 2 0.05 2 
Wild Mammal       
White-Tailed Deer Odocoileus virginanus 2 22.22 3 13.85 3.00 
Raccoon Procyon lotor 1 11.11 1 0.47 2.00 
Unidentified Mammal    12 2.6 4.00 
Total Mammal  6 66.66 20 52.16 2.70        
Aves       
Unidentified Aves  1 11.11 1 0.13 4 
Total Aves  1 11.11 1 0.13 4        
Reptile        
Common Box Turtle Terrepene carolina 1 11.11 1 1.16 4.00 
Total Reptile  1 11.11 1 1.16 4.00        
Pisces       
Unidentified Pisces  1 11.11 3 >0.01 1 
Total Pisces  1 11.11 3 0 1.00        
Miscellaneous        
Unidentified Miscellaneous    13 2.15 4.00 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    13 2.15 4.00        
Sample Total  9 99.99 38 55.6 3.14        
Total Unburned Bone       38 55.6 3.14 

 

 

Table 136. 
Faunal remains from Feature 19, 38CH1541 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Mammal       
Cattle Bos taurus 1 33 1 12.21 3.00 
Unidentified Mammal     6 1.61 4.00 
Total Mammal  1 33 7 13.82 3.50        
Aves       
Unidentified Aves  1 33 1 0.03 4.00 
Total Aves  1 33 1 0.03 4.00        
Pisces       
Unidentified Pisces  1 33 1 >0.01 1.00 
Total Pisces  1 33 1 0 1.00        
Miscellaneous       
Unidentified Miscellaneous    5 0.15 4.00 
Miscellaneous Total     5 0.15 4.00        
Sample Total  3 99 14 14 3.13        
Total Unburned Bone       14 14 3.13 
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Table 138. 
Faunal remains from 38CH1542 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  Biomass  Biomass 

  # % of Bones gms Fragment kg % 
            Size     
Mammals         
Human  Homo sapiens  1 2.80 1 0.23 2 0.0070 0.08 
Domestic Mammals         
Pig Sus scrofa 7 20.00 32 55.75 3.09 0.9807 11.06 
Cattle Bos taurus 6 17.14 40 200.55 2.86 3.1040 35.00 
Horse/Donkey/Mule Equus sp. 1 2.80 1 34.26 1 0.6327 7.13 
Commensals         
Mouse Mus sp. 1 2.80 2 >.01 1  0.00 
Eastern Woodrat Neotoma floridana 1 2.80 1 0.06 1 0.0021 0.02 
Gray Fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus 1 2.80 2 3.42 3.5 0.0795 0.90 
Coyote Canis latrans 1 2.80 1 0.24 4 0.0073 0.08 
Wild Mammals         
Deer Odocoileus virginianus 4 11.42 4 8.87 2 0.1875 2.11 
Eastern Cottontail Rabbit Sylvilagus floridanus 1 2.80 8 3.61 1.67 0.0835 0.94 
Gray Squirrel  Sciurus carolinensis 1 2.80 4 2.34 2 0.0565 0.64 
Raccoon Procyon lotor 2 5.71 3 7.5 2 0.1609 1.81 
Opossum Didelphis viriginana 1 2.80 1 0.84 1 0.0225 0.25 
Unidentified Mammal    155 176.83 4.00 2.8700 32.39 
Total Mammal  28 79.47 255 494.5 2.22 8.1942 92.41          
Aves         
Chicken  Gallus gallus domesticus 1 2.80 1 5.19 1 0.09137 1.03 
Unidentified Aves    3 0.96 1 0.0197 0.22 
Total Aves  1 2.80 4 6.15 1 0.11107 1.25          
Reptile         
Musk Turtle Sternotherus odoratus 1 2.80 1 0.64 4 0.0235 0.26 
Common Box Turtle  Terrapene carolina 2 5.71 12 18.15 4 0.2205 2.49 
Unidentified Turtle  Terrapene sp.   13 18.79 4 0.2185 2.46 
Total Reptile  3 8.51 13 18.79 4 0.4625 5.21          
Pisces         
Bowfin Amia calva 1 2.80 5 1.2 4 0.0342 0.39 
Unidentified Pisces    3 0.43 2 0.0146 0.16 
Total Pisces  1 2.80 8 1.63 3.5 0.0488 0.55          
Malacostraca         
Blue crab  Callinectes sapidus Rathburn 1 2.80 5 1.53 1 0.0480 0.54 
Total Malacostraca  1 2.80 5 1.53 1 0.0480 0.54          
Maxillopoda         
Unidentified Barnacles  1 2.80 3 3.61 1   
Total Maxillopoda  1 2.80 3 3.61 1            
Unidentified         
Unidentified Miscellaneous     134 94.25 3.81   
Unidentified Miscellaneous burned    36 18.15 4   
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified   170 112.4 3.91            
Sample Total  35 99.18 425 606.9 3.80 17.73 99.92          
Total Unburned bone    389 588.75 2.58   
Total Burned Bone       36 18.15 4     
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Table 139. 
Faunal remains from Feature 1, 28CH1542 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammal       
Pig Sus scrofa 1 16.66 2 7.81 4 
Commensals        
Eastern Woodrat Neotoma floridana 1 16.66 1 0.06 1 
Unidentified Mammal    5 10.4 4 
Wild Mammals       
Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus 1 16.66 8 3.61 1.67 
Raccoon Procyon lotor 1 16.66 1 1.31 2 
Total Mammal  4 66.64 17 23.13 1.835        
Aves       
Unidentified Aves    3 0.96 1 
Total Aves    3 0.96 1        
Pisces       
Bowfin Amia calva 1 16.66 5 1.2 4 
Total Pisces  1 16.66 5 1.2 4        
Maxillopoda       
Unidentified  Maxillopoda Barnacles    3 3.61 1 
Total Maxillopoda    3 3.61 1        
Malacostraca       
Unidentified Malacostraca Callinectes sapidus Rathburn 1  5 1.53 1 
Total Malacostraca  1  5 1.53 1        
Unidentified       
Unidentified Miscellaneous     25 11.63 4 
Unidentified Miscellaneous burned    4 0.15 4 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    30 11.84 3.63        
Sample Total  6 99.96 63 42.27 2.08        
Total Unburned bone    58 42.12 2.14 
Total Burned Bone       4 0.15 4 

 

Table 140. 
Faunal remains from Feature 2, 38CH1542 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammals       
Cow Bos taurus 1 100 1 1.67 4 
Total Mammal  1 100 1 1.67 4        
Miscellaneous       
Unidentified Miscellaneous burned    2 0.61 4 
Total Miscellaneous     2 0.61 4        
Sample Total  1  3 4.64 4 
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Table 141. 
Faunal remains from Feature 3, 38CH1542 

 
Common Name Genus, 

Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammals       
Cow Bos taurus 1 33.33 6 24.52 2 
Pig Sus scrofa 1 33.33 1 0.75 3 
Commensals       
Mouse Mus sp. 1 33.33 2 >0.01 1 
Unidentified Mammal    1 1.59 4 
Total Mammal  3 99.99 10 26.86 2.5        
Pisces       
Unidentified Pisces    2 <0.01 1 
Total Pisces    2 <0.01 1        
Miscellaneous       
Unidentified Miscellaneous     14 <0.01 4 
Unidentified Miscellaneous burned    4 0.05 4 
Total Miscellaneous     18 0.05 4        
Sample Total  3 99.99 30 26.91 2.5        
Total Unburned bone    26 26.86 2.28 
Total Burned Bone       4 0.05 4 

 

Table 142. 
Modified bone from 38CH1542 

 
Provenience    Sawed Cut Burned 
430R810 Plowzone Unid Mammal   6 
430R820 Plowzone Misc Unid   2 
440R800 Plowzone Unid Mammal   6 
440R810 plowzone Misc Unid   5 
440R820 Plowzone Misc Unid   9 
450R1520 Level 1 Unid Mammal  2 5 
450R780 Plowzone Unid Mammal   3 
450R890 Level 1 Misc Unid   5 
450R900 Level 1 Misc Unid   3 
460R1600 Level 1 Unid Mammal  1  
460R890 Plowzone Unid Mammal   7 
460R900 Plowzone Misc Unid   4 
465R790 Plowzone Unid Mammal   5 
470R1500 Unid Mammal 1   
530R990 Plowzone Unid Mammal   1 
550R1185 Plowzone Unid Mammal   1 
620R1540 Plowzone Unid Mammal  1  
Feature 1 Misc Unid   4 
Feature 3 Misc Unid   4      
Site Total   1 4 70 
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Table 143. 
Measurements on tooth recovered from Block G, Level 1 of Unit 46OR1500, 38CH1542 

 
Tooth Presence Development Wear Caries 

Maxillary Left Central  Incisor  1 14 2 2 
         
 Hypoplasia  Opacity Mesiodistal  Buccolingual  
 color   Diameter Diameter 
 Brown 6 7.04 mm 5.29 mm 
          

Codes (based on Buikstra and Ubelaker 1994)     
1-Present but not in occlusion 2-Caries on interproximal surface  
14-Apex closed 3-Semi-shoveling   
2- Hairline dentin exposure 6-Opacity is discrete        

 

Table 144. 
Faunal remains from 38CH2242 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  Biomass  Biomass 

  # % of Bones gms Fragment kg % 
            Size     
Wild Mammal         
Deer Odocoileus virginianus 3 60 9 19.92 3 0.3884 56.8          
Unidentified mammal    6 12.72 4 0.2594 38.0 
Total Mammal  3 60 15 32.64 3.5 0.6478 94.8          
Aves         
Chicken Gallus gallus domesticus 1 20 1 1.0 3 0.0204 3.0 
Total Aves  1 20 1 1.0 3 0.0204 3.0          
Reptile         
Box Turtle Terrapene carolina 1 20 1 0.32 4 0.0147 2.1 
Total Reptile  1 20 1 0.32 4 0.0147 2.10          
Unidentified          
Miscellaneous unidentified    7 3.63 4   
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    7 3.63 4            
Sample Total  5 100 24 37.59 3.61 1.3658 99.9          
Total Unburned Bone    23 37.07    

 

Table 145. 
Faunal remains from 38CH2242, 220R480 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Wild Mammal       
Deer  Odocoileus virginianus 1 33.33 2 5.45 4 
Unidentified mammal    1 0.52 4 
Total Mammal  1 33.33 3 5.97 4        
Aves       
Chicken Gallus gallus domesticus 1 33.33 1 1.0 3 
Total Aves  1 33.33 1 1.0 3        
Reptile       
Turtle Terrapene carolina 1 33.33 1 0.32 4 
Total Reptile  1 33.33 1 0.32 4        
Unidentified        
Miscellaneous unidentified    3 0.23 4 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    3 0.23 4        
Sample Total  3 99.99 8 7.52 3.9        
Total Unburned Bone    7 7 3.8 
Total Burned Bone       1 0.52 4 
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Table 146. 
Faunal remains from 38CH2242, 360R420 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Mammals       
Deer Odocoileus virginianus 2 100 7 14.47 3 
Unidentified mammal    5 12.2 4 
Total Mammal  2 100 12 26.67 3.5        
Unidentified        
Miscellaneous unidentified    4 3.4 4 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    4 3.4 4        
Sample Total  2 100 16 30.07 3.7        
Total Unburned Bone    16 30.07 3.7 
Total Burned Bone       0 0 0 

 

Table 147. 
Bone modifications at 38CH2242 

 
 Burned 
Unidentified Mammal 1 
Totals 1 
% of NISP (24 total) 4.10 

 

Table 148. 
Faunal remains from eighteenth century areas, 38CH2244 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  Biomass  Biomass 

  # % of Bones gms Fragment kg % 
            Size     
Domestic Mammals          
Cattle Bos taurus 8 24.24 42 427.69 3 2.2600 11.46 
Pig Sus scrofa 12 36.36 95 888.10 3 10.3085 52.29 
Wild Mammals         
Deer  Odocoileus virginianus 3 9.09 15 116.57 3 0.1533 0.78 
Gray Squirrel Sciurus carolinesis 2 6.06 3 1.79 2 0.0394 0.19 
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus 1 3.03 1 1.57 3 0.0444 0.22 
Unidentified Mammal    564 727.85 4 6.825 34.62 
Total Mammal  26 78.78 720 2163.57 3 19.6306 99.56          
Aves         
Turkey Meleagris gallopavo 1 3.03 2 2.12 1 0.0404 0.2 
Unidentified Aves  1 3.03 1 0.23 4 0.0053 0.02 
Total Aves  2 6.06 3 2.35 2.5 0.0457 0.22          
Reptile         
Common Box Turtle Terrapene carolina 3 9.09 3 2.50 4 0.0109 0.05 
Total Reptile  3 9.09 3 2.50 4 0.0109 0.05          
Pisces  `       
Unidentified Pisces  1 3.03 2 0.9 4 0.0180 0.09 
Total Pisces  1 3.03 2 0.9 4 0.0180 0.09          
Malacostraca         
Blue crab  Callinectes sapidus Rathburn 1 3.03 1 0.2 4 0.0068 0.03 
Total Malacostraca  1 3.03 1 0.2 4 0.0068 0.03          
Unidentified          
Miscellaneous unidentified   7 15.65 4   
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified   7 15.65 4            
Sample Total  33 99.99 736 2185.17 3.8 19.712 99.94          
Total Unburned Bone    663 2000.46    
Total Burned Bone       73 184.71       

 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND
 

 

 

 
498 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 149. 
Faunal remains from Feature 2, 38CH2244 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammals        
Cattle Bos taurus 1 10 13 281.03 3.38 
Pig Sus scrofa 4 40 65 705.67 2.13 
Wild Mammals       
Deer  Odocoileus virginianus 1 10 10 90.79 3.75 
Unidentified mammal    270 428.52 3.92 
Total Mammal  1 60 358 1506.01 3.295        
Aves       
Unidentified Aves  1 10 1 0.23 4 
Total Aves  1 10 1 0.23 4        
Reptile       
Turtle Terrapene carolina 1 10 1 1.22 4 
Total Reptile  1 10 1 1.22 4        
Pisces  `     
Unidentified Pisces  1 10 2 0.9 4 
Total Pisces  1 10 2 0.9 4        
Crab       
Unidentified Crab  1 10 1 0.2 4 
Total Crab  1 10 1 0.2 4        
Sample Total  10 100 363 1508.56 3.6        
Total Unburned Bone    340 1369.69  
Total Burned Bone       23 138.87   

 

Table 150. 
Faunal remains from Feature 4, 38CH2244 

 
Common Name Genus, Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Domestic Mammals        
Cattle Bos taurus 1 33.3 1 1.58 4 
Pig Sus scrofa 1 33.3 1 3.93 1 
Unidentified mammal    1 2.73 4 
Total Mammal  2 66.6 3 8.24 9        
Aves       
Turkey Meleagris gallopavo 1 33.3 2 2.12 1 
Total Aves  1 33.3 2 2.12 1        
Unidentified        
Miscellaneous unidentified    6 14.91 4 
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified    6 14.91 4        
Sample Total  3 99.9 11 25.27 14.0        
Total Unburned Bone    10 23.92  
Total Burned Bone       1 1.35   
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Table 151. 
Faunal remains from Feature 5, 38CH2244  

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Mammals       
Pig Sus scrofa 1 100 1 0.59 4 
Unidentified mammal    5 1.5 4 
Total Mammal    6 2.09 4        
Sample Total  1 100 6 2.09 4        
Total Unburned Bone    6 2.09  
Total Burned Bone       0 0   

 

Table 152. 
Faunal remains from 38CH2244, 480R680 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Average  

  # % of Bones gms Fragment 
            Size 
Mammals       
Pig Sus scrofa 2 100 20 164.92 2.1 
Unidentified mammal    74 55.5 4 
Total Mammal  2 100 94 220.42 3.05        
Sample Total  2 100 94 220.42 3.05        
Total Unburned Bone    87 218.87  
Total Burned Bone       7 1.55   

 

Table 153. 
Bone modifications at eighteenth century areas at 38CH2244 

 
Provenience Class/species Sawed Cut Burned 

Feature 2 Odocoileus virginianus 2 1  
 Sus scrofa 1   
 Bos taurus   1 
 Unid Mammal   22 

480R680 Unid Mammal 1  7           
470R980 Misc Unid   1 
540R960 Unid Mammal   3 
Feature 4 Misc Unid   1 
490R950 Unid Mammal   6 
470R950 Unid Mammal   3 
480R840 Unid Mammal   7 
500R785 Unid Mammal   21 

 Odocoileus virginianus   1      
18th Century Site Total   4 1 73 
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Table 154. 
Eighteenth Century slave affiliated sites combined 

 
Common Name Genus Species MNI MNI Number Weight Biomass Biomass 
    # % of Bones gms kg % 
Mammals        
Human  Homo sapiens  1 0.46 1 0.23 NA NA 
Domestic Mammals        
Horse, Donkey, Mule Equus sp.  2 0.94 24 1163.25 15.1044 9.40 
Cattle  Bos taurus 40 18.86 342 3014.03 35.5822 27.63 
Pig Sus scrofa 43 20.28 332 1500.4 18.9992 14.76 
Sheep Ovis aries 2 0.92 7 11.25 0.2322 0.19         
Commensals         
Dog Canis familiaris 1 0.46 26 38.15 0.6971 0.54 
Gray Fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus 1 0.46 2 3.42 0.0795 0.06 
Coyote Canis latrans 1 0.46 1 0.24 0.0072 0.005 
Unidentified Canid Canidae sp. 1 0.46 5 3.9 0.0895 0.07 
Rat Rattus sp.  4 1.9 13 0.37 0.0107 0.01 
Mouse Mus sp.  3 1.4 4 0.05 0.0017 0.001 
Eastern Woodrat Neotoma floridana 1 0.46 1 0.06 0.0020 0.001         
Wild Mammals        
White-Tailed Deer Odocoileus virginianus 22 10.38 61 370.95 5.3998 4.21 
Raccoon Procyon lotor 8 3.8 11 21.38 0.4140 0.32 
Opossum Didelphis virginiana 3 1.4 13 7.26 0.1566 0.12 
Eastern Cottontail Rabbit Sylvilagus floridanus 3 1.4 37 10.13 0.2113 0.17 
Gray Squirrel  Sciurus carolinensis 6 2.8 16 8.17 0.1741 0.13 
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus 1 0.46 1 1.57 0.0444 0.03 
Unidentified Mammal    3171 4116.71 47.1080 36.60 
Total Mammal  143 67.30 4068 10271.52 124.3139 94.25         
Aves        
Ring-Necked Duck  Aythya collaris 1 0.46 1 0.31 0.0070 0.005 
Chicken Gallus gallus domesticus 8 3.8 25 23.24 0.3574 0.28 
Turkey Melegris gallopavo 4 1.9 6 4.51 0.0804 0.06 
Ruddy Duck  Oxyura jamaicensis 1 0.46 1 0.12 0.0029 0.002 
Common Starling Sturnus vulgaris 1 0.46 1 0.14 0.0034 0.002 
Owl Strigidae sp.  1 0.46 1 1.16 0.0233 0.02 
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 1 0.46 1 0.18 0.0042 0.003 
Unidentified Aves    141 48.34 0.6961 0.54 
Total Aves  17 8.00 177 78 1.1747 0.91         
Reptile        
Alligator Alligator mississippiensis 1 0.46 1 3.75 0.0864 0.06 
Southern Black Racer Coluber constrictor priapus  1 0.46 1 0.3 0.0041 0.003 
Florida Softshell Turtle  Trionyx ferox 1 0.46 1 >0.01 0.0000 0.00 
Coastal Plain Cooter Pseudemys floridana 3 1.4 9 44.72 0.4035 0.31 
River Cooter Pseudemys concinna 2 0.92 4 8.14 0.1289 0.10 
Common Box Turtle  Terrepene carolina 13 6.1 37 35.37 0.3448 0.27 
Musk Turtle Sternotherus odoratus 1 0.46 1 0.64 0.0234 0.02 
Unidentified Turtle Terrapene sp.   22 20.96 0.2428 0.19 
Total Reptile  22 10.26 76 113.88 1.2339 0.95         
Amphibian        
Frog Anura sp.  1 0.46 1 0.03 0.0017 0.001 
Total Amphibian   1 0.46 1 0.03 0.0017 0.001         
Pisces        
Brown Bullhead Catfish  Ictalurus  nebulosus 4 1.9 15 5.75 0.1051 0.08 
Catfish sp. Ictaluridae sp.   13 1.72 0.0334 0.02 
Sea Catfish Ariidae sp.   3 1.42 0.0278 0.021 
Hardhead Catfish Arius felis 1 0.46 2 0.61 0.0124 0.01 
Gafftopsail catfish Bagre marinus 1 0.46 1 2.25 0.0431 0.03 
Bowfin Amia calva 3 1.4 7 2.86 0.0691 0.05 
Alligator Gar Atractosteus spatula 1 0.47 11 1.82 0.0484 0.03 
Gar Lepisosteidae sp.    21 1.44 0.0402 0.03 
Unidentified perch Perca sp. 1 0.46 Trace <.001 0.0000 0.00 
Minnow species/Shiners Notropis sp. 1 0.46 Trace <.001 0.0000 0.00 
Striped Bass Morone saxatilis 2 0.92 2 1.48 0.0381 0.03 
White Bass Morone chrysops 2 0.92 4 0.38 0.0123 0.01 
Black Bass Micropterus sp.   1 0.02 0.0010 0.000 
Southern Flounder Paralichthys lethostigma 1 0.46 2 4.16 0.0935 0.07 
Summer Flounder Paralichthys dentatus 6 2.8 232 2.51 0.0596 0.04 
Flounder  Paralichthys sp.   1 0.28 0.0084 0.006 
Spotted Seatrout  Cyannoscion nebulosus 1 0.46 2 0.09 0.0065 0.005 
Unidentified Perciformes Perciformes sp.    5 0.17 0.0063 0.004 
Bluefish  Pomatomus saltatrix 1 0.46 1 0.11 0.0044 0.003 
Trout species Salmonidae sp.      1 >0.01 0.0000 0.00 
Drum  Sciaenidae sp.   19 20.21 0.3595 0.27 
Red Drum  Sciaenops ocellatus 1 0.46 1 0.05 0.0042 0.003 
Unidentified Pisces    2023 60.87 0.9889 0.76 
Total Pisces  26 12.09 2367 108.2 1.9622 1.47         
Malacostraca        
Blue crab  Callinectes sapidus Rathburn 3 1.4 8 4.85 0.1162 0.1 
Total Malacostraca  3 1.4 8 4.85 0.1162 0.1         
Maxillopoda        
Unidentified Barnacles  1 0.46 3 3.61   
Total Maxillopoda                
Unidentified        
Unidentified Miscellaneous    3771 914.25   
Total Miscellaneous Unidentified   3771 914.25           
Sample Total  213 99.97 10471 11494.34 128.8026 98.00         
Total Unburned bone    9781 11013.62   
Total Burned Bone       690 480.72     
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Table 155. 
Number and percentages of bone modifications for eighteenth century slave sites 

 
  Sawed Cut Burned Chopped/Hacked Total 

Number 15 19 690 1 725 
Total Modified Percentage 2.06 2.62 95.18 0.13 99.99 
Total Site Percentage 0.14 0.18 6.6 0.009 6.929 
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Methodology 
 It doesn’t seem that archaeologists often 
review their success and failure in summaries. 
Most present a cheerful analysis in which virtually 
all research questions have been fully addressed. 
We think that a more honest appraisal would 
benefit research and further, it seems unlikely that 
every investigation is a brilliant success. We, 
however, do not necessarily believe that the 
absence of success is failure. Therefore, our first 
discussion will involve “missed opportunities” at 
Mullet Hall. 

Missed Opportunities 
 We identify at least four.  
 

The first is that in spite of a very extensive 
reconnaissance, intensive survey, and additional 
testing during data recovery, we failed to 
appreciate fully the extent of plow disturbance. 
Bemoaning such disturbance at open sites is akin 
to complaining about demolition at urban sites. 
Plowing comes with the territory and there are 
more than ample examples of plowed sites that 
have produced extraordinary features.  

 
This is at least partially the result of testing 

methodology in archaeology that is not especially 
effective at evaluating feature preservation. The 
best approach to determining feature preservation 
is the excavation of large blocks. Of course, 
mechanical stripping can quickly provide this 
information, but in the process you may eliminate 
what data the site can provide, all in a vain quest 
for what does not exist.  

 
This issue was overcome at 38CH1543 by 

first conducting block excavations and following 

that by complete site stripping. While plowing was 
still a significant issue, this approach did allow us 
to both collect adequate artifacts for issues such as 
mean dating and pattern analysis, while also 
understanding site layout. 
 
 At 38CH1541 we found the best 
preservation at the field edge, where plowing had 
built up a very deep plowzone capable of 
protecting buried features. More careful analysis of 
topography, auger test data, and site formation 
would likely have allowed us to spend more time in 
these areas. However, limiting investigation to this 
narrow strip would also have overlooked a variety 
of other site areas and the contributions they could 
make to understanding the site.  
 
 A second missed opportunity is that of 
examining a Native American burial that could 
contribute significant information on statue, diet, 
disease, and burial practices. Such an examination 
could contribute greatly to our understanding of 
Native groups immediately prior to the European 

Table 156. 
Comparison of shovel testing, auger testing, and 

block excavation (38CH1541) 
 

Intensive 
Survey Auger Tests Excavation

225 727 na
48% 73% na
1,013 3,132 50,210
1801 1794 1792

Kitchen 79.7 73.6 70.4
Architecture 8.1 20.4 23.3
Furniture 0.3 0.0 0.1
Arms 0 0.1 0.5
Tobacco 5.7 4.9 4.9
Clothing 0.3 0.3 0.3
Personal 0.1 0.1 0
Activities 5.8 0.5 0.5

Number of Tests
% positive
Number of Artifacts
Mean Ceramic Date
Artifact Pattern

 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT MULLET HALL PLANTATION, JOHNS ISLAND 
 

 

 

 
504 

intrusion and provide a new dimension on native 
and coastal history. Instead of seeking compromise 
and allowing the dead to teach the living, a forced, 
one-sided resolution disallowed society to learn 
more about these issues. 
 
 A third missed opportunity is the failure to 
obtain more, and larger, samples of water 
screening or flotation at all of the sites. The 
abundance of fish scales and carbonized plant 
materials that were recovered suggests that a 
greater focus in this area (i.e., by identifying a 
better water source at the sites and allotting more 
personnel and time to the task) would have made 
even more significant contributions. 
 
 A fourth concern to us after the fact is that 
in spite of the close interval auger testing, we failed 
to recover any wells associated with any of the 
sites. Finding wells, of course, requires 
considerable good fortune (perhaps luck is a more 
accurate statement). We wonder if our chances of 
identifying such features might have increased had 
we included a geophysical component in the 
research design. Examination of so large an area as 
38CH1541 would have been a costly undertaking, 
but it might have been worth this cost, considering 
how frequently the plantation changed hands the 
potential for sealed trash deposits in abandoned 
wells. On the other hand, we must note that 
stripping of 38CH1543 failed to identify a water 
source for these slaves. 

Successes 
 There are, however, successes worth 
noting. 
 
 The first is the cost-effectiveness of auger 
testing in lieu of shovel testing. Using just one site 
for an example, the 727 auger tests at 38CH1541 
took 9.75 person hours to excavate and 163.9 
person hours to screen and backfill. This 
represents about 14 minutes per test. Doing the 
same work by shovel testing would have required 
at least 25 to 30 minutes per test.  
 
 Table 156 compares some results at 
38CH1541 based on the intensive survey shovel 

testing, the auger testing, and the block 
excavations. We interpret this as providing 
increasing accuracy of mean date and pattern 
analysis, but of course, this is the result of the 
increased sample size. Nevertheless, it is worth 
noting that shifting from shovel testing to auger 
testing significantly increased the number of 
positive tests. This, we believe, is the result of test 
uniformity and a reduction in staff fatigue 
excavating tests (even in plowed soil). The increase 
in positive tests also produces a greater sample 
size, further contributing to the accurate 
interpretation of the site. 
 
 We received some resistance on the use of 
auger tests since we were not proposing their 
excavation by level. This is, to us, a pointless 
concern. Both the reconnaissance and previous 
shovel tests revealed only a plowzone over subsoil. 
Excavating the tests by arbitrary levels would have 
dramatically increased the time/cost expenditure 
and would have provided no useful data. We 
believe issues such as this are borne out of a failure 
to grasp fully the mechanics of field investigations.  
 
 Figure 162 compares the data analysis 
from the shovel tests to that derived from the auger 
tests. While there is certainly a strong similarity, 
the detail offered by the additional auger tests and 
their 20 feet intervals (as opposed to 50-foot 
intervals) is significant.  
 
 Future researchers may wish to compare 
testing intervals of 10, 20, and 30 feet, in an effort 
to maximize returns while minimizing, or at least 
controlling, costs. 
 
 A second clear success is the effort put into 
the level of pollen/phytolith collection, as well as 
ethnobotanical sampling. We previously noted that 
even more flotation samples would have been 
beneficial, but those collected produced very 
impressive returns.  
 
 While pollen and phytolith analysis 
remains an expensive undertaking, we believe the 
data the analysis contributes is well worth the 
costs, especially in data recovery situations where  
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future investigations become impossible. The value  
of the flotation samples can be seen in the fact that 
the resulting paleobotanical collection revealed the 
third largest plantation assemblage we were able 
to identify.  
 
 A third methodological success is the use 
of block excavations rather than simply large scale 
stripping of the plowzone. We believe the story 
reconstructed at 38CH1541 is far more complete 
with the benefit of the 50,000 artifacts than it 
would have been discarding the bulk of these 
remains in a search for features. Stripping, 
however, was reasonable at 38CH1543, where 
block excavations produced a sample of 1,824 
artifacts (the stripping and resulting feature 
excavations added only 841 additional specimens). 
Without the stripping, we would have not 
recovered evidence of the wall trench structures. 
 
 A fourth methodological success was the 
interplay between the field investigations and the 
historical research. In spite of abundant initial 
background investigation, we began having trouble 
explaining the presence of archaeological site 
38CH2242. Rather than dismissing the site as an 
anomaly or leaving it unexplained, we went back to 
the historic documents, discovering yet another 
plantation that was initially overlooked. This 
additional research not only explained 38CH2242, 
but also helped attribute site 38CH1547 (which 
was not included in this work phase).  
 
 It is tempting to conduct historical 
research and then work with what one has, but this 
approach fails to maximize both the history and the 
archaeology, leading to incomplete, if not entirely 
erroneous, conclusions. 

Through a Glass Darkly 
This phrase, to the best of my knowledge, 

first used in archaeology over three decades ago by 
Joffre Coe (1983), comes from 1 Corinthians xiii:9-
12.  I, perhaps more than anyone, have been 
guilty of overusing this phrase and its inherent 
analogy. Nevertheless, it seems so ripe, so 
obviously apparent, and so infrequently stated or 

accepted that I again repeat it here. In this final 
section, I will offer some insights through the mist 
of the past that may allow us to see through this 
glass with at least a little greater clarity. 

Dating 
 Occupation at Mullet Hall dates back at 
least 10 to 11,000 years ago as evidenced by two 
Palmer points and a Kirk point, representative of 
the Early Archaic. Occupation during the Middle 
Archaic occupation seems to have declined, since 
only one Morrow Mountain point was identified. 
Occupation intensified during the Late Archaic, 
with the recovery of eight Savannah River 
Stemmed points and even a fragment of steatite. 
Chert dominated the lithic assemblage, suggestive 
of an origin in the Savannah River or Santee River 
basin.  
 
 With the introduction of pottery, the 
examined sites produced small quantities of Early 
Woodland Stallings, Thom’s Creek, and Refuge 
wares, but these account for less than a fifth of the 
pottery recovered. Occupation seems to have 
increased during the Middle and Late Woodland, 
with Deptford, Cape Fear, Wilmington, and St. 
Catherines pottery combined accounting for nearly 
half of all the pottery identified. The remaining 
30% of the pottery, consisting of Irene/Pee Dee 
and Ashley wares, dates from the Mississippian and 
contact periods, with the former far more common 
than the later. It was during this very late 
prehistoric period, perhaps about A.D. 1200, that a 
small hamlet existed on the edge of Mullet Hall 
Creek and an individual died and was buried on the 
property. 
 
 As intriguing as this prehistoric 
occupation is, however, the remains are badly 
fragmented, widely dispersed, and exhibit little or 
no integrity. 
 
 Our focus was instead on the historic 
occupation of five sites, 38CH1541, 1542, 1543, 
2242, and 2244. These were identified as 
associated with two plantations in the very early 
colonial period. The larger was originally owned by 
Richland Floyd, later by Anthony Mathews and his  
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Figure 163. Ceramic Probability Contributions and Bartovic’s Bracketing Dates (38CH1541, 38CH1542, 

38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 38CH2244, from top to bottom). 
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kin, Thomas Mullet, and by 1794 James Legare. It 
was the Legare family that held the property until 
1923. The smaller plantation, at the south edge of 
the study tract and incorporating several small 
creeks, was a plantation owned by James Witter, 
although it is entirely uncertain if he was the first 
owner. Regardless, various Witters owned the 
plantation until the first third of the nineteenth 
century when it, too, passed to James Legare. 
 
 What is perhaps most interesting about 
these two plantations is the evidence of their very 
early dates. For example, Bartovic’s Bracketing 
Dates indicate that 38CH1541 was occupied by at 
least the early 1740s, 38CH1543 was settled by at 
least 1682, and 38CH2244 by 1654 (although 
Charleston was, of course, not settled until 1670, so 
this date is obviously a little too early). Site 
38CH2242, on the Witter tract, was also settled 
very shortly after the founding of Charleston. As a 
result, we have evidence of some of the earliest 
African settlements along the coast – roughly 
contemporaneous with the settlement of the English 
on Oyster Point.  
 
 Figure 163 may help the reader better 
understand the chronology of the various Mullet 
Hall sites. The earliest, 38CH1543, 38CH2242, and 
38CH2244, are all sites occupied only by enslaved 
Africans. These were likely built within a decade of 
Charleston’s founding and perhaps earlier. All 
three sites were abandoned around the turn of the 
century. Although we do not have sufficient 
information for 38CH2242, associated with the 
Witter Plantation, the other two settlements 
(38CH1543 and 38CH2244) likely coalesced at 
38CH1541, the main plantation settlement – and 
this movement may have cultural implications.  
 
 In contrast, the main Mullet Hall 
settlement was perhaps not constructed until 
about 1740, although there were African slaves 
present by perhaps 1730. The decline of the 

                                
1 By 1708, there were perhaps 1,400 enslaved Native 
Americans in South Carolina in a population of about 
12,580.  But the wrath of higher status settlers would 
not be directed solely to either Indians or Africans. The 

plantation seems consistent with historic 
documents suggesting that James Legare left Mullet 
Hall for another of his plantations about 1820. The 
abandonment by about 1920 is also consistent with 
the sale of the property by Kate Legare to Dill Ball. 
 
 It seems James Legare may have 
constructed 38CH1542 shortly after Mullet sold 
the plantation to him in 1794. If so, it may 
represent a significant modification of the 
landscape, shifting the bulk of the enslaved further 
from the main house, closer to agricultural fields 
and providing a separation between blacks and 
whites. In any event, it is this settlement that 
continued after the Civil War into the postbellum 
using African American agricultural labor.  

Colonial Slavery 
During the 150 years between the arrival 

of 20 Africans in Jamestown in 1619 and the 
outbreak of the American Revolution in 1776, 
slavery spread throughout the English colonies, 
even while being unheard of in England. This does 
not imply that equality was a feature of English 
culture or law. In fact, inequality was granted as 
common and natural, evidenced by abundant 
examples of indenturing and apprenticing, as well 
as the enslavement of Indians (Kolchin 2003:7). 1 
In some areas the shift from white indentured 
workers to African slaves came about 1680 – the 
result of a reduction in English whites willing to 
submit to indenture and the rise of the English navy 
which brought with it Britain’s dominance in the 
slave trade. In South Carolina, the switch to 
enslaved Africans probably occurred a little later, 
with the introduction of a staple crop (see, for 
example, Galenston 1981). While the best 
estimates suggest 10 to 12 million Africans were 
forcibly removed from their homeland and brought 
to the New World, the United States likely imported 
“only” 650,000 of these souls, or around 6% of the 

Irish were described as, “more uncivill [sic], more 
uncleanly, more barbarous and more brutish in their 
customs and demeanures [sic], then in any other part of 
the world that is known” (Canny 1973:588). 
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total. 2  It was Brazil and the Caribbean that 
demanded the largest proportion of these enslaved 
Africans.  
 
 Nevertheless, South Carolina was the only 
colony (or state) to have a substantial black 
majority. By 1740, about the time the main Mullet 
Hall settlement was begun, the Carolina low 
country was overwhelmingly African, with more 
than half of Carolina’s slaves less than a decade 
removed from Africa and an even larger proportion 
that had been born in Africa. During the first few 
years of the Mullet Hall settlement (say from 1735 
to 1740), over 12,000 Africans were imported into 
Carolina to cultivate the ever increasing rice fields 
(Olwell 1998:27-28). Looked at another way, in 
1740, the total white and black population of the 
low country was perhaps 60,000 individuals, of 
whom two thirds were Africans. By the eve of the 
American Revolution, the population had increase 
to about 90,000, but this growth was entirely 
among the African American population. The 1740 
ratio of blacks to whites of 2 to 1 increased to 3.5 to 
1 (Coclanis 1989; Olwell 1998:30; Wood 
1974:Table 4).  

A Fundamental Change 
 Wood (1974:55) argues that sometime in 
the early eighteenth century there was a 
fundamental shift from a frontier society to a 
plantation society.3 During the former, primarily 
African slaves lived on large tracts in remote areas 
with little white supervision and absentee owners. 
Kolchin (2003:31) observes that being unable or 
unwilling to engage in close supervision, these 
absentee owners “allowed their low-country slaves 
an unusual degree of self-management.” Even if 
they lived on the plantation, Kolchin claims that the 

                                
2  Forty percent of these African slaves reaching the 
British mainland during the colonial period arrived in 
South Carolina, most passing through the quarantine 
station at Sullivan’s Island (Wood 1974:xiv). Wood also 
notes that the Carolina headright system that granted 
enslaved a status equal to white women and children, 
thereby encouraging importation of enslaved blacks 
from the Barbados (Wood 1974:20; see also Gomez 
1998:18).  

planters’ minds were elsewhere and they exhibited 
an “absentee mentality” (Kolchin 2003:35). 
Regardless, this lifeway offered considerable 
freedom from daily supervision and focused on 
cattle raising, production of naval stores, the fur 
trade (primarily as boat crews), and mixed farming 
(Otto 1987:14; Wood 1974:106). At least some of 
these activities, such as ranching, were familiar to 
Africans and fit into their cultural experience 
(Wood 1974:30). He further suggests that, living on 
large tracts with relatively little outside contact, it 
was possible to develop “a nucleus of a social unit 
larger than a family” (Wood 1974:47).  
 
 In fact, he suggests that during the first half 
of the eighteenth century, these Africans were 
more “unified by the common ground of Old World 
ancestry and recent migration than they were set 
apart by contrasting routines” (Wood 1974:104). 
Kolchin goes further, advancing that slaves, 
regardless of ethnicity, shared many cultural 
features, including equating natural and 
supernatural, living in close relationship with 
ancestors, acknowledging the importance of 
priests and doctors responsible for both curing and 
cursing, holding to a family view that supported 
polygamy and that was unfamiliar with private 
property, and possessing a slow, cyclical sense of 
time in which patience was a virtue (Kolchin 
2003:42). Olwell argues that while “largely hidden 
from the view of researchers,” there were 
situations where “low-country blacks could and did 
live of and by themselves, according to their own 
language, culture, and traditions.” In support of this 
he notes the 1740 Anglican commissary who 
described the area’s Africans as “a Nation within a 
Nation,” finding that these slaves “labour together 

3 There is some evidence this did not take place until 
after the 1730s, when Carolina had direct access to the 
rice market (Wood 1974:108) and the naval stores 
industry migrated northward (Wood 1974:111). Gomez 
finds that “a translation has taken place by 1830 . . . that 
delineates the demise of a preponderant African 
sociocultural matrix and the rise of an African American 
one in its place) (Gomez 1998:5). 
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and converse almost wholly among themselves” 
(Olwell 1998:8).4  
 
 The situation anticipated by Wood seems 
to help even explain the creolization of colono 
pottery. Wood explains that during the first several 
generations, Africans found themselves often 
working side-by-side with enslaved Native 
Americans, sharing the same tasks and even the 
same quarters. He describes the cultural transfer in 
terms of botanical knowledge and comments, 
 

both their background and their 
subservient status put foreign 
slaves in a better position to profit 
from contact with Indians than 
their equally foreign masters. As 
the numbers of Indians declined 
and their once-formidable know-
how dissipated, it was the 
Negroes who assimilated the 
largest share of their lore and who 
increasingly took over their 
responsibilities of “pathfinders” 
in the southern wilderness 
[among other activities, such as 
perhaps weaving baskets, 
poisoning creeks for fish, and 
manufacture of pottery] (Wood 
1974:117).  

 
 During this early period, it seems that 
enslaved Africans developed their own language, 
which evolved into Gullah (Gomez 1998:14; Wood 
1974:168-169). He suggests that the demographic 
conditions promoted the “retention of African 
elements” (Wood 1974:170). Lovejoy repeats this 
concept, noting that “new arrivals from the 
homeland certainly reinforced the African 
component of memory and practice, not only 
maintaining African born slaves as a significant 
portion of the population but also bringing news 

                                
4 Perhaps an example of this is Philip Morgan’s finding 
that while slaves may have been given Anglo names, they 
nevertheless passed on African names to large numbers 
of their children (see Morgan 1998:454).  
5 This may have been even more devastating to Africans 

and otherwise reinforcing an ethnic orthodoxy 
(Lovejoy 2003:33; see also Kolchin 2003:48).  
 
 Kolchin also suggests that this process of 
creolization also changed white perceptions of 
blacks. He suggests that slave owners found that 
American-born slaves required less disciplining 
than Africans, they required less training, better 
understood English commands, and more readily 
accepted their slave status (Kolchin 2003:59).  
 
 Added to this, the introduction of rice 
changed everything according to Wood. Slaves 
were forced away from skilled trades and 
increasingly became responsible for only the most 
menial tasks (Wood 1974:229). 5 
 
 For Wood, the Stono Rebellion (1739) may 
have been the turning point or watershed. That 
event marks African slaves turning against the 
severity and restrictions of rice agriculture and the 
new plantation regime. Pearson argues that the 
introduction of widespread rice cultivation 
dramatically upset gender relations, forcing 
African males to engage in “women’s work,” 
violating the normal division of labor that had 
prevailed previously, and emasculating them 
(Pearson 1996:24). In addition, it established a 
routine that would no longer allow the autonomy 
these early slaves had become used to (Pearson 
1996:25). Pearson notes that in addition to the 
Stono Rebellion, there were also an increasing 
number of enslaved Africans attempting to flee 
when compared to native-born or Caribbean slaves 
(Pearson 1996:36). 

Archaeological Recognition 
 Perhaps the first archaeologists to 
recognize the effect of the shift from frontier to 
plantation on African Americans were Wheaton 
and his colleagues from their work at Yaughan and 

than it seems on its face. Gomez explains that most 
Africans were taken out of cultures in which divisions of 
labor had been apportioned to whole families, within 
which certain skills and economic activities were passed 
down from generation to generation (Gomez 1998:15).  
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Curriboo (Wheaton et al. 1983; Wheaton 2002; see, 
however, Zierden 2002:185 in her Willtown 
discussions).  
 
 With sites dating from the 1780s to 1820s 
(38CH75), 1740s to 1790s (38BK76), and 1740s to 
about 1800 (38BK245), they were able to 
distinguish a fundamental change in settlement, 
identified by house construction (from post-in-
trench earth-walled architecture thought to be 
African to post-in-ground construction more 
similar to European techniques). Structure size 
changed and even the arrangement of the villages 
were modified (from a pattern following natural 
contours to one with a more regular arrangement). 
Associated with these changes, they argue, is the 
colono pottery. They describe a “gradual shift from 
a society clearly descended from African roots in 
the early colonial period with a significant amount 
of cultural continuity in the eighteenth century” 
(Wheaton 2002:43). 
 
 It seems that since this extraordinary 
investigation, little effort has been made to explore 
other aspects of how the shift from Frontier to 
Plantation affected African lives. Fortunately, 
Mullet Hall helps us explore both artifact patterns 
and foodways, as well as housing. 

Housing 
 While nineteenth century slave structures 
could be observed at 38CH1542, the remaining 
sites all revealed only ground fast construction – 
what have been called post-in-trench or simply 
wall trench construction. Wheaton, summarizing 
the work at Yaughan and Curriboo, explains these 

                                
6  Posnansky warns, however, “there is no one single 
universal measure that can be used to recognize African 
buildings, though in the case of rectilinear layouts in 
domestic buildings, rooms are seldom wider than 3-4 
meters [10-13 feet]. Room size may be determined as 
much as the building methods and transport limitations 
as by anything else” (Posnansky 1999:27). 
7  Samford has identified underfloor pits Virginia and 
North Carolina. Unable to find similar examples in South 
Carolina or Georgia, she suggests that these features may 
be indicative of the Igbo (Ebo) who comprised a 

“earth walled” structures were rectangular, 
ranging from 9.5 by 13 feet to 14 by 20.5 feet. The 
trench features allowing their recognition were 
between 0.8 and 1.5 feet in width and 1.5 to 2.5 feet 
in depth, with posts placed about every 2.2 feet. 
These are thought to be essentially African in origin 
and style (Wheaton 2002:36-37).6 
Later, there was a shift to “post-in-ground” 
construction with frame siding and posts every 
3.75 feet. These structures were not as elongated, 
ranging from 10.5 to 12.75 feet by 12 to 13 feet. 
These seem to have more European influences. 
 
 Evidence of wall trench structures was 
recovered at 38CH1541, 38CH1542, 38CH1543, 
and 38CH2244.  
 
 At 38CH1541, portions of five wall trench 
structures were recovered: Features 4, 5, and 6 in 
Block J; Feature 7 in Block M; and Feature 8 in Block 
L. Features 4 and 6 suggest a structure measuring 
about 6 by 16 feet and two (Features 5 and 7) 
clearly evidence remnant post holes in the trench. 
In comparison with Yaughan and Curriboo, the one 
partial structure seems narrow, but otherwise 
consistent.  
 
 Of greater interest may be the five 
structures with constructed marsh clay floors and 
exterior post holes. Between 7 and 10 feet in width 
and 17 to 34 feet, these are also not critically 
different in size – only construction method. Three 
of these structures contained between one and 
three interior, rectangular storage pits. These bear 
extraordinary similarity to those identified by 
Samford (2007), primarily in Virginia, and thought 
to be representative of Igbo (Ebo) peoples.7 With 

substantial portion of the enslaved population in that 
area, but which were far less common in South Carolina 
(Samford 2007). Gomez notes that, at least in documents, 
“the South Carolinian rejection of the Igbo remains both 
decided and dramatic” (Gomez 2003:84; see, however, 
Walsh (2001:153-154), who contends that the Igbo in 
southern Virginia only evidences the “planters’ general 
inability to influence the ethnic composition of new 
arrivals.”).  Nevertheless, there is abundant evidence 
that Ebo were present in South Carolina and that 
Europeans were generally incapable of discerning the 
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very early dates for these structures and features, 
it seems that Igbo people and their cultural 
practices played a role in frontier society.  
 
 At 38CH1542, a single wall trench 
structure was found in Block A. Representing only 
a corner with about 8 feet of wall, it is not possible 
to speculate on the structure size.  
 
 At least four wall trench structures were 
identified at site 38CH1543, including one in 
formal excavations and three more in mechanical 
stripping. All were heavily plowed, but one reveals 
a width of about 7 feet – consist with other 
structures found at Mullet Hall, but narrower than 
those revealed by the Yaughan and Curriboo work.  
 
 During mechanical stripping at 
38CH2244, another wall trench structure was 
encountered. The length, although incomplete, 
was at least 14 feet. Also present at this site is a 
tabby-like hearth similar to one previously 
identified by Chicora researchers in Beaufort 
County (Trinkley 1991:104-106).  
 
 In spite of deep plowing, the Mullet Hall 
sites revealed a number of wall trench 
structures, several with post holes within the 
trench, as well as prepared clay floors with 
exterior posts. These mark the early eighteenth 
century settlement of the various sites.  
 
 Another factor worth considering is 
that these structures – similar to those at 
Yaughan and Curriboo – lacked a regimented, 
linear arrangement. Instead, their arrangement 
may be termed “organic,” or more clustered, 
perhaps even cluttered. Certainly, the clay-

                                
different “peoples” of Africa. While Laurens is often cited 
as expressing disdain for Ebos (which he variously 
termed “Calibars,” or from “the Bite”). Yet in 1756, 
Laurens observed that his sale of Ebos went “much 
better than we hoped for” (Hamer et al. 1970:82) and in 
1757, he commented that a cargo of “chiefly Ebos” was 
expected to “sell very well” (Hamer et al. 1970:481), 
although this may solely be the result of fluctuating 
market conditions (Gomez 2003:115). At one point 

floored structures at 38CH1541 are suggestive of 
this.8   

Artifact Patterns 
 South’s Artifact Patterns have been 
discussed previously and readers may recall that 
the patterns at 38CH1541, 38CH1542, and 
38CH1543 all closely resemble those usually 
associated with eighteenth century slave 
settlements. In this pattern, kitchen artifacts 
account for between 70.9 and 84.2%, while 
architectural remains are the next most common, 
contributing between 11.2 and 24.8%. These are 
distinctly different from both eighteenth century 
Euro-American and nineteenth century slave 

Laurens reveals his inability to ascertain the origin of 
slaves without a bill of lading, suggesting that ethnic 
determinations were far from precise (Hamer et al. 
1970:38). Donnan also calls it “puzzling” that ethnicities, 
so important at importation, were rapidly ignored after 
purchase (Donnan 1928:817). 
8 They took on, however, the same orientation as the 
reset of the plantation settlement present into the mid-
nineteenth century. 

□

□

□ 1543

20 30

70

Ki
tc

he
n 

Ar
tif

ac
ts

 (%
)

Architecture Artifacts (%)

2244

2242

Carolina Slave Artifact 
Pattern

90

80

10

 
Figure 164. Comparison of kitchen and architecture 

artifact patterns at Mullet Hall sites. 



 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

 

 

 
513 

patterns. The eighteenth century slave sites tend to 
exhibit a wide range of kitchen related items, 
primarily ceramics, while the wall trench 
architecture tended to contribute very little, 
especially in comparison with more substantial 
Euro-American structures. Slave architecture 
“improved” during the nineteenth century, with a 
resulting increase in architectural remains, usually 
nails.  
 
 Sites 38CH2242 and 38CH2244, however, 
are anomalous. In both cases, kitchen artifacts 
represent over 90% of the collection, while 
architectural remains are exceedingly sparse – 
accounting for 5% or less of the assemblage.  
(Figure 164). It is also worth noting that colono 
wares account for 94.1% of the kitchen assemblage 
at 38CH2242 and 67.7% at 38CH2244. At 
38CH1543, the colono represents only 38.2% of 
the kitchen assemblage. 
 
 We have previously found similar 
differences between cotton and rice plantation 
artifact patterns (Trinkley 1993a:210-212), so the 
fact that pattern variation based on plantation and 
even temporal differences should come as no 
surprise (certainly South would expect no less), 
although rarely are archaeologists presented with 
the opportunity to explore these variations.  
 
 DeCorse, over a decade ago, explained 
that,  
 

there is no single “slave” pattern . 
. . . Given the cultural variation and 
the divergent historical 
conditions during the early years 
of the plantation system, there 
should be a great deal of local 
variation. Amalgamation 
occurred within the slave system, 

                                
9 This point is made even more forcibly by Hall, who 
states, “there is no detailed, existing body of knowledge 
about historical African ethnicities either in Africa or in 
the Americas. Ethnic designations and identities changed 
on both sides of the Atlantic during the 400 years of the 
Atlantic slave trade (Hall 2005:37). As an illustration, she 

but some regional variation is 
readily discernible in modern 
African-American and African-
Caribbean cultures (DeCorse 
1999:145). 

 
He goes on to suggest that it seems unlikely that 
variations will be the result of African ethnicity or 
culture in slave society.9 
 
 When the mean ceramic dates for the 
three sites examined in Figure 163 are factored in, 
we discover that the anomalous patterns exhibit 
very early dates (1734 for 38CH2244 and 1742 for 
38CH2242), while the remainder of the sites have 
somewhat later dates, typically in the second half 
of the eighteenth century. 
 
 Thus, we believe that the pattern 
differences are representative of the earliest 
settlements of enslaved Africans in Carolina – 
representing what Wood has termed the frontier or 
pioneer period.  
 
 The assemblage revealed by the earliest 
sites is exceptionally sparse. While the eighteenth 
slaves rarely had much furniture, little evidence of 
arms, and few personal items, tobacco related 
artifacts such as pipes typically range up to 5.4%. 
Yet at 38CH2242 and 38CH2244, these artifacts 
account for no more than 3%. More significantly, 
clothing items such as buttons and sewing items, 
while not “common,” can account for 0.3 to 0.8% of 
an eighteenth century slave assemblage. At 
38CH2242 and 38CH2244, they account for no 
more than 0.1% of the assemblage. 
 
 In contrast, one of these very early sites 
(38CH2242) produced an assemblage with a 
number of beads – resulting in the personal 
assemblage accounting for 0.7%, while usually 

documents that by the eighteenth century, some of the 
same African ethnicities from the West African Middle 
Belt north of the coasts of Lower Guinea began to be 
shipped to the Americas from all three of the Lower 
Guinea costs identified by Atlantic slave traders (Hall 
2005:32). 
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personal items contribute no more than 0.1% of 
the artifact total. 
 
 Whether shipped from Africa or 
transshipped from the Caribbean, history has been 
sadly unable to tell us much about the cultural 
transfer, transformation, or annihilation among 
these forcibly transplanted Africans (Walsh 
2001:39). According to Laurens, African slaves 
were stripped of their clothing and were provided 
only minimal clothing upon arrival (Hamer et al. 
1970:64). Thus, it seems likely that many 
possessed little upon arrival other than their 
country marks, perhaps a few beads, and ragged 
clothing. The apparent poverty revealed by the 
artifact patterns of these early sites seems entirely 
appropriate – and it suggests that the early 
planters were provid-
ing only minimal 
goods to the enslaved. 
 

The mean 
dates from 38CH2242 
and 38CH2244 both 
reveal occupation 
prior to or just at the 
1739 Stono Rebellion 
by enslaved Afri-
cans. 10  Attitudes to-
ward Africans appear 
to have changed 
about this time. For 
example, Sirmans 
notes that not only 
were new slave laws 
enacted, but also it 
was about this time 
that slaves began 
being considered not 
freehold property, but 
chattel. As freehold 
property, early slaves enjoyed a higher legal status 
and could not be moved from the owner’s landed 
estate (Sirmans 1962:465).  

                                
10  While often discussed, the Stono uprising is not 
isolated. In the summer of 1740, a large conspiracy was 
discovered in St. John Berkeley Parish, at least 67 slaves 

 Nevertheless, the artifact pattern for later 
eighteenth century slave settlements suggests 
there were some material improvements. Olwell 
suggests the limited amelioration may have been 
the result of owners’ “memories of Stono . . . 
[causing] masters to pause before pressing their 
slaves to work ever harder in the pursuit of greater 
profits” (Olwell 1998:29).   

Faunal Remains 
 Just as archaeologists rely on an artifact 
pattern that seems to best reflect the mid- to late 
eighteenth century, they also focus on a diet 
reconstruction developed by Reitz (1986) that 
utilizes primarily late eighteenth and early 
nineteenth century sites. How reliable is this 

assemblage for comparison to the sites of early 
eighteenth century African slaves? 
 

were put on trial, and as many as two dozen were put to 
death (Olwell 1998:26). Sirmans (1962:469) reports 
another uprising shortly after 1740. 
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Figure 165. Faunal MNI percentages for the combined eighteenth century Mullet 

Hall assemblage compared to Reitz’s (1986) pattern for slaves and the 
early settlement at Stobo Plantation (Webber and Reitz 1999).  
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Wheaton (2002:40) suggests that while 
there were changes in utensils, vessels, and 
perhaps even where food was prepared, he asserts 
that in general foodways were very slow to change 
based on the Yaughan and Curriboo evidence. He 
sees a mostly “boiled, vegetal diet cooked in pots 
and served in bowls.” His work, however, was 
several years prior to Reitz’s model and it does not 
appear that the data have been re-examined in any 
detail. 

 
 If we compare food sources by MNI 
developed by Reitz for slaves, with that for the 
combined Mullet Hall eighteenth century 
collection, there are stark differences (as pointed 
out by Hogue and her students). Perhaps the most 
obvious is that while Reitz found slave settlements, 
on average, containing about 20.5% domestic 
mammals, at Mullet Hall this nearly doubled to 
40.8%. In addition, while Reitz found that fish 
represented about 36.5% of the MNI at slave sites, 
we found only 12.5% at Mullet Hall – and this was, 
we believe, with very good sampling to recover 
small bones and fish scales. 
 
 Figure 165 also illustrates the MNI data for 

                                
11 This is perhaps the result of the Stobo assemblage 
being dominated by the plantation owner, rather than 

38CH2242 and 38CH2244. While these are 
exceedingly small samples, they bear virtually no 
resemblance to Reitz’s projections. Wild mammals 
dominate one site (38CH2242) and domestic 
mammals dominate the other (38CH2244). In spite 
of the small samples, we can speculate that perhaps 
the enslaved at 38CH2242 (which was a distinctly 
different settlement than Mullet Hall) were forced 
to rely on wild game, being provisioned with only a 
few chickens. In contrast, 38CH2244 appears to 
have been heavily dependent on cattle and pigs – 
almost to the exclusion of other resources. 
 
 This figure also includes more recent work 
by Webber and Reitz (1999) on the early 
assemblage at Stobo Plantation (Zierden et al. 
1999). Zierden characterizes this as a “frontier” 
plantation and its date range, 1700 to 1740, is a 
good match for much of the Mullet Hall assemblage. 
While the faunal assemblage from the early phase 
of Stobo does not match Reitz’s slave pattern 
particularly well, it also fails to resemble the Mullet 
Hall data, showing a more even distribution of 
resources. 11  It is also of interest that the 
commensal species are so abundant.  
 

  We can simplify the analysis by 
looking at European foods (domesticated 
mammals and birds) compared to wild 
resources (inclusive of all other faunal 
material except commensals) (Figure 
166). The take away from this is that the 
earliest African settlements, at least in the 
vicinity of Mullet Hall, were supported 
primarily by European food sources, with 
limited opportunities (or need) to 
supplement the diet using wild resources.  
 
  This seems counter intuitive 
given the previous historical data 
suggesting that these earliest slaves 
engaged in ranching, cropping, and naval 
stores had more autonomy than later 
slaves subjected to the strenuous demands 
of rice agriculture. One possible 

the enslaved on the plantation.  

 
Figure 166. Faunal MNI percentages for the combined 

eighteenth century Mullet Hall assemblage compared 
to Reitz’s (1986) pattern for slaves. 
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explanation is that through time, owners became 
less willing to provide food and required their 
slaves to find alternative food supplies. The earlier, 
pioneer, settlements were better provisioned and 
had less need to hunt and trap. In fact, these 
provisions actually contributed to the autonomy of 
these earliest slave populations.  
 
 It may be that the larger proportion of 
commensal species at Mullet Hall provides 
evidence of less European control – both in hygiene 
and in how the settlements were maintained. 
Webber and Reitz (1999:297) argue that control of 
the environment is an indication of status, so the 
abundant recovery of vermin may be equated with 
limited control and low status. This, however, may 
be somewhat ethnocentric since Hogue and her 
students point out that in some societies “vermin” 
are food. 

Floral Remains 
 Detailed examination of charcoal, pollen, 
phytoliths, and starch grains all contribute to a 
detailed understanding of how plants contributed 
to the enslaved diet. 
 
 Carbonized plant foods reveal the 
presence of four foods with West African origins, 
rice, cowpea, sorghum, and indigo, as well as the 
New World crop of corn. Other likely subsistence 
items are garden crops or greens, such as collards, 
also a West African plant. Hickory and walnut 
shells may be accidental inclusions, but they are so 
frequently found at sites of the enslaved, it is more 
likely that they represent at least incidental foods. 
Finally, there are eight other plants (spurge, 
goosegrass, copperleaf, panic grass, pigweed, 
ragweed, rattlebox, sida, and sorrel) that also have 
analogous tropical West African examples. Almost 
all of these seemingly “weedy” plants have some 
degree of medicinal or magico-religious 
significance, suggesting that the Africans at Mullet 
Hall sought to take control of their environment. 
Edwards-Ingram explains, 
 

Enslaved people asserted some 
control over their lives through 
different cultural practices 

surrounding plant use. They used 
plants for dietary and medicinal 
needs, and assigned medicinal, 
nutritional, symbolic, and magical 
properties to plants. Enslaved 
people included information from 
Africa and within the African 
diaspora to cultivate and gather 
plants for medicinal and 
nutritional purposes . . . . Plants 
were enlisted in preventative and 
curative medicine. They were 
used to make tea, for baths, and as 
ingredients in wrapped charms 
and other medicinal kits 
(Edwards-Ingram 2001:40). 

 
As long as we dismiss plants as “weeds” it 

will be difficult, perhaps impossible, to understand 
the interactions that are likely taking place at slave 
settlements such as those at Mullet Hall. Gundaker 
warns that making such connections is difficult, not 
because there is not enough data, but rather, 
because “there is too much information on too 
many levels – and too much more to learn – to 
expect anything less than a wide-ranging network 
of connections and disjunctions between the old 
and the new” (Gundaker 1998:8).  
 
 The pollen, phytolith, and starch analysis 
of samples from Mullet Hall also identified multiple 
cereal grain deposits, likely corn. Between these 
data and the ethnobotanical record there is little 
doubt that the enslaved were supplied with corn – 
a finding supported by the presence of grinding 
stones in the artifact assemblage.  
 
 Examination of pollen and phytolith data 
also documented the area around the slave 
settlements. Finds included materials from the 
amaranth family, wormwood, ragweed/ 
marshelder, other plants in the sunflower family, 
plants in the chicory tribe of the sunflower family 
such as dandelion and/or chicory, plants in the 
mustard family, legumes, prairie clover, knotweed, 
spurge, Virginia creeper, grasses, a member of the 
milkwort family, poison ivy, and cattails in wet 
areas.  It seems likely that the vicinity of the 
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settlements was grassy, suggesting a disturbed 
habitat that would have promoted the commensals 
found in the faunal collection.  
 
 The presence of Virginia creeper berries in 
several of the sub-floor pits found at 38CH1541 
suggests intentional collection and storage, along 
with evidence of greens.  
 
 Several features revealed the presence of 
elevated poison ivy pollen. While this pollen may 
simply be an accidental inclusion, we should realize 
that Thomas Jefferson cultivated it because of its 
shiny compound leaves and vigorous growth 
(Sumner 2004:319). Porcher (1863:200-202) 
further comments on a variety of medicinal uses for 
the plant. This may therefore be another plant that 
we should not quickly dismiss as part of the African 
American pharmacopeia.  
 
 Although we have a relatively large 
assemblage of plant data, there is little to which it 
can be compared. While we prepared a list of plants 
previously reported from plantation sites, the 
variation in sampling, collecting, and analyses 
makes it impossible to offer any statements 
regarding how the Mullet Hall collection may 
compare to later sites. 

Other Foods 
 There are two additional subsistence 
resources examined at Mullet Hall. One is shellfish, 
most particularly oysters. While readily accessible 
from all of the sites examined, there is little 
evidence that oysters (or any shellfish) played a 
significant dietary role. In fact, we believe that the 
shellfish present at 38CH1541 are largely those 
collected for use by whites.  
 
 Several authors (e.g., Young 1997 and Lev-
Tov 2004) suggest that risk theory may explain the 
absence of certain foods – such as shellfish. 
Focusing on other food resources may have 
resulted in less risk – and greater rewards – than 
collecting shellfish. Shellfish may then be similar to 
the presence of hickory and walnut in the charred 
assemblage – representing incidental finds. 
 

 The second food source is represented by 
eggshell recovered from flotation and fine 
screening of a variety of features at 38CH1541. 
 
 These remains document the seeming 
abundance of chicken eggs, as well as the presence 
of turkey, goose, duck, and quail eggs. While 
chicken, turkey, and duck are documented by the 
faunal studies, the goose and quail eggs add 
another dimension to the collection. The remains 
also help support oral history that eggs of wild 
birds were happened upon by the enslaved and 
were incidental foods.  
 
 Unfortunately, relatively few archaeo-
logical reports provide detailed analysis of the 
eggshell that may be recovered and even fewer 
studies develop recovery methods that might help 
ensure eggshell will be sampled if present. 

Ritual and Magic 
 Throughout this study, we have offered 
alternative interpretations for items ranging from 
brass nails to eggs, documenting their use by 
Africans and African Americans in various 
practices. The problem, of course, is that this may 
create a search for significance where none is to be 
found. Sometimes a cigar is just a cigar, just as 
sometimes, perhaps often, a brass nail is just a 
curiosity or eggshell simply represents a snack.  
 
 This is not to dismiss efforts by us, or 
others, to see beyond the obvious. But it seems only 
fair to acknowledge the difficulty. Leone and his 
colleagues have tackled this issue, arguing that 
items associated with malign conjure can be more 
readily identified archaeologically than those with 
curative or protective associations (Leone et al. 
2001). We are not sure that we agree, but we do 
believe that it is important to continue the search. 

The Plantation Landscape 
 Investigations allow us to provide a 
reasonable reconstruction of the sites investigated 
– in spite of the plowing.  
 
 Sites 38CH1541, 38CH1543, 38CH2242, 
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and 38CH2244 were all contemporaneous, being 
settled in the decade after the settlement of 
Charleston.  
 

38CH1541 was likely always the main 
settlement, although the evidence we have focuses 
on the presence of a number of African style 
structures, some with subfloor pits. The dominance 
of enslaved Africans was likely the result of 
absentee ownership and it remains unlikely that 
any owner prior to James Legare (who acquired 
Mullet Hall in 1794) ever lived on the parcel. This 
absentee ownership early in Carolina’s settlement 
was not uncommon and it allowed Africans 
considerable autonomy.  

 
With acquisition of 38CH1541 by Legare, 

we suspect the organization seen on late 
antebellum plans began to be formulated. This 
included a frame main house, various subsidiary 
structures, and likely slave quarters. 

 
38CH1543 and 38CH2244 were part of 

Mullet Hall and each represented a small African 
settlement of perhaps two or three structures. Like 
the main settlement, these were begun shortly 
after the founding of Charleston and continued 
until James Legare acquired the plantation. They 
represent the settlements arising from activities 
such as cattle ranching, subsistence cropping, and 
timbering.  

 
38CH1542 began around the time James 

Legare acquired Mullet Hall in 1794. Initial 
settlement was similar to that at 38CH1543 and 
38CH2244, but it was quickly converted into the 
more “modern” settlement of raised foundation 
frame houses with a linear organization. Whether 
this shift was the result of Legare’s paternalism and 
desire to provide better for his “servants” or the 
result of his intention to bring order and a 
European mindset to the plantation is uncertain. 
We are inclined to suggest that both played roles. 
This is where the plantation’s enslaved lived until 
emancipation and where they continued to live 
under the Black Codes as agricultural workers. The 
settlement was abandoned about 1920. 

 

There is limited documentary evidence 
that rice was introduced by 1794 (rice 
impoundments are shown on the plat between 
Mullet and Legare), but the archaeological record is 
largely mute, except for a single charred rice grain. 
We doubt that rice was long cultivated since it 
seems that by the early nineteenth century Legare 
was largely engaged in cotton.  

 
Thus, the plantation economy began with 

what Coclanis (1989:58) describes as “land-
intensive activities, activities which included not 
only mixed agriculture but rudimentary extraction 
and plunder – the stuff of Marxian primitive 
accumulation.” Ranching and naval stores gave up 
some ground to rice production, although rice 
seems to have quickly been abandoned in favor of 
cotton. There is no evidence that any of the planters 
invested in indigo.  

 
The final site, 38CH2242, was associated 

with the Witter Plantation and was eventually 
amalgamated into Lagare’s Mullet Hall. For the 
very early colonial period this settlement was 
likely indistinguishable from those at 38CH1543 
and 38CH2244, although it may have been smaller, 
based on the reduced collections and features. This 
smaller size is consistent with what is known about 
the Witter ownership (for example, only nine 
slaves were present in 1790). This site was also 
abandoned about the end of the eighteenth century 
and it is likely that the slaves were moved to 
38CH1547 (although 38CH2243 may also have 
been used). 
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